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Trade Facilitation Indicators

In Q3 2015, 11 CPMM partner associations submitted a total of 698 data
samples; road samples continued to dominate the sample set,

o X Table 1. Overall Quarterly Performance
comprising 75% of the total. Rail movements account for the balance.

Rail samples represented cargo movements along Corridors 1 and 4 only. TF1 Time taken to clear a border crossing point (hr)
Commodities commonly transported along CAREC corridors include Mean 12.7 Median 5.6
agricultural produce (19%), machinery (18%), base metals (13%), TF2  Costs incurred at border crossing clearance (USS)
industrial materials (9%), and textiles (7%). Perishables accounted for Mean 153 Median 113
24% of all movements, mainly transported by truck. Of all road samples, TEINC e d o el o et e s )
36% utilized TIR. Samples that crossed at least one international border R R P Gk TR @
accounted for 97%. Mean 1,337 Median 901

. . . TF4 Speed to travel on CAREC corridors (kph)
TFI1: Time taken to clear a border crossing point (hr) S ol 0 5
In Q3, road TFI1 registered an average of 9.4 hours of border crossing Road Transport

time, a slight reduction from 9.5 hours in Q2; no significant changes were

observed. TFI1 has shown a consistent average ranging between 9.0 to TF1  Time taken to clear a border crossing point (hr)

9.5 hours in recent quarters. Mean 9.3 Median 4.5
TF2 Costsincurred at border crossing clearance (USS)
Rail TFI1 averaged 24.6 hours, a reduction of 6% from Q2 average of 26.3 Mean 140 Median 99
hours. For two quarters in a row, the indicator showed improvement TF3 Costincurred to travel a corridor section (USS)
largely attributed to a decline in border crossing time at BCPs along Per 500km, for a 20-ton truck or a TEU Container
Corridors 1 and 4. Mean 1,401 Median 921
TF4 Speed to travel on CAREC corridors (kph)
SWOD 39.6 SWD 23.2

Figure 1. 2015 Q3 Data Profile

Commodity Transported Rail Transport

Mode of

CCO02 Agricultural 59 Transport 25 TF1 Time taken to clear a border crossing point (hr)

CC16 Machineries 9% Mean 24.6 Median 18.6

CC15 Base Metals TF2 Costs incurred at border crossing clearance (USS)
CC13 Industrial Materials Mean 208 Median 149

. H Road g : .
CC11 Textiles Rl TF3 Costincurred to travel a corridor section (USS)
CC22 Mixed Cargoes Per 500km, for a 20-ton truck or a TEU Container
CCO06 Chemicals Cross-horder Mean 1,079 Median 788
CC09 Wood Trips TF4 Speed to travel on CAREC corridors (kph)
CC04 Beverages SWOD 39.4 SWD 14.9
CC17 Vehicles iz
CC20 Manufactured... . ® Speed Without Delay (SWOD), in kph. This metric considers travelling
CCO1 Animals ¥ Domestic speed only, i.e. when the delivery truck moves on the road, or when the
A Cross-border train moves on the tracks. When the vehicle is stationary, the time is not
CCO7 Plastics counted.
CC10 Pulp and Paper Perishable ® Speed With Delay (SWD), in kph. This SWD considers the total time
Cargo 24 taken for the entire journey, including stoppage time due to the various

CC12 Shoes

CCO5 Minerals

CCO03 Animal Fats
CC14 Precious Stones

reasons.

%

B Non-perishable

Perishable
This report is based on trip samples submitted by national transport associations from CAREC
member countries that include performance metrics on cargo transport in the region. Using
Time-Cost-Distance methodology, the exercise focuses on measuring time and costs incurred in
*AFG-Afghanistan; AZE-Azerbaijan; KAZ-Kazakhstan; KGZ-Kyrgyz Republic; MON-Mongolia; PAK— transporting various types of goods across Central Asia. The data are then aggregated to show
Pakistan; TAJ-Tajikistan; TKM-Turkmenistan; UZB-Uzbekistan; IMAR-Inner Mongolia Autonomous the relative performance of each CAREC corridor.
Region of the People’s Republic of China (PRC); XUAR-Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region of the . X . X .
PRC For more information, log on to CAREC Federation of Carrier and Forwarder Association (CFCFA)

website http://cfcfa.net/ and visit the CPMM page on http://cfcfa.net/cpmm/.
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Figure 2. TFI1 Trend, Road and Rail Transport
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Figure 3. TFI2 Trend, Road and Rail Transport
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Figure 4. TFI3 Trend, Road and Rail Transport
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Figure 5. TFI4 and SWOD Trend, Road and Rail Transport
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TFI2: Costs incurred at horder
crossing clearance, $

Road TFI2 continued to improve. The average
border crossing cost for trucks fell to $140 in
Q3 from $162 the previous quarter. This marks
a modest improvement of 13%. Overall, TFI2
has exhibited a steady declining trend over the
past two years.

Meanwhile, the trend of overall rail TFI2
remained constant, with an average border
crossing cost of $208. However, a divergent
behavior between border crossing costs at
BCPs along Corridor 1 and 4 offset each other,
producing an insignificant change in the overall
indicator.

TFI3: Cost incurred to travel a
corridor section, $

In Q3, TFI3 rose to $1,402, showing a quarter-
on-quarter increase of 3.4%. This is driven by a
30% increase in transport cost of trucks along
Corridor 3 and 18% increase reported along
Corridor 6. The improvement (reduction in
cost) observed in Corridors 1 and 4 provided
some relief; the increase observed in the
overall indicator appeared therefore to be less
severe (see Corridors 3 and 6).

Rail TFI3 displayed a remarkable 20%
reduction, largely attributed to drops in
transport cost along Corridors 1 and 4.
Corridors 1 and 4 exhibited a quarter-on-
quarter decrease of 11% and 33%, respectively.
As TFI2 remained the same, cost reduction is
attributed to reduction in tariffs.

TFI4: Speed to travel on CAREC
corridors, kph

The trends of both road speed indicators,
SWOD and SWD, have been flat for the past
two years. Differences, however, exist among
the sub-corridors. While Corridors 1 and 2
sustained stable speeds, Corridor 3 exhibited
greater volatility. Moreover, steadily increasing
speed was observed in shipments along
Corridor 4. Corridors 5 and 6 revealed slowing
transport.

Meanwhile, rail speed indicators exhibited an
improvement over Q2. The transit speed of
trains along Corridor 4 reverted to its previous
level, resulting in a normalization of rail speed
estimates.



Duration of Activities at BCPs

In terms of frequency, the reasons for delay
were similarly ordered in Q2 and Q3. In road
border crossing, shipments are typically
subjected to the following activities: customs
clearance, border security/control, waiting in
queue, weight/standard inspection, and
health/quarantine. In terms of duration,
delays are most significant during customs
clearance, waiting time in queue, loading/
unloading, escort/convoy, and border
security/control. These observations are
similar to those reported in 2014.

In rail border crossing, frequently cited
reasons for delays include busy reloading
facilities, customs inspection, trans-load at
gauge change, unavailability of wagons, and
re-issuance of transit documents. In terms of
magnitude, delays were considerable
because of unavailability of wagons,
restriction on entry, waiting for priority trains
to pass, busy reloading facilities, and
marshalling.

