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CHAPTER II
ITALY’S LOGISTICS ECONOMY



SECTION I
LOGISTICS AS A DRIVER OF ITALIAN COMPETITIVENESS


1. Foreword 

The aim of this paper is to lay out a research path geared to identifying and analysing the factors guiding the competitiveness of Italian logistics, in relation to the globalisation  and internationalisation process of companies. More in detail, it intends to investigate in depth the current state of logistics, highlighting its importance for the country’s economy, both in terms of providing services to enterprises, in order to improve their efficiency, and in terms of the wealth activated by the sector. The very nature of the Italian productive system, highly fragmented with its prevailing presence of small and medium enterprises, that are challenged to reach the most distant emerging markets, makes the logistics operator an ideal partner, capable not only of allowing connections while minimising the unit cost of shipping goods, but also of offering commercial support built on the knowledge of, and increasingly a direct presence in, the destination markets.
The paper moves from an analysis of Italy’s competitiveness, and subsequently seeks to interpret the critical factors which emerged during the process, with the aim of offering the means to identify elements of interest to support and improve Italy’s positioning within the international context.


2. Italy within the international logistics context

The development of an economic system is increasingly guided by the ability to compete on the international markets, based on efficient management of production systems with globalised logics and sophisticated and trustworthy distribution systems.
A global and competitive logistics network, therefore, supports the economic activity of any country. This is confirmed by the findings of a World Bank paper that shows how, at like for like per capita income, the countries with a better logistics performance experience stronger GDP growth by around 1%, and more intense trade by 2%[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  Ministry of Infrastructure and Transport, Piano della logistica analisi dei processi di chain morfologia dei flussi logistici internazionali “feelings & insight” del sistema logistico italiano, 2011.] 

“Logistics” is a term often used to identify a very wide and varied range of activities; in order to understand the “value” of the sector for the Italian economy, suffice it to say that goods-related services provided by any entity, and generically classified as logistics[footnoteRef:2], are worth approximately 200 billion euros in Italy, i.e. around 13% of GDP[footnoteRef:3]. Contribution to Gross Domestic Product indicates the importance of this “industry” for the national economy, and is influenced by a number of factors, ranging from the industrial vocation of a country, its territorial morphology, as well as its industrial and consumption flows. [2:  Warehousing, preservation, packaging, transport, deposit, shipping, distribution, etc.) plus safeguarding, security, inventory carrying, proximity, customer satisfaction, etc.]  [3:  Forti F. (President of Confetra), Legalità Concorrenza e Sicurezza per l’autotransport italiano, 13 February 2013.] 

Considering direct and indirect jobs, plus employment in the related industries, one million people work in the field of logistics services[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  Forti F. (President of Confetra), Legalità Concorrenza e Sicurezza per l’autotransport italiano, 13 February 2013.] 

Despite such impressive figures, which prove how important this sector is, and how strategic for the national economy, Italy ranks rather low in the main international logistics indices. Drawing up a punctual analysis of the state of the art of Italian logistics is a near-impossible task in absolute terms. However, an analysis of our country’s position within the international context can spotlight interesting elements based on which to define the appropriate actions to take in support of national logistics.
The Global Connectedness Index 2012[footnoteRef:5], which measures the ability of a country to commercially penetrate the international markets, places Italy in 28th place out of the 125 countries considered, and in 18th place out of the 38 European countries (EU and non-EU). [5:  Ghemawat Pankaj with Altman Steven A., DHL Global Connectedness Index 2012.] 

Considering the number and complexity of global supply chains, the effectiveness of logistics operators depends largely on country-specific factors, such as commercial procedures, transport and telecommunications infrastructures, and the domestic markets for support services.
In order to consider all these parameters, the World Bank has drawn up a Logistics Performance Index (LPI)[footnoteRef:6], calculated based on the assessment of six complementary areas: [6:  World Bank, Connecting to compete, Trade Logistics in the Global economy, 2012.
The LPI involves necessarily subjective qualitative assessments, as it is built on information obtained by means of a worldwide survey of a sample of international shipping and freight companies. Almost 1,000 logistics operators were interviewed, and each respondent was asked to rank the eight countries with which the most intense trade relations were entertained in the areas indicated; this method allowed the drawing up of a large number of country evaluation cards, based on which the ranking was compiled.] 


· The efficiency of customs procedures;
· The quality of infrastructures for trade and transport;
· The ease of arranging price-competitive shipments;
· The competence and quality of logistics services;
· The ability to trace and track shipments;
· The frequency with which shipments reach their destinations on time.

Based on the performance on these fronts, a “logistics competitiveness” index is built, and a country ranking compiled. The criteria touch on both traditional aspects (customs procedures and quality of infrastructures), and on elements of more recent interest (shipment tracking and tracing systems, punctuality in delivery, and competence of the domestic logistics system), especially important in a sector in which the tendency is to increasingly reduce warehousing, adopt just-in-time operating systems, and implement global logistics chains.
The index built by the World Bank is aimed at helping countries indentify the strengths and weaknesses of their infrastructure system, so that they may plan their investments in a better-focused manner.
The LPI table is topped by Singapore and Hong Kong (respectively with 4.13 and 4.12 on a 0-5 scale, where 5 is the score assigned to the best performances), followed in third place by Finland (with 4.05, top performer in Europe), whereas Burundi brings up the rear with a score of 1.61, stressing how wide the logistics gap is separating high-income countries from low-income ones.
The World Bank’s index places Italy in 24th place in the world ranking in terms of logistics performance, with a score of 3.67; in the same ranking, six European Union member states occupy the top 10 positions.

LPI ranking 2012
	 
	LPI rank
	Customs
	Infrastructure
	International shipments
	Logistics quality and competence
	Tracking and tracing
	Timeliness

	
	Rank
	Score
	Rank
	Score
	Rank
	Score
	Rank
	Score
	Rank
	Score
	Rank
	Score
	Rank
	Score

	Singapore
	1
	4.13
	1
	4.1
	2
	4.15
	2
	3.99
	6
	4.07
	6
	4.07
	1
	4.39

	Hong Kong
	2
	4.12
	3
	3.97
	7
	4.12
	1
	4.18
	5
	4.08
	5
	4.09
	4
	4.28

	Finland
	3
	4.05
	2
	3.98
	6
	4.12
	4
	3.85
	1
	4.14
	1
	4.14
	15
	4.10

	Germany
	4
	4.03
	6
	3.87
	1
	4.26
	11
	3.67
	4
	4.09
	7
	4.05
	2
	4.32

	Netherlands
	5
	4.02
	8
	3.85
	3
	4.15
	3
	3.86
	7
	4.05
	2
	4.12
	12
	4.15

	Denmark
	6
	4.02
	4
	3.93
	10
	4.07
	8
	3.70
	2
	4.14
	4
	4.10
	7
	4.21

	Belgium
	7
	3.98
	7
	3.85
	8
	4.12
	6
	3.73
	8
	3.98
	8
	4.05
	9
	4.20

	Japan
	8
	3.93
	11
	3.93
	9
	4.11
	14
	3.61
	9
	3.97
	9
	4.03
	6
	4.21

	United States
	9
	3.93
	13
	3.85
	4
	4.14
	17
	3.56
	10
	3.96
	3
	4.11
	8
	4.21

	United Kingdom
	10
	3.9
	10
	3.72
	15
	3.95
	13
	3.63
	11
	3.93
	10
	4.00
	10
	4.19

	Italy
	24
	3.67
	27
	3.34
	23
	3.74
	19
	3.53
	21
	3.65
	20
	3.73
	18
	4.05


TABLE 1 - Source: World Bank, 2012

Broken down data highlight that Italy’s main problems reside in customs procedures (27th place), in a ranking topped by Singapore and Finland. The role played by efficient customs structures in assessing the competitiveness of an integrated logistics system is by all means a leading one. Another World Bank investigation[footnoteRef:7] shows that Italian entrepreneurs, on average, must present four documents, wait 19 days, and pay USD 1,006 to export a standard container. To import, they need on average to present four documents, wait 17 days, and spend USD 1,131. Italy is in line with the European Union average in terms of the number of documents required for maritime cross-border trade. This is not so for what concerns the time factor. At the European level, importing requires on average five documents, 11 days, and USD 1,072, and exporting four documents, 11 days, and USD 1,004. [7:  The performances of the countries are assessed based on different measurements, including administrative (number of documents to be presented), financial (costs calculated in US dollars), and accessibility (time in days) parameters.
World Bank, Doing Business in Italy, 2013.] 

Extended product transit times have a strong impact on the overall logistics performance cycle: a recent paper proves that every one-day delay causes trade to decrease by at least 1%[footnoteRef:8]. [8:  World Bank, Doing Business in Italy, 2013.] 

Infrastructure endowment is one of the parameters assessed to build the LPI; obviously, while connected, infrastructures and logistics are not the same thing: good infrastructure (i.e. better accessibility) is not a necessary and sufficient condition to ensure good logistics (i.e. increased competitiveness). On this front, Italy ranks 23rd with a score of 3.74. The best logistics infrastructures are in Germany (4.26), followed by Singapore (4.15).
With a score of 3.53, Italy ranks 19th in terms of the ease of arranging price-competitive international shipments.
As regards “logistics competence”, as the World Bank defines the overall quality of the logistics services offered, and the competence of operators, Italy ranks 21st in a table headed by countries such as Finland and Denmark.
The highest position obtained by our country (18th) is in the punctuality of shipments.

LPI: Italy compared to selected large European countries, 2012
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CHART 1 - Source: SRM elaborations on World Bank data, 2012
Inefficiencies ascribable to the aspects considered result in a lengthening of the transit time of goods, and imply additional costs for Italian import and export companies, draining economic resources and affecting their competitiveness compared to their European competitors.
Based on World Bank calculations, the overall score of 3.67 assigned to Italy implies a delay of 1.08 days compared to Germany (which has a score of 4.03) in moving goods from the port to the recipient company’s warehouse[footnoteRef:9]. [9:  The Connecting to Compete report indicates that a lower score by one point – such as 2.5 against 3.5 – may imply between two and four extra days to move goods from the port to the warehouse of the recipient company. Therefore, assuming an average of three extra days, and considering the 0.36 difference in score between Italy and Germany (4.03 vs. 3.67), the average delay in handling goods in Italia compared to Germany is 1.08 days, ranging from a minimum of 0.72 days to a maximum of 1.44 days.] 

The issue of transit times was also investigated in a paper by A.T. Kearney for Confetra[footnoteRef:10], which shows that while Italy enjoys a un geographic advantage, only 6.3% of the volumes transiting through the Suez Canal reach our and this is mostly due to the delays and, especially, the uncertainties on the transit time of goods. What’s more, many national companies choose foreign ports as well for the handling of their shipments: in light of the amount of goods shipped from/to Italy which transit through the ports of Northern Europe, with volumes in excess of 440 thousand TEUs, the Northern Range may in some ways be considered as the eighth-largest Italian container port[footnoteRef:11]. [10:  A.T. Kearney, Scenario della logistica in Italia: sintesi and evidenze, 2010.]  [11:  Cassa Depositi e Prestiti, Porti e Logistica, 2012.] 


TEUs lost by the Italian port system to the Northern Range (a year)
[image: ]
CHART 2 - Source: The European House Ambrosetti, 2013
Time and trustworthiness are decisive variables in a business sector in which the carrier acts as guarantor of the quality of a service it has only partial control over. In this sense, an indicative comparison is the one drawn between the time required to get a hypothetical shipment from Singapore to Milan using the port of Genoa or Antwerp[footnoteRef:12]. In the former, handling takes between 20 and 28 days; in the latter, between 25 and 27 days. In conditions such as these, operators tend to prefer the greater predictability of timelines, as this allows for better and more effective logistics planning. Considering the difference in the time required to cover the maritime leg of the journey (calling at Genoa saves four days of navigation compared to calling at Antwerp), it is clear that transit through a port and the “land” leg of the journey represent an element of fragility for the system. In an integrated sector such as the transport sector, the entire chain moves at the speed of its weakest link: congested interconnection networks and bottlenecks do not allow a reliable and efficient transport service to be offered. [12:  A.T. Kearney, Scenario della logistica in Italia: sintesi and evidenze, 2010.] 

This situation works against Italian ports, and even more so against Italy as a system: according to estimates drawn up by the National Council of Shipping companies, by winning back the goods directed to our country and which currently transit through foreign ports, the Italian tax authorities would cash in duty amounting to around 180 million euros, and at least 12,000 jobs would be created in the logistics sector.


