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cant differences in the approach to development in the two counties, separated – as the canal itself is divided – by 
Lake Vättern. They differ in their economic profile, as well as in the forms of cooperation that they have developed. 
Västergötland communities have a longer and deeper tradition of cooperation than those in Östergötland, and have 
already developed forms of cooperation around the canal. In the east the cooperation among canal municipalities is 
new and is in fact creating new networks of municipalities that have a common interest in canal development and 
the implementation of related policies. These networks bring together politicians and officials from both high and 
low levels of administration, in some cases adding special-interest groups and representatives of private businesses. 
In theory policy networks can be quite large but they may also only consist of a few key people. The relative size and 
resources of the potential partners may influence cooperation, as may a municipality’s dependency on the outside 
world, and the importance that is placed on the issue. 

In the case of the Göta Canal the incentive for cooperation is not only based on the belief that this will lead to more 
efficient marketing of the canal as an attraction and therefore economic advantages for the participating munici-
palities. Cooperation is also seen as a means of developing regional synergies in general. The incentives for regional 
cooperation include an awareness of the vulnerability of individual municipalities, the increased demands made upon 
the municipalities by the central authorities, changes in trade and industry, competition with other regions, and the 
development of a new political and administrative ethic.

In short, it was found to be preferable to guarantee the infrastructure at the national level through the company, with 
its proven efficiency, and to allow the counties and their municipalities to continue developing the potential offered 
by the canal on the land side.

10.5  Achievements/factors of success

The business model for the canal’s activities has been constantly refined and improved over the years, and develop-
ment opportunities have been carefully exploited. Many historic canal buildings, especially lock cottages, have been 
converted into hotels, youth hostels and for other commercial uses, which all serve to enhance the visitors’ experi-
ence as well as bringing in rent. Common marketing of the entire canal’s resources means that there is a high level of 
synergy among all operations in the corridor.

The canal was listed in 2007 as Sweden’s most important industrial heritage site; this was a milestone in the canal’s 
history, and bodes well for continued support by the population and politicians.

The popularity of the North Sea-Baltic route is well-established; the route is still used for transit, while supporting a 
healthy traffic of regionally-based boats.

An additional asset for the canal in Östergötland is the Kinda Canal, which extends the potential cruising area by 
90 km, south from Linköping to Hycklinge. A boat transport service is available from here to Gamleby on the Baltic.

10.6  Future management challenges/projects 

The status of the canal as a standing-mast route has given rise to a debate on how to route a new motorway over 
the canal at its eastern end. The saturated subsoil in the low-lying land close to the Baltic Sea makes it unfeasible to 
burrow under the canal (as the Dutch have just done in Friesland), so plans have been drawn up for an extraordinary 
combination of a fixed aqueduct and vertical lifts on either side .

The estimated cost of these structures is SEK 300 M.

10.3  Relative confidence

The Managing Director is very confident in the future of the canal, and the sustainability of its business in tourism and 
other areas. It has unique value as heritage for the Swedish nation and makes a major contribution to promotion of 
the corridor and the image of the counties it crosses. Under these conditions, and in view of the very modest subsidy 
from the budget of the Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and Communications, there appears to be no reason to fear an 
interruption of this subsidy, or a change in ownership.

10.4  Funding

a) Amount and delivery of public funding

At present, the Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and Communications, to which the canal company is responsible, 
subsidises the operation for a stable amount of SEK 20 M per year. This follows a long-term decision by the Swedish 
Government to support this unique component of the country’s transport infrastructure, which is evidently consid-
ered to give excellent value for the money spent annually.

Confidence relates also to the quite substantial sums earned by the company, a legacy of the historic ownership 
structure and the substantial estates included in the canal’s corridor. The Göta is without doubt the waterway in this 
sample which bears the most resemblance to British Waterways. It has full powers to act commercially on its own 
property, and has been doing so successfully for many years. As a not-for-profit public company, the Göta Kanalbolag 
AG reinvests the money it earns on the canal itself and on real estate.

The total turnover in 2008 was approximately SEK 60 M, including the above-mentioned Government subsidy of 
SEK 20 M. This is paid in two instalments each year (every 6 months). The amount is fixed and guaranteed, until such 
a time as the canal’s owner may decide differently. As stated above, this is not thought to be a serious risk.

The total operating revenue given above (SEK 40 M) suggests a percentage public subsidy of 33 %. This would in fact 
be considerably higher if the non-navigation functions were isolated from the company’s accounts.

b) Possible improvements

The short season is the biggest handicap faced by the canal company. There is thought to be potential for more use of 
the canal towards the end of the season. Efforts are being made to incite the passenger boat operators to run autumn 
cruises. Another policy under consideration is an overall reduction in tolls for use of the canal.

c) Decision-makers’ relative understanding of the waterway’s needs

The canal company enjoys a high level of understanding and respect for its business within the Government and the 
Ministry.

d) Political/funding risks

As already indicated, the Göta Canal Company has been carefully managed over the years, under the successive direc-
torships of Thord Söderlund, Claes-Göran Österlund and now (since 2008) Anders Donlau, and is a ‘streamlined’ 
organisation with relatively low overheads compared to other waterways in this sample.

The ‘temptation’ to reclassify the waterway from a national to a regional asset has already been experienced, in the late 
1990s, and was carefully examined as a possible strategy (cf. Ownership of a Cultural Landmark: the Case of the Göta 
Canal, by Per-Olof Bjuggren, and Göta canal – a national asset with economic values by Jan Lindvall, and especially 
East is east and west is west: municipal co-operation and regional networks around the Göta canal by Dr. Geoffrey 
D. Gooch, Jean Monnet Professor in European Political Integration, Linköping University, 2000. These studies were 
undertaken in the context of the EU-funded Terra VEV programme).

Geoffrey Gooch provided convincing arguments against regionalisation of this national asset. He pointed to signifi-
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11. USA – the New York State Canal System

11.1 Description and background

The New York State Canal Corporation is a stand-alone subsidiary of the New York State Thruway Authority, which 
has responsibility for both the New York State Thruway (highway) system and the canal system. Prime responsibili-
ties of the Thruway Authority related to the Canal are the maintenance and operation of the total system. The canal 
system is 524 miles (843 km) long and drains a watershed of approximately 5500 square miles (8851 km2). 

