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1. INTRODUCTION

The two termsfiscal federalismand public property federalism(federalism
implemented through assignment of State propettieggional and local authorities) are
taken to mean, respectively, the transformation ithéaking place in Italy in the set-up of
public finance, and the transfer of real estatet ttee State would convey to the
Municipalities, the Provinces and the Regions. Butbhcesses stem from the constitutional
reform (Constitutional Law No. 3 of 18 October 2p0dhich has completely changed the
part of the Constitution concerning these publidibs. Only recently, with Law No. 42 of
5 May 2009, did the implementation, for aspectsceoned, the design outlined by the
constitutional reform get underway as regards thgeets under examination. This law
limits itself to granting different legislative dgjations to the Government, and it is worth
pointing out that it was approved by the favourakite of the parties forming the majority,

while the major opposition party abstained.

The law in question takes care to ensure thatrtipdeimentation of the delegations
is sufficiently shared, and thus provides for thedtisg up of a special Parliamentary
Committee and of a Joint Technical Committee: fr&t {Art. 3) must express its opinion
on the delegated decrees implementing the delepatiml must then verify the state of
implementation of the decrees, ensuring the linkhwihe Regions and the Local
Authorities; the second (Art. 4) must furnish shiaheformation bases in connection with
the implementation of the delegation and is comgosktechnicians appointed by the
Government, the Regions and the Local Authoritiesaddition to by the Senate and the
Chamber of Deputies. The time limit within whictetdelegations must be exercised is 24
months, but it is established that at least on¢hefdelegated decrees must be adopted
within the shorter time limit of 12 months from tbeming into force of the Parliament act

of delegation.

Among the various delegations granted to the Gowert the only one that has
already been implemented regapieblic property federalisniDelegated Decree No. 85 of

28 May 2010); as instead regaffdsal federalismat the moment only some schemes for
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delegated decrees are available, concerning, ribaplgc the Municipalities and the

Regions.

2. THE RESOURCES OF REGIONS AND L OCAL AUTHORITIES UNDER THE
NEW CONSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLINE

Under the new constitutional discipline the finaichutonomy of Regions and
Local Authorities must be formed by their own taxesl revenues, as well as tax revenue
sharing (Art. 119(2)). Their own taxes are estlglit directly by the public bodies
themselves and allow them to administer their caxntiurden policy; their revenues derive
from property management and from the sums oweth®use of services rendered by the
public bodies to the population. Through their otares and revenues the public bodies
have autonomy in terms of revenues, while the potweshare in revenue taxes only
ensures spending autonomy and involves part optbeeeds from some State taxes being
granted to the public bodies (Regions or Local Attfes) that represent the communities

that produced them.

It is worth mentioning that these three types ekrmies are of a fiscal nature, in
the sense that the proceeds thereof depend on epreal of wealth of the pertinent
communities: this engenders very unequal situatmmig to the pronounced territorial
imbalances that characterise the distribution cdlthein Italy. Precisely in view of this, the
setting up of an equalisation fund is providedifoorder to supplement, through financial
transfers, the resources of the public bodiesréaiesent the communities “with less fiscal
capacity per inhabitant” (Art. 119(3) of Constitri).

Also provided for is a further typology of Statarisfers, likewise intended to
perform a function of redressing imbalance. In @fféehe instrument of the equalisation
fund serves only to remove the disadvantages gestkeby the fiscal nature of the system’s
revenues: i.e. it provides the public bodies tlegresent the less wealthy communities an
amount of resources greater than those which treydiotherwise have at their disposal,

such as to allow them to operate (and thereforripply services and to perform functions)
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in the same way as the public bodies that find sedwes in more favourable conditions.
The equalisation fund instead leaves unmet the needvercome the imbalances
underlying the lesser fiscal capacity or greaterdseof certain communities. Precisely for
this purpose it is provided that, in order to fertends other than the routine performance
of functions, the State allocates additional resesito Regions and Local Authorities, and
may even implement special intervention measures tfieir benefit (Art. 119(5)).
Logically, the function of structural equalisatigerformed by such measures requires,
according to the same jurisprudence of the Cortistital Court, that they not be addressed
indiscriminately to all public bodies of the samstitutional level, but be targeted just for

public bodies having the pertinent factors of inalnale.

