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autonomy of the Port Authority is subject to considerable limita-
tions.

2.2.2. Ports administered directly or indirectly

A second distinction can be drawn between state-owned or
local ports that are run directly and those that are run by a spe-
cially-appointed body (Port Authority, Autonomous Port, etc).
Cases of direct administration can be seen in the ports of Ham-
burg and Bremen. This category may also be extended to include
Antwerp, before the 1997 reform, and Rotterdam. However,
despite the similarities, the latter two ports seem to have always
been enjoying a greater degree of autonomy than Hamburg and
Bremen and, more importantly, they are entrusted with their
own balance sheet. Moreover, the case of Antwerp assumes even
greater importance, in that its most recent evolution has wit-
nessed the transformation of the port Administration into an
autonomous company aiming to enhance the autonomy of port
management and speed up decision-making.

Cases of administration through special bodies can be found
in Genoa, Marseilles, Barcelona, Lisbon, Piraesus and Copen-
hagen. However, in terms of autonomy and power, these various
cases may differ significantly, to the extent that the similarities
are once again merely formal.

2.2.3.Comprehensive and Landlord Port Authorities

As said, the classification of ports may reflect the general
management philosophy of the bodies administering them
which, in the present context, are referred to indiscriminately as
Port Authorities. Here one can distinguish various aspects:

First of all, there is the distinction between comprehensive
and landlord Port Authorities. The former term is used in situa-
tions where the body responsible for running the port (Port
Authority in a broad sense) assumes also direct responsibility for
carrying out all, or almost all, operations performed within the
port area. The latter term, by contrast, refers to a situation in
which the activities of the Port Authority are limited to the mere
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management of the territory (infrastructure construction, devel-
opment planning), while traffic management is left to private
operators. Most port models encountered in practice fall some-
where in between these two ideal situations.

Thus, Hamburg, Bremen, Antwerp and Rotterdam can
undoubtedly be classified as landlord Port Authorities although
this interpretation may be open to question in cases where the
port Administration controls terminal undertakings (as in Bre-
men and Hamburg). Before the recent reforms, Italian and Span-
ish ports would be classified as Comprehensive. In recent years,
however, there has been a marked tendency to exonerate Port
Authorities from traffic management tasks and to orient them
rather towards territorial management and tasks of co-ordination
and supervision. Similar trends appear in Greece with the recent-
ly proposed reforms.

Commercial and a public service ports

Within the framework of port organisation, another impor-
tant distinction needs to be made, especially useful in distin-
guishing between various types of comprehensive ports. Indeed,
there are organisations in which, at least by tradition, the role of
the port as a public service provider is emphasised. As a result,
port operations tend to be fairly loosely related to market criteria.
Such ports are usually subject to strict public control and are
often relieved, in no small measure, from the constraints of relat-
ing costs to revenues. Formerly, this tendency was typically seen
in countries of Latin tradition and in Greece. Nowadays howev-
er, economic realities are rapidly changing these perceptions here
too. For these countries, moving beyond the concept of the Com-
prehensive Port Authority and allowing greater scope for private
sector participation are manifestations of a single evolutionary
trend.

By contrast, in the Anglo-Saxon tradition, the concept of the
Comprehensive Port Authority and the notion of the port as a
public service provider often do not coincide. The extent of the
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Port Authority’s responsibilities does not appear to stem so much
from the perception of the port as a public service provider, as
from the tendency to consider the port as a single entity run
under commercial principles. The trust ports in Britain and Den-
mark (Copenhagen) fit well under this description. In Britain,
this trend has certainly been strengthened by recent moves
towards privatisation. Of course, an essential requirement of this
approach is to make port management accountable for results
and to oblige the Port Authority to use its own funds to finance
the investments it deems necessary for the development of the
port.

2.3. An attempt at classification based on the degree of man-
agement autonomy and on the range of responsibilities under-
taken

In view of the fact that the various traditional classifications
appear to be unsatisfactory, the question arises as to whether it
might be possible to go beyond formal aspects and to focus on
the essential factors that characterise the way in which a port
works. It is believed here that these factors can be identified in
the degree of management autonomy and in the breadth of
responsibilities attributed to the Port Authority.

While fully aware that a classification based on non-formal
aspects risks being considered as arbitrary, it is still felt that the
attempt is worth undertaking. Moreover, the data gathered in a
desk analysis will inevitably present gaps and incongruities,
which may make it difficult to draw firm conclusions. Neverthe-
less, it is believed that this kind of exercise may constitute a first
step towards a better understanding of the differences that cur-
rently exist among the various Community ports. Undoubtedly,
adequate knowledge of the specifics of the various ports is a pre-
requisite for the successful formulation of a common port policy.

The first approach should be to understand and appreciate
for each Port Authority or Port managing body the actual extent
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of the two said factors. The tables A and B show that for each fac-
tor (responsibilities and authonomy) and for each aspect of them,
different situations are possible according to the cross-reading
(high/low).

Table A
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Table B
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But how to apprise the importance of the two factors? In
order to try a tentative application of this approach, a list of sub-
factors for each of the two main factors has been inventoried and
given a value. The decision tree shows the analyses.

The following tables 1.1 and 1.2 lists - with respect to the ports
considered in the previous charts and as far as the available infor-
mation permits - the factors that can be used to assess the degree
of management autonomy and breadth of responsibilities of a
port, and each port has been given a score as a percentage of the impor-
tance of each factor.
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table 1.1: Sub-factors for Authonomy; % of importance tentatively assigned
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table 1.2: Sub-factors for Competences/Responsibilities: % of importance tentatively
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On the basis of the tentatively attributed scores, the ports
have been classified according to their degree of autonomy and
range of management responsibilities. This classification is
admittedly "unscientific". Nevertheless, it may help to give a con-
cise idea of the current situation. Table 1.3 shows the situation. It
should be underlined that the table does not indicate the effec-
tiveness nor the competitive position of the ports. It just tries to
summarise the actual extent of authonomy and responsibilities

beyond traditional definitions

1.3: Chart of the different ports’ setting
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3. The question of port infrastructure financing

3.1. Introductory considerations: the difficulty of establishing
an unequivocal definition of infrastructure

The determination of criteria for the financing of port infra-
structure is closely related to the institutional aspects and man-
agement philosophies of ports and/ or their controlling bodies, as
well as to an understanding of what exactly it is that is defined as
“port infrastructure’. Indeed, depending on management struc-
tures, degree of financial and management autonomy, tradition,
and general evolution in policy-making, one encounters different
methods of financing port infrastructure and different responsi-
bilities for its construction and maintenance.

The analysis in this part of the study aims only to present the
existing situation and current set-ups seen in EU ports, without
an attempt explain the macroeconomic considerations underly-
ing each port financing system and the way they have evolved
over time in various EU member States. This is done in the fol-
lowing Work Packages.

A number of different classifications and definitions of port
infrastructure are currently in use. One distinction, for example,
is between large sea defence works and other infrastructure.
Another classification that is often adopted (this is particularly
the case of Hamburg, Bremen and Antwerp) distinguishes
between infrastructure located inside or outside the port area.
Finally, frequent use is made of the notion of superstructure,
taken to mean the equipment, machinery and constructions (e.g.
cranes, lifting gear, warehouses, offices) needed to operate a cer-
tain part of the infrastructure.

