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FOREWORD
 

The Liner Shipping 
Route Study (LSRS) and
SHIPPERCON STUDY the MARINA and
(MARSH Study) were conducted, during 1993-1994,
under the Philippine Sea Transport Consultancy (PSTC). 
 The Final
Report of the LSRS comprises 14 volumes and the Final Report of the
MARSH Study comprises 5 volumes.
 

This technical assistance 
was made possible through the
support provided by the Office of Program Economics, United States
Agency for International 
 Development 
 (USA1D) Mission
Philippines. in the
The views, expressions and opinions contained in this
and other volumes of LSRS Final Report are those of the authors and
of Nathan Associates, and do not 
necessarily reflect the views of
USAID.
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1. INTRODUCTION & SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
 

Introduction
 

The terms of reference (TOP)
Study (LSRS) specify, as one 
for the Liner Shipping Route
objective of the study,
shall "survey and review the that the LSPS
 

services, 
adequacy of existing liner shippine
including ferry services, 
in the Philippines, and
identify priorities for new ...
franchises and franchise amendments
provide to
expanded services, 
new types of services,
standards nd better
of service". 
 The workscope section of the
that, TOP states
"The LSRS must 
identify, from shipping operators reports
operations, on
from SHIPPERCON records, and
interviews with users of cargo 

from extensive field
and passenger liner 
services, the
standards of services being performed on each liner shipping route,
including especially the availability 
of appropriate
convenience of services,
schedule, service 
reliability, passenger 
care and
comfort standards, and safety considerations. .. ". The TOR go onstate that, "current low service standards, as well as high 
to 

factors, annually load
or seasonally, are 
to be criteria by which the
LSRS will identify needs 
 for increasing 
 service frequency,
including just seasonal frequency increases, and for approving new
route franchises".
 

The TOR also identify the limits
regarding shipping of LSRS responsibility
service evaluation stating that,
expected that the "It is not
LSRS will recommend precise 
adjustments
service schedules, to
but merely will indicate where,
approximate extent and the
to which, service schedule flexibility should be
incorporated in existing and new route franchises, and to
approximately, indicate,
the new 
route franchises 
that should be approved
during the cargo rate deregulation period, i.e., 
 1993-1996",
further that, and
"It will subsequently be the responsibility of MARINA
to invite applications for 
new 
or expanded services, and then to
evaluate applications received...".
 

To carry out 
the shipping service evaluation portion of
LSRS workscope, the LSRS divided the areas the
 
to be surveyed into six
groups:
 

i 
 Northern Islands. 
The areas surveyed include the islands
of Mindoro, Marinduque, Romblon, Tablas, 
 Sibuyan,
Masbate, and Catanduanes, and 
survey ports
principal ports include the
of these islands, as well
ports as the Luzon
of Manila, Batangas, Lucena 
(Dalahican), Tabaco,

and Legaspi.
 

i 
 Eastern Visayas. 
This survey area is Region VIII of the
Philippines, and ports where LSRS surveys were conducted
included Tacloban and Catbalogan.
 



Central & Western 
Visayas. 
 This area corresponds to
Regions VI and VII. LSRS survey 
ports included Cebu,
Iloilo, San Jose De Buenavista, Dumaguit, New Washington,
Culasi, Bacolod, Dumaguete, San Carlos, Tagbilaran, and

the ports of Guimaras Island.
 

- Northern Mindanao. This 
area approximately corresponds
to Region X and the northern provinces of Region XII,
includes the survey ports 
and
 

of Cagayan de Oro, Surigao,

Nasipi t, 1Iigan , and 0amis.
 

- Southern Mindanao. This 
area approximately corresponds
to Region XI, 
the southern provinces of Region XII,the mainland provinces of the Autonomous Region of 
and 

MuslimMindanao (ARMM), and includes the survey ports of Davao,
General Santos, and Cotabato/Polloc.
 

Zamboanga & Sulu Archipelago. Thi, 
area includes the
ARMM offshore provinces of Sulu and Tawi 
Tawi, Basilan
Island, and 
most of the Zamboanga Peninsula, and ports
where LSRS surveys were conducted 
include Zamboanga,

Pagaian and Jolo.
 

The LSRS prepared 
a draft shipping service evaluation report
on each of the six 
areas identified above. 
 In this Final Report,
however, 
the Northern Mindanao and 
Southern Mindanao reports 
have
been combined in Volume VII. 
The other service evaluation reports
are Volumes IV through VI, 
and Volume VIII.
 

The shipping services of Palawan Province are discussed in
Final Report's Volume the
IX, wherein the LSRS 
focus is mainly on the
needs for additional services, rather 
than on the improvement of

existing services.
 

The port of Manila North 
Harbor (MNH) is discussed to some
extent in most 
 volumes of Final
the Report, because of the
importance of shipping connections to the MNH for all 
other areas
of the Philippines. 
 The principal discussion of the MNH is
included in XII,
Volume however, 
which focuses on the potential
role of Batangas Port as 
a terminus for interisland liner shipping

services.
 

Northern Luzon and the Bicol 
Peninsula 
have very limited
interisland 
liner shipping services, in 1994. The LSRS did
conduct any developmental route evaluations for 
not
 

these two large
areas of Luzon, but both areas 
are discussed in Volume 
III of this
Final Report, 
which provides profiles of the sea trade of various
 areas and islands of the Philippines.
 

Each of five
the service evaluation reports 
examines
adequacy of both the
 cargo and passenger liner shipping and ferry
services, identifying: routes that are 
franchised and the extent to
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vhicih they are 
being operated; operators and vessels 
with vessel
rated 
or estimated capacities; route capacities for passenger
traffic and capacity utilization, including seasonality; shipping
service standards and problems; underlying, contributory causes
any identified low 
service standards and problems; 
for
 

and desirable
actions to 
 be taken to better ensure 
that shipp:ng service
standards are satisfactory in the 
future.
 

After this brief introduction, each of 
the shipping service
evaluation reports presents its findings and recommendations as 
the
remainder of Chapter 1, and is comprised of five other chapters and
two or three annexes. Chapters 2 through 6 of each report present,
respectively, 
available information 
on services franchised
operated, an evaluation of and
 
cargo services, 
 an evaluation 
of
passenger services, the identification of factors affecting service
adequacy, and a recommended approach to improving the adequacyservices. of"
nnexes A and B, in each of the five reports, providedetailed cargo and passenger survey information, respectively.
Onlv Volume VITT, discussing the shipping :ervices of Zamboanga anlthe Sulu Archipelago, includes a third annex which examines the
economy and trade 
of the area.
 

Summary of Findings
 

LSRS findings in regard to the 
 liner shipping and ferry
services performed to ports of the Eastern Visayas are based mainly
on fieldwork that was undertaken, during August 1993, 
at the ports
of Tacloban and Catbalogan. The detailed results of these surveys
are presented as Annexes A and B of 
this Eastern Visayas Shipping
Services Evaluation Report (EVISSER). Principal findings in regard
to interisland liner shipping cargo and passenger services provided
to ports of 
the Eastern Visayas are presented below, first for
Samar and 
then for Leyte. For 
each island, cargo services are
first discussed and then passenger services.
 

Samar
 

Cargo Services
 

Samar Island is provided with very 
limited liner shipping
cargo seryices. 
What services are provided are mainly to the port
of Catbalogan, 
and to a more limited extent
Calbayog. to the port of
The two operators providing services between these 
two
Samar Island ports and Manila accommodated 37,000 freight 
tons to
and from Catbalogan, in 1992, and more 
than 10,000 freight tons to
and from Calbayog. However, 
most of the Catbalogan
accommodated in just cargo was
 seven months out 
of the year, while Calbayog
traffic was almost entirely concentrated in the first 
four months
of the year. During the other months of 1992, there were very
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limited services being performed between these 
ports and Manila.
The two Samar ports are also provided with liner shipping services
linking them to Cebu, but 
MARINA traffic information in regard 
to
these services is very incomplete.
 

The limited liner shipping cargo services at Samar ports is
due mainly to the following:
 

Low cargo traffic demand, mainly in 
the outward
direction, with the 
principal outward-moving commodity

being copra, which can best be accommodated in bulk, by

tramper vessels.
 

Inadequacies of Samar ports.
 

The availability of roll-on roll-off (RORO) ferry
services between 
Samar and Luzon, which makes road
transport competitive with 
liner shipping cargo service
to Manila for at some
least commodities.
 

The San Juanico Bridge and the 
Leyte port of Tacloban,
which permits this Leyte port to 
serve a sizable portion

of Samar Island.
 

The southern coastal 
area of Samar Island is too distant from
both the northern RORO ferry services and the San Juanico Bridge to
use either 
 of these transport options economically
interregional cargo shipment. Ferry 
for
 

services are operated from
this southern coastal 
area to the port of Tacloban, but some of the
southern Samar 
shippers complained, 
in 191)3, that this shipment
alternative, also, was 
not very economic. Shipper suggestions for
reducing their shipment costs included: (i) transformation of the
Tacloban-southern Samar conventional ferry operation 
to a RORO
ferry operation; and/or (ii) providing the 
Samar south coast with
 a direct 
liner shipping connection to Cebu.
 

Either of these approaches would avoid 
 the Tacloban
transshipment delays and 
costs. The RORO option would be useful
for the shipment of perishable, fisheries 
products, especially,
offering the same options 
which Tacloban shippers of fisheries
products indicated they preferred: either road transport and use
of the Isabel-Carmen RORO 
ferry, to reach Cebu Port and shipping
services; or road transport all the way to 
Manila. In regard to
the latter, some Eastern 
Visayan shippers of fisheries products
indicated a preference for 
road transport to Manila vis-a-vis the
direct sea transport option for 
the former's advantage in regard
to: shipment time flexibility and shorter 
transit time; lower
total freight cost, due to avoidance of having to 
 pay cargo
handlers; convenience and direct delivery to the consignee; and the
relative ease of collecting on claims, whenever there might 
be
damage or deterioration losses.
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One of the two operators 
serving the Manila-Catbalogan-
Tacloban route 
 indicated 
 to the LSRS that the company was
contemplating the discontinuance of service 
on the route, in part
because of the erosion of the operator's passenger traffic, as
road transport/RORO ferry market share was 
the
 

continuing to grow, and
in part because there was a large imbalance of cargo traffic on 
the
route, with relatively light volumes of cargo moving northward.
 

Catbalogan shippers, meanwhile, argued that they required more
frequent and more 
reliable services 
to both Manila and Cebu.
the other hand, the shippers indicated that, whenever the port 
On
 
of
Catbalogan was by-passed by an operator on 
the Manila route, due to
inadequate volumes of 
traffic offering at the the
port, shippers
had no difficulty in arranging for 
trucking services to either
Manila or Tacloban. 
Where the Catbalogan-Cebu route is 
concerned,
the LSRS could identify, from shipping operator 1992 reports, only
about 4,000 freight tons moved on the route in that year. 
However,
one of the two operators on the route did not 
report to MARlINA on
 

cargo traffic accommodated.
 

Passenger Services
 

The passenger 
traffic accommodated

terminals of northern Samar, 

at the two RORO ferry

i.e., the government owned and
operated terminal at San Isidro the
and privately owned and
operated terminal Allen,
at 
 reached a combined level of 160,000
passengers, in 
1992. These 
traffic volumes 
included considerable
numbers of through traffic (i.e., traffic between Luzon and eitherLeyte or Mindanao), but it is probably also true that mostresidents of northern Samar travel to and from Luzon via one of theferries. Thus, the unreliability of some of the services operated
between 
Manila and the northern Samar ports 
of Catbalogan and
Calbayog probably was not creating 
a serious problem for northern
Samar travellers. 
The LSRS was unable (due to time constraints) to
conduct passenger surveys on 
the Luzon-Samar RORO ferry routes.
 

The LSRS did, however, conduct passenger surveys on 
two iiner
shipping routes between Cebu and Samar, viz., 
routes serving the
Samar ports of Catbalogan and Calbayog, 
and surveys were also
conducted of two 
ferry services between 
the Samar southern coast
ports 
of Guiuan and Balangiga and the 
Leyte port of Tacloban.
Principal findings of these surveys are:
 

- Catbalogan-Cebu Route. The route was being served by a
175 GRT vessel, the MV Elizabeth Lily, of Western Samar
Shipping Lines. According to MARINA's Annual 
Domestic

Shipping Route Inventory (ADSRI), this vessel has 
a
capacity to accommodate 80 passengers. A sample size of
only 25 passengers was 
obtained by the LSRS, but a few
significant results 
were nevertheless derived, 
because
nearly all of the passengers rated 
operator management

attention to 
service quality and staff attitude toward
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passengers as satisfactory, and all the passengers
 
approved of the space reservation system. The only

complaint of a majority of the passengers was that the
 
eating area on board the vessel was not kept clean.
 

M Calbayog-Cebu Route. The route was being served by
Palacio Shipping Lines, with a vessel having a rated 
capacity for 262 passengers. All of the passengers 
interviewed (39) expressed the view that services 
provided were adequate to meet demand, yet the majority
also stated that congestion during the peak period of 
traffic constitutes a serious problem. The passengers 
were nearly unanimous in expressing satisfaction with 
schedule adherence, and they had no general complaints 
regarding any aspects of service. 

M 	 Tacloban-Guiuan Route. This ferry route was being served 
by two operators, Roly Shipping and K & T Shipping, and 
the LSRS obtained a survey sample of 91 passengers aboard 
the two vessels surveyed. A large majority (90 percent)
of the passengers felt that services were adequate 'to 
meet demand. Majorities of the passengers gave low
 
ratings to several aspects of physical accommodation,
 
however, and maintenance of toilets/sanitation facilities
 
was given an "unacceptable" rating by 29 percent of the
 
respondents to the question.
 

M 	 Tacloban-Balangiga Route. This ferry route was being 
operated just two days a week at the time of the LSRS 
survey, and the operator was Proceso Canillas. The LSRS 
survey was not very useful, with a sample size of 21 
passengers, and the only significant result obtained was 
that all 13 of the respondents to the question regarding
peak period travel thought that traffic congestion 
constituted a serious problem.
 

Leyte
 

Cargo Services
 

Leyte island is mainly served by liner shipping cargo services
 
connecting to Cebu and Manila. Shippers of various commodities
 
based in Tacloban, Leyte were utilizing these liner services, in
 
1993, at which time they were found to be adequate in one
 
direction, i.e., from Tacloban to either Manila or Cebu. In the
 
opposite direction, there was an insufficiency of capacity for some
 
commodities, due to large imbalance of cargo flows in two
 
directions. Shut-outs and delays in shipment were therefore
 
experienced mostly by shippers to Tacloban of general merchandise,
 
flour and animal feeds. The cargo trade imbalance in the route was
 
affecting the viability of liner operations, and one of the
 

6
 



operators indicated to 
the LSRS that the company was contemplating

possibly quitting 
 the route. Further, additional container
capacity was required in the Cebu-Tacloban direction since shippers
preferred that their cargoes be containerized, in order to minimize
 
or 
eliminate pilferage and damage losses.
 

The lack of direct shipping services 
to major trading areas
had forced shippers to charter 
tramper vessels, in order to ship
out bulk copra from Tacloban to Iligan and ship in sugar and rice
from Bacolod and 
Iloilo, and salt and rice from Mindoro. Some
shippers indicated that there was potentia! for 
a regular liner
service between Tacloban and Batangas, mainly to enable Mindoro
shippers of rice 
and salt to ship on a fairly regular basis to
Tacloban, but also generate the
to trading of fruits, vegetables

and livestock, since Leyte was a deficit area 
in these agricultural
products. Such 
direct service would also benefit Leyte copra
snippers, some 
of whom indicated their intention to ship copra to
Lucena City, Quezon, if possible via Batangas.
 

One major problem for Leyte exporters of marine products was
the 
lack of appropriate shipping capacity for refrigerated cargoes
in the Tacloban-Manila route, compelling them to ship via Cebu 
for
transshipment at Manila. 
To export fishery products from Tacloban,
the products were being trucked 
to the RORO ferry port of Isabel,
moved aboard a RORO ferry to Carmen, Cebu, trucked to Cebu Port,
and then shipped to Manila by sea. 
 Shippers maintained that this
 route was 
cheaper than moving the products to Cebu by sea for the
first of two transshipments, but more expensive and time-consuming

than if the cargo could 
be shipped directly from Tacloban to
 
Manila.
 

Passenger Services
 

Two liner shipping routes connecting Tacloban with Manila and
Cebu and ferry routes between ports of Leyte and Cebu were surveyed
by the LSRS to ascertain the adequacy of passenger services.
 
Principal findings of these surveys are:
 

- Manila-Tacloban Route. Vessels of William Lines and
Sulpicio were performing services on 
this route in 1993,
and passengers generally found 
the services to be both

satisfactory and sufficient. 
 Capacity utilization of
these vessels, in fact, was quite low, at 
30 percent or

slightly less. As a result of this 
low utilization, and
the continuing 
 trend toward greater reliance by

passengers on road transport and RORO ferries for travel
between the Eastern Visayas and Luzon, Sulpicio Shipping

was contemplating ending services 
on the route.
 

Cebu-Tacloban Route. In 1993, the route was being

adequately served by two liner vessels. 
However, service

of one vessel was found to be unreliable due to frequent
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engine breakdown. 
 Most passengers interviewed 
were
regular travelers 
and were generally satisfied 
with
space reservation and the operator's concern with safety.
However, passengers 
 were not 
 fully satisfied
accommodation 
standards, such in 
with
 

as regard
facilities, to toilet
leisure facilities, ventilation, 
drinking
fountains, and space 
to move around. 
The crew's c uui tesy
and willingness 
to provide assistance were 
found to be
satisfactory, 
as were the adequacy 
and security of

baggage security.
 

- Baybay, Leyte-Cebu Route. 
Passengers interviewed on this
route were 
generally satisfied with passenger services,
and considered that operators maintained the cleanliness
of facilities before and during the voyage such as:
seating/sleeping area, the
vessel open areas, 
waiting area
before boarding, and eating areas, as 
well as toilet and
washing facilities. 
Services were rated satisfactory in
regard to on-board drinking 
water availability, vessel
boarding procedure, convenience and security of booking,
professional attitude of management, and the attitude of
shore-based 
staff and vessel 
crew toward passengers.
Dissatisfaction was expressed only in regard to adherence
to service schedule, although service speed was 
found to
be satisfactory.
 

- Cebu-Bato, Leyte Route. 
 Passengers interviewed on 
this
route felt that services were adequate to meet 
demand and
were being reliably operated. The majority noted
the management 
had developed a good space 
that
 

reservation
system, ensured satisfactory baggage 
accommodation
security, showed and
adequate concern 
for safety, and had
established 
an 
organized boarding procedure. Likewise,
accommodation 
standards 
were satisfactorily 
provided.
Congested travel during the peak 
season, however, was
seen 
by the passengers as 
being a problem.
 
Hilongos-Cebu 
Route. 
 Services 
of the 
 three vessels
surveyed on 
this route were judged by the passengers to
be fairly adequate and reliable. Aspects 
of service
which interviewed passengers generally 
found to be
satisfactory 
 included sleeping/seating 
 areas,
toilet/washing facilities, eating areas on 
board, meals
and meal service, open areas for passengers, waiting area
for passengers, boarding process, baggage security, and
convenience 
and security of 
booking. Likewise, the
passengers expressed 
 general satisfaction 
 with the
attitude of management, and viewed the 
operator's landbased staff 
 and vessel crews 
 to be efficient 
 and
responsive to the needs of the passengers. Moreover, the
passengers 
 noted the reliability, and
convenience 

sufficiency of services.
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- Naval-Cebu Route. Two vessels serving 
the route were
surveyed. A majority of the 
passengers 
were satisfied
with the adequacy and cleanliness of the sleeping/seating
area, toilet and washing facilities, vessel open areas,
waiting area 
before boarding, 
meals served and meal
service and 
baggage security. However, 
 passengers
complained of the inadequacy of on-board drinking water
 
supplies.
 

- Palompon, Leyte-Cebu Route. 
Three vessels were surveyed
on this route, and passengers expressed satisfaction with
the cleanliness of seating/sleeping area, toilet/washirIg
facilities, eating areas 
on board, pre-boarding waiting
area, meals and meal 
service, baggage security and the
vessel open areas 
for passengers. 
 However, on-board
drinking water 
supplies were 
found to be inadequate.
Passengers noted that there was convenience and security
of booking, and passengers generally viewed favorably the
operator's attitude 
toward quality of service 
and the
attitude of operator 
staff toward passengers. 
 The
service schedule was likewise deemed to be sufficient and
convenient and adherence 
to schedule and service speed
were considered to 
be satisfactory.
 

Ormoc-Cebu Route. 
 There were two 
vessels surveyed on
this route, and passengers interviewed found the services
to be reliable. 
There was good space reservat ion as wel
as 
good baggage accommodation/security. 
Most passengers
were satisfied with the 
provision and maintenance of tcl
seat ing/sleeping area, 
toi let/wash:ig faci Ii c t 1nhareas , vessel 
open area and pre-board irig wait i g a ca.Meals and meal service, baggage _security, the operator'sconcern for safety and vessel boarding procedure werelikewise deemed to be satisfactory. Passengers had noproblems with security of booking, or thewith managemenLand staff attitude to 
service and efficiency.
 

Maasin-Cebu 
Route. 
 Two vessels were surveyed in the
Maasin-Cebu route, and services were found to be adequate
and reliable. 
 Almost all facilities and services were
favorably rated by interviewed passengers as satisfactory
and they were likewise satisfied with the convenience and
sufficiency 
of services, adherence 
to schedule, and
service speed. 
 Passengers indicated that
observed improvement in the services of 
they had
 

one of the two
vessels serving the route.
 

Cabalian-Cebu Route. 
This route was being served by K 3T Shipping Lines, with a vessel of 243 GRT, and the LSRS
obtained a passenger survey sample of 60. 
The passengers
had no general complaints about services, and rated
several 
aspects of services highly, including operator
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management and staff, vessel cleanliness, drinking water
 
adequacy, the apace reservation system, schedule
 
adherence, and other aspects.
 

In regard to passenger service fares, the LSRS learned that
 
operators were adhering to officially sanctioned rate: 
of IARINA,
 
except that the third class passage was even lower than the
 
official ranges in the liner routes connecting Cebu with laasin,

Naval, Tacloban and Baybay, Leyte. However, in the liner routes 
coinecting Tacloban with Manila and Ormoc with Cebu, third class
 
passage rates were found to be on the high side of the official 
range. There were no stipulated rates for the ferry routes
 
connecting Cebu with Hilongos and Bato, Leyte.
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2. EASTERN VISAYAS LINER SHIPPING
 

& FERRY SERVICES
 

Introduction
 

The purpose of this chapter is to identify the liner shipping
and ferry services that were franchised to serve one 
or more ports
of the Eastern Visayas, during the period of conduct of 
the LSRS,
and to provide information on the services actually being operated
in 1992 and 1993. It is left to Chapters 3 and 4 to discuss the
adequacy of service connections, capacities, and standards from the
standpoint of the users 
(shippers and passengers, respectively).
 

MIARINA and the LSRS jointly worked to produce the first ADSRI,in 1994, which involved a major effort to "clear" MARINA's recordsof vessels and franchises which had become out of date. ADSRIncludes all of the liner shipping, ferry, and coastal shippingranchises which were valid as of the 1st of 1994.April, Al thoughADSRI represents an improvement in MARINA's records regardingfranchised vessels and services, there remain needs for further 
improvement. In particular:
 

The list of franchised operations is, at any given time,

not 
entirely in accord with the services actually being
operated. 
This occurs in large part because the shipping

industry 
is not static, but rather is dynamic, and
shipping operators are often in the process of exchanging

vessels in their respective fleets among routes. 
 There
 
are also some services being operated which do not 
show
 
up in the records of MARINA.
 

Vessel information is incomplete. the
Even type of

vessel is not 
 always accurately or sufficiently

identified, and information on deadweight tonnage,

container twenty-foot equivalent 
unit (TEU) capacity,

passenger 
car unit (PCU) or bus equivalent unit (BEU)

capacity. and 
 passenger capacity is frequently not
 
provided.
 

Operating schedules are frequently not provided,

especially in the 
 cases of cargo vessels which are
 
franchised for a route.
 

Traffic information is incomplete, with some operators

reporting no traffic information 
at all in the annual
 
reports they are required to submit to MARINA. A few
 
operators do not even regularly submit these 
reports.

Even where traffic information is submitted, it 
is

sometimes unclear and at other times clearly inaccurate.
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Shipping Operators, Routes & Vessels
 

There are least
at four things striking in regard
shipping services being operated 
to the
 

to the Eastern Visayas:
 
Nearly all of the liner shipping services operate(. to oneor more ports of these islands are competing with ferryservices and road 
transport.
 

The islands are dependent upon the port of (ebu forshipping connections to Negros, Panay and much of 
Mindanao.
 

There are many 
services franchised 
between Leyte and
 
Surigao.
 

Except for its northern public and private RORO ferry
ports, the island Samar
of has no port accommodating
large volumes of traffic, and the Leyte port of Tacloban
 serves as the interisland port 
for much of Samar.
 

Tables 2.1 
and 2.2 identify the franchised liner shipping and
ferryservices, respectively, operating to one or more ports of the
Eastern Visayas. 
These services are also identified in Figure 2.1.
The principal liner shipping and ferry operators, and the servicesthey are franchised to provide, 
in l))4, are summarized below:
 

i Aboitiz Shipping Corp. serves only one Eastern Visayanport, viz., 
the port of Ormoc on the west 
central coast
of Leyte Island. The 
shipping line provides both 
ferry
and liner shipping service the
to port. The ferry
services are between Ormoc and Cebu Port, and Aboitiz 
is
franchised 
to operate with three vessels. 
 One of these
vessels, 
the MV Ramon Aboitiz, appeared no longer to be
serving the route in 1993-1994, however, and may in fact
no longer be 
 in the company's vessel fleet. 
 The MV
Elcano and 
the MV Legaspi have 
a combined capacity for
1,871 passengers. 
 The Legaspi operates this route only
when i.t replaces the Elcano for 
the drydocking of the
latter. Normally, the Legaspi was 
being employed, in
1992-1993, at least, 
for the liner service connection to
both Manila and Surigao.
 

W C.A. Gothong Lines performs services to the Eastern
Visayan ports of Tacloban, Palompon and Catbalogan. The
company's vessel, 
the MV Don Calvino, calls at Catbalogan
only aftei every third voyage from Cebu to Tacloban,
i.e., once each week. Three of the 
operator's vessels
are franchised 
to serve the Leyte coast of
west port

Palompon.
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IA-a-nL,J A.1 

EASTERN VISAYAS UNER SHIPPING ROUTE FRANCHISES 
(As ulit APr, 194) 

OPERATOR PAX ERV. FRAPCrHED O. OFRoUmP V mLAINUAL 
VESSEL MAXE CRT CAP. iPE - ROUTE TIPSEAR PA CAPiV LCAmo n= 3 rm,co i. -CEB - - -mEs-*--- - - - - - -. - -  - - -- A .,' 
MV rCANO 2,047.61 PAS/CBA0RGo RMC-CEBU 

MV 1.EGAZPI 2,0476 893 PAS/CARGO CEhU-ORMC-CEBU :.5, 
MV RAMON ABMT 1,O3.7 PAS CRGO CEBU-ORMC-CEU 
MVLEGA3FI 2,047.61 89 PASMCARGO b5ADMGT-Id)A-OBMC-SGAO-OR)C-LE 

R DJAON A IGA O CORP. %O 44,
 
MV BADJAO 
 PI- -DOG---MEL-CR, .IBEL


S- - ---- ---- -- -- -- --GOFHOi i ..- CEU- -C -- -- -- -- -- -- ------- --A. PPMI:A, -- - - - --- - - -- - - --- ----- ----
05

V OUR LADY OF MT. CARMEL 2,72.00 840 PAS/CARGO U-O -- -- ----------------
) 420OE

DON CALVINO 881.38 17M PASS/CARGO -T- 15) 113.20 
- OUR LADY OF rAUmA 4 PASSCARGO .- -_M" 2,-.6680 

COKATIONG SEDfIPG LITES 
MV TWIA O 4, 62 PAC"CEB-.N-SAO-MA-CE-SAOCEBU.GAOCBU 50 & I00 Isia00o a 
mV TrLIP]jSIARGAO 326M -" P/CARGO CEBU-MA5BLG -MMN-CE3U-BY-CiUBY.CEBU_.N)MV FILZI]AMAASIr 5£ 14 0_4y_.o 683 PASSCARGO CESU-SGAOIDG-SGAOCE----- O---CEBUSGAO.CEBU 
MaBVSIL.RA V0.14 225 ERRC -

MVfluAI o~~~~~o-- (m ----- - -- --- ---- ... ... --.Gs - mu-.-S------..... .... ..--- . . .106 PASS/CRGO- souoacr.car
GEORGE & P-- INC.. --- ... ..ETER,;,--


3WMGEORICH 69Hi5 PASSJERRYCB ANSA-k-EUHLIOSDE F.E:SrO, INC
:usm3r dUA-CBYG-CEBU-BUT'U-CRY G-LNIA ....
 

K&TSHIPIG LINES, INc-
MV GUIUA-2 PA/ARGO SGOD-<LN-LIOCEBULMOC 50 lO. 
MV SAMAR QUEEN 573.14 PASS/CARGO CEBU-TCZB-CEDU 

} 1 WE1O lS IPP OC p. 14.003 
MVTII 

MV TRINIDAD - I A. G-CEDU-LANGmV - WEII -


PALACIO SRIG. LINES, r-c. - - - - - - - - - - - - -

MV DON MAI, H2 PASS/CARGO CEBU-CBYG-CEBUPINAT,RODOLFO -) .3 

11L Al-EV-II - -- :3.75 PASS/iRRY Lr-IO iSG-did-RC-- UjN.LRTO

'i;5BE HRPIN63LnMF INC
 

M'V CEBU DIAMO' _N PASS/CARGO CEBU-ORMC-CEBt-
CORP. -DET 

-M SA NDECOR i z G- N.CARGO C E-U-T- RA5-M ,.- - ----- .O-A-RA-STC LH U --
SULPICIO LiES. INC.-- -- ------------------------ -

MV CEBU PINECEE 1,77 784 PASS/CARGO CEB OR5C-CBYG-)MT--AU.A-MYG-OR,,C-CEBU w 39=
MVPALAWA PRINCESS 1,497.7 .V PASS/CARGO L C - --GAO-NSPT-SG5O-0-.]-I.A 35.30 
MV MUIGAOPPIJNCESS ,0 :71 81 PASS/CARGO MqLA-5" -ORMC-CEBU-OR3C-] BT-IMILA 3D 40.090 

MV ASIA JAAN - 103.2 60 PASSERRY CEBU- -JGNA -ru BUIASBTUJGA-MA. .CEBU 100 66.B0 
V ASIA BRUlE 964.15 65 PASS/TER R CEBU- ASAGNA-BXTrJGNA-CITU4-JGNA -0JG.NAiM _ EBUF- M.2 

VICEN-E ATANO - - ------- --- 
3mV PD ROSE 248. PASS/CARGO CEBU-BYBY-CEBU 2w 40.0 

WVGOVERNORSAFT U
 
34W' GOVER-NORS&=
TH PASM/C.RGO CEBU-TIED--M ASN-SGAO-LJMkTh-DVAO-A SAMANCU -----WEITI lMA NIPIGLIE---------------------------------------------------------------- -- -- -- i - -- --

.. .EL I___AD. LmlY 17 P ACRGO CT -CTRG-CSBU-CA6C5_CEEU .0 
WMLIAM LINES, I5D. .. 4. 

,TACLOA= CTT -1 102 PASS/CARGO -G-TCLB-TG--A-TCLB-A L00 102.0
M V er -- S3LA-i-TCLR-NSoTTGBLCNtLU-nven.tor C01Tr ERILCnc ] 

Rderence: .%=uzI Dr,cestc Sipping Routt Invurr 

http:2,047.61
http:2,047.61


TABLE 2.2
 
EASTERN VLSAYAS FERRY ROUTE FRANCHISES
 

(As of 1st April, 1994)
 

OURATOR JPAX SERV. FRANC[IISID NO. OF ROLND ANNUAl. \'ICSEL 
VESSEL NAME CRT CAP. TYPE ROUTE TRIPS/YEAR PAX CAP./VVC 11EG,('MV RYUA u.7 D PAS*S/F0LRY JTCLB-GUUN-:rCLB

STA.NAS-S . . E.. 1 7 5jPABLO ...
 

C-,VN-O*R-I*Ahn SA5 fRjTJG.ALLN-MTNG701.460
-R-N"-,- 49KAS 


s_'UR-POR TION..P..e ..... ...... .... ... . ..... ....... ....
... ... . ., .
 

MV y _ UAA CRIT Y 307.35 -. 435... AFCtRAS ... .. ... . PAS!_._...S/CAR GO C'EBU-I-INCO-N L M-Uj. .. . .. ....... . 0. .. . |
MOUTIE~A ... .. ' O %
350 is 2. 25so 

MV FIJI ........ N.D D. PAS'S/CARG-O CE-BU-BATr'CEBU 
 - - 20*0MV SOUTH PACIFIC 230'*iJ:".99N.D. PAS'S/CARGO- CEBH-IaATh-CERBU20 

Reference: Annual Domestic Shipping Route Inventory 
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FIGURE 2.1

EASTERN VISAYAS LINER SHIPPING a FERRY SERVICES 1994
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- Cokaliong Lines atShipping calls 
 two Leyte ports,

namely the 
 ports of Maasin and Baybay. Cokaliong

provides the port of Baybay with a service from Cebu, and
 
provides Maasin with service connections to Cebu, Surigao
 
and Camiguin Island.
 

- K & T Shipping Lines serves the Leyte ports of Tacloban,

Cabalian, Sogod, and Liloan, operating two vesseis to
 
provide shipping connections to Cebu.
 

- Sulpicio Shipping Lines is franchised, in 1994, to serve
 
the Leyte ports of Cabalian, Ormoc, and Maasin, and the
 
Samar port of Calbayog. The operator's vessel, MV
 
Tacloban Princess, was serving the Manila-Catbalogan-

Tacloban route, in 1993. The 
franchises identified in
 
Table 2.1 are for the Cebu Princess, the Surigao

Princess, and the Palawan Princess. The first two provide

the Leyte west coast port 
of Ormoc with connections to
 
Manila, Cebu, and Masbate, and the Cebu Princess includes
 
the Samar port of Calbayog in its route, as well. The
 
Palawan Princess is franchised to serve the Southern
 
Leyte ports of Maasin and Cabalian, providing service
 
connections to Manila and Surigao.
 

- Trans-Asia Shipping Lines is serving only Maasin, of
 
Eastern Visayan ports, operating two vessels to that
 
port, and providing service connections to Cebu, Jagna,

Butuan, and, in the case of one 
vessel, also to Cagayan
 
de Oro.
 

William Lines provides Catbalogan and Tacloban with a
 
service connection to Manila. 
In 1993, the shipping line 
was employing the passenger/RORO vessel, MV Masbate I , to
 
perform services on 
this route, and the services of that
 
vessel are discussed in this LSRS report.
 

Besides the Leyte-Surigao services provided by Aboitiz,

Cokaliong and Sulpicio, George & Peter Lines and Visayan Transport

Co. each have a vessel franchised to operate between Cebu and

Surigao, via Maasin. The greatest competition, however, may 
come
 
from PSEI Transport Corp. which operates 
the MV Maharlika I RORO

ferry between a Leyte terminal at 
Liloan and a Surigao terminal at
 
Lipata. Thus, 
a total of six operators are franchised, in 1994, to
 
operate between Leyte ports and Surigao
 

The Northern Samar port of Calbayog is provided v,.th liner

shipping services by a vessel of the Visayan Transport Co. and by

the MV Don Martin, Sr. of Palacio Shipping, with both vessels

providing a service connection to Cebu. The MV Elizabeth Lily of
 
Western Samar Shipping is franchised to serve the Cebu-Catbalogan
 
route.
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The liner shipping services 
between Tacloban and Cebu 
face
very stiff competition from Leyte-Cebu ferry services, which
operate out of the Leyte ports 
 of Palompon, Isabel, Ormoc,
Hilongos, Baybay and Bato. 
 The ferry service at Isabel 
is a RORO
service, connecting to port
the of Carmen, north of Cebu City.
Together with the 
general improvement of 
the Leyte arterial road
network, this RORO port and service 
is attracting cargo that would
otherwise have moved by 
sea between Tacloban and Cebu.
 

In the northern direction, it is the RORO ferries operating to
the Samar 
ferry ports of Allen (two private terminals) and San
Isidro (a public, Maharlika Highway terminal) 
that are providing
stiff competition to liner services between Manila and the Eastern
Visayan ports of Tacloban, Calbayog and Catbalogan. Much of the
former liner shipping passenger traffic has, 
by 1994, already been

lost to the road/RORO ferry travel 
option.
 

Table 2.3 presents the Tacloban Port 
vessel call schedule for
1993, for passenger/cargo and general cargo vessels to
operating
fixed routes, although only the passenger/cargo vessels have 
fixed
schedules. 
 The table shows that, between them, the Gothong Lines
vessel and 
the K & T Shipping vessel were providing six 
services
por week between Tacloban and Cebu, and the vessels of Sulpicio and
William Lines (which are 
both passenger/container vessels), 
were
together providing four round-trip services 
between Tacloban and
Manila.
 

The Tacloban-Cebu services were being operated as 
franchised,
in 1993, 
except that K & T Shipping was employing the Leyte Queen,
with approximately twice the passenger capacity of the Samar Queen
identified in Table 2.1.
 

Table 2.4 identifies liner shipping cargo 'traffic
Eastern Visayas in 1992, of the
 as such traffic was recorded in shipping
operator annual 
reports submitted to MARINA. Points which might
usefully be made on 
the basis of information presented in Table 2.4
 
are:
 

Aboitiz Shipping employed mainly the Elcano on 
the Cebu-
Ormoc route, and brought in the Legaspi only when the
Elcano needed temporarily to be 
taken out of service. If
reported traffic figures are correct, the introduction of
the Legaspi on the 
route greatly expanded cargo volumes.
The MV Ramon Aboitiz did not operate at 
all on the route
 
in 1992.
 

route between Cebu and

Gothong Shipping operated its the
ports of Tacloban and Catbalogan throughout the year, but
operated to a Leyte west 
coast port in one month only.
If the traffic information is correct, 
the Don Calvino
accommodated an 
average of about 35 
tons per voyage in
the outbound 
direction at Tacloban, but accommodated
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TABLE 2.3 

VESSELS CALLING AT TACLOBAN PORT, 1993 

TYPE. ov.VEISS.5 ... ...... ... .. ~.. ...... ..... LOA P....S.. SERVICE SCIWDULE,
 
'AM OF~ ESI bPEIZA~tOSPO SOFAL GRT J(Meters) CA. TED
 

PASSENGER I CARGO 


......... . . . . . .•.D .	 . .:: :: . :. : .. : 

(P/C) 
DonCalvino Gothorg Lines Cebu -Tacloban - Catbalogan 881.33. 57.20 671 TTh Sat. 7:30 A.M. Sin 12.00 Noon Tu-fhurs-Sat 4:00 P.M. Sun 1:00 PMt 
Leyte Qu_€i - . .. K.&T Cebu -Tacloban 654.44 65.00 559 Wed-Fri-Sun 7:00 AM. Wed.-Fri-Sun 4:00 AM. 
Flo-Soccour RSL 
 Gukan - Tacloban 231.07 37.50 300 Every-otherday 5:O P14. ........ Evdydwi11 OO .. .. 
Staccy K&T Guinan - Tacloban 	 99.38 32.00 327 Evay other day 5:00 P.M. EverycAhe" da 11 .00P.MMasbatI 	 William Lines Manila -Tacloban -Ctbalogn 4417 900 130Tue-d-ay5:00O-P.M.-, S*aurd-ay 11-:00 -A-It Wednesday. 10:00 -i.4:00Pi.c;66A.M.,Sia 

TaclobmPrinces Sulpicio Lines Manila-Tacloban- Calbalogan _3351.24 104.590 800 Mondy10:00 AM, _imdy 3:00P.. Moncl;y 5:00P.M., Friday 10:00 A.M.-Sm ol'nzoJ'.ales almigaTacoba 	 5315 23-78 T8"ues. &Tlu- 5:00 A.MI. , Tues &Thurs. 12:00 Midnigt 

GENERAL CARGO (GC) 

Melucina 1. Gurnag, y Balwgiga - Taclobaz 	 45.M 25.91 _ 

Virgin de la Aiincic.n S. Carroso Jr. Palapag - Tacloban 75.0) 2400
 
___ro __ Family Shrippiriglinca ID~xnao - Taclc.ban- -- 9 .: .. .3 93. . . .. .. .. . ... . . . .... . . . .. . .
Eurcl 	 196.03 . . . . . . . . . . .. 32.9~3 - - - - - - ----- - - - - - - - -

Paco ........... Tones Carier Inc. Mandauc - Tacloban 464.02 -48.26 -


Ctimco I Ca-tiznco Shipping Cagayan de Oro - Tacloban- 100.0') 50.00
 

t• 	 Elon ortC- IBEC Cagayan de Oro - lligan -Tacloban 1,021.91 50.90 ...... . ... 
DannylII- N.C. ___Barnyan -Taclobw - Bacolod 31.98 14.70- -----	 --- --.-----

Glacy Janrnar 	 -- Guin.ac. Tacloban - Cebu 267.32 37.00 ... . ... .. .. .. . . .. .. . . . .. . .. .. 
Dino HI - ILIloilo -Tacloban - Cagqrn --- 54 24.7- ---


Marvi M Gil - Maipipi-'racloban 32.2') 14.02 --

fi- r-IE- Caayn -Tacloban - igan 1,021.51 50.00 .. 



fligm Trade IEC llig-an -Tacloban 1,003.96 68.50--------------------.............................
 
J. JsC .Bacolod-Taclobana -Iloilo 104.64 -- 2.13 	 -. 

-Phanni 	 .rJanShippin - Maasin - Tacloban - Cebu 474.40 51.50
 
Cebu - Tacloban -Gen. Sanos
Palaw-ab &.w .SL . .. 490.32 65.40 ......
 

Ma- r AGSLI Danao - Tacloban 446.97 44.50
 
Princc Anrika Yio Shipping Dnac, - Taciohan - Polloc -- 23i.45 43.00
 
JoseEmery R.S.L Bacolod - Tacloban - Cebu 223.3: 37.50 

Prcinshp VII PSI, __ Cebu -Tacloban -Bacolod 3490.77 41.00 ___-


MaL Cri ina I ARIMCORP San Carlos -Tacloban 249 37 4!.02. .
 

MT 
Rafloro VII .. IC:- Iligan- Ttcloban _i" 97 72 I&86 .__.. ___'"__'_. 


BOAT (B)
 

nsufc 	 77llap Taclob j 491 0 3.491 

Sour-ce: Phi1lpiiielPorts.-AnxLhct.;lty 

http:1,003.96
http:1,021.51
http:1,021.91
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TABIE 2.4
 
EASTERN VISAYAS LINER VESSEL CARGO TRAFFIC, 1992
 

(FREIGHT TONS) 

ABOMTfZ SHIPPING CORPrwCANO 

39 .9 ....... . 

CmU 
0MW 

oaMC 
CEU 

6 E 
4.44 

,262 
330 

3,690 
533 

2,715 
828 

, : 
218 

z,33 
406 

-

l 
90 
183 

_3,.4 ._f-
302. 222 

6_,.38 
249 

3 
3731 

... 
339 

c., 

___ 

OF= 

___ __ CEBU 
O__,CO 1 

1_ 

3 

38 3 

5 2L
1t. .. . 

5 iT42I 6 
..... 
-91 

I.......__1, 2 
127,526 

6 

W-tA MA 655 _ Z 465 604 283 442 3 129.52 82 1 93..........1 

3CLO-.J-8,20-

ALESON MG.LINES, I&C. 
4,377 _ 4,915 ,531,)f 

ALES..-- ............ ........ 
A.EXAHI 
,.. E 1oT" - ____ - 231777 ...............

7--1....... ....... 
__ .___________9____..............- - -........ .. . ...! .. ....... 

I 

LO4LA 

L7W 

ZD1A 

LrlE 
' " 

191 _T 

J 256 
-._..-..-..---7 -!I-

19 

.Y":i . 

91 

":L 

CEBU o c: 	 3-22A. ....... . 324]
 
CDflO 3411 	 . .. . . . . . . ..
D__^__ ___" _ 	 3.....................................I...... ................3-41t..........
 

L.IILA T 393 -. .. --.-- ...... .... 393 
HEIXN _ 

CAc	GO ONGL M I C. _ .. . .......... . ... .. ._ _ 

DON CALVINO . . 

T99. CE8U 63 247 265 1,248 244 77 175 799 193 508 214.. ....
CEBU T_ __ 2 _0 ___22,9_ I_6

T__ _ 	 28 50 37__ LA 	 67 30 13 225 37 
CMu Ctoo 312 48 199 249 338 49 38 314 232 402 32 2568 '33 

- - to u - __U ... 953 , . -.....-	 i . 91i 2 . ........... ....- s ..... ~3 .a......1,--1-31i .. -TCCTOO
CT90 2u5 91.953. 	 24 ...... ..... _4j 24 

.... 	 ..........................
..........	 2 ,-
TCU BUaTH 	 26i 

OURLADlYOf aABALPE----
CWJ CUMR 92 35 757 ,41 2.3031 66f 65 41 

5 5L ...--- ." .... . .. .o LyCtIOR ~ ~2 .~2 .1 	 -3-........... ............. ... 

CDOR TCLD 	 55 
 25 52 24 121 70
 

,'R MHLA 200 191 113 26~R ... .. 4 34715 

S-_ -. . .. ........
LDVP T, .... .... . ."OU .	 .. __ . ..4o ..__ . ............. --;
. .. ................-........o
 

EVER SBPG. LINES, INC. .... ...... 
EVERThP.NSPO l I 

_M__ 	 . . . . 550 	 ........... 0 .o
 
___ _==__ __- . -	 -- --. li= -.--20'-2-201=i----*--	 -'--== 

DO__ SCAR 220 I20 22 

D.:, CEBU __..MACABATIL DANIEU K 240 . . . . . . .. . . ..... 


JOHNDAVE U.... ........ ..... . . .
.... . ....... 

Ra BY 156 156 1561
 
oULPICOLng, INC.CmJF1U11C2 -I
 cpsm ,Jcrm t 12 3 15 7CMU 2,21 2,334 -3.134 68 22 §1 jj04072' . . - .........GRUC 2020. 2,083 1,417 	 . . . .... -"...-- -5 ~ 2~ _ _ __. .. ... .... . . . .... .... ..... . .........m 5 1 3 _ -m _ - . .. . . . . _762921t. 

1,789CU M= 2,200 2,409 2,660 2,645 3264 693 2,827 1697 1,605 708 2297 2045 I 
oRMl MWT 5,361 380 336 377 407 567 145 611 464 452 5,007 14,107 1,282 1 
OMC WILA 275 2,716 430 4,770 999 709 107 i3240 225. -,31 - . 427- ... 2,-1 
cya u3r 260 402 85 747 249 
C8m IlLA 3,157 2,309 3,826 631: ... " 2,481
L=T MLt. - 959 1010 JJ9 ~ 619 i52~ 0~8pI1 62 131109 	 9,09d l 927
UNLA MS~rr 1,6 1229 1,205 1,17 1,79 1,958 400 1,777 1347 763 . j033,385 . 2171 
UMA C8T 3 3 6 203 _I331 -. . 546 109 

___ __ __ __ JRC 1.063 1,337 1,205 ,209 1035 321 100 14! 90.15 1447 
um cm it 241 2 190 132 _ 1 	 57 961 
MIS.TORMC 3,.58 2,896 .,813 3,601 211 5.009 80 194 247661 1,0808 	 22,076 L 
uWT CEBU 15,76 ,656 127 105 17 452 ,23 53 1'6 610 26A9 	 6762-6 __t . - _ ... ....... .-.CBYU 0MW 	 781 l001 5 .2 3560 -7,149 1,430 

m cmu 3 48 47 1 30 69 1,,001,,_t 
08Mg CEBU 235 319 15 262 3.3164 9,23 1795 196 - 6 ~ 

PAAWAN 1NH____ 
UWLA TcW 883 ....
 
TMW 1111L. 2381 _ 	 238 
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TABLI 2.4
 

EASTERN VISAYAS LINER VESSEL CARGO TRAFFIC, 1992
 
(FREIGHT TONS)
 

(Continued) 

T8E 579LA 39 is 709 
cr-ea.MHLA 210 210 21b

cmW mHh16 106 _106 
- - - -- ------- ---------- - .-.-.. .- --- --- -.-- .. - - ~ 
S SULrf#-.
 

. 748 2113 233 - __ __ .o . . 
UIIL. Cm 29 179 207 101 

M A OZM3 713 713 713
 
MNL.a. x'JTL_ 642 642 642
 
D1' 0 tL i .484 4 84 484
 

COZ3 NMTlA 90 90 90 
TCI2 C2U 2 9 2 

SUl .lOO -.V ........ . . . . . .. . .. 
PmLA TCLt 1,425 1,941 3,360 1,603

~691 4 175T~t w . ._ ... i _ 59V 
... n fA ___,_ 754 754 754 
I.,I _____ 210 210 210

SUI8OAO ?R,,2C I
 
. H CX ' i 8 1. - 6 3 00 7 8 6 555 664 
Mm A rUt. 21 11 14 6 1 53 II 
M LA MASH 5 4 34 37 39 9 195 24 

t....... ... .. 14.5 _ 680 _ 1 63 IL7 4E1 2003 1,244 116 343 24,230 2,692 
.......... a . 1 541 990 IJ24 64 333 150 737 41 S ,828 648u. 1849 

M Y. 2t9.f 
 9 

B1T AH 1 121 034 1 e46 202 
811H a~ 00 006r06 300 

......... ... .... ... . .. - 4-
. . . - - 8I~~ 12n 6tF
BOT - ..-- 3 1,9- 16-3 211 671 438 156 2 
.. .-. 2.....8.. 

.. 4 0 . . . . . . .. 103138 7 


..3OA0 CtS - .... .. . - .... 81 .... . -M.::..WJ-i- .... .. -........ .......I] 33....1. ..... .........1. .. . ...- -1....::
"GA - --. 101 i30 69 - 19 93 459 364 2 ,5 
-----.......
•---------
 .. .... - - .. ....._ -_-_ 

----- 3) 9, 1 34"------27-6 4 33 238 

cl i 73 87 86 79 22 140 97 197 _ 781 98 
_ .I CEBU 22 _- - --- .. . . 22 . 22 

8.,__..R __ __ _ __ _ 2 6., 1 .*-6L t..............
MA W 

....... 
8 

. ............. 1
4151 
7 2 .__.. _ 1o _ _ _ _ 

COOT MIA 4,442. .23 20 9,3901 326 13430 108 
 15,:31 4607I-- --- - - --------- 36087 
-. .1 ,3 ........ .........-- ..-...... 2 22......,.2
 

KPASIAHG LUTE IN 

..... . ..TOM. ....... ... . .... . . - . _ .. - .... -
CEBU. .... ..-.. . . . . . _ _ . . ... , . .....4,4I__I 221_________ 22 

IDR TOL391 391 391T-C, CBU .............. 
 8 - --9 

I 10109
 

I2 
-- -----

.2.4..35 
-. - -01-

.. 
. 

16.7 33 

MASW BITT - 10 726 22 849 283 
. 

JEI^ 

.,'" ....i - 19 
aUH ~i 13

81rTH 105 

71 
8929 

63 
27835 

57 
185
29 

-

56 
2.
54 

81 
183
38 

_______ _ _1,172 

380 
20 

63 
195
48 

.. . . _A.2 66 115 30 4 2 13 6 9 115 1,082 1 0 
c.-C lDD 94 140 129 61 42 7 472 79 
-R CEBU 762 731 3_11 1808 603 
-. .. . . . 0 ____ 272 9 

,MASH CUt! 247 370 646 361 3561 433 _2413 402 
M,A ,, 7 115 35 14Z S 0 43 

UTH clau 206 152 314 19 64 -"_ '7 151 
W/,.._,_, ARI_ 28 28 28 

'ILLIVILINES, IC. 
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nearly 200 tons of 
cargo per voyage in the other
direction. 
(LSRS passenger surveys, discussed in Chapter
4 and Annex B of this 
report, provide 
evidence that
Gothong was more actively serving the west coast port 
of
 
Palompon in 1993).
 

Sulpicio Lines provided some services to the Eastern
Visayas in every 
month but November, mainly with 
its
vessels, the Cebu Princesa and the Tacloban Princess. The
former served the port of Ormoc, mainly, but also served
Calbayog for several months, mostly early 
in the year.
The Tacloban Princess 
served the Manila-Catbalogan-

Tacloban route during 7 months of the year.
 

One of the 
franchised vessels of Trans-Asia served 

port of Maasin during the first 

the
 
half of the year, but
then discontinued services 
to the port.
 

Only the Masbate Uno, of the vessels of William Lines,
performed any services to Eastern Visayan ports, in 1992,
and this vessel served Tacloban throughout the year.
 

None of the other operators identified in Tables 2.1 
and 2.2
submitted traffic information to MARINA for 1992, so it 
is not
possible 
to know the extent 
to which they actually operated their
franchised routes. 
 Where ferry operators are concerned, however,
it is likely that 
services were more-or-less regularly operated.
 

Route Capacity Analysis
 

From the 
foregoing discussion, it not
is useful to do any
route capacity analysis on the basis of franchises, but only on the
basis of identified actual services, including service schedules.
Following 
are some comparisons between route 
capacities and 
1992
passenger traffic volumes for those routes where capacities can be
estimated on 
the basis of actual operations.
 

- Manila-Catbalogan-Tacloban. The combined capacity of the

Masbate Uno and the Tacloban Princess is 2100 passengers,
and, with each vessel operating two round-trips per week,
the weekly capacity is 4200 passengers per direction, and
annual capacity is more than 200,000 
passengers per
direction. 'Actual 

in 

traffic between Manila and Tacloban,

1992, was approximately 98,000 
passengers, nearly
evenly divided in two directions. 
Additional passengers
would have embarked and disembarked at Catbalogan.


Although the LSRS has 
not learned the distribution

Catbalogan traffic by route, total 

of
 
passenger traffic at
that port was under 35,000, 
in 1992, so that passenger
capacity utilization on the route could not have exceeded
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ji percent, and was probably in the 25-30 percent range. 
M Tacloban-Cebu. 
 The combined passenger capacity of
Don Calvino and the Leyte Queen 

the
 
is 1230, and with three
round-trips per week by 
each vessel, the approximate
weekly single direction capacity 
is 3690 passengers.
Annual capacity is about 185,000 
 passengers per
direction. 
In contrast, the two-direction total 
on
route was 70,000, in 1992, with 

this
 
nearly 40,0(0
disembarking at Tacloban. 
 That is an average capacity
utilization of only 19 percent.
 

W Cebu-Baybay. The ferry vessel operating the route has 
a
capacity for 200 passengers, and 
was operating to a
schedule, in 1994, should
that result in approximately

200 trips operated per annum. 
Thus, the annual capacity
of the operator is the accommodation of 40,000 passengers
per direction. In addition to this vessel, 
the MV
Filipinas Siargao of Cokaliong Shipping is scheduled
operate three round-trips 

to
 
per week between Cebu and
Baybay. The vessel has a capacity for 292 passengers, and
an annual capacity 
for nearly 44,000 passengers per
direction on the route. 
Passenger traffic at Baybay, in
1993, totaled 98,000 passengers, suggesting 
 that
utilization of shipping passenger accommodation capacity
averaged 58 percent 
in two directions at the port.
 