The system is then completed by the recognitiont tRegions and Local
Authorities have at their disposal assets of thein attributed according to the general
principles determined by the State law. Moreovieeytmay resort to indebtedness, with,
however, the specification that this is possiblelesively for financing investments (Art.
119(6)). This power is further limited annually IBtate laws that fix the fundamental
principles for the co-ordination of public financavolved are provisions which, in
conformity with EU restrictions concerning the pitition against excessive deficits and
with the stability and growth pact, place precisstrictions on the various categories of
public bodies to curb the expansion of spendingarddebtedness (the so-called “internal

stability pact”).

3. FEDERALISM MARKED BY SOLIDARITY AND FEDERALISM MARKED BY

EGOISM

The Constitution does not limit itself to listinget typologies of revenues that must
make up the financial autonomy of Regions and Léeahorities, but also goes so far as to
take a position as to their quantitative dimensionfact establishing that the overall
proceeds coming from revenues of a fiscal natireir(bwn taxes and revenues, as well as

the sharing of revenue taxes), possibly supplerndefitethe case of the public bodies that
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represent communities with less fiscal capacityipbabitant) by resources deriving from
the equalisation fund, must enable Regions and|lAgthorities “to fund in full the public
functions assigned them” (Art. 119(4)). And is iegisely in the reading of this provision
that two different conceptions have emergeféisafal federalismthat offederalism marked

by solidarityand that ofederalism marked by egoism

The interpretation that follows the first of thedawonceptions starts from the
assumption that the rule intends to guarantee eadfic body as to the amount of
resources at its disposal. For this purpose, theerméation of the cost of the
administrative functions that each public body aled on to exercise becomes the first
operation to be performed in building the entirsteyn; it is on this dimension that the
formation of the revenues of the public body aentehaped in such a way as to be able to

provide corresponding proceeds.

Since the equalisation fund is allocated exclugitelpublic bodies with less fiscal
capacity, the other public bodies — those with gneéiscal capacity — must be put in a
position to cope with the cost of the functionsegplwith their fiscal policy/means. In other
words, in the case of these public bodies, the obshe functions — meaning the cost
required for the exercise of the same under camditiof ordinary efficiency and in
accordance with standardised modalities — is asdessrelation to the fiscal capacity of
the pertinent community for the purpose of recaggigo the public body a sort of fiscal
pressure rate the management of which, performedrjunction with an effective level of
suppression of tax evasion, is potentially ablprtavide sums corresponding to the cost of
the functions. Such fiscal pressure is first offatmed by quotas of sharing in tax revenues
and secondly by standard tax rates and revenudg®iofown; the rates are standard in the
sense that they are taken as the basis for corignytaut actually can be modified by the
public bodies entitled to the tax, just as thegwkse can change the rules concerning what

is subject to taxation and anything else that doutes to determining taxation in this case.

The same fiscal pressure is then also recognisetheopublic bodies whose
community has less fiscal capacity, but logicallisiunable to provide such public bodies

with revenues corresponding to the cost of theimcfions: this makes necessary a
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corrective measure to be implemented by meanseoitrument of the equalisation fund,
which the Constitution specially provides for tipiarpose (Art. 119(3)). This fund must
serve to finance the part of the cost of the fumsi of public bodies with less fiscal
capacity that is unfunded by the proceeds fronr tbein taxes and revenues, and by tax

revenue sharing.

Thus, a fiscal equalisation is brought about thationce complete and yet always
partial, in the sense that it makes the extenheffiscal capacity of the single communities
indifferent only insofar as the part of fiscal ppese necessary to fund the standard cost of
the functions. Fiscal equalisation instead doesragard (which is why it is always only
partial) whatever further part of fiscal pressunattthe public body may have decided to
impose on its taxpayers when faced with a highantstandard cost of the functions: in
other words, in order to increase services the grooommunities must burden themselves
with far greater fiscal pressure than would the@erccommunities, which imbalance is in no

way redressed.

The interpretations of the rule that follow the ddef afederalism marked by
egoisminstead start from the observation that the aearent under examination is
excessively generic, so much so as to leave umedothe extent to which fiscal
equalisation must be practised. In particularc Iaf specification is alleged as to whether
the correspondence between the cost of the furscBon the resources must operate on a
national basis or in reference to each public bddis also alleged that it has not been
clarified whether the equalisation fund must beveaked just for the public bodies with a
fiscal capacity below national fiscal capacity bpublic bodies with a fiscal capacity less

than that of the public bodies with greater fiscabacity also must benefit from it.

