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Abstract

In Lisbon, the location of the port in the urban waterfront has generated controversy and
debate, particularly since the late 1980s. New waterfront projects have reignited the discus-
sion, raising awareness to an urban and regional planning issue: the port-city relationship in
cities in which the port remains within the urban fabric. This issue is visible in more port
cities around the globe. The port-city relationship has been studied from different perspec-
tives, often following the rationale of port relocation. However, it has been demonstrated
that in many cases port and cities remain in contact. Hence, the quest for sustainable port-
city relationships remains a conundrum in which conflicting interests are at play.

In this research, we follow the recent conceptualization of the port as a community of
actors operating together for shared interests, emphasizing the issue of governance, the
relations between the actors and the rules that guide them. For this reason, our main goal
is to identify and determine which are the main rules governing the port-city relationship,
particularly the role of the port authority as key actor, and if these rules allow an effective
quest for long term sustainability. We address this goal in our main research questions:

What rules and actions govern waterfront projects in European port cities?
and

To what extent do these projects (re)produce sustainable port-city relationships?

To answer these questions, we structured the research in three main stages. In all stages
of the research we relied on the field literature, on legal and planning documents, and on
interviews with international experts and local actors, particularly in the case studies. We
initially analyse the existing theoretical explanations of the port-city relation based on the
territory to later focus on the most recent conceptualizations focalized on the actors. This
epistemological change prompted us to adopt institutional theory and actor-centered insti-
tutionalism as theoretical approach to analyse the port-city relationship in Europe. In this
theoretical approach, institutions are considered the written and unwritten rules that guide
social interactions.

In a second stage we focus on six European port cities to understand the different ap-
proaches to waterfront projects and the role port authorities played in them. We emphasize
the contrast between path following cases and those that innovate and look for new hybrid
approaches. In these innovative approaches, the port authority must go beyond the tradi-
tional interpretation of the legal boundaries and social expectations.

In the third stage we concentrate on the main case study, Lisbon, analysing three water-
front projects in depth. In these three focus projects we can see the effect of institutions in
detail, study the social expectations for the waterfront and confirm how the laws prioritize
economic results over other dimensions of sustainable development

In the conclusion of the research we confirm that two institutions affect the quest for sus-
tainable port-city relationship, supported by laws and social expectations: the conservative
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conception of the scope of the port authority, exclusively focused on economic and logistic
results, and the “post-modern waterfront imaginary”. Finally, we reflect on the research
findings and provide practical recommendations to improve the relationship between ports
and cities.
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Zusammenfassung

In Lissabon hat die Lage des Hafens in der innenstiddtischen Ufergegend insbesondere seit
den spiten 1980er Jahren zu zahlreichen Kontroversen und Diskussionen gefithrt. Neue
Projekte an der Wasserkante haben diese Diskussion neu entfacht und das Bewusstsein
fir ein Problem der Stadt- und Regionalplanung geschirft, das tber den lokalen Kontext
der portugiesischen Hauptstadt hinausgeht: die Hafen-Stadt-Beziehung in Stidten, in de-
nen der Hafen im urbanen Stadtgefiige verbleibt. In bisherigen Studien wurde zumeist
von einer kiinftigen Verlagerung des Hafens in die Randbezirke ausgegangen. Jedoch kann
man an vielen Fallbeispielen sehen, dass Hifen und Stidte auch nach einer Verlagerung
des Hafens oftmals dennoch verbunden bleiben. Daher ist die Suche nach nachhaltigen
Hafen-Stadt-Bezichungen nach wie vor ein Anliegen, bei dem widerstreitende Interessen
eine Rolle spielen.

In dieser Studie verfolgen wir die jiingste Konzeptualisierung des Hafens als eine Ge-
meinschaft von Akteuren, welche zusammen fiir vereinte Interessen wirken, befassen uns
mit dem Problem der Steuerung, den Beziehungen der Akteure untereinander und den
Regeln, die sie lenken. Unser Hauptziel besteht darin, die wichtigsten Regeln fiir die Bezie-
hung zwischen Hafen und Stadt zu ermitteln. Der Fokus liegt dabei insbesondere auf der
Rolle der Hafenbehérde als Schliisselfigur, sowie auf der Frage, ob die ermittelten Regeln
tatsdchlich eine wirksame Umsetzung des Strebens nach Nachhaltigkeit ermdglichen. Auf
dieses Ziel richten wir unsere Hauptforschungsfragen:

Welche Regeln und MaB3nahmen steuern Wasserfront-Projekte in europiischen Hafen-
stadten?

und
In welchem Umfang fiihren diese Projekte zu nachhaltigen Hafen-Stadt-Bezichungen?

Um diese Fragen beantworten zu kénnen, haben wir die Untersuchung in drei Hauptphasen
gegliedert. In allen Phasen der Untersuchung stiitzen wir uns auf empirische Literatur, Re-
chts- und Planungsdokumente, sowie, insbesondere in den Fallstudien, auf Interviews mit
internationalen Experten und lokalen Akteuren. Wir analysieren zunichst die vorhandenen
theoretischen Erkldrungen der Hafen-Stadt-Beziechung anhand des Territoriums, um uns
spater auf jiingste Konzeptualisierungen zu konzentrieren, welche die Akteure im Fokus
haben. Dieser epistemologische Wandel veranlasste uns dazu, die institutionelle Theorie
und den akteurzentrierten Institutionalismus als theoretischen Ansatz fiir die Analyse der
Hafen-Stadt-Bezichung in Europa heranzuzichen. In diesem theoretischen Ansatz werden
Institutionen als geschriebene und ungeschriebene Regeln betrachtet, welche die sozialen
Interaktionen lenken.

In einem zweiten Schritt konzentrieren wir uns auf sechs europiische Hafenstiddte, um die
unterschiedlichen Herangehensweisen fiir Projekte an der Wasserkante und die Rolle, die
die Hafenbehérde dabei gespielt hat, zu verstehen. Wir arbeiten den Kontrast zwischen
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Ansitzen mit klassischer und denen mit innovativer Herangehensweise heraus und erfor-
schen, inwieweit man diese zu einem hybriden Ansatz vereinigen kénnte. Solch innovative
Ansitze erfordern eine weiter gefasste, weniger strikte Auslegung der Gesetze, sowie ein
Uberschreiten konservativer sozialer Erwartungen durch die Behérde.

In der dritten Phase konzentrieren wir uns auf die Hauptfallstudie Lissabon, in welcher drei
Wasserprojekte ausfithrlich analysiert werden. In diesen drei Analyseeinheiten kénnen wir
die Auswirkungen von Institutionen im Detail veranschaulichen, die sozialen Erwartungen
fir die Ufergegend untersuchen und nachweisen, wie Gesetze wirtschaftlichen Ergebnis-
sen Vorrang vor anderen Dimensionen nachhaltiger Entwicklung gewihren.

Im Fazit der Untersuchung bestitigen wir, dass zwei Institutionen das Streben nach
einer nachhaltigen Hafen-Stadt-Beziechung beeinflussen: Die konservative Konzeption
des Geltungsbereichs der Hafenbehérde, die sich ausschlieBlich auf wirtschaftliche und
logistische Ergebnisse konzentriert und die postmoderne Wasserfront-Imaginire, welche
durch Gesetze und soziale Erwartungen gestlitzt wird. Abschlieend reflektieren wir diese
Forschungsergebnisse und geben praktische Empfehlungen zur Verbesserung der Bezie-
hung zwischen Hifen und Stidten.
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Figure 1. Photographs of billboard in front of the APL headquarters. Taken two weeks apart. The original
message said: “View of Lisbon in 2021 — Approved by the socialist party”. In the second picture, the message is
“they (the containers) create wealth”. Author: José M P Sanchez
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In the afternoon of December 28th of 2017, I was going to take the boat and cross
the Tagus to meet with my girlfriend. Heading to the ferry station, we drive past
the headquarters of the port authority of Lisbon, a former maritime station of the
1940s, today mostly disused. At that time, I noticed there was a strange looking
billboard right in front of the building. Getting closer I can see that it is a provoca-
tive message from the opposition party in Lisbon’s municipal assembly against the
expansion of the container terminal in Alcantara, next to the building. The billboard
suggests that containers will block the view over the river and the south side, Alma-
da, where the famous Christ statue stands. Besides being false—since the view of
the statue will not be blocked—the political party chooses to ignore that the com-
pany responsible for the terminal intends to improve its capacity without expanding
the land of the terminal, increasing its efficiency with new machinery.

Fast forward a couple of weeks, in January 9th, 2018 I went back to the port au-
thority’s headquarters to do interviews for my research. The provocative billboard
still was there, but it had been vandalized with a new message. This was not just
some graffiti artist, but the work of individuals, port workers perhaps, that have felt
their bread and butter attacked. The new message is that containers create wealth,
showing another perspective on the same issue. This is not the first time there is a
strong debate about this terminal in Lisbon. In 2008, an expansion project was also
proposed here and generated much discussion, including public petitions in favour
and against the terminal.

This billboard is a perfect metaphor of the complex relationship between ports and
cities in Europe today. On the one hand, the economic impact of these infrastruc-
tures remains relevant, often being one of the key elements of the urban or regional
economy. On the other, they affect one of the most valued areas of these cities, the
waterfront, and are the source of pollution or disrupt the contact with the water.
These issues are at the core of a global debate of sustainable development, touch-
ing upon the values that somehow need to be reconciled in society—i.e. economic,
social and environmental values—that are explicitly visible in port cities. The port
authority is a central actor in this debate. In practice, it is often pressed with the
responsibility of reconciling these values while attending many other tasks. Are port
authorities capable of taking on this responsibility?






Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1. Motivation: Lisbon’s port-city relationship

The urban waterfront is often described as the area where water and land meet, acting
both as a territorial border and as a welt of two worlds. During my master’s in architecture,
back in 2011, I soon discovered that this section of the city sprouted energy for its frontier
character and the palimpsest of urban and port activities that had taken place there. Lisbon
is a city that has historically developed and endured due to its relationship with the river
Tagus and the Atlantic Ocean, generating an explicit maritime identity. Lisbon’s riverfront
has been an endless source of inspiration for planners and architects, but also for poets
and painters. At the same time, politicians saw it as showcase to leave their mark, while real
estate companies could make significant money. However, during the last stage of my mas-
tet’s project I noticed that the new museums or public spaces were not the most fascinating
aspect, but the fact that heavy port activities remained in the riverfront, occupying central
locations (see Pagés Sanchez, 2011). Hence, the real issue was the coexistence between port
and city in such a coveted location, desired by many, with a strong identity. This issue got
stuck in my mind, and analysing it became the main motivation for the present research.

The relationship between port and city has been a controversial issue in Lisbon’s urban
planning, particularly since the late 1980s, when the social pressure to gain access to the
river increased. Recent projects, such as the new cruise and container terminals or new
public spaces, have reignited the discussion about the urban presence of the port, how it
relates to the city, and the planning of the waterfront. Lisbon’s port authority (APL) has
been a crucial actor for the configuration of the waterfront, but its planning capacity is
today questioned'.

Figure 2: View of Lisbon from the south side. The port still occupies 11 km of the urban waterfront. In the centre of
the image is the main container terminal, in Alcantara. Author: José M Pages Sanchez

1 Several politicians, intellectuals and citizens movements have questioned port projects
and the decisions of Lisbon’s port authority, both in the past decade and more recently as we
could see in the opening anecdote. See for example https://www.dn.pt/arquivo/2008/intetior/
miguel-sousa-tavares-admite-accao-popular-1133691.html and https://expresso.sapo.pt/opiniao/
opiniao_miguel_sousa_tavares/tejo-e-tudo-o-que-resta=£516370 (visited on January 25th 2019).
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Chapter 1: introduction

The port-city relationship is also a relevant academic topic, broadly studied since the 1960s
mostly by geographers, economists and planners. This topic has inspired research from dif-
ferent fields as well as the creation of specific organizations which we will discuss at length.
Today, the port-city relationship must be framed in a broader debate about sustainable
development, including the efficient use of limited resources such as land, water or energy,
in an attempt to reduce our footprint on the planet. In port cities we can observe the major
challenge that is integrating crucial infrastructures in the urban environment. However,
the port has a considerable influence in the urban identity, besides its economic and envi-
ronmental impact. Hence, achieving sustainable port-city relationships is a Gordian knot
that requires creative thinking and understanding the rules governing the actions of the key
actors in the relationship.

In this first chapter, we initially present the problem and the state of the research on port
cities to identify the knowledge gap that we will try to fill. Then, we introduce the main re-
search questions and sub-questions. We will subsequently present our theoretical approach:
actor-centered institutionalism. Finally, we explain the methodology and the structure of
the dissertation.

The situation we described about Lisbon can also be found in several European port cit-
ies. According to Eurostat (2017: 207), the “vast majority” of EU international freight is
transported by sea. This freight arrives by ship and passes through ports, which have thus
become crucial nodes of global supply chains’® linking production centres to consumers.
At the same time, there is a global urbanization phenomenon, particularly visible in coastal
areas. The world’s urban population is growing, reaching 50% in 2014 according to recent
studies by the United Nations (UN, 2014). Studies have shown that coastal regions bear
the greatest demographic pressure and this population will suffer the most from the con-
sequences of climate change (Creel, 2003; Sengupta et al., 2018)°. The UN has also been
the main advocate for the sustainable development agenda since the 1980s. This agenda
emphasizes compact built environments to reduce human impact on the planet and reduc-
ing the wasteful use of limited resources, particularly in industry, mobility and transport
(WCED, 1987 see also OECD, 2012). These issues reveal that the tension between con-
flicting interests around port cities with an active port is likely to increase in the coming
years.

Discussions about the relation between ports and cities are not new, with references dating
back over 2,000 years, e.g. Aristotle Book 7 part 6 (Gaspar, 1999: 148). However, during

2 Rodrigue et al. (2013:369) in his transport geography glossary define supply (commodity)
chain as “a functionally integrated network of production, trade and service activities that covers
all the stages in a supply chain, from the transformation of raw materials, through intermediate
manufacturing stages, to the delivery of a finished good to a market.”

3 The most recent report on climate impacts in Europe from the EU, indicates that one
third of the European population lives within 50 km of the coast (Ciscar et al., 2018: 25).
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the second half of the 20th century this issue has been studied in more detail, mostly by
urban and economic geographers first, and by urban and regional planners later. In the
1960s, Bird (1963) presented his Anyport development scheme that heavily influenced the
posterior research in the field. Later, Hoyle (1988) introduced his seminal five-stages model
structuring the evolution of the port-city relationship. This model, along with the definition
provided by Hayuth (1982) of the port-city interface, would become the foundation for
most contributions to the field (see for example Meyer, 1999; Schubert, 2008). The main
idea of this stream of port-city research is that ports are constantly expanding, distancing
themselves from the city. Their claims are founded on the technological changes account-
ed during the second half of the 20th century, particularly the containerization of mari-
time cargo and the requirement of new, larger terminals. The second key idea of Hoyle’s
model is that port relocation outside the central urban waterfront is (inevitably) followed
by brownfield regenerations for new non-port uses. This transformation was considered
part of a larger social change, in which cities in first world countries became places of
consumption rather than productive or industrial centres (Harvey, 1984). The waterfront
plans developed since the 1960s emphasized the post-modern character of a post-industrial
urban society (see fig. 3). Architects and planners focused on the waterfront regenerations
and considered these reconversions success stories (Breen and Rigby, 1996). This “port-
out-city-in” evolution (Wiegmans and Louw, 2011) spread among planners and politicians,
often perceiving it as an inevitable process.

Figure 3 Baltimore Inner Harbour, one of the first waterfront regeneration plans from the 1960s. This plan greatly
influenced future projects. Author: Patrick Gillespie Source: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Baltimore-
sunset-pano.jpg

However, recently, several researchers have remarked that the aforementioned “port-out-
city-in” rationale is no longer correct, at least for some cases (Wiegmans and Louw, 2011)
(see fig. 4). Even more, the core concept of Hoyle’s approach, the (inevitable) relocation of
the port outside the urban area has been disputed by Hall and Jacobs (2012) in their article
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“Why are maritime ports (still) urban, and why should policy-makers carer”. This question
appropriately expresses the issue faced today in many port-cities. In their paper, these geog-
raphers compare data from major seaports and large urban agglomerations, observing that
many ports remain urban, against what previous theoretical models predicted. Cities offer
a set of advantages that outweigh those brought by relocating ports far from urban cores.
As the authors explain, the conditions for innovation necessary for the development of the
future sustainable port occur in diversified urban economies (Hall and Jacobs, 2012:202).
At the same time, port development in green or blue fields* implies a significant impact
on ecosystems, a process against which social, legal and political resistance has grown sig-
nificantly since the 1960s. For this reason, using port brownfields and retrofitting existing
port territory is increasingly considered the most sustainable alternative to expand port ac-
tivities’. Hence, competitive, environmental and geographical factors motivate the port to
remain in cities and urban regions, implying discussion, negotiation and occasional conflict

among the involved actors.

= ,7 i == A oL il M\U 2 )
Figure 4 View of Genoa, where port and city stay close together and must coexist. Although the historic waterfront
was refurbished, port terminals and dockyards, remain close to the urban tissue. Author: José M Pagés Sanchez.

4 Green field and Blue field port expansions are the most usual approaches to gain new
land for port activities. “Green field” refers to expansion on firm land, artificializing the soil to

host new terminals. “Blue field” implies landfills modifying the coastline. It is usual to see both
approaches combined.

5 See European project and guide of good practice “Plan the city with the port” (2007). A
more concrete example can be found in Genoa. The new port plan concentrates its development
in inner growth and retrofitting the existing port territory without an expansion of its boundaries.
(Piano del Porto, Autorita portuale Genova, 2015)
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Although the work of Hoyle has been widely used and reproduced by other scholars, and
in 2000 he added a new phase to his model including a port-city reconnection. Academics
from geography, planning and ethnography have criticized it for several reasons. As most
generic models, and an intrinsic quality of an abstract scheme, the singularities of each port
city are forgotten or neglected (van den Berghe, 2015), while some cases may have not
reached all the stages explained (Kokot, 2008). However, the most important change is the
emergence of new conceptualizations of contemporary ports — and therefore of port-city
relationships — that have stronger explanatory power than Hoyle’s model (Olivier and
Slack, 2000). In the new conceptualization, Olivier and Slack (2006) consider the port a
community of actors, focusing on the relationship between the actors and their behaviour
instead of the territorial evolution of the port. In their papers, Jacobs and Hall (2007) and
Daamen and Vries (2013) follow this new approach, focusing on the relations between
actors operating in the port-city interface, how these are governed, following which rules.
These (written and unwritten) rules are considered institutions, borrowing the concept
from sociology. This new approach, focusing on the actors, their relations, governance,
and the institutions, can provide new insights to the port-city relationship and its long-term
sustainability.

The new approach has recently also been explored by authors such as Hesse (2017), but
more work remains to be done in understanding the contemporary evolution of port cities
in terms of institutions governing the relationship between key actors in a port city commu-
nity. In this research, we intend to contribute to this quest, following the work of the afore-
mentioned authors and novel conceptualizations of the port and the port-city relationship.
It is then necessary to investigate what is the capacity of the main actor, its priorities and the
main rules that structure its mission. Only with an in-depth knowledge of the institutions
that govern the port authority’s behaviour it will be possible to understand if it can strive
for a long-term sustainable port-city relationship.

In finding new explanations for the port-city relationship, we will take into account the work
done by international organization such as, ESPO, AIVP, OECD® or RETE. For over 30
years, these organizations have published policy recommendations and good practices for
sustainable port-city relationships. However, it can be argued that they have predominantly
focused on the symptoms, rather than curing the disease. These organisations have been
mostly concerned with reducing the negative externalities of ports, rather than reflecting
on the role of the actors and its actual capacity to strive for sustainability. Although this
relationship involves several actors, the work of these organizations emphasizes the role of
port authorities as main actors. If ports will remain urban as the research points out, then
port authorities must lead the quest for a sustainable port-city relationship. Therefore, it
is necessary to bridge between new academic approaches to the port-city relationship and
the praxis of port-city governance to understand the role of the port authority in this quest.

6 ESPO stands for European Sea Ports Organization. OECD is the acronym of Organiza-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development. AIVP means Association Internationale Ville
et Ports. The role of these organizations will be analyzed in detail in chapter two.
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1.3. Research questions: Understanding the rules for

In order to fill the gap in the knowledge of port-city relationships and to further explore
the potential of institutionalism as a lens through which we can look at complex govern-
ance processes and outcomes, we formulate the two following questions that structure this
research:

1. What rules and actions govern waterfront projects in European port cities?
and
2. To what extent do these projects (re)produce sustainable port-city relationships?

The two main research questions here presented reveal the geographical scope (Europe),
theoretical approach (institutionalism) and the focus projects to study institutions. How-
ever, it is also necessary to formulate sub-questions that will help us structure the research:

How can sustainable port-city relationships be defined and evaluated?

What roles do port authorities play in waterfront projects in European port cities and
what rules govern these roles?

How are port authorities trying to develop a sustainable port-city relationship in Europe?

What institutions are apparent in the process and outcome of concrete waterfront pro-
jects in Lisbon, and to what extent are they reproduced or challenged?

To answer the first research question, we will need to define sustainable port-city relationships.
In this research we build on the seminal work of the UN-WCED (1987), and their defini-
tion of sustainable development, based on three main pillars (economy, environment and
society) and their intergenerational conception of sustainability. We also build on the work
of Campbell (1996) and Connelly (2007), who developed a practical approach, considering
sustainable development an inspiring ideal rather than a concrete goal. The more concrete
meaning of this concept is given through the measures that have been gathered in the pol-
icy documents from international organizations.

In the second and third questions, we focus on the role of port authorities as these are
widely considered key actors concerned with the relationship between city and port. As we
will argue throughout the dissertation, these organizations have a normative responsibility
that makes it in their best interest to strive for long-term sustainable interactions with the
city. At the same time, several authors have questioned the influence of port authorities
in the development of ports, and hence in port-city relationships, given the most recent
reforms in port governance. Additionally, there are relevant differences between North
and South-European port authorities that we will explain in the theory and the case studies.
Despite the active quest of these organizations for sustainability, we will carefully assess the
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contribution of their actions in improving the port-city relationship.

The fourth question refers to institutionalism as the theoretical choice to analyse the gov-
ernance of waterfront projects that will impact port-city relationships, both in terms of
process and outcome. Institutionalism is the appropriate theoretical approach because it is
a branch from sociological and political sciences that acknowledges the existence of rules
that guide the behaviour of the actors. This main question is inspired by the words of Hall
and Taylor (1996:939) regarding the central question of any institutional analysis: “how
do institutions affect the behaviour of individuals?” In our case we first want to identify
which are these institutions and then how do they affect the behaviour of the main actor
in the waterfront projects. However, we are also interested in knowing if port authorities
are defying the institutional mandate or if on the other hand, they are complying with it,
preserving the status quo.

1.4. Research framework and methodology: actors and

We build on the work of Olivier and Slack (20006), Hall and Jacobs (2012) and Daamen and
Vries (2013), defining the port-city relationship as both the process and outcome of rules
and actions (re)produced by the actors involved in developing waterfront projects within a
port city. To understand these rules and actions we must borrow theoretical concepts from
sociological institutionalism, as so have done the afore-mentioned authors. More specifi-
cally, in this research we follow actor-centered institutionalism because it will allow us to
better understand the main actor, the port authority, the institutions governing the port-city
relationship and the interaction between them in waterfront projects. This theory, created
by political scientist Scharpf (1997), combines concepts from two major frameworks: in-
stitutional theory and rational choice. Although this author recognizes the importance of
institutions, he also emphasizes that the actors operate not only based on their mandate,
but also following their own best interest. Scharpf’s (1997) explanation of the interaction
between institutions and the actors relates to the work of Healy (1997), and later Daamen
and Vries (2013), in which the actors have the capacity of influencing the institutional
frameworks through innovative governance actions, mostly in the municipal scale.

There are different notions of the importance of these institutions. Some authors like
North (1991) and Williamson (1998) indicate that they exist to allow efficient economic
operations. Instead, we acknowledge that they can be more powerful, affecting the actor’s
interpretation of reality, and how they perceive their role in society as Scott (2014) explains.
Hence, it is necessary to identify which are the institutions that govern the behaviour of
the port authority.

Following the work of Scott (2014), in which he defined the three pillars (regulatory, not-
mative and cultural-cognitive) that sustain the institutional frameworks, we must focus on
the different elements that form these pillars. For that reason, it is crucial to analyse how
the law defines the port authority and its role, acting as the legal element supporting the
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traditional port governance approaches that have generated the current unsustainable re-
lationship. We must also assess the social expectations towards port authorities and their
role, and how they are aligned, or not, with the legal definition and normative demands.
At the same time, it is also necessaty to assess the cultural influence of the dominant wa-
terfront imaginary, and the expectations that it has generated among key actors and local
inhabitants. This imaginary emerges from a cumulative process of international experiences
occurred during the second half of the 20th century, and it has been gradually assumed as
“natural or logical”, influencing the decision-making process.

The definition of the port-city interface has evolved since Hayuth’s (1982) paper to become
a complex multi-layer entity extending beyond the immediate physical boundary (Merk,
2013). However, we consider urban waterfronts the crucial area where we can see the
interaction between actors with rivalling development agendas. This is particularly explicit
in waterfront projects, from port terminals to urban redevelopments, where actors must
negotiate and defend their interests, exposing their priorities. These are our focus projects,
where we can find the units of analysis (such as key actors, rules or resources). In these
focus projects, we can see more explicitly how institutions influence the behaviour of the
actors, but also how the actors may innovate, potentially leading to new institutions or
institutional change.

As said before, the issue of port-city relationship is not exclusive from Lisbon, but it has
a global dimension, visible in most port cities. To understand how this relationship works
and to apply the theory explained, we structured the research in three main parts (see ta-
ble 1). The first stage focuses on general literature review, both from academic and praxis
sources, and preparing an analytical framework, following institutionalism. Geographers
and planners have studied port cities for decades, generating a broad literature to which we
will contribute. The publications from international organizations and port plans provide
as well relevant inputs for a first approach to the main research issue.

The second stage is a comparative analysis of six European cases in Oslo, Helsinki, Rot-
terdam, Hamburg, Marseilles and Genoa. We decided to limit the sample of case studies to
Hurope for methodological and practical reasons. Although these port cities differ in size of
urban agglomeration and port, as well as national planning culture, they are related. These
cases share a common regulative framework (namely EU regulations), the actors operating
in them compete for the same market and funding, and often have overlapping hinterlands.
However, these ports also represent diverse approaches to governance, mainly two domi-
nant traditions. While in north Europe the Hanseatic port governance model grants a closer
relationship with the municipality, in the south, the La#in model separates port governance
and decision making from the local context. It is relevant to confirm how the different
models affect the port-city relationship. At the same time, in most European port cities, we
can find waterfront regeneration projects with different approaches. In these projects, port
authorities have different roles. These cases also represent different conceptualizations of
the waterfront, from “business as usual”, following the pre-conceived imaginary influenced
by previous experiences, to “innovative”, challenging existing ideas and institutions. In
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these port cities, we got in contact with the relevant actors for semi-structured interviews,
to confirm their presumably different perspective on the same problem. Analysing the
port-city relationship in different port cities also gives us insights about the main areas
where the conflict may emerge, and what are the behaviour patterns of the main actor.

In the third stage, we analyse the port-city relationship in Lisbon, and three focus projects
in more detail. In these projects, the relationship and the rules that govern the roles and
interactions of the actors are currently being challenged. The focus is on the governance
process around three waterfront projects: the urban waterfront regeneration plan, the new
cruise terminal and the new container terminal. In them we can observe the power games
that occur during negotiation, how institutions affect the actions of the actors and analyse
its outcomes. In these projects, there are different actors, but we detected that the munic-
ipalities (Lisbon and Barreiro) often counter-balance the port authority. However, we also

Table 1. Synthesis of the research stages.

Chapter | Research step/component Topic Research Stage
Introduction
Port-City relations

Problem Statement Sustainable Development

Port Authorities

. Literature review | Institutionalist theory

| Helsinki
| Comparative Case Study Rotterdam
| Hamburg
: Europe

! Marseille

Genoa

Urban Waterfront

| In-Depth Case Study - Lisbon e dcmin

Container Terminal

| Conclusion
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discuss the role of private actors, since their goals frequently are not aligned with those of
the municipality or the port authority. Finally, the role of local citizens is also relevant, since
they may have other priorities. Today, thanks to new communication technologies, local
associations have more power than before to pressure public organizations and influence
the decision-making process.

1.5. Structure of the dissertation: from theory to practice

This dissertation is organized in six chapters. In the following chapter (2), we explain the
main research problem, understanding port-city relationships in Europe as they take place
in practice, relative to the normative outcome defined in the thesis: a (more) sustainable
port-city relationship. We first make a literature review to understand the current state of
research in this issue. Port-city relationships have been studied by geographers since the
1960s (e.g. Bird, 1963), but this explanation has evolved from focusing on the territory to
the actors (Olivier and Slack, 2006). We reflect on this epistemological change that also
defines our approach to the problem. In this review we focus particularly on two concepts,
the port-city interface and the post-modern urban waterfront. Both concepts are interlinked and
have evolved in the last decades. For this research, we consider the post-modern urban wa-
terfront an imaginary capable of influencing planning decision-making processes. Hence,
it becomes a cultural-cognitive rule affecting the long-term sustainability of the port-city
relationship, eventually conditioning the adoption of hybrid solutions. For this reason,
we also briefly explore urban studies literature. In the first part of the chapter, we analyze
guides of good practice and recommendations published by international organizations
that can influence the port-city relationship. In the second part of the chapter, we define
sustainable port-city relationships, taking sustainability from a holistic perspective influenced
particularly by the work Campbell (1996) and Connelly (2007). We define a sustainable
port-city relationships framework and provide examples of the different actions that can
support the three pillars of sustainable development (economy, environment and socie-
ty). This theoretical definition of sustainable port-city relationships will provide us with a
normative standard to compare port-city relationships as they occur in the different cases.
Additionally, we also investigate if port authorities are today prepared to lead the quest for
sustainable port-city relationships as we define them in this investigation. This issue will be
studied in the cases in the following chapters. We conclude chapter two detailing the gap
that we will try to fill with this research.

After introducing the problem in chapter two, in the third chapter we explain the theoreti-
cal approach and the research framework we will use to analyse the different cases. We first
introduce the different possible theoretical approaches to port-city relationships and ex-
plain why we chose actor-centred institutionalism. We build on the work of several authors
from institutional economics (North, 1991; Williamson, 1998), political theory (Scharpf,
1997), sociology (Scott, 2014), public administration (Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004) or spatial
planning (Healey, 1997) among others. The work of these authors helps us to build a the-
oretical framework to analyse the governance process around waterfront projects in which
actors and institutions interact and generate feedback loops between them. In this section

10
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we explain the main characteristics of institutionalist theories, following the synthesis pro-
vided by Sorensen (2018). We build on the work from Scott (2014) and his definition of
three pillars (regulative, normative and cultural-cognitive) of institutions, understood as
rules that govern the behaviour actors that influence the port-city relationship.