M Cebu-Ormoc. 
this 

The Aboitiz vessel which regularly served
 
route, in has
1992, a passenger capacity of 978
passengers; with a schedule of three -ound-trip voyages
per week, the vessel has an annual 
 capacity for
accommodation 
 of more than 146,000 passengers per
direction. 
 The route is also served, as one leg of
longer liner-shipping routes, 
by Sulpicio's MV Cebu
Princess and MV Surigao 
Princess. Combined, 
these
vessels can serve the Cebu-Ormoc portions of their routes
100 times per annum 
in each direction. The average
passenger capacity of these two vessels is approximately
740, so 
that they have a joint capacity for accommodating
74,000 passengers per direction each year between Ormoc
and Cebu. The combined single-direction capacity of 
the
three vessels is 220,000 passengers per 
annum. In 1992,
total passenger traffic 
at Ormoc was 330,000, some
portions of which were traveling'in one direction or 
the
other on the Manila-Ormoc route and other routes, and not
only in the Ormoc-Cebu connection. 
 If all had been
traveling between Ormoc and Cebu, and 
estimated 1994
capacity had been available 
in 1992, then capacity
utilization on the 
route would have been 75 percent.
 

From PPA statistics, the two-way passenger volumes at 
the RORO
 
ferry terminals of San Isidro and Allen, in 1992, 
were 463,000 and
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397,000, respectively, for a combined total of 860,000.
these were long-distance passengers Not all of

coming from and
the National Capital Region (NCR), but 

traveling to

the fact that 
it is nearly
9 times the passenger volumes accommodated on 
the Manila-Tacloban
liner shipping route is nevertheless worthy of note.
one of the According to
two operators serving 
the Manila-Tacloban 
route,
loss of passenger traffic the
to road transport/RORO 
 ferry is
continuing, and may make it unremuaerative to serve the route with
a passenger/cargo (container) vessel 
in the future.
 

The ferry between Liloan and 
Lipata has
passengers, so that it a capacity for 400
can accommodate more than 140,000 passengers
per direction per year. 
 In 1992, traffic was
the northward direction 71,000 passengers in
and 56,000 passengers
direction, i.e., in the southward
approximately 50 percent and 
less than 40 percent
capacity utilization, respectively.
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PORT OF TACLOBAN, LEYTE
 

.7. 

RRO~ vessel with separate entry and exit doors for embarking
 
and disembarking passengers.
 

A passenger/cargo ROR) vessel.
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3. 
CARGO SERVICES EVALUATION
 

Introduction
 

Somewhat over a decade ago, two island 
 linkages were
established that 
 have since altered the pattern 
and role of
shipping services provided to the islands of Samar and Leyte. 
Both
of these island linkages, one the
being establishment of RORO
services between 
 Samar and Luzon and the other 
 being the
construction of the Juanico Bridge
San between Samar and Leyte,
form links in the Maharlika Highway. The RORO ferry services,which ply between the Sorsogon port of' Matnog and Samar terminalsat Allen and San Isidro, have converted a sizeable proportion ofpasoenger travel between the Eastern Visayas and Luzon 
 from
shipping to the road/ferry route. 
 The briege converted shortdistance passenger volumes from sea 
to road transport, and expanded
the hinterland of the 
Leyte port of Tacloban, for both cargo and
passengers, to 
include a significant portion of Samar 
Island.
 

These changes are still evolving, as 
there is some evidence
that the road/ferry mode 
is becoming competitive for Luzon-Eastern
Visayas cargo traffic, and continued improvement of the Samar and
Leyte road networks is likely to result in further expansion of the

Tacloban port hinterland.
 

The following section 
of this chapter discussp, the cargo
traffic at the ports of Samar 
and Leyte. Subsequent sections
the chapter present an evaluation 
of
 

of the liner shipping cargo
services provided to 
these two islands. The evaluation is divided
into three parts: first, 
the LSRS examines the adequacy of cargo
services 
from the standpoint of available capacity 
to accommodate
all cargo transport demand, taking into account the appropriateness
of the capacity and service 
connections; second, 
cargo services
 are examined 
for their 
 service standards, principally their
adherence 
 to service schedule and the avoidance of cargo
deterioration, damage or loss; and 
finally, the charges for
shipping services 
 are considered, to ensure 
 that they are
reasonable and are more-or-less in line with official tariff ranges
(i.e., fork tariffs). Annex A presents detailed
the shipper,
shipping operator, and other survey 
information which 
forms the
basis for the evaluation presented in this chapter.
 

Ports and Cargo Traffic
 

Samar
 

Other than the northern public and private RORO ferry ports,
the island of Samar is served by five public ports, as loading and
unloading points for both cargo and passengers, namely: Catbalogan,
 

25
 



Calbayog, Guiuan, San Jose Carangian, and Borongan. 
 The ports of
Catbalogan, Calbayog, and San Jose Carangian serve 
the hinterland
of Northern Samar and 
the ports of Guiuan and Borongan serve the
municipalities of Eastern Samar. 
 All the public ports of Samar
Island handle only domestic cargo, 
which is mostly shipped as
breakbulk cargo. The 1992 cargo traffic volumes and 
seasonality
indices computed for these ports 
are presented in Table 3.1.
 

The cargo tonnage handled in the port of Catbalogan amounted
to 91,868 mt in 1992, 
with inbound cargo volume almost 
equal
cutbound cargo to
flow. There was very little containerized cargo,
while bulk cargo, virtually all copra, comprised 21 percent of
total cargo handled and the remainder of the cargo was 
breakbulk
 cargo. Cargo traffic for the single 
month of December was 49
percent above the monthly average and more than 
140 percent higher
than the 
leanest month of November.
 

The port of Calbayog registered cargo tonnage of 57,800 mt
1992, with outgoing cargo accounting 
in
 

for 60 percent of total
volume. More than 
50 percent of 
total tonnage comprised outward
movement of copra, shipped in bulk aboard 
trampers, whereas all
inward cargoes were breakbulk, and comprised 40 percent of
port's traffic. 
 The lowest monthly cargo tcnnage was 
the
 

in August,
when throughput dipped to under 1,000 and were
tons, there no
 
outward shipments of copra.
 

The port of Guiuan registered a cargo throughput of 13,514 mt
in 1992, entirely breakbulk. Guiuan had 
a good balance of traffic
in two directions, and seasonality was not pronounced, ranging from

64 to 144 percent of the average month.
 

Total cargo at port
tonnage the 
 of San Jose Carangian was
20,547 mt, of which bulk cargo, all outgoing, comprised 89 percent
of cargo handled. Cargo traffic 
during the two-month period
October-November accounted 
for almost 50 percent of total cargo

volume.
 

The port of Borongan had the lowest cargo 
tonnage of any of
the Samar ports, just mt.
6,279 Incoming cargo comprised 94
percent of cai'go
total volume. Cargo handled in bulk was
percent of the total tonnage. 
63
 

Cargo traffic during the three-month
period, May-July, accounted for 40 percent of total 
cargo handled
 
in 1992.
 

The aggregate cargo tonnage of the five Samar ports was nearly
190,000 mt in 1992. 
Total 
inbound cargo traffic, which amounted to
86,857 mt, accounted for less than half (46 percent) of total cargo
tonnage and outbound cargo traffic 
comprised 54 percent of the
total, cargo traffic at the 
 five ports. As regards type of
handling, cargoes handled were predominantly breakbulk (58 percent)
and bulk (38 percent) and very little cargo was containerized. The
lowest 
traffic volumes were recorded during 
the period January
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Table 3.1 

SAMAR ISLAND PORT 
CARGO TRAFFIC, 1992 

(InMetrc Tom) 
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March, but the month of least traffic was August.
 

Table 3.2 indicates the 1993 cargo traffic volumes at 
the same
five ports of Samar. The port of Borongan almost ceased to operate

in 1993, and Guiuan Port suffered a sharp decline in cargo volumes,

but the other three ports considerably increased their volumes of

outbound cargo shipments. The five-port combined cargo throughput

exceeded 264,000 tons in 1993, approximately 39 percent up from the
 
preceding year. Outflows increased by a greater extent, rising to

174,000 tons 
in 1993, from only 103,000 mt the preceding year,

which represented 
a rise of 69 percent. It is pertinent to the

LSRS, however, that more than two-thirds of total cargo outflows
 
from these principal ports of Samar constituted bulk cargo (nearly

120,000 mt in 1993). Copra shipments are, in 1994, mostly

accommodated by barges and other 
tramper vessels, partly as bulk

and partly as breakbulk cargo. Thus, the rapid increase of Samar
 
cargo outflows by sea, in 1993, did not necessarily result in any

significant rise in the accommodation of outbound cargo by

interisland liner shipping.
 

Leyte Island
 

Other than the Maharlika Highway ferry terminal at Liloan,

Southern Leyte, there are nine principal public ports which serve

the hinterland of Leyte and Southern Leyte. The ports of Leyte

Province are Tacloban, Baybay, Ormoc, Isabel, and Palompon, and the
 
ports of Southern Leyte include Maasin, Cabalian, Hilongos and

Bato. These ports 
fall uncer the jurisdiction of the PPA Port

Management Office of Tacloban. 
 The port of Tacloban is the PPA

baseport, and accounts for more 
than 50 percent of the total cargo

traffic of Leyte Island ports.
 

Table 3.3 presents the inbound and outbound cargo traffic and
 

Tacloban amounted to 448,563 mt in 1992, and comprised 64 percent
 

the seasonality indices for 1992 for seven of the Leyte Island 
ports. 

Total cargo tonnage, domestic and export, for the port of 

of the total tonnage of the seven ports. Domestic cargo handled in

the port of Tacloban constituted 94 percent of that port's total
 
cargo tonnage. There were more 
incoming cargoes than outgoing,
with the former constituting 62 percent of total traffic. Inbound
 
traffic consisted of breakbulk (66 percent) and containerized (34

percent). Outbound cargo was mainly bulk 
(70 percent). Export

cargo handled was all bulk, and all copra. The fact that only 30
 
percent of the outbound cargoes from the port comprised breakbulk
 
and containerized cargoes tends to create an 
 imbalance of

interisland liner shipping cargoes in two 
directions. Any large

imbalance, in turn, tends to 
limit the attractiveness of liner
 
shipping routes serving the port.
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TABLE 3.2 

SAMAR ISLAND PORT
 
CARGO TRAFFIC, 1993
 

(In Metric Tons) 
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Table 3.3 

LEYTE ISLAND PORT 
CARGO TRAFFIC, 1992 

(In Metric Tons) 
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Table 3.3 
(Continued) 

LEYTE ISLAND PORT 
CARGO TRAFFIC, 1992 

(In Metric Tons) 
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The port of Baybay registered total cargo tonnage of 19,875 mt

in 1992. There was a good balance of cargo flows in two

directions, with outgoing cargo comprising 53 
percent of total
 
tonnage. Cargo traffic registered was much higher during the

period, October-December, than during the first 
three quarters of
 
the year.
 

Cargo tonnage handled in the port of Ormoc amounted to 135,342

mt in 1992. Inbound cargo, which was mainly breakbulk, comprised

54 percent of the total tonnage. Outbound cargo was comprised of

bulk cargo (42 percent) and breakbulk cargo (51 percent). Cargo

traffic during the period August-December was 26 percent above the
 
monthly average for the whole year.
 

The port of Palompon registered a cargo throughput of 34,387

mt in 1992. Inbound cargo comprised 70 percent of total cargo

tonnage, which was all breakbulk. Outbound cargo was comprised of
 
breakbulk (53 percent) and bulk (47 percent).
 

The port of Hilongos registered total cargo tonnage of 20,520

mt in 1992, all breakbulk. Incoming cargo accounted for 70 percent

of total volume. Average cargo traffic flow during the months of

September, November and December was 
40 percent above the monthly
 
average.
 

The port of Bato had the lowest cargo traffic among the seven

Leyte Island ports, of just 7,042 mt. Around 60 percent of the
 
cargo handled at the port was incoming. Cargo flows were more or
 
less evenly distributed throughout the year, with the exception of
the month of December, when cargo tonnage was 23 percent above the
 
monthly average.
 

TIhe combined tonnage for the seven Leyte ports 
amounted to

696,570 mt in 1992. Incoming cargo was larger in volume than
 
outgoing, accounting for 61 percent of the total domestic cargo at

the seven Leyte ports. As regards type of handling, cargoes

handled were predominantly breakbulk (58 percent) and bulk 
(25

percent) and the rest were containerized. The lowest traffic
 
volumes were recorded during the first half of the year and cargo

volumes picked up in the second semester of 1992.
 

Table 3.4 presents the seasonality of cargo traffic flows in

the routes connecting Tacloban with other ports and seasonality is
 
shown graphically in Figure 3.1. Two-directional cargo imbalance
 
existed in the Manila-Tacloban-Manila route. 
 Cargo traffic, for
 
1992, in the Manila-Tacloban direction, amounting to 72,000 mt, and
 was four times the cargo traffic registered in the Tacloban-Manila
 
direction, viz. 17,620 mt.
 

Cargo volumes peaked in the periods of April to July and

November-December in the Maniia-Tacloban 
direction. Almost 74
 
percent of the total cargo accommodated on this route was
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TABLE 3.4 

CARGO TRAFFIC AT TACLOBAN PORT, BY SHIPPING ROUTE AND DIRECTION 1992 
(In Metric Tons) 
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FIGURE 3.1 

SEASONATY OF CARGO TRAFFIC 
AT TACLOBAN PORT, 1992 
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FIGURE 3.1 

(Continued) 
SEASONALJTY OF CARGO TRAFFIC 

AT TACLOBAN PORT, 1992 
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containerized. In the Tacloban-Manila direction, 
cargo volumes
peaked during the months of February, March, June, and November-
December. 
 Cargo was 85 percent containerized in this direction.
 

In the Tacloban-Cebu direction, the cargo traffic volume was
only 16,725 mt in 1992, equivalent to about 30 percent of the total
 cargo volume of 57,300 mt 
in the opposite, Cebu-Tacloban direction.
Cargo traffic in the Tacloban-Cebu direction was 
lowest during the
months of January to February and peak volume occurred in the month
of November, which was 140 percent higher than the monthly average.
Cargoes shipped to and from Cebu, despite the provision of service
by a passenger/container vessel, were predominantly breakbulk.
 

In the Guiuan-Tacloban direction, peak volume occurred in May
and was 88 percent above the monthly average. In the opposite
Tacloban-Guiuan direction, highest monthly cargo 
volumes were
registered in February and June, 
more than 40. percent above the
 
monthly average computed.
 

Peak months 
for cargo traffic in the Iloilo-Tacloban route
direction were during the period September to January, while during
the rest of the year, the monthly cargo volumes below
were 

percent of the monthly average. 
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In the opposite Tacloban-Iloilo


direction, cargo traffic was recorded to occur 
in just four months
of 1992, with the peak volume recorded in August. Outgoing cargo
volume from Tacloban destined to 
Iloilo was only 12 percent of the

total incoming cargo volume from Iloilo.
 

In the Tacloban-Iligan direction, the 
cargo tonnage shipped
out was more than 300 percent higher than incoming cargo volume
from Iligan. 
This was due to the heavy movement of copra to Iligan
processing mills. 
The opposite trade pattern could be discerned in
thc routes Mandaue-Tacloban and Bacolod-Tacloban direction, where
incoming tonnage to Tacloban was higher 
in volume than outgoing
 
cargo traffic.
 

Table 3.5 identifies the cargo volumes which were accommodated
at the same seven ports of Leyte in 1993. There 
was an overall
growth of cargo traffic for the 
seven ports of about 6.6 percent,
as cargo throughput grew from slightly less than 700,000 
mt in
1992, to more than 742,000 mt the following year. Cargo traffic
declined slightly at Tacloban Port, 
but this decline was more than
offset by high percentage increases in cargo traffic at 
four of the
other ports, viz: Ormoc (30.3 percent), Baybay (24.6 percent),

Maasin (42.3 percent), and Bato (42.8 percent). Although the west
coast ferry ports of Palompon and 
Hilongos suffered declines in
their respective cargo throughputs from 1992 
to 1993, the overall
trend from 1992 to 1993 was definitely toward greater reliance 
on
the west coast ports in comparison with past heavy reliance on 
the
port of Tacloban. 
 This trend is not surprising, because the
improvement of the Leyte arterial road 
network, which has been
proceeding over several 
years, permits shippers and travelers at
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TABLE 3.5 

LEYTE ISLAND PORT
 
CARGO TRAFFIC, 1993
 

(In Metrtc Torn) 
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Tacloban, in 1993-1994, to economically use the west coast ports.
 

Adequacy of Appropriate Cargo Service
 
Capacity and Linkages
 

As discussed 
in Annex A, there were alternative means of
transport available to shippers as the LSRS survey learned,
team 

depending on 
the type of cargoes and shipment destination.
 

The regularly scheduled shipping services in the Manila
Tacloban-Manila and Cebu-Tacloban-Cebu routes serve 
the majority

of shippers in Leyte, including shippers of general merchandise,

animal feeds, bottled cargoes and general cargo. Shipping capacity

in these routes was fairly adequate in one direction, i.e. from

Tacloban to either Manila or 
Cebu, mainly because of the fairly

small amount of outgoing cargoes from the hinterland being loaded
 
on liner vessels. There was, 
however, an apparent lack of liner

shipping capacity in the opposite direction, i.e. from Manila or
 
Cebu to Tacloban, which was attributed to 
the large cargo volumes
 
loaded in 
these ports destined to Tacloban.
 

Major Commodities
 

The adequacy of shipping services provided to various shippers

is summarized per commodity shipped below:
 

Copra
 

The large copra traders and shippers have limited their
 
shipment of copra on liner vessels destined to 
Cebu, considered to
be a secondary market for copra. 
By 1993, only the small shippers

were still utilizing 
liner shipping services in shipping copra

destined to Manila or Cebu. 
 The regular shippers, who ship copra

in bulk to the major processors in the vicinity of Iligan, have

been chartering tramper vessels for several years. One factor
 
which has been influencing this trend is the continuing absence of
 
any liner shipping capacity between Iligan and Tacloban. One large

copra trader has 
its own vessel fleet which it utilizes in

transporting copra to Iligan coconut oil mills on 
a regular basis.
 

There was no available shipping capacity connecting Tacloban

with other potential markets for copra, such as Lucena, Quezon. 
A

shipper indicated that the possibility exists for a direct liner
 
service between Tacloban and Batangas, and from the latter port,

the copra shipment could be transported by land to Lucena.
 

Grains
 

Grain traders who have been procuring both rice and salt from
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San Jose, Occidental Mindoro, during certain months of 
the year,
utilize tramper vessels for these shipments, due to the lack of any
liner shipping connection 
between Leyte and Mindoro. Shipment
volumes have 
to be fairly large, however, at least 2,000 mt, 
 to
enable shippers to economically charter vessels. The shippers
indicated to 
 the LSRS that they would prefer obtaining their
supplies on a more regular basis, 
and in smaller quantities. In
their opinion, there 
is potential for introducing regular liner
service between Tacloban and Batangas, to enable shipments of rice
and salt originating from Mindoro Island to be shipped 
on a fairly
rtgular basis. The proposed diicct 
service between Tacloban and
Batangas may directly benefit nct 
only shippers of rice and salt,
but also Mindoro traders of other commodities such as fruits,
vegetables and livestock, considering that Leyte is a deficit area
in these agricultural products, whereas 
they are all produced in

surplus on Mindoro Island.
 

Another principal source of grains for Leyte and Samar islands
is Iloilo, which is a major surplus area 
for rice in the Visayas.

Due to the lack of a liner shipping service connection between
Panay Island and Tacloban, traders have 
been chartering tramper
vessels to accommodate these shipments to the Eastern Visayan
Islands. 
Their other option for shipment has been transshipment of
the rice at Cebu, but inadequacies of Cebu Port have made that
option less attractive than the chartering of tramper vessels.
 

Shippers of grains who ship 
rice from Tacloban to Guiuan in
consignment sizes of 100 
bags or less indicated to the LSRS that
they were being adequately served by the regular shipping service
 
between these two ports.
 

Shippers of rice based in Catbalogan, Samar complained of the
inadequacy of shipping capacity in the Manila-Catbalogan route, due
to the refusal of the liner shipping operators serving the route to
accept the rice shipments 
from Manila destined for Catbalogan.

This situation has forced 
the rice shippers to ship through the
port of Tacloban, thereby incurring 
the cost of transporting the
rice shipment to Catbalogan by truck. The incremental cost
 
amounted to P10 per sack in 1993.
 

Fishery Products
 

Fishery products which are for 
export must usually be
transshipped at Manila, yet 
there has been an apparent lack of
shipping capacity for the accommodation of refrigerated cargoes on
the Tacloban-Manila route. 
 One shipper of fishery products has
acquired his own 
truck fleet, and now transports his refrigerated
cargo by the road/ferry transport 
option to the port of Manila.
Other shippers 
who were selling fishery products to markets in
Manila (i.e., not for export) were also not utilizing the direct
Tacloban-Manila shipping service, but preferred the employment of
land transport service from Tacloban 
to Manila. Despite the
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adequacy of shipping capacity 
in the Tacloban-Manila direction,

road transport was preferred by these shippers mainly due 
to the
avoidance of port cargo-handling costs, the availability, frequency
and cost competitiveness of trucking services, and the 
convenience

of direct delivery to market destinations in Manila.
 

Other Tacloban fishery product shippers, who ship to export

markets, have opted to 
use 
the RORO ferry service which operates
between Isabel, Leyte and 
the port of Carmen, north of Cebu City.
This transport option permits them 
to use the refrigerated cargo
capacity which exists on the Cebu-Manila route. The route is 
made
 more attractive to the 
shippers 
by the fact that the Aboitiz
vessels serving the Cebu-Manila route direct to
have access the
Manila International 
 Container Terminal 
 (MICT), thereby

facilitating the Manila transshipment.
 

In moving their fishery products to Cebu, the Tacloban
shippers have preferred the road-ferry-road option over the direct
 sea transport option mainly because 
it was cheaper (the shippers

indicated that they were saving P5,500 per container 
in 1993). The
option was also found to be quicker and more reliable, particularly

because the domestic port at Cebu does not permit 
ready vessel
 access to docking facilities during periods of low tide. 
 Although

the Tacloban 
shippers did not evince dissatisfaction with their
current shipping arrangements, their least-cost shipment option
would clearly 
be to avoid the need for a Cebu transshipment
altogether, if adequate refrigerated cargo capacity would be
provided between Tacloban to Manila.
 

Shippers of fishery products 
which originated from Guiuan
indicated to the LSRS that they were being adequately served by the

regular Guiuan-Tacloban ferry service.
 

The regular shippers of fishery products based in 
Catbalogan,
Samar noted the adequacy of shipping service the
in Catbalogan-

Manila route direction for their shipment of marine products packed
in styrofoam boxes. However, the fish dealers had not

availing of these shipping for 

been
 
services 
 two years (i.e., 19921993), due to the advantages of road transport which included:


reduced delivery time (an 8-hour saving); 
competitive freight
rates, with avoidance of payments for port cargo-handling services;

a flexible schedule for shipping; the convenience of direct
delivery to the consignees; and ease of collecting for cargo damage

losses, if any.
 

A few of the Samar shippers of fishery products argued, on the
other hand, that additional vessels should be franchised to provide
services- in the Catbalogan-Manila and Catbalogan-Cebu 
routes,
considering the infrequency of 
existing shipping services. They

pointed out 
that one of the operators serving the Manila route 
was
simply not accepting highly perishable 
cargo, such as fishery

products, at Catbalogan.
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Bottled Cargo
 

According to shippers interviewed 
by the LSRS, in 1993,
regular liner shipping services were 
providing adequate shipping

capacity to shippers of bottled 
cargoes which originated from

Manila 
and Cebu. Shipping operators were reportedly giving

preference to shippers 
of bottled cargoes mainly due to the
regularity of their shipments, well
as as the relatively high
tariff for bottled cargoes, which under A
fall Class commodity
category (i.e., the highest-paying category, 
as MARINA has
classified commodities for tariff identification purposes). 
 Shut
outs of such cargo, therefore, were rarely occurring, even during

peak months of sea cargo traffic.
 

General Merchandise
 

Shippers of general merchandise complained 
of the lack of
adequate capacity in the Manila-Tacloban and Cebu-Tacloban route

links, particularly during the peak months of cargo traffic. 
Shutouts of shipments were being experienced, in 1993, due 
to a

shortage of container vans.
 

Sugar from Iloilo was being shipped aboard chartered tramper
vessels, due to lack of direct liner shipping service between Panay

Island and Leyte. 
 Small shippers of flour noted the 
lack of
container capacity in the Cebu-Tacloban route, particularly during
peak months, resulting in shut-outs of their shipments.
 

Shippers of general merchandise based in Guiuan were being
forced to ship via Tacloban due to the absence of a direct shipping

service between Cebu Guiuan.
and Hence, these shippers were
incurring additional 
sea freight and handling cost and additional
travel and transit time. The shippers indicated that they either

required a direct liner service to Cebu, or they needed RORO
a
ferry service to Tacloban, in which case their trucks could proceed
to Cebu by crossing Leyte and using the Isabel-Carmen RORO ferry.
 

Principal Routes
 

In addition to the foregoing discussion of adequacy 
of
shipping services provided to the shippers 
of a few principal

commodities and commodity groups, the adequacy of shipping services

in certain routes is discussed in 
the following paragraphs.
 

Tacloban-Catbalogan
 

The Tacloban-Catbalogan route has been greatly affected by the
opening of the San Juanico bridge 
in the 1980s. This bridge has
resulted in the provision of trucking and 
regular bus services
between Samar and Leyte. 
One shipping operator who used to provide
shipping service in the Tacloban-Catbalogan route indicated to the
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LSRS that services 
had had to be discontinued due 
to financial
losses incurred, as cargo and passenger volumes sharply declined.
Effectively, the construction 
of the San Juanico Bridge has
rendered shipping services between Tacloban and a large portion of
the island of Samar superfluous.
 

Manila-Tacloban
 

Shut-outs of cargo were commonly being encountered, in 1993,
due to 
the large volume of cargo from Manila destined to Tacloban.
Therc was a shortage of container vans available to shippers in the
Manila-Tacloban direction.
 

The survey of liner shipping operators identified that the low
volumes of passenger and 
cargo traffic in the Tacloban to Manila
direction 
had directly affected the viability of providing the
regular weekly liner 
service 
in the route. One liner operator
indicated that 
they had under consideration possibly quitting the
Tacloban-Manila route, 
since it had become unprofitable for the
company; according to the shipping line, 
their operating expenses
incurred on route
the were significantly higher than their
revenues. This 
shipping line explained that the majority of
interisland passengers had already diverted to 
land transport, and,
further, that the depressed economy of the 
Eastern Visayas had
adversely affected the 
level of passenger travel demand and caused
a decline in the commodity consumption of the Eastern Visayas.
 

To respond to the problem cargo trade
of imbalance and the
seasonal demand and supply of cargoes, as 
well as to the diversion
of passenger traffic to road transport, shipping operators might
look into 
the potential for converting from infrequent calls 
by
large passenger/cargo vessels 
to more frequent calls of smaller,
pure cargo vessels. 
This should result in lower operating costs to
the shipping operator and, at the same time, adequately serve the
transport needs of both regular and small shippers.
 

Cebu-Tacloban
 

As discussed in the previous section on cargo traffic, a twodirectional cargo 
traffic imbalance 
exists on the Cebu-Tacloban
route, with cargo traffic in Cebu-Tacloban direction being greater
in volume 
than in the opposite Tacloban-Cebu direction. 
 Such a
trade pattern created an oversupply of shipping capacity in
Tacloban-Cebu direction, and 
excess 
demand in the opposite Cebu-
Tacloban direction. Shut-outs of cargo in Cebu were, 
thus, being
experienced, particularly during the rainy season, with delays of
2-5 days before the shut-out cargoes could finally be shipped.
 

The majority of shippers indicated that they preferred that
their cargoes be containerized 
 and desired that another
passenger/container vessel be franchised to eliminate the problem
of apparent lack of container vans in the Cebu-Tacloban direction,
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and meet the container capacity required by shippers.
 

Cargo Service Standards
 

Major Commodities
 

Following is a discussion of cargo service standards, as these
 
were identified for the LSRS by shippers different
of types of
 
cargo.
 

Copra
 

Small shippers of copra were continuing, in 1993, to utilize
 
regular liner services shipping to in
for copra Cebu sacks, in
 
consignment sizes of 500 tons 
to a maximum of 1,000 tons. The

shippers indicated that they found the liner services to be fairly

reliable for the accommodation of these shipments. The regular

liner vessels were 
also being utilized to transport copra cake in
 
container vans destined to Manila.
 

One Samar trader was shipping copra on tramper vessels via the
 
port of Borongan, rather 
than through the port of Tacloban,

destined for Cebu, because, he explained, he wanted to avoid paying

high pilotage costs at Tacloban Port (these high costs arise

because of the problem of shallow water at the 
entrance channel of
 
the San Juanico Strait, and the logistic difficulties of moving

pilots to 
the nothern entrance of the Strait, 32 kilometers from
 
the port).
 

Copra, which was mostly shipped in bulk in consignment sizes
 
of 2,000 mt and above, was being adequately served at Tacloban Port
 
by chartered tramper vessels.
 

Grains
 

Shippers of rice who were shipping 
to Cebu aboard a

passenger/container vessel had been experiencing delays, 
in 1993,

due to 
repeated engine trouble of the vessel, with a frequency of
 
approximately once every month. 
 The passenger/container vessel
 
was, nevertheless, preferred by the shippers over 
the conventional
 
passenger/cargo vessel which 
was also serving the Tacloban-Cebu
 
route, since pilferage was minimized when rice shipments 
were

containerized. In contrast, pilferage was 
commonly complained of

by shippers whenever their rice was shipped 
as breakbulk cargo.
 

Agricultural Inputs
 

Shippers of agricultural inputs, such as animal feeds and

agricultural chemicals, expressed themselves as 
being satisfied
 
with the liner shipping services they were utilizing, and noted
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that the services were quite reliable. Delays were being

encountered during the rainy season, but these delays did not pose

much of a problem since shipments could generally be accommodated
 
in the next vessel scheduled. Pilferage, although being commonly

experienced, was equivalent to less than one percent of total
 
shipment volume. Losses of such limited magnitude were reportedly
 
quite difficult to claim.
 

A few shippers noted that cargo damage was generally limited
 
to less than five percent of total shipments. Pilferage losses
 
amounting to only few kilos were more difficult to claim than if
 
losses were of a number of sacks. One shipper indicated that
 
pilferage losses might be valued at about P1,500 when 150 kilos of
 
feeds was missing. Such losses in shipment were due either to
 
pilferage or to cargo-handler mishandling of bagged cargoes. Both
 
causes of loss represented long-time problems. Although boti
 
operators and shippers had long ago fully recognized the extent of
 
these problems, nothing had so far been effectively done to
 
eradicate them.
 

Bottled Cargoes
 

Bottled cargoes were mainly being shipped on regular liners
 
from Cebu and Manila. From Manila, breakage of bottled cargoes

inside a container van was reported to be a common occurrence, and
 
was ascribed to improper handling, by the crane operator and/or the
 
forklift operator. Shippers were able to claim damage losses from
 
the arrastre contractors and indicated that they had not found it
 
difficult to obtain reimbursement for cargo damage. Bottled
 
cargoes originating from Tacloban were, by 1993, being transported
 
by land to areas in Samar such as Catbalogan, Borongan and
 
Catarman, as well as to other parts of Leyte, due to the improved

road networks of the islands, and this trend was anticipated by

shippers and consignees to continue in the future.
 

General Merchandise
 

Onboard vessel pilferage was reported to be common for general

merchandise shipments since some vessel crews had developed the
 
practice of taking goods from the packages/cartons. Pilferage

losses were also reported for sugar and flour shipments, running at
 
about 2 kilograms for every 10 sacks. Likewise, pilferage was
 
commonly experienced in the case of vegetable shipments. Claims
 
for damages were reported to be very difficult to obtain.
 

Fishery Products
 

There were small shippers of arin,. products based in
 
Catbalogan, Samar who were inconvenlenccd by the infrequency of
 
shipping service in the Catbalogan-Manila route direction, with
 
only once-a-week service. Only one of the two passenger/cargo
 
vessels providing service to Catbalogan was accepting marine
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product shipments.
 

Delays in shipment were being encountered due to nonadherence to vessel schedules, and 
this was a major concern to
shippers of fishery products, considering that this type of cargo

is highly perishable.
 

Principal Routes
 

Highlights of service standards in the principal liner routes
connecting Tacloban with other interisland ports are presented in
the following paragraphs.
 

Manila-Tacloban
 

In 1993, one operator had instituted the practice of providing
regular shippers (those shipping with the company since 1980) free
container stuffing service, an
as act of goodwill. Shipping
services provided were 
reliable, according to shippers, and the
shippers expressed satisfaction with the quality of container vans
provided. The 
shippers complained, however, of
about pilferage
breakbulk cargo on board, especially in the cases of a few selected
commodities being shipped in the Manila-Te.cloban direction. 
Damage
and pilferage losses were reportedly difficult 
to claim from some
of the shipping operators, whereas other operators had a policy of
responding quickly to 
cargo damage and loss claims.
 

Cebu-Tacloban
 

In the Tacloban-Cebu direction, there no
were delays of
shipments being encountered, and the schedules of the 
two vessels
providing liner services on 
the route were being strictly adhered
to. In the 
 opposite Cebu-Tacloban direction, 
 the same
passenger/container vessel was complained of by shippers as
frequent engine trouble, thereby causing delays 
having
 

of shipment.
However, shipping on this passenger/container vessel had minimized
the pilferage of cargoes on and
board shippers noted the
satisfactory door-to-door service of the operator for containerized
 
cargoes.
 

As regards 
the other vessel, a conventional passenger/cargo
vessol, shippers complained about frequent pilferage of cargoes and
slow payment of claims by the operator for pilferage losses. 
These
shippers indicated that 
 there was 
 a need for another
passenger/container 
 vessel 
 on the route, because of the
unreliability 
of the passenger/container 
vessel that was then

serving the route.
 

The introduction of container 
service, even 
though limited,
had resulted 
in improved cargo loading and unloading efficiency,
lower handling and transport of
costs, and the minimization 
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pilferage losses.
 

Catbalogan-Manila
 

Two passenger/cargo vessels were serving Catbalogan, calling

once a week. There were cases when the vessels encountered engine

trouble, and preferred to bypass the port of Catbalogan and proceed

directly to Manila. At such times, Catbalogan shippers had to
 
truck their cargoes to Tacloban to be loaded on these same liner
 
vessels.
 

Tacloban-Guiuan
 

The Tacloban-Guiuan route was being adequately served, 
in

August 1993, by two operators with two conventional passenger/cargo

vessels which were viewed by shippers as being reliable. Shipment

delays were occurring in berthing at the port of Guiuan, mainly due
 
to the shallow water depth. Shippers indicated that they needed
 
the provision of RORO services in the route.
 

Cebu-Ormoc Route
 

In 1993, shippers had complained, to the provincial office of
the Department of Trade and Industry and to the Ormoc City

Government, about the sole operator on the route, who 
was

considered to be providing substandard services to the shippers.

Frequent delays were being encountered, due to engine breakdown, as
 
a result of poor vessel maintenance. Shippers indicated that, 
to
 
improve the existing service, there must be another vessel to
 
provide competition to the existing vessel 
in the route.
 

To summarize the above discussion on cargo service standards,

the existing shipping services provided to shippers in Leyte and
 
Samar, in 1993, were found to 
be fairly reliable, except for the
 
operators serving the Cebu-Tacloban-Cebu, Cebu-Catbalogan-Cebu, and

Cebu-Ormoc-Cebu routes; the operators on these three routes were
 
considered by shippers to be providing unreliable and substandard
 
cargo services. There were shipper and government official
 
suggestions given on improving the standards of service such as:
 

Allowing another operator to provide additional shipping

service in the Cebu-Ormoc route.
 

Providing RORO service in the Tacloban-Guiuan route.
 

To call to MARINA's attention that the operator of the
 
passenger/container vessel on the Cebu-Tacloban route was
 
experiencing frequent engine trouble, and second
a 

passenger/container vessel needed 
to be franchised to
 
serve the route.
 

Shippers generally considered that, in regard to cargo damage
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and pilferage losses, the operators 
should be more 
strict with
their vessel crews, to minimize cases of 
on-board pilferage of
 
cargoes.
 

Charges for Cargo Services
 

Operators on the principal liner shipping and ferry routes 
in
Eastern Visayas generally were adhering, in 
1993, to officially
sanctioned 
rates for different classes 
of cargo. Table 3.6
identifies the actual cargo rates paid by shippers 
interviewed by

the LSRS survey team.
 

The official 1993 fork tariffs for cargo 
classified Into
Classes A, B, C and C (Basic) for 
the Eastern Visayas routes 
are

presented in Table 3.7.
 

The 1993 sea freight 
of rice in the Tacloban-Cebu route
direction was found to 
be 28 percent lower than 
the MARINA's
stipulated minimum rate for 
Class C (Basic) of P0.14 per kilo or
P5.10 per bag. 
 However, in the Manila-Catbalogan direction, the
existing sea freight charge for a bag of rice was 45 
to 67 percent
higher than MARINA's stipulated maximum rate of around P9 per bag.
Finally, in the Tacloban-Guiuan route direction, the tariff for 
a
bag of rice was relatively high, about P3-4 per bag.
 

The sea freight for copra in the Tacloban-Cebu direction was
less than the Class B minimum rate or 
Class C maximum rate.
 

The sea freight 
for steel products in the Manila-Tacloban
route was slightly higher (around 1 percent) than MARINA's maximum
rate for Class A products. 
Truck tires in the Cebu-Tacloban route
 were being charged sea freight of P35 per piece.
 
Flour, shipped from Manila to Tacloban, was being charged sea
 

freight equivalent to MARINA's stipulated minimum rate for Class C
(Basic) cargo. 
 The 1993 sea freight 
for corn product shipment
(corn grits and grains) shipped from Catbalogan to Manila was found
to be 44 percent higher than the MARINA's stipulated maximum rate.
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Table 3.6
 

Actual Cargo Rates by Route, 1993
 
(In Pesos) 

Irice 
Cargo Route 

Taoban  uim 

Sea Freight 
Per Unit Per Weight Ton 

P 3-4 /bag P 60-80 
T bana- Ccbu 4.95/bag 9 
Ioil - Tacloban 15-18/bag 300-360 
Manila - Cabalogan 13-15/bag 260-300 
Ilolo - Catbaloqm 12/bag 240 

Flour 	 Cebm - Tacloben 3.51 /bag 	 70.2 
Manila - Taclobm 7/ft 140 

Corn Latbalogin - Manila 13 hack 	 260 

Copra 3uiuan - Tacloban 3.00/basket (10-15 kgs.) w00-300 
Tacloban. Cebu .18/kilo 180 
Tacloban -Mwmla 11,000/20-ft bag 611.11 

Sugar 	 Bacolod - Tacloban 

Bottled Cargo 	 Cebu -Taclobun 3-5/caen (15 kit. 200-333.33 
Manila - Tacloban 9-12 /case 600-800 

Animal Feeds Cebu - Tacloban 3.53/bag (breakb.) 70.6 
2.00/bag (cont.) 40 

Sardine -Cebu - Twaloban 8.90 - 9.90 /caon(15 kg.) 393.33 - 660 

Plastic Manila - Tacloban 30-50 /bundlc (40 k.) 750 - 1,250 

Dry Goods 	 Manila - Tacloban "" 5/carton (15 kg.) 333.33 
Manila - Tacloban 6,020 /10-f. van (mt) 752.5 

Salt 	 Mindoro - Ctbaogan 10-15 /sack (45 kg.) 

Papr Products 	 Manila - Tacloban 50-60/large carton (100 kg.) 500 - 600 
_,25-30lu carton (50 g.) S0 - 600 

Truck Tire 	 Cebu - Tacloban 35/piece 

Steel _Manila- Tacoban 331/ton 	 331
 
__P81.50/PI,000 value 

5,500 /10-. van (8 m) 687.5 
________________________________________P850 /cbmn 

Source: Eastern Vlsayas Survey Results. 
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Table 3.7 

SCHEDULE OF EASTERN VISAYAS ROUTE CARGO SHIPPING RATES 
(EMJiwdveJanuary 1993) 

X. . ...... v .............. ......................... 


...........
 W. 

BAY,AY CAB ) ' 100 143.40 185.55 114.75 9130145.45 120.70 82.90 107.30BAYBAY CEBU 57 116.5 151.20 9.50 121.00 76.00 - 935 67.55 57.40BAYaAY MANILA 382 257.20 332.80 205.50 265.95 16735 216.55 148.70 192.45DA1Y7AY ORMOC 23 95.85 124.05 76.70 99.30 62.35 80.65 55.40 71.70BAYBAY SOOOD 81 131.65 170.40 105.35, 13635 85.65 110.85 76.15 98.50BAYBAY SURIGAO 89 14A 176.75 109.30 141.AS 115.00 102.2088.85 79.00P')P.ONeA CEBU 224 196.30 254.00 157.00 203.15 127.75 165.30 113.55 146.95C BU 136 145.6 188.4 116.45 150.70 94.75 122.60 84.20 108.95CALBAYOJ B JIUAN 210 ItM-- 5.5 150.55 194.W 122.50 151.0 108.3gu 140.90CALBAYOO CATBALOAN 26 97.70 126.45 78.20 101.20 63.55 56.5082.25 73.10CALBLAYOG c'IU 120 143.40 185 114.75 14.43 9330 120.70 82.90 107.30CALIaAYOG IMILA 322 240.05 31045 .200 24&45 15&.2 2(M2.20 132.0 17 .70CALBAYO 4G MASIATCAL..AVOO H 66 122.40 158.40ORUOC ___91 137.85 97.95 126.75 103.05178.35 79.60 70.73l'miq.0 14270 89.65 116.05 79.70 91.60103:1 
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PORT OF TACLOBAN, LEYTE
 

Forklift operation of a typical RORO vessel. r 

'. 

Cargo trucks with copra to be loaded in the barge.
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4. PASSENGER SERVICES EVALUATION
 

Introduction
 

The Eastern Visayas comprise the principal islands of Leyte

and Samar, and their offshore islands. 
 The LSRS survey team
conducted passenger surveys at the ports of Tacloban, Leyte and

Catbalogan, Samar and supplemented those surveys by undertaking

surveys in Cebu of the 
routes connecting Cebu to the Eastern
Visayas. The detailed results of those surveys are 
given in Annex
 
B of this report volume.
 

The Eastern Visayas 
are served both by ferries, connecting
them to Luzon, Cebu, and Mindanao, and by longer-distance liner

shipping services. Principal connections are to the port cities of
 
Manila and Cebu.
 

The primary objective of the LSRS passenger survey was to
obtain an assessment of the adequacy of shipping services, and to

identify those aspects of services which might require improvement.
To whatever extent serious shortcomings of services might be

identified, such an
as insufficiency 
of services and passenger

overloading, service unreliability, low standards of accommodation,
 
or unsafe operating practices, the surveys could lead to
conclusions and recommendations 
 in favor of new service
 
franchising.
 

In this chapter, the LSRS presents only 
the more relevant

findings from 
the passenger surveys conducted for the Eastern

Visayas, and greater detail 
is presented in Annex B.
 

The following sections 
of this chapter discuss passenger
traffic and the adequacy of ferry and liner shipping services, by
route. 
A final section of the chapter identifies passenger service
 
charges (passage), and compares actual third class passage with the
 
official (MARINA) ranges for 1993.
 

Passenger Traffic
 

Samar
 

Table 4.1 indicates the passenger traffic volumes at the Samar
Island ports of Catbalogan, Calbayog, and Guiuan, in 1992, and

gives the combined totals for the three ports. 
 Slightly over half
of the 3-port total is represented by passenger traffic at 
the port

of Guiuan, and the ferry service between the Leyte port of Tacloban

andGuiuan accounts for a sizable proportion of the Guiuan traffic.
 
Notable is the fact that the port 
of Calbayog apparently had no
 
passenger services during the of August.
month 
 At the port of
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TABLE 4.1 

SAMAR ISLAND PORT
 
PASSENGER TRAFFIC, 1992
 

ATBALOGAN 
Total Passengers 

Disembarkt, 
Emb ked 

3.993 
1,969
Z024 

2,421 
L326 
1,095 

1.941 
888 

1,053 

2442 
1.387 
1,055 

4,250 
1,790
2,460 

5,266 
1.464 
3,8Z27 

3,695 
958 
3 

748 
482 
266 

1.726 
85 
868 

2,663 
591

2,072 

2,934 
719 

2t5 

2,559 
1,280
1,2,9 

34,638 
13.712 
20.926 

2, 
1,143
1,744 

Seasoa_ t Index--DiseIxded. 172 116 78 121 157 128 84 42 75 52 63 112 

Embaked 116 63 601 60 141 218 157 15 50 119 7 31 

U.' 

CALBAYOG
Total Passengers 

Disembarked__,___ 
Embarked 

SeaiomltIndex 

2,969 2740 2,450 
1,468 1,534 1,357- 31752- ,0 
isi1,20 6 1,093 

4.231 
2,477-_ ---
1, 

3.948 
1,951- -
1,997 

4.408 
2,372--
2,3 

852 
46- 32 

___0 

0--------

0 
0 

757 
3421. 
45 

2,492 
1. 94 
98 

3,186 
1,292---
184 

4,140 
1,721-T4-1_ 
249 

32.173 
16,468 
1.705 

2,681 
1,372--. 
1,309 

Disembarked 
Embarked 

107 
115 

112 
92 

99 
84 

180 
134 

142. 
153 

173 
156 

-

34 
301 

0 25 
'321 

109 
761 

94 
151 

125 
185I 

GUIUAN 
Total Passengers 6,148 6.925 5,767 7.669 7,717 8,342 6,2D6 6,990 5,210 5,93 5,313 6,612 78,802 6.56 

Dismbarked 
Enba&ked 

__ _baed 

SeasonallIne 
Emb AIked 

3, 3,1M.750 3,019 
3,026 3 ,175Z748 

93 112 90I___ ___

941 99 86 

4,035 
3,634 

120 

113 

3,765 
3,952 

112 

123 

4,178 
4,164 

124 

130 

3,192 
3,014 

95 

-
941 

3,693 
3,297 

110 

-
103 -

2,687 
2,523 

8C, 

-79 

3,023 
2,880 

90 

- 90 

. 
2486 

827 

74 

- 88 ---

3,359 
3,253 

100 

101 

40,309 
38,493 

- -

3,359 
3,208 

-

GRAND-TOTA.L 
Total Passengers 

Diaembarked 

Embarked 
Seasonallty Index 

-

13,110 12,086 10,158 
6,559 6,610 5,264

Embarke 5,7 .8
6,551 5,476 _489. 

14,342 15,915 
7,899 7,506
43-iq

643 8,4)9 
..... 

18,016 
8,014
j
10,002 

10.753 
4,610 

6,143 

7,738 
4,175 

3,563 

7.693 11,058 11,433 
3.887 5,108 4.497i,53,806 5,-950 6,936 

13 .311t 

6 ,360 

6,951i 

145,613 
70,489 

75,124 

12,134 
5,874 

6,260 

Disemrarked 11 113 9c 134 128 136 78 71 66 87 77 108
Embarked 105 87 78 103 134 160 98 57 j-. 111 

-ipi1o3c ': -
Source :PhUippine Prt. A&Awzft 



(atbalogan, it appears 
that many more 
people wanted to leave than
cared to return, or perhaps they didn't 
care for their sea voyage
experience 
in the outward direction, and decided 
to return hy

another mode or route.
 

The seasonality is that typical of many shipping routes 
in the
Philippines, i.e., a pronounced 
peaking of traffic during the
months of April-June. The 1992 seasonality was less pronounced at
Guiuan than at the other two but
ports, even at Guiuan, during

April through June, traffic averaged 25-30 percent above the
average for 
the other nine months of the year. At Catbalogan, the
April-June peak actually applied 
to only disembarking passengers,

in 1992, and the peak period for embarking passengers was May-July.

For the three Samar ports together, in 1992, traffic in two
directions was roughly 45 percent higher, during the 
April-June
quarter, than the average for the other three quarters of the year.
 

Table 4.2 identifies the 1993 passenger volumes at 
these same
three ports 
of Samar. As shown in the table, Catbalogan had a
sizable increase in 1993, as 
compared with 1992, whereas passenger
volumes declined at both Calbayog and Guiuan. 
The combined traffic

of the three ports declined by 6.3 percent.
 

Leyte
 

Table 4.3 presents traffic information, for 1992, for 
seven
ports in Leyte and Southern Leyte, which accommodated liner
shipping and ferry passenger traffic. 
 (The Leyte ferry ports of
Isabel and Liloan 
also accommodate 
large volumes of passenger

traffic, connecting to Cebu Island and Mindanao, respectively.) Of
the seven liner shipping and ferry ports shown in Table 4.3,
Tacloban and Ormoc 
were the major ports in terms of passenger
volumes, with combined passenger traffic of 665,945 passengers, in

1992, or 55 percent of the 1.2 million passenger total of the seven
Leyte Island ports in that 
year. Table 4.3 indicates the monthly
passenger traffic for the seven 
Leyte Island ports, as well as the
seasonality indices computed 
 for embarking and disembarking
 
passenger traffic.
 

As shown in the table, passenger traffic volumes peaked, 
at
Tacloban, during the periods of April-June and December. Palompon

showed a similar seasonality, but other Leyte ports had distinctly
different seasonalitles. 
 Traffic at Hilongos was significantly

higher than the monthly average only during November-December, and
Ormoc experienced very even 
traffic levels, over the year, with a
peak only in December. Baybay traffic peaked both 
in April and
June, but May tiaffic levels were 
lower even than the monthly

average. Maasin 
had much higher traffic volumes throughout the
first half of the year than it experienced in any month after June.
 

Seasonality of passenger traffic routes
in the connecting
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_ __ 

TABLE 4.2 

SAMR ISLAND PORT
 
PASSENGER TRAFFIC, 1993
 

CATIYALOGAN
Total puasengers 2I 3,425 1,685 2 570 4590 3,8-9 4,887 3,542 3,469 3,002 4,015 3,628 43,646 3 

Diistsbtkcd 1,334 1,631 945 1,115 2,317 1.784 1,923 656 2.826 901 1,706 1.654 I.22 1,
Emibuked 1,660 1,794 740 1,455 2,273 4.055 2,964 2,856 643 2,101 2,30 .1.974 24,824 2,Seasmulity IndexDisembarked 05 104 60 71 149 114 U3 '4 1lu0 57 109 105 

Eznbaked 80 87 36 70 110, 196 143 118 31 102 112 95
 
CALBAYOG
 

Totakpaatmp I 1.7021 1970 1,%26 1,956 '.316 2,200 1,=90 1 ,i ~) 1 1,60 1,951 1.W6 21.1451 1.DLi.ambked j 84 1,144* : 1,162 U41 1.106 757 71 84o P34 956 1,098 *1Aj
 
Futu"ed Bis 826 5 794 9701 
 1,094 533 577 999 809 995 767 9,7401

seaaoaulty 1Mx I_ _ _ _ I_ _ __ _-
Disembarkd 

_ 

93 120 102 122 89 116 0 03 88 9 101 1161 |
Eznbwko~d - T 101 12 6 98 120 1353 66 71 13 10 -

GUIUAN 

Total pmen"r 6.400 3,59 3,M6 4.762 6A042 5,513 6.123 2,574 7.173 7,04 5.760 7,0B7 71.595 5.'Disemntkd 3,525 1,757 1,666 2,475 2,M8 2,812 3,119 3,283 3,975 3,563 3,229 3v" 36,351 31' 
EMbrk'd 1,92 1,-20-5 2,307 3,050 2,801 3,004 4,291 3,19 1475 2,01 3,97 35,244 2,'

Reaan-I I I I I
 
Disenbomkvd lid11 58 56 - 2 08 93 103 108 131 118 17 100
 
Embnrke4 1 98 _____ _____ 7 10t4 95, 102, 146, 109 11 86 135 ___


RAND TOTAL SAMAR
 
Told pu-%enge 11,096 9,0"7 6,717 9,308 12,448 13,652 12.300 12,483 12,481 11,708 11-A 13,580 
 135,385 1. 

Dhcmbarkd 5,743 4,52 3,5-M 4,752 6,145 5,702 5,799 4,759 7,641 5,33 5,891 6,682 66,57.1 , 
Embarked 5353 4,545 3,118 4,556 6,303 7,950 6,501 7,724 4.840 685 5,335 6M 69,508 51 

E.mbarked 104 82 65 6 111 103 105 96 138 96 106 120 I 
92l ... 137
D saub rked 7 54l 7, 1o0{ 1-2' 131 $ 1105 100 1. 

Nota : At Iblh onfly 
Source: Ph/l/pp/mePort Autherky 
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TABLE 4.3
 

LEYME ISLAND PORT
 
PASSENGER TRAFFIC , 1992
 

Fasgn 25,391 32,104 14127,771 23,6751 191 34,93430[ 20,95if 84J 9/ 1 9/ 4M,08 23,19681 23,96081 74 22,3885 14] ......24,99 35,058 3354355 27,963NxeiatA ced~a 13,911 12,090 13,3ni 15,3.14 11,711 20,160 11,677 11,617 10,648 12,138 11,991 20k170 172,019 14,.33
llmbake 13,960 11,585 12,003. 16,56 16,123 22,348 11,21 12,343 1031 10,1%0 10,978 15,638 163,496 13,625 

Disembaktd 9793 109 13 141. 81 81 74 85 84 1411_ __ -EmbatodTACLOJAN 1021 85, 8 11 81 164 85 911 76, 75 81 11151 

TotalPa&uers 11,736 10.024 1,732 8,762 8,273 11,270 12,185 11,797 8,179 11,529 13367 17088 132,9421 11,079DLcmrbwed 6,033 3,123 4,205 4,404 4,057 5,608 59 5,880 4,103 6,133J 6,3581 9,705 67,538 5,628 
rmba-ed - 5,703 4.901 4,527 4,3581 4,216 5.662 6,256 5917 4,076 5,396[ 7,009 7,383 65,404 5.450 

Dmakd107 91 75 78 72 100 105 1041 72 109 113 171
 
_____________ 10 90 83 80 
 77 104 115 1091 75ORMOC __ 

9 i29 13 ____
 

Total Pssenrs 24,462 
 26,454 21,752 26,823 29,420 31,238 23.9541 30,353 26,794 25,781 27,878 33,481 330,390_27,533" 
Dlscmbwixd 10,914 12,699 10,949 13,433 14,774 13,563 11,220 15,175Embukad 13,548 13,755 10,803 13,182 13,134 12,288 16,766 153.097 13,17590 17,675 12,734 15,178 13,612 12647- 15,590 18p715 172,293 14,358 

Diembarked 83, 96 83 102 112 103 81 115 100 100 93 127Embarked 941 7596] 931 1021 1231 89 106 95 88 109 1301 .... -BAYBAY
 
Total .ePmw 5,963 5,708 5,109 9,886 6,397 10,895 7,586 7,9M 8,715 8,966 9,632 9,118 95958 7,997 

D--- b 
ed 3,190 3,457 3,290 6,167 3,668 5,856 4,682 4,452 -5,259 5,17- 5,318 538 56,294 4691Embwesd 2,7- 2521 -1,819 3.719 T12_9 5,039 i _145Souunalltyladex 2_.904 3-31 __i 4.14~ j'_I6 _A38 -3.305 

Disembarked 681 74 70 131 78 125 100 95 112 11 113 116fma,,d 55j 11 3 12 88 071 03 1041 131 l-1 

Yodpopasseg 8,479 9.658 9,421 
 11.951 13,312 11I376 5,325 3,95 
 2,809 3,399 3,840 5,875 89,340 7.5 
Disombuked 3,919 4,073 4494 5,787 6,726 4,801 2,207 2,161 1 ,i5491,40 - 3073 41,614 3.461-m-id,5360 5,595 4,927 6,164 6,386 6,575 3,118 1,734 1,260 1.949 2,466 2,802 47,26 3,97s__amAky imam--.......
 
