








Table 4.3: Possible responses of inland navigation to climate change impacts
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5 Mitigation — Navigation contributions to reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions

In 2004, transport caused some 23 % of the world’s energy-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
(International Energy Agency, 2006). Transport’s GHG emissions have increased at a faster rate than
other energy using sectors, with freight transport growing even faster than passenger transport. Even
though some 90 % of global merchandise is transported by sea, navigation currently seems to count
for less than 10 % of transport GHG emissions (Kahn Ribeiro et al., 2007).

The contribution of navigation to global warming is still highly debated. Studies by the Institute of
Atmospheric Physics of the German Aerospace Centre, DLR, and by the College of Marine and Earth
Studies of the University of Delaware, USA, conclude that emissions from maritime navigation count
for 2.7 % of all anthropogenic CO, emissions. Further studies by DLR reveal the aerosols from ship
emissions causing a cooling of the Earth’s atmosphere that far outweighs the warming effects of their
GHG emissions.

That makes GHG emissions from navigation appear small compared to road transport or other hu-
man activities. However, with the world maritime fleet growing steadily and with inland navigation’s
substantial modal share in some of the growth regions of the world such as China, navigation’s share
of GHG emissions may increase by as much as 75 % in the next 20 years (Vidal, 2007).

Transport affects people in many ways: it enables economic growth and creates social benefits; at the
same time it has negative impacts on people’s health, the economy and the environment (WBCST,
2007). Thus transportation’s GHG emissions will be only one aspect of future transport development
and must be addressed in the context of sustainable transport.

5.1 Technical, operational and transport management measures for
mitigation of GHG emissions from navigation

Numerous measures for the reduction of GHG emissions from navigation have been identified — and
are already implemented in many cases. The most comprehensive study so far seems to have been
undertaken by the International Maritime Organisation (IMO). The study identified significant poten-
tial for emission reduction by technical measures, which can be easily implemented, and by opera-
tional measures, which are more effective. The reduction of speed is seen as the single most effective
measure (Henningsen, 2000). The IMO has commissioned an update of this study to be submitted in
2010.

The IMO study deals only with maritime navigation and only with measures related to vessels and
their operation. Table 5.1 includes measures related to navigation infrastructure and transport man-
agement, as they too provide potential for mitigation. Most of the measures can, to varying degree, be
applied to both maritime and inland navigation.
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Table 5.1: Technical, operational and transport management measures
Sfor mitigation of GHG emissions from navigation

Area of intervention

Measures

Issues / examples

Infrastructure | Waterways | Layout for optimal ship size
— Structures | Minimal manoeuvring necessity
— Fairway Avoiding unfavourable currents Square instead of trapezoid
profile
Waterway Providing information on Cross-sections, current
information | waterway parameters conditions
Providing information on traffic Traffic density and
conditions disturbances, blockages
Vessel Traffic control Optimal vessel speed
traffic Operation of waterway structures | Avoiding waiting times,
management engine shut off
Ports and Minimal manoeuvring necessity
berths Shore connection Electrical power
Energy efficient transhipments
Vessels Design and | Optimal hull design Weight
equipment Hydrodynamic properties
(optimisation of main
dimensions, hull shape,
speed, propulsion organs)
Optimizing conventional Energy efficient layout,
propulsion avoidance of
over-dimensioning, full
electric propulsion
Employing alternative propulsion | Fuel cell, solar, wind
(Flettner Rotor, Skysail)
Use of tank testing
Energy efficient equipment Auxiliary systems,
appliances
Recuperation of energy Heat exchanger
Onboard information systems for | Econometer
fuel efficient sailing
Fuels Reducing GHG during Reducing sulphur increases
production of conventional fuels | GHG
Using biogenic fuels 1. Questionable ecological &
Generation social effects, storage on
board
Using biogenic fuels 2. Not yet available
Generation
Using gaseous fuels Production, storage on
land, distribution,
storage on board
Operations | General reduction of speed Probably single most

efficient measure

Adaptation to fairway dimensions

Avoiding idling of engine

Optimal trim

Manoeuvring, as little as possible

Choice of optimal travel routes
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Area of intervention Measures Issues / examples
Maintenance | Clean underwater hull surfaces
Clean, undamaged propulsion

| organs

Optimal tuned and maintained
engines

Transport Avoiding empty vessel
management joumeys

Using full capacity of vessels
Avoiding waiting times

The mitigation measures of Table 5.1 are limited to fuel consumption and use of alternative fuels.
Further GHG reduction potential can be attributed to the use of material and energy during construc-
tion and scrapping of vessels as well as construction, maintenance and demolition of the shipping
infrastructure.