This canal is the icon of American Canals and has a long and illustrious history starting with canal construction in 
1817 and opening for navigation in 1825. It has gone through a number of enlargements. However, with the growth 
of railroads, highways and the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway in 1959, commercial traffic on the canal declined 
dramatically. Today vessel traffic is primarily recreational boats. The need to make the canal self-supporting was 
recognised. A Canal Recreation Way Commission was established and a revitalisation plan was developed and initi-
ated in 1996. In 2001 the canal was also designated a National Heritage Corridor, giving it recognition and the possi-
bility of funding at the Federal level. 

The Thruway Authority and the Canal Corporation have the same chair and board members. This arrangement allows 
the canal to access Thruway funds, to share staff, assume liability, raise bonds, assume debt and to lease property. The 
Director of the New York State Canal reports to the Board and is accountable for the day-to-day operation of the canal 
as well as carrying out policy. The Canal is divided into three divisions for administrative and operational purposes. 

Profile
Ownership regime State of New York

Management New York State Canal Corporation, 
subsidiary of the Thruway

Built 1899-1918 (in current configuration)

Length of waterway 844 km

Number of locks 57

Recurrent costs US$ 53.2 M

Capital expenditure US$ 41.1 M

Operating revenue US$ 1.86 M

Percentage public subsidy 98.0%

Sustainability of funding high, but separation from Thruway 
is considered necessary

Discussions continue, but this may actually be built and opened by 2013. Boats with limited air draught, cyclists and 
pedestrians will be able to proceed under the bridge to the right in this illustration.

10.7  Specific issues

a) Waterway tourism

A current challenge is to market canal trips as an attraction continuing to the end of the operating season in late 
September. There is a tendency in Sweden to take holidays in July, and even August is much less popular, let alone 
September. The new director has indicated this as one of his objectives.

b) Environmentally-sensitive engineering

After using steel lock-gates for many years, the canal is now again building replacement lock-gates in timber. A 
presentation given at the World Canals Conference in Trollhättan in 2005 showed how the original lock-gate design 
was a better long-term solution than steel gates. The gates are made in specialist workshops (as on the Rideau Canal 
in Canada).

Conclusions on funding and income profile
 ADVANTAGES RISKS

•	 Financial stability historically ensured by the 
private canal company’s investments and 
management, ‘inherited’ by the State

•	 Operating income from estates, private 
boats and trip boats covers 60% of expendi-
ture

•	 National monument status

•	 Short operating season
•	 Pressure to reduce cost of licences for boat 

passage 
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11.2  Key physical and management data

Extent of the infrastructure
Length (km) 844 Total km, breaking down as follows : 

– free-flowing river	 0 km			 
– canalised river	 437 km	 (271 mi)
– canal	 248 km	 (154 mi)
– natural edge (lake/reservoir, etc)	 159 km	 (99 mi)
Breakdown by section of network

Waterway Canalised river Canal Natural edge

Erie 312 206 42

Oswego 39

Champlain 60 37

Cayuga-Seneca 26 5 117

Totals 437 248 159

Dimensions	 Length 
(metres)	 Beam 
	 Headroom 
	  
	 Draught

91.00 
14.00  
4.70

1.50

this is the effective dimension available to vessels; locks are 100m long 
 
increased to 6.40m in the Mohawk Valley and on Oswego Branch (5.20m on the Champlain, 
5.00m on the Cayuga & Seneca
Erie 4.25/3.65 m*, Oswego 4.25 m, Champlain 3.65 m, Cayuga-Seneca 3.65 m

Number of locks 57
Number of movable bridges 17 This is the number of separate lift-bridges operated by roving operators dedicated to the 

bridges (i.e. not including lift bridges operated at locks)
Equivalent km 791 Counting 685 km plus 1 km per lock (57), 1 km per lift bridge (17) 

and 20% of natural edge (32).

*  Efforts are under way to return the canal to its published depth of 4.25m (14 ft) from Waterford to Oswego and 3.65m (12 ft) elsewhere.

Management data (US$ M)
COSTS 2005 2006 2007

Operating & maintenance costs (goods and services) - - -
Salaries and wages (operating) 44.0 53.9 53.2
Total recurring costs (annual) 44.0 53.9 53.2

Capital projects 19.6 13.6 41.1

Total costs 63.6 67.5 94.3
FUNDING AND OPERATING REVENUE
Operating revenue
Lockage fees, commercial 0.030 0.030 0.030

Lockage fees, recreational 0.240 0.240 0.240

Rental & concessions (land permits, leases, sales & work permits) 1.300 1.300 1.300

Hydropower generation 0.120 0.120 0.120

Other 0.170 0.170 0.170

Total operating revenue 1.86 1.86 1.86
Funding
State, through Thruway toll revenue 61.6 65.9 92.4

Percentage public subsidy 96.9% 97.6% 98.0%

This example is a unique case among all the waterways considered under the present study. This was historically a 
‘regional’ waterway since its completion as the New York State Barge Canal in 1918. Here the question of transfer to a 
delegated authority was addressed in the early 1990s, the New York State Canal Corporation was created in 1992 as a 
subsidiary of the New York State Thruway Authority, and the transfer effectively made in 1994.

The New York State Canal Corporation is responsible for the operation, maintenance and promotion of the system, 
which consists of the Erie Canal, Cayuga-Seneca Canal, Oswego Canal and Champlain Canal. It is also develops and 
maintains the New York State Canalway Trail and is involved in the general development and promotion of the Erie 
Canal Corridor as both a tourist attraction and a working waterway.

The current director of the New York State Canal Corporation is Carmella Mantello, who was appointed to the 
position by Governor Pataki on June 21, 2005.

In May 2006, Governor Pataki proposed recreating the Canal Corporation by 2010 as an independent agency, which 
would no longer be under the responsibility of the Thruway Authority.

This issue remains unresolved to date, but there are hopes that it will be, to guarantee the future of a national treasure 
and an international symbol of engineering ingenuity, the New York State Canal System.

Waterford locks at the entrance to the system from the Hudson River; 
Although almost as large as the European Class IV standard, the locks 

remain small by American Great River standards
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There is excellent institutional knowledge, and the canal has a highly skilled and dedicated workforce, but it is declining 
under pressure on annual funding. In 1978 there were 1500 people working on the canal, now there are only 520. This 
also has an impact on safety issues.

The Thruway is also affected by reduced toll revenues, as the economy enters the recession.