3. Critical factors in the Italian logistics system

In Italy, logistics weigh on industrial sector revenues more than the European average, translating into extra costs in the production chain, to the detriment of the performance of Italian companies, all the more so in a difficult phase such as the present. On the whole, Italy faces a higher cost of “traditional” logistics by 11% compared to the European average, which means higher costs of around 12 billion euros for the system as a whole. This competitiveness deficit is ascribable to structural factors by around 4 billion euros, whereas the remaining 8 billion could be easily recovered by curing operating criticalities and system inefficiencies.
The structural component of the Italian logistics gap seems tied first of all to the physical morphology of the country and to its productive setup. A fragmented and dispersed business system, with a prevalence of small and medium enterprises, and a territorial morphology like the Italian, imply more complex logistics compared to more concentrated production setups, or countries with less impervious physical characteristics. In other words, in assessing the logistics supply of a country, the specific needs of the demand side need to be clearly identified.
In this sense, the high fragmentation of the national productive setup, as well as the dispersion of companies and consumption centres over a multitude of locations, at times difficult to reach, act as powerful incentives to choose the “full road” option. The Italian logistics model is structured in such a way as to maximise flexibility and adaptability to the characteristics of the national production chains and to the location of the domestic enterprises: demand tied to national distribution requires prompt and far-reaching deliveries; the supply side responds by handling small unit loads, with low-planning levels and high-frequency services, between markedly dispersed points of departure and destination. These needs are typically managed by resorting to road transport, which is at odds with affording rail transport and intermodal transport a more important role. These aspects also influence the breakdown of the cost of logistics in Italy, which compared to the average for other European countries, is more skewed towards the transport component. This cost component accounts for around 73.3% of total logistics spending, with warehousing[footnoteRef:13] and high value-added services[footnoteRef:14] accounting for around 26.7% (vs. a EU27 average of around 65% for cost of transport, and 35% for warehousing and services). The cost of transport item is significantly inflated by the fact that goods in Italy mostly travel by road: 63% of the total cost of logistics in Italy is tied to the road component, compared to a European average of around 50%[footnoteRef:15].  [13:  Warehousing includes costs tied to warehouse management (for instance, rent, operating costs, etc.) and to logistics activities and transactions (picking, quality control, etc.).]  [14:  Costs tied to value-added services: micro-processing, administrative services (e.g. order flow management, planning, monitoring, etc).]  [15:  A.T. Kearney, Scenario della logistica in Italia: sintesi and evidenze, 2010.] 

In addition to highlighting the territorial and economic characteristics of the country, the analysis carried out allows a rationalisation of the critical factors at play in the national logistics system, that may be divided into three further categories: system inefficiencies (infrastructure), company inefficiencies (supply not in step with market trends), operational inefficiencies (operational bottlenecks, and regulatory and planning shortcomings).

Summary table of the criticalities of the Italian logistics system
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FIGURE 1 - Source: SRM elaborations

The first group of critical factors lies in the country’s infrastructural setup. Italy presents a highly fragmented picture if facilities, and therefore a low concentration of volumes, which makes it hard to achieve economies of scale to compete. On top of this, there is limited interconnection between the different transportation networks, which hinders intermodal transport and results at times in congestion, especially in the road and motorway systems, around the major cities and towns. Italy’s infrastructural hardships are also photographed by the World Economic Forum’s Global competitiveness Index[footnoteRef:16], based on which Italy ranks 53rd out of 148 economies considered in terms of the quality of infrastructures, behind its main European competitors. [16:  World Economic Forum, The Global Competitiveness Report 2013-2014.] 

Numerous proposals have been set forth over time to cure these criticalities. Given the limited public funds available, legislation has been put in place with the aim of encouraging private funding: between 2011 and 2012, Laws 214/2011, 27/2012, and 35/2012, introduced so-called project bonds, and public-private partnership financing plans, facilitating the concession of construction licenses and the management of public infrastructure works. However, it should be stressed that much of this new legislation still has not come into force: this is true, for instance, for the establishment of the Transport Authority, provided for by Law 27/2012, which despite widespread political consensus, still hasn’t taken place. Also, Parliamentary approval still has not been completed of the long-awaited reforms introduced by Laws 84/94 and 240/90, respectively touching on ports and interports, aimed at bridging the competitive gap of the facilities and attempting to reap the opportunities offered by recent trends, which see Italy in a strong position to benefit from the growth in the flows of goods transiting in the Mediterranean[footnoteRef:17]. [17:  The Bill to reform Law 84/94 was approved on 12 September 2012 by the Senate, but is still pending at the House. The Framework Law on interports and territorial platforms was approved by the House on 12 April 2012, but still hasn’t been passed by the Senate.] 

The second group of critical factors is more diverse, linked with the overall structure and governance of the logistics cycle, and with the quality of the services provided: it includes, for instance, the fragmentation of sector operators, the limited integration among them, the localised inefficiencies of individual means of transport (which create problems in terms of timing, scheduling, and trustworthiness), problems in coordinating the different types of carriers (i.e. the inadequacy of intermodal transfers).
In essence, the fragmentation of the productive cycle among manufacturing enterprises, in which multiple companies (parent company, sub-suppliers, and sub-contractors) work on the realisation of a single product, is symmetrical to the situation in the supply of logistics services. An analysis of the supply side shows that the Italian logistics market is scarcely consolidated, and the top 10 players (mostly branches of major international groups) account for less than 20% of the total market (Logistics Plan).
More in general, there is an almost total lack, among Italian logistics companies, of major integrated players with a presence abroad. This aspect is linked with the ways in which Italian manufacturing companies relate to clients (ex works) and suppliers (free at destination) in organising transport. This implies that Italy’s imports and exports are managed externally by the logistics operators of our main trade partners: France and Germany. The result is the low competitiveness of enterprises tied to the national logistics system, as Italy, with its strong export vocation, is increasingly a purchaser of shipping services from foreign enterprises.
High fragmentation and the lack of integration among operators hinder the achievement of economies of scale and of scope, to the detriment of the overall cost structure and of the quality of services. Logistics operators include a host of different categories; actual carriers (trucking companies, rail service operators, ship-owners, airline companies) are flanked by a multitude of middle entities, such as agents, shipping agencies, shipping companies, intermediaries, brokers. Shipments normally see the involvement  of operators belonging to several categories, with a negative fallout on the traceability of the flow of goods, which would be desirable to guarantee actual monitoring to the benefit of the sender and addressee of the shipment, as well as to shorten delivery times.
In addition to widespread fragmentation among different categories, operators are also pulverised within each category: individual companies emerge as being very small in size when compared to the international average. When considering the main value component of the market, i.e. road transport, the supply side is very highly fragmented in Italy, with three times the number of active enterprises compared to the main European countries (Germany, France, UK), although the trend is slowly yet gradually changing. It should also be said that the level of satisfaction with logistics providers as expressed by Italian manufacturing companies is at its highest when referred to self-employed truck drivers. Their readiness to accept highly flexible solutions still represents an irreplaceable source of added value, still not matched by operators offering other advantages (more professional approach, ability to handle multiple logistics activities, etc.). In addition to operating flexibility, another factor which increases satisfaction levels is undoubtedly the offer of flexible tariffs. Small haulers, especially in oversupply phases, offer discounts or cost reductions that other, larger firms, cannot afford.
This market structure, therefore, is vulnerable to price war situations, as the companies lack an articulated structure, leaving the sector open to pressures from foreign players, able to operate with more advantageous cost structures and within different regulatory frameworks. This is all the more true in the present situation, conditioned by the economic crisis, which has led to both a contraction in volumes and to demand for higher flexibility.
As regards the possibility of guaranteeing very low prices and flexibility in planning shipments, shipping firms tend to operate independently (recourse to outsourcing for transport in Italy is lower by far than the EU average: 41% vs. around 60%).
But what are the reasons preventing Italian companies today from resorting to outsourcing in logistics? 
According to a survey carried out by the Contract Logistics Observatory of Politecnico di Milano, there are essentially two main types of considerations:

· The concern of losing competence in managing the logistics process;
· The fear of having to face high costs to manage change (for instance integration with the logistics services provider).

By contrast, the reasons which prompt companies to opt for outsourcing may be grouped into two categories:

· Strong commitment on the part of management;
· The awareness of the value that resides in sharing logistics flows with other players.

In recent years, shy signals of a change in the logistics strategies of Italian manufacturing companies have been emerging, and translate into a higher propensity to resort more frequently to other shipping companies, and especially to those who operate strictly in logistics activities: although they still occupy markedly residual positions, they seem to be taking hold in Italy as well, as illustrated by the table below:

Providers of logistics services to Italian manufacturing companies
Comparison over time (% of respondents)
	Logistics operators
	Italy
	Europe
	Rest of the world 

	
	Survey 2009
	Survey 2006
	Survey 2009
	Survey 2006
	Survey 2009
	Survey 2006

	Forwarder, courier, transport mediator
	58.3
	66.7
	50.8
	69.4
	39.0
	65.4

	Multivehicle hauler 
	38.3
	43.7
	23.5
	32.8
	8.3
	14.0

	Single-vehicle hauler
	22.0
	30.9
	4.0
	10.8
	1.3
	3.7

	Other shipping companies 
(combined, rail, air, maritime)
	16.5
	12.0
	17.8
	17.2
	20.5
	35.3

	Logistics firm
	12.8
	7.1
	9.8
	7.0
	7.3
	6.3


TABLE 2 - SOURCE: Isfort, 2009

This trend may be read as the emergence of a greater awareness of the need to undertake more advanced logistics paths to successfully embrace market logics that are by now globalised. This is also confirmed by the analysis of relations along the chain, which shows that direct relations between single-mode haulers and clients has dropped sharply (9% in 2009 vs. 15% in 2000), in a situation in which the supply of road transport is integrated, in 90% of cases, by operators capable of offering diversified services.
Changes are also taking place on the supply side: the concentration of outsourced logistics services is increasing, as proven by the reduction in the overall number of firms (from 114.491 in 2009 to 108.559 in 2011), mostly in the segment of haulers not organised as limited companies (self-employed truck drivers), and by the rise in average revenues per company (+8% compared to 2009)[footnoteRef:18]. [18:  Politecnico di Milano, Dipartimento di Ingegneria Gestionale, Outsourcing della logistica: tra presente e futuro, November 2013.] 

The third group of factors relate to the presence of numerous administrative/operational “bottlenecks”, which considerably reduce the speed and reliability of the service at crucial junctures. Complexity and administrative/operational constraints are factors which penalise the ability to effectively serve the industrial sector and to attract new international flows, especially due to limited reliability in meeting schedules, and to criticalities at crucial junctures.
It should also be noted that in Europe regulations and procedures still have not been fully harmonised, also due to the existence of very different socio-economic situations in the various Member States, and this works against the smooth functioning of the internal market.
As mentioned above, an analysis of the Italian port system highlighted longer average transit times compared to European best practices, made worse by a worse record in meeting promised dates, which represents a major issue, given its impact in terms of additional costs and the inefficiencies this causes on industrial flows that are increasingly fast and optimised.
Operators point out shortcomings in the regulatory-operational structure, especially in terms of coordination and complexity, with an often bureaucratised and overly cumbersome system, which struggles to interact with the industrial world (not market-oriented), that lacks administrative coordination and is often marred by discordant regulations (or their interpretation).
One of the administrative criticalities pointed out is the lack of coordination between control authorities. This means that that the same shipment of goods is often subjected to multiple controls, which result in delays and higher costs for the firms.
Further criticism is addressed to the Italian customs offices, which have shorter opening hours than other European counterparts, among which 24/7 activity is more frequent.
Many proposals have been set forth over the years to cure the criticalities of the Italian logistics system. They include:

· Standardisation of controls at the community level and harmonisation of risk analysis to allow individual Member States to carry out controls with the same modalities and times.
· The single customs window as a necessary measure for the relaunching of national logistics, as also provided for by the National Logistics Plan 2012-2020.
· Introduction of the pre-clearing procedures (to lighten the workload of ports and customs offices, in order to allow advance risk analysis, clearing containers before their departure for the port of destination, so as to cut waiting times and, consequently, importation times. While already tested in some Italian ports, such as Genoa, pre-clearing services should be extended to other ports and used more systematically).
· Introduction of the Authorised Economic Operator (a status which guarantees priority and simplified access to some customs operations, including the cutting of risk percentages, which translates into a lower incidence of inspection activities for operators meeting high security and/trustworthiness standards).
· Inspections outside the port (traffic congestion may also be reduced by de-concentrating customs inspections and other forms of inspection from the point of arrival of the goods in the territory, moving them preferably to the warehouses of suppliers and importers, or to logistics centres outside the port area). 
· Increased financial autonomy of ports. As has been suggested by Assoporti for some time now, it is recommended that a share of the tax revenues generated by VAT and excise on import and export activities, be destined to the port authorities to cover the running costs of ports, and to finance long-term investments long-term in port infrastructures.
Last but not least, planning and regulatory shortcomings. Starting in 2001, numerous national strategic plans and frameworks have been drawn up, often never to become operational, as well as industry-specific regulations and regional planning activities. In Italy, the Regions acquired jurisdiction over infrastructure, logistics, and the transport of goods, following the reform of Title V of the Italian Constitution, but the situation at the local level is a very diverse one, and satisfactory only at times: not all the Regions have drafted a Regional Transport Plan (PRT), and some of those that do have not updated it, nor do they plan to. Also, the Regions that do update their plans, do not do so uniformly.
In essence, there is no shared territorial planning and a lack of coordination between the different levels of planning of the policies for services and infrastructures in support of transport and logistics.