At specific locations, two outbound BCPs are
noteworthy. Khorgos (PRC) showed reducing
border crossing delay in hours, thus driving

Cost of Activities at BCPs

In Q3 2015, payments  commonly
encountered by truck shipments during
border crossing are associated with customs
clearance, border security control, health/
quarantine, weight/standard inspection, and
phyto-sanitary payments. In terms of cost,
fees incurred for loading/unloading, customs
clearance, escort/convoy, road toll, and
health/quarantine proved most expensive.

In rail border crossing, fees are commonly
incurred during trans-load at gauge change,
customs inspection, restriction on entry,
unloading of cargoes, and re-issuance of
transit document. Among these, payments
for trans-load at gauge change, unloading
cargoes, busy re-loading facilities,
commercial  inspection, and  customs
inspection were among the most expensive.

The summarized cost data remind any reader
that moving goods across Central Asia can be
a tricky affair. Both modes of transport show
that activities related to trans-loading
(loading and unloading, reloading within
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Tahle 2. Average Border-Crossing Duration at Selected BCPs, Road Transport

Duration (hrs)

Duration (hrs)

C Outbound BCP ‘15Q1 ‘15Q2 ‘15Q3 Inbound BCP ‘15Q1 ‘15Q2 ‘15Q3 Direction
1 Khorgos (PRC) 15.2 11.1 7.1 Khorgos (KAZ) 6.0 6.0 6.8 PRC-KAZ
1 Torugart (PRC) 1.3 1.2 1.1 Torugart (KGZ) 1.8 2.3 2.8 PRC-KGZ
1 Torugart (KGZ) 0.2 0.6 - Torugart (PRC) 0.1 0.1 - KGZ-PRC
1 AkTilek (KGZ) 0.3 0.4 0.2 Karasu(KA2) 0.6 0.7 0.4 KGZKAZ
2,3  Alat (UZB) 6.1 6.0 6.4 Farap (TKM) 6.9 6.6 7.5 UZB-TKM
2,3 Farap (TKM) 57 5.3 5.8 Alat(UzB) 53 52 55 TKM-UZB
3,6 Yallama (UZB) 6.5 6.3 6.5 Konysbaeva (KAZ) 75 7.4 7.5 KAZ-UZB
4  Erenhot (PRC) 4.1 4.5 4.0 Zamyn Uud (MON) 5.0 3.6 3.5 PRC-MON
4 Khiagt (RUS) 19 19 1.9 Altanbulag(MON) 44 15 1.5 RUS-MON
2,5 Irkeshtan (PRC) 11.0 17.0 19.2 Irkeshtan (KGZ) 5.8 5.2 4.9 PRC-KGZ
2,5,6 Nizhni Pianj (TAJ) 4.8 4.3 4.0 ShirkhanBandar (AFG) 9.6 9.2 9.9 TAJ-AFG
5,6 Peshawar (PAK) 33.0 31.5 31.5 Torkham (AFG) 37.9 31.8 30.7 PAK-AFG
5,6 Chaman 36.0 36.0 36.0 SpinBuldak(AFG) 60.0 60.0 60.0 PAK-AFG
2,6 Dautota (UZB) 6.7 6.9 6.8 Tazhen (KAZ) 7.8 7.8 7.9 UZB-KAZ
2,6 Tazhen (KAZ) 7.0 7.4 7.1 Dautota (UZB) 5.7 5.8 6.1 KAZ-UZB

(N/A: no available data in reporting period)

down the TFI1 for Corridor 1. On the other
hand, Irkeshtan (PRC) displayed a continuous
increasing magnitude in border crossing time.
TFI1 for Corridor 5 rose partly due to this
node. As per previous quarter, the reasons
that impede the flow of trucks and trains are
very different. Customs clearance proved to

be a most time-consuming affair for truckers,
while the lack of rail wagons was the most
serious reason for delay affecting rail
movements.

Tahle 3. Average Border-Crossing Cost at Selected BCPs, Road Transport

Cost ($) Cost ($)

C Outbound BCP ‘15Q1 ‘15Q2 ‘15Q3 Inbound BCP ‘15Q1 ‘15Q2 ‘15Q3 Direction

1 Khorgos (PRC) 665 627 619 Khorgos (KAZ) 330 330 328 PRC-KAZ

1 Torugart (PRC) 4 4 4  Torugart (KGZ) 29 33 37 PRC-KGZ

1 AkTilek (KGZ) 27 22 24  Karasu (KAZ) 40 55 36 KGZ-KAZ
2,3 Alat(UzB) N/A N/A N/A Farap (TKM) 235 211 270 UZB-TKM
2,3 Farap (TKM) 56 55 57  Alat(UzB) N/A  N/A N/A TKM-UzB
3,6 Yallama (UZB) N/A  N/A N/A Konysbaeva (KAZ) 165 165 162 KAZ-UZB

4 Erenhot (PRC) 192 229 152 Zamyn Uud (MON) 190 191 129 PRC-MON

4 Khiagt (RUS) 200 200 60 Altanbulag (MON) 211 209 9 RUS-MON
2,5,6 Nizhni Panj (TAJ) 116.2 104.5 119.7 ShirkhanBandar (AFG) 301 310 341 TAJ-AFG
5,6 Peshawar (PAK) 253 298 300 Torkham (AFG) 139 143 141 PAK-AFG
5,6 Chaman 246 343 341 Spin Buldak (AFG) 197 239 237 PAK-AFG
2,6 Dautota (UZB) N/A N/A N/A Tazhen (KAZ) 135 137 139 UZB-KAZ
2,6 Tazhen (KAZ) 121 133 123 Dautota (UZB) 96 96 96

(N/A:no available data in reporting period)

facilities) are significant cost drivers. A key
reason is the interest of CAREC countries in
protecting  their respective trucking
industries. One way to do so is by imposing
cabotage restrictions. This often appears in
transport regulations in the form of non-
compliance with domestic vehicle standards.

KAZ-UZB

It means that foreign trucks are restricted
from carrying transit goods, or not permitted
to deliver shipments to the final destination
directly, creating a need to trans-load goods
at the border. This is especially true for China
-Central Asia shipments and Afghanistan/
Pakistan to Central Asia movements.



Speed along Corridors

Road Transport Figure 6. Speed (in kph) Indicators by Corridor
In Q3 2015, average corridor SWOD ranged between 35 7 Corridors 2 Subcorridors
kph and 48 kph. As in previous reports, Corridor 2
registered the highest SWOD, followed by Corridor 1. o © B SWOD | SWD
Trucks moving along Corridor 5 registered the lowest
average SWOD of 35 kph. Factoring in delays at BCPs and > 0 50
intermediate stops, SWD ranged from 13 kph to 29 kph; . 8 5o e o w6 u
corridor 5 remained the slowest. Corridor 5 also exhibited I
the biggest gap between SWOD and SWD, with a 40 38 39 39 a0 I - .
reduction of 63%. This was attributed to trucks crossing Road 35 3 m = I :
Chaman-Spin Buldak and Peshawar-Torkham BCPs at the I I o | B I M
Afghanistan-Pakistan border. 29 28 28 29 29 I
24 24

