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Summary 
This is the fifth monitoring report on the stevedoring industry prepared by the ACCC 
and covers the 12 months to June 2003. The report is prepared according to the Federal 
Treasurer’s directive to monitor prices, costs and profits of container terminal operators 
at the ports of Adelaide, Brisbane, Burnie, Fremantle, Melbourne and Sydney.  

The key findings of this report are: 

� The industry continued to achieve improvements in productivity during 2002–03.  

� Unit costs fell by around 1 per cent, which was a slower rate of decline than in past 
years.  

� Volumes in terms of 20-foot equivalent units (TEUs) increased at all major ports 
and by 16 per cent overall.  

� Unit total revenue earned by stevedores at Australia’s major container terminals 
increased 2 per cent in 2002–03. 

� Unit stevedoring revenue earned on 20 and 40-foot containers increased slightly 
indicating that prices also rose. 

� Unit revenue from related services, that is, from services other than ‘lifting’ 
containers increased strongly in 2002–03. Increased revenue from such services 
appears to have been the main driver of overall revenue growth in the industry. 

� Unit margins and rates of return continued to increase in 2002–03. 

In this report the ACCC finds that trends observed in previous reports appear to have 
changed in two ways:  

� for the first time since the monitoring program began, unit revenues for the industry 
as a whole increased 

� relative to previous years, the fall in unit costs appears to have slowed, despite 
higher throughput.  

On the other hand, consistent with the findings in previous reports, margins and rates of 
return in the industry continued to rise in 2002–03. On the basis of information 
provided by stevedores, unit margins increased around 14 per cent while average rates 
of return on assets increased from 19.3 per cent in 2001–02 to 25.6 per cent in the latest 
monitoring period. 

In this report, the ACCC has considered factors that may affect competition in the 
industry. Some factors are identified that may potentially affect contestability. 
However, the ACCC is not in a position to form definite views on the basis of available 
evidence. Further exploration of competition issues is required to determine whether 
they are a cause for concern.  



 
iii

The ACCC also considers that, in view of the findings from the 2002–03 monitoring 
program, movements in ‘other revenue’ and ‘other costs’ should be explored in 
subsequent monitoring reports. 

The ACCC’s earlier reports have generally shown growing throughput with widening 
margins and increasing rates of return as unit costs fell at a faster rate than unit 
revenues. In general, the industry has continued to achieve productivity improvements 
as indicated by productivity measures, principally average crane, average ship and 
average elapsed labour rates, which have demonstrated a consistent upward trend.  
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1. Introduction 

This is the fifth container stevedoring monitoring report produced by the ACCC. It 
comments on and analyses the ACCC’s monitoring of the container stevedoring 
industry for the 12 months from July 2002 to June 2003.  

1.1 Background 
On 20 January 1999 the Federal Treasurer directed the Australian Competition and 
Consumer Commission (the ACCC) under s. 27A of the Prices Surveillance Act 1983 
to monitor prices, costs and profits of container terminal operator companies at the 
ports of Adelaide, Brisbane, Burnie, Fremantle, Melbourne and Sydney. A copy of the 
ministerial instrument is in appendix A. Previously, the Prices Surveillance Authority 
(PSA) monitored stevedoring prices and costs from March 1991 to November 1995. 

The ACCC’s monitoring program provides information to the government and wider 
community about the progress of waterfront reform at Australia’s major container 
terminals and the payment of the stevedoring levy by the stevedores.1 This report 
presents the results of the monitoring program for the 12 months to June 2003, as well 
as an assessment of factors that seem to affect competition in the industry. The 
stevedoring industry has been affected by significant structural changes since the  
mid-1990s. It is appropriate at this point to provide context to the results of the 
quantitative analysis of prices, costs and profits by considering broader competition 
issues. 

As part of its waterfront reform strategy, the government provided funds to ensure that 
all stevedoring employees made redundant as part of the reform process received full 
redundancy entitlements. A levy on the loading and unloading of cargo has been 
applied to repay funds made available through a wholly Commonwealth Government-
owned company, the Maritime Industry Finance Company (MIFCO), which was set up 
on 8 April 1998. Patrick and P&O Ports agreed to absorb the full cost of the levy. 

The levy came into effect in February 1999 and is paid at a rate of $12 per container, 
and $6 per car, imported and exported. The funds from the levy are remitted monthly to 
the Department of Transport and Regional Services, the first payment having been 
made on 14 March 1999. The levy is expected to continue for some years. 

1.2 Description of methodology 
The ACCC’s brief as set out in the ministerial directive (see appendix A) is to monitor 
data on prices, costs and profits at container terminals operated in Adelaide, Brisbane, 
Burnie, Melbourne, Perth and Sydney. The ACCC does not collect data on actual prices 
charged for stevedoring services as these are subject to negotiation between stevedores 
and users. Instead, unit total revenue rates are used as indicators of stevedoring charges. 

                                                 

1  For the Treasurer’s press release of 22 January 1999 and discussion of the ACCC’s role, see Rural 
and Regional Affairs and Transport Legislative Committee: Stevedoring Levy (Collection) 
Amendment Bill, 1999, Hansard, 27 August 1999, pp. 42–45. 
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Individual company data has been aggregated to obtain national weighted average 
revenue, cost and margins, expressed on a per unit basis. Units are expressed in terms 
of the sizes of the container boxes. There are two container sizes, 20-foot (one 20-foot 
equivalent unit, or one TEU) and 40-foot (two TEUs). The latter are becoming a 
growing proportion of total containers. Average revenue measured in terms of TEUs is 
lower than that measured in terms of containers.  

Stevedoring charges are normally calculated on a per lift basis. Generally, the same 
charge applies for both 20-foot and 40-foot containers.2 This means the per TEU rate 
will be lower for 40-foot containers than for 20-foot containers and any trend to 40-foot 
containers may contribute to a lowering of broad measures of average stevedoring 
revenue expressed on a per TEU basis.  

To assess the impact of the increased use of 40-foot containers on changes in average 
revenue, the stevedores have provided information to the ACCC to enable separate 
calculations of revenue per TEU on both 20-foot and 40-foot containers. 

The data on revenue and costs has been submitted in two forms: for total terminal 
activities and for stevedoring activity only. Stevedoring revenue is defined as the 
revenue attributable to the loading and unloading of cargo. Most of the revenue 
generated by container terminals comes from stevedoring services, but each terminal 
also conducts some break-bulk work and provides other ancillary services related to the 
lifting of containers, such as storage and maintenance of containers.  

The former Prices Surveillance Authority (PSA) conducted the initial monitoring work 
using total revenue and cost data (including break-bulk revenue and costs) to derive 
national average revenue and cost indicators. To establish long-term trends, this report 
presents the results of the ACCC’s recent monitoring program, as well as the PSA 
monitoring program and data from the earlier PSA public inquiry. The ACCC has 
derived its data on average revenue and costs from the total revenue and expenses of 
the major container terminals in Australia, in a similar way to those in the PSA reports.  

The container terminals included in the monitoring program are in Brisbane, Burnie, 
Adelaide, Sydney, Fremantle and Melbourne.  

These terminals are:  

� P&O Ports and Patrick at Swanson Dock, Melbourne 

� P&O Ports and Patrick at Fisherman Island, Brisbane 

� Patrick and P&O Ports at Port Botany, Sydney 

� P&O Ports and Patrick, Fremantle 

� CSX, Adelaide 
                                                 
2  However, a number of factors need to be considered when comparing differences in unit revenue generated 

from 20 and 40-foot containers. In particular there may be higher costs in handling 40-foot containers. 
Therefore, the expected mix of 20-foot and 40-foot containers can be a significant factor for stevedoring 
companies when they are determining the actual ‘per lift’ stevedoring rate to charge a shipping line. 
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� Patrick, Burnie.  