In the fourth chapter, we analyse the port-city relationship and the role of the port authori-
ty in six European port cities. We will first explain the European context and the differenc-
es between north and south, i.e. between the Hanseatic and Latin port governance model.
We will comment the different national legal framework, in which some cities control the
port authority while in others the national government has the power. The actors in these
six cases have followed different approaches regarding the port image, waterfront planning,
the governance of the port-city interface and the policies for port-city relationships. In
these cases, we focus on the key issues that are relevant to the current investigation, such
as the legal framework and definition of the port authority, or the waterfront imaginary
and projects. The chosen sample represents the diverse port-city relationships in Europe in
the late 20th century and beginning of the 21st. We analyse cases from Nordic countries,
the Mediterranean Sea and the central range. In this sample, we can find some of the main
European ports (in terms of traffic), but also cases in which their port is relevant for the
national and regional context. We will see scenatios that continue with what we could call
a “business as usual model”, while others introduce innovative governance that defy the
existing institutional framework (Daamen and Vries, 2013). These cases help us to under-
stand if the approach of the port authority in the waterfront projects in Lisbon has been
innovative or not.

In chapter five, we address the main case study of Lisbon. We first give a brief overview
of the development of this port city, focusing on the last thirty years because the port-city
conceptualization has changed in this period as local residents started to demand better
access to the river Tagus. To understand the case, we will also review the major plans
affecting the riverfront in the mentioned time span. Although not all plans were finally
applied, they reveal the motivations of the actors relevant for the port-city relationship.
These documents also show how the waterfront imaginary has changed, as well as the so-
cial expectations for the port authority. In these plans we can also see the evolution of the
interaction between the port authority and the municipality, from cooperation, to conflict
and finally collaboration. After a general introduction, we analyse the law determining the
port authority capabilities and the use of the waterfront. We connect these formal institu-
tions with the effects of the informal ones, that have been observed during the interviews.
We look at the most recent waterfront projects through the lens of actor-centered institu-
tionalism. In these projects, we focus on the actors forming the network, particularly the
port authority, and on the institutions that govern the interactions.

In the sixth and final chapter, we present the conclusions by answering our main research
questions. We will also provide policy makers in port cities with specific recommendations
to develop (more) sustainable port-city relationships, and conclude with a reflection on our
research outcomes, including future research avenues.






Chapter 2. Studying port-city relationships
(in Europe)

2.1. Introduction

In this chapter, we will explain how we have come to understand port-city relations in
Europe and give a more in-depth overview of the academic literature on which our theo-
retical approach builds upon. After this introduction we will explore the existing port city
literature from planning, geography, economy and history. Our first task was to review
the state of the research about port-city relationships in these disciplines and in the praxis,
before deciding our theoretical approach. We will see that in the last decade geographers
and planners have introduced new conceptualizations of ports and port-city relationships,
allowing new ways to analyse them.

Geographers, planners, historians, sociologists, economists and architects among many
others, have written about port cities and the evolution of the port-city relationship for sev-
eral decades. Although we build on these “traditional” references, including also the work
from French, Spanish, Italian and Portuguese authors, we also introduce new ideas chal-
lenging well established beliefs, such as the migration of ports outside cities and question
the balance between positive and negative effects of ports in port cities. In this literature we
can find two key concepts, the port-city interface and post-modern waterfront (regeneration) projects.
We shall see that both concepts have evolved since they were originally coined, and that
they have influenced policy-making. At the same time, scholars today are questioning the
long-term sustainability of the port-city relationship as it exists today, opening the debate
for a new approach. For this reason, we will also explore the work developed by interna-
tional organizations, working mainly at the European level, that have presented different
initiatives to foster sustainable port-city relationships.

In the third section of this chapter we will see that the main actors involved in this inter-
action have recently expressed their preoccupation to find a sustainable model. Port au-
thorities are aware that if port activities intend to remain urban, they must find a balanced
development model, including other values than just economics ones. To understand the
implications of developing sustainable port-city relationships, we make a brief literature
review of sustainable development, focusing on the main concepts given by the United
Nations (UN), and how they reflect on the port-city relationship.

In the fourth section, we present a normative research framework for investigating gov-
ernance and outcomes in port cities, based on the three pillars of sustainable development
(economy, environment and society). The new framework implies tensions between these
three key pillars that are visible in the governance around concrete waterfront projects in
port cities throughout Europe. Since we focus on the role of port authorities, we explain
in the fifth section how port authorities can be the leading stakeholder steering towards
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sustainable port-city relationships, building on the tensions inherent in governing towards
(more) sustainable port-city relations. We conclude by explaining the knowledge gap we
will contribute to fill with this research and introduce our theoretical approach to the em-
pirical problem developed in this chapter.

2.1. Defining port-city relationships: from territory to actors

Most models explaining the port-city relationship build on Bird’s seminal work (1963), em-
phasizing a historical process in which port and city have gradually increased their physical
distance, mostly due to technological changes (see fig. 5). Historically, ports and cities have
been economically, geographically and socially connected, with clear synergies between
both. Most geographers (Bird, 1963; Hoyle 1988)", when explaining the port-city relation-
ship agree that there have been several key rupture moments, mostly motivated by tech-
nological changes combined with economic cycles®. For example, the industrial revolution
in the 19th century changed the production methods in European cities, demanding new
logistic infrastructure. This meant new harbours and piers, often built on landfills, altering
the waterfront and changing the relationship with the water. Later, another example was
the implementation of the container in a global scale from the 1960s onwards, once again
changing the logistics, accelerating the cargo loading process. This technology also meant
new scales in the port and a new relationship with the city. Further on, changes in the mar-
itime sector, such as horizontal and vertical integration of companies and processes in the
global supply chains, have resulted in a new stage of port regionalization (Notteboom and
Rodrigue, 2005).

The dominant idea for most part of the 20th century was that ports would relocate far from
city centres, followed by the consequent urban waterfront regeneration plans (see Hoyle
1988; Meyer, 1999), with few authors like Charlier (1992) claiming differently °. However,
as explained by Hall and Jacobs (2012), most major ports remain in contact with cities
in the metropolitan scale, despite the evolution of maritime technology, and the rational
transport choice for logistic chain efficiency that would indicate relocating ports far from
urban locations. Since, in order to grow, port companies require innovative contexts that
can only be found in cities (Hall and Jacobs, 2012), the benefits this innovation provides
compensates the urban constraints. At the same time, in port cities, other stakeholders
pressure to innovate and reduce the externalities of port activities, such as pollution. This
innovation increases the efficiency of port activities and technology, bringing benefits for
the port company and a competitive advantage. For example, the social and governmental

7 For a detailed review of the different geographic and economic models explaining the
evolutions of the port-city relationship see the work of French geographer Ducruet (2007, 2011).

8 The work of Bird (1963) for example is based on the theory of economic cycles or long-
wave of Kondratieff (1926) (See also Schubert and Harms, 1993; Lieber, 2018; Schubert, 2018).
9 Unlike the predominant current of thought, Charlier (1992) argued that port redevelop-

ment was also possible as an alternative to the urban regeneration of waterfronts. His claiming was
based on observation of two major port cities in Europe, Rotterdam and Antwerp, but, as pointed
out by Daamen (2010), those cases can be considered exceptional.
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FiG. 3 Anyport After Three Eras of Development IV as Fig. 4.
I—The Prinitive Port. V—Simple Lineal Quayage, over 1,500 feet uninterrupted in one line, 26 feet of water L.W.O.S.T.
1l—Marginal Quay Extension. alongside, with, if necessary, an entrance lock 750 feet long.
TI1—Marginal Quay Elaboration. VI—Specialized Quayage, notable at T-head jettics and at large wharves in the river.
‘W-—Warchouses; Quayside buildings, warchouses or transit sheds; Semi-circular town wall, with Q—Continuing marginal quay extension.
stronghold where the wall meets the estuary downstream. T—Transit sheds, or, in the river, jetties serving a continuous frontage of industry.

Figure 5 Bird's “Anyport” model (1963), with the phases of port-city relationships. Adapted from Daamen (2010).
The author emphasizes the increasing separation between port and city, due to the growing scale of maritime
infrastructure.

pressure to reduce toxic emissions of sea-going vessels or port machinery translates into
new, more efficient ships and cranes, that at the same time consume less fuel, producing
economic advantages (Banawan et al., 2010; Moon and Woo, 2014). Another example is
the electrification of docks, allowing ships to save fuel on port, while at the same time,
reducing acoustic and air pollution (Carletti et al., 2011).

Before Hall and Jacobs (2012) explained why ports and cities remained in contact, authors
such as Meyer (1999) (see fig. 6) and Hoyle (2000) already recognized the presence of ports
in the metropolitan area. In 2000, Hoyle had to include a sixth phase in his model, in which
port and city reconnected (see fig. 7). Although this model has been broadly used to ex-
plain the physical evolution of the port-city relationship, several authors have criticized it
for neglecting geographical, economic and political differences between cases (see Kokot,
2008; Wang, 2014)".

10 In his original paper, Hoyle (1988), indicated that his abstraction of the phases of port-
city development should not be considered universally valid. However, his scheme has been used
by many authors in publications and conferences too often without emphasizing its limitations.
This rather “reckless” use of Hoyle’s work was motivated by its simplicity, that facilitated the
explanation of a complex phenomenon.
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The most relevant critic comes from
Olivier and Slack (2006), who indi-
cate that the classical explanation of
the port-city relationship given by
Bird, (1963) and Hoyle (1989), fol-
lowing a linear chronologic evolu-
tion of the territorial configuration

is no longer enough. The emergence
of global supply chains, the power of
transnational corporations (TNC) in
the different logistic steps, and the

landlord port governance model has
changed the traditional role of the
Figure 6. Meyer model explaining the structure of the port city. In port authorities, from “gatekeep—
the fourth phase the port and the city rediscover each other. Meyer erg” to “pawns in the garne” (Olivier
(1999:23).

and Slack, 2006 on Slack, 1993: 580,
582). In this new scenario, Olivier and Slack (20006) defend that terminals are the relevant
analysis units, and that ports are no longer just physical spaces, but places of connections,
of which TNCs decide their fate (Olivier and Slack, 2006; Hall, 2007).

Olivier and Slack (2000), also explained that the shipping market can be controlled by a
tew logistic TNCs becoming an oligopoly. This economic phenomenon emerging in the
1990s, was already established when Olivier and Slack wrote their seminal paper and has
gradually intensified. For example, in 2016, the top four carriers controlled almost 50% of
the global container traffic (Merk, 2018)", and three companies controlled more than 80%
of the cruise market in 2014 (Pallis, 2015). At the same time, these companies control the
different levels of the logistic chain, since their conglomerates include carriers, terminal
operators, logistic centres or tug companies'”. The companies controlling the concentrated
market, can lever ports to compete against each other for traffic, securing low port fees,
reducing the port profitability and forcing governments to invest in new terminals (Olivier
and Slack, 2006; Hall, 2003, 2007).

Following the concept of ports as places of connections (Olivier and Slack, 2006), the fo-
cus on portt studies has shifted from the physical evolution of the port, to the relationships
between the different actors and the way these interactions are governed. At the same time,

11 In 2018 the OECD — ITF published the report “The Impact of Alliances in Container
Shipping”, in which Merk explains that in certain routes (e.g. east-west trade lanes) the three major
global alliances of container shipping companies control up to 95% of the total ship capacity
(Merk, 2018).

12 The top 10 shippers control over 80% of the container market (https://alphaliner.
axsmatine.com/PublicTop100/ visited on June 26th, 2018). For example, the group Maersk has

a market share of 18,3%, after acquiring in November 2017 the German rival Hamburg Sud, but
at the same time controls the terminals company APM, the supply chain management Damco and
the tugs company Svitzer group.
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Figure 7. Hoyle new version of his own model, including a sixth phase where port and city reconnect. Other authors
such as Schubert (2011) also reflected on the matter. Source: Hoyle (2000:405).

ports have become unbalanced power boards, in which the interests of TNCs dominate
over those of local actors (van der Voorde and Vanelslander, 2008). The implementation
of the landlord port governance model and the corporatization of port authorities after the
reforms occurred since the early 1990s, prioritizing economic results over other indicators
have resulted in a disconnected port-city development. Today, the correlation between
positive and negative externalities between port and city is unbalanced. The positive effects
of the port spread over a broader territory, while the negative externalities remain in the city
hosting it (Hesse, 2017; Merk, 2013). The investment ports require to remain competitive
no longer generates enough positive effects to compensate the negative ones, namely in
environmental and social terms (Hall, 2007; Grossmann, 2008). For port cities, ports no
longer provide a competitive advantage against non-port cities, since urban development
is increasingly independent from port development (Zhao et al., 2017), associated with a
diversified economic model (De Langen, 2006). Hence, one of biggest challenge for port
authorities is to develop sustainable port-city relationships, building on the tensions among
the involved actors. These conflicts and tensions are most clearly visible in the port-city
interface, particularly in the urban waterfront, that has become an arena where actors must
engage and negotiate to defend their interests.

The port-city interface: an evolving concept

Hayuth (1982) was one of the first to investigate the port-urban interface, concerned with
the increasing disconnection between ports and cities. He looked at this part of the port
city as an area of transition, not just between port and urban, but also in itself, as an area
where the ongoing maritime changes were visible. His reflection on the concept focused
on the spatial and ecological system, including the social aspect. However, based on his
work, the definition of the port-city interface as remained for decades linked to the phys-
ical location where the contact between the urban and port activities occurs. Hoyle (1988,
2000) building on this spatial approach developed his famous scheme (fig.8) to explain
the evolution of the port-city interface. As we said previously, several authors have criti-
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cized this model, considering it outdated (van den Berghe et al.,2018: 55,56)". Besides the
new conceptualization of the port, the work from Olivier and Slack (2006) also influenced
new definitions of the port-city interface. Today, the port-city interface can be defined as
a multi-layer entity, beyond the physical element, where port actors interact with urban
ones (Hesse, 2017, quoting Merk, 2014). Hesse (2017), explains that the interface could be
considered a geographic category on its own, also visible in other infrastructures such as
airports'.

The new definition of the port-city interface, understood as the place where strategic cou-
pling”® between port and city actors happens (Hesse, 2017), relates to the new focus on
governance issues (Olivier and Slack, 2006). At the same time, the interface has reflected
the unbalanced “playing field” ports have become, where the priorities of TNCs have dom-
inated local interests. The port-city interface has become the scenario where we can see the
port-city tensions, particularly in waterfront projects, either for the regeneration of port
areas or new infrastructure. Daamen and Vries (2013) and Wiegmans and Louw (2011)
researched the evolution of the port-city interface in the European and Dutch context, em-
phasizing the connection between the port-city relationship, the interface and waterfront
regeneration projects. The latter has become a research field and urban planning concept
on its own worth explaining.

The urban waterfront: becoming an urban imaginary

Although the port-city relationship started to be researched from the 1960s onwards, main-
ly by geographers, scholars from planning and architecture mostly started to discuss the
issue when waterfront redevelopment plans became a global phenomenon, in the 1980s
and 1990s (see Hoyle et al., 1988; Schubert and Harms, 1993; Bruttomesso, 1992, 1993;
Breen and Rigby 1994, 1996, Meyer,1999)". The famous interventions in north American
cities in the 1960s became the new planning standard, applied by development companies
and planners in port cities around the globe (Ward, 2011). In these projects, the goal was
to regenerate the central waterfront that had become brownfields after the port relocated
outside the city centre.

According to Schubert (2011), most waterfront operations followed a similar process, from
dereliction and abandonment of central port areas to planning and redevelopment, i.e.
port out — city in operations (fig. 8). Since the first operations in Baltimore and Boston in

13 Recently, as van den Berghe et al., (2018: 55,56) explain, geographers have criticized the
original definition of the port-city interface for several reasons. These reasons include that the
interface has scaled up to the metropolitan or regional scale, accompanying the evolution of the
port, or that the complex relationships that occur between port and urban stakeholders is not
limited to the physical context of the waterfront.

14 For an example of interfaces between airports and cities see the work of Johann (2015).
15 Economic and maritime geographers Hall and Jacobs (2010:1106), building on Coe et al.
(2004), define strategic coupling as: “... the capacity of local actors to match critical regional assets

with extra-local actors operating in global supply chains.”
16 For a review see Wang (2014) or Charlier (1992).
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the 1960s several generations

of waterfront plans have been
carried out'’, each with para-
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these operations has been regenerating former port areas to introduce urban programs.
Different geographers have entitled this approach as post-modern waterfront, in which
former productive areas on the waterfront are re-interpreted as a place of consumption
and to look for new identities (Norcliffe et al., 1996). This rationale has led to port-free
waterfronts, resulting from pre-cast urban operations', that Chatlier (1992) entitled as the
Docklands Syndrome”, and Schubert (2008) as a process of Roustfication™.

While waterfronts provided an ideal scenario for stararchitects to show their craft with new
landmark buildings by the water, politicians and real estate companies saw them as an
opportunity to implement their agenda. For politicians, this was a way to improve the
waterfront’s (and often personal) public image or to attract international corporations and
investment to compete with other cities (see Desfor and Jorgensen, 2004; Gordon, 1997).
For real estate companies it was a profitable business (See Boland et al., 2017), given the
increasing land values attributed to the water’s edge, to implement high-end, gentrifying
projects (Hein, 2016). The waterfront became the place to look to the future economic
model of the city, based on clean public spaces, white collar jobs and a consumer-oriented,
service-based society.

In the 1990s several authors emphasized waterfront regenerations as a “global success sto-
ry” (Breen and Rigby, 1996). However, other scholars have also criticized these operations
for their lack of diversity, gentrification and artificialization of the water edge (Marshall,

17 For example, Shaw (2001) indicates four generations. However, his contribution is from
2001, since then there have been several waterfront redevelopments with different approach that
could be consider a new generation. In chapter four we will see some of these new approaches.

18 See also Porfyriou and Sepe (2016).
19 See also Ducruet (2011).
20 See also Williams (2004: 115).
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Figure 9. Examples of waterfront regeneration projects, emphasizing the similarities and déja-vu sensation. From
left corner, clockwise, Hamburg Hafencity project, Melbourne Dockland City, Oslo Aker Brygge and Auckland.
Sources: HafenCity Hamburg GmbH by T. Kraus (https://www.brazilian-architects.com/pt/projects/); Bemard
Spragg (https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Docklands_City_of_Melboume._(21403286029).jog); www.
visitoslo.com; http://www.freenzphotos.com/

2001). In some cases, these operations emphasize a déja-vu feeling when visiting these areas
(Diedrich,2013) (fig. 9), and are blamed for increasing the separation from the sea (Porfyri-
ou and Sepe, 2016). Nevertheless, other scholars such as Brownill (2013) explain that this
influence is not necessarily negative and that waterfront operations are a case of urban
assemblage between global ideas and local specificities.

Despite this academic debate, more than fifty years of waterfront regenerations plans fol-
lowing the same rationale has influenced society and decision makers expectations for this
part of the city. These operations were associated with an image of success, future economy
and “cleanliness” as opposed to the image of pollution and the rough, industrial past of
ports. We can consider this kind of operation as part of a new urban imaginary, the post-mod-
ern waterfront imaginary”'. As Larkin (2010:416) explains, “urban imaginaries transform and
are transformed by global and local encounters with capitalism, modernity, power, and glo-
balization”. In the case of waterfronts, this imaginary remains influenced by the post-mod-
ern ideal where no traditional productive activities happen on the waterfront, where the
port will (and must) leave space for urban programmes.

The concept of urban imaginary is complex and sometimes controversial. It has been ex-

21 The concept of urban imaginary has been previously linked with urban waterfront regen-
eration projects in cases such as Toronto (Cooper, 1994) or Beirut (Larkin 2010).

20



Chapter 2. Studying port-city relationships (in Europe)

plored mostly in urban sociology (Lindner, 2006), geography (Soja, 2000), anthropology,
urban history (Hein, 2015) and urban studies (Lynch, 1960). The definitions of these au-
thors often refer to individual or collective images of the city based on their personal expe-
riences (Bloomfield, 2006), mental constructs of the city (Bianchini, 2000) or how a city is
represented in the media and the arts. However, we are more interested on the effect that
urban imaginaries can have on planning and urban policies, since they represent the im-
agined or even desired future for the city (Linder, 2006) embedded in governance processes
that, in our case, take place around waterfront projects. The influence of urban imaginaries
in urban policy has been studied in other policy issues (e.g. migration, by Hoekstra, 2018).
Although some authors (Bloomfield, 2000) indicate that urban imaginaries can be comple-
mentary to dominant narratives, in the case of the post-modern waterfront regeneration,
we conceive it as the dominant approach to comply with the expectations grounded on
global images of success and new economy, taken for granted as the “natural” step for this
part of the city.

Daamen and Vries (2013) explain how the traditional approach to waterfront development
(i.e. port out — city in) can damage the port-city relationship, diminishing innovative ap-
proaches. Furthermore, Wiegmans and Louw (2011) have noticed how the planning stages
for waterfront redevelopment have changed, shifting from porz out — city in, to city in — port
ont (see fig. 10). Nowadays, the port is often under pressure from the municipality, society
and the real estate market to abandon the waterfront and leave space for new urban de-
velopment. The urban waterfront imaginary, based on the redevelopment of these areas
for non-port uses, has become institutionalised, influencing the decision-making process

t3 t4

SYMBIOSIS VACUUM CONFLICT

—» DIRECTION OF MAIN SPATIAL DEVELOPTMENT

Figure 10.Wiegmans and Louw (2011) proposal for the port-city interface, building on Norcliffe et al. (1996). In this
figure the authors explain from an initial stage (t1) to the most recent on (t4) how the port no longer is expanding far
from the city centre, while the city is expanding towards the port, causing a conflict for the possible takeover and
redevelopment of active port areas. From Wiegmans and Louw (2011: 582).
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and the governance of the port-city interface (Wiegmans and Louw, 2011; Daamen and
Vries, 2013). These authors integrated the waterfront in the broader concept of the port-
city interface, not only the central areas that no longer host port activities. Daamen and
Vries (2013) and Merk (2013), go further and consider the waterfront areas controlled by
the port authority as a key asset to establish a sustainable port-city relationship, particularly
implementing hybrid solutions combining different functions.

Port city networks: recommendations for action

The EU has funded several urban policy research projects”, fostering the collaboration
between universities, municipalities, port authorities and international organizations. These
projects have resulted in guides of good practices and recommendations to reduce the
nuances of port activities. Several organizations in the port and maritime sector have also
published policy documents with the underlying goal of sustainable port-city relationships
(see table 2). For example, Ecoports® and Greenport® have platforms to share positive en-
vironmental practices. The European Sea Port Organization (ESPO) has published guides
of good practices for social integration of ports (2010), environmental policies (2014), and
for the cruise sector (2016)”. At the same time, ESPO (2018), has also published yearly re-
ports with the environmental priorities of ports. AIVP (Association Internationale Villes et
Ports)*, dedicated to enhancing port-city relationships, published a guide of good practice
(2015), showing positive examples for planning, environmental and social policies in port

22 The EU has funded several projects in the past 15 years, in which port cities, port author-
ities and international organizations have collaborated providing policy indications. Projects such
as SUDEST (2005-2007), Watetrfront Communities project (2007-2010) or CTUR (2009-2011),
focused on cruise traffic and urban regeneration.

23 Ecoports is one of the most relevant environmental initiatives in the European Union.
Although it started as an initiative from several ports, it was integrated in ESPO in 2011 (https://
www.ecoportts.com/ visited on June 25th, 2018).

24 Greenport is an online platform sharing good environmental practices in the maritime
wotld (http://www.greenport.com/ visited on June 25th, 2018).

25 ESPO is the European Sea Port Organization, the main European lobby of the sector.
It has existed since 1993, and besides the guides of good practices, it sponsors an annual award to
port initiatives and project that foster sustainable relationship with the community and environ-
ment (https://www.espo.be/ visited on June 25th, 2018).

26 The AIVP is the main organization focused on developing sustainable port-city relation-
ships. Besides the guides of good practice, they organize a biannual congress on port-city inter-
action, including topics from waterfront redevelopment to environmental and economic issues.
(http:/ /www.aivp.otrg/ visited on June 25th, 2018). The author of this research has collaborated
occasionally with AIVP since 2016. This collaboration did not influence the research since during
we took the necessary precautions, by attending other scientific meetings, gathering different
perspective on the role of these organizations, and interviewed actors in different contexts, also
presenting different points of view.
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cities and territories. The OECD (Merk, 2013)*" expressed in their program focused on
port cities the same concerns regarding sustainable development, focusing on the econom-
ic dimension, but also providing examples to diminish port’s negative externalities. In 2008
the International Association of Ports and Harbors (IAPH)* presented the World Ports
Climate Initiative” in which 55 port authorities expressed their commitment to reduce the
greenhouse gases. More recently, in 2017, the same organization presented the World Ports
Sustainability Program (IAPH, 2017)%, supported by other organizations here mentioned
(ESPO and AIVP) to foster cooperation among ports on sustainability measures, inspired
by the SDGs set by the UN. Finally, from 2015 until 2020 the European project Portis,
framed in the Civitas program from the EU is also researching the port-city relationship,
and testing solutions, mainly focused on urban mobility’'.

The initiatives from these organizations have focused predominantly on compensating or
reducing the negative effects of the “business as usual” approach to port development,
i.e. dealing with the symptoms, and not curing the disease. Compensatory measures are
necessaty, but do not guarantee the long-term sustainability of the port-city relationship.
The problem is repeating the same approach, and only increasing the expenditure on com-
pensatory measures. The port-city relationship needs to be reconceptualized, based on the
three pillars of sustainable development, implementing a new governance approach ques-
tioning the role of the actors and their capacity to act. In chapters four and five we will see
how applying the business as usual approach resulted in failure, and a new approach was
necessaty to include other concerns than just economic ones.

27 The OECD created in 2010 the port cities programme, conducting a series of case stud-
ies, mainly European, but also including cases in China or Chile, analysing the port-city relation-
ship, mostly from an economic perspective. (http://www.oecd.otg/regional/oecdport-citiespro-
gramme.htm visited on June 26th, 2018).

28 The IAPH is an international organization created in 1955, to foster dialogue between
ports on common issues and seck for solutions with specialized technical committees. (https://
www.iaphworldports.org visited on June 25th, 2018).

29 For more information see the website http:/ /wpci.iaphwotldports.org/ (visited on June
26th, 2018)

30 For more information see the website http:/ /www.iaphwotldports.org/ (visited on June
26th, 2018)

31 http://civitas.eu/portis (visited on November, 28th 2018).
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Table 2. Examples of the guides of good practice or recommendations published in the last fifteen years in Europe
about port-city relationships

Program Org. Topic Partners Conc.
Year
SUDEST - UR- EU Sustainable De- | Municipalities of Naples (L), Le 2007
BACT velopment of Sea | Havre, Livorno, Matosinhos, Siracusa,
towns Istanbul, Zarzis. Universities of Naples
Federico 11, Chieti-Pescara and Porto.
Society Porto Vivo
Waterfront Com- EU Waterfront rede- | Cities of Edinburgh (L)), Hamburg, 2007
munities Project velopment Oslo, Aalborg, Schiedam, Hull,
Goteborg, Odense and Gateshead.
Heriot-Watt University
CTUR - URBACT | EU Cruise Traffic Municipalities of Naples (L), Alicante, | 2011
and Urban Re- Dublin, Helsinki, Matosinhos, Rhodes,
generation Rostock, Trieste and Varna. Port
Authorities of Douro and Leixdes, and
Naples. Regional authority of Valencia.
AIVP.
Plan the City with EU/AIVP General port-city | Municipalities of Le Havre (L), Delfzi- | 2007
the Port relationship jl, and Gdansk. Port authorities of
Amsterdam and Riga. BIS and BEAN
from Bremerhaven.
Plan the City with AIVP General port-city | Port Authorities of Brussels, HAROPA | 2014
the Port 11 relationship and Marseille-Fos. French Ministry of
development and ecology and Ministry
of the territory.
ESPO Code of ESPO Social integration, | ESPO 2010
Practice on Societal SL.O, Soft-Values
Integration of Ports
ESPO Green ESPO Environment ESPO 2014
Guide; Towards
Excellence in Port
Environmental
Management and
Sustainability
Code of Good HESPO Cruises and HESPO 2016
Practices for Cruise ferries
and Ferry Ports
OECD Port-Cities | OECD General port-city | OECD 2013
Programme relationship. Eco-
nomic aspects
Port City Inno- France’s National | General port-city | FNAU, Town planning Agencies of 2011
vations. Towards Federation of relationship. Bordeaux, Boulogne-sur-Mer, Brest,
integrated Port City | Town Plan- Dunkerque, Le Havre, Lorient, Mar-
Projects ning Agencies seille, Saint Nazaire and Toulon. Port
(FNAU) Authorities of Dunkerque, Le Havre

and Marseille. AIVP, Pierre Gras and
Michele Collin
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2.3. Sustainable development: the importance of

In 1983, the UN created the World Commission on Environment and Development
(WCED) to study sustainability and development * Their main discoveries were presented
in the report Our commuon futnre (WCED, 1987) - also known as the Brundtland Reporf>. This
commission took a holistic approach to sustainable development, balancing social and en-
vironmental goals (Redclift, 2005), defining it as “development that meets the needs of the
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”
(WCED, 1987:8 and 43), emphasizing the intergenerational aspect. The report also intro-
duced the three pillars for sustainable development: economy, environment and society,
later also known as people, planet and profit. Today, the sustainable development agenda
is still based on this key definition and three pillars that entail considerable complexity
(Redclift, 2005; Griggs et al., 2013).

Since the publication of the Brundtland report, the UN has expanded the sustainable de-
velopment agenda, publishing new documents and organizing world summits*. In the new
documents and events, one of the main challenges was merging the interests of different
countries and stakeholders, emphasizing the importance of governance. Since 1987, the
UN has introduced goals and indicators to implement the sustainable development agenda,
acknowledging the relevance of the institutional context (Spangenberg et al., 2002; Griggs
et al., 2013; Redclift 2005). Although this agenda has evolved, broadening its scope®, the
three pillars identified in the Bruntland report remain the main influence and guideline for
policy and planning documents, influencing the port-city relationships.

Barkemeyer et al. (2014), analysing the role of business in the sustainable development
agenda, point out that the corporate world appropriated itself of this concept, imposing
a technocratic perspective, prioritizing environmental concerns and downplaying the im-
portance of social development. The concept of sustainability has been too often manipu-
lated with “green washing” strategies to achieve a positive image and the Social License to

32 UN Resolution 38/161 of 19 December 1983

33 The research group was led by Gro Harlan Brundtland, hence the name “The Brundtland
report” (Williams & Millington, 2004).

34 Since 1987s the UN has organized several global events around the topic of sustainable

development. In 1992, the Earth Summit took place in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. The conference
increased the awareness of SD, resulting in the development of the Agenda 21 document. This
document built on the Brundtland report, with a stronger emphasis on the institutional dimension.
In the year 2000 the UN celebrated the Millennium Summit in New York, USA. In this conference
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) were presented, more focused on social issues, but
also environmental problems and governance for SD. In 2015 the UN presented the Sustainable
Development Goals, replacing the previous ones. These 17 new goals have a time frame extended
until 2030. The document also includes 169 targets and 303 indicators.