Among sub-corridors, 1b registered the highest SWOD at » “ # 0 1
53 kph, while 6¢ the slowest at 31 kph: this performance is - 1
similar to their relative ranks in the previous quarter. In 10 13 10 B
terms of SWD, the slowest sub-corridors were identified g
to be 5a and 5c. Again, this was due to the lengthy border o o
crossing at the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1a 1b 1c 2a 2b 3a 3b 4b 4c 5a 5b 5c 6a 6b 6c 6d
Rail Transport 60 60
Rail data were collected for Corridors 1a and 4b. Trains 20 w“
along Corridor 1a moved faster both with and without 0 %0
delays factored; 1a had an SWOD/SWD estimate of 49/18 Rail
kph and 4b, 24/10 kph. 40 40
Two observations are clear. * ” % "
e Both sub-corridors suffered a substantial speed 2 .

reduction when delays during border crossing are 15 =

accounted. The difference between SWOD and SWD " i

for 1a and 4b were 63% and 58%, respectively. 10 10
e  Trains moving along the Trans-Mongolian route (4b) o o

aChieVe ha|f the Speed Of trains mOVing a|ong the 1 2 3 4 5 6 1a 1b 1c 2a 2b 3a 3b 4b 4c 5a 5b 5c 6a 6b 6¢c 6d

Trans-Kazakhstan route (1a) in both SWOD and SWD.
Figure 7. Speed Reliahility (SWD in kph)

Qualitative feedback from national transport associations Road Rail
reveals that capacity constraints restrict higher 400 400
throughput. Due to the sizeable investment required to 350 350
build railway networks, as well as maintain rolling stock, 1
current assets are often run at near capacity. A 300 300
consequence is longer dwell time for trains carrying 250 250
cargoes at sidings and in classification yards.
S 200 200
Recognizing this problem, the governments of economies 150 6 4 a 150
served by sub-corridors 1a and 4b (Kazakhstan, Mongolia 2 &
and PRC) are all active in planning and executing programs 100 z 3 100
to modernize train stations at the BCPs. At Alashankou- © %
Dostyk (PRC-KAZ), Korgas-Khorgos (PRC-KAZ) and Erenhot- e
Zamyn Uud (PRC-MON), modern logistics centers are 0 0
being planned. Besides upgrading these gateways to 0 10 20 30 40 0 10 20 30 40
freight movement, policymakers should also consider 400 400
developing alternative routes. The Mongolian government 250 250
is promoting sub-corridor 4c where speed indicators 1a
clearly show that trucks crossing Zunn Khatavch-Bichigt 300 300
(PRC-MON) are much faster than those crossing at 250 250
Erenhot-Zamyn Uud (PRC-MON). A key reason is lower o
traffic volume, thus trucks require less waiting time. S 200 200
Having alternative routes also diversifies supply chain 150 > L 150
risks. Such routes can provide alternates to disrupted or 133§ 1 -
congested nodes. This is particularly important for import- 100 sa | 100
reliant economies in CAREC since many of these countries 3a 6 1a
do not have a strong industrial base and rely heavily on >0 . *0
imported consumer or industrial products from Russia or 0 6a ‘ 0
PRC. 0 10 20 30 40 50 0 10 20 30 40
Speed with Delay Speed with Delay

4
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Table 4. Duration and Cost of Activities spent on CAREC Border Crossing Points, Inbound and Outhound Road Transport

Total Activities Total Activities
BCP Country Corridor Average Median A D E F G H 1 J K L Average Median A B C D E F G H 1 J K L M N O P
Chaman PAK 56 360  36.0 341 341 341
Peshawar PAK 56 315 280 0.2 300 282 275 7 50
Irkeshtan PRC__ 2,5 192 188 04 0.5 03 03 03 04 04 04 83 88 15 ) 3 6 4 29 2 L
Khorgos PRC 1 71 68 02 0.2 0.5 619 618 11 322 4
Tazhen KAz 26 71 7.0 08 05 02 04 05 04 123 115 28 45 16 11 5 17 15 13
Dautota Uze 26 68 68 078 06 07 04 03 05
Yallama UzB_ 36 65 61 07 05 03 03 03 05
Alat uze 23 64 63 0.7 05 03 03 05 05
Merke KAZ 13 58 65 0.7 05 03 05 02 130 130 30 33 23 10 25 15
Farap M 23 58 59 08 04 03 05 05 04 57 53 10 20 10 10 5 15 14 9
Sarasiya uzB 3 57 57 07 0.4 03 05
Oibek Uz 23,6 21 34 03 04 03 02 03 03 06 81 81 15 25 8 5 10 5 8 5
Erenhot PRC 1 40 44 03 03 00 03 02 02 152 176 15 |FERN 31 15
Nizhni Pianj A 256 120 23 03 02 03 02 03 05 0.4 120 16 12 22 8 7 8 3 50 3 85
Taskala KAz 6 39 38 07 05 50 55 35 19
Kurmangazy KAZ 6 35 38 07 03 03 40 20 26 10 16
Khiyagt RUS 1 19 19 03 03 03 03 03 03 60 60 60
Zuun Khatavch PRC 1 17 16 03 03 03 03 0.2 03 15 15 15
Torugart PRC 1 11 13 02 0.2 038 4 4 4
Hairaton AFG 36 11 10 05 91 90 7 20 85 90 87
Sherkhan Bandar  AFG 25,6 10 10 0.2 o1 91 5 %0 91 91
Karasu KAZ 1 03 03 01 01 01 01 01 0.1 02 38 37 11 16 10 9 116 14
AkTilek kGz 1 02 02 01 01 02 02 24 24 13 12 11 s
Veseloyarsk RUS 3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2
Aul KAz 3 01 01 01 5 5 5
Petuchovo RUS 1,6 0.1 0.1 0.1
Total Activities Total Activities
BCP Country Corridor Average Median A C D E F G H [} J K L Average Median A B C D E F G H 1 J K L M N O P
Spin Buldak AFG_ 56 60.0 _ 60.0 237 239 237
Torkham AFG 56 307 33 02 06 05 141 FEY 125 6 19 20 i
SherkhanBandar _ AFG 2,56 99 102 03 03 04 0.4 04 341 344 15 56 10 10 10 8 20 6 552 250 N
Tazhen KAz 2,6 79 79 06 08 04 06 05 04 139 138 25 42 14 19 55 11 23 15 16
Konysbayeva KAz 3,6 75 78 0.7 03 05 06 06 04 162 160 34 45 25 27 6 18 35 18 17 |
Farap KM 23 75 76 04 04 06 03 08 05 04 270 318 18 25 11 10 5 79 S 16 6 [ 161
Fotehobod TN 236 72 76 038 0.6 82 85 23 33 10 15
Khorgos KAz 1 68 58 0.2 328 330 328
Chaldovar KGz 13 65 65 06 03 05 120 120 33 43 20 10 20
Sarahs TKM 3 64 59 0.4 06 03 04 05 04 305 307 16 25 10 11 78 5 5 12 7 [ 161
Dautota Uz 26 61 6.0 04 03 02 02 04 05 04 96 9% 20 35 8 5 10 5 8 5
Dusti T 3 58 56 05 0.4 0.4 67 70 17 26 15 10 6 14
Alat uzs | 23 55 56 05 03 03 05 05
Kulma Al 0 51 5.1 03 03 05 04 163 163 23 42 15 14 15 50 4
irkeshtan KGZ 25 29 49 03 03 05 04 110 110 20 29 10 10 10 25
Zamyn Uud MON 4 35 34 00 03 03 03 . : 129 169 as|BRl) 13 6
Torugart kGz 1 28 238 ) 03 37 37 16 21
Kurmangazy KAZ 6 24 22 09 0.2 33 30 32 5
Altanbulag MON 1 15 16 03 03 03 03 03 03 9 8 3 6
Bichigt MON 4 10 11 03 03 03 03 8 3 3 5
Karasu KAZ 1 04 04 01 01 0.1 01 01 03 36 37 13 10 7 11 6 15
AkcTilek KGz 1 02 03 01 01 03 02 21 23 13 10 s 4
Aul KAZ 3 01 01 01 6 6 6
Veseloyarsk RUS 3 0.1 0.1 0.1