The manager remains confident with the decision-makers currently involved, but cannot predict the situation, say, 10 
years from now. Survival is assured today, by the fact that the infrastructure is kept open, but there is uncertainty in 
the future. Confidence could be assessed at 90 % today (in 2009), but perhaps no more than 70 % for the year 2015.

11.4  Funding

a) Amount and delivery of public funding

The bulk of the expenditure summarised above is covered from the Thruway Authority’s income (from tolls paid by 
vehicles on the Thruway). The amount is paid annually. The internal process is as follows : the Canal Corporation puts 
in its request at beginning of the year, the Thruway board decides the amount of funding to be released, and then the 
Canal Corporation has to stay within budget.

The Canal Development Commission approves a separate Canal Development budget, which calls on Thruway and 
Federal funds. This is the context in which new investments are delivered, for example on the ambitious trailway 
project which was announced in 2000 (for a total investment of $50 M).

Federal funding is a based on a percentage of what New York State receives from Washington. In application of a 
Memorandum of Understanding, this amount is an arbitrary 25% of what the Department of Transport receives from 
the Federal Highway Trust Fund. This varies from year to year, but on average it amounts to approximately $6 M.

It should be noted however that Federal funds are not available for operations or capital expenditure. They are for 
communities and projects, education and interpretation, marketing and tourism, and environmental improvements, 
all these expenditures being directly related to the Erie Canalway National Heritage Corridor Commission Master 
Plan.

By experience, the budget never grows year on year. Also, there can be further pressure when the final budget is lower 
than the amount originally approved, through refinements as the fiscal year progresses.

b) Possible improvements
If the Canal Corporation were a separate stand-alone agency, it would be able to set its own priorities. To date, it 
has always been directed on how to spend its money. It pays the Thruway for overheads and services they provide, 
including legal services and a proportion of management staff costs.

c) Decision-makers’ relative understanding of the waterway’s needs
The Canal has always been under the umbrella of some other organisation. The Corporation’s current perception is 
that the Thruway understands more than the outside world, and has taken much better care of the canal than when it 
was part of the Department of Transport (of the State of New York). However, the ‘care’ is manifest more through the 
financial engineering than through a complete understanding of canal operation and management. 

By way of illustration, the canal received $20 million from the Department of Transport in 1992. Following transfer to 
the Thruway, it received $40 M in the first year.

d) Operating revenue
Operating revenues account for a very small proportion of costs, 2.5% of costs on average over the 3 years analysed.

e) Political/funding risks
The Canal Corporation’s director feels very strongly that they should be part of an organisation that is not tied to 
making money. The culture of the Thruway management is related to collecting tolls and spending the money on 

Per equivalent kilometre, the apparent cost is $ 119 200 and revenue $ 2 350. The cost is the highest cost of all the 
sample waterways, but only by a small margin considering the very large dimensions of the canal and its structures, 
adapted for 2000-tonne barges.

Management data (staffing)
Personnel in the field 492

Personnel in Canal Corporation head office 50

TOTAL 542

Indicators of level of service
Season operated May 1 - November 15 (depending on weather)

Operating hours High season	 May 22 - September 3	 7:00 to 22:00 
Low season	 May 1 - May 22	  
	 September 4 - November 15	 } 7:00 to 17:00 
Saturdays, generally open morning only (to 13:00); closed Sundays and public holidays 
Times applicable to the main route; may be restricted on the other canals, 
e.g. on the canal through to Friesland, lunch break 12:00-13:00  
Opening of railway bridges invariably restricted to off-peak hours.

Locks Recreational traffic : All locks are operated by lock personnel, a minimum of a lockmaster assisted 
at times by a roving lock operator.
The lockmaster communicates with boaters by radio, grabs lines if not busy, sells passes, has pride 
of ownership of his/her lock station. 

Traffic 
 
 
 
 
 
Transnational ?

Freight : < 100 barges per year on the system
Recreational traffic : 142 243 lockages, i.e. approx 2500 boats/year at the average lock.
N.B. Vessels numbers are not tracked, the number shown is lockages.
Starting in 2009, the Canal will be keeping vessel statistics which will give information for each lock-
station, and also the number of unique vessels on the system and the number of transits.
Genuine transit accounts for less than 30% of this traffic 
Some Canadian boaters 

Training Customer services type training. This is tied to the Customer Satisfaction survey which is done 
bi-annually.

11.3  Relative confidence

The Corporation’s director feels that there are enough stakeholders, and experienced and dedicated staff, and that 
these bodies – along with the users – will protect the waterway into the future.

They would like to be able to improve services, for example by extending the hours of operation, but do not have the 
resources to do so at this time.

They regret that they are having to put more pressure on the canal workforce as funds decline. The integrity of the 
infrastructure is being protected, but all the other tasks that need to be done would justify expansion, not contraction, 
of the workforce. Accordingly, it is estimated that the Corporation’s mission is being achieved by about one third to 
one half, leaving many issues to be addressed. The infrastructure is ageing and development work is behind schedule, 
as are dredging and operations.

The reason for this is the minimal release of funding to the Corporation from the Thruway, which is keeping the 
system and its capital programme alive, but not to the level required from the engineering and management stand-
point. Accordingly, it is felt that at some point in the future, the pivotal decision will have to be made : to stay with the 
Thruway or seek independence. This process could take anything between 2 and 20 years, depending on the legisla-
ture and legislators.
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List of major events in 2009 (from http://www.nyscanals.gov/exvac/special-events/index.html

11.6  Future management challenges/projects 

The essential challenge today is to secure the canal’s funding on a new basis. The report on the Future of Canals pointed 
to the issue. Since 1992, investments totalling $575 M have been made to the canal system during the Thruway’s 
stewardship; however, the missions of the Canal Corporation and the Thruway Authority continue to diverge. The 
Canal Corporation depends on the finances and resources of the Thruway Authority. With the Executive Director 
and Board serving both organisations, priority projects for the canal fall within the larger needs of the Thruway 
Authority and are statutorily defined as secondary priorities.

The current model is therefore called into question, and the canal’s owner, New York State, is looking at a new 
strategy which would establish more firmly the canal’s vocation as a tourism resource and ‘greenway’. An interagency 
task force published in 2005 a report recommending separation from the Thruway and creation of a stand-alone 
independent public corporation.

