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Cold ironing

72. The effects of shipping emissions on air quality are inevitably felt most in ports and in
the communities that surround them. Ships in port run their engines in order to power
their on-board systems, continuing to emit pollutants while in berth. Peter Lockley
proposed that “the ports’ authorities themselves could tackle that problem, for instance by
providing onshore electricity, preferably renewable electricity, directly into the ships so that
they did not have to run their engines.”** The provision of shore-side electricity to berthed
ships is known as ‘cold ironing’.

73. Representatives of ports and of the shipping industry argued that ‘cold ironing” would
make little impact on carbon emissions if the electricity were taken from the national grid;
Howard Hold told us: “In the UK, where we generate a lot of our power by coal, are we not
just transferring that from the port to Stoke-on-Trent, or somewhere else?”'** They also
raised a number of practical concerns—not least about the cost of building new
infrastructure; but also about the lack of an international standard for electrical
connections to ships—but agreed that it was possible in principle.'** Alan Cartwright
suggested that:

[...] where significant port developments are going ahead, for example London
Gateway, Bristol, other areas where they are doing that, then it is sensible for them to
put that infrastructure in, trusting that there is a power supply that can be provided
with some kind of environmental benefit.'*

74. Government policy on ‘cold ironing’ appears to be undergoing revision. The
Department for Transport’s Ports Policy Interim Review states categorically that:

[...] we would like to see ports work harder to reduce emissions from ships while
alongside by the provision, where feasible, of shore-side fixed electrical power
supplies to replace ships’ generators while in port (a practice known as ‘cold
ironing’). This can substantially reduce emissions. [... W]e will in future expect
newly developed terminals to make advance provision for ‘cold ironing’ facilities.
We will also expect major ports to formulate plans for introducing such facilities
at existing terminals once a standard [on electrical connections] has been agreed.'*

In evidence to us, however, Jim Fitzpatrick MP said: “the jury is still out on the
quantification of savings that can be made through cold ironing, and the latest information
we have suggests that it would not be substantial [... O]bviously that does contradict the
Ports Policy Review document that we published some little time ago.”* He told us that
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more work was needed on its economic costs and environmental benefits before the
Department could reach a definitive conclusion.'**

75. The provision of electricity to ships in berth is not a priority for climate change policy.
Until grid electricity is decarbonised it would have little impact on carbon emissions,
unless ports installed new renewable energy generating infrastructure; while this would be
welcome, there might be considerable practical and economic obstacles in doing so,
especially at existing facilities. Cold ironing has the potential to make improvements in
local air quality and consequently public health. But this potential benefit might be
diminished by the general improvement in air quality impacts from shipping—especially
in the North Sea—expected to arise from new IMO regulations. We recommend the
Government assess the case for mandating cold ironing to improve air quality in the
UK, taking into account the projected air quality benefits of recent IMO regulations.
The Government should include this issue in its forthcoming national policy statement
on ports. The Government should also consider the potential benefits, as an alternative
to cold ironing, of extending the stricter regulations that will apply to the North Sea to
other coastal waters around the UK.
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Conclusion

76. Tackling the climate change impacts of shipping is necessarily complex. An
international industry, its sources of emissions are, by definition, highly mobile; not only
this, but registration of ships can be transferred swiftly from country to country. Its
emissions are generated in journeys between different nations (often of markedly different
levels of wealth), making it difficult to calculate the size of emissions that should be
attributed to each country. Yet there can be no excuse for the lack of progress within the
IMO in the years since the Kyoto Protocol was signed. That the IMO has yet to reach
agreement even over the type of emissions control regime to take forward, let alone decide
any details—much less bring any scheme into implementation—suggest that it is not fit for
purpose in this vital area.