Jana Jol KAZ 16 0.1 0.1 0.1

Note: A. Border Security / Control, B. Customs Clearance, C. Health / Quarantine, D. Phytosanitary, E. Veterinary Inspection, F. Visa/Immigration, G. GAl/Traffic Inspection, H. Police Checkpoint / Stop, I. Transport Inspection, J. Weight/
Standard Inspection, K. Vehicle Registration, L. Emergency Repair, M. Escort / Convoy, N. Loading / Unloading, O. Road Toll, P. Waiting/ Queue

Table 5. Duration and Cost of Activities spent on CAREC Border Crossing Points, Inbound and OQuthound Rail Transport
Total

Activities Total Activities
BCP Country Corridor Average Median C E F H 1 J Q R U \' Average Median C E F H 1 J K L N P Q R S T U V
Ala Shankou PRC 1,2 20.8 22.0 79 65 70 19
Naushki RUS 4 12.0 12.0
Erenhot PRC 4 9.9 8.5 113 113
Zamyn Uud MON 4 4.9 4.5 80 80 80
Total Activities Total Activities
BCP Country Corridor Average Median C E F H T U \' Average Median C E F H 1 J Q R S T U V
Dostyk KAZ 1,2 42.5 42.0 5.0 — 3O BMUEIETY] 2.9 [ 6.6 . L | 2.0 437 445
Erenhot PRC 4 31.7 27.6 261 B
Zamyn Uud MON 4 20.0 15.5 116 125
Sukhbaatar MON 4 55 12.9 19 20
Keles uzs 3,6 6.1 5.0 95 95
Farap TKM 2,3 4.5 4.0 128 130

Note: A. Load Cargoes, B. Unload Cargoes, C. Fix Cargo Shift, D. Remove Excess Cargo, E. Transload at Gauge Change Point, F. Pick-up and Deliver Wagons, G. Replace Inoperable Wagons, H. Emergency Repair, 1. Train Classification, J.
Document Errors, K. Reissue Transit Documents, L. Customs Inspection, M. Technical Inspection, N. Commercial Inspection, O. Sanitary/Phyto-sanitary Control, P. Busy Reloading Facilities, Q. Faulty Handling Equipment, R. No wagons
available, S. Restriction on Entry, T. Marshalling, U. Waiting for Priority Trains to Pass, V. Other reasons for Waiting

1hr

Legend: UAES
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Corridor Analysis
Table 6. Frequently Travelled Routes in Corridor 1, @3 2014

This section describes corridor performance

and border crossing efficiency across the six ROAD RAIL
corridors in Q3 2015. It describes bottlenecks Factors/BCPs Urumgqi-Almaty Kashi-Bishkek Urumgi-Almaty Urumgi-Farap
and underlying causes in each corridor. Distance, km 1,046 686 1,277 2,833
Where useful, additional information, such as  “Travelling Time, hours 191 13.6 257 63.0
latest developments in infrastructure and activities Time, hours 21.7 14.8 130.2 265.2
regulations, is also presented. Total Time, hours 40.8 28.4 155.9 328.2
Vehicle Operating Cost, $ 1,671 919 4,576 9,100
H Activities Cost, $ 1,057 714 930 1,397
corrldor 1 Total Cost, $ 2,728 1,633 5,505 10,497
Table 6 summarizes commonly travelled zng'; kﬁh i: ;1 52 4;
sections along Corridor 1. Two modes of <P
transport are covered — road and rail. To Vehicle Operating Cost (S, Per 500 km) 799 670 1,792 1,606
facilitate comparison, vehicle operating costs Activities Cost ($, Per 500 km) 505 520 364 247
are standardized per 500 km. Total Cost (S, Per 500 km) 1,304 1,190 2,156 1,853

Road Transport

Corridor 1 has three sub-corridors. Corridor
1a is extensively used by Kazakh and Kyrgyz
drivers to move goods to Russia. Generally,
no major impediments are identified here.
Border crossing is commonly completed at Ak
Tilek-Karasu (KGZ-KAZ). Interestingly, CPMM
data do not report border crossing at Kairak-
Troitsk (KAZ-RUS) as indicated on CAREC
maps. Instead, two other BCPs in the north of
Kazakhstan are more popular. They are Urly
Tube-Cherlak  (KAZ-RUS) and Jana Jol-
Petukhovo (KAZ-RUS), where no major
obstacles or problems were reported.

Corridor 1b is heavily used by shippers.
Khorgos is one of the busiest dry ports in the
region, processing hundreds of vehicles per
day. Unfortunately, it is also one of the most
time-consuming  BCPs  despite  recent
improvements in border crossing time. Trucks
in Central Asia generally have weight limits of
36 to 44 tons (for five axle delivery truck).
Meanwhile, PRC trucks, which have higher
carrying capacity due to better paved roads,
are generally not permitted to cross into
Kazakhstan. Thus, Kazakhstan trucks enter
Khorgos (PRC) and carry the goods to Almaty,
adding delay to shipment.

From table 6, road transport is relatively
faster and cheaper than rail. Overall trip cost
per 500 km using a truck is 60% that of
freight. However, a rail wagon has a carrying
capacity of 60 tons, compared to a typical
payload of 25 tons using a vehicle.

Corridor 1c is important to Kyrgyz Republic;
Torugart serves as the gateway for goods to
Naryn  and  Bishkek. A  noteworthy
development was observed in Q3. In the past,

Kyrgyz drivers carrying goods from Torugart
have to stop at Naryn Customs Office and file
documents, and then clear the goods at
Bishkek. In Q3, customs controls were
simplified. Drivers no longer need to file and
clear goods at Bishkek. This resulted in a
shortened activity time for Urumgi-Bishkek
route by 4 hours (from 18 hours in Q2 to 14
hours in Q3), a 22% improvement. Thus,
drivers completed the trip within 28 hours as
against 32 hours in the past.

Rail Transport

CPMM covers Urumgi-Almaty and Urumgi-
Farap shipments (conventional train) and also
Chongging-Duisburg  (container  express
trains) along Corridor 1.

For conventional trains, the average waiting
time at Alashankou is 20.8 hours, versus 42.5
hours at Dostyk. ‘Restriction on entry’ is the
dominant reason for lengthy border crossing
operation at Alashankou. Likewise in Dostyk,
‘Restriction on Entry’ is a key delay, followed
by unavailability of wagons. Due to different
railway gauge used in PRC and in Kazakhstan
along Corridor 1, cargoes are trans-loaded.
On average, it took 5 hours to complete this
activity in Q3, but the waiting time creates a
ripple effect to other border crossing
activities. While the PRC BCP of Alashankou
has several sidings at which to do trans-
loading, the Kazakhstan side has limited
facilities. When the Dostyk BCP facilities
reach full capacity, officers will signal to the
PRC side to stop sending in trains, thus the
restricion on entry delay as reported in
CPMM. Readers can refer to Box 1 for more
information.

