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From: emmanuel caudron <emmanuelcaudron2001@yahoo.fr>
Sent: 09 November 2016 22:55
To: COMP-03-PUBLIC-CONSULTATION
Subject: HT.4691_Reply_from_a_citizen

Please find below my comments on the above-mentioned public consultation. 

As a citizen I’m deeply concerned about the European Commission proposed changes on some 
specific criteria related to public aid on infrastructure projects. Basically the aim is to enlarge 
the  possibilities of according public aid to any port or regional airport in the EU. 

I would strongly argue against this proposal based on three major concerns, which are overall that 
public aid will not efficiently get the expected result for European citizens : 

-          Giving the right to public organizations to increase the number of publicly-funded big 
infrastructure projects like ports and airports will result in additional inefficient financial 
investments. Where growth perspectives are quite limited today in the EU, the marginal cost of 
improving the transport networks at its outskirts will unlikely be recovered through revenues and 
taxes paid by the users, because only  the most important projects are profitable and drive 
economic growth. Therefore, public aid should be limited to projects that are intrinsically profitable, 
where State support would accelerate funding decisions from private investors or leverage on 
administrative authorizations to build the infrastructure itself or its amenities nearby.  
Indeed, we can’t expect from smaller ports and airports to be profitable. We have today in Europe 
plenty of publicly-funded projects and facilities with very low use, especially in the outskirts of the 
EU, like the doubled highways in Spain, the Atlantic high-speed railway in France… whereas 
people suffer from old and crowded public infrastructure in biggest cities. I think we should learn 
from the past and recognize that the European working class has already paid enough tax to build 
unused highly subsidized projects. Furthermore, if I’m a citizen today living in the core EU and a 
user of the core transportation networks, I am already paying a higher price than a competitive 
price resulting from a supply and demand balance. Indeed, the price I pay to the company that 
manages these networks is mostly regulated and internalize both the subsidies needed to build 
the additional infrastructure projects, and my higher purchasing power, the latter existing only due 
to the specific European concentration of economic activity at its core. Therefore I would pay three 
times for inefficient infrastructure projects : through my personal tax and through the sales price 
paid when using public transportation, which includes both additional taxes and private financing. 
The funding of regional ports and airports will at the end be supported by the high income citizens 
and corporations which are not established in the outskirts. It could take dozens of years before 
public policies would get a chance to reverse the inherent trend of economic activity to 
concentrate in the core of the EU. Public money is better to be spent on actual needs to improve 
or overhaul the existing infrastructure. 

-          Secondly, these projects would be managed by public bodies (or through consortiums driven 
by public bodies) that are mostly not accountable for their decisions, contrary to private 
consortiums that need to have the skills and the right governance procedures in place to secure 
their investments, not only in terms of financial return, but also in terms of sustainability and 
development. You can’t expect from a State administration to properly organize the governance of 
many small local investments, as we see today for example in France the Government struggling 
to behave as a shareholder having a strategy, taking decisions, and supporting the biggest 
companies. Besides the well-known industrial disasters like the EDF and Areva case or the recent 
so-called “Alstom rescue” through the Belfort factory’s dummy trains orders (where the French 
State is always both the owner, the main customer and sometimes the main supplier…) let’s just 
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look at the air transport industry where the French State owns and mainly regulates the Roissy 
airport (ADP company) and its main customer (Air France company) : the State leverages its 
public policy with price or tax regulations decisions without any robust economic ground. It will 
increase taxes on Air France tickets to get additional funding for both its own budget (the solidarity 
“Chirac” tax) and ADP investments which are partly made abroad through financial investments in 
other airports. This not only diverts users money but also prevents other airlines to operate from 
this airport, which in the end reduces competition. Do we want to duplicate these incestuous 
governance schemes in other regional airports if public bodies are involved in deciding the level of 
pricing and tax paid by the users ? Why does the European Commission only checks that the new 
proposed aid or investments are in line with the EU regulations and does not challenge the price 
competitiveness of established transportation networks ? 
In addition, the French State has decided to sell part of its shares in major regional airports like 
Nice and Lyon ; how can they explain that they use part of this money to fund smaller airports ? 
this makes no sense. 
  
-          Finally the development or sustainment of ports and airports will not reach the goal the E.C. 
has set, which is to boost public investment and local employment. Funds invested in long-term 
projects will decrease the public money available to more local and flexible projects, like schools 
or light urban transports, which are directly used by most of the European citizens. Only a few 
users and customers will see the benefit of having a more direct access to other economic areas 
of the EU through the use of ports and airports. These are the biggest companies, but we can’t 
expect them for investing locally as they become more competitive by using the new 
transportation infrastructures.  
This is also in contradiction with the objective of having clusters, worldwide known economic 
centers specialized in high technologies. The development of these clusters require heavy long-
term funding by both the State and private companies. This is where you will create both well-paid 
jobs and many service jobs, because only these clusters which are mainly located in the center of 
EU will be attractive for active people.  
In fact, the additional connections the ports and airports will authorize will empower the biggest 
economic areas where employment is already at its highest. Let’s take an example : you are a 
small company based in Paris and you start doing some business in Bordeaux, which is a 4-hours 
trip by train. If you build an airport (forget that there already is an airport) or a high-speed railway, 
reducing the trip to 2 hours, you will probably increase more quickly your business in Bordeaux, 
but from Paris. Maybe you will move the company or a part of it to Bordeaux if your business 
develops well, but if you have started from Paris and if your activity is mostly based in Paris, that’s 
unlikely. Now if you are a small company based in Bordeaux and your business in Paris develops 
well thanks to easier connections, it is more likely that the entire company moves to Paris.  
Of course if we think about tourism, building regional airports will create jobs, as long as the labor 
market creates incentives for people without any qualification to work.  
As a European tax-payer I’m not expecting the European Commission to work on improving 
tourism in Europe. 
  
Emmanuel Caudron 