77. None of the obstacles discussed as reasons for the lack of progress within the IMO is
insurmountable. It is perfectly feasible to track the emissions of individual ships, given they
are obliged to keep their fuel receipts, and that it is straightforward to calculate CO,
emitted from fuel consumed. Nor should it be too difficult to calculate how much carbon
has been emitted on individual legs of a ships’ journey, for the purpose, for instance, of
varying carbon charges according to the port of destination. Most of all, ships must
physically enter a port at some point; it is not as though this were an industry beyond the
control of individual governments. If the EU, for instance, were to introduce one or more
schemes to curb emissions from shipping, the European market for imported goods would
not disappear. Vessels would continue to visit European ports; in doing so, the EU,
through local port authorities, would have the ability to impose compliance with an
emissions trading scheme or levy, or with regulations mandating certain technological or
operational measures designed to improve carbon efficiency. There are many details that
would need to be considered in designing a policy instrument, not least the potential
means by which ship owners might try to evade charges or regulations. But it is clear that a
policy instrument, even if imperfect, is an entirely practical proposition; and an imperfect
scheme would be much better than no scheme at all.

78. Ship owners ought to have a positive attitude towards carbon reduction policies—so
long as these were applied equally to other transport modes. Mark Major argued strongly
that shipping ought to do relatively well out of a carbon-constrained world, given that it is
the most carbon-efficient mode of transport. Terry Barker stressed the potential for large
amounts of air freight to be transferred to ships, with accompanying carbon savings. In
order for modal shift towards shipping to be realised, joined up policymaking would be
required, so as to ensure that any regime that increases costs or imposes carbon limits on
shipping does not act in isolation, which could lead to modal shift back from sea to road or
air.

79. Shipping may be the most carbon-efficient mode of transport, but absolute levels of
CO; in the atmosphere (and oceans) matter more than the efficiency with which they are
produced. All parties, within the shipping industry and responsible for shipping policy,
need to respond more urgently to the challenge of climate change. This means developing
a future path for global emissions cuts that is consistent with avoiding dangerous climate
change, and making shipping fit within these efforts. If globally we are to meet extremely
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challenging emissions reductions targets in the next few decades, the absolute scope for
emissions from shipping is necessarily going to be severely circumscribed. Given the
central importance of shipping to world trade, and to overall economic growth, it should
be a vital interest, not merely of the shipping industry, but of all industries and all
governments, drastically to accelerate R&D into low- and zero-carbon propulsion systems.
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Conclusions and recommendations

Shipping and global climate change goals

1.

Policy must have a rational basis. Given the absence of a consensus within the
international community, the Government should take the lead in determining what
level of emissions from shipping would be compatible with delivering the objective
of limiting the rise in global temperatures to 2°C. This should be used in turn to
determine targets for emissions from shipping in 2020 and 2050. The Government
should then use these global figures to inform its policies and actions by making an
estimate of the UK’s share of the global total. The Government should commission
research on recommended targets for shipping emissions in 2020 and 2050, and for
the trajectory of emissions that should link them. (Paragraph 13)

Progress of international negotiations to tackle CO, from shipping

2.

With a view to stepping up the pressure to achieve an IMO-wide agreement, we
recommend the Government maintain a constructive approach within the IMO,
while actively seeking agreements to limit shipping emissions outside the IMO
process—notably within the European Union, and through the UNFCCC.
(Paragraph 17)

We deplore the ongoing delays in reaching a global agreement to tackle greenhouse
gas emissions from shipping. We recommend the Government work with the
European Commission to examine the merits and practicalities of its proposals, with
the aim of achieving practical action as swiftly as possible. We recommend that the
Government follow up its proposals to the IMO on emissions trading with some
concrete proposals or makes clear what alternative solution it is working towards.
(Paragraph 28)

Shipping emissions and the Climate Change Act

4.