52 Policies and instruments to create incentives for mitigation action

Most of the above mentioned measures are well known, but their application must be substantially
broadened to have a real mitigation impact. A variety of policies and instruments are available for na-
tional governments and international organisations to create incentives for their application. Table 5.2
lists those policies together with examples of current or future application in navigation and evalua-
tion of their performance.

Table 5.2: Policies and instruments to create incentives for mitigation (after Barker et al., 2007)

Policies/instruments Examples in navigation Performance
Regulations and standards | Emission limits for Good performance, when
pollutants, speed limit regulation can be simple
Taxes and charges Tax on fuel Less efficient in richer
countries
Tradable permits Under discussion for Can be efficient, when
maritime shipping market and institutions
well developed
Voluntary agreements (Green ship award) Questionable
Subsidies and other Subsidies for clean Questionable
incentives engines, reduced harbour
dues for clean vessels
Research and development | Improved/alternative hull Can be very beneficial,
and propulsion design when programs well
designed and long-term

Most of the above mentioned policies and instruments have already been studied and some are applied
to reduce GHG emissions from maritime navigation (den Elzen, 2007; Henningsen, 2000; IMO, 2005;
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IMO, 2006; Kahn Ribeiro, 2007). For inland navigation, this seems not to be the case, possibly due
to the fact that inland navigation

. is responsible for much less GHG emission than maritime navigation,

. constitutes a small industry sector with very limited financial resources,

. is not governed by a single international organisation.

53 Costs and efficiency of mitigation of GHG emissions

Reducing the speed of vessels has been identified as the most effective measure for reducing fuel
consumption and thus GHG emissions. This measure, even though it reduces the operational costs for
the individual vessel, can be uneconomical when the increased travel or turnaround time for the ves-
sel makes it necessary to employ a second vessel or when the cargo is of a very high value. Choosing
measures that make economic sense is not easy and the cost of the individual measure must always
be seen in relationship to its GHG emission reduction potential.

Studies show that the marginal costs of different mitigation measures vary considerably. Therefore
measures with lower marginal costs should be given priority. There are even some measures with
negative mitigation or abatement cost — allowing cutting emissions and reducing cost at the same
time. Low energy lighting is often cited as an example for such a measure (Enkvist, 2007). Calcula-
ting the marginal costs for different mitigation measures in navigation would enable informed deci-
sion making and allow concentration of further work on those measures that are most cost efficient.
However, abatement costs and the potential for navigation don’t seem to be included in those studies,
even when they cover transport in general (Vahlenkamp, 2007).

One of the most important questions for ship owners as well as regulators is the additional costs that
navigation will be faced with, either for mitigation measures or for having to buy emission rights in
a future emission trading scheme. Studies have tried to answer this question for the world economy
by establishing a price (range) for carbon. For stabilising CO, concentration in the atmosphere at 550
ppm or less, which is widely seen as a desirable goal, the price ranges from 20 to 80 USD per tonne
emitted carbon, depending on different factors (The Economist, 2007). Using diesel, the standard fuel
in inland navigation, as reference, a price of 50 USD per tonne carbon equals some 0.15 USD per litre
diesel. In other words, under the chosen scenario, ship owners would have to pay some 0.15 USD
extra per litre diesel consumed by their vessels.

54 Interdependencies between mitigation, safety and environmental
protection

Navigation accidents often lead to additional GHG emissions, due to salvage operations, waiting
times or detours for other vessels. Increasing safety of navigation contributes to GHG reduction.
In any case, GHG reduction measures that may have a negative impact on the safety of navigation
should be avoided.