The ‘Greenway’ tourism-focused option is supported by those who want an enhanced public perception and greater 
independence as a multi-use asset for the State, and greater freedom to do commercial deals, but there seems to 
be some resistance from those who feel that the canal’s days as a transport artery are not over, and that the logic of 
running the waterway as transport infrastructure, backed by the road infrastructure which secures surplus revenues, 
should prevail.

The State is being asked to grant the Corporation its independence, because the difference in culture between the 
Thruway (effectively a road toll collector) and the Canal Corporation (a money spender) creates misunderstandings 
and difficulties.

In addition, the current staff organisational matrix of the Canal Corporation was designed with the Canal System 
viewed exclusively as a transportation artery. The Canal Corporation was organised on the Thruway model, with 
three Division Offices headed by Canal Division Engineers across the State, responsible for seven sections and, until 
recently, four floating plants. The result has been a gradual yet inevitable shaping of three separate and distinctive 
Canal networks: the Buffalo Division network, the Syracuse Division network and the Albany Division network.

hard-core highway engineering. Whatever the difficulties, it remains a relatively straightforward business model. 
Accordingly, it is felt that the Canal is not fully appreciated or understood. The Thruway is keeping the Canal alive 
(indeed, it is under a statutory obligation to keep the canal running), but is at present addressing basic maintenance 
requirements only. There is an urgent need for further funding, i.e. from Federal funds, since there is no funding from 
the State itself. The director’s conviction is that the canal cannot continue to depend on the Thruway.

The complaint by users of the Thruway that they are subsidising the canal through their tolls could also be qualified 
as a funding risk, on account of the pressure which this lobby may bring to bear on State politicians. The counter-
arguments put forward by the Canal Corporation are :
(a)	 toll-payers driving on the Thruway can access and enjoy the canal for only a minimal additional expense, if at all 

(for example, to visit historic or other canal sites, use the trail, picnic, go to a restaurant, etc),
(b)	 the cost accounts for only about 5% of the toll revenue.

11.5  Achievements/factors of success

Since 1996, millions of dollars have been spent each year to enhance and increase recreational use of the system.

Roughly two thirds of the recommendations contained in the Future of Canals report have been accomplished.

The renewed commercial use of the canal will help to ensure that it is kept open.

The dredging programme, although behind, has achieved more volume than in previous years. Winter dredging 
operations are proceeding (the last winter dredging was completed in 1983).

There has been progress in real property management, new trails, development of harbours (Pittsford, Lockport).

The winter maintenance programme is now in place throughout the length of the canal.

Improvements have been made to the infrastructure, the locks are safer and of better quality, and more pleasant to 
visit. New canoe and kayak launches have been built.

Environmental and water quality improvements have been made. Water quality is far superior to what it was. 
Communities are no longer turning their back on the waterway. 

Winter events and programmes are organised on the land side, along with outreach programmes, coupled with signa-
ture events such as ‘Canal Clean Sweep’. The number of canal events has increased from 40 (10 years ago) to 260 across 
the system. This success is partly the result of the Corporation’s commitment to community revitalisation projects 
along the Canal System; canal communities are more involved and on board. The Corporation has developed and 
maintained more partnerships, thanks to painstaking efforts at all levels : federal, state, local, and volunteer sector.



76	 Inland Waterways Advisory Council (IWAC)	 Funding and income sources for overseas waterways	 77

12.  Summary of findings from sample waterways

Our conclusions on the advantages and disadvantages of the different funding models analysed cannot point to any 
obvious model or solution to ensure sustainability. The way each waterway is funded is closely related to the history 
of ownership and management. It is striking that public funding still amounts to around 98 % in many cases.

Only the Göta Canal comes close to the UK model, where the canal’s history as a commercial undertaking lives on 
under public ownership, and income is earned up to two thirds of the total expenditure.

The Canadian canals also earn revenue that is far from negligible.

The following table sets out the results for each waterway in the sample. This provides approximate equivalent values 
in GBP (2007 values except where otherwise indicated) of the respective expenditures/revenues for the countries 
concerned using the assumptions for exchange rates and inflation given in Appendix II.

Table summarising cost and revenue data for last available year converted into GBP (2007-2008)	

Canal
equiv- 
alent 

km

Goods & 
services 

£ M

Staff 
costs 
£ M

Capital 
costs 
£ M

TOTAL 
 

£ M

Total per 
eq. km 1 

£

Operating 
income £ 

per 
eq. km 2

% 
coverage 

of costs by 
revenue

Rideau Canal, 
Parks Canada 187 0.84 2.43 1.09 4.36 23 300 3 100 13.4

Trent-Severn Waterway, 
Parks Canada 317 1.00 4.50 3.86 9.36 29 500 4 430 15.0

Canal de Roubaix (including 
canalised river Marque) 3 44 0.29 0.61 0.09 0.99 22 500 4 100 18.2

River Lot (via two départements) 191 0.17 0.68 0.85 1.70 8 900 370 4 4.2

Brittany Canals 
(Morbihan département) 339 0.88 1.71 1.51 4.10 12 100 470 3.9

Canal de l’Espierres 3 14 0.07 0.13 0.07 0.27 19 300 410 2.1

Recreational Federal waterways 
of Eastern Germany 5 677 4.09 11.00 12.06 27.15 40 100 210 0.5

Finow Kanal 5 44 0.32 1.85 0.35 2.52 57 200 330 0.6

Spreewald canals 1 357 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Shannon-Erne Waterway 69 0.42 0.77 0.04 1.23 17 800 310 1.7

Drenthe Canals 195 0.49 1.32 0.28 2.09 10 700 180 1.7

Göta Canal 219 0.61 0.42 3.59 4.62 21 100 13 940 66.1

Erie Canal (New York State 
Canal Corporation) 6 791 27.40 21.17 48.57 61 400 1 210 2.0

1	 rounded off to nearest £100
2	 rounded off to nearest £10
3	 reference situation before rehabilitation, at today’s values
4	 income perceived by State, not the effective waterway authorities (Conseils Généraux of the départements)
5	 figures for the year 2005 were taken for these waterways, on account of the exceptional level of investments in 2006 and 2007 

which would have distorted the result
6	 taking average costs over 3 years 2005-2007, on account of the substantial year-on-year variations in the capital budget. 

N.B. a single figure is given under operating and maintenance and staff costs, which were not broken down in the data supplied.