4. Conclusions

On drawing our conclusions, it is first of all necessary to acknowledge the radical change undergone by the economic systems in the past decades, and still under way in terms of the international scenario, and to reflect on which levers should be activated by Italian enterprises to improve and strengthen their competitiveness.
Logistics has become a precious asset, potentially able to play a positive role in relaunching Italy’s economic system. The increasing need to serve distant markets, where growth is galloping, but which present high levels of uncertainty, has become much more pressing than in the past, and represents a new and decisive challenge for the companies engaged on the international markets.
In the present phase the market is undergoing deep change, which is hard to interpret and will presumably open up new scenarios also in terms of the performances of emerging economies. The latter, by eroding the market shares of the mature economies, will also force Italy to come to terms with the need to adapt to the new market conditions, to safeguard and improve their competitiveness at the international level.
To this end, the first step to take is to adopt a new regulatory approach to the industry, focused on the medium-long term and allowing Italian enterprises to strengthen and to expand their target markets in Europe and in the Mediterranean.
In the logistics sector, the economic crisis has deeply changed the way business is conducted, towards both services companies and manufacturing companies, which originate the demand for logistics services.
As regards the former, the crisis has forced them to reorganise their activities in an attempt to stay on the market. Rather than traffic routes, change has affected the size and variability of traffic flows: demand has plummeted especially on the front of international relations, effectively reducing the productivity and profitability of logistics firms; as a result, enterprises have concentrated on analysing of internal business processes, with the aim of detecting the areas of greater inefficiency. This has led them to:

· Seek solutions that allow them to contain operating costs, also outsourcing certain activities;
· Become part of networks of companies, with the aim of sharing the load capacity of means of transport along certain routes;
· Seek operational partnerships with foreign companies, for instance to balance flows and reduce no-load transfers;
· Increase the offer of value-added services, and services with a higher organisational content, also offering consulting services geared to optimising the supply chain;
· Delocalise operations to EU countries with lower cost of labour (e.g. Slovakia, Poland) in order to reduce the incidence of labour costs, especially for road transport.

The crisis has also changed the needs of manufacturing and trade companies, which require logistics services, and are driven in particular by a strong propensity towards cost containment. The result is that they often pursue the most convenient tariffs on the market, and are sometimes prepared to renounce quality of service. Faced with declining revenues and staff cuts, enterprises have resorted to a “defensive” use of logistics,  more as a cost containment lever than as a driver of per la competitiveness. Forms of in-sourcing have been preferred, re-internalising functions that had previously been outsourced, not only to reduce costs, but also in order to preserve as much as possible the internal skills built up within the company.
The small size of a company, while not inhibiting the pursuit of innovation and internationalisation, undoubtedly makes the process more complicated. The key is to strengthen, through company mergers or company-provider partnerships, in order to make the investment more convenient, and its development more lasting over time. 
The analysis carried out shows that the Italian logistics model failed to bear up to the effects of the crisis, which laid bare all its fragility, especially in terms of relations along the supply chain. Investments must be made to support a renewal of industrial culture in Italy, to enhance awareness of the role that modern logistics can play in relaunching the competitiveness of the national industry.
All the above in order to of pursue greater economic and social integration with Europe and the countries of the Mediterranean, which has become central for Italian growth, not only to accompany the needs of the manufacturing industry through the reduction of the cost of import-export trade, but also to keep up with markets enjoying stronger economic trends than Italy.

SECTION II
LOGISTICS IN THE NEW INTERNATIONAL AND NATIONAL SCENARIOS


1. Foreword 

The theme of logistics, and of an interconnected, and organic system for the transport of goods, have become increasingly relevant in the evolution of today’s global economy, as these two sectors represent one of the most incisive propulsive forces for the economic system. Their role has transformed significantly over the years, as their organisation has had to progressively adapt to the new international economic context, as also their approach to the market, and the models based on which their services are provided.
In the presence of ongoing growth in domestic and foreign flows of goods and passenger traffic, the economic dimension of logistics and of the transport sector has therefore become considerable, and efficiency gains (in terms of cost, innovation, and service capacity) have become a decisive target, to be pursued incessantly in order to keep overall competitive capacity high, and therefore to improve the economic prospects of individual countries.
It should be said, first of all, that in the new international economic panorama, transport has started to take on a different function compared to the past, as it is no longer limited to transferring goods from one place to another, from the producer to the consumer, but has by now become an integral part of the production process and of its economy. Numerous factors have contributed to the evolution of the concept of transport, with globalisation at the fore. The integration of global markets has sparked strong demand for transport, both in quantitative terms and in terms of the quality and diversification of the services offered, and has led to the birth of competition at the global level, in cui which the transport factor is increasingly important.
The effects of globalisation are felt not only at the macroeconomic level, but also on the front of business management, given the increasing integration of the global markets of factors of production, which prompts the economic systems of the industrialised countries to delocalise production, generally transferring the non-core phases of the production process to countries where the cost of procuring such factors (labour, raw materials, semi-finished items, etc.) is lower. Therefore, the reference market for industrial supplies tends to become wider and wider, and receiving supplies from facilities and warehouses outside the national borders is an increasingly common practice among enterprises.
These very processes, by which the territories of reference for trade are ever wider, and recourse to production delocalisation, are the main developments at the heart of the growth of  integrated logistics. Also, the increasing popularity of a door-to-door distribution model, in a context in which the distance between production and consumption locations are increasingly distant, has made it necessary to overcome the notion of logistics as the process of handling shipments, and to embrace its definition as a complex industrial and information process, which includes activities ranging from forecasting demand for transport to managing inventories and orders and orders, from transport to the warehousing, stocking, and grouping of goods, and on to customs operations, sorting within individual countries, and payment systems, activities which see the involvement of different players, both public and private.
One of the consequences of production delocalisation is the considerable increase in the flows of goods travelling from one point of the planet to another, and encourages the development of more efficient and advanced transport systems, geared to cutting hindering factors and costs. Another development is the increasing prevalence of the “just in time” approach, i.e. production and distribution of a product exclusively in response to demand, and the propensity of companies to gradually shift inventories upstream of the process. The strategy behind the success of these operating models is based on the planning and control of information flows, which help goods transit in the shortest possible time from the point of raw material procurement, to their transformation within company facilities, and on to the client and to points of sales as finished products. The time factor is of crucial importance, and therefore so is the transport factor: shipments are smaller in size, more numerous, and must be delivered faster.
The aspects considered have helped draw a new global economic geography, in which growth trends are essentially concentrated in emerging countries, and will continue to be in the next decade, based on current forecasts.


2. The new geography of global trade and its effects on maritime transport

In recent years, economic balances have changed significantly. The eastward motion of the barycentre of traffic and trade has consolidated, to the point that as of 2009 China has become the country commanding the largest share of world trade. European trade, which up to a few years earlier mostly travelled along the Atlantic route towards the United States (Europe’s main trade partner), has accordingly adjusted to address Asia. The value of bilateral export flows between Europe and Asia amounted in 2011 to 1.561 billion dollars, as opposed to 1.119 billion generated by trade relations between the Old Continent and America.
As well as the quantities shipped, the miles travelled have also grown. Today, transoceanic routes have taken on a primary role, linking production sites with consumption sites in a complex reorganisation of the international subdivision of labour, as a result of globalisation processes. 
The emerging economies of countries such as China and India are at the fore in showing the most robust signals of a recovery following the crisis of 2009; on the other hand, growth in the advanced economies, and in Europe especially, with the sole exception of Germany, is proving more sluggish.
Despite current conditions, with ongoing change on the markets and far from rosy growth prospects, in Europe in particular, growth at the global level is forecast to be positive in any case, mostly driven by the emerging economies, including China. The expectation is that other countries of Asia, Africa, and emerging countries in America, could offer very interesting opportunities, not only in terms of economic growth and the expansion of traffic, but also, specifically, of boosting maritime transport and the related businesses.
Within this framework, international trade has become increasingly important, and is closely linked with the trend of output. Following the crisis of 2008 and 2009, which caused a contraction in world GDP growth, and then a reduction in trade volumes and loads handled, the value of exports soared in 2010 compared to the previous year in terms of volumes, as opposed to GDP growth of 5%; the strongest contribution to growth, in excess of two-thirds of the total, was made by the emerging countries. The positive trend continued in 2011, with GDP growth of 3.9% and an increase in world trade of 6.7%, and also in 2012 – albeit more moderately – with 3.2% GDP growth, and a 2.5% increase in global trade.
Within this new geo-economic scenario, the sea has retained its function as an important economic space, crossed by the main flows of transported goods, bestowing increasing importance on all the sectors of the maritime economy, and making the link between industrial output, trade, and maritime transport, an increasingly close one.

GDP, World Trade and Maritime Trade 
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CHART 1 - Source: Confitarma, 2013

The development of the economy and of trade has also influenced the trend of maritime traffic. A trend which began already in the course of the 1990s has thus intensified, resulting in a doubling of the shipped goods, from, 4 billion tonnes in 1990 to over 8.7 billion tonnes in 2011, and around 9.2 billion tonnes in 2012, a growth trend only marginally cooled by the recession of 2009. Of the approximately 9.2 billion tonnes of goods in total handled in ports around the world, oil, oil derivatives, and gas, weighed by less than one third; the lion’s share was accounted for by dry cargo, accounting for 50% of the total. The leading force behind the expansion of traffic in 2012 remained the strong growth in dry cargo traffic.
In 2013, maritime trade was dominated by the shipping of commodities, and a further 29% was accounted for by the five main types of solid goods (iron ore, coal, cereals, bauxite, alumina, and phosphates). Other dry bulk – including containerised loads – accounted for a share of around 40%.

International Seaborne Trade, by cargo type, selected years
(millions of tonnes loaded) 
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* 2013 data based on Clarkson Research Services forecasts 2013.

CHART 2 - Source: SRM elaborations on UNCTAD data, Review of maritime transport, 2013

Revived maritime traffic growth after 2009 reflects the effect of spending incentives which have effectively encouraged investments, and therefore demand for commodities. The positive trend was also fuelled by increasing industrial activity in the emerging countries, and by the replenishing of inventories.
More in detail, the five main types of dry bulk experienced significant growth, of around 7.2% in 2012 compared to 2011, and 4.5% in 2013 compared to the previous year. Of these, iron ore and coal account for most of the shipped bulk. The improvement is explained by this very composition of the dry bulk loads shipped. Around half of the volumes handled are directly linked with the world production of steel, which despite the economic crisis has continued to grow at a rather consistent pace in the past two years, returning to pre-crisis levels. The volumes of oil products shipped also recovered, showing an increase of 2.4% in 2013 over the previous year; this expansion was mostly led by increased demand for energy in the emerging countries of the Asian continent.

International Seaborne Trade, by cargo type, selected years
(millions of tonnes loaded)
	 
	2008
	2009
	2010
	2011
	2012
	var 2010/2011
	var 2011/2012

	Container
	1249
	1127
	1275
	1385
	1498
	8.63
	8.16

	Five major bulks
	2065
	2085
	2335
	2477
	2547
	6.08
	2.83

	Other dry cargo
	2173
	2004
	2027
	2090
	2219
	3.11
	6.17

	Oil and gas
	2742
	2642
	2772
	2796
	3033
	0.87
	8.48

	Total
	8229
	7858
	8409
	8748
	9297
	4.03
	6.28




* 2013 data based on Clarkson Research Services forecasts for 2013.

TABLE 1 - Source: SRM elaborations on UNCTAD data, Review of maritime transport, 2013

When observing the contribution of the various regions to world maritime trade, the role played by the emerging economies stands out. These economies remain the hubs around which traffic revolves, reflecting the concentration of resources and commodities to be found in those regions, which account for most of overall dry bulk shipping.

World seaborne trade, by region 2012
(percentage share of world tonnage)
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CHART 3 - Source: SRM elaborations on UNCTAD data, Review of maritime transport, 2013

Asia emerges as being the most important region for maritime traffic both in terms of loading and unloading, and accounts for respectively 39% and a hefty 56% of total loading and unloading; the Americas rank second, followed by Europe.
All sectors of maritime transport suffered the effects of the economic crisis, but started to show a recovery in volumes shipped as of 2010. Each market segment has its own peculiar dynamics in terms of the intensity of the effects of the crisis, and of the drivers of the recovery. Therefore, an exact understanding of the relevant phenomena and future prospects, cannot be obtained without first drawing a more punctual analysis of the different segments: liquid bulk, dry bulk, and container traffic. The latter, while representing in terms of volumes the smallest share of overall traffic, is the type of shipping which offers the highest added value.
Seaborne trade value (%  USD)
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CHART 4 - Source: SRM elaborations on Lloyd’s Maritime Intelligence Unit data, 2013

Tanker shipments, including crude oil, oil products, and gas, accounted for over one fourth of total maritime traffic expressed in tonnes per mile travelled in 2012, down from over one third in 2000. Within this category, crude oil holds a weight of over 19%, followed by oil products (5.7%) and gas (2.3%). The gradual recovery of trade flows consisting of energy commodities, following the crisis, has driven the recovery of the sector as a whole.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  UNCTAD, Review of maritime transport, 2013.] 

The maritime handling of dry bulk was less affected by the global economic recession. After a 2.9% contraction in volumes in 2009, starting in 2010 the trend of traffic has been fully back on the rise. Growth in 2012 amounted to 5.7%. The strongest contribution to growth (7.2%) was made by the expansion of the five main types of solid goods shipped (iron ore, coal, cereals, bauxite/alumina, and phosphates), among which iron ore and coal weigh most. The resistant trend in the trade of these commodities helped the overall resilience of the sector.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Ibidem.] 