However, such classifications, commonly used and often
endorsed in important regulations on financing, may or may not
have an economic justification, and are often made in order to
give solution to technical problems. For example:

* the distinction between large sea defence works and other
infrastructure evidently stems from the realisation that the for-
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mer type of works are destined for collective use rather than for
the benefit of a given user. As a result, such works are generally
regarded as the responsibility of the public sector (State,
Autonomous Region or Land);

* on the other hand, the distinction between works located inside
or outside the port area stems from the need to identify the bod-
ies responsible for their construction and maintenance, but this
distinction does not take into account the nature or type of
intended use. Indeed, inside the port area, infrastructure for gen-
eral use (e.g. a quay designated as “public”) may co-exist along-
side infrastructure of the same kind, but which is allocated to the
exclusive use of a given operator (e.g. a terminal operator). It
should furthermore be pointed out that making a Port Authority
responsible for the construction of infrastructure of the latter
kind does not necessarily imply that such infrastructure must be
financed out of the Port Authority's own funds;

Obviously, any definition is legitimate and valid as long as it
allows a reasonable line of conduct to be established. However,
the problem which arises at European level is that the definitions
adopted are not unequivocal, and it may therefore be difficult to
establish a common rule. Bearing this reservation in mind, the
following tables depict the current situation, with reference to
specific works rather than to the above-mentioned categories.
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2.1 ESSENTIAL INFRASTRUCTURES: MARITIME ACCESS WORKS: sea locks,

channels
Member Port Cost of investment Cost of maintenance Remarks
States
| Belgium Antwerp 100% Flemish Region 100% —P.A
Denmark Copenhagen 100% State outside port 100% State outside port
100% P.A. inside port 100% P.A. inside port
Finland 100% State outside port 100% State outside port
100% P.A. inside port 100% P.A. inside port
France Marseilles B0% State 100% State
20% PA.
port of national| 30% to 50% State 30% to 50% State
interest
70% to 50% PA 70% to 50% PA.
Germany Bremen 100% State outside port 100% State outside port
100% P.A inside port 100% P.A. inside port P.A. = City of Bremen
Hamburg 100% State outside port 100% Stale outside port
100% P.A. inside port 100% P.A, inside port P.A_=City of | g
Greece Firaeus 100% P A 100% PA
lredand Dhubiin 100% P.A 100% PA.
Italy Genoa 100% State 100% State P.A. may financially
Netherlands | Rofferdam 66% State 100% State P.A. has been responsible
for entire initial cost of
W%PA further deepening the
maritime access channels
over 57
Portugal Lishon 100% State 100% PA, The State may
exceptionally provide for
initial nvestments
Spain Barcelona 100% PA 100% PA Financing may be available
from the Puertos del
Estados
Sweden Helsingborg 100% PA 100% PA P.A= Port Company
United Dover 100% PA. 100% P.A,
Felixstowe 100% PA. 100% PA. P.A.isHarwich Haven
Aty
Southampion 100% PA. 100% P A
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2.2 ESSENTIAL INFRASTRUCTURES: DEFENCE WORKS: breakwaters

Member Port Caost of investment Cost of maintenance Remarks
States
Belgium Antwerp 100% Flemish Eﬂ 100% Flemish region
Denmark Copenhiagen | 100°% PA. 100% P.A
Finland 100% State outside port 100% State outside port
100% P.A inside port 100% P.A. inside port
France Marssilles B80°% State 100% State
20% PA.
port of national | 30% to 50% State 30% to 50% State
interest
T0% o 50% PA T0% to 50% PA.
Germany Bremen 100% State outside port 100% State outside port P.A. = City of Bremen
100% P.A. inside port 100% P.A. inside port
Hamburg 100% State outside part 100% State outside port PA. = City of Hamburg
100% PA. inside port 100% P A, inside port
Greece Pirasus 100% PA. 100% PA
Ireland Dubiin 100% PA. 100% PA.
Haly Genoa 100% State 100% State P.A. may financially
intervene
Metherlands | Rotferdam 66% State 100% State
IR PA
Portugal Lishan 100% PA. 100% PA. National Government
can help with a capital
investment
Spain Barceiona 100% PA 100% P A Financing may be
available from the
Puertos del Estados
Sweden Helsingborg 100% PA. 100% PA P.A.= Port Company
United Dover 100% PA. 100% PA.
Kingdom
Falixstowe 100% PA. 100% PA
Southampion | 100% PA. 100% PA
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2.3 ESSENTIAL INFRASTRUCTURES: LAND ACCESS: raillroad network

Member Port Cost of investment Cost of maintenance Remarks
States
100% State rails 100% State rais
100% Flemish Reg, roads. 100% Flemish Reg. roads
40% to 100% P A inside port | 40% fo 100% PA. inside port
according 1o the importance of
the i
100% State outside port 100% State outside port
1W%PAME 100% P.A. inside port
100% State outside port 100% State outside port
100% PA._ inside port 100% P.A. inside port
80% State 100% State
20% PA.
30% to 50% State 30% to 50% State
70% to 50% PA. T0% to 50% PA
100% State outside port 100% State outside port P.A. = City of Bremen
100% PA, inside port 100% PA. inside port
100% State outside port 100% State outside port P.A. = City of Hamburg
100% PA inside port 100% P.A. inside port
100% PA, 100% PA
100% PA. 120% PA
100% State 100% State Rail service inside to the port
P'?‘,“M”
il ..
100% State outside terminals | 100% State  outside  outside i o g
terminals between state and PA.
100% private inside|
inal . 100% P.A. inside inalk
100% PA 100% PA
100% PA 100% PA
100% PA 100% PA. P.A = Port Company
100% PA. 100% PA
100% PA. 100% PA
100% PA 100% PA.
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2.4 ESSENTIAL INFRASTRUCTURES: NAVIGATIONAL AIDS: Lights, beacon edges

Mamber Port Cost of investment Cost of maintenance Remarks
States
Belgium Antwerp 100% Region on Schelde 100% Region on Scheide
100%!’)\_@;\9!( 100‘%PA'!|M
Denmark Copenhagen | 100% State outside port 100% State outside port
m%m.'ms-'ae_g 100% P.A. inside port
Finland 100% State outside port 100% State outside port
100% P.A inside port 100% P A, inside port
France Marseilles B0% State
20% PA.
port of national | 30% to 50% State 30% to 50% State
interest
70% to 50% P A 70% to 50% PA
Germany Bramen 100% State outside port 100% State outside port P A = city of Bremen
100% P A inside port 100% P A inside port
Hamburg 100% Stade outside port 100% State outside port P A= city of Hamburg
100% PA. inside port 100% P.A. inside port
Greece Piraeus 100% P A 100% PA.
Ireland Dubiin IIZD%F.A.MEOII 100% P A, inside port
| italy Genoa 100% State 100% State
Netherlands | Rotferdam 100% State outside port 100% State outside port
66% State inside port 100% P.A. inside port
H%P.Ahsidem
Portugal Lishon 100% Mavy (Lights buoys etc) | 100% Navy (Lights buoys etc.}
100% PA radar 100% P A. radar
Spain Barcelona 100% PA. 100% PA
Swed Helsingborg | 100% P.A 100% PA. P.A = Port Company
!.‘Ifmod Dover 100% P A, 100% P.A,
Felixstowe 100% P A, 100% P.Amnside pot, Harwich
Haven Authonty access channel
Socma_rrgwr 100% P.A. inside port 100% P A m
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2.5 INFRASTRUCTURES IN PORT AREA:

