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Executive Summary

The present analysis of short sea shipping (SSS) networks in the Caribbean region seeks to provide 
policy and investment recommendations for improving the quality and frequency of these networks. To 
this end, the project has identified and collected a wide range of data, including useful information from 
port authorities, other stakeholders, and publicly available sources – e.g. the Central American Maritime 
Transport Commission (COCATRAM) and the United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database (UN 
Comtrade). In addition, it has considered relevant policy lessons from other regions and assessed their 
applicability to the Caribbean reality. Lastly, it has undertaken careful scenario analyses in order to offer 
valuable insights into ways to improve and strengthen regional SSS networks. 

Initial research and interviews produced a series of important findings and considerations, including the 
following points: 

 → Container port and transshipment activity is the main determinant of the feeder SSS markets. This 
market is designed to consolidate the low volumes generated by many of the small economies of the 
region, particularly island states. However, the structure and service level of this market is entirely 
dependent of the strategies of maritime shipping lines that aim to connect their deep-sea services with 
the regional cargo base. Of the 21.0 million Twenty-Foot Equivalent Unit (TEU) of containers handled in 
the Caribbean in 2015, 10.2 million were transshipment containers.

 → Inter-island trade volumes in the Eastern Caribbean are not sufficient in and of themselves to justify a 
service that is customized to that trade. This would imply that although a more suitable solution – one 
which serves inter-island trade more efficiently than the current system – might be found, that solution 
may have to serve another market primarily and treat inter-island trade as a secondary market. 

 → The structure of taxation in the Caribbean undermines regional integration and short sea shipping. 
Many countries rely more on trade taxes (i.e. import duties) than on personal or corporate income tax 
out of complexity and compliance considerations. In turn, this impairs regional integration efforts and 
also gives rise to inefficient customs services and substantial customs fraud.

 → Directionality of shipping services remains a problem in the Eastern Caribbean. All liner services 
travel north-south, delivering loaded containers and picking up (mostly) empty containers (MTs) on 
the way south. The northward leg is non-stop back to the hub port (Kingston or Miami). This makes it 
difficult and expensive for any shippers wishing to send cargo northward. 

 → There is no perceived need for additional shipping capacity in the Caribbean Common Market 
(CARICOM) region. Stakeholders stressed that any additional tonnage would cause financial hardship 
for existing operators. This opinion was confirmed through our analysis of shipping services to the 
region. Respondents also felt that significant improvements could be achieved by increasing port 
productivity through better management and training as well as measures to facilitate intra-regional 
trade. Use of different International Chamber of Commerce trade terms (INCOTERMs) such as Free 
Alongside Ship (FAS) contracts rather than Free on Board (FOB) contracts could assist in reducing 
overall shipping charges as well as the need to access foreign currencies.
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 → The Eastern Caribbean is a good example that one size does not fit all: containerization has not been 
successful for shippers within the region. Most inter-island shipments do not fill a 20-foot container, 
which means Less-than-Container-load (LCL) or non-containerized shipments are preferred. Thus, 
the region must contend with a trade that is small both in overall volume and the size of individual 
shipments. This is not a scenario that is amenable to an efficient shipping solution.

Trade and Port Infrastructure

The study provides a brief overview of existing trade and port infrastructure in the Caribbean. In so doing, 
it aims to highlight pivotal investment considerations and potential roadblocks to the development of a 
strong SSS industry, among others: 

 → Other than some ports in Jamaica and The Bahamas, most CARICOM ports can be defined as service 
ports – they serve their hinterland only (and some other islands) and have little or no transshipment 
business. In Trinidad and Tobago, the Point Lisas and Port of Spain ports serve as sub-regional hubs. 
Even as service ports, throughput is low – the average Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) 
port throughput is only 18,000 TEUs per year, compared to the average 300,000 TEUs seen annually 
for service ports in South America, Europe and the Far East. 

 → Most of these service ports have terminal layouts and equipment more suited to the breakbulk era 
than the present-day containerized shipping environment. Other than Jamaica, Barbados and Trinidad 
and Tobago, no CARICOM ports have quayside gantries and must make do with mobile cranes. Some 
ports must rely on ship’s gear as they have no quayside cranes at all. This is a serious constraint to port 
and logistics productivity. Most ports, however, have Roll-on-Roll-off (RO/RO) ramps. 

 → The low cargo throughput of many CARICOM ports means that significant infrastructure and 
equipment upgrades may not generate the financial returns required for the investment. This issue 
is compounded by labour issues – e.g. staff in excess of operational requirements. These issues place 
further pressure on port budgets and reduce the ability to upgrade technology/infrastructure and 
reduce labour. 

 → Despite difficulties, reforms do occur and are underway to improve information technology and 
computerized systems. Caribbean ports are now in different stages of implementation of solutions 
such as the Automated System for Customs Data (ASYCUDA), terminal operating systems (TOS), port 
community systems (PCS), or single windows. While these systems facilitate trade, they are unlikely to 
generate additional cargo.

 → Most Caribbean ports are 50 years old or older and these ports were built for a completely different 
commercial environment. They are frequently on the waterfront of urban areas and have very limited 
real estate on which to expand. The infrastructure is old, usually poorly maintained, and difficult to 
modify to handle the loads placed by modern container handling equipment. Despite these constraints, 
investment is planned and sometimes does take place if the funding can be sourced – see Saint Vincent 
and the Grenadines, Antigua and Barbuda, and Barbados.
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 → Few of the existing Caribbean Special Economic Zones (SEZs) have dedicated port facilities, 
although some are located adjacent to ports. Those that do not have dedicated facilities must rely on 
the port(s) in their country of location. The small to medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) located at these 
SEZs frequently cannot ship full container-loads – they must rely on LCL consolidation services at the 
ports. This affects their ability to compete globally. However, most CARICOM ports and many shipping 
lines offer LCL consolidation services. 

Case Studies

The project also evaluated two extra-regional case studies in order to draw possible lessons for the 
Caribbean policy environment. Two case studies are presented: first, the policy and legal environment 
surrounding the SSS industry in the European Union (EU), and, second, the ferry network in the Greek 
island archipelago.

The European Commission saw in SSS policy the opportunity to promote intra-EU trade and to allow the 
shipping industry – including inland waterway shipping on Europe’s navigable rivers – to compete with and 
complement truck and rail transport. Specifically, the EU’s SSS policy sought to:

 → Promote general transport sustainability – SSS is seen as an environmentally friendly and safe 
alternative to road transport;

 → Strengthen the cohesion of the EU and revitalize peripheral regions; and

 → Increase the efficiency of transport in order to meet current and future demands arising from economic 
growth.

Development of the EU SSS network has not been uniform due partly to implementation of directives 
that left substantial discretion to member countries in the development of their own legal and regulatory 
framework. Harmonization of these environments has become both necessary and difficult. Another issue 
has been that the overall policy was developed not with SSS as a priority, but with SSS as a component of 
sustainable economic development of the EU and its transport policy. The result was policy directions that 
did not promote SSS as the main objective.

For its part, the Greek island archipelago and its strong ferry industry offers some additional lessons. This 
group of islands has some similarity to the Eastern Caribbean in terms of population size, distance between 
islands, and importance of the tourism industry. The ferry industry handles most of the cargo, as well as 
many of the passenger and tourist transfers between the Greek islands and the mainland and other adjacent 
countries – mainly Italy. Domestic cargo is shipped mainly using RO/RO vehicles, which accounted for 20.8 
million tonnes – 83.5% of the total tonnage – in 2016 versus 4.2 million tonnes shipped either containerized or 
as general cargo. Nevertheless, the ferry industry is largely operating at a loss and is reliant on public subsidies. 

While neither case constitutes a perfect policy blueprint or roadmap for the Caribbean region, they 
nonetheless underscore several salient points: 
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 → Strong policy support is required to promote SSS when multiple nations are involved. Given that 
Caribbean countries have limited resources for policy support and coordination, a simple policy with 
easy, economical implementation likely has the best possibility of success. 

 → The very existence of some public transport systems depends on the will and ability of their host 
countries to provide those subsidies. Greece has a large and vibrant ferry industry; many of the 
services are, however, not profitable and require subsidies. These ferry services exist mainly because 
they are widely perceived to be essential to the national economy.

Scenarios Modeled

After developing a list of possible SSS development scenarios based on expert assessment and comments 
from stakeholder meetings, the project’s analysis was narrowed to a baseline scenario and three (3) 
intervention scenarios, with all scenarios assuming Kingston as the regional hub:

 → The baseline scenario reflects the current situation of a dominance of north-to-south flows in the 
Eastern Caribbean. 

 → Scenario A, a reconfiguration of short sea services in the Eastern Caribbean, envisages standard 
Load-on-Load-off (LO/LO) ships serving the Eastern Caribbean in a south-north direction, which 
represents a direction reversal. Services were analyzed from both a shipping time and cost basis, 
including port costs.

 → Scenario B, another reconfiguration of short sea services, contemplates use of RO/RO ships in 
combination with LO/LO services to serve the region – i.e. a ferry network. Services were also analyzed 
from both a shipping time and cost basis, including port costs.

 → Scenario C contemplates the introduction of reduced port handling charges for intra-regional LCL 
containers. 

The scenarios differ in both cost and time performance. They were analyzed using weighted average 
cost and time for inter-island flows, so that the most important flows are reflected proportionally in the 
performance. Costs and time figures involving Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago are those weighting the 
most. Scenario A has a cost performance 6.6% higher than the baseline while it is 26.1% higher for Scenario 
B. From a time perspective, Scenario A is 21.1% more performant while Scenario B is 4.2% more performant.

For the greater inter-island connectivity and time performance they offer, both Scenario A and B imply 
higher shippers’ costs. These costs are reflected differently according to each inter-island trade pairs.

Cost increases to shippers over the Baseline Scenario are 3.6% to 4.9% over the model life for Scenario 
A and 14.8% to 16.1% for Scenario B. Whether or not shippers would absorb these costs is uncertain and 
could only be determined with a detailed market study. However, it is felt that a cost increase of less than 
5% to obtain much better performance in shipping south to north would be acceptable. 
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The most likely method of implementation of both scenarios is as a service contract with a private sector 
shipping or ferry company. While Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) were explored, there is no public 
sector infrastructure involved to provide the shipping service. Additionally, shipping in general is a private 
sector industry – the various regional governments, regional International Financing Institutions (IFIs), and 
other agencies do not have regional or international shipping in their mandate. 

The contract cost of undertaking these scenarios can be expressed as the difference between the net 
present value (NPV) of the Baseline Scenario (US$36.2 million) with that of Scenario A (US$39.6 million) 
or Scenario B (US$28.1 million). Scenario A’s NPV is higher than that of the Baseline Scenario, indicating 
that its routing could be undertaken without public sector subsidy by way of a contract price. Scenario B’s 
NPV is lower, indicating that a contract value of around US$8.1 million would likely be required to convince 
a private sector firm to undertake the service. 

Scenario C – reduced port tariffs for LCL containers – indicates that, if LCL containers were assessed, 50% 
of the port handling fees of Full Container Load (FCL), the reduction in shippers’ costs would average 
16.3%. Reduction in port revenue varies by port, but in the case of Barbados, for example, the overall 
revenue reduction would be less than 1%. 

Constraints to Implementation 
of the Scenarios

There are two constraints common to implementation of all scenarios: 

 → First, the effect of trade diversion. Due to the economies of scale and positioning of the Caribbean region 
close to many international trade routes, intra-regional markets are under pressure from extra-regional 
trade. Historically this trade has been from the US and Europe, but lately China has been able to take 
market share. 

 → Second, the taxation of trade rather than income. Any shipping scenario that could reduce taxes from 
trade may not be met positively. 

Constraints particular to Scenario A include the possibility that existing shipping lines will compete 
vigorously with any subsidized service as well as the difficulty in apportioning the necessary subsidy to the 
participating countries. 

Constraints particular to Scenario B include the fact that there are few ferry services in the Eastern Caribbean 
at present. In other words, development of the market will be a challenge. Also, few island nations have 
regulations in place for temporary permitting of vehicles or for operation of a foreign-registered road vehicle. 
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Implementation 
and Governance

Both Scenarios A and B would have similar implementation sequences, although Scenario B would be 
necessarily more complex and require more infrastructure investment to modify existing facilities or to 
construct new ones. Scenario C would require little or no governance and could be implemented simply 
by negotiation with the relevant ports (or regional governments). 

As this study has gone only to the pre-feasibility stage, a detailed feasibility study for the chosen scenario 
should be undertaken. This should include a robust market analysis including a willingness-to-pay study 
involving existing shippers. It should also include consultation between the implementing agency (or its 
consultants) and stakeholders to define goals and objectives and to determine key productivity indicators 
(KPIs). Once that is done, a services contract can be drafted including those KPIs. Said contract should 
include performance monitoring and review on the part of the executing agency. 

There is no additional infrastructure envisaged for Scenarios A or C, but Scenario B would require 
installation of customs and immigration facilities, potential modification of RO/RO berths in the various 
ports to accommodate the vessels, and repurposing of port lands to act as vehicle marshalling yards. It 
is likely that there would be a reduction in LO/LO containers being shipped due to the ferry service; a 
portion of container yard areas could be repurposed as part of this conversion. 

As the chosen scenario would involve a private sector operator operating across multiple national 
boundaries, a public-sector entity – preferably multinational – would be the most appropriate contracting 
agency. Possibilities include the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), CARICOM, and the Caribbean 
Development Bank (CDB). However, the mandate exercised by the Caribbean Export Development 
Agency (Carib-Export) is most similar to the scenarios examined. 

Recommendations 

The scenarios, case studies, and review of the particular circumstances of the Caribbean region (small 
independent states, low investment capability) indicate that a complex, expensive intervention being 
implemented in a multi-country environment would face obstacles to successful implementation. The 
chance of success is increased if the intervention is simple, does not require substantial change by 
individual governments, and has a low cost of implementation. To that end, it is recommended that 
Scenario B (Ferry Service) not be considered. Instead, Scenario A (Direction Reversal) and Scenario C 
(Port Handling Tariff Reductions for LCL Containers) should be considered for implementation, as they 
satisfy the above criteria and can offer improvements in the SSS environment in the Caribbean.
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01  
Introduction

Key Messages 

 → The methodology in the study included in 
country stakeholder interviews, examination 
of trade data and shipping route patterns 
and modeling of shipping route financial 
performance. 

 → Eastern Caribbean countries are characterized 
by small developing economies. Containerization 
has not served the region well as many 
producers are not large enough to fill a 20-foot 
container. 

 → Transport costs are high and port efficiency 
is low compared to larger, more developed 
countries. 
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Introduction

Caribbean countries have substantial competitive disadvantages in trade due to a number of factors – 
mainly the size and nature of the economies, which limits the scale of their supply and demand for goods. 
Most of the countries in the Eastern Caribbean are either small islands or archipelagoes of small islands. 
This means that, for almost all goods, maritime transport has by far the largest share of import/export 
goods transport. Due to the insular nature of Caribbean economies, international land transportation 
is obviously not an option, leaving air transport and maritime services as the only effective options. Air 
transport is used, but is not a viable competitor to marine transport for most goods. 

Consequently, ports cannot exploit economies of scale. Many of the ports in question cannot offer 
efficient services due to their relatively small throughput. Smaller throughput is usually related to smaller 
ships visiting and less containers transferred on each port visit, thus higher costs per container handled. 
Some ports are constrained by available land area, making more efficient operations difficult. Many 
regional ports cannot afford the more efficient gantry cranes and Rubber-Tired Gantry cranes (RTGs), 
which means they make do with equipment that is less productive. Finally, the small economies of these 
countries increase the possibility that goods are transshipped through another country’s port. Outside 
major transshipment hubs, there are few direct deep water sea services in the Caribbean. The port system 
is a hub-and-spoke structure, which enables an improved connectivity to the global shipping network, but 
with additional delays. 

In addition to (and partly because of) the small economies, the trade structure of the Caribbean has two 
fundamental characteristics. First, it involves a limited array of export commodities that are subject to 
seasonality (agriculture) and the fluctuations of commodity prices (raw materials). Second, Caribbean 
countries usually have acute trade imbalances. Goods imports are far larger in quantity than exports, 
meaning a high percentage of containers are returned empty. This adds to transport costs due to limited 
backhaul opportunities. 

Exporters tend to be of small size, which constrains the efficiency of transportation. LCL cargo services 
cost more than FCL and can take longer to ship. Management costs of LCL shipments are higher. Some 
free zones do not even have LCL services, limiting the shipping options, as well as adding costs and delays. 

All these conditions lead to higher transport costs than those found in other regions of the world, many 
of which do not have the combination of adverse conditions found in the Caribbean. In fact, even if the 
Caribbean is not a landlocked region, it exhibits the characteristics of a landlocked country – namely, 
higher transport costs and the requirement to trade through a third party. 

In an ideal world, goods would be produced locally and require little to no transportation. But trade is 
generated from comparative advantage and transport allows the movement of goods to support trade. 
The only value added by transport is the relocation of goods. While there is value in this – and therefore 
transport services exist – the best economic course of action is to reduce these costs as much as possible. 
Transport is a cost centre to goods producers and consumers, not a revenue generator. High transport 
costs hamper trade and economic development. 
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While there appears to be a large variety of issues that could be addressed to improve regional shipping, 
the challenge is to do it in a financially or economically sustainable manner. Rebuilding a port to allow a 
rail-mounted gantry crane (RMG) would be wasteful if the cargo volumes are not sufficient to amortize 
this investment. Also, investment funds can be scarce and there are many competing uses for those funds. 

Against this background, the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), in consultation with the CARICOM, 
requested an examination of SSS networks in the Caribbean region to determine whether there were any 
sustainable investment options. The study seeks to provide policy and investment recommendations, 
based on a sound economic analysis of the existing transport and trade architecture and using 
projections of future demand, for improving the quality and frequency of SSS networks in the Caribbean. 
Any such improvement in transportation and logistics in the region would help increase its economic 
competitiveness and possibly derive additional opportunities through economic diversification.

Methodology

The retained methodology used a combination of stakeholder interviews, data-gathering on trade and 
shipping in the Caribbean, formulation of potential intervention scenarios, and construction of a model to 
evaluate these scenarios.

Stakeholder Interviews 
and Data Gathering

Face-to-face interviews were conducted to improve the quality of stakeholder input. Inception mission 
visits were made to the following countries: 

 → Suriname
 → Guyana
 → Trinidad and Tobago
 → Saint Lucia
 → Saint Vincent
 → Jamaica

The purpose of the interviews was to obtain a wide range of opinions on the most critical intra-regional 
shipping issues in the CARICOM region, as well as to canvass stakeholders on potential solutions. 
Interviews were held with shipping associations, trade development organizations, shippers, local 
representatives of shipping lines and government transport officials. The Miami head offices of several 
shipping companies serving the Caribbean were also visited. A full list of organizations interviewed can be 
seen in Appendix A. In addition, informal interviews were held in Antigua and Barbuda. 
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The country visits also gave an opportunity to gather data. Port authorities were canvassed for 
information and data including equipment inventory, berth number and length, warehouse space, degree 
and nature of automation, IT and port management systems and cargo statistics for the previous ten 
years. Similar information was collected from ports in countries not visited. A list of data and documents 
collected can be seen in Appendix B. A database of port information can be seen in Appendix C.

Data on international – inside and outside the Caribbean region – cargo movements were collected. 
Trade data published through UN Comtrade was sourced from individual countries who report their own 
trade to the UN Trade Statistics Division. Because data are not available for the same reference year for 
all countries, bilateral trade volumes for a common reference year cannot be presented. In some cases, 
the most recent dataset available for a given country can date back to 2008, 2006, or even 1997 in the 
case of Haiti.

In order to develop a comprehensive trade database that enables one to reasonably compare trade flows, 
data extractions for 2013 trade were privileged. When 2013 data were not available, trade flows for the 
most recent year available were extracted. If no data more recent than 2010 was available, mirror data for 
2013 were extracted from UN Comtrade. 

For vessel movements, publicly available data from COCATRAM was used to create excel spreadsheets 
presenting all liner services serving the Caribbean. Information presented includes the itineraries, number 
and size (TEU capacity) of vessels, type of vessel, and the ports of call. A summary of this information is 
provided in Appendix D.

Development  
of Scenarios

Subsequent to the country visits, a team workshop was held in Ottawa to discuss the country visit 
findings, review the draft model designs, identify and rank problems to be solved and potential solutions 
to those problems. Just under two days of the workshop were devoted to identification and development 
of potential intervention scenarios. All participants were involved in this exercise. A list of potential 
scenarios was identified by workshop participants in a round table discussion, based on both stakeholder 
interviews and the experience of the participants. 

Once potential scenarios were identified, the participants split into two groups. These groups were tasked 
to develop a group of scenarios on a qualitative basis. Each team was given a selection of the scenarios 
and instructed to develop them in terms of their overall structure, governance and implementation – e.g. 
the respective roles of existing stakeholders in each scenario. 

Once that task was completed, the teams changed roles. Each team was given the other team’s scenarios 
and instructed to critique them from any aspect they felt important. This step ensured that potential 
negative aspects of each scenario were made apparent, and it enabled all participants to have a well-
rounded view of each scenario. 
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Scenarios Identified

The following scenarios were identified and developed: 

SCENARIO

Electronic Maritime Freight Exchange Platform

10-foot Container Network

Consolidation/Deconsolidation (LCL) Service

Network Configuration – Secondary Hubs (Scenario B)

Direction Reversal (currently Scenario A)

Inter-Island Ferry / RO/RO Service (currently Scenario B)

Do nothing

WISCO-type Service a

Strengthening of Inter-Island Schooner (IIS) industry

Hub-Spoke Service

a. The West Indies Shipping Company (WISCO) was a regional shipping company owned by several Caribbean countries and active 
between 1963 and 1992. Its objective was to deepen commercial ties in the region by providing better transport interconnectivity. 
The service ended when the owner countries decided it was no longer feasible to subsidize the service.

These scenarios were supplemented by one additional scenario subsequent to the workshop: an LCL tariff 
reduction scenario. All scenarios are discussed more fully in Chapter 4 and Appendix F. 

Model Design 
and Construction 

Two separate but related modes were used for this project: the Network Flow Model and the Financial 
Model. While short descriptions of each are provided here, a more detailed description of the models can 
be seen in Appendix E. 

The analysis presented in Chapter 2 describes the current situation with regards to the shipping services 
in terms of frequency, direction, and capacity calling CARICOM islands. It seemed evident that the islands 
are currently receiving an adequate number of services and, given the number of competitors in the 
region, that the pricing is also commensurate with supply and demand conditions. However, it was also 
demonstrated that the traffic between islands, particularly in the northbound direction, is not sufficient 
and could affect inter-island trade in a negative manner. Thus, the models used were required to assess 
the implications of route changes within the region. 
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Network Flow Model 

The Network Flow Model uses UN Comtrade country-specific trade datasets in a comprehensive trade 
database. Validation of the database was done through consultations and web-based research. This database 
represents all trade flows, regardless of the material being traded or the transport mode, so the model 
includes an algorithm for dividing those trade flows into containerized/breakbulk and bulk flows. The algorithm 
also estimates what products are carried by air; these and bulk flows are eliminated from the analysis. 

The result of this analysis is a database with a number of fields describing the trade flows, including ports 
of origin and destination, type of flow, type of product, tonnage and mode of transport (among other 
descriptors). Once the flows were determined, they were allocated to a specific origin/destination route, 
which could include either the direct destination or routing through a regional hub. These trade flows as 
defined by origin-destination (OD) pairs are then used as input to the financial model. 

Financial Model 

The study required the modelling of several different network scenarios to see if any efficiencies could be 
obtained by changing the configuration of the existing services. The financial model was set up to model 
individual services and produce cost and trip duration information for each service. It models networks 
that include inter-island and coastal shipping services in the Eastern Caribbean (CARICOM) region.

The model takes the current cargo demand from each island and simulates different scenarios of services 
in order to determine their operational and financial feasibility. It is important to recognize that, like all 
models, it operates under a combination of actual data as well as assumptions in instances in which actual 
data were not available. However, as the model results are presented mainly as the difference between a 
baseline scenario and scenarios representing proposed changes, all data and assumptions are common to 
all scenarios, and the results should be robust. 

The parameters used by the model, including ship type, reflect the operating constraints of inter-island 
shipping. The operational model is designed with specific sizes of vessels, average speeds, and fuel 
consumption. Charter rates are variable within the model. The model also assumes that general cargo can 
and will be containerized – unless specifically identified as breakbulk – and all terminals have the capabilities 
to load/unload containers, particularly since geared ships are assigned to the majority of inter-island 
services. The model does not include any land transport or inland multimodality that is commonly part of 
the logistics cost to the shippers. 

The financial model takes the operational costs of the vessel and port loading/unloading costs and 
assumes revenues from the cargo to determine the profitability or loss of the modeled services. Costs and 
revenues are estimated based on current freight rates and operating costs of similar sized vessels.

Each route includes modelling of their shipping operations for freight and passenger traffic. The expected 
level of shipping operations drives required investment in vessels, vessel operating costs and the revenue 
potential of each route. The efficiencies of the service scenarios are then compared with efficiency of a 
“baseline scenario” representing almost all of the prevailing shipping routings in the region (i.e. north to 
south). The model facilitates the analysis of network scenarios results.
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Key functions of the financial model include:

1. Traffic data intake and projection of freight and passengers traffic, including link volumes and loading 
and unloading patterns;

2. Capacity estimation in terms of links volumes, link loading/unloading, and vessels services and 
operations requirements;

3. Revenue estimation for freight and passenger transport services;

4. Vessel operations modeling and cost estimation, based on service/operations requirements;

5. Cargo handling modeling and cost estimation, based on projections of loading/unloading and 
transhipment requirements;

6. Calculation of the network results for each of the shipping service scenarios; and

7. Production of network scenario analysis of results and outputs.

The key sources of data and information used in the financial model include:

 → Traffic assumptions
 − UN Comtrade, International Trade Statistics Database
 − International Monetary Fund (IMF), World Economic Outlook Database
 − Transforming the Caribbean Port Services Industry: Towards the Efficiency Frontier, CDB 2015

 → Tariff assumptions:
 − BC Ferries Limited (British Columbia Ferries Limited: www.bcferries.com)
 − LIAT (Leewards Islands Air Transport: www.liat.com)

 → Vessel assumptions:
 − OpCost 2014 Report, Moore Stephens LLP
 − Consultant interviews and shipping services data collection
 − Consultant experts’ industry knowledge

 → Port assumptions:
 − Transforming the Caribbean Port Services Industry: Towards the Efficiency Frontier, CDB, 2015
 − Port Productivity Whitepaper: The Trends, Outlook and Market Forces Impacting Ship Turnaround 

Times, JOC Group, 2014
 − Consultant interviews and port data collection
 − Consultant experts’ industry knowledge

 → Route assumptions:
 − Consultant interviews and shipping services data collection
 − Consultant experts’ industry knowledge

http://www.bcferries.com
http://www.liat.com
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Sections  
of this Report

This report has six additional chapters and several appendices: 

 → Chapter 2 – Overview: The chapter offers a detailed analysis of existing shipping and trade patterns in 
the CARICOM region. It examines regional shipping routes, trade profiles, port infrastructure, logistics 
services and automation, and special economic zones (SEZs). Furthermore, it provides a summary of 
stakeholder consultations. 

 → Chapter 3 – Short Sea Shipping Experiences: Two case studies of SSS experiences elsewhere – the 
development of SSS policy in the EU and the Greek ferry network – are examined in order to provide 
some context and potential lessons and considerations for the development of an SSS network in the 
Caribbean. 

 → Chapter 4 – Investigation of Scenarios: The study examined 11 scenarios and shortlisted three for 
further development through the modeling process. This chapter defines, discusses, and provides 
modeling results for these three scenarios.

 → Chapter 5 – Organizational, Economic and Governance Barriers: The chapter explores constraints to 
implementation of interventions in general and the three shortlisted scenarios in particular. 

 → Chapter 6 – Scenario Implementation: Implementation, financing, and governance issues of the 
shortlisted scenarios are assessed for completeness. 

 → Chapter 7 – Recommendations and Action Plan: Finally, this chapter puts forth a set of 
recommendations as to which scenarios to pursue, as well as an action plan and schedule for 
implementation. 

 → Appendix A: List of Organizations Contacted

 → Appendix B: Data and Documents Collected

 → Appendix C: Port Database

 → Appendix D: List of Shipping Services

 → Appendix E: Model Descriptions

 → Appendix F: Other Scenarios Investigated
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02  
Overview 

Key Messages 

 → Caribbean countries are served by a variety of 
shipping lines and services, mainly through the 
Jamaica and Miami hubs. Jamaica is best suited 
to serve the Eastern Caribbean as a hub for liner 
services, but not necessarily for SSS services.

 → Other than Jamaica and Trinidad & Tobago, 
connectivity is low. 

 → Bilateral trade within the Eastern Caribbean 
region is only 9.4% of total trade. 

 → There is a directionality of service – most trade 
goes from north to south. 

 → Port inefficiencies and high port costs were 
suggested as the reason for poor cargo service 
in the CARICOM region. Most smaller Caribbean 
ports were built primarily for breakbulk traffic 
and have issues in conversion to containerized 
cargo.

 → Infrastructure is old and frequently poorly 
maintained. Most smaller Caribbean ports have 
difficulty investing for infrastructure renewal.
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Shipping  
in the Caribbean

Liner Services

Connectivity is a key factor for enabling market access. The most generally accepted measure of 
connectivity is the Liner Shipping Connectivity Index (LSCI), a composite measure of shipping services 
and port capacity. The components of the LSCI are as follows: 

 → The number of shipping companies that provide container services from/to a country’s ports.
 → The TEU capacity of the largest ship deployed on services from/to a country’s ports.
 → The number of container shipping services that connect a country’s ports to other countries.
 → The total number of container ships deployed on services from/to a country’s ports.
 → The total TEU capacity of the container ships that provide services from/to a country’s ports.

