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EXECUTI VE SUMMARY 

 
INTRODUCTION  
 
1. The 2010 edition of  the ESPO ôFact-Finding Reportõ on port governance builds on 
the tradition of  the original reports, which find their origin in the 1970s. This edition is 
based on a new conceptual background which takes into account the evolution of  the 
port concept and new perspectives on the role of  port authorities. It puts the port 
authority much more centre-stage than before and enquires to what extent its possible 
ôrenaissanceõ is effectively happening today. The conceptual background identifies 
existential options in a hypothetical typology of  port authorities. This typology consists 
of three basic types: the ôconservatorõ, the ôfacilitatorõ and the ôentrepreneurõ. The 
conceptual basis also identifies four governance factors which will influence the 
renaissance of  port authorities: the power balance with government, the legal and 
statutory framework, financial capability and management culture 
 
2. Contrary to previous reports, this edition is the first to be based on a web-based 
survey that was addressed directly to individual port authorities. 116 port authorities 
from the 26 countries represented in ESPO responded. Together, these port authorities 
reported to manage a total of  216 different ports. In 2008, these ports handled in total 
66,2% of  the overall volume of  cargo handled by the total population of  ports 
represented in ESPO, covering the 22 maritime Member States of  the EU and 4 
neighbouring countries.  
 
3. The survey results are presented both generally and differentiated, according to region 
and size. The regional differentiation is based on a geo-governance typology that 
classifies port authorities in five groups: ôHanseõ (Iceland, Norway, Finland, Sweden, 
Denmark, Germany, Netherlands and Belgium), ôNew Hanseõ (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania 
and Poland), ôAnglo-Saxonõ (UK and Ireland), ôLatinõ (France, Portugal, Spain, Malta, 
Italy, Greece, Cyprus and Israel) and ôNew Latinõ (Slovenia, Croatia, Romania and 
Bulgaria). The size differentiation is based on the total annual volume of  goods handled 
by the ports represented through the port authorities participating in the survey. When 
interpreting the size differentiation, it should be noted that the regional differentiation 
influences especially the small and medium-sized category. 
 
4. The results of  the survey are grouped in three main sections: (1) objectives and 
functions of  the port authority, (2) institutional framework of  the port authority and (3) 
financial capability of  the port authority. 
 
OBJECTIVES AND FUNCTIONS  OF THE PORT AUTHORITY  
 
5. Most port authorities have formalised objectives, but these show a great diversity of  
economic and non-economic ones, which are often even mixed. The pure economic 
objectives are varied as well. Maximisation of  handled tonnage, maximisation of  added 
value and maximisation of  the profit of  the port authority stand out as the most 
important ones. The first is more common for port authorities from the New Hanse and 
New Latin regions, whereas added value occurs more often in the Hanse and Latin 
regions. Profit maximisation is more common for port authorities from the Anglo-Saxon 
region.  
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6. The objectives of  the port authority influence the functional profile. Looking at the 
three traditional functions, i.e. the landlord, regulator and operator functions, it can be 
concluded that, as operators, port authorities gradually moved away from providing 
cargo-handling services. These have in most cases been privatised or liberalised. 
Operational activities of  port authorities focus mainly on the provision of  those ancillary 
services which are to the benefit of  the entire port community, such as provision of  
public utilities and dredging. Some important regional differences however exist, with 
notably Anglo-Saxon port authorities being more involved in the provision of  cargo-
handling and technical-nautical services. Also smaller port authorities are more frequently 
providing these types of  services. 
 
7. The landlord function can be considered as the principal function of  contemporary 
port authorities. It is subject to different forms of  pressure, i.e. competitive pressure to 
invest in infrastructure, financial pressure to make these investments possible and 
competition for land-use. Land is indeed a crucial element in this respect, but only about 
half  of  the responding port authorities actually own the port land they manage. Port 
authorities are generally not able to sell port land, unless with restrictions. The landlord 
function therefore translates itself  essentially in the ability to contract land to third 
parties, which most port authorities are able to do and which forms the most important 
governance tool they have at their disposal. Most port authorities use public selection 
procedures to select service providers although this is often conditional, e.g. only for 
plots of  land that are of  strategic interest. Public selection procedures usually take the 
form of  public tenders whereby all relevant contractual details are specified in advance. 
In this way port authorities are able to give shape to their objectives. Throughput 
guarantees and environmental performance clauses rank as the two most frequently 
occurring contract clauses. Port authorities are generally free to set durations and 
determine contract clauses, although restrictions do exist more in some regions than 
others. Generally speaking, Hanseatic and Anglo-Saxon port authorities relatively enjoy 
more autonomy when it comes to land ownership and the contracting out of  port land 
than their colleagues in other regions. Apart from the regular commercial exploitation 
and administration of  port land, almost half  of  the responding port authorities also 
engage in urban real estate management and environmental land management. The 
former is especially typical for port authorities in the Latin region. 
 
8. The increased focus on negative externalities of  port operations has reinforced the 
regulator role of  port authorities in the fields of  environment, safety and security. The 
harbour masterõs office plays an important role in this although, especially in Latin and 
New Latin regions, it does not always form part of the port authorityõs organisational 
structure. Many port authorities do have their own safety, security and environmental 
departments. Most port authorities also issue their own regulations in these three fields, 
but there are not many that go beyond mere transposition of  legal requirements. This 
somehow contrasts with the finding that half  of  the responding port authorities do claim 
to go beyond legal requirements in implementing and developing actions to enhance 
sustainability.  
 
9. The traditional functions of  port authorities have gone through substantial change. 
The operator function has made way to landlord and regulatory functions which have 
gained a strong community focus and complement the actual community manager 
function, which is essentially pro-active in nature. The latter appears to be well-rooted in 
the functional profile of  port authorities. Both the economic dimension, which focuses 
on facilitation of  the port community and the solving of  various kinds of  bottlenecks, 
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and the societal dimension, which focuses on external stakeholders, is very much present 
and many port authorities assume a leadership role in both. Latin port authorities are 
most pro-active in this field. It is significant that most port authorities that participated in 
the survey confirm that, regardless of  their ownership or dominant level of  control, they 
maintain the most intense contacts with local government. 
 
10. Few port authorities transpose their functions beyond their own borders, whether 
this concerns investment in hinterland networks, direct investment in other ports, 
providing certain services in other ports, export of  regulatory and other expertise etc. So 
far, mainly larger port authorities seem to be developing initiatives beyond their own 
perimeter. Some are even setting up specific development companies for this purpose. 
 
11. Looking at the port authority typology presented in the introduction, it can be 
concluded that most port authorities participating in the survey converge towards the 
ôfacilitatorõ type, with only few venturing into ôentrepreneurialõ activities. 
 
INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK OF THE PORT AUTHORITY  
 
12. The number of  port authorities managing more than one port is significant but 
covers quite different arrangements, ranging from national port authorities that manage 
all ports in a given country to regional authorities managing a cluster of  smaller, 
neighbouring ports and private or public holdings managing several ports in a country. 
The sample includes only one example of  a port authority that manages ports in 
different countries. Looking at on-going port reforms and reorganisations, one notices 
however that intensified co-operation between (neighbouring) ports is an issue in several 
countries. This is either driven bottom-up by port authorities themselves or stimulated by 
national or regional government. The latter seems more characteristic for the Hanse 
region where some governments are also discussing the selection of ôports of national 
interestõ. 
 
13. In approximately two thirds of  the cases the port authority is the principal entity with 
statutory responsibilities for the port(s) it administers. In the other cases, statutory 
responsibilities are mostly split with the harbour masterõs office or a similar entity 
responsible for nautical safety and security. This phenomenon is especially visible in Latin 
and New Latin countries.  
 
14. The vast majority of  port authorities participating in the survey are publicly owned. 
The ownership pattern confirms the Hanseatic and Latin traditions of  respectively 
strong municipal and central government influence. Port authorities in Anglo-Saxon 
countries are either owned by the State (Ireland), municipalities, private equity or 
independent trusts (UK). State ownership dominates for port authorities in the new 
regions. Looking at ongoing reforms, the ownership situation of  port authorities looks 
fairly stable with minor changes to be expected in some countries. In the Anglo-Saxon 
region, full privatisation of  port authorities is still at stake however.  Privatisation or 
liberalisation of  operational services is mainly on-going (or has just been completed) in 
ports in the Latin, New Latin and New Hanse regions.  
 
15. Most port authorities participating in the survey have their own legal personality 
which generally takes what is called a ôcommercialisedõ or ôcorporatisedõ form. 
Corporatised port authorities have share capital that is owned in part or in full by 
government. Regional comparison highlights that corporatised port authorities occur 
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least frequent in the Latin and Hanse regions. Corporatisation has been a trend for a few 
years however and it looks as if  more port authorities may take this form in the near 
future. The European Union could have an indirect influence in this process.. 
 
