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ARAN ISLANDS RO-RO STUDY
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
THE TERMS OF REFERENCE OF THE STUDY
 To analyse the case for a roll-on roll-off service for the Aran Islands, taking into
account:
 The adequacy of the existing cargo and passenger services in fulfilling the
islanders’ requirements and,
 The effects, positive and negative, that a roll-on roll-off service could be expected
to bring in economic, social, cultural and environmental terms.
 To advise and make recommendations on:
 The options for providing a ro-ro service, the infrastructure required and the
indicative cost, both capital and ongoing.
 The optimal specification for vessels / a vessel based on the above options and the
indicative costs of acquisition.
 The optimal method of financing the purchase of the vessel(s) recommended and
of servicing any loans required.
 The level of frequency that would be required to operate a viable ro-ro service for
each of the three islands, together with indicative running costs.
 The level and availability of expertise in the Irish/ European market for the
operation of the optimal service.
 The continuing need, if any for a lift on-lift off cargo service and /or a dedicated
passenger ferry and road transport service between Ros An Mhíl and the Aran
Islands upon introduction of the roll-on roll-off service.
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 An indicative operational timetable for a roll-on/ roll-off service taking into account
the likely need to transport vehicles both to and from the three islands on the same
day.

THE STUDY TEAM
The remit calls for a wide spread of expertise. The Saltire study team comprised senior
personnel from four companies each leaders in their particular field. These are:
Saltire Management Ltd. Marine and Operations, Captain Stuart MacDonald.
Alder Marine Consultants, Naval Architecture, Alex Wright.
Arch Henderson, Civil and Structural Engineers, John Carmichael.
Dundas and Wilson, Legal and Finance, Teddy Davidson and Eleanor Lane.
Assistance was also received from many persons and organisations, both in Galway and
elsewhere, and this is acknowledged within the body of the report.
OUR APPROACH TO THE STUDY
The growing demand for the provision of a roll-on roll-off service has come from the Aran
Islands’ communities themselves, and it was clear from the outset that it would be
essential to research opinion from the Island communities since they have the clearest
understanding of their own needs.
Opinion had also to be sought from those likely to be involved with the operation of the
service and from organisations experienced in the provision of roll-on roll-off services to
other Island communities.
Consultation
We produced a consultation questionnaire for Island community representatives, which
addressed the same series of issues for each of the islands. These were circulated in
advance of our visits. We then visited the Islands and talked over the key issues. We
spoke to island pier committees and carried out site visits.
We produced a questionnaire for potential vessel operators asking the same questions of
each to ensure a uniform approach.
We visited the current operators of the service, who were most helpful, and drew on their
abundant experience of trading to the Islands.
We spoke to the harbour authorities at Cill Rónáin at Ros an Mhíl and Galway.
We travelled on the passenger ferry services and observed the present cargo service in
operation.
Having examined current plans for harbour developments at the Islands and at Ros an
Mhíl in the context of the operation of a Ro-Ro service, our Civil Engineer visited each of
the Islands in order to gain first hand experience of the sites and to discuss key issues
with island interests. Detailed conclusions are contained in the body of the report.
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Team members travelled to other Island routes to speak to operators and to see current
operations with a range of vessels, including the Canna, Ballycastle to Rathlin Island and
the Loch Nevis, Mallaig to the Small Isles.
Consolidation
The consultation process allowed the study team to harden up their ideas on the type and
size of vessel best able to satisfy cargo and vehicle requirements for the islands. The
constraints of available depth, manoeuvring space and the requirement for a robust and
simple shore interface ruled out the use of a large vessel. The established presence of a
frequent, modern and fast dedicated passenger ferry service, along with an excellent air
service, both already the subject of subsidy, led the study team to focus on the need for a
vessel to achieve the efficient carriage of cargo, and a limited number of cars or public
service vehicles. A number of vessel types and configurations were considered before
the final general arrangement was produced. This outline design is more fully described in
the relevant section of the report. With the size and configuration of the proposed vessel
determined, we considered the infrastructure required, in relation to current development
plans. The various means of achieving the ship to shore interface were considered.
Study team members met with representatives of the Department of Transport in Dublin in
order to discuss vessel design and operational issues.
Guidance on construction price was obtained from shipbuilders experienced in the
production of the type and size of vessel which we propose and these figures have been
incorporated into the report and financial model.
The various means of financing vessel procurement are set out in detail in the body of the
report.
Diverse Island Interests
It was clear from our conversations on the islands that there are differences in the
expectations between the islands in terms of the type of service which should be provided.
This is not surprising, since the islands differ in size, in population and in the range of
facilities available for the reception of cargo.
On Árainn, which already has the most sheltered pier, the largest population and the most
tourism related businesses there was a strong although not unanimous emphasis on the
requirement for a large vessel, creating an almost commuter style service to the mainland.
There was also a clearly expressed fear that development of such a service might be held
up by lack of facilities at the smaller islands. The introduction of the service here seemed
to be seen many as a means of further commercial development rather than necessity.
However, the scale of the proposed harbour development, the available depth of water
and the limitations on the size of vessel which can be operated from a slipway, mean that
such a “ turn up and drive on “service is not achievable.
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The priorities at Inis Oírr and Inis Meáin were more closely related to the requirement for a
safe pier and a safe cargo operation. Movement of cars to and from the mainland was
seen as being of secondary importance.
There was concern that the requirements and influence of Árainn might well dominate the
service to the detriment of the other islands.
The need to provide access to the islands for public service and contractors vehicles and
plant, as well as the movement of bulk commodities such as those required for road
maintenance must also be taken into account.
The need to restrict access
None of the Islanders to whom we spoke wanted to see unlimited public vehicle access to
the islands and we believe that to allow this would be damaging. On other small island
routes, both in Ireland and Scotland, public vehicle access to island destinations is tightly
regulated, and in some cases banned altogether and we believe that a residents permit
system should be operated if the Islands are not to be overrun with consequent serious
social infrastructure and environmental damage.
The need for management of Inter Island issues
From the opinions expressed it was clear that there are a number of inter Island issues
and that any service which is put in place will have to be very carefully managed in order
to avoid domination of the service by one or more islands. A strong view, almost
unanimously expressed on the islands was that it would not be reasonable to expect
island co-operatives to manage this aspect of the service, but that its regulation should
have the force of law behind it and be managed by a neutral party, such as the operator.
All of these views highlight the many issues which could arise when the cargo and
vehicle interests of all three islands are taken into account.
The two vessel option
Taking the various issues highlighted above into account and looking closely at the
distances involved and at timetable options, we feel that the most effective way to operate
the service is not to consider the Islands as one, but to split the service between the larger
island, Árainn, and the two smaller Islands, Inis Meáin and Inis Oírr operating two identical
vessels, one on each service.
This two vessel operation will become fully effective on completion of the necessary
harbour works and slipways at all three islands. However, a vessel build programme could
be arranged in such a way that the second vessel was introduced to coincide with the
completion of the final stage of harbour works. Day to day service timetable examples
are contained within the body of the report.
Vessel procurement
Under current E.U. restrictions it is not possible to award a contract which has a long
enough term over which an operator can finance a vessel, and this has the effect of
seriously limiting the development of many routes, where existing vessels have to be
used. The lack of suitable available ro-ro tonnage for this route means that if the Islands
are to be properly served, new vessels will have to be built.
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Whilst this may at first appear ambitious, it is, we believe, achievable. This situation has
arisen on other routes, most recently on that between the Scottish Mainland and the
Northern Isles and has been effectively managed through the adoption of a tri-partite
agreement between the awarding authority, a financial institution and the successful
vessel operator. The means by which this could be achieved in respect of the Aran
Islands service are fully explained within the body of the report.
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Conclusions
The conclusions of the study team are:
 The Islands are already well served in respect of passenger access.
 The present cargo service is well run given the available ships and the constraints
imposed by the island piers and it is generally approved of by the Island residents.
 The service meets the cargo needs of the islands in terms of the space and
deadweight available.
 The use of a crane and/or pallet hoist would improve cargo handling and
turnaround times, if fitted to the existing Lift on/Lift off vessel.
 In concept, the service is out of date, but it cannot be significantly improved without
completion of the necessary harbour works.
 There is a strong case for the introduction of a restricted ro-ro service to the
islands, carrying cargo, resident’s cars and public service and contractor’s vehicles.
The introduction of such a service would be welcomed by island residents.
However, the scale of the proposed harbour developments, the available depth of
water and the limitations on the size of vessel which can be operated from a
slipway, mean that a “ turn up and drive on “service is not achievable, because the
size of vessel required could not operate into the harbours. In addition we feel
strongly the potential that such a vessel would create for overloading the islands
with vehicles could present a threat to both the environment and to the island way
of life.
It is for these reasons that a restricted service is recommended.
 It is likely that the introduction of a restricted ro-ro service would bring positive
economic and social benefits to the islands. However there are possible problems
and these must be recognised and managed.
 Properly managed, the introduction of a Ro-Ro service would have an
advantageous effect on the environment of the Islands.
 The number of vehicles accessing the islands should be regulated.
 Feedback from vessel operators was positive. No undue difficulties were foreseen
in operating the service.
 Provided the appropriate harbour developments and infrastructure are in place,
the operation of such a service is perfectly feasible.
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 It is the conclusion of the study that the needs of the service to the Aran Islands will
best be met by the use of slipways at the Islands.
 We believe that the best solution for the area of operation is a stern loading ro-ro
with a conventional bow.
 The vessel type we propose is likely to cost in the region of Euro 3.5 million to
build, and construction would take approximately twelve months from keel laying.
 There is adequate experience within Ireland / Europe for the operation of the
service.
 The Ro-Ro service will have to be managed in such a way as to address the
different requirements of each island. The most effective means of achieving this
may be to consider the islands as a two-part group, and to operate a two-vessel
service, with one vessel allocated to Árainn, and the other to Inis Meáin and Inis
Oírr.
 New vessels, constructed in line with the study recommendations, should be built.
Vessel procurement, finance and ownership issues should be addressed in the
manner contained in the report.
 It may not be possible to introduce a ro-ro service to all three islands within the
immediate future and it may be best to achieve safe harbours at Inis Oírr and Inis
Meáin as a priority and to complete the infrastructure necessary for the operation of
a ro-ro service to these islands at a later date.
 Our experience has shown that on every route which has seen the introduction of
a ro-ro service, traffic has grown. This is very likely to happen in the case of the
Aran Islands.
 We believe that the introduction of such a service might well prove to be a
significant force for social and economic development within the islands and that
provided the service is properly managed, long-term benefits will accrue to the
Island communities.
 The introduction of a ro-ro service should not be allowed to affect level of use of
the Irish language in the Islands and the working language of the service should be
Irish.
 Island residents should be aware of the possible impact on the current island way
of life which the introduction of a ro-ro service may bring.
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SECTION 1
THE ADEQUACY OF THE EXISTING CARGO AND PASSENGER
SERVICES
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SECTION 1
1.1

THE ADEQUACY OF THE CURRENT PASSENGER SERVICE

The Aran Islands already enjoy an extremely efficient and high capacity selection of ferry
services capable of carrying passengers to and from the mainland.
There are currently two passenger ferry companies providing this service from Ros an
Mhíl, on a year round basis. One of the companies provides its service under contract
from the Department of Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs for which it receives a
subsidy, one requirement of which is that it sustains a service throughout the winter
months.
The subsidised service makes up to four return journeys to Árainn daily, and two to each
of the smaller islands, using five ferries with a total capacity of 1,200 passengers.
The ferry passage from Ros an Mhíl to Árainn takes approximately 40 minutes, as it does
to Inis Oírr, and one hour to Inis Meáin. In addition, Two new vessels have recently been
introduced to this route operating an unsubsidised service, which in the summer months,
operates three daily return journeys to Árainn, and two to each of the smaller Islands.
Each of this Company’s vessels carries 250 passengers. The Islands are also served by
ferries from Doolin.
In an average year, over to 200,000 foot passengers are carried to and from the islands
by passenger ferry services.
In addition to this there is an air service based in Connemara which operates to and from
the islands offering transport in aircraft carrying nine passengers, with a flight time of just
seven minutes. This service, which is also in receipt of subsidy, makes up to thirty return
flights daily to the islands during the summer months , and maintains a regular daily winter
timetable.
It can be seen that there is no shortage of opportunities for island residents to travel to
and from the mainland, even in the winter months, or for tourists on foot to visit the
islands. The journey times are short, the means of transport modern and efficient and
passengers are able to choose between travelling by air or by sea.
However, this does not apply to the transport of vehicles, and many residents leave a
motor vehicle ashore on the mainland, parked at Ros an Mhíl under a permit system.
Whereas the great majority of sea passages undertaken on the passenger ferries are for
pleasure or for personal transport to and from the mainland on business, the cargo ferry
operation exists in order to sustain the islands by transporting essential commodities and
materials, including some livestock, and vehicles.
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1.2

THE ADEQUACY OF THE CURRENT CARGO SERVICE

The scheduled transport of cargo to and from the Islands is by sea on conventional
vessels and is the subject of government subsidy. The current contract runs until
December 2007.
CONTRACT SAILINGS
The contract calls for four sailings weekly from Galway in summer, and three in winter, as
shown.
June to August, inclusive:
Depart Galway:
Tuesday
Thursday
Friday
Saturday
September to May, inclusive:
Depart Galway:
Tuesday
Thursday
Saturday
The mix of cargo carried is hugely varied in nature, ranging from fragile goods such as
domestic appliances and fresh and frozen provisions to building blocks, steel beams,
livestock and occasional vehicles. This requires a flexible approach, and frequently the
requirement is for space as much as deadweight capability. Vehicles are slung and lifted
on and off individually. This is a safe system of work, but slow.
This is truly a lifeline service, without which life on the islands could not be sustained.
The service as it currently exists represents the best solution which was available at the
time of going to contract, given the constraints arising as a result of the infrastructure at
the three Islands and the depth of water available there. However, despite the
considerable efforts made and efficiencies and improvements introduced by its current
operator, the service to the Aran islands is out of date when compared to the methods
employed to ship cargo to other Island communities both within Ireland and the Europe.
The service is a traditional lift on lift off operation, cargo being delivered to the Company’s
warehouse, or to the ships side, and then loaded onto the vessel using the ship’s own
single swinging derrick or by direct forklift transfer where tidal height allows.
At the islands, cargo is discharged onto the quay. The owner’s port agent attends to cargo
removal from alongside and receivers of cargo collect from the pier. At busy times at Cill
Rónáin, there is a clash of activities between the handling of cargo from the cargo service
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vessel and the landing and embarking of passengers from the fast ferries, with the two
operations taking place at the same time, creating some difficult pier management issues.
The provision of the new harbour will allow segregation of these operations and remove
this difficulty.
1.3 THE SHIPS EMPLOYED
There are three vessels involved in providing the scheduled service, the Mamaia, which is
the main vessel, the Stenland, which is the back up vessel and the Madelen, in respect
of which a contract charter agreement exists.
The ships are quite different.
The Mamaia is an open decked supply vessel style of design and is typical of the type of
ship found working in the offshore sector, close to shore in relatively shallow water. She
has a single swinging derrick, which is designed to cope with relatively heavy loads, and
no hold, all the cargo being carried on the after deck. This has one advantage in that the
cargo does not have to be stowed below then lifted out of the hold, but any cargo which
requires protection from the weather has to be stowed in a container. This is not a serious
drawback and the operator loads stows and discharges the vessel efficiently. Frozen and
chilled containers are installed on deck for that type of cargo.
The Stenland is a traditional coaster type of vessel with a single hold and a single
swinging derrick. Cargo on the Stenland is carried both below decks in the hold, and on
the hatch tops, in open stowage and in freezer and chilled containers when required.
The Madelen is a barge type Ro-ro vessel with a ramp at her forward end and is fitted with
a hydraulic crane at her starboard side.
The Mamaia has twin screws twin rudders and variable pitch propellers, she is the most
manoeuverable of the three vessels.
The Stenland has a single screw, with a single rudder.
In this respect, the Mamaia is the more easily handled of the two ships.
Both main contract vessels are relatively old, the Stenland having been built in 1967 and
the Mamaia in 1982.
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1.3.1 Mamaia in Galway Docks June 2006
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1.3.2 Mamaia:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Single swinging derrick, large open deck, providing easy access for cargo, and
room to work
LOA: 36m
Draft: 3.15m
Deadweight: 350 tonnes
Deck space: 260 Sq. m.
Service speed: 8 kts
Built: 1982
Freezer container is at the left of the picture and the general goods containers are
at the right
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1.3.3 The Mamaia in service at the Islands