Table 2-1 
LSCI Index for CARICOM, 2016
Source: UNCTAD

COUNTRY 2016 2015-2014 CHANGE RATIO 2016/2012 RANK 2016

Bahamas 27.67 -0.07 1.1 65

Jamaica 20.05 -7.73 0.71 75

Trinidad and Tobago 17.39 -2.79 0.97 80

Belize 7.8 0 2.03 106

Suriname 4.98 -2.16 1.2 134

Barbados 4.92 1.23 0.84 135

Saint Lucia 4.63 3.35 1.13 139

Guyana 4.52 -2.59 1.14 140

Antigua and Barbuda 4.22 3.69 1.76 143

Grenada 4 -0.5 1.02 147

Haiti 6.31 1.47 1.24 114

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 4.25 0.43 1.06 142

Saint Kitts and Nevis 2.35 -0.84 0.88 158

Dominica 2.05 0 0.99 161

Montserrat 0 0 0 205
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Table 2-2 
Caribbean Shipping Services and Lines
Source: UNCTAD

COUNTRY/PORT NUMBER OF SERVICES NUMBER OF SHIPPING LINES

Kingston 26 18

Freeport 14 12

Point Lisas 10 14

Bridgetown 10 7

Kingstown 8 8

Port-au-Prince 7 13

Port of Spain 7 12

Paramaribo 7 10

Georgetown 7 9

Castries 6 5

Vieux Fort 5 5

St. John's 5 4

St. George's 5 2

Roseau 4 4

Nassau 4 4

Basseterre 3 2

Port of Belize 2 2

Charlestown 2 2

Cap Haitien 2 1

Montego Bay 1 9

Marsh Harbour 1 1

Plymouth 1 1

Big Creek 1 1

The LSCI for CARICOM (see Table 2-1 above) underlines a two-tier system. The first tier is led by 
the Bahamas, followed by Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago. These countries have a good level of 
connectivity, reflective of their function of transshipment hubs. The second tier includes countries that are 
at the 25th percentile from the bottom of the global list. This reinforces the idea that for any SSS service 
to be financially feasible to a shipping line, it will have to hub from/to any of the three main transshipment 
hubs within CARICOM. 

Closer examination of two of the components of the LSCI – the number of liner services per port of call 
and the number of shipping lines providing these services – indicates the shipping lines’ preferences – 
see Table 2-2. There are several possible reasons that need to be validated. Intuitively, one could argue 
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that cargo volume is a driver of characteristics such as infrastructure capacity and/or capability, access 
to main routes, and the like. All in all, shipping lines are the ones making the decisions, and only a survey 
could substantiate their rationale. The same information in graph form – see Figure 2-1 – shows the distinct 
advantage offered by Kingston to shipping lines as a transshipment (Hub-and-Spoke) hub. It is difficult 
to assess the number of shipping lines calling at terminals because most services are offered through 
alliances, where several lines may be participating on a specific service.

Figure 2-1 
Caribbean Shipping Services and Lines (Graphical)
Source: COCATRAM. 
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Table 2-3 
Shipping Lines in the Caribbean
Source: COCATRAM

SHIPPING LINE QUANTITY OF  
SERVICES AVAILABLE

Geest 21

CMA CGM 19

Others 19

Caribbean Feeder 14

Zim 14

Seabord 14

Tropical 13

SeaLand 12

King Ocean 11

Maersk 7

Hapag Lloyd 7

Europe Caribbean 7

Seafreight 4

Crowley 3

Seatrade Reefer 3

As the number of larger vessels transiting the Panama Canal increases, shipping lines and vessel sharing 
agreements (VSAs) are likely to reduce direct calls, and connectivity in the smaller islands will most 
likely decrease. Acceptable utilization factors for these large vessels will increasingly be determined by 
the combination of local and feeder demand. The economics of direct calls remain marginal in cases 
where volumes are not enough to pay for port call expenses and the cost of the necessary fuel spent in 
the deviation from the main routes. However, global shipping lines usually rely on a more-than-one-hub 
strategy as a way to get better service and price, so there will always be room for two hubs in one region. 
On the other hand, some regional services will want to avoid pure transshipment hubs and could look for 
opportunities in secondary hubs to serve intra-regional markets. Such is the case of Tropical Shipping, 
Bernuth Line, Crowley and Seaboard Marine. These lines could be better candidates for SSS in the 
Caribbean (see Table 2-3 and Figure 2-2).
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Figure 2-2 
Quantity of Service by Shipping Line
Source: COCATRAM
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Figure 2-3 shows the current shipping routes in the Caribbean region with directionality – i.e. direction 
of travel – and by TEU capacity deployed on each route. As can be seen, the lines servicing the Eastern 
Caribbean travel from north to south only. Appendix D contains a list of the shipping services by country. 
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Figure 2-3 
Shipping Routes by TEU Capacity
Source: CPCS
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Container Movement 
by CARICOM Country

Service deployment is mainly a measure of vessel capacity, but the true measure of port activity is the 
actual number of TEUs that were moved by each country. Figure 2-4 shows 2014 container movements. 
Service deployment coincides with the movement of TEUs in terms of ranking, which validates the fact 
that shipping lines deploy vessels where they can increase their utilization. An important aspect of TEU 
movement in the region is that even though the Dominican Republic is not part of CARICOM, the country 
is a dominant player in terms of both liner services and TEU movement in the Central Caribbean region. 
This, together with Jamaica, could attract potential SSS operators to establish a homeport there.

Figure 2-4 
Container Port Traffic in CARICOM Countries
Source: World Bank Group, 2017
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Figure 2-5 
Caribbean Port Container Traffic
Source: AAPA Survey, ECLAC, Port Authority Websites

COUNTRY/PORT 2015 2014 2013

Antigua and Barbuda St. John's 25,456 24,014 22,608

Aruba Oranjestadt 25,342 29,419 30,988

Bahamas Freeport 1,400,000 1,400,000 1,379,296

Barbados Bridgetown 86,508 78,432 74,923

British Virgin Islands Tortola 11,489 11,217 9,372

Cayman Georgetown 50,669 46,720 46,118

Cuba Havana n/a 70,836 263,886

Mariel 260,000 230,000 263,886

Curacao Wilhelmstadt 90,016 89,193 87,452

Dominican Republic Boca Chica 7,456 4,409 4,247

Caucedo 826,935 915,101 1,033,311

Pedernales 126 0 0

Haina 417,642 302,584 307,672

Santo Domngo (I.T.S.S.) 50,398 39,529 48,757

Manzanillo 10,741 6,214 13,961

Puerto Plata 58,410 38,972 38,454

Guadeloupe Jarry 201,948 183,922 198,142

Haiti Port-au-Prince 178,452 175,307 172,516

Jamaica Kingston 1,653,272 1,638,113 1,703,949

Martinique Fort-de-France 159,231 171,889 147,989

Puerto Rico San Juan (Fy) 1,210,503 1,319,961 1,269,902

Sint Maarten Philipsburg 95,190 82,643 80,655

St. Vincent & The Grenadines Kingstown 16,342 14,646 16,561

St. Lucia Castries 32,085 26,065 28,776

Vieux Fort n/a 14,456 35,639

Trinidad & Tobago Port of Spain 298,969 385,392 381,232

Point Lisas 221,856 208,972 192,887
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Location, Location, Location

Before taking a closer look at intra-regional trade and trading partners with CARICOM countries, it is 
important to reiterate that shipping lines make their decisions based on density of cargo and geography. 
As larger vessels are already transiting the Panama Canal, the hubs in the path of the long-haul routes will 
most likely increase transshipment activities. Therefore, improving feeder services in the Caribbean region 
so as to operate as an SSS route will require establishing a home port at one of the most convenient 
ends of the routing. That would mean Kingston, Jamaica or Caucedo, Dominican Republic in the Central 
Caribbean region, and/or Trinidad and Tobago in the Eastern Caribbean Region. Previous analysis by 
Jean Paul Rodrigue and the UN Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) had 
demonstrated that Jamaica seems to be better located to serve as the hub for main and feeder services in 
the Caribbean region.1 The question remains as to the capability to serve as a hub for SSS services. 

Figure 2-6 
Shipping Hubs in the Caribbean
Source: Rodolfo Sabonge
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Bilateral Trade Volumes 

Based on UN Comtrade data,2 total bilateral trade within the area of this study is about 8.2 million 
tonnes. This represents roughly 9.4% of the 87.4 million tonnes of international trade of all these 
countries. Intra-regional trade in terms of United States Dollars (USD) is relatively low except for Trinidad 
and Tobago trade, which includes a high percentage of petroleum derivatives exports. As can be see 
in Figure 2-7, nearly three-fourths of tonnage traded was minerals and fuels.3 No other product group 
represented more than 6% of total bilateral trade.

Figure 2-7 
Bilateral Trade by Product Group
Source: CPCS, from UN Comtrade data
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The importance of mineral and fuel flows in bilateral trade determines to a large extent traffic patterns 
observed in the area. For example, nearly 2.9 million tonnes of fuel are shipped annually from Trinidad and 
Tobago to other countries at study. Cement and aggregates also represent a significant share of trade, 
notably between the Dominican Republic and Haiti. Much of this solid bulk trade is, however, carried 
by truck and cannot be considered as a candidate for SSS. This also underlines the low potential for 
containerization of the existing trade.

2 UN Comtrade (2017).

3 As 2013 had the most complete data set, 2013 was used as the reference year. Some countries’ data are from other years. 
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Table 2-4 
Origins and Destinations of Bilateral Trade Flows (tons)
Source: CPCS analysis from UN Comtrade data.
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Anguilla 0 2 0 2

Antigua and Barbuda 8,791 0 111 1 0 4 119 44 5,395

The Bahamas 2 5,523 4 0 4 4 1

Barbados 303 34,029 218 166 101 95 1 963 237 27,674

Belize 3 774 5 46 24 409 23

British Virgin Islands 22 0 7 0 6,148

Cuba 3 11 0 0 71,850

Dominica 6 1,139 3 51 186 0 0 0 0 14

Dominican Republic 3,413 9,044 4,111 9,510 29 15,134 22,563 41,929 8,086 3,042

Guyana 3,110 4,695 138 19,681 1,303 0 24 357 1,825 9,149 28,634

Haiti 0 37 0 0 354

Jamaica 156 3,153 679 6,826 1,426 824 3,829 1,786 2,746 1,681 855

Montserrat 10,826 20 2,016

Saint Kitts and Nevis 247 1,119 1 156 25 0 1,796 27 18

Saint Lucia 2 732 0 3,418 421 0 3,605 339 404

Saint Vincent and  
the Grenadines 3 9,000 10,447 2,175 4,852 20 5,639

Suriname 3,597 33 100,460 0 437 85 20 99

Trinidad and Tobago 22,067 201,145 16,199 586,028 17,255 23,286 12,399 64,105 35,194 419,113 70,122

Turks and Caicos 5

Grand Total 48,927 267,700 21,430 737,464 22,995 44,867 38,920 108,665 61,315 509,404 141,920

Table 2-4 illustrates Origin-Destination (OD) flows of bilateral trade for the area under consideration. 
Trinidad and Tobago is clearly the hub of bilateral trade flows, as about 45% of all tonnage shipped is 
loaded in this country. In comparison, it only receives 8% of the tonnage shipped from other countries in 
the area. While cargo shipped from the Dominican Republic represents 2.6 million tonnes, most of these 
flows are supplies sent to Haiti.
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The Bahamas 6 53 12,097 247 6 18 106 18,071

Barbados 115,103 20 3,164 37 131,884 15,643 9,721 47,040 54,141 105 440,644

Belize 15,434 0 67,631 1,160 1 4,549 6,730 0 96,789

British Virgin Islands 1,009 36 4 7,226

Cuba 10 20,225 5,039 97,138

Dominica 192 44 256 5 390 100 167 32 190 1 2,776

Dominican Republic 48,802 1,889,883 73,137 0 8,143 42,830 17,848 182,551 159,752 68,162 2,607,967

Guyana 1,272 52,665 55 9,142 32,845 9,529 16,178 51,612 60 242,274

Haiti 0 4 0 0 396

Jamaica 6,918 1,184 210 752 6,331 532 11,594 52,756 348 104,587

Montserrat - 4,415 5,035 22,312

Saint Kitts and Nevis 5 1 346 585 365 180 4,872

Saint Lucia 35,132 2,285 1 713 3,115 65 296,865 6 347,102

Saint Vincent and  
the Grenadines 94 0 328 303 3,743 10,904 109 9,231 56,848

Suriname 141,201 2,055 57,533 10 11,652 189 46,262 0 363,634

Trinidad and Tobago 419,183 11,920 1,086,705 866 28,163 134,016 74,878 471,918 394 3,694,955

Turks and Caicos 42 47

Grand Total 783,247 1,906,473 1,376,077 3,525 196,393 277,432 125,287 800,771 683,033 69,183 8,225,029

Barbados, Suriname, Saint Lucia and Guyana are the other major origins of bilateral trade. In the case of 
Barbados, the major destinations of bilateral flows include Saint Kitts and Nevis as well as Guyana. These 
are notably composed of chemicals and minerals. Bilateral trade shipped from Suriname was mostly – ca. 
77% – mineral fuels notably going to Guyana – probably by road or pipeline – and Barbados. A similar 
pattern exists for bilateral shipments out of Saint Lucia because about 90% of shipments is made up of 
minerals destined to Trinidad and Tobago, and Guyana. Finally, commodities shipped from Guyana to 
countries in the region include grains, sugar, and minerals.
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Trade and  
Port Infrastructure 

Port Infrastructure 

Most Caribbean ports fall within the category of service ports – i.e. ports that serve only their hinterland. 
The exceptions are Kingston in Jamaica, Caucedo in the Dominican Republic and Freeport Container Port 
in The Bahamas. These ports are competing in the global transshipment market, while the ports of Point 
Lisas and Port-of-Spain in Trinidad and Tobago serve as sub-regional ports to the OECS countries. Vieux 
Port in Saint Lucia handles transshipment traffic, but is much smaller than the ports mentioned above. 
On average, individual OECS service port annual throughput is 18,000 TEUs, which is within the capacity 
range of one of the largest container vessels now in operation. This is very small when compared to the 
average of service ports in other regions such as South America, Europe, and the Far East, where an 
average annual throughput of 300,000 TEU is not unusual. 

The condition of port infrastructure in the smaller CARICOM countries creates operational bottlenecks. 
Infrastructure is often outdated, and terminal layouts in many cases have not been updated from the 
breakbulk era; many of the service ports still have warehouses on their berth faces. Warehouse facilities 
were a fundamental feature of the break-bulk era and have largely been removed or repurposed in ports 
where conversion to containerization is more complete. Service ports still make substantial use of forklifts 
and small handling equipment; only Kingston, Freeport, Point Lisas, Port of Spain, and Barbados Port Inc. 
have gantry cranes.

Containerization is still considered a disruption to these service ports. Although most import cargoes 
are containerized, export cargoes are frequently LCL in size. The small area footprint and aging quay 
structures in many ports presents a limitation to the type of equipment that can be retrofitted – many 
service port wharf structures cannot withstand gantry crane or other large crane loads, and would have to 
be reinforced or rebuilt if these larger cranes were used. 

The smaller service ports are only about one-third the average port area across Caribbean countries, and 
between one-sixth and one-seventh the area of an average port in South America. Similarly, the berth 
lengths are smaller than ports in any other region of the world. The maximum lifting capacity is also very 
low, significantly limited by the type of crane (mainly mobile cranes are in operation). All ports, however, 
have RO/RO berths; these are maintained to accommodate inter-island schooner vessels. 

Within the service ports, there is a further division between those equipped with mobile harbour cranes 
and those relying exclusively on ship’s gear. The main ports of Antigua and Barbuda, Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines, Saint Lucia, and Suriname –which have mobile cranes– experience greater efficiency than the 
ports in Dominica, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Grenada, and Guyana –which must rely on ship’s gear. 
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The use of spreaders for loading and unloading containers, typical in modern port operations, is not 
widespread in the Caribbean. Automatic spreaders quickly adjust to container size and safely lock on to 
the container before lifting. Spreaders require only one operator – i.e. the crane operator. Cables, on the 
other hand, are considerably less expensive than spreaders, but they require an entire crew to attach, 
with one worker at each corner of the container. This is a hazardous practice, as workers have to climb on 
top of the container to attach the cables. The longer containers – 40-foot and 45-foot – are not designed 
to be lifted by cable or forklift. There have been instances of longer containers buckling due to the 
compressive forces introduced by the cable configuration, and forklifts can damage containers that are 
not equipped with forklift blade slots. 

Ship owners prefer using shore cranes over vessel cranes since the throughput is much higher and smaller 
crews can be used. A fully functional mobile crane with an automatic spreader requires a gang of two to 
four; a crew using cables may number eight. But since the ports in Saint Kitts and Nevis, Guyana, Grenada, 
and Dominica do not have cranes and the smaller Eastern Caribbean islands are generally serviced on the 
same voyage as the better-equipped ports, geared vessels are generally needed. 

Likewise, dredging is required to maintain the draft at channels and berths in several of the Eastern 
Caribbean ports, including Point Lisas and Port of Spain in Trinidad and Tobago, Castries in Saint Lucia, 
Long Point in Nevis, and St. John’s in Antigua and Barbuda. 

Many of these service ports are serving small island economies with limited growth potential, which 
restricts options for investment and modernization. There is a limited potential for PPPs' given the small 
cargo throughput. As a consequence, these ports are dependent on public resources for investment. 
Unsurprisingly, smaller service ports struggle to upgrade technology and personnel training to avail of that 
technology. As a result, many of the service ports keep old equipment with limited operational efficiencies 
and lower availability rates. 

Moreover, ports, as public entities, remain one of the largest employers of labour –including unskilled 
labour– in several countries. This focus on social service comes at the expense of efficiency and low cost. 
Efficiency is further hindered by the fact that many of the CARICOM ports are natural monopolies; they 
are the only cargo ports in their countries and thus face limited competitive pressures. 

Consolidation among global shipping lines has placed greater pressure on ports such as Caucedo, 
Kingston Freeport Terminal, and to a lesser extent the two main Trinidad and Tobago ports as the number 
of players dwindles in the market and demand by industry for port upgrades becomes more expensive. 
The increase in vessel size requires increased dredging and, at times, reconstruction of facilities. At this 
larger port level, the PPP is an attractive and viable model that could provide the investment necessary for 
infrastructure transformation. A comprehensive port information database is available in Appendix C.
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Logistics Services  
and Automation

Development of information technologies and freight platforms is ongoing in ports and shipping lines. 
Many port authorities around the world have implemented such systems with the expected benefits of 
improving competitive advantages and making information flows more efficient. Ports are now becoming 
literally wired into the global supply chain. Shipping lines and customs organizations have fully embraced 
these technologies, while in the CARICOM region ports are in varying degrees of preparation. Three 
specific groups of actors are implementing such technologies: 

 → First: customs agencies use ASYCUDA, a computerized customs management system that integrates 
global trade procedures – e.g. manifests, customs declarations, and accounting procedures. 

 → Second: modern container terminals use Terminal Operating Systems (TOS) that manage the flow, 
movement and storage of cargo within the port. The system used depends on the size of the port and 
of the nature of the operations. At the higher end of the scale, one finds the Navis, Cosmos, Tideworks 
and Klein Systems, which could cost on average US$1.5 to 3 million. Smaller ports may use the Unitrack 
or Octopi systems, which are under US$80,000.

 → Third: a range of independent public and private sector entities are using PCS and single windows, 
electronic platforms connecting multiple systems operated by actors in the seaport community – in 
the case of PCS – or in the wider international trade community – in the case of single windows. These 
platforms enable an intelligent and secure exchange of information and increase visibility along supply 
chains.

Caribbean ports are now in different stages of implementation of ASYCUDA and TOS. As supply chains 
demand greater visibility, ports are now investing in TOS. With the exception of global hub ports such 
as Kingston Freeport Terminal and Caucedo, greater investment has been observed in smaller modular 
TOS. Unitrack is being used in the port of Kingstown in Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, with a possible 
rollout in Dominica, Saint Kitts and Nevis, and Montserrat. Haiti is currently using Octopi, while Antigua 
and Barbuda and Barbados are now contemplating a full Octopi system. The Saint Lucia Air and Seaport 
Authority (SLASPA) has successfully integrated Unitrack and ASYCUDA. This has resulted in cargo 
owners being able to track cargo utilizing the SLASPA website. The Navis and Klein Systems dominate 
in larger ports. Kingston Freeport Terminal is now changing over from the Cosmos to the Navis system, 
which allows seamless integration with other ports in their network and greater shore side operational 
efficiencies. 

Global supply chain changes place demands on ports, regardless of their size or level of efficiency, to 
adapt TOS and PCS that can seamlessly integrate with ASYCUDA and government platforms. Power has 
shifted from the port and the shipping lines to customers, which in most cases are non-vessel-owning 
common carrier (NVOCC) operators. In the next few years, PCS will become a standard feature of the 
Caribbean port landscape. Some port managers may have to develop the necessary skills and knowledge 
to operate these systems, which would be done more efficiently if Caribbean ports were able to source all 
information and communication technology (ICT) infrastructure and training together.
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Investment in Port Infrastructure 
and Services

Most of the port infrastructure in the Caribbean is over 50 years old. The ports were built for a 
completely different environment than the more recently developed container-era ports. Caucedo and 
Kingston Free Port Terminal, for instance, were purpose-built to serve the modern container industry. 
They have the advantage of economies of scale and the potential to better attract investment, as was 
recently demonstrated in the case of Kingston Freeport Terminal, which was concessioned to CMA CGM, 
a shipping line, in 2016. As noted earlier, the PPP modality is less attractive in the case of the smaller 
service ports given their low cargo volumes and low levels of value-added activities. Caribbean ports 
are frequently monopolies, and with the exception of Kingston, Caucedo, and Point Lisas, are 100% 
state-owned. 

In some cases, investment opportunities in individual Caribbean ports are coupled with an integrated 
investment in cruise development and shore-side development. This presents greater opportunity for 
year-round employment and economic development. A brief overview of three ongoing port development 
projects is provided below. 

The Port of Kingstown,  
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines

A recent CDB-funded project (2016) concluded the need for a new facility. Nevertheless, there is limited 
space to facilitate expansion. In addition, accessibility is an issue, as the road network and urban location 
does not allow for easy transportation of containers in and out of the port. The study also indicated that, 
with the projected throughput, the port would not be able to recover the proposed capital investment. 
Therefore, only a new location would facilitate accessibility, new equipment, and higher efficiencies. 
Development of the new port is expected to cost US$100 million and take up to five years to complete. 
The detailed designs will be underway shortly. The new port will be approximately 350-meter wide with a 
100-meter berth. 

The Port of St. John’s, Antigua 
and Barbuda

The Port of St. John’s is Antigua’s main port. Despite the importance of efficient port operations to 
the country - maritime transport covers over 90% of total imports – the port has many challenges. 
For instance, there are instances of multiple handling of containers; equipment and visitors co-exist, 
causing risk to both; aging infrastructure prevents equipment upgrades; and there is a lack of freight 
handling equipment. 

In 2017, the Government of Antigua and Barbuda received financing – US$100 million – from 
the China Exim Bank for a port development project. Modernization of the port will include the 
installation of modern cranes and port equipment while creating proper facilities to manage the 
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warehouse and value-added activities within the port. Development will further provide opportunities 
for empty container storage, container transshipment, bonded and non-bonded warehousing, 
distribution and third-party logistics services. A new cross-docking facility will facilitate mechanized 
loading and unloading. 

The more efficient port is expected not only to address the above-mentioned problems, but also 
to support the government’s efforts to position the country as the major hub for the OECS as the 
organization moves to develop the customs single space and economic union and connect the seven main 
countries. The Antigua and Barbuda Port Authority is also working with the Caribbean Maritime Institute 
for personnel training to ensure the sustainability of the project. 

The Port of Bridgetown, Barbados

The port of Bridgetown was built in 1961 and was designed to handle breakbulk, which was then the 
dominant type of cargo. Its main warehouse was then located on the quay close to the berths so that 
cargo could be moved easily from vessel to storage. The port can now accommodate about five mega 
cruise ships simultaneously during the cruise season. 

The port continues to implement the following elements, based on its 2010-2020 Master Plan:

 → Extension of Berth 5 (completed in 2015);

 → Extension of gantry crane tracks to provide full coverage of Berths 3, 4, and 5;

 → Area previously occupied by Shed 4 to be repaved for container storage;

 → Construction of a new container freight station (CFS) to provide a safe and secure facility for receiving 
and delivering LCL cargo;

 → Setting up of a new customs container examination facility in the shallow draught harbour.

Similar to many Caribbean ports, one of the port’s greatest challenges is that it must handle both 
cruise and cargo vessels. This has brought the transformation of port infrastructure, equipment, and 
systems into consideration. In order to separate cargo operations from cruise activities, authorities 
are contemplating a new US$250 million cruise facility – the Sugar Point Barbados complex. This new 
cruise port will have berthage for up to seven cruise vessels on three 350-meter finger piers and one 
marginal wharf. 
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Figure 2-8 
Sugar Point Barbados Conceptual Layout
Source: landdesign.com/project/sugar-point

Special Economic Zones

Economic Zones  
in the Caribbean Region

Since the 1970s, the Caribbean Region and in particular CARICOM member states have had considerable 
experience in the creation and operation of economic zones. The most common forms were free zones 
and export processing zones that were heavily dependent on foreign direct investment, preferential trade 
access to the North American market, and an array of customs and tax incentives. These zones delivered 
employment opportunities – especially to women – and offered diversification of exports – especially in 
the manufacturing sector – to their respective economies. 

For their part, SEZs –which CARICOM seeks now to embrace– differ from the previous zones that the 
region has tried in the following ways:4 

4 Pinnock and Ajagunna (2014).

http://www.landdesign.com/project/sugar-point/
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 → They create linkages with the domestic economy through the sourcing of supplies, thus reducing the 
enclave-like feature of the free zone / export processing zone model; 

 → They provide incentives for both domestic as well as foreign investors; 

 → They widen and deepen the region’s engagement in manufacturing, thereby widening the range of 
manufactured products, increasing added value, and offering higher-skill employment opportunities;

 → SEZ cargo can be exported to a number of markets, including CARICOM.

Current State and Outlook 

Caribbean SEZs are in transition as the region prepares for compliance with new World Trade Organization 
(WTO) requirements regarding SEZs – particularly as they relate to export subsidies – by 2020 and 
implements a series of changes to its SEZ operations model. These changes include environmental and 
administrative aspects, as well as the creation of trade institutions – customs, trade licensing, export 
promotion agencies and other governmental support or regulation entities – and reforms. 

As of mid 2017, CARICOM members were at different levels of preparedness:

 → Jamaica: Jamaica’s efforts are the most advanced – the Kingston Logistics Centre of Kingston Wharves 
Ltd. can now offer both FCL and LCL shipments to the Caribbean and Latin America. The major types 
of cargo moving through the SEZ to CARICOM are motor vehicles – transshipment –, bottled water, 
hardware, juices, food items, fresh fruit, flour – various grades –, medical products, and animal feed. 

 → Trinidad and Tobago: The country recently launched its SEZ programme as a tool to promote 
economic diversification. In reviewing its priority areas, only bunkers, high value manufacture and cold 
stacks – oil rigs – will support regional SSS. All other earmarked products are services. There are some 
industrial zones (SEZs) close to the Port of Point Lisas and that port has created a facility to serve the 
FCL and LCL cargo they generate. For LCL users, the Port of Point Lisas has established an LCL export 
initiative and warehouse where LCL cargo from SMEs destined to the Caribbean can be consolidated. 

 → Barbados: SEZ development is in its infancy and, as a result, it is unlikely that any related cargo will be 
generated in the near future. 

 → Antigua and Saint Lucia: Both islands are also developing their SEZ capabilities, but it is unlikely that 
SEZ cargo will contribute to SSS trade prior to 2020. 

 → Saint Vincent and the Grenadines and Grenada: While not having dedicated SEZ facilities, these 
islands have dedicated facilities for receiving and processing inbound LCL cargo. The common LCL 
cargoes handled by these facilities are fruits, vegetables – including ground provisions –, and fish. 
Currently, this cargo is handled by schooner vessels; thus, if SSS is to benefit, it will be in the form of 
trade diversion away from the schooners and not trade creation. 
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 → Suriname and Guyana: These continental CARICOM countries have no dedicated SEZ facility, although 
there is some consideration of the concept in Guyana. However, this area accounts for a considerable 
volume of short sea cargo especially along the route servicing Suriname, Guyana, French Guyana, 
and Trinidad and Tobago. It is also responsible for the majority of the regional trade of rice – bulk and 
containerized –, fish and seafood. 

Overall, the current state of SEZ infrastructure in the CARICOM region suggests that, as a source of cargo, 
it will offer limited volumes over the short term. Currently, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobago are the main 
generators of SEZ cargoes. As time progresses and other CARICOM countries are able to unfold their SEZ 
programmes, it is expected that more cargo will become available for this type of trade. In the medium 
term, actual export volumes may also be strongly influenced by a preference towards trading with North 
America, due to the previous export orientation of regional free zones. SEZ development is more a factor 
of extra-regional than intra-regional trade promotion. In both cases, SSS is used, albeit less extensively for 
extra-regional trade.