16. An important distinction needs to be made between being corporatised in form and 
actually following principles of  corporate governance that are customary in private 
undertakings. The analysis of  the organisational structure of  port authorities shows that 
political influence varies between the regions, but is substantial everywhere, except in the 
Anglo-Saxon region (mainly UK). Political influence is especially visible through the 
appointment of  top management executives and the composition of  supervisory bodies. 
Although the role of  the supervisor body seems mostly to correspond with the usual role 
of  a board of  directors, a more in-depth comparison with general principles of  
corporate governance would be useful. The question remains whether, given the strong 
degree of  public ownership of  European port authorities, political influence can or 
should be absent at all. Complete absence of  political control may even be 
counterproductive 
 
17. The analysis of  staff  composition of  port authorities shows that, on average, port 
authority staff  are in first place administrative employees, followed by nautical and 
engineering staff. Operational staff, such as crane and other equipment drivers and 
dockworkers form only a limited category, which confirms that many port authorities in 
the sample are essentially landlord ports. This picture however differs regionally. Anglo-
Saxon port authorities are more involved in operational services, but also a significant 
share of  Latin port authorities employ operational staff. The analysis further 
demonstrates that in some port authorities administrative staff  dominates, whereas in 
others nautical staff  or engineering staff  form the main category. Although going 
beyond the scope of  this report, it would be interesting to link this to the management 
culture of  port authorities. 
 
FINANCIAL CAPABILITY OF THE PORT AUTHORITY  
 
18. The financial capability of  a port authority is one of  the key governance factors that 
determine the extent to which the port authority can achieve its objectives and optimally 
perform its functions.  
 
19. The results of  the survey show that, in most cases, the port authority bears a very 
important, if  not the most important, financial responsibility for the capital investment, 
administration, operation and maintenance of  the capital assets that constitute a port. To 
confirm this picture in full the monetary value of  the different types of  capital assets 
would need to be assessed. Taking into account regional and size-related differences, 
most port authorities bear financial responsibility for maritime access (at least partly), 
terminal-related infrastructure and transport infrastructure within the port area. The 
private sector mainly assumes financial responsibility for superstructure, which is again 
an indicator that most European ports converge towards the landlord model.  
Government bears in most cases the principal financial responsibility for transport 
infrastructure outside the port area. Port authorities from Anglo-Saxon and, to a lesser 
extent, New Latin regions bear relatively more financial responsibility than their 
colleagues in other regions. 
 
20. The average operating cost profile of  port authorities shows that personnel costs 
rank highest, followed by purchase of  services and goods and depreciation of  
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investments. The cost profile of  port authorities from the new regions is different, with a 
stronger proportion of  services and other goods and, in the case of  New Hanse, a 
higher percentage of  depreciation. Anglo-Saxon port authorities have a considerably 
higher percentage of  personnel costs and significantly lower percentage of  depreciation. 
 
21. General port dues form the most important source of  operating  income for port 
authorities, next to income from land lease and income from services. If  present at all, 
public funding forms only a very limited part of  the operating income. The revenue from 
land lease is relatively lowest in the Anglo-Saxon and New Latin region. The income 
charges that port authorities apply often have a public nature, either in the form of  taxes 
or retributions, and these are mostly based on public tariffs. This is especially the case for 
general port dues.  
 
22. The autonomy of  port authorities with regard to port charges, especially where it 
concerns setting the level of  charges, differs according to regions and is especially low 
for port authorities from the Latin region. Port authorities from the Anglo-Saxon region 
have relatively the highest autonomy with regard to port charges. The same picture 
emerges for the overall financial autonomy of  port authorities. Small port authorities 
often seem to have relatively more financial autonomy than large ones. 
 
23. Finally, as indicators of  corporate behaviour, it can be concluded that most port 
authorities apply generally used accounting principles and make their financial accounts 
public. The taxation picture is more different. Whilst most of  the responding port 
authorities are subject to VAT, only about half  of  them are subject to income tax or local 
taxes. Port authorities from the Anglo-Saxon region are most frequently subject to 
income tax, whereas port authorities from the Hanse region are least. 
 
24. To draw full conclusions, the financial profile of  individual port authorities would 
require a much more in-depth analysis. The response rate to the survey was also lowest 
on the financial questions, which is partly due to confidentiality reasons. Nevertheless, 
the overall picture points at a fundamental weakness. Whilst most port authorities 
apparently have to bear heavy financial responsibilities regarding investment and 
personnel, many do not seem to be full master over their income. This is especially the 
case for Latin port authorities and, to a lesser extent, port authorities in the new regions, 
which are marked by a rigid public nature of  port charges and lack of  financial 
autonomy. 
 
CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS  
 
25. The survey findings indicate that most European port authorities have ôrenaissanceõ 
ambitions, but that diversity in governance frameworks indeed either limits or enables 
those.  
 
26. These differences are mainly determined regionally. The survey confirms that the 
traditional Hanse, Latin and Anglo-Saxon frameworks still explain most of  the 
governance diversity in Europe. Port authorities in the ônewõ regions situate themselves 
somewhere in between the main traditions, although a strong central government 
influence would make many of  them more affiliated with the Latin tradition. Taking into 
account that, proportionally, most port authorities in Europe belong to either the Hanse 
or Latin tradition, the difference between both translates itself  in a north-south duality 
which not only involves simple ownership differences, but covers many other governance 
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elements, especially functional and financial autonomy, which is typically more limited in 
the south. Whilst this may prevent Latin port authorities more from achieving their 
objectives and investment responsibilities, it somehow paradoxically does not always 
appears to be a constraint for functional pro-activeness. Although current reforms do 
not immediately point at substantial changes in the Hanse-Latin constellation, there may 
be developments in the longer term which could make the opposition between the two 
traditions more vague.  
 
27. The size of  the port authority may to some extent explain governance diversity as 
well, especially where it comes to corporate governance, the operational profile as well as 
functional pro-activeness.  
 
28. Finally, one should take into account that European Union law and policy potentially 
have an implicit or explicit harmonising influence on port governance. European 
competition law in any case implies that port authorities engaged in economic activities 
have to be considered as undertakings, regardless what their legal form or ownership is. 
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FOREWORD 

 
This ôReport of an Enquiry into the Current Governance of European Seaportsõ is the 
fifth in its kind. Better known as the ôFact-Finding Reportõ, it was first produced in 1977 
by the Community Port Working Group, the predecessor of  the European Sea Ports 
Organisation. ESPO was established in 1993 and took over the publication of  the 
reports since then. 
 
The port landscape has dramatically changed in the more than thirty years that elapsed 
since the first report was issued. This has also very much influenced the role of  port 
authorities. In recent years, new perspectives have emerged on this role. Several scholars 
have shown a renewed interest in traditional landlord, regulatory and operational 
functions, advocating a ôrenaissanceõ of port authorities, whereby the latter should 
undertake a variety of  facilitating and even entrepreneurial tasks. Studies claim that port 
authorities that undertake a mere conservation role would be threatened with extinction. 
 
I have used these academic insights to make a new conceptual basis for the Fact-Finding 
Report. The report is therefore different in structure and content than previous editions, 
although some elements of  the original reports have been kept. The report was prepared 
through an elaborate survey which was for the first time addressed directly to individual 
port authorities. 
 
First and foremost, I wish to thank all the 116 port authorities that had the patience to 
fill out the lengthy survey, as well as the national port organisations that actively 
encouraged their members to participate. I am most grateful to the chairman of  ESPO, 
Victor Schoenmakers, and the chairman and members of  the ESPO Port Governance 
Committee, for providing feedback on the conceptual background and testing out the 
survey. Sincere thanks also go to Prof. Dr. Eddy Van de Voorde and his team at the 
Department of  Transport and Regional Economics at the University of  Antwerp for 
their sound academic advice and support. I want to mention especially Dr. Thomas 
Vanoutrive, with whom I am currently preparing a quantitative analysis of  the survey 
results. Finally, I wish to thank the staff  at the ESPO secretariat for their assistance in 
preparing the survey and ensuring the administrative follow-up of  the project. 
 
The next full edition of  the Fact-Finding Report is planned for 2015. ESPO however 
intends to publish some key governance indicators on a more regular basis from now on. 
Also, the actual survey results of  this edition contain a wealth of  information that is 
calling for more in-depth analysis. This may therefore in the near future lead to further 
publications on specific governance aspects that could only be addressed in broad terms 
in this overall report. 
 