Some terminals were not included in the analysis because they have significant 
proportions of revenue from non-container cargoes: 

� Patrick’s terminals at Darling Harbour in Sydney, and Webb Dock in Melbourne 

� P&O Ports White Bay, Sydney. 

1.3 Report outline 
Section 2 of the report describes the key supply and demand characteristics of the 
stevedoring industry. Section 3 sets out the main findings of the monitoring program. 
Section 4 presents company specific data about each stevedore. The overall conclusion 
is in section 5. 
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2. Characteristics of the stevedoring industry 

2.1 Introduction 
This section presents information about trends in containerised throughput and 
productivity in the container stevedoring industry. 

2.2 Supply of stevedoring services  
Providing stevedoring services entails lifting container boxes onto and off ships. 
Increasingly, however, stevedoring companies are earning revenue from other services 
such as storage, maintenance and repositioning of containers. Stevedores are also 
increasingly providing services that facilitate the movement of containers from the 
wharves to road and rail transport links. 

2.2.1 Structural arrangements 
In Australia, stevedoring services are provided by specialist firms that own the 
container handling equipment but lease berth space from the relevant port authorities. 
Typically, the lease arrangements that underpin access to berth space are exclusive and 
long term, ranging from 20 to 40 years.3 These arrangements may affect contestability 
in the industry. 

Stevedoring services can also be provided under other types of arrangement. In some 
overseas ports4, port authorities also own the container handling equipment 
(cranes/straddles) but sub-contract the stevedoring function by providing access to 
common-user terminals to third-party stevedores. Other types of arrangements include 
total integration between port ownership and stevedoring services. 

2.2.2 Size and characteristics of market 
Two of the ports covered by the monitoring program, Adelaide and Burnie, are 
supplied by sole stevedores: CSX in Adelaide and Patrick in Burnie. At all other ports 
in the monitoring program, stevedoring services are supplied by a duopoly consisting of 
Patrick and P&O. Market shares held by these two companies vary over time, but 
generally seem to fluctuate between 45 and 55 per cent at each port. P&O is both a 
provider of container handling services and, through P&O Nedlloyd, a major user. 

According to data published by the Bureau of Transport and Regional Economics 
(BTRE), total throughput at Australian ports in 2002–03 was about 4.1 million TEUs5 
which is low by international standards and reflects the ‘thinness’ of Australian 
shipping trades. Throughput at Australia’s largest port, Melbourne, was 1.6 million 
TEUs in the year to June 2003. By comparison, volumes in Singapore, the world’s 

                                                 
3  Productivity Commission, International Benchmarking of Container Stevedoring, July 2003, p. 141. 

4  Notably, Auckland, New Zealand. 

5  BTRE, Waterline, October 2003, table 8, p. 8. 
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largest container port, were 17 million TEUS in 2000.6 Another key characteristic of 
Australia’s shipping trade is that container throughput is shared across several ports 
separated by long distances.  

2.2.3 Trends in containerised throughput  
As noted, total containerised trade throughput at all Australian ports for the 12 months 
to June 2003 was 4.1 million TEUs. This is 13.5 per cent greater than the total 
containerised traffic for 2001–02. Figure 2.1 shows recent trends in total containerised 
throughput for the six ports where the monitored container terminals are located. 

Figure 2.1 Container throughput at designated ports 1991 to 2003 (000s TEUs) 

 Source:  BTRE, Waterline 2003, Burnie Port Corporation  
 Note: Data in BTRE publication Waterline includes international and domestic cargo. 

Containerised throughput grew in all six ports in 2002–02 with the largest increases 
occurring in the ports of Brisbane (19.6 per cent), Sydney (15 per cent), Fremantle (13 
per cent) and Melbourne (12.2 per cent).  

By comparison, containerised throughput for the Port of Adelaide increased by 2.1 per 
cent in 2002–03 compared to 8.4 per cent during the previous 12 months. In 2002–03 
Brisbane experienced the highest rate of trade growth of all ports, with containerised 
throughput reaching approximately 570 200 TEUs. Following flat throughput growth 
over the previous two financial years, containerised trade through the Port of Sydney 
increased by 15 per cent in 2002–03 to 1.16 million TEUs.7 The Port of Melbourne 
                                                 
6  Productivity Commission, International Benchmarking of Container Stevedoring, July 2003, p. 8. 

7  As noted, the magnitude of these increases in throughput when measured in term of TEUs is greater 
than that when measured in terms of container numbers, because of the prevalence of 40-foot 
containers.  Stevedore charges are levied on a lift or container basis, rather than on a TEU basis, 
with similar rates generally charged on 40-foot containers and 20-foot containers. Consequently, 
increases in stevedoring revenue will reflect the magnitude of increased throughput as measured on a 
lift basis, which is less than that on a TEU basis. 
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remained Australia’s busiest port, processing 1.59 million TEUs, while the Port of 
Fremantle’s containerised throughput increased to approximately 431 300 during  
2002–03. Throughput for the ports of Burnie and Adelaide was approximately 153 800 
and 148 300 respectively. 

2.2.4 Expansion of ancillary services 
The role of stevedoring in the overall transport logistics chain appears to be changing 
as stevedores are increasingly expanding their operations in related services. There 
seem to be two main areas where change is manifesting. One is in the provision of 
services which are ancillary to the stevedoring function.  These are services that 
facilitate a more effective interface with land transport by allowing shippers to move 
containers more quickly and efficiently from the wharf into their preferred land 
transport link. 

Another area of change is in bringing about a more effective integration of stevedoring 
with road and rail transport and creating a more seamless transport logistics chain. A 
key industry player in this area has been Patrick which has a joint interest with Toll 
Holdings in the interstate rail freight provider, Pacific National. 

The effect of these changes on stevedoring revenues and costs will be considered later 
in this report. 

2.2.5 Economies of scale  
It is generally accepted that there are economies of scale in stevedoring. There are 
efficiencies available to a large operator, typically in terms of management and 
coordination of workforce and equipment, which may not be available to stevedores 
operating on a small scale. Economies of scale can be a barrier to entry if a new entrant 
must capture a large share of the market in order to operate efficiently. 

It is difficult to quantify the number of operators that would be able to operate 
efficiently at Australia’s ports given the various throughput levels at each port. 
However, it seems clear that the thinness of Australia’s shipping trade, and its multi-
port characteristic, are likely to act as a constraint on the number of stevedoring 
companies that could sustain economically viable operations. 

2.2.6 Barriers to entry and exit  
Entry and exit costs are important determinants of the degree of contestability in an 
industry. The higher entry and exit costs are, the lower is the potential for new entry to 
act as a constraint on the behaviour of incumbents. If entry barriers and exit costs are 
low then the ability of incumbents, even monopolists, to sustainably charge high prices 
and earn above normal profits is limited.  

The Productivity Commission considered evidence suggesting that the cost of 
establishing a presence in the industry may not represent a significant obstacle to entry.8 
For example, while cranes are reported to cost about $10 million each, the existence of 

                                                 
8  Productivity Commission, Work Arrangements in Container Stevedoring, 1998, p. 140. 
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a secondary market means that not all of the cost of a new crane represents a sunk cost 
that would be forfeited on exit. 9 

However, other features of the industry may make entry difficult. For example, if 
economies of scale are significant, then a new entrant would have to supply a large 
share of the market to operate efficiently. Even if the market is growing, this would 
mean that a large volume of business would need to be won from incumbents. This task 
would not be easy and may deter potential entrants.  

As noted, the exclusive and long-term nature of the lease arrangements between 
stevedores and port authorities can be a potential barrier to a new entrant. The ACCC 
notes that common-user terminals are often used in overseas ports. Under these 
arrangements, the supply of stevedoring services is not limited to a certain number of 
stevedores; instead, any number of stevedores can operate under leasing terms of 
varying lengths. 