We agree with the Committee on Climate Change that the Government should work
to secure the inclusion of shipping emissions within the EU’s climate change targets.
But we do not see why shipping should be treated differently from aviation. We
recommend the Government consider taking international shipping emissions into
account in setting UK carbon budgets from day one, in a similar fashion to emissions
from international aviation. (Paragraph 34)

The current methodology for calculating international shipping emissions
underestimates actual emissions. The Government must produce a more accurate
estimate, and state what effect this would have on total UK CO, emissions were it to
be taken into account. We recommend that the Government consult on the
methodology it should use to calculate the UK’s share of international shipping
emissions. (Paragraph 39)

In pursuing any policy mechanism designed to curb UK shipping emissions, it will
be important to seek to work within a multinational scheme, in order to maximise
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effectiveness and minimise evasion. We recommend that the Government push for
agreement within the EU on measures to tackle shipping emissions at a European
level. It will also be important to test policies so that they avoid “reverse modal shift”
from shipping to road freight. Until a European or global agreement is reached, we
recommend that the Government should simply adjust the carbon budgets for the
rest of the economy downwards to compensate for the volume of the UK’s
international shipping emissions. (Paragraph 41)

Mitigating emissions from shipping

7.

10.

11.

We welcome the fact that the Department for Transport has commissioned a
Shipping Emissions Abatement Techniques Review. We recommend it work
together with the Technology Strategy Board to review the potential for UK
universities and industry to develop these technologies, and exploit the economic
opportunities arising from them. This review should identify where Government
support could help British researchers, designers, and shipyards to become global
leaders in technologies that can be applied worldwide. We recommend that
particular attention should be paid to technologies that can be retrofitted to existing
ships, as this could have the biggest impact in the short- to medium-term. We also
recommend the Government encourage more research into technologies which offer
a genuine alternative to fossil fuels: if shipping is to be decarbonised it needs truly
alternative propulsion systems. (Paragraph 48)

It is not technically difficult to measure emissions; the difficulty is the political
question of how they are apportioned. We believe it would be technically feasible to
establish an international emissions control regime—whether on a regional or global
basis—that could accurately charge (or require carbon permits from) each ship
according to its actual emissions, and securely enforce and verify compliance. A truly
global regime would be ideal, but while this is negotiated and constructed we
recommend the Government work with European partners to establish a scheme
that applies across the European Union. (Paragraph 52)

The Government’s position on the use of emissions trading to tackle greenhouse gas
emissions from ships is too vague. It promotes emissions trading because this is said
to impose a definite cap on emissions but will not discuss what cap shipping should
be given, nor what cap any wider schemes shipping is linked to should have. We
recommend the Government clarify what cap should be imposed on emissions from
shipping in any trading scheme. (Paragraph 54)

Given that carbon pricing lies at the heart of its strategy on shipping emissions, we
recommend the Government commission research on the relationship between: (i)
levels of charges; (ii) changes in ship owners’” investment decisions and operational
practices; (iii) consumer behaviour; and (iv) the impact on emissions. (Paragraph 55)

Government statements on the potential for an international scheme to curb
shipping emissions to raise funds for climate change adaptation in developing
countries are unclear. The Government appears to support this as an objective; but it
also has concerns over the distribution of such funds by an international body, as
well as appearing simply to oppose hypothecating revenues from emissions trading
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12.

13.

schemes for this purpose. We recommend the Government explain precisely what its
position is, and how it proposes to overcome its objections—given that any proposed
scheme, whether a levy or a trading scheme, will involve the collection and
disbursement of international funds, at least partly for the express purpose of
assisting developing nations with mitigation and adaptation. (Paragraph 60)

We are unimpressed by the evidence we have heard on the ambition, rigour, and
likely effectiveness of the proposed Energy Efficiency Design Index and Operational
Index. The weakness of the latter is particularly disappointing, given that very simple
operational measures (such as slower steaming) have a significant potential to reduce
carbon emissions quickly, and often without large investments. We commend the
Government’s efforts towards getting agreement on making the Operational Index
mandatory for all new ships. We recommend that the Government, working with
the European Commission, explore other measures to encourage or compel shipping
operators to improve efficiency. (Paragraph 64)

We recommend that the Department for Transport review the benefits, practicalities
and costs of variable port dues, according to the environmental performance of
different ships. In doing this, it should work with the European Commission, with
the aim of harmonising policy across EU ports. (Paragraph 65)

Air quality and non-CO, contributions to climate change

14.