Consultations

Objectives 

Face-to-face meetings and informal discussions took placed in seven different CARICOM countries. 
Subsequent to these country missions, meetings were held in Miami with senior officials of several of the 
major shipping lines serving the CARICOM region. Stakeholder organizations included port authorities, 
government officials from trade-related ministries and agencies, private sector trade organizations 
including chambers of commerce and export-related promotion agencies, shipping lines, shipping 
agents and freight forwarders, manufacturers, and companies involved in international trade. A list of the 
organizations consulted can be found in Appendix A. 

The consultations had several objectives. First, the consultations sought to identify what issues national 
stakeholders felt were constraining trade – both intra and inter-regional – and productivity of regional 
industry. Second, by separately requesting input directly from the shipping lines serving the region, the 
team wanted to gather information was sought on various options to improve the quality and reliability of 
shipping services. Finally, the meetings aimed to address and validate various possible options that could 
be implemented to improve shipping services – mainly those that had been discussed during the initial 
consulting team workshop.

As can be expected with a wide variety of stakeholders, there were a wide variety of opinions expressed. 
These have been organized below by theme. It should be noted that comments were not all negative – the 
shipping industry in the region has some strengths that are brought forward below. 
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Results and Key Findings from Consultations 
with National Stakeholders

Directionality of Service

 → Several respondents noted that the shipping lines visit the islands from north to south only; the 
northward leg is a non-stop trip back to the original port – generally Kingston, Saint Thomas, or Miami. 
As a consequence, producers shipping northward must see their shipments go south first, then north 
for transshipment before travelling south again – a time-consuming and expensive process. The main 
reason for this unidirectional routing appears to be the lack of significant backhaul cargo generated by 
the smaller islands, including Guyana and Suriname. 

 → Freight rates to move cargo between Eastern Caribbean islands are uncompetitive, as the containers 
have to shift to Florida and/or Jamaica as the two primary hubs and then go back to the Eastern 
Caribbean islands. This process adds significant time and costs and discourages inter-island trade.

Cost of Shipping 

A large number of respondents noted that shipping costs within the Caribbean region were high. For 
instance, shipping rates between Guyana and China are comparable with rates between Guyana and other 
Caribbean islands. There are a number of reasons for these high costs: 

 → High port costs that are passed on to the shipper.

 → Taxation of trade – rather than income – in many Caribbean countries. 

 → High shipping costs due to the nature of Eastern Caribbean trade.

 → The fact that many shippers must pay FCL rates for LCL cargoes.

Port Infrastructure

Poor port infrastructure in the smaller ports raises challenges to efficient transit time, scheduling, and 
transhipment. While infrastructure investment in ports is necessary to enable them to be more efficient, 
there are constraints:

 → In smaller countries, low cargo volumes cannot justify investment in more efficient equipment such as 
rail-mounted gantries; some ports have no quayside cranes of any sort and must rely on geared ships to 
load and unload cargo. 

 → Wharf and pier designs in some cases cannot support the weight of the larger cranes that could 
increase productivity.
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 → A shortage of capital for procuring new equipment.

 → Poor maintenance of existing infrastructure, which reduces the efficiency and productivity of those 
elements.

 → A shortage of laydown area for cargo storage in some instances.

 → A shortage of berth space to accommodate both cargo and cruise vessels; many CARICOM ports berth 
cruise vessels at their cargo ports and give preference to these cruise vessels, which extends waiting 
times and reduces efficiency of cargo activities. 

Port Operations

Low port productivity increases vessel dwell time, which hampers trade efficiency and increases vessel 
operating costs. In addition to the infrastructure issues noted above, respondents noted the following 
factors as reasons for low productivity: 

 → Many ports are owned and operated by governments and are often required to hire staff – frequently 
unskilled – beyond operational needs. 

 → Staff at most Caribbean ports work on union agreements with provisions and working hour regimes 
that contribute to inefficiency and high labour costs; moreover, introduction of new, more efficient 
technology may require modification of union agreements before the new efficiencies can be realized.

 → Poor equipment maintenance leads to increased downtime, reduced availability, and reduced efficiency 
during operations; in addition, poor spares inventories can increase equipment downtime. 

Containerization

Containerization does not serve the islands well due to the small size of regional producers’ shipments – 
high costs and inefficiencies abound. One respondent noted that 10-foot containers are popular, as they 
are smaller than the industry standard 20-foot container and more suitable for regional shipments. 

Several respondents suggested that an “LCL rate” should be considered for intra-regional shipping. This 
would see ports – and potentially shipping lines – reduce their tariffs for containerized intra-regional LCL 
shipments and therefore make shipping more affordable for shippers of smaller consignments. 

Inter-Island Schooners

The IIS fleet in the Caribbean has always operated on a marginal basis with poor cargo handling, poor 
safety, and uncertain scheduling and routing. However, it was affordable and usually served producers 
well. It remains suitable to the smaller size and average distances of inter-island trade.
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Several respondents, however, noted that the industry is dying out – among others, as a result of rising 
insurance costs and flag restrictions. Schooners can be profitable if they do not attempt IIS to carry high 
cost cargo, as they cannot withstand high insurance premiums. Accessing insurance for cargo and vessel 
can be difficult due to vessel age and lack of maintenance. All in all, the service is fragile – it is unable to 
withstand expensive regulatory changes that would result in an increase in their freight charges.

Nevertheless, there are also service and quality issues, as well as limited proper infrastructure to support 
IIS trade. Some respondents pointed out concerns related to reliability, pilferage, and “shrinkage” of 
cargoes. Similarly, the schooners are said to be old and sometimes not insured. Trained and certified crew 
are rare. The schooner operators have trouble accessing capital for their operations since it is mostly an 
informal industry. Additionally, shore storage of cargo remains a problem and there is a shortage of proper 
mooring facilities, resulting in significant damage to vessels during rough weather.

Customs

There is no standardized operating procedure for clearing goods throughout the region, whether short 
sea or otherwise. This makes cargo clearance procedures tedious and inconsistent. Furthermore and as 
noted above, Caribbean taxes on trade are a major source of government income, and hence customs 
officials focus on revenue collection. Finally, although those countries that have implemented ASYCUDA 
have seen document process improvements, customs clearance is becoming increasingly expensive as a 
result of overtime charges. 

Trade Facilitation 

There are many instances of trade being stifled because of non-trade barriers and other means. For 
one, there is no clear maritime policy in the region, which implies that there is no clear strategy for the 
SSS industry. A regional policy would assist in focusing development efforts and for integrating the 
recommendations of reports such as this one. 

Similarly, governments have not worked effectively in concert to ease transport problems. Negotiation 
on transport issues is lengthy, which complicates agreements. Lack of regulatory harmonization is thus 
harming intra-regional transport. As a result, intra-regional movement of people, cargo, and especially 
vehicles remains inefficient and cumbersome. For example, there are no provisions for short-term vehicle 
visits between the islands. 

One such measure is a change from the use of INCOTERM (International Chamber of Commerce trade 
terms) from Free on Board (FOB) to Free Alongside Ship (FAS). With FOB terms, the seller delivers the 
goods on board the vessel meaning also that the shipping line internalizes the port costs and passes them 
on to the buyer as part of the bill of lading. In doing so, the taxable value of the goods includes port costs, 
which also means that shipping costs (including port fees), have to be paid in US Dollars. Since shipping 
and port charges are high in the Eastern Caribbean, this represents a notable additional cost to inter-island 
trade. With the use of FAS, the seller delivers the goods alongside the vessel, meaning that port fees are 
not part of the bill of lading. Therefore, the value of the goods would not include port fees, as these would 
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have to be paid separately by the buyer. This has already been implemented in Dominica. It improves the 
transparency and avoids possible surcharges added by the shipping line that could include unnecessary 
administrative fees. An indirect benefit is that port fees become a domestic issue, and not the shipping 
line’s.

Cargo Type and Volumes

Cargo volumes – both individual consignment size and overall intra-regional flows – are small and have 
not shown any signs of growth; as a result, moving such volumes implies a higher cost structure. One 
respondent suggested overcoming this challenge by consolidating small lots at a hub or distribution centre. 

Ferry Services

One respondent noted that although ferry services work in some situations – notably Martinique, 
Dominica, and Guadeloupe – they may not work as a general solution to regional shipping problems. 
Flying is fast and not much more expensive, although air freight is both expensive and uncertain as 
shipments can get bumped in favour of luggage. Additionally, ferry services are more for transporting 
people rather than goods.

LCL Shipping

One respondent noted that there has been a great deal of effort to promote the smaller volume trade – i.e. 
LCL shipments – but the response to these efforts was poor and the service proved to be unprofitable. 
Currently, LCL trade is viable once volumes exceed ten pallets, which enables payment for the container. 

Given the relatively small size of regional producers’ shipments, only a few can fill a 20-foot container. 
At the same time, there is some resistance to using consolidated LCL shipments, as producers might 
be sharing containers with competitors. Nevertheless, consolidated LCL shipments tend to be more 
expensive due to the need to consolidate at the originating port and then destuff at the destination port. 

Results and Key Findings from  
Consultations with Shipping Lines

Fleet Overcapacity

Overall, shipping lines stressed that there is fleet overcapacity in the Caribbean. In other words, there are 
currently too many lines, offering multiple options, with more than enough frequency and connectivity to 
the islands. Most of the shipping lines interviewed offered services to each of the islands involved in this 
study. All lines were very clear in that all their published itineraries reflect their service offerings, and are 
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executed as published. There are small variations on a seasonal basis, in that additional tonnage would be 
added to satisfy the peaks in demand. 

Ferry Services

There are some ferry services operating between some of the smaller islands, but shipping lines do not foresee 
this type of service as effective or efficient, much less profitable. In their view, the container has evolved as the 
standard way to move cargo, and container vessels are more suited to provide the service to the Caribbean. 
The real issue with container remains the charge per container at port. Lines seemed to favour a rate that 
would take into account LCL shipments so that the port charges would be congruent with the actual cargo 
moved. In turn, this would benefit shippers and promote intra-regional trade, as most loads are LCL. 

Dedicated Service, West Indies Shipping 
Company (WISCO) Revival

Lines were not in favor of this option if it means adding tonnage to the region. They view any such service 
as disruptive, especially if it was subsidized. However, they all seemed interested in participating in a 
subsidised shipping services contract scheme if it were offered to them – presumably because of the 
incentive to partake if there were such a subsidy after all. 

10-foot Container

Views on this issue varied. One of the lines had experimented unsuccessfully with the 10-foot container, 
while others said that this would mean making an initial investment and incurring additional operation 
and maintenance expenses only for these containers’ deployment in the region. They are all aware of the 
spreader latching mechanism that allows the 10-foot container to be loaded and unloaded as a 20-foot 
container, but in general they did not feel it would improve service. Instead, the lines preferred a change in 
port rates to deal with LCL –i.e. less than one TEU– shipments.

Use of Technology

This topic was discussed more along the lines of using technology to facilitate trade – e.g. process 
improvements in terms of customs, ports, bill of lading, and the like. Shipping lines were not familiar 
with the Guadeloupe-based Electronic Maritime Freight Exchange Platform (BECCA) – run by a private 
company, but partially financed by EU funds – and could not relate to a virtual exchange of shippers and 
shipping lines. 5

5 BECCA is an online platform seeking to match cargo owners with shipping companies. In effect, it offers a service similar to Uber, but oriented to 
maritime shipping. Based out Baie Mahault, Guadeloupe, it is run by CEI.BA, a Guadeloupe-based firm that also runs the Port Single Window for the 
French overseas department. BECCA platform is partially funded by the INTERREG Caraibes Programme, an EU programme to promote economic 
development in the Eastern Caribbean by strengthening ties to the wider Caribbean and Latin American region. For more information, please see 
Appendix F, and/or visit https://www.becca-exchange.com/en/. 

hange.com/en/
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Network Improvement (Primary-Secondary Hubs)

Most lines already work with primary and secondary hubs. Some hub in the northern eastern Caribbean in 
Puerto Rico, others in Saint Maarten; meanwhile, in the south-eastern Caribbean most hub in Trinidad and 
Tobago, and one of the lines has established its hub in Barbados. 

Port Infrastructure and Services

Shipping lines seemed to focus more on management and efficiency improvements in ports than 
infrastructure. Although some mentioned the need to improve equipment, the focus was more on 
productivity, need for training, and better port management. They all asked for more hours of service. 
Some mentioned the problems cruise ships create in small ports, because frequently cargo vessels have to 
change their schedules to accommodate cruise vessels that generally have berth priority. 

Container Rates

One option suggested by some interviewees was to change port rates so that an LCL container would not 
bear the same port costs as an FCL container –as already discussed earlier. This could promote the use of 
containers for LCL shipments and make intra-regional shipping more economical as a result.

FAS Contracts with Shippers

A few shipping lines pointed to a possible solution that would merit further research. They specifically 
mentioned the port of Dominica, which according to them has required shippers to sign FAS contracts. 
Consequently, shippers rather than the shipping lines are responsible for port charges. According to the 
lines, this avoids having to include port charges in the bill of lading, thus reducing import duties to the 
shipper and allowing them to pay the port charges in their own currency.

Cuba Factor

An additional question was posed to the shipping lines regarding American liberalization of trade with 
Cuba, as this new factor could potentially affect shipping routes in the Caribbean. There is a general 
agreement that such liberalization would be positive for shipping in the region, but shipping lines are wary 
of the time it could take. In fact, some lines are even retreating from some of their announced service 
offerings to Cuba. Given the new U.S. Administration’s harsher stance towards Havana and evolving China-
Cuba relations, it will be important to keep an eye on any developments and assess their potential impact 
on Caribbean shipping.
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Conclusions and  
Scenario Identification 

As already stated above, there is wide agreement that Caribbean port infrastructure needs upgrading 
and port productivity needs to increase. Nevertheless, possible solutions are complex. However, these 
opinions were frequently bracketed by statements about the low levels of cargo transferred through many 
of the Caribbean ports as well as the lack of capital funds available for upgrades. National stakeholders 
frequently mentioned both the directionality of cargo transport (from north to south in the Eastern 
Caribbean) and the high shipping costs within the region as being detrimental to intra-regional trade. 
There was interest also in exploring an “LCL rate” for smaller shipments and the increased use of 10-foot 
containers. 

While there was interest in ferry operations, respondents noted that introduction of a Caribbean wide 
ferry system (or collection of ferry routes) held a lot of risk – it would be disruptive to existing shipping, 
there is no guarantee of private passenger/vehicle volumes and considerable legislation/regulation would 
have to be enacted in all countries within the ferry routes. 

Most respondents felt that the IIS industry was declining and would soon disappear – the high cost of 
insurance and regulation were blamed as the main catalysts of this change. While there was nostalgia for 
the industry, it was more because of its history in the region than any desire to maintain it. Respondents 
frequently pointed out the poor service quality (damage to and theft of cargo) in this sector. 

Among the shipping line interviewees, there seems to be consensus that significant improvements could 
be achieved through the implementation of trade facilitation measures, modification of port rate structures, 
productivity improvements and training. The belief is that there is more than enough tonnage and service 
capacity deployed in the region, and any additional tonnage or service would be disruptive of existing market 
conditions. Other options, such as the use of 10- foot containers, would require significant investments, and 
according to the lines, the same objective could be achieved with establishing an LCL rate at the ports. 

Based on an assessment of stakeholder feedback, various scenarios were identified for examination either 
by modeling or empirical investigation. They include: 

 → Do Nothing – Examination of the status quo against proposed alternatives can assist in preventing a 
situation where the proposed solution is actually considered worse by stakeholders.

 → Inter-Island Ferry/RO/RO Service – This scenario consists of a liner service delivering containerized 
and breakbulk cargo to three hubs – Antigua and Barbuda, Saint Lucia, and Trinidad and Tobago – 
connecting to two RO/RO ferry services acting as feeders to the other islands. Suriname and Guyana 
would be served by a LO/LO feeder service. 

 → Strengthening of IIS Industry – A selection of potential interventions were proposed as part of this 
scenario, including: 
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 − Industry organization for delivery of services; 
 − Apprenticeship programmes;
 − Emergency relief (provision of services);
 − Use of sailboats. 

 → Electronic Maritime Freight Exchange Platform – A service similar to the BECCA electronic platform 
mentioned above.

 → WISCO-type Service – This scenario envisages a recreation of a WISCO-type service – a publicly owned 
and subsidized cargo service dedicated to serving internal trade in the Eastern Caribbean region.

 → Direction Reversal – This scenario envisaged a LO/LO service that serves the Eastern Caribbean region 
from south to north. The service includes a liner service between Kingston and Trinidad, and two feeder 
services – one going northward through the islands to Saint Kitts and then directly back down to 
Trinidad, and the other doing a loop between Trinidad and Tobago, Suriname, and Guyana. 

 → Hub-Spoke Service – This scenario envisaged provision of cargo services to the Eastern Caribbean 
through a hub-and-spoke configuration. The hub or hubs would presumably be in the region. 

 → Network Configuration - Secondary Hubs – This scenario envisaged the creation of secondary hubs in 
the Eastern Caribbean and the use of feeder services to serve other ports in the region. 

 → Consolidation/Deconsolidation (LCL) Service – This scenario involved the creation of freight sheds at 
each port (or SEZ) that would offer a consolidation/deconsolidation service, consolidating LCL cargo 
for more efficient shipping to other CARICOM countries and further destinations.

 → 10-foot Container Network – While no longer popular in international shipping, 10-foot containers did 
have some share of the market in the Eastern Caribbean years ago. This scenario would examine the 
potential of fabrication and introduction of a fleet of 10-foot containers for regional shipping. 

Prior to examining these scenarios in Chapter 4, it would be instructive to look at the SSS environment in 
other regions. The next chapter will examine two case studies: SSS policy in the EU and the Greek ferry 
system. While the Caribbean region is unique in terms of physical, trade and political environments, good 
practices and lessons can be learned from these experiences. 
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03  
Short Sea 
Shipping 
Experiences

Key Messages 

 → The EU pursued SSS policy to promote 
sustainable transport, but the existence of 
different regulations in different countries has 
hampered its success. 

 → The EU experience points out the difficulty in 
implementing a complex policy over a number 
of different countries. This has applicability to 
the Caribbean.

 → The Greek Islands are reasonably comparable to 
the Eastern Caribbean island nations in terms of 
size, population and economic composition.

 → The existence of a vibrant Greek ferry network 
would imply that a similar – albeit smaller – 
network could be considered for the Caribbean 
region; however, financial sustainability issues in 
Greek ferry companies could prove problematic 
in a similar Caribbean ferry industry.
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In looking at possible interventions in the Caribbean shipping industry, it is instructive to look at what 
has been done in other regions. While there are no other regions that have the particular combination of 
characteristics found in the Eastern Caribbean, the European experience with SSS offers some parallels. This 
chapter will examine European experiences in SSS policy and practice, with particular reference to Greece. 

EU Initiatives  
for Promoting SSS

Western Europe has been active at implementing policies and infrastructure investments promoting SSS. 
With SSS now accounting for roughly 40% of all tonne-km of freight moved in Europe,6 the European 
Commission has consistently led the promotion of SSS as an alternative to road transport over the last two 
decades. However, since 2000 there has been no growth in the number of tonne-km carried by SSS within 
the EU.

Figure 3-1 
EU28 Performance by Mode for Freight Transport (billion tonne-km)
Source: EU Energy and Transport in Figures (2016)
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The development of SSS policy can be dated back to when the Commission proposed liberalising various 
modes of transport to promote intra-EU free trade in 1985.7 This was the same year that agreement at the 
European Economic Community was reached on the Single European Act, the precursor of the Maastricht 
Treaty – formally, the Treaty on European Union – with the objective of establishing the European Single 
Market by the end of 1992. Nonetheless, following the signing of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, SSS was 
largely forgotten until 1995 when the Commission published its first communications on the issue.8 

Until then, discussions on intra-European freight transport had been dominated by the harmonisation 
and liberalisation of road haulage, while SSS was largely restricted to particular countries and their 
islands – i.e. Greece, Italy, and Spain.9 Views on maritime transport among EU member states were quite 
heterogeneous, making the adoption of a common understanding and generally accepted measures 
to develop maritime shipping very difficult.10 The industry was fragmented and laden with numerous 
regulations and protectionist restrictions on cabotage.11 Administrative complexity, inflexibility on the 
types of cargo it could carry, and poor supporting infrastructure – e.g. ports – resulted in high costs 
for SSS services. Consequently, while SSS met standards in cargo safety requirements, other critical 
factors for an efficient transport system like time, flexibility, and frequency were of an “unacceptably low 
standard” and far from satisfying the just-in-time requirements of contemporary logistics.12 

When the EU shifted focus to developing a regional integrated transport system in the late 1990s, 
SSS resurfaced on the political agenda. The Commission identified three main objectives as part of an 
integrated European multimodal transport system:

 → To promote the general sustainability of transport – SSS was to be emphasized as an environmentally 
friendly and safe alternative, in particular, to congested road transport;

 → To strengthen EU cohesion, to facilitate connections between regions in Europe, as well as to revitalize 
peripheral regions; and

 → To increase the efficiency of transport in order to meet current and future demands arising from 
economic growth.13

These objectives underline the Commission’s intention of championing SSS not only economically, but 
also environmentally, socially, and perhaps more importantly, politically. While the majority of SSS services 
could demonstrate environmental sustainability, economic efficiency and competitiveness remained more 
elusive goals. The accession of Central and Eastern European countries, including a considerable number 
of states with maritime interests, led to a substantial increase of ports that could be easily served by EU 
vessels along the coastline extension of more than 98,000 km. Consequently, shipping projects that could 
accelerate the integration of new EU member states in the mid-2000s were given priority in pre-accession 
support, notably through loans from the European Investment Bank (EIB).14 

7 Bulletin of the European Communities (1985).

8 EU Short Sea Shipping in Europe (1995).

9 Large public rail and road projects, such as the English Channel tunnel and the bridge connection over Öresund, opened in 1994 and 2000, respectively.

10 Urrutia, B. (2006).

11 Chlomoudis and Pallis (eds) (2002).

12 EU Second Two-yearly Progress Report (1999).

13 Ibid.

14 EIB Group Activity Report (2003).
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The transportation of freight by water transport plays a strong role in the EU’s goal of a 60%reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions generated by transport by 2050 and a shift of 30% of road freight over 300 km 
to other modes by 2030.15 Many studies have suggested that maritime transport is a more sustainable and 
environmental-friendly mode than road haulage as it consumes less fossil fuel per tonne-km.16 The White 
Paper of 2001 identified SSS as a key alternative to unimodal road transport, in particular as one of the modes 
in combined transport.17 This political will led to the adoption of Directive 92/106/EEC, whereby quota and 
authorisation systems do not apply to certain types of combined transport.18

European Regulation

Regulation 3577/92, in force since January 1993, provides the regulatory framework for coastal marine 
transport of passengers and cargo within the EU.19 The regulation establishes the freedom to provide 
maritime transport services within all EU member states, and it applies to services offered between 
mainland ports, offshore facilities, or islands. 

The freedom set out in the regulation has some limitations depending on the size of the ship – smaller than 
650 gross tonnage (GT) – and the type of trade. The limitations concern only whether manning shall be 
the responsibility of the member state where the ship is flagged or where the ship trades. For example, for 
a vessel trading between mainland ports of a member state, the manning shall be the responsibility of the 
flag state. If the ship is smaller than 650 GT, then the host state conditions may apply.

The regulation also provides a framework for member states wishing to define minimal service standards 
in terms of maritime transport. A member state imposing public service obligations – arising from a public 
service contract – shall limit its requirements to:

 → Ports to be served;
 → Regularity, continuity and frequency of the service;
 → Capacity to provide the service;
 → Rates to be charges; and,
 → Manning of the vessel.

The regulation establishes a procedure for member states wishing to protect their internal markets from 
cabotage liberalization.20 This procedure can be used if a member state expects serious disturbance of its 

15 European Commission White Paper (2011). 

16 European Conference of Ministers of Transport (2001), supra note 11.

17 European Commission White Paper (2001).

18 Ibid.

19 See http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:31992R3577&from=EN. 

20 Some EU member states also have the so-called “second registers” in response to “flag of convenience states”, offering manning and taxation 
waivers out of competitive reasons. Usually, second-register countries restricted their cabotage market to vessels in their first register, but these 
restrictions have been relaxed in the last few years. Therefore, all member state cabotage markets open de facto according to the interpretation of 
regulation 3577/92.

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:31992R3577&from=EN
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internal transport market, and it allows said state to request the Commission for the adoption of safeguard 
measures. Following entry-into-force, exceptions were made for different markets and type of trade with an 
agreed agenda to implement the last derogations. Greece had the longest derogation period, ending on January 
1, 2004. The derogation applied to regular passenger and ferry services provided by vessels under 650 GT. 

Greek Ferry Services

Greece, as a peninsular country on the Mediterranean, has an archipelago of about 6,000 islands, mostly in 
the Aegean Sea. Despite the large number of islands, only 227 of them are inhabited and serviced by ferries, 
of which most are RO/RO passenger ferries or fast ferries. The archipelago has some similarities to the 
Eastern Caribbean in terms of island distances, population, and economic activity. The main difference is that 
all archipelago shipping – passenger and cargo – is performed by ferries. Examining any possible parallels and 
lessons would hence be useful for analyzing the introduction of a similar service in the Caribbean region. 

Figure 3-2 
Main ferry routes
Source: Sailing Issues, 2017
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In 2015, the different ferry services made 155 port calls. The network has a strong hub-and-spoke 
configuration with Piraeus, the Athens seaport, as the main hub – see Figure 6-3. This gives an opportunity 
to capture additional tourism traffic through proximity to Athens’ major airport, as well as economies of 
scale for the deconsolidation of ferry freight traffic towards smaller island markets. Many individual services 
are articulated as a linear sequence of ports of call. Most ports – around 78% – are located on islands rather 
than the mainland. On major routes, there is more than one company offering ferry services. 

Ferry services in Greece are characterized by a high level of concentration, with ten major ports 
representing 50% of ferry boardings in 2015 – see Table 3-1. Four of these major ports are located in the 
Attica region around Athens and represent 36% of the passengers in 2015.

Table 3-1 
10 major ports of boarding (2015)
Source: Hellenic Statistical Authority

10 MAJOR PORTS PASSENGERS REGION

Piraeus 3,906,684 Attica

Paloukia Salaminas 3,538,530 Attica

Perama 3,511,459 Attica

Thassos 894,101 Eastern Macedonia and Thrace

Rio 820,154 Western Greece

Rafina 810,830 Attica

Igoumenitsa 798,182 Epirus

Antirrio 791,974 Western Greece

Kylini 725,294 Western Greece

Keramoti 719,595 Eastern Macedonia and Thrace

Total (10 major ports) 16,516,803

Total (all ports) 32,093,920

SSS services - by RO/RO ferries – are used to move cargo to and from the islands. Table 3-2 below shows 
the cargo handled in ports located on islands compared to mainland ports. These insular ports handled 
32% of domestic trade. As observed previously, the Attica region handles the most cargo, and mainland 
ports have the highest throughput.
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Table 3-2 
Domestic cargo handled on mainland or island ports (in tonnes, 2016)
Source: Hellenic Statistical Authority 2016

REGION MAINLAND PORT ISLAND PORTS TOTAL

Attica 17,040,058 3,353,271 20,393,329

Central Greece 5,823,218 3,975,713, 9,798,931

Thessaly 6,674,209 224,285 6,898,494

Central Macedonia 4,833,077 7,838 4,840,915

Western Greece 4,435,621 4,435,621

Crete 4,411,463 4,411,463

South Aegean 3,993,131 3,993,131

Eastern Macedonia and Thrace 1,667,384 1,013,720 2,681,104

Ionian Islands 1,684,633 1,684,633

Peloponnese 668,845 524,853 1,193,698

North Aegean 1,029,862 1,029,862

Epirus 710,812 710,812

Mount Athos 110,404 110,404

Other 49,139

Total 41,963,628 20,218,769 62,231,536

Importantly, with the exception of Crete – the largest island with a population of over 650,000 people –, no 
Greek island handles container traffic. Athens and the port of Piraeus mainly act as a large deconsolidation 
center where domestic cargo loads are assembled for respective island markets. For RO/RO ferries, the 
hub-and-spoke configuration involves preparing truck loads that will be delivered to a local warehouse for 
final distribution. Economies emerge from the use of a single distribution point suppliers for a whole range 
of goods bound for the Greek economy that are assembled by connected to distributors and retailers 
operating on the islands, which represent a submarket. Such economies cannot be effectively achieved in 
the Caribbean with its independent nation states, each with its own port and customs procedures.

Starting in 2002, Greece undertook measures to liberalize the ferry industry and encourage competition 
– including granting access to domestic ferry routes to EU ferry operators, in order to comply with EU 
regulations. Operators could apply to operate any routes they chose without subsidies, while unrequested 
routes were deemed to require public obligation – i.e. subsidized - services. Effectively, this led to an 
increase in the number of routes abandoned, as it made more sense for operators not to request a 
marginal route and wait to bid on a subsidized version. Subsidies to support public obligation services 
rose from 9.4 million euros in 2001 – under the old regulatory regime – to 37.1 million euros in 2004.21 This 
appears to be largely the result of market reaction to the regulatory framework. 

21 Steer Davies Gleave, 2005.
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Despite government subsidies, market and economic pressures have combined to put the ferry industry 
under substantial pressure. The ferry services are under substantial competitive pressure from air carriers 
in both the tourism and domestic passenger sectors – passenger demand shrunk by 46% between 2009 
and 2016. Operating costs remain high due to the EU regulatory environment. In 2016, the Grimaldi 
Group withdrew its Minoan Lines ferries from Adriatic Sea service, maintaining only its Italy-Greece and 
Athens-Crete routes.22 The Attica Group, one of the larger providers of ferry services in Greece, declared 
annual losses between 2009 and 2013. The company did, however, maintain sufficient cash flow to stay in 
business and has declared profits since 2013.23 

Conclusions  
and Lessons Learned

The analysis of the EU’s SSS policy framework and of Greek SSS networks underlines the rather unique 
conditions in which these services operate. The relevance of the EU case study to the CARICOM maritime 
transport setting can be assessed by comparing some basic features:

 → Geography (not comparable): Europe is a large peninsula with inland waterways. As a large percentage 
of intra-EU maritime cargo navigates through rivers and not oceans, the term SSS in Europe has 
evolved to include inland water transport, as well as inland connection to ocean ports for transhipment 
overseas.24 This is vastly different from the SSS routes linking countries in the Caribbean. Nevertheless, 
the Commission’s central role in promoting SSS is relevant to the development of an appropriate 
framework for the Caribbean.