moles, quays, docks, jetties, yards

Member States Port Costof i Cost of Remarks
Belgium Antwerp 60% Flemish Region | 100% PA. From revamping of existing
infrastructures the Public sector
40% PA. contribution can be up to 80%
100% PA. 100% P.A Private sector is responsible only
for some specialised terminals
100% PA. 100% P.A,
60% State 60% State
40% PA. 40% PA
30% to 50% State 30% to 50% State
70% o 50% P.A 70% to 50% PA.
100% PA 100% P.A. P.A = city of Bremen
100% PA 100% PA. P.A.= city of Hamburg
100% PA 100% P.A.
100% PA 100% P.A
100% State 100% PA. mscaggi:rsan_mml
100% PA. 100% PA
100% PA 100% PA.
100% PA 100% PA
100% PA 100% P.A. P.A.= Port Company
100% P.A. 100% PA.
100% P.A 100% PA.
100% PA 100% PA
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2.6 SUPERSTRUCTURES: berth equipment, quay-cranes, other means, warehouses,

sheds, office...
Member States Port Cost of investment Cost of maintenance Remarks
Belgi Antwerp 100% Privale sector 100% Private sactor
Denmark Copenhag 100% Private sector 100% Private sector
100% P.A. (cranes) 100% P.A )
Finland 100% Private sector 100% Private sector
France Marseilles 100% PA. 100% PA
jport of national | 100% PA. 100% PA.
intorost
ry Bremen 100% Private secior 100% Private sector
F i) 100% Private seclor 100% Private sector
Greece Firagus 100% PA 100% PA
Ireland Dublir 100% PA. 100% PA
Italy Ganoa 100% PA 100% Private sector
Netherlands Rottero: 100% Private secior 100% Private sector
| Portugal Lisbon 100% PA. 100% PA
SE 100% P.A, 100% P.A.

Heisingborg 100% Private sector 100% Private sector PA_ superintend -
everything conceming
specialised terminals

WMKIM Dowver 100% PA. 100% PA

Felixstows 100% PA. 100% P A

Southampton | 100% PA, 100% P.A. and private sector Stevedoring
responsible for cargo
handiing equipment
other than cranage.
South. Container
Terminais Lid

ures at the
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3.2. Cost recovery policies adopted

a) 3.2.1. The situation of Port Authorities

Taking into account the situation as reconstructed above, the
following observations can be made:
* the distinction between large infrastructure works and other
port works is almost always seen to underlie state intervention in
financing. Such intervention is generally substantial, although
there is no shortage of cases where a contribution is made by the
Port Authority or by other bodies. When financing is undertaken
by the State or other public bodies, port users are not charged in
a way that allows full cost recovery. This can be explained by the
indivisible nature of the infrastructure, meant to serve users col-
lectively. The case of a Comprehensive Port Authority that enjoys
broad financial and management autonomy may, however, be
viewed differently. In such a case, the Port Authority can bear the
entire cost of large infrastructure investments, since it may be
argued that this cost can be financed by the revenues the port
generates. Nevertheless, the contribution of each user still
remains largely indeterminate, and there is no reasonable corre-
lation between the use of the infrastructure and the cost borne by
the individual users;
* It is often heard that P.A.s are responsible for investments with-
in the port area. More often than not, such statements give rise to
confusion and are often erroneously taken to mean the existence
of a ‘financial’ responsibility (the confusion is further com-
pounded by the use of such terms as ‘Autonomous Port’). In
practice, it only means a “technical’ responsibility for planning
and development, while funds are provided centrally. The ports
of Bremen and Hamburg are a case in point, since it is the Land’s
responsibility to provide the funds necessary for construction.
Even in the case of Rotterdam and Antwerp, the existence of an
autonomous balance sheet (that should normally imply financial
autonomy too) does not always preclude the current practice of
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financing port works from funds provided by the public author-
ity (municipality);

* adoption of the category "superstructure" has the advantage of
providing a criterion for identifying the subjects responsible for
its financing, while at the same time providing guidelines for the
non-discriminatory treatment of the private operators to whom
the facilities are allocated. The policy of charging private users
with the cost of these so-called superstructures is explicitly stat-
ed by those ports that have greater management autonomy
(Great Britain and Denmark) as well as those with a tradition as
Landlord Port Authorities. It should nevertheless be pointed out
that, even where this principle is firmly established, exceptions
may be encountered due to the lingering traditional perceptions
that would still like to view ports as responsible for providing all
the equipment necessary for port operations. In the port of
Antwerp, for example, one may still come across cases where an
area is rented together with its superstructure and/or cargo-han-
dling equipment, in spite of its policy of selling-off superstruc-
tures to the private bodies that exploit them. The practice of sup-
plying superstructures (especially cargo-handling equipment) is
wicespread in Italian ports, and apparently it is also encountered
in Spanish ports. In principle, the rents charged ought to take into
account superstructure costs. However, there are other, perhaps
more important, criteria determining rent policy, such as the
competitive situation of the private enterprises in the port as well
as the rents charged in competing ports;

On concluding this brief review, it may be claimed that in no
case are the principles of infrastructure cost recovery put forward
by the Commission actually applied. Obviously, this de facto situ-
ation does not mean that one should not continue to search for
different or more efficient solutions. However, it is clear that any
such solution must be based on a realistic proposal to revise the
current juridical and organisational set-ups and management
philosophies currently in use.
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b) 3.2.2. The position of private undertakings

So far, the question of cost recovery has been examined with
regard to the position of the Port Authorities. It can however be
observed that in all ports private operators pay rents to Port
Authorities for the use of port areas and, as the case may be,
superstructures. The question therefore arises as to whether the
policies commonly adopted with regard to rents conform to the
cost recovery principles put forward by the Commission; that is
to say, whether the criteria used for the determination of rents are
in line with the principle that the user of the infrastructure
should bear its cost.

If we now consider the issue from that point of view, we can
assert that there are no demonstrable cases where the port oper-
ator is called upon to bear the full cost (including external costs)
of the infrastructure it uses. Indeed:

* when the port is run as a "total organisation", according to the
principle of the Comprehensive Port Authority, the question of
remunerative use of the facilities allocated to the various types of
traffic does not arise, since the Port Authority is able to fix its
prices in such a way as to offset losses in one sector with profits
in another. Thus, for instance, handling charges may be kept low
and port dues correspondingly high. What counts in this case, as
far as full cost recovery is concerned, is the overall result of the
Port Authority;

* in the case of Port Authorities organised on the basis of the
Landlord concept, it is normally the Port Authority which pro-
vides the infrastructure (often with the aid of public funds), sub-
sequently imposing a rent on the firms that operate it. While this
rent is presumably linked to the sum invested, it is also partly
determined by the general objectives the PA strives to achieve
(e.g. development of new traffic) and by the investments
made/planned by the operators themselves. Indeed, most Euro-
pean Port Authorities enjoy a considerable degree of discretion in
determining rent policy, in that they take into account the gener-
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al objectives of port development, the advantages that lease con-
tracts may bring to the economic development of the port, and
the relationship built up with lessees. It should moreover be
pointed out that, even when fairly rigid criteria exist for the
establishment of rents, these concern predominantly the value of
the area and equipment, and show little correlation with the
investments made;

* In the case of state-run ports without autonomous balance
sheets or responsibility for providing infrastructure (e.g. Italian
ports which have no Port Authority), to require private enter-
prises bear the burden of investments would not be congruent
with the notion of the port as public property.

4. The practical applicability of the “user pays” principle
and the marginal cost criterion in the port sector

4.1 Practical difficulties in applying the “user pays” principle
in the port sector

In general terms the application of the “user pays” principle
in charging for the use of certain types of infrastructure that are
increasingly viewed as ‘private good’, such as that of many com-
mercial ports, has considerable merit as it is in line with funda-
mental considerations of fair competition and economic efficien-
cy. However, the principle cannot be applied indiscriminately to
every situation without taking into account the specific condi-
tions of the case in point.