But these interpretations mainly seem to start ftbm implicit assumption of a
sort of disengagement of the State in the mattéhefunding of the cost of the functions,
in the sense that, once recognised to Regions aaal lAuthorities the ambits within which
they can exercise their power of taxation, it iesén public bodies that have to decide the
cost of the functions and, by setting the ratesheir own taxes and, more generally,

through the exercise of their autonomy in termgesenues, must take responsibility for
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finding the resources, in addition to those prodidg/ tax revenue sharing and by the
equalisation fund, necessary for funding the céshe functions. It is wholly evident that
in this way the preceptive value of the constitudib provision is greatly attenuated,
because in the face of the recognition to Region laocal Authorities of rather broad
ambits of taxation able to allow them sufficientaomy in terms of revenues, it would be
impossible to draw from the rule any indicationtashe degree of equalisation and the

quantification of the pertinent fund.

For that matter, whereas in the interpretationsraed towarddderalism marked
by solidarityit is precisely the resources provided by the &sgiion fund that have the
nature of residual revenues, i.e. intended to cdverdifference between the cost of the
functions and the effective proceeds of the taxeneres of the public body, in this different
context offederalism marked by egoisihis instead their own taxes and revenues thath
the nature of residual revenues, while the equalisdund, whatever its size, would in any

case be in keeping with the constitutional rule.

4. FURTHER PROBLEMS OPENED BY THE NEW CONSTITUTIONAL
DISCIPLINE

A further question raised, in connection with #spects under examination, by the
new constitutional discipline pertains to the relas among the various levels of
government in the construction and functionindistal federalism a question concerning
which two different models always have clashed: biveary model and theop-down

model.

The binary model prefigures a distinct relationship of the t&td) with the
Regions; 2) with the Local Authorities: it is theaditional model, which has essentially
prevailed up to now and that has won the favouhefsame Local Authorities, especially
that of the major Municipalities, which have searitithe solution for escaping the danger
of the Regions’ centralistic tendencies. Tiop-downmodel instead gives shape to an

articulation of relations from the State to the Reg and from them to the Local
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Authorities, in such a way that the Regions woubine to play a fundamental role of

junction between the State and Local Authorities.

The circumstance that among the matters of conculegislative power (i.e.
where the State can establish only fundamentatiptes, while it is up to the Regions to
enact detailed rules) is that concerning the caratébn of public finance and of the tax
system (Art. 117(3)), ought to testify in favourtb&top-downmodel, which co-ordination,

according to the Constitutional Court, takes shag®th dynamic and static terms.

The co-ordination of the first type is that with ief the co-ordinator public body
(the State through fundamental principles and tlegiéhs through detailed regulation)
orients and directs, including in relation to thentingent needs of the economic situation,
the exercise of autonomy by the co-ordinated putdidies (the Regions by the State, and
the Local Authorities by the State and Regions)}hia regard it must be remembered that
the State has made wide use of this power of dymaotordination, to such an extent that
it has been viewed by many as the means for imgasinRegions and Local Authorities
particularly detailed and minute prescriptions dbitwe carrying out of their activities: a
like way of understanding dynamic co-ordination lgigen rise to widespread litigation

that in most cases has been resolved by the QatimtitCourt in favour of the State.

Static co-ordination is instead that by meansvbich the entire system discal
federalismis constructed, thus bringing about the constihgialesign: and it is precisely
the circumstance that in this respect the Regian ftoncurrent legislative power that

confirms the idea of a preference of the Constitufor thetop-downmodel.

In the opposite direction, as a factor that in$tesstifies in favour of théinary
model, there is the circumstance that provided antba matters reserved to the exclusive
legislative power of the State is that concernhmg ‘equalisation of financial resources.” A
model of thebinary type would therefore seem to apply to the part eamog the

equalisation fund

The position of the Constitutional Court on thédsemes has been ambiguous. On

the one hand, it has recognised that the savingelaf Art. 23 of the Constitution in the