15.

We welcome the progress made within the IMO on limiting the emissions of
particulate matter and harmful gases other than CO,. This gives us confidence that
shipping’s environmental impacts from these emissions—on climate change, ocean
acidification, and public health—are being significantly reduced. The Government
must ensure that the tightening of regulations agreed at the IMO last year is
conformed to in practice. The Government ought to investigate the concerns raised
by the UK shipping industry that increased costs arising from these regulations will
lead to freight being transferred from sea to road; but this must not be used as an
excuse for watering down these regulations. (Paragraph 71)

We recommend the Government assess the case for mandating cold ironing to
improve air quality in the UK, taking into account the projected air quality benefits
of recent IMO regulations. The Government should include this issue in its
forthcoming national policy statement on ports. The Government should also
consider the potential benefits, as an alternative to cold ironing, of extending the
stricter regulations that will apply to the North Sea to other coastal waters around the
UK. (Paragraph 75)
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Annex

Environmental Audit Committee Visit to Brussels, 4 November 2008

Participating Members:

Mr Tim Yeo, in the Chair

Mr Martin Caton Mark Lazarowicz
Colin Challen Dr Desmond Turner
David Chaytor Joan Walley

Mark Major and Hans Meijer: The EU and efforts to reduce emissions from shipping

Mark Major and Hans Meijjer are Policy Officers in the Clean Air and Transport Unit, DG
Environment, European Commission.

Progress within the International Maritime Organization (IMO)

There have been almost no concrete outcomes on tackling greenhouse gases (GHGs) from
shipping since Annex I parties to the Kyoto Protocol committed themselves to working
through the IMO to address GHGs from international shipping. It was not until 2006 that
the IMO announced a timetable for discussion meetings on GHG to conclude at a meeting
of its Maritime Environment Policy Committee (MEPC) in July 2009. To illustrate the lack
of progress, in 2008 the IMO had held three one-week meetings on this issue, but there had
only been agreement on principles; nothing concrete has been decided.

It is often said that the reason for the lack of progress within the IMO is the conflict
between the UNFCCC principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities” and the
IMO principle of applying its rules to all shipping, irrespective of nationality. While
proposals within the IMO for a global scheme are being blocked by developing countries,
there is not necessarily a conflict of principles between the two regimes. Firstly—a wider
point—the preamble of the UNFCCC refers to “cooperation by all countries [...] in
accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective
capabilities and their social and economic conditions”; some non-Annex-I countries have
the capabilities to cut shipping emissions. Secondly, the IMO principle applies to all ships,
not all nations. Thirdly, and most importantly, the blocking actions of developing
countries within the IMO is simply a political strategy, a matter of them reserving their
negotiating positions prior to the Copenhagen UNFCCC Conference. In other words,
there are no reasons in principle why an effective global scheme could not be agreed within
the IMO.

There has been considerable discussion at IMO meetings in 2008 about an Energy
Efficiency Design Index for new ships; but there has been no agreement so far on when it is
going to be applied, which vessels it will be applied to, how it is going to be enforced, how it
will be tightened as it progresses, or what size of emissions it will mitigate.
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Recently the IMO decided to block a proposal to make public reporting of ships’ actual fuel
consumption and carbon emissions mandatory. The IMO’s position was that mandatory
reporting would be difficult to enforce, and thus it was not worth introducing.

It seems to be the majority view within the IMO that any global scheme to limit GHG
emissions will require a new convention (as opposed to being included as an annex to an
existing IMO convention, e.g. as MARPOL Annex VII). This would probably mean that
even once there was agreement within the IMO on such a global scheme, it would take a
decade or more to be ratified and then come into effect.