The container market at the international level is also strongly influenced by the trend of the economy, and in a sharp contraction phase for international trade, the segment suffered significant setbacks. 
Most importantly, changes have affected container traffic depending on the trade routes followed.
Maritime routes for the shipping of containers may be divided into three main groups:
· East-West routes, which cross the Northern Hemisphere of the globe, connecting the main industrialised centres of North America, Western Europe, and Asia;
· North-South routes, from and to the main centres of production and consumption in Europe, Asia, and North America, connecting the latter to the developing countries of the Southern Hemisphere;
· Intraregional routes, i.e. short-distance connections carried out by smaller ships than those used for the previous two groups of routes.
The chart below offers a breakdown of total world entire container traffic by route. The shares of trade are concentrated along the transpacific routes (which connect the countries of the Far East with North America), the transatlantic routes (connecting the countries of North America and of the European Union), and routes between Europe and the Far East (connecting the Far East  to the European Union, including transhipment operations in the Indian subcontinent).

World Seaborne Container trade, by maritime routes
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CHART 5 - Source: CIELI (Centro Italian di Eccellenza sulla Logistics Integrata)

The CTS aggregated volume data survey[footnoteRef:21] showed that global containerised exports reported a 6.45% increase to 10,770,800 TEUs. [21:  Source: CTS, Container Trades Statistics, data October 2013.] 

Total exports from Asia (including Intra-Asia) to all overseas markets surged again. Overall, these grew by a notable 8.41% to 5,980,800 TEU compared to last year, marking the best year-over-year performance since January. With the exception of the North American, and South and Central American markets, exports from Asia to all other markets maintained their upward movement, particularly to the Indian Sub-Continent and to the Middle East market.
In the opposite direction, the outlook for containerised imports from all overseas markets into Asia (including intra-regional cargo) remained particularly robust. October figures show that total imports went up by 12.39% to 4,236,300 TEUs from a year earlier. Imports from all overseas markets increased, especially so from Europe and Sub Saharan Africa.
Total exports from North America (including intra-North America) gained traction, rising by 5.36% to 1,293,000 TEUs. With the exception of the Indian Sub-Continent and the Middle East, exports to all other markets were up over the previous year, in particular to South and Central America. 
By contrast, containerised imports to North America (including intra-regional cargo), maintained their unstable performance. On October 2013, imports contracted by 2.36% to 1,775,900 TEUs from a year ago. This was largely due to a decline in imports from Asia – its biggest trading partner.

The figure below shows the distribution of container traffic along the main in 2012.

East-West Container trade routes, 2012 (million TEUs)
[image: ][image: globo1] 
FIGURE 1 - Source: Containerization International, 2013

The concentration of traffic on the routes linking Asia, Europe, and North America, highlights the role played by the new emerging countries (such as China, India, and Vietnam) within the global economy and world trade. The entire container segment, therefore, revolves around the Asian continent, whose ports handle over 80% of global traffic. 






Container trade in main ports, by Region (% TEUs)
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CHART 6 - Source: SRM elaborations on Drewry Maritime Research data, 2013

Container trade in main ports. Years 2009 – 2013 (1H)
(Thousand TEUs)
	 
	Port
	country
	1H 2013
	2012
	2011
	2010
	2009
	Chg.
 2Q 2013/
2Q 2012

	1
	Shanghai
	China
	    16,326 
	  32,500 
	        31,700 
	       29,070 
	       25,002 
	1.8

	2
	Singapore
	Singapore
	    15,815 
	  31,649 
	        29,938 
	       28,430 
	       25,870 
	0.9

	3
	Shenzhen
	China
	    11,061 
	  22,900 
	        22,540 
	       22,510 
	       18,250 
	1.1

	4
	Hong Kong
	China
	    10,722 
	  23,117 
	        24,384 
	       23,699 
	       21,040 
	-8.7

	5
	Busan 
	South Korea
	      8,808 
	  17,041 
	        16,185 
	       14,194 
	       11,980 
	2.3

	6
	Ningbo & Zhoushan
	China
	      8,495 
	  16,800 
	        14,700 
	       13,144 
	       10,502 
	4.4

	7
	Qingdao
	China
	      8,002 
	  14,500 
	        13,000 
	       12,012 
	       10,260 
	9.2

	8
	Guangzhou
	China
	      7,102 
	  14,700 
	        14,400 
	       12,550 
	       11,190 
	4.7

	9
	Tianjin
	China
	      6,508 
	  12,300 
	        10,604 
	       10,080 
	         8,700 
	13.7

	10
	Rotterdam
	Netherlands
	      5,908 
	  11,900 
	        11,877 
	       11,146 
	         9,743 
	0.7

	11
	Port Klang
	Malaysia
	      5,025 
	  10,001 
	          9,604 
	         8,872 
	         7,310 
	3.1

	12
	Kaohsiung
	Taiwan
	      4,855 
	    9,781 
	          9,636 
	         9,181 
	         8,581 
	0.0

	13
	Hamburg
	Germany
	      4,500 
	    8,864 
	          9,014 
	         7,896 
	         7,008 
	3.3

	14
	Antwerp
	Belgium
	      4,291 
	    8,635 
	          8,664 
	         8,468 
	         7,310 
	-0.6

	15
	Xiamen
	China
	      3,722 
	    7,200 
	          6,470 
	         5,820 
	         4,680 
	14.1

	16
	Los Angeles
	Unites States
	      3,711 
	    8,078 
	          7,941 
	         7,832 
	         6,749 
	-9.9

	17
	Long Beach
	Unites States
	      3,223 
	    6,046 
	          6,061 
	         6,263 
	         5,068 
	10.1

	18
	Bremerhaven
	Germany
	      2,918 
	    6,115 
	          5,916 
	         4,888 
	         4,565 
	-5.5

	19
	Tanjung Pelepas
	Malaysia
	 1877 (*) 
	    7,700 
	          7,500 
	         6,530 
	         6,000 
	na

	20
	Dubai Ports
	United Arab Emirates
	 na 
	  13,280 
	        13,031 
	       11,600 
	       11,124 
	 


(*) I quarter 2013.

TABLE 2 - Source: Port authorities, Informare, Drewry Maritime Research, 2013

Asian ports are of significant size, to the point that Singapore alone handles around three times the container traffic volumes handled by Rotterdam, which is Europe’s main port.
When drawing a comparison between data on 2Q 2013 and the same period the previous year, traffic volumes emerge as having increased in almost all ports. Exceptions were the Chinese port of Hong Kong (-8.7%), the European ports of Antwerp and Bremerhaven, and Los Angeles in the United States. The top performances, on the other hand, were posted by Chinese ports: Xiamen (+14.1%), Tianjin (+13.7%), and Qingdao (+9.2%), followed by Long Beach (+10.1%).
Within the context of changing global economic balances, the increasing weight of maritime trade, and the contribution it makes in terms of economic development, is important also for the European Union.
The EU’s foreign trade amounts to 2,231 billion tonnes (as at 2012), of which over 1.6 billion tonnes, i.e. 75% of the total, are shipped by sea.

EU trade by system of transport
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CHART 7 - Source: Confitarma on Eurostat 2013 data

The hub of the entire container segment at the European level is the port of Rotterdam, which handled 5.9 million TEUs in 1H 2013, confirming its leadership.
While traffic volumes have increased in many ports, some also experienced a contraction in 1H 2013 compared to the same the same period of the previous year, limited in the case of Antwerp, Bilbao, and Barcelona, but more evident for Zeebrugge    (-4.8%), Genoa (-4.9%), and Bremen (-8.9%).
Among Spanish ports, that are in direct competition with Italian ports, the strongest expansion was recorded by Algeciras (+3.2%), followed by Valencia (+1.3%). However, the port of Valencia safeguarded its status as the country’s most important port, commanding container traffic of over 2.2 million TEUs.
The German ports of Hamburg and Bremen, combined, came close to handling 7.5 million TEUs in 1H 2013, although Bremen suffered a slight reduction in traffic.
As many as three Italian names rank among the top European ports: Gioia Tauro, Genoa and La Spezia. 


Container trade by major European ports. Years 2009-2013 (Thousands TEUs)
	 
	Port
	country
	1H 2013
	2012
	2011
	2010
	2009
	Chg.
1H2013/
1H2012

	1
	Rotterdam
	Netherlands
	5,908
	11,866
	11,877
	11,146
	9,743
	0.8

	2
	Hamburg
	Germany
	4,527
	8,864
	9,014
	7,896
	7,008
	2.1

	3
	Antwerp
	Belgium
	4,291
	8,635
	8,664
	8,468
	7,310
	-1.7

	4
	Bremen
	Germany
	2,918
	6,115
	5,916
	4,888
	4,579
	-8.9

	5
	Valencia
	Spain
	2,205
	4,470
	4,327
	4,207
	3,654
	1.3

	6
	Algeciras
	Spain
	2,023
	4,071
	3,603
	2,810
	3,043
	3.2

	7
	Gioia Tauro
	Italy
	1,565 *
	2,721
	2,305
	2,852
	2,857
	15.0

	8
	Marsaxlokk
	Malta
	-
	2,540
	2,360
	2,371
	2,260
	-

	9
	Le Havre
	France
	1,237
	2,306
	2,215
	2,356
	2,241
	6.8

	10
	Genoa
	Italy
	993
	2,065
	1,847
	1,759
	1,534
	-4.9

	11
	Zeebrugge
	Belgium
	961
	1,953
	2,206
	2,500
	2,328
	-4.8

	12
	Barcelona
	Spain
	829
	1,750
	2,034
	1,948
	1,797
	-2.7

	13
	La Spezia
	Italy
	629
	1,247
	1,307
	1,285
	1,046
	2.0

	14
	London
	United Kingdom
	481
	920
	736
	733
	846
	5.8

	15
	Piraeus
	Greece
	321
	2,734
	1,680
	878
	665
	-

	16
	Bilbao
	Spain
	297
	610
	573
	531
	443
	-0.8

	17
	Constanta
	Romania
	-
	684
	663
	557
	594
	-

	18
	Felixstowe
	United Kingdom
	-
	na
	3,249
	3,415
	3,100
	-

	19
	St. Petersburg
	Russia
	-
	na
	na
	1,930
	1,340
	-

	20
	Southampton
	United Kingdom
	-
	na
	1,590
	1,564
	1,400
	-


(*) estimates.

TABLE 3 - Source: ESPO 2013

As mentioned above, the EU’s foreign trade amounts to 2,231 billion tonnes (as at 2012), of which over 1.6 billion tonnes, or 74.5% of the total, travels by sea. Italy makes a major contribution to this import-export trade total, and in 2012 ranked second in Europe in terms of goods shipped by sea.
The latest data, referred to the first nine months of 2013, show that over 52.6% of Italy’s foreign trade relies on maritime transport.














Italian foreign trade by system of transport (January-September 2013)
(% tonnes)
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CHART 8 - Source: SRM elaborations on Coeweb data, Istat, 2013

Out of a total handling of just under 321 million tonnes of goods entering and exiting Italy between January and September 2013, around 169 million tonnes travel by sea. Of this total, 30% is directed to countries of the European continent, and around 29.5% travels from and to Asia.

Italian foreign trade by system of transport (January-September2013)

	[image: ]COUNTRY
	Sea
	%
	Rail
	Road
	Air
	Other
	Not declared
	TOTAL

	
	tonnes
	 
	tonnes
	tonnes
	tonnes
	tonnes
	tonnes
	tonnes

	Europe
	50,649,444,948
	30.0
	8,722,081,578
	56,972,876,530
	522,571,341
	19,774,121,772
	54,584,061,175
	191,225,157,344

	EU 28
	15,419,153,507
	9.1
	7,509,531,030
	49,905,739,940
	509,846,461
	6,493,769,946
	54,584,061,175
	134,422,102,059

	Africa
	34,954,392,088
	20.7
	1,439,631
	97,321,010
	20,603,647
	9,847,998,273
	0
	44,921,754,649

	America
	31,303,499,975
	18.5
	5,953,683
	100,978,648
	120,160,114
	61,709,946
	0
	31,592,302,366

	Asia
	49,795,378,501
	29.5
	9,989,424
	274,217,018
	268,533,407
	34,061,853
	0
	50,382,180,203

	Oceania and other countries
	2,262,150,263
	1.3
	1,042,535
	6,330,801
	512,545,348
	748,825
	0
	2,782,817,772

	TOTAL
	168,964,865,775
	100.0
	8,740,506,851
	57,451,724,007
	1,444,413,857
	29,718,640,669
	54,584,061,175
	320,904,212,434



TABLE 4 - Source: SRM elaborations on Coeweb, Istat data 2013

Seaborne cargo traffic is handled by the port system, which in the first half of 2013 saw almost all the ports perform well. As shown by the data listed in the table below, the results obtained by transhipment ports drove the overall trend of handling. Among them, Gioia Tauro achieved 15% compared to 1H 2012. Cagliari also experienced positive growth (8.8%) with 347 thousand TEUs handled; Taranto, on the other hand, with 96 thousand TEUs, stood out with a -29.7% plunge, due to the loss of the moorings for Evergreen, its main client.
Among end destination ports, Genoa topped the table with over 990 million TEUs handled. In the South, the port of Naples suffered a drop in TEUs handled by around 11%, and on the Adriatic and shore a positive performance was posted by Trieste, +13.6% to 234 thousand TEUs; Ravenna achieved an 11.1% increase, with 114 thousand TEUs handled; lastly, Venice handled 221 thousand TEUs, recording a 4.1% rise.