Corridor 2

Corridor 2 consists of four sub-corridors. This
east-west corridor originates from Xinjiang
Uygur Autonomous Region (XUAR) in PRC,
and extends into Central Asia through two
routes. The southern route splits into 2a (PRC
-Kyrgyz Republic-Uzbekistan-Kazakhstan), 2b
(PRC-Kyrgyz Republic-Uzbekistan-
Turkmenistan), and 2d (PRC-Kyrgyz Republic-
Tajikistan-Afghanistan-Turkmenistan).
Corridor 2c is the only section in the north
that covers a new rail route connecting
Zhezkazghan to Beyneu in Kazakhstan. With
the exception of 2d, all other three sub-
corridors converge at Baku, after crossing the
Caspian Sea.

At present, CPMM captures data on corridors
2a and 2b. SWOD/SWD for 2a and 2b are
47/29 kph and 49/22 kph, respectively. Along
both of these corridors, trucks spend
significant time crossing from PRC to Kyrgyz
Republic at Irkeshtan. The overall duration
averaged 19 hours, 16 hours of which were
spent waiting, hence the substantial
reduction from SWOD to SWD in both sub-
corridors. Moving westwards, trucks moving
along 2a were delayed as they entered
Kazakhstan at Tazhen, where border crossing
time averaged 6 hours. Similarly, trucks
crossing Alat-Farap (UZB-TKM) spent 6 to 7
hours crossing each node, where waiting time
in queues accounted for at least half of the
overall lead time. Due to the substantial delay
encountered at Irkeshtan, drivers carrying
cargoes from PRC to Tajikistan alternatively
take Kulma Pass, a BCP at the PRC-Tajikistan
border. However, this circuitous route
through the Pamir Mountains is difficult to
navigate, particularly for trucks carrying 40-



Box 1: The Challenge of Railway
Connectivity in Asia

Railway transport is an indispensable mode
of conveyance, particularly in Central Asia
where most member countries are
landlocked. Even though the associated
development cost is huge and railway
transport cannot compete with maritime
shipping on cost, rail has the strategic
significance of moving goods more quickly
than seafaring vessels, and more cost-
effectively than trucks over large distances,
integrating Asian and European markets.

The idea of a global master-plan for railways
was first voiced in 1960. The United Nations
coordinated efforts between its members,
resulting in the ‘Asian Land Transport
Infrastructure Development’ agreed in April
1992. This provided the basis for the Trans-
Asian Railways (TAR) known today. The TAR
consists of four major railway corridors. Two
of the four corridors are related to CAREC.
The first corridor extends from the Korean
Peninsula, Russia, PRC, Mongolia,

foot containers: heavy snow during winter
could render this section impassable.

Previous reports identified 2d as a strategic
transit route for Afghanistan, Tajikistan, and
Turkmenistan.  Tajikistan  drivers faced
barriers when moving through Uzbekistan. To
circumvent such barriers, Afghanistan,
Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan have been
actively exploring a multi-modal transit route
that allows Tajik exports to cross Nizhni Pianj-
Shirkhan Bandar (TAJ-AFG) and enter
Turkmenistan  through  Aquina-Atamyrat.
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Kazakhstan and other countries to the
northern region of Europe in east-west
direction. The second corridor covers Russia,
Central Asia and the Middle East in a north-
south direction.

Such ambitious global railway connectivity
naturally encounters physical and
institutional barriers. In terms of railway
gauge, there are four main different
standards used. Southeast Asian nations
adopt the 1,000 mm gauge. PRC, Iran and
Turkey use the 1,435 mm standard. Russia
and the countries of Central Asia operate on
the 1,520 mm gauge. Countries in South Asia
have the 1,676 mm standard. As such, a
break in railway gauge requires trans-loading
of goods at certain borders. This is especially
true in CAREC, where such delays happen at
the PRC border with Kazakhstan and
Mongolia (CAREC Corridors 1 and 4).

A notable development is that of express
train service connecting PRC to key
European markets directly. At the end of
September 2015, another express train

Corridor 3

The role of 3a as a transit corridor is best
illustrated by the active shipment of goods
from Iran’s Bandar Abbas seaport through
Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyz
Republic, and Kazakhstan. Uzbek drivers are
very active in collecting and sending goods
from Bandar Abbas to cities in Uzbekistan. In
addition, they control the route that supplies
commercial goods, such as building materials
and food, to Dushanbe, Bishkek, and Almaty.

TRANS-ASIAN RAILWAY NETWORK

service from Changsha (Hunan province in
PRC) will have run weekly service to
Duisburg. So far, this service has run 47 trips
in 1,347 trains. The total duration is 18 days.
This service attempts to replicate the success
of Chongging-Duisburg express train service.

So far, CAREC has invested $19 billion in 106
transport projects in locations situated along
the six CAREC Corridors. In total, 3,190 km of
railway lines have been built and
rehabilitated (carecprogram.org).

UZB) and Yallama-Konysbaeva (UZB-KAZ). The
journey spans 2,011 km and costs an average
of $1,833, 65% of which is allotted to transit,
the remaining 35% to border crossing
activities. Drivers reported multiple instances
of unofficial payments at all BCPs. At Sarakhs,
unofficial payments of at most $10 equivalent
were observed, associated with inspection-
related activities. At Farap-Alat (TKM-UZB)
and Yallama-Konysbaeva (UZB-KAZ),
unofficial payments in four activities stand
out: (i) customs clearance, (ii) border
security, (iii) vehicle registration and, (iv)

However, Shirkhan Bandar has consistently Potentl.al competition  may come from weight inspection. Despite the relatively
. . Afghanistan, once the Chabahar port is . L s

been reported to be a relatively time- operational where Afehan drivers could higher degree of harmonization within the

consuming BCP for truckers (in Q3, border P ! g core Central Asian countries, weight

crossing time averaged 10 hours). The need
to trans-load goods between Tajikistan trucks
to Afghanistan trucks, as well as waiting time
in queue substantially contribute to the
delay.

In Q3, a major incident caused disruption to
the normal freight flow between Tajikistan
and Afghanistan. Rebel forces briefly
captured a major Afghan city Kundoz that lies
along 2d. Due to its proximity to Shirkhan

collect goods and pass through Islam Qala via
3b. However, issuance of visas and road
passes to Afghan truckers remains an issue
which is critical for such transit operations.

There are multiple BCPs along 3a. In a typical
shipment of 40-foot containers from Bandar
Abbas to Almaty, trucks need to pass through
Sarahs-Sarakhs (IRN-TKM), Farap-Alat (TKM-

certificates are still not widely and mutually
accepted across borders. This necessitates
repeated weighing of vehicles, resulting in
two problems. Vehicles are delayed due to
limited weigh-bridges. Also, CPMM data
suggest that at least 30% of weight inspection
activities involve unofficial payments. This is
an area where CAREC can facilitate regional

Tahle 7. Comparisons of 3a and 3b (Road Transport), @3 2015

Bandar, Tajik Customs Administration Corridor 3a Corridor 3b
unilaterally stopped all Afghan trucks '15Q1 '15Q2 '15Q3 '15Q1 '15Q2 '15Q3
entering Tajikistan. The city was later taken TFI1 Time to cleara BCP (Hours) 6.7 6.4 6.9 3.6 8.6
back by the government forces. Nonetheless, TFI2_ Costtocleara BCP () 150 A0 L 157 72 64 66
the incident highlighted a volatile situation in TFI3 Cost to travel 500km carrying 20 tons (S) 474 500 WYLl 1,472 1,551 2,022
2. TFI4 Speed With Delay, SWD (kph) 495 491 482 44 39 36
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Box 2: Explosion in Tianjin Seaport

On 12 August 2015, a major explosion
occurred in the Binhai New Area inside
Tianjin seaport. The explosion originated in
Ruihai Logistics Centre, a licensed operator
for storing and handling dangerous goods,
allegedly caused by chemicals with explosive
characteristics.