17

The Stenland at Galway docks.
1.3.4 Stenland:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Single hatch and hold, single swinging derrick
Cargo is carried both below decks in the hold, and on the hatch top.
LOA: 29.m
Deadweight: 250 tonnes
Draft: 3.0
Service Speed: 8.5
Built: 1967
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1.3.5.The Madelen, undergoing modification in Galway, February 2007.
1.3.6 The Capacity of the Ships
The average cargo load per voyage on this service is in the region of 50 tonnes.
The contract vessels are well able to cope with the deadweight, however due to the very
variable nature of the cargo, space is a more important consideration. The recent use of
the Madelen as the main vessel is partly as a result of her large deck space area.
1.4

STANDARD OF SERVICE DELIVERY

The service was audited in 2005 and again in 2007, to establish the degree to which the
requirements of the contract were being met. The audits concluded that the service was
being operated in accordance with the contract and that the operator had made a number
of improvements to the Mamaia in the period between audits.
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1.4.1 Customer Complaints
It was found that there was an established system for dealing with customer complaints
and that it was operating satisfactorily.
1.4.2 Cargo Damage
Cargo damage is generally sustained as a result of the handling operation, although in a
number of cases the manner in which cargo is received for shipment is a contributory
factor.
1.4.3 Customer Satisfaction
During the consultation phase of the study, island residents were asked for their views on
the adequacy of the current service. The consensus of opinion was that the current
service represented a great improvement over the service which had been in place in
previous years. The degree of effort made by the operator was frequently mentioned as a
key factor in the success of the service. However, the fact that the questions were being
asked in the context of the possibility of the introduction of a ro-ro service certainly
prompted comment on the fact that the lift on lift off mode of cargo handling had its
drawbacks. In our view these opinions have to be assessed against the restrictions
imposed by the exposed piers to which the service has to run and the difficult conditions in
which cargo sometimes has to be worked.

20

1.5

WAYS IN WHICH THE CURRENT SERVICE MIGHT BE IMPROVED

On the basis of current piers and vessels:
The current service speed of the Stenland is around nine knots, and of the Mamaia, eight
knots. A faster vessel would spend less time on passage between Galway and the
Islands, and on the return journey. The vessels speed has the effect of increasing the
overall length of the working day for the crew, and whilst slow vessels are not uncommon
on longer passages where watch routines can be established, they are not generally
suited for the kind of “shuttle“ service that is required at the Islands.
However, increasing the speed of the vessel would not necessarily improve service
delivery to the islands.
Moving the service to Ros an Mhíl, on the other hand will greatly shorten the passage
time, which will be advantageous.
Both vessels use a single swinging derrick. Whilst this is very simple and practical, it is
slow. This has the effect of increasing the length of time taken for each lift in comparison
with a vessel fitted with a crane. Loading at Galway, this increases the time taken to load
each piece of cargo and consequently the total time taken to load the ship.
At the Islands, the time to discharge the vessel is similarly increased. This means more
time alongside. In marginal weather conditions, this leads to a greater chance of damage
to cargo, and to the vessel, and of injury to the personnel involved in the operation.
The swinging derrick has today largely disappeared from service with the advent of
improved crane technology. If a vessel were to be built for this service today, she would
be fitted with a hydraulic crane.
Fitting the Mamaia with a crane, possibly in addition to the derrick, would make the
operation faster, and to some extent safer. Consideration could also be given to fitting the
vessel with a pallet hoist.
Increasing the speed of the vessels would make the service easier to deliver for the
operator, but would make little practical difference to shippers and receivers of cargo.
However, the only way to achieve a speed increase would be to re-engine. Given the age
of the vessels and the very high costs involved, this is not a practical proposition for the
owner.
There is a continuing problem with the carriage of petrol. It is our understanding that the
design of the vessel and the current regulations make it impossible to carry petrol in the
vessels tanks. It would be advantageous to overcome this by the authorities allowing the
carriage of petrol in on-deck tanks, and through the development of suitable intrinsically
safe pumping arrangements.
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It is proposed that the base for the cargo service be moved from Galway to Ros an Mhíl at
some stage in the future and this will certainly have a beneficial effect, as a result of the
voyage length to the islands being reduced. However, this move is dependent on the
completion of harbour works at Ros an Mhíl and the re-location of berthing for passenger
ferries to a new area within the harbour.
1.6

CONCLUSIONS IN RELATION TO THE CURRENT SERVICE

The present service is well run, given the available ships and the constraints imposed by
the island piers, and the berth at Galway and it is generally approved of by the Island
residents. The use of a crane and /or pallet hoist would improve cargo handling and
turnaround times. In concept, some aspects of the service are out of date but it cannot be
significantly improved without completion of planned harbour works At the islands and the
move to Ros an Mhíl.
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SECTION 2
THE POSSIBLE SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF A RO-RO
SERVICE
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SECTION 2
THE POSSIBLE SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF A RO-RO
SERVICE
The following conclusions are based on consultation with the Island representatives and
on our own experience of other Ro-Ro operations to Island groups.
2.1
ECONOMIC BENEFITS
The introduction of a Ro-Ro service, if properly managed, should bring positive economic
benefits to the Islands by allowing residents and Island based businesses greater control
over their affairs and would have the effect of reducing the cost of living on the Islands. It
is likely to trigger significant development and should help sustain and build island
populations, particularly at the two smaller islands.
2.1.1 Livestock
Cattle from the Islands are highly regarded by mainland buyers. However, because the lift
on lift off service makes it difficult to ship groups of cattle to the market, the current
practice is for livestock buyers to visit the Islands and buy the cattle there. This places
Island livestock owners at a disadvantage over those on the mainland, since they are
unable to reach a wider spread of buyers for their beasts and are to some extent at the
mercy of the buyers who do come out to the Islands. There is a very strong opinion that if
a Ro-Ro service was in place owners would be able to take their own livestock to the
market and would achieve higher prices by accessing a wider group of mainland buyers.
In other Island situations, farming interests have co-operated in the purchase of a shared
trailer for the transport of cattle to the mainland.
2.1.2 Running Island based businesses
There was a strong generally held view that running a business on the Islands would be
made easier if those Island residents who operated businesses could drive to and from
the mainland to access supplies or to take products to the mainland. The existence of the
Ro-Ro service would also make it easier for service vehicles to come to the islands to
repair and service plant and machinery. In many instances when new equipment is
bought, the island residents have to bear the guarantee risk themselves, since
manufacturers are unwilling to come to the island. There were examples of residents
being told to return the goods to the mainland at their own expense in order to have them
repaired or checked. This is impractical for larger items and puts island residents at a
clear disadvantage.
Vehicular access would also be likely to encourage the start up of new businesses. The
islands could be said to be an idyllic and peaceful place to live, but the difficulties of
making a living may well be discouraging people from coming there. The establishment of
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new businesses, provided they are in tune with the general culture of the islands, is
something which would be very welcome on the smaller islands which are anxious to
stabilise their populations. We believe that the introduction of a Ro-Ro service would help
existing businesses and encourage business start ups by making vehicular access to the
Islands easier.
2.1.3 Cost of living issues
The cost of living is higher on any island than it is on the mainland, whether it be in Ireland
or elsewhere. However, residents can do something about this if they have vehicular
access to the mainland. In particular, the costs to residents of foodstuffs will come down
since purchases can be consolidated and an island resident could make a single trip to
the mainland and load up with the goods they require, bringing them back in a vehicle.
They would of course be charged for the vehicle, on a lane metre basis, but that is likely to
be a much lower cost since there will be no need for the vessel operator to receive the
goods, package them, load them and discharge them.
This method of storing would certainly allow better forward planning and would allow
residents to stockpile, rather than to exist on the somewhat hand-to-mouth basis under
which they currently operate.
There was reference to the issue of the charging structure currently in place, where it was
stated that when a selection of goods was consolidated on a pallet then the rate for the
most expensive commodity was charged. There are issues here surrounding charging,
and one has sympathy with both parties.
There may be mainland suppliers who would be prepared to travel to the islands with vans
delivering orders to residents. It would also be possible for suppliers to deliver goods to a
central point for the service operator to consolidate them and then deliver to each island.
All of these changes would have the effect of reducing the margin by which the cost of
living for island residents currently exceeds that of the mainland population.
2.2

SOCIAL AND CULTURAL BENEFITS

The social and cultural benefits which would evolve from the introduction of a Ro-Ro
service are generally those which arise as a result of allowing easier access to the Islands
by persons or groups whose presence on the Island would be of benefit, and as a result of
allowing easier access to the mainland for island residents for whom travel is currently a
problem. Proper management of vehicular access to the islands will be required in order
to ensure that traffic does not increase to point where Island amenities are threatened.
It will also be important to ensure that the importance and degree of use of the Irish
language is not in any way diluted.
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2.2.1 Easier access to the islands
The Ro-Ro service would enable shore-based services which are vehicle-based to visit
the Islands. These include mobile health screening units, blood bank, libraries and other
facilities such as mobile banking.
Access to the islands would become easier for theatre groups with props and musicians
and their instruments, and would make the running of festivals easier. This is likely to
have the effect of encouraging such visits and widening the cultural experience available
to residents.
It would also be much easier for film crews and other interested parties to access the
islands, to document the island way of life and to report on island events, with the effect of
increasing mainland awareness of island culture and ways of life.
2.2.2 Easier access to the mainland
Access to the mainland would become much easier for the less able, and for the elderly.
In addition, island residents who were required to visit mainland health facilities for
consultation or treatment could do so without the necessity of boarding and leaving a
vehicle, then taking a plane or a passenger ferry, then another vehicle. This is a great
advantage to elderly and possibly frail or less able persons, who could be collected at
their homes.
2.2.3 Privacy
With the current lift on lift off cargo service, goods are either collected by those to whom
they are addressed when the vessel arrives, or left on the quay for collection. There is no
restriction on access to the pier and this means that in either case anyone who is there at
the time can see exactly what goods their fellow residents are having shipped over, and to
whom they are addressed. This may assume little importance in relation to items such as
foodstuffs or hardware, but it has an undoubted effect where household furnishings and
other more personal items are concerned.
2.3

POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES OF A RO-RO SERVICE

Vehicular access to and from the islands will certainly bring benefits to island residents but
it must be recognised that access to the islands for non-residents or day/short stay visitors
will have to be restricted if the islands are not to become choked with cars or camper
vans. Apart from the environmental damage that this would cause, and the increased risk
of accidents, none of the islands have road systems which would support many more
vehicles. In the case of Árainn, approach roads to the pier are already very busy at vessel
arrival times.
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The presence of more vehicles on the islands could in our view seriously damage the way
of life currently enjoyed by residents, and could damage the islands’ attractiveness as a
destination for visitors.
2.4

REGULATION

We believe that, if a Ro-Ro service is introduced, it will be necessary to adopt a residents'
permit system such as that used in the Small Isles on the West Coast of Scotland, where
the ferry operator holds a list of residents' passes, each of which relates to a specific
vehicle. Only vehicles in respect of which a pass has been issued are accepted for
shipment.
2.5

CONCLUSION

It is likely that the introduction of a Ro-Ro service would bring positive economic and
social benefits. However there are possible problems and these must be recognised and
managed.
A changed way of life
It can rightly be said that having the option of easy vehicular access to the mainland will
change the circumstances under which Island residents live. The introduction of the
service could also trigger economic changes and foster island development to a degree
that may not be welcomed by all.
These are predominantly Irish speaking Islands and it is considered to be most important
that the use of the Irish language is safeguarded, and is not compromised in any way as a
result of the change to a ro-ro service.
Whilst in our view the benefits greatly outweigh the possible drawbacks it will be for Island
residents themselves to decide whether they wish to embrace the change.
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SECTION 3
THE POSSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS TO BE EXPECTED FROM THE
INTRODUCTION OF A RO - RO SERVICE
3.1

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

The introduction of a properly managed Ro-Ro service could be expected to bring a
number of environmental benefits to the islands.
3.1.1 The disposal of rubbish
The provision of a Ro-Ro service could increase the frequency at which rubbish in skips is
removed from the islands and would also increase the efficiency of the operation. The
collection of scrap cars machinery and old domestic appliances would also be easier,
since a scrap lorry with a small crane could visit regularly and pick up scrap without the
resident having to transport items to the pier, where currently scrap and refuse skips can
lie for some days. This would have a beneficial effect both on the islands and at the
mainland port. The removal of hazardous materials from the islands would also be easier.
It may be likely that the advent of Ro-Ro would cut down on the amount of plastic
packaging currently required to protect goods on pallets. The number of pallets
themselves would be reduced.
3.1.2 Improvement of the island infrastructure
There is currently difficulty in getting service vehicles across to the islands, and in the
County council being able to get access for road maintenance vehicles and materials.
This situation would improve under a properly managed Ro-Ro service and would have
the effect of improving the general standard to which island infrastructure such as roads is
maintained with a consequent positive effect on the environment.
3.1.3 Possible drawbacks
Any service which had the effect of increasing the number of cars in operation on the
islands without regulation would be damaging to the environment in terms of pollution,
damage to roads and an increased possibility of accidents.
In order to avoid environmental damage, there must be strict control of access by motor
vehicles.
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3.2

CONCLUSION

Properly managed, the introduction of a Ro-Ro service would have an advantageous
effect on the environment of the Islands.
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SECTION 4
THE AVAILABILITY OF OPERATIONAL EXPERTISE
4.1