35 For a review on different approaches to SD see the work of Williams and Millington
(2004) and Hopwood et al. (2005)
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Operate (SLO)* (Barkemeyer et al., 2014). The same authors commented that evaluation
systems of sustainable development policies and practices have been distorted and manipu-
lated to legitimise practices that may not be sustainable. Although Barkemeyer et al., (2014)
criticize the role key economic actors have played in the last decades, they also acknowl-
edge that the economy remains one of the three fundamental pillars and must be taken
into consideration. These authors also explain that TNCs, such as large logistic or shipping
companies, have an important role on the quest for sustainable development, particularly
for their capacity to influence policy-making and governance that made them socially ac-
countable (Barkemeyer et al., 2014). The increasing entanglement between different actors
in planning settings, such as urban environments or ports have motivated several authors
(e.g. Griggs et. al, 2013) to emphasize the importance of governance for sustainable devel-
opment. Although traditionally public organizations have been considered responsible for
sustainable development, since it relates to the common good, it has gradually shifted to
a broader societal problem, also embedded in the corporate world (Crouch, 2012; Barke-
meyer et al.,2014).

Although some authors have criticized the three pillars model (e.g. Holden et al., 2017), in
port cities it remains crucial to structure sustainable port-city relationships. Port authorities
have gradually developed plans and policies incorporating these pillars, trying to find a bal-
ance with the dominant economic goals. More specifically, port actors are gradually shifting
to a new conception of the port-city relationship, incorporating the goals and concerns of
all port-city actors, in economic, social and environmental pillars. This new relationship can
be summarized in a new governance framework.

2.4. Sustainable port-city relationships: a difficult balance

As we have seen, the dominant approach to sustainable development has been based on
technocratic quantifiable goals. Having measurable goals implies considering sustainable
development a concrete end that can be achieved. Since this approach has proven insuf-
ficient for port-city relationships, we build on the theoretical holistic conceptualization of
sustainable development, defended by planners such as Campbell (1996) and Connelly
(2007). Campbell (1996) introduced the well-known planners triangle, in which the three
pillars (economy, society and environment) (see figure 11), occupy the three vertexes and
sustainable development is an undefined area in the centre. According to Campbell (1990),
conflict is inherent to the quest of sustainable development, since the goals are contradicto-

36 The concept of Social License to Operate, or License to Operate (LTO), has been stud-
ied in management and law sciences, particulartly related to large and/or heavy industrial activities,
and companies and its relation with the local stakeholder and surrounding civil society. Gunning-
ham et al., (2004:308) define SLO as “as the demands on and expectations for a business enter-
prise that emerge from neighborhoods, environmental groups, community members, and other
elements of the surrounding civil society”. Dooms (2014), building on Post et al., (2002), studied
SLO in ports, explaining that port actors need to go beyond creating wealth (economic value) to
gain social legitimacy, including more subjective perceptions to grant the acceptance of their activi-
ties in the local context.
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ry between themselves. However, the planner can find complementarities between the pil-
lars and build on them to solve the conflicts, and find a balance that is sustainable develop-
ment. Campbell (1996) considers sustainable development a blurry concept that works as
general aim or aspiration, that can never be fully achieved and only indirectly approached.
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Economic Opportunity,
Income Equality
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conflict / \ ng?lll?:?menl
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Figure 11. Campbell's “planner’s triangle”. These are the planning conflicts when aiming at Sustainable
Development (Campbell, 1996:298). Campbell follows the original definition of SD based on three fundamental
pillars, introduced by the WCED (1989).

Connelly (2007) building on Campbell (1996), explains that sustainable development is not

n “eithet/ot” concept, that can be defined in absolute terms, but a normative principle
for planners that strive for the centre of the triangle. Further on, Connelly (2007: 262),
building on Haughton & Counsell, (2004), instead of focusing on a closed definition of
sustainable development, considers more relevant to accept it as a disputed concept and
focus on “how ideals of ‘sustainable development’ are put into practice, and thus how the
term is given concrete meaning”. This practical approach intends to clarify what is sustain-
able development following concrete examples of what has been done to achieve it. This
approach implies other issues concerning time, the dominant actors in concrete situations
and the local characteristics, since these factors will influence the actions taken for sustain-
able development. The three pillars may not be equally supported, but one may be more
dominant than other. In some cities, powerful actors may support specific actions in one
pillar such as in environmental terms. For example, in the port of Helsinki, the new termi-
nal was developed next to a Natura 2000 reserve, hence, local actors pressured for actions
framed in the environmental pillar.
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Depending on concrete examples to give more concrete meaning to sustainable develop-
ment implies accepting that we will only get a temporary snapshot of this concept. Our
knowledge on the effects of human activity on the planet is constantly updated, inspiring
new regulations and initiatives that seek for a new definition of sustainability. Hence, fol-
lowing the practical approach defended by Connelly (2007), we must constantly assess
what are the main social and environmental hazards and what are the most innovative
solutions to seek for sustainable development. This process is also visible in the UN policy
documents, that are constantly updated with new time frameworks and specific goals. Nev-
ertheless, the measures that help us to give concrete meaning to sustainable development
rely on the three fundamental pillars, the role of the planner remains the same, and conflict
is an inevitable part of the tense relationships between the different goals.

For the new framework for sustainable port-city relationships we adapt Campbell’s trian-
gle. Sustainable port-city relationship is placed in the centre the triangle, between the three
classic pillars of sustainable development. In the pillars we can identify goals for a port-
city relationship. Sustainable port-city relationships are also considered a blurry normative
concept that orients the actions of the port authority. The port authority plays the role of
the planner, building on the conflicts and tensions between rivalling goals. Following the
definition of sustainability given by Campbell (1996:304), as “the long-term ability of a
system to reproduce”, in port-city relationships, sustainability is then the long-term ability
of the relationship to endure in time and adapt to the changing conditions and actors. To
give a concrete meaning of sustainable port-city relationships, we followed the practical
approach recommended by Connelly (2007), i.c. observing what actions do the relevant
actors do to reach the ideal of sustainable port-city relationships. This definition is based
on the preliminary analysis of policy documents from international organizations and Eu-
ropean projects previously presented, and from European cases, where we could observe
numerous examples of concrete actions to foster sustainable relationships.

The analysed documents also revealed that a new governance model embracing all sus-
tainable development pillars is necessary. Key actors involved in the port-city relationship
are already developing actions to improve it. However, the business as usual approach is
characterized by a strategic coupling benefiting port companies. This model prioritizes the
economic pillar and the goals of international corporations over the other two pillars, soci-
ety and environment, which are often left out or rhetorically incorporated.

The new framework normatively assumes strategic couplings between the different actors
in the port-city interface, with goals from all three pillars. The process implies continuous
dialogue with local partners and environmental groups, conceding influence over the de-
cision-making process. Despite the common problems in the port-city relationship, local
characteristics (topography, formal and informal institutional frameworks, national gov-
ernance model, or power balances between port and urban actors) make each port-city
relationship unique. Hence, the conceptual framework here proposed, must be adapted to
different contexts. At the same time, technological innovations allow different solutions,
and the negative effects of port activities are better known, hence the framework will also
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have to be updated in future research or policy documents. Although sustainable port-city
relationships may never be completely achieved, but constantly quested, it remains an ideal
guiding the actions of port authorities to look for the centre of the triangle (see fig. 12).

With this framework we answer one of the research sub-questions presented on chapter
one, concerning the definition of sustainable port-city relationships. At the same time, the
framework could also potentially be a “tool” to evaluate these relationships. Instead of de-
veloping a score or grading system, attributing points for each action developed to achieve
sustainable port-city relationships, we propose the framework as theoretical ideal standard
to evaluate the different cases. The selected cases can be compared with this sustainable
port-city relationship framework and assess how far have they come. To make a full assess-
ment of the port-city relationship it would be required to perform an in-depth survey of all
actions that could influence the port-city relationship and compare them with those that
compose the three pillars of the sustainable port-city relationship framework. As we indi-
cated, this ideal remains a theoretical model that we are aware cannot be achieved but can
guide the actions of the port authority. Port-city relationships in “real world” situations are
far more complex, since other factors condition the behaviour of the key actor (e.g. avail-
able budget, political power struggles, hidden interests, macroeconomic phenomena, etc).

Economic
Fostering long-term prosperity

through innovation
Employment, Value Added

Sustainable port-
city relationships:
processes and

outcomes
Socio-Cultural Environmental
Developing an identity and sense of Creating healthier and permeable
belonging through place-making landscapes through adaptation
Celebrating History, Re-Using Heritage Air & Sound Quality, Safety & Accessibility

Figure 12. Conceptual framework of sustainable port-city relationships.
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Economic pillar

In the new framework, the economic pillar aims at long-term development through in-
novation, creating employment and added value. Although traditional port operations no
longer demand the work force they used to, added valued services can generate jobs, com-
plementing cargo movement and the classic logistic activities such as port knowledge-based
industries or circular economy based companies. At the same time, the physical port-city
interface has spaces suitable for start-ups linked to the port and maritime sector. These
spaces also provide facilities for new companies not directly related to the port, but that
benefit from other characteristics, such as lower rents or the presence of the maritime clus-
ter, with broader connections (Witte et al., 2017).

Social Pillar

The social pillar is focused on developing an identity and sense of belonging through
place-making and citizen engagement. In the past, the local port city identity was a by-prod-
uct of economic and logistic activities (Mah, 2014; Warsewa, 2011). The increasing autom-
atization of logistic processes, physical separation and new security rules”,among others,
broke this natural socio-cultural “spill over”. However, today, port authorities consider this
pillar to grant political support, crucial for port development, and to preserve or achieve
the SLO. Although port social initiatives have grown during the second half of the 20th
century (e.g. Hafengeburtstag festival in Hamburg), most ports have only recently adopted
these practices, based on exploiting their soft-values. van Hooydonk (2007) defined this
concept (Soft-Values of Seaports) as the non-socioeconomic values including historical,
sociological, artistic and cultural sub-functions that form the soft-function of seaports.
Traditionally, port authorities have used soft-values in public relations campaigns to foster
a friendlier port image, for example in port-visits, artistic collaborations, or in port heritage
refurbishment for new functions.

Today, port social actions go beyond the image and identity, and include port development
discussion and education initiatives. Some port authorities are creating Port Centers to
explain and discuss the port (see box 1). For example, in Livorno, the Port Center was an
important tool for the Dibatitto in Porto (debate in the port) to discuss two port projects
(Morucci and Bicocchi, 2016; Morucci, 2017; Marini and Pagés Sanchez, 2016). Another
example is the port of Barcelona that created a program linking the nautical cluster and
several high schools, in which teenagers could learn a profession while continuing with
their studies™.

37 For example, the ISPS (International Ship and Port Facility Security) Code regulating the
access and security to port areas, operative since 2001, limits the casual interaction between the
population and the port.

38 https:/ /agora.xtec.cat/ins-nauticaben/ (visited on November 28th 2018).
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Boxn°1

Port Centers

Port Centers are a tool created by port city stakeholders to explain and discuss
the port with the public, usually but not only, including a physical space with ex-
hibition material following an edutainment approach. Marini and Pagés Sanchez
(20106) identified two generations of port centers. This concept was firstly imple-
mented in the port of Antwerp in 1988 and in Rotterdam, in 1994 (see fig. 13).
The second generation emerged during the first decade of the 21st century. Dif-
ferent actors, from port authorities and municipalities to business associations,
have sponsored and supported port centers in port cities around world, including
for example Genoa, LLe Havre, Bilbao, Vancouver or Melbourne. Although the
initial goal was to develop a tool to explain the port to a broader audience, mostly
focusing on younger generations, the concept has evolved to agglomerate other
functions such as citizen participation in public debates, disclosing the cultural
initiatives related to the port and supporting the soft-value agenda. Port centers
are gradually becoming a forum where citizens can take a more active role in port
planning, before there is confrontation caused by port projects, possibly climbing
Arnstein's public participation ladder (1969), from tokenism to active partnerships
and participation. In this sense, the new interpretations of port centers could relate
to another urban planning concept, /Zving labs. Living labs provide innovative ways
in which stakeholders, experts and users can interact to develop solution for urban
problems (Steen and van Bueren, 2017). One example of the broader approach
to the concept of port center and public participation is Livorno, where the Port
Center was useful for the Dibatitto in Porto (debate in the port) to discuss two port
projects (Morucci and Bicocchi, 2016; Marini and Pagés Sanchez, 2016). Morucci
(2017) explores in her PhD the case of the Port Center of Livorno, how can the
concept be developed and the impact it can have in the relationship between the
port and city combined with a social agenda.

The AIVP created in 2011 the Port Center Network along with other partners
(PAs of Genoa and Antwerp) to exchange good practices and increase the imple-
mentation of the concept in more port cities. Among its members, we can find the
Port Centers of Antwerp, Rotterdam, Genoa, Livorno.

From a theoretical point of view, port centers could also be considered a strategy
from port (city) actors to avoid neglecting the citizens in the planning process. As
Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) indicate, neglected actors in the initial phases of a
planning or policy processes may later join the discussion already from an antag-
onistic position, more violent, not just because they could feel that their interests
have not been respected, but also for the disrespect in itself. Appropriately using
port centers could avoid these situations, working as a tool for port city co-crea-
tion.
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Figure 13. EIC Port Center in Rotterdam. This facility is mainly sponsored by Deltalings, the association of
companies of the port of Rotterdam. The port authority is another sponsor. EIC organizes port visits and has an
exhibition area prepared for school where they can learm about the port. One of the main motivations of this initiative
was presenting the port as an attractive place to pursue a professional career and tackle the lack of qualified staff in
port companies. Source: AVP.

Environmental Pillar

The environmental pillar has gathered more attention in port governance over the last
decades (see Lam and Notteboom, 2014). Social and political pressure have forced port
authorities and port companies to develop green policies, to obtain or keep the SLO. In
this pillar, the goal is to create healthier and permeable landscapes adapting port functions
to the environmental requirements. Besides logical environmental issues, such as air or
acoustic pollution, the traffic congestions, or creating green energy, this pillar also includes
other problems such as ensuring the safety of the inhabitants, preserving local biodiversity,
or visual permeability to the water and waterfront accessibility.

The actions reinforcing the environmental and social pillars here described take place on
the general policy level. However, the main decoupling occurs in the key waterfront pro-
jects (e.g. container and cruise terminals, new landfills or roads and railways), where the
tension between the local fixities and global flows is explicit Despite the increasing social
awareness and new environmental laws, most port authorities are frequently bounded to
prioritize the business as usual approach to decide port development projects. Economic
viability of ports is the main priority of port authorities, hence profit making, ensuring
traffic, and efficient connection between maritime and land infrastructure is the only lens
through which their performance is measured. As we will see in the following chapters, the
legal definition of most European port authorities does not explicitly supports a sustainable
port-city relationship. The proposed framework integrates all pillars, also in port develop-
ment projects, possibly creating tensions and governance dilemmas.
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2.5. Port authorities leading for sustainable port-city

The new framework challenges the traditional governance model, beneficial for several
port actors, and questions the status quo. Although there are cases in which the involved
actors apparently establish a new type of governance, often these strategies are superficial
or temporary, without affecting the core problem. Changes in the traditional approach to
port development are rare, and often limited to technological upgrades to improve the
efficiency. The role of port authorities in the port-city relationship today is often confus-
ing, as can be seen in planning dilemmas emerging in port projects, particularly between
economic goals and environmental and social ones (Acciaro et al., 2014). However, these
organizations can potentially lead sustainable development governance in port cities if they
are capacitated to do so.

Port authorities have a dual nature, since they are competing in the free market, but con-
trolled by the local or national government, while at the same time responsible for the pub-
lic good (Acciaro, 2015). In the new framework, the port authority balances the goals in the
three pillars, the interests of the actors and the negative externalities to make the port-city
relationship sustainable, i.e. to increase its ability to reproduce in the future. Port authorities
can lead a sustainable port-city relationship, fulfilling the role of the planner in Campbell’s
model (1996). However, to fulfil this role, these organizations must be redefined, overcom-
ing conceptual conflicts and gaining new attributions.

Several researchers have pointed out the need of a new port authority role in port govern-
ance, mostly focused on economic issues. In de Langen’s port cluster theory (2006), this or-
ganization must handle port-city-territory conflicts and tensions, developing accommoda-
tions . Other authors, such as Vries (2014) or van der Lugt et al. (2013,2015), explain how
port authorities are increasingly going beyond the traditional landlord role, taking a more
entrepreneurial approach. Verhoeven (2010) describes a reconceptualization of public port
authorities, having a renewed role, embracing the three pillars of sustainable development.

The main regulations and decisions affecting the port-city relation are taken at a national
or global level, such as planning laws, national infrastructural plans or the laws dictating
the attributions of port authorities and municipalities. Hence, port authorities are in a weak
position either dealing with global corporations that control the logistic chain and the mar-
ket, or with higher governmental levels defining the legal framework. These organizations
are limited by the boundaries imposed by higher hierarchies, laws, and the market’s “iron

39 de Langen (2006: 465,466) indicates that accommodations are not definitive solutions
for port related conflicts, but temporary settlements between conflicting interests and actors, that
allow port activities to proceed. Accommodations are temporary because, as de Langen (2000)
indicates, goals, strengths and strategies change over time.
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grid”. Its capacity for actions for a sustainable port-city are stronger in specific waterfront
projects, acting within the rules that structure its relationship with the other actors, or
stretching them.

Port authorities can only lead if its own attributions allow it to, but the dominant govern-
ance model prioritizes traffic growth over sustainable port-city relationship pillars. If there
is an unbalanced correlation between them, i.e. if the economic pillar dominates over envi-
ronment and society, the port-city relationship will not be sustainable in the long-term. The
proposed governance framework requires a leading actor capable of establishing strategic
coupling in all pillars with community groups, companies and organizations. This capacity
must be explicit in the legal structure, otherwise the business as usual governance prevails,
threatening the long-term sustainability of the port-city relationship.

2.6. Analysing the port-city relationship

In this chapter, we explained in detail the problem of port-city relationships, definitions
given in the 20th century and the new conceptualization of ports. We proposed a new
framework for understanding and analysing port-city relationships, emphasizing the role
of the port authority as lead actor in the governance process around waterfront projects.
However, there is a knowledge gap in understanding how port-city relations are governed
and how these relations can become (more) sustainable. This research will contribute to
fill this gap applying an institutionalist perspective to port-city relations in a comparative
and in-depth case studies. We need to know the fundamental rules that govern and influ-
ence the interactions between the main actors in the port-city relationship, particularly the
capacity for action of the port authority. In the praxis literature we could find countless
ideas to improve the port-city relationship. However, the literature we reviewed does not
question the mission of the port authority fundamentally, i.e. how it is socially and legally
conceived. In the academic literature, we could find research focused on the logistic reli-
ability of ports, their role as economic engines and different environmental strategies to
reduce their impact in the ecosystem. At the same time, there have been also authors that
explain that port authorities have broader missions than just landlords, often including so-
cial goals. However, most port authorities have not changed their focus to adopt broader
conceptions of the port within their missions. Hence, we can only assume that something
is impeding this change, i.e. rules that dictate a certain behaviour of these organizations.
In the meantime, port city citizens, planners and politicians have developed a specific ex-
pectation for the urban waterfront, influenced by a socio-cultural phenomenon we have
termed the ‘waterfront imaginary’ that has the capacity to change the conception of port
waterfront space and beliefs about its appropriate uses.

To fill the knowledge gap regarding sustainable port-city relationships and analyse the in-
teraction between the relevant actors we need a theory that considers the rules that govern

40 The expression “iron grid” was coined by Merk (2016) referring to the few companies
that control the global logistic chains. This expression was first heard in his keynote speak dutring a
conference on megaship, organized by the AIVP in Mala, Spain, in 2016.
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society and the roles of actors. Institutionalism will provide us a theoretical base on which
we can build our research framework and analyse case. Only by discovering the influence
of these rules we will be able to propose solutions that go deeper than the usual “surface”

actions.
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Chapter 3. Actors and institutions in port
cities

3.1. Introduction

In the previous chapters, we have defined the port-city relationship as both the process
and outcome of rules and actions (re)produced by the actors involved in developing wa-
terfront projects within a port city, building on the work of Olivier and Slack (2006) and
Daamen and Vries (2013). Although we place this research in the field of urban and re-
gional planning and governance, we share the concerns and analysis methods with urban
geographers, and sociologists, focusing on the actors of the port-city relationship and the
rules that structure their interactions. For this reason, we need to introduce theoretical el-
ements common to political sciences, economics and sociology. Hence, we aim to look at
the port-city relationship from a novel perspective, emphasizing the inherent links between
governance processes and the outcomes produced.

In this chapter, we start by discussing the different theoretical approaches to study complex
problems like port-city relationships. We determine that (actor-centered) institutionalism
offers a useful theoretical perspective for analysing the cases and answer our research ques-
tions. In section 3.3. we explain this theoretical perspective and how it helps to analyse our
cases. In doing so, we explain the main differences between three branches of institution-
alism, and the key concepts from each one. In the following section (3.4) we observe how
institutional theory has been used in planning and port-city research. Although political sci-
entists, sociologists and new institutional economists have developed the theory in “pure”
form, we will show that scholars from other disciplines have also used a combination of
concepts from different branches of institutionalism in order to explain complex phenom-
ena. Finally, in section 3.5, we explain the research framework, our attention for the role of
one key actor and the main stages of the investigation, the comparative analysis of Europe-
an port cities and the in-depth case of Lisbon.

3.2. Theories for port-city relationships: focusing on

Port-city relationships have been analysed from different perspectives, in different dis-
ciplines. We can emphasize the work of urban historians (e.g. Braudel, 1995; O’Flana-
gan, 2008; Hein, 2011), urban planners (Schubert, 2018; Bruttomesso, 1993; Meyer, 1999;
Daamen and Vries, 2013), maritime/economic geographers (Bird, 1963; Hoyle, 1988, 2000,
Hayuth, 1982; Hesse, 2017; Hall and Jacobs, 2012; Notteboom and Rodrigue; 2005; Ducru-
et, 2007, 2011) sociologist, anthropologists and ethnographers (Driessen, 2005; Kokot et
al, 2008; Warsewa, 2011; Mah, 2014). However, as we mentioned in the previous chapters,
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there has been a paradigm shift from the first models developed by geographers such as
Bird (1963) and Hoyle (1988) to the most recent conceptualization from Olivier and Slack
(2006). While the first focused on the logic behind the territorial evolution of the port-city
relationship, emphasizing technological drivers, the latter focused on port actors and the
(strategic) relationships that explain territorial investments and thus the spatial evolution of
ports. This paradigm shift has also influenced scholars studying the port-city relationship.
To understand the relationship between port and urban actors, scholars from the disciplines
of geography, planning, history and management have borrowed theoretical elements from
other fields like sociology. The work of Hoyle (1988) and Bird (1963) offered a relatively
simple explanation of the port-city relationship, with a very clear actzon-¢ffect principle. Their
models presented a sequence of interconnected changes. First, new maritime technologies
required more space at port, forcing them to expand and relocate outside the city centre
looking for area. As consequence of this, urban waterfronts were first abandoned, and fi-
nally regenerated for new urban programs. Studying the port-city relationship focusing on
(inter-) actor behaviour implies accepting its broader complexity. The models from Bird
(ibid.) and Hoyle (ibid.) do not comprehend this complexity, hence a relational approach
benefits from sociological theories.

One possible theoretical approach to study port-city relationships can be found in the work
of Hein (2011). This author developed research focused on network analysis to explain the
global nature of the port-city relationship and the interconnected phenomena that form the
build environment. This concept can also relate to path dependence, used mainly in historical
research to explain the influence of past events in the current situation. As we will see, this
concept is addressed in historical institutionalism, particularly emphasizing the power unbal-
ance and lock-in scenarios, in which it is unlikely that change occurs since it would break
the status quo.

Considering that we conceptualize the port as a community of actors and the port-city re-
lationship as the outcome of interactions between them, Actor-Network Theory (ANT) could
be a useful approach too. This theory was developed by Michel Callon, Bruno Latour, and
John Law in the 1980s (Martek and Lozanovska, 2018; Marskamp, 2014). Despite its name,
ANT is not considered a theory, but rather a method or analytical framework to explain
how heterogenous actors associate and negotiate to form actor-network relationships. In
this methodology actors are not only human, but also non-human (i.e. natural and material
objects). This is a defining characteristic since it implies giving a role to objects such as
floorplans or contracts (see Martek and Lozanovska, 2018). This theory could be an inter-
esting methodology to explain the port-city relationship, since it focuses on the effects one
actor has over the others rather than on what the actor is. However, as pointed by Modell
et al., (2017), given its definition of the actors — particularly non-human ones — most re-
search following this method emphasizes this last type of actor.

However, ANT has also been criticized in its application to planning. For example, Boelens
(2010) encounters three fundamental issues in the direct application of ANT to planning.
The first criticism is its pure analytical nature, that only focuses on past issues, understand-
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ing where we are and what has happened without proposing solutions. This is problematic
for a normative, prescriptive field of research like planning. We can argue that focusing
on the rules and understanding them gives us the chance of changing the process and im-
prove the planning of the port-city interface, as we will see. The second issue for Boelens
(2010: 39) is assigning active roles to non-human actors in planning processes. This author
explains that non-human elements (e.g. heritage, materials, climate) are indeed present in
urban planning, but represented through or by human actors. Finally, the same author in-
dicates that ANT does not explain how actor associations are integrated in broader settings
or how are they supported (Boelens, 2010). This is problematic since planning must solve
problems considering broader contexts, and that the consequences of planning processes
will affect generations to come.

We agree with Boelens (2010), and follow another theoretical approach, institutionalism,
more concretely the variant developed by Scharpf (1997) named Actor-Centered Institutional-
Zsm, in which he emphasizes the role of the actors and the rules that guide the relationships
(institutions). There are several reasons why we chose actor-centered institutionalism in-
stead of other theories such as ANT. Following Scharpf’s (1997) definition, we focus on
what he calls composite actors i.e. actors with the capacity for actions above the level of
individuals that form them. These actors can take a proactive role in a planning processes
(such as waterfront projects) or during the continuous interaction with other actors put-
suing their goals. Obviously, in practice, there can be disagreements between the different
levels of these actors, an issue that we will explore further ahead in the focus projects in
Lisbon and in the conclusion *. These actors are for example the port authorities, munici-
palities, port companies, real estate companies, citizen organizations, or NGOs.

The second reason is that, based on previous research, we acknowledge the importance of
rules influencing the behavior of the actors. These rules are crucial elements to structure
social interactions, particularly the ones between port and city actors, hence it is necessary
to discover and understand their influence. Thirdly, institutionalism allows us to make a
better transition between explaining current praxis and proposing ways to improve port-
city relationships. There have been promising results applying institutionalism in port re-
search and, in fewer cases, in port city studies. Therefore, it is worth further exploring the
explanatory value of this theory in the port-city relationship and expose what could make
it more sustainable in the long-term.

3.3. Institutionalism: a fundamental theory to analyse

Early institutional theory was originally used in economics, political sciences and sociol-
ogy during the second half of 19th century and first decades of the 20th (Scott, 2014).

41 In-depth interviews with port authority employees became a crucial source of informa-
tion to assess the level of disagreement between individuals forming the composite actors. This
disagreement breaks the uniform image transmitted in official documents and allows us to see the
conflicting visions that coexists inside a complex organization such as port authorities.
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Originally, organizations were also included in the definition of institutions. Today, collo-
quially, public organizations are still called institutions. However, institutional theory was
abandoned during most part of the 20th century, until the 1960s and 1970s, when it was
recovered as a reaction to the existing explanations of social interaction (Hall and Taylor,
1996). When social scientists recovered institutional theory, mainly economist, sociologist
and political scientists, they provided new definitions for institutions, excluding organiza-
tions (Sorensen, 2018).

Although neo-institutionalism (hereafter institutionalism) can have several branches, au-
thors such as Hall and Taylor (1996), and Sorensen (2018) identify three main theoretical
streams, all emerging almost simultancously in the 1970s. These ate rational choice, historical
institutionalism and sociological institutionalism. Although they explain differently the role of in-
stitutions, why they exist and how they change, they share key concepts. There are several
definitions of institutions, depending on the stream the author follows (Scott, 2014). De-
spite their common aspects, there have been few successful attempts to merge or combine
concepts from each stream, while the theory is only starting to be used in urban planning
theory (Hall and Taylor, 1996; Sorensen, 2018).

Rational choice

North (1991: 97), one of the most prominent scientists in rational choice institutionalism,
defined institutions as the “humanly devised constraints that structure political, economic
and social interaction”. For rational choice institutionalists, the role of institutions is to
reduce the cost of economic transactions and to make the results of these transactions
and the behaviour of the actors predictable. Institutions allow economic activities to take
place. North (1991) also indicates that there are formal and informal institutions. The first
are the laws and property rights, which exist in written documents and are enforced via
punishment. The latter are taboos, traditions and customs that are socially embedded and
enforced. For rational choice institutionalists, institutions change following an efficiency
logic, in which efficient institutions endure, while inefficient ones disappear or change. This
rationale is applicable to formal institutions, the ones that can be purposely changed and
designed. On the other hand, informal institutions are socially based, therefore they evolve
slowly along history, and cannot be purposely changed.

Williamson (1998), another key author of rational choice and new institutional economics,
explained the different levels of institutions and how the dialectic process between them
inducing change. According to his scheme (fig. 14), there are four levels of institutions,
each studied by a different scientific discipline and each with a different scope and change
rhythm. From the top level, informal institutions, to the bottom one, regular economic ac-
tivities, there is a continuous influence. The author indicates that the higher levels impose
constraints over the lower levels, and that at the same time these ones produce a feedback
that might influence the higher levels. The top level, the informal institutions, which have
not been purposely designed, can determine the success or failure of the institutions in the
lower levels. This spontaneously created level takes centuries to be modified, and, cannot
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be purposely crafted. On the other hand, society intentionally modifies levels (L) 2 and 3.
L2 includes the formal institutional environment, while L3 is the governance.
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Figun’ 1. Economics of Institutions
Figure 14. The four levels of social analysis according to Willamson (1998: 26).

Williamson (1998), building on Coase (1937), explains the interaction between the rules
of the game (institutional context) and playing of the game (governance). This interaction
is key to understand more recent research developed on the port-city relationship and has
been used by other authors such as Notteboom et al. (2013) and Daamen and Vries (2013).
We will later build on the dialectic process between governance and institutional settings,
and how there is a continuous flow between both.

In his synthesis of neo-institutionalism, Sorensen (2018) presents the problems of rational
choice. This branch of institutionalism oversimplifies the complexity of human motiva-
tions, assuming that actors only operate instrumentally, strictly following their best interest
with strategic actions (Hall and Taylor, 1996). At the same time, rational choice is criticized
for disregarding macro social structures, missing the “big picture” of how social actors
work, and the influence past decisions may have today (Sorensen, 2018). In addition, ra-
tional choice explains institutional change based on efficiency, but there are institutions
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that endure although they are not efficient. Finally, in researches following rational choice
branch, the role of informal institutions is often neglected, despite the important effect
they can have in economic transactions. Traditions and beliefs influence the actors’ choices
and motivations; hence, they should be included in the analysis.