 → Strategic perspective (not comparable): The EU’s strategic interest in ensuring the continuous 
performance of SSS, expressed in forums and policy documents, has enabled the creation of an 
appropriate regulatory framework and kept the issue high on the political agenda. A substantial 
modal shift from road to sea has, however, not been an easy task. Although SSS has maintained a 
significant share of infra-European freight transport since the late 1990s, road share within the market 
has increased over the same time period. The Commission has admitted that progress has been much 
slower than expected.25 Main obstacles to improving SSS’s modal share include the full integration 
of logistical chains offering door-to-door service, improving the relatively ‘old-fashioned’ image of 
maritime transportation – slow and more suitable for bulk shipping –, the simplification of complex 

22 XRTC Business Consultants, 2017.

23 The Attica Group, 2017. 

24 The EU adopted the following definition for SSS: “the movement of cargo and passengers by sea between ports situated in geographical Europe or 
between those ports and ports situated in the non-European countries having a coastline on the enclosed seas bordering Europe. Short sea shipping 
includes domestic and international maritime transport, including feeder services, along the coast and to and from the islands, rivers, and lakes. The 
concept of SSS also extends to maritime transport between the member states of the Union and Norway and Iceland and other states on the Baltic Sea, 
the Black Sea and the Mediterranean.”

25 European Commission Mid-Term Review (2006).
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administrative processes; and the enhancement of port efficiency.26 The latter two obstacles are 
shared by Caribbean policy-makers, who will lack the implementation resources available to their EU 
counterparts. 

 → Policy implementation (comparable): European SSS policy has been implemented by directives that 
leave member states a large degree of discretion for crafting and using domestic law for transposing 
EU regulations.27 Heterogeneous policy instruments create unwanted effects on competition, which 
in turn raises the necessity of harmonizing social, technical, and fiscal regulations.28 There is a similar 
risk in the Caribbean unless the potential risk of policy non-coherence is recognized and abated at a 
regional level within a coherent forum such as CARICOM. 

 → Policy purpose (not comparable): The promotion of SSS in the EU is largely the result of policy 
proposals for sustainable economic development and of components of overall transport policy, rather 
than any commitment to developing a structural policy for maritime transport.29 Still, SSS is more 
advocated for its environmental benefits than as a competitive model option. However, at the very 
least, the many recommendations contained in the series of communications and green papers have 
helped to make governments and transport professionals aware of the problems involved in making 
SSS more efficient and marketable. Thus, in spite of the EU being one of the world’s most extensive and 
coordinated SSS markets, the services have rarely achieved commercial viability and remain subsidized.

Likewise, the Greece case presents a specific set of circumstances. The relevance of the Greek islands 
to the context of the CARICOM maritime transport system can be seen by comparison of their 
respective features: 

 → Population (comparable): There are eight Greek islands with populations over 50,000; three of these 
have populations over 600,000. A further ten islands have populations between 15,000 and 50,000. 
This compares roughly with CARICOM nations, most of which have populations between 50,000 and 
2.7 million. 

 → Inter-island distances (not comparable): Most of the larger Greek archipelago islands are separated by 
distances of 15 to 30 km, while most of the Eastern Caribbean islands are separated by approximately 
50 to 100 km. This implies a drastically different operational environment for ferry services in terms of 
market potential, frequency of service, and cost. Keeping other factors constant, the proximity of Greek 
islands should generate more interactions than between Caribbean islands that are farther apart.

 → Inter-island migration (comparable): While there is little information available on migration between 
Greek islands, there has been extensive rural-urban migration in Greece over the past few decades. This 
creates a market for travel services, in that people frequently return to their original homes for holidays, 

26 European Commission on Short Sea Shipping (2004).

27 In Central and Eastern European countries, for example, market access conditions are far from uniform and still a long way behind those in Western 
Europe. European Conference of Ministers of Transport (2001), supra note 11.

28 Harmonization has been such a large issue that the EUROS project, aimed at setting up an EC community register alongside national registers as a 
vehicle for standardizing operating conditions on EC vessels, was ultimately rejected after a long-running conflict. Supra note 10. 

29 Ibid. 
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festivals, and family reasons. In turn, this also increases the potential for business transactions. Similarly, 
the Caribbean region shows extensive migration between islands – many people relocate to other 
countries for employment, education, or personal reasons. 

 → Sovereign structure (not comparable): Inter-island mobility in Greece is much easier because all islands 
belong to one sovereign nation, whereas CARICOM nations are individually sovereign. Mobility of both 
vehicles and people is more difficult in the latter, as each vessel trip involves crossing a national border 
and customs compliance procedures. 

 → Service network structure (not comparable). The Greek ferry network is mostly structured along 
a hub-and-spoke with Piraeus in Athens as the main hub and large generator of passengers and 
freight. As a consequence, large economies are achieved at the hub in warehousing, organisation, 
and distribution of ferry freight services. In the Caribbean this network structure cannot be readily 
implemented and would likely instead take the form of a linear sequence and a small hub between two 
proposed services.

Overall, the vibrancy of the Greek ferry system suggests that there could be some potential for a similar 
network in the Caribbean if sovereignty issues could be mitigated. Nevertheless, the profitability issues of 
many of the publicly listed ferry service providers underlies the need for a detailed and extensive feasibility 
analysis. In this regard, it should be noted that many public transport systems – especially long-haul rail 
and ferry systems – are not profitable on a total return basis – in other words, subsidies are more the norm 
than the exception. 

This section underlined limited structural similarities between the EU, Greece and CARICOM in terms 
of SSS policy setting. Any applicable lessons relate mainly to these cases’ design and implementation 
efforts. Consequently, it is evident that strong policy support is crucial to promote SSS to fulfil economic, 
social, and environmental objectives when multiple nations are involved. Likewise, given that Caribbean 
countries have limited resources for policy support and coordination, a simple policy with easy, limited 
implementation investment has the best chances of success. The next chapter includes an analysis of 
scenarios deemed to be most applicable in the Caribbean region. Where applicable, parallels to the EU 
and Greek case studies are made. 
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04  
Investigation 
of Scenarios

Key Messages 

 → Scenario A (introduction of a South->North 
shipping service in the Eastern Caribbean) may 
be possible to undertake without subsidy to an 
operator. 

 → Scenario B (Eastern Caribbean ferry service) 
will require subsidization as well as significant 
legislation and infrastructural change in all 
participating countries to allow ferry operation. 

 → On a percentage basis, Scenario C (LCL port 
tariff reductions) shows significant benefit to 
shippers while giving a comparatively small 
revenue drop to ports
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Scenarios Identified

As previously pointed out, 11 scenarios were identified and developed based on extensive research and 
following comments from public and private sector stakeholders. The various scenarios identified are 
presented in Table 4-1 below for ease of reference. 

Table 4-1 
Scenarios Considered 

SCENARIO

Electronic Maritime Freight Exchange Platform

10-foot Container Network

Consolidation/Deconsolidation (LCL) Service

Network Configuration – Secondary Hubs (Scenario B)

Direction Reversal (currently Scenario A)

Inter-Island Ferry / RO/RO Service (currently Scenario B)

Do nothing

WISCO-type Service

Strengthening of IIS industry

Hub-Spoke Service

LCL Port Tariff Reduction

Subsequent investigation of the various scenarios eliminated some – these scenarios and the reasons for 
their elimination are explained in detail in Appendix F – and generated some changes in the approach for 
others. The remaining scenarios that proceeded to the modelling phase are assessed in this section.

Scenarios Modeled 

A Baseline Scenario and a further three (3) scenarios were modeled and further investigated for 
consideration based on their greatest potential for implementation. 

 → The Baseline Scenario describes the current situation, acts as a point of reference, and allows 
comparative measurements between the scenarios. This Baseline Scenario reflects a dominance of 
north-south shipping flows in the Eastern Caribbean. 
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 → Scenario A (Direction Reversal), a reconfiguration of SSS services in the Caribbean, uses LO/LO ships 
but features a direction reversal – the main direction of travel of feeder vessels through the Eastern 
Caribbean is south to north. This scenario was selected, as the directionality of shipping routes was 
seen as a constraint by several stakeholders. 

 → Scenario B (Ferry System), another reconfiguration of SSS services, assumes ferry vessels (RO/RO 
ships) as feeder services in combination with LO/LO liner services. Although few stakeholders had 
positive views of this scenario, the Greek experience indicates that further analysis is warranted. 

 → Scenario C (LCL Tariff Reduction) explores the financial implications to ports and shippers of reduced 
port rates for intra-regional containerized LCL shipments. This scenario had some stakeholder support 
and has the added advantage that it is very simple to implement. 

This section details the structure of each scenario and the underlying assumptions. Scenarios A and B are 
assumed to operate with the existing services that currently take place in the region, but no net addition 
to trade or to number of shipping routes is assumed. The general idea behind this decision was not to 
increase the total service capacity in the region, but rather to change the nature of existing services 
to provide more choice and flexibility to shippers. The modeling exercise could well generate interest 
from any of the lines that currently operate in the region to start providing the service themselves, thus 
satisfying the needs of the islands. 

All four scenarios are using the same cargo origin/destination information, based on the dataset 
developed in the model – see Appendix E. Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2 illustrate the amount of breakbulk 
and container cargo generated and attracted by the respective islands. It is quite clear that Jamaica and 
Trinidad and Tobago are the major focus of cargo flows. The import orientation of CARICOM economies 
is apparent as well, leading to imbalances in cargo flows that impact shipping costs since they generate 
empty containers that must be repositioned. This cost is commonly reflected in shipping rates that are 
higher for imports than for exports.
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Figure 4-1 
Origin of Inter-Island Cargo
Source: CPCS 
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All four scenarios also have the same set of eleven ports being called – all CARICOM countries except 
for Belize and the Bahamas, which are too far to be considered in any commercially feasible option. The 
scenarios modeled assume that the current origins of cargo for the region continue to be Florida in the 
United States, Canada, and in some cases Europe. It is important to recognize that any change in the 
origin of cargo – for instance, Colon in Panama or Cartagena in Colombia – could change the modeling 
scenarios significantly.
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Figure 4-2 
Destination of Inter-Island Cargo
Source: CPCS 
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Baseline Scenario

The baseline scenario is an approximation of the existing services to the Eastern Caribbean – see Figure 
4-3. It has the following elements: 

 → Kingston is the regional hub for most of the transhipped cargo bound to or originating from the Eastern 
Caribbean. This is a simplification of the regional situation, since some of the trade transits through Miami 
and to a lesser extent through hubs such as Caucedo and Cartagena. However, these services usually 
assume a very similar configuration when calling the region. The baseline scenario models a dummy 
service that consolidates a vast number of individual services calling the region; therefore, it does not 
take into account competitive forces that could affect service level quality and price.
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 → Liner 1 is a north-south liner service through the Eastern Caribbean. The weekly service from Kingston first calls 
the closest islands in the northern part of the Eastern Caribbean – Saint Kitts and Nevis, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Dominica – and then calls most islands as it goes south towards Trinidad and Tobago – Port of Spain and/or 
Point Lisas – and then heads back to Kingston. It uses two geared containerships of about 300 TEU capacity 
each that are calling every port once a week. Due to the low cargo generation level, there is not enough volume 
to justify a higher frequency and a reversal in the sequence of port calls. This configuration is reflective of the lack 
of connectivity to support inter-island trading in the Eastern Caribbean. The island that is the most connected for 
imports is usually the least connected for exports, and this for both inter-island and regional trade networks. 

 → Feeder 1 is a loop feeder service calling at Trinidad and Tobago, Suriname, and Guyana. Due to the unique 
characteristics and deviation of Suriname and Guyana from the Eastern Caribbean, there is no effective scenario 
that could include them as part of the same inter-island services. Suriname and Guyana require to be serviced 
by a unidirectional feeder loop from Trinidad and Tobago to Paramaribo in Suriname to Georgetown in Guyana 
and back to Trinidad and Tobago. The weekly service uses a smaller 200 TEU geared ship mostly because of the 
limited cargo volumes and the 5.5 m draft limitations of Georgetown. Since both countries import more than they 
export, calling Suriname –which has more draft– first ensures that the ships are lighter when they arrive in Guyana.

Figure 4-3 
Baseline Scenario
Source: CPCS 
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Scenario A:  
Direction Reversal

The main purpose of this scenario is to expand inter-island connectivity through a reversal of the service 
pattern, implying that it tries to complement existing north-south services where shipping lines are 
usually sailing out of the region. As noted previously, several stakeholders noted that the current north-
south direction of shipping services in the Eastern Caribbean does not serve shippers well. Reversing the 
prevailing shipping direction means the islands that were the least connected for south-north inter-island 
trade now have an improved connectivity.

Figure 4-4 
Scenario A (The LO/LO Reversal Option)
Source: CPCS
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 → Kingston remains the regional transshipment hub and either Port of Spain or Point Lisas act as the main 
intermediary hub connecting Liner 1, Feeder 1, and Feeder 2.

 → Liner 1 (the ‘Trinidad Express’): A direct point-to-point feeder service between Kingston and Trinidad 
and Tobago using two 230 TEU ungeared container vessels on a weekly schedule.

 → Feeder 1: Same service as for the baseline scenario.

 → Feeder 2 (northbound CARICOM feeder): A south-north feeder service using a single 125-150 TEU 
geared ship on a weekly schedule. This service is designed to provide counter connectivity to existing 
shipping networks servicing the region. Starting from Trinidad and Tobago, the service calls CARICOM 
islands up to Saint Kitts and Nevis and then heads back to Trinidad and Tobago. The service does 
not call any Eastern Caribbean islands on the way back to Trinidad and Tobago because existing liner 
services are already structured on a north-south orientation and not enough cargo would thus be 
available. It would also create an unnecessary level of competition with existing services.

Scenario B:  
Ferry Service

The main purpose of this scenario is to consider the integration of RO/RO ferry services into the SSS 
network. This is a novel option that offers a type of service that is not yet available at that scale in the 
Caribbean. The concept is based loosely on the ferry services that provide both cargo and passenger 
transport in the Greek archipelago. 

 → Liner 1 (the ‘CARICOM connector’): A weekly feeder service from Kingston going to Antigua and 
Barbuda, Saint Lucia, and Trinidad and Tobago and back to Kingston. Two ungeared 230 TEU vessels 
are used. Trinidad, Saint Lucia and Antigua act as secondary transshipment hubs between Liner 1 and 
Feeder 2 and 3.

 → Feeder 1: Same service than for the baseline scenario.

 → Feeder 2 (Southern CARICOM ferry): A RO/RO ferry service equivalent to 60 TEU calling a sequence of 
CARICOM ports between Trinidad and Tobago and Saint Lucia every 3 to 4 days.

 → Feeder 3 (Northern CARICOM ferry): A RO/RO ferry service equivalent to 40 TEU calling a sequence of 
CARICOM ports between Saint Lucia and Antigua and Barbuda every 3 to 4 days.

 → It is important to note that Feeder 2 and Feeder 3 ferry services could be replaced by regular 
containerships services of 100 TEU - this would take the form of a secondary hub scenario.
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Figure 4-5 
Scenario B (The LO/LO and RO/RO Option)
Source: CPCS
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Scenario C:  
Port Tariff Reductions for LCL Containers

The impetus for this scenario came from the consultation process – several stakeholders remarked that 
port tariffs for LCL containers were the same, in most instances, as those for FCL containers, and that a 
reduction in the rates for LCL containers could be a better solution than a consolidation service. 

Many intra-regional containerized shipments – containers originating in and destined for CARICOM 
countries – are LCL. In many cases, regional producers cannot ship full 20-foot containers on a frequent 
basis – either their production capacity is small or their clients’ absorptive capacity is small. As a result, the 
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options are to ship break-bulk, to ship an LCL container, or to consolidate the cargo of several consignees 
in a single container. 

Given that a large portion of intra-island trade could be described as LCL, one alternative to facilitate and 
promote intra-island trade is to establish a special port rate structure for palletized or breakbulk cargo 
moved on containers. Currently, LCL cargo has to pay for the full container, regardless of the portion of 
the container capacity being utilized. This cost structure is common in the industry since operators are 
usually paid per move, irrespective of the contents of the container. A reduction in port handling charges 
for intra-regional shippers could significantly reduce shipping charges for shippers using LCL containers, 
which could in turn promote intra-regional trade and increase regional economic activity. 

The proposed LCL port rate would apply only to intra-island trade and would basically be a proportion by 
volume – i.e. per cubic meter/cubic foot – and not by weight. The reason behind this idea is that container 
vessel capacity is mainly limited by the ship’s hold in terms of the number of slots. A 20-foot standard 
container can load close to 34 m3 of volume. Depending on the size of the pallet, a 20-foot standard 
container can load an estimated 10 pallets. 

Table 4-2 
20-foot container characteristics
Source: Container Solutions 2017

CHARACTERISTIC AMOUNT

Payload, tons 28

Container tare mass, tons 2.3

Maximum container load, tons 30.55

The container interior, m (length × width × height) 5.87 × 2.34 × 2.39

The dimensions of the aperture, m (width × height) 2.34 × 2.26

The container interior, m3 33
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Figure 4-6 
Container Pallet Capacities
Source: Advanced On Trade 
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To simplify, the special LCL port rate could begin with five or fewer pallets at 50% of the existing rate, with 
no fees for the empty container movement. Further fine tuning of the LCL port rate would require more 
analysis of palletized cargo statistics. 

The special LCL port rate would apply only to intra-island trade, so that it would also serve as an incentive 
for shippers to increase trade as a result of reduced logistics costs. The basic concept would be to adjust 
tariffs to reflect a charge for what is in the container, not for the container itself. Ideally, the LCL port 
rate would have to be implemented with a special LCL shipping rate. Both rates would require a subsidy, 
unless the port operators and the shipping lines are willing to go along with the discounted rate with the 
expectation that it would bring additional cargo. This could be implemented as a test pilot, as it concerns a 
small amount of cargo – most of the cargo handled is of extra-regional origin.
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Information obtained from a regionally operating shipping line30 shows some sample costs for 
transporting a single pallet of biscuits, loaded by itself in a container and by only factoring the port 
costs at each end: 

 → Barbados to Antigua around US$2,050; 

 → Barbados to Grenada about US$2,910; 

 → Trinidad and Tobago to Saint Kitts and Nevis circa US$3,232; and

 → Barbados to Saint Kitts and Nevis approximately US$3,922. 

If an LCL rate were to be established, the cost of a single pallet of biscuits would drop as follows: 

 → Barbados to Antigua around US$1,025, and if transporting five pallets, the cost per pallet would come 
down from US$410 to US$205. 

 → Barbados to Saint Kitts and Nevis circa USD 1,961, and if transporting five pallets, the cost per pallet 
would come down from US$784.4 to US$392.2. 

 
While a reduced rate for LCL cargo would increase the percentage of containerized cargo, this would be 
at the expense of breakbulk cargo. There would be an impact on IIS trade, as the migration of this cargo to 
containers could impact the schooners’ business. The main beneficiaries would be the buyers and senders 
of the goods, their indirect stakeholders, as well as the consumers on the buyer’s end. 

Results –  
Scenarios A and B

Services were analyzed from both a shipping time and cost basis, including port costs. Where expenses are 
estimated, they are the combination of shipping and port costs plus an assumed 15% profit margin.

30 Information provided by Tropical Shipping.
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Comparative Outcomes

Table 4-3 
Main Performance Indicators of the SSS Scenarios

SCENARIO BREAKBULK 
SHIPPERS 
COSTS

CONTAINERS 
SHIPPERS 
COSTS

TOTAL 
SHIPPERS 
COSTS

COST 
PERFORMANCE 
(UDS/TON)a

TIME 
PERFORMANCE 
(DAYS)b

Baseline 11.5 33.8 45.3 109.5 7.1

Scenario A 11.9 35.0 46.9 116.8 5.6

Scenario B 12.8 41.2 54.0 138.1 6.8

a. Weighted average of all shipping costs between the 11 concerned ports. 
b. Weighted average of all the travel times between the 11 concerned ports.

It is from an aggregate cost and time performance perspective that the scenarios differ in a significant 
manner. These performance measures are the weighted average cost and time for inter-island flows, so 
that the most important flows are reflected proportionally in the performance. Both scenarios assume a 
capture level of 10% of the existing inter-island flows. Obviously, costs and time figures involving Jamaica 
and Trinidad and Tobago are those weighting the most. Scenario A has a cost performance 6.6% higher 
than the baseline while it is 26.1% higher for Scenario B. From a time perspective, Scenario A is 21.1% more 
performant, while Scenario B is 4.2% more performant.

The difference in the NPV of Scenarios A and B versus the NPV of the Baseline Scenario can be interpreted 
as the likely contractual price that would be required by a private sector operator to undertake a services 
contract based on that scenario. The NPVs of the three scenarios – assuming a 15% discount rate – can be 
seen in table 4-4 below: 

Table 4-4 
Scenario NPVs (USD millions)

SCENARIO NPV DIFFERENCE  
TO BASELINE

Baseline Scenario 36.2 -

Scenario A 39.6 +3.4

Scenario B 28.1 -8.1
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Scenario A (direction reversal) shows a positive difference over the baseline scenario, indicating that a service 
based on the Scenario A routing could be profitable on its own, without subsidy from a private sector agency. 

Scenario B (ferry service) shows an NPV difference of US$8.1 million over the 20-year model period. This is 
not unexpected, in that many ferry services require subsidies in order to operate. 

Nonetheless, in addition to the NPVs, there are the issues of time and cost to shippers to explore. For the 
greater inter-island connectivity and time performance they offer, both Scenario A and B imply higher 
shippers’ costs. It is from an aggregate cost and time performance perspective that the scenarios differ in 
a significant manner. These performance measures are the weighted average cost and time for inter-island 
flows, so that the most important flows are reflected proportionally in the performance. Obviously, costs 
and time figures involving Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago are those weighting the most. Scenario A has 
a cost performance between 3.5% and 4.9% higher than the baseline. Scenario B has a cost performance 
between 14.8% and 16.1% higher. From a time perspective, Scenario A is 21.1% more performant while 
Scenario B is 22.5% more performant, which at an aggregate level is similar. These costs are reflected 
differently according to each inter-island trade pair.

Figure 4-7 
Changes in Total Shippers’ Costs for Inter-Island Imports and Exports – Scenario A
Source: CPCS
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Figure 4-8 
Changes in Total Shippers Costs for Inter-Island Imports and Exports: Scenario B
Source: CPCS
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Total: US$8.7 M

The summation of the shippers’ cost changes implies additional costs of US$1.6 million for Scenario A 
and US$8.7 million for Scenario B. This can be considered as an approximate subsidy equivalent that 
would bring back the respective shippers’ costs to those of the Baseline Scenario. These values include 
a technical ‘cross-subsidy’ since they account for the gains that some countries get. Scenario B is much 
more expensive since it involves additional capital investments in terms of vessels, ferry terminals, customs 
and immigration facilities, and conversion of port lay-down area – or container yards – into vehicle 
marshalling yards.

These costs are obviously associated with shipping duration benefits, which are a proxy for the additional 
inter-island trade connectivity each scenario provides. These benefits are calculated per ton of cargo 
imported or exported for inter-island trade. This adjustment is done to allocate more effectively the time 
benefits according to the inter-island trade structure. For instance, even if a specific island would gain 
several days in the average shipping duration under a specific scenario, this gain would be comparatively 
limited if the cargo base involved were small. On the other hand, a small duration gain over a large cargo 
base would be much more significant. In both scenarios, Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago are those 
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gaining the most from the shipping duration reduction, which is proportional to the additional shipping 
costs they assume.

The following two figures – 4-9 and 4-10 – provide a comparison of the average additional shipping 
costs and the shipping duration change by country over the baseline scenario for scenario A and B. 
Figure 4-9 is an indication of the burden that a country is expected to assume in terms of the additional 
costs each scenario imposes, but this burden is associated with the time benefits per ton depicted in 
Figure 4-10. 

Figure 4-9 
Changes in Total Shippers Costs for Inter-Island Flows over the Baseline Scenario, Scenario A and B
Source: CPCS
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Figure 4-10 
Changes in Shipping Duration for Inter-Island Flows over the Baseline Scenario, Scenario A and B (Days per ton)
Source: CPCS 
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Obviously, the largest traders – Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago – are assuming most of the burden, but 
also the northernmost islands of the Eastern Caribbean – Saint Kitts and Nevis, Antigua and Barbuda, and 
Dominica. These islands only see slight shipping duration changes since they are already the first islands 
called in the Baseline Scenario, and are therefore well-connected from an import standpoint. These limited 
benefits are exacerbated by their import orientation. It is the lower part of the Eastern Caribbean that has 
the most to gain from both scenarios, particularly Guyana and Suriname, as they see notable shipping 
duration gains to the CARICOM market. Their small shippers’ cost changes in all scenarios are underlined 
by the fact that they remain serviced in the same manner – Feeder 1 loop in all scenarios.

A relevant question that cannot be effectively answered is to the extent to which the additional shipping 
costs attributed to each scenario can be justified by the related connectivity and shipping duration 
benefits. What would be the value for Jamaica of 1.5 days per ton of inter-island shipping duration gained 
on average for both scenario A and B? Since Jamaica – and, to a lesser extent, Trinidad and Tobago – is an 
important transshipment hub to the regional and global shipping network, time gains can have multiplying 
effects on commercial opportunities for the Eastern Caribbean.
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Results -  
Scenario C

The LCL Port Tariff Reduction Scenario does not require a network model per se, but the network model 
was used to generate some of the results. The purpose of the scenario is to examine the comparative 
costs and benefits to ports and shippers. 

The model was used to calculate the overall savings to shippers for shipping an LCL container between 
any of the intra-regional destinations except for Jamaica. It was assumed that any containers coming from 
or going to Jamaica would be FCL. The reduction in port handling charges (loading/unloading) for 20-foot 
LCL containers was assumed at 50% - i.e. any LCL container would draw only 50% of the loading and 
unloading tariffs at any port. For simplicity, it was assumed that no charges accrued from storage of the 
LCL container at the port. 

The model results indicate an average 16.3% savings to shippers availing of the 50% LCL rate reduction in 
port tariffs. This indicates that, where possible, it is still better to ship an FCL container, but, if that is not 
possible, a reduction could be obtained. 

The reduction in port revenue cannot be ignored, as ports would have to agree to this measure. However, 
as ports obtain their revenue from several sources and most of their container throughput is FCL, the actual 
effect of this revenue reduction was expected to be smaller than the cost savings accruing to shippers. 

Barbados Port Inc. is used as an example with the following assumptions:

 → 5% of incoming containers are intra-regional LCLs. 
 → 50% of outgoing containers are LCLs.
 → Transshipments were assumed to be 100% FCL and were therefore not included. 
 → 2014 revenue and TEU throughput figures were used.

The calculation of port revenue with these assumptions indicates an overall revenue reduction of 1.3%. 
When compared with the 16.3% reduction in shipping costs, this would indicate a significant savings to 
shippers with a relatively nominal cost to ports. 

It should be noted that Barbados Port Inc. already has a preferential port tariff for all containers exported 
– the incoming container handling charge is Barbados Dollar (BBD) 800/TEU, while the outgoing 
container charge (full) is BBD 275. These figures were used as the basis from which changes were made. 
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Potential Risks

The assumptions used for the scenarios are subject to risks related to technical and market changes.

 → The larger containerships that are operating in the Caribbean after the expansion of the Panama Canal 
are undermining the role of Port of Spain and Point Lisas in Trinidad and Tobago as a transshipment 
hub. Trinidad and Tobago ports are unable to handle post- expansion vessels – so-called Panamax 
ships. The expected reduced connectivity of Port of Spain and Point Lisas could undermine the 
effectiveness of scenarios A and B, notably in terms of port charges.

 → Scenario B is based upon an unproven operational reality that requires the coordination between 
three sub-hubs using LO/LO and RO/RO services. There is limited empirical evidence on whether 
such connectivity is taking place in other parts of the world. This report also highlights strategies to 
overcome organization, economic, and governance barriers for this scenario. 

 → Existing shipping lines could respond to the introduction of new SSS services with competitive 
measures such as offering discounts or even offering similar competing services.

 → Since all the scenarios assume a fixed 10% market share, this share is subject to fluctuations. If higher, 
the financial viability of the scenarios could improve substantially, but if it drops the scenarios will be 
less viable.

 → Intra-Caribbean trade has conventionally been undermined by the trade diversion effect where more 
competitive economies such as the United States and Europe are able to substitute for local production 
and therefore inter-island trade. The growing importance of China as a trade partner in the region is 
further pushing this trade diversion effect, making inter-island trade even less competitive.

 → CARICOM countries could continue to expand tariff and non-tariff barriers as a source of state revenue. 
This would increase the cost of shipping, particularly for imports. This would also further undermine the 
commercial viability of the scenarios.

 → The situation in Venezuela could change substantially the demand structure in the immediate vicinity of 
the Eastern Caribbean31. On the positive side, it could generate additional cargo, but also be a factor of 
trade diversion.