Container trade in the main Italian ports (thousands TEUs)
	 
	1H 2013
	2012
	2011
	2010
	2009
	Chg. 1H 2013/1H 2012

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Gioia Tauro
	1565
	            2,721 
	         2,305 
	        2,851 
	        2,857 
	15,0

	Genoa
	993
	            2,065 
	         1,847 
	        1,759 
	        1,534 
	-4,9

	La Spezia
	629
	            1,247 
	         1,307 
	        1,285 
	        1,046 
	2,0

	Cagliari
	347
	                621 
	            614 
	           629 
	           737 
	8,8

	Livorno
	284
	                549 
	            637 
	           628 
	           592 
	1,7

	Naples
	244
	                547 
	            527 
	           534 
	           516 
	-11,0

	Venice
	221
	                430 
	            458 
	           394 
	           369 
	4,1

	Trieste
	234
	                408 
	            393 
	           282 
	           277 
	13,6

	Taranto
	96
	                263 
	            604 
	           582 
	           741 
	-29,7

	Ravenna
	114
	                208 
	            215 
	           183 
	           185 
	11,1



TABLE 5 - Source: Port authorities, 2013 


3. Conclusions

Today, the competitiveness of a company lies no longer in the traditional strategies pursued in recent years, but rather in its ability to create “value for the customer”. Within this framework, the organisation of an efficient and effective logistics system represents an appropriate response, by enterprises, to the specific needs of the market in terms of “creating added value”.
Logistics, therefore, plays a central role in a constantly evolving market, as a strategic lever to face the changes of the economy. As a corporate function addressed to controlling and governing the entire management of traffic flows, it can make a decisive contribution to cost containment, improving the company’s competitive performance.
This is why the strategies of Italian companies should aim to embrace logistics as a lever through which to acquire and strengthen their competitive advantage over the other European countries, and even more so over the emerging countries. This is because in recent years the economic balances on the world scenario have undergone deep changes, with a progressive shifting of the barycentre of traffic to the advantage of Asian countries. As of 2009, China has become the country commanding the largest share of world trade, and the economies of countries such as China and India have shown the strongest signs of a recovery in the wake of the crisis; on the other hand, growth in the advanced economies, and in Europe especially, with the sole exception of Germany, is proving more sluggish.
The swift and deep changes in the global economic geography have led to a significant increase in the mobility of long-haul trade flows, therefore the need for an integrated offer of advanced logistics services to attract new and increasing traffic flows has become increasingly pressing for companies.
Italy enjoys the considerable advantage tied to its geographic positioning, which makes it a natural access portal from the Mediterranean to the markets of Northern Europe. This geographic advantage becomes even more important when considering the growth of container traffic at the global level. Cargo flows, especially those produced by the emerging economies, may represent an interesting opportunity to support growth in this segment.
In a scenario in which the value of exports soared in 2010 by a record-breaking 14% in terms of volumes, as opposed to global GDP growth of 5%, with emerging countries making an increasing contribution and the positive trend being followed up in 2011, world maritime traffic recorded an increase in the volume of goods transported. In a 20-year period – between 1990 and 2011 – these volumes doubled, from 4 to 8.7 billion tonnes, and the growth trend was only marginally held back by the crisis of 2009. As regards the countries of the European Union, around of the 75% goods transported is shipped by sea.
As part of these traffic trends, a slowdown in handling in the ports of the industrialised countries (for instance the slower growth rates in some ports of the United States) was balanced by the sustained increase in the handling of bulk, and containerised and non-containerised goods, in the emerging countries.
In particular, for what concerns container traffic, this is mostly concentrated on the routes linking the Asian countries of the Far East, North America and Asia, and Europe. The leading ports in the world in terms of the handling of container traffic are located in Asia. The ports of the Far East handle around 80% of global cargo traffic. Of the five top ports in the world, three are Chinese (Shanghai, Hong Kong, and Shenzhen). Combined, these three ports alone handled just under 80 million TEUs in 2012.
However, for the logistics sector to make an important contribution to the growth of the national economy, the first thing to do, within a more general strategic vision, is to redefine the governance of the sector (all the more necessary in light of the changes that have taken place in terms of market scenarios), translating into tangible instruments supporting a recovery of development in the sector. A programmatic approach must be taken, to outline effective growth in the sector, and clearly and univocally draw up a supportive national policy, designed to remove hindering factors and to acknowledge how important it is to foster logistics activities to keep creating opportunities for growth and strengthen Italy’s role in the international context.











SECTION III
LOGISTICS AND INTERMODAL TRANSPORT:
THE ITALIAN INTERPORT SYSTEM


1. Foreword 

An efficient system for the handling, sorting, and distribution of goods is one of the main pillars that must be activated to step up Italy’s competitiveness, also compared to the other major manufacturing economies of Europe.
A logistics system capable of guaranteeing high levels of quality and cost-convenience requires the existence of adequate transport infrastructures, well-distributed on the national territory. This needs touches on both logistics nodes, mostly represented by ports and interports, and land links, namely the road and railway networks.
The possibility of using different modes of transport depending on variables such as distance, the volume and value of the shipments, or the level of perishability of the goods, is a discriminating factor in guaranteeing efficient logistics. In this context, the possibility of resorting effectively to intermodal transport is crucial, where intermodal transport is intended as the possibility, obtained thanks to the diffusion of unitised loads (containers and swap-bodies first among them), which allow transfer from one carrier to another without the load being broken.
In Italy, the main types of intermodal transport are the transfer to road or rail of shipments from/to ports (sea-rail and sea-road intermodal transport), and road-rail transfers.
The National Logistics Plan (July 2012) identifies the main causes of the logistics emergency – such as the cost of the last mile, increasingly limited use of rail, sharp growth in road transport, the lack of an efficient organisation of the distribution of goods in the metropolitan context, the high incidence of the cost of port handling, difficult interaction between port and dry port areas, the saturation of Alpine transits – and proposes tangible actions for their removal, through specific commitments and financial guarantees for the establishment of infrastructure networks and nodes, aimed at stepping up revenues all along the logistics chain.
Therefore, the need is obvious to consider logistics infrastructures as a single body of nodes and networks, adequately interconnected and dimensioned, allowing the smoothest possible handling of shipments, avoiding bottlenecks.
An essential part of the infrastructural backbone of the Italian port-logistics system is represented by ports, interports, and other logistics facilities (such as, for instance, terminals, car ports, platforms, intermodal centres, cargo centres).
Ports play a strategic role in the economic picture of the country, considering that just under 54% of Italy’s foreign trade is shipped by sea, with percentages on the rise as economic integration at the international level increases. Therefore, the efficient organisation of a specific port, and smooth connection with dry port facilities, has an immediate positive fallout on trade flows in the country as a whole, and attracts increased traffic from/to inland areas compared to traditional ports, potentially generating virtuous economic circuits tied to their management.
As regards interports, the creation of an efficient network at the system level is one of the most important pillars in improving the performance of combined transport, and to achieve targets tied to the development of intermodal transport. The latter relies on the organisation of the transport chain through the specialised use of different means, in order to optimise their respective performances, significantly reducing the overall economic incidence, time wasting, and the risks implied by the transfer from one mode of transport to the other.
Nodal infrastructures are considered a useful tool for the economic planning of the territory, in view of the mitigation of numerous externalities (environmental and not) generated by transport flows, as well as elements capable, on the back of the activities and services offered, of creating conditions for the further development of the economic-territorial systems they are located in, both at the local and more widespread levels.
From the point of view of the local area in which it is built, an interport infrastructure allows the use of locally available skills and resources: this is because on the one hand the creation of an interport requires the hiring of a workforce, both in the short term for its establishment, and in the long term for its functioning in full swing; on the other, the land on which it is built increases in value, as do the bordering plots, for their proximity and for the construction of a variety of connection works. If close to a metropolitan area, or in any case an area with a strong propensity to consume, it assures efficient distribution of goods, while at the same time reducing pollution levels, traffic congestion, and accident rates.
The localisation of a logistics node on a given territory may therefore be considered as an element capable of sparking a restructuring of the local system, creating new opportunities for the industrial setup, although interconnection processes between logistics nodes and territories are not taken for granted, as they are closely linked to the ability of local systems to self-organise in order to respond to requests originating from a higher level, to activate and mobilise their resources.
At a more general level, interport structures play a primary role in enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of the national logistics network. This is because there is a strong correlation between the logistics efficiency of the country system and the level of competitiveness expressed: to enhance its economic and productive activities, a company at an advanced stage of development must be able to guarantee increasingly economic, fast, and reliable logistics in handling goods. These objectives can be reached only by acting on specialised facilities for cargo and on transport infrastructures.
The presence of inefficiencies, even in only one of the segments identified, can compromise the functionality of the entire logistics system, with repercussions on the national economic and industrial setup, which relies on logistics for the procurement and marketing of goods.
In Europe, the scenario of transport and intermodal transport policies is very different from the situation in Italy. In Germany, taxes imposed on road transport finance incentives to encourage intermodal transport, and the major European countries are acting to support the development of modal road-rail integration. In Italy, attempts in this direction have been rather shy, more so on the part of some Regions than of the central government.
The facility which is functional to intermodal transport is the interport. Interports are defined as a set of infrastructures and services geared to the transfer of goods from one means of transport to another, and play a key role in integrating flows, as essential nodes in a network of relations between the railway system, the port system, logistics operators, and nodes of the other networks present in our country and abroad.
The findings of the report drafted by UIR (Unione Interporti Riuniti) on the system of Italian interports also shows that as opposed to around 22 million square metres of infrastructural areas used, around 10 million square metres are available for further development in the short-medium term, and a further 5 million square metres in the medium-long term. The existence of such a potential for expansion highlights spare capacity in the Italian interport and logistics system compared to the present flows of goods; this potential is largely distributed over the main European corridors, and is immediately spendable, as the surfaces are already available to the interports, and their dedicated use certified in town planning terms. Therefore, the interports already seem to be adequate to take on the increasing role of intermodal transport.
There are still essentially two problems: first of all, the goods transport system is still too heavily skewed to the disadvantage of intermodal transport, and secondly, the need to manage the aforementioned overcapacity within the logics of a modern global economy. The UIR itself signals the need to create the necessary conditions to fuel demand for logistics management, that would be met by enterprises specialised in logistics outsourcing, creating and fuelling a growth driver for national enterprises. Festering domestic demand for logistics services may also mean boosting supply from operators.
Another aspect to be pointed out is that the extreme fragmentation of logistics centres hinders the strengthening and modernisation of strategic nodes, due to serious financial constraints, and therefore fails to contribute to the improvement of the overall quality of logistics performances in our country. UIR also singles out as a priority the decision to concentrate efforts and planning on four specific areas: the North East, the North West, Campania, and Puglia, to accommodate the  current market vision and to avoid dispersing over inefficient projects current commitments and, most importantly, financial resources.


2. The Italian interport system 

The Italian interport system features the presence of a high number of poles with different characteristics, not only in terms of volumes handled and the physical size of the spaces available, but also of the quality and type of services offered. Different logistics and interport models can be identified, although the localisation of the various facilities shows that intermodal transport territories are concentrated in the northern regions of the country; also evident is the coincidence with the nodes of the main rail and road traffic routes, and the surprising absence structures in Lombardy and Lazio, despite the fact that these regions hold very high potential demand for logistics services.
In the North-West, the logistics system of the Piedmont region integrates with the port system of Liguria. The territory is characterised by the presence of two European corridors, not yet completed, but which confer strong potential to the area and interesting development prospects. Within the area, four systems with different vocations and specialisations stand out: (1) in the South-East, a logistics system defined in close connection with the Liguria port system gears its strategic choices towards a dry port model, as is the case, for instance, for the Rivalta Scrivia node; (2) the Novara area, where traffic routes towards the Milan area are concentrated, and which is the main Italian inland terminal at the service of the ports of the Northern Range; (3) the Turin area, the development trends of which seem heavily dependent on the intermodal prospects of Corridor 5, and in particular to the actual realisation of the high-speed/high-capacity Turin-Lyon line; (4) the port system of Liguria, which represents one of the main interlocutors of the national intermodal (and interport) system. The Liguria region cab boast two logistics sub-systems: the ports of Genoa and Savona on the one hand, which cater to the North-Western Italian market, and which going forward could take on a crucial role for European intermodal transport, once the Genoa-Rotterdam corridor is completed; and the port of La Spezia on the other, naturally projected towards the Brenner axis, featuring active links with the interports of Verona, Bologna, and Padua, as well as the Melzo inland terminal.
In the North-East three models coexist, in the Trentino and Veneto regions, and around the Trieste port. Intermodal transport is strong influenced by relations with Austria, and makes extensive use of rail connections. The Veneto region, given the presence on its territory of one of the main national interport systems, has pursued  a the strategy of node specialisation, both in function of the type of shipments handled, and in function of the main traffic routes. Within this specialisation model, there are also plans to use the river network, for instance in Rovigo. In addition, the Veneto system is well connected to the regional and national ports, with the Padua node stepping forth as a centre of excellence for the maritime intermodal transport. In this perspective, a noteworthy project is the strengthening of trade relations between the port of Venice and the Padua interport, aimed at creating a single entity also through actions geared to making the canals connecting Padua and Venice navigable. As regards Friuli-Venice Giulia, this region’s logistics system seems focused on container traffic generated by the port of Trieste.
In the Centre-North, the interport system of the Emilia region aims to strengthen in step with completion of Corridor 5, and the interport network of Tuscany is increasingly projected towards an intense collaboration with the port system of the Mid-Upper Tyrrhenian, ready to intercept flows originating in the South. As regards Emilia – where the industrial system works in close connection with the markets of Centre-East Europe – the tendency is to strengthen the international vocation of the logistics system. In this context, five distinct logistics areas have been identified: the one that includes the interports of Bologna and Parma, the logistics pole of Piacenza, and the two areas which revolve around Marzaglia (Modena) and Villaselva (Forlì-Cesena), facilities that are still under construction.
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FIGURE 1 - Source: UIR
The Centre-South of Italy has a double-shore port system (with ports in Ancona and Civitavecchia), and a an interport logistics system which extends over three different regions: (1) Lazio, with interports such as Orte, which while operational, is being held back by delays in the completion of its infrastructures, with particular reference to intermodal facilities; (2) Umbria, where the realisation of two logistics platforms is planned, in Foligno and Terni, linked with the rail network and destined to offer tangible support to local manufacturing companies[footnoteRef:22]; (3) Marche, where intermodal transport is centred on the Jesi interport, which in 2010 became fully operational through completion of the links with the road and rail networks. [22:  This is a “second level” logistics system which intends to link in operational terms with the “first level” interport network that exists in neighbouring regions.] 