 
Brussels, 26 April 2011 
Patrick Verhoeven 
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1. CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND  

 
 

1.1. EVOLUTION OF THE PORT CONCEPT AND 
THE ROLE OF PORT AUTHORITIES 

1.1.1. EVOLUTION OF THE PORT CONCEPT 

As gateways, seaports have always been sensitive to changes in socio-economic trends. In 
the early modern age and well beyond, European ports and port-cities were often trend-
setters,  both in commercial and societal terms. Globalisation gradually moved these 
ports to the receiving end of  change. From centre-stage positions they evolved into, 
admittedly still significant, elements in value-driven logistics chain systems. 
Containerisation intensified the competitive climate dramatically with larger ports 
struggling to keep their main-port status and smaller ports looking for specific niches. 
Captive hinterlands diminished and port competitiveness became largely dependent on 
factors external to the port as such. These are in turn influenced by important shifts in 
the bargaining power of  market players which underwent processes of  horizontal and 
vertical integration. On the other hand, post-modern society does no longer grant 
automatic support to port development, nor does it value the vital contribution of  ports 
to trade and welfare. Port expansion needs are influenced by ecological concerns, urban 
development pressure and individualist NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard) attitudes. These 
market-related and societal trends are interwoven and in many cases either reinforced or 
controlled through public policy, which in Europe often finds its origins at the supra-
national level of  the European Union. These trends have created a highly uncertain and 
complex environment for ports and fundamentally changed the port concept. 

1.1.2. EVOLUTION OF THE ROLE OF PORT AUTHORITIES 

In its proposals for a Directive on market access to port services, the European 
Commission defined a port authority as ôthe entity which, whether or not in conjunction 
with other activities, has as its objective under national law or regulation the 
administration and management of  the port infrastructures, and the co-ordination and 
control of the activities of the different operators present in the portõ (Commission of  
the European Communities 2001). Most definitions of  port authorities underline the 
landlord and regulatory function, although other functions exist, as will be elaborated in 
this report. The term ôport authorityõ implies a specific, i.e. public, form of  port 
management, but it is used in this report as the generic term for the body with statutory 
responsibilities that manages a portõs water and land-side domain, regardless of  its 
ownership or legal form (De Monie 2004). 
 
The ever-changing environment in which ports operate has put strong pressure on the 
traditional role of port authorities. These pressures are essentially threefold and related to 
three types of  stakeholders. The first line of  pressure comes from market players, such as 
carriers, terminal operators and logistics operators. Market actors see the port authority 
at best as an aid to achieve their own objectives, which are essentially profit-oriented, but 
often also as a bureaucratic nuisance. Market actors are more and more organised on a 
global scale and struggle to gain control over port-oriented logistics networks. In 
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contrast, port authorities very often seem to remain local spectators with limited 
influence on market-driven processes. Next is pressure from government. Government 
often has devolved the responsibility for port management to port authorities, granting 
them varying degrees of  managerial autonomy whilst retaining control through sole or 
majority shareholder positions. At the same time, government values less the strategic 
significance of  seaports for the economy of  a country or a region, which for instance 
goes hand in hand with reduced government spending in ports. Governments may even 
view port authorities as generators of  income for the state or city budget. Finally, there is 
pressure from societal interest groups, such as NGOõs, local communities and individual 
citizens, which see the port authority as the focal point for complaints about negative 
externalities generated by the port, even if  these are not directly within the responsibility 
of  the port authority. An additional problem is that ports have become unknown 
territories for most citizens. 

 

1.2. HYPOTHETICAL TYPOLOGY OF PORT 
AUTHORITIES 

 
In 1990, Richard Goss questioned, al be it rhetorically, the need to have (public sector) 
port authorities (Goss 1990). Since then scholars have demonstrated a renewed interest 
in the role of  port authorities, recommending their ôrenaissanceõ through repositioning 
and the development of  new strategies. The discussion as to how port authorities have to 
keep up with the pace of  change often focuses on the essential question whether the role 
of  port management should be restricted to correctly enforcing regulation or whether 
port management should more actively participate as a market player. In 2000, Trevor 
Heaver, Hilde Meersman, Francesca Moglia and Eddy Van de Voorde identified three 
possible options for port authorities: to become fully-fledged partners in the logistics 
chain, to have a role restricted to supporting activities (safety, land-use and concession 
policy) or to disappear from the scene entirely (Heaver et al. 2000). 
 
The existential options can be developed further using the four basic functions that port 
authorities have. These include three traditional functions, i.e. those of  landlord, 
regulator and operator, and the ôcommunity managerõ function which was only recently 
identified as such. This function is intrinsically linked to the changing nature of  port 
communities and stakeholders. Through the community manager function the port 
authority essentially advances and maintains good relationships between all economic 
and societal stakeholders. The four basic functions are usually performed at the level of  
the port itself, which constitutes the actual ôjurisdictionõ of the port authority. However, 
the different functions can also be performed at regional or even at global level.  
 
Combining the functional profile and the geographical dimension in a matrix allows to 
elaborate the three existential options in a hypothetical typology of  port authorities. This 
typology consists of three basic types: the ôconservatorõ, the ôfacilitatorõ and the 
ôentrepreneurõ (Verhoeven 2010). The basic features of  each hypothetical type are 
illustrated in Table 1. 
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TYPE 
FUNCTION 

ΨConservatorΩ ΨFacilitatorΩ ΨEntrepreneurΩ 

Landlord 
 

Passive real estate 
ΨƳŀƴŀƎŜǊΩΥ 
- continuity and 

maintenance 
- development mainly 

left to others 
(government / private 
sector) 

- financial revenue from 
ǊŜŀƭ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ƻƴ άǘŀǊƛŦŦέ 
basis 

Active real esǘŀǘŜ ΨōǊƻƪŜǊΩΥ 
- continuity, maintenance 

and improvement 
- development broker and 

co-investor 
- includes urban and 

environmental real estate 
brokerage 

- financial revenue from real 
estate on commercial basis 

 
Mediator in commercial B2B 
relations between service 
providers and port customers 
 
Strategic partnerships with 
inland ports, dry ports and 
other seaports  

!ŎǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀƭ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ΨŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜǊΩ: 
- continuity, maintenance and 

improvement 
- direct investor 
- includes urban and 

environmental real estate 
development 

- financial revenue from real 
estate on commercial basis 

- financial revenue from non-
core activities 

Direct commercial B2B 
negotiations with port customers 
ς active pursuit of market niches 
 
Direct investments in inland 
ports, dry ports and other 
seaports 

Regulator 
 

Passive application and 
enforcement of rules and 
regulations mainly set by 
other agencies 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Financial revenue from 
ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊ ǊƻƭŜ ƻƴ ΨǘŀǊƛŦŦΩ 
basis 
 

Active application and 
enforcement of rules and 
regulations through co-
operation with local, regional 
and national regulatory 
agencies + setting of own 
rules and regulations 
 
Provide assistance to port 
community to comply with 
rules and regulations 
 
Financial revenue from 
ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊ ǊƻƭŜ ƻƴ ΨǘŀǊƛŦŦΩ basis 
with differential charging 
options for sustainability 

Idem facilitator 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Idem facilitator + selling expertise 
and tools outside the port  
 
 
Financial revenue from regulator 
role on commercial basis 

Operator Mechanistic application 
of concession policy 
(license-issuing window) 

Dynamic use of concession 
policy, in combination with 
real estate broker role 
 
Ψ[ŜŀŘŜǊ ƛƴ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ as 
regards performance of 
private port services 
providers 
 
Provide services of general 
economic interest and 
specialised commercial 
services. 
 

Dynamic use of concession policy, 
in combination with real estate 
development role 
 
Shareholder in private port 
service providers 
 
 
 
Provide services of general 
economic interest as well as 
commercial services. 
 
Provide services in other ports 

Community 
Manager 

Not actively developed Economic dimension: 
- solve hinterland 

bottlenecks 
- provide training and 

education 
- provide IT services 
- promotion and marketing 
- lobbying 

Idem facilitator type but 
economic dimension with more 
direct commercial involvement 

GEOGRAPHICAL 
DIMENSION 

Local Local + Regional Local + Regional + Global 

 
Table 1: Hypothetical typology of  port authorities (source: Verhoeven 2010) 
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A ôconservatorõ port authority concentrates on being a good housekeeper and essentially 
sticks to a passive and mechanistic implementation of  the three traditional port authority 
functions at local level. Because of  this low-profile attitude conservator port authorities 
may run the highest risk of  being marginalised and even becoming extinct in the future.  
 
A ôfacilitatorõ port authority profiles itself  as a mediator and matchmaker between 
economic and societal interests, hence the well-developed community manager function. 
Facilitator port authorities also look beyond the port perimeter and try to engage in 
strategic regional partnerships. It is the type of  port authority which so far seems to find 
most support in literature for the fine balance it represents.  
 
The ôentrepreneurõ port authority combines the main features of  the facilitator with a 
more outspoken commercial attitude as investor, service provider and consultant on all 
three geographical levels. Because of  this ambitious profile, it is also the type which runs 
the highest risk of  running into problems caused by conflicts between the various 
functional levels. 
 
