
Devon and Cornwall County Councils: 
Response to the European Commission “Motorways of the Sea”  
 
Introduction.   
 
The European Commission has requested views from interested parties on the 
“Implementation through Article 12a TEN-T on Motorways of the Sea”, which are 
the subject of this response submitted on 30 September 2004. 
 
There are a number of key points to be made in relation to Devon and Cornwall 
in the South West of Britain that would enable their ports and transport networks 
to participate in the developments potentially available through " motorways of 
the sea" within the Trans European Transport Networks (TENs). 
 
Background. 
 
The South West peninsula projects a considerable distance along the Atlantic 
Arc’s transoceanic shipping route into Europe, with a number of deep water 
ports,  and an established maritime vocation and history. It lends itself well to the 
promotion of the developments made available by ‘the motorways of the sea’ 
within the TENs concept.   
 

•  Attention has focused on the major freight ports of Southampton and 
Avonmouth/ Bristol with insufficient attention being drawn to the 
complementary potential of Plymouth, Falmouth and other significant ports 
such as Teignmouth, Penzance and Fowey/Par which exports significant 
international freight tonnages. Within the “Motorways of the Sea” concept 
these ports can help serve the busy western approach sea lanes of 
Europe. 

 
•  A major matter of concern in European terms is peripherality, with Devon 

qualifying for Objective 2 and Cornwall Objective 1 status. Improved 
accessibility by sea could form a crucial component in ensuring the 
success of these policies.  

 
•  The area’s ports already benefit from being served by the Trans European 

Rail Freight Network (TERFN), and inclusion in the motorways of the seas 
component would benefit multimodality through improvements to road and 
rail networks and interchanges.  Significant opportunities have been 
developed for multi modal initiatives which need to fully considered as part 
of this consultation.  

 
•  Devon and Cornwall have a history of interest in such projects including 

participation in the “Atlantis” studies, “Prospects” of the Maritime Regions 
and the more recent “Multimodality on the Atlantic Façade”, and the 2003 
TENS submission from the AER/CPMR supported this approach.   



 
•  These studies identified weaknesses in Atlantic ports requiring remedies 

i.e. the promotion of rapid transport and high frequency through hubs and 
multi-port transport systems to increase pool flows and profitability. 
Combined transport and costs reductions to stimulate switching from land 
to sea, the resurgence of coastal shipping and investment in specialization 
and new technology and safety at sea with improved logistics all 
consistent with the Motorways of the Sea concept.  

 
 

•  Current practice suggests that landfalls closer to our neighbouring regions 
across the Channel, periphery to periphery, have greater potential to 
integrate the territorial framework of Devon and Cornwall to the regions on 
the Atlantic mainland Europe and Ireland.  Current practice by the Ferry 
companies and Ro – Ro already suggests that Plymouth is one of the key 
players in the Cantabria and Bretagne/ Breiz connexions.  

 
•  It is anticipated that Motorways of the Sea should provide a strong 

stimulus to enhance rail utilization and improvements.  Main line train 
times on conventional TENs from Penzance to London 400Km in 7 hours 
compare with similar times in core region High Speed links e.g. London- 
Marseille.  Both Passenger and freight handling from the far South West 
indicate there is much room for improvement necessary in the longer term.  

 
 
The European Commission is therefore asked to include in the 
consideration of the Motorways of the Sea for the Atlantic Seaboard the 
following matters:  
 

•  The views of the Regions and the recommendations of previous 
Port/maritime European studies, whose ports could potentially be included 
in the maritime component of any trans-European developments. 

 
•  Consideration should be given to widening the concept of ports to 

consortia of ports (to include Plymouth, Falmouth and other significant 
ports such as Teignmouth and Penzance and Fowey/Par which exports 
significant international freight tonnages) rather than relying on serving 
say only Avonmouth or Southampton. 

 
•  Use of Motorways of the Sea concept to consider measures to enable port 

operators to achieve multimodal operation, leading to economic, social, 
environmental and sustainability benefits. 

 
•  The need to ensure that all agencies involved in interregional and local 

transport/access platforms are aware of the potential and can if needed 



plan their part. Future developments of the TENs at National and 
European levels should reflect this. 

 
•  Awareness of the current policies in Land Use and Transport Plans to 

ensure a better balance of transport in the longer term by tying into trans-
national freight and passenger flows possible through motorways of the 
sea. 

 
Perhaps it would also be worth noting that responses from local ports 

suggest that:   
 
 

•  The approach in the Paper indicates that the E. Commission will be at risk 
of financing mature, well developed routes already carrying large volumes 
of traffic.   In fact the threshold debars a significant number of ports which 
are part of important logistic networks and which  could play a role in 
shifting goods from road to water; it is a pity that even if they fulfil all the 
criteria and could develop new routes, such ports are likely to be 
excluded.   In any future review of the scheme, potential for including ports 
below the threshold should be seriously addressed.  

 
•  The Ports see a main issue being the potential to distort competition and 

the conflict between the Commission’s general port policy aim of opening 
the industry to the market and yet constructing another layer of 
Community assistance.  As with previous proposals, the paper addresses 
competition issues by identifying safeguards, such as showing that the 
traffic affected is already handled by consortia members or has switched 
from road.  Cognizance needs to be taken of the view that Ports do see 
funding assistance not  provided by the market as automatically distorting.  

 
•  Any port within its commercial and operating framework, should be able to 

consider participation in consortia for developing the concept of 
Motorways of the Sea.  The selection process (paragraph 16) shoud be 
based on the broad call principle in the second option leaving it open to 
each port to be able to participate. 

 
•  In such cases a consortium to provide a motorway of the sea will consist, 

in part at least, of self selecting ports, and if consortia are to compete, 
some ports will be missing from each consortium.   

 
•  For reasons of cost, availability of expertise within companies, and 

commercial confidentiality, it is also unlikely that a particular port will join 
more than one consortium.  (Thus the combinations offered by consortia 
will be far short of the number of possible combinations, and, there is no 
guarantee that the winner would be the best combination).    

 



•  Community assistance will be at 20% of the total investment costs.  Will 
there be a minimum threshold for the value of the project as there has 
been with TENs for feasibility studies?  Also, what is the total level of 
funding available and does the Commission already have views on 
priorities?   

 
•  Adequate funding should be efficiently administered by all Member States. 

In the UK the system should be fair and open, allowing sufficient time for 
bids to be prepared. 

 
•  Possibly from our experience, for those ports consisting of a number of 

smaller operators the high cost, coupled with the high risk, will be a 
significant barrier to entry.  Even if they have the right expertise to 
participate this might deter participation. 

 
•  In a bidding process at this level, they will find it difficult in a competitive 

environment within the UK to find the time necessary to engage in all 
aspects of the process. 

 
•  In more conventional competitive selections the consortia consist of 

similar mixtures of types of member, such as: Construction, Design, 
Facilities Management and Banking.  Would this also be so in this case? 

 
•  Annex “A” criteria should be reviewed to avoid adversely evaluating ports 

for funding purposes because of inefficient Customs and other border 
agencies practices, which should, as necessary, be addressed elsewhere.    

 
•  Para 15 specifically asks for a “market-testing” procedure to be provided 

with each submission, and so the Framework could provide this.  Limiting 
any distorting effect will require strict criteria.  For example, (paragraph 21) 
modal shift thresholds could be introduced, or a system used whereby 
funds are released only after a modal shift has actually taken place. 

 
 
The Criteria for evaluation of projects by the European Commission are broadly 
acceptable but it is suggested that the evaluation for viability for each port should 
follow the established “Port Projects appraisal” procedure. 
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