With regard to port infrastructure, there are some specific

conditions which would make across-the-board application of
the principle unrealistic and unfair, especially in the short-medi-
um term. The following circumstances deserve particular atten-
tion:
* the indivisibility of many types of infrastructure (large sea-
defence works, navigational aids) which are utilised by such a
wide range of users that it would be impossible to set a charge
based on the individual subject’s use;
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* the gap which frequently exists between the creation of the
infrastructure and its use, and the corresponding gap between
responsibility for constructing the infrastructure and the right to
use it. The construction of port works - just like that of all large
transport infrastructure - generally falls within the objectives of
territorial planning and socio-economic cohesion: upgrading the
general logistical system and redressing the balance between
developed and underdeveloped regions. This involves a high
degree of public responsibility and a clear need to tap public
funds, not least because the initiatives undertaken are aimed at
creating favourable conditions for the development of firms. In
such cases, the benefits of infrastructure investment are meant to
be diffused in the national/regional economy by and large, and
consequently it would be unfair to charge the costs of infrastruc-
ture development solely on direct users.

* Given the above socio-economic parameters underlying the
development of infrastructure, investments deemed desirable by
the public sector are usually not equally attractive to the private
sector which is mainly concerned with the financial return on
their investments. This realisation is, among other things, reflect-
ed in the considerable disparity between social discount rates,
used in the appraisal of public investment, and market rates of
return, which are the yardsticks of the private sector. In addition,
capital indivisibilities, long gestation periods and low capacity
utilisation until demand picks up are all factors that limit the pri-
vate sector’s interest to invest in infrastructure such as ports.

It must be acknowledged that the Commission has shown its
awareness of these specific conditions which suggest a cautious
and gradual application of the “user pays’ principle. In the Green
Paper on ports and maritime infrastructure, various possible
exceptions are set out. Indeed, large sea-defence works are
excluded (point 51); the need to proceed gradually and with due
consideration of the different forms of port organisation is recog-
nised (point 54); the need to consider the problems of underde-
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veloped (point 42) and peripheral (point 54) regions is stated, as
is the necessity of ensuring that charging systems are congruent
with those of other modes of transport (point 54).

4.2 Some practical difficulties in applying the marginal cost
principle

The economic ramifications of applying the Marginal Cost
Pricing principle in the port sector have been examined in detail
in WP1.1. This brief section aims only to highlight two particular
difficulties which emerge from the set-up of ports and from the
nature of port works.

In the context of ports, the notion of Marginal Cost could well
be taken to mean the extra costs incurred in serving the last ship
entering the port within a certain period of time. Seen in this per-
spective, MCP may be quite appropriate in large infrastructure
works (such as roads) that could be subject to the payment of a
toll, to be exacted individually from users, and for as long as the
infrastructure is financed, constructed and run by the same enti-
ty. Port infrastructure, however, is unlikely to fit into this pattern.
In this respect, the following observations can be made:

In ports, “allocated” facilities and equipment (in the sense that
their management is exclusively entrusted to a given operator,
who in turn provides a service to users) are to be found alongside
large defence works and access facilities (breakwaters, offshore
sea-dykes, access channels, locks, etc) which serve the port com-
munity as a whole.

With regard to the latter infrastructure, it is conceptually pos-
sible to determine the additional running and maintenance costs
attributable to the last transport unit that utilises the infrastruc-
ture. In practice, however, this task would certainly be problem-
atic, even if rough averages were to be adopted. For instance, the
wave motion set up by a ship entering port may well contribute
to the wear and tear of the protective sea-dyke. However, to
quantify the additional damage caused by this wave motion as
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opposed to that wrought by nature itself would be a quite diffi-
cult proposition.

Less problematic cases might also be considered, such as that
of the disturbance a ship entering port through an access channel
might cause to the channel bed; or that of a ship berthing at a
quay to load or unload. In these two cases it is more reasonable
to raise the question of damage caused to the channel (for exam-
ple, by the shifting of sediment and the erosion of the banks due
to excessive speed) or of the deterioration of the quay due to the
use of one or more bow thrusters in berthing. It nevertheless
remains extremely difficult to quantify this damage, except in
specific cases of technically improper operations; even here, how-
ever, such cases normally give rise to claims for compensation
and cannot therefore be treated in terms of charges.

5. The issue of technical-nautical services

The issue of technical-nautical services (pilotage, towage and
mooring) should also be examined with regard to the objective
of charging users fairly for the services in question. In this spe-
cific sector only the "user pays" principle is stressed, and the
guideline put forward by the Commission leads to a process of
gradual liberalisation, with a view to ensuring free access to the
market and transparent and non-discriminatory charges (Green
paper on sea ports and maritime infrastructure, p. 27). However,
the fundamental principle of maintaining safety in ports is
underlined.

Once again, it should be noted that different approaches are
adopted in the various Community ports and this fact should be
taken into account when drawing up appropriate policies. It is
worth examining the three types of nautical service separately.

5.1. Pilotage
The use of pilotage services is generally mandatory, with
exceptions being made for small craft and other specifically
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determined cases. These exceptions are normally defined with
regard to specific circumstances (in particular, the frequency
with which the vessel enters and leaves port, and the captain’s
knowledge of the port itself). In organisational terms, the service
is always run exclusively by a given organisation. This exclusive
management is justified by the need to regulate traffic entering
and leaving port in a co-ordinated and centralised way. Differ-
ences among ports are seen in the way the service is provided, as
is revealed in the sample of ports examined in section 1.2 above.
* there are cases (France, Ireland, Italy, Spain, and Holland since
1988) where pilotage is provided by “pilotage corporations”
organised on a private basis but subject to certain forms of con-
trol on the part of the maritime or Port Authorities. Such control
consists both of approving charges and of verifying the profes-
sional competence of the pilots and the adequacy of the equip-
ment used to provide the service;
* in other cases, pilots are classed as civil servants with a fixed
salary, and are employees of the State or municipality (Portugal,
Greece, Denmark, Finland, Sweden);
* there are also cases in which the Port Authorities themselves
provide the service (United Kingdom);
* finally, there are mixed cases, in which the State and the Port
Authorities have joint responsibility; Antwerp and Hamburg
being the notable examples. In Antwerp, pilotage along the river
Schelde is regarded as a public service and the pilots are there-
fore civil servants with a fixed salary; inside the port area, how-
ever, a private co-operative operates under the control of the Port
Authority. In Hamburg, pilotage on the river Elbe is provided by
a private organisation, to which the federal state supplies the
craft and other equipment; inside the port, a private organisation
has exclusive operating rights under the control of the Port
Authority.

It is thus rather obvious that, in cases where pilotage is pro-
vided as a public service by a public organisation, it is difficult to




LAB. DI POLITICA EUROPEA MARITTIMO-PORTUALE 417

assess whether all the costs of the service are charged to those
who use it. Indeed, the concept of public service does not nor-
mally require cost recovery from users, since the beneficiary is
society at large. The relevant issue is thus cost-relatedness rather
than cost recovery.

In cases where the service is provided by organisations on a
private basis, the costs are certainly borne by the user (except for
particular subsidies for the provision of equipment). Here too,
perhaps for different reasons, the problem becomes one of cost-
relatedness and fair charging. Indeed, in such cases, the service
provider holds a dominant position and it is more than likely he
may be tempted to abuse it, unless central price control is excer-
sised in a way that allows the service provider to enjoy an ade-
quate return on his investments, while at the same time ensuring
that consumer surplus remains to the benefit of society.

For the sake of completeness, the case should alsc be men-
tioned where a service is paid for but not provided. This occurs
in France, where certain ships are exempt from using pilotage
services but are still obliged to pay a charge. Moreover, it is
worth noting that this imposition is considered to be a contribu-
tion to a service of collective utility, and does not appear to raise
any objections on the part of those involved.