Historical institutionalism

According to Hall and Taylor (1996:938), historical institutionalists define institutions as
“the formal or informal procedures, routines, norms and conventions embedded in the
organizational structure of the polity or political economy”. One of the main issues for
historical institutionalism is power and power asymmetries. Sorensen (2018), building on
Mahoney (2010), explains how institutions unevenly distribute power, benefiting certain ac-
tors over others. Actors that benefit from the existing institutional framework will defend
it from a more powerful position, generating path dependency. The uneven distribution of
power creates positive feedback loopholes for the actors in the powerful positions, reinforc-
ing institutional continuity. Given the explicit connection between power and institutions,
the traditional explanation for institutional change provided by historical institutionalism is
based on its definition of history. In this stream, history is considered a succession of peri-
ods of continuity, interrupted by critical junctures when institutional change happens, and
branching path takes place (Hall and Taylor, 1996). However, as Sorensen (2018) indicates,
this traditional explanation is currently discussed, and authors such as Thelen (2004) argue
that institutional change takes place incrementally, outside the critical junctures.

Sociological institutionalism

Sociological Institutionalism gives a broader definition of institutions, they “include, not
just formal rules, procedures or norms, but the symbol systems, cognitive scripts, and mor-
al templates that provide the ‘frames of meaning’ guiding human action. Such a definition
breaks down the conceptual divide between ‘institutions’ and ‘culture” (Hall and Taylor,
1996: 947). Hence, institutions do not provide just the rules for strategic actions, they also
construct the understanding and interpretation of individuals of different situations. This
broader definition of institutions is based on a reinterpretation of cu/ture, as a complex set
of rules and structures, constituting resources that can be strategically used (Di Maggio,
1997; Sorensen, 2018). Culture in itself can be considered an institution, as a network of
routines and symbols or scripts providing templates for behaviour and interpretation (Hall
and Taylor, 1996).

Unlike rational choice, sociological institutionalism downplays the importance of the actor’s
individual choices, since they are framed in a broader institutional-cultural framework, in-
fluencing their interpretation and reactions (Hall and Taylor, 1996; Sorensen, 2018). Hence,
based on this deeply embedded cultural definition of institutions, they do not evolve based
on their efficiency to achieve the actor’s goals, but based on how they are socially accepted
and how they allow the actor to express its identity, what Sorensen (2018) defines as “in-
stitutional isomorphism”. This is a slower process than in other institutionalism branches,
since changes in the institutional structure imply cultural changes that take longer to occur.
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However, more recently, other authors have provided alternative explanations for institu-
tional change in sociological institutionalism. Sorensen (2018) explains the great influence
of the work of Healey, bridging sociological institutionalism and planning theory. Healey
(1997) defends that governance and institutional change are constantly influencing each
other, in a permeable relationship. Actors are not just bounded by institutions, they also
reproduce them, potentially changing them. According to Healey (1997), this fluid process
between institutional settings and governance processes is particularly visible in the munic-
ipal scale, mainly in public participation process, where citizens more clearly understand the
spaces and rules discussed. In this context, there are processes of institutional discussion
and co-creation of new institutions and governance practices. Koppenjan and Klijn (2004),
building on Giddens (1979, 1984) defend a similar idea but from a network definition per-
spective, without concretely defining the context where the change process is more likely
to happen. More specifically they indicate that the rules and meanings inside a network
provide meaning, they are also formed, sustained and changed through the interactions
between the actors; these rules are necessary for action but also changed because of it
(Koppenjan and Klijn, 2004: 73)

Although rational choice and sociological institutionalism seem drastically opposed, the
authors we have here mentioned share several concepts or approaches, for example on
institutional change. Both recognize that there is dialectic process between governance and
institutions. We can find similarities between the work of Healey (1997) and the model
provided by Williamson (1998). The influx between the different levels of institutions takes
place equally. However, Williamson (1998), as rational choice theorists, assume informal
institutions as fixed and focuses on the market functioning, while Healey (1997), providing
a more concrete context, the municipal scale, shows how governance and institutions are
connected and how, in public participation processes, culture is produced, hence the cog-
nitive level of institutions is changed.

Among social institutionalists, we highlight the work of Scott (2014), who explains that
institutional arrangements are based on three pillars: regulative, normative and cultural cognitive
(see table 3). He defends, as most sociological institutionalism theorists, that institutions
not only determine the answer of the actor to certain situations, but also the actor’s in-
terpretation of reality. He defines institutions as “multifaceted, durable social structures,
made up of symbolic elements, social activities, and material resources”, that “comprise
regulative, normative, and cultural-cognitive elements that, together with associated activ-
ities and resources, provide stability and meaning to social life” (Scott, 2014: 56-57). Scott
also acknowledges the connection between different pillars in the institutional framework,
explaining that some institutional arrangements are based on all three pillars, while others
prioritize one or are even exclusively supported by one pillar. This is one of the most in-
teresting elements in Scott’s theory, that it is possible that pillars are misaligned, generating
doubt and confusion on the actors. This idea is crucial for our interpretation of the port-
city relationship.

43



Chapter 3. Actors and institutions in port cities

Table 3. The three pillars of Institution. Adapted from Scott (2014:60).

Regulative Normative Cultural-Cognitive
Basis of Compliance Expedience Social Obligation Taken-for-grantedness
Shared understanding
Basis of order Regulative rules Binding expectations | Constitutive schemes
Mechanisms Coercive Normative Mimetic
Logic Instrumentality Appropriateness Orthodoxy
Indicators Rules, Laws, Sanctions | Certification Accred- | Common beliefs
itation Shared logics of ac-
tion Isomorphism
Affect Fear Guilt/ Innocence i Shame/Honour Certainty/Confusion
Basis of legitimacy Legally sanctioned Morally governed Comprehensible,

Recognizable, Cultur-

ally supported

Another interesting element of Scott’s theory is the emotional link of the different pillars.
Hence, institutions are not simply the “rules of the game”, as rational choice defends,
but the bare structures, morally rooted, that allow actors to interpret the world and react
based on their interpretation. Although sociological institutionalism does not fully reject
the instrumental decision-making rationale from rational choice, it frames it in a broader
institutional framework, emphasizing the cultural cognitive level.

In his work, Scott (2014), builds on several authors that have developed theories to explain
social behaviour, accepting that humans and organizations are not petfect, therefore they
cannot act based solely on the means-end formulation, but on their interpretation of the
world and the social expectations of their behaviour. In this sense, the normative pillar,
including values and norms, is oriented to establish patterns for action, while the cultural
pillar, includes the definitions, premises, postulates and perceptions about the nature of the
universe and man’s place in it (Scott, 2014, building on Schneider, 1976). Rational choice,
on the other hand, presents a simpler and clearer explanation of how society works and
how actors act. However, this interpretation of society is simplified and does not include
the inherent believes of individual actors.

The explanation for institutional change given by sociological institutionalism also raises
an interesting point. According to this branch, actors will only operate following what it is
socially expected from them. For example, port authorities are predominantly focused on
traffic and cargo, neglecting other dimensions of sustainable development, because society
does not expect more from them. If the social image of port authorities remains based on
an outdated vision, that ports only exist for traffic, they will not feel obliged to address any
other dimensions of sustainable development. We will explore this idea in the empirical
research in chapters four and five.
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3.4. Institutional theory in planning, ports and port cities

Although institutional theory has been used mainly in economics, sociology, political theo-
ry and management, several authors have already used it in planning theory and geography,
combining elements from different branches to form their own research frameworks. In
port studies, there has been an institutionalist turn (Witte et al., 2014), according to which
different authors (e.g. Hall, 2003; Jacobs, 2007; Notteboom et al., 2013) have used insti-
tutional theory to detect the effects of institutions on port governance and development,
and to analyse institutional change. These studies have confirmed the sensitive position of
port authorities, especially since the early 1990s, when new governance guidelines changed
the role of port authorities. This change has been analysed from institutional theory lenses.

The definition of ports as communities of actors given in the beginning of this chapter
emerges from the transformation caused by the governance reform. Port activities were no
longer handled by the port authority who became a landlord, administrating the port terri-
tory and concessions, and implementing regulations. Instead, private companies developed
these activities, increasing the network of actors forming the port. At the same time, multi-
national corporations responsible for supply chains increased its power, being able to force
ports to compete against each other to secure traffic (Hall, 2003). This situation changed
the nature of port authorities, that although they are public corporations in most European
countries, they must operate in a market, competing against peers.

The dual nature of port authorities has caused conflicts of interests, and questions if the
real goal of port authorities remains to serve the public good or act as private companies,
focusing on profit and strict economic equilibrium, harming the implementation of the
sustainable development agenda (Acciaro, 2013,2015). de Langen and van de Lugt (2017),
even argue if port authorities should still be considered public organizations or if they
should be seen as port development companies®. Since the aforementioned reforms were
implemented, several governance changes have taken place, both in Europe and in each
individual country, redefining the role of the port authority, often looking beyond the
landlord model (van der Lugt, 2013, 2015; Vries, 2014). Economic geographers and mari-
time economists have focused on this actor and its behaviour, using institutional theory to
explain how they have evolved, the interaction between all actors operating in the port and
the transformation of institutional settings (Notteboom et al., 2013). Their work has been
usually focused on transportation issues, however, as the sustainable development agenda
has gained importance on port authorities’ strategic plans, scholars have also started to pay
attention to other issues.

42 These authors (de Langen and van der Lugt, 2017: 108,109) propose a new paradigm

in the conceptualization of port authorities. They indicate that port development is intrinsically a
commercial activity, requiring a governance structure focused on commercial operations, hence
port authorities should be considered (port development) companies. This commercial nature of
port development is sustained by two arguments, that port compete against each other for traffic
and investment, and that they can be considered business clusters or ecosystem, overcoming the
landlord role of the port authority.
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Most authors studying ports combine concepts from the three streams of institutional-
ism to explain the evolution of legal frameworks of port authorities. The concept of path
dependence has been used several times to explain the interaction of national institutions
with international governance models, and how the first have adapted to the demands of
global organizations. Hall and Jacobs, both individually (Hall, 2003, 2007; Hall et al., 2013;
Jacobs, 2007, Jacobs and Notteboom, 2011) and together (Hall and Jacobs, 2010, 2012)
have applied institutional theory to analyse port governance reforms, comparing different
case studies. These authors (Hall, 2003; Hall and Jacobs,2010) demonstrated that, despite
global reform pressures for specific governance models, institutional settings will not con-
verge towards a global model, but will instead change and adapt these global models to
comply the expectations of the local institutional context. This idea shows that there is not
only path dependence, historically bounded, but also place dependence. Jacobs on the oth-
er hand, has linked institutional settings with power structures, defining ports as scenarios
for regime politics, where actors form coalitions and bargain to defend their interests for
institutional change (Notteboom et al, 2013 on Jacobs, 2007).

Ng and Pallis (2010) confirmed a previous statement by Hall (2003) saying that pressures
of international organizations and private actors to adopt a specific institutional model are
more likely to result in institutional transformation than institutional convergence. Ac-
cording to these authors, the local institutional framework will absorb the international
pressures and react to them, adapting their current institutional framework, rather than
directly copying the suggested governance model. This conclusion is also relevant to sus-
tainable port-city relationships, and the implementation of the sustainable development
agenda defended by the UN. The expected solution is not a complete transformation of the
current institutional framework, but an adaptation to respond to social and organizational
pressures.

Ng and Pallis (2010), also explain that ultimately, the institutional framework also depends
on what the market allows. In our research, we acknowledge the presence of institutions
and recognise that they are the mechanism guiding the actor’s behaviour. However, we
agree with Ng and Pallis (2010), that the market imposes limitations, since port authorities
operate on a market controlled by a few logistic companies, while competing with peers
for traffic. For this reason, we cannot limit the behaviour of port authorities to the institu-
tional context, but we must also consider that other actors, more powerful in the market,
will be able to influence their capacity to act. The “game board” is unbalanced in favour
of transnational corporations, that can pressure the decision-making process. The capacity
of port authorities to influence the institutional framework through its governance strat-
egies and actions it is then considerably limited. If the institutional framework prioritizes
exclusively economic results, then these actors are at the will of the market forces, dictating
these results.

Notteboom et al. (2013), building on Buitelaar et al. (2007), have addressed one of the main
questions in institutional theory: how do institutions change? These authors haves analysed
institutional changes in Dutch and Belgian ports, explaining how port authorities imple-
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mented new functions beyond the traditional landlord model, increasing their competitive
advantage. These authors explain the connection between evolutionary economics and
historical institutionalism, building on North (1990), who pointed out that history matters
in the way institutions change. Notteboom et al., (2013), follow an instrumentality logic to
explain institutional change, i.e. institutions change to respond to new external demands.
These authors, building on Strambach (2010), explain that through institutional plastici-
ty, actors can broaden their development path, responding to external pressures, without
completely breaking it.

On the other hand, Notteboom et al. (2013) referring to Hall and Jacobs (2010), also intro-
duce the concept of lock in situations, when the institutional framework does not evolve to
cope with new external demands, failing to accommodate new behaviours or routines. This
concept is linked to path dependency and is key to understand the port-city relationship as
we will see in the following chapters. The authors also explain the difference between znsti-
tutional environments and institutional arrangements, the first being the rules of the game, and the
second the governance systems, the play of the game. Williamson (1998) already defended
this idea, and Daamen and Vries (2013) expanded it later, explaining that there is contin-
uous interaction between governance and institutions, in which the latter are constantly
reproduced and potentially changed.

Maritime economists have also applied institutional theory to study port governance. Ac-
ciaro (2013, 2015) for example, uses institutional theory to explain why port authorities
implement Corporate Responsibility (CR)" and environmental policies, what is the added val-
ue for them, for the port, and logistic chains, and how they do it. Becoming a green port
has become one of the main goals of port authorities trying to balance economic and
environmental development, answering to societal and customer pressures to provide a
green image. Acciaro (2013,2015), building on Scott (2004), explains that organizations and
their workers seek legitimacy, trying to act in conformity with the social expectations, for
examples towards the role of port authorities. Legitimacy is at the same time crucial for
the survival of the organization, which must adopt certain behaviours followed by similar
organizations, i.e. isomorphism. In this case the imitated behaviour is adopting CR poli-
cies. From Acciaro’s work we understand that laws are not the only institutions limiting
the behaviour of port authorities. Since these organizations are social actors, operating in a

43 CR or CSR (Corporate Social Responsibility) is a concept from business management
sciences, which modern interpretations comes from the 1950s (Carrol, 1999). More recently, the
European Commission (2011) defined CSR as “the responsibility of enterprises for their impacts
on society”. Other organizations, such as the Working Group on Social Responsibility from the
International Organizations for Standardization (ISO), defined CSR in the ISO 26000 as “the re-
sponsibility of an organization for the impacts of its decisions and activities on society and the en-
vironment, through transparent and ethical behaviour”, getting closer to sustainable development
and the SDGs, as defined by the UN. Acciaro (2015:18), in his paper indicates that he decided to
use CR instead of CSR because “given the intrinsic importance of CR practices for port authorities
as organisations with wider public impacts that not necessarily materialise in a socially driven or a
particularly proactive attitude.
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society that has developed a specific set of rules and expectations, these organizations are
also limited by the innate impulse to achieve social recognition and legitimacy.

Acciaro’s (2015) paper raises a relevant discussion on two topics. On the one hand, port au-
thorities and companies develop CR policies specially when they are under social pressure
and must create a “green” image, from which they can also profit. This issue emphasizes
the need to keep a connection between cities and ports, since then port actors will feel
more pressured in urban environments to implement measures for sustainable develop-
ment, motivated by the “green” image. On the other hand, legitimacy is associated with
the expectations of society for the actors’ behaviours. Hence, if the image society has of
the waterfront is port free, and exclusively dedicated to leisure programs, then, the port
authority trying to be socially recognized, will be inclined to release land and detach itself
from the city, gaining legitimacy. This process becomes a vicious circle between institutions
that have generated a certain expectation regarding the role of the port authorities, the
legal mechanisms to release land and relocate port activities, and governance actions, that
although theoretically could diminish the demaritimisation* of port cities, they will not do it
to keep their legitimacy.

As Witte et al. (2014) explain, the snstitutionalist turn in port studies has also inspired other
scholars to look at the port-city relationship following this theoretical framework. This
allows urban planning researchers to focus on the actors and the governance, beyond the
physical dimension of the port-city relationship. For example, Daamen and Vries (2013)
building on the work of Hall and Jacobs (2007), and Gonzalez and Healy (2005), explain
how institutions shape the actions of the actors, characterizing the port-city relationship.
Further on, they explain the dialectic process between governance and institutional frame-
work, and how conservative approaches from European port authorities hinder institu-
tional change, harming innovative hybrid solutions for the port-city interface. Daamen
and Vries (2013) consider not just the legal rules, but also complex institutions, such as the
post-modern waterfront imaginary relying on the social assumption that the port will leave
the urban location to leave space for urban redevelopment. Daamen and Louw (2016) also
analysed the port-city interface in the Netherlands, taking an institutionalist perspective.
These authors highlight the differences between institutional frameworks, not just interna-
tionally, but also nationally, confirming Hall’s idea (2003, 2007) that institutional arrange-
ments are not just history dependent, but also geographically bounded.

Also analysing port cities, but inland, Witte et al. (2014), building on Daamen and Vries
(2013) defend the interconnection between laws and informal documents in developing
integrated policy. These authors explain that to balance different goals, including economic
and environmental concerns it is not just a problem of laws but of strategies and govern-
ance. Although Witte et al. (2014) follow institutionalism, they present a simplified defini-
tion of informal institutions, limiting it to other documents that are not legally bounding,

44 Demaritimisation, as explained by Musso and Ghiara (2011) is the increasing disentangle-
ment of port and maritime activities and culture from the territory, through economic, social and
technical processes.
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such as development strategies and policy documents. Our notion of informal institutions
includes the informal rules that form the interpretation capacity of the actor. While these
authors focus on the regulative pillar of institutions (Witte et al., building on Scott, 2001),
we consider the interaction between all of them and the governance process.

The literature here commented shows that institutional theory has been useful to under-
stand the cutrent state of the port-city relationship in Europe. It is also clear that the role
of the port authority has gained much attention due to its dual identity, its definition in the
law and it is changing nature over the last 30 years. At the same time, we highlight that most
scholars have focused on the regulative pillar, which is easier to analyse, since laws are ac-
cessible documents, and determine the legal powers. However, we have also seen that there
is increasing attention to the normative and cultural-cognitive pillar and constitutive rules,
that also influence the role of the port authority. Based on the specific port-city literature
and broader institutional theory, we develop a research framework to answer the questions
presented in the beginning of the research.

3.5. Research framework: analysing actors and

In our analytical model, we take the basic elements of institutional theory, particulatly
from authors from the sociological stream, to form a research framework to analyse the
behaviour and the interaction between actors that form the port-city relation. Following
this theory, we can see that the interaction between port and city actors i.e. the port-city
relationship, does not occurs in a vacuum. The actors forming this relationship operate
following their own priorities, influenced by written and unwritten rules, which dictate and
determine their responses and interpretation of the reality, i.e. institutions. The legal and
social context and the history of the exchanges between the actors have formed specific
interaction patterns. The actors are not in a position in which they have all the information,
they are - to some extent - hostages of their past decisions and the connections they have
established between themselves. The fundamental goal of our research is then to identify
the institutions that govern the behaviour of the actors operating in the port-city relation-
ship and understand how they work and how they can also be influenced. These institu-
tions govern the physical and strategic planning of the waterfront and the interface, and
the management of the resources controlled by the key actors, namely the port authority
and the municipality.

To further develop our research framework, we build on the work of political scientist
Scharpf (1997), management scholars Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) and sociologist Scott
(2014). The first three authors defend a similar position on the interaction between the
rules (institutions) and the actors. Scharpf (1997) particularly, has explored the role of in-
stitutions in policy making, developing actor-centred institutionalism. This author defends
that institutions are relevant to study the complex behaviour of actors because they must
be of common knowledge to influence their behaviour, hence a valid source of information
(Scharpf, 1997). As Scharpf (1997: 38,39) explains:

49



Chapter 3. Actors and institutions in port cities

(institutions) are systems of rules that structure the courses of actions that
a set of actors may choose. (they) are the most important influences - and
hence the most useful sources of information -on actors and interactions be-
cause (...) the actors themselves depend on socially constructed rules to orient
their actions in otherwise chaotic social environments and because, if they in
fact perform this function, these rules must be “common knowledge” among
the actors and hence relatively accessible to researchers as well.

We follow Scharpf’s (1997) work also because he defends that the capacity to choose is
crucial and recognizes a higher independency and freedom of the actors, than other authors
of institutional theory, focusing on the interaction between actors and rules. In his analysis
framework, he combines this definition of institutions with game theory. However, we only
use some of his main ideas and concepts that can be useful to analyse the port-city relation-
ship, without applying his full model. As political scientist, his focus is on policy making,
while we also consider planning issues that although they relate to policy, also imply urban
and port governance or even design issues.

Scharpf (1997) also argues that actors are imperfect, following their best interest but also
choosing among the options provided by the institutional context based on the available
information and subjective beliefs. This could explain the actions of the actors operating
in the port-city relationship. At the same time, Scharpf (1997:41) also takes concepts from
historical institutionalism, recognizing that path dependency plays an important role in
institutional evolution, explaining that “where you end up is strongly influenced by where
you started from”.

According to Scharpf (1997), the cognitive orientations and institutions defined by social
constructions create certain regularities in the behaviour of the actors that can be studied.
In this research, we focus on the behaviour regularities of one key actor, the port authority,
affecting the port-city relations. More specifically, we focus on the institutions guiding the
behaviour of the port authority and the dialectic process between them and the governance.
Although Scharpf (1997) explains that institutional settings are context and time bounded,
he also defends a practical point of view. He recognizes that there are characteristics that
repeat themselves, and by studying them, we are able to explain and predict the behaviour
of the actors. Understanding the formation of policy allows us to act on the process of
policy making, potentially influencing it to develop better solutions.

The primary goal of this research is not to improve institutional theory, but by applying it
we provide room for reflection. Hence, we must consider one of its main debates, whether
regulative or constitutive rules are more relevant to explain the behaviour of individuals and
organizations (Scott, 2014). Although all three branches of institutionalism agree that there
are formal and informal institutions, or regulative and constitutive rules as Scott (2014) in-
dicates, they do not agree on which ones can better explain interaction between individuals
or organizations. Scott (2014) remarks the importance of this debate and on what theory
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better explains human behaviour, if the instrumental logic from rational choice and new
institutional economics, or the socially embedded logic from sociological institutionalism.

In the preliminary interviews we noticed that not only both legal or social rules are relevant,
but also how they are built and supported. However, instead of focusing on the duality
between formal and informal institutions, we focus on the complex constitution of institu-
tions. Therefore, we build on the work of Scott (2014), who explains that institutions are
supported by elements from three fundamental pillars (regulatory, normative and cultur-
al-cognitive).

Institutions are indeed the rules that guide the behaviour of the actors, but also their in-
terpretations of reality. The three pillars model explains that institutions are based on legal
elements but must also be normative and socially supported. Economic geographers have
prioritized studying the formal institutions (laws) to analyse ports and port-city- region re-
lationship. However, the laws are only the regulatory pillar of the institutions, being also the
one that can be more easily modified, but it may be irrelevant if the idea that it is defended
it is not acknowledged in society. At the same time, urban matters also require a soft ap-
proach, considering laws, but also social expectations, traditions and culture. Organizations
are formed and led by individuals who, despite the regulatory boundaries (e.g. employment
contracts) may transpose their personal believes into governance and strategic decisions.
For this reason, the complete institutional framework is important, including their structure
(pillars). Hence, we must also focus on the connection between the different pillars, e.g.
how is the role of the port authority legally, normative and culturally defined.

We emphasize the importance of the dialectic process between institutions (the rules of
the game), and the governance (the play of the game), as other scholars studying ports
and port-city relationships have done before us (see Notteboom et al., 2013; Daamen and
Vries, 2013). The dialectic process between institutions and governance relates to another
crucial issue of institutionalism: institutional change. Although we do not focus on insti-
tutional change, we must comprehend how the actors arrived at the current institutional
framework, to understand it. As we will see in following chapters, there are few cases
of institutional change in port-city relationships, but discussing this phenomenon will be
necessaty in the coming future (see conclusions in chapter six). Unlike rational choice the-
orists, such as Williamson (1998), we are closer to the conception of social institutionalists,
such as Healey (1997), who defends that institutions can be modified, including ideas and
cultural conceptions. These ideas and conceptions form the cognitive-cultural level config-
uring the world vision of the actors. We defend that dialectic process occurs horizontally
between institutions and governance actions.

Understanding the worldview of the different actors, and the persons forming these actors,
it is crucial to understand how they frame the port-city relationship. Scharpf (1997:19)
indicates that people make decisions based on their subjective interpretation of reality,
not on objective analysis, “Intentional action, in other words, cannot be described and
explained without reference to the subjective meaning that this action has for the actor in
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question”. Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) also explain that networks form wicked problems
because the perception and interpretation of the problem differ between actors, as so do
the goals. At the same time, goals can be contradictory between the strategic documents,
public discourse, and what the law establishes. This is one of the main research topics of
our investigation, to know if the perception of reality and goals of the different actors
operating in the port-city relationship are different, and how the expectations and cultural
beliefs are affecting them. Another issue we investigate is the disparity between the norma-
tive demands that are made to the port authority, and the formal definition of their goals.

Subjective interpretations depend on the cognitive cultural pillar, which provides the
base to interpret the exterior inputs of the world, to build meaning. This pillar can be ob-
served in artistic expressions, such as films, or paintings, texts. We considered also relevant
semi-structured in-depth interviews with the persons forming the actors, to observe these
subjective interpretations. As Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) indicate, we must first analyse
the documents that configure the formal institutional framework, and that legally force the
actors to act in a certain way. After exhausting all the formal and explicit sources of infor-
mation, it is necessary to perform interviews to understand the subjective interpretations
of reality done by the persons acting in behalf of the corporate actors ©. At the same time,
the cultural pillar is also harder to determine, since unlike laws, we cannot precisely deter-
mine when a cultural phenomenon becomes an institution. Instead, we must focus on the
influence this cultural belief has on the governance of waterfront projects. It is then crucial
to observe if it has influenced the behaviour of the actors in a specific way, for example
guiding to a specific approach, against what a “cold” analysis of facts would suggest. In
this scenario, failure, fear or confusion in the involved actors could reveal that the cultural
belief is taken for granted and is socially embedded. All sources complement each other
and could reveal the mismatch between the legal framework, the normative obligations and
the social expectations that guide the behaviour of the (key) actor and eventually also affect
the port-city relationship.

Analysing a key actor

According to Scharpf (1997), in policy making we can identify primary and secondary ac-
tors. Primary actors are those necessarily and directly participating in the policy choices,
in the case of port-city relationships, the most active actor is the port authority. This actor
stands in between the tensions generated by port companies and urban aspirations of the
municipality and the citizens. Port authorities are today organizations characterized by its
dual nature, controlled by the government, but operating in the free market, competing
with rivals for traffic (Verhoeven, 2010). This definition states the possible contradictions
in its scope, goals and strategies. In this chapter and the previous one, we have discussed
how the governance reforms during the 1990s changed the role of the port authorities,

45 Scharpf (1997) differentiates between collective and corporate actors. While the first are
guided by the preferences of their members (e.g. citizens organizations), the second are charac-
terized by a clear hierarchy and top-down approach, ruled by employment contracts, as usually
happens in port authorities.
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turning them into “pawns in the game” (Oliver and Slack, 20006). Redefining their role
has had consequences for the port-city relationship, since they lost capacity for action,
increasing the network nature of the port as a community of actors, of which they were no
longer the most powerful one. However, port authorities remain an important element of
the network, and the one more interested in developing sustainable port-city relationship.

Three stages of research

We structure the research in three main stages: problem description and theoretical ap-
proach (chapters two and three), comparative analysis of European port cities (chapter
four) and in-depth analysis of Lisbon (chapter five) (see table 1 in section 1.4). In this re-
search we do not present a complete hypothetic-deductive model but rely on the empirical
analysis to draw conclusions that could contribute to theory, hence following an inductive
reasoning. However, in the first stage of the research we followed a deductive inference,
relying on the existing academic and praxis literature that would help us define the problem
and choose a theoretical field (institutionalism). This first stage, that we conclude with this
chapter, also help us define the research framework for the following stages.

The empirical analysis of case studies can provide us with a snapshot of how the actors
that form the port-city relation interact and how the institutional framework influences the
long-term sustainability of the relationship. It is a snapshot because the institutional frame-
works and actors evolve, hence a new analysis in the future might provide different results.
At the same time, it is also a snapshot because institutional frameworks are locally based,
they depend on the local and regional context and can change in time. This implies facing
another challenge in social sciences studies, and mostly institutionalism, that there are no
universal principles regulating the interaction between actors, hence the actors from other
port-city will interact differently following another institutional setting.

Comparative analysis in the port-city relationship in Europe

In the second stage of the research, we do a comparative analysis of six European port cit-
ies to understand how waterfront projects were developed and what role did the key actor
played. Oslo, Helsinki, Hamburg, Rotterdam, Marseille and Genoa are a sample of medium
to large scale European port cities in which the port has played an important socio-eco-
nomic role in its history and still is in contact with the urban tissue This contact takes place
both in central locations (Helsinki or Genoa) and in the broader metropolitan scale (Rot-
terdam or Hamburg). Port authorities have often followed the sustainable development
paradigm in their strategic plans. However, they predominantly prioritize technological
solutions to respect the environmental regulations imposed by the higher political levels,
either on the national or European contexts.

To analyse institutions, we rely mainly on documents and legislation analysis, and on in-
terviews. Although we focus on a key actor, the port authority, we also included other
actors, namely the municipality or the municipal development public company. One of the
main issues affecting the port-city relation is the competition for precious waterfront land.
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Private companies are pressuring to redevelop the urban waterfront, but the municipality
leads the urban vision and developing the urban masterplan that will determine the possible
uses of the waterfront and the participation of private companies

The selected case studies represent the variety of approaches to the port-city relationship in
Europe. This diversity will be explained in chapter four. Previously we have seen that the
port authority must bridge the public interest with market systems, global chains with local
clements and flows with fixities. This, along with the local and national planning traditions
of each port city, has generated a panoply of different approaches and solutions which
efficiency must be observed in loco due to their physical dimension, particularly public
spaces and identity. The definition of port authorities has also created different governance
solutions for the urban waterfront, from daughter companies, to new legal arrangements
or specific plans. Port authorities have had different roles in each one of the analysed
solutions, linked to the social and legal context. The contrast between conservative and
innovative roles of the port authorities in waterfront projects shall provide evidence of
the negative effects of a reductive vision of this organization in the quest for sustainable
port-city relationships. This reductive conception of port authorities could potentially be
considered an institution.

In the comparative analysis we expect to find evidences confirming the presence of a dom-
inant (post-modern) waterfront imaginary, influencing planning and governance decisions.
These cases shall provide proofs that this imaginary has become culturally embedded and
assumed as the “natural” evolution of the urban waterfront. We will be able to demonstrate
the existence of this institution if we see that decision makers followed this imaginary via
mimetic process, disregarding alternatives that could better contribute to sustainable port-
city relationships. At the same time, we expect to find incipient alternative imaginaries to
the post-modern waterfront.

This analysis gives us a knowledge base to place the main case study in terms of innovation
and understand if there is a tendency in terms of institutional innovation. Compating six
case studies helps us to understand the implementation of the SDGs and the sustainable
development pillars in European port cities, and if the recommendations in policy doc-
uments are being implemented. In this stage of the research, we find evidences that an
important part of the issues in the port-city relationship are caused by the institutional
definition of the port authority. Finally, since the comparative analysis is done before the
Lisbon case, it also allows us to emphasize or prioritize certain aspects that could indicate
if the port authority can develop a sustainable port-city relationship or not.