 

1.3. INFLUENTIAL GOVERNAN CE FACTORS 

 
The previous section has demonstrated that port authorities may theoretically take on a 
multitude of  facilitating and entrepreneurial responsibilities, reaching beyond the port 
perimeter. The main question is now whether this also occurs in reality. This question 
forms the basis of the ôfact-finding õ survey of  which the results are brought together in 
this report. Before addressing the survey in the next chapter, the conceptual framework 
developed so far is completed in this final section with the exploration of a number of  
governance-related factors that may influence the extent to which a port authority will be 
a mere conservator or will be able to take on facilitating and entrepreneurial 
responsibilities.  
 
It should be recognised that governance factors play an important role in the 
performance of  ports but these are certainly not the only, and perhaps not even the most 
important, elements. Be that as it may, there is no doubt that governance factors 
determine to a large extent the performance of  the port authority itself. Four essential 
factors can be identified; two formal and two informal ones. The two formal factors 
consist of  the legal and statutory framework on the one hand and the financial capability 
on the other. The informal factors relate to the balance of  power with government and 
the management culture that reigns within the port authority. It should be noted that 
these four factors are strongly interrelated. The power balance with government will 
influence the legal and statutory framework and the financial capability of  the port 
authority and determine the room its management has to pursue and stimulate a pro-
active culture. 

1.3.1. BALANCE OF POWER WITH GOVERNMENT 

Whereas port authorities may have valid bottom-up reasons to take on facilitating and 
entrepreneurial tasks, this is often not the objective desired by the entities that usually 
own and control them, i.e. government agencies, at whichever level these exercise their 
influence. Although public ownership of  port authorities does not have to be a 
constraint for efficient behaviour, it may generally be an inhibiting factor to pursue 
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entrepreneurial strategies given the potential conflict with the regulatory function. The 
level of  the public ownership (i.e. national versus municipal) could furthermore have an 
influence on the interaction with local stakeholders. The inter-relation with government 
would also influence the extent to which hinterland-oriented strategies beyond the port 
perimeter can be developed. On the other hand, it must be recognised that political 
influence in publicly owned port authorities may be difficult to avoid. Complete absence 
of  political control may even be counterproductive, leading to monopolistic behaviour, 
preferential treatment of  port users, white elephants, wasteful overcapacity etc. 

1.3.2. LEGAL AND STATUTORY FRAMEWORK  

The legal and statutory framework is an important enabling factor which largely results 
from the power balance with government. It will address important questions such as the 
commercial, managerial and financial autonomy of  ports, which enables port authorities 
to be more than conservators. The legal framework will further determine the capacity 
of  the port authority to set local rules with regard to environment, safety and security 
and to provide or control technical-nautical services, provide or control the harbour 
mastersõ office and to run a police force. With regard to the landlord role, it will 
determine whether the port authority owns the land or at least has the ability to manage 
and exploit it. It also determines the degree in which port authorities can engage in 
partnerships with other seaports, inland ports or dry ports. 
 
For ports in Europe, the supra-national level of  the European Union needs to be taken 
into account. This level has the potential of  having a more independent, al be it indirect,  
influence on the legislative framework governing port authorities. EU law and EU policy 
regarding ports have for instance implicitly favoured landlord-type governance systems. 
Whereas initiatives such as the original 2001 proposal of the port servicesõ Directive, 
advocated a rather strict landlord role, the Commissionõs 2007 ports policy 
communication explicitly supports (financially) autonomous port authorities which take 
responsibility for the strategic development of  their ports, stimulate dialogue between all 
possible stakeholders and pro-actively intervene in market processes to safeguard the 
general interest of  the port (Commission of  the European Communities, 2007). This 
very much corresponds with the facilitator type identified earlier. Next to this policy 
context, due account should be taken of  the fact that recent case decisions imply that, if  
port authorities are engaged in economic activities, they essentially qualify as 
undertakings, regardless what their legal form or ownership is. It would make them fully 
subject to principles of  EU competition law. 

1.3.3. FINANCIAL CAPABILITY 

If  port authorities are to take on a facilitating and, even more so, an entrepreneurial role, 
for instance as real estate developers, active regulators and investors in regional networks, 
then financial power comes as a key element. The best possible hinterland connections 
do indeed require more than simple facilitation; they require huge investments port 
authorities cannot always provide because they lack the necessary financial means. 
Closely linked to the statutory framework and, in particular, the degree of  autonomy 
involved, this factor may in practice make the principal difference between a mere 
conservator position and the realisation of  higher ambitions.  
 
Also here the level of  the EU plays an important role, for instance with regard to 
application of  State aid rules as well as principles of  transparency and non-
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discrimination. The latter may for instance have an important impact on policies of  port 
authorities regarding port dues. 

1.3.4. MANAGEMENT CULTURE  

A final factor is the management culture that reigns at the corporate level of  the port 
authority itself and which would enable the intelligent use of  port governance tools 
within a given structural framework. Although this is certainly a factor worth exploring in 
further detail, it falls beyond the scope of  this report. 
 
 

1.4. SUMMARY CHAPTER 1 

  
In recent years renewed interest in the role of  port authorities has emerged. This role has 
come under severe and multiple pressure from stakeholders, following important socio-
economic changes in the port landscape. Scholars have developed various 
recommendations for a ôrenaissanceõ of port authorities, revisiting traditional landlord, 
regulator and operator functions and devising a community manager function and a 
dimension beyond the local port perimeter. The existential options for port authorities 
can be brought together in a hypothetical typology, whereby port authorities act either 
conservators, facilitators or entrepreneurs. A number of governance-related factors can 
be identified that would determine where port authorities position themselves in this 
typology. The power balance with government stands out as a principal factor which 
influences the legal and statutory framework, the financial capability and the room for a 
pro-active management culture at the corporate level of  the port authority. Special 
mention has to be made of  the supra-national level of  the European Union which has 
the potential of  setting a more independent legal and policy framework for port 
authorities. 
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2. THE 2010 ôFACT-FINDINGõ REPORT 

 

2.1. HISTORY OF THE FACT-FINDING REPORTS 

 
In 1974, the European Commission set up a Port Working Group consisting of port 
authority representatives from Europeõs major ports. Three years later, the Port Working 
Group produced a so-called ôfact-findingõ report on the institutional and administrative 
structure of Europeõs ports. The report showed considerable diversity in the 
organisation, management, operations, finance and legal obligations of  ports in the then 
eight maritime Member States of  the European Community. A revised and updated 
edition of  the fact-finding report followed in 1986, after the enlargement of  the 
European Community with the maritime nations Greece, Spain and Portugal. The 
European Sea Ports Organisation, which succeeded the Port Working Group, published 
two further editions, respectively in 1997 and 2005. The 1997 edition was still based on 
the original format, whereas the 2005 edition was a more political report that focused on 
the main themes of the European Commissionõs ôports packageõ which was then still 
under discussion. 
 
The fact-finding reports have always been influential. The definition of  a port that 
followed from the first edition was used for several decades and was even included in the 
Commissionõs Directive proposals on market access to port services. The reports were 
not only used actively by policy-makers, scholars and consultants, they also proved to be 
effective lobbying instruments for the sector. The governance complexity and diversity 
that emanated from the reports was one of  the principal elements that withheld the 
European Commission for several decades from developing a specific European policy 
for ports. 
 
 

2.2. ABOUT THE 2010 EDITION 

 
The 2010 edition builds on the tradition of  the original reports but is based on the  
conceptual background described in the previous chapter. It takes into account the 
evolution of  the port concept and new perspectives on the role of  port authorities.  It 
puts the port authority much more centre-stage than before and enquires to what extent 
its ôrenaissanceõ, that is advocated by scholars, is effectively happening today. 
 
Contrary to previous reports, this edition is the first to be based on a web-based survey 
that was addressed directly to individual port authorities, rather than national port 
organisations as was the case with previous editions. National organisations were 
however instrumental in encouraging their members to respond to the survey. The 
elaborate survey counted 108 questions. Apart from a general section profiling the 
port(s) controlled by the port authority, it consisted of  three main sections that also form 
the main chapters of  this report: 
 

1. Objectives and functions of  the port authority 
2. Institutional framework of  the port authority 
3. Financial capability of  the port authority 
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2.3. RESPONSE RATE TO THE 2010 SURVEY 

 
The survey was made available to port authorities in the 22 maritime Member States of  
the European Union and port authorities in four neighbouring countries that are 
represented in ESPO: Iceland, Norway, Croatia and Israel. The survey was online from 1 
April to 15 July 2010. 116 port authorities from the 26 countries represented in ESPO 
responded. Together, these 116 port authorities report to manage a total of  216 different 
ports. The total freight volume handled by these ports in 2008 amounted to 
2.770.803.000 tonnes (Eurostat data completed with national statistics for Iceland and 
Israel). Figure 1 illustrates the representativeness of  the sample, expressed in total 
volume of  cargo handled by the ports.  
 