The Canal could stay with the Thruway, but it is felt that it should be part of a revenue stream where State agencies 
transfer a percentage of their budget resources specifically to the canal. Alternatively, it could become a separate 
agency. It is widely felt that this needs to be addressed in the short term, because in the meantime boat traffic is 
declining, and the road lobby (the American Automobile Association and road haulage companies) is complaining 
about the increases in tolls, which they believe could be avoided if the Thruway did not have to support the canal 
system.

11.7  Specific issues

a) Waterway tourism

Educational outreach is still a constant challenge, to bring the potential offered by the Erie Canal to the attention of 
the population. In New York City, for example, the canal means nothing to the vast majority of the population.

Outreach, trail, canal and landside all go hand in hand (see other comments above), and their viability depends on the 
waterway being open. Commercial use is appreciated, as it adds a series of additional reasons to run the canal, and to 
run it for as long a season as possible.

b) Water supply and flow management

This issue brings with it a serious threat. When built in its current configuration the canal was provided with the 
necessary water supply by the construction of dams; it effectively owns its water resources. Recently, during a very dry 
summer, the main reservoir had to be drawn down to keep the canal in water. Some people feel that the primacy of 
the canal should be called into question, claiming that more ‘essential’ water uses should have priority over navigation. 
The proponents of the legislative changes point to what they claim is the unreasonable drawdown of reservoirs during 
very dry periods. A court case is being heard on this issue. The canal’s case is being defended, but the risk is real. (An 
illustration of this risk is the closure of the Canal du Midi in Southern France during the very dry summers of 1990 
and 1991, forced by the farmers’ community, on a matter of principle rather than the physical reality.)

c) Staff management

There is an issue of devolved or centralised power and authority. There are three divisions – western, central and 
eastern – each headed by a Chief Engineer who enjoys a degree of independence in managing his unit. This is certainly 
not unique to this canal, but is characteristic of all canals or waterways of some length, with divisions more or less 
remote from the headquarters. The Canal Corporation has recognised the communication difficulties this situation 
generates, and is working to overcome them. It is encouraging divisional staff to accept the concept (and the reality) 
that all are part of the same canal, and that all belong to a public agency providing service.

This points to a need for more interaction and communications between divisions, also between the divisions and 
headquarters.

Conclusions on funding and income profile
 ADVANTAGES RISKS

•	 Funds available from Thruway toll revenue
•	 Federal contributions secured through 

designation as National Heritage Corridor 
(although not available for operating or 
capital expenditure on the canal itself )

•	 Support from voluntary sector (Canal 
Society’s work in promoting and designing 
heritage enhancement projects)

•	 Canal peripheral to main concerns of the 
Thruway Authority

•	 Thruway’s clients see expenditure on canal 
as a cost which they should not have to bear

•	 Canal is costly to operate on account of its 
very large dimensions (width, depth and 
lock capacity)

•	 Opposition to drawing down canal reser-
voirs in periods of drought (by riparians who 
have been permitted to build along reser-
voir shorelines)
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a) Political motivation supported by perceived socio-economic benefits

Funding is ultimately a question of political motivation, whatever the level of authority. Financial motivation applies 
only where the private sector is allowed to develop its own components of the waterway’s overall business model.

The public sector has historically always been asked to implement the preliminary investments required to create a 
favourable climate for private investors. This remains true today.

Since the financial burden of inland waterway maintenance and operation remains firmly in the public sector, the 
crucial question is how politicians perceive the overall benefits delivered by the waterways, which then determines 
the sustainability of the financial effort that involves.

Our research shows that a change in perception of these benefits, and a possible reduction in budgets allocated, is a 
risk faced across the board, in all categories of management described in the Introduction (chapter 3).

b) Investment often preferred to involvement in governance

The risk affects not only the initial investments where applicable (including capital works to make up for a mainte-
nance backlog), but also the annual costs of operation and maintenance.

Some politicians see benefits in the initial investment, because of the impacts of implementation of the project as 
such, while refusing to assume responsibility for operation and maintenance at the level of their regional or local 
authority.

The model for the River Lot seemed very promising in 1992, when Government funding under ‘regional development’ 
was secured for more than €120 million, but as our research reveals, even where a rolling investment programme has 
been negotiated, there is no automatic release of funds year by year.

This envelope for the River Lot was simply an allocation, while each project was then to be submitted for actual 
approval and programming. This has even given rise to competition between neighbouring départements for the 
available funds.

c) The importance of land-based visitors in the assessment of benefits

Overall, however, the situation of the waterways as drivers of tourism and economic multipliers in local development 
has improved greatly over the past 20-25 years, throughout the sample waterways. Party politics can still play their 
role in political motivation, and special-interest lobbies such as the angling federations and environmental groups can 
still call into question ongoing maintenance of engineered inland waterways, but the negative view of recreational use 
of inland navigations as being an elitist activity has declined significantly, as studies have repeatedly pointed to the 
wider benefits generated by the waterways as living heritage.

Cycling, walking and other land-side activities are now adding their weight in numbers, hence also in the political 
debate on funding challenges or opportunities.

d) Transfers of ownership to regional or local level - political opportunism or an option for 
improved governance?

The report draws attention to the issues currently being debated in France and Germany. It shows how the process 
of transfer of ownership to a regional authority can be extremely long. The 6-year trial period currently effective 
between the State and Burgundy Region in France is short compared to the 30 years of compensating funding granted 
by law in the Netherlands (and applicable to the main route through Drenthe Province).

e) State withdrawal can leave local authorities ill-equipped to take on the responsibility

In short, regional/local authorities are not generally equipped to run such complex infrastructure, and will only 
agree to take on responsibility if they are given guarantees of continued support from the national level, not only for 
funding, but also because the engineers, technicians and operating staff who know how to run this infrastructure are 
in many cases only available at the national level.

Furthermore, regionalisation or transfer to authorities at a more local level can introduce an element of uncertainty 
related to the loss of integration, and the risk is all the greater the more local the level of transferred ownership or 
authority.

National waterway networks, as long as they are held together under a single ministerial portfolio, have continued to 
enjoy a minimum level of security and sustainability thanks to the perception of the network as a whole. As in national 
railway networks, the busiest and most profitable sections could help to fund the remoter and less used parts of the 
network. With regionalisation, this factor no longer applies, and neighbouring regions, Länder, counties or départe-
ments may well have completely different perceptions of the benefits of maintaining each portion of the network. 