Copyleft - lus Publicum



A NETWORK REVIEW

WA ILIS-DILICIIC UM COm

matter of tax obligations, and therefore also @f/Jeand the absence of legislative powers
assigned to the Local Authorities make necessayigliive discipline of the fundamental
aspects of local taxes; while on the other handpassing it has specified that “in the
abstract situations of normative discipline candomceived both at three levels (State
legislative, regional legislative and local regatg) and at just two levels (State and local,
or regional and local)”. In effect, the recognitiohlaw at two levels (regional and local)
testifies in the sense of the superseding obthary model of finance of autonomous non-
central public bodies (centred on a distinct angasste State-Regions and State-Local
Authorities relationship) and of the replacementhve top-downsystem of State-Regions-
Local Authorities relations. But even the hypotkesif law at three levels does not
contradict in the least thep-downmodel, in view of the fact that in any case it jista the
State to define the fundamental principles of adiration of the tax system. Vice versa,
the hypothesis of law at two levels (State and Léedhorities) would seem to reproduce

in full the traditionabinary model.

5 THE COMPROMISE SOLUTION OF THE PARLIAMENT ACT OF
DELEGATION WITH REGARD TO THE FUNDING SYSTEM

The guiding principles and criteria indicated bkget delegation for the
implementation of fiscal federalism make it possitd discern, as the basic philosophy that
ought to inspire the entire reform, the comprontisenveen the idea of federalism marked
by solidarity and that of federalism marked by sgui This basic orientation is found in
both parts of the Parliament Act of delegationt tiedating to the financing of the Regions
and that concerning the financing of the Local Awitiies, which orientation is pursued by
differentiating the model in relation to the typé fonctions that the resources to be

recognised to the public bodies would fund.

5.1 With regard to the Regions
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The financing of the Regions is regulated diffelerttepending on whether it
involves functions necessary for ensuring esseliadls of services (those established by
State laws in such a way that they are guaranteedighout the national territory even if

concerning matters of regional legislative powerhas to do with the remaining functions.

As regards the former, it is provided that to thegiens shall be recognised taxes
with a rate and tax base that are uniform, as aglh tax additional to IRPEF (personal
income tax) and a sharing in the VAT (State valddea tax) revenues (Art. 8(1)d)) and it
is specified that these tax rates and the quothaffing shall be determined in such a way
that the Region with the greatest fiscal capadtypatentially able (i.e. by exercising an
effective system of assessment and collection)btaio thereby a yield corresponding to
the standard cost of the functions in question.(8(1L)g)). For the remaining Regions —
those with less fiscal capacity — it is insteackelshed that each of them shall be granted a
share of the equalisation fund corresponding to difference between the cost of the
functions in question, on the one hand, and, orother hand, the yield from such sharing

and from their own taxes earmarked to fund thent. (&) c)1 and d)).

Involved is a system that certainly, at least iatistterms, corresponds to the
interpretations consistent with the idea ofederalism marked by solidaritgnd that, if
anything, presents critical points in terms ofd{giamic functioning. In fact, the share of
equalisation fund due to each Region is commensuwséh the difference between two
amounts, only one of which (the yield from its otamxes and from tax revenue sharing) is
susceptible, in a different degree, to adaptingmatically to the increase in the gross
domestic product and to the increase in prices|ewthie other amount (the standardised
cost of the functions) does not present an analgharacteristic, so that without an
automatic updating mechanism the difference betwientwo amounts is bound to
decrease, as consequently also are — in not oalybrg also even monetary terms — the
resources assigned to each Region from the equafisand. In the face of this possible
outcome the Parliament Act of delegation limitglitéo prescribing a periodic verification
of congruence of the coverage of the need in cdimmewith the functions in question [Art.
10(1)d)); logically, this not rule out that delegetdecrees may provide for parameterising

the cost of the functions to the dynamic of theéase in prices or some other factor.
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A completely different system is provided for thending of the remaining
functions of the Regions, which follows closely tihéerpretations inspired by the idea of
federalism marked by egoistm fact, for the funding of these functions therlRment Act
of delegation recognises to the Regions a tax iaddit to IRPEF, whose rate must be
established in such a way as to provide a yield aational basis corresponding to the total
amount of the transfers currently arranged by tteeSin order to fund the functions in
question (Art. 8(1)h)). Moreover, a contributiorn the equalisation fund is provided for
the benefit of Regions that, owing to their ledisral capacity, are unable to obtain from
the additional tax a yield corresponding to thadfars currently received from the State
for such functions, which, however, must not colvat merely reduce the differences of
yield without altering the order thereof (Art. 9))and g)2): in other words, the Parliament
act of delegation places as a restriction the gromi that the Regions with less fiscal
capacity in any case (even following their partidipn in the sharing of the equalisation
fund) shall have at their disposal less resouraasgapita than those provided to the

Regions with greater fiscal capacity from the yiefdheir taxation.