31 Venezuela has traditionally been a sizable market for Caribbean goods and an important supplier of food products and tourists. Economic ties with 
the Caribbean have taken a hit amid the country’s economic downturn and weakening currency. 
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Long-term  
Sustainability/Viability

It is important to recognize that changes are taking place in the region that could affect regional trade. In 
the next few years, Guyana and Suriname may be exporting oil and gas, which could result in economic 
growth and development of the maritime industry32. Economic growth will trigger increase in demand, 
which in turn translates into additional international trade. Even though petroleum products are not part 
of this study, it is important to look at the potential increase in trade which could substantiate further the 
secondary hub scenario in Trinidad and Tobago. The reason why it would be improbable for the secondary 
hub to move to Guyana or Suriname is because Trinidad and Tobago is more of an intersection hub, where 
Guyana or Suriname are more at the tail end of any route. 

From the EU and Greek ferries case studies, it was quite evident that the only way to achieve economic 
efficiencies is to treat the whole region as one in terms of aggregated costs and benefits. Some 
stakeholders are likely to benefit more than others; however, any new policy becomes problematic 
when some individual nation states must bear higher costs and yet benefit less. This is the biggest 
challenge to CARICOM, as economic and trade integration is paramount for the sake of improvement in 
the competitiveness and development of the region. Synergies play a very important role in achieving 
economies of scale, and this can only happen if the region behaves in a solidary manner. 

The EU and Greek ferries cases work because the economic benefits derived from these services are 
considered vital to the economic development of the respective countries or group of nations. In the 
Caribbean there is a vicious cycle in that small trade has a direct effect on the shipping lines’ capability 
to serve the region, and port costs also affect logistic costs to the shippers. The interventions suggested 
herein would artificially prompt shipping services to reverse the routes – and/or to reduce port costs 
for LCL, at least on a temporary basis – so as to break the vicious cycle and allow the region to improve 
productivity and competitiveness. If these measures are successful, trade can increase and the market 
adjust to eventually eliminate the subsidies needed for the services to operate in a profitable manner. 

The network model calculates the financial aspects of the scenarios input. As noted earlier, the bottom line 
difference between any one scenario and the Baseline Scenario is assumed to be the subsidy that would 
be required to have a network routing with that scenario. As such, and as the scenarios are modelled over 
a twenty-year period, the model generates what can be assumed to be long-term results. The model 
showed a smaller NPV for Scenario B as opposed to the Baseline Scenario, indicating that for the ferry 
service, an operator would likely have to be subsidized in order to undertake it. Both Scenarios A and B 
resulted in increased shipping costs to shippers. It is likely that, unless the shippers see substantial benefits 
to offset these additional costs, they would require subsidization as well. 

32 In 2016 offshore exploration off the coast of Guyana estimated fields having reserves of 1.4 billion barrels of oil and natural gas. This has led to 
investment intentions by major oil companies to build offshore platforms and processing centers for exports. The resulting infrastructure investments 
could be substantial. 
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Nevertheless, the above analysis covers only the internal financial sustainability of the scenarios. It may be 
useful to explore what short or medium-term events and strategies could be encountered that might affect 
the services examined herein. These could be externally applied – e.g. a reduction in trade volumes due to 
downturns in the world economies – or internally applied – e.g. price competition from shipping lines. 

 → World economic downturn: International trade tends to follow the economic cycles of trading partners. 
A short-term downturn would not necessarily affect shipping schedules, but would place financial stress 
on the shipping lines. A longer-term downturn could result in reductions of service frequency or even 
abandonment of relatively unprofitable routes. As the Eastern Caribbean is served by many different 
marine transport providers, it would likely take a sustained severe downturn to affect availability of 
shipping services. At the same time, declining cargo volumes could be met with increasing shipping 
costs as the shipping lines struggle to maintain profitability. The acceptability of these increased shipping 
costs would depend partly on the value of the cargo being shipped. In the case of high-value cargo, the 
shipping cost increase would be a relatively small percentage of overall cost to consignees. If it is a low-
value cargo –e.g. agricultural produce, the increase in shipping cost could reduce the amount traded. 

 → Price competition: Shipping lines regularly compete on price. When new entrants come into a market, 
they often face fierce price competition from incumbents in an attempt to eliminate them in the short 
term. This is a risk for any scenario that would see a net addition of capacity to the market and could 
even be an issue in either Scenario A or B, in that these scenarios envisage a type of different service 
from those currently operated. While liners can and would price a service below break-even to eliminate 
a competitor, these are not long-term strategies and cannot be maintained indefinitely. However, 
the Eastern Caribbean is a small market for some of the international liners serving it and they could 
therefore maintain a predatory pricing strategy for some time. 

 → Route competition: Shipping lines can also compete by duplicating the routes of competitors – similar 
to coffee shops locating beside their competitors. Nevertheless, this is not likely to affect the scenarios 
in that the liners would have to do so without the benefit of subsidies, which would mean the operator 
of Scenario A or B would have a price advantage. 

 → Role of national governments: As seen in the case of WISCO, government participation in the 
operation of a shipping company can contribute to its failure. In the case of Scenarios A and B, the 
operator of the service would not be government-owned, but may be receiving subsidy from public 
sector agencies to provide the service. The contract for the service should provide adequately for 
non-interference by the government parties to the concession. 

 → Downturn in regional economies: Eastern Caribbean economies are strongly dependent on tourism, 
agriculture and – in the case of Trinidad and Tobago – petroleum industry products. As the suggested 
services are being contemplated to enhance regional trade, downturns in regional economies could 
affect the uptake of these services. These can be examined individually.

 → Downturn in tourism: Lower tourist flows would affect most of the subject countries as a group. Inputs 
for this industry come from both inside and outside the region. Regionally, countries trade agricultural 
products, basic construction materials, and small manufacturing products. Internationally, inputs to the 
tourism industry include food products, durable goods, textiles and clothing, souvenirs, vehicles, and others. 
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 → Downturn in agricultural trade: These downturns tend to be more specific, affecting one or a few 
countries more adversely than others. The Caribbean is prey to frequent hurricanes, which can 
substantially wipe out banana and other tree-borne crops. 

 → Downturn in petroleum trade: Downturns in this industry affect product prices. However, the volume 
of product shipped tends to remain steady, as demand is more aligned to GDP. Petroleum products are 
generally shipped as liquid bulk and would not substantially affect the scenarios discussed herein. 

Conclusions 

This chapter examined the three shortlisted scenarios and presented the results of that analysis in terms of 
their financial implications. Scenarios A and C – Direction Reversal and LCL Tariff Reductions, respectively 
– were found to be reasonably inexpensive and simple to implement. Meanwhile, while Scenario B – i.e. a 
Ferry System – would be substantially more expensive and difficult to implement. 

Nevertheless, a financial analysis addresses only part of the complexities linked to the implementation 
of potential solutions. The next chapter examines potential barriers of an organizational, economic, and 
governance nature. These barriers can be imposed from inside or outside the region, and arise from a wide 
range of circumstances. 
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05  
Organizational, 
Economic and 
Governance 
Barriers

Key Messages 

 → Some barriers are common to all scenarios – 
these include trade diversion and loss of tax 
revenue.

 → Competition from existing shipping lines is seen 
to be likely in the two network-based scenarios.

 → Scenario C (LCL Service) may meet with 
resistance from ports due to loss of revenue.



94

Barriers Common 
to All Scenarios

All scenarios face common barriers. The core issue irrespective of scenario is whether the anticipated 
shipping cost reduction and increased level of service may prove sufficient to generate additional 
trade between CARICOM nations. Are the cost reductions and shipping time improvements going to 
improve supply chains, particularly for imports? The most common barriers to change include the 
following factors:

 → Trade diversion: Due to the small size of Caribbean economies, it is challenging for them to find export 
niches in economic sectors in which they could have a competitive advantage. This even covers sectors 
such as fruits and fish products in which, traditionally, local economies were relatively well protected 
from foreign competition. Conventionally, large economies such as the United States and Europe 
could dominate trade relations in the Caribbean by being able to provide goods and services beyond 
what many local economies could substitute. The entry of China has further exacerbated this situation 
by including a whole additional range of goods, from apparel to food. If improvements in maritime 
connectivity further expand trade diversion, then the willingness of CARICOM to provide subsidies that 
would convey limited inter-island trade benefits would be compromised.

 → National tax income from imports: Since most CARICOM states have small economies, a significant 
share of the government taxation revenue comes from duties imposed on imports. Such duties 
represent a stable source of income and are less visible to the consumer than a direct sales tax. Trade 
and shipping initiatives that have the potential to reduce taxation revenue by facilitating trade could 
face resistance since governments may anticipate loss of tax revenue.

 → Additional Costs (Scenarios A and B only): The model uses the term ‘subsidy equivalent’. Shippers 
will be unwilling to assume any form of additional cost without a clear benefit. If CARICOM wishes 
to implement either one of Scenarios A or B, a form of equivalent subsidy will need to be set, which 
could be direct – a negotiated financial compensation – or indirect – cost rebates such as port 
charges or customs duties. Some cargo owners would welcome the improved connectivity resulting 
from the scenarios, while others would be indifferent and only sensitive to the cost structure. A 
possible strategy would be to propose to the shipping lines the revised service configuration, 
negotiate a level of subsidy – direct or indirect – for a defined time period – three to five years – 
and observe the commercial changes. If the changes in configuration are successful, the subsidy 
would no longer be required – or reduced gradually to be phased out. If no noticeable changes 
are observed, then the subsidy can be stopped – or gradually be phased out –, and the network 
can revert back to a configuration selected by shipping lines. It is also noted that both the Greek 
ferries case study and the modeling analysis herein show that substantial additional costs should be 
expected in Scenario B. 

 → Inelastic shipping rates: Container shipping rates tend to be inelastic given that the shipping lines have 
limited pricing power, particularly in light of the current overcapacity in the global fleet. The evolution in 
recent years of container shipping rates indexes such as Shanghai Containerized Freight Index underline 
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the inability of individual shipping lines to direct pricing and the resultant thin profit margins33. Elasticity 
is also influenced by the type of cargo, with high value cargo being the most inelastic. Nevertheless, 
the composition of Caribbean trade mostly involves imported standard consumption goods as local 
economies are unable to produce a range of basic products; most of this cargo is considered essential 
and is therefore inelastic. This has played to the advantage of shipping lines and port authorities that 
have been able to have a higher cost structure, in part because of the limited market size of each 
island. Thus, increases in freight rates, which are already high because of port charges and the lack of 
economies of scale in container shipping, directly result in higher consumer good prices with limited 
impact on demand. Another factor that affects elasticity is perishability, which calls for higher rates and 
is therefore rather inelastic - particularly for imports. Consequently, for high value and/or perishable 
cargo it is likely that cargo owners would be willing to pay a shared subsidy. The opposite would hold 
true for low value and/or time-insensitive cargo.

Scenario A:  
Direction Reversal

Organizational Barriers

The intended method in Scenario A is not to add net capacity to the lines serving the Eastern Caribbean, 
but merely to provide an incentive to one or more lines to change the general direction of service – from 
north-to-south (N->S) to south-to-north (S->N). As the N->S service is indicated to be the least costly 
solution given that almost all liners currently use this direction, a subsidy may have to be offered to an 
existing shipping line to (i) reverse the direction of one of their services; and (ii) provide the liner service 
from Jamaica and – unless dropped from the scenario – the feeder service to Suriname/Guyana. The mere 
existence of that subsidy could generate competitive pricing from the other shipping lines, as it could be 
perceived as unfair competition regardless of the intent. Some could decide to offer discounts until the 
subsidy is abandoned and then revert to their current rate structure. 

Beyond the issue above, though, there are few organizational constraints. The first step would be for 
CARICOM to determine and convey publicly that the Eastern Caribbean is not well serviced from a 
S->N connectivity standpoint. With this message sent, shipping lines may react by voluntarily adjusting 
some of their services without much further involvement. This voluntary change is, however, unlikely. 
Some shipping lines could also volunteer to offer the service at a specific cost that would turn out to be 
lower than the expected subsidy, provided that they see that this new pricing offer would give them a 
competitive advantage and generate more cargo.

33 The Shanghai Containerized Freight Index is a well-used index which is based on the spot rates of the Shanghai containerized export market based 
on a weighting of 15 shipping routes. In recent years, it has substantially declined, reflecting the lack of pricing power in the shipping industry. While the 
index was around 1000 for 2014, it was around 800 for 2017.
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Key to the aforementioned communications strategy is letting the markets first react to limited 
information before communicating full intentions. Once this initial phase is completed, the service could 
be tendered as a subsidised shipping services contract inviting existing carriers to bid for the service and 
regulated through contractual means. Who signs from the public side and does this regulation is more of a 
governance issue, which is also addressed in this section.

Economic Barriers

As noted above, Scenario A may require subsidy from CARICOM countries, many of which are in financial 
straits at present. Organization and payment of that subsidy could be difficult, but a mix of direct and indirect 
means can be explored. Depending on level of subsidy, some, or all, of the countries may not agree to do this.

Division of the subsidy amount between countries is a topic for negotiation at project preparation time. It 
could possibly be done on an annual tonnage per country basis, using the previous year’s tonnage figures 
as a benchmark. Given the large mismatch between the tonnages going to Jamaica and Trinidad and 
Tobago due to transshipment, though, it seems that the benefits would go largely to the smaller island 
countries, while the costs would devolve to Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago. Those two countries would 
likely not agree to this plan, unless they see benefits from additional cargo and connectivity. For instance, 
Kingston is competing with several other transshipment hubs in the Caribbean such as Cartagena, 
Panama, Caucedo and Freeport. If the additional costs enable Kingston to increase its competitiveness 
because of improved connectivity, then the initiative would be better received since the subsidy could be 
recovered from the revenue of additional cargo. A formula would have to be negotiated and agreed on by 
all participant countries. 

The subsidy could be reduced by allowing some of the additional shipping cost to be borne by shippers. 
Given the perception of high existing shipping costs in the region, however, it is likely that shippers would 
not use the service unless the time advantage outweighs the additional shipping costs. In light of these 
issues, a detailed feasibility study of this scenario should include an economic cost-benefit analysis. 

Governance Barriers

The eventual contract with a shipping line would have to be signed with an as-yet unidentified public 
body. Whatever body is selected, that body would have to represent all CARICOM countries that wish to 
avail themselves of the proposed shipping services – after all, this list might not include all the CARICOM 
nations. For instance, it is unlikely that Belize or The Bahamas would benefit from this scenario, and 
therefore their participation is improbable. In turn, selective participation could undermine the cohesion of 
CARICOM over an important inter-island trade matter. 

In this matter it is instructive to recall the EU SSS case study findings – namely, a simple policy and 
governance structure with wide applicability, if available, is likely the best option. That policy and 
implementation must consider the diverse interests of the participating countries. 
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The regulatory function could be provided through the contract for the service to avoid having to 
deal with legislative or regulatory issues in each of the participating countries. While enforcement of 
those contractual terms would be the mandate of the public partner in the contract, it is unknown 
at this time whether that potential body would have the necessary skillset or resources to undertake 
that mandate. 

Scenario B:  
Ferry Service

Organizational Barriers

There are few existing ferry services in the CARICOM countries and none of the scale contemplated. Some 
of the organizational challenges in this regard include the following: 

 → Necessary infrastructure at ports: It would be essential to confirm that all ports receiving the 
RO/RO vessels or ferries have the infrastructure facilities to receive such vessels. While most 
Caribbean cargo ports have RO/RO ramps, these may not be of the size or configuration required 
for the particular vessels to be used. The ports also may need marshalling areas for vehicles 
waiting for the ferries or trailers being transshipped between ferries. On the positive side, these 
marshalling areas could attract commercial activities servicing passengers such as shopping, 
restaurants and fuel stations. 

 → Schedule integrity: Ports would have to ensure that they have the berth slot availability to 
accommodate the schedule integrity of ferry services, as schedule integrity is vital for these services. 
This can be problematic for small ports having frequent cruise ship visits. Nevertheless, ferry services 
generally require less berth time than LO/LO vessels, and the cruise vessels would not be using 
dedicated RO/RO berths where they exist. 

 → Connectivity between container and RO/RO terminals: For the secondary hub ports – Antigua and 
Barbuda, Saint Lucia, and Trinidad and Tobago –, the connectivity between the container terminal and 
the RO/RO terminal is important. The issue would be mitigated if both are part of the same complex, 
but this would require infrastructure improvements – such as marshalling areas mentioned above –, 
particularly a trans-loading facility for consolidation and deconsolidation between container loads 
and truck loads. This can include a bounded area where customs duties for respective countries could 
be levied, implying that once the cargo has cleared the bounded area it has been cleared to enter the 
destination country along the ferry route. A trans-loading facility opens opportunities for added value 
activities to be performed on the cargo.
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 → Market identification: Accurately determining the market is difficult. The ferries would require revenue 
from both passenger/private vehicle transport and cargo transport. Determination of the share from 
passenger/private vehicle transport is challenging, as no similar service exists in the region at present 
except for the ferry between Trinidad and Tobago – and, to a lesser extent, the ferries serving the 
Grenadines from Kingstown. The demand for international travel of this type is largely unknown. 

 

Economic Barriers

Ferry services would be a less efficient service than normal LO/LO vessel services. Carriage of passengers 
and private vehicles would be necessary to reduce the required subsidy.

As with Scenario A, Scenario B will require subsidy from CARICOM countries. Organization and payment 
of that subsidy could be difficult for the same reasons mentioned above. Depending on the subsidy level, 
some or all countries may not agree to do this. It is likely quite important to secure general agreement, as 
“skipping” a country on a ferry route due to contractual disagreement would not bode well for the service 
as a whole – i.e. one missing country could affect the overall demand.

Governance Barriers

 → Temporary importation of vehicles: Most Caribbean islands have no provision for the temporary 
importation of vehicles – a significant governance constraint to the introduction of vehicle ferries. 
Because very few buses, trucks, lorries and other such motor vehicles used for the carriage of persons 
or goods in the CARICOM region would qualify as goods of Community origin,34 these conveyances 
would not be exempted from import duties under Article 87(1) of the Revised CARICOM Treaty.35 The 
applicable import duties vary across CARICOM member states.36 

Barbados, Haiti, Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago are parties to the 1954 Customs Convention on the 
Temporary Importation of Private Road Vehicles.37 However, as the name of the Convention implies, 
road vehicles used for the transport of persons for remuneration, reward or other consideration and for 
the industrial or commercial transport of goods with or without remuneration are excluded from the 
ambit of the Convention.

34 For example, for lorries and trucks, to qualify as goods of Community origin, the production in which the value of extra-regional materials used does 
not exceed 60% (for more developed countries - MDCs - or 70% for less developed countries - LCDs) of the export price of the finished product.

35 The text of the Revised Treaty of Chaguarmas establishing the Caribbean Community can be found here: https://caricom.org/documents/4906-
revised_treaty-text.pdf

36 The basic national legislation giving effect to these import duties is contained in each country’s customs legislation. It should be noted that these 
Acts usually allow the executive to decrease or remit by regulation or order the import duties that are levied under the Act. See Trinidad and Tobago’s 
Customs Act: http://www.customs.gov.tt/content/Customs%20Act.pdf 

37 The text of the 1954 Customs Convention on the Temporary Importation of Private Road Vehicles can be found here: https://treaties.un.org/pages/
ViewDetails.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=XI-A-8&chapter=11&clang=_en

https://treaties.un.org/pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=XI-A-8&chapter=11&clang=_en
https://treaties.un.org/pages/ViewDetails.aspx?src=TREATY&mtdsg_no=XI-A-8&chapter=11&clang=_en
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 → Operation of foreign registered vehicles on national roads: Likewise, legislation in Caribbean countries, 
in general, does not provide for the operation of foreign registered vehicles on their roads. Various 
international conventions – the 1943 Convention on the Regulation of Inter American Automotive 
Traffic, the 1949 Geneva Convention on Road Traffic, and the 1968 Vienna Convention on Road Traffic  
– provide for the recognition by one country of another country’s driving permits or for the recognition 
of international driving permits. CARICOM member states, for the most part, are not party to the above 
conventions.38 Drafting and passing of legislation and/or regulations and ratifying existing conventions 
– or reproducing them with CARICOM legal tools – would be necessary to enable the service. This could 
involve certifying specific trucking and bus companies to operate across CARICOM islands and thus 
making them compatible with the ferry services. Based on the EU SSS policy case, this governance 
barrier may prove to be substantial. 

 → Customs procedures: This aspect could also prove problematic. A possible mitigation strategy would 
be the on-site clearance – to the country of destination – of containerized cargo being trans-loaded into 
truckloads for the ferry services at a secondary hub.

Barriers to the Entry 
of Agricultural Products

A significant amount of the cargo carried using the ferry services contemplated under Scenario B would 
be intra-CARICOM agricultural trade. A separate quick review on what entry barriers exist with respect to 
agricultural products is probably useful.

In general, the Revised CARICOM Treaty – see Article 87(1) – encourages the export and import of 
CARICOM’s produced agricultural products within the Community by prohibiting Member States from 
levying import duties on goods of Community origin.39 In some circumstances, however, a member state 
can restrict the entry of agricultural products from another member state into its territory: because of 
difficulties arising from particular imports, or because of phytosanitary measures. 

 → Difficulties Occasioned by Particular Imports: Article 92(1) provides for restrictions if: (a) the import of 
the product in question results in a substantial decrease in demand for the like or directly competitive 
product produced within its jurisdiction; and (b) the decrease in demand is directly linked to an 
increase in imports consigned from another CARICOM state. At the same time, the application of and 
justification for these restrictions are subject to the oversight of CARICOM’s Council for Trade and 
Economic Development.

38 No CARICOM Member State is a party to the 1968 convention. Haiti, for its part, is a party to both the 1943 and 1949 conventions. Jamaica and 
Trinidad and Tobago are parties to the 1949 Convention, although, for the purposes of this discussion, it is as if Jamaica were not a party given its 
specific reservations. These reservations read in part as follows: “In connexion with article 24 of the said Convention, the Government of Jamaica reserve 
the right not to permit a person to drive a vehicle, other than one brought into and only temporarily in Jamaica, if (i) the vehicle is used for the carriage 
of persons for hire or reward or for the carriage of goods and (ii) the driver of such vehicle would, by the domestic legislation of Jamaica, be required to 
have a special vocational licence.” 

39 Goods of Community origin include – see Article 84(1)(a) and Schedule I Revised CARICOM Treaty –goods that have been wholly produced within 
the Community
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 → Phytosanitary measures: – Article 57(1)(k) provides that CARICOM shall promote and support the 
establishment of an effective regime of sanitary and phytosanitary (SPS) measures. Through a project, 
CARICOM is currently trying to strengthen community-level compliance with European SPS measures 
and also to improve capacity for developing regionally harmonized SPS measures. 40 Currently, most 
CARICOM countries rely on their own national phytosanitary legislation.41 At this point, it is difficult to 
ascertain the seriousness of these potential barriers to agricultural products’ imports. For example, it is 
not known if any CARICOM country has ever invoked Article 92(1) to bar or limit the entry of CARICOM 
agricultural products. 

As with Scenario A, it is expected that the contract governing the ferry services would be a subsidised 
shipping services contract. The requirement for an appropriate public sector body to be the PPP partner is 
the same as in Scenario A. 

Scenario C:  
Port Handling Tariff Reductions 
for LCL Containers

This scenario envisages the provision by ports and possibly shipping lines of an “LCL rate” for containers 
used for shipping LCL loads originating in and bound for CARICOM countries.

Organizational Barriers

There are few organizational barriers to deal with. There is no need for infrastructure enhancement for this 
service. While there may be a general need for upgrading of container handling infrastructure in general in 
the region, that need exists with or without the proposed LCL service. There is no PPP contract required – 
this scenario could be achieved simply with changes in regulations. 

One small barrier might be the delay in return of the containers to the shipping lines, which could incur 
some cost to them. However, the scenario envisages negotiation for the use of those containers in the first 
place, so this likely would not be a deal-breaker. Shipping lines and container leasing companies can simply 
negotiate demurrage rates and conditions for this specific trade. In addition, the idea for this scenario came 
from one of the shipping lines, so it likely can be considered acceptable on a prima facie basis. 

40 This project, the “Strategic Platform to Accelerate Sustainable Energy Technology Innovation, Industry Develoopment and Entrepreneurship in 
Barbados, is described at http://caricom.org/projects/detail/the-10th-edf-sanitary-and-phytosanitary-measures-projectP

41 Trinidad and Tobago’s Plant Protection Act is a good example of this legislation. For more details, see http://rgd.legalaffairs.gov.tt/laws2/
alphabetical_list/lawspdfs/63.56.pdf
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Economic Barriers

Implementation of separate – lower – port rates for LCL containers would necessarily reduce port 
revenues. While the move could increase the overall numbers of containers shipped, it is likely that the 
port revenues for intra-regional cargo would go down. This may not be acceptable to the countries 
foregoing that revenue, regardless of how low that reduction may be. However, the analysis herein shows 
that the likely reduction could be very small and most likely less than 5%. This could be offset by an 
increase in overall trade. An economic cost-benefit analysis could be undertaken to determine the effect 
of this reduction, as well as the likely increase in intra-regional trade that would result. 

Governance Barriers 

No serious governance barriers are foreseen. There would likely be no legislation required to provide the 
preferential port tariffs, but simply a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) signed by the concerned port 
authorities. There is no expected performance inspection or regulatory function. 

Conclusions

As this discussion has shown, there are many barriers to implementation of the potential scenarios. As 
in any change, there are economic winners and losers, and the losers may oppose the change or seek 
compensation for their losses. Thus, it would be expected that shipping lines would not be in favour 
of Scenarios A or B, while ports and regional governments may not be in favour of Scenario C. Proper 
consultation with stakeholders and design of the implementation can mitigate those and other constraints 
discussed. The next chapter will address this process. 
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06  
Scenario 
Implementation

Key Messages 

 → Scenario A requires no infrastructure investment, 
changes in legislation or regulation. It will require 
a public sector entity to tender the service and 
manage the contracted private sector operator.

 → Scenario B will require substantial organization, 
legislative and regulatory changes over all 
countries participating in the ferry service. As 
with Scenario A, it will require a public sector 
entity. 

 → Scenario C will require no infrastructure 
investment, changes in legislation or regulation. 
A public sector “champion” will be needed 
to negotiate reductions in port shipping fees, 
but beyond that, there is little public sector 
involvement save for monitoring of results.
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Designing, Implementing,  
and Operating the Scenarios

Using standard project management strategies, each scenario requires the implementation of a series of steps:

 → Goals: The general objectives of the scenario that have previously been identified.

 → Key Performance Indicators: The main aspects that the scenario expects to improve and how they can 
be measured.

 → Stakeholder Engagement: How to interact with existing stakeholders so that they can assist in the 
implementation of goals.

 → Implementation: The activities to be implemented to make the goals operational, including regulatory 
changes, PPPs, subsidies, and infrastructure investments.

 → Operation and Maintenance Requirements: Describe organizational, processes and infrastructure 
needs for each scenario. 

 → Performance Monitoring and Review: Using KPIs, monitor to what extent the implementation is 
meeting goals. Depending if the goals are met, review the implementation, which can also involve 
changing the goals, KPIs, and stakeholders.

Scenario A

This scenario is the most straightforward to implement since it does not require infrastructure 
investments, but a negotiated reorganization of shipping services offered by private shipping lines.

 → Goals: As stated earlier, the goal of Scenario A is to improve the connectivity of inter-island trade in the 
Eastern Caribbean through the offering of a reverse container shipping service going south-to-north, 
instead of north-to-south like the majority of services. It is expected that this change in connectivity 
would improve the time it takes to trade within CARICOM countries.

 → Key Performance Indicators: Change in the average shipping time between Eastern Caribbean 
countries – ports – is one of the key factors that this scenario seeks to influence. It can be measured 
as a weighted average of all travel times between the 11 concerned ports. Indirectly, another indicator 
would be the growth of inter-island trade, particularly for countries that have experienced larger 
increases in connectivity.
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 → Stakeholder Engagement: As previously pointed out, CARICOM could first publicly determine that 
S->N shipping connectivity needs improvement without fully communicating full intentions. While 
admittedly unlikely, this step could trigger voluntary steps from shipping lines to address this issue. 

 → Implementation: No infrastructure investments are expected. The service reversal could be tendered 
as a shipping services contract inviting existing carriers to bid for the service and regulated through 
contractual means. Who signs from the public side is more of a governance issue. This shipping services 
contract would define the level of service, the capacity used – i.e. type of ship – and the sequence of 
ports to be called, which is defined in the specifications of Scenario A. Furthermore, it would establish 
a timeframe for the subsidy, which should be between three to five years to see if the change in 
configuration has any discernable impact. The implementation should also consider the phasing out of 
the subsidy over time. The carrier involved in the shipping services contract will inform its customers 
of the change in configuration, and traders will adapt their transactions to take this new connectivity in 
consideration, therefore generating additional cargo.

 → Operation and Maintenance Requirements: Scenario A is less intrusive in the sense that all operation 
and maintenance would be handled by the shipping line. Additional personnel and changes to existing 
processes would be internal to the shipping line providing the service. On the land-side there would 
be no significant changes. The new port calls may impose additional berth window requirement, 
which may be difficult especially during the cruise season, but said requirements may represent a 
relatively minor complication. Maintenance would also be handled by the shipping line, within existing 
maintenance cycles of the vessels. Processes may need to be modified to include a new set of rules and 
rates for intra-island freight, and to accommodate any transversal changes recommended in the study. 

 → Performance Monitoring and Review: Annual monitoring is recommended to assess usage level and 
competitiveness. Based upon the load factor of the service, the subsidy could be reduced. The subsidy 
could also be removed under two conditions: (i) if the service becomes profitable and operations are 
sustainable past the three-to-five-year timeframe; and (ii) if the service reversal fails to generate enough 
inter-island traffic and there is a termination agreement between CARICOM and the shipping line.