 
 
Figure 1: Representativeness of  the survey sample versus the total population, in % of  the total volume 

of  cargo handled ð based on 2008 Eurostat data and national statistics for Iceland and Israel 
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The figure shows that the sample of  ports handles in total 66,2% of  the total volume of  
cargo handled by the total European population of  ports in 2008. Expressed in volume, 
the representativeness is very high to complete (75-100%) in Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, 
Estonia, Germany, Israel, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, 
Romania and Slovenia. It is medium to high (50-74%) in France, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Spain and the United Kingdom. It is low to medium (25-49%) in Denmark, Finland and 
Sweden. The representativeness of  Greece and Norway is very low (less than 25%). It 
should be noted that in countries where the representativeness is low to medium, the 
ports that replied are mostly illustrative for the governance diversity that exists in these 
countries.  

 

2.4. PRESENTATION OF RESULTS 

 
Throughout the report, results are presented for the overall sample of  responding port 
authorities. In principle this concerns all 116 port authorities, but it must be noted that 
not every port authority responded to every question. Generally speaking, the number of  
responses per question varied between 100 and the full 116. On a limited number of  
financial questions, the response rate was lower, e.g. due to confidentiality reasons. Apart 
from the general picture, the results are also be presented in a differentiated way, 
according to region and to size. The method used for both differentiations is explained 
below. 

2.4.1. REGIONAL DIFFERENTIATION  

There are various ways of  making regional differentiations of  European ports. The most 
commonly used are based on the maritime coastlines of  the continent (Baltic, North Sea, 
Atlantic, Mediterranean, Black Sea) or ranges of  neighbouring, competing ports (e.g. 
Hamburg-Le Havre range). 
 
As this report focuses on port governance, a geographical typology is used that was 
developed by the late Ferdinand Suykens, former director-general of  the Port of  
Antwerp, professor of  port economics and founding chairman of  ESPO. He identified 
in Europe three major port governance traditions: the ôHanseaticõ tradition of local, 
mostly municipal, governance, which is dominant in ports around the Baltic and North 
Sea, the ôLatinõ tradition of state governance, which reigns in France and countries 
around the Mediterranean and, finally, the ôAnglo-Saxonõ tradition of independent 
governance, which is characteristic for ports in the UK and Ireland (Suykens 1988, 
Suykens and Van de Voorde 1998). 
 
Suykensõ typology does not take into account the fall of  the iron curtain which has 
brought a number of  new ports around the Baltic Sea, the Mediterranean and the Black 
Sea in the competitive arena. These have been under planned economy regimes for 
almost fifty years and underwent different processes of  liberalisation after the political 
changeover. These ports can be brought together in two additional regions: ports in the 
so-called ôNew Hanseõ countries around the Baltic and the ôNew Latinõ countries in the 
East Mediterranean and the Black Sea.  
 
In this way, the port authorities participating in the survey can be classified in five 
regional groups: 
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1. Hanse: port authorities from Iceland, Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, 
Germany, Netherlands and Belgium 

2. New Hanse: port authorities from Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland 
3. Anglo-Saxon: port authorities from the United Kingdom and Ireland 
4. Latin: port authorities from France, Portugal, Spain, Malta, Italy, Greece, Cyprus 

and Israel 
5. New Latin: port authorities from Slovenia, Croatia, Bulgaria and Romania 
 

Figure 2 distributes the responding port authorities per regional group. It shows that 
most port authorities are either to be found in the Hanse or Latin region. Third comes 
the Anglo-Saxon region. The two ônewõ regions each contain a fairly small number of  
port authorities. 
 

 
 

Figure 2: Differentiation of  the number of  responding port authorities according to region 

2.4.2. SIZE DIFFERENTIATION  

Addressing the size of  a port is always a bit of  a problematic question. Is size 
determined by the surface of  the port area, the volume of  goods handled, the number of  
passengers that pass through the port, the financial turnover, the staff  employed or a 
combination of  these and other factors? 
 
For the purpose of  this report, a simplified approach is used, which focuses on the total 
cargo volume handled by the ports under control of  the port authority. In this way, port 
authorities are classified in three groups: 
 

1. Small port authority: the annual volume of  goods handled in all the ports 
managed by the port authority is less than or equals 10 million tonnes; 

2. Medium port authority: the annual volume of  goods handled in all the ports 
managed by the port authority is higher than 10 million tonnes, up to and 
including 50 million tonnes; 
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3. Large port authority: the annual volume of  goods handled in all the ports 
managed by the port authority is more than 50 million tonnes. 

 
To determine the cargo volumes, 2008 Eurostat data were used, completed with national 
statistics for Iceland and Israel. 
 
Figure 3 shows that half  of  the port authorities participating in the sample can be 
qualified as small and that the number of  large port authorities is fairly limited. This 
distribution broadly corresponds with the general picture for total population of  
European seaports. 
 

 
 

Figure 3: Differentiation of  the number of  responding port authorities according to size 

2.4.3. COMPARISON OF REGIONAL AND SIZE 
DIFFERENTIATION  

Table 2 shows that more than half  of  the small port authorities stem from the Hanseatic 
region (53,4%), whereas exactly half  of  the category of  medium-sized port authorities is 
from Latin origin. These regional characteristics therefore influence the picture for small 
and medium-sized port authorities. Large port authorities are almost equally divided over 
Hanse and Latin regions. This should be taken into account when drawing conclusions 
related to size as a distinguishing factor. 
 
 All Hanse New Hanse Anglo-Saxon Latin New Latin 

Small 58 31 1 12 11 3 
Medium 48 9 7 4 24 4 
Large 10 5 0 1 4 0 

All 116 45 8 17 39 7 

 
Table 2: Comparison of  regional and size differentiation ð number of  responding port authorities 
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2.5. FEEDBACK FROM EUROPEAN PORT 
AUTHORITIES 

 
The results of  the fact-finding survey were presented and discussed at an internal 
seminar for ESPO members which was held in Brussels on 10 November 2010. In 
addition, port authorities that filled out the survey were given the opportunity to send in 
written comments on the draft version of  this report. Members of  the ESPO Port 
Governance Committee furthermore provided updated information on on-going 
governance reforms in their ports and countries. The report was finalised in April 2011 
and officially presented at the annual ESPO conference held in Limassol, Cyprus on 6 
May 2011. 
 
 

2.6. SUMMARY CHAPTER 2 

 
The 2010 edition of  the ESPO fact-finding report on port governance builds on the 
tradition of  the original reports but is based on a new conceptual background which 
takes into account the evolution of  the port concept and new perspectives on the role of  
port authorities. It puts the port authority much more centre-stage than before and 
enquires to what extent its ôrenaissanceõ is effectively happening today. 
 
Contrary to previous reports, this edition is the first to be based on a web-based survey 
that was addressed directly to individual port authorities. 116 port authorities from the 26 
countries represented in ESPO responded. Together, these 116 port authorities report to 
manage a total of  216 different ports. The total freight volume handled by these ports in 
2008 amounts to 2.770.803.000 tonnes. This represents 66,2% of the volume of  cargo 
handled by the total population of  European ports in 2008.  
 
Throughout the report, results are presented for the overall sample of  responding port 
authorities. Apart from the general picture, the results are also presented in a 
differentiated way, according to region and to size. The regional differentiation is based 
on a geo-governance typology and the size differentiation is based on the total annual 
volume of  goods handled by the ports represented through the port authorities 
participating in the survey. When interpreting the size differentiation, it should be taken 
into account that the regional differentiation influences especially the small and medium-
sized category. 
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3. OBJECTIVES AND FUNCT IONS  

 
This chapter analyses the objectives and functional profile of  European port authorities.  
The diversity in port governance is to a large extent determined by the different 
objectives that port authorities pursue. These can range from profit maximisation to 
generation of  socio-economic value. There is furthermore a close relation between these 
objectives and the way in which the port authority assumes its different functions. 
Traditionally, a distinction is made between the landlord, regulator and operator function, 
each of  which has gone through important processes of  change. In addition, another 
functional role has emerged in recent times, which is that of  the community manager. 
 
 

3.1. OBJECTIVES AND MISSION 

 
81,1% of  the responding port authorities stated that they have formal general objectives, 
i.e. general objectives that are formally laid down in a legislative act, corporate or 
organisational by-laws and/or any other official document. The description of  these 
objectives shows a considerable diversity of  economic and non-economic objectives 
which are often even mixed. When asked specifically about the economic objectives of  
the port authority, almost all respondents (93,2%) stated they have such objectives, but 
the diversity of  them remains high (Figure 4). Maximisation of  added value and 
maximisation of  handled tonnage stand out as the most quoted objectives, followed by 
maximisation of  the profit of  the port authority. Maximisation of  the profits of  the 
companies active in the port hardly occurs as an objective. 
 