5.2. Towage

Due to the nature of the service, towage requires less opera-
tional co-ordination, and thus it offers less justification for exclu-
sive rights or and mandatory use. Indeed, use of the service is not
generally obligatory, except in special situations; moreover,
numerous cases are encountered in which two or more operators
compete within a single port. A glance at the description of the
general situation of Community ports above reveals the follow-
ing cases as deserving closer attention:
¢ in France and Italy the service is not in principle obligatory, but
may become so if particular orders are issued by the Maritime
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Authority or are requested by the pilot. The service is generally
provided by a private organisation operating exclusively.
Charges are fixed within individual ports after consultation with
all parties involved. Such involvement does not, however, pre-
vent complaints being made about the level of charges and,
sometimes, about the actual need or extent (e.g. two tugs instead
of one) of use.

* other ports (Antwerp, Rotterdam, Barcelona, Hamburg) have
introduced - not without a degree of difficulty and controversy -
a more competitive situation, in that two or more towage com-
panies operate in the same port, and all are under obligation to
co-operate and to make themselves available to the Port Author-
ity in the event of emergency;

» finally, there are cases where the service is provided by the Port
Authorities themselves (United Kingdom, the port of Lexoes in
Portugal).

5.3. Mooring

Mooring is, by its very nature, an essential operation. The
question of whether or not it should be obligatory does not there-
fore arise. Moreover, there is no doubt that there is a collective
interest in the organisation of this service, which must be ren-
dered to whoever requests it and must be guaranteed perma-
nently. The most widely adopted solution involves entrusting
mooring to workers’ co-operatives - with de facto or de juro exclu-
sive rights - which apply charges that are subject to the control of
the maritime or Port Authorities. The problems that arise in the
provision of this service do not relate so much to its obligatory
character, nor to the relevance of the service to port safety.
Rather, they concern two other questions:
* whether the service should be assigned exclusively to a single
organisation;
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* whether a shipowner or a terminal operator should be allowed
to carry out mooring operations without recourse to a specialised
organisation.

With regard to the first question, it should be pointed out that
in all the ports examined, with the exception of Hamburg, only
one organisation is to be found. This situation is generally justi-
fied on the grounds that, since mooring services have to be guar-
anteed in the entire port and to be available round-the-clock, they
must be homogeneously structured and thus carried out by a sin-
gle organisation. Exceptions to this rule are found in the ports of
Hamburg, Barcelona and Lisboa, where small family-based
organisations operate. Even here, however, different zones of the
port area are allocated to different organisations. Nevertheless,
this does constitute a potentially competitive situation, at least
when charges are freely negotiated, since the greater efficiency of
one organisation may have a price-capping effect on others.

As far as the second question is concerned, a distinction is
generally made between the de facto situation and the official
position. In many ports there is no formal objection in perform-
ing mooring operations with one’s own staff. In practice, howev-
er, this does not happen, as the operators prefer to make use of
an organisation that ensures a certain degree of flexibility, as well
as specific experience. A very flexible procedure is encountered
only in Greece, where mooring may be carried out by the indi-
vidual operator.

In Italy, mooring is carried out by organisations having exclu-
sive operating rights. Although private co-operatives, they are
responsible for a public service, and are therefore subject to the
control of the maritime authority. The question has been debated
as to whether such operations should be allowed to be carried
out by an operator's own personnel.

This possibility has been granted to shipowners, but on con-
ditions that, in practice, make "self-service" very difficult and
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costly. For the terminal operator, by contrast, “self-service” is for-
bidden.2

The situation in Spain and France is similar to that of Italy, in
that the service is provided by a co-operative with exclusive
operating rights, with the Port Authority supervising the fixing
of charges. Apart from Hamburg, ports in other member States
differ from the above, since they allow the operator greater scope
to carry out mooring operations directly. As has already been
observed, this greater latitude is not exploited in practice, except
in Greece.

To conclude this brief review of the organisation of mooring
services, it should be noted that, with regard to the possibility of
applying the "user pays" principle, the same difficulties are
encountered as those which have been cited in connection with
towage:

- the fact that an organisation possesses a dominant position
entails the risk of abuse through charges that are not related to

the cost of the services actually rendered;

2. The Authority for the Protection of Competition and Markets, a legally
constituted body (law N°® 287, 10 October 1990) whose institutional task is to
safeguard free competition and markets and which enjoys special powers of
supervision and intervention, has adopted an opposing stance with a view to
safeguarding fair competition. This view has not, however, had any great prac-
tical impact. It should also be mentioned that the exclusive rights of mooring
organisations have been the subject of a legal controversy which led to a pro-
nouncement by the Court of Justice of the European Community ( judgment of
18th June 1998 in case C-266/96). The Court, however, affirmed that a member
state may limit to one operator the right to carry out mooring operations if this
is deemed necessary for safety reasons. Moreover, it set down that such a situ-
ation is not liable to censure unless material abuse of a dominant position can
be demonstrated. Finally, the Court established that, once it has been ascer-
tained that a service meets safety needs, the charging of a direct supplement to
cover the costs incurred for safety purposes is not incompatible with the Treaty.
More recently, an Italian civil court has statued the illegality of the monopoly of
the mooring cooperative and the right to the “autoproduzione” (self produc-
tion) of the mooring service.
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- quite often, job attributes (such as the obligation to ensure
round-the-clock service or the need to supply sufficient equip-
ment and manpower to handle peak demand) that would nor-
mally be found in many private enterprises have been used to
justify mooring as a public service. Such traits, however, are not
directed to society but to the user of the service and the only
“public interest” characteristic of services like mooring is the cost
of training that has to meet the requirements of safe port opera-
tions.

6. Concluding remarks

This part of the study has demonstrated the substantial
“diversity’ prevailing among European Union ports with regard
to their financing and charging practices. This diversity is deeply
rooted in the various juridical and cultural traditions and it is
compounded by the equally divergent port management styles,
related responsibilities and degree of autonomy.

These factors make the need for uniform methods of cost
recovery and related pricing a most complex issue, requiring a
gradual, step-by-step approach. Undoubtedly, such an approach
should respect national perceptions particularly with regard to
the treatment and functions of public investment, still the pre-
rogative of Member States.

However, considerable progress could be made in efforts
aimed at harmonising definitions and classifications of port infra-
structure. It is believed that current delimitations (e.g. invest-
ments inside or outside the port area) often lack economic ratio-
nale and are instead based on technical expediency or geograph-
ical (dis)advantage (e.g. dredging). A classification based on
“intended use” is thus a prerequisite for determining how invest-
ment costs should be apportioned between direct users and soci-
ety.

Affording ports greater financial autonomy could go a long
way towards achieving cost recovery through efficient pricing.
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However, this is clearly a political decision and it goes hand-in-
hand with efforts to ensure adequate intra-port competition
either at the operational level or through rent/lease policies. In
both cases, the supervising role of the State, in its broad sense,
ought to be central.

Finally as far as nautical services are concerned, the issue is
not so much pricing and cost recovery as cost-relatedness. As a
result of the very nature of the service, the size of the market (and
thus (im)possibilities to increase competition) and port safety
considerations, nautical services are either in the hands of the
State (in its broad sense) or are provided privately but mostly
under exclusive rights. The potential of abuse of dominant posi-
tion is thus real and this problem can be addressed either
through encouraging competition or through more effective
price control.
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PUNTUAZIONE TRA ITALIA-FRANCIA-SPAGNA

A Livorno il 15 febbraio 2002 si & tenuto un importante incontro
tra i Ministri dei Trasporti di Francia, Italia e Spagna, che ha avuto
come tema l'incremento del trasporto a corto raggio (cabotaggio). Si
deve sottolineare come questo & il primo caso in cui degli stati
membri della C.E.E. si sono riuniti per redigere una simile dichia-
razione, che finalmente dia spazio e sviluppo all'auspicato trasferi-
mento del trasporto merci su ruote a quello su nave o su rotaie.