In-depth analysis

Given the complexity of port-city relationships, it is necessary to study the port authority
in a more detailed level, in a context we can relate to and understand the local idiosyncra-
sies. For this purpose, we chose Lisbon as the main case study. There are several criteria
to choose Lisbon as the main case for an in-depth study of the port-city relationship, as
explained in chapter five. Succinctly, Lisbon has several symptoms of a tense port-city
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relationship, as well as new projects and laws where we can see institutions at play. The
first step is to review the port-city relationship in the last 30 years and analyse the legal
framework of the key actor. The institutional framework of the port-city relationship is not
always the same and different situations can sum different institutions and associated prob-
lems. Hence, we identified three specific focus projects on Lisbon’s waterfront, where we
can observe the interaction between the different actors in different moments and stages of
the project development, and where the institutions are more explicitly summed. Each pro-
ject is briefly described to understand the process and current situation. Next, we analyse
each of the three cases through the lens of institutionalism. In order to identify the institu-
tions affecting the port-city relationship, it was necessary to do semi-structured interviews
with representatives from different actors participating in the port-city relationship. These
interviews give the different perspectives of the relationship and the social expectation of
what should happen on the waterfront.

The first focus project is the general policy for Lisbon’s urban waterfront. In this project
we concentrate on the key actor and the municipal planning department. We also address
other secondary actors, that do not have the power to directly intervene in the waterfront
regeneration process, but that pressure the policy making process. In this focus project, we
also discuss the problem of the waterfront imaginary (post-modern vs hybrid solutions),
and how it influences the policy making process. By reviewing the most recent planning
decisions concerning the waterfront we shall see how the post-modern waterfront imag-
inary has been consistently followed, gradually becoming a rule, culturally embedded and
generating a social expectation towards this area.

Itis important to understand the recent history of the waterfront policies, since, as William-
son (1998) said, history matters in institutional analysis. If the actors’ current interactions
are influenced by decisions they made in the past, we must understand these decisions.
As Koppenjan and Klijn (2004) indicate, the so/idified history of each network of actors is
expressed through patterns of interactions and rules that represent the institutional charac-
teristic of the same network. In waterfront policy in Lisbon, there have been several poli-
cy changes pointing towards the deindustrialization and demaritimisation of the waterfront.
These changes are relevant since they result from the dialectic process between institutions,
and governance, developed on specific waterfront projects, defining the waterfront imagi-
nary. In this focus project we shall also see what happens when the port authority exceeds
the role society expects from it, demonstrating the confusion and rejection it occurs when
institutions are challenged.

The second focus project is the new cruise terminal. This project, situated in a central
waterfront location, is another arena where port and urban actors interact. In this project,
private companies have a key role since they are the concessionaries of the activity and
responsible for the development of the project. Power imbalances are explicit, since global
actors, such as terminal operators and cruise lines agencies control and influence the traf-
fic. In this focus project, we see how the port authority operated in a port project with an
“urban” character. The conservative approach of the port authority initially challenged the
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social sustainability of the project and motivated a specific reaction to overcome this limi-
tation. This will demonstrate that port authorities follow a conservative conception of port
projects and their own role, even if it may jeopardize the project’s viability. However, we
will also see that change is possible and positive results can happen when other concerns
besides economic ones are taken into consideration.

The third focus project reflects on the regional scale of port activities and the impact on a
broader ecosystem. The new container terminal in Barreiro, on the south side of the river,
is currently under discussion. Officially, private investors should be responsible for the
main part of the investment, several hundreds of millions of eutros, while the EU would
also supportt the project, partially financing it. The terminal is part of the national strategic
infrastructural plan and could define the future of the port in Lisbon. Although the termi-
nal is not completely designed, and the private investors remains unknown, the behaviour
of the port authority is worth studying. We will see a different approach when compared
with “soft” port activities, like cruises, albeit repeating similar mistakes. This project is an
example of the influence of a conservative self-conception of the port authority, prioritiz-
ing economic results and disregarding a dialogue process. However, the latest stages in the
planning and decision-making process, also makes this project an example of pressure to
change and to consider port development alternatives to improve its social and environ-
mental sustainability.

In these three projects, we can find empirical evidence of the current state of the port-city
relationship and the governing institutions. In specific projects, we can see the interaction
between the play of the game and the rules of the game. We can also see if the key actor
is trying to develop a sustainable port-city relationship, or if it is just complying with its
conservative definition. Comparing the outcomes of the three cases, we can see which in-
stitutions limit the action of the port authority in its quest for sustainable development and
provide recommendations to achieve this goal.

Table 4. Synthesis of the analytical framework for the comparative and in-depth analysis:

Regulative pillar

Normative pillar

Cultural Cognitive pillar

Possible evidence for
conservative role of
port authority

Laws prioritizing economic
and logistics results

Social expectation for the
port authority to focus only
on port business

Conflict and confusion
around the role of the port
authority.

Port authorities repeating an
approach despite previous
negative results

Possible evidence
for post-modern
waterfront imaginary

Laws incentivising the
post-modern waterfront
imaginary

Social expectation for

the port-free waterfront,
replaced for green and public
areas, or housing,

Actors adopting this
imaginary regardless the
specificities of each plan.
Social reactions to the
imaginary fear or confusion.

Source

Laws and contracts
(European and National)

Marketing documents,
non-binding plans, guides
of practice, newspapers.
Interviews. (mostly local)

Interviews and cultural
manifestations. In local and
global documents.
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Chapter 4. Comparative analysis of
European port cities

4.1. Introduction

In the previous chapters, we have seen how sustainable port-city relationships have become
a normative goal for port authorities (PAs), particularly in those cases where the port is in
the urban fabric. We have also seen that ports can be understood as communities of actors
established around a specific activity and concerning a concrete location, the waterfront
(Daamen and Vries, 2013). In the second chapter we already explored the theoretical defi-
nitions of the port-city relationship and commented the existing explanations. However, it
is also necessary to understand what it is happening in European port cities and identify the
main problems affecting the interaction, while acknowledging their diversity. At the same
time, we must understand the role of port authorities and how they relate with other or-
ganizations and citizens. Analysing these interactions, we will understand what institutions
affect the actions and governance of port authorities and how they do it. In the sample of
case studies, we will also see different port governance models, and how these differences
harm or facilitate a sustainable port-city relationship. Finally, we also try to understand the
dominant waterfront imaginary and the alternatives that have recently emerged.

In this chapter, we first explain in brief the European context, emphasizing the continental
organizations influencing policymaking, and the differences in port governance, particular-
ly between the Hanseatic and Latin models. Afterwards, we introduce the cases explaining
the criteria to choose them and the analysis methodology to explore each of them. We
focus on six port cities that can help us respond the initial research questions. Finally, we
present the conclusions of the analysis and the added value it brings to the investigation,
including the preparation of the in-depth case.

4.2. European port cities: historical routes and innovative

Port cities have played a crucial role in the development of Europe. From the expan-
sion of commercial empires in the antiquity, to the later middle age and the renaissance
(the Hanseatic League, the Italian commercial republics such as Venice or Genoa, or the
Portuguese and Spanish overseas empires) to colonial expansion (the British or Dutch
empires). They have also witnessed some of the most dramatic episodes of the continental
history, such as mass migrations during the late 19th and early 20th century (e.g. Hamburg
or Genoa). Port cities have also been critical war scenarios, such as Rotterdam, Marseille
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or Hamburg *. This historical evolution has left marks in these cities, becoming extreme
examples or even “test-labs” for urban planning ideas and socio-economic phenomena
reflecting global changes (Hein, 2011). At the same time, port activities have contributed
to a maritime identity that was often more resilient that this sector itself. Historians such
as Konvitz (1978), O’Flanagan (2008) or Hein (2011), have studied this evolution until the
end of 20th century. It is also evident that today ports are crucial elements of the European
transportation system, structuring the backbone of the logistic system and connecting it to
global supply chains. The succession of historical events, the crucial role in the European
economic system and their increasing importance as socio-cultural hubs make port cities
fascinating cases to be studied.

Figure 15. “Lintérieur du Port de Marseille v( du Pavillon d I'Horloge du Parc”, Joseph Vernet, 1754. Retrieved from
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/0/0b/Vernet-marseille-1754.jpg

In European port cities we can find different kinds of waterfront redevelopment schemes,
where port and urban actors have interacted in diverse arenas. As we saw in the previ-
ous chapter, urban planning scholars have focused on these waterfront plans, producing a
considerable body of literature, exploring paradigmatic cases (e.g. London, Barcelona and
Bilbao"), methodologies, key topics (e.g. public spaces, cultural facilities or climate change

46 These three cities suffered heavy destruction during the second World War.

47 For analysis of L.ondon see Foster (1999), for London and Barcelona see Meyer (1999),
for Bilbao see Vergara (2004).
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adaptation®) and comparative studies between different cases (Meyer, 1999; Schubert,
2001; Breen and Rigby, 1994, 1996; Marshall, 2001). In most cases, the starting point was
the transformation of port brownfields or former port facilities, such as shipyards, integrat-
ing existing heritage or following a “tabula rasa” principle. However, an urban approach
towards active ports is lacking.

Other literature, more praxis oriented, has focused on solutions for the port-city relation-
ship, diminishing the negative externalities of ports, or implementing social programs to
gain or maintain the Social License to Operate (SLO) (AIVP, 2015; ESPO, 2010, 2016).
Today, in Europe, we can find numerous examples of port authorities with strategies aim-
ing at sustainable port-city relationships, often linked to innovative waterfront transforma-
tion plans connecting both. It is necessary to understand these strategies, how can the key
actors implement them, and what influence have the governance models and the institu-
tions. Analysing the actions and plans we can have a more accurate notion of the institu-
tional framework of the actors, and the port-city relationship in Europe today.

Europe presents several practical advantages to study port cities, such as that we could rap-
idly visit the locations and get in contact with the involved actors to interview them com-
plementing the academic literature. During the research we spent a minimum of two weeks
in each port city getting in contact with the local context. At the same time, during these
periods, we could observe the way local citizens interact with the port and the water, un-
derstanding the image they have of the port and the importance they give to it. At the same
time, in Europe most port authorities and municipalities can be easily approached, facili-
tating information. The European Union (EU) has organizations providing useful data, as
traffic figures, while also funds projects focused on the port-city relationship (see chapter
two). Huropean integration and interconnectivity have propitiated isomorphism processes,
in which the port actors (e.g. port authorities) apply solutions, imitating and adapting, strat-
egies developed by “sister” organizations. In the six cases we selected we can observe the
governance trends, institutional limitations to sustainable port-city relationships, and the
“fine tuning” of global or continental models and solutions to fit the local context.

4.3. European ports: governing the logistic backbone of

The main European ports are integrated in the Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T),
including the core Ten-T corridors, linking the EU with global logistic chains (Fig. 16).
In this system, 600 ports handle approximately 90% of the EU’s external trade, and 51%
9. This system includes areas outside the EU such as Norway. Since inside the
EU there is free circulation due to the Schengen treaty, logistic companies can choose the

of its value

most convenient port according to efficiency criteria, where they have their own private

48 For public spaces on waterfronts see MacDonald (2017), for cultural facilities see Mar-
shall (2001), and for climate change adaptation see Costa (2013).

49 Value from 2016 according to Eurostat news release 184/2016 (https://ec.europa.cu/
curostat/documents/2995521 /7667714/6—2809201G—AP—EN.pdf)
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terminals or the best connection to the final destination. Hence, territorial connections are
not limited by borders, increasing the competition between different ports for cargo, since
they often share the same hinterland.

Figure 16. European Core Ten-T Corridor network. These corridors are the backbone of the European logistic
system including, roads, ports, maritime routes, airports, waterways and railways. Source: http://ec.europa.eu/
transport/infrastructure/tentec/tentec-portal/map/maps.html

The European port system has two areas agglomerating the main ports, the Central Range,
including the ports between Le Havre and Hamburg (e.g. Antwerp, Rotterdam and Am-
sterdam), and the western Mediterranean coast, including the coasts of Italy, France and
Spain. Outside these two major areas, there are other important ports or port clusters, such
as Piracus in Greece, Sines in Portugal or Gdansk in Poland (Notteboom, 2018). In the
Ten-T corridors, we also find many other smaller ports that are mainly relevant at the re-
gional level, such as Lisbon, Helsinki or Oslo. The two areas of port concentration agglom-
erate approximately 60% of the European traffic (Pastori, 2015). Rotterdam alone handles
over 10% of the sea traffic generated in Europe, while Antwerp and Hamburg complete
the podium of the three biggest ports of the continent *".

In the central range we can find cases where the port—city relationship in terms of scale is
extremely unbalanced, such as Le Havre, where the port is the second in France in tonnage,

50 See https:/ /www.porteconomics.cu/2018/02/28 /portgraphic-the-top-15-containet-
ports-in-europe-in-2017/ (November 15, 2018)
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but the city only has 175 000 inhabitants. In this case we see that the scale of the port relates
to the scale and importance of the hinterland. The port of Le Havre is the port of Paris, 200
km away, and is part of the union of port authorities HAROPA. We can find more exam-
ples of port-city unbalances in southern Europe. Algeciras, Gioia Tauro or Sines, are small
cities (between 14 000 and 120 000 inhabitants) with large port terminals, often controlled
by one private actor, creating dependency relationships (e.g. PSA in Sines, or APM in Al-
geciras). Although these port cities are extreme examples, ports have inevitably an impact
in urban areas hosting them due to the bare scale of its infrastructure.

On the other hand, in the Mediterranean coast we can find medium to large scale port
cities, in which the port has an important impact, despite the diversified economic model.
Valencia, Barcelona, Marseilles or Genoa host major potts, usually in the top-10/15 rank-
ings for traffic in Europe®. In these cases, but also in Nordic port cities, port activities are
associated with other complex socio-economic phenomena, such as tourism. The cruise
sector adds yet another layer to the complex port-city relationship, due to its specific needs,
often close to the city centre, and the pressure it puts on the immediate port-city interface.
Although some studies (Pallis, 2015) show that cruise tourism still has a reduced market
penetration, it is responsible for major environmental externalities in urban cores (NABU,
2017).

In BEurope we can find different political and administrative systems historically rooted
that have affected the development of each national planning framework (Newman and
Thornley, 1996). According to port governance taxonomy proposed by Suykens and van
de Voorde (1998) and the World Bank (2001), there are four main models to govern ports,
after the regulatory changes at the end of the 1980s and 1990s, focused on the corporatiza-
tion of port authorities (Pallis and Brooks, 2011). These models, varying from more public
to fully private, are the public port, tool port, landlord port or private port (Ferrari et al.,
2015 referring to World Bank, 2001)*. The involvement of government and private com-
panies in port strategy and investment differs considerably. While in the public port model,
the government has a strong position (e.g. Ukraine or Israel), in private ports, the role of
government is reduced to national regulation (e.g. UK or Australia) (Ferrari et al. 2015).

Most European ports follow the landlord model, in which the port authority manages
the port territory through concession agreements, while private companies develop port
activities and invest in infrastructure™. In this model, the port authority organises and man-
ages the relations between private actors, the state and the local community, develops the

51 For more information on the port rankings see https://www.potteconomics.
eu/2018/02/28/portgraphic-the-top-15-container-ports-in-europe-in-2017/ (November 15, 2018)
52 Author such as Brooks and Pallis (2011) propose a different taxonomy based on the

different ownership-governance system.

53 Debrie et al. (2013) disagree with this point, since, as they explain, only in large ports is
possible to attract private operators, fundamental for a landlord port type. In smaller ports public
sector still plays an important role in port operations, distancing itself from the pure landlord port
and closer to tool port governance.
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strategic vision for the port and applies the regulation. The landlord model gives the port
authority the responsibility of competing for traffic growth, but also sustainable devel-
opment. Today, local communities and port actors are increasingly aware of the negative
externalities of port activities, imposing the normative responsibility on port authorities
of assuring sustainable local development (Brooks and Pallis, 2011%*; Ferrari et al., 2015).

As several authors have already explained (Brooks and Pallis, 2011; Acciaro, 2014), the
landlord governance model (predominant in Europe) implies a dilemma since port au-
thorities are responsible for looking for local benefits, while being economically profitable.
The main issue is negotiating the concessions with global companies that usually do not
consider local development one of their top priorities. The dominant financial approach
to ports has caused a conflict of interests that we will see in this chapter and mostly in the
following one about Lisbon.

The landlord model in Europe is organized in two main “traditions” the Hanseatic in cen-
tral and northern ports, and the Latin in southern and Mediterranean ports (Verhoeven,
2010; Pallis and Brooks, 2011; Ferrari et al. 2015).

Hanseatic model

Port authorities following the Hanseatic tradition are relatively independent from the cen-
tral government, while the municipality has a strong influence. When these organizations
are corporatized, such as in Rotterdam, the municipality is the majority shareholder, in-
stead, in other cases, like Hamburg or Helsinki, the municipality completely controls them.
In these cases, the port governance duties used to be distributed by several departments
of the municipality responsible for port affairs. In this model, the port authority acts as
coordinator and facilitator of port activities (Ferrari et al., 2015). According to Ferrari et
al. (2015), this model has the advantage of providing a closer relationship with the local
context and community, being more flexible and allowing a more dynamic interaction with
private stakeholders. At the same time, this can also be considered a weakness for port
authorities, since it implies more risk and reduced vision of the “big picture” in a national
or regional context. Some ports, like Rotterdam, are currently going beyond the pure land-
lord-Hanseatic model, playing a more active role (see Verhoeven, 2010; Brook and Pallis,
2011; Vries, 2014; van der Lugt et al, 2013 and 2015; de Langen and van der Lugt, 2017).

Latin Model

In the Latin tradition, the central government has a stronger position, determining the
strategic choices and investments. The port authority has regulatory responsibilities, it must
achieve the goals imposed in the national framework and translate the national strategy to
the local context. Countries such as Italy, Spain, France or Portugal follow this tradition,

54 Brooks and Pallis (2011: 502,503) give a specific definition of what the ideal governance
model should be: “open and transparent, has key decision makers in the room, practices commu-
nity consultation, is responsive and inclusive, and plans to deal with environmental concerns and
social and economic sustainability in the future, all to the benefit of the community”.
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but with several nuances, as we will see in the reference cases (see Parola et al., 2017 for
the Italian cases and Debrie et al.,, for 2017 French ones). Although in recent years these
countries have implemented regulatory reforms, heading towards a hybrid model, authors
like Debrie et al. (2017) and Parola et al. (2017), indicate that the influence of local stake-
holders in port governance remains very limited. Although Ferrari et al. (2015) explain that
this model also emphasizes local development, we will see that the port authority can be
“hostage” of central decisions taken far from the local context, resulting from a rigid and
bureaucratic framework, not supporting a proactive attitude.

The Hanseatic and Latin traditions differ not only in the influence of the national or local
government in the territorial administration, but also in the implementation of reforms.
While in the Latin model there is a clear top-down strategy, directed by the central gov-
ernment, in the Hanseatic model there is more room for local agreements, following bot-
tom-up processes. Although they seem two antagonistic models, there is a tendency to-
wards hybridization, mainly in the composition of the different boards. This confirms that
the international models are adapted to the local or regional context, employing processes
of fine tuning (Hall, 2003, 2007). Central control can affect the port-city relationship, im-
posing an institutional distance and prioritizing macro-economic goals at the expense of
local sustainable development. In the reference cases we will see the differences in each
specific context and how they facilitate or not a sustainable port-city relationship.

4.4. Six European cases: from big to small, from north to

Hatlier in this chapter, we explained the diversity of ports in Europe, varying in scale, gov-
ernance model or key sector. We have also seen that each country has different planning
systems, with different approaches to urban development. Hence if we need to assess the
port-city relationship in Europe, we require a sample representing this diversity, including
port cities from north and south, with different scales and approaches towards waterfront
projects. In these cases, we can see the different role of the key actor, the port authority.
The sample is formed by six port cities, Oslo, Helsinki, Rotterdam, Hamburg, Marseilles
and Genoa, representing different contexts and development models. Although the chal-
lenges are not the same, and scale changes the perception of the problems, these port cities
coexist with ports in their urban tissue and have undergone waterfront transformation
operation, including innovative approaches and traditional models.

Why these port cities and not others, is a good question. We decided to follow several cri-
teria to select the reference cases representing the aforementioned diversity. In this sample
of cases, we focus on qualitative research, unlike other studies that have opted for quantita-
tive methods, common in port studies (see Verhoeven and Vanoutrive, 2012; Ducruet and
Jeong, 2005). Six reference cases provide information to see incipient trends or patterns
in different contexts, caused by the same technologies or even the same companies. We
can also observe different approaches to these similar problems, albeit under the same
EU regulative umbrella. In six cases, we can also see different adaptations of port govern-
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ance models and interpretations of
the main traditions (Hanseatic and
Latin).

In this stage of the research, we do
a preliminary analysis of the policies
and actions presented in guides of
good practice and gather inputs to di-
rect the analysis of the in-depth case.
These cases have previously been
studied from different perspectives.
For example, the cases of Rotter-
dam, Hamburg, Marseille and Genoa

HELSINKI

HAMBURG

ROTTERDAM

MARSEILLE are usually analysed by economic ge-
ographers and maritime economists
(see de Langen, 2002, 2004; Dooms
et al., 2013; Notteboom et al., 2013;
Acciaro et al., 2014). On the other
Figure 17. Map of Europe with the case studies, Author: José M P hand, urban planning scholars have
Sénchez also studied these cases for their wa-
terfront approach (Daamen et al,2015; Schubert, 2014; Gastaldi, 2010; Rodrigues-Malta,
2001). In some cases, they have also researched the Nordic port cities from a comparative
perspective as examples of a new approaches (Schubert, 2013).

In these six cases we include different scales, reaching from the biggest ports in the conti-
nent to others of national or regional relevance. In this sample, we also include cases that
are “second cities””, while others are at the same time the most important port and the
capital of the country, with the political pressure it implies. The selected ports have differ-
ent scale and configurations. For example, Rotterdam port extends over 40 km from the
central areas to the new open sea expansion, the Maasvlakte 2. On the other side of the
spectrum, the port of Oslo is relatively small, occupying approximately 125 Ha (in table 5
we can see the different areas these ports occupy).

In the sample we can also see different configurations of the port territory. While among
the selected cases we detect a tendency to develop large terminals outside the urban fabric,
we also confirm that certain port functions remain in contact with the city centre. The ports
of Oslo, Helsinki and Marseille have a fragmented layout, containing heavy port terminals
far from the urban waterfront (Vuosaari in Helsinki, Sydhavna in Oslo and Fos in Mar-
seille). The other ports present a continuum from the most central areas to the most recent
expansion, where we can easily read the port evolution, such as in Rotterdam or Genoa.
Hamburg presents a different layout, with a compact expansion on the south side of the

55 As authors like Warsewa (2017) indicates, port cities have been in many countries a natu-
ral counter-pole to the capital city’s power, in economic, cultural and sociological terms, often seen
as relatively independent from a central power (see also Umbach 2005; Hodos, 2011).
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Elbe river. Although all cases have expanded away from the city centre, we could confirm
that this growth has been either accompanied by urban expansion or it is affecting existing
city districts or neighbouring municipalities perpetuating the contact with the urban tissue
in the metropolitan area. At the same time, we observe that some central locations still in-
clude port activities, such as passenger services, ferries carrying cargo (such as in Helsinki),
smaller container terminals, shipyards or short-sea shipping and river traffic in barges.

The problem of scale also refers to the city and metropolitan area. The main case study, Lis-
bon, is the capital of Portugal, with an approximate population of 500 000 and almost 2,7
million in the metropolitan area. The sample of port cities includes medium-large metro-
politan areas, such as Hamburg with 5 million or Marseille with 1,8, and capital cities such
as Helsinki and Oslo, with less than one million. These cities have a historical connection
with their ports. In the southern cases like Genoa and Marseille, this connection goes back
to Greek or Roman times, while in northern cities, although younger - Helsinki is 500 years
old - the connection with the sea and the water is equally important. This maritime identity
is visible in public spaces and public art, publications or marketing campaigns, often refer-
ring to port or maritime elements (e.g. Havnepromenade in Oslo, Hafencity in Hamburg
or Porto Antico in Genoa).

Figure 18. Birds eye view comparing Oslo (L) and Rotterdam. Sources: Aarts et al. (2012) and https://container-
mag.com/2014/10/16/0slo-chooses-yilport-terminal-operator/

Table 5. Synthesis of port city characteristics based on the most recent from port authorities’” websites.

Mag. | Port size (ha) : Throughput : Predominant traffic Passenger Governance Population City
City (Mill. Ton) (Mmill.) model (met. area)
Helsinki 150 (land in 14.3 Passenger and 12.3 Hanseatic 643 272 (
Vousaari) unitised cargo 1.15 mill.)
Oslo 125 land 5.9 Passenger and 2.5 Hanseatic (PA | 673 469
unitised cargo owns its land)
Rotterdam | 12 643 (7 903 : 467.3 Bulk and Container - Hanseatic 635 000
land) (City 70%) (1.18 mill.)
Hamburg | 7083 (4243 | 136.5 General Cargo, 0.81 Hanseatic 1.81
land) Container (5 mill.)
Marseille | 10 000 80.6 Bulk cargo, container, | 2.7 Latin 850 000 (1.8)
passenger
Genoa 2050 (600 69 Bulk cargo, container, | 4.2 Latin 580 548
land) passenger (844 957)
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Table 6. Dimensions of waterfront (re-)development for comparative perspectives, adapted from Schubert (2011).

Dim. | Size Start and Property led / Geography / Plan. culture / Nat. Dominant uses
City/ completion of : Plan led Location Framework / planning
Project the project targets
Helsinki 200 Ha : 2005 - Plan led. WH: near the : Decentralized Predominance
(West +177 2030/2035 Public - private city centre. model with of housing
Harbour + | Ha partnership K: expansion participative
Kalasata- area planning. Flexible
ma) implementation
Oslo 226 Ha | 2000-2030 Property led. Complete Decentralized Mixed use in-
(Fjord Public - private Urban model with partici- i cluding several
City) partnership Waterfront pative planning key cultural
projects
Rotterdam | 1600 2007 - 2040 Plan led, adapt- | Urban and Decentralized Mixed use
(Stadsha- | Ha ed to existing industrial model with including port
vens) (600 Ha contracts waterfront, participative related indus-
Land) not in the city : planning. Flexible tries
centre implementation
Hamburg | 157 Ha | 1997- Plan led Central Decentralized Mixed use in-
(Hafenc- 2025/2030 location model cluding several
ity) key cultural
projects
Marseille | 480 Ha : 1995 - 2030 Plan led. Central loca- Centralized model | Mixed use in-
(Eu- (22 act) Public - private tion. Reduce regarding port gov- i cluding several
romédi- partnership waterfront ernment. Project key cultural
terranée usage. is considered of projects
1+2) national interest.
Genoa 85 Ha 2015 (concept i Plan Led for port : Port Industrial : Centralized model : Industrial areas
(Blueprint) | Approx. i planning + section. Private waterfront regarding port refurbishment
pilots tower) - | partnership for near city government. and urban
urban section. centre Regional renovation
institutions hold
planning capacities

An important criterion to select the case studies was the maturity of the port-city inter-
action and the waterfront. We considered a mature port-city relationship if the different
phases and phenomena described by authors such as Hoyle (1988) or Schubert (2011) have
taken place, i.e. expansion outside the city centre, waterfront regeneration plans, implemen-
tation of green policies, projects for maritime heritage refurbishment and initial dialogue
with other actors. The issue of maturity, aligned with other practical aspects, forced us to
reject one initial case study, Izmir in Turkey. Ducruet (2011) catalogued this port city as a
“maritime” port city, as Marseille and Lisbon. Initially we intended to analyse the Turkish
case, but finally we decided to exclude it because it is outside Europe, following different
legislation, and the port-city relationship has not reached the same maturity as other cases.
Additionally, an initial literature review indicated problems to obtain data, difficulties in
communication and to reach the necessary authorities. However, we do consider that this
case is worth researching, and could benefit from the results of this investigation.
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The selected ports have different profiles, hosting companies active in the several sectors.
Despite its diversified profile, in Rotterdam cargo terminals are predominant, mainly from
the petrochemical cluster and container traffic. Other cases present a more diversified pro-
file, such as Genoa or Marseille where we can find bulk cargo *°, shipyards or fish harbours.
In these ports we can also find different passenger activities. While Marseille and Genoa are
usually among the top 10 cruise destinations in Europe, with traffic going from 0,9 to 1,5
million in 2017, Hamburg, Oslo and Helsinki also have an important share of this market
in norther Europe. Helsinki is also a particular case in terms of passenger activities, since
it has one of the most active ferry connections in the world, with Tallin, moving over 11
million persons in 2017 (Port of Helsinki, 2018).

The port sample also includes the different governance systems we can find in continental
Europe, in which port authorities are publicly controlled either by the central government
or by the municipality. In the six cases all landlord governance traditions are represented.
In them, we can see a contrast between more entrepreneurial approaches, such as in the
Netherlands and others more passive, such as in Genoa. At the same time, and related to
the scale, we could see that power differences are very relevant, particularly linked to land
control, even in cases in the same region, such as in Oslo and Helsinki. In the first, the port
authority controls the land and benefits from real estate operations, in the second instead,
the land is owned by the municipality.

Waterfront regeneration projects were another criterion to select the cases. In these port
cities we can find different approaches, that have occurred at different times, with different
goals. While in some cases such as Genoa, public space and leisure was predominant, in
others gentrification strategies for offices and housing were explicit, such as in Kop van
Zuid in Rotterdam. We can find classical operations of port out-city in, like in the Hafencity
in Hamburg, or others that attempt to find a coexistence or transition between port and
city, such as in Euromediterranée in Marseilles, the Blueprint plan in Genoa or Stadshavens
in Rotterdam. At the same time, in the Nordic capitals intense negotiation process between
all involved actors took place. For example, in the case of Oslo an open debate about the
future of the waterfront with or without the port took place, with an important role of the
port authority in the real estate development.

Oslo

Oslo is the capital and the biggest city of Norway with over 600 000 inhabitants and ap-
proximately 1 million in the metropolitan area. At the same time, it is the biggest Norwe-
gian port with a throughput of almost 6 mill tons and almost 2,5 mill passengers in 2017
(Oslo Havn, 2018). The port of Oslo is part of the Oslo fjord multiport gateway region”
(Schoyen et al. 2017), the main demographic, commercial, economic and industrial centre

56 Bulk cargo is defined by Rodrigue et al., (2013) as the freight that it is not packaged, such
as minerals (ore, oil), grain or cement clinker.

57 According to Rodrigue et al. (2013:67) a gateway is “a location offering accessibility to a
large system of circulation of freight and passengers”.
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of Norway, a country with 5,3 million inhabitants®. The case of Oslo is worth analysing
because the urban waterfront has undergone great change in the last two decades, including
intense public discussion and negotiation, with an active role of the port authority as urban
developer. This role resulted from its (new) legal definition and the power over the land.
This is one of the main issues defining the port-city relationship, and it changes from one
port city to the next. At the same time, in Oslo we can see how a strict legal framework can
affect the implication of the port authority in other issues beyond the traditional scope of
traffic and infrastructure.