 
 

Figure 4: Economic objectives of  port authorities 
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The very significant ôotherõ category consists for one third of  a combination or 
specification of  the pre-stated economic objectives. Two thirds constitute genuinely 
other objectives which are however not always economic in nature. Examples include 
maximisation of  general interest, improvement of the competitive position of  the port, 
maximisation of the profit of  shareholders, returning a dividend to the city 
administration, provision of  efficient port services, sustainable development of  port 
activities, maintenance and development of  business activities, maintenance and 
development of  the port area, being a good actor for the city and the customer, supply 
ship/shore interface at the lowest cost, generate more income than costs, profitability 
(but not for profit) maximisation, financial sustainability, cost recovery, optimization of  
economic, social, societal and environmental fallouts of  the port activity. Although they 
ticked the ôotherõ category, a series of ports located in one country stated that they 
actually do not have economic objectives but just ensure the overall efficiency and well-
functioning of  the port. 
 
Generally speaking, it seems that most port authorities pursue a mixture of  economic 
and semi-economic objectives. However, only a limited number pursues genuinely 
corporate objectives such as the maximisation of  profit or maximisation of  shareholder 
value. 
 
It is difficult to draw clear conclusions from the differentiated results since the ôotherõ 
category remains very significant in most cases (Table 3). The regional differentiation 
shows that maximisation of  handled tonnage is relatively more outspoken for port 
authorities in the new regions, whereas maximisation of  added value is more prominent 
for Hanseatic and Latin port authorities. The Anglo-Saxon region is the only one where 
maximisation of  the profit of  the port authority stands out as the main economic 
objective. Finally, it should be noted that half  of  the ôotherõ category in Latin countries 
consists of  the port authorities mentioned above that state that they actually do not have 
economic objectives. 
 
 All Hanse New   

Hanse 
Anglo-
Saxon 

Latin New   
Latin 

Small Medium Large 

Max. tonnage 18.3% 11.6% 62.5% 13.3% 13.9% 42.9% 11.5% 25.5% 20.0% 

Max. added value 23.9% 30.2% 12.5% 13.3% 25.0% 14.3% 25.0% 23.4% 20.0% 

Max. profit comp. 4.6% 7.0% 12.5% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% 3.8% 6.4% 0.0% 

Max. profit PA 14.7% 9.3% 12.5% 46.7% 11.1% 0.0% 19.2% 10.6% 10.0% 

Other 38.5% 41.9% 0.0% 26.7% 47.2% 42.9% 40.4% 34.0% 50.0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
Table 3: Economic objectives of  port authorities ð differentiated results 

To conclude this section, the survey revealed that 67,6% of  the responding port 
authorities have a mission statement that is meant for external communication purposes. 
This percentage does not differ much according to the size and region of  the port 
authority, with exception of  port authorities in the new regions which demonstrate a 
higher availability of  mission statements. 
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3.2. LANDLORD FUNCTION  

 
Irrespective of  whether the port authority actually owns the port land or manages the 
land on behalf  of  national or local government, the landlord function consists of  a 
number of  common elements, i.e. the management, maintenance and development of  
the port estate, the provision of  infrastructure and facilities as well as the conception and 
implementation of  policies and development strategies linked to the exploitation of  the 
estate. The landlord function can be considered as the principal function of 
contemporary port authorities. It is a function which has undergone substantial changes 
and is subject to different forms of  pressure, i.e. competitive pressure to invest in 
infrastructure, financial pressure to make these investments and competition for land-use. 
 
This section is divided in three subsections. The first one addresses the ownership of  the 
land and the ability of  the port authority to sell or contract land out to third parties. The 
second subsection analyses the contracting of  land in more detail and a final subsection 
looks into more a-typical landlord aspects, including real estate and environmental land 
management and the development of  partnerships or investments in other ports. 

3.2.1. LAND OWNERSHIP AND ABILITY TO SELL AND 
CONTRACT LAND 

Figure 5 shows that almost 50% of  the responding port authorities do not own the port 
land they manage. These port authorities then usually administer and exploit the port 
estate on behalf  of  national or local government. In some cases this is arranged through 
a form of  long-term agreement (concession or lease) with government, in others the 
power of  administration and exploitation is granted by law. In those cases where the port 
authority is an administrative department of  government obviously no particular 
arrangement exists. Some port authorities specify that port land is public domain and 
therefore inalienable. Restricted land ownership usually means the port authority is co-
owner with other entities, either government or private owners (e.g. industry).  
 

 
 

Figure 5: Land ownership and ability to sell and contract land to third parties 
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Selling port land without restrictions is only possible in 20% of  the cases whereas most 
port authorities have no restrictions to contract land out to third parties, such as terminal 
operators, in order to permit these parties to provide port services. 
 
The differentiated results give an indication of  the varying degrees of  autonomy that 
port authorities have (Table 4). Anglo-Saxon, Hanseatic and New Latin port authorities 
own port land more frequently than port authorities in the two other regions. Almost 
half  of the Anglo-Saxon port authorities are able to sell port land and this is the case for 
one third of  the Hanseatic port authorities. Adding the ability to sell under restrictions, 
this amounts to more than 85% for the Anglo-Saxon port authorities and nearly 60% for 
the Hanseatic group. The ability to sell is much less present in other regions and non-
existing for New Latin port authorities. The ability to contract land out is high 
everywhere, but most restricted for New Hanseatic port authorities. A few Hanseatic, 
Anglo-Saxon and New Latin port authorities are not able to contract out land at all. 
 

 All Hanse New   
Hanse 

Anglo-
Saxon 

Latin New   
Latin 

Small Medium Large 

Full ownership 38.7% 48.8% 25.0% 53.3% 23.7% 42.9% 43.3% 31.3% 50.0% 

Ownership restricted 11.7% 14.0% 0.0% 20.0% 10.5% 0.0% 11.3% 12.5% 10.0% 

No ownership 49.5% 37.2% 75.0% 26.7% 65.8% 57.1% 45.3% 56.3% 40.0% 

Able to sell 19.8% 27.9% 12.5% 46.7% 5.3% 0.0% 26.4% 12.5% 20.0% 

Able to sell restricted 24.3% 27.9% 0.0% 40.0% 23.7% 0.0% 22.6% 25.0% 30.0% 

Not able to sell 55.9% 44.2% 87.5% 13.3% 71.1% 100.0% 50.0% 62.5% 50.0% 

Able to contract 73.0% 69.8% 62.5% 86.7% 73.7% 71.4% 79.2% 66.7% 70.0% 

Able to contract rest. 22.5% 23.3% 37.5% 6.7% 26.3% 14.3% 15.1% 29.2% 30.0% 

Not able to contract 4.5% 7.0% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 14.3% 5.7% 4.2% 0.0% 

 
Table 4: Land ownership and ability to sell and contract land to third parties ð differentiated results 

3.2.2. CONTRACTING OUT OF PORT LAND 
 
This section goes more in-depth into the contracting of port land to third parties, i.e. 
terminal operators. It revisits a number of  questions that were addressed in a broader 
survey on the awarding of  seaport terminals that ESPO commissioned in 2008 from the 
Institute of  Transport and Maritime Management Antwerp (ESPO and ITMMA 2008). 

3.2.2.1. Type of  contractual arrangements 
 
For almost 60% of  the responding port authorities port land is generally awarded to 
third parties through either a unilateral or multilateral (mostly bilateral) contractual 
arrangement governed by public law (Figure 6).  
 
The public law nature of  contractual arrangements is strongest in Latin and, somewhat 
surprisingly, Anglo-Saxon countries (Table 5). Port authorities were also asked whether 
there was specific legislation that governed contractual arrangements with third parties. 
New Latin and Latin countries rank highest in having such legislation. 
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Figure 6: Types of  contractual arrangements to award port land to third parties 

 
 All Hanse New   

Hanse 
Anglo-
Saxon 

Latin New   
Latin 

Small Medium Large 

Unilateral public 27.5% 17.9% 0.0% 50.0% 37.8% 16.7% 32.7% 22.7% 22.2% 

Multilateral public 29.4% 28.2% 37.5% 8.3% 37.8% 16.7% 26.5% 36.4% 11.1% 

Unilateral private 10.8% 15.4% 12.5% 25.0% 0.0% 16.7% 16.3% 4.5% 11.1% 

Multilateral private 14.7% 28.2% 37.5% 0.0% 2.7% 0.0% 10.2% 15.9% 33.2% 

Other 17.6% 10.3% 12.5% 16.7% 21.6% 50.0% 14.3% 20.5% 22.2% 

Specific legislation 53.8% 20.0% 50.0% 38.5% 89.2% 100.0% 36.7% 69.6% 66.7% 

No spec. legislation 46.2% 80.0% 50.0% 61.5% 10.8% 0.0% 63.3% 30.4% 33.3% 

 
Table 5: Types of  contractual arrangements to award port land to third parties and existence of  specific 

legislation ð differentiated results 

3.2.2.2. Selection procedure and criteria 

Nearly three quarters of  the responding port authorities apply, always or conditionally, 
public selection procedures to contract out port land (Figure 7). Nearly one third say they 
always do, whereas 21% applies such a procedure only for plots of  land that are of  
strategic interest. 19% states other conditions. These include the use of  public pre-
announcements to see whether more than one candidate would be interested in a given 
plot of  land, the applicability of  European public procurement legislation, the use of a 
threshold related to the surface of  the size of  the plot of  land, the use of  a threshold 
related to the duration of  the contractual arrangement, the condition that it must involve 
a transfer of public service obligations, the condition that it must concern new terminal 
sites (the public selection procedure is not applied to extensions of  existing ones) and a 
link with the investment needed. Some port authorities said they were going through a 
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transitional process and that it was therefore difficult to give details. One port authority 
said it could freely choose the procedure it wants. Just over a quarter of  respondents 
states it never uses a public selection procedure. 
 