Altra meritevole iniziativa si deve non solo all'autonoma lun-
gimiranza e buona volonta delle sopra citate nazioni, ma anche
ad una nuova attenzione che la stessa Unione Europea ha posto
nei confronti di tale problematica, con lo scopo di decongestiona-
re la situazione, gia critica, cui si assiste su maggiore parte delle
arterie di collegamento terrestri.

Difatti, il sopracitato vertice ruota intorno al programma
Marco Polo, che sara operativo a far data dal 2003 e che potra
contare su risorse finanziarie pari a 25 milioni d’euro destinate a
finanziare non solo lo sviluppo del cabotaggio all'interno delle
singole entita statali, ma anche, e questo & I'aspetto di maggiore
novita, il trasporto marittimo a corto raggio fra le diverse nazio-
ni appartenenti alla C.E.E..

I Ministri presenti a Livorno hanno avvertito subito quali pos-
sano essere le grandi suscettivita derivanti da questo progetto
europeo ossia: 'opportunita di creare nuove infrastrutture tali da
permettere lo sfruttamento in modo migliore e pitt proficuo delle
cosi dette autostrade del mare, ora gia utilizzate, oltre alla suscet-
tivita di crearne di nuove.
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Difatti, il rilievo proprio di questi primi passi in tale campo si
coglie oltre che per I'incremento di quelli che sono i collegamenti
a fini commerciali tra Stati, anche per la possibilita di un futuro
abbattimento dei costi di trasporto e di una loro maggiore rapi-
dita: se si riuscisse, come si auspica con questi tentativi di dialogo,
ad avere una buona interconnessione tra vie d'acqua e di terra,
probabilmente si raggiungerebbero dei grandi obiettivi addirittu-
ra superiori a quelli pianificati con il progetto Marco Polo.

Tutto questo, in pili, non & solo finalizzato ad un aspetto
meramente economico, bensi, anche, ad uno scopo comune di
salvaguardia dell'ambiente, perché, com’e noto, il traffico su
gomma comporta un inquinamento acustico rilevante e un ele-
vato, pernicioso scarico di gas tossici nell'aria, che viene a rende-
re l'atmosfera satura di polveri sottili: I'incentivazione e I'utilizzo
di tipi di trasporto alternativo possono in parte razionalizzare la
corrivita della situazione attuale.

E importante, quindi, dare risalto alla dichiarazione franco-
ispano-italiana, qui di seguito riportata, in vista del Consiglio
Informale dei Trasporti, che si terra il 13 maggio a Gijon, nell’au-
spicio che tutti i paesi facenti parte della C.E.E. colgano il decisi-
vo ruolo tecnico-operativo del cabotaggio nell’ambito del pro-
gramma d’attuazione del commercio europeo.

I riferimenti superiormente esplicati valgono per quanto con-
cerne la sede comunitaria.

Viceversa, in sede nazionale, & stata intavolata un’apposita
concertazione sulla logistica e sulle autostrade del mare presso il
Ministero delle Infrastrutture e Trasporti.

E noto che I'iniziativa fu a suo tempo sollecitata dal presiden-
te di Confindustria Antonio D’ Amato e dai presidenti delle prin-
cipali associazioni di settore.

L'iniziativa di cui & parola muove essenzialmente dall’emer-
genza trasporti e dall’'ormai ineludibile esigenza di provvedere in
un arco di tempo raccorciato, ad un riequilibrio “modale” del
sistema logistico italiano, e si inscrive nel piano dell’intavolazio-
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ne della materia, in via prioritaria, come il censimento-mappa
delle strozzature infrastrutturali nel collegamento tra porti, mer-
cati di consumo e produzione.

Al fine di rispondere alle spinte esercitate dall’Ue, e segnata-
mente a quelle derivanti da rischi di blocco che incombono
distorsivamente sul sistema stradale e autostradale, tentd di
rispondere alle stesse un convegno organizzato il 5 giugno scor-
so da Federtrasporti e dalla Confitarma.

In tale occasione vennero rese di pubblica conoscenza le risul-
tanze di una ricerca di Cetena e Cofir, che ebbero come punto car-
dinale la risorsa “autostrade del mare”, assunto a strumento inno-
vativo e risolutivo del programma d’integrazione dei trasporti.

Si profetizza che entro il 2004 le autostrade del mare, adegua-
tamente organate e strumentate, potrebbero sostituire duecento-
quarantamila mezzi pesanti I'anno, distogliendoli dal sistema
autostradale, e seicentomila entro il 2010.

Di tal che, gia 6-8 nuove grandi navi traghetto, ove entrasse-
1o in servizio sarebbero di per se stesse in grado di collegare i
maggiori porti italiani, evitando cosi che circa duecento quaran-
tamila mezzi pesanti possano congestionare e logorare la rete
autostradale, con la cancellazione dalle strade italiane di una
coda interminabile di centoventimila chilometri.

Cosi che si puo dar conto che la risorsa “autostrade del mare”
sembra oramai aver conquistato nella futura politica di sviluppo
e di razionalizzazione dei trasporti consensi irreversibili presso il
mondo della produzione che ravvisa sul valore della parita logi-
stica un nuovo scenario di competitivita sui mercati.

Sia I'intervento in sede Ue nel libro bianco sui trasporti, sia I'i-
stituito tavolo di concertazione presso il nostro Ministero delle
Infrastrutture e Trasporti, celebrano la consacrazione della fina-
lita di riequilibrio delle modalita di trasporto; una vera e propria
sfida destinata a dare attuazione al possente e fecondo progetto
in tutte le sue articolazioni tecniche ipotizzate.
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Da altro angolo di visuale, non possono passare sotto silenzio
le difficolta strutturali che si profilano da un’eccessiva frammen-
tazione degli interventi divisati: a fianco ad una crescita costante
dei servizi di cabotaggio marittimi in arrivo e in partenza dai
porti italiani si intravedono difficolta connesse sia al deficit infra-
strutturale dei collegamenti fra porti e hinterland caratterizzati
da una perniciosa moltitudine di colli di bottiglia.

Ognun vede, si tratta di realizzare, nei propositi di politica
legislativa nazionale e comunitaria, un quadro di riferimento, in
speculare correlazione con le dinamiche di un mercato sempre
piu concorrenziale idoneo ad agevolare lo spostamento da ruota
a nave di merce con utilizzo dei traghetti e dei ferry da parte
degli stessi autotrasportatori.

In ordine alle linee strategiche per lo sviluppo del cabotaggio
comunitario o trasporto marittimo a corto raggio in Europa si
possono fermare le seguenti osservazioni.

La politica comune del trasporto ha come finalita generale
I'obbiettivo di una mobilita sostenibile, cioé, di un'attivita di tra-
sporto rispettosa dell'ambiente il cui sviluppo attuale non limiti
la futura mobilita di persone e merci, e che permette il disegno di
reti di trasporto porta a porta sulla base dell'integrazione e della
coesione del mercato interno dell'Unione Europea.