In the Southern Tyrrhenian area, within a generally backward infrastructure system, the interports of Marcianise and Nola in Campania stand out as consolidate presences in the sector, which define trade relations with North Italy, Central Europe, and with the ports of Southern Italy (Gioia Tauro, Taranto, Bari and, of course, Naples and Salerno).
In the Southern Adriatic area, the Bari interport stands out. The Puglia region is currently engaged in strengthening its logistics and port facilities, and intends to step forth as a logistics gateway for the flows of goods in the Mediterranean area and from and to the Far East, enhancing intermodal transport on the Adriatic route and establishing rail links capable of guaranteeing the competitiveness of land transhipment from the ports of Taranto and Brindisi. These actions are part of a broader regional strategy aimed at encouraging intermodal transport, with a preference for the road-rail combination and Ro-Ro, to contain the use of road carriers on long distances.

UIR identifies four categories of interports:
1) Interports characterised by a high level of intermodal transport, such as Verona, Novara, Padua, Bologna, and Trento. Verona in particular, as well as being Italy’s main interport, has emerged as being the leading European interport in terms of its structural characteristics and of the services offered, based on a survey carried out in 2010 by German company DGG. Of the five interports considered, the surveys’ ranking also includes Bologna (in 4th place) and Novara (17th place);
2) Interports which, alongside the development of intermodal traffic, also act as “peri-urban platforms” in support of urban logistics. This is the case of Bari, Nola, Jesi, Padua, Verona, Bologna, and Turin. For what concerns the presence of interports serving Italy’s two main largest, whereas Milan can count on private logistics structures located in Rho and Melzo, Rome does not have a main logistics hub, as the interports of Orte and Civitavecchia cannot be considered as operational;
3) Interports specialised in road transport, such as Turin, Rivalta Scrivia, Prato, Nola and Marcianise;
4) Interports which also act as dry ports, such as Venice, Jesi, Prato and Nola. 

In brief, the network of Italian interports that are members of UIR includes 24 centres, of which 14 in North, five in the Centre, and five in the South.
In 2011, 19 of the 24 Italian interports were already operational, mostly concentrated in the North of the country, and generally located along the major rail and road routes crossing Italy, as well as along the main European traffic routes (the Pan-European corridors). Several interports are also located along the Adriatic and Tyrrhenian routes.
Twelve interports are located in Northern Italy, three in Central Italy, and four in the South. More in detail, the North East alone has eight facilities and accounts for a third of the total. Polarisation within areas with a strong interport vocation is also evident in Central and Southern Italy. Specifically, in the Centre, two of the three facilities of the macro-area are located in Tuscany, whereas in the South, the Campania region, with its “Sud Europa” and “Interporto Campano” interports, accounts alone for half of the structures existing in the southern regions of the country.
The map below shows an obvious lack of interport poles in Lombardy and Lazio.[footnoteRef:23] The absence of interports in Lombardy is due to the peculiarity of the logistics model adopted in this region, which is the most important in the country in terms of the handling of goods. Lombardy presents a “diffused localisation” of logistics and intermodal infrastructures, with a geographical separation between the logistics centres and intermodal transport facilities, and therefore a lack of structures based on the integration of these two functions.[footnoteRef:24]  [23:  In addition to those indicated in the map (which shows only the 19 operational interports surveyed by the UIR 2012 report), facilities are located in Northern Italy in Mortara (Lombardy) and Venice; in Central Italy in Orte and Frosinone; and in Southern Italy in Catania.]  [24:  As regards intermodal transport, the main terminals (non-interport) located in Lombardy are: Segrate, near the Milan sorting terminal; Busto Arsizio; Mortara; Sacconago; Cremona; Brescia; Mantova; and Melzo. Outside the region, but nonetheless tied to the Milan area, is the Piacenza facility.] 

The diffused approach taken in Lombardy is probably explained by the very fact that the demand for logistics and intermodal services is more intense in the region. This has allowed on the one hand the private market for this categories of services to guarantee autonomous supply capacity, independent from public policies in the sector; and on the other it has allowed a separation between the management of terminals (in any case economically sustainable given the agglomeration of traffics and economic activities) and logistics activities. Similar considerations may also be made, albeit in part, for Lazio.

The 19 operational interports
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FIGURE 2 - Source: UIR Report, December 2012




The 19 operational interports 
	NORTH WEST
	 

	Piedmont
	CIM Novara

	 
	SITo Torino

	 
	Interporto di Rivalta Scrivia

	Liguria
	Interporto di Vado

	NORTH EAST
	 

	Emilia Romagna
	CePIM Interporto di Parma

	 
	Interporto di Bologna

	Trentino A.A.
	Interporto di Trento

	Veneto
	Interporto Quadrante Europa

	 
	Interporto di Rovigo

	 
	Interporto di Padova

	 
	Portogruaro Interporto

	Friuli V.G.
	Interporto di Cervignano del Friuli

	CENTRE
	 

	Tuscany
	Interporto della Toscana Centrale

	 
	Interporto Amerigo Vespucci

	Marche
	Interporto delle Marche

	SOUTH
	 

	Abruzzo
	Interporto d’Abruzzo

	Campania
	Interporto Sud Europa

	 
	Interporto Campano

	Puglia
	Interporto della Puglia



TABLE 9 - Source: UIR report, December 2012

As regards company profiles, interport management companies differ in legal status (public agency or private enterprise). 
As shown in the table below, the most frequent shareholding structure found among companies that manage interports is of the mixed public-private kind, with a majority stake held by the public shareholder, albeit with some exceptions in which the capital is entirely privately-owned.
Public stakes are mostly held by Regions, Provinces, and Councils. Chambers of commerce also play a significant role, especially in Italy’s main nodal infrastructures. The Bologna Chamber of Commerce has an interest in the Bologna Interport, with a stake of just over 5%. The Chambers of Padua (with over 30%), Belluno, Treviso, Vicenza, and Turin, all own stakes in the Padua interport, whereas the only Chamber of Commerce that is part of the ZAI Consortium, which manages the Verona interport, is the Verona one, with one third of the capital. Lastly, minority stakes in Centro Padano Interscambio Merci (CEPIM) are owned by the Chambers of Commerce of Parma, Reggio Emilia, La Spezia, and Milan. The private component is generally formed by industrial sector operators or services companies, but also by motorway and oil companies, banks, and insurance companies. Credit institutions and insurance companies control almost 30% of the Bologna interport, and hold a 9% stake in the Trento interport,  whereas banks alone hold stakes in the Parma interport, with over 20% of the company’s share capital. In almost all cases, the rail company holds a small stake.
In particular, an analysis of the ownership structure of interports defined by Law 240/90 as “first level” shows that: four are mostly joint-stock companies, controlled by local administrations or agencies (Bologna, Parma, Padua, Turin); one is entirely controlled by a consortium of public bodies (Verona); two (Rivalta Scrivia and Nola) are managed by private companies.

Shareholding structure of interports, and main shareholders 
	Interport
	Region
	Management company
	Type of company 
	Main shareholders 

	NORTH WEST

	Novara
	Piedmont
	Centro Interport Merci - CIM 
	Limited Co..
	 

	Orbassano
	Piedmont
	SITO - Società Interporto di Turin 
	Public majority Ltd. Co. 
	 

	Rivalta Scrivia
	Piedmont
	Interporto di Rivalta Scrivia
	Private capital Ltd. Co.
	Group 2222 Finance S.r.L

	Vado Ligure
	Liguria
	Interporto di Vado I.O. 
	Consortium Ltd. Co.
	 

	NORTH EAST

	Padua
	Veneto
	Interporto di Padova 
	Public majority Ltd. Co. 
	C.C.I.A.A. di Padua 30% 
A.P.S. Holding S.p.A. 15%

	Portogruaro
	Veneto
	Portogruaro Interporto
	Mixed Limited Co.
	 

	Rovigo
	Veneto
	Interporto di Rovigo 
	Public majority Ltd. Co.
	Sistemi Territoriali S.p.A. 23% 
Comune di Rovigo 18.3%

	Verona
	Veneto
	Interporto Quadrante Europa 
	Publicly owned Limited Co.
	 

	Cervignano
	Friuli Venice Giulia
	Interporto Alpe Adria di Cervignano del Friuli 
	Public majority Ltd. Co.
	 

	Trento
	Trentino Alto Adige
	Interbrennero 
	Public majority Ltd. Co.
	Provincia Automa di Trento 29% 
Provincia Autonoma di Bolzano 20% 
Regione Trentino Alto Adige 20% 
Banks and Insurance companies 9%

	Bologna
	Emilia Romagna
	Interporto Bologna 
	Public majority Ltd. Co. 
	Comune di Bologna 35% 
Provincia di Bologna 18% 
Banks and Insurance companies 28%

	Parma
	Emilia Romagna
	Centro Padano Interscambio Merci - Cepim 
	Public majority Ltd. Co.
	Praoil Oleodotti Italiani Limited Co. 35% 
Local Administrations 29%
Credit institutions 24%

	CENTRE

	Livorno Guasticce
	Tuscany
	Interporto Toscano "A. Vespucci"
	Mixed Limited Co.
	Mps Banca 36%

	Prato
	Tuscany
	Interporto della Tuscany Centrale 
	Public majority Ltd. Co.
	Comune di Prato  45% 
C.C.I.A.A di Firenze e Prato 25% 
Cariprato  20%

	Jesi
	Marche
	Interporto Marche 
	Public majority Ltd. Co.
	Sviluppo Marche 60% 
Banca popolare di Ancona 7.5% 
Banca delle Marche 7.5%

	SUD

	Pescara
	Abruzzo
	Interporto Val Pescara 
	Limited Co..
	 

	Marcianise
	Campania
	Interporto Sud Europa
	Private capital Ltd. Co. 
	 

	Nola
	Campania
	Interporto Campano 
	Private capital Ltd. Co.
	CISFI 63%

	Bari
	Puglia
	Interporto Regionale della Puglia 
	Public majority Ltd. Co.
	 


TABLE 10 - Source: SRM elaborations
The 19 Italian interports have carried out their activity using over 22 million square metres of infrastructure-ready areas, for logistics and terminal-related activities. The present productive capacity of the interport system has room to expand in the short-medium term by a further 10 million square metres (i.e. +46.9%). Indeed, Italian interports have “available surfaces” of just over 32 million square metres, in different forms (owned, on concession, rented by the management company or other logistics or terminalisation players).
What’s more, in accordance with current town planning instruments, Italian interports have an expansion capacity in the medium-long term of the areas available for uses tied to logistics and intermodal transport of over five million square metres. The areas allocated to interport activity by town planning instruments measure just under 37.5 million square metres.

The Italian interport system
Structure, capacity and rail traffic
	Structure and production capacity (million square metres)

	Areas dedicated to interport activity
	37.68

	Areas available for interport activity
	31.79

	Infrastructure-ready areas for interport activity
	22.68

	Terminal areas
	2.79

	Logistics areas (*)
	5.97

	Rail traffic

	ITUs handled
	971,852

	Equivalent TEUs
	1,739,625

	Standard railroad carriages 
	105,847

	Pairs of intermodal trains a week
	551

	Pairs of intermodal trains a year
	27,550



(*) Logistics areas are covered warehouses, open-air stocking areas, and pay car parks for heavy goods vehicles, measured in GFS (gross floor surface).

TABLE 11 - Source: UIR report, December 2012

These facilities contributed to the development of intermodal and rail transport by handling over 1.7 million TEUs, just under one million ITUs (intermodal transport units, i.e. containers, swap-bodies, and semi-trailers), and just over 100 thousand standard railroad carriages.
The existence of an expansion potential outlines spare capacity in the Italian interport and logistics system compared to the present flows of goods; this potential is largely distributed over the main European corridors, and is immediately spendable, as the surfaces are already available to the interports, and their dedicated use certified in town planning terms. Therefore, the interports already seem to be adequate to take on the increasing role of intermodal transport. The problem is still the fact that the goods transport system is still too heavily skewed to the disadvantage of intermodal transport.
These figures are noteworthy as they quantify the contribution made by interports to the national economic system, and at the same time indicate the additional potential of these facilities if more adequate growth and investment policies were adopted.
The importance of interports from a financial point of view as well is obvious when considering that Target Law 443/01 set aside for strategic works, as resolved by the CIPE economic planning committee on 30 September 2012, 540 million euros (85% of the total cost of the works).
The importance of interports is also confirmed by the relevance, within the national and European transport policy frameworks, assigned to efforts geared to modernising the offer of infrastructures and transport services, with specific focus on intermodal transport.
The strengthening of intermodal goods traffic through the management of rail terminals is one of the functions carried out by interports, alongside the management of logistics infrastructures.
Supporting the intermodal transport processes, with an eye to modal rebalancing, is the main aim of the Draft Law approved by the House of Representatives (“Framework law on interports and logistics platforms” which includes nine articles and, following up on Law 240/90[footnoteRef:25], lays out a new path for the planning, construction, and management of interports and logistics platforms, while at the same time defining the procedures for intermodal transport, and the networking of rail and logistics terminals. [25:  “State interventions for the realisation of interports for the transport of goods, and in support of inter-modality”.] 