In Australia, no single port acts as the primary destination for ships, as is often the case 
in other countries. The Australian shipping trade is shared across several ports. 
Presently, the two major stevedoring companies offer a national service. A national 
service is likely to offer advantages to users. For example, it is likely to reduce 
transaction costs by allowing a shipping line to deal with a single provider of 
stevedoring services rather than a different one at each port. Also, a national provider 
may offer shipping lines incentives, in terms of volume discounts, which would not be 
available from single-port operators. As competition between ports may be limited by 
the large distances between them, a potential new entrant might have to establish a 
presence in several ports to compete with the incumbents’ national service.  This is also 
likely to discourage entry. 

While the stevedoring industry is considered capital intensive, labour costs still remain 
the largest component of Australian stevedores’ total cost base. In 2002–03 they 
accounted for 51 per cent of total costs while equipment costs were just under 19 per 
cent of total costs.10 The introduction of greater flexibility into workplace arrangements 
in the 1990s increased the ability of stevedores to adjust to fluctuations in demand. This 
greater flexibility could be expected to lower entry and exit costs and therefore promote 
contestability in the industry. 

The ACCC has not formed a view as to the height of barriers to entry in the stevedoring 
industry. The ACCC notes, however, that if entry barriers are reasonably high there 
may be concerns about the ability of potential competition from new entry to moderate 
the behaviour of the incumbents. 

                                                 
9  ibid. 

10  The other key cost categories are property costs (8%), levy payments (6%) and other costs (16%). In 
1998–99, the relative shares held by labour and equipment costs were 54 per cent and 18 per cent 
respectively. The change in the capital/labour ratio is considered further in section 3.2.3. 
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2.3 Demand for stevedoring services 
The demand for stevedoring services is a derived demand. The absolute size of the 
market is determined by the volume of shipping transport which depends, in turn, on 
general economic activity and competition from other forms of transport such as air, 
road and rail. Stevedores are not able to significantly influence the overall size of the 
shipping transport market. 

2.3.1 20/40-foot containers 
The ACCC has been collecting product differentiated data for two years. The data 
highlights that the use of 40-foot containers has grown.11 The data also suggest that 
stevedores charge less for a 40-foot container on a per unit (TEU) basis than for 20-foot 
containers. Shippers (importers/exporters) appear to be responding to the relatively less 
expensive per unit charges and increasing relative demand for 40-foot containers. On 
average, this movement towards 40-foot containers has facilitated lower per unit prices 
for shippers. 

The impact of 40-foot containers on average costs is not clear. While the costs of lifting 
20 and 40-foot containers may be reasonably similar, the ACCC understands from 
market inquiries that there may be higher costs involved in storing and moving 40-foot 
containers. According to one stevedore, the difference in cost can be enough to justify 
differential pricing when 40-foot containers constitute a substantial proportion of a 
customer’s business. 

2.3.2 Potential countervailing power—threat of moving business elsewhere 
A small number of shipping lines service Australian ports. Each can represent a 
substantial proportion of throughput at a given port. This means that the loss of a 
particular line’s business can potentially have major consequences for a stevedore. It 
might be argued, therefore, that by threatening to shift their business, shipping lines 
have the ability to exert countervailing power against stevedores.  

However, the ACCC understands that this countervailing power may be constrained in 
the short term as the stevedores have limited capacity to service significantly higher 
levels of business (especially during periods of peak congestion). While each stevedore 
appears to have some spare capacity, it does not appear to be sufficient to service a 
substantially larger proportion of the market.  

As noted, inter-port competition may be affected by the large distances between 
Australia’s ports. A shipping line’s ability to switch to a stevedore in a different port 
will be influenced by the additional costs of steaming as well as of transporting the 
cargo to its ultimate destination. These costs reduce the scope for shipping lines to 
switch easily to different ports and thus reduce their potential countervailing power. 
Also, a shipping line’s choice of stevedore is often constrained because the same two 
stevedores generally operate in each of the relevant ports.  

                                                 
11  The anecdotal evidence from market inquiries suggests that this shifting preference towards 40-foot 

containers has been taking place for many years. 
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2.3.3 Sensitivity to prices and quality of service 
The extent of demand sensitivity to prices and service levels can have an important 
bearing on the competitive discipline faced by firms. Generally, the more sensitive 
consumers are to prices, the greater is a firm’s potential loss of revenue in response to a 
price rise. Firms which face a relatively price sensitive demand are likely to have less 
discretion in setting prices. 

The evidence on price sensitivity in the stevedoring industry is mixed. The ACCC 
understands that shipping lines are known to switch stevedores and this suggests a 
certain sensitivity to prices charged by stevedores12. On the other hand, it appears that 
shipping lines may be more sensitive to the quality of service than its cost.13 Vessels are 
sensitive to the costs of waiting idly at a port. A stevedore’s ability to provide efficient 
and reliable services within specified ‘time windows’, minimising ‘waiting’ costs is 
important in facilitating faster transit times for shipping lines.  

2.4 Conclusion 
The ACCC is not able on the basis of the available evidence to draw definite 
conclusions about impediments to competition in the supply of stevedoring services. 
However, the existence of monopoly or duopoly suppliers immediately raises questions 
about the extent of competitive pressures within the markets. The height of barriers to 
entry or exit is therefore crucial in determining whether incumbents are constrained by 
the threat of potential competition. The evidence available to the ACCC in that regard 
is mixed but does raise some concerns about the contestability of the market. 

                                                 
12  See Productivity Commission, Work Arrangements in Container Stevedoring, 1998, p. 139. 

13  Bureau of Industry Economics, ‘International Performance Indicators: Coastal Shipping, 1995’, 
quoted in Productivity Commission, Work Arrangements in Container Stevedoring, 1998, p. 29. 
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3. Monitoring results  

3.1 Introduction 
This section presents the results of the monitoring of stevedore company information. It 
assesses data on average revenues, costs and margins on a national basis. 

3.2 Average revenue, costs and margins  
The ACCC does not collect information on actual prices charged for stevedoring 
services as these are subject to negotiation between shippers and stevedores. Instead, it 
uses unit revenue as an indicator of average prices charged across a stevedore’s entire 
business. Unit revenue is measured as total revenue expressed per TEU. 

Unit revenue across the industry increased by 2 per cent to $169/TEU in 2002–03. This 
increase in revenue follows a downward trend which had occurred since monitoring 
began and compares with unit revenues of $254/TEU recorded for 1990.  

The reductions in unit revenue recorded up until 2002–03 imply that shippers have 
been facing lower prices for stevedoring services. The decline in price appears to have 
been driven primarily by lower costs as a result of substantial labour force reforms and 
enhanced technical efficiency, which have lowered overall stevedoring costs. The 
information in table 3.1 presents historical data on unit revenues, costs and margins.  

Table 3.1 Average revenue, costs and margins—1985–2003 

 Average revenue Average costs Average margin 
 $/TEU $/TEU $/TEU 
1985 238.00 219.00 19.00. 
1990 254.00 262.00 –8.00 
1995 206.00 191.00 15.00 
1996 n/a n/a n/a 
Jan–Jun 97 188.00 n/a n/a 
1998–1999 182.58 160.57 22.01 
1999–2000 175.01 146.88 28.14 
2000–2001 172.77 143.97 28.80 
2001–2002 165.56 131.14 34.43 
2002–2003 169.00 129.66 39.34 

 
Sources: Australian Competition and Consumer Commission 1996, Monitoring of Stevedoring Costs and 
Charges and Terminal Handling Charges 1995. Figures for Jan–Jun 1997 are an estimate derived by the BTRE, 
Waterline. The stevedoring companies, as part of the monitoring program, supply figures for 1998–2003.  

 
Unit margins increased 14 per cent in 2002–03 to $39/TEU reflecting mainly the rise in 
unit revenues from $166/TEU to $169/TEU. Unit costs fell marginally from $131/TEU 
to $130/TEU.  