 
 

Figure 7: Use of  public selection procedure to contract land out 

The use of  public selection procedures differs considerably among the regions (Table 6). 
New Latin port authorities always use them, whereas a majority of  Latin port authorities 
applies them in all cases as well. More than half  of  the Hanseatic port authorities never 
apply them and close to half  of  the Anglo-Saxon port authorities donõt either. In the 
Anglo-Saxon region this is related to the fact that the number of  ports where the port 
authority provides cargo handling services itself  is considerably higher (see section 3.4.1). 
For the Hanseatic region, this high percentage may to some extent be related to the fact 
that there are more small port authorities. The size of  the port authority indeed plays a 
role. Medium-size and large port authorities use more often public selection procedures 
than small ones. It seems logical that in the case of  large port authorities this is more 
conditional to strategic interests and other conditions, given the high number and 
diversity of  plots of  land that they manage. 
 

 All Hanse New   
Hanse 

Anglo-
Saxon 

Latin New   
Latin 

Small Medium Large 

Always 32.4% 2.5% 25.0% 23.1% 57.9% 100.0% 26.0% 41.3% 22.2% 

Strategic interest 21.0% 27.5% 12.5% 23.1% 18.4% 0.0% 18.0% 21.7% 33.3% 

Other conditions 19.0% 17.5% 50.0% 7.7% 21.1% 0.0% 12.0% 23.9% 33.3% 

Never 27.6% 52.5% 12.5% 46.2% 2.6% 0.0% 44.0% 13.0% 11.0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
Table 6: Use of  public selection procedure to contract land out ð differentiated results 
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Those port authorities that always or sometimes use a public selection procedure use 
public tender (64%), competitive bidding (21,3%) or other types of  procedures (14,7%). 
A public tender involves a call for proposals whereby all relevant contractual details are 
specified in advance, whereas with competitive bidding an open call is held whereby 
contract details are negotiated in a later stage. Those port authorities that never apply a 
public selection procedure use a variety of  methods including the first come, first serve 
principle and direct negotiations on the basis of  expressions of  interest, either by the 
port authority or a potential operator. Some respondents refer to ônormal business and 
commercial proceduresõ but do not specify what these are. 

3.2.2.3. Durations and clauses 

Setting the duration of  contractual arrangements is important from a governance 
perspective, as it allows port authorities to strike a balance between a reasonable payback 
period for the investments made by terminal operators, on the one hand, and a maximum 
entry to potential newcomers, on the other. 63,5% of  the responding port authorities are 
free to set these durations themselves (Table 7). This percentage decreases with the size 
of  the port authority and shows considerable variety according to the region. All port 
authorities in Anglo-Saxon countries report to have the freedom, whereas most port 
authorities in Hanseatic and New Latin countries would be free to set durations a well. In 
Latin countries the situation is fifty-fifty and in New Hanseatic countries few port 
authorities have the freedom. Restrictions consist of maximum durations that are set by 
legislation or are subject to approval by government.  
 
 All Hanse New   

Hanse 
Anglo-
Saxon 

Latin New   
Latin 

Small Medium Large 

Freely set durations 63.5% 71.1% 25.0% 100.0% 50.0% 66.7% 68.0% 62.2% 44.4% 

Restricted 36.5% 28.9% 75.0% 0.0% 50.0% 33.3% 32.0% 37.8% 55.6% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
Table 7: Freedom to set durations of  contractual arrangements ð differentiated results 

The survey further revealed that most maximum durations seem to vary around 30-35 
years, with very exceptional extremes of  10 and 70 years. 
 
Port authorities were asked to indicate which clauses were generally applied in major 
contractual arrangements between 2005 and 2009. These clauses reveal to some extent 
the actual objectives of  port authorities. Figure 8 demonstrates that the top-five of  most 
frequently occurring clauses consists of  throughput guarantees, followed by 
environmental performance clauses, extension clauses, renewal clauses and clauses that 
allow unilateral ending of  the contractual arrangements. This picture largely confirms the 
outcome of  the above-mentioned ITMMA survey. Many port authorities in Europe are 
indeed trying to optimise the use of  scarce land via the inclusion of  throughput 
specifications in the contract. They are also increasingly using the terminal awarding 
process in view of  a broader environmental compliance of  port activities and a 
sustainable development of  the port (ESPO and ITMMA 2008). 
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Figure 8: Clauses generally applied in major contractual arrangements 

3.2.3. LANDLORD BEYOND THE TRADITIONAL LANDLORD 

3.2.3.1. Urban real estate and environmental land management 

49,5% of  all respondents confirmed that they are engaged in urban real estate 
management projects such as waterfront development. 45,5% stated they are engaged in 
environmental land management such as management of  nature conservation sites. 
 
The differentiated picture (Table 8) shows that the vast majority of Latin port authorities 
are engaged in urban real estate management which is related to the fact that many ports 
in this region are city-ports. More than half of  the port authorities in the Latin region 
however also engage in environmental land management which makes them second to 
New Latin port authorities which are all engaged in this activity. Surprisingly, Hanseatic 
port authorities, which traditionally have a rather ôgreenõ image, are relatively least 
engaged in environmental land management. The same applies to urban real estate 
management. Environmental land management also seems to be related to the size of  
the port authority. 
 

 All Hanse New   
Hanse 

Anglo-
Saxon 

Latin New   
Latin 

Small Medium Large 

% in urban real estate 49.5% 25.6% 62.5% 40.0% 83.3% 28.6% 43.4% 58.7% 40.0% 

% in environmental land 45.5% 32.6% 50.0% 40.0% 51.4% 100.0% 32.1% 57.4% 60.0% 

 
Table 8: Engagement of  port authorities in urban real estate and environmental land management 
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3.2.3.2. Strategic partnerships and direct investments with other ports 
 
Port authorities were asked to indicate whether they developed strategic partnerships or 
made direct investments in other ports, be it other seaports, inland ports or dry ports. 
Such partnerships or investments can exist at national or international level. The 
distinction between strategic partnerships and direct investments is that the former 
include formalised co-operations, e.g. in terms of  developing joint hinterland 
connections, joint promotion efforts, joint IT projects. Such partnerships go beyond 
mere PR actions such as memoranda of  understanding, symbolic twin-port agreements 
etc. Direct investments involve direct financial participations in development projects in 
other sea, inland or dry ports and/or direct financial participations in other port 
authorities and/or relevant port companies outside the own port. 
 
The results show that co-operation mostly takes place with other seaports and that this is 
mainly confined to strategic partnerships at national and international level (Figure 9). 
There is relatively more direct investment in dry ports, mostly at national level. Co-
operation with inland ports is generally much less frequent but this is no doubt also due 
to the fact that inland ports do not exist everywhere.  
 

 
 

Figure 9: Strategic partnerships and direct investments with other ports ð all ports 

Further analysis shows that the question of  partnerships and direct investments in other 
ports is related to the size of  the port authorities. All large port authorities cooperate 
with other seaports, mostly through strategic partnerships although about 13% also has 
direct investments in other seaports, but then only at international level (Figure 10). Most 
of  them also engage with dry ports and, to a lesser extent, inland ports. Direct 
investments in both categories only occur at national level. This picture may however 
change in the future as several large port authorities are actively expanding their 
international scope and have set up specific daughter companies for this purpose. 
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Figure 10: Strategic partnerships and direct investments with other ports ð large ports 
 
 

3.3. REGULATOR FUNCTION 
 
The regulator function is somehow contained in the term ôport authorityõ itself and 
combines a mixture of  duties and responsibilities which can generally be referred to as 
controlling, surveillance and policing. These essentially relate to ensuring safety and 
security of  ship and cargo operations within the port as well as enforcing applicable laws 
and regulations in these and other fields such as environmental protection. Port 
authorities may develop their own regulations in these fields and employ their own police 
force to exert control. The increased societal focus on negative externalities of  port 
operations has reinforced the regulator function of  port authorities, in particular where it 
concerns environmental pollution surveillance, dangerous cargo control and security, a 
dimension which gained considerable importance since 9/11. From the three traditional 
port authority functions, the regulator function seems the one which is least under 
pressure since it is less likely to be assumed by the private sector. However, it should be 
noted that in many cases the regulatory role is not only performed by the port authority, 
but often in co-operation with government agencies.  
 