The Law’s main aims are to: increase the concentration of transport flows, reduce environmental impact, overcome the limitations of traditional rail transport, and of land and maritime intermodal transport, and foster the creation of a network geared t supporting the growth of transport and logistics enterprises.
Following a survey of the existing facilities (interports and intermodal infrastructures), the Law regulates the procedure for the identification of new interports, indicates the requirements for the planning of new structures, sets a five-year deadline by which existing interports must be made to comply, and regulates the planning and financing of the projects, providing financial cover financial in the amount of five million euros per year in the 2012-2014 three-year period.
The Law also regulates the economic and juridical nature of the activity of interport management companies, classifying the management of interports as the supply of services within the scope of activities of a commercial nature.
An intermodal system is advantageous, as it:
· Reduces the cost of the single means of transport involved for high traffic volumes and for sufficiently long routes, which justify the use of different means;
· Improves the use of means of transport, their capacity, and makes the most of their peculiarities for specific shipments, and of the type of transport by class of distance, also, it reduces the typical issues and restrictions tied to driving times;
· Reduces atmospheric and noise pollution;
· Reduces the consumption of energy resources;
· Improves the management of port areas;
· Extends active travel time to all times of day and to all the days of the week.

A precondition for an intermodal system to fully express its potential is, first of all, the establishment of a general organisation model in which a main network of nodes and lines is integrated with a system of smaller facilities, functional to the former. One of the main criticalities of the Italian intermodal system is the lack of integrated networks and of interconnections, which implies the increase in transport costs for carriers.
Preventing a proliferation of infrastructures while focusing instead on the logistics services provided within a system-oriented logic is one of the priorities.
An assessment of the existence of such a logic, in other words of the extent to which the Italian logistics network is currently structured in a systemic key, is possible by observing the intensity of the relations between a port and an interport. The strengthening of relations between ports and interports, of an industrial and commercial nature as well, remains a crucial aspect for the development of competitive logistics.
Considering factors such as the frequency of connections, or the definition of trade relations, the table below was constructed.

Intensity of relations between interports and ports of reference 
	 
	PORTS

	INTERPORTS
	Genoa
	Gioia Tauro
	La Spezia
	Livorno
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	Ravenna
	Savona Vado
	Taranto
	Trieste
	Venice
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	Parma
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Prato
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rivalta Scrivia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rovigo
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Turin
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Trento
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Vado Ligure
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Venice
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Verona
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 



	Guide:
	 
	HIGH intensity

	 
	 
	MEDIUM intensity

	 
	 
	LOW intensity



TABLE 12 - Source: Cassa DDPP, 2012

An analysis of the main national ports and interports shows that the intensity of relations is high in the North-West quadrant, where the ports of Liguria are closely connected with the interports of Rivalta Scrivia, Bologna, Livorno, Padua, Parma, Prato and Verona.
On the Adriatic shore, the Venice port, in addition to its interport of reference, has frequent services from/to Rovigo; the port of Trieste, on the other hand, mostly addresses Cervignano, whereas Ravenna operates in close connection with Trento.
Further south, the port of Naples leverages the logistics poles of Marcianise and Nola.
As regards the relations between Italian logistics centres and the ports of North Europe, on the other hand, Novara stands out with the highest level of intensity, followed by Padua and Verona.
Overall, therefore, the intensity of relations between ports and interports is highest in the North-East, in the North-West, and in Campania, and suggests the existence of a rather well-integrated land-sea cluster.
But in what condition is the Italian interport system?

2.1 Structure and production capacity of interports

An analysis of the total surfaces covered, and of the use allocated to the areas, immediately confirms the diversity of the Italian interport system.
A measure of such diversity is offered by a comparative analysis of the areas available that are ready, in terms of their infrastructure endowment, to host interport activity. Out of 19 interports: eight have a surface of more than one million square metres and account for 74% of total infrastructure-ready areas; three interports have a total surface of between 900,000 and one million square metres (13% of the total); the remaining eight interports do not exceed 600,000 square metres (13% of the total).
The larger facilities (with infrastructure-ready areas of over two million square metres) are all located in North Italy (S.I.To, Interporto di Rivalta Scrivia, Interporto di Bologna, Interporto Quadrante Europa, and Interporto di Padova). Interporto di Parma follows, and the two interports of Campania (Interporto Sud Europa and Interporto Campano). The structures in Northern Italy account for 70% of total infrastructure-ready areas, followed by a 10% share in the Centre, and 20% in the South.
It is also interesting to analyse the surface of the areas available for expansion and those allocated to expansion, which include both those already at the disposal of the entity managing the interport, and those which need to be acquired. The former provide an indication of the development potential of the interport areas in the short-medium term, whereas the latter allow an assessment of the interports’ potential expansion in capacity in the long term.
In many cases, as shown by the data listed in table below, infrastructure-ready and areas available for interport activity are broadly equal, with little or no potential to increase the capacity of supplying logistics and intermodal services in the short term. However, some interports stand out (Interporto di Bologna, Quadrante Europa, Interporto di Rovigo, Interporto Sud Europa and Interporto Campano) for their significant expansion potential in terms of infrastructure-ready areas already short-medium term.
If the interports mentioned above have a large margin for development in the short-medium term, other interports (including: CIM Novara, CePIM, Interporto di Cervignano del Friuli, Interporto Amerigo Vespucci, and Interporto delle Marche) also have potential to expand the areas reserved for interport activity, conditioned to the process required to obtain the juridical title to be able to use them. In addition to the latter, Interporto di Bologna and Interporto Quadrante Europa, hold long-term growth potential in excess of their already mentioned potential for short-medium term development.
Therefore, the interport areas analysed may be divided into two groups: on the one hand the interports that have fully reached the size provided for by planning documents; on the other the interports that still have a margin for surface expansion, both in the short-medium  term and in the long term.
This latter category includes interports with ample infrastructure-ready areas, such as Interporto di Bologna or Quadrante Europa, but also interports with infrastructure-ready areas of small and medium size.

Areas allocated, available, infrastructure-ready (square metres)
	
	TOTAL ALLOCATED AREAS 
	Of which:
areas available
	Of which:
infrastructure-ready areas 
	SHORT TERM potential % expansion compared to infrastructure-ready areas
	SHORT LONG potential % expansion compared to infrastructure-ready areas

	Interporto Quadrante Europa (Verona)
	4,200,000 
	3,900,000 
	 3,120,000 
	25%
	35%

	SITo Torino 
	2,907,000 
	2,907,000 
	2,740,000 
	6%
	6%

	Interporto di Rivalta Scrivia
	2,250,000 
	2,250,000 
	2,250,000 
	0%
	0%

	Interporto di Bologna
	4,194,300 
	3,713,093 
	2,109,074 
	76%
	99%

	Interporto di Padova
	2,000,000 
	2,000,000 
	2,000,000 
	0%
	0%

	CePIM - Interporto di Parma
	2,521,815 
	2,022,994 
	1,850,000 
	9%
	36%

	Interporto Campano
	2,900,000 
	2,900,000 
	1,527,000 
	90%
	90%

	Interporto Sud Europa
	4,100,000 
	4,100,000 
	1,300,000 
	215%
	215%

	Interporto di Trento
	1,200,000 
	1,000,000 
	1,000,000 
	0%
	20%

	Interporto d’Abruzzo
	960,000 
	960,000 
	960,000 
	0%
	0%

	Interporto Amerigo Vespucci
	2,755,723 
	1,134,978 
	926,373 
	23%
	197%

	CIM Novara
	1,700,000 
	580,000 
	580,000 
	0%
	193%

	Interporto delle Marche
	1,010,000 
	540,000 
	540,000 
	0%
	87%

	Interporto della Toscana Centrale
	1,012,000 
	710,000 
	521,000 
	36%
	94%

	Interporto della Puglia
	400,000 
	400,000 
	400,000 
	0%
	0%

	Interporto di Cervignano del Friuli
	1,360,000 
	460,000 
	350,000 
	31%
	289%

	Interporto di Rovigo
	1,900,000 
	1,900,000 
	300,000 
	533%
	533%

	Interporto di Vado
	115,000 
	115,000 
	115,000 
	0%
	0%

	Portoguaro Interporto
	200,000 
	200,000 
	90,000 
	122%
	122%

	Total
	37,685,838 
	31,793,065 
	22,678,447 
	 
	 



TABLE 13 - Source: UIR, 2012

A closer inspection of the characteristics of the various interports shows that, for what concerns logistics infrastructures, i.e. covered warehouses, open-air stocking areas, and yards, the facilities located in piedmont differ significantly from all the others. Specifically, S.I.To. and Rivalta Scrivia combined account for over 30% of the total logistics infrastructures of the interports considered, respectively endowed with 1,050,000 and 835,000 square metres of surfaces dedicated to logistics functions. The other 60% is split between the other five interports, with logistics surfaces in excess of 300,000 square metres (Parma, which alone accounts for 15% of the total, Bologna, Quadrante Europa, Padua, and Interporto Campano).
The two Piedmont interports confirm the high incidence of warehouses and yards (in both cases over 30%) also in terms of the percentages of interport areas dedicated to logistics infrastructures. In Vado, half of the surface is covered by logistics activity, in Parma (47%) and Bologna (34%). Most other interports have a surface allocated to warehouses and yards of between 15% and 30%, with the exception of Portogruaro, Cervignano, and Interporto delle Marche, all with smaller percentages.
It should also be stressed that only six interports are equipped with warehouses for frozen or controlled temperature goods: S.I.To., Parma, Bologna, Quadrante, Padua, and Interporto Campano.
When considering intermodal infrastructures, i.e. the presence and characteristics of rail terminals located within interports, there are five poles which play host to major rail terminals: Rivalta Scrivia, Bologna, Quadrante Europa, Padua, and Interporto Campano. The intermodal areas located inside these interports measure over 200,000 square metres. An analysis of the shares of interport areas covered by terminals reveals that the two interports of Portogruaro and Cervignano del Friuli are those with a larger presence of terminals, respectively with 67% and 46%. The Novara CIM also features a strong terminal component at the infrastructural level, of 26% (excluding the terminal outside the interport area). All the other interports present an incidence of terminal areas of between 12% and 21%, with the exception of S.I.To, CePIM–Interporto di Parma, Interporto Quadrante Europa, Interporto d’Abruzzo, and Interporto Regionale della Puglia, for which the percentage drops to less than 10%.
The terminals present within the various interport areas are, in most cases, owned by the interport management company. Terminals owned by parties other than the management company do exist in some of the interport areas that comprise multiple terminals. In the majority of cases, the terminal are run by the interport management companies (or by subsidiaries).[footnoteRef:26] [26:  The exceptions are CePIM – Interporto di Parma, Interporto di Bologna, and Interporto Amerigo Vespucci, whose terminals are managed by third companies; the management companies of Interporto Quadrante Europa and Interporto Padova only manage directly owned terminals.] 

The interports of Bologna, Quadrante Europa, and Padua, as well as being quipped with more than one terminal, can also count on largest number of loading/unloading tracks, respectively 16, 22, and 16, thus confirming the important role played by these three centres in infrastructural terms and for their intermodal activity. The situation of the other interports is rather diverse, with facilities equipped with between 12 tracks (Trento and Novara) and only one (Vado).
As regards the intermodal functionality of interports, an interesting aspect to consider is also the maximum length of the train receivable without being broken up. Three interports can receive trains with maximum  length of 750 metres: Rivalta Scrivia, Bologna, and Interporto Campano. Most interports can receive trains with a maximum length of between 550 and 650 metres, while five interports (Vado, Parma, Rovigo, Cervignano, and Interporto delle Marche) can handle trains of up to 500 metres at most.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  It should in any case be said that the network limitations make it virtually impossible to allow the regular transit of cargo trains longer than 550/600 m.] 

Interport terminals receive incoming trains at a set of receipt and delivery tracks, and a station via which they are linked with the line. Most interports have between one and five receipt and delivery tracks. Twelve interports in total belong to this category. In addition to these, four interports have loading and unloading areas formed by between six and 10 tracks. Interporto Campano has 13 such tracks, Padua, 21, and Quadrante Europa 31.
A further indicator that contributes to the analysis of the terminal capacity of interports, highlighting potential bottlenecks, is the ratio of loading/unloading tracks and receipt and delivery tracks. Only half of interport areas have a number of loading/unloading tracks that is equal to that of their receipt and delivery tracks.