The way these high-level issues of transfer of national waterways are resolved will give a valuable insight into how 
recreational waterways may be funded in the future.
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 Appendix I - Glossary

AAVL Association pour l’Aménagement de la Vallée du Lot, 
Association for Development of the River Lot Valley, founded 1969 (570 communes)

Aménagement du territoire (French) spatial development (or regional development)
AMI Appel à Manifestation d’Intérêt, call for manifestations of interest
BW British Waterways
Comité des canaux bretons et voies navigables 
de l’Ouest

Committee for preservation of the Brittany canals and inland waterways of western 
France (based in Pontivy)

Conseil Général (Conseils Généraux) Council(s) for the département(s)
DDE Direction Départementale de l’Equipement, public works agency for each département
Département (French) administrative unit at ‘county’ level; in Brittany and the Lot Valley, the départe-

ments have formed institutions to share management of their waterways, or at least 
some common management functions such as lobbying, fund-raising and marketing

DVMKM (Dutch) Drentsche Veen- en Middenkanaal Maatschappij, 
the Drenthe Peat and Central Canal Company (in late 19th century)

Établissement Public Territorial de Bassin (EBTP) (French) public agency coordinating measures over a specific catchment area
EdF Électricité de France, the national energy supplier
EIBL Entente Interdépartementale du Bassin du Lot, the river Lot agency formed by the five 

départements 
Entente Cooperation agency representing two or more départements or regions
Équipement (French) public works
ESB (Ireland) Electricity Supply Board
FNSE (French) Fonds National de Solidarité pour l’Eau, National Fund for Solidarity in Water
GDP Gross Domestic Product
Gewässerunterhaltungsverband Local Water Management Board (Brandenburg)
Gîte Self-catering overnight accommodation in rural areas
IAV Institut pour l’Aménagement de la Vilaine
ICIRMON Institution du Canal d’Ille-et-Rance Manche Océan Nord
Interreg EU-funded interregional cooperation programmes. Interreg IV covers the period 

2009-2013
Investeringsbudget Landelijk Gebied (Dutch) regional development fund
Kreis German local district council
Land (plural ‘Länder’) Region in Germany, each with its own government and a wide range of responsibilities, 

including transport, public works, ‘Raumordnung’ (q.v.) and the environment
Liaison Manche-Océan Generic name for the inland waterway route from the English Channel to the Atlantic
MET Ministère Wallon de l’Equipement et des Transports 

(predecessor of the Wallonia Public Services Department, see under SPW)
Office National des Forêts (France) National Forestry Board
PPP Public Private Partnership
Préfet (French) Prefect, or head of government office at level of département or region 
Raumordnung (German) Spatial development (or regional development)
Rijkswaterstaat (Dutch) State Water Conservancy (owns and operates State waterway network)
Service du Borinage Borinage district waterway office (under Ministry of Communications prior to regionali-

sation in Belgium), now replaced by ‘Tournai waterway office’)
SMATAH Syndicat Mixte d’Aménagement Touristique de l’Aulne et de l’Hyères, institution 

managing the isolated western portion of the Nantes-Brest Canal in Brittany
SPW Service Public de Wallonie, the regional ministry of public works and services
Stichting Recreatietoervaart Nederland (SRN) Netherlands Recreational Waterways Foundation
Syndicat Mixte Public body representing ‘mixed’ levels of local authority, e.g. départements and 
VNF Voies Navigables de France, the French national waterway authority (since 1991)
Wasser- und Schifffahrtsverwaltung (WSV) Ost Waterway and navigation directorate for Eastern Germany (under Ministry of Transport)
Wasserstraße (German) inland waterway
WIN (Brandenburg and Mecklenburg-Vorpommern) Waterways Tourism Initiative
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Appendix II - Currency conversion factors

Conversion factors for currency into GBP (2008), for summary data in chapter 12, are as follows :		

2006 2007 2008

Canada 0.512 0.472 0.495

France/Belgium 0.721 0.705 0.796

Germany 0.721 0.705 0.796

Ireland 0.721 0.705 0.796

Netherland 0.724 0.696 0.734

Sweden 0.0780 0.0763 0.0828

USA 0.574 0.515 0.545

Data sources and assumptions:					   
(1)  Average of daily interbank ask rates for currency into GBP for UK financial years, as follows:		
2006 = 2005/06	 2007 = 2006/07 2008 = 2007/08			 
except for Canada and Netherlands: from 1 July to 30 June	
www.oanda.com/convert/fxhistory		
(2)  UK GDP deflator for UK financial years as follows:	
2006 = 2005/06	 2007 = 2006/07	 2008 = 2007/08 = 100			 
www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data_gdp_fig.hmt

Appendix III – Process

Rideau Canal

Interviews were conducted in person and by telephone with the Gord Giffin, Superintendent, and Irv Mazurkiewicz, 
Director of Operations. The financial data (budgets, expenditures, revenue) was provided or confirmed by Michel 
Belanger, the Manager of Finance along with Mark Brus, canal accountant, and traffic information was confirmed 
and/or provided by Mary Ann Steinberg, Visitor Services Officer.

Parks Canada, Eastern Ontario 
34 Beckwith Street South 
Smiths Falls 
Ontario  K7A 2A8  tel +1 613 283 5170 
RideauCanal-info@pc.gc.ca

Trent-Severn Waterway

Interviews were conducted with Mike Jamieson, Acting Director of Operations, Trent-Severn Waterway, who 
provided data on revenue, boat traffic and visitors, Peter Frood, Superintendent of the Central Ontario Field Unit and 
the Trent-Severn Waterway National Historic Site. Dwight Blyth, Manager of Finance and Administration, provided 
financial data on the waterway. In addition, Wayne Mitchell, former manager of realty services for the waterway, 
provided data contained in the overview of the waterway.

Trent-Severn Waterway National Historic Site 
P.O. Box 567 
Peterborough 
Ontario K9J 6Z6  tel +1 705 750 4900 
Ont.Trentsevern@pc.gc.ca

Canal de Roubaix

David Edwards-May is in regular contact with the all the partners of the current ‘Blue Links’ restoration programme. 
Key players interviewed were Slimane Tir, vice-president of Lille Métropole Communauté Urbaine, in charge of 
Parks and Public Open Space, Sophie Fourny and Arnaud Poëtte in the Environment and Quality of Life Department, 
LMCU, several representatives of VNF (new works and Lille subdivision).