Local authorities are still investigating the
incident. Casualties include 173 deaths, 8
missing, and 797 non-fatal injuries. 13 fire-
fighters lost their lives in the rescue mission.
The Tianjin explosion is viewed as one of the
most serious industrial mishaps in recent
PRC history.

CPMM focuses on measuring transport cost
and time. While these two metrics are
commonly measured to assess transport
effectiveness, supply chain safety s
increasingly gaining worldwide attention. In
particular, as a key gateway node in Corridor
4, Tianjin’s incident also has important
lessons for Mongolia, which heavily relies on
the mining sector. Mining involves volatile

cooperation among member countries.

One noteworthy observation on the
indicators is the decline of TFI1, falling from
8.6 hours in Q2 to 2.8 hours in Q3, reverting
to its long-term average. In Q3, no major
delays were reported at Aul-Veseloyarsk,
where long waiting times were observed the
previous quarter, producing a temporary
increase in the indicator. CPMM will continue
to monitor this BCP as such unexpected
delays introduce an element of uncertainty in
using 3b.

Another notable observation is the 30%
increase in cost incurred to travel a corridor
section (TFI3): from $1,551 in Q2 to $2,022 in
Q3. Further analysis suggests that the
sampled containers largely affect the average
estimate. In Q2, higher incidence of use of 40
-foot containers was observed along the
section from Tursunzade to Nizhni Panj in 3b.
However, in Q3, the use of 20-foot containers
was more prevalent. Moving a 40-foot
container is more expensive than a 20-foot in
absolute sense, but is cheaper on a per ton

chemicals, such as flotation chemicals to
separate copper and gold from the ores,
usually classified as ‘dangerous goods’. The
storage, handling, and movement of such
materials pose risks in the supply chain. The
International Maritime Dangerous Goods
(IMDG) Code regulates global safety
standards in dealing with hazardous cargoes
categorized into 9 classes.

The landlocked characteristic of CAREC
countries places priority on adhering to the
European Agreement on the International
Carriage of Dangerous Goods by Road (ADR)
concluded under the United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE).
Managed by International Road Transport
Union (IRU), ADR adoption has now spread
through Asia. Like the IMDG code,
dangerous goods are also classified into nine
classes. Thus, no matter the mode of
transport, a certified logistics specialist can
easily recognize the code and appropriately
handle dangerous goods.

The explosion was barely mitigated due to
suspected lapses in regulatory and training.

Abbas and Karachi to Central Asia are usually
transported in 40-foot containers.

Corridor 4

Road Transport

Transit and border crossing time along
corridor 4 continues to improve, resulting in
faster speed estimates, SWOD and SWD, for
both 4b and 4c. The completion of the Zamyn
-Uud to Choyr section, financed by ADB,
enables truckers to move more rapidly in the
southern section of 4b. For road transport, no
major delays were reported in Q3. However,
the difference in border crossing duration
between Erenhot-Zamyn Uud (PRC-MON)
and Zunn Khatavch-Bichigt (PRC-MON)
remains substantial.

Rail Transport

m Corridor Performance Measurement and Monitoring

Three residential communities were found
to be located within 1 km radius from the
Ruihai warehouse, despite laws prohibiting
storage of dangerous goods at least 1 km
from major buildings and transport
networks. Also, chemicals were not properly
segregated. However, according to PRC
experts, it is not uncommon to have a high
concentration of chemicals such as sodium
cyanide stored in a congested area due to
space constraints. Thirdly, secondary
explosions occurred during the rescue
efforts. It was found that firefighters used
water in the attempt to put out the fire. This
aggravated the situation as certain chemicals
reacted with water.

The consequence of this incident disrupted
normal seaport operations. According to
Mongolian companies, the efficiency of the
port had not normalized by October 2015.
Some data networking infrastructure and
systems were still being restored. This
resulted in more than usual dwell time of
Mongolian bound containers stuck in the
container yard (up to 408 hours) in some
samples in Q3.

In Q3 2015, rail indicators performed well
despite the explosion at the Tianjin seaport in
August 2015. While the overall lead time for
inbound containers to leave Tianjin and reach
Ulaanbaatar took longer (22 days in several
instances compared to 10-14 days under
normal circumstances), CPMM does not
include delays in seaports in the computation
of its indicators. Rather, it captures only the
time and cost of shipments during transit.
However, this accident severely affected
trade from PRC to Mongolia. In the most
severe instances, containers sat in the
seaport for 17 days due to the disruption of
information systems and network operations
in the port. Recovery from this one-time
mishap, and restoration of full seaport
functionality, was expected to be resolved by
October 2015. More details about the impact
of Tianjin seaport explosion and its
consequences to CPMM are described in Box
2.

Tabhle 8. Comparison of Road and Rail Transport in Sub-corridor 4b

basis. The normalization of cost per tonnage Road Rail

adds a marginal cost to 20-foot containers, '15Q1 '15Q2 '15Q3 '15Q1 '15Q2 '15Q3

affecting the average estimate. Issues TFI1 Time to clear a BCP (Hours) 3.5 3.2 35.7 17.1

regarding this matter will be monitored and TFI2 Costtocleara BCP ($) 174 192 | 139

further looked into in future reports. TFI3 Cost to travel 500km carrying 20 tons ($) 806 1,295 ______ 1,721 1,697 WYY
TFI4 Speed With Delay, SWD (kph) 36.2 36.8 22.3 22.7

Note, however, that other sub-corridors do
not have this problem. Cargoes from Bandar
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Corridor 5

Corridors 5a and 5b are actively used for
transit shipments from Pakistan to Central
Asia via Afghanistan. Pakistan trucks carry
goods from Lahore or Peshawar into
Afghanistan, crossing the border at Torkham.
These trucks then go to the border in the
north and off-load the goods. Since Pakistan
does not have any transit trade agreement
with Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, their trucks
do not cross Shirkhan Bandar and Hairatan.

Under Afghanistan-Pakistan Transit Trade
Agreement (APTTA 2010), Afghan trucks can
enter Pakistan. However, Pakistan authorities
opposed allowing Afghanistan trucks to move
freely within Pakistan. Besides the usual issue
of narcotics smuggling, Pakistan authorities
also voiced their concern about the possibility
of Afghan truckers selling their trucks in
Pakistan under the pretext of transit
shipment. Thus, Pakistan imposed a
restricion on requirement of a bank
guarantee of 110% of the commercial cargo
value, which is prohibitively expensive for
Afghan shippers. This resulted in an
asymmetrical direction of trucks; Afghan
trucks stop at Peshawar to off-load goods,
while Pakistan trucks can move freely in
Afghanistan. In fact, Afghanistan adopted a
reciprocal policy and imposed the same
requirement. But weak enforcement and
corruption at the border limits the effective
implementation of such measures.