DiIembwked 113 117 130 167 
 194 138 62
Emb-rked 115 64 45 42 40 89140,1 2.4 1 55, 166 1 _/ 7_1 44, 32 4 62 70, 
 . ..... .
 

PALOMPON
 
Total Pausengpr 10,661 10,797 
 9,667 12,833 15,056 16,797 8,656 8,792 8,279 8,558 10,612 16,913 137,621 11,468 

Disembaked 5.159 5.860 5,4%6 6,047 8,103 7,237 3,937 4.8361 3.813 4,4.39 3,431 9.057LEnbadced 5502 -69,417 5,7854,937 4,171 6,786 6,9S3 9,560 4,719 3.956 4,4U 4,119 5,181 7,856 63,204 5.684 

Diaemb Yked 8 11 95 05 40 125 68 84 66 77 94- . 

0 7 7 1191 122, 168 43 70 791 72 91 138 TBATCToWPm!Mn 5,05+' 6,5271 5.730 6,553 6,3'1 ,5515 7,41 10,81' 9,6501 11,2131 93,440 7,7877,322' 10,15! 

DMcbaleoI 2.230 3.1001 2.969 3.463 2979 3,179 3,623 4,762 3.591 ,491 4,227 6049 43,5211 3.793 
Emabarid 2,82 3427 2,761 3,090 3,331 3,376 3,699 5.394 3.%4 5,532 5,423 5,164 47,919 3,993
 

DL imd! 59 82. 781 
 91 79 84 96 126 95 141' 111 15 
Embulced 71, 86 69 7F 83F -851 931 1353 98 139t 136 129 ____GRAND-TOTAL 

T ,u 94,130
Psene 97,831 8,l802 108,912 _13 602 130,6391 88,226 96,936 83,220 91,442 
 97,9 8 131,546 1,215.2461

Disembarked 45,356 46.402 44,791 54,959 9,1 60.404 43,275 489 42.147 48160 46,98 7028 1040 5,8 

_ Embarke_ _ _-'+ 48,774 46,441 41.01L+i"0-54.053 54,584'o~+ 44,951'' ++;,,IJ
70.233 48.053 41.073 43,282 .50,961 61.288 &K4706 _o50.39') 
Dimmobwld 89 91 41 1091 116 119 2 .85 9 83 i 93 13Embw kd T -97 92 Oil 1071 106 139 891 951 -2i" - 2- ...- ___ 

Sm,..;Pcmp, o 1wrt Amdtm 
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Tacloban with Manila, Cebu, Guiuan and Balangiga was likewise
 
compiled, and is presented in Table 4.4, and shown graphically in
 
Figure 4.1. In the Manila-Tacloban route, the highest traffic
 
volume was registered during the period May-June, with disembarking
 
passengers at Tacloban larger in volume in May, and being comprised

mostly of vacationers, while Manila-destined passengers from
 
Tacloban reached their highest level in the month of June,
 
presumably comprising returning vacationers and students.
 

In the Cebu-Tacloban route, the peak month for disembarking
 
passengers at Tacloban, was in December, with volumes being 60
 
percent higher than the monthly average of passenger traffic.
 
Passengers destined for Cebu embarking in Tacloban attained their
 
highest volume In the months of April and June, comprising mainly

returning students and vacationers.
 

In the Guiuan-Tacloban route, passenger traffic was highest

during the month of June, with 40 percent and 30 percent higher

than the monthly averages for embarking and disembarking
 
passengers, respectively. The Balangiga-Tacloban route exhibited
 
a different seasonality pattern, with the peak volumes occurring

during the period August to December, and the highest monthly

volume being in December, when traffic registered 85 percent higher

than the monthly average for passenger traffic in the route.
 

Table 4.5 indicates the 1993 passenger volumes at the 
same
 
seven Leyte ports shown in Table 4.3. The seven ports together had
 
a rise of 10.3 percent in passenger traffic from 1992 to 1993. The
 
increase at Tacloban was 15.4 percent. Whereas the port of Ormoc
 
was challenging Tacloban to be the leading passenger port of Leyte

in 1992 (see Table 4.3), Ormoc experienced only very slight growth

of passenger traffic from 1992 to 1993. Very rapid traffic growth

occured at the ferry port of Hilongos (41.9 percent) and at its
 
near neighbor, the port of Bato (34.4 percent). More modest growth

occurred at the Leyte Province ferry port of Baybay (2.4 percent).
 

Passenger Service Standards
 

The LSRS survey team covered 14 Eastern Visayas routes, with
 
4 routes connecting Tacloban with Manila, Cebu, Guiuan and
 
Balangiga, Samar; 3 routes connecting Samar with Cebu, and 7 routes
 
linking Leyte and Cebu. Survey results and service standards are
 
dis'cussed below, by surveyed route. Details in Annex B.
are 


Tacloban-Manila Route. The LSRS interviewed 144 passengers,

sailing on two vessels (identified in Table B.1 and other tables of
 
Annex B), in the Tacloban-Manila direction. The surveyed vessels
 
were the Masbate Uno with a 1,300-passenger capacity and the MV
 
Tacloban Princess, with a capacity for 800 passengers. Around 81
 
percent. of the surveyed passengers answered the survey question
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Table 4.4 

Passenger Traffic at Tacloban Port, by Principal Route, 1992 

D 139eL- Tar-lban 86 92 10 156 160 8 8 64Embinked~~~ 57 ... ...............
82742 2 9 62 .................
26 46 12 0 ~ ~ ~ 
Dis barked 3255 2, 
 2,6523,3Erked 4,21 4,3613.191 1.661 2.236 2,24-7 2,91-- 26493.896 3.092 2,953 3.027-
3.663 2.352 2,184 2.203 

5,301 39,768 3,3141.955 2,276 2.623 31_292 2.608
Disanbukc 98 68 80Embarked 119 127 1 3 2 6 8121 8864 86 80 8149 9--41119 -162140 090 . 4.
84 84 7-
 87 
 10DimnlAed 3,075 3,224 2,743 3,722Embarked 3,6623.142 3.676 2,891 3,3043,018 4.067 2,572 2,8593.569 4,388 2,937 3,5163.056 39,0653.74 3,252.665 3.001 2,443 3,6743 40,22403 3.0 

Dha -barkd 94 99 84 114 112 140 89 101 79aked 93 109 790 -121 106 130 91 
88 90 108
 

110 9 89 73 
 109 

Disaubarked 172 228 185 
 211 173 251 215 296 320
EmbarKed 179 231 187 
363 372 508 3,294 27210 172 
 240 212 281 336 374 379 515 3,316 27 

Diznmd 
 63 _ -67 77 63 91 78 108 117 132 136E aiblaked 1S65 84 68 76 62 8 77 102 122 135 137 186
 

Dieii-ibarked 12,231 9,227 9,343 
 12,380 14,442 15.743 8,970 9.835 8,153 8,512 8,866Embarked 11.665 8.920 13,708 131,410 10,9518,585 13.14 12.030 16.215 9.412 9.913 7.763 7.542 7.664 11.224 124,047 _10.337 

Dimau-.-_d 112 84 
 85 113 132 144 82 - 90P.tarked 74 - 78 81 1251131 86 
 IM 127 116 157 91 96 75 73 74 109
 

TWein flid
table am lower luw tolfd Tadoban pasr ger t-affIc shown hi Table 4.2

because clthe exclkion of several rotea.
 

k ure: Phlippine Porto Authorty. 
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Figure 4.1
 

Seasonality of Passenger Traffic at Tacloban Port by Route, 1992
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TABLE 4.5 

LEYTE ISLAND PORT
 
PASSENGER TRAFFIC, 1993
 

TACI.OBAN 
Trewl 29.419 ISA3 M6,AW 35,41 5559 47.133 A5031 30,110Dbunharked 14,756 2849M 25,0 2418D 327 367.w4 2.012410 9,319 18463 31,494 24,446 1:3,991 15,748 14,634 12:766P Fmbuked 14,663 12,52 7-50 12,88 10 7 W99,879T 16,65716,952 24,015 23,38 14,06 14,362 1:3,562 1.3,174 13,2"5 20,46 187,7611r147 
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regarding travel frequency, and, of those who responded, 44 percent

indicated that they traveled the 
route once a year and 34 percent
 
traveled the route 2-4 times a year.
 

Almost 100 percent of the passengers interviewed responded to
 
the question as to purpose of their travel; 33 percent were
 
traveling for vacation/holiday and 27 percent were traveling 
on
 
business.
 

Passengers on the two vessels surveyed by the LSRS generally

viewed the services being provided favorably, although one of the
 
vessels was rated significantly higher in a number of respects,

than was the other vessel. The principal findings of this survey
 
are:
 

About 76 percent of total passengers interviewed
 
indicated that services were adequate for 
 demand.
 
Despite this response, nearly half of the surveyed
 
parsengers responded another
to question by expressing
 
the view that congested conditions during the peak season
 
of travel constituted a serious problem. As the LSRS has
 
learned in earlier surveys, infrequent travelers may
 
judge market adequacy according to whether or not the
 
particular voyage they are on is overcrowded or not.
 

Whereas a sizable majority (69 percent) of the passengers

aboard one of the two vessels surveyed by the LSRS viewed
 
operator schedule adherence as satisfactory, a majority

(57 percent) on the other vessel indicated that services
 
were not being operated reliably.
 

A total of 127 of the 144 passengers interviewed aboard
 
the two vessels expressed satisfaction with the space
 
reservation system.
 

Respondents to the survey question regarding the adequacy
 
of various aspects of physical accommodation generally
 
rated one of the vessels highly, whereAs passengers on
 
the other vessel were apparently, from their responses,

much less pleased with most of the same aspects of
 
physical accommodation. On the former vessel, more than
 
20 percent of the LSRS survey sample gave the vessel a

"good to excellent" 
rating in regard to food/canteen,
 
bedding/blankets, leisure facilities, ventilation, crew
 
courtesy, drinking water availability, and space to move
 
around, and the majority of other respondents rated these
 
aspects of accommodation as "fair". On the other vessel,
 
the large majority of* surveyed passengers (65 to 78
 
percent) rated these same aspects as "fair", but a higher

rating was given by about 10 percent of the passengers
 
for a few things, including space, ventilation, water
 
availability, and crew attitude. On both vessels, the
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state of the toilets and sanitation facilities was rated
much lower than any other aspect of accommodation; on one
vessel nearly 30 percent of the passenger sample thought
 
that a "poor" or "unacceptable" rating was appropriate,
and on the other vessel the percentage of interviewed
 passengers expressing these views leaped to just short of
one-half. Not surprisingly, the most common "suggestion"
by passengers on both vessels, with 
19 percent of the
 
passengers 
on one vessel and 22 percent on the other
making the suggestion, was to improve vessel cleanliness,

and especially of the comfort 
rooms.
 

Baggage stowage 
 space and security was viewed 
 as
satisfactory by nearly two-thirds of 
passengers on one
vessel, whereas on the other vessel, 57 percent of the
 
passengers interviewed considered both space and security
 
to be unsatisfactory.
 

A large proportion (87 percent) of the combined interview
sample considered the boarding procedures 
 to be
 
satisfactorily organized.
 

Some of the passengers interviewed complained of high
porterage fees, and of porters not 
having proper identification at
Tacloban. The porterage fees varied with both size of 
load and

distance carried, as shown below:
 

Tacloban Bagg-age Porterage Fees (pesos)
Distance 5 kg. or 6-25 kgs.
less 26-50 kgs.
 

Up to 100 meters 6 
 7 11
101-200 meters 
 7 
 9 16
201-250 meters 
 10 
 12 22
 

Tacloban-Cebu Route. 
 There are two vessels, the MV Ldyte
Queen (a conventional passenger/cargo vessel, with 
a passenger
capacity of 559), and 
the MV Don Calvino (a RORO vessel, with a
passenger 
capacity of 671) serving the Tacloban-Cebu route. A
combined total of 
159 passengers were interviewed. It should be
pointed out, for purposes of comparing responses of passengers on
board the two vessels, that the 
survey sample was skewed toward
first and second class passengers for one vessel, and 
the sample
interviewed on the other vessel was mainly 
third class, with a
significant number, also, of second class passengers. 
One-third of
total passengers surveyed were 
traveling for business reasons, 21
percent for vacation/holiday and 25 percent did not 
specify their
 
purpose for'travel.
 

Passengers in this route indicated that they travel fairly
frequently, with half of the passengers responding to 
the travelfrequency question indicating that they travel 
the route between 1
and 5 times per month. Principal findings of the 
Tacloban-Cebu
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passenger survey are listed below: 

Services 
majority 
vessels. 

in the route 
(81 percent) 

were 
of 

rated adequate by 
passengers aboard 

a large 
the two 

Around 80 percent of total respondents indicated that
service reliability was good. 
 Only 24 passengers, of
which 19 
 were aboard one vessel, expressed

dissatisfaction with service reliability.
 

More than 80 percent of total respondents indicated that

there that was-good space reservation.
 

In regard to operator concern with safety, 
a large
majority (77 percent 
of the respondents) expressed
general satisfaction with shipping operator attention to
safety considerations.
 

About 82 percent of total passengers surveyed on both
vessels were largely satisfied with the organized

boarding procedure.
 

Besides these principal findings of the 
LSRS Tacloban-Cebu
passenger survey, there were a few more 
specific findings that
offer insight 
into needs for service Improvement:
 

More than 60 percent of the passengers surveyed on 
one
vessel 
 indicated that the food/canteen was poor to
unacceptable, and none of the passengers on 
that vessel

could bring themselves to offer a rating of "good".

other vessel more nearly the 

The
 
met expectations of
 passengers, but one-third nevertheless thought that what
 was offered was "poor". The dissatisfied passengers 
on
both vessels were mainly first and 
 second class
 passengers, whereas 
third class passengers were more


nearly satisfied (43 of 59 third class respondents to the
question rated food/canteen as "fair" or "good 
 to
 
excellent").
 

The toilet/sanitation facilities were rated highly on one
vessel 
(23 percent "good" and 54 percent "fair"), while
nearly half of the respondents on the other vessel gave

a "poor" to "unacceptable" rating.
 

The crew's courtesy and assistance to passengers was
given a "fair" rating by 
more than 60 percent of total
 passengers and 25 percent rated this aspect of passenger

service as excellent.
 

More than half of total passengers on one vessel rated
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drinking fountains and ventilation 
as poor, while the
same percentage of passengers aboard 
the other vessel
 gave the amenities a fair rating.
 

Half of the passengers aboard 
 one vessel were
dissatisfied with space to move around, while two-thirds
of passengers aboard 
the second vessel 
gave a fair to
good rating to this aspect of accommodation.
 

Only a small majority of 53 percent of total 
respondents
gave suggestions on how to improve existing services. 
Of
significance were: 
 maintain 
vessel cleanliness, add
leisure facilities, and 
improve service reliability.
 

Tacloban-Cuiuan Route. 
For this route, the MV Flo Soccour and
the MV Stacey (with 300 passenger capacity) were surveyed. 
A total
of 91 passengers were interviewed, 54 passengers 
on the MV Flo
Soccour and 37 passengers on 
the MV Stacey. Thirty-one percent of
the passengers were 
traveling for vacation/holiday, while another
30 percent were either students or traders. 
Most of the passengers
travel 
this route at least once 
a year, while nearly 50 percent
take this particular voyage 
one or more times a month. Services
were noted, by 
90 percent of total passengers surveyed, to be
adequate to meet demand. 
 Following are 
the specific findings as
regards services and facilities:
 

All passengers interviewed on 
both vessels surveyed by
the LSRS responded to the question about the adequacy of
services to meet 
demand. 
 On one of these vessels, only
a single passenger doubted the adequacy, and just 8 of 37
responding passengers 
on the 
other vessel shared his
opinion. Combined, fully 90 percent of the survey sample
maintained that 
services are adequate. There was not
this same unanimity of 
view when the passengers were
asked whether 
or not peak travel period congestion
constituted a serious problem, but nevertheless, slightly
over one-half 
of the 
sample and 60 percent of the
respondents to that question indicated that, 
even in the
peak period, congestion was serious.
not (As indicated
earlier in this chapter, the Guiuan-Tacloban route does
 
not 
have a pronounced seasonality.)
 

In terms of reliability of service, good space
reservation, adequate concern for safety and 
 organized
boarding procedure, the majority 
of the passengers

surveyed, ranging 
from 68 to 92 percent of the total

respondents, answered favorably.
 

Regarding accommodation standards, 
the toilet/sanitary

facilities were 
given an "unacceptable" rating 
by 29
percent of the respondents. Food/canteen 
services,
leisure facilities, ventilation and drinking facilities
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were all rated as 
"poor" by most of the passengers.

bedding/blankets provided 

The
 
on board and the crew's
courtesy and assistance were acceptable 
 to the
 

passengers.
 

Tacloban-Balangiga, Samar Route. 
The single vessel surveyed
on this route was 
providing only third class accommodation. The
surveyed sample size was just 21 passengers, of whom one-third were
students. 
Eight of the passengers interviewed did not provide any
indication of 
their travel frequency, but all respondents to the
question traveled at least 
once a year on 
the route, and seven
 passengers traveled at 
least once a month.
 

When survey samples are quite small, as this case,
in near
unanimity of view is required if the results are 
to be considered
significant. The LSRS obtained 
just one 'result that can be
interpreted as significant from its 
passenger survey on the
Tacloban-Balangiga route: 
 all 13 of the respondents to a question
regarding the peak travel period indicated that a serious problem
of congestion occurs on route.
the Otherwise, the most nearly
significant result was regarding space reservation, where 15 out of
19 responding passengers indicated 
 that there was not a
satisfactory system. Especially where accommodation standards were
concerned, many of the passengers did not respond to 
the questions,
and no significant results were obtained.
 

Catbalogan-Cebu Route. 
 The LSRS surveyed only one vessel 
on
this route, the MV Elizabeth Lily, which was providing only third
class accommodations. 
 The survey sample obtained was just 25
passengers, the majority of whom 
were traveling for social and
vacation reasons, and only one person was traveling for any sort of
business reason. All of the passengers interviewed travel the
route at least once 
a year, and 10 of the passengers indicated
their travel frequency on the route 
was between 3 and 12 times a
 
year.
 

Again, with only a small 
sample, a near unanimity of view is
required in order that survey results might be deemed significant.
In the case of this route and service, there were a number
points on which the passengers largely agreed. 
of
 

These points

include:
 

The entire survey sample agreed that the operator's space
reservation system was satisfactory, both in regard to
the convenience of booking and the assurance that 
there
would not be any overbooking. 
None of the passengers had
 ever experienced being "bumped" 
after having made a
 
reservation.
 

The passengers were nearly in 
as complete agreement in
regard 
to vessel crew and operator shore-based staff
attitudes toward passengers and their efficiency, giving
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a satisfactory rating in both cases, with the exception
only that two passengers felt the crew 
deserved an
"excellent" rating.
 

Management's attention 
to service quality earned one
"nay" vote, but 
 the other 24 passengers expressed
themselves as satisfied with operator 
concern in this
 
regard.
 

Of the 21 passengers who indicated that they were
position to 
judge whether services had improved on 
in a
 

route over a 2-year period, 17 
the
 

felt that there had been
 
a slight improvement of service.
 

Nearly all (23 of the 25) passengers expressed themselves
 
as being satisfied with service speed.
 

In response to 
most other LSRS questions, majorities of
passengers expressed favorable views, 
the
 

but there were significant
numbers of dissenters. 
 Only in regard to the comfort and
cleanliness of eating areas on board 
did a majority of the
passengers express 
a negative view, and 7 of the 
passengers even
opted to give this aspect of service an "unacceptable" rating.
 

Calbayog-Cebu Route. 
There were 39 passengers surveyed aboard
the vessel, MV Don Martin 6. 
Most of the passengers were traveling
in third class accommodation, and were 
 traveling on
holiday/vacation. 
 Around 54 percent of the passengers take this
route at least 
once a month. 
All 39 passengers interviewed stated
that the services offered were adequate 
to meet demand. However,
30 of these same passengers indicated that congestion during the
peak period of travel constituted a serious problem. 
Eight of the
passengers also suggested that there was a need for another vessel
 
on the route.
 

Other significant findings include the following:
 

All but one of the passengers interviewed were satisfied
 as to the reliability of service. 
Sizable majorities of
the passenger interviewed also expressed 
satisfaction
with space reservation (82 percent), operator concern for
safety (69 percent), and organized boarding procedure (72

percent).
 

All the 
passengers interviewed rated 
the courtesy and
helpfulness of the vessel 
crew as "fair".
 

b 
 Large majorities of the passengers gave various aspects
of physical accommodation 
a "fair" rating, and none of
the passengers 
 viewed any aspect of physical
accommodation as deserving a "good to excellent" rating,
or, at the other extreme, 
as being "unacceptable".
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Accommodation aspects rated as 
"fair" included space to
move around (77 percent), ventilation (95 percent),

food/water (85-90 percent). 

and
 

Cabalian-Cebu Route. 
The only vessel surveyed on this 
route
was the MV Guiuan. 
A survey sample of 60 passengers was obtained,
with, passengers 
about evenly divided between second and third
class. The passengers indicated a variety of trip purposes, with
the largest single group constituting the 18 passengers who were
non-students traveling 
on 
vacation or to participate in a local
fiesta. The passengers all indicated that 
they traveled the route
one or more 
times a year, and one-quarter were frequent travelers,
who sailed the route at 
least once a month. The LSRS obtained high
percentages of responses 
to the majority of questions, with the
exceptions being that 
many of the surveyed passengers did
respond to questions about meals and eating 
not
 

areas. Those survey
results which are significant and useful 
are identified below:
 

Almost all of the passengers interviewed found the
seating and sleeping areas to be clean at the start of
the voyage and the air comfort level if these areas to be
satisfactory. 
 During the voyage, the cleanliness of
eating, toilet and washing facilities were also found to
be satisfactory, and the drinking water supply provided

on-board to be adequate.
 

The vessel open areas and pre-boarding waiting areas were
found to be comfortable and clean and the 
boarding

process to be satisfactory.
 

Most passengers felt that 
they needed to pay close
attention to their belongings, though they have never
encountered actual 
losses on board the vessel.
 

Most passengers found space
the reservation process
employed by the shipping 
 line to be convenient and
secure,. None of the respomiding passengers 
(4 did not
respond to this question) had been bumped from a voyage

during 1991-1993.
 

Land-based operator 
 staff and crew attitude and
efficiency 
were deemed to be satisfactory, by 92-98
 
percent of the passengers.
 

Service schedule and adherence were rated generally good
and service speed, satisfactory. 
None of the passengers,
however, were inclined to rate the 
service schedule,

reliability, or speed 
as "excellent".
 

Baybay, Leyte-Cebu Route. 
 The LSRS surveyed one vessel 
on

34
this route, the MV Pink Rose, and obtained a -passenger sample,
three-quarters of whom were traveling second class, with only a few
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first class 
and third class passengers. The survey sample 
was
somewhat unusual, it
as included no students, and the 
principal
travel purposes were business and non-student vacationing. Nearly
all of the passengers traveled the 
route before,
one-half of 
had and almost
the passengers indicated that 
they traveled the route
three or more times a year.
 

The most significant finding of this passenger survey was
extraordinarily the
high ratings given

operator's personnel, 

by the passengers the
Just over one-third of the 
to 


passengers gave
the vessel crew's 
efficiency 
and attitude 
toward passengers
"excellent" rating, and all other passengers gave the 
an
 

of "satisfactory". crew a rating
The operator's land-base 
staff were
nearly as highly, with all 34 of the 
rated
 

interviewed
agreeing that passengers
the staff's attitude and performance was
satisfactory. Management also thought 
at least
 

was 
 highly of by the
passengers, with all 
agreeing that management showed a concern
attaining good service quality. 
for
 

All passengers responding 
(only one 
did not) to a question
regarding the reservation system of 
the shipping line found it to
be satisfactory 
in terms both
of convenience 
and security of
booking, i.e., 
 avoidance of 
overbooking. 
 Nearly all passengers
found service speed 
to be satisfactory, with only 
one third class
 
passenger dissenting.
 

Other than 
the above, the passengers

unanimity of view in regard 

did not achieve a
 
to the various aspects of passenger
services. However, at 
 least two-thirds 
of the interviewed
passengers 
 found the 
 cleanliness 
 and air comfort of
seating/sleeping 
areas and 
the vessel boarding process to
satisfactory. be
The vessel 
was rated significantly lower 
in regard
to schedule adherence, service sufficiency and convenience, baggage
security, and cleanliness of toilets and washing facilities, but it
was only in regard to 
food and drinking water, where majorities of
responding passengers expressed their dissatisfaction.
 

Bato, Leyte-Cebu Route. 
The LSRS surveyed one vessel,
South Pacific, and obtained the MV
 a survey sample of 38 passengers,
approximately two-thirds of whom were third class passengers, with
the remaining one-third 
about evenly divided between first and
second class. 
 More than half of the passengers were non-students
on vacation or holiday and there were 
also a few students, so
approximately two-thirds of the 
total passengers surveyed were
holiday. From the standpoint of travel frequency on 
on
 

passengers can the route, the
be divided into distinct groups: 
 58 percent of
sample, obviously including some 
the
 

of the holiday takers, were
frequent travelers, taking the voyage one or more
whereas nearly all times per month,
of the other passengers traveled the route 
only
once or twice a year.
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Despite the high proportion of frequent travellers, the LSRS
 
obtained a very contradictory result in regard to service adequacy.

Whereas all 38 interviewed passengers agreed that services were
 
adequate to meet demand, 30 of these 
same passengers maintained
 
that congested travel during the peak travel 
season constituted a
 
serious problem on the route.
 

The passengers rated the service favorably in regard to
 
reliability (97 percent), the operator's space reservation system

(82 percent), evidence of operator concern with 
safety (71

percent), and how well organized the vessel boarding procedure was
 
(66 percent). In the case of both the safety question and 
the
 
question regarding boarding procedure, very few passengers
 
disagreed with the majority view, but 
several passengers did not
 
feel they had a sufficient basis for rendering a judgment.
 

By majorities ranging from 68 
to 100 percent, the passengers

viewed the various aspects of physical accommodation as "fair", and
 
none of the passengers offered either a "good" or an "unacceptable"

rating. These aspects included food/canteen, drinking water
 
availability, toilet and sanitation 
 facilities, ventilation,
 
leisure facilities, space to move about, bedding and blankets, and
 
vessel crew attitude toward passengers.
 

Hilongos-Cebu Route. The LSRS surveyed 
three vessels
 
operating the route connecting the Leyte port of Hilongos with
 
Cebu, viz., the MV Gloria 2, the MV Queen Belinda, and the MV Guada
 
Cristy. The results obtained for the surveys aboard the first 
two
 
of these vessels are not entirely addable to the MV Guada Cristy
 
survey results, because different survey forms were used by the
 
LSRS. In the following paragraphs, however, the three vessels are
 
discussed together, except where questions 
are significantly
 
different between the two forms employed.
 

The combined sample size was 101 passengers, of whom 57 were
 
second class passengers and most of the others were traveling third
 
class. Vacationers constituted the largest single group, slightly
 
under 40 percent when considering only non-students, or just under
 
half of the total sample when student and non-student holiday
takers are considered together. There is no apparent reason 
why
 
the changeover in survey forms should have significantly affected
 
responses to a traveled frequency question, yet fewer than 10
 
percent of the passengers aboard 
the Gloria 2 and Queen Belinda
 
indicated that they travel the route more frequently than once a
 
month, whereas just over one-half of the passengers aboard the
 
Guada Cristy indicated that they traveled the route or more
one 

times a month.
 

One reason the survey form was changed was the common
 
discrepancy obtained, when using the original form, in regard to
 
two questions regarding the adequacy of services to 
meet demand.
 
The Guada Cristy survey, using the original form, gives an example
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of this type of discrepancy. 
Whereas 95 percent of the passengers
interviewed answered 
that services on 
the route were adequate to
meet demand, 56 percent of these same passengers expressed the view
that congested travel during the peak 
season constituted a serious
problem. On each of 
the other two vessels surveyed 55 percent of
the passengers 
interviewed 
had favorable 
views regarding the
sufficiency and convenience of services, and, of these passengers,
21 percent (26 percent 
on one vessel and 13 percent of the other)
offered an "excellent" rating, while the 
others gave a "generally
good" rating. An 
average of slightly over 
one-third 
of the
passengers, however, thought that service sufficiency deserved only
a "fair/poor" rating.
 

Other significant survey 
 results obtained 
 from surveys
conducted on 
the Hilongos-Cebu Route are:
 

Passengers aboard the Gloria 2 and the Queen Belinda gave
high marks to the operators 
and their staffs, with all
interviewed 
 passengers aboard each 
 of the vessels
expressing favorable views regarding management attitude
toward attaining good 
service quality and land-based
staff efficiency and attitude 
toward passengers. There
was only one dissenting view in 
regard to rating vessel
 crew efficiency and attitude favorably. 
The Gloria 2 was
actually rated higher 
in regard to its personnel, since
an average 
of one-third 
of its passengers gave an
excellent" 
rating for operator management and staff,
whereas only the vessel 
crew were given such a rating by
some of the Queen Belinda passengers, and management and
land-based staff were rated by all 
interviewed passengers
on that vessel as "satisfactory". 
 The originaJ survey
form only asked for passenger assessments of the vessel
crew, and 
 passengers 
 aboard 
 the Guada Cristy
overwhelmingly (81 percent) rated the crew's courtesy and
willingness to be 
helpful as "fair".
 

Operator adherence to schedule, or 
service reliability,
was 
favorably viewed bypassengers 
on all three of the
surveyed vessels. 
 On the Guada Cristy, 39 of 43
interviewed 
 passengers 
 expressed satisfaction
operator 
schedule reliability, -ith
 
and on the other two
vessels 21 
 percent 
 rated schedule 
 adherence
"excellent", and as
53 percent gave
"generally good" rating. service reliability 
a
 

Passengers on the Guada Cristy were not asked a question
about service speed, but 93 percent of the survey sample
on the other two vessels deemed 
service speed to be

satisfactory.
 

A sizable proportion of the 
passengers 
on the Gloria 2
 
opined that services had improved, over 
the past two
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years, with 13 of the 32 passengers who had traveled 'the
 
route before indicating that services had "considerably

improved", over the period, and another 
9 passengers

expressing the view 
that there had been a "slight

improvement" of services. 
 Only 5 passengers felt that
 
there had been no detectable improvement in service
 
standards. 
On the Queen Belinda, about one-third of the
 
passengers, all but 
one of whom had traveled the route
 
before, thought that there had been a slight improvement

of service standards, over the past period of two years,

but none of them thought that there had been considerable
 
improvement. A smaller proportion of 
the Guada Cristy

passengers thought that they could detect improvement in
 
service standards.
 

Passengers aboard all three surveyed vessels 
felt that
 
operator reservation systems were good. All of 
the
 
interviewed passengers on board the Gloria 
2 and the

Queen Belinda thought that the space reservation systems

of the operators were satisfactory in regard to both
 
convenience and 
assurance of space, i.e., avoidance of

overbooking, and three of the passengers offered a rating

of "excellent". Guada Cristy passengers were not
 
unanimous in their view, but 
86 percent, nevertheless,

viewed space reservation as satisfactory.
 

Nearly all of the passengers aboard the Gloria 2 viewed
 
the boarding process as atisfactory or excellent. On

the other two vessels, 70-80 percent of the passengers

thought the boarding process was satisfactory.
 

With regard to 
 the various aspects of physical

accommodation, passengers were mostly disinclined to
 
offer very high or low ratings, but generally found the
 
various aspects tc be "satisfactory" or "fair". A few
 
physical accommodation aspects received "inadequate" 
or

"poor" ratings from sizable proportions of the passengers
 
on one or more of the three vessels, however, including:

42 percent of the Queen Belinda passengers complained of
 
poor ventilation; 47 percent of the 
 Guada Cristy

passengers and 46 percent of the Queen Belinda passengers

thought that the toilet and washing facilities were not
 
kept clean during the voyage; two-thirds of the Queen

Belinda passengers complained of inadequate availability

of drinking water; and 33 percent of the Queen Belinda
 
passengers felt that the limited space to move around on
 
the vessel was "unacceptable".
 

Naval-Cebu Route. This route represents the only Biliran
 
Island passenger service that was surveyed by the 
LSRS. Two
vessels were surveyed, the MV My Katrina and 
the MV Michael III,
and a combined sample of 49 passengers, nearly equally divided
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between second and third class, was obtained. The passengers had
a variety of reasons for traveling, with nearly half traveling for
vacation or 
holiday purposes, and almost 
one-quarter indicating
that their trip purpose had to do with family affairs. There were
very few frequent travelers in the survey sample, with 57 percent
indicating that 
they travel the route no more 
than twice a year,
and only 8 passengers traveling the 
route one more a
or times 

month.
 

Significant results of this survey are:
 

All passengers on one vessel and nearly all 
on the other
found the cleanliness and the air comfort level of their
seating/sleeping areas to be satisfactory, and on one of
the vessels 70 percent 
rated air comfort as "very

comfortable".
 

Passengers on 
both vessels rated the 
crew attitude to
passengers and 
efficiency as satisfactory, and all the
passengers aboard 
 one vessel considered 
 that the
operator's land-based 
staff were satisfactory in their

attitude and efficiency.
 

Although majorities of the passengers 
on both vessels
deemed services to 
 be sufficient and convenient, 37
percent of the passengers on each of the vessels offered
only a "fair/poor" rating 
 in regard to service
 
sufficiency.
 

A large majority of the passengers found service speed
and schedule adherence to be satisfactory.
 

Nearly half of the passengers on board one vessel thought
they could detect 
some slight improvement of services
over the 
past two years, and all 
of the passengers on
that vessel rated management attitude toward 
service
 
quality as satisfactory.
 

It was only in 
regard to the availability of drinking
water 
 and the maintenance 
 of toilets and washing
facilities that 
sizable proportions of the passengers
lodged complaints. A bare majority (51 
percent) rated
water supplies as inadequate, 
and a large minority (47
percent) found toilet/washing facility cleanliness to.be
 
unsatisfactory.
 

Palompon, Leyte-Cebu Route. 
 Three vessels were surveyed on
:his route, including the MV Michael III which was also surveyed on
:he Naval-Cebu route. 
 The other two vessels were the MV Our Lady
)fMount Carmel and the MV Our Lady of the Sacred Heart. 
 A fairly
arge sample of 196 passengers was obtained, 
of which 156
Sassengers were traveling third class, and most of the others were
 

71
 



second class. Only six students were included in the sample. 
 The

single most common trip purpose was non-student vacation travel (28

percent of the sample), and another 9 percent of the passengers
 
were traveling to or from provincial fiestas. Eighty-one percent

of the passengers indicated that they traveled the no
route more

frequently than four times per year, and only 12 of the passengers

traveled the route more frequently than monthly.
 

Results from the survey which the LSRS deems to be significant
 
are:
 

A high proportion (97 percent) of the passengers

interviewed aboard the three vessels felt the
that

cleanliness of seating/sleeping areas at the start of the
 
voyage was satisfactory (85 percent) or "very clean" (12
 
percent).
 

The air comfort level of the seating/sleeping areas was
 
rated nearly as highly as cleanliness, with 82 percent of
 
the passengers rating air comfort as "satisfactory", and
 
another 10 percent giving a "very comfortable" rating.
 

An unusually high proportion of the passengers offered a
 
favorable view of the cleanliness of toilets and washing

facilities, with 76 percent rating maintenance of these
 
areas as "satisfactory" and 
another 7 percent giving a
 
rating of "clean & well maintained". In the LSRS surveys

of passenger services, it was uncommon that no more than
 
17 percent of the passengers had any complaint regarding

toilet and sanitation facility cleanliness.
 

The other most common complaint in LSRS surveys was the
 
inadequacy of drinking water supplies, and half of 
the
 
passengers interviewed on the Palompon-Cebu route also
 
complained of lack of drinking water. On one of the

vessels, which was 
rated highly in most other respects,

80 percent of the passengers indicated that water supply

was either "inadequate" (77 percent) or "unacceptable" (3

percent).
 

The comfort and cleanliness of eating areas were also
 
viewed favorably by passengers on board each of the three

sufveyed vessels, with 75 percent indizdting that the
 
eating areas were "satisfactory" in these respects, and
 
another 8 percent giving an "excellent" rating.
 

On one of thl- three vessels, 27 percent of the passengers

indicated that services had improved "considerably" over

the past two years, and another 21 percent thought that
 
services had improved "slightly".
 

Passengers aboard all three vessels had a favorable view
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of the shipping operator space 
reservation systems 
(97
percent "satisfactory" or "excellent"), and of management
attitude 
 toward service quality (85 percent
"satisfactory" and 
14 percent "excellent").
 

Both the vessel 
crews and the land-based staff received
favorable ratings 96
from percent of the interviewed
 
passengers.
 

Schedule adherence was rated as "excellent" by 22 percent
of the passengers, 
and another 49 
percent considered

adherence to be "generally good".
 

b. 
 Service sufficiency and convenience were considered to be
"excellent" by 
 27 percent of the 
 passengers and
"generally good" by another 37 percent.
 

Ormoc, Leyte-Cebu Route. 
As in the case of the Hilongos-Cebu
route, discussed earlier, the LSRS used two different survey forms
to survey the Ormoc-Cebu route, and 
not all of 
the results can be
added. 
 The new form was used to 
survey the MV Cebu Princess, and
a sample of 76 passengers was obtained, most 
of whom (60) were
traveling third class. 
The original survey form was used to survey
the MV 3 7
Elcano, and the -passenger sample obtained was nearly
evenly divided among the three passenger classes. 
 The make-up of
the survey samples on the 
two vessels was 
quite different,
only one student on school break on the Cebu 
with
 

Princess, and 
35
percent of the Elcano sample being students. Frequency of travel
was also very different between the two groups of passengers, with
73 
percent of the Elcano passengers indicating that they traveled
the route one or more times a month and only 12 percent of the Cebu
Princess passengers traveling the route as frequently as 
5 or more
times a year. An obvious reason for 
some of these differences was
that the 
Cebu Princess actually was operating a longer, liner
shipping route, which
of Ormoc-Cebu constituted 'only one
whereas the Elcano was operating a ferry route of just 
leg,
 

65 n.m.
 

Significant findings 
from the survey of the Ormoc-Cebu route
 
are: 

The Elcano passengers provided an extreme case 
 of
contradiction with 36 
of 37 passengers indicating that
services being provided were adequate to meet demand, yet
35 of the 37 indicating that congestion during the peak
travel season was 
a serious problem. These passengers
were mostly 
 frequent travelers, 
 and probably were
providing accurate 
 insight into the 
 seasonal
accommodation problem, while answering the first question
with reference to the 
voyage 
they were on (they were
interviewed in September, an off-peak period). 
The Cebu
Princess passengers, responding to a differently-worded
question, 
rated service 
sufficiency and convenience 
as
 

73
 



"excellent" (18 percent) 
 or "generally good" (41

percent), but 34 percent also gave 
only a "fair/poor"
 
rating.
 

The passengers on the Elcano rated it highly in 
several
 
respects, with favorable views in 
 regard to service
realibility (97 percent), 
the space reservation system

(95 percent), baggage accommodation/security (97 percent)
and concern for safety (84 
percent, but of
31 32
responding passengers). Seventy-three percent 
of the
 passengers viewed vessel
the boarding procedure as
 
satisfactory.
 

Where physical accommodations 
 were concerned, the
 passengers 
in the Elcano graded the vessel's services
less highly, generally offering a "fair" 
rating. It was
only in regard to 
drinking water availability that the
majority had an unfavorable opinion, 
with 41 percent

giving a "poor" rating, and 11 percent viewing the

drinking water supply limitation as "unacceptable".
 

The Cebu Princess passengers also gave their vessel 
some
high ratings, with 88 percent viewing the vessel boarding

process favorably, 87 percent giving baggage security a
"fair" to "excellent" mark, 
99 percent indicating that
seating/sleeping 
areas were "satisfactory" 
or "very
clean" at the 
start of the voyage, 94 percent expressing

satisfaction or pleasure in regard to air comfort levels,

81 percent viewing drinking water 
supplies as adequate,

77 percent deeming toilet/washing facility 
cleanliness
and maintenance 
to be at least satisfactory, and 95
 percent rating the 
vessel open areas for passengers as
 
Satisfactory or better.
 

Considering these high
several ratings, it is not
surprising that Cebu
the Princess passengers assessed
 
management attitude to service quality highly, with 25
percent giving an "excellent" 
rating and 68 percent

viewing operator management attitude 
as "satisfactory".

Operator staff were 
rated nearly as 
highly in regard to
their attitude 
toward passengers and their efficiency;

vessel crew received a 92 percent "satisfactory" 
or
"excellent" rating, and shore-based staff got the support

of 88 percent of the passengers for such ratings.
 

Maasin-Cebu Route. 
 As in the case of the Ormoc-Cebu route,
the LSRS surveyed two vessels 
on the Maasin-Cebu route, using the
original survey form for 
the MV Filipinas Maasin, and the revised
form for 
the MV Asia-Brunei. 
A survey sample of 57 passengers was
obtained on the 
former vessel and a sample of 73 passengers was
obtained on 
the latter, for a combined sample size of 130. 
 As in
the cases of most other LSRS passenger surveys, most
the common
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single trip purpose 
on each of the vessels was vacation/holiday
taking by non-students, which was 
the purpose of travel for 49 of
the 130 passengers. Approximately one-quarter of the 
passengers
indicated that they traveled the route at 
least once a month, but
the 
large majority of passengers traveled no more frequently than

five times per year.
 

The passengers on neither vessel 
had much to complain about.
Significant survey results are:
 

One hundred percent of the passengers interviewed on
Filipinas Maasin expressed the view that 
the
 

services were
adequate to meet demand, yet 68 percent of 
the same
 passengers opined 
that congested travel constituted a
serious problem in the peak season of travel. On the
Asia-Brunei, 23 percent thought service sufficiency and
convenience to be "excellent", and 49 percent considered
these aspects of service to be "generally good".
 

Service reliability obtained a percent
91 favorable

rating and space reservation 
a 96 percent favorable
rating aboard the Filipinas Maasin. Sevcty-nine percent
(100 percent of respondents to the questions) felt that
there was adequate concern 
for safety and good baggage

accommodation/security on 
the same vessel. Forty-three
of 44 respondents to 
a question regarding the boarding
procedure expressed a favorable view.
 

Passengers 
 on board the Asia-Brunei were just as
satisfied with services, with 93 percent finding the
cleanliness of the seating/sleeping 
areas to be either
"satisfactory" or 

air comfort level 

"very clean", 89 percent finding the
to be at least satisfactory, and a high
78 
percent expressing satisfaction with toilet/washing
facility cleanliness and maintenance. Management
attitude toward 
service quality, staff attitude toward
 passengers, service adherence, service speed, the
operator's space reservation system, and all 
 other
aspects of service received favorable ratings from large
majorities of the passengers. Also, just half of
over
the interviewed passengers felt 
that they could detect
service improvement over the preceding two years.
 

Passenger Service Fares
 

In general, operators on the principal 
liner shipping and
erry routes were adhering to officially sanctioned rates for third
lass passengers, 
i.e. the passage was within MARINA's 1993 fork
ariffs for the respective routes 
in Eastern Visayas. Table 4.6
dentifics the actual passage 
paid by first, second, and third
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TABLE 4.6 

EASTERN VISAYAS ROUTE
 
ACTUAL PASSENGER FARES, 1993
 

(In Peso.) 

................. . .........
. .. 
....... --- _ E .. . 

Taecloban-Mania 	 Masbate Uno 525 - 366 
Tacloban Princess - 366 

Taoloban-Cebu 	 Leyte Queen 130 130 120 
Dot Calvino 180 150 130 

Tacloban-Guiuan 	 Flo-Soccour 85 75 65 
Stacey 75 65 65 

Tacloban-Balanggig, Samar 	 San Lorenzo - 35 

Catbalogan, Samar-Cebu 	 Elizabeth Lily , - - 150 

Calbayog-Cebu 	 Don Martin 6 -20 200 

Cabalian-Cew 	 Cuiuan 110 100 

Baybay, Leyte-Cebu 	 Pink Roa 70-80 60 50 

Bato, Leyte-Cebu 	 South Pacific 70 70 56 

Hilongos-Cebu 	 Gloria 2 65 55 45 
Quenn Belinda - 55 45 

Guada Cristy 5 45 

Naval-Cebu 	 MY Katrina 100 75 
Michael III - 90 64 

Paloumoo, Leyte-Cebu 	 Our Lady of MIL Cannel 110 90 64 
Michael 	 -H1 90 64 
Sacred Heart 	 123 64 

Ormoc-Cebu 	 Cebu Prncss - 115-159 76 
Elcano 140 123 76 

Maasin-Cebu 	 Asia-Brunei - 70-80 70-72 

Manain 	 82_w 	 -100-115 
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class passengers interviewed by the LSRS, and Table 4.7 
indicates
the official 
1993 fork tariffs for third class passage on 
Eastern
 
Visayan routes.
 

MARINA did not stipulate the third class passage rates for the
following ferry routes: 
 routes connecting with
Cebu Bato,
Hilongos, and Cabalian, as well 
as the routes connecting Tacloban

with Guiuan and Balangiga, Samar.
 

The third class passage for the liner routes 
connecting Cebu
with Maasin, Naval, Tacloban and Baybay 
were all within the
official ranges, and the rates were even on 
the low side of these
ranges. 
 Still within the range, although on the high side, were
the third class passages for the 
liner routes connecting Tacloban

with Manila and Ormoc with Cebu.
 

Two liner services were imposing high passages on third class
 
passengers:
 

Calbayog-Cebu liner service, where third class 
passage
was 47 percent higher than the upper end of the official

fork tariff.
 

Catbalogan-Cebu liner service, where third class passage
was around 5 percent higher 
than the upper end of the

official fork tariff.
 

Policies regarding passage fares include: 
 (a) children below
6 years old are free 
on 
board and (b) disabled passengers and
elderly passengers are given discounts.
 

There were, in 1993, land transport services from Tacloban
4anila and Davao, to
as well as to various points on the island of
3amar, and rates these
the for services were competitive with

shipping passage, as shown below:
 

Passenger Fares
 
Tacloban-Manila 
 Airconditioned 
 P444.50


(24 hours) Ordinary 
 364.00
 
First Class 
 332.00
 

Tacloban-Davao 
 Airconditioned 
 280.00
(16 hours) 
 First Class 
 250.00
 
(Reclined Seat)
 

Tacloban-Catbalogan 
 Airconditioned 
 90.00

(2 hours) Ordinary . 42.00
 

Tacloban-Allen 
 Airconditioned 
 123.00

(6 hours) 
 First Class 
 105.00
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TABLE 4.7
 

SCHEDULE OF OFFICIAL EASTERN VISAYAS ROUTE
 
THIRD CLASS PASSAGE 

(EMCelT J&=uy 1"3) 

BAYBAY CABAILAN 
ISAYBAY CU 
BAYBAY MANILA 
BAYBAY OPMOC 
BAYBAY SOOOD 
BAYDAY SUIOAO 
BORONGAN CEBU 
CAcAAN cEmu 
CALBAYOO BUTUAN 
CALAAYOO CATAOOAN 

CALBAYOO CEBU 
CALBAYOG LAARUA 
CALBAYOe MASBATE 
CALBAYOO ORMOC 
'ATAYO{7 TACIBT.ARAN 
CAIMAYOO StI-OAO 

JDIAN MAASIN 
CALUBIAN PALOMPON 
CATARMAN CEBU 
CATBALOMA CAGAYAN 
CATDALOON CI3U 
CATBALOGAN MAASN 
CATBALOGAN MANILA 
CATBALOIAN MASBATE 
CATBALAGAN ORMOC 
CKVBALWXAN 'rACWIJAN 
ISABEL CEBU 
MAASIN DAVAO 
MAASIN BUTELAN 

4LAASIN CEBU 
)LAASIN YAGNA 
MAASIN MANLA -
MAASIN MASBATE 
MAASIN MAn 
MAASINh SURIOAO 
MAASIN NASIPrT 
MAASIN PALOMPON 
NAVAL CEBIU 
ORMO. CZAflAT.TA 
ORMOC cR111 

ORMOC MASBATE 
ORMOC NONOC 
ORMOC SOGOD 
ORMOC SURIOAO 
PALOMPON CBU 
PALOMPON MANILA 
PALOMPON 
 NEW WASHINGTON 
PALOMPON BUTUAN 
VALOM'.JN SUkUtUAU 
SAN ISIDRO CEBU 
SOGOD CBITU 
SOGOD MANILA 

SOGOD NONOC 
SOGOD SUArGAO 
TACL4OB CAGAYAN 
TACLOBAN CEBU 
TACLOBAN nUOAN 
TACLOBAN NIEA 
TACLOBAN U4BA 
TACLOBAN SRXOAO 

samt: MAXRA(Ma zM&Asmutry auou 

100 
57 

23 
81 
89 

224 
136 
210 

j 26 

120-Z 
322 

66 
91 

111 
193 
114 
45 

169 
224 
127 
142 
346 

88 
109 
55 
44 

360 
84 
70 
45 

... .414 
170 
20 

45 
84 
71 
90 

111 
65 

134 
110 
99 
107 


55 
344 
135 
145 
116 
75 

10 
-48 


J -60 
51 

U12 
189 

[297.00
212 


117 

95 

78 

95.05 123.00 
54.15 70.10 

-382 34.20 393.65 
21.85 28.30 
77.00 99.65 
8460 109.43 

195.60 253.1 
11&75 IS37 
183.40 237.30 
24.70 . .3Z. 

104.80 W3.60. 
2t#.00 339.05f 
62.75.- _ 81.20 

,6.50 111.95 
149.11 193.21 
168.55 218.10 
9.55 120.95 

42.75 55. 
147.60 191.00 
195.60 =53.15 
110.90 143.50 
124.00 160.45 
27550 356.5, 
53.d5 108-2 
95.20 123.20 
52.30 67.651 
41.8D 54.10 

286.65 371.00 
79.35 1031.30 
66.53 8&0 
42.75 53.35 

329.65 _ 426.60 
14.45 1912.10 
24430 316.40 

45460 59.05 
79.83 103.30 
67.50 87.35 

110.70 
l03.0. 133,.3 
61.R 79.05 

117.00 151.45 
96.05 124.30 
94.10 121.71 
95.05 123.00 
52.25 67.65 

273.90 354.50 
117.90 152.55 
126.60 163.85 
1o13 131.10 

71.30 92.21 
95.05 123.00 

36.75 461.65 
57.05 ZL8o 
48.45 62.75 

i58.95 20.65 
16505 213.60 
18,5 240.00 

384.3 
102.15 1.20 
915 120.55 
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5. FACTORS AFFECTING SERVTCE ADEQUACY
 

Introduction
 

The preceding chapters have 
identified the 
ferry and liner
shipping services being provided, in
Visayan Islands of 
1993, to ports of the Eastern
Samar and Leyte, and 
have evaluated
these services in regard to their 

most of
 
adequacy to 
accommodate 
all
lemand, their performance standards, and the charges for services.
Samar Island is well 
served by the RORO 
ferry operations that
provide 
service connections 
to Luzon, but 
 is otherwise
3erved by the interisland shipping industry. 

not well
 
3erved Leyte Island is well
by its 
several ferry connections 

:raffic to Cebu, and passenger
is also well served by liner 
shipping operators, but
longer-distance cargo transport requirements 

the
 
are less well 
served
)y the industry. The 
current chapter 
attempts
inderlying to identify the
causes of any inadequacies 
and problems of shipping
;ervices being provided to 
the Eastern Visayas.
 

Possible 
causes of service inadequacies 
and problems might
nclude any of 
the following:
 

Government 
interference with market responsiveness and
competitiveness, 
i.e., constraints 

actions by the 

placed on operator

regulation 
of ferry and liner 
shipping


services and rates.
 

Port limitations and operating problems.
 

Market characteristics and shipper-related problems.
 

Level of competition and 
liner operator problems.
 

Liner Shipping Service andRate Regulation
 

Regulation of 
services 
and rates does
.used any serious market 
not appear to have
distortions 
or other problems where
stern Visayas shipping services 
are concerned, although rice
ipments in 
the southward direction on the Manila-Tacloban route
pear to have 
been priced out of 
the ma-ket under the
gulation regime which existed prior 

rate
 
to December 1993 
(when the
west paying commodity category was abolished by MARINA). 
With a
avy imbalance 
of trade 
 in two directions,
erators liner shipping
must carry high-paying 
cargo in the "heavy" traffic
rection, 
if they are to operate profitably. This 
is discussed
re 
fully under "market characteristics" below.
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Also, a decreased level 
of ferry operation regulation could
help to relieve the only significant problem identified in LSRS
passenger surveys, viz., 
the inadequacy of service capacity during
the peak season of travel some
on of these 
routes. Tn 1993-1994,
the Certificates 
of Public Convenience (CPCs) of 
ferry operators
restrict them to providing services according to schedules approved
by MARINA, and the operators must seek MARINA's approval before
making any adjustments to their service schedules. This means 
that
the operators cannot readily respond to variations in the levels of

travel demand.
 

Regulation has not interfered 
 with development of a
competitive situation 
in the Eastern Visayas, however, and a
generally good competitive situation had developed there by 1993,
as 
there was more than one operator franchised for most routes, and
routes were also competing for most travel cargo
and transport
markets. In particular, liner shipping 
and ferry services were
competitive, the 
latter combining with road transport services to
give very stiff competition 
to liner services being operated on
prii.'ipal routes. 
Tramper shipping had also made some 
inroads into
the liner cargo market shares, particularly where copra
concerned. The was
effect of this competitive situation 
on liner
shipping 
services is discussed in the 
final section of this
 
chapter.
 

Port Limitations and Operating Problems
 

The Eastern Visayas do not 
have even one 
good liner shipping
port. Tacloban is the principal port 
of the region, but currently
has some severe limitations, and cargo handling services are not
offered on an around-the-clock basis at 
the port, and, at the time
of the I.SRS survey, at least, 
were also expensive. The principal
problems with the port 
include the following:
 

The entrance channel to the port 
from the north passes
through the San 
 Juanico Strait, 
 extending for
kilometers, and is relatively shallow, making it 
necessary
for arriving and departing vessels 
to use the services of
pilots for the full distance, and tugboat assistance is
also required by some vessels. Nighttime negotiation of the
channel is not possible because of the absence of 
lighted
navigational aids, 
and pilots are unavailable after 1600
hours. The cost 
of hiring pilots and transporting them to
the far northern end 
of the strait is expensive, and
tramper operators complain of pilot alleged arrogance.
 

The port does not 
 have adequate and well-maintained

facilities. 
Port lighting is said by operators to be
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inadequate for 24-hour operations, and port labor generally
did not work during nighttime hours, in 1993, although some
shippers indicated that they 
were able to arrange for
nighttime cargo-handling services. Ths surfacing of 
the
port area was poor
in condition in 
1993. The port's RORO
ramp is fixed, and not usable at low tide, 
 so that
dual-forklift cargo handling operations become necessary,
i.e., one forklift is stationed on the vessel and one on
the pier, and they hand off the 
cargo between them.
 