This analysis of  the regulator function first addresses some organisational questions 
regarding regulatory departments present in the port authority structure. A second 
subsection then looks at the regulatory activities themselves and also addresses functional 
issues that go beyond the traditional regulatory role, both in terms of  content and scope. 

3.3.1. ORGANISATIONAL ASPECTS 

The harbour master fulfils a number of  particular roles within a port which are generally 
related to the ship movements, ship operations planning, nautical safety, dangerous cargo 
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notifications, security etc. Port authorities were asked whether the harbour masterõs office 
forms full part of  their organisational structure. For 57.3% of  the responding port 
authorities this is indeed the case. In the other cases, the harbour masterõs office is under 
direct control of  a national or local ministry (transport, but sometimes also defence), a 
maritime administration or the coast guard. There is usually some form of  coordination 
with the port authority and the harbour master is often also represented within the 
governing structure of  the port authority (e.g. as member of  the supervisory board).  
 
Apart from specifying the position of  the harbour master, port authorities were also 
asked to identify whether, distinct from the harbour masterõs office, they have their own 
safety, security and environmental departments and employ their own police force (Table 
9). In  the northern regions (Anglo-Saxon, Hanse and, to a lesser extent, New Hanse), 
harbour masters are most often full part of  the port authority. The southern regions 
(New Latin and Latin) show the opposite situation. The fact that harbour masters 
generally form separate entities there may also explain why relatively more port 
authorities in these regions have their own safety, security and environmental 
departments. The table also illustrates that port authorities are not so much outsourcing 
regulatory activities, only for security this is slightly more significant. This could be due 
to the provisions of  European port security legislation which provides the possibility to 
outsource certain tasks to so-called ôRecognised Security Organisationsõ. 
 

 All Hanse New   
Hanse 

Anglo-
Saxon 

Latin New   
Latin 

Small Medium Large 

Harbour Master 57.3% 81.4% 62.5% 100.0% 23.7% 0.0% 71.7% 39.6% 66.7% 

Safety dept. 52.7% 32.6% 62.5% 53.3% 70.3% 71.4% 39.6% 70.8% 33.3% 

Outsourced 3.6% 4.7% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7% 14.3% 3.8% 4.2% 0.0% 

Security dept. 60.6% 33.3% 62.5% 60.0% 86.5% 85.7% 50.0% 74.5% 50.0% 

Outsourced 7.3% 11.9% 12.5% 0.0% 2.7% 14.3% 7.7% 8.5% 0.0% 

Environm. dept. 68.8% 52.4% 75.0% 66.7% 86.8% 66.7% 51.9% 80.9% 100.0% 

Outsourced 2.8% 4.8% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 3.8% 2.1% 0.0% 

Police force 14.8% 2.4% 0.0% 23.1% 31.6% 0.0% 9.6% 15.2% 40.0% 

 
Table 9: Organisational aspects of  the regulatory function ð differentiated results 

3.3.2. REGULATORY ACTIVITIES 

Port authorities were asked whether they issue their own regulations in the field of  safety, 
security and environment and, if  so, whether these go beyond the mere transposition of  
legal requirements (Figure 11). The conclusion is that most port authorities issue their 
own regulations, especially in the field of  security and safety. The percentage of  port 
authorities that go beyond transposition of  legal requirements however stays fairly low. 
This picture then somehow contrasts with the fact that 49,1% of  the responding port 
authorities answered positively to the general question whether they go beyond legal 
requirements in implementing and developing actions to enhance sustainability. 
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Figure 11: Port authorities issuing own regulations 

The regionally differentiated picture is quite diverse (Table 10). Relatively less Latin port 
authorities issue own safety regulations whereas Anglo-Saxon port authorities seem to be 
champions in going beyond legal requirements in this field. For security, it are Anglo-
Saxon port authorities that have relatively less own regulations and New Latin port 
authorities that go relatively more beyond legal requirements. As regards environment, 
New Hanse and Hanse port authorities relatively issue least own regulations but the 
highest percentage of  port authorities going beyond legal requirements in this field can 
be found in the Hanseatic and Latin regions. 
 

 All Hanse New   
Hanse 

Anglo-
Saxon 

Latin New   
Latin 

Small Medium Large 

Safety transp. 52.7% 52.4% 75.0% 33.3% 52.6% 71.4% 50.0% 56.3% 50.0% 

Safety beyond 30.9% 33.3% 12.5% 53.3% 26.3% 14.3% 34.6% 29.2% 20.0% 

No own regul. 16.4% 14.3% 12.5% 13.3% 21.1% 14.3% 15.4% 14.6% 30.0% 

Security transp. 67.0% 62.8% 75.0% 73.3% 70.3% 50.0% 67.3% 68.1% 60.0% 

Security beyond 19.3% 23.3% 12.5% 0.0% 21.6% 33.3% 15.4% 23.4% 20.0% 

No own regul. 13.8% 14.0% 12.5% 26.7% 8.1% 16.7% 17.3% 8.5% 20.0% 

Environ. transp. 46.8% 39.5% 50.0% 60.0% 44.7% 71.4% 47.2% 52.1% 20.0% 

Environ. beyond 22.5% 25.6% 0.0% 13.3% 28.9% 14.3% 22.6% 20.8% 30.0% 

No own regul. 30.6% 34.9% 50.0% 26.7% 26.3% 14.3% 30.2% 27.1% 50.0% 

Sustain. beyond 49.1% 42.9% 0.0% 53.3% 68.4% 28.6% 43.4% 51.1% 70.0% 

No 50.9% 57.1% 100.0% 46.7% 31.6% 71.4% 56.6% 48.9% 30.0% 

 
Table 10: Port authorities issuing own regulations ð differentiated results 
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Also noteworthy are the high percentages of  port authorities from the new regions that 
claim never to go beyond legal requirements in implementing and developing actions to 
enhance sustainability. Large port authorities seem to be generally less involved in the 
setting of  own regulations but mostly go beyond legal requirements in implementing and 
developing actions to enhance sustainability. 
 
Finally, port authorities were asked whether they export their regulatory experience 
outside their own port, e.g. through training programmes and application tools. The 
general picture shows that less than a third of  the responding port authorities does so 
(Figure 12) but if  they do, it is very rarely done on a profit-oriented basis.  
 

 
 

Figure 12: Export of  regulatory expertise 

Typical forms of  sharing expertise with other ports exist in co-operation at national level 
(involving government and/or sector organisations) and through co-operation 
programmes with ports in developing countries (e.g. former colonies). The picture in 
different regions is rather diverse. Port authorities in Latin countries generally export 
regulatory know-how more frequently than their colleagues in other countries. More port 
authorities in Anglo-Saxon and New Latin countries do this on a profit-oriented basis. It 
also appears that exporting regulatory know-how increases with the size of  the port. 
 
 

3.4. OPERATOR FUNCTION 

 
The operator function traditionally covers the provision of  port services which can be 
broadly grouped as follows: the physical transfer of  goods and passengers between sea 
and land, including transport services, technical-nautical services (pilotage, towage and 
mooring) and a range of  other, ancillary, services. The biggest change here is no doubt 
that privatisation processes have in many ports brought cargo handling services in the 
hands of  private operators with the port authority acting only as service provider ôof the 
last resortõ or offering specialised services (e.g. crane service for heavy lifts). The general 
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economic interest nature of  technical-nautical services explains why these may often still 
be provided by public entities, in casu port authorities themselves. Ancillary services are 
mostly provided for the benefit of  the wider port community, such as waste handling, 
provision of  shore power for vessels etc. 
 
Summarised, it can be said that the basic option for the operator function of  the port 
authority in all service categories is whether or not to provide the service itself. The main 
question addressed in this part of  the survey therefore aims to identify the kind of  
operational services in which port authorities are directly or indirectly involved today. A 
first section deals with the direct provision of  services, subsequent sections address the 
indirect involvement in service provision and the provision of  services outside the own 
port area(s). 

3.4.1. DIRECT PROVISION OF SERVICES 

 
 

Figure 13: Direct provision of  operational services in ports 
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Figure 13 indicates which parties are providing which kind of  operational services in 
ports. From top to bottom one identifies: technical-nautical services, ancillary services, 
cargo and passenger handling services and transport services. The left (dark blue) 
segment of  each row in the diagram indicates the extent to which port authorities 
provide these services. It shows that port authorities mainly provide ancillary services 
that benefit the wider port community, ranging from dredging (inside the port area) to 
the provision of  waste reception facilities. Cargo and passenger handling, transportation 
and, to a lesser extent, technical-nautical services are mainly provided by private 
operators, whereas government plays a relatively important role in the provision of  
pilotage, dredging (outside the port area) and, to a lesser extent, rail operations. 
 

 
 

Figure 14: Port authorities directly providing operational services in ports ð regional comparison 






































































































