CURRENT RO-RO OPERATIONS

Roll on roll off vessels are currently in operation on over thirty-five routes around the coast
of Scotland. The vessels being operated range from the smallest, such as the private
vessels operated out of Mallaig and those operated by Argyll and Bute District council on
short crossings, to the very large vessels operated on the routes to the Northern Isles.
The section of the route between Aberdeen and Shetland is the longest and most
exposed ferry route in Europe and is subject to the worst winter weather in terms of wind
and wave height. Other Scottish routes such as those on the West Coast between
Ullapool on the mainland and Stornoway on the Isle of Lewis are also subject to severe
winter conditions, as are those which cross the Irish Sea from Stranraer or Cairnryan to
Larne. Shorter routes such as those operated by Western Ferries on the Clyde also
provide a year round service.
Further south there is a major route between Swansea and Cork, and numerous
passenger and freight sailings between the ports on the south coast of England and the
French mainland.
On the East Coast of the United Kingdom Ro-Ro services operate from Felixtowe, Hull,
and the river Forth.
On the West Coast of Ireland, roll on roll off services are in operation on two Island routes,
and on one route in the Shannon Estuary.
4.2

ISSUES TO CONSIDER

The vessel operators who responded to the study saw no difficulty in operating a Ro-Ro
service and the profusion of established routes indicates that there is a great deal of
operational expertise available.
In terms of loading the vessel, there are issues to deal with concerning cargo weight
distribution similar to those issues which arise with lift on lift off, but the fact that the cargo
is easily moveable around the deck makes weight distribution a more simple matter.
Similar issues will arise in relation to cargo lashing and all Ro-Ro vessels are fitted with
permanent lashing points on deck, together with tested lashing equipment.
The calculation of stability goes through the same processes as are required for a
conventional vessel. The vessel configuration proposed by the study has a conventional
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bow, which provides the greatest level of seaworthiness, and protection for vehicles and
cargo on the cargo deck.
There are no specific difficulties attached to handling a Ro-Ro vessel of this type in a
seaway which are not already experienced on conventional vessels.
The main aspect in which the operation of a Ro-Ro vessel of the type proposed differs
from that of a conventional vessel is the need for operational routines covering the closing
and securing of the stern ramp. These are now in use throughout the European Ro-Ro
fleet.
Current International and National regulations require that Ro-Ro designs incorporate
failsafe securing arrangements for ramp security, incorporating alarm systems.
Vessels now carry certified operation and stability manuals demonstrating sample-loading
conditions. In the case of new-build vessels, the provision of technical training for
operators’ personnel would be written into the build contract.
In the event that training in day-to-day Ro-Ro operation is required for an operator whose
personnel have not been involved with Ro-Ro operations in the past, this can be arranged
through co-operation with one of the principal Scottish operators of similar sized tonnage.
4.3

CONCLUSION

There is sufficient available expertise within Ireland and Europe to operate the service.
Where training is required, this can be arranged.
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SECTION 5
THE VIEWS OF VESSEL OPERATORS
5.1 THE VIEWS OF VESSEL OPERATORS
In order to access as broad a spread of opinion as possible we contacted five vessel
operators, each of whom has experience of the operation of Island cargo services.
Each was asked the same questions in relation to the operation of a Ro-Ro service to the
Islands. A summary of key responses is shown below.
All respondents agreed that the introduction of a Ro-Ro service would be beneficial to the
inhabitants of the islands.
There were some qualifications, including:
• The required infrastructure must be in place;
• The introduction of the service should not result in higher costs to the Islanders;
and
• The introduction of the service would inevitably lead to growth and development,
and Island residents should be prepared for this.
None saw any practical difficulties in operating a Ro-Ro service, provided the
infrastructure was in place and there was sufficient depth and shelter.
The responses:
•

All of the companies who responded expressed an interest in running such a
service.

•

None of the respondents thought that the Ro-Ro service would be more expensive
to operate.

•

All believed that, size for size and with similar engine power, the Ro-Ro vessel
would be more efficient in terms of delivering cargo.

•

There was a belief that there would be less chance of cargo damage with a Ro-Ro
service. Although opinion was divided on this issue, none expressed the view that
there was likely to be more damage.

•

It was felt that in terms of cargo handling, the Ro-Ro operation was safer.

•

The carriage of loose freight was not thought to be a problem, provided that an
integrated freight service was established.
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5.2

•

No problems were anticipated with the carriage of dangerous goods.

•

The carriage of frozen and chilled cargo would have to be linked to the availability
of power ashore.

•

All felt that haulage services would have to adhere strictly to the ships' loading
timetable. However, this is achieved at all other ports where a Ro-Ro service
operates.

•

In terms of operating in poor or marginal weather, opinion was divided. One
operator believed that the Ro-Ro vessel was more reliable, based on their own
experience. Opinion was otherwise neutral.

•

All believed that a Ro-Ro vessel designed for the Islands should incorporate a Lift
on/ Lift off capability.
CONCLUSION

Feedback from vessel operators was positive. No undue difficulties were foreseen.
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37

SECTION 6
RO-RO OPERATIONS
VEHICLE TRANSFER FROM LAND TO SHIP
6.1

SHIP TO SHORE INTERFACE

It may seem an obvious statement, but the great advantage of a Ro-Ro as opposed to a
lift on lift off operation is that the vessels cargo is transported in self-propelled vehicles,
such as lorries or vans, or on trailers and that private cars can be carried. Partly as a
result of the reduction in cargo handling, this allows fast turnarounds, with the capability,
on larger drive through vessels, for vehicles to drive on and drive off without the need for
turning.
In the case of the vessels being proposed by this study, where there is a ramp at the stern
only, it will be necessary to reverse at one of the ports, or to install a turntable. However,
turntables are not generally in use on smaller vessels today, and this feature has not been
incorporated in the proposed design.
In either case, there is clearly a need to accommodate the ship to shore interface in such
a way as to take account of tidal range, vessel draft and trim. This can be achieved either
by the use of a sloping slipway, where the vessel lands its ramp on the slipway, and the
vehicles drive on or off with the tidal range being accommodated by the slope of the
slipway and the fact that the angle of the ramp is adjustable, or by the use of an
adjustable linkspan, where the height of the tide is taken up by adjustment of the shore
ramp height.
In general terms, larger vessels require linkspans whereas smaller vessels can be
operated from slipways. There are a number of factors in addition to vessel size to
consider when deciding on whether a slipway or linkspan solution is most appropriate for
a given route.
The great majority of small island services in Scotland operate from slipways.
6.2

THE COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGES OF LINKSPANS AND SLIPWAYS

6.2.1 Slipway
•
•
•

A slipway has lower capital cost
The slipway is easy to construct and can be constructed at the same time as the
harbour wall is being built, using the same plant and materials, since much the
same process (i.e. the pouring of concrete) is required.
By making use of the natural slope of a shoreline, the amount of dredging required
is kept to a minimum.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ongoing maintenance costs are very low.
It should be noted that an aligning structure would very probably be required.
There is no need for an operator.
No power is required.
There is virtually nothing that can go wrong with a slipway. Provided it is kept free
of debris, it will always be available. The chances of the berth being unavailable are
extremely low.
By adopting the standard 1:8 slope, the slipways can be used by many different
vessels with ramps. This opens up possibilities for bringing in external ramped
vessels should this ever be required.
A slipway can become an important asset to a harbour and to the island community
because it can be used for other purposes (such as the drying out of other vessels
or the launching and recovery of small craft) when not in use by the cargo ferry.
Slipways are more appropriate for remote locations, where there is a small
population and no existing technical support or maintenance capability.

6.2.2 Linkspan
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Higher capital costs.
A concrete bank seat and infrastructure is required to support the linkspan itself.
Deeper water is required and the same depth must be maintained right up to the
ramp.
Since there is no stabilising contact between the ship and the ramp, such as is
established by a vessel on a slipway, a more substantial quay wall has to be
constructed.
There are ongoing maintenance and survey requirements throughout the life of the
linkspan.
The unit will be built off-site and will have to be mobilised, probably by barge, to the
site. This adds to the initial installation costs.
A link span requires electrical and hydraulic power to operate it.
Linkspans are generally reliable but as with any piece of machinery out in the open
and in what is a fairly hostile environment, they will be subject to possible technical
failure.
Linkspans are vulnerable to damage from excessive contact with a vessel working
on them in marginal conditions.
Damage to the linkspan can leave the island it serves unable to ship or receive
cargo.
Should the linkspan be damaged or suffer technical problems, it will be necessary
to mobilise assistance from the mainland and possibly from even further afield. This
could take time and may lead to the period for which the linkspan is out of action
being increased.
In general, the likelihood of the facility being out of action through technical
problems or damage, is much greater with a linkspan.
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•
•
•

A linkspan is likely to be able to be used by a much narrower range of vessels due
to constraints of breadth and slope in the relation to the vessels draught and ramp
angle.
Successful installation of a linkspan is likely to be more weather dependent.
Advantage: Can accommodate vessels of deeper draft, allowing the use of larger
vessels.
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6.3

SOME
EXAMPLES
OF
SLIPWAYS,
CONFIGURATION CURRENTLY IN USE

LINKSPANS

AND

VESSEL

The photographs in this section illustrate the main types of ship shore interface currently
in use, and show some vessel types.
SOUTHAMPTON / ISLE OF WIGHT

Red Funnel Lines, Southampton: The two-tier Link span shown here allows loading of
private cars on the upper decks and heavy vehicles and buses on the lower deck. This is
a highly efficient commuter style service, with sophisticated ship shore interface.
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GOUROCK DUNOON CLYDE AREA

Side loading ramp onto a shore linkspan. The vessel loads vehicles over her stern ramp at
Gourock, and discharges them via this side ramp arrangement at Dunoon. Very precise
positioning of the ship is required.
Moveable linkspan, hydraulically controlled.
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WEMYSS BAY, CLYDE AREA

Fully adjustable hydraulic linkspan at Wemyss Bay on the Clyde. Vessels berth bow or
stern on. This type of arrangement is necessary for larger vessels. It is relatively
expensive to maintain and to operate.
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ALIGNING STRUCTURES
See also section 7.
Where the slipway does not lie naturally against a pier or harbour wall it may be
necessary to construct an aligning structure against which the vessel lies when working
on the berth.

Solid aligning structure and slipway at Eigg, Small Isles.
This type of aligning structure can also be used for working lift on lift off cargo.
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An Aligning structure, dolphins and walkways at Muck, Small Isles.
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THE LOCH NEVIS CALEDONIAN MACBRAYNE
Loch Nevis

This vessel operates between Mallaig and the Small Isles on the West Coast of Scotland.
She is 50 metres long, carries 190 passengers, and has a crew of 9. Despite her size, this
vessel has deadweight of only 100 tonnes, and total deck space for cargo of
approximately 100 sq. metres.
The vessel has a conventional bow, and berths stern onto the slipways at the islands.
Because of her draft, the vessel uses a long, articulated stern ramp, shown in the next
photographs.
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Loch Nevis stern ramp stowed. Notice its size in comparison to the vehicle on deck.
Ramps of this size can cause windage problems when berthing.
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Loch Nevis at Mallaig. The relatively small deck area can be seen in this photograph.
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THE SPANISH JOHN
The ultimate in simplicity, this privately owned landing craft type vessel operates on the
same run as the Loch Nevis and is highly regarded by island residents.
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RAASAY. ISLAND CLASS VESSEL. CALEDONIAN MACBRAYNE.

Raasay. This vessel is 25metres long with a draft of 1.4 metres. With a crew of 4, she
carries 4 vehicles and 120 passengers on deck and below in summer, this figure being cut
to 25 during the winter.
This vessel type, which is in wide general use on Scottish routes, operates year round on
the route between Ballycastle in Antrim and Rathlin Island. The passage is subject to
strong tidal streams, and completely open to the Western Atlantic. The vessel works from
concrete slipways, built on a 1:8 slope.
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RAASAY LOADING AT BALLYCASTLE

There is a small aligning structure, which is obscured by the vessel in this photograph.
Operation from a concrete slipway represents the most cost effective solution for island
locations. There is no need for an operator, maintenance costs are low and provided the
slipway area is kept free of debris or stones, the slipway will always be available for use.
6.4

CONCLUSION

The study team believes that the slipway type of ship/ shore interface, with an aligning
structure, is the best solution for the Aran Islands.
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SECTION 7
THE INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIRED
7.1 INTRODUCTION
This section sets out a General Design Philosophy for any Ro-Ro berth for end loading
vessels discharging onto a sloping shore ramp and then considers the proposals at each
of the islands with respect to this general philosophy.
In addition we have addressed two main issues which have arisen to date in respect of
dredged depth and the gradient of the ramp.
7.2 GENERAL DESIGN PHILOSOPHY
The harbour design must accommodate the vessel which is chosen for the service,
together with any vessels which may also use the harbour during the absence of the main
vessel during annual refit or any other reason.
In this instance the preferred vessel is an end loading Ro-Ro vessel capable of carrying a
variety of cars and heavy articulated vehicles. The vessel loads and discharges onto a
fixed sloping shore ramp by means of an adjustable ramp fixed to the vessel with its shore
end resting on the sloping shore ramp. The vessel is also provided with a crane for lift onlift off operation.
The vessel is in the order of 34.6 metres long with a beam of 9.5 metres and a draft of 2
metres.
It is intended that the vessel will operate at all states of the tide and that the berth and
approach will be safe for operations in all weather in which the vessel can make the
crossing. The berth shall also be safe for the vessel to lie alongside in all likely weather,
even when the crossing cannot be made.
To meet the above requirements the general criteria as follows must be met.
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7.3 LOCATION
7.3.1 General requirements of location
It is desirable that the harbour is reasonably close to centres of population.
It is useful if it is readily accessible from the existing road system or in a position where
access to the road system can be readily achieved.
It is preferable to have a short sea crossing from the mainland to reduce travel times and
any exposure to bad weather.
Having determined the general location of the harbour, it is more specifically located by
consideration of operational requirements and how these are most easily met with a
minimum amount of man made construction.
7.3.2 Shelter
The primary requirement is for shelter to ensure safety of the marine operation and this is
elaborated on in detail below.
The choice of site for any berth is governed by the amount of shelter which is available
from natural features without the need to construct breakwaters to create shelter.
It is preferable to use as much natural shelter as possible since it is clear that costs, and
the risk to natural environmental processes, are greatly increased if the shelter has to be
man-made. It follows that a bay with good protecting headlands is a preferable site to an
open coastline.
One advantage of using natural shelter is that the effects of the shelter can be observed in
advance. This is not the case with man-made shelter where the effects cannot be fully
appreciated in all weather conditions until the shelter is created. These effects may be
evident at some distance from any man-made structure and could disrupt existing natural
processes over a wide area.
Generation of waves at any site is a complex interaction between the wind strength which
forms the waves and the length of open water, or ‘fetch’, in any particular direction over
which the waves can be generated by the wind. The length of time that wind is likely to
blow from any direction is also significant, and further variations in wave height and
direction are caused by the depth of water and local features which can refract or reflect
waves in various directions.
Formal scientific studies, while extremely useful, can only consider a small fraction of all
the wind, and hence wave, conditions which can arise. These studies must be
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augmented by overall general considerations of the site and its surroundings and, most
importantly, by local observations over a period of many years.
The primary objective is that there should be as little wave action as possible at the site of
the berth while the vessel is alongside. While this is important for all ships it is particularly
important in the case of end loading vessels which have their hull either resting on the
concrete ramp, or so close to it that it would hit the concrete if the ship was moving
substantially due to wave action.
It is also important that the site affords shelter for vessels approaching and leaving the
berth, where they may be manouvering in shallow water close to the shore and the pier
structures, and where the effects of wind can lead to a hazardous situation developing.
To achieve ease of manouvering into and out of berth, the vessel should be sheltered
from wind and waves when close to the shore or the berth to allow it to maintain
manouverability even at slow speeds.
Vessels should be able to make a straight or near straight approach and departure from
the berth.
The vessel should preferably not be placed side-on to wind even if fitted with side thrust
propellers as these are less effective with a side wind than with an end-on wind.
The approach should avoid the vessel traveling for any distance parallel to the shore,
particularly with strong cross winds, since any engine failure or human error can easily
lead to grounding.
When the vessel is alongside, wave height should be limited to 500mm and exposure to
cross winds and cross waves should be reduced to a minimum.
Tidal or other current effects when entering or leaving the immediate berth area should be
minimal and exposure to high seas on the approach should be limited.
7.3.3 Depth of water
It is preferable if deep water occurs naturally at the ramp and in the approaches rather
than its having to be created by dredging. If naturally occurring deep water is not
available it may be necessary to construct a long shore approach to reach water of the
necessary depth.
The costs of the shore approach to the ramp and dredging are linked. The ramp must be
situated in water of sufficient depth to allow the vessel to operate but should be as close
to the shore as possible to reduce the length of the approach from the shore. Unless
deep water occurs naturally close to the shore it is necessary to dredge the sea bed to
create sufficient depth of water. It can be seen that there is a balance to be struck
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between the cost of dredging to achieve deep water and the cost of building the approach
out to where this depth of water occurs naturally. The decision on whether or not to
dredge is also heavily influenced by the likelihood of having to undertake maintenance
dredging in future years due to siltation as this is an operating cost which cannot usually
be met from operating revenue.
7.3.4 Land Access
It is imperative that the berth, as well as being suitable from marine operations, is
accessible from land. This implies that the immediate hinterland must be at a level close
to sea level and must consist of land in which road works can be easily constructed if they
are not already present. It follows that adjacent cliffs or poor ground conditions would be
unsuitable locations for a harbour.
A natural beach profile reasonably close to the gradient of the shore ramp which is 1:8
limits the amount of construction which is necessary.
Good ground conditions on which to build the structures lead to considerable economies
and minimum disruption to the environment. This extends not only to the nature of the
sea bed material but also its level.