The port 
was also not being well operated in 1993. PPA
personnel were reportedly absent 
for up to 14 hours per
24-hour day, and vessels were unable to dock until
personnel were once again present 
PPA
 

at the port. Port
security personnel were apparently lax, since many
non-users of the port, including peddlers, 
were able to
find their way inside the port 
area, and shippers ascribed
the high incidence of breakbulk cargo pilferage 
to the
 presence of these 
non-users. 
Some shippers complained to
the LSRS that PPA police at the port had 
to be bribed to
safeguard the shipper's 
or consignee's cargo, and other
shippers/consignees were hiring their own agents/personnel
to watch over breakbulk cargo in 
the port area. Finally,

some port 
users expressed unhappiness with PPA because PPA
controlling the rate of
was not tramper loading/unloading

operations, particularly the "very Llow" 
unloading of
cement. Reportedly, the problem in 
this case was that the
consignees did 
not provide adequate trucking capacity,
thereby limiting the rate at which tramper vessels could be
 
unloaded.
 

Leyte Integrated Port Services 
Inc. (LIPSI) has long held
an exclusive 
contract for cargo-handling services 
at the
port, and 
allegedly had been subcontracting out these
handling services 
"for the past 15 years". Some shippers
complained that arrastre workers were 
not well trained,

and, as a result, 
there was frequent damage to breakbulk
 cargoes. The principal complaint 
 regarding arrastre
services, however, 
was that they too
were expensive,
sometimes 
as much as three times the level 
of charges at
Cebu, for example. Arrastre charges had also 
to be paid
when the shipping operator the
or shipper/consignee

undertook the cargo-handling operations eniploying their own
labor. Shippers pointed out 
that there was cargo-handling

competition at port of
the Cebu, whence the reasonable
 
arrastre charges 
and satisfactory services 
at that port,
and they were very much in favor of having the LIPSI
monopoly on cargo-handling services at 
Tacloban ended.
 

Catlalogan is the principal 
liner shipping port of Samar
Island. 7he port was, reportedly, never formally turned over to the
PPA, because 
the PPA found the port's pier to be substandard in
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construction and structurally weak. 
 The port, in 1993, had no
capability to handle containers larger than 
10-ft, so shippers
wishing to utilize 20-ft. containers and larger had either to
these containers trucked to Manila, or to send their containers 
have
 

Tacloban port for to

loading aboard vessels. Shippers indicate that
PPA exercised no effective control of entrance to 
the Catbalogan
port area. and that, by 1993, pilferage was rampant as a result;
this contention was disputed, however, by the arrastre contractor
at the port, who maintained that pilferage 
at the port had been
brought under control. Catbalogan and Calbayog are both ports
which are open to the sea, without any breakwater protection, which
limits the number of days per year 
when ships can safely and
usefully be docked at 
the ports' piers. PPA was 
in the process


constructing a RORO berth at 
at
 

Catbalogan in 1993.
 

At the Leyte west coast port 
of Ormoc, the efficiency of
loading/unloading operations was constrained by the fact that only
one truck at 
a time could enter onto the port's finge: pier. The
LSRS understands, in 199J, 
that PPA has plans for the expansion and
 
improvement of this port.
 

One ferry operator at the 
port of Guiuan informed the LSRS
that the shallow water depth at that port 
was causing delays in
operation. The condition of the also to
port tended disincline
operators from investing to provide the 
RORO ferry service that
shippers of that port's 
 southeastern Samar 
 hinterland are
 
requesting.
 

One port inadequacy outside of the Eastern Visayas region is
significantly, and adversely, affecting 
the competitiveness of
liner shipping with road/RORO ferry transport. This inadequacy is
at the domestic port 
of Cebu, where water depth is inadequate at
low tide to permit some finer vessels to enter the port, with the
resvlt that they may have 
to wait outside for several hours; such
delays constitute a significant consideration when highlyperishable fisheries products are being shipped and/r 
when a
foreign vessel 
"connection" (transshipment) must 
be made on time.
 

Market Characteristics and Shipper-Related Problems
 

An important limitation to the liner shipping services which
can profitably be operated 
to ports of the Eastern Visayas 
is the
 na-

fr 

ire of the cargo market. Cargoes moving in the outward lirection
the Eastern Visayas are mainly copra and fisheries products.
The former is now almost entirely carried by tramper ves;els; 
one
of the liner opvuators on the Tacloban-Manila route indicated, in
1993, that the shipping line had not carried copra since 
19S4.
Fisheries products, on the other hand, 
constitute an appropriate
liner shipping commodity, but there is increasing competition from
road transport/RORO ferries 
for the movement of Eastern Visayan
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fisheries products.
 

Liners, therefore, carry little Eastern Visayan cargo in
outward direction, whether the
to Manila 
or Cebu, but accommodate
larger quantities of cargo in the inward direction. Profits, if any
are to be 
had with such an imbalance 
of cargo traffic, must
earned from be
inbound cargoes, which means 
cargoes must be accommodated, 
that Class A and Class B
 

In 
and Class C cargoes
avoided. are to be
the outward direction, where only one-quarter of
containers being moved were the
loaded, 
in 1993, any cargo was welcome.
 

As a result 

route lost 

of this market structure, the Catbalogan-Cebu
an operator, in 
1993, and the Tacloban-M1anila route was
in danger of 
losing an operator.
 

In addition to the two-directional imbalance of liner cargoes,
shippers and 
consignees were 
contributing, 
in 1993, to shipping
service inefficiency in 
the Eastern Visayas in the following ways:
 

The inadequacy of consignee trucking units for the
of unloading
cement 
at the port of Tacloban was
operation to be 
causing the unloading
very slow, which, in turn, created congestion
at the pier, adversely affecting 
other 
shipping operators,


shippers, and consignees.
 

The National Food Authority (NFA) was 
causing delays
unloading of in the
its inward shipments of rice at 
Tacloban Port,
since unloading could begin
not 
 until there 
were an
checker, a Commission NFA
 on Audit (COA) auditor, a classifier,
and 
a military security officer present'.
 

The east coast of Samar 

option, and 

has no good interregional transport
this is largely due to 
the need to 
reach "threshold"
levels of cargo 
flows that will 
attract vessels
enough to sail that are large
on the open ocean; i.e., 
high waves are the 
"rule"
along that 
coast of Samar.
 

Level of Competition & Liner Operator Problems
 

The construction of the San Juanico Bridge, which opened to
traffic 
in the 
early 1980s, effectively 
ended the sea transport
services between Tacloban and Catbalogan, and this bridge, together
with the RORO ferry services which operate between Samar and Luzon,
and between Leyte and 
Mindanao, have 
provided most of the two
islands with competitive transport alternatives to
services. As a result, liner shipping
a considerable portion of passenger 
traffic
between the Eastern Visayan 
Islands and Luzon was,
accommodated in 1993, being
by road transport 
and RORO ferry. Liner operators
serving the Tacloban-Manila ioute took the view that 
some action to
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limit the shift of passenger traffic was desirable, or the
 operators might need to discontinue their liner services, thereby
leaving Tacloban and 
Catbalogan bereft of economically-desirable
 
cargo services.
 

Leyte east cost ferry services, nearly all of which provide
service connections to Cebu, 
including a RORO connection, are
providing 
competition to the Tacloban-Cebu and Catbalogan-Cebu

liner shipping services. Tacloban shippers of fisheries products

indicate that they were 
realizing a saving of P5,500/container by
using the land/RORO ferry route to Cebu, instead of the much longer
sea route, and the former transport option also assured them that
foreign vessel transshipment connections 
at Cebu and at Manila
 
would not be missed.
 

This liner shipping/ferry competitive position was 
at a time
when the road networks of Samar and Leyte were 
not yet highly
developed, although these networks have been undergoing improvement

in recent years. 
As the networks continue to be improved, the road
transport/ferry options will 
become increasingly attractive for

traffic between Cebu and the Eastern Visayas.
 

There is, on the other hand, at least one case 
where
initiation of a new liner shipping service could divert from a
ferry operation a sizable proportion of its traffic: this is the
ferry between the southeastern Samar 
port of Guiuan and Tac!oban

Port. Shippers from the hinterland of Guiuan Port 
are agitating
for either transformation of the ferry operation to 
a RORO ferry

operation, or initiation of a direct liner shipping service between
Guiuan and Cebu. Either one 
of these actions would eliminate the

necessity to load/unload cargo at the port of Tacloban. A possible

new liner shipping connection between 
Cebu and Guiuan was not
included among the developmental routes which were given
consideration by the 
LSRS, but probably deserves to be given

consideration by MARINA.
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6. 
APPROACH TO IMPROVING SERVICE ADEQUACY
 

General Assessment & Approach
 

The Eastern Visayan Islands 
of Samar and Leyte have
service connections ferry
to the three economically 
most important
islands of the Philippines: Luzon, Mindanao, and Cebu.
is Leyte also
served well 
by a number of 
liner shipping routes. 
 Samar has
only limited liner shipping services provided to 
its ports, but the
existence 
of 
the San Juanico Bridge connecting Samar
permits much of and Leyte
Samar Island to have 
access to liner shipping
services at 
the Leyte port of Tacloban.
 

A few problems with shipping services have been
the identified in
preceding chapters of 
this 
report volume; most
however, are riot major ones, and most 
of these,
 

are 
caused by circumstances
beyond the control of 
the shipping industry and of the 
individual
shipping operz.tors. 
 The problems and their 
causes are:
 

Limited and 
irregular calls by liner operators at 
Samar
ports, caused mainly by the limited cargo outflows of the
island, by the competitiveness of the road transport/RORO
ferry travel and shipment option, and by the availability

of liner services at Tacloban.
 

Unavailability of 
liner shipping cargo service 
to move
rice from Manila to the Eastern Visayas, caused mainly by
the large imbalance of 
trade in two directions, making
low-paying commodities, 
like rice, very unattractive
the "heavy" traffic in
direction (i.e., 
 Manila-to-Eastern
 
Visayas).
 

Passenger capacity inadequacies during peak periods of
travel 
on some routes.
 

Liner shipping time 
delays and 
 inefficiency, 
caused
 
mainly by problems at ports.
 

Besides the needs to 
address these identified problems, there
may be needs to franchise new services on 
existing routes, and
franchise new routes. to
Actions that might be taken both in regard
to identified problems and new service opportunities are 
discussed
in the remaining sections of 
this chapter. 
 One action which
needed, yet is
is not discussed below, is 
the establishment 
of an
effective system for the monitoring of interisland liner shipping
and ferry services. This 
institutional need is 
discussed in Annex
B of Volume I of 
this Final Report. That 
annex presents the
recommended Domestic Shipping Service Monitoring System (DOSSMONS).
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Deregulation
 

The LSRS has concluded in this report volume that shipping
 
service and rate regulation have not caused any serious problems in
 
regard to Eastern Visayas ferry and liner shipping services, and
 
that a good competitive situation exists, in fact, with ferry/road
 
transport options providing liner shipping with stiff competition
 
for most interisland markets. Nevertheless, there are two steps
 
toward deregulation of services and rates that appear desirable,
 
and these are discussed in the following paragraphs.
 

Cargo Rate for Rice
 

MARINA-specified cargo rates are arrived at through industry
wide analyses of liner shipping costs and revenues. Rates so
 
derived may not be appropriate for every shipping route. In
 
particular, in cases where routes have a large imbalance of cargo
 
in two directions and/or where the proportion that low-paying
 
cargoes to total cargo traffic is especially high, it may be very
 
difficult for liner shipping operators to operate profitably when
 
they must adhere to the official fork tariffs for cargo.
 

The Manila-Catbalogan-Tacloban route is a route with a very
 
large imbalance of cargo traffic in two directions, with the
 
volumes of liner cargo being accommodated in the northward
 
direction being equivalent to only about one-quarter of the cargo
 
traffic that the liner operators are accommodating in the opposite
 
direction. As such, it is essential to the operators, if they are
 
to operate profitably, that they accommodate mostly high-paying
 
cargoes in the "heavy" trafflo direction. The two operators, in
 
1993, were not accepting rice shipments from Manila to the Eastern
 
Visayas. in order for the operators to accept thc;e shipments, the
 
revenue so earned needs te cover not only the cost of accommodating
 
the rice itself, but also the incremental costs associvted with the
 
additional repositioning of empty containers.
 

MARINA's Memorandum Circular (MC) 4o. 80, which became
 
effective in December 1993, abolished the Ciass C (Basic) group to
 
which rice belonged (together with corn, vegetables and fruits),
 
and reclassified rice as a Class C commodity. This
 
reclassification permits operators to charge slightly more than ten
 
percent higher for the accommodation of rice than they would have
 
been able to ctherwise, and therefore should improve somewhat the
 
attractiveness of rice to the operators on the rcute connecting the
 
Eastern Visayas to Manila.
 

The rate adjustment may not be sufficient, however, to give
 
good assurance of adequate liner shipping cappruity to accommodate
 
all demand for rice movement on the route, and to better enable the
 
two operators to achieve profitability. A 1991 study done for
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MARINA recommended discontinuance of industry-wide cargo rates, and
the adoption of a route-specific approach to 
rate identification,
and the Manila-Catbalogan-Tacloban 
route may be 
one
this approach route where
should be taken. Alternatively, 
the cargo fork
tariff might 
be widened for 
this route.
 

Ferry Schedule Flexibility
 

The LSRS is recommending, in regard to
evaluated ferry services
in other volumes of this Final 
Report, that all ferry
operator CPCs be amended 
to 

that 

permit schedule flexibility, in order
the operators 
can then immediately respond to 
variations
the level of ferry transport demand. 
in
 

It is especially important
that these operators be permitted to operate "seasonal 
schedules",
wherein 
the number of their voyages per 
day can be increased
accommodate peak to
season 
travel demand, which,
higher on many routes, is
by 50 percent, or 
even 
more, than the average traffic
accommodated on those same routes during other periods of the year.
Commonly, ferry vessels 
are underutilized, 
and could add
round-trip a full
or at least a one-way trip per day. With 
24-hour
operation of ferry terminals, 
even two round-trips might be added
 
on some routes.
 

This change would, at very low incremental cost, overcome 
the
oply serious ferry service problem on the majority of ferry routes,
i.e., peak-period travel 
congestion. 
 These seasonally congested
routes include some of 
the routes connecting Leyte
LSRS was unable, due time 
to Cebu (the
to constraints, 
to evaluate the 
ferry
services connecting Samar 
to Luzon and Leyte to 
Mindanao,
therefore and
cannot comment 
on the adequacy


accommodate demand during the peak seasons 
of those services to
 
of passenger travel).
 

Port Development & Operations Improvement
 

The PPA is already constructing a RORO berth at
of Catbalogan, and has indicated to 
the Samar port


the LSRS that there
for the expansion/improvement of facilities at 
is a plan


the port of Ormoc.
The comments 
below, therefore, have to do with only the 
ports of
Tacloban and Guiuan.
 

Tacloban Port
 

The Eastern Visayas require one adequate port for 
interisland
liner 
shipping, with long-term potential 
for also becoming one of
the international ports of the Philippines. 
The LSRS cannot assess
the relative desirability of Tacloban and the
ports be Leyte east coast
to so developed, except 
to note 
that the location of
Tacloban is a considerable advantage 
for Samar 
Island vis-a-vis
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Leyte east coast ports, whereas Leyte itself might benefit from an 
east coast location. The long, shallow approach channel to 
Tacloban from the north is certainly a major disadvantage, even in 
1993, and could become a inore serious disadvantage of the port's
location in the future, as interisland trade grows and tie 
international trade of the Eastern Visayas develops. The only
recommendation which tlhe LSRS is able to make in regard to this 
medium-term and long-term port development, however, is that it 
would be helpful to have a decision on the matter, and this will 
probably require that a study be conducted. The study would need 
to assess the potential and associated costs of major upgrading
(probably in two or three stages) of Tacloban Port, and,
alternatively, the potential for major upgrading of a Leyte east 
coast port, with identification of the road investment which would 
permit an east coast port to serve Samar Island adequately, as well 

Juanico Strait, 


as serving the island of Leyte. 

Short-term improvement that 
Tacloban includes the following: 

is required for the port of 

Placement of one or more lighfted buoys along the San 
to enable vessels to sail the Strait
 

during nighttime.
 

Institution of "open" licensing of pilots, whereby

qualified interisland vessel captains and chief mates who
 
call regularly, or at least frequently, at Tacloban can
 
be licensed as pilots for that port by MARINA (but tested
 
jointly by MARINA and the PPA).
 

Improvement of lighting at the port, to enable the port
 
to operate 24 hours a day.
 

Reopening of the contract for cargo handling services at
 
the port, on the basis that the practice of
 
subcontracting has led to substandard service-s and
 
excessive charges, and requiring in the new contract
 
(whether won by LIPSI or any other cargo-handler) that:
 
standards of performance be set and maintained, or the
 
contract can be terminated; 24-hour cargo-handling
 
services will be provided; subcontracting will not be
 
permitted; a minimum of investment in cargo-handling
 
equipment will be made; and charges for cargo-handling

services shall extend only to services actually

performed, and shall never exceed by more than 50 percent

the prevailing charges for similar services at the port
 
of Cebu.
 

Institution of strict rules and rule enforcement to
 
ensure that non-users of the port do not enter into the
 
port area at any time.
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Guiuan Port
 

This port represents the lifeline 
for southeastern Samar,
without which area
the cannot economically engage either
in
interisland or international 
trade. The port requires dredging in
the very near term, but 
may also require development of facilities
to enable 
it to accommodate 
a RORO ferry and/or to accoiiodate
liner shipping, as well as ferry 
service. Either two
of
developmental 
routes might prove desirable for Guiuan Port, viz.,
a RORO ferry service between 
Guiuan and Tacloban and/or liner
a
service between Guiuan and Cebu. 

MARINA design and carry out 

The LSRS is recommending, that

such a developmental 
route evaluation
 

during 1995.
 

Liner Shipping Route Franchising
 

One liner shipping operator discontinued serving the
Catbalogan-Cebu route, 
in 1993, and one 
of the existing operators
serving the Manila-Catbalogan-Tacloban route informed the LSRS that
the company was considering possible discontinuance of service on
that route. Shippers and buyers at 
Tacloban have indicated that a
Tacloban-Batangas 
 liner shipping 
 service could usefully be
initiated. There 
is also a question as to whether 
or not the
Eastern Visayas should need to rely on the port of Cebu for many of
their trade and travel connections, such as 
to Panay and Iligan.
There may also be 
a need to institute new services at 
the port of
Guiuan. This last possibility was discussed in the 
preceding
section, and will not be discussed again here. 
The other possible
needs for 
new service connections are discussed below.
 

Catbalogan-Cebu. 
The sea transport distance 
between
Catbalogan and Cebu is just 
two-thirds of 
the distance
between Tacloban 
and Cebu, and it therefore is not
desirable for the northwestern Samar area to need to rely
on the port of Tacloban for 
a liner shipping connection
to Cebu. 
Complete traffic information is not at present
available at MARINA, 
so the optimal vessel 
and service
schedule, to replaze the services that were discontinued
in 1993, 
cannot "t readily identified. 
 It is desirable
that this information 
be obtained, and 
that MARINA
subsequently identify the optimal service for the 
route,
and issue a public invitation for applications to provide

such services.
 

banila-Catbalogan-Tacloban. 
Should one of the existing
operators discontinue services on this route, 
it would be
desirable that another service replace the one being
lost, but probably not with the same type 
and size of
vessel. The LSRS recommends that the 
time series on
passenger traffic between Luzon and Samar be analyzed 
to
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determine 
the extent to which the conversion of sea
 
traffic to road transport/RORO ferry is continuing, and
whether the "replacement" operator need have 
passenger

capacity, 
as well as cargo capacity, or whether the
replacement should 
be a general cargo vessel or 
 a
containership. Consideration 
might also be given to
increasing the frequency 
of call by the operator

continuing its passenger/container 
 vessel service;
increased frequency be
might possible once the San
Juanico Strait can be negotiated at all times, and 24hour operations are instituted at Tacloban Port.
 

Batangas-Tacloban. 
 This route would eliminate the
 current needs for Eastern Visayan to
buyers charter
t:amper vessels to accommodate rice and salt from
Mindoro, doing so only when their cumulative needs reach
the threshold level 
that makes it worthwhile to hire the
vessels. 
 The route would also supplement the service
being provided on the Manila-Catbalogan-Tacloban route,

discussed above, and would probably be preferable to the
latter route for some significant portions of passengers

and shippers otherwise using the existing service, i.e.,
passengers and cargo consignments having their ultimate

trip ends in the provinces of Batangas, Cavite, and

Laguna. The LSRS recommends that, whether or 
not one of
the current operators between 
Manila and Tacloban
discontinues services on that route, a public invitation

be issued 
for submission of applications to initiate
services on the Batangas-Tacloban 
route; however, PPA
 
concurrence on the timing of such an invitation by MARINA
would be essential, 
since the Batangas Port development

project is not yet underway, in November 1994, and
 
traffic congestion at 
the port is mounting.
 

Other Routes. In the view of 
the LSRS, there does not
 appear to be sufficient immediate 
need for direct
connections between the Eastern Visayas and ports other

than Cebu in the Central and Western Visayas, or ports of
western Mindanao. It should be part of the port study

recommended earlier in this chapter, however, to consider
the future needs for such connections, once the economies

of Samar and Leyte have become more varied, and a variety

of markets for local production becomes important
an 

objective of the region.
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PORT OF CATBALOGANSAMA
R
 

Pumpboat overloaded with passengers.
 

Loading and manual handling of cement cargoes in bags. 
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ANNEX A
 

RESULTS OF EASTERN VISAYAS CARGO SURVEYS
 

Introduction
 

The LSRS conducted surveys of shippers, shipping operators,
 
freight forwarders, and government officials at Tacloban City and
 
Catbalogan City, in August 1993, to assess the adequacy of
 
interisland shipping cargo services at Tacloban and Catbalogan
 
ports. In Tacloban, totals of six shipping operators and 33
 
shippers were interviewed, and interviews were also conducted at
 
the MARINA Regional Office (MRO), the Office of the Tacloban City
 
Mayor, the Tacloban Chamber of Commerce and Industry (TCCI), the
 
Office of the Leyte Province Governor, the regional office of the
 
Department of Trade and Industry (DTI), and the Philippine Ports
 
Authority (PPA) office at the port. Other government agencies, the
 
arrastre contractor at the port, and three freight forwarders were
 
also interviewed. At Catbalogan, the LSRS was able to interview 26
 
shippers, PPA officials and the arrastre operator at the port, and
 
officials of three government agencies.
 

Tacloban City
 

Shipping Operator Interviews
 

Interviews were held in Tacloban with representatives of six
 
shipping lines that provide services to Tacloban port, viz.,
 
William Lines, Rolly Shipping, Sulpicio Lines, Western Samar
 
Shipping, K & T Shipping Lines and Carlos Gothong Lines.
 
Information provided by the operators to the LSRS in their
 
interviews is set forth as 37 points, below.
 

1. 	 Willian, Lines was charging shippers the CISO and MARINA
 
approved freight and passage rates. (CISO had a rule for its
 
membership, wherein a fine of P50,000 had to be paid for any
 
case in which a CISO member was found to be giving shippers
 
discounts or rebates.)
 

The William Lines RORO vessel, Masbate I, was plying the
 
Tacloban-Manila route; its size is 4,411 GRT and it has a
 
container carrying capacity of 90-100 TEUs. The vessel has
 
separate entry and exit points for passengers in order to
 
minimize the interference of passenger movements with cirgo
 
handling operations.
 

2. 	 One of the outbound cargoes from the port of Tacloban is abaca
 
from Southern Leyte (mainly from Sogod) which was being
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trucked to Tacloban on ten-wheeler trucks. 
 Abaca was charged
a Class C freight rate. 
 Average shipment per shipper was
bundles and shipment was twice a week 
(every Wednesday and
Saturday). A shipper based in Sogod, Leyte was 
shipping in
the range of 2-6 vans per voyage. William Lines charged the
same 	sea freight for breakbulk cargo and containerized cargo.
 
3. 
 William Lines was paying the arrastre contractor for handling
Operations, even though they were using their own laborers in
loading, or 
stuffing, containers. They were 
providing their
regular shippers, who had been shipping with the company since
1980, free stuffing service 
as an act of goodwill.
 

4. 
 The bottled cargoes shipped from Manila inside a container van
usually experienced breakage of 
3 percent of total 
shipment
due to. improper handling. 
Claims for the damaged cargoes were
being processed in 15 days. 
Due 	to poor handling, breakbulk
cargoes such as cars 
(which were charged the rates for rolling
cargoes) were sometimes dented when being unloaded at 
the port
of Tacloban. The sea 
freight 
from Manila to Tacloban was
P3,000 for a 10-ft. van.
 

i. 	 There were four or five shippers of fishery products shippingiced fish in styrofoam boxes placed inside a dry van every
voyage. Each shipper had a minimum of 5 boxes of 50 kilograms
each. Maximum shipment was 3 vans 
and 	the styrofoam boxes
measured either 
40 by 40 by 40 inches or 40 by 40 by 80.
Eight of the smaller sihe or 
four of the larger size of these
boxes were being placed inside 20-ft containers.
 

Fish 	was being charged Class A rates by William Lines. 
Voyage
time 	took about 24 hours from Manila to Tacloban, and William
Lines was accommodating perishable cargo at 
the owner's risk.
However, there were no reported cases of spoilage of 
fish.
 
6. 	 William Lines was also accommodating one van of scrap metal
per week from Tacloban to Manila, 
 shipped by junk
shops/shippers. There 
were 	small shippers, who 
were 	mostly
walk-in customers, shipping empty 
bottles and abaca with
total 
volume of more-or-less 	

a
 
two vans a year.
 

7. 	 William Lines was 
no longer accommodating 
copra, having
stopped copra accommodation in 1984, when 
the regular copra
shippers such as Granex, YKS, Cocomart, Glory and SB started
chartering tramping vessels. 
Buying stations for copra were
located in various municipalities of Samar and Leyte. 
There
was a Russian vessel that procured copra pellets from Tacloban
four to six times a year.
 

8. 	 Sulpicio Lines noted that 
there was 
a trade imbalance in the
Tacloban-Manila route, with the vessel carrying an average of
90 full container loads 
(FCLs) from Manila and 
no empties,
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whereas on its return trip from Tacloban, the vessel carried
 
only 20-25 FCLs and mostly empties. Out of the 25 FCL
 
containers, 10 were usually 10-ft. vans and 15 were 20-ft.
 
vans. A locally manufactured 20-ft. van cost P 50,000,
 
whereas a 10-ft. van cost P25,000.
 

9. 	 There were existing trucking services between Southern Leyte
 
and Samar. Travel time took about 4 hours from Sogod to
 
Tacloban. Trucking service rates within Tacloban were P1,405
 
for a 20-ft. van (one-way) and P985 for a 10-ft. van. Outside
 
Tacloban, trucking service cost P75/kilometer (one-way).
 

10. 	 Arrastre workers were able to stuff a 20-ft. container in 3
 
hours, utilizing 8-10 laborers. Leyte Integrated Port
 
Services, Inc. (LIPSI), the only contractor of Tacloban Port,
 
charged reasonable rates, in the estimation of the Sulpicio
 
Lines official. The operators had no. problems with the
 
policies of PPA and PCG.
 

11. 	 Drydocking was being done once a year by Sulpicio. It cost
 
about P25 million for drydocking, with repairs and
 
improvements. There was no problem encountered by the company
 
in recruiting qualified vessel crews.
 

12. 	 No shortage of container vans had been experienced by shippers
 
in the Tacloban-Manila route leg, according to both William
 
Lines and Sulpicio Lines.
 

13. 	 Rolly Shipping was transporting 500 cases of empty botties
 
from Guiuan to Tacloban and full bottles from Tacloban to
 
Guiuan. Cargoes from Cebu to Guiuan include plywood and
 
cement.
 

There was double-handling of cargo for cargoes originating

from Cebu destined for Guiuan since these cargoes were
 
unloaded first at the port of Tacloban before they were loaded
 
on the Tacloban-Guiuan passenger/cargo ferry destined for
 
Guiuan. It took about 6 hours steaming time from Guiuan to
 
Tacloban.
 

14. 	 Rice was being shipped from Tacloban to Guiuan for retail by
 
two or three shippers, with an average shipment of 29 sacks
 
per voyage. The freight rate was P3.00 per sack. Other goods
 
shipped to Guiuan included dry goods and canned goods.
 

15. 	 From Guiuan to Tacloban, cargoes shipped were copra in kaings
 
(large baskets), with sea freight of P3.00 per basket. The
 
average consignment size was of 10 kaings. Fruits, fish,
 
onions and tomatoes were also being shipped from Guiuan to
 
Tacloban.
 

16. 	 Shippers of fishery products were shipping iced fish in
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styrofoam boxes from Guiuan to Tacloban once a week and ice
 
was provided by the shippers. Upon reaching Tacloban, the
 
fish boxes were loaded on trucks and transportecr to Manila and
 
charged the following trucking rates:
 

Large box - P120/box
 
Medium box - 60/box
 
Small box - 20-30/box
 

17. 	 Rolly Shipping was having a problem with the shallow water
 
depth of the port of Guiuan. They could not immediately berth

and the vessel had to wait at anchorage for high water.
 
Maintenance cost was not a problem, 
 and 	 they had not

encountered any engine breakdown in any of their trips.

Diesel fuel consumption for 5-6 hours 
trip was 10 liters.
 
Cost was P7.13/liter or P7,130 for a one way-voyage. Lube oil
 
consumption was P650 every round-trip.
 

18. 	 The shipping line found the Tacloban-Catbalogan route to have
 
been affected by the availability of trucking and bus services
 
since the opening of the San Juanico bridge in the 1980s.. The
 
Tacloban-Borongan route is made difficult for small vessels by

high waves, and therefore the vessels to be deployed on the
 
route need to be greater than 100 GRT in size.
 

19. 	 Western Samar Shipping used to have a vessel plying the Cebu-

Catbalogan route but stopped operation in 1992, due to losses
 
incurred in the route. 
 In 1993, they were accommodating salt
 
on one of their vessels from Occidental Mindoro to Tacloban.
 
This cargo totaled 3,000 tons every 3 months. There 
was not
 
much demand for salt in Leyte Province, however. Their
 
tramping operation was based in Cebu.
 

20. 	 Sulpicio Lines and Carlos Gothong Lines pointed out 
the need

for providing a lighted buoy at San Juanico Strait to enable
 
vessels 
to enter the port of Tacloban even during nighttime.

This lack of a lighted navigational aid had been a problem to
 
operators since 1980.
 

21. 	 Pilots were 
required by both incoming and departing vessels
 
because of the shallow water the
at entrance channel of San
Juanico Strait. The operators argued that the charge of P 540 
per vessel for tugboat assistance should be'removed. Tramper

operators, especially, were being discouraged from calling at

the port because of the charges for pilot and 
tug services.
 
At the waterfront, the RORO vessel required tugboat
no 

assistance, but still 
they 	were charged for the service.
 

22. 	 Pilots were not available after 1600 hours and vessels had to

wait for the pilot until 0400 hours before they could enter
 
San Juanico Strait. The high cost of getting a pilot was a
 
problem since 
the pilot usually charged 75 percent more for
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overtime, whereas PPA allowed only a charge increment of .50
 
percent for overtime. There were, also, incidental expenses
 
of meal allowance, car hire, etc.
 

23. 	 Whenever a CISO vessel entered the Strait, the CISO operators
 
(William Lines, Carlos Gothong and Sulpicio Lines) provided
 
the car instead of hiring one. A tramper operator, however,
 
was compelled to pay P1,200 to the pilot for car hire. The
 
car hire, as charged by the pilot, was higher than the going
 
rate of P600-900 (two-way).
 

24. 	 There were illegal arrastre gang leaders operating inside the
 
port who were not connected with LIPSI, and they charged very
 
high arrastre rates.
 

25. 	 The CISO operators complained of the trade imbalance in the
 
Manila-Tacloban route. There was a larger volume of incoming
 
cargo to Tacloban than outgoing cargo. Sulpicio Lines
 
indicated that the company incurred an unwelcome expense in
 
having to pay arrastre for empty vans handled at the port of
 
Tacloban.
 

There was a decline in the outgoing shipments of caigo as:
 
(a) abaca production fell due to a 1992 typhoon in Southern
 
Leyte; and (b) copra was no longer shipped on liner vessels,
 
but was directly shipped to Iligan on tramping vessels.
 

2. 	 Sulpicio Lines was accommodating only 2-4 vans per voyage to
 
Manila, and revenue was only P6,000 per van, or P24,000 per
 
voyage, which was unremunerative when compared with expenses
 
amounting to P100,000.
 

There was little passenger traffic on the Manila-Tacloban
 
route, in part because the people were economically hard up,
 
due to a depressed copra industry. Sulpicio Lines was
 
contemplating "pulling out of the route" serving Tacloban
 
because of: (a) the perceived lack of economic growth in the
 
province; (b) the diversion of passengers to land transport;
 
and (c) most importantly, the lack of outgoing cargoes.
 

26. 	 The shipping operators maintained that the Land Transportation
 
Office (LTO) should be more strict in the issuance of
 
franchises for passenger buses since these services directly
 
compete with shipping services and adversely affect the
 
profitability of providing shipping services for both shippers
 
and passengers. Shippers still preferred water transport from
 
Manila, considering that the existing regular land transport
 
services were unable to effectively accommodate container
 
vans.
 

2 	 Pilferage was minimal, in 1993, -mainly due to th'e
 

containerization of cargoes, but shippers of breakbulk cargoes
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were 	still complaining of losses from pilferage.
 

28. 	 K & T Shipping Lines had a vessel, the Leyte Queen, which was

plying the Tacloban-Cebu route. Regular cargoes were 
flour,

rice, corn, corn grains and oil. Peak season for cargo was
 
May, June, and December, and the lean months were February-

March and July-August.
 

29. 	 There were no.PPA personnel in charge of Tacloban Port 
for I4

hours/day. Considering that the port was supposed to 
be in

service for 24 hours, action 
was 	needed to correct this

situation. The K & T vessel was unable to berth upon arrival
 
at the pott, since 
it had to wait for PPA personnel to return
 
to work in the morning.
 

30. 	 PPA was charging for mooring and unmooring, but there were no
 
persons doing this, and operators were paying for pilotage

without 
actual service at times. Shippers complained of
 
pilferage losses and high freight rates. 
 If any package was
 
destroyed, K & T Shipping Lines 
had to replace the bags or
 
cartons.
 

31. 	 The port lacked appropriate cover for cargoes. Also, the PPA

did not, in 1993, provide any berthing permit forms, due to
 
lack of budget, and shipping lines had to provide their own
 
forms.
 

32. 	 Carlos Gothong Lines owns the MV Don Calvino that, in 1993,
 
was plying the Tacloban-Cebu route (a steaming time of 12
 
hours). Arrival at Tacloban from Cebu was Tuesday, Thursday

and Sunday. On Saturdays, the vessel went 
to Catbalogan and
 
came back to Tacloban on Sunday at 0700 hours. It then left
 
for Cebu at 1600 hours.
 

33. 	 The cargoes regularly carried originating from Cebu included
 
vegetables, dressed chicken, fresh eggs in trays, oil, and
 
softdrinks in 10-ft. or 20-ft. vans. 
 From Tacloban, the
 
vessel carried charcoal, 
copra, abaca, scrap metal and empty

bottles for recycling. The Don Calvino can carry a maximum of
 
50 10-ft. containers.
 

34. 	 Carlos Gothong Lines was paying a clearing fee of P200 to PPA.
 
Two hours before departure, all passengers and cargo had to be
 
on board, to permit the MV Don Calvino to leave on schedule.
 

The fixed RORO ramp at Tacloban port, at low tide, would not
 
permit the forklift to move between vessel and pier. 
 It is
 
necessary, therefore, for another forklift stationed outside
 
the vessel 
to complete the handling operation.
 

35. 	 Port problems identified by 
the shipping operator were the
 
lack of trained arrastre personnel, PPA police asking bribe
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money from shippers, and harbor pilot arrogance. The shipping
 
line was renting a container yard from PPA (400 sq.m.) at
 
P2,332/month. They suggested that there should be another
 
arrastre contractor at the port to upgrade arrastre and
 
stevedoring services.
 

36. 	 Carlos Gothong Lines hired their own security personnel to
 
minimize theft and pilferage. They indicated that they had
 
plans for replacing the Don Cal'vino with a larger vessel, and
 
they would then deploy the MV Don Calvino in another route.
 

37. 	 All the operators pointed out that both water and electricity
 
rates were high in Leyte, Province, and these high costs
 
constituted the main concerns of potential investors in the
 
lime, gypsum and cement industries.
 

Shipper Interviews
 

Copra
 

The copra shippers interviewed included the largest shipper,
 
Granexport, and other smaller shippers such as Leyte Export and
 
Trading Corporation, Lucio Kao Copra Dealer, Cocomart, Leyte Samar
 
Copra Traders (LEYSAMCO), and YKS Oil Manufacturing, Inc.
 
Information provided by these shippers is summarized in 29 points
 
below.
 

1. 	 The largest copra shipper, Granexport, was shipping copra from
 
Tacloban to Iligan on chartered vessels. About 90 percent of
 
the outgoing copra shipments were destined to Mindanao (SMC,
 
Agrotex and Granex).
 

2. 	 Copra was being handled in bulk and the company was shipping
 
1,000,l,500 tons weekly during the months of January to June
 
and twice a week from July to December. In 1992, there were
 
78 vessels chartered for their shipment. In 1993, Granexport
 
owned five vessels.
 

3. 	 The smaller, regular shippers of copra (Cocomart and Southern
 
Leyte Oil Mill) were getting their copra from Leyte and Samar
 
traders and shipping it out from Tacloban to Cebu-based
 
coconut oil mills which have private port facilities. They
 
were using K & T Shipping Lines and they had no problems with
 
delays. Minimum weekly shipment was 500 tons and maximum
 
shipment was 1,000 tons.
 

4. 	 The sea freight was 18 centavos per kilo. Copra was loaded in
 
"loading boxes" with carrying capacity of 2.5 tons. Loading
 
of 1,000 tons took 1.5 days. The trucking rate for copra
 
within Tacloban was P1.50 per kilo.
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5. 	 The shippers were experiencing problems with the congestion at
 
the wharf, particularly when there were tramper vessels
 
unloading cement. Due to the port congestion, a vessel which
 
arrived at 0700 hours at the port might only be able to dock
 
at around 1700 hours. Unloading of cement was so slow due to
 
inadequacy of trucking capacity, which ought to have been
 
provided by the different consignees of cement in Tacloban.
 
The shippers felt that PPA should be strict with the unloading
 
time and cement consignees should provide more trucks during
 
unloading, and also sufficient numbers of laborers.
 

6. 	 The repair of the port's flooring was not satisfactory and
 
heavy vans were causing further deterioration of the already
 
deteriorated condition of the fl3oring.
 

7. 	 The port had lighting facilities, in 1993, which were not
 
adequate for 24-hour operation. The port security personnel
 
were not strict with outsiders and peddlers were allowed to
 
enter and steal copra and other cargoes during loading
 
operations.
 

9. 	 The buoy at the entrance channel was not a lighted buoy, so
 
that the vessels were unable to depart in the evening. Hence,
 
the tramper vessels were losing 12 hours (waiting time from
 
1800 hours to 0600 hours), before they were able to leave in
 
the morning. Further, the tramper operators were complaining
 
of the high pilotage rates for services which are essential
 
because of the depth limitation of the entrance channel.
 

9. 	 LIPSI had been subcontracting the handling operation to
 
various gang leaders for the past 15 years, according to the
 
shippers, and these subcontractors charged on a per-ton basis.
 
The arrastre rate was P22.80/ton while the stevedoring rate
 
was P9.30 per ton.
 

10. 	 The shippers noted that arrastre rates in Cebu were lower
 
because of the presence of competition. In Cebu, flour was
 
handled at P0.,1/sack whereas in Tacloban the arrastre rate
 
was PI.80/sack. There was incoming domestic shipment of flour
 
at 300 to 1,500 tons per consignment. Loading of 300 tons of
 
flour took less than a day, whereas 1,500-ton ships required
 
2 days to load from the truck to the loader and then to the
 
vessel.
 

11. 	 There were two coconut oil mills based in Tacloban - YKS Oil
 
Mill and Fiesta, with milling capacities of 25 and 20
 
tons/day, respectively.
 

Some Southern Leyte copra producers were shipping copra to
 
Dipolog at an average shipment of 1,650 tons per month on
 
vessels of 500 CRT, and also shipping copra to Cebu as
 
breakbulk cargo, in sacks.
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12. 	 The buying rrice of Granex and 
other shippers from copra

traders in Tacloban was P7.30 per kilo. Demand for copra very

much depends on market demand 
in Europe and the US.
 

The domestic demand for copra was equivalent to only 5 percent

of total Philippine copra production and most of the copra

production was milled into crude coconut oil and 
copra meal
 
before it was exported.
 

13. 	 In regard to economic development of Leyte and the potential

for private sector investment, Granexport and other copra

traders held a view in common that transport and power

infrastructure 
was 	 well in place and telecommunication
 
facilities were available (direct dial service). 
 Electricity

and water rates 
were 	thought to be high, however.
 

14. 	 The copra traders noted that the Guiuan-Tacloban shipping

service 
 provided by Rolly Shipping was relatively
"acceptable", but 
needed 'improvement. 
The route was thought
 
to require a RORO service, to lower the shipping cost.
 

15. 	 The shippers indicated that the MV Don Calvino, plying the
 
Cebu-Tacloban-Catbalogan route, always 
had engine trouble.
 

16. 	 A copra trader preferred to ship out from Borongan to Cebu 
on
 
tramper vessels, rather than ship through the port of
 
Tacloban, because of the
the problem of entrance channel of

San Juanico Strait. When they use 
the port of Tacloban, they

had to pay pilotage rates of P2,500 to P6,000 which consisted
 
of meal allowance, car hire and overtime. Moreover, Tacloban
 
Port 	arrastre rates were high.
 

17. 	 There were only two 
tramping vessels which regularly called
 
the port of Tacloban from Bacolod carrying sugar. Sea' freight
 
was P15-18 per bag to Tacloban, and sea freight for rice from
 
Iloilo was also P15-18 per bag, whether shipped by NFA or by
 
private traders.
 

18. 	 Copra was sold at P7.20 per kilo 
in Tacloban and P7.50 per

kilo in Cebu. The buying price for export was P7.40 per kilo
 
and shipment was 3,000-5,000 tons per shipment. The cost of
 
transport and handling from Tacloban to Cebu was P0,25 per

kilo (including pilotage), which meant that shippers gained

only 5 centavos per kilo by shipping to Cebu, whereas if 
they
 
were aole to export directly they gained 20 centavos per kilo.
 

19. 	 The arrastre rate for copra was considered by the shippers to
 
be vry high at Tacloban Port; 
it was P4.35 per sack (loaded

on the MV Leyte Queen) whereas it was only P1.50 per sack at
 
the port of Cehu. At Western Samar ports, such as Catbalogan

and Calbayog, the arrastre rate was P3.50/sack. Arrastre for
 
canned goods was P3.00 
per 	carton for either loading or
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unloading and P3.00 per sack for rice.
 

20. 	 Trucking cost within Tacloban was P1.00 per carton of 15-20
 
kilos.
 

21. 	 Sometimes the copra traders had problems with' delays in
 
unloading due to the unwillingness of arrastre workers to work
 
after 1700 hours, and working must then resume the next day at
 
0700 hours.
 

22. 	 YKS Oil Manufacturing was shipping in chemicals and materials
 
from Manila on the MV Masbate I of William Lines or the
 
Tacloban Princess of Sulpicio Lines. Copra cake was being

shipped on a door-to-door basis to Manila. The all-in charge

for each of 3-6 20 ft. containers shipped weekly to Manila was
 
P 11,000.
 

23. 	 There were no problems with pilferage, delays in departure and
 
arrival of vessel, no engine trouble and no shut-outs for
 
Manila-bound shipments. YKS was experiencing shut-outs from
 
Cebu, however, on either the Leyte Queen or the Don Calvino
 
(due to engine trouble), although the company's shipments
 
were accommodated in the next vessel scheduled. They found
 
arrastre rates in Tacloban to be higher by 30 percent,

although the company officials viewed the arrastre services as
 
efficient.
 

24. 	 The trucking rate from their warehouse to the pier was P500
 
per trip and this rate was considered by them to be
 
reasonable. YKS was also shipping in flour from General
 
Milling Company in Cebu on the Don Calvino, with consignment

sizes of more than 500 bags. There were 10 consignees of
 
flour in Tacloban and they were chartering a vessel whenever
 
their combined shipment reached 2,000 bags.
 

25. 	 Whenever a consignment was only a few bags of flour, they

shipped on the Leyte Queen, as breakbulk cargo. However, the
 
sea freight for containerized cargo of flour worked out to be
 
cheaper per ton than breakbulk, with the added advantage that
 
a door-to-door service-was provided.
 

26. 	 YKS also procuring salt and rice from Occidental Mindoro about
 
6 times a year, and shipped it aboard a chartered vessel
 
carrying 200-300 tons. That vessel, however, usually
was

"grounded" in San Juanico entrance channel three times a year.

It would be advantageous for the company if there were a liner
 
service provided between Tacloban and Batangas, in order that
 
their ri'- and salt shipments might then become regular, and
 
it would no longer be necessary for the company to charter
 
vessels.
 

27. 	 YKS preferred shipping by container van rather than as
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breakbulk cargo to and from Manila and from Cebu, due to
 
faster loading and unloading and the avoidance of pilferage
 
losses. The service was door-to-door, and offered lower
 
handling and transport cost.
 

28. 	 LFYSAMCO was finding Lucena City to be a big market fo'r copra.
 
However, liner shipping lines were unable to dock at Lucena
 
port because of shallow water depth. Only small vessels were
 
able to dock at the port, and the need to employ small vessels
 
resulted in higher delivery cost because the smaller capacity
 
of the vessel required more frequent trips.
 

29. 	 Cocomart expressed the view that Lucena City is a potential
 
market for copra, although there were no available commercial
 
vessels plying the route from Tacloban. It would be
 
beneficial if the Batangas-Tacloban route were to be opened
 
for shipping cargoes from Tacloban. In that case, the copra
 
could be trucked from Batangas to Lucena at a relatively low
 
cost.
 

Rice
 

One rice shipper was interviewed, viz., Burauen Marketing
 
Corporation, and the information provided is sdmmarized in 12
 
points bel-ow:
 

1. 	 There were six or seven -regular rice shippers from Tacloban
 
who were shipping rice from Tacloban to Cebu in amounts of
 
400-500 sacks of 50 kgs. From Cebu, they were shipping corn
 
at the rate of 200 sacks a week.
 

2. 	 The wholesale price of rice in Tacloban was P10-12 per kilo
 
and retail price was P12-14 per kilo. In Cebu, the wholesale
 
price of rice was P572-580 per sack (which, according to the
 
rice shipper, was usually 49 kilograms only).
 

3. 	 The company was utilizing the Don Calvino because their
 
shipments were containerized. There were delays of about six
 
hours encountered, due to engine trouble, once every month.
 
Occasionally, the company was shipping through K & T Shipping
 
Lines.
 

4. 	 The freight rate, including labor, terminal fees and wharfage
 
fees, was P10-12 per sack to Cebu for rice shipment and P12
 
for a 60-70 kg. sack of corn shipped in the reverse direction.
 

5. 	 The Tacloban arrastre operator, LIPSI, charged P17.20 per sack
 
for rice and P37.20 per bag for sugar. The arrastre workers
 
worked until 1800-1900 hours and they did not charge overtime.
 
Four arrastre workers were able to unload 200 sacks in 30
 
minutes, and 8 workers could unload 400 sacks in around 45
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minutes.
 

The gang leaders did not ask "extra" payment since they had
 
their own checker who oversaw the loading and unloading
 
operation.
 

6. 	 Rice was being shipped to Guiuan at an average shipment of 50
100 sacks, on the K & T Shipping Line vessel every other day,

with a freight rate of P3-4 per sack. When another vessel,
 
the MV Stacey, was back from drydocking, the freight on the
 
route was lowered to P3.00 per sack. Tacloban to Cebu sea
 
freight was P4.95 per sack.
 

7. 	 Pilferage was common for rice shipped as breakbulk cargo, with
 
losses of 20 kilograms for every 400 sacks. The handling rate
 
was P0.30 per sack from forklift to pallet and from pallet to
 
truck. During the rainy season, shipments from Cebu
 
experienced spoilage losses of a minimum of 2 kg. for 10
 
sacks.
 

8. 	 The trucking cost from Tacloban to 'nearby places in Leyte
 
(Palo and Baras-Baras) was P2.50 per sack, while from Ormoc to
 
Tacloban, the trucking cost was P10 per sack.
 

9. 	 In Ormoc,'shippers encountered the problem of only one truck
 
being able to enter onto the finger pier at a time. PPA
 
indicated that there were plans for expanding the port.
 

10. 	 About 11,000 sacks of rice were being shipped by sea f1icrm
 
Tacloban to San Jose, Samar and Allen, Samar every 10 days 
in both areas, shippers complained of the poor efficiency of
 
arrastre workers.
 

11. 	 Rice bought from local rice millers was priced at P570 per

sack, and rice" was being sold in the Tacloban market at P585
 
per sack.
 

12. 	 It was noted that a direct shipping service between Tacloban
 
and Batangas might foster trade between Oriental Mindoro and
 
Leyte province because of the salt and rice trading
 
activities.
 

Bottled Cargoes
 

The three shippers of bottled cargoes interviewed included
 
Coca Cola Physical Distribution Division, SMC Beer Marketing, and
 
Asia Brewery. Results of the interviews conducted are summarized
 
in 7 points below.
 

1. 	 Bottled cargoes were being transported by passenger/cargo
 
vessels. From Cebu, they utilized Gothong and K & T Lines.
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From Manila, their cargo was being loaded on vessels of either
Sulpicio Lines or William Lines. 
 For their raw materials,
they contracted tramper vessels to transport sugar from either
 
Victorias or Iloilo.
 

,. 
 Coca Cola and SMC Beer Marketing were using trucking services

(haulers) to transport bottled cargoes from Tacloban to 
other
locations within 
the region (Samar and Leyte) such as
Catbalogan, Catarman, Borongan,
and Eastern Samar. The
trucking rate was P9,000-10,000 per round-trip transporting

200 cases 
from Tacloban to Catarman.
 

A ten-wheeler 
truck can carry 600 cases. The trucking rate
from Tacloban to Catbalogan was 
P3,000 per round-trip, and

Taclobant-Ormoc was also P3,000 per round-trip.
 

3. Arrastre and trucking 
were included in the door-to-door

service rate. 
 A 20-ft. van can accommodate 600 cases of
regular size Coca Cola, while for bigger size Coca Cola, the
load size is 300 to 400 cases. Breakage of bottled cargoes
was common - on the average 10 cases for every 5,000 cases 
-

due to improper handling at the port.
 

4. Pilferage was common 
for Coca Cola bottled cargoes. One case

of regular size 
Coca Cola cost P120/case and the Price was
P145 for a case of bigger size Coca Cola. 
 Sea freight from
Cebu to Tacloban was 
P3-5 per case, prepaid in Cebu.
 

Coca Cola was paying P1.00 per case for unloading from boat to
wharf, and they were 
using their own forklift from wharf 
to
truck. The port police sometimes were asking for grease
 
money.
 

5. SMC Beer'Marketing was 
chartering vessels in transporting its
beer products from Mandaue to Tacloban, Catbalogan, Calbayog,

Catarman and Guiuan. 
Arrastre rate was PO.81/case, including

loading on the 
truck, and trucking from pier to warehouse was

P0.45/case for fulls and P0.30/case for empties.
 

Breakage losses were running about 1 case for every 200 cases.
There were only minimal losses due to pilferage. The company

was maintaining a fleet of trucks for delivery.
 

6. 
 The Asia Brewery branch in Tacloban was receiving beer cargo

from Manila in either 10-ft. 
or 20-ft. container vans aboard

either the Tacloban Princess or the Masbate 
I, with sea
freight being prepaid in Manila: The arrastre charge was
inoluded in the door-to-door service rate paid by their Manila
office. They were shipping out empty bottles to Manila. One
 
case of 24 bottles of beer was priced at 
P195.60.
 

7. 
 Breakage of incoming beer bottles (fulls) was happening due to
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improper handling and their Manila office usually received the
 

claims for the damaged bottles.
 

Agricultural Raw Materials
 

There were eight shippers of agricultural products/materials
 

interviewed by the LSRS survey team: Farmhouse Marketing, Pacifica
 

Agri-vet, St. Jude Farmers Trade, Agro Mine Marketing, PNG,
 

Blackgold, Philippine Phosphate Fertilizer (PHILPHOS) and Imperial
 

Trading. The information provided is summarized in 29 points
 

below.
 

1. 	 There were four large shippers of fertilizer - Pacifica, 

Agromine, Agrovet and St.Jude. They found the shipping rates
 

to be reasonable between Cebu and Tacloban.
 

2. 	 Freight rate was P6.88 per carton of 20-30 kilos, wharfage in
 

Cebu was P0.40 per 5-10 kg. bag and P2.10 per carton. LIPSI
 

(Tacloban) was charging P3.53 per carton.
 

3. 	 The shippers were utilizing the Leyte Queen of K & T Shipping
 

Lines and the Don Calvino of Gothong Lines for shipments from
 

Cebu. There were monthly shipments of chemical products from
 

Cebu to Tacloban of 100 50-kg bags of animal feeds twice a
 

month and 100 bags of fertilizer per shipment. Animal feeds
 

(hog feeds/poultry feeds) cost more than P300 per bag.
 

Shipping cost was P5.00 per bag from Cebu to Tacloban.
 

4. 	 Sacks were improperly handled by arrastre workers and forklift
 

operators, causing damage as well as breakage of bottled
 

chemicals. The forklift operator had not been properly
 

trained in handling sacked cargoes such as poultry and animal
 

feeds which were frequently being damaged. Pilferage losses
 

were 5 kilos per sack and an average of 2-3 sacks were being
 

damaged per shipment of 500 bags.
 

Jude 	said that pilferage was being
S. 	 Agrovet, Agromine and St. 

claims
encountered once every five shipments and were
 

difficult to get from K & T Shipping Lines. Their own checker
 

had to be present at the port to look after the cargo.
 

K & T Shipping Lines maintained that their vessel strictly
 

followed the scheduled times of arrival and departure.
 

6. 	 Pacifica Agri-Vet was shipping poultry and hog feeds regularly
 

from Cebu to Tacloban on the Leyte Queen of K & T Shipping.
 

The company found the other vessel on the route, i.e., the Don
 

Calvino, to be unreliable because of its usual problem of
 

engine trouble every month. Pilferage was a common problem
 

both in the port and on board that vessel.
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7. 	 Pacifica Agri-vet and St. Jude Farmers Trade also were
 
shipping 
in from Cebu everything from insecticides and
 
sprayers to fighting cocks destined to 
nearby towns of Leyte

(Dulag, Abuyog and Naval). September was the peak month for
their shipments and the 
lean months were January-February and
July-August. According to 
Pacifica Agri-vet, there was a
 
large potential for the poultry industry on Samar and Leyte
 
islands.
 

8. 
 Pacifica Agri-vet found the combined arrastre, stevedoring and

wharfage charge high, at P7.80 per bag. 
Arrastre work covered
 
only the transfer of the shipment from the vessel 
to the pier
and the shipper was paying an additional P 3.00 per bag for
labor, in having their cargoes moved from the pier to the
truck. 
The freight rate from Cebu to Tacloban was P10-12 per

bag. 
The purchase price for a bag of animal/poultry feeds was
 
P380 per bag.
 

9. 	 L'ilferage was reportedly high 
for poultry feeds and the

breakage of bottled chemicals was characterized by shippers as

being quite a usual occurrence. Shut-outs were being

experienced three times 
a month, during the rainy season.
 