Surface occupied by interport terminals square metres)
	 
	Interport terminal surface 
(square metres)
	Number of loading
/unloading rail tracks 
	Length of single track (metres)
	Number of receipt and delivery tracks
	Length of single track (m)

	Interporto Quadrante Europa (Verona)
	300,000 
	22
	600
	31
	600

	SITo Torino
	100,000 
	4
	400-624
	3
	470-500

	Interporto di Rivalta Scrivia
	1,000,000 
	5
	750
	5
	450-500

	Interporto di Bologna
	320,000 
	16
	460-600
	4
	-

	Interporto di Padova
	240,000 
	16
	450-700
	21
	-

	CePIM - Interporto di Parma
	66,000 
	3
	350
	9
	600

	Interporto Campano
	250,000 
	7
	750
	13
	750

	Interporto Sud Europa
	150,000 
	8
	650
	3
	650

	Interporto di Trento
	164,000 
	12
	120-650
	9
	660-880

	Interporto d’Abruzzo
	76,000 
	4
	680
	2
	-

	Interporto Amerigo Vespucci
	126,000 
	2
	600
	2
	600

	CIM Novara (*)
	152,000 
	7
	600-650
	13
	600-700

	Interporto delle Marche
	90,000 
	6
	500
	4
	695

	Interporto della Toscana Centrale
	72,000 
	8
	650
	1
	650

	Interporto della Puglia
	30,000 
	4
	580
	10
	550

	Interporto di Cervignano del Friuli
	160,000 
	6
	750
	2
	500

	Interporto di Rovigo
	45,000 
	3
	600
	4
	500

	Interporto di Vado
	15,000 
	1
	650
	1
	-

	Portoguaro Interporto
	200,000 
	-
	-
	3
	390-478

	Total
	3,556,000 
	
	 
	
	 



(*) Also manages the neighbouring RFI Novara-Boschetto terminal, 45,000 square metres, with a further five 400-metre  rail tracks each.

TABLE 14 - Source: UIR, 2012

Functional diversity is evidently high. The infrastructure endowment varies depending on whether the interports are large, medium, or small in size. The distinction between logistics and terminal areas is also significant: on the one hand, there are interports with a more developed logistics function; on the other, interports with a more developed intermodal function.


2.2 Activity of Italian interports

For what concerns the activity of interport structures, rail traffic alone has been considered. Given the lack of comparable data, road-road traffic has not been taken into account.[footnoteRef:28] [28:  The latest UIR report on Italy’s interports warns that data on road-road traffic were not provided by all interports, and even when they were, they were of little help in drawing up an overall analysis of the interport system, due to their scarce comparability, both in terms of calculation methods and of survey focus.] 

Intermodal rail traffic is mostly concentrated in selected interports. This group of facilities essentially includes the same interport areas equipped with the best largest terminal infrastructures: CIM di Novara, Interporto di Rivalta Scrivia, Interporto di Bologna, Interporto di Trento, Interporto Quadrante Europa, Interporto Padova, and Interporto Campano.
These facilities handle between 35,000 ITUs (Interporto Campano) and 300,000 (Interporto Quadrante Europa). Save for Parma, the other interports handle less than 16,000 ITUs a year; in some, no activity at all of this kind is carried out (Interporto di Vado and Interporto d’Abruzzo). Northern Italy, and in particular Piedmont and the North-East, is the area where intermodal traffic is most present, due to the higher density of cargo rail traffic.

Intermodal rail traffic (ITUs handled in 2011)
	 
	ITUs handled
	of which:

	 
	
	Swap-bodies
	Containers
	Semi-trailers
	HGV
	Tankers
	FTL

	Interporto Quadrante Europa (Verona)
	 296,213 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	CIM Novara (*)
	 200,778 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto di Rivalta Scrivia
	 138,700 
	24700
	114000
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto di Padova
	 136,000 
	4500
	131000
	500
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto di Trento
	 105,902 
	5990
	 
	13886
	86026
	 
	 

	Interporto di Bologna
	 89,326 
	36712
	52614
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto Campano
	 35,683 
	11496
	17937
	 
	 
	5532
	718

	CePIM - Interporto di Parma
	30000
	30,000 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto di Cervignano del Friuli
	 16,150 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto Amerigo Vespucci
	 12,000 
	 
	12000
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto di Rovigo
	 6,000 
	 
	6000
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto delle Marche
	 4,000 
	 
	4000
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Portoguaro Interporto
	 2,500 
	2500
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	SITo Torino
	720 
	720
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto di Vado
	 - 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto della Tuscany Centrale
	 - 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto d’Abruzzo
	 - 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto Sud Europa
	 - 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Interporto della Puglia
	 - 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 



(*) Including traffic at the Novara Boschetto terminal.

TABLE 15 - Source: UIR, 2012

Intermodal rail traffic (ITUs handled)
[image: ]
CHART 5 - Source: SRM elaborations on UIR data, 2012

In addition to intermodal traffic, standard rail traffic handling should also be considered. This segment of the rail cargo market only involves a limited portion of interport areas. The main exceptions are the interports of Bologna, Quadrante Europa, and Padua, which handle between 20,000 and 40,000 standard carriages a year.
The other facilities which carry out these activities are S.I.To., CePIM – Interporto di Parma, Interporto di Trento, Portogruaro Interporto, Interporto di Cervignano and Interporto Campano, with less than 7,000 carriages a year.

Standard traffic. Number of rail carriages handled a year 
[image: ]

CHART 6 - Source: SRM elaborations on UIR data, 2012
An analysis of the operators present in the interport areas confirms in part the dimensions already outlined by the analysis of capacity and rail traffic. More in detail, in terms of the total number of operators, seven interport areas house the activity of between 110 and 200 operators; these areas are also the ones that feature high traffic volumes and large facilities.

Type of operators present
	 
	N.
operators
	 
	 
	 of which:
	 

	 
	
	Couriers
	Logistics operators
	Hauliers and shipping companies
	Other 

	SITo Torino
	203
	10
	120
	70
	3

	Interporto Campano (**)
	156
	4
	7
	22
	123

	Interporto di Padova
	153
	16
	58
	63
	16

	Interporto Quadrante Europa (Verona)
	132
	10
	40
	68
	14

	CePIM - Interporto di Parma
	120
	14
	35
	28
	43

	Interporto di Bologna
	118
	15
	22
	35
	46

	Interporto di Trento
	111
	7
	24
	27
	53

	Interporto della Tuscany Centrale (**)
	56
	3
	13
	27
	13

	Interporto della Puglia
	27
	2
	8
	13
	4

	CIM Novara
	23
	7
	 
	 
	16

	Interporto Sud Europa
	20
	 
	 
	*
	 

	Interporto Amerigo Vespucci (**)
	19
	1
	0
	3
	15

	Interporto delle Marche (**)
	14
	0
	1
	7
	6

	Interporto di Vado (**)
	10
	 
	5
	3
	2

	Interporto di Cervignano del Friuli
	10
	 
	*
	*
	 

	Interporto d’Abruzzo
	8
	0
	2
	4
	2

	Interporto di Rivalta Scrivia
	6
	 
	 
	*
	 

	Interporto di Rovigo
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Portoguaro Interporto
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 


The “Other” item  also includes: maritime agents, customs and control bodies, rail companies, intermodal operators, manufacturing companies and industries.
* Where the number of units per single category is not available, the asterisk indicates the category which accounts for the largest share of the operators present.
(**) Manufacturing companies and industries area also present in these interports.
TABLE 16 - Source: UIR data, 2012

The largest numbers are represented by logistics operators, shipping companies, and haulage companies, with average shares of respectively 29%, 18% and 14% of the total. However, the breakdown in the various interports differs greatly. For instance, in some interports – such as Quadrante Europa and Interporto Padua – these categories account for the entire business, whereas in others – such as Interporto Campano and Amerigo Vespucci – the weight of the other categories prevails.
Some interports also see the presence of manufacturing companies and industries.
 


Type of operators present
[image: ]
CHART 7 - Source: SRM elaborations on UIR data, 2012


3. Conclusions

For intermodal transport to become an increasingly used, convenient, and effective form of transport, its development must be placed within the framework of a careful and far-sighted policy in governing the territory and its infrastructures.
Many needs must be reconciled, and require the existence of a master plan, of a shared strategic vision, in defining and strengthening a network of intermodal logistics terminals.
Moving from the assumption that the key target is to shift as much cargo traffic as possible to the railway system, a serious and coherent course of action should aim simultaneously to: safeguard the effectiveness of the public investments made, through mutually organic and compatible interventions; to safeguard fundamental needs in terms of the social and environmental acceptability of the projects to be implemented; to optimise the impact of route terminals, attempting first of all to achieve the closest proximity with the actual target markets; and especially, to encourage the concentration of cargo traffic going forward, in order to generate economies of scale capable of making rail transport more convenient.
The UIR itself, with regards to potential actions in support of intermodal rail transport, spotlights the need for policies geared to rewarding “new” rail traffic, i.e. new links capable of proving their efficiency and effectiveness, and especially convenience, in order to stay on the market even once the incentives expire.
By taking on a proactive role and acting as flow integrators, interports can support the establishment of relations and synergies, interacting with:

· The rail system, by choosing terminal operators and carriers capable of offering the most competitive conditions, the most convenient prices, and the best quality of service, making the most of the opportunities offered by the gradual market liberalisation process;
· The port system, in particular by initiating mutual and fruitful collaborations with terminal operators and sea shipping companies;
· The foreign markets, encouraging partnerships and fostering activity. On this front, interports may play a precious role in supporting and strengthening intermodal links with Europe, aggregating traffic originating in different ports and territories, aiding international forwarding.

In Italy, the main interport areas are located in correspondence with the major transport routes, with the European Corridors at the fore, although smaller facilities located on national routes also exist.
The interport system is formed by both interports with a high density of areas allocated to warehouses, and others less devoted to logistics structure, interports that handle high volumes of intermodal and rail traffic, and interports in which focus is mostly on road-road traffic.
In general, the Italian interport system represents an important element, also in terms of its size, for the handling of goods, and in particular for the development of intermodal transport in Italy. The analysis of terminal structures shows that the system is already adequate to support a European-scale volume of rail cargo, currently limited in our country by some rail network bottlenecks.
Lastly, an analysis of the aggregate production capacity of the interport system, combined with an overview of distribution in key nodes of the transport networks, reveals considerable expansion potential in the short-medium term, which may be activated when and if required by market conditions, so as to make the interport system a key, active player in the current posed by the development of intermodal transport.
To round up the analysis, a number of indicators have been selected – described below – that measure the presence, in each Italian region, of infrastructures and companies at the service of logistics, as well as projects under way on the front of interports and ports.
Taken together, these parameters may represent a valid aid in mapping the logistics endowment of the territory.
Seven indicators are considered and listed in the table below:

1. Presence of interports that handle over 30 thousand ITUs (intermodal transport units, i.e. containers, swap-bodies, and semi-trailers);
2. Presence of at least three intermodal centres;
3. Presence of ports which handle more than 200 thousand TEUs;
4. Presence of airports dedicated to cargo flights;
5. Presence of more than 10 thousand enterprises logistics[footnoteRef:29]; [29:  Moventerprises data, 2012. The following codes were considered: H 49 – Land transport and transport via pipelines; H 50 –  Water transport; H 51 – Air transport; H 52 – Warehousing and support activities for transportation; H 53 – Postal and courier activities.] 

6. Presence of works included in the Legge Obiettivo strategic infrastructure law, on interports[footnoteRef:30]; [30:  Data from the 7th monitoring of the implementation of the House of Representatives’ Legge Obiettivo Infrastructure Law, as at 30 September 2012.] 

7. Presence of works included in the Legge Obiettivo strategic infrastructure law on ports.

Territorial logistics endowment 
	REGION
	Presence of INTERPORTS handling more than 3k intermodal freight containers
	Presence of INTERMODAL CENTRES (>=3)
	Presence
 of PORTS handling more than 200k TEUs
	Presence of cargo AIRPORTS
	Presence of LOGISTICS COMPANIES (> 10k)
	Presence 
of works provided for by the LEGGE OBIETTIVO on INTERPORTS
	Presence 
of works provided 
for by the LEGGE OBIETTIVO on PORTS

	Piedmont
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X
	 

	Valle d’Aosta
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Liguria
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X

	Lombardy
	 
	X
	 
	X
	X
	X
	 

	Trentino Alto Adige
	X
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Veneto
	X
	X
	X
	 
	X
	 
	X

	Friuli-Venice Giulia
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X

	Emilia-Romagna
	X
	 
	X
	 
	X
	 
	X

	Tuscany
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 

	Umbria
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 

	Marche
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X

	Lazio
	 
	 
	 
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Abruzzo
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X

	Molise
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 

	Campania
	X
	 
	X
	 
	X
	X
	X

	Puglia
	 
	X
	X
	 
	 
	X
	X

	Basilicata
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Calabria
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	X
	 

	Sicilia
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	X
	 

	Sardinia
	 
	 
	X
	 
	 
	 
	X



TABLE 17 - Source: SRM elaborations

In order to summarize the data contained in the table, we have graphically represented the presence or lack of the various indicators on a map, in which each colour corresponds to a certain number of parameters expressing the logistics endowment of the territory.


Territorial logistics endowment 

 (
Presence of 4 – 5 parameters
Presence of 3 parameters
Presence of 1 – 2 parameters
Presence of 0 parameters
)[image: ]
FIGURE 3 - Source: SRM elaborations
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