VNF Subdivision de Lille 
113 avenue Max Dormoy 
BP 56 
59004 Lille Cedex  tel +33 (0)3 20 17 06 10 
Subdi-Lille.SN-Nord-PdC@developpement-durable.gouv.fr

Espace Naturel Lille-Métropole (ENLM) 
Béatrice Olla 
202 rue de Roubaix 
59200 Tourcoing Cedex  tel +33 (0)3 20 63 11 23 
bolla@enm-lille.fr

Brittany canals

Région Bretagne : Service Tourisme 
servicetourisme@region-bretagne.fr  02 99 27 14 33 
Contact Ms Anne-Marie Hodemon
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Liaison Manche Océan : ICIRMON 
icirmon@wanadoo.fr - 02 99 23 69 70 
Director : Mr Gloaguen 
President : Mr Gautier

Institution pour l’Aménagement de la Vilaine 
iav@lavilaine.com - 02 99 90 88 44 
Director  Mr Allanic  President  M. Mahé

Canal de Nantes à Brest (Loire-Atlantique) : Conseil Général - Direction des Infrastructures 
fjulia@cg44.fr - 02 40 99 15 05 
Head of department : Mr Julia 
President : Mr Mareschal

Canal de Nantes à Brest (Morbihan) : Conseil Général (concessionary) 
lionel.nicol@cg56.fr - 02 97 54 80 00 
Head of department : Mr Lionel Nicol 
President : M. Kerguéris

Inland Waterways Subdivision for Morbihan (operator) 
Subdivisional engineer : Mr Couturier   tel +33 (0)2 97 75 12 45 
Vn.Rsr.Dde-56@equipement.gouv.fr

Canal de Nantes à Brest (Côtes d’Armor) : DDE 22 - Unité Territoriale de Rostrenen 
Bernard.De-parscau@equipement.gouv.fr - 02 96 29 00 27

Canal de Nantes à Brest (Finistère) : SMATAH 
smatah@wanadoo.fr - 02 98 73 40 31

River Lot

Marie-Hélène Privat, director 
Entente Interdépartementale pour l’Aménagement de la Vallée du Lot 
111 boulevard Gambetta 
46000 Cahors  tel +33 (0)5 65 53 99 38 
www.valleedulot.com

Conseil Général de Lot et Garonne 
Direction Exploitation et Navigation 
Direction des Infrastructures 
Espace Scaliger 
47916 Agen cedex 9  tel +33 (0)5 53 69 41 05 
gudebout@cg47.fr

Canal de l’Espierres

David Edwards-May is in regular contact with the all the partners of the current ‘Blue Links’ restoration 
programme. The specific interview for the study was with Marc Hospied, Service Public de Wallonie 
Director, Direction des Voies hydrauliques de Tournai 
2, rue de l’Hôpital Notre Dame 
7500 Tournai  tel +32(0) 69 362691  fax  +32(0) 69 216184 
e-mail: marc.hospied@spw.wallonie.be

Brandenburg waterways

Thomas Menzel, president, CEO 
Wasser- und Schifffahrtsdirektion Ost 

Gerhart-Hauptmann-Straße 16 
39108 Magdeburg  tel  +49 (0)391 2887 3000  fax  +49 (0)391 2887 3004 
Thomas.Menzel@wsv.bund.de

Hans-Jürgen Heymann, manager 
Wasser- und Schifffahrtsamt Eberswalde 
Schneidemühlenweg 21 
16225 Eberswalde  tel +49 (0) 3334 276 – 300 
www.wsa-eberswalde.de

Synnöve Pogadl 
Ministerium für Ländliche Entwicklung, Umwelt und Verbraucherschutz 
Lindenstraße 34 a 
14467 Potsdam  tel +49 (0)331 8667342 
Synnoeve.Pogadl@MLUV.Brandenburg.de

Landesumweltamt Brandenburg 
Referat GR 4 Biosphärenreservat Spreewald 
Eugen Nowak  tel +49 (0)3542 8921-0 
br-spreewald@LUA.Brandenburg.de

Dipl.-Ing. Maria-Ilona Kiefel 
Kiefel und Partner GmbH 
Hortensienplatz 5, 12203 Berlin, Germany +49 30 8036242  fax  +49 30 80402280 
info@kiefelundpartner.de

Shannon-Erne Waterway

Martin Dennany, executive director, and Norma Herron, Marketing and Communications Manager  
Waterways Ireland headquarters 
2 Sligo Road 
Enniskillen, Co Fermanagh, BT74 7JY  tel +44 2866346209  fax  +44 2866346257 
Email: norma.herron@waterwaysireland.org

Garret Mc Grath, Senior Operations Engineer 
Waterways Ireland 
Somerview House 
Old Dublin Road 
Carrick on Shannon, Co. Leitrim  tel  +353 71 96 50566  fax  +353 71 96 23450 
Email: garret.mcgrath@waterwaysireland.org 
Web: www.waterwaysireland.org.

Drenthe canals

Willem Paas  
Wegen en kanalen, Provincie Drenthe (Roads and Canals Department of the Drenthe Province administration) 
Postbus 122 
9400AC Assen  tel 0031 (0)592 365555 
post@drenthe.nl

Nico van Lamsweerde, Director 
Stichting Recreatietoervaart Nederland (Netherlands Rcereational Waterways Foundation) 
Postbus 102 
3970 AC Driebergen  tel +31 (0)343 524757 
nvanlamsweerde@srn.nl
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Göta Canal

Anders Donlau, 
Managing Director 
AB Göta kanalbolag 
Box 3, SE-591 21 Motala  tel +46 (0)141-20 20 50 
www.gotakanal.se

Erie Canal

Tom Grasso and Dave Ballinger of The Canals Group interviewed Carmella Mantello, director of the New York 
State Canal Corporation, who was accompanied by Chief Engineer Larry Frame. 
New York State Canal Corporation 
200 Southern Blvd. 
P.O. Box 189 
Albany, NY 12201-0189   tel +1 518 436 2700 
http://www.nyscanals.gov