Figure 3.1 presents trends in unit revenues and costs in real terms. Real unit revenues 
and costs have fallen steadily since 1986 and, as with nominal margins, real unit 
margins have been rising since 1992 as a result of costs falling more markedly than 
revenues. On the basis of information provided for this monitoring program, the long-
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term downward trend in real unit revenues slowed in 2002–03. However, real margins 
continued to rise in 2002–03 as real unit costs fell. 

Figure 3.1 Constant price unit revenue and costs, 1985–2003, 2000–01 dollars 
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Table 3.2 presents total revenue, costs and margins per TEU for the years 1998–99 to 
2002–03 in nominal and real terms. Real unit revenue fell less than 1 per cent in 2002–
03 from $162/TEU to $161/TEU, but real unit costs fell 4 per cent from $128/TEU to 
$123/TEU; consequently, unit margins rose 11 per cent from $33.65/TEU to 
$37.36/TEU in real terms. 

Table 3.2 Nominal and real average revenue, costs and margins—1999–2003 

$/TEU Av  
rev 

Av  
cost 

Av 
margin 

GDP deflator 
2000–01 = 
100 

Real av  
rev 

Real av  
cost 

Real av 
margin 

   
1998–99 182.6 160.6 22.0 93.7 194.96 171.46 23.50 
1999–2000 175.0 146.9 28.1 95.5 183.26 153.80 29.46 
2000–01 172.8 144.0 28.8 100.0 172.77 143.97 28.80 
2001–02 165.6 131.1 34.4 102.3 161.80 128.16 33.65 
2002–03 169.0 129.7 39.3 105.3 160.53 123.16 37.36 
% change 1998–99 
to 2002–03 

–7.4% –19.3 78.8  –17.7 –28.2 59.0 

 
Sources and notes: As for table 3.1. ABS, G03, Other Price Indicators. www.abs.gov.au. 
 

During the five years from 1998–99 to 2002–03, the fall in unit costs has exceeded the 
decline in unit revenues, and real margins have risen 59 per cent.  

3.2.1 Sources of revenue 
The ACCC’s analysis of data provided by stevedoring companies shows that unit 
revenues from stevedoring activities did not change substantially in 2002–03. Indeed, 
two stevedores reported lower unit stevedoring revenue per TEU. The rise in unit total 
revenues was achieved mainly because of large increases in other revenues earned by 
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stevedores. The share of ‘other revenues’ in total revenues as well as ‘other 
revenues’/TEU increased substantially during 2002–03. As noted, ‘other revenue’ 
includes revenue from break-bulk, berth hire, container storage and repositioning, 
penalties, quarantine inspection and other ancillary services.  

Table 3.3 presents data on total, stevedoring and other revenue, for the years 1998–99 
to 2002–03. 

Table 3.3  Total, stevedoring and other revenue—per TEU 

 1998–99 
** 

1999–2000
** 

2000–01 
** 

2001–02 2002–03 Change 2001–02 
to 2002–03 

 ($/TEU) ($/TEU) ($/TEU) ($/TEU) ($/TEU) ($/TEU) % 
Total revenue per TEU* 182.58 175.01 172.77 165.56 169.00 3.34 2.1% 

Stevedoring revenue per TEU 161.03 153.16 151.08 147.59 146.46 –1.13 –0.8% 

Other revenue per TEU 21.54 21.85 21.69 17.97 22.54 4.57 25.4 

Share of other revenue in total 
revenue (%) 11.8% 12.5% 12.6% 10.9% 13.3%  22.9% 

 
Source: Data supplied by stevedoring companies. 
Notes: ** Includes CSX Brisbane terminal. 

 
The increase in unit total revenue for the whole industry in 2002–03 can be explained 
almost entirely in terms of higher ‘other revenue’ per TEU. Unit revenue from 
stevedoring activities fell slightly in 2002–03. Trends for the three stevedoring 
companies vary. However, two recorded substantial increases in ‘other revenue’ in 
2002–03, both on a per TEU basis and as a percentage of total revenue.  

The ACCC inquired about the increase in ‘other revenues’. Contributing factors may 
have included a combination of higher charges for existing services, revenue from new 
services (especially related to storage of containers and to the interface between ports 
and road/rail infrastructure), and separate charges for services that may have been 
previously bundled in the container lift rate.  

The ACCC intends to explore this issue in subsequent monitoring reports so that it can 
identify whether the rise in ‘other revenue’ is a cause for concern. For example, the 
ACCC is likely to have fewer concerns if ‘other revenue’ is rising because stevedores 
are providing services that they were previously not supplying. Similarly, there may be 
few concerns if the changes are caused by the ways in which unit revenue is allocated 
to its various components. On the other hand, the ACCC may be concerned if the prices 
of existing services are rising without a similar rise in costs. 

3.2.2 Effects of trends in container usage on average revenue 
Unit total revenue is a broad measure of average revenue as it captures revenue earned 
from the complete range of services provided by stevedores—core stevedoring services 
of loading/unloading containers, as well as other ancillary services. 

Unit revenue attributable to core stevedoring services is a weighted average measure of 
revenue earned on both 20 and 40-foot containers. The proportion of containers 
represented by 20 and 40-foot containers, as well as relative changes in these 
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proportions, can affect this average measure of stevedoring revenue. As noted earlier, 
an increase in the relative use of 40-foot containers can have a downward effect on 
stevedores’ average measures of revenue. This is because while the total revenue flow 
remains roughly constant irrespective of changes in stevedores’ product mix between 
20 and 40-foot containers14, the measuring unit of TEUs increases with greater use of 
40-foot containers. If the nominal charge for a 20-foot container is the same as for a 40-
foot container, it follows that from a stevedore’s perspective, a proportionate increase 
in the use of 40-foot containers will, all else equal, result in lower average revenues.  

To isolate the effects of product mix changes inherent in broad average measures, the 
ACCC analysed separate data on average revenue earned on 20 and 40-foot containers. 
These provide a more accurate indication of prices actually charged to shippers. On the 
basis of information provided to the ACCC, unit revenue earned on both 20 and 40-foot 
containers rose marginally across the industry during 2002–03, indicating higher 
charges for stevedoring services. This contrasts with the slight fall in the broad measure 
of unit stevedoring revenue.  

Table 3.4 shows data on industry-wide unit revenue and unit revenues earned on 20 and 
40-foot containers for the last two years.  

Table 3.4  Average stevedoring revenue and containers data—20 and 40-foot 
containers 

 2001 –02 2002 –03 % Change 
Unit total stevedoring revenue all containers ($/TEU) 147.59 146.46 –0.8 

Unit stevedoring revenue for 20’ containers ($/TEU) 194.33 196.92 1.33 

Unit stevedoring revenue for 40’ containers ($/TEU) 99.75 101.02 1.27 

20-foot containers (TEUs)   8.57 

40-foot containers (TEUs)   23.36 
  
Source: Data supplied by stevedoring companies for all terminals except P&O’s White Bay.  

 
As can be seen from table 3.4, demand for 40-foot containers increased relative to 20-
foot containers. Two of the three stevedoring companies reported a relatively greater 
increase in use of 40-foot containers compared with 20-foot containers while there was 
no substantial change in the overall product mix for the third stevedore.  

Table 3.4 also shows that while unit stevedoring revenue for all containers was 
essentially unchanged in 2002–03, it rose by about 1.3 per cent for both 20 and 40-foot 
containers. In this case, the downward effect of the change to 40-foot containers on 
average stevedoring revenue offset the impact of the increase in unit revenues earned 
on 20 and 40-foot containers. 

3.2.3 Cost components 
Table 3.5 shows that there were no major changes during 2002–03 in the relative sizes 
of the key cost categories. Mostly, the shares of all cost categories have been relatively 

                                                 
14  It is understood that stevedoring charges are not always differentiated on the basis of size.  
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stable since 1999. The share attributable to labour costs has varied between 48.2 and 
54.4 per cent of total costs over the five years to June 2003. Equipment costs, the 
largest component after labour, have ranged between 17.7 and 21.3 per cent of total 
costs. The industry levy share is still around 6 per cent of total costs. In 2002–03 the 
share of other costs increased to 16 per cent of the total compared with 13.4 per cent in 
2001–02. 