At Shirkhan Bandar, border crossing time
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September 2015, insurgent forces took most
of the city of Kundoz, a strategic transport
hub in the northern region of Afghanistan.
This disrupted the normal flow of traffic for
trucks bound to Shirkhan Bandar in 5a.
(Government forces retook Kundoz with the
help of U.S. forces in October 2015, but
hostility remains in some parts of the city.) As
a precautionary measure, Tajikistan border
security closed Nizhni Panj to incoming traffic
from Afghanistan but permitted outgoing
traffic carrying Tajikistan exports to cross.
CPMM, however, did not capture truck
shipments that were stopped or made to turn
back at the border. Otherwise, the average
waiting time could even be longer.

The Kashi-Dushanbe route via the Kyrgyz
Republic, although mountainous, is relatively
easier to navigate. Along this route, two BCP
pairs present substantial delays.

e  Yierkeshitan-Irkeshtan (PRC-KGZ): Tajik
drivers normally experience long delays
at Yierkeshitan waiting in queue,
averaging 14 hours. Multiple unofficial
payments occur at the Kyrgyz BCP
Irkeshtan.  Payments for customs
clearance, border security, and weight
inspection are charged $5 more than the
official fees.

e  Batken-Guliston (KGZ-TAJ): Waiting time
averages 1-2 hours at each location.
Similarly, unofficial fees are common,
the most severe of which normally occur
at weighing stations. Drivers pay $50

certificate at Guliston instead of the
official fee of $20.

The Kashi-Shirkhan Bandar route, though
relatively of the same length at 1,426 km,
presents a completely different journey.
Truck carrying heavy cargoes or containers
from PRC cross the border at Karasuu-Kulma
(PRC-TAJ). From there, trucks have to
navigate carefully while going through a
circuitous route in the mountainous and
windy Gorno-Badakhshan region. Along this
route are two BCPs:

e  Karasuu-Kulma (PRC-TAJ): Trucks from
PRC experience long delays at Karasuu,
averaging 20 hours. At the opposite side,
Kulma, waiting time is relatively minimal
at 2 hours.

e  Nizhni Panj-Shirkhan Bandar (TAJ-AFG):
Shorter delays were observed at these
two locations; loading/unloading was
most time-consuming reaching 3-4
hours. Moreover, transport operators
are required to pay numerous fees to
enter Afghanistan, which include transit
shipment fees of $100, Kak Poli, and
road toll (road toll is particularly
expensive at $150). Trucks from Nizhni
Panj to Shirkhan Bandar pay $80 for
customs escort.

Along sub-corridor 5a, Peshawar-Torkham
(PAK-AFG) imposes substantial delays on
Pakistan international carriers or freight
forwarders during border crossing. The same

averaged 10 hours in past reports. In equivalent for a wvalid weighing is observed at Chaman-Spin Buldak (PAK-
AFG) along 5c. At both BCPs, customs
. . clearance and waiting time in queue are two
Table 9. Transit Routes along Corridor 5, 2015 Q3 are & a
principal causes of delay.
= Based on CPMM data, an important
8 g c 5 difference between import and transit
c c © =] =] ko] : . . .
< shipment is observed; transit shipments tend
Factors/BCPs - S -E: ¥ C G 5 P pments t¢
T c © c > = ¥ X X to be faster, where border crossing time
% 2 r% % E pAa S~ § ~ S averaged 2 to 3 hours at Torkham, while
c X < C = £ T c D c D © . .
o = I P w5 5 & 5w s import shipments to Kabul or Kandahar
. o » o T = = 2 = = = — = required 24 hours to 48 hours to complete
Distance, km 729 890 1,469 1,426 1,654 1,654 953 border crossing. Although Afghanistan has
Travelling Time, hours 248 252 69.1 587 292 296 207 Madenotable efforts (particularly in lowering
Activities Time, hours 336 337 449 468 2475 2504 2750 Import tariff rates) in a possible bid to accede
Total Time, hours 58.4 589 1140 1054  276.7 2800 2957 to the World Trade Organization (WTO), the
procedure for cargo clearance remains
Vehicle Operating Cost, $ 504 517 7,086 7,257 2,034 2,726 2,793  complicated and subject to interpretations.
Activities Cost, $ 619 595 917 933 777 929 1,003 For instance, a wrongly classified piece of
Total Cost, $ 1,123 1,112 8,003 8,190 2,812 3,654 3,796 machinery (either commercial or non-
commercial, where difference in valuation is
SWOD, kph 30 35 21 24 57 56 46 L . .
Y i G 5 i . : . significant), can delay border crossing until
+KP satisfactory documentation is presented. This
Vehicle Operating Cost ($, 500 km) 343 291 2,412 2,544 615 824 1,465 provides further justification for CAREC to
Activities Cost ($, Per 500 km) 422 335 312 327 235 281 526 continue support of regional cooperation
Total Cost ($, Per 500 km) 765 625 2,724 2,871 850 1,105 1,991 initiative, such as the Customs Coordination
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Box 3: Uzbekistan bans exports of
agricultural produce by trucks

Uzbekistan’s Cabinet of Ministers passed a
resolution “Measures on Further
Improvement of Mechanism for Regulating
the Export of Fruits, Vegetables, Potatoes,
Melons and Grapes”. This bans the export of
such agricultural produce by trucks, effective
1 September 2015. Such produce can only
be exported by trains and aircraft.

The main motivation for such a restriction is
to combat non-transparent channels of
export. In January 2015, Uzbekistan passed a
law to decree that Uzbek producers are
obliged to sell 25% of their foreign exchange
earnings from the export of fruits and
vegetables to the state. Many exporters
underreported sales by using vehicles that
are more difficult to monitor and control.

Furthermore, the State Customs Committee
will also develop a special register to list
‘unfair exporters’. Those exporters who fail
to comply with the new regulations will be
blacklisted.

According to Russia’s Ministry of Economic

Committee, and its objective to harmonize
different standards and regulations within
the region.

Corridor 6

The average cost to travel sub-corridor 6¢
(per 500 km, per 20 tons) increased from
$1,618 to $2,019 (25%). Further analysis
suggests that container type largely affected

Development, the country imported $16.8
million worth of agricultural products from
Uzbekistan, 41.3% less than 2014 estimate
despite the planned increase in exports by
Uzbekistan. Apparently, the Uzbek
authorities are concerned about the trend.
The problem is that much of Uzbek
agricultural produce are sold to Kazakhstan,
which are then re-exported to Russia. This
was observed by First Deputy Minister
Rustam Azimov of Uzbekistan at the meeting
of Intergovernmental Commission on
Economic Cooperation between Uzbekistan
and Russia. He cited the volume of Uzbek
agricultural exports to Kazakhstan increased
by 10% but a substantial amount actually
ended in Russia.

The full implementation of this restriction
will divert export of fruits and vegetables via
trains and aircrafts. Possible consequences
include:

e lower demand for the trucking sector
due to reduced agricultural exports.

e  Perishables such as fruits and
vegetables are not suitable to be
transported by trains over long
distance. It will also require a

this change, as explained in our Corridor 3
analysis. In Q2, 40-foot containers from
Tajikistan dominated the sample. However,
the prevalence of 20-foot containers, with
marginally higher delivery cost on a per
tonnage basis, increased in Q3, thus affecting
the average indicator.

Meanwhile, the performance of corridors 6a
and 6b continues to improve. Border crossing
at key BCPs remained consistent with
previous quarters. The route is mostly

developed cold chain infrastructure.
The use of temporary cold storage and
refrigerated trucks to sustain the
perishables may potentially increase
the supply chain cost and defect rate.

e Transport of more premium grade
produce may be diverted to air. Air
freight is the most expensive but its use
may be justified if the unit price of the
items is relatively high in terms of value
over weight ratio.