Historically, maritime and industrial activities had an important role in the local econo-
my, mainly raw material exports and shipyards. During the 19th and first half of the 20th
century, these activities linked to the port propelled the growth of Oslo modifying the
coastline (Bergsli, 2015). As it happened in many port cities, industrial activities gradually
required more area, modifying the relationship of the city with the water. During the 1970s
and 1980s the maritime industrial sectors gradually decayed. In 1982 the Aker Company
decided to shut down the shipyards in Aker Brygge, the western section of the urban wa-
terfront. This situation motivated the quest for a new economic model, knowledge based,
to avoid the post-industrial crisis that was hitting other European port cities. The urban
waterfront where port activities were installed was considered the base for new economic
growth (Bergsli, 2015).

Besides the crisis of the industrial sector, other issues such as the increasing social disparity,
economic and financial problems, and lack of housing in the inner city, motivated an open
debate lead by civic organizations. This debate resulted in an idea competition in 1982 to
discuss the future of the city, named “The City and the Fjord - Oslo year 2000” (Bergsli,
2015). This competition, organized by the Association of Norwegian Landscape Architects
and the Oslo Heritage Society, was also supported by the port authority and defended the
inclusion of port activities and urban functions (Bergsli, 2015).

Since this first concept competition, the waterfront became an important issue in public
discussions. The seaside was the area for a new post-fordist society, rejecting the indus-
trial sector, aiming at creating white collar jobs in the service sector. This socio-economic
change was matched and supported by the international waterfront imaginary, with exam-
ples from the USA and Europe.

At the same time, the first waterfront regeneration project took place in the former Aker
Brygge shipyards. The new area was developed following a project from architect Niels
Torp, including new offices, housing and public spaces by the water. This project marked
the future waterfront development, not just aesthetically and programmatically, but also in
terms of the role to the stakeholders. The new governance model supported public-private
partnerships, leaving the public administration the role of regulator, while the private sec-
tor was the developer. Although until the end of the 1980s the municipality included joint

58 https:/ /www.ssb.no/en/befolkning/nokkeltall/ population (visited on August 23td,
2018).
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development strategies of the port and
the city, the success of the Aker Brygge
and the international planning trends
gradually pictured a future waterfront
without port activities (Bergsli, 2015)
(see fig. 19). This process strengthened
what we consider a key institution, the
post-modern waterfront imaginary, able
to influence planning decisions, port-

city governance and the role of the port

. s e Ty
authority. _ - ;
Figure 19. Aker Brygge waterfront. Author: Jose M Pages
Sanchez

Unlike other cases, the port was not al-
ways controlled by the municipally. Un-
til 1984 the central government oversighted the port authority when it was incorporated in
the municipal “umbrella”. Although Oslo’s port governance model follows the Hanseatic
tradition, Oslo Havn KF (Oslo Port Authority) and the municipality remain relatively inde-
pendent organizations (Berrud, 2007), while the national ministry maintains certain influ-
ence. The port authority is an autonomous company with its own board of directors with
ten members, of which one is selected by the municipal counties of Akerhus, Hedmark and
Oppland; two are selected by the employees and six by the city council, including the chair-
man and deputy chairman. The city council also appoints a uset’s representative expett in
port or transport issues. The board of directors appoints the general director responsible
for the everyday management of the port.

As it happens in most corporatization processes, Oslo Havn KF became responsible for
finding its own resources and self-financing. In the case of Oslo, the profits generated by
the port activities can only be used to improve port infrastructure or commercial strategies
that would support traffic growth (Rekdal, 2013)”. Another key issue is the land ownership.
In this case, the port authority is the owner of the port land, which is an important resource
for self-financing, and it gives them influence in urban redevelopment (Rekdal, 2013). As
pointed out during the interviews, although the municipality is present in Oslo Havn board,
tension emerges when discussing the future of port urban lands®.

During the 1990s, the port authority presented a plan to expand the port in Filipstad, in the
eastern section of the urban waterfront. This decision collided with the influential urban
imaginary of a post-modern waterfront dedicated to leisure, housing and offices, triggering
an intense debate about the use of the waterfront and the complete separation between
port and urban activities. There were some voices even questioning the attributions of the
port to decide on urban land (Bergsli, 2015). This explicit urban development path choice
between a “Port city” or a “Fjord City” is one of the particularities of the Oslo case. While

59 Chapter seven, section 47 on port capitals of the Law on Ports and Waters (Port and
Water Act).
60 Interview on September 15th, 2015 in Oslo Municipal Services.
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the port authority supported the first, the municipal Agency for Planning and Building
Services argued for the second °'.

This urban development choice reflected international trends as summarized in phases
four and five of Hoyle’s model (1988), relocating port terminals outside the urban fabric
and consequently regenerating the waterfront. However, in this case, it was not a gradual
technological change, but an explicit political choice, anticipating a possible crisis. The port
defended their new plan based on growth prospects and the reduced environmental impact
of a port closer to the consumption centre (Borrud, 2007). The post-modern waterfront
imaginary, previously developed in other European and American cases, provided a strong
perception of the potential, also supported by the successful redevelopment of Aker Bryg-
ge. After much discussion, government changes and negotiation, the Fjord city vision was
supported by the council, forcing changes in the port plan, relocating heavier port activities
to Sydhavna, in the new container terminal in Sursoya (Rekdal, 2013). This decision reflect-
ed the new socio-economic reality, in which the port benefits were no longer considered as
important as before, and port activities were an obstruction to the water access, perceived
as a missed opportunity in terms of the space they occupied.

As Borrud (2007:41) indicates, the main issue was not about the architectural quality of the
waterfront vision, but about the role of the port authority in the urban development of the
waterfront and who had the capacity and decision-making power over this valued land. In
the case of Oslo, since the port was controlled by the municipal council, the port authority
was forced to enter the discussion and eventually accept the fate decided by the politicians.
The port would release the land for new urban development. Although here we have syn-
thesized the decision-making and negotiation process, it was considerably complex, includ-
ing elections and political changes in between. During the discussion, the final decision
was not clear until the last moment. The problem was an institutional conflict between the
authority of the organization controlling the land, its attributions and what was expected by
other actors. Quoting Borrud (2007:41)

A Gordian knot lay in this question in the relation between the Harbour Act, the
Local Government Act and the Planning & Building Services Act. As we saw it,
this issue must be addressed in terms of the values inherent to the port areas and
who can administrate these values when it will not be used as a port and which

statutory framework would decide what.

The same author also presents other questions that emerged at the time, regarding the
exclusive use of port financial funds for port development (Borrud, 2007). This issue has
damaged the port-city relationship in several cases, since the legal definition forces the
port authority to dedicate its financial resources in the port economy, limiting its capacity

61 The official report commissioned by the city council in 1996 was named “Fjordby eller
Havneby?” Fjord City or Harbor City? (Kolsto, 2013:1)
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to intervene in the waterfront
and the port-city interface, i.c.
the main problem lied in the
fact that port money could
only be used for port devel-
opment and not to benefit the

city (Borrud, 2007).

The final decision was made
in the municipal assembly in
2000, but the Fjord City plan
was only finally approved in
2008 (Kolsto, 2013). This
plan is currently being de-
veloped and it will generate
2 million sqm. of new areas,
9000 housing units and over
45 000 work places. The plan
had the Original motivation of Figure 20. General plan of Fjord City waterfront plan. Source: https://
reconnecting Oslo with the commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Fjordbyen.gif

surrounding nature, the water

and the fjord, and stimulating the new urban economy. The plan is organized in three
main sections and eleven sub-sections (see fig. 20), implementing a mixed-use approach,
continuing a market led urban development scheme, in which the private sector leads the
construction and the municipality acts as regulator.

As we have seen, the plan required long discussion, political debate and negotiation be-
tween the port authority and the municipality. Although the plan is being developed and is
expected to be concluded in 2030, the negotiation and the tension continues, since there
are still several areas with port activities in the urban waterfront”. During the discussions
and in the final plan, ferries and cruises were considered the only port activities adequate
for the new post-modern waterfront. However, today, cruises and ferries still generate de-
bate due to their impact in the surrounding urban tissue and the different criteria for their
location. The port authority defends two separated facilities to organize the traffic, while
the municipality argues for a centralized solution. This discussion was visible during the
interviews and emphasizes that there are different interpretations of the same problem.
While the municipal representative during the interview implied that the port authority
lacked “urban sensitivity”, the Oslo Havn officials indicated a lack of awareness regarding
port technical issues and that most of the population ignored the port impact and their nec-
essary activities, as it was visible in the debate that took place in the 1990s and early 2000s.

62 In interviews with the municipality (September 15th, 2015) and the PA (September 20th,
2015), both confirmed that despite the existing agreements, there are different perspectives for the
remaining waterfront, and that tensions emerges.
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In the plan, one of the first key
decisions was building a tunnel to
bury the E18 highway, separating
the city from the water close to the
central station in Bjorvika, where
today we find the famous Oslo
Opera house (see fig. 21) . The
issue of infrastructural barriers is
common in most port cities. The
industrial expansion of the port
and the needs of urban highways

crossing cities created walls sepa-
Figure 21.Birds eye view of Oslo Opera House, before the tunnel and rating the City from the water. Of-

new buildings were built. . .

ten, as it happens in Oslo, these
infrastructures are not the exclusive responsibility of Oslo Havn, and the solutions are very
complex for financial, technical and social reasons.

The land included in the Fjord city plan was mostly owned by the port authority and in
certain locations by the national railways company. To reduce the investment risk, they
created a “daughter” company, HAV Eiendom, responsible for the real estate operation.
This solution was used mainly in the bigger sections of the plan, such as Bjorvika, while
in smaller areas where the port authority was the only landowner, such as Tjuvholmen®, it
operated by itself. The approach to Filipstad, the western section of the waterfront remains
unclear, since in this area the port authority will still have the ferry terminal.

Although the Fjord city plan includes several cultural facilities such as the new Munch
museum, the new library and the Opera, it is market led and destined mainly for luxury
housing and offices. Oslo Havn, as land owner, benefited from the operations, financing
the new container terminal in Surseya®, hence the motivation was to sell the terrain as
expensive as possible, generating the maximum profit. This, along with the costly decon-
tamination process, led to the gentrification of the waterfront, as discussed during the
interviews. The municipality determined the uses to be implemented and negotiated the
compensation measures with private developers, mainly for new public space and facilities.
Although gentrification is a common problem in urban redevelopment plans, in port cities
the problem is magnified, since often the people that used to live close to the port were

63 This infrastructure was paid by the national government, raising polemic due to the im-
pact of the same investment in other parts of the country.

64 Competition won by architect Nils Torp (Rekdal, 2013).

65 Despite the relocation outside central city districts, the new terminal is also close to hous-

ing areas, continuing the contact with the metropolitan area.

66 Interview on September 15th, 2015, in Oslo Municipal Services. Scholars have criticized
the gentrification of the waterfront and its artificialization, nicknaming it as “zombie urbanism”
(Aspen, 2013)
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lower-class dockers and their families that in a short period may lose their job and their
neighbourhood.

The port-city relationship today remains tense, mainly due to the undefined future of the
two waterfront sections where port activities still take place, Vippetangen and Filipstad.
The municipality defends the same strategy of redeveloping the waterfront for leisure or
tertiary programmes disregarding any option to implement hybrid solutions, including port
activities. At the same time, the port authority defends the existing port activities, including
new projects following public private partnerships.

The physical separation between the port and the city is cleatly visible in the plan, being
the port reduced to the south east section of the Fjord city area. The port authority has
tried to compensate this physical break with social programmes including port visits and
open days. However, as it was visible during the interviews®, the locals do not relate with
the current port activities and do not know how the port works today, or what role does
it play for the city. Despite the country’s connection with the sea and the maritime world,
for local inhabitants the port is not as important for the urban identity as it is in other cases
like Hamburg or Rotterdam.

At the same time, the port authority has adopted new strategies to increase the urban in-
tegration of the port, for example developing aesthetic guidelines for new port buildings
in Vippetangen and Surseya (Oslo Havn K, 2010). Another initiative concerned existing
port heritage, preparing a publication, explaining the history of these artefacts. However,
the port authority did not implement specific action to include them in redevelopment
projects. From the existing 50 ancient cranes, only three were preserved as a memory, but
with an uncertain future. More recently, there were new investment in the quays, providing
electric power supply to cruise vessels to reduce their environmental impact.

In the case of Oslo, we see how the port and municipal authority were forced into a rela-
tional development, including open debate, coordinating efforts to achieve positive results.
In the debate about the future of the waterfront, the port authority emerged as an inevita-
ble urban actor, that had to change its relationship with other local actors and be open to
discussion (Borrud, 2007). In the process, the institutional framework that initially limited
the actions of Oslo Havn changed. This modification allowed the post-modern waterfront
and the engagement of the port authority in the process to benefit from the real estate
operation, but it stopped there. The funds of the port remain linked to port investment.
However, the changes to the institutional framework to allow this investment could po-
tentially open the discussion for new initiatives towards port urban activities. The change
in the regulation could be considered an institutional plasticity process in which the port
authority gained new capacities to continue with its main goal.

67 Interview on September 20th, 2015 in the PA Headquarters.
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Helsinki

Helsinki was founded in the 16th century as a port city by king Gustavus I Vasa, from
Sweden. It has been the capital of Finland since it became independent in 1917. The city
has today more than 500 000 inhabitants and over 1,2 million in the metropolitan area. The
port of Helsinki is Finland’s main port, competing with Hamina Kotka and Skoeldvik in
cargo throughput. This infrastructure is an important element of the local economy, with
an impact of almost 5% in the city of Helsinki GDP, generating over 4% of the city’s jobs
(Metk et al., 2012).

Finland’s port governance model follows the Hanseatic tradition, since the municipal gov-
ernment controls the port. However, following international trends, most major ports in
the country have recently become corporatized, evolving from municipal departments to
limited companies owned by the city (Ronty et al., 2011). This change is thought to increase
the port efficiency and operational independency, while the city still benefits from its activ-
ities and controls the land. The port authority of Helsinki is managed by a board of direc-
tors, composed by 9 politicians, who, according to Merk et al. (2012) do not interfere in the
port business. However, the same authors highlight the doubts regarding the suitability of
this model with such political presence. Although Merk et al. (2012) published the OECD
report before the corporatization of the port authority, the situation has not changed, the
board of director remains politically linked. A team of six persons including the CEO is in
charge for the port management. Unlike Norway, the municipality gives a concession of
the land to the port authority, who, acting as a landlord, administrates it for private compa-
nies. At the same time, the port authority owns buildings, such as the terminals, and certain
superstructure. This organization is also responsible for its own investment, although for
major infrastructure, such as the new Vuosaari terminal, was supported by the central gov-
ernment for the road and railway connections.

Until recently, the port occupied several sections of the urban waterfront, including the
South Harbour for ferries and cruises, Kalasatama and the West Harbour. In 2008, the
Vuosaari terminal in the eastern part of the metropolitan area was opened, agglomerating
most industrial port activities. This change released several sections of the urban waterfront
for regeneration, leaving only ferries, cruises and the Arctech shipyard in the urban centre.
The operation is expected to create housing for 50 000 new inhabitants and 20 000 new
workplaces (Oasamaa, 2013).

Today, large-scale waterfront redevelopment plans are taking place in Helsinki; however,
the first projects of this kind took place in the 1970s and 1980s, in Katajanokka (Oasmaa,
2013). The first operations created new housing areas by the sea, introducing new uses for
industrial buildings. Like it happened in other cases, the post-modern waterfront imaginary
was gradually introduced and considered as an alternative for former industrial sites. This
new imaginary and the increasing population, requiring new housing, brought a new per-
spective for the waterfront land the city owned
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Since the municipality controls the port territory, it has considerable influence in the port
development strategy, as it was visible in the decision to move the industrial activities
to Vuosaari (see fig. 22). In the masterplan of 1992, the municipality decided to relocate
and concentrate all port industrial activities in one location outside the city centre. In the
interview %, the municipality official indicated that the original motivation to relocate the
harbour was to improve its efficiency and not to redevelop the waterfront. However, he
also pointed out that the decision was received with certain scepticism by port stakehold-
ers, since it opened the door to the relocation of all port activities outside the urban core,
including those that require a direct urban connection. During the interviews, the port
authority representative claimed that they considered themselves under threat of being
fully relocated and feel in a “weak” position. Recently, the municipality has committed to
keeping ferries in the urban waterfront, including the construction of the new terminal in
the West Harbour redevelopment plan. These activities are responsible for 25 to 30% of
the port’s cargo (Merk et al., 2012), causing traffic issues in the city centre.

The decision and negotiation
to relocate the harbour to
Vuosaari was not easy, tak-
ing several years to complete
the process. Initially other
locations in the metropolitan
area were also considered,
but Vuosaari offered optimal
connections and an existing
industrial area, including a de-
clining shipyard. The decision
taken in 1992 was corroborat-

ed in the 2002 masterplan. Fi-
Figure 22. Vuosaari Harbour. In the front we can see the border to the

nally, the construction period
Y p Natura 2000 protected area. Source: http://www.aprt.fi/projects/vuosaari-
lasted from 2003 to 2006, be-  papour/

coming operational in 2008.

The new site in Vuosaari presented several challenges, among them the immediate contact
with a Natura 2000 reserve. The port authority took into account other issues besides traf-
fic management, such as implementing an innovative design to reduce the impact of the
new terminal, including specific sound proofing boundaries (Mustonen, 2013), and special
lighting solutions.

At the same time, the municipality initiated the contemporary waterfront redevelopment
process, prioritizing housing but also following a mixed-use approach in some areas. Cur-
rently there are several redevelopment plans affecting waterfront land, which will transform
the city until 2030. Since the municipality is the main landowner of the city, it has stronger

68 Interview with the municipality on October 6th, 2015.
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Figure 23. West Harbour of Helsinki. In the top image before the
regeneration plan. In the inferior, a rendering of the waterfront plan, today
partially executed. Sources: https://container-mag.com/2013/10/18/eu-
supports-baltic-twin-port-project/ and https:/Avww.hel fi

position in the real estate mar-
ket, been able to implement an
affordable housing scheme®.

Unlike other waterfront plans,
in the case of Helsinki there is
no “star-architect” landmark.
However, there have been
several unsuccessful attempts
to include this kind of pro-
jects in the South Harbour,
the closest waterfront to the
city centre. In this area we
see how the maritime identity
of Helsinki coexists with its
capital-city role, including all
political and social functions
(Merk et al., 2012). Here we
can find several heritage build-
ings such as the ferry terminal
or the market, but also the city
hall, the Swedish embassy, the
Supreme Court or the pres-
idential palace. At the same
time, in this area there is an
intense port activity, including
ro-ro traffic’’ associated with
the ferries. This complex ur-
ban jigsaw has been object of

numerous debates over the past decade. Despite its importance it has remained an unstruc-
tured space for decades, but it has also become an excellent arena to observe institutions in
play and different redevelopment approaches. The municipality remains the most powerful
actor, controlling the land, but it has officially recognized the important presence of the

port in this area, both for practical and symbolic reasons.

In 2008, we can find two different projects for the area. Famous swiss architects Herzog
and De Meuron signed a hotel project by private developer in the eastern part that was
never built. In the same year, the municipality commissioned ALA architects a plan for the

69 In this scheme 20% of all housing will be subsidized, 40 % will have controlled prices,

and the remaining 40% will be traded in a free market.

70 Ro-ro traffic is mainly composed by wheeled vehicles or trailers that roll on and off the
vessels in ports, including for example automobiles, trailers or trucks. In the case of Helsinki, this

traffic is often associated with the ferries.
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central and western sections of the south harbour, reaching the Olympia terminal "'. The
municipality acknowledged this time the need to retain the maritime character of the areas,
including the ferries, even though it reduced the space assigned to these activities (Ponzini
and Ruoppila, 2018). In 2011, the municipality organized an idea competition for the south
harbour with occasion of the World Design Capital Helsinki 2012 programme. The main
scope was to design an inclusive plan for the area (23Ha), with better public spaces and
pedestrian connections, linking the waterfront with the city centre, and improving the land
use efficiency of the port areas. Four projects earned an award, but none was considered
the winner. The most remarkable aspect of the competition from a port-city relationship
perspective, was the development of a common vision for the waterfront, including the
port functions.
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Figure 24. South Harbour competition area. Source: Municipality of Helsinki (2012).

In the same year the south harbour competition was held, started the Helsinki Guggenheim
museum process. The Guggenheim effect on waterfronts has been researched by several
scholars (see Schubert, 2011; Vicario and Martinez Monje, 2003, 2004; Plaza, 2000, 2000;
Gomez and Gonzalez, 2001), however, as Ponzini and Ruoppila (2018) indicate, Helsinki
differs from other cases in which cultural landmarks were used as investment and devel-
opment catalysers. According to these authors, the Guggenheim process generated large
controversy in the Finnish society for the relevant burdens that implied for the public
administration, the opaque planning process and the draconian conditions imposed by
a foreign private institution. Despite the intense negotiations, media attention, lobbying
campaigns and open competition, the project was finally rejected in 2016 (Ponzini and
Ruoppila, 2018). In terms of the port-city relationship it became a lost opportunity for col-
laboration between the different stakeholders, since the port authority was excluded from
the negotiations’™.

71 http:/ /ala.fi/work/south-harbour-masterplan/ (visited on April 20th, 2018)

72 According to PA representative, they did not participate in the jury nor in the negotia-
tions (interview on October 1st, 2015).
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After the Guggenheim fiasco, the municipality developed a new plan for the market square
in the South Harbour, this time including the port authority in the discussions. The final
document grants the presence of port activities (mainly ferries) in this section of the wa-
terfront, acknowledging them as key elements of the urban landscape. This plan and the
new ferry terminal in the West Harbour assure port activities in the urban waterfront for
the coming future, ending the pressures from some sections of the local government to
release the waterfront for other activities. These infrastructures also pose challenges for
urban management, particulatly traffic related. However, the local planning department,
collaborating with the port authority is trying to coordinate traffic management solutions
to improve the outflow of trailers from the ferry terminal.

As it happens in other ports, the legal definition of the port authority prioritizes economic
results and efficient operational management over other issues. However, the actions of the
port authority in the last decade reveal a certain sensitivity and a need to achieve the SLO,
as a reaction to the lost urban presence. On the one hand, environmental laws affecting all
industrial activities have imposed limitations regarding the interaction with the surround-
ings in new industrial sites, such as in Vuosaari. On the other, since most heavy operations
were relocated to the outskirts of Helsinki, the port authority developed a social agenda,
particularly in the years before and after moving the port, to preserve their visibility despite
the distance (see van Hooydonk, 2008). These initiatives included classic social activities
such as port visits or open days, collaboration with schools, dialogue with local stakehold-
ers to discuss nuisances, process transparency, and disclosure of port heritage and history.

The port authority of Helsinki won in 2010 the ESPO Award for societal integration. The
main argument for the victory was the program developed during the years before and after
the move to Vuosaari, and for their efforts to maintain port activities in the city centre. In
the application document we can see that they developed this social agenda with the goal
of reassuring the port presence in the urban waterfront (Port of Helsinki, 2010), confirming
that they feared being forced to relocate also the passenger activities to the new terminal.
The goal was to develop a sustainable relationship, to convince the stakeholders and de-
cision makers that the port is a part of the city and that several port activities must stay in
the urban fabric.

The case of Helsinki shows other perspective of the port-city relationship, one in which
the port authority holds a weaker position than the municipality due to the land ownership.
The institutions do not oblige the port authority to develop any sort of specific actions
beyond the efficient administration of the land and port activities; however, they felt the
urgency to go beyond this legal obligation to gain the SLO. On the one hand, they imple-
mented innovative solutions in the new terminal to reduce the impact of port activities and
the new construction in a sensible context. On the other, the port authority developed a
social program based on transpatrency, cultural values, education and history to convince
the local stakeholders to assure the port presence in the urban waterfront.

Most waterfront areas being redeveloped focus on new non-port programs, mainly hous-
ing, offices and public spaces. The ferries and cruises grant the continuity of port activities
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on the waterfront, with interesting outcomes in the most sensible locations such as the
South Harbour. In this area, a full redevelopment ignoring port activities could have been
possible. However, after several attempts, the municipality also reassured the port presence,
avoiding the complete transformation of the area into a post-modernist funfair based on
red tape international franchise museums. The most recent plan shows an evolution from
previous failures, since both actors port authority and municipality, have developed a com-
mon and coherent vision. However, the solutions and initiatives applied to improve the
port-city relationship have been based on an action-reaction rationale. They only emerged
when the traditional approach was problematic, and not from the institutional definition
of the port authority.

Rotterdam

Rotterdam is the largest port in Europe with a total throughput of 467 million tons in 2017
(Port of Rotterdam, 2018). It is also the only European port in the global top 10, formed
almost exclusively by Asian ports. The city has been an important transport hub since the
19th century, when the Nieuwe Waterweg connecting it with the North Sea was opened
(Aarts et al., 2012). Today, Rotterdam has a population of over 600 000, being the second
city of the Netherlands, after Amsterdam. The Rotterdam-The Hague metropolitan region
has a population of over two million, with a clear maritime connection. The scale and im-
pact of the port, handling 10% of the maritime traffic in Europe”, has forced it to become
a field of innovation, since all port related issues in other European port cities are here
magnified.

Figure 25. Satellite image of the port of Rotterdam. Source: https://www.intelligence-airbusds.com/en/5751-
image-gallery-details?img=760#.W3GJo-gzY2y

73 Value from 2016 according to Eurostat news release 184/2016 (https://ec.europa.cu/
eurostat/documents/2995521/7667714/6-28092016-AP-EN.pdf)
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Maritime economists (de Langen, 2004, 2006; Notteboom et al., 2013), economic geog-
raphers (Jacobs, 2014), management scholars (Han and Koppenjan, 2002; Dooms et al.,
2013) and urban planners (Couch et al., 2008; Daamen, 2010) have analysed the case of
Rotterdam from different perspectives. Its leading position in the European port system
and its pro-innovation attitude makes it a rich case study, also in terms of historic urban
evolution (van de Laar, 2016) and waterfront regeneration (Meyer, 1999; Daamen, 2010).
Architecture scholars have also reflected on this case since it has been a test field to exper-
iment new solutions by innovative famous local architects, such as OMA or MVRDV™,

Officially, in the Netherlands, the port governance system follows the landlord model in
the Hanseatic tradition, but with differences from case to case. During the last 15 years,
port authorities have followed international port governance trends, evolving from de-
partments of the municipality to publicly owned companies (de Langen and van der Lugt,
2006). In the case of Rotterdam, the corporatization process took place in 2004, when
the port authority was officially detached from the municipal department of port affairs,
becoming the Havenbedrijf Rotterdam NV (Ng and Pallis, 2010). One key difference in
Rotterdam is that the municipality is not the single shareholder, it owns 70% of the shares,
while the Dutch state owns the other 30%. In other Dutch ports, like Amsterdam, the
municipality is the only owner of the port authority. The case of Rotterdam is different
due to the financing agreements made for the Maasvlakte 11 expansion in 2006 (de Langen
and van der Lugt, 2006). This port authority has been economically successful, providing
dividends to the sharcholders.

The Port of Rotterdam Authority has two boards, one executive and one supervisory.
The first includes three members responsible for the management of the organization
and is accountable to the supervisory board and the general meeting of shareholders. The
latter can nominate or dismiss the members of the executive board. In this sense, the
municipality as main shareholder is also responsible for indicating the executive board. The
supervisory board controls and advises the executive board, it is formed by five individuals
chosen for the personal characteristics and expertise, appointed by the general meeting of
shareholders.

The role of the Port of Rotterdam Authority in urban transformations has evolved and is
currently discussed. According to Ng and Pallis (2010: 2153), this publicly owned corpora-
tion has among its responsibilities financial affairs, commercial and physical development
of the port, and the redevelopment of former port areas. However, this last issue was con-
tested during the interviews, in which the port authority representative indicated that urban
redevelopment was not among the main tasks of the organization . We can interpret this
statement in the sense that the port authority will not become an urban development actor,
sponsoring the transformation of port areas into housing or leisure areas. However, if we

74 OMA (Office for Metropolitan Architecture) is a world-famous architecture and planning
office led by Rem Koolhaas. MVRDV is also a world-famous architecture and urban design office
led by Winny Maas, Jacob van Rijs and Nathalie de Vries.

75 Interview with the PA on October 27th, 2015.
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consider the most recent waterfront plans that have taken place in Rotterdam in recent
years (e.g. Stadshavens, as we will analyse in the coming sections), “redevelopment of for-
mer port areas” could also refer to the transformation of port areas into new industries
related to the port in different ways, such as investigation or innovative companies.

As we discussed in chapter two and three, currently there is an ongoing academic debate
about the changing role of the port authority, mainly in Dutch cases and the port of Rot-
terdam as example of this change. Several scholars have argued for a new role of the Port
of Rotterdam Authority, moving from a passive attitude to a more pro-active model (Ver-
hoeven, 2010). Other Dutch academics are arguing that in Rotterdam, the port authority
is surpassing the classic landlord model (van der Lugt et al., 2014; Vries, 2014) and some
say that institutional change, through an institutional plasticity process has already taken
place (Notteboom et al; 2013), or that it should be named “Port Development Company”
instead of port authority” (de Langen and van der Lugt, 2017).

While the main debate has focused on the issue of logistic efficiency, traffic growth and
participation in other areas of the supply chain, other authors (Daamen and Vries, 2013;
and Vries, 2014), have shown that this pro-active attitude of the port authority could also
provide innovative solutions for waterfront redevelopment. At the same time, this pro-ac-
tive approach also generates new arenas where it could engage with other stakeholders,
looking for sustainable development solutions (Daamen and Vries, 2013). Port of Rotter-
dam Authority’s strategic plan shows the predominant commercial function of the organi-
zation, but also include other goals related with environmental and social sustainability and
urban development (PoR, 2011).

In the case of Rotterdam, the municipality owns the port territory, but the port authority
is responsible for leasing it to private companies undertaking port activities. As it was ex-
plained during the interviews, the main principle for port land management implies that
if there is no current or future port activity in a certain land it should be returned to the
municipality. This procedure allowed several traditional waterfront interventions during
the 1980s, 1990s and early 2000s. However, the most recent waterfront redevelopment
plan, the Stadshavens, has followed a different path, since it is not based on the brownfield
regeneration principle, but on a transitional process. This plan structures the transforma-
tion of one area from exclusive port area, with heavy industrial activities, to port related
activities and urban programs.

Rotterdam is a classic example of physical port city evolution following the Anyport model
and its reinterpretations (Bird, 1963; Hoyle, 1988; Meyer, 1999). Technological changes
linked to the functioning of global logistic chains modified the urban waterfront since the
mid-20th century. The need for more land and the increasing size of ships motivated the
port expansion towards open seas, culminating in the Maasvlakte 2, 40 km away from its
original location. At the same time the port was growing away from the city centre, several
waterfront regeneration projects took place during the 1980s and 1990s. These projects

76 See in chapter 3.4 the reference about the work of de Langen and van der Lugt (2017).
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shared the underlying goal of bringing people closer to the Maas river, integrating it in the
city, and reconnecting the north and south sides. From this period, we can find several
examples in areas near the city centre such as the Oude Haven (Old Port), Leuerhaven,
Wijnhaven, Zahnhaven, the Scheeprartkwartier and Parkhaven, that were focused on de-
veloping new quality housing, leisure areas and offices (Aarts et al., 2012).

