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EUROTUNNEL/SEAFRANCE MERGER INQUIRY 

Summary of hearing with Customer E held on 10 January 2013 

Introductory remarks  

1. Customer E was an express freight company, meaning that all of its shipments had a 
short transit time. It operated a series of fixed freight routes in Continental Europe 
with daily or, in some cases, more frequent shipments to its UK location. 

2.  At the UK location, the shipments were sorted and sent onwards. 

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

3. The lower frequency, location and crossing time of departures on the Western 
Channel and North Sea routes meant that these were not a viable option for 
Customer E. Operating a fixed schedule meant that quick, frequent, reliable Channel 
crossings were preferable. The majority of shipments were sent via Eurotunnel. 

4. Dangerous goods were shipped via the Dover–Dunkirk and North Sea (Rotterdam to 
Harwich or Felixstowe) routes. This represented a small proportion of Customer E’s 
shipments.  

5. Customer E would react to price fluctuations on the short sea routes and would move 
volumes to other routes if it could negate the price increase in doing so, and enjoy 
the same flexibility and speed of service. Customer E noted that this would be 
challenging in today's market given the relatively high frequency of departures on 
short sea in comparison to other routes. 

6. There was more discretion to choose whether to ship those trailers sent out earlier in 
the day via ferry or tunnel. Those sent out later in the day would go via the tunnel. 

Factors that determine choice of mode  

7. Customer E only shipped driver-accompanied freight on Ro-Ro vessels. It had 
considered unaccompanied, but in view of frequency and transit time, this was not 
considered feasible. Another issue with unaccompanied services was that incoming 
and outgoing shipments did not necessarily coordinate. This meant that drivers were 
often hauling empty loads to or from the port.  

8. Due to the fixed shipping schedule, Customer E drivers knew on departure which 
ferry/ Eurotunnel service they would use to cross the Channel. In the event of service 
problems with the ferries or tunnel, the driver would telephone the planning depart-
ment to agree on a different crossing.  

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

9. Customer E had not sent any shipments with MyFerryLink. It was concerned about 
extending its dependency on a single operator. It thought that it would be better to 
spread shipments across different operators. 
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10. Customer E considered that in recent months, the volumes of traffic going via 
Eurotunnel was extremely high. 

Nature of contracts with ferry and tunnel service providers 

11. Customer E had agreed volume discounts with Eurotunnel. At the beginning of each 
year, Customer E would provide an estimate of the number of shipments that it would 
make in the coming year and the price would reflect the stated volume. 

Concerns about the merger 

12. It was important for Customer E to be able to make its own decisions regarding 
choice of cross-Channel operator and not be bound to use MyFerryLink in order to 
get compatible rates for the Eurotunnel.  
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