Most national delegations to the IMO are members of their respective transport ministries,
rather than environment departments; their focus is not primarily on climate change.
There is a need for more/better co-ordination in national capitals delegations to the IMO
often do not follow the same policy lines their governments take at the UNFCCC.

Many shipping industry representatives have observer status at the IMO; they are allowed
to speak, though not to vote. As the IMO works by seeking as far as possible to achieve
consensus agreement, rather than make decisions through voting, such observers can wield
considerable influence on the IMO’s work.

Copenhagen Conference

It is unlikely the Copenhagen Conference will come to any detailed agreements on
shipping emissions. It could, however, make a big contribution simply by agreeing the
principle that international maritime emissions should be included in national totals, and
by indicating what size of cuts the global shipping industry should be making.

Action by the European Union

The European Commission (the Commission) is reviewing the potential measures that the
EU could bring in unilaterally to curb shipping emissions; a proposal should be ready by
October 2009. The Commission would focus on creating something that would build on
the discussions that have taken place within the IMO, and which would lead towards an
eventual global solution.

One option would be to include shipping within Phase III of the EU Emissions Trading
Scheme. This may not be ready in time for the start of Phase III in 2013, but could be
included some time between 2013 and 2020. Other options for action by the EU (these
would not all be mutually exclusive, but could be complementary) could include:

e Varying port dues according to the environmental performance of individual ships
(implementation might be complex);

e Regulations to mandate certain environmental standards for ships docking at EU ports
(a problem with this is that it might simply displace worse vessels to other parts of the
world, with no or little net improvement across the globe);

e Regulations to reduce the escape of greenhouse gases used as onboard refrigerants;

e Improving port infrastructure to reduce incidences of ships steaming unnecessarily fast
to their destination, only to have to wait to be unloaded;



Environmental Audit Committee 41

e Regulations or incentives to improve onboard energy management;
The legal power of the EU impose measures on ships is under evaluation.

Ships already have an obligation to carry bunker fuel certificates. It would be simple to add
an obligation to quantify fuel consumption on each leg of a ship’s journey. These figures
could be monitored and recorded in each port. Hypothetically, this is something that could
be introduced within the EU, and monitored by EU ports.

The shipping industry and its potential to mitigate emissions

So long as all transport modes are treated fairly, shipping will be one of the winners in a
carbon-constrained world. Shipping is more carbon-efficient than other modes of
transport; and for the majority of intercontinental freight transport there is no alternative
to it.

The shipping industry should be able to pass on the extra costs associated with reducing
emissions to importing companies, who should in turn be able to pass them on easily to
final consumers. The extra cost will be very small relative to the overall costs of finished
products to end consumers.

In recent years there has been talk within the IMO of measures to curb emissions that
could be taken voluntarily; but the shipping industry universally rejected such options as
ineffective.

Emissions reduction schemes that provide ship owners with a financial incentive to invest
in new and more efficient technology should be good for the EU ship design, equipment
supply and construction industries.

In recent years the global shipping industry has seen a rapid increase in shipping capacity,
to cope with increased volumes of trade. The current economic slowdown has already
resulted in an overcapacity. This should make slower steaming (which would make ships
more fuel- and hence carbon-efficient) more attractive: rather than leaving a ship idle, ship
owners could enter it into their supply loops, and simply run their entire fleets more
slowly.

Air quality

The Commission has issued a statement on “cold ironing” (i.e. where ships switch their
engines off in port, and power onboard systems via electricity provided by the port
authority). Cold ironing can be very good for local air quality and reduce GHG emissions
depending on local circumstances. However, it may be very expensive, with different ports
having different demands; thus it would be very difficult to make mandatory across the EU.
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Formal Minutes

Tuesday 12 May 2009

Members present

Mr Tim Yeo, in the Chair

Mr Martin Caton Mr Nick Hurd
Colin Challen Dr Desmond Turner
Martin Horwood Joan Walley

Reducing CO, and other emissions from shipping
The Committee considered this matter.

Draft Report (Reducing CO, and other emissions from shipping), proposed by the
Chairman, brought up and read.