Table 3.5 Cost components as a proportion of total costs (%) 

 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 

Labour 54.4 48.2 49.4 51.7 51.2 
Equipment 17.7 19.1 21.3 19.7 18.9 
Property 10.5 10.0 9.9 9.2 8.0 
Industry levy 3.3 5.4 5.7 6.1 6.0 
Other 14.2 17.3 13.7 13.4 16.0 
Total costs 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
Source:  Data supplied by the stevedoring companies.  
Notes: Other costs include port management costs and other overhead costs. CSX Brisbane is included 
  from July 1999 to June 2001. 

 

Table 3.5 shows that the relative importance of equipment and labour costs is changing. 
Compared with 1998–99, labour costs in 2002–03 represent a smaller proportion of 
total costs while the share of costs attributable to equipment has risen. This shift in the 
capital/labour ratio, punctuated by a sharp rise in the two years to 2000–01 followed by 
a moderate fall, reflects changes  in work methods implemented in the industry in the 
1990s; in particular, the rationalisation of workforce practices and investment in new 
technology. A rise in the capital/labour ratio is consistent with indicators showing 
improvements in productivity in Australia’s waterfront (see section 3.3). 

Table 3.6 shows changes in the various cost components on a per TEU basis. It shows 
that all key cost components, except for ‘other costs’, fell when measured on a per unit 
basis. ‘Other costs’ per TEU increased 18 per cent during 2002–03. 
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Table 3.6 Cost components per unit ($/TEU) 

$/TEU  
1998–99 

 
1999–2000 

 
2000–01 

 
2001–02 

 
2002–03 

% Change 2001–02 
to 2002–03 

Labour 88.71 71.62 71.18 67.75 66.34 –2.1% 
Equipment 28.81 28.46 30.65 25.81 24.49 –5.1% 
Property 17.07 14.80 14.21 12.06 10.42 –13.6% 
Industry levy 5.30 8.05 8.19 7.98 7.73 –3.2% 
 Total  139.89 122.92 124.23 113.61 108.97 –4.1% 
Other costs 23.11 25.77 19.74 17.53 20.69 18.0% 
Total costs 163.01 148.68 143.97 131.14 129.66 –1.1% 

 
Source and Notes as for table 3.5 

 

The impact of the rise in other costs can be seen in the fact that unit total costs 
excluding ‘other’, fell by 4.1 per cent during 2002–03. The category of ‘other costs’ 
includes costs such as other direct costs, other overhead costs and port management 
costs. The ACCC was informed during its market inquiries that some costs in this 
category were adversely affected by one-off circumstances. Table 3.6 shows that these 
cost categories fluctuate from year to year. For example, despite the rise during 2002–
03, other costs on a per TEU basis are still lower than in 1998–99. The ACCC intends 
to monitor changes in ‘other costs’ in subsequent reports. 

The share of levy payments in total costs has continued to fall in 2002–03. This reflects 
the trend towards greater use of 40-foot containers relative to 20-foot containers.  

The ACCC noted in past reports that it is difficult to clearly assess how the stevedores 
funded levy payments. The concept of absorption implies that the costs of the levy are 
deducted from profits—effectively that the stevedores’ profits are lower than they 
would have been in the absence of the levy. 

In any given period, there can be a number of factors that can impact on changes in 
margins and profits. Factors that have influenced margins include: cost savings 
associated with improved industry productivity levels; increases in the volume of 
container throughput (which are contributing to a lowering of unit costs); rises in 
revenues earned from other activities or services other than core stevedoring services; 
and shifts in product mix from 20-foot towards 40-foot containers. The higher unit 
margins observed since the monitoring program began are not inconsistent with 
absorption of the levy.  

3.2.4 Slowdown in decline of average costs 
Since the mid-1990s the Australian stevedoring industry has experienced rising 
volumes accompanied by falling unit costs. It is likely that declining costs in 
stevedoring have been a function of both higher capacity utilisation rates and greater 
productive efficiencies.  

In the four years from 1998–99 to 2001–02 unit costs fell by an average annual rate of 
4.5 per cent. In contrast, the downward trend in industry-wide unit costs appeared to 
ease in 2002–03. Unit total costs fell 1.1 per cent in 2002–03 from $131/TEU to 
$130/TEU. As mentioned above, other costs per TEU appear to be the major reason for 
the slowdown in the rate of decline in unit total costs.  
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The slow-down in the rate of unit-cost reduction does not necessarily raise concerns 
about competition. Conceivably, if stevedores were to exhaust the benefits of the 
restructures and workplace reforms that have taken place since the mid-1990s and if 
their operations were close to capacity, then it might become progressively more 
difficult to continue to achieve unit cost reductions. 

Capacity 
The ACCC found no suggestion during its market investigations that capacity 
constraints were affecting container operations in 2002–03. For example, in terms of 
equipment, berthing and storage, capacity does not seem to be a constraining factor at 
present.  

Further, the ACCC also considered whether rises in certain types of costs, in the 
presence of increased industry volumes, were symptomatic of unusual congestion at 
Australia’s terminals. It is understood that from time to time, congestion can manifest 
in container terminals with the unscheduled arrival of several ships simultaneously. It 
should be noted that congestion is not necessarily indicative of capacity problems. 
Often, vessel bunching may be due to the very nature of sea transport where unforeseen 
circumstances can have major flow-on effects at ships’ destination ports. Nevertheless, 
the incidence of congestion can be expected to increase with increasing levels of 
throughput.  

Again, it is the ACCC’s understanding from its market inquiries that the increases in 
‘other costs’ are not related to unusual congestion.  

Technical efficiency 
Improvements in workplace arrangements have produced considerable cost savings in 
the industry over the last decade. These, along with new technology and work methods 
on the waterfront, have improved technical efficiency. This means that costs are lower 
than previously for any given level of throughput. The ACCC has found no evidence 
that the benefits of these initiatives are close to being exhausted. The productivity 
indicators published by the BTRE also indicate continuing gains in productivity (see 
section 3.3). 

The ACCC also notes that information from stevedores indicates that there are material 
differences between the stevedores’ cost structures. This suggests that further 
improvements in efficiency, in at least part of the industry, may be possible.15 If this is 
the case, future growth in throughput should result in lower unit costs, in the absence of 
capacity constraints. It is noted that in 2002–03, both Patrick and P&O experienced 
marginally lower unit costs in the key labour, equipment and property cost categories. 

                                                 
15  It is relevant that the Productivity Commission has recently observed that on the basis of 

productivity indicators at a small New Zealand port, there may be scope for further improvement in 
productivity at the comparatively larger Australian ports. See Productivity Commission, 
International Benchmarking of Container Stevedoring, July 2003, p. 66. 
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3.3 Productivity 
The fall in unit costs recorded in 2002–03 is consistent with data on productivity 
indicators published by the BTRE which show continued improvements in productivity 
during 2002–03.  

In its latest Waterline publication (October 2003), the BTRE reported on recent trends 
in capital productivity of container stevedoring operations in the five mainland ports. 
Productivity is measured in terms of average crane, average ship and average elapsed 
labour rates, all of which increased in all five Australian ports during the 12 months to 
June 2003.  

The five-port average crane rate is defined as productivity per crane while the ship is 
worked.16 As shown in figures 3.2 and 3.3 the five-port average crane rate (measured in 
terms of containers and TEUs) has historically exhibited an increasing trend. During 
the six months to December 2002, the five-port average crane rate fell from 26.9 in 
June 2002 to an average of 26.0 containers per hour. However the crane rate rose in the 
six months to June 2003 reaching an historic high (since Waterline commenced 
collecting data in 1996) of 27.5 in the June quarter 2003. Overall, the average crane 
rate for 2002–03 was higher than in the previous financial year. The five-port average 
crane rate, measured in TEUs per hour also increased from 35.9 in June 2002 to 37.4 in 
June 2003. 