Shut-out shipments were then normally accommodated within the
 
next two voyages, for a normal wait of 2-5 days.

Alternatively, the shipping line could ship their consignment

in stages, with small volumes moved each voyage.
 

10. 
 Before, Pacifica Agri-vet used to have difficulty with getting

claims from.William Lines, taking them 2-3 years, mainly due
 
to the centralized processing in Manila of claims being filed
 
by regional shippers. By 1993, processing of claims took only

1-2 weeks because the branch 
)ffice of William Lines was able
 
to decide on paying for the 
claims.
 

11. 
 There was, in 1993, a need for another vessel to ply the Cebu-

Tacloban route because of the unreliability in schedtile of one
vessel, the Don Calvino, which was 
not always in running

condition.
 

12. 	 PNG was a regular shipper of Gothong Lines, using the Don

Calvino every 
voyage (Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday). If

there were repairs to be done on the vessel, 
the manager of
 
Gothong Lines was immediately informing PNG.
 

The PNG shipments constituted both containerized and breakbulk
 
cargoes of poultry and hog feeds, of about 
160 bags of 50 kgs.

every shipment. The containerized rate cheaper
was 	 than

breakbulk cargo and it was 
deemed by the shipper to be safer;

also, if 
there were damages, PNG was able to immediately claim
 
them.
 

13. 	 PNG used 
to ship with K & T Lines but noted that since the
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cargo accommodated by K & T was not containerized, pilferage
 
was common and claims for pilferage losses were not
 
immediately paid by the shipping line. Hence, PNG preferred
 
the service of Gothong Lines.
 

14. 	 There were cases of shut-outs of PNG shipments in Cebu since
 

the supplier (Island Feed Mills) sometimes failed to meet the
 

schedule of the vessel. The PNG shipments, in such cases,
 

were usually loaded on the next scheduled departure of the
 
same vessel from Cebu.
 

PNG was being given free cargo storage by Gothong Lines.
 

15. 	 Pacifica Agri-vet and PNG noted that the poultry industry very
 

much depended on the copra trade; when the buying price for
 

copra was low or when there was a very low supply of copra,
 
people did not have enough money to be used as capital for
 
their poultry businesses. Hence, shipments of poultry feeds
 
and products were affected.
 

16. 	 St. Jude Farmers Trade was shipping in 100 bags of animal
 

feeds every two weeks, which the company bought from General
 

Milling in Cebu. These cargoes were being loaded on board the
 

Leyte Queen of K & T Shipping. The sea freight was P3.53 per
 
bag.
 

17. 	 The company was shipping in fertilizer during the months of
 

April-August and November-December on a chartered vessel, with
 

a shipment total of 500-1,000 bags per month. During lean
 
months, incoming shipments were only 100-200 bags per month.
 

There was no problem with pilferage.
 

18. 	 It was taking 2 days to unload 500 bags of fertilizer and 1
 

day to unload 200 bags. Arrastre and stevedoring charges were
 
P2.10 per bag, and there was a charge of Pl.00 per bag for
 
wharfage.
 

19. 	 The buying price of fertilizer in Cebu was P290 per sack, and
 
prices were P400 for a bag of poultry feeds and P250 for a
 
sack of hog feeds.
 

20. 	 Another shipper, Blackgold Enterprise, was shipping from Cebu
 

in container vans on the Don Calvino, with consignment sizes
 
of about 200-250 sacks of poultry and hog feeds. The freight
 
charge was P2 per bag.
 

21. 	 Arrastre rate was P2.00 per bag for labor (from pier to truck)
 
and P1.75 for stevedoring (from vessel to pier) and wharfage.
 
Blackgold Enterprise maintained a checker at the port to look
 
after the incoming shipments since pilferage was common for
 
breakbulk cargo.
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22. 	 Shut-outs of shipments in 
Cebu 	were being experienced by

Blackgold, but the company's shipments were then being

accommodated in the next vessel scheduled. The dealers in
 
other provinces were buying directly from the Blackgold

Enterprise store in Tacloban.
 

23. 	 Blackgold Enterprise noted that pilferage was rampant in the

vessel of K & T Shipping Lines, the MV Leyte Queen, and the
 
sacks were frequently damaged due to improper handling,

causing the feeds to become dirty.
 

The 	forklift operator was 
not being careful with handling

palletized cargo and the sacks were, 
as a 	result, frequently

damaged, with losses estimated to be 1 bag for every 500
 
sacks. Poultry feeds were purchased at P400 per sack in Cebu
 
and the retail price in Tacloban was P8.25 per kilo.
 

24. 	 PHILPHOS, a fertilizer manufacturing company based in Isabel,
 
Leyte, was chartering barges in delivering its fertilizer
 
cargoes to different destinations in the Visayas and Mindanao.
 
For Tacloban, PHILPHOS was contracting trucking services, and
 
most of their deliveries were made directly to buyers. Their
 
shipping department was based in-Isabel, Leyte.
 

25. 	 Imperial Trading was 
receiving shipments of commercial feeds
 
from General Milling Industries in Cebu on the vessels of K &
 
T Shipping (breakbulk cargo) and Gothong Lines (container

van).
 

The enterprise encountered problems of pilferage in regard to
 
their breakbulk cargo shipments. Containerized shipment sea
 
freight was cheaper by P1.20 
per sack, as compared with the
 
breakbulk cargo shipment.
 

26. 	 The pilferage 
losses which were due to damage to sacks, were
 
not difficult to claim from K & T Shipping Lines. 
The'shipper
 
was paying P20 per sack sea freight from Cebu to Tacloban.
 
Arrastre rate was P3.00 per sack in Tacloban, for unloading

from the vessel to the pier.
 

27. 	 Imperial Trading was shipping in about 200-300 bags of
 
commercial feeds per month. For every shipment of 150 bags,

there were about 6-7 sacks damaged. They could not claim
 
their pilferage losses of 12 kilograms per sack. However,

whenever they lost whole bags, they could easily claim the
 
losses.
 

28. 	 The company was encountering shut-outs with K & T Shipping

Lines and their shipments might only be accommodated after 3-4
 
days. The shipper considered this problem to be serious
 
enough to warrant follow-up efforts.
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29. 	 There were eight consignees of commercial feeds according to
 
the manager of Imperial Trading. The price per sack of feeds
 
ranged from P330 to P500 per bag. They were encountering
 
pilferage of their shipment of corn products, priced at P9-10
 
per kilo.
 

General Merchandise
 

There were seven shippers of general merchandise interviewed:
 
R Marketing, SMC Magnolia Corporation, Paper House, Ben Hua
 
Trading, RL Marketing, Leyte Dry Goods Trading and Anzon Plaza.
 

Results of the interviews conducted are summarized in 22 points
 
below.
 

1. 	 R Marketing was shipping flour in from Cebu, in volumes of
 
about 3,000 bags per month, and 500-1,000 cartorls of dry
 
goods. They were utilizing 10-ft. container vans of Gothong
 
Lines. The sea freight of flour from Cebu was P3.51 per bag
 
and arrastre wai P4.75 per bag (combined charges at the ports
 
of Cebu and Tacloban), for a total of P8.20. Whenever, they
 
shipped on the Leyte Queen of K & T Shipping Lines, they paid
 
total freight and arrastre charges of P7.80.
 

Cargoes from Manila consisted of sardines, with sea freight of
 
P8.90-9.90 per carton. R Marketing was shipping on the
 
Sulpicio Lines vesse1, the MV Tacloban Princess.
 

3. 	 R Marketing was having a problem with slow discharging of
 
cargoes from the Leyte Queen, since handling was done manually
 
and the arrastre contractor was being paid by the hour and not
 
on the "pakyaw" system (per job order).
 

4. 	 Cases of pilferage were reported for sugar and rice shipments,
 
averaging about 2 kilograms for every 10 sacks, and likewise
 
fpr vegetables. Shippers could not complain, since they felt
 
that making "claims" was a long and tedious procedure. They
 
preferred containerization of their cargo.
 

5. 	 Shippers were complaining about the delayed payment for claims
 
and damages from K & T Shipping Lines. The shipping company
 
was offsetting claims through reduction of freight for the
 
succeeding shipments of the shipper. The shippers said that
 
they would n- longer make claims for damage to cargoes.
 

6. 	 There was a problem of the lack of vessel capacity in the
 
Manila-Tacloban route, with shut-outs being experienced due to
 
lack of vans.
 

7. 	 Sea freight was P9-12 per case of bottled cargoes, P30-50 per
 
burdle of plastics, based on measurement, and P7 per bag of
 
flour from Manila to Tacloban. For other cargoes, freight was
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PlO per bag.
 

8. 	 The selling price of flour in Tacloban was P210 per bag and
 
the price in Cebu was P200 per bag. They realized a net
 
profit of P3.00 per bag for flour, by shipping from Cebu to
 
Tacloban. Similarly, the shippers were realizing a net profit

of P5.00 per carton of dry goods.
 

9. 	 Salt was being bought by R Marketing ftom salt producers in
 
Occidental Mindoro (FOB Mindoro port) and the company was
 
paying freight of P63 per bag, of which P5.00 per bag was paid

for arrasere and stevedoring at Tacloban port.
 

There were four regular buyers of salt basea in Tacloban and
 
the salt was being shipped on chartered vessels with a minimum
 
shipment level of 500 bags per month, and a maximum of 3,000

bags per shipment. For Western Samar, the demand for salt was
 
around 6,000-8,000 bags annually.
 

10. 	 R Marketing complained of the port security personnel asking

for grease money from shippers, whenever there were cargoes to
 
be looked after.
 

11. 	 SMC Magnolia Corporation was shipping in dry goods three times
 
a month from Manila consisting of softdrinks in tetrapacks
 
sent by the Manila-based manufacturing company in 20-ft.
 
container vans, either aboard the vessel of Sulpicio Lines 
or
 
that of William Lines. Sea freight was being prepaid in
 
Manila. 
 Arrastre charges were included in the door-to-door
 
service rate, as well as the additional labor for discharging

the cargo at the company's Tacloban warehouse.
 

12. 	 Shipping services were delayed only during bad weather. 
 SMC
 
Magnolia Corporation noted that the William Lines
 
passenger/cargo vessel was always' on schedule from Manila to
 
Tacloban. It took longer to ship cargo on Sulpicio Lines
 
vessel from Manila to Tacloban, since that vessel had to call
 
at several ports first in Mindanao before it called at the
 
port 	of Tacloban.
 

13. 	 Some of SMC Magnolia products were coming from Cagayan de Oro
 
aboard a Sulpicio Lines cargo vessel, and it usually required

24 hours to reach Tacloban. The sea freight was prepaid in
 
Cagayan de Oro. The Cagayan-based Magnolia plant also
 
distributed products to Surigao and Liloan, Leyte in
 
refrigerated trucks.
 

14. 	 Paper House was shipping in pager products from Manila once a
 
month, in volumes of about 10-20 cartons, as breakbulk cargo
 
on either a William Lines or Sulpicio Lines vessel. Sea
 
freight was P50 per carton which was being paid to the
 
company's freight forwarder, Pambato. The arrastre charge at
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Tacloban port was about P1O per carton.
 

15. 	 Ben Hua Tra6ing was shipping in every week 5-10 cartons of
 
various goods such as towels, lotion, etc. in container vans
 
from Manila through a freight forwarder. The company was
 

sharing the container van with other consignees and the sea
 
freight was a flat rate per carton of P50-60 (large carton)
 

and P25-30 (small carton).
 

16. 	 The company was encountering no delay in incoming shipments,
 
although pilferage losses were high and it was quite difficult
 
to claim for losses directly from a shipping'line. This was
 

the reason why the company preferred to ship through a freight
 
forwarder.
 

17. 	 RL Marketing was shipping in appliances, at a rate of about 3

4 container vans from Manila once a month. The company found
 

the sea freight of both William Lines and Sulpicio Lines to be
 

reasonable on the Manila-Tacloban route.
 

The company complained of the high arrastre rates in Tacloban,
 

as compared with the arrastre rates in Cebu, although the
 

company thought that the Tacloban arrastre services were
 

efficient.
 

18. 	 From Cebu, RL Marketing was shipping on K & T Shipping and
 

Gothong vesse-ls, and was not encountering any delays in
 

arrival of these vessels. Engine trouble was happening only
 

very seldom. Shut-outs were no longer being experienced, as
 
they 	had been in earlier years.
 

19. 	 The freight forwarding companies who formed an association
 
based in Tacloban charge very high transport rates, according
 

to RL Marketing. Rates were increased by 15 percent, without
 

advance advice to the shippers. The freight forwarder rates
 
were then 20 percent higher than the rates charged by the
 

shipping companies. Shippers therefore tended to limit their
 

shipment through freight forwarders.
 

20. 	 Leyte Dry Goods Trading was shipping in container vans every
 

two months from Manila with cargoes comprising dry goods such
 

as ready-to-wear clothing, umbrellas and shoes. The company
 

was paying sea freight of P6,020 per 10-ft. van. The services
 

provided by the Sea Line freight forwarder, endorsed by their
 

supplier in Manila, were efficient. A 10-ft. container could
 

accomm~odate 71 bundles-of goods, and they were paying PPA and
 

arrastre in Tacloban P580 per container. Pilferage seldom was
 

encountered when the cargo was containerized.
 

21. 	 For their cargoes coming from Cebu (mostly breakbulk cargo),
 

they were using the freight forwarder, Pambato, to eliminate
 

the problem of difficulty in settling claims. Leyte Dry Goods
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was being charged quite high freight forwarding rates of P800
900 for every P15,000 value (ad valorem).
 

On board the vessel', pilferage was common. Some vessel crews
 
had developed the practice of taking some goods from cartons
 
and then just closing the boxes as neatly as possible, in
 
order that the consignees might not become suspicious.
 

22. 	 Anzon Plaza had been utilizing a freight forwarder, either Sea
 
Line or Pambato, from Cebu and Manila, since 1980. These
 
forwarders provided door-to-door service. Anzon Plaza had not
 
experienced shipping directly with shipping lines, and they
 
had not encountered any problem with .the services of their
 
freight forwarders.
 

Marine Products
 

Two shippers of marine products were interviewed: the Supreme

Aqua Products and AA Export. The information provided by the
 
shippers is summarized in 8 points below.
 

Supreme Aqua Products Corporation was exporting marine
 
products (prawns, cuttlefish, shellmeat) in 40-ft.
 
refrigerated vans (15-ton capacity) once a week to.Manila
 
during the dry season, and one shipment every two weeks during
 
rainy months.
 

The routing of 	the container van (either 20-ft. or 40-ft.) and
 

the corresponding charges are shown below:
 

Exports of Marine Products
 

From-To 	 Mode of Freight Travel Time
 
Transport.
 

(1) Empty Van: 

Manila-Cebu Vessel P 9,000 24 hours 
Cebu-Carmen Truck 2,500 3 hours 
Carmen-Isabel Ferry 6,050 3 hours 
Isabel-Tacloban Truck 2,500 3 hours 

Total P 20,050 31 hours 

(2) Loaded Van for Export: 

Tacloban-Isabel Truck P 6,000 3.5 - 4 hours 
Isabel-Carmen Ferry 6,050 2.5 - 3 hours 
Carmen-Cebu Truck 2,500 3.5 hours 
Cebu-Manila Vessel 10,000 24 hours 

Total P 24,550 33.5 hours 
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In Cebu, the van was being loaded on an Aboi-tiz vessel and it
 
was being transshipped at Manila on a K-Line vessel.
 

2. 	 The company had not been experiencing spoilage. Supreme Aqua
 
Products Corporation was utilizing the trucking services of
 
First Pacific Trucking Service of Sulpicio Lines.
 

3. 	 K-Line, the foreign shipping line of Supreme Aqua, preferred
 
that the empty van should come from Manila via Cebu port. The
 
van would then have to be trucked to Carmen, Cebu and moved
 
from there via RORO ferry to the port of Isabel, Leyte and
 
then trucked to Tacloban.
 

4. 	 When a shipment would leave Tacloban at 0600 hours, its
 
arrival at Cebu port would be 1800 hours. Total transport
 
cost was P14,550. When the van would be loaded on the
 
Tacloban-Cebu vessel, the Don Calvino, the shipper had to pay
 
a total sea freight of P20,000. Hence, the company was saving
 
about P5,450 per shipment when they used trucking and ferry
 
service as compared with the direct sea service from Tacloban
 
to Cebu.
 

5. 	 Further, trucking and ferry service was quicker. When the van
 
was loaded on aTacloban-Cebu vessel, the vessel left Tacloban
 
at 0400 hours and arrived at Cebu port at 0600 hours the
 
following day. Moreover, during low tide at Cebu port, the
 
vessel was unable to berth, and hence unloading of cargoes was
 
delayed.
 

A year earlier, the company had snipped their 20-ft.
 
refrigerated vans on the Don Calvino from Tacloban to Cebu,
 
but K-Line complained of the delayed departures from the port
 
of Cebu, which resulted from the waiting time at anchorage due
 
to shallow water depth at the domestic port.
 

6. 	 Supreme Aqua was sourcing their fishery products from
 
Tacloban, Leyte and from Samar, and maintained a buying
 
station at Catbalogan. The company no longer was exporting
 
marine shrimp because of the problem of inadequate supply and
 
very high prices.
 

7. 	 The company was buying prawns at P460/kilo (extra large), and
 
cuttlefish at P30 per kilo (largest size). There were no
 
domestic shipments of these products.
 

8. 	 AA Export was buying marine products, mainly prawns, directly
 
from fishfarms in Leyte (Abuyog and Ormoc) and from Samar.
 
The fishpond owners had discovered an alternative for high
priced imported commercial feeds, which was the locally
 
developed feeds. There were twenty existing fishfarms (10
 
large and 10 small), since landowners were opting for
 
conversion of their farms to prawn farms.
 

22
 



Transport Equipment
 

There were five shippers of transport equipment, including
 
vehicles, spare parts, and accessories, who were interviewed by the
 
LSRS. These shippers included Norkis Industries, Gleen Marketing,
 
Am-Cor Marketing, Best Motors and Tacloban Trucking Service. The
 
information provided to the LSRS is summarized in 14 points below.
 

1. 	 Norkis Industries' cargoes were incoming shipments from Cebu
 
twice a week of about 15-20 units of motorcycles on the Don
 
Calvino. The company was encountering problems of "scratches"
 
on approximately 60 percent of the motorcycle units. One unit
 
was priced at P29,000-32,000.
 

2. 	 Norkis was experiencing no shut-outs of their shipments. The
 
company was paying arrastre (from the vessel to the pier) and
 
wharfage charges of around P1,000 for 22 units at the port of
 
Tacloban.
 

3. 	 Shippers had either to obtain a Tacloban Port sticker for P200
 
to be regularly permitted to enter the port, or to pay a
 
receipted entrance fee of R 10 per visit.
 

4. 	 Gleen Marketing was receiving shipments from Manila once a
 
week of 10 or 20 units of Honda motorcycles. These were being
 
shipped in 10-ft and 20-ft containers aboard the 4essels of
 
William Lines (10-ft or 20-ft containers) or Sulpicio Lines
 
(20-ft vans only). The door-to-door service was prepaid in
 
Manila by their supplier. Arrastre rate was P30/motorcycle at
 
Tacloban Port.
 

Gleen Marketing complained that it was their own laborers who
 
loaded the motorcycles from the pier to the truck and not the
 
arrastre workers at the port, despite the fact that the latter
 
were being paid by their company. The arrastre and
 
stevedoring contractor maintained that their services did not
 
extend to loading cargoes onto trucks.
 

5. 	 In regard to Gleen's shipments of appliances, refrigerators
 
were being damaged whenever they were unloaded from the vessel
 
to the pier. The company was being charged PPA tariffs based
 
on measurement, and they never complained of the rates being
 
charged.
 

6. 	 Gleen was also receiving shipments of truck tires from Cebu
 
through the Fast Cargo Transport Corporation of William Lines.
 
Sea freight was P35 per tire and P2.00 for wharfage.
 

Pilferage of spare parts at Tacloban Port had been very
 
rampant the preceding year (i.e., 1992). Parts which were
 
stolen included the signal light lenses, side car covers and
 
other small spare parts. This problem had, by 1993, been
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largely corrected. However, Gleen Marketing was still
 
encountering problems of "scratches and dents" on their units,
 
and claims for damages were processed by Sulpicio Lines within
 
one month.. The .ompany had stopped shipping with William
 
Lines because of higher sea freight.
 

8. 	 Both Am-cor Marketing and Best Motors were regularly receiving
 
from Manila consignments of 10-15 motorcycles. The two
 
companies were experiencing slight damage to many of their
 
units, i.e., scratches and dents. Prices of these motorcycles
 
ranged from R 37,000 to P 66,000.
 

9. 	 Mr. Robert Tan, consignee of rubber tires, noted that because
 
of the high freight rates from Cebu to Tacloban, the shipper
 
preferred to ship cargo via Ormoc and from there, truck the
 
cargo to Tacloban and save about P2,000 per shipment.
 
Shipments of tires were 100 tires per month, on the average,
 
and total savings amounted to more than P10,000-15,000 per
 
month.
 

10. 	 The Cebu-Ormoc RORO vessel was regularly carrying about 6
 
trucks loaded with cargo, or around 120 tons of cargo per
 
voyage. According to Mr. Tan, the Philippine Coast Guard at
 
Ormoc was asking for grease money.
 

11. 	 The pilotage charges were very nigh for tramper vessels 
entering the port of Tacloban; charges exceeded P5,000 for a 
barge entering the port of Tacloban carrying about 5,000
10,000 bags of cement. There was no problem with the arrastre 
workers, since they were willing to work at night. 

12. 	 An empty ten-wheeler truck from Cebu to Isabel, Leyte was
 
being charged P1,800 by the ferry operator, and loaded
 
vehicles of the same size were being charged P3,000-4,000.
 
The trip required about 2 hours and forty-five minutes. The
 
Matnog-Allen, RORO ferry was charging an 8-wheeler P330 per
 
trip.) A cargo jeepney or a car was being charged P650 per
 
trip in the Carmen--Isabel ferry crossing.
 

13. 	 Trucking rates from Tacloban to various destinations were as
 
follows:
 

Tacloban - Catbalogan P 3,000
 
Tacloban - Ormoc 3,000
 
Tacloban - Davao 40,000
 
Tacloban - Cag. de Oro 35,000
 

The trucks are ten-wheeler trucks with payload of 15-20 tons,
 
except that the indicated Tacloban-Davao charge is for a
 
tractor/semitrailer hauling a 20-ft container.
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14. 	 The ferry serving the Isabel-Carmen route was not issuinj
 
receipts and bills of lading, and therefore the cargoes weri
 
not being covered by insurance. The ferry also was no,
 
operating to its schedule.
 

The ferry's scheduled departure from Carmen, Cebu was 0931
 
hours but it usually was departing the port at 1230 hours, oi
 
even at 1330 hours. The reason for these delays was that th(

ferry waited for its sister company's bus service (Cebi
 
Autobus). It also cancelled trips without prior notice tc
 
passengers and shippers. At the time of LSRS surveys, onl
 
one ferry was serving the Carmen-Isabel route.
 

Construction Supplies
 

There were three shippers of construction supplies

interviewed, namely, Go Pao Trading, Leyte Lumber Yard and ManilE
 
Construction Supply. The information gathered is summarized in IC
 
points below.
 

1. 	 Go Pao Trading was shipping in construction supplies,such as
 
steel bars and barbed wire from Manila on passenger/cargo
 
vessels of William Lines or Sulpicio Lines. There were no
 
delays being experienced in their shipment, and pilferage was
 
minimal. A year earlier, one shipment was lost with Sulpicio
 
Lines and it took 3-5 months before the company could claim
 
the loss.
 

2. 	 Sea freight was being prepaid in Manila, and it represented 6
7 percent of the price of the steel bars. The arrastre rates
 
were relatively high but the shipper felt that they could not
 
do anything to reduce the charges. They maintained a checker
 
at the port to look after their cargoes, in order to prevent
 
theft.
 

3. 	 Go Pao was also shipping in whole barges of cement from
 
Iligan, with consignment sizes of 15,000-20,000 bags, about 3
4 times a year. Unloading proceeded at Tacloban at a rate of
 
2,000-3,000 cement bags per day, and arrastre workers would
 
stop unloading whenever they had finished their daily quota.
 

4. 	 The company was also shipping in plywood from Cebu on K & T
 
Shipping Lines. The sea freight was lower than the rates
 
charged by Carlos Gothong Lines for accommodation aboard the
 
Don Calvino. Shut-outs were being experienced at Cebu, but
 
their shipments were then being accommodated in the next
 
vessel scheduled.
 

5. 	 Leyte Lumber Yard was shipping in construction supplies from,
 
Manila, and they utilized the vessels of William Lines and
 
Sulpicio Lines. The company suggested that additional vessels
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be given franchises to encourage competition, and thereby
 
lower the sea freight from Manila. They felt that they could
 
not compete with the Cebu-based construction supply dealers.
 

6. 	 Manila Construction Supply (MCS) was shipping in construction
 
supplies and hardware from Manila, such as steelbars, nails,
 
etc., and was shipping from Cebu electric pumps, pipes,
 
paints, and plumbing and electrical supplies. Cargoes were
 
received 2-4 times weekly, depending on the orders of their
 
customers. Lumber shipment's were coming from Samar and were
 
trucked to Tacloban.
 

7. 	 MCS was sharing the container vans with other consignees and
 
they utilized the vessels of K & T Lines and Carlos Gothong
 
Lines from Cebu (supplier's preference). The sea freight
 
charged for steel bars was deemed by MCS to be high, i.e.,
 
Class A rate of P331 per ton.
 

8. 	 MCS found the arrastre rates at the port of Tacloban to be
 
almost double the rates at Cebu Port: P39.15 per ton at
 
Tacloban against P20.00 per ton at Cebu. Some of their steel
 
bars and cargoes were damaged because of the forklift
 
operation. The company had not experienced pilferage of
 
cargo.
 

9. 	 MCS was paying storage fees of P6 per ton per day to PPA, when
 
they failed to get their cargoes from the port. There were
 
times during the rainy season when the arrival of a vessel was
 
delayed and part of their cargoes could not be unloaded
 
because the vessel had to depart on schedule. In those cases,
 
the remaining-portions of their cargoes were then unloaded on
 
the next vessel trip.
 

10. 	 MCS was encountering few shut-outs from Cebu and to them there
 
was no problem. Shut-outs did constitute a problem with their
 
Manila shipments, however, and their cargoes could sometimes
 
be loaded only after 2 vessel trips, particularly during the
 
summer months. The company had not experienced problems of
 
cargo damage. They were obtaining construction supplies from
 
about ten suppliers in Manila.
 

Freight Forwarder Interviews
 

Freight forwarders interviewed included Pambato Freight
 
Forwarder, LBC and LIBCAP. The information provided is summarized
 
in 8 points below.
 

1. 	 Pambato Freight Forwarder was shipping about forty 10-ft. vans
 
monthly: Sulpicio Lines with 15 vans and William Lines with
 
25 vans. The freight forwarding rates were either weight
 
charges or valuation charges (P6.00/PI,000 cost of item). A
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10-ft. van cost P5,500 and Pambato was charging the shippers
 
P81.50/P1,000 value or P850/cbm.
 

2. 	 Sulpicio Lines was dropping the rate levels due to lack of
 
shippers and in order to compete with William Lines. From
 
Cebu to Tacloban, the forwarder's shipments consisted of
 
office supplies, hardware and dry.goods.
 

Pambato was always being charged Class A rates by the shipping
 
lines and was not aware of the [existence of MARINA's fork
 
tariffs. Since William Lines and Sulpicio Lines started their
 
own trucking services, Pambato had a hard time competing with
 
the rates.
 

3. 	 William-Lines was charging the following: freight charge of
 
P4,053, wharfage of P3.00, handling of P214.50, for a total of
 
P4,270.50 per 10-ft. van. With other charges, the total
 
transport and handling cost would reach to about P5,500.
 
Private trucking charges were P475/20-ft. van FCL to the
 
warehouse within Tacloban.
 

4. 	 LBS, another freight forwarder was shipping only documents,
 
and was charging P30 minimum or P65 per pouch. Transpac was
 
charging P100 for a minimum of 3 kgs. and P40 per kilo in
 
excess of 3 kgs.
 

5. 	 PAL was charging cargoes of any shipper per kilo. LBS used to
 
ship their cargoes by sea; however, constant .delay in the
 
ports forced them to avail only of air services, since their
 
delivery service had to be within 24 hours.
 

6. 	 LIBCAP was shipping with Sulpicio Lines because William Lines
 
was charging higher rates. Sulpicio Lines was charging
 
P311.75/cbm and William Lines charged more. Most of LIBCAP's
 
cargoes were personal effects and documents.
 

7. 	 Customers with bieakbulk cargo preferred to ship with freight
 
forwarders rather than go direct to shipping lines, because
 
forwarder service was door-to-door and they would not have to
 
go through the hassles of dealing with cargo handling
 
services.
 

8. 	 Air freight charge was P65 for the fi'rst 3 kilos and P16.00
 
per kilo after the first 3 kilos, and there was also a
 
handling charge of P1.00 per kilo or a valuation charge of
 
P1.00/PIOO value.
 

Agency Interviews
 

Agencies interviewed included MARINA-Tacloban, Leyte Chamber
 
of Commerce and Industry, the Department of Trade and Industry, the
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Philippine Ports Authority and Leyte Integrated Port Services, Inc.
 
Other government agencies interviewed included the National
 
Economic Development Authority (Region VIII), the Department of
 
Agriculture, the National Statistics Office, the Office of the
 
Mayor, the Office of the Governor, and the National Food Authority.

The information gathered is summarized in 30 points below:
 

1. 	 The OIC, MARINA-Tacloban said that the decentralization policy
 
of MARINA had been effected. In 1993, operators no longer had
 
to go to Manila for the processing of permits to operate.

Regarding service monitoring, the office had so far not
 
encountered any complaints from shippers and operators.
 

The Leyte Chamber of Commerce had chapters established in the
 
municipalities of Borongan and Biliran and at Tacloban City.

Its members comprised traders of rice, marine' products and
 
general merchandise.
 

3. 	 The problems cited by the Chamber in regard to port and
 
shipping services were:
 

(a) 	Tacloban had high arrastre rates. Hence, Eastern and
 
Northern Samar based copra shippers preferred to ship

their copra directly to Cebu, rather than via Tacloban
 
Port.
 

(b) 	In San Jose, Northern Samar, there was a problem of
 
pilferage of 'beer and softdrink cargoes by arrastre
 
workers which had been going on for 50 years. Hence
 
shippers preferred to ship from the ports of Victoria and
 
Calbayog, although San Jose port was considered to be one
 
of the best ports in Northern Samai.
 

(c) 	The port of Tacloban could not accommodate foreign

vessels and the port required dredging; it could only
 
accommodate 4,000-ton vessels and smaller.
 

4. 	 Shipping rates were found to be reasonable because of the
 
existing competition with the door-to-door trucking services.
 
It was still cheaper to ship by sea, but with the high
 
arrastre charges at Tacloban, the cost to the shipper

increased, and the cost differential between the sea transport

and long-distance trucking options narrowed.
 

5. 	 Leyte and Samar islands were thought to have potential for
 
harnessing their forest and mineral resources, as well as
 
being a source of geothermal electricity.
 

6. 	 The ports of Catbalogan and Calbayog needed breakwaters to
 
protect boats during typhoons.
 

7. The Chamber found the DTI not to be sufficiently aggressive
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in pushing livelihood industries, and considered that DTI was
 
only providing lip service. Further, the Department of
 
Agriculture was not providing assistance to 
 increase
 
agricultural productivity on the two islands.
 

8. 	 The present (1993) advantage of Leyte in terms of
 
accessibility to Manila and Luzon was 
not fully utilized; nor
 
was its supply of labor fully utilized. Other advantages of
 
Leyte were thought to include infrequent visitation by

typhoons and. a satisfactory peace and order situation.
 

9. 	 According to the Department of Trade and Industry, exports
 
were coming from Isabel, Leyte and Tacloban. Exports from
 
Isabel, Leyte, in 1992, amounted to US $52 million.
 
Agricultural exports were fishery products shipped via the
 
port of Tacloban, destined either to Manila or Cebu.
 

10. 	 Leyte traders were directly affected by the increase of cargo

freight rates of the Aboitiz vessel, MV El Cano, which
 
operated in the Ormoc-Cebu route. Aboitiz claimed that the
 
cargo throughput of the vessel had decreased, but the data
 
gathered by DTI from PPA statistics showed that cargo traffic
 
from Ormoc to Cebu rose by 60 percent from 1991 to 1992, while
 
cargo volumes in the opposite direction declined by just 13
 
percent. The two-directional total of 1992 was nearly 11,000
 
tons, up by about 11 percent from 1991.
 

Cargo Traffic (in metric tons)
 

1991 1992 1993 (January-June)
 

Ormoc-Cebu 3,187 5,147 3,871

Cebu-Ormoc 6,705 5,839 2,843
 

2 directions 9,842 10,986 6,714
 

The 	PPA General Manager noted that they had received
 
complaints from tramper operators and even CISO operators

regarding the high charges of compulsory pilotage, including

the costs of car hire and pumpboat hire.
 

Delays were also being encountered by trampers at the entrance
 
to the Juanico Strait waiting for a pilot. During low tide at
 
San Pedro Bay, the channel depth was only 17 feet. The water
 
depth was 19 feet during high tide.
 

11. 	 PPA had scheduled dredging of the channel for 1993, estimated
 
to cost P11 million.
 

12. 	 PPA's Port Management Office (PMO) at Tacloban had
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jurisdiction over 13 terminal ports and 27 municipal ports in
 
Samar and Leyte. The terminal ports included Ormoc,
 
Catbalogan, Palompon, Maasin, Liloan, Bato, Baybay, Borongan,
 
San Jose Carangian, San Isidro, Calbayog and Isabel, Leyte.
 
Other government ports included the Liloan fecry terminal,
 
Hilongos, Guiuan, Sogod, Pingag, Cabalian, Oras, Bantique,
 
Tanauan, Babatngon and St. Bernard.
 

13. 	 There were more incoming cargoes to Tacloban, in 1993, than
 
outgoing. Incoming cargoes comprised eggs, vegetables, meat
 
and machinery. Outgoing cargoes were charcoal, copra, fish and
 
abaca.
 

14. 	 According to the PPA port operations office at Tacloban, most
 
of the outgoing copra was being shipped on chartered vessels
 
destined for Iligan and Legaspi oil mills. Minimal volumes of
 
copra were being shipped to Manila on the William Lines
 
vessel. There was an oil mill based in Tacloban which also
 
procured copra from Leyte and Samar copra traders. There were
 
cargoes originating from Mindoro, such as rice and salt, which
 
were shipped on chartered vessels, and a direct liner service
 
between Batangas and Tacloban would benefit these shippers.
 

15. 	 PPA Tacloban was coordinating with the various shipping
 
operators on their plans for replacing 3xisting vessels.
 

16. 	 The Chief Pilot, Capt. Ramon Pulay, said that the pilots were
 
coordinating with PPA and the various operators to agree on
 
the rates to be charged regarding compulsory pilotage. The
 
fee itself was minimal but the incidental charges were very
 
high consisting of car hire and pumpboat hire, since the
 
entrance channel was about 32 kms. away from Tacloban.
 

According to the Chief pilot, following were the pilotage
 
rates, which were minimal, and the corresponding incidental
 
expenses:
 

Vessels 	 Docking Fee Channeling Fee
 

100-under 500 gross tons R 41.70 P 100
 
500-under 600 gross tons 55.60 150
 
600-under 1,000 gross tons 69.60 200
 
1,000-under 3,000 gross tons 139.20 250
 
3,000-under 5,000 gross tons 194.80 300
 

The incidental expenses include:
 

Launch assistance for docking/
 
undocking, below 1,000 GRT 180.00
 

above 1,000 GRT 270.00
 
Car hire from Tacloban to Babatngon to meet
 

incoming vessel at Canauay I R 600
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Car Hire from Babatngon to Tacloban after
 
deboarding outgoing vessel at Canauay I 
 600
 

Launch service to meet incoming vessel
 
at Canauay I 
 300
 

Launch service to meet outgoing vessel
 
at Canauay I 
 300
 

The above rates were not being followed, however, and the
 
actual rates, according to operators, are much higher, car
 
hire being P1,200-1,600 (one-way).
 

17. 	 LIPSI noted that their productivity rates were within the
 
approved rates They had not
of PPA. received any complaints

regarding damage resulting from improper handling. When
 
handling NFA cargo, LIPSI had to wait for the NFA checker, COA
 
auditor, and a military security and classifier before they

could start unloading rice shipments. Hence, they could work
 
only for 5 hours instead of 8 hours. Each laborer was being
 
paid 	P104/day.
 

18. 	 LIPSI could not stockpile cargoes because they had to wait for
 
trucks, and this decreased their productivity, particularly
 
for cement cargoes being received from Union Cement of Iligan,

with consignments of 30,000-35,000 bags. Hence the palletized
 
cargo vessel was being used as a temporary "bodega" or
 
warehouse.
 

19. 	 LIPSI provided both stevedoring and arrastre services, with
 
the latter extending to loading/unloading of trucks or
 
stacking/unstacking in the port's transit sheds other
and 
storage areas. Stevedoring and arrastre services were being
charged for separately, with a combined total of I 1.10 per 
bag of cement. 

20. 	 LIPSI preferred to unload palletized cargo since it is easier
 
and faster than unpalletized cargo to unload and move into
 
transit sheds. They bad a total labor complement of fewer
 
than 500 persons. The total number of registered employees was
 
521.
 

In earlier years, they had hired gangleaders, but had
 
discontinued this practice since they had then no control 
over
 
productivity. These gangleaders would pay the laborers P90,

which was less than what LIPSI was paying the gangleader,

viz., P104 per laborer per day.
 

21. 	 The charges for heavylift cargoes were as follows:
 

Arrastre Stevedoring
 

5-15 tons 62.4 59.30
 
15-20 tons 104.45 9.30
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22. 	 The productivity rate of LIPSI was 20 containers per hour.
 
They had 3-4 forklifts, cable slings and palletboards.
 

23. 	 There were also rolling cargoes at the port, such as trucks
 
and graders.
 

24. 	 LIPSI noted that the sea freight was higher than the trucking
 
rate from Manila to Tacloban so that shippers were shifting
 
from transporting their cargoes by sea.
 

25. 	 The arrastre workers were not allowed to do stripping and
 
stuffing inside the warehouse of the shipping lines, and hence
 
it was the shipping line labor who did such work.
 

26. 	 Arrastre charges at the port of Tacloban were as follows in
 
August 1993, in pesos per revenue ton:
 

Non-Palletized Palletized
 
Arrastre Steved. Arrastre Steved.
 

Non-Prime Commod. 37.40 9.30 29.15 6.60
 
Rice 17.20 9.30 13.40 6.60
 
Cor-ngrits 18.20 9.30 14.10 6.60
 
Refined sugar 22.00 9.30 17.15 6.60
 
Fresh eggs 37.40 9.30 29.15 6.60
 
Canned milk 37.40 9.30 29.15 6.60
 
Cannedfish 35.40 9.30 27.50 6.60
 
Edible oil 36.85 9.30" 28".50 6.60
 
School supplies 37.40 9.30 29.15 6.60
 
Dressed chicken 37.40 9.30 29.15 6.60
 
Bulk (copra, in mt) 22.80 9.30
 

27. 	 NFA indicated the problems of rice distribution within the
 
region:
 

- pilferage by arrastre workers at Catarman port because of 
arrastre. 

-	 poorly organized arrastre at Borongan port. 

- shipping lines did not want to accept NFA rice shipments 
because they were strict in terms of security, and, they 
always made the shipping lines pay for damaged cargo or 
pilferage. 

- shipping lines did a poor job of stowage, with different 
commodities being piled together. 

container vans were too expensive.
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28. 	 NFA Tacloban was chartering vessels for their rice shipments.

They usually had a contract with tramper operators that any

damage or pilferage would be shouldered by the tramper
 
operator.
 

29. 	 A team of five persons from NFA was taking care of loading and
 
unloading of rice: 1 Port Operations Officer, 3 checkers and
 
1 security officer.
 

30. 	 NFA was proposing to obtain its own vessel, with financing

from the Australian Government. Unfortunately, according to
 
the NFA, the Philippine Government did not think it was
 
feasible for NFA to own and maintain its own vessel, due to
 
the high cost of vessel maintenance.
 

Catbalogan City
 

Shipper Interviews
 

Marine Products
 

There were sixteen shippers of marine products interviewed.
 
The information provided by the shippers is summarized in 10 points
 
below.
 

1. 	 There were only four shipping operators calling at the port of
 
Catbalogan every week. These were:
 

Tacloban Princess - Sulpicio Lines
 
Masbate I - William Lines
 
Don Calvino - Gothong Lines
 
Elizabeth Lily - Western Samar Shipping
 

2. 	 Daily shipment of marine products to Manila included fish,

squid, shrimps, black tiger prawns, crabs, octopus, lobster,

and cuttlefish. These were usually packed in styrofoam boxes
 
of 25-45 kilos per box.
 

3. 	 During 1992-1993, most of the fish dealers had not been
 
availing of shipping services. Instead, their commodities
 
were being transported to Manila by trucks. They cited the
 
following advantages of trucking over shipping:
 

M Less travel time : 	 trucks - 14-16 hours
 
ships - 22-24 hours
 

M 	 Freight rate was competitive at P105-135/box, or "pakyaw"
ranging from P12,000 to P18,000 for a full load per trip,
with no need to deal with and pay arrastre, PPA, and 
other shipping/port charges, except for the ferry cost 
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from Allen to Matnog, which ranged from P850 to P1,900
 
(depending on the size of the truck).
 

W 	 Door-to-door service (commodities were delivered directly 
to the consignee). 

W 	 Faster cargo handling.
 

W 	 Flexible schedule. Unlike in shipping, where the 
shippers have to adhere to schedules, trucks can leave 
anytime. 

- Dealers could easily make and settle claims in cases of 
pilferage and losses. 

4. 	 On the other hand, trucking service was seen by the shippers
 
to have two disadvantages:
 

- Problems with checkpoints "lagay" (minimum of P100) and 
Highway Patrol "tong" (up to P600, plus fish and other 
products on load). 

- The roughness of land travel affected the physical 
quality of marine products. 

5. 	 However, other fish dealers, who did not own trucks, were
 
willing to shift to shipping services provided there would be
 
daily services on the Catbalogan-Manila route. In August
 
1993, only the Tacloban Princess of Sulpicio Lines accepted
 
marine products for shipment to Manila, and the vessel called
 
at Catbalogan just once a week.
 

6. 	 Since most of the fish dealers were members of the Maqueda Bay
 
Fish Dealer's Association, they transported their goods
 
together. Shipments ranged from 5 to 50 boxes per dealer/day,
 
utilizing either 10-ft. or 20-ft. vans.
 

7. 	 Black tiger prawn producers were not directly exporting their
 
products because there were buyers in Catbalogan and Tacloban
 
who exported them to the US, Japan, Hongkong, Australia and
 
Taiwan. These producers found the prices of exporters
 
competitive with Manila buyers, with no additional
 
costs/charges and no problems of packaging and transporting.
 

8. 	 The three biggest exporters of marine products were Solid
 
Exports, SMI Fish Industries, Inc. and the Phtlippine Marisco
 
Corporation. Solid Exports had its own shipping fleet (Sta.
 
Elena series), while SMT and Marisco shipped their cargoes
 
from Catbalogan to either Naga or Tacloban, from which cities
 
they could be moved by refrigerated vans to Manila. Their
 
Manila offices handled the shipments to their final (export)
 
destination. Their offices in Catbalogan were only buying
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stat ions.
 

9. 	 The fish dealers mentioned the following disadvantages of
 
shipping by sea:
 

M 	 Pilferage at Catbalogan Port was uncontrollable.
 

M Additional costs were incurred in cargo handling

(stevedoring, arrastre and other port charges).
 

-	 Longer travel time by sea. 

M 	 Delays were encountered in shipping (this was considered 
to be very important, since their products were highly 
perishable). 

- Sea shipment nevertheless entailed trucking expense at 
Manila, in moving fish from North Harbor to consignees in 
Malabon. 

10. 	 Suggestions from fish dealers:
 

M 	 Additional vessels were needed in the Catbalogan-Minila
 
and Catbalogan-Cebu routes.
 

-	 The PPA should look into the problems of pilferage and 
losses because of the free movement of vendors, illegal
 
porters and other persons with no business in the port
 
area.
 

M 	 An additional arrastre operator was needed at Catbalogan 
to improve service. 

Other Cargo
 

Other shippers interviewed included five rice shippers, two
 
dry goods/grocery shippers, one hardware shipper, one salt dealer,
 
and one shipper of bottled cargo. The results of the survey are
 
summarized in the following 9 points.
 

1. 	 Sulpicio Shipping Lines and William T,ines were seldom
 
accepting rice shipments from Manila direc,>-to Catbalogan.

Rice dealers were often coursing their shipments -iaTacloban,
 
with trucking services costing them an additional P10/sack (50
 
kilos).
 

2. 	 These rice dealers were hiring trampers in lieu of liner
 
services for covering the rice shortfalls of the Catbalogan
 
area. They were paying P13 to P15 per sack from Manila, P12
 
per sack from Iloilo and PlO per sack from Tacloban, which
 
were their sources of rice. Regular shipments ranged from 400
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to 1,000 sacks in lean months and 3,000-4,000 sacks during

peak season.
 

3. 	 Trampers were also being chartered for the shipment of salt
 
from Mindoro to Catbalogan with freight rates ranging from PlO
 
to P15 per sack of 45 kilos.
 

4. 	 The rice dealers were willing to pay additional freight cost
 
and to waive the right to make any complaints just so the
 
liner operators would accept their shipments. However, it was

the Manila offices of the shipping lines that did not accede
 
to accepting higher payments.
 

6. 	 Corn by-products like "ipa" (45 kilos/sack) and "tiki-tiki"
 
(60 kilos/sack) were being shipped to Manila weekly. These
 
were 
loaded in 10-foot containers (100-110 sacks/van), with a
 
maximum of 6 vans per week. Freight rate was P13 per sack.
 
Arrastre services (forklift only, because cargo handling was

being done by their 
own 	men) was P2 'er sack. PPA was
 
charging them P0.35 per sack.
 

7. 	 In cases when the vessels of Sulpicio Shipping Lines and
 
William Lines experienced engine trouble, the ships were
 
proceeding to their destination without calling at the port of
 
Catbalogan (this was possible because Catbalogan Port was only
 
an intermediate 'all for. these shipping lines). 
 When 	this
 
happened, shippers were 
left with no choice but to avail of
 
trucking service from Tacloban to Catbalogan. Trucking cost
 
ranged from P40 to P60/sack, or "pakyaw" amounting 
 to
 
P20,000-25,000 per truckload.
 

8. 	 Since the port of Catbalogan was unable to handle 20-ft. 
vans
 
(limited handling equipment imposed a 10-ft. van maximum
 
size), hardware and dry goods dealers were availing of

trucking services from Manila, instead of shipping services.
 
They coordinated with transporters who accommodated other

commodities to Manila and then loaded the dealers' goods going

back to Catbalogan. Freight cost ranged from P40 to P60 per

carton/box (depending on the size).
 

9. 	 Asia Brewery had its own barge that handled the shipment of
 
its bottled cargo and empty bottles.
 

Agency Interviews
 

The agencies interviewed as regards the shipping and support

services in Catbalogan, Samar included the Philippine Ports
 
Authority, Ocenar Maqueda Bay Port Arrastre Inc.
Stevedoring,

(OMBPASI), NFA, Department of Agriculture, and Department of Trade
 
and Industry. Information gathered is summarized 
in 9 points

below.
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IIV LUIII CL L IU II jU U I LLUdI UgJI I VOFLV -	 1 m 11mtlecontractor to PPA because PPA found the pier to be of sub
standard quality and st:'ucturally weak. For example, tie

rubber or cluster fenders were designed for small fishing
vessels, so when big vessels would hit these fenders, they got
destroyed/damaged.
 

2. 	 A second pier, RORO-type, was under construction, with
completion scheduled 
for 1994. However, there had been a

delay in the construction because of a change that would 
lengthen the RORO ramp from 6 meters 
to 20 meters.
 

3. 	 PPA had no control at the gate because of lack of manpow er.
Vendors were able to go in and out of the port area at will.
 
When PPA tried to ban the vendors, the vendors would go in by

bancas via the sea.
 

4. 	 Management contract of 
Ocenar Naqueda Bay Port Arrastre was
 
five years (1991-1996).
 

5. 	 PPA said that when trampers were docked and regular liner
 
ships arrived, the trampers were pulled out because the liner
vessels were given priority. However, shipping operatcrs
contested this statement.
 

6. 	 In 1993, PPA had approved the following charges
 

Arrastre - P5.95/ton
 
Stevedoring - 7.75/ton
 
Wharfage - 1.65/ton 

7. 	 Sulpicio Lines provided a 15-ton forklift for OMBPASI's use.
 

8. 	 Pilferage in the port area was said by OMBPAST to be under 
control. However, in rare cases of pilferage, if proven to be
 
OMBPASI's fault, they paid right away.
 

9. 	 OMBPASI considered that 
there should be another vessel to
 
serve the Catbalogan-Cebu route more often than did the 
Elizabeth Lily of Western Samar Shipping because 
the MV

Elizabeth Lily 	was out calling regularly at Catbalogan, but 
only 	when it could.
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ANNEX B
 

EASTERN VISAYAS PASSENGER SURVEY RESULTS
 

Passenger surveys to assess the adequacy of Eastern Visayas
 
ferry and liner shipping services were conducted during the period
 
August-September 1993. Surveys were undertaken aboard 23 vessels
 
to assess the adequacy of services on 14 routes. The LSRS survey
 
schedule is shown in Table B.1
 

Questions asked of passengers for the purpose of shipping
 
service evaluation include the following:
 

M Passenger travel purpose and frequency of travelling the route 
being evaluated. 

- Adequacy of services to meet demand on the route 

- Adherence to service schedule (service reliability) 

- Space reservation system. 

- Baggage accommodation (including stowage space adequacy and 
baggage security). 

- Operator concern for safety (as viewed by the passengers) 

M Vessel boarding procedure. 

- Physical accommodation standards. 

- Vessel crew attitude toward passengers (courtesy and 
helpfulness). 

- Passenger baggage and extra charges paid (in addition to 
passage), if any. 

M Service improvement, if any, over 2-year period. 

- Other services taken by passengers, and comparison of service 
standards. 

M 	 Seriousness of problem of traffic congestion during peak 
travel period. 

M 	 Passenger suggestions for service improvement.
 



in Neptember 1993, 
the LSRS made some changes in the passenger

survey form, and 
three of the routes between Cebu and the Leyte

west coast were surveyed partially with the original form and
 
partially with the revised 
form. The results in these cases are
 
separately tabulated, with the results obtained through use of 
the
 
revised form being signified by (A), and (B) signifying results

obtained by using the original 
form for the same route. ?or all
 
other routes only the original form was used.
 

Results of LSRS surveys are presented in tables B.2 through

B.289. The tables that 
apply to each of the 14 routes surveyed
 
are:
 

Tacloban-Manila (B.2 through B.17) 

- Tacloban-Cebu (B.18 through B.33) 

- Tacloban-Guiuan (B.34 through B.49) 

- Tacloban-Balangiga, Samar (B.50 through B.65) 

- Catbalogan-Cebu (B.66 through B.83) 

- Calbayog, Samar-Cebu (B.84 through B.99) 

M Cabalian, Samar-Cebu (B.100 through B.117) 

M Baybay, Leyte-Cebu (B.118 through B.135) 

M Bato, Leyte-Cebu (B.136 through B.151) 

M Hilongos, Leyte-Cebu Route (A) (B. 152 through B.169) 

M Hilongos, Leyte-Cebu Route (B) (B.170 through B.185) 

M Naval, Leyte-Cebu (B.186 through B.203) 

M Palompon, Leyte-Cebu (B.204 through B.221) 

- Ormoc, Leyte-Cebu Route (A) (B.222 through B.239)
 

M Ormoc, Leyte-Cebu Route (B) (B.240 through B.255)
 

M Maasin, Leyte-Cebu (A) (B.256 through B.273)
 

M Maasin, Leyte-Cebu (B) (B.274 through B.289)
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TABLE B.1
 

Schedule of Vessel Surveys
 
and Number of Passengers Interviewed
 

Routes Name of 
Date of Interview Vessel/Company 

Tacloban - Manila 
08/18/93 Masbate Uno/WLI 

08/23/93." Tacloban Princess/SLI 


Sub-total : Tacloban - Manila 


Tacloban - Cebu
 
08/18/93 Leyte Queen/K & T 

08/03 & 19/93 Don Calvino/GL 


Sub-total : Tacloban - Cebu 


Tacloban - Guiuan
 
08/20/93 Flo-Soccour/Roly Lines 

08/19/93 Stacey/K & T 


Sub-total : Tacloban - Guiuan 


Tacloban - Balangiga, Samar
 
08/20/93 San Lorenzo/Proceso Canillas 


Catbalogan, Samar - Cebu
 
08/31/93 Elizabeth Lily/WSL 


Calbayog - Cebu
 

09/04 & 06/93 Don Martin 6/PSL 


Cabalian - Cebu
 
09/17/93 Guiuan/K & T 


Baybay, Leyte - Cebu
 
09/01/93 Pink Rose/Rose Lines 


Bato, Leyte - Cebu
 
09/01/93 South Pacific/SPSL 


Hilongos - Cebu
 
09/01/93 Gloria 2/Gabisan Lines 

08/31/93 Queen Belinda/RSL 

09/01-03/93 Guada Cristy/RSL 


Sub-total : Hilongos - Cebu 


3
 

Ist 


7 


7 


18 

1 


19 


6 

8 


14 


-21 


-

-


5 


7 


2 

-

-

2 


Sample
 
2nd 3rd Total
 

- 86 3 
51 51
 

- 137 144
 

41 7 66
 
22 70 93
 

63 77 159
 

35 13 54
 
21 , 37
 

56 21 91
 

21
 

25 25
 

5 34 39
 

29 31 60
 

23 6 34
 

6 25 38
 

18 14 34
 
12 12 24
 
27 16 43
 

57 42 101
 



Naval - Cebu 
09/04/93 MY Katrina/MMYE Shipping - 20 10 30 
08/31/93 Michael III/MMYE Shipping - 4 15 19 

Sub-total : Naval - Cebu - 24 25 49 

Palompon, Leyte - Cebu
 
09/13/93 Our Lady of Mt. Carmel/GL 4 21 52 77
 
08/31/93 Michael III/MMYE Shipping - 3 40 43
 
09/C,1/93 Sacred Heart/GL - 12 64 76
 

Sub-total Palompon, Leyte - Cebu 4 36 156 196
 

Ormoc - Cebu 
09/06/93 Cebu Princess/SLI - 60 76 
09/08/93 Elcano/ASL 15 11 11 37 

Sub-total Palompon, Leyte - Cebu 15 27 71 113
 

Maasin -- Cebu 
09/06/93 Asia-Brunei/Trans-Asia - 35 38 73 
09/02/93 Filipinas Maasin/CSL - 15 42 57 

Sub-total Palompon, Leyte - Cebu - 50 80 130
 

TOTAL 73 376 751 1,200
 

Note :
 

CL (Gothong Lines), ASL (Aboitiz Shipping Lines), SLI (Sulpicio Shipp:
 
Lines), RSL (Robles Shipping Lines), SPSL (Southern Pacific Shipping Line,
 
CSL (Cokaliong Shipping Lines), K & T (K & T Shipping Lines), PSL (Pala(
 
Shipping Lines), WSL (Western Shipping Lines), Roly Lines. (Rolly Shipp:
 
Lines), Rose Lines (Rose Shipping Lines).
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TACLOBAN - MANILA ROUTE
 

TABLE B.2 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

:.- ========== -!im~ ij:~i -	 i!:ii:f:: ::ii .. ______ - l: :i::i::iii ::::::::::::::.::: : .m 	 .i::: 

EIMPLOYEE _____2 	 2 2 1 1 2 ___ 3 2

BUS N1_SS 19 19 20 1.9 19 37 38 38 26
 

TU NT1 	 3 4 4 3 3VACATION, OLEDAY 	 6 1 6 7 ____S3 	 24 27 29 .... 19 19 37 3 43 463 
319 36 39 9 9 18 2 43 45 31 

NO ANSWER 	 1 4 S5 	 15 4 3TOTAl. 	 7 86 93 100 51 51 10 71 137 1l4 10 

TABLE B.3
 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

1-5 ye-....---1- 2 tinies anmo .n....- ..... ....... 61 .. 66 34 ..	 34.
2 2 4 4 4 ~ 4 678 .... .25 . ____ . 90 . . .. 955 664 

6-10 times a year 	 2 2 2 1 1 2 3 3 2 
9 9 10 1 1 2 ] a 10 "7No usw,_" 17j 17 18 11 	 11 22 28 9 

51 100 7 
---

137 144 100 
- --- --------	 - 289 - 1--9Total __4 7171 ---- 93 100 51 

TABLE B.4
 

SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND
 

____ rV. :SBATE- :: 	 TOTAL:UNO: M:I'.TACLOBANPIUNC-ESS 	 ...............
 
.. •"]-. ' .. ' I,•..' THIR ". .''.....-	 .. "..-..I""."'..''..'-.....'"...... .'1 '',..''.i.-......'...'..% I ITHRD % FIRST -I"a) 

CLCASSCLASS: ::TOTAL SH,-ARE: .:LCL.ASS ::i.{TOTAL ::!:SH;AJ E CLASS CL-ASS : TOTAL.:RA.1: 
YES 6 61 67 72 43 43 84 6 104 110 76NO 24 24 26 8 8 	 16 32 32 22 

NO ANSW ER 1 1 2 2 j 1 2 1 
TOTAL 7 -93 100 	 10- -51 7, 137 144 10 

TABLE B.5 

RELIABILITY OF SERVICE 
. .. sBATE UNO M fvTACLOANB. PRINCISS TOTAL ..._.........
 