5.2 With regard to the Local Authorities

The system is differentiated as concerns the LAac#horities as well, and in this
case distinguishes the funding of the Local Autiesi fundamental functions (those
specified by State laws even if concerning mattéreegional legislative power) from the

funding of the remaining functions.

The Parliament Act of delegation limits itself toepcribing a funding for the
former “on the basis of standard needs” and thrahgir own taxes, and sharing in State
and regional tax revenues, as well as additiorssitt taxes and the equalisation fund (Art.
11(1)b)). In particular, in the fiscal system to berognised to the municipalities for
funding these functions priority should be givenvtAT and IRPEF revenue sharing, and
the taxation of real estate (Art. 12(1)b)), white such fiscal system for the Provinces

priority should be given to sharing in an unspecifrevenue tax and to the yield of taxes
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relating to motor vehicle transport (Art. 12(1)d)s for the equalisation fund, it is provided
that it shall consist of two parts, one intendedMainicipalities and the other for Provinces
and Metropolitan Cities, the amount of which, wittgard to the funding of fundamental
functions, should correspond to the difference vilgen the total of the standard needs for
the same functions and the total of the standatdiseenues of general application due” to
the public bodies (Art. 13(1)a)). The funds shobklshared among the Regions (on the
basis of the same criteria used to determine tta¢ aonount thereof), which in turn should
allot the pertinent available funds to the publadies, applying an indicator of financial
need (equal to the difference between the standaluk of the outlay and the standard
amount of their own taxes and revenues), and aigatat of need of infrastructure (that

also takes into account the infrastructure fundefEuropean Union) (Art. 13(1)c)).

Overall, a system is involved that seems to promggen the one provided, with
regard to the Regions, for the funding of the esaklevel of services, even if with no lack

of ambiguous and less than clear features.

As regards the remaining functions — those notndeffias fundamental, currently
performed by the Local Authorities — the Parliaméwmt of delegation limits itself to
establishing their funding by means of their owxets the sharing of unspecified taxes and
through the equalisation fund (Art. 11(1)c)). Howewno indication of a quantitative type
is furnished by the Parliament Act of delegatiortasither the total amount of the part of
each fund allotted to the funding of these function the amount of the share due to each
public body. The only specification — generic that, as concerns these functions, the two
parts of the equalisation fund are “directed towadlicing the differences among the fiscal
capacities” (Art. 13(2)f)): in other words, somethimore must be given to those with less

fiscal capacity. Just how much, however, is lefaid.

5.3 The most critical features

The greatest criticism that has been levelled ebtrerall design of the Parliament

Act of delegation regards the provision for twofeliént models of federalism depending
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on the type of functions that must be funded. feaf the Constitution in no way makes a

distinction of the kind, which distinction, moreayéas slight justification.

Indeed, the circumstance that the essential lewvafls the services are
heterodetermined and that the supplier public kiedyable to shirk the duty of providing
them is not per se sufficient to justify a greateed for solidarity compared with other
functions performed by the public body and withestiservices provided by it. In fact,
these functions and services also are generallydfan the same condition of the essential
levels since — and here we have one of the nosgeftteoduced by the constitutional reform
— generally the public body put in charge of emarthe laws and of deciding the content
of the administrative activities is not the onetttieen implements them and that bears the

cost of doing so.

Next, as for the fact that the only guarantee &lvad to the Local Authorities is
the system for funding their fundamental functioitgnust be borne in mind that to this
qualification, which presupposes a judgement oageimportance of these functions for
the autonomy of the public bodies, the Constituti@s not linked a different system of
theirs, but has only reserved the singling outegbkto State law so as to guarantee the

public bodies against any tendency toward regioeatralisation.