I libro bianco della politica europea dei trasporti in vista del
2010 pone in evidenza il contributo del trasporto marittimo a corto
raggio in Europa nei riguardi dell'obbiettivo della mobilita soste-
nibile. Il trasporto marittimo a corto raggio comporta minori costi
esterni rispetto alle altre modalita di trasporto, tanto in materia di
congestione quanto di incidenti, rumore e inquinamento ambien-
tale. Il trasporto marittimo a corto raggio in Europa a vocazione
intermodale, conseguentemente, deve basarsi sulla complementa-
rieta tra la modalita di trasporto marittimo e le modalita di tra-
sporto terrestre. Pertanto, il suo sviluppo favorisce l'integrazione
delle distinte modalita di trasporto attraverso l'interconnessione e
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l'interoperativita della rete di trasporto marittimo e terrestre. In
particolare, si devono rendere compatibili al massimo le infra-
strutture, il materiale mobile, i servizi, i sistemi informativi e la
contrattualistica del trasporto marittimo e terrestre.

I trasporto marittimo a corto raggio integrato nelle catene marit-
timo-terrestri deve essere sufficientemente competitivo riguardo ad
altre catene esclusivamente terrestri. La competitivita dipende dal-
I'efficacia ed efficienza con le quali si confrontano tutte le modalita
e nodi della catena in modo soddisfacente ai livelli adeguati di qua-
lita e prezzo che richiede la domanda. Tra i fattori di qualita emer-
ge la necessaria regolarita ed affidabilita del segmento marittimo
come garanzia temporale delle catene matittimo-terrestri.

Il trasporto marittimo a corto raggio riceve un rinnovato
impulso nel libero bilancio della politica europea del trasporto con
«le autostrade del mare», come base per la configurazione di una
rete trans-europea marittima. Il concetto di autostrada marittima
sorge come riflesso, nel lato marittimo, delle reti trans-europee ter-
restri gia definite. La finalita & di far si che le catene intermodali
marittimo-terrestri siano efficienti e redditizie e che possano com-
petere a parita di condizioni con le catene di trasporto terrestre.

In questo contesto, il trasporto marittimo a corto raggio in
Europa si puo definire come «il trasporto marittimo di merci e
passeggeri che risulta integrato in una catena intermodale di tra-
sporti i cui porti di origine e destinazione finale sono situati in
Europa o in paesi non europei rivieraschi dei mari chiusi che cir-
condano I'Europan.

Di questa definizione devono essere evidenziate le seguenti
caratteristiche:

- integrazione in un sistema di trasporto intermodale da parte a parte;
- inclusione del trasporto di merci e passeggeri;

- i porti interessati sono situati in Europa o nelle sue zone geogra-
fiche limitrofe e devono trovarsi integrati nelle reti trans-europee.

Al fine di conseguire l'obbiettivo che la catena di trasporto
con partecipazione della modalita marittima abbiano le medesi-
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me opportunita di mercato delle altre, si rende necessario mette-
re in atto, da una prospettiva Europea, una serie di azioni con-
crete per migliorare l'efficienza e la possibilita di concorrenza del
trasporto marittimo a corto raggio in Europa. A questo riguardo,
si propongono a grandi tratti tre gruppi di misure da sviluppare:

1) Misure di carattere legislativo o normativo:
- armonizzazione, per quanto possibile di procedure documenta-
li, acquisizione di informazioni e regimi di responsabilita nelle
modalita di trasporto;
- armonizzazione, per quanto possibile, della formazione e con-
dizione di impiego di equipaggi delle navi;
- regolamentazione armonizzata dell'utilizzazione dei centri eser-
cizi di gestione, controllo e informazione, del traffico marittimo
(VIS e VITMIS,) per facilitare il traffico delle navi nei servizi di tra-
sporto marittimo a corto raggio.

2) Misure di carattere tecnico e infrastrutturale:
- promozione dell'uso generalizzato di DEI e Internet;
- miglioramento delle condizioni di interoperabilita tra modalita
di trasporto;
- promozione dello sviluppo tecnico con risultati redditizi;
- miglioramento delle installazioni portuali per il trasporto marit-
timo a corto raggio;
- miglioramento dell'accessibilita e connessioni terrestri dei porti;
- applicazione efficace della legislazione di controllo delle navi da
parte dello Stato del Porto interessato.

3) Misure di esercizio e gestione:
- sviluppo delle alleanze strategiche tra operatori intermodali che
permettono una gestione globale del flusso di trasporto;
- semplificazione e armonizzazione di controlli e procedure rela-
tive alle spedizioni di merci;
- incremento della competitivita (prezzo e qualita del servizio)
dei porti;




LAB. DI POLITICA EUROPEA MARITTIMO-PORTUALE 429

- fissazione di parametri di servizio concordati, monitoraggio
dello svolgimento del servizio e relativa certificazione, controllo
di incidenti ed operazioni;

- azioni di promozione del trasporto marittimo a corto raggio e di
informazioni a clienti;

- studio della possibile costituzione di un osservatorio intermo-
dale e del trasporto marittimo a corto raggio, statistiche di offer-
te e domanda (regione-regione) e indicatori di rendimento;

- sviluppo della compatibilita e coordinamento interportuale;

- formazione di lavoratori a tutti i livelli;

- aiuti finanziari per la promozione del trasporto marittimo a
corto raggio: programma Marco Polo e iniziative nazionali;

- miglioramento delle condizioni di competitivita del trasporto
terrestre (prezzi e qualita del servizio).

TESTO DELLA DICHIARAZIONE CONGIUNTA DI SPAGNA,
FRANCIA E ITALIA CONCERNENTE L'INIZIO DEI LAVORI
PER LO SVILUPPO DEL TRASPORTO MARITTIMO A
CORTO RAGGIO.

I Ministro dello sviluppo del Regno di Spagna, sig. Francisco
Alvarez Cascos, il Ministro delle Infrastrutture e dei Trasporti
della Repubblica Francese, sig. Jean-Claude Gayssot e il Ministro
delle Infrastrutture e dei Trasporti della Repubblica Italiana sig.
Pietro Lunardi hanno deciso di adottare la presente dichiarazio-
ne congiunta allo scopo di dare inizio ai lavori per lo sviluppo del
trasporto marittimo a corto raggio, in conformita alla dichiara-
zione di Bruxelles del 7 dicembre 2001:

DICHIARAZIONE

I Ministri hanno deciso di adottare come base per la discus-
sione ed elaborazione del documento che verra presentato al
Consiglio Informale dei Ministri dei Trasporti di Gijon dal 31
maggio al 2 giugno 2002, le linee strategiche per lo sviluppo del
cabotaggio comunitario o trasporto marittimo a corto raggio, ela-
borate congiuntamente dai tre paesi che figurano nell'annesso 1
alla presente dichiarazione.
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I Ministri costituiscono formalmente con questo atto il grup-
po di esperti sul trasporto marittimo a corto raggio, istituito con
la dichiarazione di Bruxelles del 7 dicembre 2001.

Il gruppo di esperti si avvarra dell'ausilio di tre gruppi di
lavoro, allo scopo di facilitare I'analisi degli argomenti da tratta-
re: il gruppo di lavoro dei porti, presieduto dalla Spagna, il grup-
po di lavoro dei servizi di trasporto marittimo, presieduto
dall'ltalia, e il gruppo di lavoro delle procedure amministrative e
degli strumenti di incentivazione, presieduto dalla Francia. La
struttura e i compiti del gruppo di esperti e dei suoi gruppi di
lavoro, cosi come la sua agenda di lavoro figurano nell'annesso 2
alla presente dichiarazione.

La partecipazione di altri paesi dell'Unione Europea nei lavo-
ri da intraprendere & auspicabile, conformemente a quanto con-
cordato lo scorso 7 dicembre a Bruxelles.

La finalita non si esaurisce nello studio dello sviluppo del tra-
sporto marittimo dei tre paesi che oggi si riuniscono a Livorno in
quanto hanno intrapreso l'iniziativa, ma concerne anche I'esten-
sione di tale finalita al complesso dell'Unione Europea.