Appendix IV - Terms of reference

The research to be undertaken for each example was defined in the Terms of Reference as follows :
a)	 provide a brief description of the ownership arrangements and operating characteristics of the concerned water-

ways in the 8 countries;
b)	 research the current public and private funding/income sources for the operation and ongoing maintenance of 

the listed inland waterways; distinguishing between income generated by, or otherwise internal to, the waterways 
and any external funding such as in the form of equity, loans and grants; assembling relevant summary financial 
data for the 3 most recent years if available;

c)	 determine the type and proportion of funding sources for each listed waterway, including but not necessarily 
limited to:
– government (local, regional, national, supranational),
– other public source (such as lottery funding),
– waterway licences, permits and tolls (direct from waterway or indirect via road/rail),
– land/property rental and/or development,
– other private or commercial sources.
– contributions from the voluntary sector;

d)	 appraise the advantages and disadvantages of the funding arrangements in the context of the ownership 
arrangements and operating characteristics of the waterway concerned;

e)	 research any planned and significant future changes to the source of funding or the balance of such funding 
within each country, with the reasons for such changes;

f )	 produce a concise final report, with an executive summary, outlining the findings for each listed waterway.
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Appendix V - 
Conclusions on funding and income profile per waterway

Rideau Canal and Trent-Severn Waterway, Canada

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 The Federal Government is obliged to secure 

funding to maintain National Heritage sites 
•	 Due to development pressures and other 

water requirements, the primacy of naviga-
tion is being questioned.

Roubaix Canal, France

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 The canal today has a minimum annual 

income from a licence for fibre optics cable 
under the towpath.

•	 No designated owner to take over from the 
State (through VNF)

•	 Perception of canal infrastructure as being 
too costly to operate and maintain for 
limited use by boats

•	 Vandalism
•	 Perception of navigation as being a much 

lower priority than (for example) public 
transport at movable bridges

River Lot Navigation, France

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 Each département manages the funding 

of its length of the waterway at its discre-
tion, according to its tourism development 
strategy

•	 The Entente ensures effective lobbying at the 
national and European level, and common 
marketing; substantial EU and State funding 
was thus secured

•	 The indirect economic impacts of resto-
ration to navigation have been well 
researched and are perceptible to all the 
population, hence support overall for 
expenditure from local taxes

•	 EU funding no longer available for ongoing 
investments

•	 Investments remaining to be completed for 
full restoration judged prohibitively expen-
sive and environmentally unsound

•	 Conflict between requirements of inland 
navigation and peak hydropower produc-
tion

•	 Disparate management criteria and 
methods

•	 Limited resources avauilable to the Entente 
as coordinating body

•	 Lack of transparency in management of 
navigation and unwillingness of engineers 
in each département to supply data

Brittany Canals, France

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 Transfer of ownership from the State to the 

Region places strategic development in the 
hands of a single authority with full powers 
to intervene and ensure equitable funding 
over the entire network 

•	 No clear definition of the assets and liabili-
ties of the network (subject of a study to be 
conducted in 2009)

•	 Transfer not formally completed until 
Region has analysed the results of this study 
and made a possible submission to the 
Government for arrangements and compen-
sation (e.g. regarding personnel)

•	 Disparate local management bodies with 
different statutes

•	 No licensing or other income from boats or 
boat hire firms
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Espierres Canal, Belgium

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 Integrated management of mixed-use 

waterways as transport infrastructure is 
part of core strategies of both Wallonia and 
Flanders; both are proactive in including 
smaller recreational waterways

•	 Espierres Canal is peripheral
•	 Lower priority than the Wallonia’s high-

capacity waterways (e.g. for dredging)
•	 Minister has been reluctant to approve 

works

Brandenburg waterways, Germany 

case A – Federal waterways
 ADVANTAGES RISKS

•	 Federal funds made available to fund the 
recreational waterways

•	 Unified management of network for recrea-
tional boaters

•	 Funding source intrinsically unsustainable, 
since a reform is being actively promoted 
(current ‘inherited’ situation is the result of 
inertia following reunification in 1990)

•	 No operating income from non-navigation 
functions

•	 Very marginal income from boats (lump-
sum licence paid by the Federations)

case B – Regional (Land) waterways

•	 The Region measures the benefits of 
waterway tourism for local economic 
development and employment, hence the 
ongoing investment programme 

•	 Long-established experience of running its 
own waterways provides a basis on which to 
build the future governance of the recrea-
tional waterway network as an entity

•	 Region may not be willing to spend as much 
on the canals from regional taxes as the 
Federal Government has traditionally paid 
from the national transport budget

•	 Environmental lobby blocking investments 
to make certain waterways navigable in 
powered craft

•	 No licensing or other income from boats or 
boat hire firms

Shannon-Erne Waterway, Ireland

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 Binding intergovernmental agreement on 

maintenance and operation of the waterway 
network throughout the island

•	 Investments continuing with the Ulster 
Canal underline the force of this agreement

•	 Benefits of waterway tourism are perceived 
on both sides of the border

•	 Different policies may emerge North and 
South, which could call into question the 
terms of the agreement, OR ongoing invest-
ments

Drenthe canals, Netherlands

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 Integrated management of the whole 

network by the Provincial government
•	 Integration of canals into the transport infra-

structure network with roads means ration-
alisation and cost savings

•	

•	 Drenthe Tourism has gone into liquida-
tion, creating an unstable environment for 
tourism development

•	 Province has relatively few attractions for 
tourism

•	 Canals are relatively costly to operate on 
account of the numerous movable bridges

•	 Certain canals may be closed or their season 
shortened, or whatever other measure may 
be determined at the political level in the 
province, to cut costs

Göta Canal, Sweden

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 Financial stability historically ensured by the 

private canal company’s investments and 
management, ‘inherited’ by the State

•	 Operating income from estates, private 
boats and trip boats covers 60% of expendi-
ture

•	 National monument status

•	 Short operating season
•	 Pressure to reduce cost of licences for boat 

passage 

Erie and Champlain Canals, USA

 ADVANTAGES RISKS
•	 Funds available from Thruway toll revenue
•	 Federal contributions secured through 

designation as National Heritage Corridor
•	 Support from voluntary sector (Canal 

Society’s work in promoting and designing 
heritage enhancement projects)

•	 Canal peripheral to main concerns of the 
Thruway Authority

•	 Thruway’s clients see expenditure on canal 
as a cost which they should not have to bear

•	 Canal is costly to operate on account of its 
very large dimensions
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