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EUROTUNNEL/SEAFRANCE MERGER INQUIRY 

Summary of hearing with Customer C held on 9 January 2013 

Introductory remarks  

1. Customer C was a top ten European Logistics organization that was active in all 
areas of the European logistics sector, that included the extensive use of the cross 
Channel services. 

Factors that determine use of short-sea versus other ferry routes  

2. The freight market was commoditized, driven by industrial customers and price. The 
first criteria when choosing routes of travel was the origin and delivery point of the 
load and the optimal routing, and whether loads were to travel accompanied or un-
accompanied by a driver. Linked closely to this was the transit time requirements and 
the flexibility provided by frequent departures. 

3. Driver working hours and remuneration terms were also factors for consideration. 
Drivers were typically paid by the hour, meaning that longer crossings were more 
costly to Customer C. Customer C noted that it was more common for drivers 
working for Eastern European hauliers to be paid a fixed daily rate. Longer, cheaper 
crossings could be more appealing in these circumstances. 

4. Customer C said that Eurotunnel offered the most frequent and fastest crossings of 
the Channel. Historically this commandeered a premium over the ferries but in recent 
years the service had become more commoditized and the price differential eroded.  
Eurotunnel was now much more of a competitor to the ferries as it moved from its 
original business ambitions built on the tourist and premium freight market to more 
volume business. 

5. One key benefit of the Eurotunnel service was that the tunnel exit was 18 kilometres 
inland from the port of Dover. This meant that 18km worth of fuel was saved by using 
the Eurotunnel service instead of a Dover ferry service. The cost of fuel was esti-
mated to be €0.35 per km. There were additional benefits in tyre wear.  

6. Customer C would be unlikely to switch significant volumes to the North Sea or 
Western Channel routes in the event of a uniform price increase on the short-sea 
routes of 5 to 10 per cent. The main reason for this was the fundamental shift that 
would be required in moving from a driver-accompanied service to an 
unaccompanied service.  

Factors that determine choice of mode—accompanied/unaccompanied/lo-lo/ 
rail freight  

7. Customer C’s freight business provided a service to the UK and back, 
driver-accompanied. Customer C was not in the market of unaccompanied freight, 
and the North Sea routes were mostly served by freight ships (rather than ro-pax 
ships) which had very limited numbers of driver-accompanied slots on the sailings. 
This was one factor that made it difficult to move significant amounts of self-drive 
trucks away from the short sea on to the North Sea. 
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8. Moving to an unaccompanied service would be a major change for Customer C’s 
business because it would require it to invest in its own trailers. This would be 
necessary, as it would be unable to use trailers owned by third parties without the 
owner having knowledge of the drivers on each side of the Channel. The market for 
unaccompanied traffic was geographically very limited and driven by industry in the 
Rhine/ Ruhr, Belgium, the Netherlands and northern France. The major lanes coming 
from central and Eastern Europe were all driver-accompanied. 

9. Lo-lo was a specialist business, with most of that traffic coming via the intermodal 
lanes across Europe, such as the rail lanes from Italy and Germany to the ports of 
Zeebrugge and Rotterdam.  

10. Customer C did not consider rail freight to be a viable alternative.  

Multi-sourcing and use of short-sea ferry and tunnel operators 

11. Customer C multi-sourced across the ferry and tunnel operators and was a customer 
of Eurotunnel, P&O and DFDS. It did not currently use MyFerryLink. It had a number 
of very time-sensitive lanes between the Continent and the UK and the choice of 
operator depended very much on the flexibility, the transit time, the driver time and 
the cost (as noted in paragraph 3). For each journey, the driver would receive instruc-
tions on which operator to use and which departure to take. 

12. There was no barrier to switching between the providers beyond Customer C’s 
operational considerations. 

Nature of contracts with ferry and tunnel service providers 

13. Most of the operators did not have a published tariff price. Customer C did not think 
there were significant differences between the prices paid by a medium operator and 
those paid by a major customer, such as itself. It did not believe there was enough 
money in the market for this to be the case. 

14. There was a good degree of transparency in rates paid by the major freight com-
panies.  

15. Customer C always negotiated contracts on the basis of a number of movements per 
year. A deal was normally agreed on the basis of a one-year fixed rate. Other factors, 
such as bunker fuel costs, could be varied within year. Customer C had never been 
faced with a penalty from any operator for failing to deliver agreed volumes, and, 
similarly, had not renegotiated additional rebates where it had exceeded agreed 
volumes. However, failure to deliver agreed volumes could impact negotiations on 
rates in future years. 

16. The current situation of excess capacity on the short sea, in a market where the only 
growth was derived from taking volume away from the Western Channel and North 
Sea routes through a price war, could not last. The rates had been decreasing on the 
Channel year-on-year for five years and the situation was not thought to be sustain-
able.  

17. Cross-Channel ferry operators needed to have three or four vessels, to provide the 
required flexibility of service on the short sea. There were not many vessels in the 
market, and two of the three former SeaFrance (Berlioz and Rodin) vessels were the 
only two fit for purpose that had come to market recently. Vessels not specifically 



3 

designed for the short-sea crossing often took longer to load and unload and could 
be expensive to operate.  

18. Eurotunnel had a lot of additional capacity that could be made available to the market 
in the next 18 months, and Customer C did not see that the market was growing 
enough to be able to all of the current operators to survive on the short-sea routes. 
Speculation as to which companies might or might not continue to operate the short-
sea routes did not have a bearing on which operators Customer C chose to contract 
with.  

Potential attraction of combined tunnel/MyFerryLink offers 

19. Customer C questioned whether MyFerryLink would remain an independent 
company, chartering its vessels from Eurotunnel, and whether exclusive 
arrangements between MyFerryLink and Eurotunnel would breach any Eurotunnel 
covenants regarding entry into the ferry market. Customer C would be happy as long 
as interavailability arrangements remained open to all parties to enter into on 
commercial terms and there was no exclusive arrangement between Eurotunnel and 
MyFerryLink. 

20. Customer C had not discussed a joint tunnel/ferry package with Eurotunnel. 

21. Eurotunnel’s proposal to bid to manage the Ports of Calais/Boulogne and/or acquire 
equity in the ports could be an issue of concern for P&O and DFDS. 
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