Even though reducing GHG emissions has become more prominent in navigation, the environmental
agenda of maritime and inland navigation is still determined by measures to reduce pollutants, such
as NOX and particulate matter. As the burning of fuel is the overriding source of GHG emission from
navigation, almost any GHG mitigation
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measure will also contribute to the reduction of these pollutants and thus create additional bene-
fits (Berk et al., 2006). However, reducing pollutants does not necessarily go hand in hand with a
reduction of GHG emissions. For example, producing low sulphur fuel leads to higher CO, emissions
of the oil refineries.

Many GHG mitigation measures have a positive impact on the aquatic environment as generally
GHG emission reduction means more (fuel) efficient navigation. This is often achieved by either
fewer vessel journeys or journeys of vessels that move with lower engine power and thus less return
current, waves or propeller current (PIANC, 2007)

5.5 Climate change mitigation — opportunities for navigation

Navigation, like many other sectors of the economy, will face serious risks from climate change, with
unstable and unfavourable weather conditions making navigation difficult or even impossible, being
one of them. Other risks derive from changes in transport demand. In certain parts of the world, fossil
fuels such as coal and oil, which constitute perhaps the most important cargoes for navigation, will be
replaced by other fuels or renewable sources of energies.

However, research suggests that navigation may well be one of the winners of climate change, most
likely due to regulatory measures for climate change mitigation. As transport demand for some
traditional cargoes of navigation will decrease, demand for other cargoes will increase as the indus-
try producing or consuming these cargoes benefits from climate change and in particular from the
regulatory-market economy dimension of climate change. For example, producers of biogenic fuels
will create transport demand for their raw materials as well as for their final product. Other industries
being identified as winners of climate change and traditionally relying on transport by navigation are,
for example, the chemical and the construction industries (Heymann, 2007).

Navigation is characterized by low energy consumption and therefore a small carbon footprint; in
addition it has a good potential for reducing it even further (Ilgmann, 1998; Henningsen, 2000). Its
climate-friendly image makes it already attractive for shippers of cargo. Carbon pricing or other regu-
latory measures will make it even more so and will give it a competitive edge over other modes of
transport, especially road transport and aviation. Thus, being itself relatively climate-friendly and be-
coming a tool for mitigation of GHG emissions in tomorrow’s world economy, navigation may even
be a double winner from climate change. Fuglestvedt et al. (2008) prepared a comprehensive analysis
of radiative forcing by subsector of transport. Road transport was found to be the largest contributor
to warming while shipping causes net cooling. Figure 5.1 identifies forcing from CO, alone.
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Figure 5.1: Historical development in CO, emission from the transport sector (left axis)
and development in CO, emissions from the various transport subsectors as a fraction
(right axis) of total man-made CO, emissions (excluding land use changes)
(reproduced from Fuglestvedt et al., 2008)
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6 Conclusions

Recognition of current climate change impacts and future impacts — both anticipated and unantici-
pated - provides an opportunity for the navigation community to shape polices, adaptation strategies
and mitigation measures for inland and maritime navigation. This report explores climate change
impacts and potential responses to infrastructure, vessels, and transport management in an effort to
create a continuing dialogue for consideration of adaptation or mitigation strategies to climate change
by the navigation community.

We consider adaptation to include strategies that adapt our current systems and infrastructure to
account for changing climate. Mitigation, on the other hand, refers to activities that directly decrease
the contributions to global warming, which is the major driver of climate change. According to IPCC
(Adger et al., 2007), many impacts can be avoided, reduced or delayed by mitigation, and while some
adaptation is currently underway to address observed and projected climate change, more adaptation
is required to reduce vulnerability and consequences associated with climate change. They point
out that sustainable development is required to adapt successfully to climate change, but that costs
could be prohibitive for some adaptation alternatives. The European Union recently implemented a
Water Framework Directive, including for all new projects the concept of climate-proofing, defined
as “Ensuring the sustainability of investments over their entire lifetime, taking explicit account of a
changing climate.” This may become an important driver in all future planning processes. Portfolio
management of adaptation and mitigation options may be useful in prioritizing investment strategies
to encourage sustainable development.

Ideally, the navigation community will employ adaptive planning, operational, and infrastruc-
ture decision-making that take into account natural and social system features and the impacts of
incremental changes over time. A comprehensive systems approach that allows continuous upgrades
as new knowledge emerges and new engineering practices are developed will support satisfactory
system safety and performance under the dynamic conditions and in the face of nonlinear processes
associated with climate change.
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