! R T 	 :ITIR -: . .CLASS SHARE .THCASSiiI:ITOTA 	 TIRD:-CLASS TOTAL % ' :: ]:l: % FIRST ' i?!:i!!i A!i!!!L TOTAL:::- SHARE:* 

3 61 64 69 21 22 43 3 186 60 
~J A SW R 12 2 {11 2{ 1 

. TOTAL 7 93 l00 --- I-_ _ _ jj 44 100 



TABLE B.6
 

GOOD SPACE RESERVATION
 

:_.:: WMNMSBATKI140 :M :SSI____ .. TOIVTT.LOAX'TOTAL 
FIRS THRD% THID % FuRST THIRD 

________ CASCLS OTAL SHARE .CLASS :::TOTAL. :SHARE CLASS CLASSTOA SHR 
YES 5 74 79 85 48 48 94 5 122 127 88 
NO 1] 12 13 3 3 6 , - 14 15 10 

TOTAL 7___ 86 93 - 10 51 51 100 7 137 144 100 

TABLE B.7 

GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMMODATION/SECURITY 

'V :_ 
2FIRT THRD - :FIRST THIRD 

:::M:::MSBATE UN" lV TACLOBAN.I:X:PCSS : 'OTAL :: 
~THIR 

________CAS CAS j OTL HAR jCLSSTOTL HAE LASS CLASS. T0TAL SH:*91ARE-
YES 3 70 73 78 29 29 57 3 99 102 71 

TNO 2 14 16 
 - 2I ----- 4---- - ---- 3 iNO0; 21 2 41 4 2 2 43ANSER 

TABLE B.8 

ADEQUATE CONCERN FOR SAF Mr 

____________........ 
 O- ~ r ~ 8 N ES T W I ..... ........

!'1RS~F~ ..............
 

YES 3 73 76 82 31 31 61 3 104 107 74 
NO . .3 11 14 15 20 20 39 3 31 34 24 

NOANSWER 1 2 3 3 1 2 3 2
TOTAL 71 86 93 100 511 51 100[ 7 137 144 100 

TABLE B.9 

ORGANIZED BOARDING PROCEDURE 

...... ... ~ B N __ - t C O A ~ U C - . - _ _ 

Y S6 "78 84 -90 41 41 b0 6 119 125 87 

NO 4 4 4 10 10 20 14 4 10 
NO ANSWER 1 4' 5 5 41 5 3 

TOTAL 7T 86 93 500 51 1o0 7 137 144 1005 




LJjLr. f.&V 

ACCOMMODATION STANk.., 

FOOD/C.ANITEN 

UACCEPTABLEPOOR~ 
FAI5 

Sf 65 3 
3 

. 
33 5 

z 
4-S4-

2 2 
. . .- 4 

6 

GOOD/EXCEL. 2 20 22 -- 24 

TOTAL NOASW6 6 _ "--1J ----100 _____ _______ 6f 4 
TO1LET.ISANTARY FACIIIfES 

UNACCEPTABLE ___ 

POOR 
FAIR 
GOODT'EXCE[ 
NO ANWER _ 

TOTAL 

21. 
3 
2 

7 

1916 
45 
10 
7 

86 

48 
12 
7 

93 

5 

!2 
13 

IC4 

9 

24 
1 
1 

51 

9 

24 
1 
1 

51 

18 
31 
47 

2 
2 

100 

2 
3 
2i 

7 

14 
is 
69 
11 

8 
137 

14 
37 
72 
13 
$ 

144 

10 
6 

50 
9 
6 

10 

BEDDINGSBLAYrETS 
POOR-I - - - -

NO A.SWER 
TOTAL 

S-19 

7 

2 

19 
86 

5 

19--
93 

20 

IC 

66 

23 

51 

313 

51 

2 2 
25 

100 

5 

7 

a 
59 

-7 
IT"T 

64 

14 

6 
44 

- 17 

16i 
LEIURE FACELMES 

UNACC'EPTABLE 
POOR 
FAIR 
OOODEXCIL. 
NO ANSWER. 

TOTAL 

5 
2 

7 

I1 
2 

3_43 
26 
19 
86 

2 

28__30 
19i 
93 1 

I 
1 
2 
4 

20 -
0 _ 

7 
-5 

1 
8 

5 

7 
35 

1 
8 

51 

14 
69 

21 
16 

100 
_ 

5 

2 

7 

I 
9 
73 

27 
27 

137 

9 
79 

29 
27 

'441 

6 
5 
20 
19 
0ol 

VENT'ILAM:rOS 

POOR 
FAIR 

GOODEXCL. 

1 
4 
2 

8 
46 
27 

9 
50 
29 

1l 
54 
31 

5 
40 

6 

5 
40 
6 

10 
78 
12 

1 
4 
2 

i3 
36 
33 

14 
90 
35 

10 
63 
2 

NO ANSWER 

TOTAL 7
O 

CESCOUR MESY/.ABSIS TA.NCE 

U1ACCR'TAfLE 
-LPOO- 4 

FAI + 4 
GO.D/'C1L- 2NO ANSWER 

TOAL7J 

5 

861 

i 
I-

40 
30 
8 

-

5 
93 

I9 
- if .. 
44 
32 -

93 

5 
.- 51 

I 
--- ----._ 

47 ---36 
34 59 

1(0 51 
-

51k 

36 
5 

51 

100_ 

-.--1. 
71 
102 ..... 

100 

----

-4 
4 
2-
7 

5 
137 

- -
76 ---

35- . 
137 

I 

5 
144 

1 

-
80 
37- .... 
44 

3 
10 

-__i 

56 
2.6 

I0 

DRINICNG FOU.NTAINSPOOR 

FAl __ 

ETC. 

__ 

110 

4 46 50 

1 

!4 

3 

351 
10 

35 

20 

____9 

1 

-4 

015 

:31~ 55 

NOANSWE
TOT5L186 

29 2 
93_ 

20 
1C0 

-I -- 1 2 
100 7 137 

10 
144 

7
'166 

SPACE TO MOVE AROUNIPOOR 

FAI 
NO ANSWER 

4 

11_-1 

40 
18 

4 
115 

l 

47 
19 

1 , 7 

354---
_4 

9 
8 

4 
-

s 19 J13 

575 

-- -- .. - . 1 , ___ 



-- ---- 
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TABLE B.I1
 

BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS
 
WVk. BATF UNO ... .:ii!i A IXB NP ictS J:!: ::::ii:iii::T T ',:i .:.:: :KM,O :BAGG, FWO TTW :~i!t !,;ii1ST .[ZL -ii~:::WK ] .:.:: WWI~r:l;i::::i!i:!'" :
NM-0F:BAGGAGEi: CLA-SSg CLAS:- TO/TAL +'[iSfIAitji!CWLg~ .5O aw : :CLASS. i::C&ssi].:TAT. i]S-A.] :SlARE i
 

BOX-ES 

3 __241 22 

BAGS 

SACKS 

CANS
3-4 3- 111 19 i1 3321 1 4111 41211 1 

TOTAL 
___ls9 121092 U-1 87 57 57 88 9 9 16 89 
NO ANSWCER 

TOTAL. 

3-=16 

9 118 

16
44 
-3-

127 

13 
3 

- -
100 

-

3 
5 

5 
6 

3
5 

61 

5j20
89 

-) 
I00 9 179 

9 

188 lO6 

TABLE B.12 

WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CILARGES PAID 

WEIGHT 
1-1okios 2 19 21 23 18 8 35 2 37 39 2711-22ki, s 11 - 3 14 16 16 3121-30 Ulos 2 27 29 20 
31-40 klos 1 4 4: 4 411 41 2 24 1 2 3j 22 

41-S0 kios .... .. 8 8 9 1 1 2 9 9Abov 50 kios 3 - 5 2 2 4 7 7 _No 3" 41 44 8 16 2 47 49 34 
-TOTAL 7 861 93 100 51 --

51 - 100---- d2 4 9 37 .137 144 100 
EX-IRA CHARGES PAID 

N o A- _--- 7- 14 93 100 1137 14_ 1 
TOTAL-------------- 551 100 " 137k T -

TABLE B.13 
ADEQUATE BAGGAGE STORAGE
 

:::!.......::::i i! ... ' " ." " ' .. .
!!i : . "".. • .......... . .. ............ ....... 
R A*".-.us - •O ..... .
:. PIS S. .- ........
 

M.ASCA~TITA 4 SAECA U~A HR LS '~AS -7-ALSfAYES ___ __ 5___ __J m 57hIR ITHRD: .........5 73 -f 78 .. 54
_ 61_ 21 1 41 FRS 
NO "2 31 331 35 29 9] 7 2 60 - 62L 43 

OTA -w 1 8 6 9 3 1 :10
51 51 oo 137 144 b 

http:A*".-.us


__ 

TABLE B.14
 

IS BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED
 

.... :.:.:
-.---. 

___ __C._ CLASS:: -:::CASS,: :TOTAL S~ 

YES 3 57 60 
NO 4 23 27 

NO ANSWE1 - - -__ 

TOTAL 7[ 86 93 

CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS
 

YES 6 34 

NONO ANSMER 1 38'4 

TOTAL 7 86 

:: ..TOT S :: :: IO A.L::-: :': !:: -q . . "ii
.:::.. :: :!' ........ ... !
 