The five-port average ship rate is defined as productivity per ship while the ship is 
worked.17 The five-port average ship rate increased from 42.1 containers per hour in 
June 2002, to 43.4 in December 2002. The five-port average ship rate remained stable 
during the three-month period ending March 2003 before increasing to 45.1 containers 
per hour in the June quarter 2003. The five-port average ship rate, measured in TEUs 
per hour, also increased during 2002–03 from 56.3 to 61.7 TEUs per hour.  

The elapsed labour rate is defined as productivity per ship, based on the time labour is 
aboard the ship.18 The five-port average elapsed labour rate increased from 30.7 
containers per hour in June 2002, to 32.5 in June 2003. Similar trends were prevalent in 
the five-port average elapsed labour rate measured in TEUs per hour, which also 
increased during 2001–02 from 41.1 to 44.3 TEUs per hour. 

                                                 
16  Bureau of Transport and Regional Economics, Waterline, issue no. 3, p. 2.  

17  ibid. 

18  ibid. 
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Figure 3.2 Stevedoring productivity, five-port average 1995–2003 containers 
per hour 
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Source: BTRE, Waterline, October  2003. Five major mainland ports—Adelaide, Brisbane, Fremantle, 
Melbourne and Sydney.  

 

Figure 3.3 Stevedoring productivity, five-port average 1992–2003 TEUs per 
hour  
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Source: BTRE, Waterline, October 2003. Five major mainland ports—Adelaide, Brisbane, Fremantle, 
Melbourne and Sydney. 
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3.4 Rates of return  
The continued improvement in net margins observed during the course of the ACCC’s 
monitoring program is reflected in substantial increases in rates of return for the 
container stevedoring industry. Data in table 3.7 shows annualised earnings before 
interest and tax (EBIT) divided by average assets for the three stevedores since 1998–
99. For comparative purposes, rates of return are also shown for other selected 
companies. 

Table 3.7 Rates of return—earnings before interest and tax/average assets 

Rate of return on assets (%) 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
 
Average rate of return for Australian stevedores 
 

 
10.57 

 
13.24 

 
15.21 

 
19.29 

 
25.57 

      
PSA Corporation  9.90 12.30 14.89 8.10  
South Port Ltd  6.70 9.50 10.70 14.89  
Port Otago Ltd  18.82 15.70 16.40 9.4019  
Lyttelton Port Co Ltd  29.54 32.30 30.44 31.40  
Ports of Auckland Ltd  17.38 18.13 18.13 12.21  

 
Source: Data supplied by the stevedoring companies, annual reports and the Australian Stock Exchange. 
 
 

Table 3.7 shows that average rates of return for the Australian stevedoring industry 
have been rising since the monitoring program began. In 2002–03 the average rate of 
return on assets for the three stevedores increased from 19.3 per cent to 25.6 per cent. 
Since 1998–99 the average rate of return on assets for the three stevedores has 
increased by a factor of about 2.5.  

Other companies included in table 3.7 for comparative purposes are overseas port 
authorities that also conduct stevedoring activities. With the exception of Lyttleton Port 
Co Ltd, average rates of return earned by the three Australian stevedoring companies in 
2001–02 and 2002–03 are generally higher than those of other operators.  

In the absence of an assessment of the economic costs associated with the provision of 
stevedoring services, including an assessment of the efficiency of the cost base, the 
approach to asset valuation, and risk, it is not possible for the ACCC to assess the 
reasonableness of the returns. However, information presented in this report indicates 
increasing returns in the industry since the commencement of the monitoring program.  

3.5 Quality of service  
Although quantitative measurements of quality of service appear infrequently, 
Productivity Commission studies suggest that stevedoring services at Australian ports 
are satisfactory for the purposes of shipping lines.20 This is consistent with the 
anecdotal evidence from the ACCC’s market inquiries, which suggests that service 
quality is the stevedores’ primary competitive platform. 

                                                 
19  This figure is in respect of Port Otago Ltd’s port operations. 

20  See Productivity Commission, International Benchmarking of Container Stevedoring, 2003, p. 15. 
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The BTRE Waterline October 2003 publication indicates that waiting times for berths 
at stevedore wharves were minimised (zero hours) on 96 per cent of occasions during 
the March 2003 quarter at the five Australian major mainland ports and 97 per cent of 
the time during the June 2003 quarter.21 This indicates that berth availability has been 
relatively high and reliable since 2000.  

                                                 
21  BTRE, Waterline, October 2003, pp. 18–19. The data comprises about 20 per cent of all calling 

ships during each quarter. 
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4.  Company specific data 

4.1 Introduction 
This section presents the results of monitoring stevedore company information for each 
company and terminal. Where appropriate, it presents data for the companies and 
terminals in the form of index numbers rather than raw data to protect commercially 
sensitive information.  

4.2 Patrick 
4.2.1 Revenue and margins 
Patrick’s financial performance appeared to plateau during 2002–03 and was therefore 
similar to 2001–02 despite an increase in volumes of about 10 per cent. Total revenue 
per TEU for Patrick’s overall operations (that is, stevedoring and non-stevedoring 
activities) was essentially unchanged from 12 months earlier, in contrast to a series of 
falls in unit revenue over the previous four years. Patrick experienced slightly smaller 
margins in most of its key ports.  

Patrick’s financial performance across its various ports was not uniform and indicated 
the following:  

� overall unit total revenues fell 0.5 per cent and unit total costs rose 0.8 per cent; unit 
margins fell 3.5 per cent 

� the only port where the company experienced an increase in unit revenues and 
margins was Fremantle22 

� Patrick’s activities at East Swanston and Burnie were characterised by a fall in unit 
revenues, costs and overall margins  

� as a result of unit total costs expanding faster than unit total revenue, Patrick’s 
Brisbane and Sydney operations yielded moderately lower margins in 2002–03 

� on average, Patrick experienced minimal unit growth in other revenue across it 
main ports in 2002–03 

� Patrick’s 2002–03 national unit total revenue is 11 per cent lower and unit costs 
21 per cent lower compared with 1998–99. 

If results are assessed separately for 20 and 40-foot containers, Patrick earned slightly 
higher unit revenues for both 20 and 40-foot containers. These results are not reflected 
in higher overall average stevedoring revenues as the shift during 2002–03 towards 40-

                                                 
22  Patrick also yielded an increase in revenues and margins at its Darling Harbour and Webb Dock 

terminals. For the purposes of this analysis, however, they were omitted because of their relatively 
small size compared to other ports. 
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foot containers offsets higher unit revenues earned on both (as 40-foot containers 
collect lower unit revenues than 20-foot containers on a per TEU basis).  

4.2.2 Changes in cost components 
The ACCC collected unit cost data disaggregated into several cost categories: 
stevedoring, labour, equipment and property costs. The data on Patrick’s cost indexes 
are found in table 1 at appendix C. The total cost index shows that Patrick’s costs 
declined consistently until the last financial year, as unit stevedoring costs increased 
slightly during 2002–03. The ACCC has observed the following trends and movements 
in unit cost components: 

� unit stevedoring total costs rose slightly in 2002–03 

� sustained reductions in labour costs eased during 2002–03 

� Patrick registered small reductions in equipment and property cost categories in 
2002–03 

� unit total costs across Patrick’s ports are 22 per cent lower than 1998–99 

� labour (22 per cent), property (47 per cent) and equipment (26 per cent) unit costs 
are lower compared to 1998–99.  

Patrick’s industry levy payments amounted to $13.6 million in 2002–03. 23 This was 
about 7.8 per cent higher than for the previous financial year. However, levy payments 
per TEU declined 2.7 per cent. This was because of the shift to 40-foot containers 
which has the effect of reducing the magnitude of the levy on a per TEU basis. 

