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Terms of reference Working Group WG201

Joint WG of PIANC/InCom  &  ECLAC (*) 

Development of a Proposal of Inland Waterway 

Classification for South America 

(*) This TOR is the result of the workshop organised in Rio, Brasil, by ANTAQ, ECLAC and InCom, 

during Copedec Conf., in Oct 2016 

1  Background 

South America has to take full advantage of its extensive system of naturally 

navigable waterways or integrate them into the region’s transport network to cater for 

the ever-increasing demand for cargo and human mobility. The modal shares of 

inland shipping in the region’s international transport are less than one percent in 

terms of value and volume (Wilmsmeier and Spengler, 2015). Nevertheless, the 

evolution of international transport in inland navigation has been positive over the last 

decade.  

Inland waterways are not only used for transport between the countries of the region, 

located along the river basins, but also are the first leg of international transport flows 

with other regions of the world. Examples of the latter are the natural resource exports 

(soybean products, aluminium, and oil related products) from the Paraguay-Paraná, 

Orinoco and Magdalena river basins that are destined for the Europe, the US or Asia. 

In these cases, seagoing vessels are directly deployed from the ports along these 

river systems. While the values of these exports have more than tripled since 2002, 

in some waterways the volumes have shown a decreasing tendency over the last 

years but hopefully not everywhere as in Paraguay-Paraná IW.  

In South America, there are several independent inland waterway systems, which 

have different levels of development. For some of these systems and from a macro 

perspective view, the uses of the inland waterway systems in the region are 

challenged by various factors. These factors include:  

Incomplete, outdated or absent national and regional norms and regulatory

frameworks;

Lack of common inland waterways classifications in South America to

standardise the inland navigation at national and ‘supra-national’ levels;

Lack of standardization of fleets, vessel, and control procedures.

Lack or absence of investment in the construction and maintenance of waterway

infrastructure and inland ports;

Delay and lack of administrative structures and building of institutional capacity

(capacity in this case refers to human and financial capital);

Lack or absence of navigation aids, including updated maps, electronic charts,

signals, and other navigational services as RIS;

Lack of qualified labour and institutions for capacity building and formation of
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Draft Minutes
A. Introduction
1. The second physical meeting of the WG.201 took place on 9 May 2018 in Panama during the 34th PIANC World Congress. The list of participants is enclosed in Annex 1.
2. The introductory presentations by ECLAC highlighted:

· The technical work carried out by the Working Group since it first meeting on 19 September in Pittsburgh, USA, and, in particular:

· Regular teleconferences on the methodological issues since September 2017;

· The analysis of the classification systems in South America (Brazil and Colombia) carried out by PIANC experts in consultations with the countries and ECLAC;

· The last working meeting of the methodology sub-group in Brasilia on 18-19 April 2018, with experts from Brazil, Colombia, Peru and the United States of America;
· The agreement reached on the main purpose and objectives of the classification, 
· The advances in terms of the main structure and criteria for classification.
3. The presentation by ECLAC also introduced the current proposal, based on three sets of criteria:
· Physical capacity of the waterway for the transport of cargo or passengers;

· The level of services to navigation available on the waterway

· The quality of the management of the waterway.
4. The detailed presentation with the proposal is included in Annex 2.

5. The group discussions arrived at the recommendations and decisions summarized below.

B. General observations on the general approach and structure
6. In general, the classification work was commended in terms of the usefulness of the discussions and technical exchanges both for the countries and the PIANC experts involved;

7. It was considered that general structure of the classification could be maintained with some adjustments.

8. The first two sets of criteria were recognized to be particularly valuable, as they combine the physical condition of the waterways with the criteria on the quality of services to navigation. 
9. However, most experts considered the third set of criteria, the quality of sustainable management, to be difficult to define and operationalize in practice. 
C. Observations on the criteria related to the physical capacity of the waterways.
10. It was decided to replace the term “physical capacity” by “physical dimensions”, as the term capacity also related to the volume currently or potentially transported on the waterways, which was not the subject of the measurement

11. It was suggested that the parameter of the minimum depth could be supplemented by other criteria related to the physical dimension of the waterways, especially in the context of possible future constructions, such as locks and bridges.

12.  It was also proposed to change the numbering from A to Roman numbers and reverse de order, as to give more flexibility for including more classes in the future and, very importantly, avoid the interpretation that all waterways should strive to achieve the highest minimal depth.

13. The option to supplement classification by the maximum dimensions of the fleet, as it is done in Brazilian system, was recognized to have its merits and practical value (for instance, to support the regulatory authorities in their work on ensuring safety of navigation by fixing the maximum dimensions of vessels). At the same time, the exact value for dividing into classes need to be confirmed, through analysis of the rest of the South American fleet, so that these values be representative and meaningful to the rest of the countries.