E CAS TTA A~ .. CJ.. .....O S h S&* 
65 21 21 41 3 78 81 56 
29 29 29 57 4 52 56 39 

__ _2_ 7 7, 5 
100 51 51 100_ 7 137 144 100 

TABLE B.15 

~~~WST~~~~~~ hl)- T T .. ~: J1S f~ ....... .hP3...
............ i:i~ i
 
40 43 

14 39 4215 

93 100 

10 10 20 6 44 50 35 
401: 401 782 1 78 791515 550 

51 51 100 7 137 144 100 

TABLE B.16 
CONGESTED TRAVEL DURING PEAK SEASON
 

BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM
 

YES 5 331 38 41 25 25~ 49J S 58 631 44) 
_NOANSWER 2___ 10 12 13 1 1 2 2) 11 13 9 
•, TOTAL 7 86 93 100 51 51 iC0 7___ 137 144 100 



TABLE B.1 7 
PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

_______________.........__ 
 MNMA TE5N _ _ V TACLO0BAN.PRR4CESS __ TOTAL . ... 

-FiRSTTHIR - THIRD .......... LASS T.OTAL SHARE CLA :S TOTAL -SHARE CLAS;S CLAS TYrL SA -
Impose regulationE/check time schedule I 2 3 3 1 2 3 2[rnrove accormnodationiservices offered 1 5 6 6 7 7 14 1 12 13 9Shlipping agencies shoudmnitor thepporter 21 - - 2 
Put/add more leisure facilities 1 4 5 2 2 4 1 6 7 -
MNh ceanliness especia , th cofot roomImpose penlty to vessel who does not follow rules 11 172 183 193 11 11 _.. 22 1 .. 2. - 20 ..
 
Crewvmust be courteous & shouldassistpassen in
boarding the v eto l 3332 . ... . . .. 
Lower the price of commodities sold atthe cantee 3 3 2 2 4 4 4 3 
Ianprovefood preration/nieal service, provide wawu 5 5 5 7 7 14 12 12 8Provide medicine for the passerger who have headaches Orallergyl II
 
Porters houldforce the pass-ers to carytheir-bag es ........ --- 1 1 1 
 1 1 
During peak season authorities must have a represenlativeto 

check wether the vessel is in gcod condition 2 2 2 20 Provide trash cans/waste baskets 1 1 
2 1 

1 1 1 
Provide bagage storagEpcomprtmer_ 3 3 3 1 1 2 4 4 3Impose restriction on the mnmber of passenge--s allowed
 

onboa-d 1 1 1 
 1 1 
Systematic procedure clring dise,--kation to avoid dange 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Put safey rnemre for the passenger ... ... 1 1...1Repaint the vessel 1 1 2 1 1 1Discounts shouldbegiva, to studn s &AFP 2 2 4 2 2 1Provide enough ventilation in the economy class 1 1 2 1 1 
V-dors should not be allowed to enter the vessel during 

embarkaiowrvls embarkation 2 
Provide faster service ........... 
 2 1 1 1No vswer/nc. sugestions 1 34 35 38 13 13 25 1 47 48 33

TotWl 7 86 93 100 1 1 100 7i 137 144 100 



TACLOBAN - CEBU ROUTE
 

TABLE B.18 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

___ *W ~iT E ............NC L~..........................
U MVD 

EMPLOYEE 2 1 1 4 6 4 6 10 11 2 5 7 14 9 
BUSINESS . 6 14 21._ 17 22 39 42 8 23 22 2 33 

STUDENT 3 1 4 6_ 9 9 10 3 1 9 13 1 
VACAT1ONIHOLMAY 1 11 4 16 24 171 17 11 11 21 33 21 

2 18 2 22 33 1 1 141 16 17 3 19 16 38 24 
2 4 6 9 2 -OANS_2 2 2 4 2 8 -

TOTAL 18 41 7 66 100[ 1 22, 70 93 100 19 63 77 is IC 

TABLE B.19
 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

I- : :::: t::::::::::: ::....:::::::::...........:::::::::::::::::::::...........::::::::::::::::::
 

_______________:CLS LS LS OT SAECASCASCLAS ::TdtAL SMAREI _LS CLS& C......TOTAL' SHAkE: 

-4 - - - - -- 1 16 27 29 4 17 3 20-2 
2-3 timesa mouth 4 3 7 2 1113 15 16 6 16 22 14 

4-Stimesamonth 2 3 1_ _ 6 9 4 4 4 2 3 5 10 6 

Oncvear 7 11 1 19 29 3 5 8 9 7 14 6 27 17 

As the need nses 2 11 1 14 21 1 21 22 24 2 12 236 23 
No answ_ 3 11 1 15 23 _ 1 16 11 15 4 11 17 32 20 

Total 18i 41 7 66 100 1 22 70 93 100 19 63 77 -1- 1C-0 

TABLE B.20 

SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND 

_____________ MVL~1 Q~tENM ON CALVINc' TOhL 

.... .IShU IR ... . IR T TH M w:....
...
I_________CAS.SICLASS: CLASS 11TT, SARE 'CLASS. CLASS' CLASS. TOQTALj.SER CLASS CF-ASS CLASSITUTAL SAARE 
"ES 18 29 4 51 77 1 22 63 66 92 19 51 67 137 F,.6 

.. .. . 0 . 12 3 15 23 . ._ 3 3.. 3 12 6 18 .. 

NC'AqS WER J 4 4 4 4 4 3 
rOTAL 18 41 7_ .6 17 1 22 70 93 100 1W 77 1 ICO 

1 



TABLE B21 
RELIABI.ITY OF SERVICE_____~~~~LI________________ ______ No____ TIOTAL1 

___ _______ ___ D__IVLEYTE QtEE 1VXON CALVINQ______ __ 

E1tEONt TH31. MIrS TMTO 4c YMSIT C THIRD j 
YES _ 10. 31 2 43 65 1 22 61 4 90 11 53 63 1271 80 

- 8 ...9-- t-- s| sT - - -- oa -- t ...- I -- T-- F---.3 -7-8 --- 15NO1 8_ 3_9_9_ 5 a 8JI NO ANSWER _ __ 2 2 _ 4 6 4 4 ___4 2 6 ~ 8 
•roTA4 I 4 6 1| _! 1 22. 70[ s3, 100o 19 63 77.1591 tO0 

TABLE B.2.
 

GOOD SPACE RESERVATION 

FIRST:: ID ~ FRTCOTII 4FRS OTID ~ 
YES 9 4 49 74 1 22 58 l1 87 10 58 62 130 823 6 

NO 9 5 3 17 256 8 9 5 25 16 
O S E.4 4 4 4 4 3 

TOTAL L : 41 7 66 10) 1 22 70 31 100 19 63 77 159 10-.


TABLE B.23 
GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMMODATIONISECURITY 

A:! : S:: 10T"-::::::::::::::::::::: :::::i:!:o A !:i!i.+Y I:C! S:i, C-JAN = :S:&ii::.,iiiii ,i i: i::l L~~i: 4 a Ai,: SS+,+j 5lH: . : ~:::, :::~ : 
1U E CL~ .I~.$ C~A 4 .:.ATT5~..............
 

__ _ ____ __ LAS CLASS -cA~ SHA ASS AS 

YES 7 23 2 32 43 1 20 54 75 81 a 43 56 107 67 

L No .11 18 4 33 53 2 4 6 6 11 20 8 : 25 
i OA 1 1 2 --- 2 12 13 13 13 8 

TOTAL 18 41 7 66 10) 1 22, 70 93 100 19 63 77 159 1O 

TABLE B.24 

ADEQUATE CONCERN FOR SAFETY 

YS11 25 4 40 61 11 22 59 621 83 121471 631 1.221 7. 
NO 7 16 3 26 39 2 2 2 71 161 5 28 [ 18j [No ANSWER ______ _________1__ 9 _ _9{ 10 __ 9__ 9__ 6 

TOTAL 1 41 7 66 103 1: 22 70 3 100 19 63 77 159 100 

TABLE B.ORGANIZE.D BOARING PROCEDURE 

F. 7------------------ 2 2 7- 16- 5 -1 
$- .c.4B I:.::.:( 4 S :*R.:. :..:..:.T(I. S.:...-:..RI.::A.Z:..:::....A. :L :.pf:JS..:...:..:..: A L... 

YES 9 36 4 40 74 1 22 58 1 87 10 58 62 130 927 



_____ 

ACCUMM(JDATION STANDARDS 

- 2 . 1V 13 12 !71 25 16 

FAI 36 50 41 1 2 40 1 503 14UNAC_ _ _ 2__-AB _OOLODXCIEI.3 1 2 3 1 1 
POOR _ 1 ] 

... - - 5 --- '1 5-- 5 1 2 455 850 532262_ 42 10 18 19 _ 43 1031 33
FAIR 19 12 

TOT8] ]I 1G 4 13 20 14 34 38 411'41 7_______ ____ 22 ] 269 418 327D 93 100 19 6____ 15 .. 100i 

UNACCEPTABLE. 
TOTAL 18 41 7 66 100 1 22 70 93 I00 19 63 -6 77 I I0)5 

1 4 10 14 1 75 2 10 49 32 

POOR. 7 415 100 1_?____ 
R 

-__ --__ -- __ is _ t 39 22 7 100_ -_ 1 __ 6 93 __:--------812 4884 ___ -- 970 21 _219 To 1IS __1 19 264 I2L 
ACCEPTABLE 2 1 _ 2 11 1 1 1 1 2

NO ANSWER 1 1. 6 16 3 20FAIs _ __ 2 
64 16 6 1 36 2 19 22 3 1 14 4 0 5 1 22 5 75GOOD_XCEL. 31 .. 1.. . .. _- -_1 -  119 9 

TOTAL 18 411 7 66 100PO 6 2 ] 50 1 22 70 93 100 19 63 77 159 1004 1 i 1 6 302 1 6 47 30 
UNCREPSCOTAL1ESSG,OODIEXCEL.22 _ ____ ._ 4 13 1 l 1192 
NO A aANSWE R 1 6 26 39 1 14 15 1 8 20 26 

VIMATOTA , 4 6--102M7 
... 1593 0-I-- -9 ' 3 7 __ __3i10"UNrAC CEPTIABLE 3 2 1 6 1 - 3 22Pc~~~~ 27 . . 1..... 3 . -54 - - ---"-_- 1.0 . . - - 1--.. . . 2 3.8.. 44 . - 2.. 

2ODFCL 25 1 ist 17 1 9 1 
F~ro--------------- . ..- --- 0 ---- --- ... ---- bI--5 -- --O-- 29.. - . .. - - e -i .. . - 7 4 

DNANG FOUN1ANS ETC. 

UNACCEP1AELE _ ___ _ 
22 

PCO_ _ _ _ _ _ 2 7 3 3 _ _ _ 58 _ _ _ ,_ 2_ 31] - ,5FA _ 
23 ", 4 -38 12 1 21 32 1 1 2 34 47 51 9 24 35... 68 43OOOD/EXCfl. 

I 
21 ~ 7 , 3I 7 6 -- --

I1TOTAL 41 7 66 100 1 22 70 93 100 19 63 77 159 100_ 

~SPACETOO MOVE AROUND IJ 7AL ______65 10 1, 22 7-3 I 1 63 77 ___ 159- 10tJN CCEI"A LE - 2  - - - 2- ... .. . . . .... .. . . ......... .. 2 ....... --


PCOFDi_ - .. . --. . . . . . ...- -- - .. - . . . .. .- -i- - -- - o2 24. .. ..- 10 . . - .6 55 . . .35.-c.. .. . . . . . ...... 42 . ..4 3. ___p. 2i _ __ 4 4I --7 

http:OODIEXCEL.22


- -

--

TABLE B.27
 

BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS
 

_:_::M TE QUEF• MroI)ONCA O: - OAL
 

LIND 0F BAGGAG FURIT ECOMTHI iRSUT 'Eco TIR 4 IS 
 RTTL HNO. OF B4GGAGE C A s CLASSCI ASS TOTAL SE CLASS ClAs . CIASS TOTAL SHARE CLASS CL _LASS TC)___ , 

1-2 1- L 6L J .1- 15 4 15 20 33I F
1 7- -BAGS 

3-ab v 2 6 8 71 67~7 23 
1 - 2 14 1 371 _ 7 17 4 O 5 76 15 5. - 7 116 - -f 
5 above -I I- - 1 11 7 - _ -- 2 13 

SACKS 
-2 ' °"- 2 . 2 ......... _--- 1. . -- 6_F- -- ... i-ZEab+v - T-17-.I-- I imlSV 12F 12 80 121 12
 

CANS
 
5 above _____
 

OTAL
 
1-2 a~t19 46 1 7] 8] 1 21 54 76 6] 2J 6 4 151 L 73" _ 6 I-- - -C------ 15W. is 2I -1 -

NO ASWER2 ~3 ~ 4 -1- 16 2 I--- 0 13 6TOTAL 24 1 10-5-1009---I 16-9f21 1002 5 . 77 104 --- 1 

TABLE B.28 

WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

WEIGHT 
1-10kLo 6 11 25 38 16 15 31 3 6 35 13 56 35 
11-20 o ____ 14 14 35 1 4 14 1913041 1 0 

12 
7 3 1 1 3 9 1
 

Aboe 50 kUot 
 3 2 5 3 8 l 7
No m~m 11 1 2 24 36 6 7 
 33 -- 33 12 1 5.3
-- - --- -- -- -- -2--66, 1 - - 70 93, 1o01 19, 63, 77, 1i9 1w 

EXTRA CHARGES PAID 
Nono .t', P39.00ID 181 23 35 1 26 271 29 19 31 5 31IFI . .0/s a c ~k 0No _-_r 181 23 2 431 65 1 21 42 64 69 19 44 -4 107 67TOTAL7 18 41 1 7 22 70 93 I11O 19 63 77 159 100 

TABLE B.29 

ADEQUATE BAGGAGE STORAGE 

... , ......... .........: ::: ......: T~ -:. .
 " 
7 26 3 50 1 17 43 61 66 
:..i* g : i : -- ' 1: .x;:. .. #.m i8 43 43 94 59 

715i 311 4747 3 11 14 is 9___ is___ 18 4 



TABLE B.30
 
IS BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED
 

[ 

YES 
------------------------

TOTAL 

_________ 

81 26 2 36 55 1 16 37 54 58 9 .............. -------- . ----- ....---- --------------

18 41 7 66 100 1 22 70 93 10)0 19 
%.F1___.....BLE B J 

CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS 

... .. .........'- ....... .. .... 
............. 

LS LS LASS:T TT. WFARZ:CASS: CLASS cL TOTAL SHARR C-LAS.S 

42 

63 

39 90 

719 
. 

maASL..S .. 

57 

100o 

.OA.H 

Y' 

NO 
• NO ANSWER 

TOTAL 
± 

8 

2 
18 

7 
19 

15 
41 

2 
42 

3 
7 

17 
29 

2030 
66 

26 
44 

100 

1 

1 

12 24 
3038 
16 
170 

37 

18 
931 

40 
241 

19 
100 

9 
8 
2 

19 

19 
2 

1 
63, 

26 
32 

54 
67 

38 
159 

34 
42 

24 
in 

OTAL 18r 41l 

TABLE B.32 
CONGESTED TRAVEL VURING PEAK SEASON 

BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM 

. . . .. ... .. .. . . . . . ... .... . . ... .... •. . . .... .. .. :. . . . .. ... 

-  -7l-- 6 - - 01 211 7..-0, 9---3 100 -- -- l-'---

. . ::.. 

63, 77, 

...d 

159, 

L . -

100, 

YES 
NO 

NOAN.SWE - -
1
- -. 

7 
9 

10 
31 

6 23 
4... 

6 35 
62... 

..... 
. 

12 38 
27 

0 501
3 

9 54 
39 

.10 7 
10 

... 
221

39 

3 .... 44 
28 

.... 73 
77 

1 .... 46 
48 

00 



TABLE B.33 

PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

Additinalisre.facilities _,___u 2 
No increase offare4ifpossibldisco---6 

COange the chair to provide appropri ate..........-... 
accaranodatiorenough sace -

Make the vessel faster _3 
Provide food for passengers/sufficient food to be . 

5 

..... 

1 8 

1 
3 

12 

2 
5 

2 
1 2 

2 
3 

------

2 
3 

- . -

2 
4 

7 
1 

1 
2 

10 
7 

3 

6 
4 

2--------------------

soldwith lowerprice 
Freebeddings/blankets for allpassengers 
Cleanliness and ordcxinessrnusbeWacc 
Put suggestion box xtndcomplints dould be given

attention/action 

-

-

2 
3 

-

1 
4 

1 
1 

3 
5 
5 

2 

5 
8 
8 

1 

2 

2 

7 

3 

9 10 

3 
3 
1 

I 
6 

3 
1 
7 

6 
5 

14 

4 
3 
9 

Change the vmeiCo. opesating this route because 
ofpoor services they offeej 

Strict implenentation &regulation ofrules toirovide 

-

2 
safe & quality service 

Put haaageo mv et'ltora 
Haveen0ugh Epace
Safetravel &passergnr security 

2 

4 
i 
2 

1 3 
4 
1 
2 

5 

6 
2 
3 

___ 

2 

4 
1 
2 

1 32 

4 
1 _ 

2 

3 

1 
Drydock thevessel sinceitappears dilapidated
Vessel should lea2e on time give 

1 1, 2 _ 

6 
__.... 

4 10 11 6 4 
-

10 
-1 
6 

UpgradethJquJality ofs vice offered by adop-ing . . .... .. .. .... . .- -

modcn techniques 
Additional vessel for thisroute . 

1 5 6 
---............-

6 
2. 

1 5 6 4 

Do not allow vendors inside the vessel 
Crew ssnber should assist the passengers 

2 2 
15 

22 
55 

2 
1-

1 
3 

Tn ltlationof sepmate drinking wate 
No commentsio am-werno suggestion 

TOTAL 
2 

18 
20 
41 7 

23 
66 

35 
100 1 

10 
200 

1 
41 

1 

1 
51i 

22 93701 

1 
55 1 2 

91 

3
61 

1 
42 
77 

1 

74 
591 

1 

47 
100 



_________ 

.. Ii ,L-ki - -N JU ".L -L 

TABLE B.34
 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL
 
.
•__ - :;.'.-'I I ". . .. .... .....- . ..... 
 ....... 
 .... ....
104SG CoU.CON*.,.,....I.*I.... ... .......... AE -Hy)%
________ _____ c A. *cF A :QL FRS E O(-L n ...... _..sS --SA"- T ARtta ..... s CLAS T1'ALS4PLoYE_... 2 2 4 . .... . . ........ 2 .. 2
 

BUSINESS 3 3 11 2S $ 14 F _3 - - 16 18STUDDrr 2 5 2 9 17 1 2 3 8 3VACATIONHOt DAY 12 4 16 30 1 11 12 
7 2 12 13 

32 1 23 4 28 31O1. .ERS 12 151 2 28 1 6 8 iS 41 2 1: 10 30 33NO ANSWER--  1 1 2 2 2 5 L 3 3 3TOT[A. 6 35 13 54 100 8 21 8 376 10 1 21 91 

TABLE B.35
 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

. . O.. . .... ... .... . ...... .... ...
..C . ...... - . . . ... . .. .....-.-. .. . .
 

Wc~3 6 2 11 2 1 - 12 - _ 6 11 1 1 4.S . 8 47 3 L51 2 . .1. - 143 .. . 4 3 10 U 
• 2-4&neanafi-------------------6 4 10 19 3 S 8 22 3 11 4 18 20%J Onceava _____ 9 I______1 0 19 3 7 1 11 30 3 ___ 16 2 21 232-5 im ear 1 4 5 9 6 4 10 271 1 10 4 15 16fa ieeded____ 
 3 _ __ 2 5 9NoI. 3 ____ ______3 2 S S1 1 .... 5 ..... 3 8 9

rotal 6 35 13 54 100 8 3721 10 100 14 56 1 91 160 

TABLE B.36
 
SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND
 

. .. .... ..... . ... .
. . .... .. . ". .. ,. ..-. . ",.". --."-".,-. .. .".." '-. '.
.-. ''.'... ...-.-.- ..".. ...- . ..
 ... ..-.. 


+' '.:........ .:::- .." .. :"""'"".----...-.-...:..:....:...... '.........:.-.-" .. ...: "".........'"" "'"" :"I:""'"""i....
...." "."":..: ' "":: , .... ...........:" :."'.""":: O" A :s .. 
.. 

;
 

TO'I... 6A- 1Y 1 2 22O-- -- --"3"5 13 . .. -- -"10 .... -
_.. 

1 . . ...... ..9 .......
37 100 14 56 21 1 100 

. .. ..........-......... .--...... ... ... TABLE B.37
.......... 
 ....-......-.. ....
 
RELIABILITY AND ON TIME
 

NI _ 
 1 3 Z2 ~ 61TOIAii 61 313_ 54 100 8 2i1 3j 7 0 
20 9 

4 5 1 9 0 

.. SCASCASTTAL. SHARE. C SLS L .. :.CLSS:YEST_ 6 34 13 3 989 3 5 21 5 29 I0 14 55 __ 1 . - 92 



TABLE B.38
 

GOOD SPACE RESERVATIC)N
 

... ... .
.NO 
 1 3 1 2.  f__ 4 ....

TOT5 L 3 1 5 1 0 ~ 8 ___ _ __ __ ___ __ 10 - - 21..91 ..001 

NOj1 9 3 3 2 3 8 2 

__ _ __ _ __ _MFOSQ C tJ .MA'STACEY.. .. T..... .... 
hFIR I 'MMI 

TABLE B.39 
GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMVMODATIIONISECURIY 

CLASS.:'.:,..F.Jj".C .. .. .

FIS EoD ST TSEO TRD%. LRTSECOND) 

C ss CL.SS OL A SI....S .[TOT ISS CLAS CL.S......A.....- TA. . SS . .CLASSCLAS :. : .OTA S... :.-

YES 6 21 9 36 67 8 16 5 25 68 14 33 14 61 67 
____ NO _____ ____ 14NOANSWER 31 171 312 5

91 3 12 32 23 6 29 32
1 1 1TOTAL 6 35 13 54 100 8 21 8 37 100 14 56 21 91 100 

:D 

TABLE B.40
 

ADEQUATE. CONCERN~ FOR SAFETY
 

... _ . _.-: ...... . .. . .....c.. T. I , .. 

'CAS (L'S . LS : -t)TAL $JISAP.E- :CLASS. CLASS: CLASS: :IQTAL.: $JHEZP$ CLASSI.: CL-ASS: j CL-ASS .:-TO6rtA::S':L S 'R2.*NO 1 3{ 3 6 8 2 101 27 11 2 13 14 
NO ANSfWER 1 1 3 ____1___I I 1

TOTAL 6 
___ 

35 13 54 100 8 21j 8 37 100 14 56 21 91~ 100 

TABLE B.41
 
ORGANIZED BOARDING PROCEDURE
 

YES 3 26 10 39 72 7 11 5 23 62 10 37 15 62 67NO 9 3 12 22 1 10 3 14 381 1
1 19 6 26 2
NO ANSWER 3 3 6 


TOTAL 6 
 35 13 54 100 8 21[ 8 37 100 14 
1 

56 21 91 100 

http:CLASS.:'.:,..F.Jj


- -- 

ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS
 
.. .. .. ... . . . . . . . . . . . ... .... ... .. . .. .. . . ... .... ..
.
 .. .. .... 
 . .. . . . . . . . .
 

JjS LS &SAI LS.Cb~~TL~U CLASS(ILA. 'TOTLS 

FOOI/CANTEEN 
POOR 4 9 5 18 33 5 4 9 24 9 1 -1 271 30PAIl 2 13 3 16 33 2 1 1 4 1i 

NOANSWER 13 S 18 33 1 16 5 1 12 46
T5, 421
TOIAL j1 6 35 13 54 100 8 21 8 37 100 14 56 21 91 100 

IOILET/SANITARY FACLITES 
.ACCEPTABLE i 14 3 18 33 6 2 8 22 1 20 __ 26 29

POOR 4 20 32 9 3 5 8 22 4 23 13 40 44 
FAIR 1 2 3 6 5 U 16[4 6 2 1911 21- 2 OOD/Ep EL 3 I4 11 5 44
 
N O _i 'E11 
 2 Ii 2 2 2 iTOTAL d 35 13 54 100 121 8 37 100 14 56 21 91 100 

BEDDINGSIBLANKETS 
POOR. 1 8 1 10 19 5 2 2 9 24 6 i0 31 19 21 
FAIR-- 3 13 6 22 41 2 11 3 16 43 5 24 9 38 42
 
GOOD/XCEL 1 1 2 5 1 1 2 2 
NCO ANSWER. 2 14 6 22 41 8 22 22 8 32 35 

TOTAL 6 35 13 54 100 8 21 8 37 100 14 56 21 91 100 
LEISUR.E FACIIXTES_ _ 

POOP. 3 1 _ 9 6 5 2 32 7 | 2 17 19 
FAIR ---- 11 3__-
tOAE __ 1232 11 6 7 24 65 48 19 738 

TOIAL 35& 3i5------7 100 14 56 f 91 10 

VENTIJATION 

POOR 2 18 4 2,4 44 4 6 49 6 26 ]O 42 46
 
FA TALRU 4 15 28 4 .9 1 1 38 4 20 5 29 32
 
NOANSWER - 6 5 15 28 - 1 5 14 4 10, 6 20 

TO[ _ _ 6 35 13 100 8 21 37 100 14 56. 21 91 100 
CREWS CO'UJRTESYIASSISTANCE 

PO r. 5 5 __ 9 _____ 3 2 5 14 E: 2 10 11 
FAIr _ 28V.3_ .46 85 3 1. 5 25 6i 4] s18 71 78 
NO .ANSWER j 1 ___ K__1

OO)OD/EXC1E... 1 2 2 
2
4 . _ __1 7 19 ]~5 3 1 9I1 10Ii 

TOIAL 6 35 13 54 100 _ 21 8 37 100 14 ._ 21 91 100 
DRINKINGFOUNTAINS ETC. 
POOP 1-5, 22 41 5 4 9 4 C. 20. 31 34 

CI O4 FAI 10 3 2C4T_1 213 14 49 20 -T9 31 341,3 __ 2 3 
NC,........SW]IL .. ... 9 .|.....19 _... . 6 -- -.. .... . . .J . . 26. 29_-.. 
T.. - ..-...S .I . . 5 L ---- ..s35II. .-1 1 ..-- - - I.- . .7 -- "-- 61 -1 ./ . .. . 

O5 100 ____ 81 3 37 100 14 56 21 91 100 
SPACE TO MOVE AROUND __ 

ULNACCFPIABLE- 6 1 1 - 4 4 
POO - . . .. 8 .. ..- . 23 __. _ 1 6 1 22 _ 24 . _ 31 . 34 
FAIR 12 25 46 5 10 4 19 51 10 22 2 44 48 

GOO)~ECE. 2 3 8 2 -1 3 314 
N' - 2 3 6 5 16 7 9 t 

-- - a-160 - --



TABLE B.43 

BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS 
• V FLO-SOCCOUR TOTALOTAL.. ..... 

KINDOFBAGGAGE 
.:NO. BAGGAGI. 

BOXES-' 

FIRST 

CLASs 
SECOND 

CLASS 

THIRD 

CLASS TOTAL SHl,.1RE 

FiRS 

CLASS t CLASS] CLASS 

Y 

TORAL 

% 

-IA.E 

FI 

.:S 

SSCCNT. .. 

1-2 1 4 1 6 12 5- 2 7 1 1 13 14 

BAGS L-41o4-l725 1] ] 20 

1-2 5 24 11 40 so 8 911['12 _ 12. _ 3 15 71 76 

i 

3-4_ 

SACKS 
- 1-2 

CAhNS
3-4 

OT HlERS 
Gas rage (1-2) 

TOTAL 
1-2BaMge 
3-4Baggge 

- Abovei 
0TOTAL 

_ 1 _ _ 1 _ _ 1 _ 

. . . . 

5 boe1 

1 

6 29 
.. 1 

3agg
N O A S E7 7 35 

1 _ 

3 

15 
5 
1. ... 

22 

_1 

3 

1 

50 
6 
4._ 

64100 

17 1 _ _ 

6 2 

2__ ___ 

78 15 
9 2 
6 l1 

18 

2 

24 
2 

1.2[ 

4 
52 

1126 

4 

-1 

11 

112 

43 

1 
55 

9 

100 

l 

78 

2 
4100 

11 

21 

1 
1"-

_ 1~i_ I _ 

2." 

122J 

53 
3 
3 
261 

2I13 

19 
10 

1 
333 

l 7 

11 

2____ 

93 
151 
5 
6 1 119 

8 

20 

7 

78 
13 
4 
5I00 

TABLE B.44 
WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

I-10kilos 4
11-20.k.. ..... 

31-40.kilo,, 
60kilsabove 4 

I-To ialner 2 
Toanlr6 p5

D0- A CHARGES PAID 

15 
. 2 

2 1 

2 
12 

14 
1 

. 

-3 
8 27f 50 3 10
I 3 6 3 5 

q I '. . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . 

....... .. . ... ...... 
....... 2 . .. . 

1 3 -6..... . 

3 59 105 8t 

13 19 35 2 

2 _ _
3 

. 

1 
... 

1 

8 

15 

2 

1 

8 
3-7 

. 
41 
30 

5 
... 

22 
100 

7 25 
.3.7 

1 
.4 

1 2 

4 19 
1. 56 

10 
4 

2 
2 

4 
21 

421 
14 

... .. ...1 2. 

4 

27 
91 

46 
15 

2 
4 

30 
100 

None .. _9 	 4j 13 24 
 9 4 13 14 
-P5-.00--x1 9 10 	 19 _ 	 1 9 10 11

Nf 	 P6.00 S a ck 9 1 1 - - 1 1 1 
,--o w6---25 --- 57 8 21 7 36 97 14 46 7 67 74Total 6 35 31 54 100 8 21 3- 100 -- 14 5 - 21 - 1 



____________ 

TABLE B.45 

ADEQUATE BAGGAGE SIORAGE 

MJV:::::::-S:::::::R:M STACEY T""" .

TR T SECON... T I......... .%. - :- " 
 T D .... % T S-CONM 'r :. .
 

(ASCCLASSLASS-~ .' TOTAL SHAREJ CLkSS' CLASS CLASS IOA S T.'sHR A C CASS OAMHR 
4ES_..Y.S4 5 22 41 7 11 613 2-11 65 11 24 11 46 51NO

NOASVER 2 211 71 302 5641 10 9 121 32 2 31 9 42 4631 1 3 31 
TOTAL 6 35 13 541 1001 81 21 8 371 100 14 56 21 91 10 

TABLE B.46 
IS BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED 

'..'.''.'.'.'.'.' i<-. • . "•" .. . ..
-. '.' 
 . .. . ..
 . .... ... ....... .. ..... ...
:i....:.... ......... ..... . .:...
.. ... ......... ...... :: ..::::....:::......::..
 

4 13 5 22 41 7 11 6 24 65 11 24 11 46 51 
NO 2 21 7 30 56 10 22 h__ 42 4
__1- _ T12O3--- ____NO ANSWER 1 1 2 4 1 2 31 9 42 T6_1 3 1 1 3

TOA 6- 351 131 54 100 8 21 8 37 100 14 56 21 91 100 

TABLE B.47 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS 

................ -F ... [............-.'- , . ......... K : :.: i .' T r .. ". ......
 .. ............ ...... 'A E " "..... i : .. .:: ... 


FIESTSEON IT: SECOIS1 THilRD: ECOM)D: TH]=ThRD- J 9IS 
-:( LAS'S: CLASS' IoTA. :sHARE ,T:CLASS:: :C-S. CLASS.T: L fARYES 5 15 6 26 48 5 9 2 16 43 10 24 8 42 46 

NOIi5kAF F i 18 6 25 46 30 _ 2 1 - 31 3 12 6 216!. .. . .... ... 57 4 12.. . . . . . 46 512 1 3 3 
TOTAL 6 35 13 54 100 8 21 8 371 100 14 56 21 911 1 

TABLE B.48 

CONGESTED TRAVEL DURING PEAK SEASON 

BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM 

. . . 2............ 3 12 32 ............7 20 5 32 35
 
-FIRST SEL2ONDw THIRD FRT. sECOr% THD % XRTSCO-NM' HRD 

_____.C__ LSSCAS- ::CLASS: :wT4(AL, .SHARECLAS CLASS CLA3S IflTALl LS CASCLAS.YES 3 ~ 15 2 20 :S:E TOTAL SHARX_:37 4 5 3 12 32 7 2C. 5 32 35 

___5 
_ __ 

, 6, 5, 
_ 14 _ 6 23 6_ - 43 3 15 5 23 62 29 -O311 46 511 20 - --- 1 5 1 7TOTAL 6 313 . - 100 21 -5- 13 14

37 100 14 56 21 91 100 



TABLE B.49 

PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

Discount for s..d..ts 
Mahaincleai.essof facii.ties 

1-1 
.7 3 11 

.... 

.. 
2 .... 

20 
. .1 

... -- 1 8 3 
1 

L2 13 
1 

Improve passeger sevices 
Lirntthe passenger especially --ne - ---

I 1 1 
-seaso3 

3 
3-----

6 
-----

1_ 2 5 2 2 
... .... 

55 
3... 

5 

RUant the vessel once in a month 
Reading nruderials sb:uld be available 
Doniimmse the fare 
Space-hould notbe overcrow-dIe 
Servefood to passengrs and providecateen 
Crew should alwaysassist thepassea 
Authmxities should mitorimspect the vessel 

Full coordinaion of Authorities. PPA. MAINA 
% Coa.trd-

Chasge the folding beds to doubledek for a 
beft Epace to move around 

Limit the cargoes ofthe passengms 

Put leisre facilities 
Providestorage 

Vessel muaL icave an time g ven 
Maiiain good condition ofengine 
Impt ove the vessel facilities 
No an-wsino ccmmets/no suggestion 

Total 

1 

6 

1 
I 
1 
:2 
2 
1 
4 

5 

3 

2 
1 

1 
35 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

13 

1 
1 

1 
3 
4 
2 
4 

6 

4 

3 
2 

1.. 
1 

53 
54 

2 
2 

2 
6 ....... 
7 
4 
7 

11 

7 

6 
4 

2 .. 

2 

6 
100 

2 

1 

4 
8 

1 
1 
2 

1 

1 

1 
1 

11 
21 

---

1 
3 

1 

. 

323 
8 

1 
2 
7 

1 
1 

2 

1-.. 

1 

1 
18 
37 

3 
5 

19 

3 

5 

3 

3 

3 
49 

100 

. .3 
1 
2 

1 

6 
14 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 
3 
4 

5 

4 

1. 

1 

1 
12 
56 

1 
2 
4 

1 

1 

1 
2 

1 

3 
21 

1 
1 
1 
4 
6 
9 
4 

6 

5 

3 
4 

2..3-
1 
1 

1 
21 
91 

1 
1 
1 
4 
7 

10 
4 

7 

5 

3 
4 

2 
1 
1 

1 
23 

100 



TACLOBAN - BALANGIGA, SAMAR ROUTE 

TABLE B.50 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

_ __ __ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .. ......................... cmty
 

EMPLOYEE _1 5 
BUSINESS 3 14 
STUDENT 7 33 
IIOLIDAY/VACATION 3 14 
OTI-ERS 6 29 
NO ANSWER 1 5 

TOTAL 21 I00 

TABLE B.51 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE 

_ _............._ .~R ..... ... ......~ 
Once a month 4 19 
- es a month 3 .... 14....... 

Onea year .-..-...-
..................... 

3
...-............................... 

14 
4-5 times a year 3 14 
No Answer S 3 

Total 21 1001 

TABLE B.52 

SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND 

______________ NN (3n. Ch Ouly)'0.iSA Q.RN, 

..................................
 

YES ___ 15 
NO 9 43 

NO ANSWER 1 5 
TOTAL 21 i0O 

TABLE B.13 

RELIABILITY OF SERVICE 

___._____._ PAS wNGTR .... -*ARR: 
YES 12 57 
NO 8 38 

NO ANSWER 1 5 
TOTAL 21 100 

23 
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TABLE B.54 

GOOD SPACE RESERVATION 

A&V SAN: LORIENZO.(IM 01at ()nly) 
NO. OP 

____________ PAS~NGER~SHARE 
YES 4........ ... .. -....................
.......
.................. ......... .....-----_ 
NO 15 71 

NO AN SWER 2 0 
TOTAL 211 100 

TABLE B.55 
GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMMODATION/SECURITY 

MNSNLORENZ Q(3rdClsOly 
N.
......
 

YES 5 24 
NO 12 57 

NO ANSWER 4 19 
TOTAL 21 100 

TABLE B.56 

ADEQUATE CONCERN FOR SAFETY 

::M(YSAN L;RENOO r4 CI~ ly04! 

YES 8 38 
NO 8 38 

NO ANSWER 51 24 
TOTAL 21 100 

"ABLK B.57 

ORGANIZED BOARDLNG PROCEDURE 

N.....0 . . .. ........
 

YES 5 24 
NO 10 48 

NO ANWR____6___ 29 
TOTAL 21 100 

24
 



TABLE B.58 

ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS 

_________________ M/VfAN LO R NZY (3rd Clss Only) : 
0
?!!!i!!!!NO .!OF !:ii:!!: !::!!2 ::.7 /c:7:: :: 

FOOD/ CANTEEN 
UNACCEPTABLE 5 
POOR I0 48 
FAIR 6 29 
NO ANSWER 4 19 

TOTAL 21f 100 

TOILET FACILITIES 
POOR 5 24 
FAIR 9 43 
NO ANSWER 7 33 

TOTAL 21 100 

BEDDINGS/BLANKETS 
POOR 3 14 

FAIR -
.................................... ......... ......... 10 48~. 

... .................................. 

NO ANSWER 8 38 
TOTAL 21 100 

LEISURE FACILITIES 
UNACCEPTABLE 1 5 

PO6 3. . 
FAIR 10 48 
GOOD/EXCEL. 2 I0 
NO ANSWER 5 24 

TOTAL 21 100 

VENTILATION 

POOR 4 19 
FAIR 2 10 
GOOD/EXCEL. 210 

NOASWER, 13 _ ____ 62 
TOTAL 21 100 

CREWS COURTESY/ASSISTANCE 
POOR 2 10 
FAIR 3 14 
GOOD/EXCEL. 2 10 
NO ANSWER 14 67 

TOTAL 21, 100 

DRINKING FOUNTAINS ETC. 
UNACCEPTABLE 1 5 
POOR 4 19 
FAIR 2 10 
NO ANSWER 14 67 

TOTAL 21 100 

SPACE TO MOVE AROUND 
GOOD/EXCEL. 1 5 
NO ANSWER 20 95 

TOTAL 21 100 

25
 



TABLE 8.59 

BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS 

BOXES 
1-2 3 20 

BAGS 
I - 2 II 73 

SACKS 
1-2 
 I 7
 

TOTAL 
...... ! _e.............. ...... .. s6:AB_ _-- 2 Baggage Is1 65 

No Answer 8 35 
TOTAL 23 I00
 

TABLE B.60 
WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CIIARGES PAID 

WRIGHT 
1-10 kilos 6 29 
I11-20 kilos 3 _ __ 14 
21-30 kilos 
No Answer 11 52 

Total 21 100 
EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

No Answer 21 100 
Total 21 100 

TABLE B.61 

ADEQUATE BAGGAGE STORAGE 

. . .: "...... .. ... . . . . . 

PASSENCQX SAR 
YES 9 43
 

NO 4 
 19 
NO ANSWER 8 38 

TOTAL 21 100 

TABLE B.62 

IS BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED 

_______ ______ MN B N O E Z!l @rdilas OIIIy ii:ii_ C! 
F .0 .. . .. 

YES 6 29
 
NO 7
 

NO ANSWER 
 8 38 
TOTAL 21 1001 

' 26 




TABLE B.63
 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS
 

___ _.__.M SAN: LORENZO (3rd Class Only)::......
..: :
.... ..!.
........
.!::
..
o 
 .....::::
:: 
 ::
 
FASSEGERBSHARE 

YES 4 19 
NO 9 43 

NO ANSWER 8 38 

TOTAL 21100 

TABLE B.64 

CONGESTED TRAVEL DURING PEAK SEASON 
BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM 

S
 .....
.. 


YES 13 62 
NO ANSWER 8 38 

TOTAL 21 100 

TABLE B.65 

PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

Improve & mmntin services of .hRvessel 2 10Stricty_j!posethe existing laws & regulations 1---I 5
 

Improve ventilation 1 5 
Give corresponding, penalties in every non

compliance 1 5 
Authorities would monitor compliance of 

motor boatlbanca operators in observance 
of public safety 1 5 

Upgrade the vessel by maintaining cleanliness 
&provide proper comfort room 6 29 

Additional ferry service that would offer 
good quality of service 2 10 

Crew must assist the passengers on boarding 
-the vessel 1 5 
Provide a fx schedule I S 
No uther counents/suggestion_ 3 14 
No answer 2 I0 

Total 21 100 

......
 .....
....


27
 



CATBALOGAN - CEBU ROUTE 

TABLE B.66 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

Marketing of goods 1 4
 
Medical 2 8
 
Family affairs 4 16
 

Provincial fittas 1 4
 
Vacation (non-atudont) -- 7 28 

School break/holiday 3 12
 

Othcr travclpurposcs 7 28
 

Total 25 100
 

TABLE B.67
 

FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

onhy ... ... ......1.... ......... 4
....... _........... ...........
.................. .................. 


1-2 tumes ayear 151 6U 
_-_t.meycr 6..2....................
 
5-7 times a year 2- 8 

_..1
8-9 times ayear 4 
Total 25 100 

TABLE B.68
 

CLEANLINESS OF SLEEPING/EATING AREA
 

AT THE START OF TLE VOYAGE
 

............
 

is 60-15 1 _ 
Satisfactory 40 
Not clean 

Total 25 100 

TABLE B.69
 

AIR COMFORT LEVEL OF SEATING/SLEEPING AREA
 

... .I: ........
iiiii.N..G.i.P..S:::::::::::S ....ii~i
 

satifactory 17 ,68 

Not Comfortable 8 32 
L Total 25 100 

28
 



TABLE B.70
 
CLEANLINESS AND MAINTENANCE OF TOILET
 

AND WASHING FACILITIES DURING THE VOYAGE
 

Satidlbtory 14 .6 

Total 25 100 

TABLE B.71
 
ADEQUACY OF ON-BOARD DRINKING WATER AVAILABILITY
 

Excellent 41i 

Satisfactory 17 68 
Inadequate 7 28 

Total 25 100 

TABLE B.72
 
COMFORT AND CLEANLINESS OF EATING AREAS ON-BOARD
 

Satisfactory 10 40 
Not satisfactory 8 32 
Uucceptuble 7 28 

Total 25 IO0 

TABLE B.73 
MEALS AND MEAL SERVICE ON BOARD 

Meals: 
Excellent 
Satisfactory 

Unsatisfactory 


Total 

Meal Service: 

Excellent 
Sati factory 
Unsatisctor___ 

Total 

TABLE B.74 

8
7 

32
28 

10 40 
25 100 

9 32 
6 24 
1 44 

251 100 

VESSEL OPEN AREAS FOR PASSENGER 

Satisfactory 

ludequat! 
Total 

15 

10 
25 

60 

40 
100 

29 



TABLE B.75
 
WAITING AREA BEFORE BOARDING,
 

IN TERMS OF COMFORT & CLEANLINESS
 

SS_ 
Satisf cory 14 16 
Unsati~actoiy 

___________ENGER3::!:?! SH 

5 20 
Unacccptablc 6 24 

Total 25 100 

TABLE B.76
 

BOARDING PROCESS
 

MN~ ~~. .J(IiOn....... 


-PASSEaEs _____ _ 

Satisfactory 19 76 
.nsatsctor. 6 24 

Total 25 100 

TABLE B.77
 
BAGGAGE SECURITY ON BOARD THE VESSEL
 

Fair (butpsnrs. need pay close
 
attention to their baggage 19 
 76 

Poor (security inadequate, and 
losses occur) 6 24 

Toal25 10 

TABLE B.78
 
ANY BAGGAGE LOSSES FOR THIS ROUTE
 

Bagage are saeI 4 
Never been excperiinced 20 80 
No comments/no anwer 4 16 

Total 25 100 

TABLE B.79
 
SHIPPING LINES RESERVATION SYSTEM IN
 

REGARD 'fOCONVENIENCE & SECURITY OF BOOKING
 

Convenience of Booking: 
Satisfactory _ 25 100 

Total 25 100 
Security of Booklng: 

Satistactory 25 100 
Total 25 100 

30
 



TABLE B.80
 
BUMPED AFTER HAVING RESERVATION WITH THIS
 

SHIPPING LINE ON THIS ROUTE, DURING 1991, 1992 & 1993
 

Not yete perieced 25 100 
Total 25 100 

TABLE B.81 
RATING OF MANAGEMENT AND STAFF 

Zu~rABThL -pafrC* ii 

PASSE SHARE:::'
Management Atitude of Service Quality :
 

Satisfactory 24 96
 
Variable/Poor [ 
 1 4 

Total 25 - 1-600
 
Land Based StaRff Attitude to Passenger & Emciency:
 

Satisfactory 25 100
 
Total 25 100
 

Vessel Crew Attitude to Passenger Attitude &Efdency :
 
Excellent 
 28
 
Satisfactory 23 92 

Total 251 100 

TABLE B.82
 
RATING OF SERVICE SCHEDULE, ADHERENCE AND SPEED
 

. . ..... r ... ..I... .... ... . 
1P~~iiASSN.GER.:~iii :iiiiiiiSJARJ i::i:i~ 

Sufficient and Convenient: 
Excellent 6 24 
Gcmerallygood 16 64 
Fair/Poor 2 8 
Dont have view 1 4 

Total 25 100 
Adherence to Schedule/Renabq : 

Excellent 1 4 
Generailygood 17 68 
Fair/Poor 5 20 
Don't have view 2 8 

Total 25 100 
Service Speed: 

Excellent _ 1 I 
Satisfactory 22 -88Slow 2 8 

Total 25 100 

TABLE B.83
 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS
 

Have not travelled this route before 1 4 
Slight improvement on ervices 17 69 
Service standard have not changed 2 8 
Scrviccesar les good now 2 8 
Cannot estimate change 3 12 

Total 25 100 
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CALBAYOG, SAMAR - CEBU ROUTE
 

TABLE B.84 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

EMPLOYEE 1 2 3 8 
BUSINESS 1 4 5 13 
STUDENT 2 IS 
HOLIDAYNACATION 20 20 51 
OTHERS 1 3 4 10 

TOTAL 5 34 39 100 

TABLE B.85
 

FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

.:...:. ....: .........., .......
• ..... .: .. . :............
.. . ... ..
DONM. RT:IN:.. (On.y .esse..

.. .... . . . . .... . . ....
 

_.__.__._ _.W .. . u....d)... 

Once amont1 2 9 11 28 
2-4 times a month 10 10 26 
On6ce ayear 2 2 4 10 
2.-4 tmcs a year 1 2 3 8 
No answer I I 11 28 

Total 5 34 39 100 

TABLE B.86 

SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND 

...... ... ':..... : : : : : ::. ' : / :. I'.•.......i!!.
................
'....~!.!!B .. i 
YES 5 34 39 100 

TOTAL 5 34 39 100 

TABLE B.87 

RELIABILITY OF SERVICE 

!!! ::::::-.... .....!!iS~v. !!!! 414' ::: ::::: 
.....~ ~ ~ ~ ~ :~~: ::::::::::::::::::::... .. : :::::~ ~ . .. .................................
 

YES 5 33 38 97 
NO 1 1 3 

TOTAL 5 34 39 100 
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TABLE B.88
 
GOOD SPACE RESERVATION
 

YES 5 27 32 82 
NO 7 7 is 

TOTAL 5 34 39 100 

TABLE B.89 

GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMMODATION/SECURITY 

YES ___5 17 22 56 
NO 

NO ANSWER. 
7 

10 
7 

10 
18 
26 

TOTAL 5 34 39 100 

__ 

ADEQUATE 

Y~s 
____ _ __ __ 

YES 
TABLE B.90 

CONCERN FOR SAFETY 

............... ..........L4~s:. CLAS :4T-~u... 

3 14 27 

" 6 
6 

NO 7 7 i 
NO ANSWER 10 10 26 

TOTAL .I 34 39ADQUTECONCER T1ORISA 0/0 O"
 ::::::".. . .L: ....ii...
.i''i""'i'.:"' ..;" ii
r o :.::sZ,)i.


TABLE B.91 

ORGANTZED BOARDTNG PROCEDURE 

YES 4 24 28 72 
NO 1 1 3 

NO ANSWER 10 10 26 
TOTAL 5 3- 39 100 
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TABLE B.92 
ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS 

•:..MN DON MARTIN.4 (Only. .easeI Srnvyed).., 
:SECONDi i~TH.1140i~ !i.::::: I 

FOOD/CANTEEN 
POOR 4 4 
FAIR 5 30 351 

TOTAL 5 34 39 

TOILET FACILITIES 

POOR 11 11 
F 5 23 28 

TOTAL_ ._ 34 39 

BEDDINGS/BLANKETS 
POOR 9 9 
FAIR 2 18 20 
NO ANSWER 3 7 10 

TOTAL 5 34 39 

LEISURE FACILITIES 
POOR 4 10 14 
FAIR 1 22 23 
NO ANSWER 

TOTAL 5 34 39 

VENTILATION 

POOR 1 1 
FAIR 5 32 37 1 
NO ANSWER 1 1 

TOTAL 5 34 39 

CREWS COURTESY/ASSISTANCE 
FAIR 5 341 391 

TOTAL. - 34 39 

DRINKING FOUNTAINS ETC. 
POOR 6 6 

FAIR 28 33 
TOTAL 3341 39 

SPACE TO MOVE AROUND 
POOR _ 9_ 9 
FAIR 5 2 30 

TOTAL 5 34 39 

TABLE B.93 

BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS 

BOXES 
1-2 1 4 . 

3-4 2 2 
BAGS 

1-2 20 24 
3-4 7 7 

SACKS 
1-2 1 1 

TOTAL 
1-2 Baggae- 25 30 
3-4 Bagpe 9 9 

NO ANSWER 3 3 
TOTAL 5 37 42 

34 

____'__![:!!!!::?:::!! 

10 
90 

100
 

28 
72 

ioo 

23 
51 
26 

100 

36 
59 

100 

3 

95 
3 

100 

100
 

I o) 

5 

100 

23 
77 

100 

17 

22 

80 
78 

3 

71 
21 
7 

100 



TABLE B.94 

WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

WEIGHT 

1-10kilos 


11-20 kilos 

40-50 kilos 


No Answer 

.Total 

EXTRA CHARGES PAID 
None 
No Answer 

Total 

5 

5-341 

7 

10 
1 

116 

12 

10 
1 

3 

31 

26 
3 

41 
100 

5 

5 

17 
1I7 

34 

22 
17 

39 

56 

44 

100 

TABLE B.95 

ADEQUATE BAGGAGE STORAGE 

____________ L.~.CLASS..: :*TOTAL: S11A'RE 
YES 5 22 27 69 
NO11 11 28.... ....... . ... . .. . . ....... ... . ......
.. .. ..... ...... .. .
. ........
 

NO AINSWER. 1 1 
TOTAL .5 3 39 1.0 

TABLE B.96
 

IS BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED
 

YES 
NO 

TOTAL 

SECOND:T: 
:SCLA S 

4 
I 

5 

: : 

D... 
:: 

13 
21 

34 

TABLE B.97 

. 

TA::::::::::
::::T : :::HARE 


17 44 
22 ;6 
39 100 

CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS
 

-Ai!S i!!!!!~ !i:!:!!T !J:::SHAPE:::: 
YES 2 S T ; 

NO 3 29 32 82 
TOTAL 5 34T 391 00 
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TABLE B.98 
CONGESTED TRAVEL DURING PEAK SEASON 

BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM 

YES ___2______7[ 

NO _____ ___9_23 

TOTAL 5_____ 31j 39 100i 

TABLE B.99 

PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

Addiional vessel for this route ___8 8 21 
Don't agree with 20%,increase 
Discount ofifares for studnts 

____1 

3 
__ 1 

3 
3 
8 

Lower the fare 4 4 10 
Vendors should not be allowed 

inside the vessel 1 1 3 
No mlns./no commets/suggestions 

Totl 
5 
5 

17 
34 

22 
39 

56 
100 
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CABALIAN, SAMAR - CEBU ROUTE
 

TABLE B.100 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

......... . .. . ... . . .... ... ... ....... .....
.... •.... • . .... . ......... 


Marketing ofgoods 3 4 7 12 
Medical 3 3 5 
Family affairs 5 2 7 12 
School brc bkholiday 1 1 2 3 
Provincial fiestas 4 3 7 12 
Vacation (non-student) 5 6 11 18 
Employment change 1 3 4 7 
Otherbusineis related 3 7 10 17 
Other travel purposes 4 5 9 15 

Total 29 31 60 100 

TABLE B.101 

FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE 

:R-RD::::TH 
r.Z.LA"SS ::C..,LSS .. r,::TA;., .:SIARE::.
 

1-2 times ayear 17 12 29 48 
3-4 times ayear 6 5 11 18 
5-7 times uy.u" 1 1 2 3 
8-9 times ayear 1 2 3 5 
12 times a year 3 2 5 
17times a year 1 1 2 
24-26 times ayear 1 4 5 8 
36-52 times aycar 4 4 7 

Total 29 31 60 100 

TABLE B.102 

CLEANLINESS OF YOUR SEATING/SLEEPING AREA 
AT THE START OF THE VOYAGE 

:............., . .:: ......., . . .... ..... ......~' : :::
 

. . . ., ,..,. .. ,....
.. . , . .. .. ....... . ... . . . . . .
 

Satisfactory 29 25 54 90 

Not clean 6 6 10 
Total 29 31 60 100 

TABLE B.103 

AIR COMFORT LEVEL OF SEATING/SLEEPING AREA 

.. " . ... . . ... ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 

Snri0hctory 
-Notclem 
1Unacceptable 

Total 

29 

29 

24 
6 
1 

311 

53 
6 
1 

60 

RR 
0 
2 

100 
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__ 

TABLE B.104
 
CLEANLINESS AND MAINTENANCE OF TOILET
 

AND WASHING FACILITIES DURING THE VOYAGE
 

:.::.::.".:. • b :" ...• '''''' .. :. 3.
.;..:-.
 ... ... ."... :: .... ...
 

LSCHAOTAL__ __ __ SHARE 
Clean and well maintained 2 3 5 8 
Satisfactory 19 13 32 53 
Unatisffactory 8 15 23 38 

Total 29 31 60 100 

TABLE B.105 

ADEQUACY OF ON-BOARD DRINKING WATER AVAILABILITY 

MJguIuAN. (Owyl: Xesc 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ". . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Satisfactory 16 11 30 50 
Inadequate 9 13 22 37 
Unacceptable 2 2 3 
Do not drink water 4 2 6 10 

Total 29 31 60 100 

TABLE B.106 
COMFORT AND CLEANLIN 'S OF EATING AREAS ON BOARD 

S~Cdl~i.......t..........
 
_______________ 

Satisfactory 
LAS X 

17 
A. 

11 
TOTA 

28 
SH E 

47 

Not satisfactory 4 2 6 10 
Unacceptable 1 _ 2 3 
No answer 7 17 24 40 

Total 29 31 60 100 

TABLE B.107 

MEALS AND MEAL SERVICE ON BOARD 

............ :!....... . :.."..... .. ...... ... " ... .... 

.. . . . . . . .......... .. .. ,..... . ....
*.CL.A.S. .OTA:..[ ..AR 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Meals: 

Sratis_ _ty 9 5 14 23 
Unsatisfactory 11 3 14 23 

No answer 9 23 32 53 
Total 29 31 60 100 

Meal-Service 
Satisfactory 11 5 16 27 
Unsatisfactory 9 2 11 18 
UnacceItablc 
No answer 9 

I 
23 

I 
32 53 

Total 29, 31 60 100 
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TABLE B.108 
VESSEL OPEN AREAS FOR PASSENGERS 

MI voCUIUAN MI.yese~uv ed" 

Excellent T _ 2 

Satisfactory 28 26 54 90 
Inadequate 5 5 8 

Total 29 31 60 100 

TABLE 109
 
WAITING AREA BEFORE BOARDING, 

IN TERMS OF COMFORT AND CLEANLINESS 

- -..... . .... ....
 

Satisfactory 21 22 43 72 
Unsatisfactory 7 7 12. 
Unacceptable 8 2 10 17 

Total 29 31 60 100 

TABLE B.110 

BOARDING PROCESS 

CLA. ..... .......A 1~ 
Made very eau-y & iafe, with 

avoidance of discomfort 4 5, 9 15 
satisfactory 23 17 40 67 
Unsatisfactory 2 9 11 18 

Total 29 311 60, 100 

TABLE B.111 

BAGGAGE SECURITY ON BOARD THE VESSEL 

Excellent (baggage securely stowed, 
and loss/theft rare unlikely) 4 4 7 

Fair (but pangra. need pay close 
attention to thcir baggagc) 24 29 53 88 

Baggage security is a seriuom problem 
with frequent losses/thefts 2 2 3 

No Answer 1 1 2 
ToUal 29 31 60 100 
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TABLE B.112
 

ANY BAGGAGE LOSSES FOR THIS ROUTE
 

:SECOND ::: j ......... 

Never encounter (use to be careful/ 
ba~age are safe) 

Wal_9___ 

Can't remember 

__ 

25 
_ 

28 
2 
1 

53 
2 
1 

88 
3 
2 

No miswcr 
Total 

4 
29 31 

4 
60 

7 
100 

TABLE B.113
 
SHIPPING LINES RESERVATION SYSTEM IN
 

REGARD TO CONVENIENCE & SECURITY OF BOOKING
 

.... tJNS... ,,, ~ I,,,TTA.:... ..... .,SE.. 

Convenience or booking:
JExcellelft 1 2Satisfactory 27 27 54 90 

Difficilt 1 3 4 7 
No answer 1 1 2 

Total 29 31 60 100 
Security of booking: 

Excellent 1 1i 2 
Satisfactory 27 25 52 87 
Uncertain 1 5 6 10 
No answer 1 1 2 

Total 291 31 60 100 

TABLE B.114
 
BUMPED AFTER HAVING RESERVATION WITH THIS
 

SHIPPING LINE ON THIS ROUTE, DURING 1991, 1992 & 1993
 

$ECQ.....:: ..... .... 

No yet happened/experienced 28 28 56 93 
No answer 1 3 4 7 

Total 29 31 60 100 
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TABLE B.115
 

RATING OF MANAGEMENT AND STAFF
 

,!! ! I!ii !iJ :TOT 4 :l !:!!SARE!: 

Manaaement attitude of service oiallty: 
Excellent 2 2 4 7 
Satisfactory 26 27 53 88 
Unacceptable 2 2 3 
No answer I 1 2 

Total 29 31 60 100 
Land based staff attfltude to passene & emclency__ 

Ficellent i II___i I5 R 
Satisfactory 23 31 54 90 
No answer I_ 1 210
291 31 60Total 

Vcsscl crcw attudc to passcngcr atitudc & cfflccnj : 
Excellent 4 1 

Satisfactory 24 27 5185Variable/Poor 4 4 7 

No answer 1 1 2 
Tot- 29 31 60 100 

TABLE B.116
 
RATING OF SERVICE SCHEDULE, ADHERENCE & SPEED
 

Sumclent and convenient : 
Gcncrally good 17 14 31 52 
Fairpoor 11 11 18 
Very poor/bad 4 4 
No Aiswcr 9 2 11 18 
Don't have view 3 3 5 

Total 29 341 60 100 
1_ 60, _ IOU29_ _

Adherence to schedule/reliability 

Generally good 22 16 38 63 
Fair/Poor 3 i 6 . .. 9 15 
Very poor/bad 4 7 

Dont have view 31 4 7 12 
No Answer 1 11 2 3 

Total 29. 31 60 100 

Fast 3 3 5
 
Satistaktory 23 17 40 67
 
Very slow 3 3 5 
Slow 1 4 53 8 
Don't have view 4 4 8 13 
No anwer 1 1 ? 

Total 29 311 60 1001 

TABLE B.117
 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS
 

Iave not travelled this route before 1 1 2 3 
Services have considerably improved 
Slight ulprovczucd oI acrviNea 

3 
10 

2 
7 

5 
17 

8 
28 

Services tandards have not changed 9 12 21 35 
Service are less good now 1 1 2 
Camot et ae cbange 5 8 13 22 
No answer 1 1 2 

Total 29 31 60 100 
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BAYBAY, LEYTE - CEBU ROUTE
 

TABLE D.II 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

Market.g.of.goods .. 3 3 9 

Medical 1 1 3 
Family affairB 1 5 15 
Provincial fiestas 2 1 3 9 
Vacation (non-Btudent) 5 2 7 21 
Employment change 2 2 6 

Other business related 3 3 2 8 24 
Other travel purposes 5 51 15 

Total 5 23 6 34 100 

TABLE B.119
 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING TIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

.~~VZ~O SE ... uvydl VS2e 

l-2 times ayear 2 14 3 19 56
 
3-7 times ayear 1 5 1 7 21
 
8-12 timesayear 1 1 1 3 9
 
19-24 times ayear 1 4 12
____3 

36 times ayear 1 ____ ___ 1 3 .. :...... : : .:...
:........ ............ ...........:.:.:. .:. :.:
Total 5 23 634 100 

#....e..: s ~.........o !::
..... !: as U: 


TABLE B.120
 
CLEANLINESS OF YOUR SEATING/SLEEPING AREA
 

AT THE START OF THE VOYAGE
 

Satisfactory 5 18 23 68 

Not clean ayear15 6 11 32 
Total HESTRTO5 23 6 34 100AT TEVYAG 

. ,. ... :::
: .:: . :- ....:: : :::
:::..... :-: .........:. :...:. ........::::::: :::::::::
 
...I..... S ............................o...........
. IN.......IR .'...............
... 

.. . . ..::: :.. : ... .. .. . .... .. .. .. . . .....b .. . . . .. ..... . 

TABLE B.121
 
AIR COMFORT LEVEL OF SEATING/SLEEPING AREA
 

Satifactory 5 18 23 71 

Not comfortable 4 6 1i0 29 
Total 51 231 6........... 34 100 
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TABLE B.122
 

CLEANLINESS AND MAINTENANCE OF TOILET
 
AND WASHING FACILITIES DURING THE VOYAGE
 

FIRT SEC!ONI} ThID" 

Satisfactory 4 16 20 59 
Unsatisfactory 1 6 6 13 38 
Unacceptable _1_ 1 3 

Total 5 23 6 34 100 

TABLE B.123 
ADEQUACY OF ON-BOARD DRINKING WATER AVAILABILITY 

...................... ...... .......
 
...:.;.:..y .... : ,.::.......I D......, .
.............. .y ? ..y..... .. . .. •.....
 

SatisfIctory 14 14 41 
Iadequate 4 7 6 17 50 
Do not drink water 1 2 3 9 

Total 5 23 34 100 

TABLE B.124 

COMFORT &CLEANLINESS OF EATING AREAS ON BOARD 

iivPINKRSE 6Obi 

Satisfactory 2 15 1 18 53 
Not satisfactory 5 5 10 29 
Unacceptable 3 2 5 15 
No answer 1 3 

Total 5 23 6 34 100 

TABLE B.125 
MEALS AND MEAL SERVICE ON BOARD 

____...___ . .. PINK:Rt O.nly VesaJ St 

Meals: 
Satisfactory 3 4 1 8 24 
Unsatisfbetory 5 5 1o 29 
No answer 2 14 16 47 

Total 5 23 6 34 100 
Mea-Servlce 

Satisfactory 3 5 6 14 41 
Untis fuluoy 5 5 15 
No engwer 2 13 15 44 

Total 1 23 6 M4 0 
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TABLE B.126 
VESSEL OPEN AREAS FOR PASSENGERS 

__ __....___ _..._ . .. .....................
 

Satisfactory 4 18 22 65 
Inadequate 1 4 6 11 32 
Unacceptable 1 1 3 

Total 5 23 6 34 100 

TABE B.127
 

WAITING AREA BEFORE BOARDING,
 
IN TERMS OF COMFORT AND CLEANLINESS
 

:::': :'':'":'' :':::::-:... .. :1 . ... :.:.:..::..:..:::::....... :::: ::: ::: ::: ..... .:s .!!:!i s! !............
 

Satisfactory 2 15 1 18 53 
Unsatisfactory 1 5 5 11 32 
Unaccepta.le 2 3 5 151 

Total 5 23 6 34 100] 

TABLE B.128 
BOARDING PROCESS 

1"ii:IRST~i iSECO :D :iiii.°ii -l: D.:i iiiiiiiiiiiii iiiii
 
,:... ...,.:.:.:.. .... .. .... ,. ...:,,:
... r .. ......... .. ... ..* ,. .... .. 

Satisfactory 5 19 24 7 
UnIatisfactor 4 6 10 29 

Total 51 231 6 34 100 

TABLE B.129 
BAGGAGE SECURITY ON BOARD THE VESSEL 

• ' ' .'.... . .., .., . ,: . .......... ........ :,,::q • ,...... .... :. 

___ _____ __ ___ C AS ............. 
Excellent (bagage securely stowed, 
and loss/theft rare unlikely) 1 1 3 

Fair (but psngs. need pay 
close attention to their 
baggage) 5 15 1 21 62 

Poor (sccurity inadequate, 
and losses occur) 3 5 8 24 

Bage security is a serious 
problem with frequent losses/ 
thefts 1 4 1 4 12 

Total 51 23 6 34 100 
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TABLE B.130 
ANY BAGGAGE LOSSES FOR THIS ROUTE 

_________________ M:PINK ROE:(nl 
FRT SECONDIJ: 

es1Sryd. 
...... 

Never encounter 
No answer 

Total 

2 
3 
5 

2 
21 

231 
6 
6 

4 
30 
34 

12 
88 

100 

TABLE B.131 
SHIPPING LINES RESERVATION SYSTEM IN 

REGARD TO CONVENIENCE & SECURITY OF BOOKING 

Convenience of booking:Satisfhctory 51 2 61 331 97 

No answer 1 3 
Total 51 23 61 341 100 

Security of booking: 
Satisfactory 5 23 6 34 100 

Total 5 23 6 341100 

TABLE B.132
 
BUMPED AFTER HAVING RESERVATION WITH THIS
 

SHIPPING LINE ON THIS ROUTE, DURING 1991, 1992 & 1993
 

M~RST.. SECONb)::mmy ' 
____ _....... CL: T::A::HARE.
S:: :LASS:: L 

No yet happened/experienced 3 41 12 
No answer 2 22 6 30 88 

Total 5 231 61 34 _1 

TABLE B.133 
RATING OF MANAGEMENT AND STAFF 

Management attitudeof service quality:____________________ 
Excellent 11___i ____ 11 32Sat.sfactory 121 23 .686 ....... 


Total 51 23J 6i 34 100 
Land based staff attititudeto passenger & efficiency: ____ 

Excellent _ 10_1_ __10 29Satifactory ____5 6...24 71 
Total . . ... 4.. 100 

_oaVessel 2 6 f 0 

Excellent 12 1 35 
Satisfacto 5 11 

crew attitude to passenger attitude &effy:ency: 

6 23 68 
Total 5 23 6 341 100 
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TABLE R.134 

RATING OF SERVICE SCHEDULE, ADHERENCE & SPEED 

• .'N T"' " . .........
 

Sufficient and convenient: 

Generally good 4 10 29 

Fair/Poor 1 13 5 19 56 

Very poorbad 1 1 3 

Don't have view 4 4 12 

Total ___ 5_ 231 61 34 100 

Adherence to schedule/reliabMty 
Generally good __8 13 38 
Fair/Poor 6 11 32_ _5 

Very poor/bad 1 1 3
 
Don't have view 9 91 26
 

Total _ __ 23_ 6_ 341 100
 
Ser ice Speed 

Satisfactory 5 21 5 31 91 
Very slow I_ 3 
Don't have view 2 2 6 

Total 5 23 6 34 100 

TABLE B.135 

CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS 

Have not travelled this route before 1 1 2 6 

Services have consider.bly improved 1 2 3 9 
Slight improvement on services 3 3 6 18 
Services standards have not changed 311 3 17 50 
Cannot esfimate change 6 6 18 

Total 5 23 6 34 100 
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BATO, LEYTE - CEBU ROUTE
 

TABLE B.136 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

.M1VD.OUTI1 PA IIC (OlyVieset6F y .... ..!...O..]D H '!!!~~!!!!!!!!~]!i!!. ...!i
.. .. ......... ........ ....
.. .S.:! 


EMPLOYEE 1 1 2 11l 
BUSINESS 2 1 3 6 16 
STUDENT _____ 4 5 13 

___4 

HOLIDAY/VACATTON 4l 2 14 20 53 

OTHERS 	 2 3 8____1 

TOTAL 	 7 6 25 38 100 
. . ! . .. .	 , .. . ". ,. . . - -. .. -. . . . .. . . ! • .' '. .'. . . . .'.' .'. , .. ., ,.',.. ". .'. , 

TABLE B.137 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE 

__________ LSS.: CLASS : C::L"ASi iTOTAL~ iSHAREi: 
Daily 1 1 13 

1-3 limes a week _ ___5 5 13 
1-3imesamonth 3 3 10 16 42 
Once a year 2 5 7 18 
1-2timesayear 4 2 13 7 18 
4 Times ayear 1 1 3 

No Answer _ _ _ _ __1 	 1 3Total 	 7 6 25 38 10 

TABLE B.138
 
SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND
 

YES 7 6 251 38 100
 
TOTAL 7 61 25 38 100
 

TABLE B.139 
RELIABILITY OF SERVICE 

____ 	 YES 71 6 24 37 97 
NO __ _ _ _1 1 3 

TOTAL 	 7 6 25 L38 -- 100 
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TABLE B.140 

GOOD SPACE RESERVATION 

IM:F :".CNX) Tfl'J 

YES 1 6 24 31 82 
NO 5 1 6 16 

NO ANSWER 1 1 3 
TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 

TABLE B.141 

GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMMODATION/SECURITY 

FIT::~is SEOND '.......!!T "i!! :"'i THIRD: .:..... ","'""i"i"'""'...........i ...... 
... 

., 

HARLE. 
YES 1 6 24 31 82 
NO 5 1 6 16 

NO ANSWER 1 1 3 
TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 

TABLE B.142 

ADEQUATE CONCERN FOR SAFETY 

....... .....I .....
 
..........CLCLAS.S.... :AJT 


YES 6 6 15 27 71 
NO ANSWER 1 10 11 29 

TOTAL 7 6 251 38 100 

_I ... AL... HA 

TABLE B.143 

ORGANIZED BOARDING PROCEDURE 

.....E~ f~N..~........
 

__ 

YES 

NO 
__ _ __. _ _ _ 

4 

3 

6 15 
..... 
25 

3 
.... ARE . 66 

8 

NO ANSWER 10 10 26 
TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 
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TABLE B.144
 
ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS
 

.... :/:..O:.......... .... : .. . .o}.:,:...:.. .. 

. ::::C. LEOND..... I IR TOT.... ..... .. 

FOOD/ CANTEEN 
FAIR 7 6 2538 -10 

TOTAL 7 6 251 38 100 

TOILET FACILITIES 
POOR 1 7 8 21

7FAIR 5 -1 S. -30- -79. 

TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 

BEDDINGS/BLANKETS 
POOR 1 5 6 16FAR 7 5 _20 3 84 

T1AL 7 6 25 38 100 

LEISURE FACILITIES 
POOR 1 1 3 
FAIR 7 6 22 35 92 
NO ANSWER 2 2 5 

TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 

VENTILATION 
POOR 1 1 3 
FAIR 6 24 37 97 

TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 

CREW'S COURTESY/ASSISTANCE 
POOR 2 2 5 
FAIR 5 6 25 36 95 

TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 

DRINKING FOUNTAINS ETC. 
POOR 5 1 6 121 32 
FAIR 2 5 19 26 68 

TOTAL 7 6 25 381 100 

SPACE TO MOVE AROUND 
POOR 6 4 10 26 
FAIR 1 6 21 28 74; 

TOTAL 7 6 25 38 
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TABLE B.145
 

BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS
 

BOXES 
1-2 1i J7 20 
3-4 21 1 40 

BAGS 
1-2 6 5 14 25 71 
3-4 1 11 1 3 60 

5 -Above_ I 1 100 

SACKS_ 
1-2 917131 


TOTAL 

..-2 Baggage 7 5 23 351 85 
3 -4 Baggage 3 1 1 51 12 

5 -Above baggage 1 1 2 

TOTAL 10_ 61 25 411 100 

TABLE B.146
 

WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CHARGES PAID 
................... .':::::::::::::::::: ::::::i"
......
:::::
 

..... T...S..-OND . IR . 

WEIGHT 
1-10 kilos 3 1 10 14 37 

11-20 kilos 4 1 6 11 29 
21-30 kilos 1 _ 4 11 
41-50 klos above 1 1 2 5 
No Answer 2 5 7 18 

TOTAL 7 6 251 38 100 
EXTRA CHARGES PAID 
None 3 4 12 19 50 

No Answer 4 2 13 19 50 
TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 

TABLE B.147 

ADEQUATE BAGGAGE STORAGE
 

F I SECOND THIRD . ** 

YES 2 13 15 39 
NO 7 4 10 21 55 

NOANSWER 12 2 
TOTAL 7 6 25 38 100 

50 
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TABLE B.148 

IS BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED 

YES 2 13 15 39
N 7 4 10 21 55 

ANSWER . .NO . 2 2 5 

TOTAL 7 6: 25 3S 100 

. ,: ' 
 ... ...... .....
. .A
 

TABLE B.149 

CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS 

YES 1 1 3 5 13 
NO 6 5 221 33 87 

TOTAL 7 6 251 38 100 

TABLE B.15
 
CONGESTED TRAVEL DURING PEAK SEASON
 

BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM 

YES 71 6 17 30 79 
NO8 8 21 

TOTAL BEE A EROUSh7 6 25 38 100PROBLEMOl v~~I$uvy 

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: ::: ::: ::: :::: ...: ..... .. .. . . ..........
: :: :: :: :: :: ::. ..... .. ...::..: : ::::::: :::......
.. ::
 

TABLE B.150 

PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

SUGG STO NS CLASS CLASS CLASSA TOTAL S71AX 

Vendors should not be allowed -__ 5 13___5 

Provide additional vessel 3 8_____3 

Crew must be courteous 1 1 3 
Maintain the cleanliness of the toilet __ _ _ _ 1__ 1 3 
Reduce the prices of goods sold--- ____- 2 2 5 

ImProve drinking facilities 1 1 3 
Does not agree with the 20% 
increase of fare 1 1 3 

Provide beddings 1 1 3 
No answer 3 6 14 23 61 

Total 7 6 25 38 100 

51.151
 



HILONGOS - CEBU ROUTE (A)
 

TABLE 13 152
 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL
 
- -.-.-...•.. .. ......
S. - . . ---........... .- . . . . .......
...kI .... .. -l. -..Rt . .. .. . ... . . . . X.. I M W ....2... .. .. . .E . ........ .. ............ . . . . . . . ...................
 . .. .. .. .. .. ... . ... ... .. . . ... ..... . .. . .. ..j. . tz v... ...... . . .. ....... ..... 
 .. ... . . . ... . ... .. . .... ...SG1U2- /t1.:3W.~AI T TAX.
 

N"arkting ofgood 
 1 1 2 6 - - 2 2 8 1 3 4 7Medical 2: 1 3 13 2 1 3 5Family affairs 1 3 1 5 15 1 11 41 4 1 6 10Provincial fiestas 1 11 3 1 1 2
2 71 0 4-studm)4 5 9 38 1 6 12 19 33Epioymetdung 2 2 6 1 1 4 3 3 5Otherbusiness related 6 2 8 24 1 3 4 17 7 5 12 -- 21BtWiing/Shcping 1 1 4 1 1 2

Othertravel purposes 4 , 2 6 18 3 3 13 7 2 9 16Total 2i 18 14 34 100 !2 12 24 100 2 30 26 58 1I0 

TABLE B.153

FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

-.... ..........tW 2. .:....... ... -. .
.. ... .L.T..F~~~~~$T~~~~ SCOB'TIR .......... SECOND _j )i~~ 

1-4 ti es a yea5-12 tties ayear 2 12 11 25 74 8 76 2 8 24 15 63 2 204- 1 5 21- 18, 40 69--- 0 - -- 'i 132 
19-24 timesa year --- 3 3 13 3 - 3
3-4 times a month 1 1 3 . 11 -- 4_ 2 2 ...Total 21 18 14 34 100 12 12 24 100 2 30 26 58 100 

TABLE 1.154 
CLEANLINESS OF YOUR SEATING/SLEEPING AREA AT THE START OF THE VOYAGE 

............! ieir!i.i _________________ E.I' : ::: :::.....:::.:.R! 2i itIit: ::::::: .... ... 

S T ECODI'U~~D SCOND :'TEIRD %.- FIObSCNDT "11
Vety clean, 
Satisfactory 1i 14 34 100 7 82 15 -63 2 25 22 49 84 
Not cimm I 5 4 9 38 5 4 9 16 

bTotal 18 14 341 10 12 12 24, 100 2 30 26 58 100 



Satistory 
Notcomfortable 

Satisfactory 

Unsatistxcxy
Unacceptable 

Total 

U' 

Sa,_factory 
k at-ade ----o-

Um aceptable 

Do not drink waeTotal 

Una oetale 

Ntsatisfactory 

Unacceptable 
,S,. actory 

AIR COMFORT LEVEL OF SEATING/SLEEPING AREA 

13 33 97 7 7 14 58 2 25 0.. .. 47........11 1 3 5 5: 10S 42. 6 . 19 

ThIIU)S~~CO~ -... - FIRST " J % .N............ . %.. RS $E O D T jR-%
TfABLE 3.156 
CLEANLINESS AND MAINTENANCE OF TOILET 

AND WASING FACILITIES DURING: THE VOYAGE 
- ............ ......... ... . ...-. ......... ....... ........ ...
 
....... .... .... .S.H::::-ROL:::C :S S =. . :
.. .... .. .. ,. C. . LAS:::S:CLA. . . .:
 

s18 7 27 79 6 7 13 54 2 24 14 40 691 

_ ____ _6', 61 18 61 5 II j1 1 3 [ 5 46 6 - 11 17 2941 -01 3 
2 18 14 34 100 121 12 241 1--0 21 30 26 58 100 

5 1~~ . . ~.... ..... 7 ........ 

TABLE .157
 

ADEQUACY OF ON-BOAR]) DRINKING WATER AVAILABILTY
 

2 14 6 22 65 2 3 - 5 2 2 6 9 2 -- 4
- 8 --- 7 16 67 . . . . 13 11 ----- 41 41 

4 4 12 4 7 2 

____ I,__ 2 3, 13 _____ 2 3 5... 2 .. ... 18.. . . . . . ."" ' 34" ... . 12 . 12 :.. 24- . 2 30 26 100. . 14 100"....... Q -O0 58- . --.................. . : :. .. tLor......... ..... ..... ..
fl*T...... % IQ I)TID ........ IS SCN WoIt 


TABLE B.158
COEFORT AND CLEANLINESS OF EATING AREAS ON BOARD 

2! 4_______ 12 2 1 2 01 2 ____ 4___ 5 4___ 

... 2.1..1. 10 4 13 54 2. 47 11... 
 . ......
3..4
 
18 14 4 15 4 271 2 16 47 



TABLE B.159 
MEA1S AND MEAL SERVICE ON BOARD 

.. . :", .. .; ;.:,:: < .:...... .. ..: .." . . .. . .. ............. .... ... . . ......... .. .. .. ....... 

U _ __i. 

Unacceptable 

Total 

Mealsri 

Excellent 
Satisfactory 

Unacceptable 
Total 

"._ 

__ 

[ 

] 1 

_ 

2___________ 

2 

Ex__l _t[- .. ... _.2.5 7 29 _ _ ..... 

Ta~fatry3 30 - 88 8 4 12 50 2__..... . . . . . . '2 . . . . . ...-_..... . . 

__ 41_ 12K__K- h_ __13 
____14 34___ I_ 1 1 2 10 

2 5 7 29 J 
1t-- 3 30 88 8 4 12 50 222 2 8 -2 

1 4 12 3 3 13 J 
14 34 I00 121 12 24 100 2 

2 

232 

3 

3 

2 
23 

3 
30 

5 

17__ 

46_ 

2 

5 
17 

- 4 
°26 

7 12 

42 72..... 3 

' 12 

581 1003 
7 12 

42 722 3 

7 12 
58 100 

TABLE B,160 

VESSEL OPEN AREAS FOR PASSENGERS 

__ ___ _ _ 

Excellent 

S.facty 
7nsdkate 
Uncceab~e 

Total 

__ _ _ _ 

_--2 

_ ____:_|I:2 i~3 m ::: ::: : i- .'D ..aUI.::: ::::::::::::: :::::.lm 
7 57 21 

2 9 4 15 44, 8 7 15 63 
10 12 35 

*f 41 5 9 38 
21 18 1 4 34 100 12[ 12 24 100 

TABLE B.161 
WATING AREA BEFORE POARDING, 

IN TERMS OF COMFORT AND CLEANLINESS 

_____________4W LO IM- -~~. ... .. ... 

VJ~ ~ .. ....... . .. ........ ... ........ :.IS 

:: ASS..'i .::::i!A&: j:.!!$jIii. i A:: 
7 5 7 12 

2 17-. 30 52 
2 10 12 21 
4 5 9 1 

2 30 26 58 10 

.. ... TO AL ................ 

AE~Ni~l:y :§ z~:::> 

Excellent 
 7 7 21 7 7 12Satisfactory 2 10 3 15 44 9 5 14 58 2 19 81 29 50Unsatfacxy 1 6 7 21 1 3 4 17 2 1 11 19
Unacceptable 5 5 15 4 6 25 2 9 11 19

Total 2 18 14 34 100 12 1V 24 100 2 30 26 58 100
 



OARDING PROCESS
 

Made veyv easy& safe,
with avoiance. of1 
d conioct 

U-._vj2 

Chaotic 
- Total 

___9 

- -a 

2 18............ 
14 

9 

2 

34~~l 

26 

6 

100 

1 

12 

4] 

12 ZU 

5 

24 
~ M 

21._ 

1.0 

__ 

2[----

9 

1. 6 

-301 26 _______ 

TITAL ... 

9 

7 

1 

12 

TABLE B.163 
BAGGAGE SECURITY ON BOARD THE VESSEL 

wn 

Fair(Uitpsngi.n.e 
pay close atmeticon 
to theirbasgage) 

anti loss occur) 

SBnag secury as a 
serious problem with
fteq ent osehd~s

Tota 

_ _ 

2 

___ 

12 131 27 

_ ____ 

6 1 7 .... 1. 4 3 

CLsSCLSSCLSSTOA 

79 12 

_ _ __1 

21 
. 10 12.2-30 

SAR CAS 

10 

1
12 

CAS 

22 

1 

1
24 

OTL 

92 

4 _ 

- 4. 

ERCAS 

_ 

2 

_ 

24 23 49 

_ _ 1 1 

6 - 2 8-26.8... 

CLASS*.AS..TL 

., 

HAE 

2 

1 4 
0 

ANY 
TABLE 3.164 

BAGGAGE LOSSES FOR THIS ROUTE 

witeNo answr2a-JI 

Total 2 18 
14 
14 

___ia1
34 100 140 

12 
12 
12 

22 
24 

92 -
100 

2 
2 28 26 

26 

2 
56 

58 

3 

1(30 



- -

TABIL B.165 

SHIPPING LINES RESERVATION SYSIEM 
IN REGARD TO CONVENIENCE & SECURITY O1 BOOKING 

_____________________________ 7LS tTATOTAL. 1:S HR: 
Convenience of bsoktn_ _

E. ctllc=J 3 3__ d3 5 

St f~aaor, 2 18] 141 34 1001 9 12 21 881ii 27 255 95 

Total 1 2 18] 14[ 34 100 ,21 12 24 1(02 30 26 58 100 

Securt'y otbo___oki - "--  ta3j -i1 - F
1 1J7 24 13j 1 3 
Sasfae y 1i 14 [ 4 100 9 21 8810 2 55 

Totalj 18 141 34 1 0 12 12 24] 100 22 1 [ 100 

TABLE B.166 

BUMPED AFTER HAVING RESERVATION 
WITH THIS SHIPPING LINE ON THIS ROUTE, DURING 1991,1992 & 1993 

____.__ ___._.. .. : M V L . ......... ... E... D .lLI...... 

... ... ........ .. . .. . . .. .. ... .S ..... .. .- . . . ... .
_____ ___..........Si . .............AR . A ........... C M T TA HA......... ....... .O ~
~C5S.......
 

Ye', am firt r fmst 
sesyc basis 3 3 9 33 ne,ncvcr, notyet 12 24 100 12 12 24 41_12 

IIIq'o ' 2 15 14 31 912 2 is 14 31 531'To____2 18 14 34 10 12 12 24 100 2 30 25 58 100 
Total_ __ ___ N__ !N_ 1__DLO_ ____ -- 0j 21__ _ _ _ 

TABLE B.167 

RATING OF MANAGEMENT AND STAFF 

SDO:T RD . ... .. . ...D[B...R . . . . 9 .... .. . . .. . . .... ... .... ... ... 

..... XOTLXLAW5S.ss :S s*KAE CL:CAS .... OA.SAE S :jLA.4s T'A: 

Mmagement atfidt ofsrvice qmaup. 

$iato 2 8 14 24 71 12 12 24 100 2 20 2 48 83 
varialdpoor
 

- - - - - - - - - - - . - -.-Unucetablc- - - - . -

Total 2 18 14 34 100 12 12 24 100 2 30 251 58 100 
Ladbaed staffataftftn to passeager & eMdenc0. 
E. efl- 10 10 29 10 oi 17 

satisfactory 2 _ 14 24 71 2 12 24 100 2 20 25 48 83 

Variab- -Po-


Total 1 _ N 14 34 100 12 12 24 100 2 30 25 58 100 
Veade&crew stc to t__de_&___ y__de _____er__ _c__n 

eFlCCcmt I l]2 3 381 41 1 6 25 _ __ 15 41 191 33 

Jais-f 1 112 1 2 81 91 7 '71 2 15 211 _ ___ 



TABLE B.168
 
RATING OF SERVICE SCHEDULE, ADHERENCE AND SPEED
 

____________.V:0IA2M UE-N BFLMNA [.. O........


1:TIA d:S-- SAR IMLASS -T(YAL: :SIARE :.CLASS' ICl-A8 CLAw -TOT-AL SAR 
Suillci it and comenlent: 

Excllent 9 9 26 1 2 3 13 10 2 12 21 
Fair/Poor 2 5 5 12 35 5 4 9 38 2 10 9 21 36.Gcnc"al.y good 6}4---------------------- ------------- 10----- 29 ---- 4 ---- 6 __ 10 42 - -1____I----8- 1212---i---20 --34 

Don't have view2 3 3 9 3... 3 .- - - - -,,,2 - - - - 2- .. . .. . . . .]2- - -
Total 2 18 14 34 100 12 12 24 100 2 30 26 58 100 

Adherence to schtdule/reliability 
Excellent I0 10 29 I I 2 8 11 1 12 21 - - - - - _oor1 3 611 - -T8 4 _ I _ _ _ 7 I 19 
GCnally good 1 6 8 15 44 9 7 16 67 1 15 15 31 53 
:Dont have viewv 3 3 9 3 3 5 
No answer I 1 4 1 1 2 

Total ,,2 18 14 34 100 12 12l 24 100 2 30 26 58 100 
Service Spced 

Fast 
V Satisfactory 2 18 11 31 91 11 12 23 96 2 29 23 54 93 

Dont have viewv 3 3 3 5 
No ans-wer 1 1 4 1J 1 2,

Total is,--_1 14 34 100 12 12 24 100 2 30 26 58 100 

TABLE B.169
 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS
 

................. . . . E A _ .... .U~._ .___. Q ! L .......... .. ...
T N _ .... _ . 

C ........ * 
CLSST~TL HA LASCLS TOThLA R IXASLS "lS 

FIRST~~~.. IEON*H ............... IS EODi
 
OAL.SII 

Have not travelled this route before 1 1 2 6 1 1 4 2 1 3 5Slight improvement on services 1 2 6 9 26 5 3 8 33 1 7 9 17 29 
Serviccs have considerably improved 1 12 13 38, 1 12 13 22 
Se'vics standardshavenotchaned 2 3 5 15 4 7 11 46i 6 10 16 28 
Camo esti mate change- - 4 5 15 2 2 4 171 3 6 - 9 16 

Total 2 18 14 34 100 12 12 24 100] 2 30 26 58 100 



HI ONGOS - CEBU ROUTE (B)
 

TABLE B.170
 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL
 

,,, ... . .. ....... ..,, ,. ,, .,.. . . ,.
,,, ,,.... .. .. , . ...
 

S~CX~ TAIJJR4 

EMPLOYEE 3 3 7 
BUSINESS 4 1 5 12 
STUDENT 4 5 9 21 
HOLIDAY/VACATION 12 8 20 47 
OTHERS 4 2 6 14 

TOTAL 27 16 43 100 

TABLE B.171 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE 

... .............':' 3'.',, , ' D• , ... . .,.. , . .. .. . . . 

_______________ .( ...... T......A1~ 

Once aweek ___4 2 6 14 
2 times aweek 11 2 3 7 
1-2 times amonth 8 4 12 28 
76tmes ainonth 1 1 2 
1-2 limes ayear ___8 5 13 30 
3-6 timesayar 
No Answer _ _1 

5 2 7 161 
1 2Jis.m. ...iii. ..............:!!::::ii~v ii 

Total 27 16 413 1001 

TABLE B.172
 
SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND
!!!!!.M....... .A R ...........
!............. !!!!!!!!i!
 

... . . •. .. .. .. . .. ...• .......... ........... ,....... . . . .. ... ....
 

__ __ __ _ CL SS...L S : -SHRA.RE"__ __ .1.L 

YES 25 16 41 95
 
NO 2 5
____2 

TOTAL 27 16 43 100 

TABLE B.173
 

RELIABILiITY OF SERVICE
 

YES 
NO. 

TOTAL 

2.3 
4 ___ 

27 

16 

16 

39 
4 

43 

98 
9 

100 

58 



TABLE B.174
 

GOOD SPACE RESERVATION
 

YES 22 15 37 S6 
NO ___ 5 1 6 14 

TOTAL 27 16 43 100 

TABLE B.175
 
GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMMODATION/SECURITY
 

YES 22 9 31! 72 
NO 1 1 ____ 2 5 

NOANSWER' 4 6 10o 23 
'".. . . .. " .... .. . . . . . . . . .". .. .".I.TOTAL 27 16 43 100 

::$F_NB:O:::TH RD ::..:......... .....
SECOND........
..
 ....... ... . . .. . ....... .... :... :.., 3 ...... ,,
:.......
- .-..-

TABLE B.176
 
ADEQUATE CONCERN FOR SAFETY
 

YES 22 9 31 72 
NO 1 1 2 ____ 5 

NO ANSWER 4 10 23___6 

TOTAL 27: 16 43 100 

TABLE B.177
 
ORGANIZED BOARDING PROCEDURE
 

!;i .~ll ci S iiiiiTOi .iiSHAREi! 
YES 21 9 30 70 
NO 2 1 3 7 

NO ANSWER. 
TOTAL 

4 
27 

6 
16 

10 
43 

23 
100 

59
 



TABLE B.178
 

ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS
 

Y.......... 

FOOD/ CANTEEN 

POOR 
FAIR 
GOOD/EXCEL. 

TOTAL 

3 
22 
2 

27 

3 
13 

16 

6 
35 

2 
4 

14 
81 
5 

1100 

TOILET FACILITIES 

POOR 
FAIR 
GOOD/EXCEL. 

TOTAL 

10 
14 
3 

27 

10 
6 

16 

20 
201 

3 

43 

47 
47 

7 

100 

BEDDINGS/BLANKETS 
POOR 
FAIR 
GOOD/EXCEL. 
NO ANSWER 

TOTAL 

8 
12 
3 
4 
27 

5 
9 

2 
16 

13 
21 

3 
6 

43 

30 
49 

7 
14 

100 

LEISURE FACILITIES 

POOR 4 2 6 14 

FAIR 

GOOD/EXCEL. 
NO ANSWER 

TOTAL 

14 

3 
6 

27 

12 

2 

16 

26 

3 
8 

13 

_ 

60 

19 

100 

VENTILATION 
POOR 
FAIR 
GOOD/EXCEL. 

TOTAL 

2 
22 
3 

27 

16 

16 

2 
38 

3 

43 

5 
88 
7 

100 

CREW"S COURTESY/ASSISTANCE 

POOR 3 

FAIR 21 

GOOD/EXCEL 3 
TOTAL 27 

_ 
14 
1 

16 

4 
35 
4 

43 

81 
9 

100 

DRINKING FOUNTAINS ETC. 

POOR 
FAIR 
GOOD/EXCEL 

TOTAL 

4 
20 

33 
27 

1 
15 

16 

5 
35 

43 

12 
81 

100 

SPACE TO MOVE AROUND 

UNACCEPTABLE 
POOR 
FAIR 
GOOD/EXCEL 
NO ANSWER 

TOTAL 

1 
4 

20 
2 

27 

1 
14 

16 

1 
5 

34 
2 
11 

43 

2 
12 
79 

2 
100 

60 



TABLE B.179 

BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS 

...................
M.........I...
 

BOXES 

1-2 2 2 4 13 

3-4 2 21 33 

BAGS 
1-2 18 91 27 4 

3-4 31 3 50 

5-Above 11 50 

SACKS 
3-4 1 1 17 

5-Above 1 1 50 

CANS 
1-2 1 1 3 

TOTAL_ 

1-2Baggage 21 11 32 73 
3-4Baggage 
5 - Above bagege 

None/No answer 

1 
2 
4 

5 6 
2 
4 

14 
5 
9 

TOTAL 1 28 16 44, 100 

TABLE B.180 

WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

. .................. 0:::::
......... ....D !!!!II D :::!!!!!!i!!!!!!I!!!!!. , . , , . , .,:$ 

:___________ :!.',CLSSi:
CLASS:: ii.TOTAL~i :SHARE : 

WEIGHT 
1- 0 kilos 12 - 7 7 -- 19 44 
11-20 kilos 3 2 5 12 

21-30 kilos 2 2 4 9 
41-50 kilos above 3 3 7 
No Answer 7 5 12 28 

TOTAL 271 16 43 100 
EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

None/Nothing 13 11 24 56 

No Ammwer I 1 3 19 44 
TOTAL 24 19 43 100 

TABLE B.181 

ADEQUATE BAGGAGE STORAGE 

YES 11 7 18 42 
NO 15 9 24 56 

NO ANSWER I I .IA 
TOTAL 27 16 43 10 

61 



TABLE B.182
 
IS BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED
 

YES 14 12 26 60 

NO 12 4 16 37 
NO ANSWER 1 1 2 

TOTAL 27 16 43 1001 

TABLE B.183
 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS
 

.. . .. 

YES 


NO 

NO ANSWER 


TOTAL 


i is C..~ i~~iiii 
,....... .. ,. . ,.. ., . 

5 

20 
2 

27 

.....i..... ..... .. . . . 
., , . ,.. . : [: : . :; : .) . .... ....... 

:: : 
. ... . 

2 7 16 

12 
2 

32 
4 

74 

16 43 100 

TABLE B.184
 
CONGESTED TRAVEL DURING PEAK SEASON 

BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM 

YES 

NO 
TOTAL 

16 

11 
271 

8 

81 
161 

24 

1 
431 

56 

44 
100 

TABLE B.185 

PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

-...-.-.-.-

Vendors should not be allowed 

Agree with the 20% increase 
Does not agree with 20% increase 
Maintain the cleanliness of the toilet 
Iprove drhiking facU1ies 
Give auurance of cafety on board 

Reduce the price or goods at the canteen 
Vcsscl improvcmcnt 
Avoid gambling inside the vessel to avoid 

accident 
No suggestion 

TOTAL 

62
 

2 3 7 

1 1 2 
1 1 2 5 
1 2 3 7 
3 1 4 9 
2 2 5 

1 1 2 
4 2 6 14 

1 1 2 
11 9 20 47 
25 18 43 100 



__ 

__ 

TABLE B.16 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

_4_....... . .
.

2 2 42 211 4 7 - 222 2 4

SeLooIbrc~ 1iw 6 20 1 ---- 116 2 11 
Provincid 6cts - i 2 5 17 1 2 - 1- 4 8 16 

- - 1 2 1 2 11 5 8 16Vaca on20 
 .----- .- 0. 25------ 2 4 
Otherbusinssreated 1 3 1 __ _ -__ - 2 - 2 4Other 1 3 10 .2 3 6 

Total 2(0 10 30 10 -"5"_15 19 24-9 1_ 


TABLE B.187 

FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE 

:NMY 

4
...... "-TRINA _ _ _ __ _ r ~ . .....-. 

TTALSJ4RICASS ~ CLSS CLSSCLAS IrA SNRLCLASS: CLA.S TtAL :s~~~ 
.)3 2 2 4 13 L5 

.2 tia _ye 14 3 17 57 4 7 11 50 18 1C 28 57 
3-7 tims 
 3 
 6 203 7 - 7,___37Total 2_ lO 100 - . 3 2_ 49 27] _ 10 30 4 1 19 241 0 13 m0 

TABLE B.198 
CLEANLINESS OF YOUR SEATING/SLEEPING AREA
 

AT THE START OF THE VOYAGE
 
£ N,..; ....-...... .. s . s I -..... .. , .... ........
.. ... - o,, -- . .-... 


?i.WYXATM(AWVNXUAELm ____ ___ TOTAL 
. . . . , . ........ CO W ,ft n ...... s .co?( T .IRD 
X .CLASs ,CLA.SS::::RARE LO. T-TAL : SHAPF, :CLA.sS CLAsS .::OTA::SHZ:: 

2_ 8 28 93 4 15 i, 10 24 2 47 96Not de 
 2 2 7-2Toa..... 20 -210 30 100, _ 4_ 151 19 1002 ... 24" 25 - a 100 

TABLE B.189 

AIR-COMFORT LEVEL OF SEATINGSLEEPING AREA 

_____ I~AR['A ____ /v'18Cl(AFIn ______ TOTAL 

~D. 
___ 

________ ____ &EcOND TIM,>I_____I4 ......1 161, 21 7 1j 1 _"'_ 5 17 _ 5 22 45 
s __ _ -4I . -_ - -5 , l - 20 2I__6 

_ -- 15 - I-- - 100- 24 2 49_ __ 



TABLE B.190
 
CLEANLINESS AND MAINTENANCE OF TOILET
 

AND VASHING FACILITIES DURING THE VOYAGE
 

**~M MVY(AIUN MNMICHAL ra TOT.AL,sz:....c o ..... D .. .. ..::::::::::::::s7o11MSEON TU~l %~SCND THID% SECOND UD 
CL-SCAS jTTAL:.SHAR9: :CLASS CL4ss~ TOTAL SHARE: CLASs CL-ASs TOTfAL: SHARE-Satisfactory ... 12 1 13 43 3 10 13 " 68 15 11 26 53umaikactozy 8 9 17 --. 571 6 . - 2 -- 14 23 47 

Toa 
 0 10 30 1660 4 15 19 100, 2 25 49 1001 

TABLE B.191
 
ADEQUACY OF ON-BOARD DRINKING WATER AVAILABILITY
 

_::_.___ CL.....__ .SH.....E.. TOTAL:. SHA E: CLASS: TO AL : H R__L:!C CCLASS: 
SatisfactoryInadequate 11 2 13 438 6 4 7 - 22 69 8 42 13 8 21 4358 10 15 _ 25 51 
Unacceptable 1 3 1 f . ..Don't drinkwater 2 2 7 2 2 4 

.1 19 ] 0 24 25 ___4 _1 

TABLE B.192 
COMFORT -ANDCLEANLINESS OF EATING AREAS ON BOARD 

........... .-II.I'JA ..... .... ........-----. -' ctA L • " - " -- --ff. .K . . . ."...."- -.
. ... ,................. 
 : T OTAL ...]gcorcD[:ON::.::.::::::::: E I:.:. . ... s i. ..: :: :..:.:--. .% o :. ..........
::-::

T SECOND :TEIRD.J.~ 

t;natrtoy 10 10 33Utoy1a 1 3 . .. .1 . . . 1 - 5 10 10 201 _1 2 - 4
 
No mswer
Total 9 19 6320 1010 30 4 14 18 95100 4 15 19 13 24 37 76100 24 25 
 49 100 

TABLE B.193
 
MEALS AND MEAL SERVICE ON BOARD
 

::::: :::::..:....::...:======
=.==..== ...
:::::::::":: -.
 . . .. ....... . . . .. .
.
 

________T. LAS {SCN AS hIR CLALAS OA
 

No miswe- 201 10 301 1001 4 15Total ~~~ ~~201 30 
19 10 241 25 4 9 100010 1 004 1 9Mea1 Service: 10- 2S1tisfacta_ 5 401 . 3 1 1 2-

No nswa 20 9 29 97 44 f15 __ __1 1 0__2 - 2 8 9 



TABLEB.194
VESSEL OPEN AREAS FOR PASSENGERS 

Satisfictory.adeqime 

Total 

........ .. . . . .- . . .... .... • . s g O 
ThiRD b:: &ECGND 

CL&S~LASS TT~l. SLAI:XCLAS9:: 
lC' 9* 19 _ 63 49 1 10 33 

i 1 3 

20 10 30 100 4 

.a RB . . -. 
:MuApJbS3O 

slASS10TALt 
11 154 4 

15 19, 

- ." 

SXA1~lCAS 
79 1421 9 

1 

100 24 

-
TICURI) 

LS 
205 

__ 25 

7. .. • 

OTLSA 
:344 

1 

49 

. . . . 

6929 

2 

100 

TABLE B.195 

WAITING AREA BEFORE BOARDING, 
IN TERMS OF COMFORT AND CLEANLINESS 

Exc...sit j 1 11 1 ]i ' 2 4[4 

03 

_stuactory
Tneiitr 

Total 

17 6 
4'' 

t~1cvtab 
2 10 

23 
7,23 

30 

77 

100 

1 
2 

4 

8 
5 

15 

9 
7l37 

1 

47 

-
10 

18 
5 

24 

14 
9 

25-

32 
14 

1 
4 

65 
29. 

2__ 
100 

Sdisfzcy15 
Uns it hctwry 

Total 

TABLE B.196 

BOARDING PROCESS 
.. . ...............r.,, ::::: ::::: : : iiiii:::: C : :: .. .::: - . . . ..: ...............: ....... :.......:..-. ...,....:.................... ..:-..... .............:...:.......•.....,:1-

5 20 67 4 4 19 9]5 5 10 33 11I1 100 5 161
20 10 30 100 4 15 1 100 24i 25 

. . . .......: 

29 57 
21 43 
49 100 

TrABLE B.197 
BAGGAGE SECURITY ON BOARD THE VESSEL 

::::::::::::::::: : : :: : :::::::::::: .q.MO:iSS::Fi!!s: !!O*A- .'Wk E-

FairPoor 

Poo0 

Exe t1 

1 17-- 7 

1 

24s- ---

3 ~ 

WO.-.1----

2 

2 

1 _ 

8 

_ 3 

10 

6 

_ 

_ 

16 

53 -

_32 

2 __ 

19 

3 

15 34---

11 

6 

2 

-..
 



______ 

TABLE B.198
 
ANY BAGGAGE LOSSES FOR THIS ROUTE
 

__________________CLASS-
Nvr encountered (use to be 

carefutlbaggage are safe 

SEC'ONI) 

8 

~ 
:MAS 

2 
TO'A 

10 

.1 .. ...... ...... 
HR lS IS 

33 
)A.SHR 

SECOND 
lS 

8 

T ID. 
lS 

2 
UA 

10 
f~ 

20 

No commenit 8 2 10 33 8 2 10 20 
No mrwer 6 10 33 4 15 i419 " 100 8 21 29 59 

Total 20 10 30 10 4 151 19 100 24 25 49 100 

TABLE B.199 
SHIPPING LINES RESERVATION SYSTEM IN 

REGARD TO CONVENIENCE & SECURITY OF BOOKING 

D...... 31 I 3 MI::T1 T 2. . I 1 ........... EC R~>% 
 EC hID*.. 

Converdnce of Booking: ______ ____. .. 
Satiffartory T 16 7 23 77 4 14 18 98 20 21 41 84 
Difficult 3 _ _ _ 1f3 1 33 53 103-

No , 1mI 1_ 0 1 26 _

Total 20 10 301 100 4 15 191 100 24 25 49 100 
Secilty or Booking: __T__ 

2 
___ 

871 4 14 16 22Satisfactcrv 16 1 86_____42
 

TABLE 11.200
___________3 3Y TT ____ 

SHIPPING LINE ON THIS ROUTE, DURING 

BUMPED AFTER HAVING RESERVAT[ON VWTIH THITS 3CTRN 6LI 

1991, 1q92 & 1993 

Ah.-a-s happamed duing peak season 1 21 3 10 3 2 3 6 
Nev-No -icounteredaswer S 21 7 23!14 6 20 

To! -_ 
6 4_ 15 19 100 18 212 

397 14 
10 30 8010i 4 1l5 19 100 24 25 49 100 



- -- 

TArE R.286 

IS BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED 

Id/FLIJIAMAASJ 

YES 9 20 29 51 
NO 5 22 27 47 

NO ANSWER 
TOTAL 15 42 

/.....1 

57 
2 

100 

T R.287 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST 2 YEARS 

CLAwg:CLS TOTAL: HR 
YES 13 13 23 
NO 15 21 36 63 

NO ANSWER .... 8 14 
TOTAL 15 42 57 100 

TARE B.288 

CONGESTED TRAVEL DURING 
PEAK SEASON BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM 

YES 39 39 63 
NO 72 9 16 

NO ANSWER 8 1 9 16 
TOTAL 15 5742 100 

TABLE B.289 
PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

:: ........... M AS1
 
.:EC, NLIX ..........
 

Do not allow vendors inide the vessel 1 1 2 
Provide television. diiking fountahi hitie vessel 7 2 9 16 
Asure safety on board1
LUnit passenger capacity 1 

2
2 

Lowcr price of bcddin 1 1 2
Crews must wear unifoms 1 1 2 
There should tight security I 1 2 
Improve ticket arealcleanliness 3 6 9 16 
No couiuneiisuggesioiumso mtswer 4 29 33 58 

Total 15 42 57 100 
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TABLE B.293 
BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS 

B XS1-2 [3 
 3 7 
3 -4 3 3 43 

5 Above I 1 20 
BAGS 

1-2 ___ -- - ---6 34 40 91 
3-4 4 4 57 
5 Above 3 3 60

SACKS
 
1-2 ! 
 2
 
5 Above 11 20 

TOTAL 

I - 2 Baggage 7 37 44 79 
3 - 4 Baggage 4 37 13 
5 Above baggage 5 5 9 

TOTAL 16 40 56 100 

TABLE B.284
 
WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CHARGES PAID
 

WEIGIIT 
I-I0"02o 
 519 2 
 42 

-- 20 kilos 5 61 9 

21-30 kilos I 
31-40 kilos 1 1 2 
41-50 kilos above 2 2 4 7 
No answer 1 15 16 28 

TOTAL 15 42 57 100 
EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

None 8 26 34 60 
No answer 7 16 23 40 

TOTAL 15 42 57 100 

TABLE B.285
 
ADEQUATE BAGGAGE STORAGE
 

YES 12 12 -24 42 
NO 2 30 32 56

NO ANSWER 1 1 2 
TOTAL 11 42 57 100 
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TABLE B.282 

ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS 

i''.?...? ... . ... .. .. < . ....... . ......... '. > .. . '. 


FOOD/CANTEEN 
POOR 1 6 7 1 
FAIR 14 29 43 75 
GOOD/EXCEL 6 6 1__ 
NO ANSWER I I I., 

Tot 15 42 57 T00 

TOILET FACILITIES 
POOR 7 4 11 19 
FAIR 8 31 39 68 
GOOD/ XCEL, 6 6 11 
NO ANSWER 1 12 

Total 15 42 57 100 

BEDDINGS/BLANKETS 
POOR 
FAIR 

8 
6 

16 
13 

24 
19 

42 
33 

GOODIEXCEL, 6 6 11 
NO ANSWER 1_..... 14 

Total 15 42 57 100 

LEISURE FACILITIES 
POOR 1 10 I1 19 
FAIR I I 24 35 61 
GOOD/EXCEL.. 3 6 9 16 

[NO ANSWER 2 24 

Total 15 421 57 100 

VENTILATION 
POOR 2 I 3 5 
FAIR 13 33 46 81 
GOOD/EXCEL. 6 6 I 
NO ANSWER 2 2 4 

Total 15 42 57 100 

CREW'S COURTESY/ASSISTANCE 
FAIR. 15 35 50 88 
GOOD/EXCEL 6 6 11 
NO ANSWER 1 1 2 

Total 15 42 57 100 

DRINKING FOINTANS ETC.' 
POOR 9 1 10 18 
FAIR 6 35 41 72 
GOOD/EXCEL. 5 5 9 
NO ANSWERj 1 1 2 

Total 15 42 57 100 

SPACE TO MOVE AROUND 
POOR 1 3 4 7 
FAIR 13 30 43 75 
GOOD/EXCEL. 1 7 8 14 
NO ANSWER 2 2 4 

Total 1. 42 57 100 
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TABLE B.278 
GOOD SPACE RESERVATION 

::i-1.1! i~~iHi!!:i !: 
 i ...S !! !!! 


YES 14 41 55 96 
NO 1
f 2 -4 

TOTAL 15 42 57 100 

TABLE B.279 
GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMMODATION/SECURITY 

YES 5 40 45 79 
NO ANSWER 10 2 12 21 

TOTAL IS 42 57 -100 

TABLE B.280 
ADEQUATE CONCERN FOR SAFETY 

~~Yj~N5:::MA 

YES 5 4540 79 
NO ANSWER 10 2 12 211 

TOTAL 151 42 57 100 

TABLE B.281 
ORGANIZED BOARDING PROCEDURE 

YES 4 39 43 75 
NO I 1 2 

NO ANSWER 10 3 - 13 . 23 
TOTAL 15 42 57 10l 
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MAASIN - CEBU ROUTE (B)
 

TABLE B.274 
PURPOSE OF TRAVEL, 

C. .O..AA._~_. C. ......E. 


EMPLOYEE 5 5 9
 
BUSINIES 2 6 8 14
 
STUDENT 5 5 10 18
 
HOLIDAY/VACATION 6 20 26 '6 
OTHERS 2 6 8 14 

Total 15 42 57 100 

TABLE B.275
 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING TILS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

,:..:....:........I........ ~. ,. v.........,. ... .......
 .. ............... 

....... .....,. .
 - . .
 '... .. . " .
. . . v '
 

1-3 fimes aweek 5 2 7 12 
1-2 times a monlh 3 12 15 26 
3-5 times ayear 1 11 12 21 
1-2 times ayear 5 13 18 32 
As the need arises 2 2 4 
No answer 1 2 3 5 

Total 15 42 57 100 

TABLE B.276 
SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND 

MV...... I ..............
 
-S ICON -p ....iRD. ...... 

CAlS CLS JAR..........

YES 15 42j 57 100
 

TOTAL 15 42 57 _100
 

TABLE B.277 

RELIABILITY OF SERVICE 

_ .............
S* ......
 ..............
~
 

YES 13 39 52 91 
NO 2 3 5 9 

TOTAL 15 42 57 100 
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TABLE B.272
 
RATING OF SERVICE SCHEDULE, ADHERENCE & SPEED
 

Sullldn an Convenient: ___ 

i rExcellent 
GNraalygood 
Fair/poor 

Don't have view 

Total 
Adherence to S Sledule/ReICb EExcellent 

_Generally good 

FaravP t rotr 
Don't ham view 
.w 1_..... 

___ 

12 

17 
4 

22 

35 

RPiy:9 
21 

3 
1 

1 

5 

19 
14 

38 

10 
12 

16 
72 

381-

17 

36 
is 

73 

19 
33 

19 

23 

4 ° 

2 

3 

100 

26 
45 

46 
4 

----0 

Service speed: hFust 
afctory 

_Don't have view 

Total 

3 
30 

2 
35 

3 
35 

38 

6 
65 

2 
73 

8 
8 

100 

SeNceavcnsider blimred628 TABLE B.273 1
CIM-MNE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEA4RS 

............. .....
.. ..
 
Have not travelled this route before 3 3 4 
Sligh improvement of so-vices 12 17 29 40 
Services have considensbly improved 6 2 8 11
Service standardshave not changed - 8 17 25 34 
Cannot esfinate cha 6 - 2 8 11ITotal 3 5 - 38 -731 I 
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TABLE B,269
 
SHIPPING LINES RESERVATION SYSTEM IN
 

REGARD TO CONVENIENCE & SECURITY OF BOOKING
 

__________............MS ... INE 

______________. l :SSCLS i~!:TOTAL SHARK~ii 
Convenience of Booldng: ___________ 

Excellent
Satisfactory
Difficult 

2 
33 28

5 

2 
61

5 
3 

84
7 

No answer 5 5 7 
Total 35 38 73 100 

Security of Booldng _ 

Satisfactory
No answer

Total 
35 

35 

33 
5 
38 

68 
57 

73 

9 

100 

TABLE B.270
 

BUMPED AFTER HAVING RESERVATION WITH THIS
 
SHIPPING LINE ON THIS ROUTE. DURING 1991, 1992 & 1993
 

. _ 4~__ __ __ _ __ _ _ _ ................
 

:i~gl Di~i,W .1,:::::::::::::::::~~:i:[: :jo~~iii :, 

Not yet happed/experimecd 32 28 60 82 
First. come flrst. Rrve hamiR 2 2 3 
Priorities are with serial no. 1 1 
During pcak sason 4 4 5 
No nswr 1 6 6 8 

Total. 35 38 731 100 

TABLE B.271 

RATING OF MANAGEMENT AND STAFF 

. . .. . . .. .. . ... . . ... : j ... ... .... ... .. .. . . .. 

Mammigeueiit Attitude of Service Quality,: 
Excellent 101 4 14 19 
Satisfactory 25 34 59 81 

Total 35 38 73 100 
Land Based Staff Attitude to Pasnenger & Efidency: 

Excellent I 1 1 12 16 
Satisfactory 24 35 59 81 
Unsatisfactory 2 2 3 

Total 35 38 73 100 
Vessel Crew Attitude to Passenger Attltude & Efficleny: 

kxcelent 10 21 12 16 
Satisfactory 23 34 57 78 
Variable/Poor 2 2 4 5 

Total 351 38j 73 100 
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TABLE B.264
 
VESSEL OPEN AREAS FOR PASSENGERS 

. ......... ... 
.. .. ..........
 . .. 

Excellent 6 6 a
Satisfactory 28 27 55 75

Inadequate 
 1 11 12 16 

Total 35 38 73 100 

TAH.,E B.265 
WAITING AREA BEFORE BOARDING 

Excellent 6 6 8
 
Satisfactory 
 22 32 54 74
 
Unsatlsfctory 1 
 4 4
Unacceptable 

5 
7 2 9 12

Total 35 33 73 100 

TABLE B.266 
BOARDING PROCESS 

,avoidanc of discorfort 
l


S29ti1uctor 
 30 23 53I 73
 
r4 BAGGAGE SECURITY O.BOAR..T...E.VESSE 1b15 19 26
 
Total _ 3__5 38 73 100 

TABLE B.267 
BAGGAAE SECURITY ON BOARD THE VESSEL
 

176Poor 291 34 63 864 5Serioue problem 7 
5 75 
 71
 

Total 35*.................L
38 73 100 
Big boxlsacks 2 2:i::!!i!!i!::
3:::::: 


TABLE B.26
ANY BAGGAGE LOSSES FOR THIS ROTrE 

Nevr encouteemieced 32 24; 56 77
 
Big box/rackg 


2....
No mswerIno conmments 1 3 12 15 21L TOTAL 35 381 _731 1001 
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TABLE B260
 
CLEANLINESS AND MAINTENANCE OF TOILET
 

AND WASHING FACILITIES DURING THE VOYAGE
 

!i!~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ..............~ .ii:iiiiii
~iiii~i i 
~C~~~LASS~ . .Ls.......~ ::BhpE:
 

Clean & well maintained 3 i 5 7 
satlactory 32 20 52 71 
Unsatisfactory 14 14 19 
Unacceptable 1 2 2 3 

Total 35 38 73 100 

TABLE B.261 
ADEQUACY OF ON-BOARD 

DRINKING WATER AVAILABILITY 

...CT.. .: . .. ::: : : ::: :: :: ... ..1.! .:.. .... . ..... ......: :: : 

Excelenlt -_1 1 
Satisfactory 19 28 47 64 
Iadequate 6 3 9 12 
Do notdrink water 9 7 16 22 

Total 35 38 73 100 

TABLE B.262 
COMFORT AND CLEANLINESS OF EATING AREAS ON BOARD 

Satiaactoy 31 11 42 58 
Unacceptable 4 4 5 
No anwer 27 27 37 

Total 35 38 73 100 

TABLE B.263 

MEALS AND MEAL SERVICE ON BOARD 

Meals: 
Satiglctory 10 1 2518 
Unacceptable 1 1 1 
Noanwcr 25 29 54 74 

Total 35 381 73 100 
Meal Service: 

Satisfactory 10 _ 8 18 25 
Unsatisfactory I 1 . 1 
No answa 25 29 54 74 

Total 3. 3 73 100 
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MAASIN - CEBIT ROUTE (A)
 

TABLE B1256 
PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

Marketing of goods 7 7 10Medical 3 3 4
Family affair 8 5 13 18 
School breakHoliday _ _4 4_ 5 
Provincial fiecta 2 7 9Vacation (non-Btudcrt) 128 6 14 19 
Employmnt change 3 3 6 8
Buying/Shopping 2 3 5 7Other business relatedOther travel purposes 3 316 3 9 12 

Total 35 38 73 1001 

TABLE B.257

FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS ]PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

1-2 times ayear 22 19 11 56
3-4tims aear 7 5 12 16 
5-7 times ayear 
 3 2 5 7
1-3 time a month 3 11 14 19
No ma wer 1 1 1 

Total 35 38 73 100 

TABLE B.258
 
CLEANLINESS OF YOUR SEATING/SLZEPING AREA
 

AT THE START OF THE VOYAGE
 

Vry clean 4 5 9 12Sati bctory 30 29 59 81
 
Not clean 
 1 41- 7 

Total .... 35[ 38 73 
 100
 

TABLE B259
 
AIR-COMFORT LEVEL OF SEATING/SLEEPING AREA 

Very comfortable 3 . 4 7 1 
Satisfactory 
 32 26 58 79 
Not comfortable _4 1 5
Unacceptable 4 4 5 

Total 35 381 73 100 
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TAB13 2.2 

BAGGAGE STORAGE SECURED 

.. . . ... .. 
 . ..... . . ... .... .
 . . . . . . . . . . . . t 
. . .. . . . . . . 

YES 10 3 2 15 41 
NO 4 4 8 22 

NO ANSWER 5 4 5 14 38 
TOTAL 15 11 11 37 100 

TABLE B.253 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST 2 YEARS 

YR9 I 13 
NO 15 9 11 35 95 

NO ANSWER 1 1 _ 1 3 
TOTAL 15 111 111 37 100 

TABLE B.254
 
CONGESTED TRAVEL DURING
 

PEAK SEASON BEEN A SERIOUS PROBLEM
 

.........
:.:......:.. :. : ... ..... .....:.: . , . ......I ........... . . . . ,..)3ECOND. :TI ....... 
________ _ CLASS: C:LASS:::: TOTAL ::SHARE.:, 

-T .. _...


YES 15 10 10 35 95
 
NO 1 21 5 

TOTAL 15 11 11 371- 100 

TABLE B.255 
PASSENGER SUGGESTIONS 

Additional vesselfor this route 7 1 4 12 32 
Improve gangplank, make it wider 1 1 3 
Strongly opposed the 20% increase in fare 2 2 5 
More security to protect the baggages 1 1 3 
Discount fare for students 2 2 5 
Crew must be courteous/approachable i.. ..1 1 3 
Crambling & drhikhig hinide the vessel 

should be prohibited 1 1 3 
Improve ticket area/cleanliness i 2 3 8 
Vcndorsshould not aUowcd on board 1 1 3 
Improvedfaciliies and services 1 1 3 
No comments/suggestions/noanswer 5 4 3 12 32 

Total 15 111 11 37 100 
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TABLE B.249 
BAGGAGE CARRIED BY PASSENGERS 

B3OXES 
1-2 1 4 

3-4 1 3 4 33 

BAGS 
5 Above 

1-2 

2 

8 9 5 

2 

22 

67 

88 
3-4 41 2 2 8 67 

SACKS 
1-2 2 2 8 
5 Above 1 1 33 

TOTAL 
1 -2Bagage 9 9 7 25 63 
3-4 Baggage 5 5 2 12 30 
5Abovc bagqgc 2 1 3 8 

TOTAL 16 14 10 40 100 

TABLE B.250 
WEIGHT OF BAGGAGE AND EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

::.:'.:...
..... 
 , , .. :':
.....:',::::::H": ..,,.:..,...::'''::..
 
"""'""i""'
 

.. :,:,,''::.,
.......
v ....... 


WEIGHT 

1-10 kilos 6 _ _ 4 19 51
 
1_1-20 klos 
 6 1 7 19

_21-30 kilos 2 2 4 1
31-40 kilos 1 1 313 
41-50 kilou above 1 3 
No mnver 5 5 14 

TOTAL 
 15 11 11 37 100

EXTRA CHARGES PAID 

None 12 7 9 28 76 
Poiter carge 1 _ 1 3 
No amwer 4 _ 2 8 22
 

TOTAL 15 11 11 37 100
 

TABLE B.251 

ADEQUATE BAGGAGE STORAGE
 

YES 15 6 7- 28 76 
NO 5 4 9 24 

TOTAL 5 11 37, 100 
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TABLE B.248 

ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS 

FOOD/CANTEEN 
UNACCEPTABLE 2 2 4 11 
POOR 4 1 5 1 
FAIR 8 8 9 25 68 
GOOD/EXCEL. 2 2 5 
NO ANSWER 1_ 1 3 

Total 15 11 11 37 100 

TOILET FACILITIES 
UNACCEPTABLE 2 2 4 1 
POOR 9 10 27 
FAIR 12 2 9 23 62 

Total 15 11 11 37 100 

BEDDINGS/BLANKETS 
UNACCEPTABLE 2 2 4 11 
POOR 1 2 4 7 19 
FAIR 12 6 4 22 59 
GOOD/EXCEL. 2 2 5 
NO ANSWER 1 1 2 5 

Total 15 11 11 37 100 

LEISURE FACILITIES 
UNACCEPTABLE 2 2 4 11 
POOR 1 1 4 6 16 
FAIR 12 8 5- 25 68 
GOoD/EXCEL. 2 2 5 

Total 15 11- 11 37 100 

VENTILATION 
UNACCEPTABLE 2 2 4 11 
POOR I 1 1 3 8 
FAIR 11 8 8 27 73 
GOOD/EXCEL. 2 2 5 
.NO ANSWER 1 1 3 

Total 15 I1 1Il 37 100 
CREWS COURTESY/ASSISTANCE 

UNACCEPTABLE 2 1 '3 8 
POOR 9 1 10 27 
FAIR 4 9 9 22 59 
GOOD/EXCEL. 2 2 5 

Total 15 11 11, 37 100 

DRINKING FOUNTAINS ETC. 
UNACCEPTABLE 3 1_ 4 11 
POOR 11 3 1 15 41 
FAIR I 6 9 16 43 
GOOD/EXCEL. 2 __5 2 '__ 

Total 15 1 I 371 t00 

SPACE TO MOVE AROUND 
UNACCEPTABLE 4 1 2 7 19 
POOR 3 3 8 
FAIR 8 8 9 25 68 
GOOD/EXCEL. 2 2 5 

Total 15 1137 100 
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TABLE iB44 

COOD SPACE RESERVATION 

YES is 10 10 35 95 
NO 
 1- 3
 

NO ANSWER 1 1 3 
TOTAL 15 11 I 37 100 

TABLE B.245 
GOOD BAGGAGE ACCOMMODATION/SECURITY 

F1~T-.:tSEoN TIRD" 

YES 
 15 10 11 36 97
 
NO 
 I 1 3
 

TOTAL 
 15 I 111 37 100
 

TABLE B.246 

ADEQUATE CONCERN FOR SAFETY 

.. . . . .-
 .. .. .
 

YES 11 9 11 31 84 
NOI 1 3 

NO ANSWER 4 -1 35 14 
TOTAL 15 II 11 37 100 

TABLE B.247 
ORGANIZED BOARDING PROCEDURE 

* .. * ............
 

...........
 

YES 8 9 10 27 73
NO 3 1 51 14 

NO ANSWER 4 1 5 14 
TOTAL 15 _11 3711 100 
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ORMOC, LEYTE - CEBU ROUTE (B)
 

TABLE B.240 
PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

____________............... V~ C J:
~ . . 

EMPLOYEE 5 1 6 16 
13USINESS 5 2 2 9 24 
STUDENT 4 2 7 13 35 
HOLIDAY/VACATION I 1....__ 5 11 
OTHERS 2 42 11 

Total 15 11 11 37 100 

TABLE B.241
 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE
 

""....'........ ..."" "..
 
........... :i.......... ... : i .......ii 'i
: I~i ii 


Daily 1 1 3 
1-2 times amonth 8 7 8 23 62 
3-4 times amonth 1 2 3 8 
1-2 times ayear 2 2 3 7 19 
3-4 ties ayear 1 1 3 
No anwer 2 2 -5 

Total 15 11 11 37 100 

TABLE B.242
 
SERVICES ADEQUATE FOR DEMAND
 

--:;O:! R• . ...... ... .. .!. .
 

YES 15 10 11 36 97 
NO 1 1 3 

TOTAL 151 IIj II 37 100 

TABLE B.243
 
RELIABILITY OF SERVICE
 

...... ~ ~ (l Th ~ ~ I~ 

YES 15 10 11 36 97 
NO 1 I 3 

TOTAL 15 11 11 
 37 100
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TABLE B.238
 
RATING OF SERVICE SCHEDULE, ADHERENCE & SPEED
 

Su l~d ent and Couve enb:.. . . . '
 
Excellent 14 14 18 

0encraally good 7 - 24. 31 41
Fair 9 17 26 34 
Very poor/bad -* -- 11 11 1 

Don't havc view 4 4 5
Total 16 60 76 100
 

Adherence to Schede/Rellabl_:
Excellent 1 14 15 20 
Generally good 11 29 40 53 
Fair 
 3 9 12 16 
Very ?nor 1 2 3 4 
Dont have view 6 6
 

Total 16 60 761 100
 
Service Speed:
Fast 2 2 3, 

Satiactory
Very Blow 14 47 61 28I I I 

low 
 2 5 17 9
 
MO.t have view 
 4 4 32 

1 8 11 1
No6ma Total 
 16 60 76 
 100
 

TABLE B239
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS 

Services have congiflerbly improved ....... 34 .3 4 
Slight imipruvancrt of services 7 -14 21 -28 
Scrvicce ha-c considealyinpo=, 133 7 -10 
sarvice u h [lot cl,tgmdb'Is ltud 
 51 191 24 32 
Cannot esiniate change 11 17 18 24 

Tot: !6 _601 6 100 
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___ ___ __ ___ ___ 

TABLE BS35
 
SHIPPING LINES RESERVATION SYSTEM IN
 

REGARD TO CONVENIENCE & SECURITY OF BOOKING
 

Convenience of Booking: 
Excellent
SaIlltory 


Difficult 

•No answer 

Total 


Seeurt of Booking : 
Fxcellent 
Satisfactory 
Difficult 
No w ewar 

Total 

i....c oI ~ li~ii~i i...........ii
I,liii ii~i 

J 2 2 3
13, 51 64 841 

2 6 8 11 
1 1 2 3161 60 .761 10 

8 8 11 
15 48 63 83 

I I I 
1 3 4 5 

16 60 76 100 

TABLE B.236 
BUMPED AFTER HAVING RESERVATION WITH THIS
 

SHIPPING LINE ON THIS ROUTE, DURING 1991,1992 & 1993
 

__.._.._I__..... 


_ 

Nandhavnt cm]pinced 
Always happmc dufring pcak Kwon 
Yes, fuL conc, f r stave bni 
No nswerlno commcnt 

_ 

Totl 

12 

4 
16 

TABLE B.237 

RATING OF MANAGEMENT 

Management Attitude of Service Qabtt_: 
.cCelYlnt 
atiafactory 14 

Unsatisfactory 2 
Total 16 

W V U p W-c ........
 

1A~ 1o4~ .. .......
 

27 
1 
1 

31 
60 

AND STAFF 

19 
38 

3 
60 

Land Based Staff Attitude to Passenger &.Emfency: 
Excellent 15 
Satiffactoy 16j 36Unsafistory 6 

Unacceptable 3 
Total 16 60 

Vesel Crew Attitude to Passenger Attitude & Effidency: 
Excellent 1 16 

Satisfactory 13 40 
Unsatisfactory 2 1 

Total 16 60 

77
 

39 
1 
1 

35 
76 

51 
1 
1 

46 
100 

19 
52 

5 
761 

23 
68 
7 

100 

15 
52

6 

3 
76 

20 

68
8 

4 
100 

17 
53 

6 
76 

22 
70 
8 

100 



TABLE B.230
 
VESSEL OPEN AREAS FOR PASSENGERS
 

~Ld~SCLASS TOTAZ. AX
Excellent 6 6 8 
Satisfactory 16 O 66 87
 
indequate 
 3 3 4 
Unacceptable 1 1 1 

TOWal 16 60 76 100
 

TABLE B.231
 
WAITING AREA BEFORE BOARDING
 

Excellent 7 7 9 
Satisfactoy 14 40 5 4  
Unntisfutory 712, 7 9 12 
Unacceptable J 6 6 8 

Total 16 60 76 100
 

TABLE B.232
 
BOARDINC PROCESS
 

Made very easy & safe, with 
avoidance of discomfort 6 6 8 

Satidactory 13. 48 61 80 
Unsatisfactory 3 6 9 12 

Total 16 60 76 
 100
 

TABLE D.233
 
BAGGAGE SECURITY ON BOARD THE VESSEL
 

Fxcellmt 13. 1.3 17 
Fair 15 38i 53 70 
Poor 1 8 9 12
 
Salouu prublan I1 11 1
 

Total 
 16 60 76 100
 

TABLE B.234 
ANY BAGGAGE LOSSES FOR THIS ROUTE 

:,j (r I :: ......... .. ...
 

Havcn't cxpcrimccd/nonc _ _31II 42 55 
Bo rw __f__ 1 1 1 
No anwer/no comments 5 28 33 43 

TOTAL 16 60 76 100 

76 



__________ 

TABLE B.226
 
CLEANLINESS AND MAINTENANCE OF TOILET
 

AND WASHING FACILITIES DURING THE VOYAGE
 

_____________ i .cEBUPIRINCES~i~~~~~~~~~~!Viii~~M 


Clcan & wclln nuaind 5 _ 5 7 
Satlftctory 13 40 53 70 
Unsatisfactory 3 15j 18 24 

Total 16 60 76 100 

TABLE B.227
 
ADEQUACY OF ON-BOARD
 

DRINKING WATER AVAILABILITY
 

Excellent 5 5 7 
Satisfactory 14 42 56 74 
Inadequate 4 4 5 
Do not drink water 2 9 11 14 

Total 

Satilfactory 
Not satisfactory 
Unacceptable 
No answer 

Total 

161 60 76 100 

TABLE B.228
 
COMFORT & CLEANLINESS.
 

OF EATING AREAS ON BOARD
 

* ... ..........
 

13 28 41 54 
3 3 4 
5 5 7 

3 24 27 36 
16 60 761 100 

TABLE B.229 

MEALS AND MEAL SERVICE ON BOARD
 

Meals: 

Satisfactory 
Unacceptable 
No answer 

Total 
Meal Service: 

Satisfactory 


No answer 

Totl 

10] 

6 

161 

1 


7 

16 


75
 

26 36 47 
2 2 3 

32 38 50 
60 761 100 

19 27 36 
33 40 53 

60 76 100 



ORMOC, LEYTE - CEBU (A)
 

TABLE B.222 
PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

SEOND. HR ::...... 

Mzarketlng ofgoods 
Medical 
Family affair 
Provincial fiestas 
Vacation (non-student) 
School break/Holiday 
Employmentcne 
Other bninrtp rchtled 

ruying/Shopplnr 

Other travel purposes 
Total 

2 
2 
3 
1 
1 

1 
_ _ 

2 
_ 

5 
16 

TABLE B.223 

7 9 12 
5 7 9 

11 14 18 
9 10 13 
8 8 11 

1 
4 4 5 
7 9 12 

1 I 
8 13 17 

60 76 100 

FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE 

:SECONDf. .......
 

1-5 times ayear 
5-12 times ayear 
19-24 times ayear 
36-48 thnes ayear 
Noanswr 

Total 

15 39 54 71 
1 4 5 7 

3 3 4 
1 1 1 

13 13 17 
16 601 76 100 

TABLE B.224
 
CLEANLINESS OF YOUR SEATING/SLEEPING AREA
 

AT THE START OF THE VOYAGE
 

_ __ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _................~s 

.......... :i''.'. ......... ............ 

Very clean 6 6 8 
Satisfactory 16 53 69 91 
Not clcan I 1 1 

Total 16 60 76 100 

TABLE B.22S 
AIR-COMFORT LEVEL OF SEATING/SLEEPING AREA 

.....
:. ii.... IaUP ...........
::
 

Very comfortable 
Satisfactory 

Not comfortable 
Total 

~SCN. .... .......... .. 

2 6 8 11 
13 50 63 83 
1 4 5 _7 

16 60 76 100 

74 



RATING OF SERVICE SCHEDULE, ADHERENCE AND SPEED
 

Excllent 
Suffic:j:0ent 

4 11 1 36 
cocnet 

47 _1 1 2 _ 10 6 16 
Sn 

214 

0-my ood 

Dodt have .ie, 

Par~o 
___ 

-
____ 

4 

1 

7 
20 

1 

11 
25 
2 

14 
3i 

-

3 -

21 
16 

215 

21 
19 

49 
44__ 2 

31 
26 

3 
28 

41
3710 4 

- -62 
__ 6372 3237 

37 

Adberence W zchedulel __ --. 1_0 3 3 2 
Pcdceat
Gu=y good 

Pairrrood 
~,cr~d_ 

__ 

1
3 

_ _ _ 

7 
12 

1_ 

_ 

15 
27 

9 _ 

23 303 
42 _.__d 9 

1 13j 

13 5-20 23 

13 

7 
3 

30 

11 6 

14 -

17 
1 

14181 

22 
41 -273 

1 18 
115 

1 

24 
2478 

36 

43 
4396 

37 

!249 

19 
1 1Tot71 52 

Service Speed 
Paat_ 

_ 3 12stiaactoWy 4- 15 36 
----------------------------------..---------------------.----... 

2
77 

-15 
5 

__ _ 
3

100 

19
71 

_ 

___ 

_ __ 

3 

___2 

4 
41 

35 

__ __4 
43 

137 

9 
100 

286 

_ _1 
12 

11 

12 
64 

L56 

113 
6 

67 

117
10 

_ 88 

_4 

4 

_ 2___ 
2 

361 

428 

17 

12127 

19 
..196. 

16 

10 
100 

a81l 
Slow 

Dodt b1ve jew 

Ttai 4 

1 
2 

21 

1 

1 

52 

1 

2 

77 

1 

3 

100 3 

2 

"_ 

40 

2 

3 

4 

5 

7 

00 
1 

1 

12 
3 

8 

64 

9 

7 _ _ 

12 

_ 

2 

3 -

3 

12 

5 

3 

14 

19" 

2 

7 

2 
1.. 

TABLE .221 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS 

:-:-:-:-:-:"V:QY:U ..:~::::V:i:::j :: :::::::::::.:.~......... . . :======.. .... ....... ........ 
. . . . .::-..:-:EI... 

Have not aviled ftrote u m m
SMight inprovunen an ecei 
S3ces veconsidrbyim d 
Sfvices -tnd hdshavenot ct-aged 
Cmat n e h ,1 

o '1-

No answer_ Total 

1 

4 

1 

7 
4 

21 

7 
13 
17 
11 

3 

52 

211 

27 
16 

45 

77 

10 
27 
35 

21 

. "-

100 

. 

3 

13 

12 

12 
. . . . 

40 

. 

111 
is 
2 

13 

12 
. . 

43 

35 

30 

- --.. .. 

__1100 

-

11 

- -. . . 

12 

17 
10 

-... . .. 

64 

i 241 

10 13 
3 423 45 

17 
-.. . . . . 

76 10D 

. . 

3 
1 

. 

4 

........::s::: ; 

9 
11 43 

29 

16 46 

1 28 

361 1 l 

0 
54 
39 

63 

29 

I 
.. 

5 
-28 

20 

32 

15 

I 
.10 



TABLE &217 
SHIPPING LINES RESERVATION SYSTEM IN
 

REGARD TO CONVENIENCE & SECURITY OF BOOKING
 
__ _ ____ _ .~-__ NOI1 LTY.J1%Oy.TCARMNEL AVVA'113C1LAELIU 

S 
~i OT ..... .............
 

I : .YR.............. .. ... ... .
SECOND CIDiS~lThR .iliTHIRS . EO T iY::FfST 
_____ LS j5 -SAECLAsS C.LSS 'TOTAL. SHR LS LS TALL: 7CLS:SHAR-E: jkgCLSS TOAL:7couicerlene or bookin~g: ____ 

1 3 8 12-Etkt 16 2 1 3 7 1 5 9 151aifatr 73 17 40 38~ 9 3 7 99 3 T0 141 174 89 
T OW.c l 4 1 5 777 1(- 10) 12- t 76 4 31
 

SIrf ofbLokhtL ------- - 12--1-1-3- 7 
 4- 8 2 6

j 
2 

Safisfactmv4 18 40 62 81 1 _ 38F7_8_ 11j__9 70 92 4 30 136 170 87
 
Unacccpta __i 1 6 8 1 

Unctilin 

_ 11 5 7 8 - 4No awa __ 1 5 6 .. 8 
1 5 6 "3Total 4 211 52, 77. 1001 3 40 43 100 12 64 76 100 4 3 5 9 0 

TABLE B.2 1B 
BUMPED AFTER HAVING RESERVATION WITH THIS
 

SHIPPING LINE ON THIS ROUTE, DURING 1991,1992 & 1993
 
i'V URLD~II~cWFUMR~,]IIE] ]VAR. .T XTOTAiL pm~r ~Econ1SEO imm-~4 4} ECOD TI£)04"' . . .~~..... .. .. ....•..... . ... T1~ : ::: . ~~ ~E1SEC ~~... . . ....
::.mTr,::: ::6A :?:~ii~ 

vv& e anothcr deck I 21 2[ 3 ____1No amvcr 4 21 50 75j 97 __3 39 42 
1 

92 
2 

12 
3]

64 76 £00TW4 21 4 36 153 193 952 77[ 100 3' 4 1 100 12 (A4 76 £00 4 36 J156 jj3 100 

TABLE B.219 
RATING OF MANAGEMENT AND STAFF 

I TADYO MOUNTrCARMFL lM:::-.::V.S 
 O .. ....
 

SIIAft FTCASS' CLASSTTE SI~ LS LS ~AMaimgaient alltudc IAECAsCASCA '~~ 4~.1 serv ce

1 1 2 9 11 14 t 1 2 5
¢- 10 4 14 18 13U - - - -- . ...-- " . --

14 27 14- . . -- -"21. T ..
 

642 2 1Al83 829 -------- _ 2 6 2 42_ _ _ ____-___.-__ 13 16 28
}~ 

_-_ -b__....._
 
Total 40 -H9-3Land huzed staffattikide opassengeE=cuet ___ 4 &el 2121 10c12 740 _____---- 16___ 85~ 1 610 --- ___5 5 6_1523___ __ __ 12i5 12 27_2 14Satisfictov 

_ 

4 19 40 63 82 
uma 38 41 -95 2___ 5t 53 ?0__ 4ti m 24) 129 __ 1572 2 32 92 5 1 _ 126

Total 4 21 52 77 00 : 40 4i 0 2 64 6 £ 0 4 3 5 9 0Vess ti stv to pa ger attkude &crew tnde uss eM 


._ 
 17 25 -23 3 7 10 10i.~Z~iz-- 20 26 30 481 2

2e 

- 3 3532 6~3 
18 121 42 7

8 8 2 50 52 X _ 



_ ___ 

- -

TABLE B.2 14 

BOARDING PROCESS 

q~S.EcoDIM mw J: rrx PMCO... nt"H1 

- n'facttot - 1 9 9 21 2 17 19 25 2 27 29 15 

TABLE &.215
BAGGAGE SECURITY ON BOARDTHE VESSEL
 

d!wo i nz y - 2 3 1 5 2 263 624 7 6 4 1 5 51 2 13 

t1t 36u56t3 _o 3e_ 1 34 79 3 4 3 5 76 2929 110 747 

....... ....... .a.. 3 "-,_
4 Wai52 :kbJRM__77 10 0 10 2_7 

AYSBAGGAGE 
Total 21 _1 3 

Poor~~~ (,........,..,...ma YOE BOARDTHE VESSEL
 

and_ u ci _ .. Ii t 12 _ _ _ 16_ 37 37 86 3 3 4 _ 1_ 51_522 1 6 9 ___nia ___ thi____)3 14 4 52, 2756 74, 3 28 96 1.27 65I Poor (tecarity hxdequztc. and 
kadbquate losses occu) _ _ _ __ _ _ _ 3__ 41_ 7 91 3_ 4_ 7__ _ 4_

Biapsg ffuity isa senia problan0 
_ __ _ _ 

_ 

Vith equant Iosscs/ft ___ ____[___ ______ 5______ 51 10 13E 5___ 5 10 1[i::*:.F EC : .T::!ffl:D::. S:1 :i 7{.: *T:::::::::::::::::::::::::::[Ye (me um s e b ,~rto R.! : ECI"JY :TZ1I DO. .:*:*:.* .. :: .::* !: N :: . : :*:: :* ::: : : :i :'l.i:i:::: . : i:i::: : : : : :: : :: :RD:::.
tToWs 4 21 52 77_ 100 3 40 43 100 12 641 761 iCo[ 4 36 M~S 196 10M 

TABLE R.216 

ANY BAGGAGE LOSSES FOR THIS ROUTE 

~V Q~L~P~ ~ ~ ~V..........OTAQ&R*~lE OFMOUN V~1TAE~IU 
-~~~~~. , -- -~ . . .........-.....-.-


Yes, (meduma size bag. cwton, TO1TAL.
 
sntncre
Nonwr- - 4 21 49 74 96 3 443 13 - 1 3 98Ldw100 12 ____- - - - - - - - - - __13 - - - --9 



----------------------------

---------------- 

TABLE B.2 11
 
MEALS AND MEAL SERVICE ON BOARD
 

.........
.. ......... ... R.........A.ED . .ART L..... SAC. 
 TOTAL.. 
i__:.__ _ _A..-k t:.ClASS: -Oi.: . C ASS .. .ss T.- . .. -. .T.:T:.. :C ASU C:..S...E . :jjrLAST S. C.ASS .:TOTAL: SHA:. 

111 . . . 1 1 1r~ 
S~cy4 11 16 -31 40 22 227 51 12 57 69 91 ' 23 9 122 6 

_ns_cty 10 10 2 7 9 17 17 9 
No an er 9 36 45 53 3 8 11 26

To l 12 441 56 294 21 52 77 1m), 3 40 43 100 12 6 76 103 156 -96 1 0Meal-Service 
.. - -___

Z3 30 
. .is .. 1 7 15 23 1Satilactory 3 17- 27 42 5 21-- i 01 34 61Fair/Pcgr 1 8 10 10 10 23Do' hav 2. viw 6 6 . 8 . 23 24 1255~hwvewI- 22 22 51 12 3 5.3 70107NO! 142 1

1w 3 
 10 13 7
156 196 10 

TABLE B.212 
VESSEL OPEN AREAS FOR PASSENGERS 