La struttura dei gruppi di lavoro, cosi come prevista verra
mantenuta fino al momento dello svolgimento del Consiglio
Informale di Gijon, al fine di valutare quale sia quella pitt idonea
all'obiettivo perseguito. In caso di allargamento dell'iniziativa a
nuovi Stati membri, un rappresentante di questi verra integrato
nei predetti gruppi quali sono stati delineati.

Livorno 15 febbraio 2002

Jean-Claude Gayssot - Ministro delle Infrastrutture dei Trasporti
della Repubblica Francese

Francisco Alvares Cascos - Ministro dello Sviluppo del Regno di
Spagna

Pietro Lunardi - Ministro delle Infrastrutture e dei Trasporti della
Repubblica Italiana

ANNESSO 1 alla dichiarazione di Spagna, Francia, Italia concer-
nente l'inizio dei lavori per lo sviluppo dei trasporti marittimi a
corto raggio, adottata a Livorno il 15 febbraio 2002.



elenco dei collaboratori







ELENCO DEI COLLABORATORI

MONICA ANTONINI,
Collaboratrice alla Cattedra di Diritto della navigazione,
Universita degli Studi di Trieste

CARLA CANALI,
Professore ordinario di Economia dei trasporti,
Universita degli studi di Parma

VINCENZO FARINA,
Presidente Regionale FIBA - Confesercenti,
Componente Giunta Nazionale FIBA ~Confesercenti

FEDERICA GEI,
Dottoranda di ricerca,
Universita degli Studi di Trieste

ROBERTO LONGOBARDI,
Collaboratore alla Cattedra di Diritto della navigazione,
Universita degli Studi di Trieste

CARLO MALINCONICO,
Professore ordinario di Diritto pubblico nella Scuola Superiore
dell’Economia e delle Finanze del Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze

DOMENICO MALTESE,
Procuratore Generale onorario della Corte di Cassazione

MAURIZIO MARESCA,
Professore ordinario di Diritto internazionale,
Universita degli Studi di Udine

UGO MARCHESE,
Presidente dell’Istituto Internazionale delle Comunicazioni,
Genova

LOREDANA NASSIMBENI,
Dottoranda di ricerca,
Universita degli Studi di Trieste




436

ELENCO DEI COLLABORATORI

IX.

XL

XIL

XIV.

XV.

Michele Grigoli, “La sicurezza del lavoro nautico nell'in-
novativo sistema regolamentare”, Edizioni Universita di
Trieste, 2000, pp. 256. Lit. 43.000.

Paolo Semama, “Le parole chiave”, Edizioni Universita
di Trieste, 2000, pp. 228. Lit. 40.000.

F. A. Querci, F. Trampus, F. Lodato, “Internazionalita
e storicita del Porto Franco di Trieste”, Edizioni Univer-
sita di Trieste, 2000, pp. 494. Lit. 40.000.

Paolo Semama, “Epistemologia genetica”, Edizioni
Universita di Trieste, 2002, pp. 208, Euro 20,65.
Francesca Trampus, “Contributo alla teoria delle fonti
del diritto marittimo generale”, Volume I, Edizioni Uni-
versita di Trieste, 2000, (in preparazione).

Paolo Semama, “Piccolo saggio sulla realtd - Per una teo-
ria della comunicazione”, Edizioni Universita di Trie-
ste, 2002, pp. 156, Euro 15,50.



Grafica ed impaginazione
SERVIZIO TIPO-EDITORIALE
UNIVERSITA DEGLI STUDI DI TRIESTE
Finito di stampare nel mese di agosto 2002







trasporti si pubblica in fascicoli quadrimestrali. -

Condizioni di abbonamento:

Abbonamento annuo in Italia Euro 92,96
Abbonamento annuo estero Euro 98,13
Abbonamento sostenitore Euro 413,17

Annate arretrate senza aumento rispetto alla quota annuale

Annunci bibliografici e recensioni

Si recensiscono le pubblicazioni concernenti Diritto, Economia, Politica dei
Trasporti. Tali pubblicazioni vanno inviate al seguente indirizzo:

Rivista Trasporti, Via Monti Parioli n. 45, 00197 ROMA

Alla Rivista si collabora per invito.

Per tutto cid che riguarda la Redazione, le pubblicazioni, il coordinamento rivolgersi:
Dott. Elena Orsetta Querci, Capo di redazione, al seguente indirizzo:

Via Monti Parioli, 45 00197 Roma, Tel. 06/3203973 - Fax 06/3613183 - cell.
0335/ 6872412; e-mail: elena.querci@libero.it

Dott. Francesca Trampus - Dott. Barbara Frassini, al seguente indirizzo:
Universita degli Studi di Trieste, Piazzale Europa, 1 34100 Trieste, Tel. 040/6763208;
e-mail: ftrampus@hotmail.com (F. Trampus) e-mail: frassb@tin.it (B. Frassini)

COMUNICATO DELLA DIREZIONE AMMINISTRATIVA
L’ammontare dell’abbonamento deve essere versato a:

E.U.T. - EDIZIONI UNIVERSITA DI TRIESTE
Piazzale Europa, 1 - 34127 TRIESTE (Italia)
Tel. 040 5583014 - fax 040 5583777 - email: eut@amm.univ.trieste.it

Il versamento dovra essere effettuato sul ¢/c postale n. 21457932 intestato a: E.U.T. -
Edizioni Universita di Trieste, Piazzale Europa, 1 - 34127 Trieste,

oppure
sul ¢/c bancario n. 82/0079 della Cassa di Risparmio di Trieste - Agenzia 23 - Via
Fabio Severo, 152 - ABI 6335 - CAB 02223 - intestato al Servizio Tipo-Editoriale di
Ateneo - Piazzale Europa, 1 - 34127 Trieste

b

ALSATHE 1 YLISHANIN |

E.U.T.
EDIZIONI UNIVERSITA DI TRIESTE

Registrazione presso il Tribunale di Trieste al n. 701 in data 15/04/1987
DIRETTORE RESPONSABILE: PROF. Avv. FRANCESCO ALESSANDRO QUERCI







	SOMMARIO
	FRANCESCO ALESSANDRO QUERCI     LIBER AMICORUM, per gli ottant'anni di ENZIO VOLLI.
LA SCUOLA STORICA DEL DIRITTO MARITTIMO DI
TRIESTE
	DOMENICO MALTESE                           IL COMPITO DEL GIUDICE E DELLO STORICO
	UGO MARCHESE                                      LE INDUSTRIE DEI TRASPORTI MARITTIMI FRA I
PRIMI ANNI 80 E L'INIZIO DEL 2000                        
	ELENA 0RSETTA QUERCI                    GLOBALIZZAZIONE E NUOVE FORME GIURIDICHE DI
COOPERAZIONE E DI INTEGRAZIONE MARITTIMOPORTUALI
	MAURIZIO MARESCA, CARLO MALINCONICO                                   SULL'EFFICACIA DEL REGIME INTERNAZIONALE DEL
PORTO DI TRIESTE
	MONICA ANTONINI                            IL COMMERCIO NELL'ANTICO E NEL MODERNO
DIRITTO MARITTIMO
	FRANCESCO ALESSANDRO QUERCI          AUTONOMIA STRUTTURALE E FUNZIONALE DEL
DEMANIO MARITTIMO (applicabilità o no dell'ICI)
	ENZIO VOLLI                                     NOTERELLA DE JURE MARITTIMO TERGESTIN0
	CARLA CANALI, MARIA ANGELA PUGLISI                                          