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.
Paragraphs 1 to 79 read and agreed to.

Annex and Summary agreed to.

Resolved, That the Report be the Fourth Report of the Committee to the House.
Ordered, That the Chairman make the Report to the House.

Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the
provisions of Standing Order No. 134.

Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report,
together with written evidence reported and ordered to be published on 21 October and 18
November 2008, in the last Session of Parliament.

Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for placing in the Library and
Parliamentary Archives.

[Adjourned till Tuesday 2 June at 10.00am



Environmental Audit Committee 43

Withesses

Tuesday 21 October 2008
Peter Lockley, Head of Transport Policy, WWF-UK

Dr Andre Stochniol, Founder, International Maritime Emission Reduction
Scheme (IMERS)

Tuesday 28 October 2008

Miguel Palomares and Eivind S Gagslid, International Maritime
Organisation

Jesper Kjaedegaard, The Maersk Company, Vice-President, Edmund
Brookes, Deputy Director-General, David Asprey, Head of Shipping Policy,
Robert Ashdown, Head of Technical Division, Chamber of Shipping, Philip
Naylor, General Manager, Carnival UK

Tuesday 18 November 2008

Dr Terry Barker, Programme Leader, Integrating Frameworks, Dr Alice
Bows, Tyndall Senior Research Fellow, Tyndall Centre for Climate Change
Research

Dr Gillian Reynolds, Principal Environment and Sustainability Adviser,
Lloyd's Register and Fellow of the Institute of Marine Engineering, Science
and Technology

Peter Barham, Sustainable Development Manager, Associated British Ports;
Alan Cartwright, Marine Engineer, Port of London Authority and advisor on
shipping emissions and MARPOL to UK Major Ports Group; Howard Holt,
Head of Corporate Affairs, Dover Harbour Board and representative of the
British Ports Association

Tuesday 25 November 2008

Joan Ruddock MP, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State and Phillip
Andrews, Head of Transport Emissions Team, Department of Energy and
Climate Change (DECC), Jim Fitzpatrick MP, Parliamentary Under-Secretary
of State, Godfrey Souter, Head of Branch, Shipping and the Marine
Environment, and Simon Cockburn, Head of the UK’s delegation to the
IMO, Department for Transport
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List of written evidence
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Dr Alice Bows, Tyndall Centre, MACE, University of Manchester

Dr Andre Stochniol, Founder, International Maritime Emission Reduction
Scheme (IMERS)

Cascade Technologies Ltd

Chamber of Shipping

DECC and DfT

Department for Transport

Greenwave

International Maritime Organization (IMO)

Lloyd’s Register

SEAaT

Simon Brown, Director of Business Development, Martek Marine Ltd
WWEF

List of unprinted evidence

Ev 44

Ev 9
Ev 93
Ev 29
Ev 84
Ev 66
Ev 95
Ev 20
Ev 52
Ev 89
Ev 86

Ev 1

The following memoranda have been reported to the House, but to save printing costs
they have not been printed and copies have been placed in the House of Commons
Library, where they may be inspected by Members. Other copies are in the Parliamentary
Archives, and are available to the public for inspection. Requests for inspection should be
addressed to The Parliamentary Archives, Houses of Parliament, London SW1A OPW (tel.

020 7219 3074). Opening hours are from 9.30 am to 5.00 pm on Mondays to Fridays.

Dr Andre Stochniol, supplementary written evidence

Lloyd's Register supplementary papers:

(i) Lloyd's Register-DNV paper on technical and operational options for reducing CO2

emissions from shipping.

(ii) Spreadsheet indicating the share of the world fleet calling at European ports in 2007 in
terms of numbers of ships, dwt and gt.

(iii) Abstract from a recent Lloyd's Register-Fairplay report to EC DG-TREN. Figures 92-97
indicate breakdown of world fleet in terms of Flag State, Country of owner and Country of
operator, both in terms of gt and %gt.
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