Scenario B

This scenario is much more complex to implement since it involves infrastructure investments and the 
creation of new ferry services.

 → Goals: Set an inter-island ferry service for passenger and freight transport. This would provide a new 
form of inter-island connectivity that the other competing modes – maritime and rail – cannot offer, 
thereby improving economic and social opportunities.

 → Key Performance Indicators: Profitability of ferry services would be important to achieve, as noted 
from the Greek ferries case study. This can be also assessed in terms of ferry vessel utilisation level, 
particularly the balance between passengers and freight. From an operational standpoint, the service 
would need to be reliable with a consistent schedule integrity.
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 → Stakeholder Engagement: This scenario is more complex than Scenario A since many stakeholders 
must be mobilized to support the project. They include port authorities for coordinating ferry 
service calls, customs authorities, existing ferry companies with which the new service may be 
competing, road transport authorities to oversee road connectivity and vehicle registration, 
logistical service providers for setting trans-loading services, and tourism agencies to develop tours 
using ferry services. 

 → Implementation: Setting ferry services has a regulatory and infrastructure component, which would 
require capital investment. The EU and Greece case studies underlined that ferry services require 
consistent policy support and subsidies. The scenario involves the setting of two ferry loops, which 
would require the creation of a ferry company – or two, namely one for each loop. This company would 
charter ferry ships according to a specified capacity and frequency. Since ferry services are based 
on RO/RO, a CARICOM-level agreement would be necessary to allow vehicles – trucks and buses in 
particular – to operate on all the islands serviced by the ferry. The setting of ferry services will require 
that all the ports called have adequate ramps and marshaling areas – mostly parking –, which would 
require a review and upgrade of all the terminals to specific standards. Likely, the scenario would 
call for secondary hub ports at Antigua and Barbuda, Saint Lucia, and Trinidad and Tobago, where 
trans-loading between container shipping services and ferry services is to take place. This would 
require a warehousing facility able to deconsolidate container loads into truck loads and vice versa. 
Although passenger movements – particularly tourism – are subject to seasonality, freight flows tend 
to have a lower seasonality – apart from agricultural goods exports. Passenger controls would also be 
needed for immigration and customs, which may require passenger clearing areas with the necessary 
personnel. Depending on the type of inter-country agreements, these areas may have to be secluded 
to make sure all passengers clear before accessing the country.

 → Operations and Maintenance: The operation of a ferry calls for a different set of crewing and 
maintenance requirements. Since the service in Scenario B would only operate on specific regional 
loops, it is important to establish the home port from where the ferry would operate. The home port 
would have to include maintenance, fueling and other ship-handling facilities. In addition, the new 
service would require the development of new administrative and financial capabilities, including all the 
necessary staff and IT systems – complete back-office, including office space, sales channels, at a head 
office location, with small subsidiaries in each country. 

 → Performance Monitoring and Review: Proper ferry performance is vital for the scenario adoption, 
for passenger and freight transport. Tight schedule integrity is less important for freight, but 
fundamental for passengers. Regular deviations from the posted schedule would result in low levels 
of usage. Therefore, regular monitoring of schedule integrity is pivotal, and schedule and service 
would be necessary in case of deficiencies. In the long run, the service should become somewhat 
profitable – or the subsidy level should be lower – in order to ensure sustainability. Not meeting 
these criteria would risk the downgrading or even the end of ferry services, particularly since the 
model is based on chartering.
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Scenario C

Scenario C is likely the easiest of the three scenarios to implement and operate, as it does not require 
either infrastructure or private sector contracts.

 → Goals: Promote containerization of inter-island shipments by reduction of port tariffs for LCL 
containers. This would promote local industry exporting to other regional countries thanks to an overall 
reduction of shipping costs. 

 → Key Performance Indicators: These would include the tonnage – or TEU counts – of intra-regional trade, 
as well as the change in both port revenues and shipping costs. It would also be useful to monitor the 
level of intra-regional breakbulk shipments to determine how detrimental this scenario is to the IIS fleet. 

 → Stakeholder Engagement: The main issue would be to convince individual country ports that a small 
reduction in their revenue could produce a larger reduction in shipping costs for regional producers and 
perhaps increase overall intra-regional trade. A full feasibility study would be useful to estimate these 
effects and make the economic case for the change, which could then be used to persuade individual 
governments to direct their port managers to make the change. 

 → Implementation: There would be very little implementation required beyond negotiating with individual 
countries and ports the concessional tariff to LCL shipments. Once the tariffs are reduced, monitoring 
of results would become the main activity. There are no benchmarks for a scenario operator to hit, as 
there is no operator as such. There is no contract to monitor or administer. 

 → Operation and Maintenance Requirements: There is no infrastructure required, therefore there is no 
maintenance to consider. There is no “operation” of this scenario per se. 

 → Performance Monitoring and Review: A public sector body should monitor project results as noted 
above. The scenario should be reviewed after a suitable period – three to five years – to determine the 
overall response to the measures and whether any change is required. 

Governance –  
Scenarios A and B 

Given that Scenarios A and B envisage a private sector operator operating over multiple national 
boundaries, a single multinational public sector entity would be the most appropriate contracting agency. 
Ideally, given CARICOM’s role in the development of maritime transport services in the Community,42 

42 See Article 140 of the Revised CARICOM Treaty.
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CARICOM itself43 or one of its various organs, bodies, or institutions44 should be this single multinational 
public sector entity. 

Nevertheless, although not strictly speaking a CARICOM institution, Caribbean Export (Carib-Export) 
would be well positioned to act as the single multinational public sector entity that would contract with 
a private sector operator to help implement Scenario A or B. For one, Carib-Export’s mission45 seems to 
be well aligned with the public sector ś role in the – subsidised – shipping services contract. Additionally, 
the agency already partners with the CDB and other international and regional public and private sector 
agencies and bodies. Likewise, it already has established private sector-led steering committees to 
manage donor-funded projects. 

In addition to its existing staff, Carib-Export may need to hire a shipping expert and a contract 
management expert. It may also need to contract specialized legal counsel to oversee the drafting and 
execution of the shipping services contract. The agency would be the procuring and contracting authority, 
ultimately responsible for the implementation of Scenarios A and B. As Carib-Export is only one possible 
project public sector executing agency, however, the public sector agency will be referred to as the 
“proponent” from here on. 

Consultation Process

The proponent would need to conduct a consultation process with all stakeholders, including CARICOM 
member states, the private sector – shippers and shipping lines –, port authorities, labour unions, potential 
investors, and non-governmental organizations. This process is critical for resolving potential problematic 
issues and conveying an image of transparency. Defining outputs for Scenario A and Scenario B is critical 
for the success of the contract, and participation of end-users is essential at this stage. On the private 
sector side, the proponent would have to assess the appetite from investors and/or shipping companies to 
make sure that there would be sufficient competition to warrant a competitive bidding process. 

Investment Methods 

Scenarios A and B lend themselves to different investment methodologies. Contract specifications must 
clearly define capital investment and differentiate ownership of vessels vs. chartered vessels, including 
amongst other requirements, the age, class, and flag of the vessels proposed. 

43 See Article 228(1) of the Revised CARICOM Treaty: “The Community shall have full juridical personality.”

44 One of these institutions is the CARICOM Development Fund established pursuant to Article 158 of the Revised CARICOM Treaty. See the Fund’s 
official website at: http://www.caricomdevelopmentfund.org. However, the Fund’s budget seems too small to implement Scenario A and Scenario B 
since it is proposing to disburse only about US$76 million over the 2015-2020 period.  

45 Carib-Export seeks to optimize the Caribbean region´s export potential and to increase the competitiveness of the Caribbean countries by providing 
export development and investment promotion services through effective programme execution and strategic partnerships. Carib-Export´s objectives 
also include strengthening and enhancing the capacity of public and private sector business support organizations, and support the development of 
Caribbean business networks to improve services to clients.

http://www.caricomdevelopmentfund.org


Short Sea Shipping Network  
and Finance Model for the Caribbean

109

KPIs – Output Specifications/ 
Service Standards

Service quality aspects – e.g. capacity, frequency, and service rotation – have to be aligned with user 
expectations, as these would have to go in the contract specifications. The proponent would need to 
establish performance measurement and statistics in the following areas:

 → Vessel Utilization
 → Vessel Delays / Time at Port
 → Amount of Trade Moved from/to Countries
 → Revenues / Voyage / Unit of Cargo 
 → Costs / Voyage / Unit of Cargo
 → Total Revenue
 → Total Costs
 → Level of Subsidy
 → Profitability

Risk Allocation 

The financial model of the actual project would be determinant in allocating market risks and determining 
the term of the contract to ensure capital investment can have an adequate rate of return.

Tariffs and Pricing 

If the chosen scenario required a public subsidy because the operator would require compensation to 
undertake the route, the contract would have to specify a pricing and tariff structure. Pricing would need 
to be set to maximize the value for the money – in other words, there must be an optimal combination of 
quality and price to attract bidders, but allowing a balance to reduce market risks. Given that the service 
would operate in a somewhat monopolistic situation, it would be important to consider benchmarking 
with pricing of similar services. 

Local, Regional, and  
International Regulation Compliance 

The proponent should include in the contract any local, regional and international regulations that 
the private operator will have to comply with in line with international trade and maritime transport 
conventions and treaties.
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Payment Schedule 

The business plan – capital and operating expenses (CAPEX and OPEX) – would determine disbursement 
schedules according to the risk allocation model, pricing structure, and the terms of the contract. 

Contingencies and Liabilities

Potential contingencies and liabilities need to be identified and assessed. Conditions could change, and 
there must be gateways for both the private operator and the public sector. The original risk transfer and 
contract terms could become obsolete if, for instance, another private company decides to provide the 
service, outside of the provisions of the PPP contract. 

Tax Regime 

Assuming that an existing private sector company would provide the services of the chosen scenario, that 
company would likely continue to be taxed in its native jurisdiction. It is possible, though, if the contract is 
issued by a public sector agency, that tax-free status could be obtained. However, as these services are meant 
to compete with existing services, it is not recommended that the contract be issued on a tax-free basis, as 
this would give unfair advantage to the chosen operator by giving that operator a lower total cost profile. 

Auditing

The contract should include authority for the proponent to conduct audits, either with in-house or by 
contracted third parties. 

Access to Information 

Since the contract would involve services to many member countries, it would be advisable for the 
proponent to provide a web-based service, to include service schedules, pricing, and access to any 
relevant information. Transparency is critical for stakeholders to trust the service provider. 

Revision of Terms

Since the contract may be a long-term contract, the proponent would need to establish periodicity of 
revisions for service and price, depending on specific performance factors. To that end, the proponent 
would need to establish a set of statistics referring to the service standards and quality mentioned before.

Dispute Resolution 

The contract must clearly define the reasons and instances to resolve conflicts. 
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Governance – 
Scenario C 

As noted above, Scenario C (Port Handling Tariff Reductions for LCL Containers) would not require a 
private sector contract or even a private sector operator. This scenario would be implemented completely 
within the public sector – e.g. between CARICOM and the individual country governments. Therefore, 
there is no governance required. 

There would be a need for monitoring and evaluation, however. CARICOM could undertake this task with 
its own resources, or it could be undertaken by a regional body such as Carib-Export. 

Governance – 
Cross-cutting Scenarios

Due to the diverse nature of the scenarios that could be considered cross-cutting – i.e. implemented in 
parallel with one of the primary scenarios, there is a wider choice of governance options. 

Electronic Maritime Freight  
Exchange Platform Scenario

As noted earlier, the BECCA platform is run by a private sector firm and partially funded by an EU 
programme. The very existence of BECCA under this management framework shows that private sector 
operation with public sector participation would be a viable option. 

Nevertheless, operation by a private sector firm should not be viewed as the only option. In fact, a 
platform like BECCA could be maintained by a trade-focused public sector entity such as Carib-Export. In 
this case, it is presumed that the organization would self-regulate its operations and performance – similar 
to other state-owned entities. 

As these are online platforms and supranational by nature, there would be little or no issue with 
compliance with any one country’s legislation and negotiation with individual national stakeholders. The 
setup of such a system would mainly involve the technical development of the platform and determination 
of the business model. 
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Consolidation/Deconsolidation Service

A consolidation/deconsolidation service would marry very well with Scenario B – in fact, the CAPEX 
estimates for Scenario B include CFSs at the three secondary hubs. If a CFS were established at each 
of the secondary hubs, this would greatly facilitate the transshipment from containers – from inside or 
outside the region – to trucks or vice versa. 

The CFS would not have to be operated by the entity operating the ferries or by any individual shipping 
company. Instead, it could be operated by the port on which it is situated or by a private sector company 
leasing space on that port if the port is being operated as a landlord port. It would operate under the laws 
of the country in which it is located.

Sources of Financing

Introduction 

The two scenarios modeled that require investment – Scenarios A and B – have considerably different 
investment requirements. If it is assumed that the NPV of each scenario represents the investment 
required over the life of the enterprise, Scenario A would call for a total investment requirement of 
US$11.5 million. Scenario B, because of its much higher infrastructure requirements, would call for a 
required investment of US$27.8 million. 

It should be noted that the amount required for both scenarios includes the purchase of vessels. If the 
vessels were leased, the initial investment could be much lower. This option, however, would result in 
increased annual payments to cover the lease costs of the vessels – an expense to the operator. The NPV 
would remain roughly the same, assuming the vessels are financed at or around the discount rate, but the 
disbursement/repayment of the funds would differ. 

Financing Options for SSS 

In attempting to develop realistic possibilities for obtaining financing for the scenarios described herein, 
the following organizations are examined: 

 → Funding from national governments
 → Funding from export-import (EXIM) banks 
 → Funding from international financial institutions (IFIs)
 → Private sector financing
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Funding from National Governments 

Funding by individual national governments is unlikely due to budgetary and fiscal constraints. In addition, 
WISCO and its troubles are still in the memories of regional leaders. 

Funding from EXIM Banks

Financing by EXIM banks – e.g. in Trinidad and Tobago and Jamaica – is also unlikely. These banks, 
like their counterparts elsewhere, are export credit agencies that were established by their respective 
governments to provide support and lend funds for the development of exports. These EXIM banks 
interpret the promotion of import and export differently from those in Asian countries like China and 
Korea - whereas Asian EXIM banks provide financial assistance to shipping enterprises, those in the 
Caribbean mostly focus on the provision of assistance to SMEs in the manufacturing, tourism, agro-processing, 
mining, and information technology sectors.

Funding from IFIs

There are a number of IFIs that have undertaken a significant body of work in the transport and maritime 
sectors. The most important contributors have been the IDB, the CDB and the World Bank. 

 → IDB: The IDB is one of the primary IFIs funding economic development efforts in the Eastern 
Caribbean and is the funding agency for this study. With offices in Jamaica, Belize, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Barbados and Guyana, it is well-represented in CARICOM and Eastern Caribbean nations. 
Its 2016 approved loan portfolio was US$9.3 billion, of which US$1.4 billion – around 15% – was lent 
to transport sector projects.46 The IDB’s Inter-American Investment Corporation (IIC) provides 
financing to private sector and state-owned enterprises (SOEs) through loans, equity investments 
and guarantees.47 It also provides advisory services and institutional strengthening through training 
programmes. 

 → CDB: The CDB is a major Caribbean development finance institution. It provides loans and grants that 
assist member countries to improve their infrastructure, production, capital market, business climate 
and social development. In its effort to support the maritime sector, it has most recently focused 
support to the OECS Schooner Pool Project and port sector.48 To date, the CDB has not undertaken 
work in shipping services on a regional level, but it could finance SSS initiatives. It has both the 
resources and the regionally-based mandate in order to do so. 

46 IADB. 2017.

47 IIC. 2018.

48 CDB. 2016. “Transforming the Caribbean Port Services Industry: Towards the Efficiency Frontier”. CDB. http://www.caribank.org/wp-content/
uploads/2016/05/Study_Transformation-of-Caribbean-Maritime-Port-Services-Industry.pdf. The study examined the poor state of port infrastructure, its 
impact on port performance and implications for policy and port reform.

http://www.caribank.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Study_Transformation-of-Caribbean-Maritime-Port-Services-Industry.pdf
http://www.caribank.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Study_Transformation-of-Caribbean-Maritime-Port-Services-Industry.pdf
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 → The World Bank: The World Bank is also active as an IFI in the CARICOM region, with 59 active projects 
and US$50.6 million in financial commitments for 2018.49 Its International Finance Corporation (IFC) 
provides much the same private sector and SOE financing activities as the IDB’s IIC. 

Private Sector Financing

There is a wide variety of potential financing sources in the private sector. These include investment banks, 
commercial banks, ship banks, the floating of bonds, and equity investment by private sector companies. 
Having said that, this money comes at a higher cost than many public sector financing alternatives, as 
the funding is not concessionary – funds are disbursed with a profit motive in mind. Consequently, public 
sector funding alternatives should be examined before any private sector alternatives are explored. 

Financing for Scenario A should be reasonably easy to obtain – the amounts are small, there is little 
or no infrastructure requirement, and financing is mainly needed for working capital. If vessels were 
leased for Scenario A, the financing requirements would be very small. It is possible that, given frequent 
disbursements of whatever subsidies are required for this scenario, the private sector operator would 
choose to self-finance, and no recourse to debt funding would be required. 

While private sector financing may be available, it is likely that Scenario B – i.e. ferry services – would 
be seen as a high-risk enterprise, as there is currently no ferry service of a similar scale in the Eastern 
Caribbean. This would drive up the cost of financing. This risk could be mitigated by a well-researched, 
fully bankable feasibility study, including a rigorous market survey. 

As noted earlier, Scenario C would not require financing and could be undertaken without financial 
support or management. 

Conclusion

As explained in this chapter, implementation of the chosen scenario requires a wide range of skills 
and inputs. Consultation is key – ensuring that all stakeholders’ views are heard and acknowledged is 
vital. These views should be incorporated into the intervention where feasible and where the benefits 
outweigh the costs. As in any project, adequate financing and properly timed disbursements would be 
pivotal. Legislative and regulatory adjustment must be prepared where necessary. Likewise, risks must 
be assessed and mitigated where possible, and contingent liabilities should be included in the financing 
arrangement. The following – and final – chapter will set out general recommendations for the course 
forward, as well as an action plan and schedule for the chosen intervention. 

49 World Bank. 2018.
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07  
Recommen-
dations and 
Action Plan 

Key Messages 

 → Chances of success in implementing any 
intervention scenario improve if that scenario 
is simple, requires little individual national 
implementation, and is inexpensive.

 → Scenario B (Ferry Service) does not meet any of 
those criteria, therefore it is recommended that 
it not be considered further.

 → Scenarios A (Direction Reversal) and C 
(Reduced Tariff for LCL Containers) generally 
meet the criteria and should be considered for 
implementation.
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Recommendations

Besides the Baseline Scenario – i.e. the status quo - this study investigated the following three (3) 
scenarios: 

 → Scenario A: Changing an existing shipping service to run south to north through the Eastern Caribbean 
islands, with a liner service from Kingston to Trinidad and Tobago. The outcome is a direction reversal 
improving inter-island trade connectivity.

 → Scenario B: A ferry service serving the Eastern Caribbean islands capable of carrying cargo and 
private/commercial vehicles.

 → Scenario C: A reduction in port handling charges for LCL containers 

It is useful at this point to reiterate lessons learned from the case studies in Chapter 3. The EU SSS policy 
case study showed that complex policy implementation in a multi-country environment is subject to 
significant obstacles. Different countries will have their own interests to protect and their own legislation 
and regulations to enact and enforce. While coherence may be eventually achieved, full uniformity remains 
challenging. Therefore, simple policy that is easy and inexpensive to implement is likely the best course of 
action. 

The Greek ferries case study showed that ferries frequently require subsidies to operate. In addition, a 
Caribbean ferry service would have to depend not only on cargo for revenue but also on private vehicle 
traffic, for which there is no proven market. Additionally, individual countries would have to enact 
legislation to permit foreign-registered vehicles to operate. Moreover, the costs of implementation are 
comparatively high – required infrastructure includes ferry terminals, modifications to RO/RO ramps, 
customs and immigration facilities, vessels, and modification of port areas for vehicle marshalling. 

Against that background, it is recommended that Scenario B should not be considered; instead, Scenarios 
A and C should be assessed further for potential implementation. They are both relatively simple and 
represent low implementation costs. They do not require any infrastructure investment – assuming vessels 
are leased for Scenario A –, and no legislation has to be enacted. Monitoring and evaluation are simple and 
can be done by existing public sector bodies. 

There are some cross-cutting measures that could be considered either with or independently from these 
two scenarios. These include changing INCOTERMs from FOB to FAS, introduction of a region-wide 
electronic Single Window for trade and customs documentation, and adoption of an electronic maritime 
freight exchange platform such as the BECCA platform.
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Action Plan -  
Scenario A

Given the relative level of complexity for performance and compliance in Scenario A, regional authorities 
may need outside expert support for implementation. All in all, the relevant action plan could be grouped 
in the following areas:

Reaching Consensus  
between Stakeholders

As a first step, it is recommended that CARICOM publish a synopsis document underlining the 
context, challenges, and recommendations concerning SSS in the Caribbean. It should be presented 
as a policy strategy. This can be followed by a presentation at an upcoming CARICOM meeting. 
The presentation would include findings of the study, intra-regional trade weaknesses that can be 
improved, scenarios, and recommended action plan and schedule. The availability of IDB financial 
and technical support to these efforts should be highlighted. A consultation process would identify 
the parameters for consensus and enable both CARICOM and the IDB to request stakeholder 
comments. Upon receiving feedback and approval of the work plan, a presentation would be 
made to shipping lines – e.g. the Caribbean Shipping Association – and at the Port Management 
Association of the Caribbean at their next conferences. At this stage, it would be important to 
establish a link or portal within CARICOM to inform all stakeholders of the work plan and request 
feedback. It would also be necessary to designate a point of contact (POC) at CARICOM to proceed 
with the coordination of a visibility and communications plan. Similarly, the establishment of a 
coordination and implementation group would also be essential. The main stakeholders to reach for 
feedback are the following:

 → CARICOM government officials
 → Shipping lines operating in the region
 → Shippers (in CARICOM countries)
 → Port Community (CARICOM)
 → Other significant stakeholders – e.g. unions and labour representatives in the port, stevedoring, trucking 

communities. 

Administrative and Governance

In parallel to the implementation of a visibility and communications plan, the coordination and 
implementation group would have to work in several directions: 
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 → Establishing a coordination and implementation group 
 → Tasking countries to appoint representatives
 → Defining governance rules and statutes of the public sector party
 → Contracting legal and financial advisors to draft the contract terms of reference (TOR)
 → Surveying market to attract potential interested private operators
 → Advertising bidding process with enough lead time 
 → Establishing evaluation criteria and board
 → Initiating bidding process 
 → Receiving and evaluating proposals / award contract

Trade facilitation activities

In addition to administrative and governance actions related to the establishment of a contract to operate 
Scenario A, the project should include a set of basic trade facilitation measures in order to boost the 
positive impact of this intervention on regional trade flows. The following measures could be part of the 
broader SSS project: 

 → Design and implementation of processes, data collection system, KPIs and establishment of a logistics 
observatory for the region

 → Revision and standardization of customs, sanitary and other trade facilitation processes
 → Revision and reduction of possible trade barriers – administrative, quotas, fiscal, and so forth – and their 

impacts on revenue
 → Evaluation of the use of FAS contracts as INCOTERMs for intra-regional trade

Operational

Implementation of Scenario A would require furthering details with regards to equipment, infrastructure 
and operational requirements. Some tasks include: 

 → Defining equipment requirements, cost, financing 
 → Detailing port infrastructure – berth, crane, logistics area/cold storage and/or cold chain facilities
 → Undertaking capacity building, training, and revision of labour contracts as needed
 → Detailing ICT – communications, hardware, software
 → Determining capacity building requirements for shippers, freight forwarders and third-party logistics 

providers
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Financial

 → Fine tuning CAPEX and OPEX, developing business plan and financial model
 → Establishing revised LCL tariffs if being implemented through Scenario C
 → Determining level of subsidies, sourcing, and disbursement

 

Schedule

The potential schedule for Scenario A can be seen in Figure 7-1 below. 

Figure 7-1 
Scenario A Schedule

Reaching Consensus Between Stakeholders

Designate Country Representatives to the Task Force

Establishment of Coordination and Implementation Group

Development of Visibility and Communication Plan

Presentation at CARICOM Inter-Sessional Meeting

Presentation at Caribbean Shipping Association

Presentation at Port Management Association of the Caribbean

Designation of Coordination and Implementation Group

Administrative and Governance

Define Governance Rules and Statutes of the "Public Sector Party"

Contract legal and financial advisors to draft the contract TOR

Survey market to attract potential interested private buyers

Advertise bidding process with enough lead time

Establish evaluation critera and board

Initiate bidding process

Receive and evaluate proposals / award contract

Other Administrative Activities 

Design and Implement Processes, Data Collection System, KPIs, Establish Logistics Observatory

Revise and Improve standardization of Customs, Sanitary, and other trade facilitarion processes

Revise and reduce possible trade barriers (administrative quotas, discal, etc.)

Evaluate the use of FAS as incoterm for intra-regional trade

Operational

Define equipment requirements, cost, financing 

Port Infrastructure: Berth, crane, logistics Area/Cold storage and/or Chain

Capacity Building/training/revise labor contacts as needed

IT - communications, hardware, software

Capacity building of Shippers - Freight Forwards/3PL

Financial

Fine Tune CAPEX and OPEX, develop business plan and financial model

Establishment and implementation of LCL tari�s (shipping and port)

Determine level of subsidies and sourcing

Implementation Pilot Project (2-3 years)

SCENARIO A SCHEDULE Q1Y1 Q2Y1 Q3Y1 Q4Y1 Q1Y2 Q2Y2 Q3Y2
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Action Plan –  
Scenario C

The implementation plan for Scenario C would be much simpler, but would also have to follow some of 
the same steps as Scenario A above. All monitoring and evaluation activities could be carried out by the 
implementing agency – i.e. without external support. This plan would include the following items: 

Reaching Consensus 
among Stakeholders

First, it would be necessary to consult with the various national governments and, if independent, their 
port authorities. To that end, the topic could be introduced in an upcoming CARICOM meeting and Port 
Management Association of the Caribbean conference. The presentation would be similar to that of Scenario A 
and include a discussion of costs and benefits, action plan, monitoring, and evaluation. As with Scenario A, it 
would be useful to establish a link or portal within CARICOM to inform all stakeholders of the work plan and to 
request feedback. Designation of a POC at CARICOM or the public sector body in charge of implementation 
would be advisable. A communications plan and implementation group should be formed. Since this scenario 
is associated with a potential loss of revenue for some port authorities, it is particularly important to reach a 
consensus from a cost-benefit perspective. The main stakeholders to reach for feedback are as follows:

 → CARICOM government officials
 → Port Community (CARICOM) 
 → Caricom shippers

Administration and Governance

In parallel to the implementation of a visibility and communications plan, the coordination and 
implementation group would have to work in several directions: 

 → Establishing a coordination and implementation group 
 → Tasking countries to appoint points of contact
 → Establishing evaluation criteria and board
 → Draft MOA for review and execution by individual governments or their port authorities

Trade facilitation activities

As with Scenario A, a series of trade facilitation measures should be part of a potential Scenario C project 
in order to boost its effectiveness: 
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 → Design and implementation of a data collection system, KPIs and the establishment of a logistics 
observatory for the region

 → Evaluation of the use of FAS contracts as INCOTERMs for intra-regional trade

Operational

There are no operational requirements connected to Scenario C. 

Financial

 → Fine tuning financial model for use in monitoring of savings to shippers and revenue reduction in ports 
 → Establishing and implement LCL tariffs (shipping and port) 
 → Determining level of subsidies and sourcing, if any

Schedule

The schedule for Scenario C can be seen in Figure 7-2 below.