The only category of costs that increased during 2002–03 was other costs,24 consisting 
of ‘overheads, port management costs and other direct costs’. Other costs increased 40 
per cent in absolute terms and 27 per cent per unit and were primarily responsible for 
the slight rise in unit total costs. 

4.2.3 Patrick summary 
The results of Patrick’s operations during 2002–03 are not significantly different from 
the previous 12 months. Unit total revenue, costs and margins, attributed to both its 
entire waterfront business and its stevedoring specific operations, showed little change 
from 2001–02. Overall, Patrick was the only stevedore to record a slight rise in unit 
total costs, despite enjoying higher levels of throughput. The company registered a 
significant rise in other costs—this appeared to contribute to the marginal increase in 
unit total costs. 

                                                 
23  In respect of all Patrick terminals excluding Darling Harbour and Webb Dock. 

24  Other costs are not shown separately in table 1 in appendix C but included in industry-wide data 
presented in table 3.5. 
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4.3 P&O Ports 
4.3.1 P&O Ports’ revenues and margins 
P&O achieved higher unit total revenues and lower unit costs in 2002–03 over  
2001–02. As a result, P&O’s unit margins rose 63 per cent across its entire waterfront 
business. During 2002–03 P&O experienced the following shifts in its financial 
performance across its ports: 

� overall unit total revenues rose 4.5 per cent while unit total costs fell 3.2 per cent 

�  unit revenues were materially higher in Brisbane and Melbourne 

� unit revenue attributed to 20 and 40-foot containers increased slightly at P&O’s 
four ports in 2002–03 

� on average, ‘other revenue’ increased by 47 per cent on a per unit basis 

� P&O’s 2002–03 national unit total revenue is 1 per cent lower compared to  
1998–99 while its unit costs are about 14 per cent lower compared with 1998–99. 

Revenue earned from activities other than stevedoring made up a substantial proportion 
of the increase in the company’s unit total revenues during 2002–03. Other revenue 
accounted for 15.8 per cent of the total compared with 11.3 per cent in 2001–02. In 
absolute terms, other revenue was 82 per cent higher than 12 months earlier. 

Unit revenue from stevedoring activities fell at three of the four ports mainly because 
of comparatively greater use of 40-foot containers. As already noted, all else held 
constant, this generally exerts a downward effect on overall average revenue rates.  

4.3.2 Changes in key cost components 
P&O experienced lower unit costs in all ports. The following were observed in the 
labour, equipment and property cost indexes from table 2 in appendix C: 

� P&O recorded lower unit total costs at all ports in 2002–03 

� the company was able to achieve significant reductions in unit total costs in 
Brisbane and Fremantle 

� apart from rapid reductions in Fremantle, equipment costs have declined slowly at 
P&O ports since 1998–99 

� P&O significantly reduced unit labour costs in Brisbane and Fremantle during 
2002–03, while they remained constant in Melbourne and Sydney 

� property costs have declined markedly since 1998–99 at all ports except Sydney 
where the index was higher in 2002–03 compared with 1998–99 

� nationally, P&O’s total costs have declined consistently since 1998–99 and 
decreased by 3.2 per cent in 2002–03. 
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Total levy payments amounted to $13.2 million in 2002–03, representing a rise of 
19 per cent over 2001–02. However, levy payments per unit fell 3.7 per cent as a result 
of the relative increase in the use of 40-foot containers. 

4.3.3 P&O Ports conclusion 
P&O’s unit margins increased substantially in 2002–03 due to higher unit total revenue 
and lower unit total costs. A key factor apparently driving P&O’s unit revenues higher 
in 2002–03 seems to be revenue from activities other than its core stevedoring services.  

P&O’s unit total costs declined as unit cost reductions were observed across most of 
P&O’s key cost categories. The only category in which the company recorded an 
increase in 2002–03 was ‘other costs’.  

4.4 CSX World Terminals Pty Ltd 
During 2002–03 CSX reported higher unit revenues, lower unit costs and higher unit 
margins. The ACCC observed the following movements in CSX’s financial 
performance in 2002–03 (see table 3 at appendix C): 

� overall unit total revenues increased 5.6 per cent while unit total costs fell 7.2 per 
cent 

� unit revenues earned on 20-foot containers fell slightly while unit revenues on 40-
foot containers grew 

� throughput at the CSX terminal rose 3.3 per cent in 2002–03 

� unit growth in other revenue grew by 65 per cent 

� unit margins more than trebled in 2002–03 

� the increase in margins appeared to be largely attributable to higher other revenue 

� CSX’s 2002–03 national unit total revenue is 2 per cent lower than 1998–99 while 
unit costs have declined 25 per cent relative to 1998–99.  

Despite increased throughput, total levy payments were $1.16 million in 2002–03 
which represented a fall of 5 per cent from 2001–02. This is because the CSX terminal 
in Adelaide experienced a rise in domestic port-to port traffic in 2002–03, while the 
levy is only applied on containers destined for and coming from overseas markets. As a 
result, levy payments per TEU decreased 8 per cent compared with 2001–02. 
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5. Findings and conclusions 

The key findings of this report are: 

� The industry continued to achieve improvements in productivity during 2002–03. 

� Unit costs fell by 1.1 per cent, which is a slower rate of decline than in past years.  

� Volumes in terms of 20-foot equivalent units (TEUs) increased at all major ports 
and by 15.9 per cent overall.  

� Unit total revenue earned by stevedores at Australia’s major container terminals 
rose in 2002–03. 

� Unit stevedoring revenue earned on 20 and 40-foot containers increased slightly 
indicating that prices have also risen. 

� Unit revenue from related services, that is, from services other than lifting 
containers increased strongly in 2002–03. Higher revenue from such services 
appears to have been the main driver of overall revenue growth in the industry. 

� Unit margins and rates of return increased in 2002–03, continuing the previous 
trend. 

The results of the monitoring program for 2002–03 indicate a continuation of many of 
the trends observed in previous years; for example, continued growth in productivity, 
lower unit costs, and higher throughput at Australia’s major container terminals.  

On the other hand, evidence on rising unit revenues suggest that users of stevedoring 
services may have faced higher charges in 2002–03. 

Also, information from stevedores suggests that margins and returns in the industry 
have continued to grow during 2002–03. The ACCC has not assessed the 
reasonableness of these returns as this would require an in-depth study of the economic 
costs of providing stevedoring services. It is open to question whether the present rising 
trend in returns would be sustainable in the long run under conditions of contestability. 

Even though stevedoring services are provided by monopoly or duopoly service 
providers there would be little cause for concern about rising margins and/or prices if 
barriers to entry are low. In this regard, the report has considered factors that may 
constrain contestability in the industry. For example, in considering entry and exit 
barriers the ACCC noted that there has been little evidence of new entry in recent 
times. An impediment to contestability in the stevedoring industry appears to be the 
exclusive and long-term lease agreements between incumbent stevedores and port 
authorities.  

On balance, the ACCC is not able to form a definite opinion on the height of entry 
barriers on the basis of the available evidence. However, it seems likely that entry to 
the industry is not easy.  
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Some of the issues raised in this report about possible impediments to competition need 
further exploration to identify whether they are cause for concern.  

The ACCC also considers that, in view of the findings from the 2002–03 monitoring 
program, movements in ‘other revenue’ and ‘other costs’ should be examined in future 
reports. 
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Appendix A: Ministerial directive 

COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA 
 

Prices Surveillance Act 1983 
 

DIRECTION NO 17 
 

(1) I, Peter Costello, Treasurer, pursuant to section 27A of the Prices Surveillance Act 
1983, hereby direct the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission to 
undertake monitoring of prices, costs and profits relating to the supply of services by a 
container terminal operator company in ports at the following locations 

(a) Adelaide; 

(b) Brisbane; 

(c) Burnie; 

(d) Fremantle 

(e) Melbourne; and 

(f) Sydney 

 

(2) In this direction, ‘container terminal operator company’ means a provider of 
container stevedoring services in ports at the locations listed in paragraph (1). 