The projects described above
preceded the first large scale
plan named Kop van Zuid
(the head of the south - see
fig. 26), drafted by Prof. Rick
Bakker and Teun Koolhaas.
This waterfront regeneration
plan began to be discussed in
the late 1980s and was final-
ly approved in 1994, creating
5300 new housing units and
400 000 sgm. of office space,
besides new connections with

Figure 26. View of the Kop van Zuid, characterized by the numerous the north and cultural venues.
skyscrapers. Authors: José M Pagés Sanchez

The municipality invested in
new infrastructure such as the Erasmus Bridge, opened in 1996, and the expansion of the
subway system (Aarts et al., 2012). Unlike other port cities, gentrification was not an unde-
sired effect but an explicit goal to balance the housing stock of the city, aiming at a more
resilient urban social structure”. The plan included several skyscrapers, with projects from
prominent architects, such as Rem Koolhaas, Norman Foster™ and Siza Vieira. The Kop
van Zuid is currently in its final construction stage, after overcoming the global financial
crisis of 2008.

A second generation of waterfront plans emerged in 2002, linked to the future expansion
of the port in the Maavlakte 2. Stadshavens included the remaining industrial port areas in-
side Rotterdam’s highway ring, namely Merwehaven and Vierhaven (also known as M4H)
in the north side of the river, Waalhaven, Eemhaven, Rijnhaven and Maashaven on the
south side, totalling 1600 Ha of land and water (see fig. 27). After a first attempt to follow
a similar scheme to Kop van Zuid and failing, the responsible authorities changed the ap-
proach. There were several key differences between both projects. In terms of scale (80 Ha
for the Kop van Zuid against the 1600 Ha of Stadshavens), and location (closer to the city
centre the first, or further away the second). Also, in the Kop van Zuid there were large
scale brownfields available, while in Stadshavens there were several active port industries,
that would theoretically relocate and release the land, but had not done it yet. At the same

77 Information discussed during the interview with the municipality representative in Octo-
ber 27th, 2015.

78 His building hosts the headquarters of the PA, who moved there after the corporatiza-
tion in 2004.
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time, the role of the municipality, with large scale public investment could not be propor-
tionally replicated in the Stadshavens. In addition, the Maasvlakte 2 project also found
obstacles on the way, showing the underlying risk for the complete operation. Finally, the
two lead actors, the port authority and the municipality, had divergent visions and goals for
the area, and the newly created corporation to handle the process proved to be inefficient
(Daamen, 2010). In 2007, the approach changed from a rigid real estate development to a
new flexible framework relying on five key vectors emerging from valences existing in the
area, linked to port activities.

Figure 27. Area included in the Stadshavens plan. Source: Aarts et al. (2012)

The new approach for Stadshavens focused on creating new activities, research and busi-
ness, linked to the local knowhow, such as the port sector or delta technologies. This new
strategy enhanced the port-city relationship in other ways than the traditional musealization
of maritime heritage or port festival. However, it included several key urban programs such
as the creation of new “floating communities” and blue transports, to improve the con-
nection of the area with the city, while, also integrated new housing in the areas that were
suited for this program, such as Katendrecht. At the same time the actors implemented a
strategic approach, the development schedule also changed, organizing it in three stages
with increasing flexibility to be adapted to changing conditions. The Stadshavens plan was
developed at the same time the port authority gained independency after its corporatiza-
tion. The new institutional framework allowed it to play a more active role in key projects
such as the RDM campus (Vries, 2014) 7.

79 The RDM Campus is a new space developed to potentiate scientific research in start-ups,
mainly technology based, and port related. The PA is one of the main stakeholders of the project.
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Besides waterfront operations, the Port of Rotterdam Authority has developed other ini-
tiatives to improve the port-city relationship, innovating in several fields, due to its scale,
available resources and externalities. During the interviews, we could see that the distance
between the port and the citizens, mainly younger generations, is growing. Youngsters do
not relate to the port as before. To tackle this problem, the port authority is developing
different social initiatives, such as the World Port Days, in collaboration with the munic-
ipality and the port business community. The goal is to celebrate the port city identity
and enhance the social integration of the port, producing results mainly for the long term
(Tuijl and van den Berg, 2016). In Rotterdam, we can find two port centers, the EIC and
Futureland. The first opened in 1993 as collaboration project between Deltalings * and the
Port of Rotterdam Authority, being one of the first structures of the kind to explain the
port to younger generations and show it as a good place to have a career. Futureland was
developed in the Maasvlakte 2, to explain the port expansion project to a broader audi-
ence (Marini and Pagés Sanchez, 2016). Both have been successful attracting public (Merk,
2013), and along with the companies providing tours around the harbour, they have created
a different port imaginary, showing it as a place to visit (Marini and Pagés Sanchez, 2016,
2017). Other social initiatives are being developed, such as the Startbaan project, focused
on helping young unqualified people to graduate and improve their labour market pros-
pects. Despite these efforts and other communication projects, including a free newspaper,
the port authority is aware that the risk of social disconnection remains.

The port of Rotterdam presents several environmental challenges. Once again, the scale
of the operations taking place in it and its core business (the petrochemical cluster is re-
sponsible for almost 50% of its throughput *), has forced the port authority to develop
innovative solutions that later have become industry standards. For example, the e-nose
system. functioning since 2010. This system includes sensors detecting the air quality and
emitting alerts in case certain parameters are exceeded (Milan et al., 2012; AIVP 2015). The
port authority has developed an atray of environmentally focused initiatives besides the
sensor system, including economic incentives for cleaner ships or reusing industrial heat
surplus for the heating of housing close to the port territory (AIVP, 2015). These initiatives
are often replicated in other ports and international organizations, such as AIVP, ESPO or
HEcoports present them as best practice examples.

In the case of Rotterdam, we can see the tension between the institutions and the gov-
ernance, and how institutional stretching process occur when it becomes necessary, for
example in the configuration of the port-city relationship and the waterfront regeneration.
If, as defended by Ng and Pallis (2010), the Port of Rotterdam Authority also has the
responsibility of redeveloping old port land, it can look at these areas not just as future
housing or leisure spaces, but also as opportunity places for new port activities that can
coexist with the city and citizens, potentially bringing locals back to the port. The Stad-

80 Deltalings is the lobby organization gathering 95% of the port companies in Rotterdam.
https:/ /www.deltalings.nl/homepage

81 https:/ /www.portofrotterdam.com/en/out-port/ facts-and-figures / facts-figures-about-
the-port/throughput (visited on December 3rd, 2018)
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shavens plan proves this point. Failing to implement a traditional waterfront regeneration
project opened the door to innovative approaches to the same problem. The new solution
emerges from new governance, going beyond the traditional passive role of the landlord,
engaging in new organizations with the municipality, coordinating goals and establishing a
common vision.

It is also important to recognize that the Port of Rotterdam Authority has exceptional
resources that allow it to support projects not related to its core business. At the same
time, the municipality acknowledges the value of new port business, seeing them as tools
to regenerate waterfront areas with a different approach. They also provide new arguments
to compete against other cities, while developing new port-city interactions. Nevertheless,
the main actors had to fail first to later react and implement a new governance strategy
that defies the dominant institution of the post-modern waterfront imaginary. In this case
we could see that the port authority was also whiling to defy the traditional conception of
their role. The case of Rotterdam raises the question whether a catharsis is necessaty to
implement new approaches to the port-city relationship, to change the perspective of the
involved actors.

Hamburg

Hamburg is one of the top three European ports in terms of total throughput (136,5 mil-
lion ton in 2017) and container traffic (8,8 million TEUs in 2017)*. However, in the last ten
years has been losing to its competitors, partly due to the limitations the port faces, such as
the dredging of the Elbe River, the waterway connecting to the North Sea. Historically, the
port city of Hamburg is one of the main examples of a city characterized by its commercial
and maritime identity. Since the Middle Ages, when Hamburg was part of the Hanseatic
League, it has been an important port city, growing linked to port activities. Although
originally the port was inside the city walls, during the industrial revolution it expanded
to the south side of the river, as it happened with many others. During the 20th century
Hamburg was the main port of Germany, suffering heavy destruction during WWII due to
its logistic importance. After the fall of the Berlin Wall, Hamburg became the main port for
a hinterland expanding to several eastern European countries such as Poland or the Czech
Republic (Hein, 2011b).

Today, Hamburg has a population of 1,81 million, and 5 million in the metropolitan area.
It is the second biggest German city and an industrial and service hub, with the offices of
international corporations such as Google, Unilever or Airbus. At the same time, it remains
the base for many maritime companies, such as Hapag-Lloyd, Hamburg Stid or Kithne und
Nagel. Hamburg container terminals were among the first to have fully automatized opera-
tions, e.g. Eurogate terminal. At the same time, important shipyards remain active close to
the city centre, such as Blohm und Voss.

82 https:/ /www.hafen-hamburg.de/en/statistics (visited on December 3rd, 2018).
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Figure 28. View of the city and the port of Hamburg, with the Elbe river separating them. Author: José M Pagés
Sanchez

Hamburg is a city state in the German federal system, with relative autonomy from the cen-
tral government in issues such as education or public safety. The state’s boundaries have
conditioned the port expansion, forcing a continuous contact between city and port until
today. The port is not just an important element of the economy, responsible for156,000
jobs in Hamburg’s Metropolitan Region (Hamburg Port Authority - HPA, 2017), but also
the strongest identity symbol of the city (Kowalewski, 2018). However, as it happens in
other port cities, Hamburg has developed a diversified economic model, including other
sectors such as media and communication or services. Despite the social attachment to
the port, local organizations and citizens are increasingly questioning port investment and
negative externalities. During the interview with Hamburg Port Authority (HPA)®, it was
indicated that there was some sort of “urban schizophrenia” regarding the port, i.c. the
people appreciate the port identity, particularly the romanticize image of the port as seen in
movies or novels but reject the modern port for its negative externalities.

The main conclusion of the OECD report assessing Hamburg’s competitiveness (Merk
and Hesse, 2012), was that the relation between port positive and negatives externalities
for the city of Hamburg is unbalanced. In the report, it is emphasized that the investment
made in the port creates more positive economic outcomes in other German regions, such
as Bayern or Baden Wirttemberg, than in Hamburg itself (Merk and Hesse, 2012). The
“leak” of positive outcomes is visible not just in the broad hinterland, but also on the clos-
est regional context. Companies operating in the port are being established in neighbouring
states, given the increasing regionalization of port activities, with the associated loss of tax
money (Schubert, 2014).

83 Interview with HPA, on March 5th, 2015
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This imbalance between local externalities was already detected by Grossmann (2008), who
explained that the port required increasingly larger investments to keep up with the mar-
itime technological changes imposed by multinational corporations, while their repercus-
sion for the local economy was increasingly reduced. This author defended that the same
investment would produce more economic benefits if it was applied in other sectors, such
as cultural industries, research or leisure (Grossmann, 2008).

The case of Hamburg is just one exponent of the complex relationship between positive
and negative effects of ports. This issue has been debated since port activities began a
gradual disconnection from cities and mostly since society became aware of the pernicious
consequences of heavy industrial activities. In the OECD synthesis report for their study of
“Competitiveness of Global Port-Cities”, Merk (2013) emphasizes the issue of national or
regional benefits and local negative externalities as one of the biggest challenges for ports
in urban environments. This conflict has also been one of the main motivations for port
authorities to look for solutions to reduce the negative impacts, mainly in environmental
terms.

Germany’s port governance follows the Hanseatic tradition, in which the local govern-
ment controls the port authority. In the case of Hamburg, the port authority is a publicly
owned corporation since 2005, when it was created following international trends already
explained in this chapter. This corporation is an independent organization but remains
controlled by the local senate and the senator for economic affairs, depending on the Min-
istry for Economy, Transport and Innovation. The governance is done by two bodies,
the management board and the supervisory board. The first is formed by two managing
directors and the heads of the different departments. The supervisory board is formed by 9
members, of which six come from the senate, and three representatives of the port author-
ity employees, freely elected. This board must supervise and advise the management board,
it has the power to hire or dismiss it, and must approve the economic plan, the regulation
for contracts, the creation of subsidiaries, tariffs and credits.

The governance model and institutional framework of HPA facilitates the coordination
of initiatives between city and port to improve its environmental behaviour and reduce
the negative nuances, giving to the port authority a pro-active role (Acciaro et al., 2014).
However, the main scope of HPA as defined in the legal framework, is the economic and
logistic efficiency of the port*, while sustainability and a sustainable port-city relationship
is seen as a by-product to facilitate port activities in the long term, based on reducing the
negative externalities using environmental and social strategies. The port authority is also
responsible for the maintenance and management of the port territory and port water in-
frastructure. This land can change to municipal control for urban development, in which

84 As indicated in the first article of the law for Hamburg Port Authority (HmbGVBL
2005, S. 256) http://www.landestecht-hamburg.de/jportal/portal/page/bshaprod.psml;jses-
sionid=9344984AC964C778D77D4C32D4693C11.jp25?showdoccase=1&st=null&doc.id=-
jlr-HPAErGHArahmen&doc.part=X&doc.origin=bs visited on October 16th ,2018.
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case, the port authority should receive a compensation according to market prices, as it was
seen in the Hafencity project®.

Although HPA is an independent organization and the port is considered a key asset in
economic and symbolic terms, the port future is discussed in the municipality and the
senate. The port authority must accommodate the development path chosen by city of-
ficials and high political levels, as it was explained during the interview. In this sense, the
debate about port development is visible in the waterfront, where port and urban goals
may collide. The tendency has been an either/or path, following a traditional full recon-
version strategy, answering to other urban problems, such as increasing housing demands
(Schubert, 2014). This approach contrasts with other major ports as Rotterdam, where we
could see innovative schemes. The land scarcity plays a major role in this discussion, since
there is not enough available land for the relocation of port activities, unlike what happens
in the Dutch case.

In Hamburg, we can find different approaches to waterfront regeneration, that authors
like Schubert (2014), have organized in three main moments: the Perlen Kette, the Hafencity
and the Sprung siber die Elbe. Since 1980, the port authority has released 315 Ha of land for
these urban redevelopment plans without replacing it (HPA, 2018). In these plans, HPA
did not play an active role except for specific facilities or river maintenance strategies. The
approach has predominantly been the complete replacement of port for urban activities
except for cruises.

The first projects of this kind took place in the early 1980s on the northern side of the Elbe
river, in the western section of the city close to Altona. These projects were mainly case by
case, known as the Perlen Kette (String of Pearls), regenerating disused industrial buildings
close to the waterfront and developing new luxury offices and housing buildings, develop-
ing a strong architectural identity (Hein, 2014). These projects wetre important because they
brought a new image of the Elbe river, beyond the traditional port activities that had for the
most part migrated to the south side of the river. As Schubert (2011) indicates, and from
what we have seen in other cases here presented, the first waterfront regeneration projects
in Europe followed a similar process, i.e. small-scale projects, focusing on the architectural
quality of the individual buildings, without a large-scale plan.

The second major moment in the waterfront regeneration history in Hamburg was the
Hafencity plan. This plan was initially discussed during the late 1980s in participatory work-
shops, later approved in 1997 and under development during the following decades, with
predicted conclusion in 2030 (Schubert, 2014; Harms, 2007). The Hafencity is one of the
biggest urban redevelopment projects in Europe, affecting an area of 157 Ha, expanding
the city centre by 40%, following a mixed-use approach (see fig.29). Besides creating 7000

85 According to section one of article four of the law for Hamburg Port Authority (Hmb-
GVBIL. 2005, S. 256). http:/ /www.landestecht-hamburg.de/jportal /portal /page/bshaprod.
psml;jsessionid=9344984AC964C778D77D4C32D4693C11.jp252showdoccase=1&st=null&doc.
id=jlr-HPAErGHArahmen&doc.part=X&doc.origin=bs visited on October 16th ,2018.
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housing units and 45 000 workplaces (Hafencity, 2017), it also hosts several major cultural
facilities and museums, such as the maritime, car prototype or Speicherstadt museums, the
latter dedicated to the homonymous heritage area, next to the redevelopment. The new
Elbphilarmonie, from swiss architects Herzog and de Meuron, opened in 2017 after much
controversy, becoming the new landmark of the city and the lighthouse project of the
Hafencity. This kind of projects, often causing controversy for their exorbitant costs and
practical usability, are a common approach in waterfront regeneration plans, as we have
seen in other port cities such as Bilbao or Oslo.

Despite the physical closeness to the port, and that several port heritage elements have
been musealized to be part of the public space and preserve the “maritime flair” of the area,
few real port activities remain. The port authority has its headquarters in the Speicherstadt
and a new cruise terminal has been built. Several universities have been created in the area,
such as the Hafencity, dedicated to architecture and urban planning, and the Kuhne und
Nagel university, a private university from the homonymous group for advanced degrees
in logistics.

Figure 29. General view of the Hafencity project. The western section is almost completed, while the eastern it is
starting to be built. Source: Hafencity GmioH

To develop the Hafencity, the municipality created an ad-hoc company named GHS, the
Hamburg Port Area Development Corporation (later Hafencity Gmbh) which acquired
shares of companies still operating in the area to be redeveloped, to facilitate the relocation
(Harms, 2007). The port authority had a relatively passive role in the process, and it is not
part of any board of the Hafencity Gmbh. However, the new container terminal in Alten-
weder was in the same political decision and part of the same operation (Harms, 2007).
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Since the area included in the Hafencity project is relatively close to the port industries,
HPA had to develop additional measures, capping acoustic pollution from port companies
especially during night time, to allow the development of housing in several areas (Merk
and Hesse, 2012). At the same time, special construction regulation was applied in the
buildings closer to the port to reduce the same negative effects and have liveable houses.
In 2018, most of the western section was concluded, and several architectural competitions
were held for the eastern part that will be completed with a skyscraper by British architect
David Chipperfield, counterbalancing the Elbphilarmonie on the west. The remaining de-
velopment will continue the path set in the original plan, following a mixed-use approach,
emphasizing housing.

In 2007, the municipality presented the new city vision entitled Sprung iiber die Elbe (leap
over the Elb river), one of the main urban development vectors for the coming decades.
The main idea is to link the districts on the north and south side of the Elbe, including
the river island Wilhemsburg, and Harburg. The areas included in the regional strategy are
mainly urban, with social and economic problems, including some of the lower income
neighbourhoods of Hamburg. The area is sectioned by several railway and roads, crucial
both for the city and the port. Two large scale initiatives were planned to catalyse the re-
development process, the Internationale Bauaustellung 2013 (IBA) and the International
Garden Show 2013 (IGA). The first has been celebrated several times during the 20th cen-
tury in different German cities to impulse local regeneration plans, often with experimental
solutions, gathering support from many actors.

The IBA in Hamburg is focused on introducing new strategies and solutions for urban
regeneration, mainly in Wilhemsburg, trying to solve the many conflicts between the traffic
arteries, industrial tissue and housing areas (Schubert, 2014). Housing is one of the main is-
sues in the IBA, addressed not only with new buildings but also refurbishing existing ones.
Other goals are related to sustainable development, including new green areas or energy
management programs. Several port industries are either active or functioning close to Wil-
hemsburg, and other areas included in the Leap over the Elbe vision, harming coexistence
due to acoustic and air pollution. The port authority has joined research projects to study
environmental conditions of Wilhemsburg, (e.g. water quality, see Chlebek et al., 2011),
and has developed buffer areas, authorizing public uses such as music festival. Despite the
urban orientation of the IBA, Hamburg Port Authority was involved both as a partner and
as investor in specific projects affecting port territory. Particularly in affairs related to flood
protections, maintenance of water paths and new bicycle lanes. For example, the port au-
thority is cooperating with IBA Hamburg by providing technical and financial assistance on
the pilot project Kreetsand, a tide-influenced shallow water area in eastern Wilhelmsburg
with approximately 40 ha.

More recently, the municipality presented its Olympic bid linked to the north-south con-
nection strategy. This was considered an opportunity to redevelop the Kleiner Grasbrook,
a port area between the Hafencity and Wilhemsburg (see fig. 30). In this area, there are
active industries, with concession contracts that would demand significant compensations
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to leave their premises. The Olympic candidacy was first discussed in Hamburg in the eatly
2000s, seen as an urban development opportunity and to refresh the image of the city, even
before the Elbphilarmonie project became the main urban marketing symbol. The city tried
several times to present its bid to the national and international Olympic committee, gen-
erating intense debate between the port lobby - defending the traditional economic engine
of the city - and those standing for new approaches and economic models, defending the
need to solve urban issues before investing more in the port.

Figure 30. Rendering of the Kleiner Grasbrook, the port area where the Olympics would have been hosted. Author:
GMP. Source: https://www.dw.com/en/nolympia-why-did-hamburg-vote-no-on-2024-olympics/a- 18885256

The zenith of the debate took place in 2015, when a referendum was hosted to decide if
Hamburg would present its bid for the 2024 Olympics. After a long and intense social de-
bate with different groups on both sides of the matter, the “no” won with of 51,6%. Several
issues influenced the public decision and may have played a decisive role in the popular
thinking. For example, the ramping costs of the Elbphilarmonie - almost tenfold the orig-
inal budget-, the doubts about the financing, lack of transparency, other social concerns
demanding more attention and a conflict of interests with the port cluster (Lauermann and

Vogelpohl, 2017).

Although the 2024 Olyimpics will not be hosted in Hamburg, the reconversion of the
Kleine Grasbrook will proceed. It will be considered a part of the expansion of the Hafenc-
ity plan to the south. The approach will be similar to previous waterfront projects, the port
territory will be transformed into urban programmes, with the exception that this time the
area to refurbished is affects active companies. For this reason, the plan includes a tran-
sition period and space. The Hafencity will gradually expand over the Kleine Grasbrook,
gaining 46 Ha, modifying the port perimeter. Port activities will remain on the south side
of the area, occupying 53Ha. In this area, commercial and residential (6000 residents) pro-
grams will be organized to act as transition area between port and city®.

86 Information on the Kleine Grasbrook from Hafencity GmbH https://www.hafencity.
com/en/news/grasbrook-hamburg-to-get-a-new-city-district.html (visited on October 16, 2018).
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The port has been historically considered the reason of being of Hamburg, providing a
maritime identity to the city, visible in the urban environment, from public spaces, to of-
ficial emblems or popular culture. However, the public support has decreased in recent
times due to the potential environmental impact of port related works to maintain the port
competitive, such as the Elbe river dredging. The port authority is aware that needs public
support to keep port activities in its current locations, close to the city, and that the port
has become an important element of the urban imaginary of the city.

To maintain the public support, HPA has developed a social event agenda along the year.
For example, in May the Hafengeburtstag (port birthday) takes place, a major event with
over one million visitors”, celebrating popular maritime culture, albeit far from the real
port activities, showing a festivalized version of the port. Private companies have also
engaged into large scale social activities, such as the Cruise Days, celebrated since 2014 by
cruise cluster companies, including lighting installation, cruise ships parade and fireworks.
Blohm und Voss shipyards also organize a large music festival since 2010, the Elbjazz
Festival. Originally in their facilities but gradually expanding to other locations in the city,
such as the Elbphilarmonie. HPA also develops other, more discreet, social initiatives, such
as bike lanes around the port to foster ship spotting, maintenance of the Elbe river beach,
or green areas as buffer zones. These initiatives are considered necessaty to carry on port
activities close to the city. However, there are also tension points, mainly related with the
expansion areas of the port, the environmental externalities, or the close coexistence be-
tween port and urban activities.

The urban location of the port of Hamburg has motivated a strong commitment from the
port authority and the port cluster to control and reduce the negative environmental effects
of port activities. For example, since 2013, HPA collaborates in the SmartPort Energy
project with several municipal departments for energy use efficiency and management,
including the production of green energy (Acciaro et al., 2014). These authors explain that
the Hanseatic port governance model allowed better integration between port and munici-
pality than in the Latin alternative where the local stakeholders could barely influence port
development. Acciaro et al. (2014) also argue, using the comparison between Hamburg and
Genoa, that the port governance model of Hamburg, better supports the new role demand-
ed for port authorities, particularly in ports that remain urban. Although the environmental
policies developed by HPA have shown positive results, including flood protection, the
same integration is not visible in other themes, such as waterfront development.

In the interview it was clear that the port authority and the port cluster see urban develop-
ment ambitions with mistrust and concern, arguing that the relocation of companies with
ongoing contracts does not occur immediately and that large sums of money are required
for compensations. Hamburg is in some respects a paradigmatic case of the misfit between
the current logistic chain development, the institutions and the waterfront projects. HPA

87 In the 2018 edition, over 1,3 million visitors came to the Hafengeburtstag. https://
www.abendblatt.de/hamburg/article214279589 /1-3-Millionen-feiern-Hafengeburtstag-un-
ter-Schutzschild.html (visited on October 16th, 2018)
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is legally defined to focus on commercial and technical issues of port development. It also
carries several environmental responsibilities and the application of environmental rules.
However, the waterfront projects developed over the past three decades reveal that the
port authority, limited by this strict definition, is bounded to traditional port aspects, while
the social and environmental agendas are considered necessary to compensate the negative
effects of port activities.

The port authority and port lobby faced difficulties to get support for the Elbe river dredg-
ing, necessary to keep up with the increasing size of the vessels and to compete with ports
for the same hinterland *. At the same time, there are few port cities where the local pop-
ulation supports more the port imaginary and considers it part of the urban identity. How-
ever, the urban strategies indicate otherwise. As it was pointed out during the interview,
HPA must cope with what is decided in the higher political levels. In these levels, it has
been decided to develop port and city separately, instead of trying innovative approaches,
merging new port business and new urban forms.

Marseille

Marseille is the second city of France, with
a population of 850 000 inhabitants and
over 1,8 million in the metropolitan area.
The city was founded by Greek merchants
as Massalia when they arrived in the 6th
century BC to the Mediterranean coast :
of what is today France, in the region of MARSEILLE |}
Provence Alpes et Cote d’Azur (PACA). 7 i Ji
Marseille evolved to become one of the
main Mediterranean port cities, develop-
ing a symbiotic relationship between mari-
time activities and urban development.

Until very recently, Marseille has been un-
disputedly the main port of France, con-
necting the metropole with the colonies
and overseas territories. During the late
19th and early 20th centuries, the port

expanded from the Vieux Port towards _ ‘
Figure 31. Map from Marseille from 1866, where we see

the west until L’estaque, following the in- ipe jnqugtrial port expansion and the transformation of the
dustrial growth of the city, using landfills waterfront. Retrieved from: http://archivesplans.marseille.fr/

and artificializing the coastline. In 1964 archivesplans/

88 The decision of dredging the Elbe river has been a controversial process that was
only settled in 2018 after 17 years of discussion. (https://www.abendblatt.de/hambutg/arti-
cle215158453 /Nach-17-Jahren-Hamburg-startet-endlich-die-Elbvertiefung. html visited on De-
cember 3rd, 2018).
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the port expanded to its second location in Fos, a village 50 km to the west from the
city centre. Later, during the 1970s and 1980s, Marseille entered a period of economic
and social decline for several reasons, among them the decadence of the traditional heavy
port and industrial activities, with a major impact of the city’s economy. Its inability to
adapt to a post-industrial economy aligned with broader geo-political problems, such as
decolonization and increasing international competition, caused severe social problems,
turning the city into a dangerous place, gaining bad reputation (Rodrigues-Malta, 2001;
Mah, 2014; Bergsli, 2015). In this context, during the 1990s, the central government, with
the support of the EU, developed a plan to regenerate the city named Euroméditerranée.
The plan included key investments in several districts and infrastructures, and international
mega-events to improve the city’s image, such as the European Capital of Culture of 2013.
One of the main areas included in the Euroméditerranée was the urban waterfront, where
the port of Marseille still is active.

Since the 1960s, the port of Marseille has been divided into two main locations, the East
basin, in the city, occupying 8 km of the urban waterfront, and the West basin, in the vil-
lage of Fos. The East basin is rather limited in terms of area (400 Ha), but includes several
port activities, such as passenger services (ferries and cruises), fishing port, multipurpose
terminals and shipyards. The West basin, occupies a large extension of land (10000 Ha),
including the terminal Marseille 2XI.. In the West basin we can find the major container
terminals and the petrochemical clusters, two activities responsible for 70% of the total
throughput (Merk and Comtois, 2012). Although the west terminal agglomerates 90% of
the throughput, the East terminal generates 45% of the 43,500 direct and indirect port
related jobs. This imbalance distribution of port employment occurs due to the nature of
the activities taking place in each basin, while passenger services require considerable staff,
s (Merk et Comtois, 2012).

liquid bulk cargo is the port activity producing less job
% = = o

=

Figure 32. Satellite image of the East basin of the port of Marseille. Source: https://www.intelligence-airbusds.com/
en/5751-image-gallery-details?img=242908&search=gallery&market=08world=0&sensor=0&continent=0&keyword=
marseille# W3GfkOgzY2x

The port of Marseille is officially named the Grand Port Maritime du Marseille (GPMM)
since the last port law reform in 2008, which changed the definition of the port authority.
This law defined seven key ports that became GPM (Grand Port Maritime), that would
remain controlled by the central government, while other smaller ports would be admin-
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istered by local authorities ¥. In France, as in most Mediterranean countries, the port gov-
ernance follows the Latin tradition in which the central state controls the port development
strategy.

The complex governance system of the port of Marseille is formed by two boards (super-
vision and development) and the management (directoire). The management board has three
persons, including the director. This board is pointed out directly by the central govern-
ment and is responsible for managing the port and executing the strategy defined by the
supervisory council. The supervisory board determines the strategic guidelines of the port
and controls the management board. It is formed by 17 members, of which five represent
the national government, including the responsible ministries, four represent local author-
ities, including the region, the department, the city of Marseille and the Syndicate of West
Provence. There are also three representatives of the workers and 5 individuals chosen for
their expertise, one of them representing the chamber of commerce.

Finally, the board for development must be consulted for strategic decisions, planning,
and the pricing policy. This board is formed by 40 persons grouped into four categories.
The first group are 12 representatives of port companies and organization responsible for
different activities, from port pilots to maritime companies. The second group is formed
by four representatives of the port workers. The third group includes 12 representatives of
local authorities of districts or territories affected by port activities. In this group, the region
decides which authorities are present. The final group includes 12 individuals represent-
ing professional organizations with expertise on infrastructural issues and environmental
concerns. The members of the board for development are appointed by the prefect of the
PACA region. Despite the complex composition of the different boards with representa-
tives of several local and regional authorities, Debries et al. (2013) indicate that the new law
emphasized the centralization of governance in main ports and the lack of local power to
influence it.

The port-city relation has become a love-hate story, in which the locals acknowledge the
important historical role of the port but also blame it for several urban problems, mainly
for the lack of free access to the water in the western part of the city (Mah, 2014). However,
in the last two decades, the Euroméditerranée operation has generated a new dialogue. The
goal has been to clarify and decide the organization of the port in the urban waterfront,
introducing hybrid planning and architecture solutions for sustainable coexistence.

The Euroméditerranée plan was the first major waterfront regeneration project in Marseille
since the post-WWII reconstruction of the Vieux-Port. Although the plan was conceptu-
alised by local organizations (Bergsli, 2015), it was finally led by the central state. This ap-
proach has been seen before in large urban transformation projects in France, particulatly
in cases where the local actors could not find an agreement on the strategy or vision for the
future of the city (Rodrigues-Malta, 2001).