7.4 TECHNICAL AND LAYOUT REQUIREMENTS AT SHORE RAMP
Technical requirements for the operation of the berths have been derived from experience
in the West of Scotland and elsewhere where similar works have been in place for over 30
years.
7.4.1 Shore ramp
The shore ramp should have a gradient of 1 in 8. The gradient should commence at
lowest astronomic tide (LAT) and should continue up such that the ramp of the vessel at
Highest Astronomic Tide (HAT) still meets a 1 in 8 slope on the shore ramp. Due
allowance needs to be made for swell plus storm surge when determining the top level of
the ramp.
The shore ramp surface should be flat with no bumps or protrusions for moorings etc. It is
not necessary to provide any means of mooring the vessel to the shore ramp though an
aligning structure to the side of the ramp is highly desirable.
The width of the shore ramp should be 15 metres to allow safe operation and
maintenance and use by relief vessels. Side scour protection, if required, should not
protrude above the level of the shore ramp.

56

7.4.2 Aligning structure
An aligning structure should be provided and should extend to seaward of the end of the
shore ramp a sufficient length to allow the vessel to be berthed and remain afloat at all
tide levels so that it can be used as an overnight berth. A berth length of 1.5 times the
length of the vessel is desirable to cater for the main vessel and any relief vessels.
The aligning structure may be solid to provide shelter or may be of open construction or
individual dolphins if sufficient natural shelter is available.
The width of an aligning structure should be a minimum of 6 metres to allow for the use of
gangways for crew boarding and to facilitate the use of the vessel’s crane for lift on lift off
operations.
The minimum operating water depth at the end of the shore ramp; the overnight berth and
the approach channel should be at least 1 metre greater than the draft of any vessel likely
to use the ramp to allow for siltation and wave action.
The bollard capacity on the berth should be 15 tonnes ideally at 12 metre spacing.
Fenders on the aligning structure should be designed for the main vessel with
consideration of relief vessels. The maximum spacing of fenders is 7.5 metres. If the
vessel is provided with belting then the fenders should be taken 1 metre above/below the
maximum range of the belting so that the belting will not catch.
Ladders, chains and lifesaving equipment shall be provided in accordance with current
regulations.
7.4.3 Access to the harbour and shelter
Entering and leaving the harbour must be as straightforward as possible to minimise risk
due to human error, weather conditions or mechanical malfunction.
The width of the harbour entrance should ideally be a minimum of 5 times the beam width
of the vessel.
Moorings or pontoons for other vessels in the harbour should not be within two vessel
lengths of the shore ramp or berth.
The desirable maximum wave height at the shore ramp and berth should be restricted to
500mm by breakwaters or other means if sufficient natural shelter is not available.
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7.4.4 Services and lighting
Electricity, water, telecom and sewerage provision should be considered.
Lighting of the berth and shore ramp should be provided during operations in accordance
with current regulations but the facility to turn off lighting when not required should be
allowed.
Navigation lighting on the berth to the requirements of the Commissioner for Irish Lights
will also be needed.
Additional navigational aids in the approaches to the berth may be required following
detailed investigation of plying routes in consultation with the Commissioner for Irish
Lights.
7.4.5 Vehicle and passenger arrangements
Queuing arrangements for vehicles should be provided.
A turning area will be required at the top of the ramp where vehicles are required to
reverse on to the vessel.
7.4.6 General
The berth should be economical to construct, maintain and operate and to this end as
much use as possible should be made of naturally occurring features to create shelter and
provide the appropriate depth of water close to land.
All structures must be durable and require minimal maintenance and have a minimum
design life of 60 years.
The works should have a general form which is both functional and sympathetic with the
natural surroundings.
The harbour should be capable of future expansion to allow larger vessels to use the
ramp.
All works are to be designed in accordance with appropriate design and safety standards.
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7.5 SPECIFIC ISSUES
7.5.1 Compatibility of all harbours
Concern has been expressed to us by Island representatives that if one harbour has
restrictions placed on it then this may influence the design of the vessel which in turn may
dictate a limited facility at the other harbours.
From experience elsewhere it is almost certain that, in the future, vessel sizes will
increase as the advantages of the Ro-Ro system are appreciated. While it is simple to
provide a larger vessel at a later date it is not simple to enlarge a harbour and we strongly
advise that all harbours are designed to accommodate larger vessels than currently
contemplated so that proper provision is made for the future.
It is essential that the vessel is designed to suit the anticipated cargo and sea operating
conditions on the crossing and other criteria dealt with elsewhere without any restrictions
being imposed by the harbour design and that the harbour is designed to accommodate
the ship plus any anticipated larger vessels. This has implications in relation to the timing
of the second ro-ro vessel in relation to the completion of harbour developments at the
smaller islands.
7.5.2 Dredged depth
There appears to have been some discussion regarding the dredged depth to be provided
at the harbours.
In this respect we are quite adamant that the design dredged depth is dictated by the draft
of the vessel that is required to service the islands. The draft of the vessel cannot be
dictated by the depth of the harbour.
It may be that if financial restrictions are present the required dredged depth may not be
provided in the first instance but is provided at a later date.
If this is the case then all structures must be designed and built now to allow for the future
dredged depth since it is difficult to dredge below the design level of the foundation of
adjacent structures without damaging these structures.
It should be borne in mind that if the required depth is not provided in the first instance the
harbour will be tidally restricted which not only limits its usefulness but also introduces an
element of risk in operating near the limiting tide level.
It should also be borne in mind that the cost of mobilising dredging plant is very high and it
is always more economic in the long term to carry out all the capital dredging in one visit.
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We recommend the dredged depth is based on full tidal operation of the design vessel
and likely future vessels and that this level of dredging is provided in the first instance.
We advise a minimum dredged depth of 3.5 metres at Chart Datum to allow for the design
vessel and any likely relief vessel. This allows for any siltation and wave action while the
vessel is alongside.
We also recommend consideration is given to forming the foundations of all structures at a
level which will allow future dredging to give 4 metres depth at Chart Datum.
7.5.3 Shore ramp gradient
In the course of over 35 years of operation on the West of Scotland it has been shown
that a shore ramp with a gradient of 1:8 (12.5%) gives the optimum operating condition.
Several conditions apply in the choice of gradient:
•

If the shore ramp is steep the ship’s ramp can be shorter. This has considerable
advantages in the ship design and this is elaborated on elsewhere.

•

If, however, the shore ramp is too steep it is difficult for heavy vehicles to move up
the ramp from a standing start and it may also be difficult for disabled people to
negotiate the ramp.

A gradient of 1:8 has been proven over many years to satisfy the criteria with respect to
the ship’s ramp length and the movement of heavy vehicles.
In recent years more attention has rightly been paid to the requirements of disabled
people. In this respect we would point out that the whole area of the vessel’s deck, the
vessel ramp and its interface with the shore ramp already present difficulties for unaided
access by disabled people and it must be accepted that it is more convenient for them to
board and leave the vessel in a vehicle. In the case of unaccompanied disabled people it
has become accepted practice for the crew to give assistance.
The recommended gradient for unaided use of a wheelchair is 1:20 with an absolute
steepest under special conditions of 1:12. Since neither of these gradients is practical for
a shore ramp we recommend a gradient of 1:8 as being the most feasible.
7.6 ÁRAINN – CILL RÓNÁIN HARBOUR
The following comments are based on Michael Punch & Partners Drawing No 021-204-24
and are restricted to consideration of the Ro-Ro facility proposed for the harbour. They
are not concerned with other aspects of the harbour design.
The general configuration of the Ro-Ro berth within the harbour meets most of the criteria
set out in our General Design Philosophy with the exception of the width of the Ro-Ro
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ramp. It would also be desirable if some of the space designated for parking was used for
marshalling and if manouvering space was improved for large vehicles. These
adjustments should be easily possible within the area available.
We understand from Michael Punch and Partners that the gradient of the shore ramp has
not been specified pending a decision on the vessel requirements. A gradient of 1:8 will
be acceptable to them if this is required.
As noted in the General Technical Requirements we recommend the shore ramp is 15
metres wide to accommodate a wide variety of principal and relief vessels. It appears
from the drawing that this width could easily be accommodated.
We note that the Cargo Quay would be available for the operation of the vessel’s crane.
The draft of the preferred vessel requires a depth of 3 metres of water at Chart Datum.
We note that the dredged depth chosen is 3.5 metres below Chart Datum and, while this
would be adequate for the preferred vessel, we feel it would not be unreasonable to
increase this by 500 mm at least in the approach to the berth and the berth itself. If
adequate depth of water is not provided, the berth may be tidally restricted giving an
unfortunate restriction in a development of this size. Michael Punch & Partners advise
that the choice of dredged depth is largely driven by financial considerations.
7.7 INIS MEÁIN – CALADH MÓR
The following comments are given in relation to RPS Consulting Drawing No BM
546702/T/1006, extracts of which are enclosed.
The site is very exposed to long swell from the west through north to east and waves from
south west and south east will to some extent refract around the island to the harbour
area.
We note the breakwater to the east and the overlapping mole to the west which are
proposed to give shelter. This arrangement has been derived from modelling and will give
shelter at the berth but we consider the position of the mole may result in a difficult
approach to the shore ramp. Equally important, the arrangement may make it difficult for
a vessel to leave the ramp in marginal weather conditions where it is often necessary to
leave at comparatively high speed in order to gain steerage way before reaching deep
water. While the preferred vessel has the advantage that it will leave the berth travelling
ahead this may not always be possible with other vessels which may be bow loaders and
would have to leave stern first. These vessels may experience manouvering difficulty in
marginal weather conditions. It should also be noted in relation to vessel manouvering that
while a mole or breakwater gives shelter from waves it does not always give shelter from
wind effects.
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A first impression of the harbour design with respect to vessel manouverability is that it
would be advantageous to move the mole to the west and north to allow easier
manouvering for vessels arriving and leaving from the shore ramp. It may be necessary
to lengthen the mole to compensate for its further distance from the shore ramp and it
would be necessary to model this layout to ensure waves at the berth are of an
acceptable level. Similarly, there will be greater penetration of waves from the north east
and this effect would also require to be modelled.
It would also be necessary to provide a greater dredged area to the south of the shore
ramp to facilitate manouvering.
We are, however, aware that the layout has already been extensively modelled and we
assume that the optimum layout has already been deduced.
We have, therefore, considered the layout of the facilities within the harbour as already
designed in relation to the criteria we have laid out above.
We strongly recommend an aligning structure is provided and note that in the present
layout this will be partly provided by the area of hard standing. Reference to our Drawing
No 06049-05 showing the preferred design vessel operating on the ramp shows that at
low tide it protrudes some distance into the harbour to the extent that it is no longer
alongside the hard standing and is also in an area which may be subject to wave action.
We recommend that to overcome many of the matters discussed, the ramp is moved
some 70 metres landward to the position shown on our Drawing No 06049-06. This
position has many advantages including:
•

Greater shelter for the vessel at low tides.

•

The vessel can lie alongside the hard standing area at all states of the tide thus
allowing the crane to be used.

•

The vessel can, if necessary, be pulled off the ramp area and berthed alongside
the north south aligned part of the hard standing.

•

When berthed the vessel will be out of the way of other vessels berthed on the hard
standing berth.

•

Provided additional dredging is carried out there will be increased area for the
vessel to turn when arriving or leaving the ramp berth.

Other matters we feel should be considered include:
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•

We note the width of the shore ramp is 12 metres but would recommend this is
increased to 15 metres.

•

We also note the dredged level is 3 metres below Chart Datum. We recommend
that this be increased to 3.5 metres below Chart Datum to allow for future vessels,
or ideally to 4.0 m.

•

Depending on the exact nature of any service offered. A marshalling area may also
be required together with a turning area at the top of the ramp for vehicles
reversing on the vessel and for stores.