Figure 7-2 
Scenario C Schedule

Reaching Consensus Between Stakeholders

Designate Country Representatives to the Task Force

Establishment of Coordination and Implementation Group

Development of Visibility and Communication Plan

Presentation at CARICOM Inter-Sessional Meeting

Presentation at Port Management Association of the Caribbean

Designation of Coordination and Implementation Group

Administrative and Governance

Establish evaluation criteria and board

Draft MOA for review execution by Gov'ts/Pas

Other Administrative Activities

Design and Implement Processes, Data Collection System, KPIs, Establish Logistics Observatory

Financial 

Fine tune C financial model

Establishment and implementation of LCL tari�s (shipping and port)

Determine level of subsidies and sourcing

Implementation Pilot Project (2-3 Years)

SCENARIO C SCHEDULE Q1Y1 Q2Y1 Q3Y1 Q4Y1 Q1Y2
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Appendix A.  
List of Organizations Contacted

COUNTRY ORGANIZATION

Barbados

Caribbean Manufacturer’s Association
Barbados Port Inc.
Windward Agencies, LTD. - Barbados
Shipping Association of Barbados
Caribbean Development Bank
Caribbean Export Development Agency 

Guyana

CMA CGM Group
Ministry of Public Infrastructure 
Transport and Harbour Department
GO-Invest
CARICOM Secretariat
GRA Customs and Trade Administration
Maritime Administration Department (MARAD)
Seaboard Marine
Shipping Association of Guyana
RAMPS
Toucan Industries Inc.
Muneshwers Ltd
C&V Caribbean Shipping Limited
Tropical Shipping

Jamaica

Ministry of Transport and Mining
Port Authority of Jamaica
Montego Bay Port
Lannaman & Morris (Shipping) Ltd.
Freight Handlers Ltd
Kingston Wharves Ltd
Jamaica Shipping Association

Saint Lucia

Saint Lucia Air And Sea Ports Authority
Saint Lucia Marine Terminals Ltd
Shipping Association of Saint Lucia
St Lucia Air & Seaports
Tropical Shipping

Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines

Ministry of Transport, Works, Urban Development and Local Government
Goddard OECS
Wills Agency
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Chamber of Commerce
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Foreign Trade, Commerce and Information 
Technology
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines Port Authority

Continued →
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COUNTRY ORGANIZATION

Suriname

Ministry of Trade & Industry
Suriname Customs
Integra Marine & Freight Service
CMA-CGM
Ministry of Transport, Communication and Tourism
Suriname Port Management Company (Port of Paramaribo) 
VSH United

Trinidad and Tobago

Ministry of Works and Transport
The Port Authority of Trinidad and Tobago
Ministry of Trade, Industry, Investment & Communications
Shipping Association of Trinidad and Tobago
Trinidad Customs and Excise
All Seas Logistics
Trinidad and Tobago Manufacturer’s Association
Gulf Maritime
Perez y Cia
Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture

USA

Florida Shipowners Group
Crowley Shipping
Tropical Shipping 
Caribbean Feeder Services
King Ocean
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Appendix B.  
Data and Documents Collected
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Additional Comments

In addition to the above sources, the project relied on information and data collected from the following 
sources: 

 → Various national legislation and regulations for maritime activities, as well as customs and taxation 
administrative procedures;

 → Various liner services statistics for the Caribbean, organized by aggregate (2015-2016), service 
(2010-present) and port location; and

 → Port data and statistics gathered during missions to the countries involved in this study and from port 
authority websites. 
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Data from year 2014 2016 2016 2016 2000 2014 2010 2012 2013 2016 2015 2016 2015 2014 2014

Currency Bds$ US$ EC$ EC$ EC$ US$ US$ US$ US$ US$ EC$ US$ EC$ ECS EC$

Marine Charges

Terminal User 
Charge

Morring and 
Unmooring

Under 1,000 GT Move 200 68 100 100 100 100 100 100 60 250/
Vessel 125 90 120 150 56.04

1,000 to 2,000 GT Move 200 83 100 100 100 100 100 144 85 250/
Vessel 250 150 200 200 56.04

2001 to 10,000 GT Move 200 199 100 100 100 100 175 204 150 400/
Vessel 375 150 300 300 113.21

>10,000 GT Move 200 218 100 100 100 100 200 241 195 400/
Vessel 500 175 400 300 169.42

Container Handling

Gantry Crane

LOLO: Discharge & 
Load

Discharge Full 800/
TEU

230/
Move N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 81/ 

Move
Not 
prov N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Discharge MT 800/
TEU

230/
Move N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 125/

Move
Not 
prov N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Load Full 275/
TEU

230/
Move N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 113/

Move
Not 
Prov N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Load MT 275/
TEU

230/
Move N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 109/

Move
Not 
Prov N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Shore Crane

LOLO: Discharge & 
Load

Discharge Full TEU 150 237 400 400 450 150 173 174 170 265 28/Ton 120 30/
Ton 100

Discharge MT TEU 80 197 400 100 50 75 50 119 170 NC N/A 120 N/A 100

Load Full TEU 150 237 400 400 270 150 112 109 170 67 N/A 120 N/A 100

Load MT TEU 80 197 400 100 50 75 107 103 170 NC N/A 120 N/A 100

Continued →
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Data from year 2014 2016 2016 2016 2000 2014 2010 2012 2013 2016 2015 2016 2015 2014 2014

Currency Bds$ US$ EC$ EC$ EC$ US$ US$ US$ US$ US$ EC$ US$ EC$ ECS EC$

Ships's Gear

LOLO: Discharge & Load

Discharge Full TEU 150 237 400 400 450 150 146 165/
Move

150/
Mov N/A 28/Ton 120 30/

Ton 100

Discharge MT TEU 80 197 400 100 50 75 50 109/
Move

150/
Mov N/A N/A 120 N/A 100

Load Full TEU 150 237 400 400 450 150 96 103/
Move

150/
Mov N/A N/A 120 N/A 100

Load MT TUE 80 197 400 100 50 75 91 98/
Move

150/
Mov N/A N/A 120 N/A 100

Container Handling

Transshipment

Discharge & Load

Empty TEU 150 90 N/A N/A N/A N/A 59/
TEU

60/
Move N/A 199/

TEU N/A N/A N/A N/A

Container Stuffing/Destuffing

Dry Container TEU 280 450 245 1054 25/ton 30/
Ton 250 125 200 N/A 1400/

Ton 200 125 650

Reefer TEU 285 N/A 245 1054 25/ton 30/
Ton 250 156 200 N/A 1400/

ton 200 125 650

Container Storage at Terminal

1st 5 days (or note 
period)

day-
TEU Free Free Free 7 Free Free 0 14 Free Free Free 40/

TEU Free Free

After 8 days (or 
note period)

day-
TEU 200 9 9 20 13 30 15 20 21 60/

TEU
20/
TEU 25

RORO Handling

Discharge Full TEU 150 227 N/A N/A 450 100 110 93 95 265 28/Ton 137 400 N/A

Discharge MT TEU 80 177 N/A N/A 50 100 50 93 95 NC 28/Ton 137 150 N/A

Load Full TEU 150 227 N/A N/A 270 100 80 93 95 67 50 137 400 N/A

Load MT TEU 80 177 N/A N/A 50 100 75 93 95 NC 50 137 100 N/A

Transshipment TEU N/A Not 
Provd. N/A N/A N/A 42 N/A 199 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Minimum Labour Charges

Gantry Crane 2000/ 
59MT N/A N/A N/A N/A Not 

Prov.
4950/
Gang N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Shore Crane 2000/ 
59MT

579.24/
TEU

579.24/
TEU

Not 
Prov.

Not 
Prov.

Not 
Provd.

3484/
Gang

Not 
prov N/A 810/

TEU
Not 
prov

800/
TEU

29.40/ 
Hr

Ships's Gear 2000/ 
59MT

769.2/
TEU4

769.24/
TEU

Not 
Prov.

Not 
Prov

Not 
Provd.

2160/
Gang

Not 
prov N/A 810/

TEU
Not 
Prov

800/
TEU

33.35/ 
Hr

RORO 2000/ 
59MT N/A N/A Not 

Prov 
Not 
Prov

Not 
prov

1725/
gang

Not 
prov N/A 810/

TEU
Not 
Prov

800/
TEU 19.64

Continued →
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Data from year 2014 2016 2016 2016 2000 2014 2010 2012 2013 2016 2015 2016 2015 2014 2014

Currency Bds$ US$ EC$ EC$ EC$ US$ US$ US$ US$ US$ EC$ US$ EC$ ECS EC$

Breakbulk Cargo

General Cargo

Handling ton 45 45 20 20 25 20 Not 
prov. 25 35 22.5 28 30 30 7

Throughput 8 N/A N/A

Bulk Cargo

Handling ton 45 7 10 10 30 15 11 11 15 4 28 30 30 10

Throughput ton Not 
prov

Not 
prov

Not 
prov.

Not 
prov. N/A Not 

prov. N/A 4 Not 
prov. 3.75 Not 

prov.
Not 
prov.

Not 
prov.

Not 
pro.

Transshipment

Discharge 150/
Ton

15/ 
Ton

15/ 
Ton

25/
ton

15/
Ton

13/
TEU

20/
TEU

15/
Ton N/A 28/

Ton N/A 30/
Ton

10/
Tn

Load N/A 10/
Ton

10/
Ton

25/
ton

15/
Ton

2/
TEU

20/
TEU

15/
Ton N/A 28/

Ton N/A N/A N/A

Minimum Labour 
Charges

4hrs 
pay

4hrs 
pay

Not 
prov.

Not 
prov.

4883/
Gang

Not 
prov. N/A 8hrs 

pay 45/Hr 8Hr 
Pay 100/Hr

Other Charges

Berth Charges 45/Ton 200/
Day

300/
Day 1/Lift

Anchorage 
Charges 45/Ton

Wharfage Charges

Pilotage 122.21/
TEU

500 
Avg

500 
Avg

Tug

Beacon

Demourage

Vehicle entry/
parking 33/ton

Stevedoring

Customs 3.50/ 
ton

10/
TEU 75/Cnt

Immigration N/A

Health N/A

Gate 30/
Unit

Port Security 27/
TEU
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Ro/Ro Berth Yes/No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Maximum Draft Metres 11.5 14 11 9.5 15 2 11.5 11.7

Total Length of 
Berth Metres 5,020 2340 670 353 495 600 1,860 600

No. of Berths No 9 64 2 1 5 4 8 6

Dolphins No 2 0 3 0 3 0 3 16

No. of Cranes No 3 16 1 1 1 1 4 2

RMGs No 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Quay Cranes No 0 14 0 0 1 0 4 2

Mobile Cranes No 1 4 1 1 1 3 2 3

RTGs No 0 0 0 0 0 3 10 6

Post Panamax No 2 14 0 0 0 0 2 2

Super Post 
Panamax No 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

No of Straddle 
Carriers No 13 79 0 2 0 0 0 0

No. of Reach 
Stakers/ 
Top Lifters

No 2 4 4 1 5 5 4 4

No of Empty 
Stakers No 3 15 0 0 0 4 2 3

No of Forklift 
Trucks No 72 80 23 4 19 13 10 8

No. of Cargo 
Sheds No 3 4 3 2 5 2 2 3

Shed Area M2 1,115 4,500 30,480 10,000 4,750 100,000 30,000 35,000

TEU Storage 
Capacity TEUs 63,000 2.8 Mil 400 1,899 32,000 300,000 400,000 260,000

MT Storage 
Capacity TEUs 22,000 15,000 10,000 30,000 4,000 4,000

Container Storage 
Area 000m2 122 1,200 6 10 15 12

IT Equipment for 
trade facilitation Type

ASYCUDA 
World, SAP 
MIS system

ASYCUDA 
World, 
Navis 

ASYCUDA 
World, 

Unitrack 

ASYCUDA 
World, 

Unitrack 

ASYCUDA 
World, 

Unitrack 

ASYCUDA 
World, (no 
e-Payment, 
no Single 
Window)

ASYCUDA 
World, 
Navis

ASYCUDA 
World, 
Navis

Continued →
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Ro/Ro Berth Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Maximum Draft 6.4 10 15.5 10.5 13.5 8.5 11 8.8 7.2

Total Length of 
Berth 230 233 1,536 350 922 1250 244 1,350 133

No. of Berths 2 2 3 2 2 7 2 5 2

Dolphins 0 4 3 6 0 4 1 2 11

No. of Cranes 0 3 11 3 8 0 0 0 0

RMGs 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

Quay Cranes 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mobile Cranes 0 0 3 1 2 1 0 0 0

RTGs 0 0 0 23 0 0 0 0

Post Panamax 0 0 9 0 5 0 0 0 0

Super Post 
Panamax 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

No of Straddle 
Carriers 0 0 58 0 10 0 0 0 0

No. of Reach 
Stakers/ 
Top Lifters

1 1 0 3 0 0 3 1

No of Empty 
Stakers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

No of Forklift 
Trucks 6 6 3 15 0 7 15 0 10

No. of Cargo 
Sheds 3 3 0 1 0 0 4 21 2

Shed Area 14,000 7,000 0 14,000 0 11 6504 16,259

TEU Storage 
Capacity 650,000 55,000 50,000 11,000 10,000 9,000

MT Storage 
Capacity 150,000 50,000 200 700

Container Storage 
Area 6 50 1,680 2 800 84 6 1

IT Equipment for 
trade facilitation

Non-
existant 
(paper-
based)

ASYCUDA 
World

Electronic 
Customs 
System 

(eCAS) & 
paper-based

ASYCUDA 
World

SIGA 
(Sistema 
Integrado 
de Gestión 
Aduanera) 

ASYCUDA 
World, 
Octopi

ASYCUDA 
World

ASYCUDA 
World

ASYCUDA 
World
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Appendix D.  
List of Shipping Services

COUNTRY/ 
PORT

ROTATION 
PORT

SHIPPING 
LINE

NAME OF SERVICE NO. OF 
VESSELS

TOTAL 
CAPACITY 
IN TEU

NO. OF 
REEFER 
PLUGS

VESSEL 
TYPE

FREQUENCY

Antigua & Barbuda

St John's Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 3

1 385 126 Reefer 28 Days

Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Leewards/Nassau 
Butterfly

2 784 0 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Miami Seaboard Seaboard - Eastern Caribbean 
Service

3 2,021 307 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

St Maarten-
Philipsburg 

CMA CGM CMA CGM/Tote Maritime - 
Leeward Islands butterfly

1 120 24 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Bahamas

Freeport Tropical Tropical - Cayman Islands/
Freeport Shuttle

2 267 0 Ro-Ro 7 Days

Hapag Lloyd, 
Maersk, ACL, 
MSC

MSC/Hapag Loyd/ACL/
Maersk - Ecuador Express 
Service/EW2

7 31,300 8,150 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

MSC MSC - Indus Express 10 83,993 6,100 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Maersk, 
Safmarine, 
SeaLand, 
MSC

2M Alliance/Safmarine/
SeaLand - TA3/NEUATL3

7 49,910 4,718 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

MSC MSC/Zim - USA/SAEC String 1 8 51,739 3,560 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

MSC MSC - WEC Havana Service 1 2,480 170 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Maersk, 
Safmarine, 
MSC

2M Alliance - TP10/Everglades 
USEC3

10 41,756 3,505 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Maersk, 
Safmarine, 
SeaLand

Maersk Line/Safmarine/
SeaLand - South Atlantic 
Express

4 6,874 1,808 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Great White 
Fleet, MSC

MSC/Great White Fleet - 
Central America Express

5 12,744 2,840 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

MSC MSC - Bahamas Express 
Butterfly

1 366 46 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Maersk, 
Safmarine, 
MSC

MSC/Maersk Line/Safmarine - 
America Express AMEX

8 18,818 1,470 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

MSC MSC - Canada Gulf Bridge 5 15,070 1,202 Fully 
Cellular

6 Days

Maersk, 
Safmarine, 
SeaLand, 
MSC

2M Alliance/Safmarine - TA6/
MEDGULF

7 45,058 3,300 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Maersk, 
Safmarine, 
SeaLand, 
CMA CGM, 
MSC

MSC/CMA CGM/Maersk Line/
Safmarine/SeaLand - USEC/
WCSA

7 33,632 5,600 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Continued →
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COUNTRY/ 
PORT

ROTATION 
PORT

SHIPPING 
LINE

NAME OF SERVICE NO. OF 
VESSELS

TOTAL 
CAPACITY 
IN TEU

NO. OF 
REEFER 
PLUGS

VESSEL 
TYPE

FREQUENCY

Maersk, 
Safmarine, 
MSC

2M Alliance/Safmarine - TP11/
America

12 92,006 8,383 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Marsh 
Harbour

Tropical Tropical-Turks & Caicos/
Puerto Plata Tuesday

1 157 0 Ro-Ro 7 Day

Nassau Hoegh 
Autoliners, SC 
Line

Hoegh Autoliners/SC Lines - 
Caribbean Short Sea Service

2 0 0 Vehicles 
Carrier

15 Days

Tropical Tropical - Leewards/Nassau 
Butterfly

2 784 0 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Tropical Tropical - Nassau Shuttle 1 508 50 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

MSC MSC - Bahamas Express 
Butterfly

1 366 46 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

San Andros

Barbados

Bridgetown Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 4

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Windward/Leeward 
Islands

2 1,700 374 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 2

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Miami Seaboard Seaboard - Eastern Caribbean 
Service

3 2,021 307 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Crowley Crowley - Virgin Islands. 
Eastern Caribbean Service

2 2,244 300 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Point Lisas King Ocean King Ocean - Feeder 
Caribbean

1 584 144 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 3

1 385 126 Reefer 28 Days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Hapag 
Lloyd/Zim - Centram/Island 
Service

3 2,108 375 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston CMA CGM CMA CGM - Hispaniola Shuttle 
Loop 1

2 1,819 456 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

King Ocean King Ocean - Caribbean 
Butterfly

4 4,097 924 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 1

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Belize

Big Creek Cork Maersk, 
Safmarine

Maersk Line/Safmarine - CRX 6 15,212 3566 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port of Belize Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Hapag 
Lloyd/Zim - Centram/Island 
Service

3 2,108 375 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Seaboard, 
Hyde 
Shipping

Hyde Shipping/Seaboard - 
Western Caribbean Service 
Monday

3 1,006 180 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Dominica

Roseau Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Leewards/Nassau 
Butterfly

2 784 0 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Continued →
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COUNTRY/ 
PORT

ROTATION 
PORT

SHIPPING 
LINE

NAME OF SERVICE NO. OF 
VESSELS

TOTAL 
CAPACITY 
IN TEU

NO. OF 
REEFER 
PLUGS

VESSEL 
TYPE

FREQUENCY

Kingston CMA CGM CMA CGM - Hispaniola Shuttle 
Loop 1

2 1,819 456 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 2

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 1

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Port 
Everglades 

King Ocean King Ocean - Caribbean 
Butterfly

4 4,097 924 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Grenada

St. George's Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Windward/Leeward 
Islands

2 1700 374 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 2

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 3

1 385 126 Reefer 28 Days

Kingston CMA CGM CMA CGM - Hispaniola Shuttle 
Loop 1

2 1,819 456 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Zim, 
Seafreight

SeaFreight/Zim - Lesser 
Antilles Guyana-LAG

3 3,520 1,173 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

King Ocean King Ocean - Caribbean 
Butterfly

4 4,097 924 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Guyana

Georgetown Point Lisas King Ocean King Ocean - Feeder 
Caribbean

1 584 144 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Windward/Leeward 
Islands

2 1,700 374 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Pointe a 
Pitre (Port 
de Jarry) 

CMA CGM CMA CGM - Guyanas 
Caribbean

2 2,974 630 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Manzanillo-
Panama 

Hapag Lloyd, 
Maersk, 
Seaboard, 
SeaLand

Maersk Line/Hapag-Lloyd/
Seaboard/SeaLand - Calypso 
Feeder Service

3 5,124 606 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Zim, CMA 
CGM

Zim/CMA CGM - Guyana 
Suriname GSE/ELDORADO

2 2,017 1,009 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Miami Seaboard Seaboard - Eastern Caribbean 
Service

3 2,021 307 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Flushing Seatrade 
Reefer 
Chartering 
N.V., Europe 
Caribean

Seatrade/Europe Caribbean - 
Vertraco Reefer/Netherlands 
Surinam Service

3 886 318 Reefer 14 Days

Antwerp Europe 
Caribean

Europe Caribbean - South 
Caribbean Service

2 672 0 Multi 
Purpose

32 Days

Jamaica

Kingston Miami Seaboard Seaboard - Eastern Caribbean 
Service

3 2,021 307 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston CMA CGM CMA CGM - Cuba Feeder 1 1,118 220 Fully 
Cellular

9 Days

Kingston CMA CGM CMA CGM - Hispaniola Shuttle 
Loop 1

2 1,819 456 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Maersk, Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Maersk/
Hapag-Lloyd/Zim - 
Manzanillo/Guanta Service

1 712 156 Fully 
Cellular

14 Days

Continued →
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COUNTRY/ 
PORT

ROTATION 
PORT

SHIPPING 
LINE

NAME OF SERVICE NO. OF 
VESSELS

TOTAL 
CAPACITY 
IN TEU

NO. OF 
REEFER 
PLUGS

VESSEL 
TYPE

FREQUENCY

Kingston Hamburg Sud Hamburg Sud/Alianca - 
Caribbean Feeder

1 1,819 467 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Hapag 
Lloyd/Zim - ACMH

2 1,424 291 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Hapag 
Lloyd/Zim - COVEN/
Venezuela Express Service

1 1,100 200 Fully 
Cellular

15 Days

Rotterdam US Lines, 
ANL, CMA 
CGM

CMA CGM/Marfret/ANL/US 
Lines - RTWPAN

7 19,426 4,066 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Zim, MSC Zim/MSC - Caribbean Gulf 
Express-CGX

3 8,958 1,200 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Hoegh 
Autoliners, SC 
Line

Hoegh Autoliners/SC Lines - 
Caribbean Short Sea Service

2 0 0 Vehicles 
Carrier

15 Days

Leghorn CMA CGM CMA CGM - Med Gulf Ecuador 
Service MGE

9 22,514 4,413 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Cagliari Hamburg 
Sud, Hapag 
Lloyd, Zim, 
CCNI, CMA 
CGM

Hapag Lloyd/Alianca/CCNI/
CMA CGM/Hamburg Sud/
Zim-MGX

7 30,656 3,854 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Wilmington US Lines, 
ANL, CMA 
CGM

CMA CGM/ANL/US Lines - 
CAGEMA Mainliner Service

5 5,813 1,272 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Savannah Zim Zim - Zim Container Service 
Pacific-ZCP

11 55,185 4,925 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Philadelphia Maersk, 
Safmarine, 
SeaLand, 
CMA CGM, 
MSC

MSC/CMA CGM/Maersk Line/
Safmarine/SeaLand - USEC/
WCSA

7 33,632 5,600 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Zim, CMA 
CGM

Zim/CMA CGM - Guyana 
Suriname GSE/ELDORADO

2 2,017 1,009 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Seaboard, 
Zim

Seaboard/Zim - MCX Ro/Ro 1 370 0 Ro-Ro 7 Days

Houston Seaboard Seaboard - US Gulf/WCSA 
Service

4 5,497 0 Multi 
Purpose

15 Days

Vitoria ANL, 
Hamburg 
Sud, Maersk, 
SeaLand, 
CMA CGM

CMA CGM/Alianca/ANL/
Hamburg Sud/Maersk/
SeaLand - Brazil Express

7 20,303 3,588 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Busan ANL, 
Hamburg 
Sud, Hapag 
Lloyd, CMA 
CGM, CSCL

CMA CGM/CSCL/Hapag 
Lloyd/Alianca/ANL/Hamburg 
Sud - PEX2/JCS

12 56,981 4,906 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Hapag 
Lloyd/Zim - Centram/Island 
Service

3 2,108 375 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

New York Seaboard Seaboard - North Atlantic 
Service

3 5,550 1,032 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Continued →
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COUNTRY/ 
PORT

ROTATION 
PORT

SHIPPING 
LINE

NAME OF SERVICE NO. OF 
VESSELS

TOTAL 
CAPACITY 
IN TEU

NO. OF 
REEFER 
PLUGS

VESSEL 
TYPE

FREQUENCY

Kingston Zim, 
Evergreen, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
X-Press 
Feeders, 
Maersk, 
Caribbean 
Feeder, 
SeaLand, 
Seaboard

Caribbean Feeder/X-press/
Evergreen/Hapag Lloyd/
Maesk Line/Seaboard/
SeaLand/Zim - PJX

2 2,422 478 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hamburg 
Sud, Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Alianca/
Hamburg Sud/Zim - Carico 
Service

2 1,099 420 Fully 
Cellular

7 days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Maersk, Zim, 
SeaLand

Caribbean Feeder/Hapag-
Lloyd/Maersk Line/SeaLand/
Zim - MIT/MAR

1 1,145 120 Fully 
Cellular

14 Days

Rotterdam Hapag Lloyd, 
CMA CGM

CMA CGM/Hapag Lloyd - ECS 6 14,436 3,450 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Zim, 
Seafreight

SeaFreight/Zim - Lesser 
Antilles Guyana-LAG

3 3,520 1,173 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Montego Bay Kingston Zim, 
Evergreen, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
X-Press 
Feeders, 
Maersk, 
Caribbean 
Feeder, 
SeaLand, 
Seaboard

Caribbean Feeder/X-press/
Evergreen/Hapag Lloyd/
Maesk Line/Seaboard/
SeaLand/Zim - PJX

2 2,422 478 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Montserrat

Plymouth Port 
Everglades 

King Ocean King Ocean - Caribbean 
Butterfly

4 4097 924 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Saint Kitts & Nevis

Basseterre Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 4

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 3

1 385 126 Reefer 28 Days

Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Leewards/Nassau 
Butterfly

2 784 0 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Charlestown Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Leewards/Nassau 
Butterfly

2 784 0 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

King Ocean King Ocean - Caribbean 
Butterfly

4 4,097 924 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Saint Lucia

Castries Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Windward/Leeward 
Islands

2 1700 374 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 2

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 3

1 385 126 Reefer 28 Days

Kingston CMA CGM CMA CGM - Hispaniola Shuttle 
Loop 1

2 1,819 456 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Zim, 
Seafreight

SeaFreight/Zim - Lesser 
Antilles Guyana-LAG

3 3,520 1,173 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Continued →
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COUNTRY/ 
PORT

ROTATION 
PORT

SHIPPING 
LINE

NAME OF SERVICE NO. OF 
VESSELS

TOTAL 
CAPACITY 
IN TEU

NO. OF 
REEFER 
PLUGS

VESSEL 
TYPE

FREQUENCY

Port 
Everglades 

King Ocean King Ocean - Caribbean 
Butterfly

4 4,097 924 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 1

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Vieux Fort Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 4

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 3

1 385 126 Reefer 28 Days

Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Windward/Leeward 
Islands

2 1,700 374 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 2

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 1

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Saint Vincent & the Grenadines

Kingstown Portsmouth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 4

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Windward/Leeward 
Islands

2 1,700 374 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmounth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 2

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Crowley Crowley - Virgin Islands. 
Eastern Caribbean Service

2 2,244 300 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmounth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 3

1 385 126 Reefer 28 Days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Hapag 
Lloyd/Zim - Centram/Island 
Service

3 2,108 375 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston CMA CGM CMA CGM - Hispaniola Shuttle 
Loop 1

2 1,819 456 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Portsmounth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 1

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Port 
Everglades 

King Ocean King Ocean - Caribbean 
Butterfly

4 4,097 924 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Suriname

Paramaribo Miami Seaboard Seaboard - Eastern Caribbean 
Service

3 2021 307 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Antwerp Europe 
Caribean

Europe Caribean - South 
Caribbean Service

2 672 0 Multi 
Purpose

32 Days

Point Lisas King Ocean King Ocean - Feeder 
Caribbean

1 584 144 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Pointe a 
Pitre (Port 
de Jarry) 

CMA CGM CMA CGM - Guyanas 
Caribbean

2 2,974 630 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Rotterdam Seatrade 
Reefer 
Chartering 
N.V.

Seatrade/StreamLines - 
Costa Rica/Colombia-Europe 
Service

3 768 304 Reefer 14 Days

Manzanillo-
Panama 

Hapag Lloyd, 
Maersk, 
Seaboard, 
SeaLand

Maersk Line/Hapag-Lloyd/
Seaboard/SeaLand - Calypso 
Feeder Service

3 5,124 606 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Zim, CMA 
CGM

Zim/CMA CGM - Guyana 
Suriname GSE/ELDORADO

2 2,017 1,009 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Continued →
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COUNTRY/ 
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SHIPPING 
LINE

NAME OF SERVICE NO. OF 
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VESSEL 
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Flushing Seatrade 
Reefer 
Chartering 
N.V., Europe 
Caribean

Seatrade/Europe Caribbean - 
Vertraco Reefer/Netherlands 
Surinam Service

3 886 318 Reefer 14 Days

Trinidad & Tobago

Point Lisas Miami Seaboard Seaboard - Eastern Caribbean 
Service

3 2021 307 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Antwerp Europe 
Caribean

Europe Caribean - South 
Caribbean Service

2 672 0 Multi 
Purpose

32 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Crowley Crowley - Virgin Islands. 
Eastern Caribbean Service

2 2,244 300 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Point Lisas King Ocean King Ocean - Feeder 
Caribbean

1 584 144 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Houston Intermarine 
Shipping

Intermarine - Venezuela mpc 
one-way

2 700 0 Ro-Ro 7 Days

Wilmington US Lines, 
ANL, CMA 
CGM

CMA CGM/ANL/US Lines - 
CAGEMA Mainliner Service

5 5,813 1,272 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston CMA CGM CMA CGM - Hispaniola Shuttle 
Loop 1

2 1,819 456 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

Zim, 
Seafreight

SeaFreight/Zim - Lesser 
Antilles Guyana-LAG

3 3,520 1,173 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Palm Beach Tropical Tropical - Windward/Leeward 
Islands

2 1,700 374 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Manzanillo-
Panama 

Hapag Lloyd, 
Maersk, 
Seaboard, 
SeaLand

Maersk Line/Hapag-Lloyd/
Seaboard/SeaLand - Calypso 
Feeder Service

3 5,124 606 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port of Spain Portsmounth Geest Geest - North Europe 
Windward Islands Loop 4

1 385 126 Reefer 30 Days

Algeciras ANL, Marfret, 
CMA CGM

CMA CGM/ANL/Marfret - 
French Guyana Service

6 11,995 980 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Busan ANL, 
Hamburg 
Sud, Hapag 
Lloyd, CMA 
CGM, CSCL

CMA CGM/CSCL/Hapag 
Lloyd/Alianca/ANL/Hamburg 
Sud - PEX2/JCS

12 56,981 4,906 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Kingston Caribbean 
Feeder, 
Hapag Lloyd, 
Zim

Caribbean Feeder/Hapag 
Lloyd/Zim - Centram/Island 
Service

3 2,108 375 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Wilmington US Lines, 
ANL, CMA 
CGM

CMA CGM/ANL/US Lines - 
CAGEMA Mainliner Service

5 5,813 1,272 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Pointe a 
Pitre (Port 
de Jarry) 

CMA CGM CMA CGM - Guyanas 
Caribbean

2 2,974 630 Fully 
Cellular

7 Days

Port 
Everglades 

King Ocean King Ocean - Caribbean 
Butterfly

4 4,097 924 Multi 
Purpose

7 Days

Source: Rodolfo Sabange / COCOTRAM data
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Appendix E.  
Model Descriptions

Network Flow Model

The Network Flow Model was developed according to a three-step approach as illustrated below. Each 
step is described in further detail in the following subsections.