Furthermore, this diversified funding system, dejieg on the type of functions,
risks conditioning in a negative manner the exeroifsthe legislative power with which the
State must attend to determining the essentialdenfethe services and to identifying the
fundamental functions of the Local Authorities. éally, in order for the Regions to have
guarantees as to the dimension of their tax sydfesy, must hope that the determination of
the essential levels of services will cover the ihpast of their administrative competencies
(and they will do everything to ensure that it Joddkewise, in order to have some
(perhaps lesser) guarantee regarding the amouttteof resources, the Local Authorities
must press the State so that it defines as fundafribie greatest number of functions. But
this way decisions about the essential levels ofises and about the fundamental
functions will end up by being taken on the bagiaroevaluation of financial interests that

have nothing to do with the aspects that the Canigth would want to be considered.
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6. THE COMPROMISE SOLUTION WITH REGARD TO RELATIONS AMONG
VARIOUSLEVELS OF GOVERNMENT

A compromise solution is also found with regardte other question, the much
debated matter of the relations among the varieusl$ of government and of the choice
between the binary model and the top-down modeld Anfact, the circumstance that
delegated decrees, enacted by the State, musfigstie funding system of the Local
Authorities would seem to propose again the binaigdel which, in this matter, has
traditionally characterised relations among theslewf government. However, there are

different elements opposed to this that insteatifyen favour of the top-down model.

In the first place, the role assigned to the Regiém connection with the
equalisation funds must not be forgotten, whichd&ithe State allots to them for allocation
among the Local Authorities. In the second placejust be borne in mind that the system
for funding the Regions, previously summarised,hiug include among its purposes the
functions pertaining to the matters within the seopf their concurrent and residual
legislative power, which functions are only in paxrercised at the administrative level by
the Regions, which, with their laws, must instedldcate to the Local Authorities: and
since the funding follows the exercise of the adstiative functions and not of legislative
power, it is inevitable that the Regions must tkee to it that most of the resources that the
decrees implementing the delegation will guaramtethe Local Authorities get to them.
Closely connected with this point is the provisarthorising the Regions to establish new
taxes of the Local Authorities, defining the amhifsautonomy recognised to them (Art.
12(1)g)). Moreover, it is even provided that thegRes shall establish for the benefit of the
Local Authorities shares in the yield of their tavand of their tax revenue shares — and this
despite the fact that the Constitution providediesieely for the sharing of State revenue

taxes.

All in all, while the Regions-Local Authorities etlons that conform to a top-

down model are many, they are nonetheless sparmegiylated by the Parliament Act of
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delegation, with the risk of leaving the Local Aatities at the mercy of the Regions in the
event that the decrees implementing the delegat@into fill this normative gap.
Conversely, the traditional binary model remainferaall, limited to the funding of

fundamental functions.

7. PUBLIC PROPERTY FEDERALISM

The discipline provided under Delegated Decree B®.of 2010, which has
implemented the Parliament Act of delegation reigaygublic property federalismdeals
with three aspects: the determination of the priogeerto be transferred to Regions and
Local Authorities, the identification of the assggninstitutions of the transfers, and the

modalities for the utilisation of such properties.

As for the determination of the properties to tans$ferred, the decree establishes
that a set of assets must in any case be conveStade (maritime and water property,
airports of regional and local interest, mines);reower, it establishes that some of the
remaining available assets are exempt from tran@berts and airports of national
importance, networks/systems of national interegiiways, items forming part of the
cultural patrimony, State parkshd natural reserves), while others must be singledbgut
means of a rather complex procedure. This procedsrenitiated by the State
administrations, which compile lists of the propestnecessary for them, and concludes
with decrees by the Prime Minister (Italian abbatiein “DPCM”) which, in agreement
with the representative organ of Regions and Léedhorities and at the proposal of the

Minister of the Economy, single out the propert@$e conveyed.

The assignees are public bodies that have regudsien among the lists of
properties to be transferred those that intereminthaccompanying the request with the
submission of a plan concerning the valorisatiogrdbf. In the event that a property is
requested by more than one public body, the assghshall take place on the basis of a
set of criteria as stated in the decree, whichtlgesame used in compiling the lists of the

properties to be transferred. The assignment tpleee with a DPCM, at the proposal of
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the Minister of the Economy, and may be arranged pro quotabasis in favour of more

than one public body.

Except for State maritime, water and airport props, the properties are
transferred to the alienable assets (i.e. to tketasntended for economic exploitation) of
the assignee public bodies, which, however, cadudec them in their institutional
properties or inalienable assets (i.e. assign ttugrthe direct exercise of their institutional
functions). Any fees/rents that the public bodia;igrom the assets are detracted from the
resources recognised to them at the time of impheatien of fiscal federalism, while only
75% the resources gained from the alienation ofpitogperties are granted to the public
body, with the remainder going to the State andcalied for the reduction of the public
debt.
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