89 Besides Marseille, the other six major ports of the France are L.e Havre, Dunkirk, Nantes-
Saint Nazaire, Rouen, La Rochelle and Bourdeaux. Later, in 2013 the ports of oversea territories
also gained the same status (Guadeloupe, Guyane, Martinique and I.a Réunion).
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Figure 33. General Plan of Euroméditerranée. Source: http://
www.euromediterranee. fr/index.php?elD=tx_mm_bccmsbase_
Zip&id=6211456556b71a169896a6

Furoméditerranée has a com-
bined area of 480 Ha (310
from the first phase and 170
from the second), and will
createl8 000 housing units,
one million sqm. for office
space and over seven and a
half billion € of investment
(Paoli, 2010) Although the
plan included investment
and redevelopment of several
urban areas far from the wa-
ter, such as the district of St.
Chatles including central sta-
tion, or the former industrial
area of Belle de Mali, the port
was considered both part of
the problem and a crucial ele-
ment for the solution. The dis-
cussion between the different
involved authorities (GPMM,
Municipality and  Agence
d’Urbanisme) and with the
local inhabitants was difficult.
As pointed during the inter-
views”, the local community,
particularly those connected

to the port, saw the new waterfront operation with mistrust and feared a “Dubai” type of
urban intervention that would erase port activities from Marseille.

To steer the Euroméditerranée, the central government created in 1995 a new QUANGO”
named Ftablissement Public ’Aménagement Euroméditerranée (EPAEM), including one
representative of the port authority in its board. This organization is responsible for the real
estate strategy and planning, and to find an agreement on the land distribution and changes.
During the first approaches for the waterfront operation, named Cité de la Mediterranée,
the GPMM itself interpreted the first plan as a threat to the port position in the urban wa-

90 Interviews with the GPMM (November 13th, 2015) and Euroméditerranée (November
17th 2015).
91 QUANGO stands for Quasi Autonomous Non-Governmental Organization. This kind

of governance tool is common in waterfront regeneration projects in port cities around the world.

These special development agencies take different forms, however, usually the get the land owner-
ship and extraordinary powers, in some cases above the traditional planning laws (Schubert, 2018).
We can find them in other cases, like Oslo, Hamburg or Lisbon as we have seen in this chapter

and the following one.
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terfront. At the time, there was also an increasing popular opinion that port activities in the
east basin were decaying and they could and should be completely relocated to Fos, where
there would be no urban conflicts (Daamen and Vries, 2013). The negotiation stood in a
stalemate until the central government increased the pressure, forcing the agreement to re-
configure the east basin in the early 2000s. According to the interviews, the final agreement
was only possible when the port authority and the port community understood that the
plan would not suppose a threat to their activities, and that the port would be preserved
and recognized as necessary for the city. The western waterfront of Marseille was organized
into three main sections, responding to different uses (urban, industrial and sport-leisure).
At the same time, the GPMM also admitted that there were areas more fitted to urban ac-
tivities if they preserved the control of most of the waterfront.

The projects proposed for
Cité de la Mediterranée com-
bined port and urban activ-
ities, while giving the port
authority a new source of
revenue, for the new leasing
of activities and spaces that
are not traditionally within
their scope. The new urban
waterfront included projects
with multi-level architectural
solutions, in which the people
could reach the water border
in higher floors, while port
activities continue the ground.
Several facilities have been
developed this way, including
the concert hall The Silo and
the shopping centre Terrass-
es du Port, that remain under
port control.

In the Cité de la Mediterranée,
the port authority agreed on
two main urban changes,
one was deviation of the port [&
boundary 10 meters towards — = S s @ o

=

the sea to replace the urban : = sl

highway for a new tunnel and _ » , )
Figure 34. Conceptual plan of the Cité de la Mediterranée. In the grey area

the Boulevard du Littoral, ot potiom we see the new museum and the congress centre, where
ending the barrier effect and the people can get closer to the water. The arrows indicate the major goal

connecting the waterfront to of connecting the city with the sea. Cousquer (2011: 18).
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La Joliette neighbourhood. The second was to release the |4 quay to leave space for the
new Museum of the Mediterranean Civilisations (MUCEM) and the Villa Méditerranée, a
congress centre. The port authority received a monetary compensation for the area and
modified the other quays to compensate the lost space. At the same time, it reorganized the
distribution of port activities, placing passenger ferries from Schengen countries where the
port-city interface is more porous. The agreement was officially ratified in 2013, crystalized
in the Ville et Port Charter, setting the planning and governance elements for the future

organization of the urban waterfront.

Coupe AA'

Figure 35. Section of Terrasses du Port. The ground floor is destined to port activities, while the top levels are a
shopping centre. Project from: 4a-architectes and C Concept Design.

Euroméditerranée included several large-scale projects for offices and mixed-use in the
neighbourhood of La Joliette, behind the port. These are being developed by large private
investors or corporations such as the shipping company CMA- CGM headquarters or the
Docks. The industrial part of the waterfront preserved the existing port activities. The final
section of the waterfront was destined to marinas and leisure and sport activities, most of
them already existing at the time when the plan was drafted.

Besides considerable investments in several key infrastructures, the plan included new cul-
tural facilities and public spaces framed in the 2013 European Culture Capital program.
Mega-events are a common catalyser of large urban regeneration, particularly in urban
waterfronts, with cases such as Barcelona, Genoa or Liverpool (Mah, 2014). In the case of
Marseille, the Mediterranean Sea and culture were the chosen theme. The program lasted
the entire year, bringing 11 million visitors to 900 events in the city and the region, in which
the waterfront played a crucial role emphasizing the connection with the Mediterranean
Sea. The MUCEM and the Ville Méditerranée were two of the main venues, as well as the
public space in the Vieux Port, refurbished for the occasion. The main strategic goal was to
show the new, modern and clean image of the city, in contrast with its previous stigmatized
idea of Marseille as a dangerous place (Mah, 2014).

The perimeter of the Euroméditerranée was extended in 2007, to include the second act,
an area towards the west of the first part, north of the port territory, focusing mainly in
new affordable housing and new green areas. Although there are not waterfront projects
in the second act, the port will increase the Mourepiane terminal in the same area. During
the interviews with GPMM, these two projects were identified as possible conflict areas in
the future, due to the difficult coexistence between a port terminal and new housing. The
first act is not concluded yet and several projects in the waterfront remain unfinished, such
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as the J1 warehouse. This project should follow a similar hybrid approach seen in other
buildings such as the Silo, i.e. cultural programs in the elevated floors, and port activities
on the ground.

Despite the presence of the port in the urban tissue and its historical relevance, the dis-
connection between port and city in the urban imaginary is greater than in other cases
here presented (Merk and Comtois,2012). As it happens in port cities, the population not
related to the port activities are increasingly disconnected from it, despite the new water-
front interventions. However, as Mah (2014:80) indicates, contradicting Merk and Comtois
(2012), there is still a certain sense of pride towards the maritime history of the city, but the
citizens also criticize its deterioration. Marseille’s port authority has previously developed
few social initiatives, as pointed out by Merk and Comtois (2012), but recently has invested
more in the relationship with the population. One indicator of the new social approach is
the commitment to develop two (potentially three) port centres, following the approach
recommended by AIVP, to explain and debate about the port, mainly with younger gener-
ations™. Besides the port centres, the port authority had previously developed other social
initiatives, such as a school visits, but not with the same intensity and frequency as other
major European ports (e.g Rotterdam and Hamburg).

In the case of Marseille, we can observe how institutions such as the post-modern water-
front imaginary and the negative connotations it may imply, affected the implementation
of the plan, since local port stakeholders perceived it as threat to their interests. The port
authority had itself doubts about the operation and experienced difficulties explaining the
plan to the port community, who did all in their hand to stale the process. Finally, GPMM
had an active role in the waterfront redevelopment process, particularly when new activities
were introduced as part of the agreement to reform this area.

The new activities for the waterfront are in the boundary of the port authority’s institution-
al framework. This organization was able to implement them because they took place in
the port territory and because they combined port and urban activities. Although shopping
and cultural programs are not new in waterfront projects, this approach was innovative for
the architectural and governance solutions combining active port areas and urban spaces.
The governance in this case stretched the traditional conception and social expectations for
the port authority, to include more functions that before the Euroméditerranée. Another
positive aspect of this plan was the result of the long negotiation process between the dif-
ferent groups of stakeholders, the port-city charter. This document established the official
recognition of port activities in the city and its importance for future development, while it
became the base for co-constructing the port-city relations for the coming decades.

92 The GPMM did not only presented the new port centers projects, but also signed the
Port Center Charter of the AIVP, a symbolic decision to show the commitment to improve the
social interaction with the port. (http://www.aivp.org/en/2017/09/19/with-the-port-centers-
chartet-the-people-of-marseilles-are-back-at-the-heart-of-the-port-city-relationship/ visited April
20th 2018)
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Genoa

Genoa is a historic port-city in the region of Liguria, in northern Italy, with almost 600
000 inhabitants, and 850 000 in the metropolitan area. The city forms with Milan and To-
rino the most industrialized area of the country. Although Genoa was created by Greek
merchants as Marseilles, it only became a relevant maritime centre during the middle ages.
At the time it gained the epithet of La Superba, while competing with the Venetian repub-
lic for the dominance of the Mediterranean Sea and developing one of the first banking
systems in the world. After the period of splendour led by local Andrea Doria (15th and
16th centuries), Genoa would only regain economic and industrial importance during the
19th and 20th centuries. In this period, the city became the port for the regional hinterland
formed by Torino and Milan. It suffered heavy damage during the WWII for its logistic
importance, and once again regained importance during the post-war redevelopment, the
“Italian miracle”.

As it happened with other port cities, Genoa suffered with the global economic changes
that took place during the 1970s and 1980s, linked to the decay of local heavy industries
that were the foundations of its economic system. During the early 1990s the city de-
veloped one of the most studied waterfront regeneration projects in recent decades, the
Porto Antico. The plan was authored by local starchitect Renzo Piano, who has influenced
noteworthily the relationship between port and city and the organization of the waterfront
in the last decades. Over the last 20 years, port and urban actors have developed different

Figure 36. Birds eye view of Genoa. Porto Antico in the centre of the image and Voltri terminal in the left cormer.
Source: https://www.portsofgenoa.com/it/comunicazionemarketing/photogallery/item/19-
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initiatives to improve the contact with the sea. The port authority has acted within its insti-
tutional framework, characterised by the centralised power structure, such as in Spain and
France.

In 2016 the Italian government reformed the port governance with the law n.169/2016,
implementing a regional system, in which a port authority controls several ports. In the
case of Genoa, the new organization is the Autorita di Sistema Portuale del Mar Ligure
Occidentale (Port System Authority of the Western Ligurian Sea). This system, besides
Genoa, includes the port of Savona and Vado Ligure, and is the biggest in Italy in terms of
throughput, 69 million tons in 2017 . The port of Genoa has different activities besides
cargo handling (mostly containers and liquid bulk), being one of the main passenger ports
in the Mediterranean with 4,2 million passengers in 2017, even though the cruise passenger
diminished by 7% from 2016. Other port activities in the port territory include, bulk cargo
terminals, shipyards and marinas. Genoa is the one of the few port cities with an airport
inside the port, due to the complex topography and scarcity of flat land where large infra-
structure can be built.

The port governance system follows the Latin tradition. As in France, the central govern-
ment controls the port authority and determines the main policies, reducing the independ-
ence of the organization and its capacity to dedicate resources to other activities that are
not considered core port issues. In the Italian case, the port authority does not control the
profits it generates, since they are transferred to the central state who decides where and
how they will be applied, often redistributing them over the national port system. The port
authority cannot invest freely, as it was confirmed during an interview ™. If this organiza-
tion wanted to invest in other areas that could be more beneficial for the port-city relation-
ship it had to be associated to other port investments. This governance model also reduces
the influence of the municipality in the port development strategy.

Although the new law introduces several changes, maritime economists have already criti-
cized it. Parola et al. (2017) indicate that the new law did not considered the local demands
for more independent port authorities. In their article, they emphasize that these organi-
zations must be economically independent and corporatized for better efficiency and port
performance. This was already a problem in the previous law, but the new reform increases
the complexity of the system, introducing a new organization (Port System Authority -
ASP) in between the local port authority, now port directorate, and the national govern-
ment, increasing the distance between the main decision makers and the local context.
Parola et al. (2017) also criticize the new reform because it does not provide a governance
model that is independent from the politics, in fact, increases the political dependency,
reducing even more the influence of the local stakeholders. The same arguments could also
be applied to the port-city relationship.

93 Information from Ports of Genoa: https://www.pottsofgenoa.com/en/marketing-com-
munication/news/item/802-record-breaking-throughput-figures-for-the-ports-of-genoa.html
(visited on October 17th, 2018).

94 Interview with the PA, on November 24th, 2015.
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In administrative terms, the president of the ASP is appointed directly by the central gov-
ernment. The other governance element is the management committee, formed by the
president, a representative from the region - or regions if the ASP affects more than one - a
representative from each municipality affected by port territory, and a representative from
the maritime authority appointed by the maritime direction with territorial responsibilities.
This management committee must approve the port development plan and the financial
management. However, the president has great influence over the committee, since he pro-
poses the plans, the regulation or other measures. The law also defines a second body in the
port authority, the board of auditors. This body is formed by three individuals appointed
by the central ministry of transport. The president and a substitute are appointed by the
ministry of economy, and is responsible for supervising the management and accounting,
reporting periodically to the central government. In the ASP of the western Ligurian Sea,
there is also a Tavolo di Partenariato, an advisory council gathering 18 representatives of port
industries and unions, and the president and representatives of both the ports of Genoa
and Savona. By law, these local stakeholders are not included in the management commit-
tee that only integrates representatives from public authorities.

Since the law is very recent, it is not possible to evaluate the effects it may have in the port-
city relationship. From a theoretical perspective there could be arguments in favour and
against. The new body may be closer to a regional level if it demonstrates independence in
terms of investment and decision-making capacity. On the other hand, the new organiza-
tions may distance itself from the urban context and its problems, focusing more on the
broader hinterland connections. This change is in line with what transport geographers has
pointed out as the logical evolution of ports, the last phase being regionalization of port
infrastructure (Notteboom and Rodrigue, 2005).

The port of Genoa has partly followed the traditional expansion schemes developed by
several geographers already discussed in this dissertation (See chapters 1 and 2). Originally
the port was an integral part of the old city centre, where it remained until the industrial
revolution. From the late 19th century until the early 1990s, the port grew towards the west,
artificializing the coastline with landfills, destroying pre-existing beaches. However, the
connection with the city remained strong, even in the city centre. The most recent expan-
sion was the Voltri terminal, a large container facility in front of the district of Pra opened
in 1992, where several urban planning solutions have been implemented to reduce the im-
pact of port activities and provide the local population with sport and leisure facilities that
act as buffer areas to the terminal (Port of Genoa, 2015).

Since the late 1980s we have seen several waterfront regeneration plans in Europe. In the
case of Genoa, we can find several projects with different motivations and approaches that
have focused on the waterfront, from traditional approaches from the late 1980s and early
1990s to recent innovative ones. Genoa was one of the first cases to redevelop its historical
waterfront with the Porto Antico project in 1992. This project created new public spaces
by the water and cultural facilities, linked to major cultural events. The Porto Antico water-
front has been analysed several times (see Gastaldi 2007, 2010, 2013; Gastaldi and Camerin,
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2017, Corsi, 2013; Marshall, 2001), therefore a detailed explanation is not required. We can
emphasize that the project captured the gezgesst of the time in terms of waterfront regen-
erations. Renzo Piano followed the traditional approach, transforming former port areas
in the city centre to regain a direct access to the water, creating new leisure facilities and
providing public space that was absent in the dense city centre (Gastaldi, 2010; Gastaldi
and Camerin, 2017).

The Porto Antico project emerges from a new stage in the port-city relationship. In the
mid-1980s, the port authority and the municipality collaborated towards the same objec-
tives, that were later reflected in the new city masterplan and in the modification of the
port plan. In 1992, Genoa celebrated the 500th anniversary of the arrival of Columbus to
America, who was supposedly Genoese. The historical date motivated an international ex-
position and the urban renewal operation®. The project was based on an agreement from
1985 between the port authority, the municipality and the region to transform the old har-
bour into new leisure and cultural uses (Gastaldi and Camerin, 2017). It was one of the first
large waterfront projects of Renzo Piano in the city, a theme to which he would contribute
greatly in the following decades. This architect designed the masterplan, the public space,
the congress centre, the Bigo (an elevator on the waterfront resembling an old crane) and
the aquarium. One of the main decisions of the project was burying the road parallel to the
waterfront, to allow a continuous public space from the city centre until the water, later
imitated in other port cities, such as Oslo and Marseille.

After the project, in 1994, the Porto Antico public society was created to manage the area.
The shareholders of this organization are the municipality (51 %), the local chamber of
commerce (43,44%) and the port authority (5,56%). Although the port authority has a
minority position, and the municipality controls the society, this organization was an inno-
vative approach in a Latin governance mode. Traditionally ports have been often limited
in their scope to “pure” port activities. Although in the interviews it was indicated that the
port authority cannot engage in urban matters, it remains active Porto Antico, whose scope
is managing urban space and facilities.

95 A new public society for the Expo development was created in 1988, and counted with
the PA, the municipality, the province, the region and the chamber of commerce (Gastaldi and
Camerin, 2017). The state invested in the expo the equivalent to 500 million €.
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In the following years after the Porto Antico project, the port authority and the municipal-
ity developed several initiatives to improve the port-city relationship and the waterfront,
often linked to major cultural or political events (Gastaldi, 2013). In 1996, the port au-
thority created a new agency that should provide ideas for the new port plan. This agency
collaborated with several renowned international architects (e.g Manuel Sola Morales or
Rem Koolhaas) and the university, producing new ideas for the port-city interface, that
later would inspire other projects (Molinari, 1999; Imbesi and Moretti, 2013). In 2001, the
city hosted the G8 summit, a catalyser for further urban renewal in the historic area. Renzo
Piano also intervened this time, with the project of the Biosphere. In 2004, Genoa was the
European capital of culture. This cultural event gave an impulse to complete the central wa-
terfront renewal started in the 1980s/90s. The approach remained leisure-based, including
new museums, such as the Galata Museum of the Sea and Navigation, but also including
other functions, such as the economic faculty.

In the same year 2004, Renzo Piano presented the Affresco Plan, providing a vision for
Genova’s waterfront, from the area of Fiera until Voltri, including the port, airport and
urban waterfront (see fig. 38). The region commissioned Renzo Piano to prepare a plan for
the port, which he accepted to do free of charge. The plan included several major chang-
es, such as transforming the airport into an island, creating more space for port activities,
or relocating the oil harbour and the repair shipyards. Despite the favourable opinion of
key public actors, such as the port authority, the municipality or the region, different port
companies opposed some ideas presented in the plan, such as the owners of the shipyards
(Gastaldi and Camerin, 2017). Renzo Piano presented two more versions of the plan in
2005 and 2006, but the doubts regarding its financing, and other challenges, such as build-
ing the new airport while the old one remained active, made it unviable (Gastaldi, 2010).

Figure 38. General plan of the Affresco vision from Renzo Piano. Source: http://www.rpbw.com/project/a-vision-
for-genoa-harbour

Although the Affresco was finally not implemented, it provided opportunities for col-
laboration between the different organizations, for example the new agency “Waterfront
and Territory”, with state financing and support. This agency was dismantled in 2008 and
absorbed by the Genoa Urban Lab, a new organization made to discuss urban problems of
the city and foster the discussion around the new urban masterplan. The Affresco also pro-
vided a first vision and a base to discuss the port-city relationship, bringing this issue to the
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spotlight of the media (Erriu et al., 2017). The involved authorities were willing to discuss
different perspectives and cooperate, but the opposition of certain sectors also showed
the difficulties of operating or transforming port areas with active industries, breaking the
status quo. The different port clusters may perceive change as a threat to their interests,
in a similar way as it happened in Marseille. The plan provided new ideas that later would
inspire new visions for the waterfront, or even work as base for new port infrastructure
(Gastaldi, 2010).

In most cases previously analysed, the visions for the waterfront were only partial or pre-
sented from separate perspectives, either port or city. Instead, the vision defended by an
independent actor such as Piano, provided a coherent vision, albeit utopic, combining ac-
tivities that can exist in the waterfront, merging the urban and port imaginary, As Gastaldi
and Camerin (2017:50) indicate, it was a moment of change in the way the city looked at
the port, understanding that strengthening the port does not immediately means weakening
the city.

Later, the port authority, the region and the municipality commissioned again Renzo Piano
to do a plan for the eastern section of the waterfront, with more concrete problems, com-
bining port and urban issues. The architect presented the first version of the Blue Print plan
in 2014 (see fig. 39). This time, the port goal was reorganizing and improving the repair
shipyards close to the Magazzini del Cotone congress centre. On the other hand, the urban
goals were redeveloping the Fiera district, gradually decaying from the lack of activities, and
reconnecting the Porto Antico with the eastern section of the waterfront (Alberini, 2017).
The result was a plan providing the main guidelines for future interventions, improving
the efficiency of the shipyards land use, introducing new programs that could regenerate
the area, including luxury housing, that at the same time could make the intervention fi-
nancially viable. The main physical characteristic of the new waterfront plan was the new
water canal, parallel to the coast, following the old wall line (Alberini, 2017 and interviews
with Renzo Piano Architects *). The plan was immediately supported by public authorities,

Figure 39. Blueprint plan by Renzo Piano. Source: http://www.blueprintcompetition.it/it/blueprint/il-blueprint-10-
punti

96 Interview with Renzo Piano Architects on December 1st, 2015
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but also opposed by local stakeholders, such as the yacht club and the rowing associations,
which presented legal actions to stop it.

Unlike the Affresco, the Blue Print was more concrete in its spatial and functional program.
Since the plan tackled planning problems for local industries it was able to gain their sup-
port. At the same time, it had a clear financing scheme, since the port could be responsible
for almost half the investment, (73 million € out of 160) because it improved port facilities.

In September 2015, Renzo Piano presented the final version of the plan, including the new
Pilot Tower close to Fiera and the new beach and green areas in Piazzale Kennedy. The
different sections of the Blue print should be discussed in competitions, providing oppor-
tunities for smaller or younger offices to present their ideas for the Genoese waterfront.
The Blue Print is the consolidation of a process started with the Affresco, combining port
and urban functions on the waterfront, presenting an alternative to the post-modern im-
aginary. Although there is opposition from minority groups, something almost inevitable
in waterfront projects, the Blue Print seems to have better chances of being built, unlike
previous projects such as the Ponte Parodi terminal, or the Silo Hennebique refurbishing.

Besides the waterfront operations here presented that have influenced or integrated the
port masterplan, the port authority has also developed social and environmental initiatives
to improve the relationship with the city. Besides the traditional port visits and open days as
in other ports, in Genoa was developed one of the first port centres of second-generation
(Ghiara et al. 2014; Marini and Pagés Sanchez, 2016). In 2009 the port authority, the region,
the port community and the university collaborated to develop this facility that explains the
port to the broader population, mainly children and teenagers. The port centre of Genoa
follows the model of those of Antwerp and Rotterdam, but it is placed in the port-city in-
terface, close to the historic city centre, in the Magazzini del Cotone. The project had EU
funding and has been relatively successful, hosting almost 20 000 visitors per year. Today, it
is managed by Port Antico society, after a been temporarily closed between 2014 and 2016.

In environmental terms, the port of Genoa has been one of the most innovative ones in
Italy in recent years (Acciaro et al., 2014). As other ports here analysed, one of the ac-
tions has been bringing electric power to quays, providing alternatives to oil engines for
the docked vessels. Another initiative has focused on energy efficiency, both reducing its
waste and finding production strategies. However, the port authority faced a reductive legal
framework that limited its capacity to engage in businesses, allowing it only to act as regu-
lator (Acciaro et al., 2014). Hence, it was only possible to prepare a plan in which private
companies developed energy production businesses. At the same time, the port authority
intended to coordinate this initiative with similar ones by the city but was again limited
legal boundaries. This situation shows how the legal elements supporting the institutions
can hinder pro-active policies that can have positive effects on the city. In cases when the
port authority is trying to go beyond the traditional landlord model, the institutions can cap
these ambitions, particularly in centralize governance models like this one (Acciaro et al.,
2014).
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Although in Genoa the central government controls the port authority and the economic
development of the port, over the past thirty years the municipality, this organization and
the region have developed a joint vision of the waterfront with the help of Renzo Piano.
The vision has evolved greatly from the first plans to regenerate the waterfront into a lei-
sure and touristic area, to hybrid solutions combining port industries and urban programs.
The problem of these visions remains its actual concretion, since for the moment they have
nurtured the debate, but have not produced tangible results. Several projects combining
port and urban functions remain for the moment in the drawing board (e.g Ponte Parodi
cruise terminal, or Silos Hennebique). These projects have faced several challenges, from
the lack of public funding that allowed the first waterfront redevelopment, to inappropriate
economic climate (2008 financial crisis that affected mainly the southern European coun-
tries) to lack of appropriate governance.

4.5. Key issues: need to innovate to be flexible and to be

In these six cases we were able to find recurring ideas in the governance, the institutional
frameworks, the problems and solutions from the key actor and its interaction with other
stakeholders. We confirmed several ideas presented in the literature, such as that ports are
still economically relevant, that the positive effects are mostly visible in the broader hinter-
land while the negative ones remain in the city, that port authorities are gradually deploying
environmental strategies and that society is increasingly detached from the port, preserving
only a romanticize idea from films and literature.

In these cases, we could also observe other aspects, such as the difference between Han-
seatic and Latin models. While the first does provide a closer relationship between port
and city organizations, it does not mean that it is balanced or sustainable, since the urban
agenda tends to be politically prioritized. We could also see that there is a dominant wa-
terfront planning approach and an emerging one. The post-modern waterfront imaginary
has been established during decades, adopted in the first operations of this kind in these
cities (e.g. Kop van Zuid or Porto Antico) or in more recent ones (Hafencity or Fjord City).
This imaginary has gradually become an institution being legally, normatively and socially
supported, and taken for granted as the “natural” approach to the waterfront regenera-
tion. The alternative approach defies the dominant conception, in what potentially could
become an institutional stretching process. The other main conclusion from these cases is
that there is a conflict between what it is normatively and socially demanded to the port
authority and the general conception of its mission, also supported on legal, normative and
socio-cultural elements. While the dominant conception of their mission is to focus on eco-
nomic and logistic issues, as they are defined in the law, in few cases an alternative model
beyond landlord is gradually followed. This issue is visible in the waterfront projects and
the position the port authority has in them, but also in other situations such as engaging in
business or green policies.
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a. An unbalanced relationship

In previous chapters, we have seen that historically the port-city relationship was symbiotic
and port growth was associated with urban development. However, today, this exchange
between positive and negative externalities is unbalanced, becoming the main problem
affecting the port-city relationship. More specifically, the positive effects extend to the
broader hinterland, while the negative ones remain in the metropolitan area hosting the
port (Grossmann, 2008; Merk, 2013) " . This problem is at the core of a complex relation-
ship between global systems formed by flows that are crucial for the economy, and the
local context formed by fixities that are urban agglomerations, that bear the side effects of
these flows.

The clearest example of the negative externalities that locals supports are the environ-
mental problems caused by port industries. In the sample of port cities, we could confirm
that this is the most important issue for all involved actors. It was also clear that there are
sectors such as the petrochemical, predominant in ports like Rotterdam and Marseille,
that entail more risks. However, other types of traffic also cause environmental damages
and harm ecosystems. For example, container cargo often causes congestions in the road
system accessing the port (Rotterdam, Hamburg or Genoa), port expansion projects imply
artificializing the coast (Rotterdam or Helsinki), and even passenger related activities, such
as cruises or ferries, are associated to polluting emissions (visible in Hamburg, Genoa or
Marseille) or ro-ro traffic, also plugging the urban traffic systems (a problem in Oslo or
Helsinki). Nevertheless, in our sample we could also confirm that port authorities have
assumed the leadership in the quest for sustainable port-city relationship™.

The current governance of ports in port cities follows a double rationale, influenced by
global policy institutions such as the OECD, IMO or the EU. The main goal, and what it
is socially and legally expected from port authorities, is to increase the efficiency of port
logistic operations, preserving a relevant role in the global supply chain, and providing
positive economic results. On the other hand, the sustainability paradigm has enforced a

97 The OECD did a broad investigation on port city competitiveness that has been one

of the key references of PhD this research, including numerous European case studies, several
overlapping with our own sample. In their final report, it was clear that the main challenge ports in
cities face is the imbalance between the positive externalities that spread out the broader hinter-
land, and the negative effects that remain in the urban area (Merk, 2013). The report provides a
series of recommendations to reduce the negative issues, mostly environmental concerns with
policy measures. The same organization published short after a paper questioning the efficiency of
port-city policies, emphasizing that there is a lack of knowledge on the topic, and that policies to
foster port-city synergies continue to fail (Merk and Tang, 2013).

98 The port of Hamburg for example published in 2016 a report on sustainable behaviour,
referencing the global governance initiative of UN Sustainable Development Goals. HPA wanted
to show their commitment to achieve these goals, in all three dimensions of sustainable develop-
ment (HPA, 2018). Other ports here analysed, such as Rotterdam or Marseille also explain in their
websites what actions are they taking, and others not included in this research, have also prepared
port plans based on the three axes of SD (e.g. the port of Amsterdam plan).
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normative goal, mostly from an environmental perspective focused on reducing the nega-
tive externalities. This last concept has influenced policies at European, national and local
governance and legislation.

The green discourse has also been backed by some private companies, which are under
social pressure to implement greener transportation methods (Acciaro, 2015). However,
in some sectors such as cruises, the main corporations ate reticent to adopt all neces-
sary measures to reduce their impact (NABU, 2017)”. In the analysed cases we could see
that port authorities try to solve environmental issues investing in governance measures,
such as incentives or fines, and technology, using for example detection systems, electric
power supply for vessels and traffic management systems. These measures relate to the
recommendations to improve the port-city relationship highlighted by Merk (2013) in the
OECD report, i.e. reducing the negative externalities and increasing positive outcomes. In
the report, Merk (2013:7) indicates three main areas to enhance the local benefit: the mar-
itime cluster (i.e. maritime services that can be associated to the port), the port-industrial
development, and the port-related waterfront redevelopment. This last issue caught our
attention since we could see different approaches in the six case studies.

Among the selected cases we could see that port authorities (such as Hamburg and Rotter-
dam) are responding to new sustainable development and social demands, exceeding the
traditional landlord model. This situation was already observed by authors such as Acciaro
etal. (2014), and Verhoeven (2010). However, we must go back to our main research ques-
tion about the institutions governing the port-city relationship and if they contributed to
long-term sustainability.

b. Conservative definition of port authorities

In general terms, the different national laws defining the mission of the port authorities
prioritize economic results, logistic efficiency and managing the port territory. This con-
servative definition is also supported by social expectations for these organizations, rein-
forcing their passive role in urban matters. The respective ministries responsible for the
environment and the local authorities have also introduced new legislation affecting port
activities and land, mostly in terms of emissions, particles, noise and other environmental
indicators. Port authorities are responsible for enforcing this legislation, and EU initiatives
in the same direction'”. The legal obligations refer mainly to economic and environmental
issues, safety regulation such as the ISPS Code, or labour negotiations.

Other aspects affecting the port-city relationship, 