We are aware that there will be cost implications in our suggestions but consider these
would be more than compensated for by increased efficiency of the harbour and greater
availability in marginal weather conditions.
The development will always require extensive rock dredging and our proposal simply
means more of what is already required. Although the quantity of rock will be greater the
mobilisation of plant costs will remain the same no matter what the quantity of rock to be
dredged.
Given the advanced state of the design work and project evaluation for the work at this
harbour, and the difficulty of making changes at this stage, it may be best to continue with
such developments as are required to achieve a sheltered berth, leaving construction of
the infrastructure required for the ro-ro service to a later date.
7.8 INIS OÍRR
The following comments are given in relation to RPS Consulting Drawing Option 4D
received by Arch Henderson LLP on 28 November 2006.
The above drawing shows a configuration which will give shelter from the prevailing winds
from south through west to north east but which remains open to winds from all other
directions. The site remains exposed to the east and north east and from local
consultation we understand waves from these directions can be severe and well outside
the height criteria of 500 mm for an end loading vessel which we have noted above.
While the headland to the south gives some protection it is also possible that waves from
this direction may refract around the island and penetrate the harbour unless further
breakwater protection is provided.
It must be accepted, however, that the present configuration will have been evolved over
many years of practical experience backed with local knowledge to give shelter to the
existing operation and that wave action from the exposed sectors has been tolerated.
Despite this, the proposed pier extension has been orientated to the south east thus
indicating a need to improve shelter at the existing berth.
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We note that the extreme end of the pier extension is described as a possible summer
berth which we understand refers to the use of the outside of the pier in settled weather.
The proposed ramp for the RO-RO vessel is located to obtain the maximum possible
shelter from the existing and proposed pier. To give additional protection from any wave
action from the south east, and indeed the east, there is a landing pier which we assume
from the description on the drawing will be at a high level.
The ramp is therefore only exposed fully to waves from the north east but it is orientated
to be perpendicular to waves from this direction thus placing the vessel end on to the
waves which is advantageous for this type of operation. There may be some wave action
when the vessel is operating at low tide levels near the lower end of the ramp. We note
that the ramp gradient is shown as 1:10 but if this was steepened to 1:8 as we have
recommended elsewhere, and the landing pier is maintained at its present length, the
shelter when operating at low tide levels would be improved.
There would be a very high cost in providing a breakwater to give full protection from the
north east and it is likely this could not be justified in terms of the improvement in the
reliability of the operation since waves from this direction occur less frequently than waves
from other directions.
Some increase in shelter may be obtained if the ramp was located alongside the existing
concrete pier but any advantage would almost certainly be outweighed by difficulties in
manouvering alongside and the loss of general berthing which would occur. It would also
be necessary to provide some shelter from the east and south east. We do not feel this
would be a practical solution.
We therefore conclude that while the ramp will be exposed to wave action from some
sectors it is probably in the optimum position and orientation to allow an effective and
reliable service to be operated at a reasonable cost. Should further protection be deemed
necessary at a later date this can be added.
Arrangements at the shore end appear adequate but if found to be restricted could be
extended by further reclamation.
7.9 ROS AN MHÍL
There are extensive proposals at Ros an Mhíl for the provision of facilities for the
passenger vessels serving the Aran Islands but, because no demand has been identified,
there is no provision for Ro-Ro facilities.
There is, however, an extensive area of reclamation at the west end of the harbour area
which could be made available for a Ro-Ro berth. This area is in a very good position
close to the main harbour but would allow vessels to operate to a berth without
interference with fishing boats, leisure craft and passenger ferries.
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It is not within the remit of this study to undertake an extensive study of the area but it
appears sufficient depth of sheltered water is available together with adequate hinterland
for marshalling and parking etc.
We consider that following suitable site investigation there is no reason why a Ro-Ro
berth cannot be provided on this site.
7.10 APPENDIX
Locations of 1:8 gradient shore ramps on the West of Scotland.
Shore ramps with a gradient of 1:8 are provided at the following mainland and island ferry
terminals on the West of Scotland:
Largs
Isle of Cumbrae
Lochranza, Arran
Claonaig
Tayinloan
Isle of Gigha
Colintraive
Rhubodach, Bute
Oban
Isle of Lismore
Feolin, Jura
Tobermory, Mull
Kilchoan
Isle of Rum
Isle of Eigg
Isle of Muck
Isle of Canna
Inverie
Ardmore, Barra
Isle of Eriskay
Sconser, Skye
Isle of Raasay
Berneray, North Uist
Leverburgh, Harris
Cuan
Isle of Luing
Fishnish, Mull
Lochaline

Tarbert
Portavadie
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VESSEL DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS AND GA DRAWING
GENERAL INTRODUCTION AND TYPE OF VESSEL PROPOSED
The consultation process naturally yields a diversity of opinions on what is
considered to be the most appropriate type of vessel. No single design can,
generally, incorporate all requests. However, we believe the vessel design
proposed is practical, flexible and suitable for the type of operation and the
geographical area of operation.
8.1

SHIP/SHORE INTERFACE

A number of vessel type options were initially considered, based on the
ship/shore interface possibilities. These possibilities were:
8.1.1 Working from a hydraulic linkspan.
8.1.2 Working from a slipway with interface structure that can be raised/ lowered
depending on state of tide and the draft of the vessel.
8.1.3 Working from a concrete slipway (gradient of 1:8)
In consultation with our civil engineering partners, options 1. and 2. have not
been considered further as the infrastructure and maintenance costs would be
prohibitive.
We have assumed a slipway declivity of 1:8 as this has proved to be a workable
declivity in similar operations. Having lesser gradients would limit the draft of the
vessel/ require a greater length of ramp to ensure “dry” access.
8.2

TYPE OF VESSEL

In working to and from a concrete slipway, the draft of the vessel will require to
be limited/restricted to eliminate vessel grounding and minimise the length of the
vehicle ramp. Compromise in the vessel’s design is necessary when considering
operation off a slip, when seaworthiness, vessel speed and deadweight capacity
requirements have to be considered. We studied a number of options for the
type and size of vessel, which included:

8.2.1 Conventional Ro-Ro ferry
Positive Points:
• Vehicles can drive on at stern and drive off at bow, saving discharging and
loading time.
• Requires simpler driving skills (no reversing) when embarking and
disembarking.
Negative Points:
• To permit through vehicle access, accommodation block and wheelhouse
require to be raised by approximately 4.5 metres, thus leading to a more
expensive design and an increase in the lateral windage area.
• Bow ramp and bow visor required thus increasing capital and operating costs.
8.2.2 Landing Craft (Bow Loading)
Positive Points:
• Only one ramp required.
• No special requirements necessary to protect propulsion units from damage.
Negative Points:
• Vehicles have to be driven on and reversed off or a turntable is required to be
incorporated in the vehicle deck.
• With ramp at forward end, the design of a seaworthy forward end, suitable for
the area of operation, would be compromised.
• To achieve bridge visibility requirements, wheelhouse position may require to
be raised.
8.2.3 Stern Loader
Positive Points
• Only one ramp required.
• Excellent bridge visibility.
• Good seaworthy forward end.
Negative Points
• Vehicles have to be driven on and reversed off or a turntable is required to be
incorporated in the vehicle deck.
• Propulsion protection necessary.
After carefully considering the above options we believe the best solution for the
area and type of operation would be a Stern Loading vessel.

We have designed the vessel with a length of approx. 35 metres having a
deadweight carrying capacity of approx. 100 tonnes. The design is sufficiently
flexible to be increased/decreased as deemed necessary to suit client’s
requirements.
8.3

GENERAL DESCRIPTION AND GENERAL PARTICULARS OF VESSEL
(See General Arrangement – Aran Islands Stern Loading Ferry)

8.3.1 Purpose and General Standard of the Vessel
The vessel is to be suitable for year round operation, at all states of tide, between
Ros an Mhíl on the mainland and the Aran Islands, designed to operate to/from
concrete slipways, having a gradient of 1:8.
The ship is intended to be a modern stern loading Cargo vessel, with the
capability of carrying a maximum of 12 passengers, private cars, trucks and road
trailers.
The vessel is to be suitable for the carriage of Dangerous Goods and the Vehicle
Deck should be designed to be suitable for vehicles with an axle loading of 14
tonnes.
The vessel should also be provided with a “Hiab” style deck crane as shown on
the General Arrangement Drawing.
As a Cargo vessel the appropriate class for application of statutory requirements
would be Class VIIIA.
As a Passenger “Boat” the vessel should be considered as a Class P5
Passenger Boat, complying with the Department of Transport Regulations.
8.3.2 General Description
The ship is a twin screw vessel of round bilge or hard chine construction with
bulbous bow and transom stern. The vessel is to be fitted with a bow thruster to
enhance manoeuvrability.
A hydraulically operated stern ramp, approximately 4 metres wide, to be provided
for foot passenger and freight embarkation, suitable for operating from a slipway
with a 1:8 gradient.
The vessel is to be fitted with suitable propeller protection guards to avoid
contact with slipway.

The vessel is to be constructed with longitudinal side casings, the entire length of
the Vehicle Deck space, of sufficient height, to satisfy intact stability
requirements.
Crew accommodation is to be provided at Deck 1 level, generally as shown on
the General Arrangement, comprising mess room area, a two berth cabin and a
store area.
Passenger and crew accommodation area to be provided at Deck 3 level,
generally as shown on the General Arrangement, comprising passenger lounge/
seating area, passenger toilet and crew toilet incorporating a shower space.
Wheelhouse is situated on Deck 5.
8.3.3 General Description (continued)
The main machinery consists of two (2) high-speed diesel engines, each driving
a fixed pitch propeller, through a gearbox. Auxiliary power to be provided to
meet Class and Administration requirements.
8.4

MAIN DIMENSIONS

Length, overall, abt
Length between perpendiculars, abt
Breadth, moulded, abt
Depth to the Main Deck, abt
Design draught, abt

34.60 m
30.00 m
9.50 m
3.00 m
2.00 m

Speed

10.5 knots

8.5

CAPACITIES

8.5.1 Deadweight
The total deadweight to be approx 100 tonnes at a summer load draft amidships of
approximately 2.00 metres.
Deadweight to include:
• Cargo;
• Fuel oil, lubricating oil, stores, water, provisions and other consumables and stores;
• Passengers, crew and their personal effects; and
• Spares/inventories in excess of those required by Classification Society or the Flag
Authority

8.5.2. Tank Capacities
Fresh water approx
3 m3
Oil Fuel
10 m3
Ballast water – Fore peak and after peak tanks – Capacity will be established
when detail design is undertaken.
8.5.3

Lane Lengths & Deck Area

Vehicle Deck

8.6

Trailers
Cars
Deck Area

about 40 lane-metres
about 60 lane metres
about 165 Metres2

DPTAC REQUIREMENTS

The vessel to be constructed to achieve the Safety Requirements For Persons
With Reduced Mobility where practicable.
8.7

DANGEROUS CARGO

The vessel should be suitable for the carriage of Dangerous Goods in
accordance with Department of Transport requirements.
8.8

POWERING AND SPEED AND FUEL CONSUMPTION

Initial calculations to establish main engine power requirements, when operating
at a load draft of 2 metres at a speed of 10.5 knots, have been undertaken. The
initial results indicate that 2 main engines each developing 250 KW will be
necessary.
Assuming the vessel is in continuous operation for 10 hours a day, the daily fuel
consumption for the main engines would be approx. 1400 litres.
8.9

BUILDING COST

A UK shipbuilder was approached and requested to provide a building cost,
based on the General Arrangement and an outline specification. The shipbuilder
estimated that the building cost would be approx. 3.5 million euros.
8.10

BUILD TIME

Construction of the proposed vessel is likely to take twelve months from the date
of laying the keel.
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SECTION 9
9.1 NOTES ON THE COMPARATIVE NEEDS AND ASPIRATIONS OF THE
ISLANDS
Whilst part of the same group geographically, the nature of the islands and the
needs and aspirations of their communities as expressed to the study team are
not the same.
In terms of steady, year round population, Árainn has about 720 inhabitants, Inis
Meáin 170, and Inis Oírr 250.
Of the 200,000 passengers ferried to the Islands annually, the great majority visit
Árainn, with the balance split between the two smaller Islands.
These figures themselves raise differences in the day-to-day requirements for the
delivery of cargo required to keep the communities going, particularly during the
summer months of June, July and August. On an annual basis, Árainn takes
around 65% of all the cargo shipped, with Inis Oírr accounting for 25% and Inis
Meáin 10%.
In addition to statistical differences, whilst all the persons we spoke to were
wholeheartedly in support of the introduction of a Ro-Ro service, which all
claimed was long overdue, there were clear differences between opinions
expressed by the representatives on the largest island, and those of the two
smaller ones, in terms of the benefits they wished to get from a Ro-Ro service
and the reasons for which they wished to see such a service introduced.
There were also some clear tensions between the island interests and some
concern on the smaller islands that the requirements of the larger island should
not influence the operation of any service. Those on the larger island were
concerned that the development of a service which would suit them should not
be curtailed by the lesser requirements of, or facilities available at, the other two
Islands.
There was a strong body of opinion on the smaller islands that there would have
to be a very strict system put in place to regulate the service and to manage
inter-island priorities.

9.1.1 Árainn
In general terms, whilst one body of opinion saw the cargo aspects of the service
as being important the majority of those we spoke to on Árainn, saw the ro-ro
service as a means of furthering the commercial development of the Island, and
of providing a convenient facility for island residents to drive to and from the
mainland on an “as and when required” basis.
However, the scale of the proposed harbour development, the available depth of
water and the limitations on the size of vessel which can be operated from a
slipway, mean that such a “ turn up and drive on “ service is not achievable,
because the size of vessel required to carry all of those who might turn up to use
the service could not operate into the harbour. In addition we feel strongly that
the potential that such a vessel would create for overloading the Island with
vehicles could present a threat to both the environment and to the island way of
life.
9.1.2 Inis Meáin and Inis Oírr
Residents of the two smaller islands regarded the provision of a safe harbour and
a Ro-Ro cargo service as far more important than the ability to drive to and from
the mainland as a convenience.
At Inis Meáin, the provision of a safe harbour in itself took very high priority, with
the provision of even a limited Ro-Ro service taking second place.
Some of this may stem from the fact that harbours at both of these islands are
recognised as being difficult and, at times, dangerous to work. This is the aspect
of any development which must be addressed as first priority.
There is also a difference in the depth of water expected to be available at the
Islands. At the time of the study it was expected that, on completion of the
harbour developments, there would be 3.5 metres below CD available at Cill
Rónáin and at Inis Oírr, but only 3.0 metres available at Inis Meáin.
Recognising these differences it is difficult to envisage a single solution which will
meet the requirements of both viewpoints.
9.2

THE MANAGEMENT AND REGULATION OF THE SERVICE

It will be necessary to manage the service in an equitable manner and to regulate
its management. Prioritising of bookings and the allocation of resident permits for
the transport of motor vehicles were seen as two potential areas of difficulty.