~~~~~~~~~... . ...... ... .. . ......... • 
 :-S A.Lx : ,c .: ; ... : : .::;7:: .:.. .. :; ' T"O] . '' 2'"'''' '-+'-.:... .... .
TI1D4SJCp $rsCOND X~f~ 46 ECONOTilt. 

ToolL:: CLSa3 

f 
857 226Unt 1 16 135 6913 28  _____3___________.7- 21 

.. TA7L 1 ___ 3 9__ _ , I no 3 40 43 __ 117 112-_...... 76 100 4 36 1561 196 10
E_ ______ _l_ ._____ /_ 1 22 1AS, .LS ,CTA +,~E ,fA :1AESIAI ,04 CLS LAS CAt TT ltARS S.?!TABLE B.213 .1 i5t _--------------WAITING AREA BEFORLE BOARDING,
 

IN TERMS OF COMFORT AND CLEANLINESS
 

D U .... ...'*~. -C N THIRD. .,ti& tt.':t-A&: r s Eco u ........
S:6kS: :TOTAL. CA CLASS:. ASSExew :HP - -ToTAL SHAREt3 3 142- S 9 12 1 ~ : 17 26 U3 
satfctry 3 17 32 52 63 3 29 32 74 6 45 51 __ 67 3 26 16 159 

11 
177j 3 43 100 7 21 6~I 76 100

100 40 4 3 26 516 918.1 ) 

4= 



AIR COMFORT LEVEL OF SEATING/SLEErING AREA 
____________ * . /V UR LADY C)TM()UV CAW5. _____ __MVAR. ~AT_ 

flsrS cONtuO,) SEoCoOSE FIRST LSC:ND T 

____ CA SCLEsTOTAL SHARE CLASS C, NDTA SHARE .:CLASS*: L OTL ::SHARE:: CtLAS L CASS.tD. TOTAL 
Ve.ycu ortzble ___ij 3 9 12 16 2 5 6 6 8 3 17 20 10 

........ B P.2w S EP PMM
stidadoq 4 is 36 58 75 3 m37 40 93 12 51 C3 83 4 33 124 161 2tkns~facptabe 2V.1.. .. .. .- 1...
- --"1 -6j..... 
 .. ---- _ _"3 _3 _ ___1.66 --- _3" 

TABLE -208 
CLEANLINESS AND MAINTENANCE OF 

TOILET AND WASHING FACILITIES DURING THE VOYAGE 

... I ...... S O D 
_____________CLAS cx~.s 

wemaiataed 2 
satiswdtcq' 4 18 

TDhsatis.ac.y. 
tk~cc~8h7 _ t_ 

T al 4 21 

HR ...ct.~& 

7 
37 

6 

52 

...mmx 

9 

_ 

77 

.. ........m~&~ L~ss CASS 1OTA-L 

12 12 13 
77 28 31 
2 11 

9 112_~ 
100 3__ 4_43 

ON T IRSRAkE CLASS CLASS: w:OTAL 

30 1 3 4 
72 11 8 
26 13 13-1 
101 [ 64t 76 

:::TRW:SESITARE CASCASCAS 

5 
78 4 
17 

100 [ 

13 

32 

36 

10 
113 
26 

j7
154 

OA 

13 
49 

26 

Xk 

7 
76 

13 

4_100 

ADEQUACY 
TABLE B.209 

OF ON-BOARD DRINKING WATER AVAILABILITY 

__ _...._. .. ... ... ........ ....... ........ .... ...... C-
. ........ 
 . 1tSA -D - -M-T 


.... ........ ......- .... . . ... 
 .... . ........ .. .. .....-..-.....
 

L-|-n- 18 J21is -- 59 7 .3 1_-- F 42 _ 4-2 _____3_ ____1 .. 20_______.... 74 3 82- - 15 2_________2 4 -- ______7094___ I...--

Dono2 7 26 _____s17---1-6-7-2-9-11 13Total 4 21 S _ _ 10 __ t 401 4 1 0 12 
7 7 9 3__22 25 

- 56 _ 1001 

TABLE 8.2 10 
COMFORT AND CLEANLIN'ESS OF EATING AREAS ON BOARD 

______________ zvOURULDOT MOUNT . .. V~ IAIl..Ln ___ W$C IER.___ 

8acd~et 2__ 3 9 14 18 1 _ _1 1 1 2 _ _9 16 1 

Sa-itn 7 27 3 9 1 _6_ 55 66 972. - 30) 115. 147 7!
_____lbl . . 3 1 1 7 16 8 ii 11 1s8i 9 

___ Toa 1___i 1 014 76 10 10~40r 43 40056 192 16 
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PALOMPON, LEYTE - CEBU ROUTE
 

TABLE B.204 

PURPOSE OF TRAVEL 

S* ON.OlDD :OI~m.~Q :C p~i SE.N: . . 

F~t5, ... . . . . . - - - >- | 2 - -- -- -- ---. C 
F_ _:AyS . .4-ToIt" _o~etigo ads 2 ,2 2 2Wtckal 2 3 5 _ _ 6 2 23.i.kyaffrs--- -0 19 4 4 9

Pra ialfiestas 2 6 8 13 3 
Vaain~a-tu~i1 E2 26 34 1 10 11 24 

-------------------.- - - - -- - ------ - .. . . ---
School bre o-dav 1 1 . ___ 2 2. __ 

Ihiyt~tu~ . .1 2 2 522 

o , t----------------- ------ . ..-- I--------------------
Oth rb s ess r ated 3 2 5 6 1 7 8 19 

1_
Othat vd wo ses 6 2 3 48---------------. "------ - -- ---- ---- -

Ot~vpoc_ _ 6 5 1 4 1 8 9 21Total 41 21 2f 7 100 3_401 431 1D) 

H&R 

_ .... ... -- . . .. 

E 
9 9 12 
8 :3 11

1 6 7 9 
2 5 9 

14 13 24 
. . - -

3 3 
3 

8... 11 
__ _ 121 1 2---g 

4 8 2 16 
12 4 100 

_____ 

I 

3 

3 

41 

_ 

.......W~CALmO 

. . . . 

A 2a . . . . .. .. 
13_ 13 7 

2 13 15- 8 
6. 20 26 13 
4 14 18 9 

4 55 28 
6 6 3 
S 53 .. 

3 21 

3 15 2132s__ --- 3---
11 21 32, 161 
36 1561 1m 1001 

TABLE B.05 
FREQUENCY OF TAKING THIS PARTICULAR VOYAGE 

co.. 
 ............. I lfc'''''''' '---.:..........-
............. -*. ..-.-.................
. -.-.-.
...... ...-...-.-... .
.. ..
....
 
'.....
_____M ~.. ........... 
 . 

4im! ayr - 4 17 41 62 81 2 33 35 811 -1 62 82 4 30 12 159 
5-12 fi= ayear __ _ 4 5 9 12 1 - ----- --19-24ieA ya2 S 6 - 14 1 -- 9 - - 10 -- 13 --__ _6 - --- 19 - - 2 3 25 132 2 3 2 2------------------ 6 33-4 fnes arnintb __ _ _ _ 4 4 5 _ _ _ _ 2 31_TotaW 6 6 _ _211 

_ _ 

52 77 100 ____ ____ 43 100 11 412 64 76____ 3 156T 16 0 

TABLE B. 06 
CLEANLINESS OF YOUR SEATING/SLEEPING AREA
 

AT THE. START OF THIE VOYAGE
 

4L MN ~m L~~ 7 __ om~CA~)EL ___3 W A r__ ~ ftfttv T : .......... ._...............
 
. . 'ci..n ...... .. 2 
 0 .................. . ....... 
 . .-..--
.. ,' - . -.- .:..- -,- ........ ;...x.....
 

Saifa. r.
.. ...........
very cla 8HRD11 23OW I II:SAK :L...... 8 12s2j1
1F~ 1 4EODTiU-

Satifacty 13 40 S3 9 3 35 38 sa 12 63 75 99 _-- 28 138 166 X!-Not o4 5 1dean-__ 5 5 12
H 
701. 



RATING OF MANAGEMENT AND 'S. AFF
 

Misexrne Altitude of Service QanIlty. 
.sai~fmtory J 201 103V0)49V°iabll/ or 1 

Total 20 10 
LandBased StaffAlitade to Passenger & Efldenecy 

mlto 10j~js~
.oriable/Poor [6

Tatal 20( log 
Vessd Crew Atitude to Passenger Attitude & E ,icidney 

J 

30a6 

10) 

j 

'7 

4 

4 

6 
15 

-9 
6 

151 

1 

129 

131 

9215 

9 
I 

68 
32 

2 

24 
L 

6 

1 

438 

14 
6 
9 

12 
100 

83 
1 

100 

satisfa 
'/.na~e/oor 

Total 

- 2011 61 

10 
4 

261 

30 

871 
13 

1)4 

414 

151 

1 
1 

19 

95240440 
5 

100 2 5 49 
10 

100 

TABIE B.202 
RATING OF SERVICE SCHEDULE, ADHERENCE AND SPEED 

*. N . ~M R~tZ 

~~I. 

4.... 

~ ~ 
. ........... 

........ .. . 

. ............. 

~ D : R 
.. .. .. .. 

Suded and Convenient: 

(3). 

Far 
- - - - - - - -

16 
-11 
-

1 17 57 
37 

3 7 
7 

10 
7 

53 
37 

19 
3 

8 
15 

z7 
1* 

55 
37 

No Mi . .. 
Total 

dlertne to Schedle/Rellt 

... 

Ry

... . . ____I.. 
20 10 30 

3 
103 4 15 19 100 

-2 

24 
. 

25 49 
2 

100 

Etef:lent
G(enanf good 
Fai'lPow 
Vaypoor/lbad 

Don't have vicw 

Total 

16 
3 

1 
20 

2 
8 

10 

18 
11 

301 

60 
37 

3 

100 i241 

3hi 
1 

7 
$ 

2 

1 

7 
8 

2 

2 

37 
42 

11 
11 

19 
3 

2 

7 
7 
8 

1 
25 

7 
26 

2 
3 

49 

14 
53 
22 
4 
6 

.00 
S rvce Speed: 

Satisf'aeto yL1SlowT 2 71 24
5 80

7 3 
1 

14 17
.2" 

89
1 .7i 

21 41 
-4 

No mewer 
Total 1

0 110 1 ....-30 1') 4 15 19 -------------------------1 ---100 24 25 49100 2 

TABLE B.203 
CHANGE OF SERVICES OVER THE PAST TWO YL-ARS 

...._.- _ _ _ . . . I.......... .. .. . ... 

lave n-ot travcld this route beforc 
_t;___ m_ of serv4ces . 4 

1 
13 

3j4 
4 

41 
1 1 

6 
5 

2 
9 

4 
5 

6 
14 

12 
29 

-- 3---------------------------------.--......... ..... 1... 

CmnHestnmztcnz_ 
Total 

c n 

_ 

1 
8 
0 

5 

10 

6 
8 

30 

20 
27 

100 

2 
1 
4 

7 
3 

15 

: 
4 

19 

4 
21 
1- -

3 
9 

24 

12 
3 

25 

15 
12 
49 

31 
24 
1..0 