Figure E-1 
Development of Network Flow Model
Source: CPCS
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Step 1: Develop Trade Traffic Database

The first step began by merging UN Comtrade country-specific trade datasets into one comprehensive 
database containing the origin, the destination, the type of product, the value and the amount (tonne) 
of trade for the given combination. Once this was done, each flow was categorized according its type 
by comparing origins and destinations. Trade flows between two regional countries were categorized as 
“bilateral,” while flows to/from the region were categorized as either “Export” or “Import”. The major flows 
in this database were then validated by comparing them to other datasets obtained through consultations 
and web-based research.

Step 2: Isolation of SSS Breakbulk 
and Container Flows

Following Step 1, the validated trade database included all trade flows, irrespective of their physical nature 
or the transport mode used to carry trade between origin and destination. In order to isolate SSS breakbulk 
and container flows, a first cut was made to define marine flows. This basically consisted of applying a 
marine flow ratio (MFR) to each type of commodity and/or origin-destination (OD) combination.

Developed for this project, these MFRs determine the share of flows that are allocated to the marine mode 
by product group for each economy. For example, crude petroleum will most certainly be given a MFR of 1, 
as it is all carried by sea in the study area. Fresh seafood was given a MFR of 0.1, as this product is highly 
perishable and is almost always carried by air cargo. The exceptions to this rule were flows between Haiti 
and the Dominican Republic, which were allocated to land transportation modes and thus were not included 
further in the modeling process/analysis. The output of these tasks is a regional marine flow database.

Given that marine transportation can be used to carry products in bulk, breakbulk, or container, breakbulk 
and container flow ratios were developed for each product type. These ratios were then applied to the 
marine flow database to isolate breakbulk and container flows that could eventually be carried by a SSS 
service in the Caribbean. The output of this task is an SSS trade dataset that includes for each flow:

 → Country of origin
 → Port of origin
 → Region of origin (North America, South America, Central America, Caribbean, Europe, Asia)
 → Country of destination
 → Port of destination
 → Region of destination (North America, South America, Central America, Caribbean, Europe, Asia)
 → Type of flow (bilateral or international)
 → Product type
 → Product group
 → Breakbulk tonnage
 → Containerised tonnage
 → Estimate of container TEUs (at 10 tonnes per container)
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Step 3: Allocation of Flows to SSS Networks

For each SSS service scenario, breakbulk, container, and passenger flows were allocated to a specific 
OD route. This process began by allocating all bilateral flows to their original OD route because it was 
not expected that the level of bilateral trade would eventually justify the adoption of a hub-and-spoke 
network internal to the area under consideration.

In the case of international flows exported out of – or imported into – the area under consideration, 
hub-and-spoke ratios were developed and applied to each scenario. As such, and according to the 
international region of OD of the flow, a ratio was developed and applied to determine the amount of 
cargo shipped directly to its destination or through a hub. Another ratio was developed and applied to 
determine the amount of cargo that is routed through a given set of hubs.

For example, a scenario could imply that 95% of trade to/from Asian OD is routed through a regional 
Caribbean hub, while 5% is routed directly to its destination. Similar ratios were developed for other 
regional OD of non-bilateral trade. Once an amount of cargo was allocated to the hub-and-spoke network 
as a whole, this cargo amount was then allocated in this scenario to three, four, or five hubs such as 
Freeport, Caucedo, Port of Spain, and Kingston. Within the trade flow model, these hubs thus became the 
origins or destinations of the flows out of which cargo is distributed in the Caribbean area or through which 
cargo is gathered for shipping overseas. The following figure illustrates the allocation processes of Step 3.

Figure E-2 
GIS Model Scenario Allocation Process
Source: CPCS
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In summary, for each scenario of service selected, the model enabled the production of breakbulk and 
container volumes for each combination of origin, destination, and product type. According to defined 
growth rates, these volumes were incremented at five-year intervals. The resulting output provides 
indications on required vessel capacity based on weekly or biweekly service scenarios in peak and 
off-peak periods. 

Financial Model

The study required the modelling of several different network scenarios to see if any efficiencies could 
be obtained by changing the configuration of the existing services. The financial model was set up to 
model individual service scenarios and produce cost and trip duration information for each service. The 
efficiencies of service scenarios are compared with efficiency of a Baseline Scenario representing almost 
all of the prevailing shipping routings in the region – i.e. north to south. The Network Analysis worksheet 
summarizes the network scenarios results and presents the results of the comparison of efficiency 
against the Baseline Scenario. The figure below presents a chart of the data flow, calculations, and results 
produced by the model. 

Figure E-3  
Financial Model Flow Chart
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Worksheet Content and 
Algorithm Descriptions

The financial model was created in Microsoft Excel, and is comprised of a number of interlinked 
worksheets. These are described below.

Network Analysis Worksheet

This worksheet summarizes all the results of the model. It presents the following:

1. Scenario Throughput, Capacity, and Financial Results

2. Traffic Volume Summaries

3. Scenario Comparisons:
 − Cargo Flows
 − Shipping Costs
 − Shipping Durations
 − Shippers’ Costs
 − Analysis of Shippers’ Costs with Baseline Scenario

4. Investment and Operating Profit Profiles

Assumptions Worksheet

The assumptions are presented under six categories:

1. General Assumptions: Assumptions related to model start date, time periods, and some basic 
assumptions such as the assumed tonnage per TEU50 and operating cost inflation.51

2. Traffic Assumptions: Assumptions related to the growth of traffic data provided by the traffic model for 
the base year – i.e. 2016. This provides a selection of the growth rates that can be applied to generate 
the traffic forecasts in the financial model – i.e. IMF’s long-term GDP growth forecasts vs. CDB’s 
gateway container growth forecasts. This section also contains the assumed percentages of market 
capture applicable to each of the three network scenarios in the financial model.52

50 The assumed average number of tonnes per TEU is 13.7 tonnes.

51 3.0% increase based on long-term IMF inflation forecasts in World Economic Outlook Database, April 2017.

52 Assumed percentage of market capture for all three scenarios is currently set at 10% of total traffic volume.
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3. Tariff Assumptions: Assumptions related to available cargo and passenger traffic. The tariff data collected 
includes only the passenger tariffs for OD pairs where traffic is expected. The cargo tariffs are currently 
estimated based on projected shipping costs. Therefore, no market rate cargo tariffs are assumed.

4. Vessel Assumptions: Assumptions related to vessel characteristics – i.e. DWT/GT capacity, average 
speed and fuel consumption. The sheet also contains vessel costs – i.e. purchase costs, charter rates 
and operating costs.

5. Port Assumptions: Assumptions related to port characteristics – i.e. tying/untying times, break bulk 
and container cargo loading and unloading times – as well as marine charges, cargo handling and 
transshipment and other charges.

6. Route Assumptions: Assumptions related to OD ports of shipping route links and respective distances 
of those route links.53 Possible commercial cargo fares are also included, to be used when commercial 
fare based revenue estimation option are used. 

7. Network Scenarios: All assumptions and/or specifications for the three network scenarios. For the liner 
services and feeder services of each network scenario, the voyage routing is selected. Furthermore, the 
service frequency and vessel type applicable to route links and service type of each network scenario 
can be selected.54

Traffic Data Worksheet

This worksheet contains:

1. Break bulk and containerized cargo and passenger traffic projections for the base year (2016), for the 
three shipping network scenarios: Baseline Scenario A and Scenario B.

2. Cargo routing of each OD pair, including identification of pass-through and transshipment ports.

Formulas in columns W: AG produce the routing of the cargo carrying vessel(s) for each OD pair, by 
identifying all the ports that the cargo gets loaded, passes through and finally unloaded.

Traffic Projections Worksheet

Traffic Demand

The Traffic Demand section of the Traffic Projections worksheet presents the estimated market-wide break 
bulk, containerized cargo and passenger traffic demand of all the OD pairs.

53 Approximate route link distances were obtained from www.aquaplot.com.

54 Currently the model assumes the routing specified in network scenarios: Baseline Scenario, Scenario A and Scenario B.
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The 2016 traffic demand figures are directly taken from the Traffic Data worksheet. Those figures are then 
projected forward using growth rates assumed for the origin country of each OD pair. These growth rates 
are presented under the Traffic Growth Rates in the Parameters section.

Cargo Volumes

The Cargo Volumes section of the Traffic Projections worksheet presents the annual break bulk and 
container cargo volumes expected in each link of all voyages. 

Cargo Loading

The Loading section of the Traffic Projections worksheet presents the amount of cargo that needs to be 
loaded onto the vessels at the origin port of individual links.

Cargo Unloading

The Unloading section of the Traffic Projections worksheet presents the amount of cargo that needs to be 
unloaded from the vessels at the destination port of individual links.

Passenger Volumes

The Passenger Volumes section of the Traffic Projections worksheet presents the annual passenger traffic 
volumes expected in each link of all voyages.

Capacity Worksheet

Route/Link Volumes

In this section, the annual route/link volumes that are calculated in the Traffic Projections worksheet are 
adjusted and presented for the selected frequency of service for each link of all voyages. This is done by 
dividing the annual traffic volume expected in each link by its applicable frequency of service.

Annual Traffic Volume
 Frecuency of Service

Cargo Loading

In this section, the annual cargo loading at origin ports - calculated in the Traffic Projections worksheet - is 
adjusted and presented for the selected frequency of service for each link of all voyages. This is done by 
dividing the annual cargo volume by its applicable frequency of service.

Annual Cargo Loading at Origin Port
             Frecuency of Service
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Cargo Unloading

In this section, the annual cargo unloading at destination ports - calculated in the Traffic Projections 
worksheet - is adjusted and presented for the selected frequency of service for each link. This is done by 
dividing the annual cargo volume that needs to be unloaded from vessels at the destination port of each 
link by its applicable frequency of service.

Annual Cargo Unloading at Destination Port
                   Frecuency of Service

Days at Sea per Trip

The days at sea per trip for each voyage link are estimated by dividing the individual link distances with 
the average speed assumed for the vessel that is operating that link.

This section presents the type of vessel used in each link. The formula in Column L selects the appropriate 
distance between the OD and the average speed of the vessel chosen for that trip from the ‘Assumptions’ 
worksheet, and multiplies those two figures to get the average number of days at sea spent by a vessel 
sailing in that link. 

Days in Port per Trip

This section estimates and presents the number of days vessels spend in port – including idle time – 
during each voyage. Under each link/trip of voyages, the following subcomponents of days spent at ports 
are presented:

 → Untying (at Origin Port): This is the average time assumed to untie a vessel at the origin port of the trip. 
The average untying time relevant to the origin port is selected from the ‘Assumptions’ worksheet. This 
untying time is assumed to stay constant for all the types of vessels.

 → Break Bulk Loading (at Origin Port): The time estimated for loading break bulk cargo at the origin 
port of the trip. This is estimated by dividing the amount of break bulk cargo that needs to be loaded 
(referring to ‘Cargo Loading’ section) by the average number of tonnes per break bulk move, and then 
dividing that result by the average number of break bulk moves the port is able to do per period.

 → Container Loading (at Origin Port): The time estimated for loading containers at the origin port of the 
trip. This is estimated by dividing the number of containers that needs to be loaded by the average 
number of container moves the port is able to do per hour.

 → Documentation/Idle Time (at Origin Port): The time estimated to account for the time period a vessel 
may remain idle, including time spent for documentation, in the port when other tasks such as tying/
untying and cargo loading/unloading is not taking place.

 → Tying (at Destination Port): The average time assumed to tie a vessel at the destination port of the trip.
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 → Break Bulk Loading (at Destination Port): The time estimated for unloading break bulk cargo at the 
destination port of the trip. This is estimated by dividing the amount of break bulk cargo that needs to 
be unloaded with the average number of tonnes per break bulk move, and then dividing that result by 
average number of break bulk moves the port is able to do per period.

 → Container Loading (at Destination Port): Similar calculation to that of the Origin Port.

 → Documentation/Idle Time (at Destination Port): Similar calculation to that of the Origin Port. 

Days in Service per Trip

This section calculates and presents the number of days vessels spend in service in each trip of all voyages. 
This is done by a simple summation of the numbers of days vessels spend at sea and at ports in each trip.

Capacity Requirement

This section estimates the number of voyages a vessel in a certain route service can complete in a given 
year and the number of the vessels required, at any given point in time, in a certain route service to 
provide selected frequency of service.

The number of voyages per year is calculated by dividing the number of days in a year by the number of 
days the vessel takes to complete a full voyage of its assigned route service. 

 Number of Days per Year   
Days in Service per Voyage  

= Voyages per Year

The number of the vessels required in a certain route service (‘Vessel Requirement’ section) is calculated 
by dividing the selected frequency of service by the number of voyages that vessel can do per year.

 Service Frecuency per Year   
  Voyage per Vessel per Year    

= Voyages per Year

The service frequency per year is selected from the ‘Network Scenarios’ section of the ‘Assumptions’ 
worksheet. The number of voyages per vessel per year is selected from ‘Voyages per Vessel’ section of the 
‘Capacity’ worksheet.

Revenue Worksheet

Cargo Revenue

This section calculates and presents the annual revenue for each link of all voyages. Based on the revenue 
estimation method selected, the revenue for each link is estimated by assuming that the shipping services 
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will retain a certain percentage profit margin55 above the route operations costs (from ‘Operating 
Expenses’ section of ‘Network Results’ worksheet) or by using estimated and assumed commercial fares 
for the OD pairs.

Passenger Revenue

This section presents the passenger revenues estimated based on the passenger traffic captured by vessel 
services. Since ferries capable of carrying passengers are selected for on Feeder 2 and Feeder 3 services 
of Scenario B, passenger revenues are only estimated for Scenario B.

Vessel Costs Worksheet

Costs at Sea per Trip

This section presents the estimated vessel operating costs for each link of all voyages. Under each link/trip 
of voyages, the following subcomponents of vessel operating costs are presented:

 → Crew Cost
 → Fuel
 → Lubricants & Stores
 → Repairs & Maintenance
 → Insurance
 → General & Administrative

Costs at Ports per Trip

This section presents the estimated port costs applicable to each link of all voyages. Under each link/trip 
of voyages, the following subcomponents of port costs are presented:

 → Marine Charges at Origin
 → Other Charges at Origin
 → Marine Charges at Destination
 → Other Charges at Destination

Frequency of Service

This section presents the selected frequency of service for each route service. It represents the number of 
visits – i.e. port calls – per year all individual ports will receive from the shipping vessels.

55 Assumed gross profit margin of shipping companies is 15% of the shipping operations costs.
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Total Vessel Costs

This section presents the annual cost of operations of each link of all voyages in the three network 
scenarios. The annual cost of operations of each link includes the vessel operating costs as well as annual 
port costs applicable to operating within that link. The per trip costs of vessel operations and cost to 
vessels at ports – from ‘Costs at Sea per Trip’ and ‘Costs at Ports per Trip’ sections of the ‘Vessel Costs ’ 
worksheet – are annualized by the selected frequency of services applicable to that link.

Handling Costs

Loading & Unloading Costs

This section calculates the loading and unloading costs for each OD pair for annual breakbulk and 
container cargo traffic expectations, based on breakbulk and container handling costs assumptions in the 
‘Assumptions’ worksheet.

Transshipment Costs

This section calculates the transshipment costs for each OD pair for annual breakbulk and container cargo 
traffic expectations, considering the transshipment points applicable in each service scenario and based 
on breakbulk and container transshipment costs assumptions in the ‘Assumptions’ worksheet.

Total Handling Costs

This section sums the “Loading & Unloading Costs” and the “Transshipment Costs” discussed above, and 
presents the total handling costs of annual cargo traffic serviced for each OD pair.

Network Results Worksheet

Cargo Throughput

This section presents the Cargo Volumes calculated in ‘Traffic Projections’ worksheet for each link of all voyages. 

Passenger Throughput

This section presents the Passenger Volumes calculated in ‘Traffic Projections’ worksheet for each link of 
all voyages. 

Revenue Projections

This section presents the Annual Revenues calculated in ‘Revenues’ worksheet for each link of all voyages. 
The section also presents the subtotal of revenues expected in each voyage as well as total revenues 
expected in each network scenario.
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Operating Expenses

This section presents the Annual Cost of Operations calculated in ‘OpEx’ worksheet for each link of all 
voyages. The section also presents the subtotal of operating expenses expected in each voyage as well as 
total operating expenses expected in each network scenario.

Operating Profit/Loss

This section calculates and presents the annual operating profit or loss of shipping services in each link of 
all voyages. It is calculated by simply subtracting the annual cost of operations from the annual revenues 
for any given link. The section also presents the subtotal of operating profit/loss expected in each voyage 
as well as total operating profit/loss expected in each network scenario.

Shipping Cost per Tonne

This section calculates and presents the shipping cost per tonne for each link of all voyages. It is calculated 
by dividing the annual cost of operating a shipping services (from ‘Operating Expenses’ section) in each 
link by its applicable throughput (from ‘Network Throughout’ section).

Shipping Cost for ODs

This section calculates the shipping cost for each OD pair for all three network scenarios. This is calculated 
by summing the shipping cost per tonne of all links that a tonne of cargo will need to traverse to get from 
origin to destination. The cargo routing for each OD pair is “looked up” in the cargo routing selected in the 
‘Traffic Data’ worksheet.

Shipping Duration for ODs

This section calculates the shipping duration for each OD pair for all three network scenarios. This is 
calculated by summing the shipping durations of all links (from ‘Days in Service per Trip’ section of ‘Capacity’ 
worksheet) that a tonne of cargo will need to traverse to get from the origin to destination. The cargo routing 
for each OD pair is “looked up” in the cargo routing selected in the ‘Traffic Data’ worksheet.

Handling Cost for ODs

This section calculates and presents the handling cost per breakbulk tonne or container TEU for each OD 
pair for all three network scenarios. This is calculated by dividing the annual handing cost of each OD pair 
in the ‘Handling Costs’ worksheet with the amount of annual cargo traffic that is expected to be captured 
by the shipping service.

Other Shipping Costs

The cargo transport in shipping service Scenario B, Feeder 2 and Feeder 3, involves usage of cargo 
transport vehicles for the carrying of cargo in the ferries. These cargo transport vehicle costs, including 
driver costs, for breakbulk and containers are calculated in this section. 
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Appendix F. 
Other Scenarios Investigated

Electronic Maritime Freight 
Exchange Platform

The basic premise of this scenario was to institute an Uber-like service – an online marketplace where 
shippers could find shipping solutions and those in the shipping industry could find clients and 
opportunities. The gradual inclusion of information technologies in maritime shipping is underlining a 
trend where it is easier for cargo owners to book various shipping services.

In fact, this has already been tried in the Caribbean through the BECCA platform. Users access BECCA 
through a registration window. Rates are modest – to reply to advertisers looking for vessel space, the 
cost is US$99 per year. To access the full capabilities – e.g. registering one’s vessel, creating alerts and 
other features, the cost is US$149 per year.

Online freight exchanges such as BECCA are expected to promote opportunities between buyers and 
sellers of goods and logistics services. This is suitable for large markets, but there is a risk of a substitution 
effect for smaller markets that show limited growth potential. For instance, if through a freight platform 
a new cargo flow is generated, this could imply that another less efficient cargo flow is removed. This 
is because traders could be able to find cheaper alternatives through a repricing and price discovery 
mechanism offered by the freight platform. A similar amount of cargo is generated, but at a lower price 
and a higher level of logistical efficiently. Although this is a desirable outcome, it is not necessarily 
associated with new trade opportunities.

A review of the BECCA website reveals that while it seems to be accomplishing its primary objective 
of providing a marketplace for Caribbean shipping, the uptake to date has been quite slow. Hence, it is 
unlikely the service would survive without funding. Furthermore, most of the propositions and transactions 
concern freight between Martinique and Guadeloupe and the ports of the EU. In other words, thus far it is 
a service that does not apply to the Caribbean. 

Under such circumstances, the generation of additional freight flows may be marginal for the Caribbean 
if a freight platform is implemented. The reasons for the relatively lacklustre response to BECCA could 
include the following:

 → Lack of advertising in the English-speaking Caribbean;
 → The focus thus far on trade between France and its Eastern Caribbean departments;
 → The lack of use of electronic platforms by IIS skippers; and
 → The relatively small amount of cargo flowing between Martinique/Guadeloupe and the rest of the 

Eastern Caribbean.



158

Despite the tepid response to BECCA, the concept itself has proven successful in Europe – e.g. 123 Cargo 
and the Euro Freight Exchange.56 While not as prevalent elsewhere, freight exchanges are still found – e.g 
Freightorgator (USA) and FreightExchange (Australia).57 Likewise, there is no reason why it could not 
be considered as a cross-cutting strategy in combination with other initiatives. For the purposes of this 
study, however, it is impractical to consider online freight platforms such as BECCA as a quantifiable and 
measurable component of SSS models and scenarios. 

10-foot Container Network

Ten-foot containers – 0.5 TEU – have been used in the Caribbean since the first days of containerization 
in the region. They have advantages and disadvantages. They are less than a TEU, making them more 
suitable for the smaller shipments found in the region. Also, the small box size is more suitable for road 
transport on Caribbean roads. It should be noted that 8-foot and 12-foot containers are also available. 

Nevertheless, these container sizes are not standard – the international shipping industry has standardized 
on the 20-foot and 40-foot containers, and most infrastructure is oriented towards these two sizes. 
Likewise, ports and vessels must devote the same efforts to moving these containers from vessel to stack/
destination, but that effort must be spread over a smaller payload, which raises the unit shipping cost. 

In addition, the choice of what size box to use is made between the shipper and the freight forwarder 
based on consignment size and box availability. The boxes are generally supplied by the shipping 
lines. Moreover, shipping containers are owned mainly by shipping lines and leasing companies, and, 
consequently, these firms adopt standard container sizes according to their commercial needs.

The success of this scenario would depend on two main items: 

1. The willingness of the various Eastern Caribbean ports to institute a tariff for 10-foot containers. 
There is little benefit in using a 10-foot container unless the port charges are adjusted to that size. Most 
Eastern Caribbean ports charge by the TEU – a 40-foot container costing twice as much as a 20-foot 
container to move –, so presumably they would be willing to implement this special tariff.

2. The willingness of the shipping industry to adopt the 10-foot box size. During consultations with 
shipping companies, respondents went to some length to dissuade pursuit of a wide-based introduction 
of these containers. Their main reason was the expense involved in fabricating and managing these 
boxes, as well as the infrastructure changes that may be required at ports to enable more efficient 
handling of these containers. As most of the small ports do not use RMGs, the infrastructure change 
would mainly consist of the procurement of a spreader capable of handling the 10-foot boxes. However, 
even if 10-foot containers found widespread use within the region, they would not be easily handled 
outside the region, as extra-regional ports generally use RMGs, which are generally not equipped to 

56 A partial list of European freight exchange platforms can be seen at www.tipeurope.com/top-10-europes-most-popular-freight-exchange-platforms.

57 www.freightorgator.com, www.freightexchange.com.au. 

http://www.tipeurope.com/top-10-europes-most-popular-freight-exchange-platforms
http://www.freightorgator.com
http://www.freightexchange.com.au
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handle non-standard length containers. A 10-foot container would strictly be a tool to support  
intra-Caribbean trade. 

As a result, this scenario was not pursued any further than the initial investigation. 

Consolidation/Deconsolidation Service

This scenario would examine the provision of port-centric logistics able to consolidate and deconsolidate 
container cargoes to improve transferability between inter-island, regional, and deep-sea shipping. Since 
the cargo volumes generated by Caribbean islands are usually limited, there is potential to improve the 
economics of importers and exporters through the consolidation or deconsolidation of loads. This is 
particularly the case at transhipment and secondary hubs, so this scenario goes on par with the setting 
of secondary hubs. Consolidation and deconsolidation services are usually provided by private firms such 
as carriers or third-party logistics providers, so they will take place where there is a market and enough 
volume. Furthermore, the change in port tariffs to treat LCLs differently than FCLs would mitigate the 
need for consolidation and deconsolidation services. Because of all of the above, this scenario was not 
further investigated.

Network Configuration – 
Secondary Hubs

This scenario included the development of two or three ports in the Eastern Caribbean as secondary hubs. 
The liner services would call only at these hubs and feeder services would serve the remainder of the 
ports no longer serviced by liner services. This has been investigated in the financial model as Scenario B, 
with one difference: the feeder services in Scenario B are ferry services – i.e. LO/LO vessels. 

Direction Reversal 

This is a service very similar to existing services, except that the direction of travel through the Eastern 
Caribbean is south to north. This is modeled in Scenario A and the reader is referred to Section 04 for 
further discussion. 

Inter-Island Ferry / RO/RO Service

As noted above, this service has been incorporated into Scenario B and is discussed in Section 04.
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Do Nothing

This scenario was included as a reference point – when various change scenarios are evaluated, it is always 
interesting to see whether they improve or impose constraints on an existing situation. 

WISCO-type Service

Interviews with shipping lines indicated that the region is already well-supplied with transport capacity. 
This has been confirmed by our own analysis – there is currently an over-capacity situation in the 
CARICOM region. Introduction of a successor to WISCO would invite predatory competition from existing 
industry players and threaten the financial stability of all market players. As a result, this scenario was 
abandoned in favour of shipping scenarios that did not necessarily increase capacity within the market. In 
other words, the analysis focused on services that could be tendered to private industry and subsidized if 
necessary, but that would not result in addition of capacity to the market. 

Strengthening of the IIS Industry

Historically, inter-island trade in the Caribbean was serviced by ships called schooners, originally small 
to mid-sized sail ships. Over the years most of the sailing ships have been replaced by engine-powered 
vessels. Acting as tramp ships, they would carry any type of cargo their hold could accommodate. The 
emergence of liner services and a growing reliance on foreign imports to supply the touristic sector has 
brought about a gradual decline of schooner services. These ships have been pushed towards more 
marginal markets, but still play an essential role in inter-island trade since they offer a scale and flexible 
services matching small sized and informal economic activities. A scenario identified is the upgrading 
of the schooner industry to provide more effective inter-island feeder services. The initiatives identified 
included: 

 → Industry organization for delivery of services; 
 → Apprenticeship programmes;
 → Emergency relief – provision of services; 
 → Use of sailboats. 

The first three of these would improve the sustainability of the industry as well as safety for IIS skippers 
and crew, but would do nothing to promote trade, except perhaps by reducing the quality issues the 
industry suffers. The fourth, while attractive from a cost reduction point of view, does not fit with modern 
shipping realities, where predictability of schedule is important. 

Due to the informal character of the industry and its complex regulatory setting, it was judged too 
complex and uncertain an endeavor to become an effective formal option to inter-island trade. Also, it 
is impossible to model an ad hoc service in such a way as to make it comparable to scheduled services. 
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Therefore, although it was not maintained as one of the network scenarios, the enhancement of schooner 
services is a matter worthy of further exploration. Going forward, it is recommended that, if financing is 
available, CARICOM establish a maritime trade committee to oversee ways to strengthen the schooner 
industry in order to make the short-distance, low-rate transport of small loads profitable.58 

Hub-Spoke Service

This scenario involves a very specific service configuration where all the Eastern Caribbean islands are 
serviced through a series of hubs-and-spoke services. The issue is to find a functional configuration of 
these services that would generate economies of scale at the hubs, multiplying their connectivity and 
indirectly benefiting the spokes linked to the hubs. This would increase the predictability of shipping 
by fixing the cost and service structure. Feeder services could be segregated by capacity and demand. 
However, this would be changing the competitiveness of the port system because of changes in service 
time and cost. In addition, this change would be through mechanisms that are not market based, but 
influenced by political decisions in hub selection. Because of the complexity and potential controversy of 
setting hubs and feeder services, which is counterintuitive to the organization of shipping services, this 
scenario was not retained.

58 In 2011, the OECS began efforts to reorganize regional schooner services through the creation of a Schooner Cluster/Pool. This Pool offered 
institutional strengthening and research services to the IIS sector, but stopped short of OECS financing of shipping services or vessels. These efforts 
could be strengthened and expanded by CARICOM participation. 








	Acronyms/Abbreviations
	Executive Summary

	01 Introduction
	Introduction
	Methodology
	Sections of this Report

	02 Overview 
	Shipping in the Caribbean
	Trade and Port Infrastructure 
	Special Economic Zones
	Consultations
	Conclusions and Scenario Identification 

	03 Short Sea Shipping Experiences
	EU Initiatives for Promoting SSS
	European Regulation
	Greek Ferry Services
	Conclusions and Lessons Learned

	04 Investigation of Scenarios
	Scenarios Identified
	Scenarios Modeled 
	Results – Scenarios A and B
	Results - Scenario C
	Potential Risks
	Long-term Sustainability/Viability
	Conclusions 

	05 Organizational, Economic and Governance Barriers
	Barriers Common to All Scenarios
	Scenario A: Direction Reversal
	Scenario B: Ferry Service
	Scenario C: Port Handling Tariff Reductionsfor LCL Containers
	Conclusions

	06 Scenario Implementation
	Designing, Implementing, and Operating the Scenarios
	Governance – Scenarios A and B 
	Governance –Scenario C 
	Governance –Cross-cutting Scenarios
	Sources of Financing
	Conclusion

	07 Recommendations and Action Plan 
	Recommendations
	Action Plan -  Scenario A
	Action Plan – Scenario C
	Appendix A. List of Organizations Contacted
	Appendix B. Data and Documents Collected
	Appendix C. Port Database 
	Appendix D. List of Shipping Services
	Appendix E. Model Descriptions
	Network Flow Model
	Financial Model
	Appendix F.Other Scenarios Investigated