The Island co-operatives felt strongly that any rules which were put into place
should have the weight of Government bye-laws behind them. In addition, these
should be rigorously enforced and the burden of enforcement should not be
placed on the island co-operatives, who lacked authority and might be
considered to be vulnerable to pressure. This is an understandable point of view.
It will help towards efficient management of the service if the operation of all the
component parts associated with the delivery of the shipping service, such as the
reception of cargo, the management of any mainland warehouse facility, the
operation of the ship and the booking and prioritising of any vehicle traffic are
under the control of a single operator.
9.3 THE EFECT OF MOVING THE SERVICE TO ROS AN MHÍL
The immediate effect of moving the service to Ros an Mhíl will be a reduction in
the time spent at sea by the vessel, giving rise to opportunities for a greater
number of voyages, and savings on fuel costs per voyage.
At the present time, the operator of the shipping service takes responsibility for
the reception, loading, carriage and discharge of the cargo. The operator also
takes responsibility for storage of cargo received at Galway, including the
storage, under proper conditions, of chilled and frozen cargo.
We believe that this practice should continue under any future contract for the
operation of a Ro-Ro service, with the operator providing a turnkey service and
continuing to take responsibility for all phases of the operation.
It is recognised that, when the mainland side of the operation moves to Ros an
Mhíl, there may be unwillingness for suppliers to transport certain types of cargo
by road from Galway. Under the terms of a turnkey service, we envisage that the
shipping service operator would maintain a cargo reception facility in Galway,
possibly on the Western outskirts, to which suppliers could deliver small parcels
or part-loads.
The service operator would collate these and arrange transport by shuttle to his
warehouse facility at Ros an Mhíl for short-term storage or immediate loading.
Heavy items of cargo and full loads would be taken by the supplier direct to the
warehouse facility at Ros an Mhíl.
At the present time, the development of Ros an Mhíl does not include the
provision of a warehouse but there is no shortage of space and the construction
of a suitable facility should not present a problem. Whilst it is outwith the scope
of this study to take a view on where ownership of such a facility would lie, it is
envisaged that any Company bidding to operate the service could be obliged to

rent the facility on fixed terms, the cost of which could form part of that
Company’s bid for subsidy.

Suppliers
of
light,
perishable,
or fragile
items,
Domestic
appliances
etc

Galway
cargo
reception

Road
transport
to Ros an
Mhíl
cargo
facility

Load and Ship
Operator
organises
to Islands.
cargo into
Island
groupings
By
following this system the service operator retains control of the reception and
groupage of small items of cargo, leading to their more effective delivery. The
operator is also able to offer a consolidated rate to customers.
We believe that the requirement to operate such depot and transfer service could
be written into the service specification for a future contract. This would protect
island interests from any additional costs arising as a result of the service relocation.

9.4 TIMETABLE OPTIONS
9.4.1 Explanatory Note
The options set out in the following paragraphs assume the existence of ro-ro
facilities at all of the islands.
The steaming time required for all legs has been calculated on the basis of 10
knots. The vessel proposed has a service speed of 10.5 knots; we have allowed
a margin.
In practice, the vessel’s engines will be left running whilst she is alongside at
each island destination, and the times alongside have been added to the
steaming time to arrive at the total consumption figure for each example.
Where there is a second call at Cill Rónáin in one day, or on one rotation, the
time alongside has been cut to reflect the fact that the majority of cargo will have
been discharged at the first call.

We have provided four examples but there are clearly more possibilities and in
practice the timetable is likely to evolve with time and as operational experience
of the vessel is gained. Departure times can be adjusted to reflect summer
operations and Island residents’ requirements.
In compiling the examples, we have taken the requirements for both cargo and
vehicles into account.
There may be a case for operating a mix of these models, with one level of
service on some days and another on others as the pattern which best services
island needs emerges.
There may also be merit in considering trans-shipment of cargo, although this
involves additional handling.
It is accepted that there is a wide difference between the volume of cargo
required at Cill Rónáin and that required at the other islands. We had
considered the use of a smaller vessel . However, it was not considered that
such a vessel could provide a reliable year round service. This is further
explained in section 9.9.
9.4.2 The Advantages and Disadvantages of the Options
OPTION A
This is the basic timetable providing one call at each island each day. It provides
an opportunity to deliver cargo to each Island and for a limited number of
residents from each Island to take their vehicles to the mainland.
This would be a limited service and cars from Cill Rónáin could shut out cargo
and cars from the smaller islands. Equally, cargo destined for the smaller islands
would remain on the vessel on sailing from Cill Rónáin, occupying deck space
which would otherwise be available for outwards Cill Rónáin traffic. This option
would take very careful management and would only work if there were little or
no outward cargo or cars booked from Cill Rónáin. It does not provide an
opportunity for residents to take a vehicle to the mainland and return the same
day.

OPTION B
A slight improvement on the basic option, with the vessel making a second call at
Cill Rónáin.

OPTION C
This option, which allows two round trips per day, is the optimum for residents
wishing to take vehicles to the mainland, because it allows outward traffic access
to the mainland in the morning, with a return sailing in the evening. It also allows
contractors and public service vehicles into the Islands in the morning, and out
again to the mainland in the evening. As in the other options, the booking system
will have to be carefully managed to avoid conflict between island interests.
OPTION D
Option D requires the use of two vessels, with one serving Árainn, Cill Rónáin,
and the other serving Inis Meáin and Inis Oírr. This two-vessel operation provides
the highest level of service to each of the Islands and removes any conflict of
requirement which might arise if all three islands were to share one ship. This
option also provides maximum potential for traffic growth and economic
development.
Recognising the disparity in cargo requirements and the
differences in priorities between Árainn and the smaller islands we propose a
daily service to and from Cill Rónáin and a service to each of the other two
islands every second day.
It must be emphasised that there are many possible variations on the timetable
models we have shown and that in practice the most effective pattern will emerge
through time.

NOTE ON THE TWO VESSEL OPTION
Possible use of a smaller vessel at the two smaller islands
Use of a smaller Island Class type of vessel, shown on p56, and such as is in
use on the route to Árainn Mhór, in Donegal, has been carefully considered. In
terms of deadweight and deck space the needs of the two smaller islands could
generally be met by a vessel of this size. However, the same
environmental conditions which apply on the route to Inis Mhór, apply on the
routes to Inis Meáin and Inis Oírr and therefore the same design considerations
as outlined in Section 8.2 will apply on each of the routes.
For
example, a vessel bound for Árainn, passing Cannon Rock buoy at the South
end of the approach channel to Ros an Mhíl, will be exposed to Westerly
weather for just over six miles before she can expect some shelter from the land,
whereas the same vessel bound for Inis Oírr has to cross a further three miles of
open water and negotiate the North end of Foul Sound before experiencing

shelter. This being so, we do not believe that it is appropriate to use a smaller
vessel on these routes and our two vessel proposal therefore utilises sister ships.
9. 5 ARAN ISLANDS RO-RO SERVICE TIMETABLE OPTIONS
OPTION A
A single round trip each day, calling once at each island.
This option would only be viable if there was no, or very little, outward cargo or
few cars booked from Cill Rónáin.

LEG
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Cill Rónáin

DIST

STMG

TIME
0900

10.5

1.05

Alongside Cill Rónáin
Cill Rónáin to Inis Meáin 3.5
C.Mhor
Alongside Inis Meáin
Inis Meáin to Inis Oírr
3.5
Alongside Inis Oírr
Inis Oírr to Ros an Mhíl

ALONGSIDE

12.0

0.5

1010 - 1040

.25

1100 - 1115

.25

1140 - 1155

.35

.38

1.2

Arrive Ros an Mhíl.

1305

TOTAL STMG TIME

2.9
8

1.0

3.98

9.6 ARAN ISLANDS RO-RO SERVICE TIMETABLE OPTIONS
OPTION B
Single round voyage with a second call at Cill Rónáin.
LEG
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Cill Rónáin

DIST

ALONGSIDE

10.5

10.5

1.05
0.5

1010 - 1040

.25

1100 - 1115

.25

1140 - 1155

0.5

1240 - 1310

.35

.38
0.7

1.05

Arrive Ros an Mhíl.
TOTAL STMG TIME

TIME
0900

Alongside Cill Rónáin
Cill Rónáin to Inis Meáin
3.5
C.Mhor
Alongside Inis Meáin
Inis Meáin to Inis Oírr
3.8
Alongside Inis Oírr
Inis Oírr to Cill Rónáin
7.0
Alongside Cill Rónáin
Cill Rónáin to Ros an Mhíl.

STMG

1415
3.53

1.5

5.03

9.7 ARAN ISLANDS RO-RO SERVICE TIMETABLE OPTIONS
OPTION C
This schedule allows Island residents to depart with a vehicle in the morning and
return in the evening, with seven and a half hours on the mainland.
MORNING SCHEDULE
LEG
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Cill Rónáin

DIST

STMG

ALONGSIDE

0800
10.5

Alongside Cill Rónáin
Cill Rónáin to Inis Meáin
3.5
C.Mhor
Alongside Inis Meáin
Inis Meáin to Inis Oírr
3.8
Alongside Inis Oírr
Inis Oírr to Ros an Mhíl
12.0

1.05
.5

0905-0935

.25

0955-1010

.25

1035-1050

.35

.38
1.2

Arrive Ros an Mhíl
TOTAL STMG TIME

TIME

1200
2.98

1.0

Vessel lies in Ros an Mhíl, allowing crew rest period.

3.98

AFTERNOON SCHEDULE

LEG

DIST

Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Cill 10.5
Rónáin
Alongside Cill Rónáin
Cill Rónáin to Inis Meáin
Alongside Inis Meáin
Inis Meáin to Inis Oírr
Alongside Inis Oírr
Inis Oírr to Ros an Mhíl

3.5

3.8

12.0

STMG

ALONGSIDE

1800
1.05
.25

1905 - 1920

.25

1940 - 1955

.25

2020 - 2035

.35

.38

1.2

Arrive Ros an Mhíl
TOTAL STMG TIME

TIME

2145
2.98

0.75

3.73

The reduced time alongside at Cill Rónáin at the afternoon call reflects the fact
that the majority of cargo will have been carried on the morning sailing.

9.8

ARAN ISLANDS RO-RO SERVICE TIMETABLE OPTIONS

OPTION D
The two-vessel operation. This option allows cargo out to the Islands in the
morning, with vehicle space available back to the mainland, with a mid-morning
arrival.
Vehicles are then able to return to the islands in the evening, giving each island a
fair allocation of deck space. Conflict of requirements between the islands is
eliminated. There is a daily service to Cill Rónáin, and a service every second
day to each of the smaller islands. Two vessels are employed.
CILL RÓNÁIN SERVICE
LEG
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Cill Rónáin
Alongside Cill Rónáin
Cill Rónáin to Ros an Mhíl
Arrive Ros an Mhíl
REST PERIOD
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Cill Rónáin
Alongside Cill Rónáin
Cill Rónáin to Ros an Mhíl

DIST

STMG

ALONGSIDE

0800
10.5

1.05
0.5

10.5

0910 - 0940

1.05
1045
1800

10.5

1.05
0.5

10.5

2005 - 2035

1.05

Arrive Ros an Mhíl
TOTAL STMG TIME

TIME

2140
4.2

1.0

5.2

THE INIS MEÁIN AND INIS OÍRR SERVICE
Two return sailings to each Island on alternate days. This exceeds the present
provision, and will provide cargo capacity in excess of current requirements.
INIS OÍRR
LEG
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Inis Oírr
Alongside Inis Oírr
Inis Oírr to Ros an Mhíl
Arrive Ros an Mhíl
REST PERIOD
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Inis Oírr
Alongside Inis Oírr
Inis Oírr to Ros an Mhíl

DIST

STMG

ALONGSIDE

0830
12.0

1.2
0.25

12.0

0945 - 1000

1.
2
1115.
1700

12.0

1.2
0. 25

12.0

1815 - 1830

1.2

Arrive Ros an Mhíl
TOTAL STMG TIME

TIME

1915
4.8

0.5

5.3

INIS MEÁIN
LEG
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Inis
Meáin
Alongside Inis Meáin
Inis Meáin to Ros an
Mhíl
Arrive Ros an Mhíl
REST PERIOD
Depart Ros an Mhíl
Ros an Mhíl to Inis
Meáin
Alongside Inis Meáin
Inis Meáin to Ros an
Mhíl

DIST

STMG

ALONGSIDE

0830
10.5

1.05
0.25

10.5

0935 - 0950

1.05
1055.
1700

10.5

1.05
0. 25

10.5

1805 - 1820

1.05

Arrive Ros an Mhíl
TOTAL STMG TIME

TIME

1925
4.2

0.5

4.7

9.9 DECKSPACE COMPARISON
CURRENT SERVICE
Weekly summer availability.
5 Voyages @ 260 sq, metres

Total

1300 sq. metres.

RO-RO SERVICE
Operating six days per week:
TIMETABLE A, AND B

990

TIMETABLE C

1980 sq. metres.

TIMETABLE D.

Árainn.

sq. metres.

1980 sq. metres.

Inis Meáin and Inis Oírr.
1980 sq.metres.
It can be seen that under options C and D deck space availability greatly
increases.
9.10 VESSEL OPERATING COSTS: FUEL COST COMPARISONS
ALL FIGURES IN EURO
Based on a fuel consumption of 140 litres per hour.
TIMETABLE.

HOURS
RUNNING

TOTAL DAILY
CONSUMPTION

DAILY FUEL COST
@ .50
EURO / LITRE

TIMETABLE A

3.98

558

279

TIMETABLE B

5.03

705

352

TIMETABLE C

7.71

1079

539

TIMETABLE D
CILL RÓNÁIN

5.2

728

364

TIMETABLE D
INIS OÍRRR

5.3

742

371

TIMETABLE D
INISMEÁIN

4.7

658

329

9.11 VESSEL DAILY OPERATING COSTS EXCLUDING FUEL
Based on the vessel proposed by the study
The figures shown below have been arrived at by studying cost models for
four similar sized vessels.
There are a number of variables which have to be taken into account.
Insurance
The cost of insurance will largely depend on the claims record of an individual
operator, and on the relationship which they have with their underwriters.
We have taken a view on insurance costs based on the fact that this is a new
vessel, with a hull value of around Euro. 3.5M. We have assumed that the
operator will be experienced and have an existing
track record with an
underwriter.
Year One, and Year Two
A new vessel will have a guarantee period, and it is likely that the operator will
experience low costs in respect of routine repairs and maintenance during the
first year of the ships life. We have used second year operating costs, which will
be closer to the average.
Manning
We have based our costs on a four man crew, qualified to Irish Department of
Transport requirements, employed on European compliant terms and conditions.
Vessel lease costs
Based on figures provided in Section 11.

VESSEL COSTS BASED ON SINGLE VESSEL, DESIGN AS PROPOSED IN
SECTION 8.

COST ITEM

YEARLY COST

DAILY COST

Lease costs.

336154

921

Manning

218300

598

28575

78

15000

41

Routine
maintenance.
Stores
consumables.

and

Docking
survey.

and 141750

388

Insurance.

35000

95

TOTAL

774779

2121

9.12 VESSEL OPERATING COSTS PER TIMETABLE OPTION FUEL
INCLUDED.
Daily
vessel
operating cost.
2121

2121

2121

2121

2121

Fuel Costs
By timetable.

B.
352

C.
539

D.
364

D
350
(Average)

B.

C.

2473

2660

D.CILL
RÓNÁIN
2485

D INIS OÍRR
INISMEÁIN
2471

A.
279

A.
Daily
Service
costs
for 2400
timetable:

9.13 SERVICE ESTABLISHMENT COSTS
Establishment costs have been estimated taking into account all of the costs of
operating the business, other than vessel and fuel costs. These establishment
costs include staff costs, warehouse lease costs, plant costs, insurance,
communications, accounting and administration. It is emphasised that these are
estimates and that individual operators may make use of a different approach
when financing and operating the business, resulting in different establishment
costs.
ESTABLISHMENT COSTS

YEARLY COSTS DAILY COSTS.