14. It was pointed out that combining minimum waterway dimensions with the maximum fleet dimensions in one table results in a complicated system and that these two sets of criteria should be kept separate;

15. Finally, it was felt that the issue of availability/reliability should be incorporated into the classification, if not as the element for physical dimension, then as part of the quality of service.
16. The discussions resulted in the following proposal for this set of criteria:

[Parameters for classification based on the physical dimensions of the waterway
The primary parameter for the classification, according to physical dimensions of the waterway, shall be the guaranteed minimum water depth of the navigation channel, at all times, as per table below. 

The information on minimum depth can be complemented by the additional parameters related to the width and length of the waterway and air clearance, based on the information available. 

The classification shall not consider values corresponding to the deep-see navigation, i.e. depth beyond 3.5 m.

	  
	 Operational depth (m)
	Waterway Width  (Navigation Channel) 
	Width (in case of locks) 
	 Air clearance (height under the bridge)
	Maximum length for vessel & convoy (m)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	VI
	3.5
	100 m and more
	40m and more
	15m and more
	250 m

	V
	3
	80
	35
	12
	200

	IV
	2.5
	60
	25
	9
	150

	III
	2
	50
	16
	7
	120

	II
	1.5
	40
	12
	5
	80

	I
	1
	30
	6
	3
	50

	 
	Data not available
	
	
	
	


The classification according to the physical dimensions can be supplemented by sub-classes, according to the maximum width and length of the vessels, which can be operated on the waterways, during the period of low water conditions. 
We discuss about having a value for minimum operational depth for the waterway width. i.e. for the Magdalena river the navigational channel that is defined in the PPP is 150 m width and minimum operational depth is 2.1 m.
The width of locks is independent to the waterway width and does not drive the maximum beam of the convoy. i.e. in some cases the convoy has a greater beam and the configuration is changed in order to pass the locks. I propose to specify if the are any locks in the waterway and characteristics of them, but the dimensions of the lock does not limit the design characteristics of the waterway.
	Class
	Maximum Width (B), m
	Length (L), m

	a
	48
	280

	b
	33
	210

	c
	25
	210

	d
	23
	210

	e
	16
	210

	f
	16
	120

	g
	12
	140

	h
	12
	80

	i
	12
	50


Note: the value of the intervals shall be confirmed through analysis of the available fleet data.

Example: a stretch of the waterway with minimum depth of 2 m, where the maximum beam of 25 and maximum length of 210 m, shall be classified as Class III-c.]
D. Observations on the parameters for classification of the level of the services provided on the waterway
17. The matrix of services was approved, in principle, as a useful tool.
18. It was suggested to add more flexibility to classification, not restricting the change of class to having a specific service, but to the number of services available. The numbering could be changed to numerical values so that new services and classes could be added.
19. The following proposal was made as to the matrix of service:
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20. It was deemed essential to well define each service, in as much as possible, referring to already established standards and guidelines, as this is the case of RIS, defining intermodal connections, aids to navigation etc..
E. Observations on the parameters for classification of the quality of the management of the waterway
21. It was suggested to present this part as guidelines or recommendations or a repository of good practices or perhaps case-studies or “awards” to be managed by PIANC and ECLAC. 
22. It was considered that the concepts of sustainability, infrastructure services and governance should be defined in a more detailed and clear manner.
23. The issue of the regional and river-basin cooperation should be included.

24. It was also proposed that the classification proposal include in this or another part a fact sheet on the benefits of inland navigation, as a promotion and public visibility tool.

F. Next steps

25. The next agreed steps for the work include:
a. Finalization of the current proposal, by the means of:

i. Consultations with the relevant PIANC Working groups, especially the WG on RIS, to define the elements of the matrix of service.

ii. Additional work to finalize the section on sustainable management and governance.

iii. Including the issue of availability.

b. A write up of the current classification proposal and its translation and dissemination by ECLAC and PIANC;

c. Pilot applications to finalize the proposal.
26. ECLAC presented the recently launched project on Improving inland navigation statistics and creating a basis for a regional information system in countries of the Rio Plata Basin, which will collect and harmonize national data on inland navigation, including the state of infrastructure. The project provided an excellent opportunity to a trial application of the methodology in practice to arrive at the final proposal.

27. It was decided that together with the FONPLATA project, trial application could be done by the groups of PIANC and ECLAC experts for Colombia, Brazil and, possibly, Peru.
28. Next meeting of the WG.201 will take place in the second half of 2018, preferably, back-to-back to another meeting or conference dedicated to inland navigation or related issues.
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