(3) The ACCC is to report to me on its monitoring activities referred to in paragraph (1) 
within four months the end of each financial year. 

 

January 1999 

 

−  
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Appendix B: Prices Surveillance Act 1983,  
ss. 27A, 27B 
s. 27A 

Directions to monitor prices, costs and profits of an industry or business 

(1) The minister may give the ACCC a written direction: 

(a)  to monitor prices, costs and profits relating to the supply of goods and 
services by persons in a specified industry and to report to the minister on 
the monitoring at a specified time or at specified intervals within a specified 
period, or 

(b)  to monitor prices, costs and profits relating to the supply of goods and 
services by a specified person and to report to the minister on the monitoring 
at a specified time or at specified intervals within a specified period. 

(2) The minister must not direct the ACCC to monitor prices, costs and profits of a 
state or territory authority that supplies goods and services unless the state or 
territory concerned has agreed to the direction being given. 

s. 27B 

Report on monitoring 

(1) The ACCC must make copies of a report under paragraph 27A(1)(a) available 
for inspection by the public as soon as practicable after the ACCC has given the 
report to the minister. 

(2) In the case of a report under paragraph 27A(1)(b) relating to a person, the 
ACCC must: 

(a) send the person a copy of the report on the day the ACCC gives the report to 
the minister and 

(b) make copies of the report available for inspection by the public as soon as 
practicable after the person has received a copy of the report.  
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Appendix C: Company trends in cost components 
 

Table C.1 Patrick trends in cost components (per TEU) 

Brisbane 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 

Stevedoring cost index 100 93.3 103.9 87.3 89.0 

Total labour cost index 100 85.8 86.7 82.0 87.4 
Total equipment cost index 100 83.1 107.5 72.3 61.9 
Total property cost index 100 71.7 76.9 63.6 59.2 

Port Botany 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Stevedoring cost index 100 84.4 81.3 75.4 78.1 

Total labour cost index 100 84.9 80.9 75.8 79.3 
Total equipment cost index 100 85.8 88.4 77.3 73.2 
Total property cost index 100 69.9 72.7 51.6 49.9 

Fremantle 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Stevedoring cost index 100 90.0 74.4 68.2 68.7 

Total labour cost index 100 81.2 68.1 63.7 60.5 
Total equipment cost index 100 85.8 65.9 53.0 53.2 
Total property cost index 100 113.8 86.5 79.3 90.5 

East Swanson 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Stevedoring cost index 100 91.4 92.3 82.6 80.6 

Total labour cost index 100 89.4 90.0 84.2 79.8 
Total equipment cost index 100 93.9 97.4 80.4 78.8 
Total property cost index 100 73.8 72.3 57.7 47.1 

Burnie 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Stevedoring cost index 100 98.1 95.1 93.6 92.9 

Total labour cost index 100 81.0 83.7 88.1 84.3 
Total equipment cost index 100 93.9 100.0 109.5 111.1 
Total property cost index 100 104.5 74.4 127.9 75.0 

National 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Stevedoring cost index 100 88.8 87.2 78.7 79.1 

Total labour cost index 100 85.4 82.5 77.9 77.7 
Total equipment cost index 100 91.3 94.6 77.4 73.5 
Total property cost index 100 75.8 73.8 58.6 53.2 

Total cost index* 100 87.23 86.74 77.09 77.7 
 

* ‘Other costs’ are included in the total cost index but not shown as a separate cost category. 
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Table C.2 P&O Ports’ trends in terminal unit cost components (per TEU) 

Brisbane 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Total labour cost index 100 89.0 90.3 90.8 80.6 

Total equipment cost index 100 119.2 104.8 91.0 94.9 
Total property cost index 100 98.1 82.3 70.6 62.8 
Total cost* index 100 99.5 94.9 91.2 86.3 

Sydney 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Total labour cost index 100 73.5 76.9 78.9 78.8 

Total equipment cost index 100 111.6 124.9 111.1 107.2 
Total property cost index 100 93.0 90.7 108.5 101.9 
Total cost* index 100 88.7 90.0 88.1 85.7 

Melbourne 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Total labour cost index 100 82.7 76.0 71.5 71.1 

Total equipment cost index 100 113.1 127.3 114.0 106.2 
Total property cost index 100 119.9 110.0 95.7 69.0 
Total cost* index 100 102.6 95.1 90.8 90.2 

Fremantle 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Total labour cost index 100 85.2 82.4 83.8 74.0 

Total equipment cost index 100 92.8 92.7 82.4 73.0 
Total property cost index 100 117.9 81.2 86.9 80.1 
Total cost* index 100 92.2 88.5 88.2 80.6 

National 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Total labour cost index 100 80.4 79.8 78.8 75.4 

Total equipment cost index 100 110.5 118.0 104.2 99.5 
Total property cost index 100 105.1 95.5 93.1 76.8 

Total cost* index* 100 95.6 92.7 89.7 86.1 

 

* ‘Other costs’ are included in the total cost index but not shown as a separate cost category. 



 31

Table C.3 CSX trends in terminal unit cost components (per TEU) 

Adelaide 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Stevedoring cost index 100 131.4 131.4 97.5 88.6 

Total labour cost index 100 123.7 113.3 92.4 85.6 
Total equipment cost index 100 168.9 180.3 129.2 109.8 
Total property cost index 100 106.7 109.3 56.5 17.2 

National 1998–99 1999–2000 2000–01 2001–02 2002–03 
Stevedoring cost index 100 103.8 104.4 82.8 75.1 

Total labour cost index 100 98.7 93.6 80.4 74.1 
Total equipment cost index 100 115.6 130.2 101.6 85.7 
Total property cost index 100 97.6 84.1 36.4 11.5 

Total cost index* 100 106.17 105.65 80.89 79.00 
 

Note: National data for the years 1998–99 to 2000–01 include ports of Adelaide and Brisbane. Operations at the port 
of Brisbane were terminated in August 2001. 

*‘Other costs’ are included in the total cost index but not shown as a separate cost category. 



 32 

ACCC contacts 
 

(for all business and consumer inquiries) 

ACCC infocentre: 1300 302 502  

website: www.accc.gov.au 

 

ACT (national office) 
PO Box 1199 
DICKSON ACT 2602 
Tel: (02) 6243 1111 
Fax: (02) 6243 1199 
Publishing unit: (02) 6243 1143 
Media liaison: (02) 6243 1108 

New South Wales 
GPO Box 3648 
SYDNEY NSW 2001 
Tel: (02) 9230 9133 
Fax: (02) 9223 1092 

Victoria 
GPO Box 520J 
MELBOURNE VIC 3001 
Tel: (03) 9290 1800 
Fax: (03) 9663 3699 

Queensland 
PO Box 10048 
Adelaide Street Post Office 
BRISBANE QLD 4000 
Tel: (07) 3835 4666 
Fax: (07) 3832 0372 

North Queensland 
PO Box 2016 
TOWNSVILLE QLD 4810 
Tel: (07) 4729 2666 
Fax: (07) 4721 1538 

South Australia 
GPO Box 922 
ADELAIDE SA 5001 

Tel: (08) 8213 3444 
Fax: (08) 8410 4155 

Western Australia 
PO Box 6381 
EAST PERTH WA 6892 
Tel: (08) 9325 0600 
Fax: (08) 9325 5976 

Tasmania 
GPO Box 1210 
HOBART TAS 7001 
Tel: (03) 6215 9333 
Fax: (03) 6234 7796 

Northern Territory 
GPO Box 3056 
DARWIN NT 0801 
Tel: (08) 8946 9666 
Fax: (08) 8946 9600 