Staff costs, warehouse lease, plant
costs, insurance
communications 311,000
accounting and administration.

852

9.14 LIKELY REQUIREMENT FOR SUBSIDY
The table below shows the likely requirement for subsidy, in respect of the ro-ro
service, ignoring operator profit, based on estimated revenues and estimated
operating costs. We have used OPTION D.
CILL RÓNÁIN. This example applies as a stand alone option, with lift on lift off
retained at the other two islands, or as part of a two vessel operation such as
may eventually be introduced.
COST HEADING

YEARLY COSTS

DAILY COSTS.

VESSEL OPERATING COSTS. 774779

2121

FUEL COSTS

132860

364

311000

852

TOTAL COSTS.

1218639

3337

ESTIMATED REVENUE.

255000

698

ESTABLISHMENT COSTS.

POSSIBLE
FOR
SUBSIDY.

REQUIREMENT 963639

2639

INIS MEÁIN AND INIS OÍRR.
Distances and consumption are based on Inis Oírr. Establishment costs have
been reduced, since these have been taken into account on the Cill Rónáin
model. Revenue has been reduced to reflect the smaller cargo volumes at these
islands.
COST HEADING

YEARLY COSTS

DAILY COSTS

VESSEL OPERATING COSTS. 774779

2121

FUEL COSTS

104390

371

10000

27

TOTAL COSTS.

920194

2519

ESTIMATED REVENUE.

75000

205

POSSIBLE REQUIREMENT
FOR SUBSIDY

845194

2314

ESTABLISHMENT COSTS.

SECTION 10
THE CONTINUING NEED FOR A LIFT ON LIFT OFF SERVICE

SECTION 10.
THE CONTINUING NEED FOR A LIFT-ON LIFT-OFF SERVICE
COMPLETION OF RO-RO INFRASTRUCTURE.

ON

10.1 GENERAL
There are certain types of cargo which might well lend themselves to the lift-on
lift-off type of handling, such as steel beams or telegraph or power line poles.
However since these items will almost certainly have arrived at the load port in a
vehicle or trailer, there seems no reason why they should not continue their
journey in the same vehicle, or be placed on a trailer in a GLT by the operator.
The vessel design proposed by the study incorporates a hydraulic crane placed
on the vessel’s side casing, which will be sufficient to accommodate the great
majority of cargo types carried to the islands.
In this way a lift-on lift-off capability is retained without the need for a second
vessel.
10.2 CONSOLIDATION OF LOOSE ITEMS OF CARGO
Not all cargo for the islands will occupy a full vehicle or trailer, and there will be
cases where small items which have been delivered to the warehouse have to be
consolidated.
There are a number of ways in which cargo can be consolidated for transport on
the Ro-Ro vessels so as to avoid the need for the use of a crane. In the example
below, small items of loose cargo are grouped by island at the operators
warehouse, and loaded onto a vehicle for shipment to the island. On arrival the
vehicle is driven ashore and discharged, returning to the vessel empty for
transportation back to the mainland.

Loose items of cargo bound from Mallaig for Eigg, in the Small Isles. The vehicle
is fitted with a small hydraulic crane.
THE USE OF GLTS
The use of General and Livestock Transporters, (GLTs) is widespread on the
Northern Isles routes in Scotland. These versatile and very tough units are used
to carry loose freight. They are fitted with a false floor and drainage system to
accommodate livestock. GLTs are not self propelled and require to be run on
and off the vessel using a towing vehicle.
This system could very easily be adapted for use with a fork-lift, using smaller
units, in much the same way as baggage is run out to and in from aircraft.

CURRENT PRACTICE ON OTHER ROUTES
10.3 There are currently no subsidised small island Ro-Ro routes in Scotland on
which it is also necessary to operate a subsidised Lift-On Lift-Off service. A
regular Lift on Lift Off service does run to the Orkney and Shetland Islands,
although much of the cargo is containerised. It is also worth noting that the
operator of the lift on-lift off service frequently ships cargo, on trailers, on the RoRo service.
Conclusion
There may from time to time be a requirement to lift certain items of cargo of
unusual weight, or dimension, which are outwith the capability of the proposed
vessel’s crane. However proper utilisation of the ro-ro principle will mean that
these occasions are rare, and provided the infrastructure is in place, it should
not be necessary to retain a subsidised lift-on lift-of cargo service on these
routes.

THE CURRENT INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME
10.4 It is intended that the development of Island infrastructure will be phased in
over the next four years, and consequently the introduction of a ro-ro service will
have to be similarly phased in.
Whilst the vessel we propose incorporates a crane, that is not intended to be the
vessels principal means of loading and discharging cargo, and it will not have
the lifting capacity that a vessel specifically designed for lift- on lift –off operation
would have.
We therefore envisage that there may be times when heavy items of cargo
cannot be loaded and discharged by the vessel we propose.
The overall development strategy also has to be considered and if the decision is
taken to develop ro-ro facilities at Cill Rónáin, but to concentrate on the
achievement of a safe harbour at the other two islands, with a ro-ro service to
follow in later years, there will clearly be a requirement to continue with a lift on
lift off service to those Islands in the meantime.

SECTION 11
VESSEL PROCUREMENT AND FINANCING

SECTION 11
VESSEL PROCUREMENT AND FINANCING
11.1

INTRODUCTION

This section of the report considers the legal and financial issues arising out of
what we suggest is the most appropriate method of procuring and financing a
vessel to provide a roll-on roll-off freight service to the Aran Islands. The
procurement and financing of any such vessel needs to be done in compliance
with European procurement requirements and the Department’s interests need to
be protected at all times. We refer only to one vessel but what we say applies to
any number of vessels.
Sections 11.3 – 11.5 set out three ways in which the ownership of the vessel and
provision of the services could be structured. We understand that none of these
is particularly attractive to the Department but they have been included to
illustrate why we consider that Option 4 (Section 11.6) is the most attractive.
Section 11.6 sets out two procurement routes for the vessel purchase and
provision of the ferry services.
Sections 11.7 – 11.11 summarise the main provisions of the key documents
which would need to be entered into in order to give all relevant parties the
protection and comfort required. In summary, these would be:
• a public service contract (between the Department and the Operator);
• a building contract (between the funder / Operator and shipyard);
• a charterparty (between the funder and the Operator); and
• a tripartite agreement (between the Department, funder and Operator).
The tripartite agreement is intended to draw together the other agreements and
to set up an ongoing relationship between the Department and the funder,
ensuring that while the Department is not required to own the vessel the equity
therein will always revert to the Department.
Finally, at Section 11.12 we suggest how such a vessel purchase could be
financed and set out some indicative figures.
Before examining these options and explaining the documents which are
required, we first set out in Section 11.2 the relevant European legislative
background.

11.2

LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

11.2.1 Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92
Council Regulation (EEC) No 3577/92 (the Cabotage Regulation), effective
from 1 January 1993, grants freedom to provide maritime transport services
within a Member State (maritime cabotage) for Community shipowners operating
ships registered in any Member State and flying the flag of that Member State,
subject to these ships complying with all the conditions for carrying out cabotage
within the Member State in which the ship is registered. If a ship complies with
all the conditions for carrying out cabotage in any Member State it will be
permitted to carry out cabotage in any other Member State.
Community shipowners are:
•

nationals of a Member State established in a Member State in accordance
with the legislation of a Member State and pursuing shipping activities;

•

shipping companies established in accordance with the legislation of a
Member State and whose principal place of business is and effective
control is exercised in a Member State; and

•

nationals of a Member State established outside the Community or
shipping companies established outside the Community and controlled by
nationals of a Member State, if their ships are registered in and fly the flag
of a Member State in accordance with its legislation.

The principle behind the Cabotage Regulation is that the maritime transport of
passengers and goods is vital for the inhabitants of islands in Europe.
Recognising this, a set of rules was drawn up to protect those maritime links
which are not adequately served by the market. Member States (including
regional and local authorities) may determine which routes require protection
through “public service obligations” – in particular these may be envisaged for
regular island cabotage services where the market fails to provide adequate
services. The Cabotage Regulation effectively permits market intervention by
Member States to protect such services.
Where a public service obligation is imposed, the Cabotage Regulation sets out
an exhaustive list of requirements that can be introduced ie concerning ports to
be served, regularity, continuity, frequency, capacity to provide the service, rates
and crewing. As discussed at Section 11.2.2, the Cabotage Regulation is far
less prescriptive about public service contracts which are described in the
Communication (see below) as “the instrument used to enshrine public service
obligations”.

11.2.2 COM (2003) 595 – Communication from the Commission

The Communication was issued by the European Commission 10 years after the
Cabotage Regulation came into force, to ensure transparency and to clarify
issues arising out of the Cabotage Regulation.
The Communication provides that a Member State can impose a public service
obligation in order to ensure the adequacy of regular maritime transport services
to a given island (or in relation to a remote peninsula), where Community ship
owners, if they were considering their own commercial interest, would not provide
services of an adequate level or under the same conditions.
Public service contracts can include quality requirements together with other
matters which are of concern to the Member State. The duration of a
public service contract should be limited to a reasonable period, in
practice six years or less. Applicable procurement rules must be
respected; the Commission considers an open Community-wide invitation
to tender to be the best way of ensuring non-discrimination, a fundamental
requirement of the procurement rules.
This is the legislative background to the Department’s requirements as
considered more fully elsewhere in this report. We understand that the freight
service from Galway to the Aran Islands would not be provided by a ship owner
considering its own commercial interests; consequently there is little doubt that
the Cabotage Regulation would apply. A carefully drafted public service contract
is therefore required in order to fully set out the Department’s requirements and
ensure the most suitable commercial structure is put in place.

11.3 OPTION 1 – DEPARTMENT OWNS VESSEL AND PROVIDES THE
SERVICES
Under this option the Department would own the vessel (or vessels) and operate
the services in-house. The real advantage of this option is that the Department
as an emanation of the state would avoid the application of the Cabotage
Regulation and there would be no public service contract. The purchase of the
vessel would in principle be easy to finance from government resources and/or
commercial borrowing although this would of course depend on the Department’s
internal rules and procedures.
However, this would use up capital resources. The procurement rules would
apply to the vessel purchase, meaning that the Department would have to run a
competition to find an appropriate shipyard. Someone, likely to be an external
contractor, would need to be instructed to draw up the vessel specification and to
monitor the shipyard’s progress until the vessel was ready and all necessary
trials had taken place.

Further, the Department may not have the necessary management skills required
to own and operate a vessel in-house, meaning that it would need to employ
crews, managers, administrators and other relevant personnel. This would of
course expand the public sector involvement.

11.4 OPTION 2 - OPERATOR OWNS THE VESSEL AND PROVIDES
SERVICES
This is another relatively straightforward structure whereby the Department
procures by competition an Operator to provide the services (and pays them a
subsidy) and the Operator is required to provide a vessel with no involvement
from the Department. The advantage of requiring the Operator to provide a
vessel is that there is no capital commitment required by the Department.
Further, the Operator would not require to follow the procurement rules for its
acquisition of the vessel.
However, an Operator will find it extremely difficult to finance the purchase of a
vessel relying on a 6 year contract. Also, from the Department’s perspective, if
the Operator owns the vessel it will have an obvious advantage over any third
party which may bid for the services in the future. At the end of the first 6 year
period, the Department would be unable to compel the incumbent operator to
make the vessel available to a third party looking to bid for the services and the
incumbent would be unlikely to consider any such approach from another
prospective bidder.
This would force a successor bidder to buy a vessel elsewhere, which is likely to
impact on the price tendered by that bidder which will in turn make the service
more expensive. This also has implications from a procurement perspective; it
could be argued by an unsuccessful bidder that the incumbent operator had an
advantage given that it already has a suitable vessel the acquisition of which has
been supported by a 6 year public service contract and that there is no level
playing field.
From the Department’s point of view a significant disadvantage with this option is
that the equity in the vessel ends up with the Operator; the Department pays the
subsidy to the Operator, part of which will cover at least some of the financing
cost of the vessel, and at the end of the contract period the Operator is left with a
vessel towards which the Department has contributed a significant amount of
money. Clearly if the same Operator then went on to win the next tender for
these services it would be in an even better position.

11.5 OPTION 3 – DEPARTMENT SPC OWNS THE VESSEL, OPERATOR
PROVIDES SERVICES
The third option is for the Department to establish a special purpose company
(“SPC”) which would own the vessel. The Department then procures an operator
to provide the services (and pays them a subsidy) and the operator charters (or
leases) the vessel from the SPC. The SPC is either funded by the Department or
it borrows funds commercially in order to purchase the vessel. The Department
could then ensure that the vessel was offered on the same terms to each new
operator, thus ensuring a level playing field for all bidders in any future tendering
exercise. The advantages to the Department of being able to ensure a level
playing field, in accordance with European procurement rules, should not be
underestimated.
This is the structure which applies on the west coast of Scotland where
Caledonian MacBrayne Limited (a government-owned company) has recently
been split into two companies, one of which owns the vessels and harbours and
the other (for the moment at least, until the services are tendered and a public
service contract entered into with the successful tenderer) provides the services
using the assets which it leases from the former. This is an attractive option in
many ways, not least because the asset and the equity therein always belong to
the public sector.
It would be a matter for the Department to decide how much substance the SPC
would have, but at the very least it would need to have directors probably drawn
from the private sector, it would need to make annual returns, and accounts
would have to be drawn up. The SPC, as vessel owner, would need to ensure
that the vessel was being operated and maintained in accordance with the
charter. In addition, the Department would need to satisfy itself both that the
affairs of the SPC were being managed appropriately and that the vessel was
being used in accordance with the public service contract. The issue of
Department resources would therefore need to be considered.
As with option 1, the procurement rules would apply to the purchase of the vessel
because the SPC would be considered an emanation of the state. Any
commercial borrowing by the SPC would be likely to require a guarantee or
similar from the Department.