Understandably, Uzbek producers and
traders are anxious to diversify markets and
assess how to use railways and air freight for
such export. One positive outcome is that
the ban may spur Uzbek enterprises to
explore selling to markets previously
neglected due to the huge demand in Russia.
For instance, there may be increasing
interest among Uzbek traders to explore the
sale of perishables to India, a nearby market
with huge demand for agricultural products.
In the long term, market diversification can
benefit Uzbekistan, although enterprises
have to bear the short-term pain of cost and
supply chain adjustments.

dominated by activities of Uzbek drivers
carrying agricultural exports to Russia via 63,
and to Almaty via 6b. On 1 September 2015,
however, a ban on exporting agricultural
produce was imposed in Uzbekistan (Box 3),
the impact of which is yet to be captured by
CPMM. Y

Tahle 10. Comparisons of Sub-corridors 6a, 6b and 6¢ (Road Transport), @3 2015

6a 6b 6C
'15Q1 '15Q2 '15Q3 '15Q1 '15Q2 '15Q3 '15Q1 '15Q2 '15Q3
TFI1 Time to cleara BCP (Hours) 5.9 6.1 62 73 7.4 7.2 6.8 7.9 8.5
TFI2 Costtocleara BCP (S) 93 166 159 166
TFI3 Cost to travel 500km carrying 20 tons (S) 464 1,627 1,618 2,019
_TFI4 Speed With Delay, SWD (kph) ~ 50.3 32.2 326 31.1




Summary

In road border crossing, shipments are typically subjected to the
following activities: customs clearance, border security/control,
waiting in queue, weight/standard inspection, and health/
quarantine. In terms of duration, delays are most significant during
customs clearance, waiting time in queue, loading/unloading,
escort/convoy, and border security/control. These observations are
similar to those in previous quarters.

In rail, frequently cited reasons for delays include congested
reloading facilities, customs inspection, transload at the break in
gauge, unavailability of wagons, and re-issuance of transit
documents. In terms of magnitude, delays were considerable
because of unavailability of wagons, restriction on entry, waiting for
priority trains to pass, congested reloading facilities, and
marshalling.

Certain sub-corridors performed better in terms of speed and
transport reliability. CPMM considers both factors in assessing
relative performance of the sub-corridors. For road transport, a
summary of results shows that:

e 1a was the most efficient and reliable route. Both 1b and 1c

had similar uncertainty but the former supported travel at a

faster speed;

2a was faster but 2b had lower CV;

3b was faster than 3a, but the former had a higher CV;

4c registered higher speed and lower CV compared to 4b;

5a and 5b had similar speed, while 5c was both slower and

more uncertainty;

® 6aand 6d were both fast and reliable. On the other hand, 6b
and 6c¢ registered both slower speed and higher uncertainty.

For rail transport, a summary of results show that:

e Trains travelled faster along Corridor 1 had SWOD/SWD of
49/18 kph, than in Corridor 4 (moving at 24/10 kph).

e  While trains in 1a moved at a higher speed, the transport
time suffered from higher uncertainty compared with 4b.
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For specific BCPs in Q3 2015,

® |n Corridor 1, truckers reported the mean border crossing time
at Khorgos-Khorgos (PRC-KAZ) continued to shorten, averaging
7.1 hours at the PRC side and 6.8 hours at the Kazakhstan side.
Trains crossing at Alashankou-Dostyk (PRC-KAZ) spent 20.8
hours and 42.5 hours at each side, respectively.

® |n Corridor 2, Dautota-Tazhen (UZB-KAZ) required 6.8 hours and
7.9 hours respectively for truckers to cross.

® |n Corridor 3, crossing Yallama-Konysbaeva (UZB-KAZ) took 6.5
hours and 7.5 hours, respectively.

® |n Corridor 4, no major problems were reported at Erenhot-
Zamyn Uud and Bichigt-Zunn Khatavch, both PRC-MON BCPs, for
road transport. Trains crossing the border at Erenhot-Zamyn
Uud averaged 31.7 hours and 20.0 hours, respectively. At
Naushki-Sukhbaatar (RUS-MON), the average border crossing
time for trains were 12 hours and 13.5 hours, respectively.

® |n Corridor 5, previously cited problems in Peshawar-Torkham
and Chaman-Spin Buldak, both located at the Pakistan-
Afghanistan border, persisted. Trucks from Karachi carrying
containers spent 31.5 hours and 30.7 hours, respectively, at
Peshawar and Torkham. At Chaman, the border crossing time
was 36 hours, rising to 60 hours at Spin Buldak, primarily due to
long customs clearance time.

® In Corridor 6, Shirkhan Bandar at the Afghanistan-Tajikistan
border required 9.9 hours to cross the border, a relatively high
figure compared with other BCPs along this corridor.
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Key Concepts and Terminologies

Speed Without Delay (SWOD), in kph. This metric considers

travelling speed only, i.e. when the delivery truck moves on the

road, or when the train moves on the tracks. When the vehicle is
stationary, the time is not counted.

Speed With Delay (SWD), in kph. SWD considers the total time

taken for the entire journey, including stoppage time due to the

various reasons.

Coefficient of Variation (CV). This value measures the uncertainty

in speed estimates. CV is calculated by taking the sample standard

deviation divided by the mean. This gives a standardized value for
comparing uncertainty across different corridors. Generally, a lower

CV is preferred, which means the delivery lead time is more

consistent.

Speed reliability plot

e Quadrant 1: Low Speed, High CV. This is very challenging for
shipment because the vehicles move slowly, and uncertainty in
lead time is high.

e Quadrant 2: Low Speed, Low CV. Shipment moves slowly along
this quadrant, although the delivery lead time is more
consistent. The key is to increase the speed (e.g. by
constructing a new road).

e  Quadrant 3: High Speed, High CV. Shipment moves fast in this
quadrant. However, the uncertainty in this quadrant is high,
which means the actual arrival may be earlier or later than the
expected time of arrival. The reasons for such outcomes need
to be investigated and the variations of the timings need to be
reduced. For instance, inconsistent border inspection practices
make it hard to predict when the cargoes can be cleared.

® Quadrant 4: High Speed, Low CV. This is the ideal situation
because goods can move rapidly and reliably. The objective of
CPMM is to improve the performance in Quadrants 1, 2 and 3
so that they can move to this quadrant over time.

CAREC
Trade Facilitation

Ying Qian

Director,

EAPF, East Asia Department
Asian Development Bank

Tel. (632) 632 5945
Email: ygian@adb.org

Jeff Procak

Regional Cooperation Specialist,
EAPF, East Asia Department
Asian Development Bank

Tel. (632) 632 5701
Email: jtprocak@adh.org

Yuehin Zhang

Senior Regional Cooperation Specialist,
EAPF, East Asia Department

Asian Development Bank

Tel. (632) 632 6960
Email: yuebinzhang@adh.org

Maria Cristina Lozano Astray
Regional Cooperation Specialist,

EAPF, East Asia Department

Asian Development Bank

Tel. (632) 632 4285
Email: clozano@adb.org

Trade Facilitation Team
Max EE Khong Kie
Andy Sze
Marite Damsani
Romelie Manalo
Julius Santos