11.6 OPTION 4 – FUNDER OWNS THE VESSEL, OPERATOR PROVIDES
SERVICES
11.6.1 Structure
This structure of this option is more complex (see diagram below):
(a)
the Department would draw up a specification of a vessel
suitable for the provision of the services;
(b)
the Department would then procure an Operator to provide
the ferry services in accordance with a public service contract
(“PSC”) in terms of which a subsidy would be paid to the Operator
(see Section 11.8 below);
(c)
a building contract would be entered into (see Section 11.9
below) with a funder providing the vessel purchase price, including
any progress payments, either directly to the shipyard or to the
Operator for transmission to the shipyard and once built the funder
would register the vessel either in its name or more probably in the
name of a subsidiary leasing company owned by the funder;
(d)
the Operator would charter the vessel from the funder (see
Section 11.9 below); and
(e)
funder, Operator and Department would enter into a tripartite
agreement governing the relationship among them. This is a key
contract which provides the ongoing link between the Department
and the funder (see Section 11.10 below).
In diagrammatical form the structure would look something like this:

Departme
Tripartite
Agreement
Funde
Ship builder

Subsid
y
Charterhire
Operato
r

For the purposes of this report we have assumed that the funder would be an
Irish bank.
It is likely that the funder would require the PSC, tripartite agreement and vessel
charter all to be signed when the building contract was signed although of course
the services would not commence until the vessel had been built, commissioned
and delivered.
Once the services commence, the Department would pay the subsidy to the
Operator. From the proceeds of the subsidy and freight and carriage receipts the
Operator would provide the services and pay the charter hire to the funder. At
the end of each 6 year public service contract the funder would charter the vessel
to the next incoming operator (which might of course be the same party as the
incumbent); a likely timescale over which the funder would be repaid would be 18
years ie allowing for three consecutive service periods to take place.
At the end of the 18 years, if the vessel is too old or is considered inappropriate
to continue serving the route, it can be sold: the funder would take any monies
still due to it and the Department would receive the balance as explained in
Section 11.11. The same thing would happen if the Department decided at any
time to stop supporting the route.
If after 18 years it is considered that the vessel can continue serving the route, it
would be retained by the funder and it is most likely that a secondary leasing
structure would be entered into whereby the funder would receive a nominal rent
for the vessel. The subsidy required by the Operator would reflect this reduction
in charterhire.
11.6.2 Advantages
No capital commitment is required by the Department or the Operator and the
finance is usually cheaper than it would be if the Operator were to take out a loan
for the capital cost of the vessel.
As the Department is not buying the vessel there would be no procurement
issues arising out of the purchase. Since the funder is the owner of the vessel,
there is an added benefit in that on any re-tendering of the services there is a
level playing field with all bidders being in exactly the same position.
The most significant advantage of this option however is that over the course of
say three 6-year grant periods, the equity in the vessel builds up for the benefit of
the Department as already mentioned.

11.6.3 Disadvantages
The documentation required to put this structure in place is necessarily complex
and the contract negotiations may therefore be more protracted. This can be
mitigated by the Department directing the successful tenderer to a financial
institution which has an understanding of and is comfortable with the process.
Subject to the Department obtaining a satisfactory risk analysis, this is the
recommended option and the remainder of this section of the report proceeds on
this basis.

11.7 PROCUREMENT PROCESS
11.7.1 Department runs one procurement
From the Department’s perspective, the most straightforward way for it to reprocure the freight service to the Aran Islands and obtain a new ro-ro vessel or
vessels to provide that service is for it to develop a vessel specification which
would meet the requirements of the routes and then to appoint an Operator using
the usual EU procurement rules (likely to be by competitive dialogue). The
Operator would be required to:
(a)

(b)

arrange, on a competitive basis,
finance for the vessel,
commission and superintend the building of the vessel to the
Department’s specification, including all pre-delivery trials and
work-ups; and
enter into a PSC in terms of which it will be required to provide the
ferry services for a 6 year term (subject to early termination rights).

The Department could point the successful tenderer towards a funder which is
comfortable with the proposed structure and a shipyard whose ability to construct
the vessel has been established.
The advantage of this is that the Department has to do the least amount of work;
once the Operator has been put in place it is obliged to manage its contractual
arrangements with the funder, monitor the shipyard’s progress and, once the
vessel has been delivered, provide the services in accordance with the PSC.
11.7.2 Department runs more than one procurement
An alternative is for the Department to run procurements in tandem; to find a yard
to build the vessel, and to find an Operator to provide the ferry services using
that vessel. A funder would also need to be found.

These strands would be drawn together when the contract with the shipyard is
signed, at which time the funder agrees to meet the interim and final payments,
the charter is signed and the Operator is required to supervise the build.
This is a more complex approach which requires the Department to have a
greater level of involvement over a longer period of time, whereas if a funder is
brought in at day 1 they will take a keen interest in the shipbuilding and indeed in
the ferry services which will reduce the supervisory role of the Department. We
suggest therefore that the procurement set out in Section 11.7.1 is the more
appropriate way to proceed.

11.8 PUBLIC SERVICE CONTRACT – KEY ELEMENTS
This is the contract between the Department and the Operator which governs the
provision of the services. It will set appropriate service levels.
11.8.1 Base Case
We recommend the PSC contains a grant mechanism which would allow for an
annual restatement of the Operator’s costs and revenues (the “Base Case”) in
the light of actual trading figures. This structure permits the Operator to work out
year on year what has changed and the subsidy paid by the Department will
fluctuate to reflect any such changes.
The advantage therefore of this PSC model is that it does not lock the Operator
into a 6 year financial model from day 1. Experience suggests that if the Base
Case is fixed for 6 years the PSC will either be very large or will be full of change
provisions. It is not unforeseeable that, if a problem arose and the Operator were
locked into a 6 year Base Case, the Operator could exhaust its financial
resources and could collapse very quickly. The Department would then have to
step in. There might also be an argument that the PSC had changed
considerably from that originally included in the tender documents, which could
leave the procurement open to challenge.
The PSC would also provide that in the event of something unexpected taking
place such as the loss of the vessel, damage to harbour facilities such that they
can’t be used, delay to harbour availability, or fuel costs rising dramatically, the
Operator can restate its Base Case in the middle of a year.
11.8.2 Mobilisation Fee
Given that work is contemplated on the harbours, there is a risk that one or more
harbours will not be ready when the vessel is delivered and this is likely to cause
concern to a bidder. We suggest therefore that the Department considers paying
the Operator some of the subsidy in the form of a mobilisation fee (which bidders

would be asked to include as part of their bid), containing both fixed and variable
elements:
•

the fixed element would cover the cost of and gives the Operator its
margin on mobilisation activities (to the extent that these have not been
rolled up in the capital cost of the vessel); and

•

the variable element, if required, would cover the cost to the Operator of
having the vessel standing idle in the event that a harbour is not available
in time given that the funder would expect to receive its charterhire
irrespective of whether some of the services had not yet commenced
through no fault of the Operator’s.

11.8.3 Subsidy Cap
The Department might want to consider limiting the subsidy available; this could
be done by:
capping the grant.
b) providing that once a certain amount of freight has been carried (eg per
annum) the grant will start to reduce; or
c) providing for clawback of any excessive margin obtained by the Operator
in any given year.
11.8.4 Default
Early termination of the PSC on default by the Operator is not likely to be an
attractive option for the Department given that the islands would then be isolated.
The PSC should therefore contain lengthy notice periods in the event of early
termination, in order that a new operator or interim manager can be found. We
further recommend that the PSC contains a mechanism allowing problems
arising in relation to the services to be “cured”; this could involve anything from
the Operator being required to restate its Base Case to the Department
parachuting in a management team to run the services for a time eg until a
replacement operator could be found.
11.8.5 Fuel
We have worked on PSCs which contain a mechanism for the risk of dramatic
increases in fuel price to be shared but leaves the volume / consumption risks
with the Operator and this might be something which the Department would like
to consider.

11.9 BUILDING CONTRACT
There are two ways in which the building contract could be entered into. One is
for the funder, possibly together with the Operator, to sign it and pay the progress
payments direct to the yard. The funder would appoint a supervisor (possibly the
Operator) to provide superintendence services. The cost of delivery would be
included in the capital cost of the vessel.
Another possible way is for the Operator to sign the building contract and borrow
monies from the funder to enable it to meet the progress payments. On delivery,
the building contract would be novated to the funder (to permit the desired
ownership structure to be achieved and any tax benefits to be reaped) and all
costs would then be rolled up into the overall cost of the vessel.
Whichever of these options is chosen the end result will be the same.
11.10 CHARTERPARTY
This is the contract between the Operator (as charterer) and the funder (as
owner / lessor) for the charter of the vessel. Although the charterparty appears
on the face of it to be a shipping document, in fact it would more closely
resemble a funding document and is comparable to a full repairing and insuring
lease which provides for regular payments to be made to the funder and various
indemnities to be made in its favour. It is designed to ensure that the capital
value of the vessel is maintained to meet the Operator’s obligations and that the
lessor gets a secure rate of return on its lending.
The charter will commence and terminate with the PSC. The funder makes no
warranties in respect of the condition of the vessel or its fitness for purpose. The
Operator indemnifies the funder against anything arising out of the charter such
as pollution, arrest of the vessel, or arrest of other vessels owned by the funder
(ie sister ships).
The charter will also contain standard operating covenants and restrictions on
trading, maintenance and operating requirements, a requirement to drydock at
certain intervals, to keep records, and to ensure that at all times the vessel is fit
to go to sea.
The funder has the power to do things which it thinks the Operator should have
done such as to carry out repairs, and if the Operator does not adequately
protect the funder’s rights the funder can treat this as a termination event. This
would trigger the process set out in the Tripartite Agreement.
The charter will provide that on termination of the charter the vessel will be sold
and the balance of the proceeds of all the “equity” is payable to the Operator as a
rebate of rental (see Section 11.11).

11.11 TRIPARTITE AGREEMENT
This sets up the long term relationship between the Department and the funder
and is the key to making the whole structure work over the suggested 18 year
period. It is intended to pull together the rights and obligations of the Department
under the PSC and the rights and obligations of the funder under the charter. It
gives the funder comfort that either the Department will continue to subsidise an
Operator until the vessel has been paid for or that if the vessel is sold before it
has been paid for the funder will receive what it is due. It gives the Department
comfort that once the funder has been repaid the sums which it advanced (plus
interest), the equity remaining in the vessel will be due to the Department
because the Operator assigns its right to the rebate of rentals to the Department.
The Operator is also a party to the Tripartite Agreement, primarily in order that it
can be released from its obligations under the charter once its 6 year PSC
terminates or expires. Key provisions include:
•

a new Operator can be procured by the Department when the PSC
expires or is terminated early by the Department;

•

a process for sale of the vessel is set out, with the Department getting the
proceeds subject to the funder receiving all sums which are still due to it;

•

a replacement operator can be parachuted in should the Department
decide to exercise its rights under the cure mechanism in the PSC;

•

the funder will receive compensation in the event of early termination of
the PSC by the Department.

The Department could effectively buy the funder out at any point during the
projected 18 year period by paying the funder all sums which are due to it. After
these sums have been paid to the funder, the equity in the vessel passes to the
Department.
11.12 FUNDING
The structure we recommend requires the participation of a substantial funder to
provide the finance for the acquisition of the vessel and the chartering of the
vessel to a series of operators. We have discussed the proposal with Allied Irish
Banks plc (AIB) who are known to us and are familiar with complex and creative
financing structures. They have indicated that subject to credit approval,
verification, Due Diligence, valuation and documentation they would be prepared
to participate in such a transaction. However, we do not have authority to bind
AIB and we are of course advising the Department not AIB in this matter.
AIB have given the following indicative rental structure. This is based on an 18
year charter period, a cost of funds of 3.9%, and a notional amount of
€1,000,000. The figures thus can be scaled up to the appropriate capital cost of

the vessel which can include appropriate pre-delivery expense and other set-up
costs.
The rental amounts per €1m are:
•

Years 1 – 6

-

€24,011 per quarter

•

Years 7 – 12

-

€19,933 per quarter

•

Years 13 – 18

-

€10,555 per quarter

The indicative rental for years 13–18 assumes a remaining residual value at full
term, to be refinanced or sold to a third party and underwritten by the Department
through the Tripartite Agreement. Alternatively, if a final 6 year term were to be
fully amortising to €0.00, the rental in years 13–18 would be €15,904 per quarter.
AIB have indicated a willingness to provide conventional mortgage finance but
we have not explored this as we consider that lease / charter finance is the most
suitable for this project.
Given the meeting held with AIB and the terms which they outlined to us, we are
satisfied that the procurement can be funded as described. The rental quotations
given by AIB can be applied to the capital cost estimate already provided to
generate a provisional quarterly financing cost. The actual financing cost will of
course only become absolute when a detailed proposal is submitted to AIB.

SECTION 12

SUMMARY OF STUDY CONCLUSIONS

CONCLUSIONS
The conclusions of the study team are:
 The Islands are already well served in respect of passenger access.
 The present service is well run given the available ships and the
constraints imposed by the island piers and it is generally approved of by
the Island residents.
 The service meets the cargo needs of the islands in terms of the space
and deadweight available.
 The use of a crane and /or pallet hoist would improve cargo handling and
turnaround times, if fitted to the existing Lift on Lift off vessel.
 In concept, the service is out of date, but it cannot be significantly
improved without completion of planned harbour works.
 There is a strong case for the introduction of a restricted ro-ro service to
the islands, carrying cargo, resident’s cars and public service and
contractor’s vehicles. The introduction of such a service would be
welcomed by island residents.
 However, the scale of the proposed harbour developments, the available
depth of water and the limitations on the size of vessel which can be
operated from a slipway, mean that a “ turn up and drive on “service is not
achievable, because the size of vessel required could not operate into the
harbours. In addition we feel strongly the potential that such a vessel
would create for overloading the islands with vehicles could present a
threat to both the environment and to the island way of life.
It is for these reasons that a restricted service is recommended.
 It is likely that the introduction of a ro-ro service would bring positive
economic and social benefits to the islands. However there are possible
problems and these must be recognised and managed.
 Properly managed, the introduction of a Ro-Ro service would have an
advantageous effect on the environment of the Islands.
 The number of vehicles accessing the islands should be regulated.
 Feedback from vessel operators was positive. No undue difficulties were
foreseen in operating the service.

 Provided the appropriate harbour developments and infrastructure are in
place. the operation of such a service is perfectly feasible.
 It is the conclusion of the study that the needs of the service to the Aran
Islands will best be met by the use of slipways at the Islands.
 We believe that the best solution for the area of operation is a stern
loading ro-ro with a conventional bow.
 The vessel type we propose is likely to cost in the region of Euro 3.5
million to build, and construction would take approximately twelve months
from keel laying.
 There is adequate experience within Ireland / Europe for the operation of
the service.
 The Ro-Ro service will have to be managed in such a way as to address
the different requirements of each island.
 The most effective means of achieving may be to consider the islands as
a two-part group, and to operate a two-vessel service, with one vessel
allocated to Árainn, and the other to Inis Meáin and Inis Oírr.
 New vessels, constructed in line with the study recommendations, should
be built. The build programme should run in line with harbour
developments at the Islands. Vessel procurement, finance and ownership
issues should be addressed in the manner contained in the report.
 It may not be possible to introduce a ro-ro service to all three islands
within the immediate future and it may be best to achieve safe harbours at
Inis Oírr and Inis Meáin as a priority and to complete the infrastructure
necessary for the operation of a ro-ro service to these islands at a later
date.
 Our experience has shown that on every route which has seen the
introduction of a ro-ro service, traffic has grown. This is very likely to
happen in the case of the Aran Islands.
 We believe that the introduction of such a service might well prove to be a
significant force for social and economic development within the islands
and that provided the service is properly managed, long-term benefits will
accrue to the Island communities.

 The introduction of a ro-ro service should not be allowed to affect level of
use of the Irish language in the Islands and the working language of the
service should be Irish.
 Island residents should be aware of the possible impact on the current
island way of life which the introduction of a ro-ro service may bring.
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