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ExecuStuimmear y

The overall objective of thewgly is a systematic analysis of problefased by
European border regions (and eventually other European rediom$pmissing

links in small scale infrastructure$his means that the study is limited to the
physical transport infrastructuseich as roads and railsat qualifies as being of
almost exclusively local or regional importance. Usually these are secondary or
tertiary roads, secondary railway lines, and eventually other infrastructure like
e.g. cycling lanes, narregauge railways or ports of local importahcken case
studies were carried out with the objective obmbiring the required
geographical scope amtomprehensive coverage thie relatecchallenges and
solutions.Desk research and interviews were the main sources of this study.

Part 1 of the study analytically dealwith commuters as the most important
group of smallscale border crossing infrastture uses. Five areatiave been
identified in Europ&s being major commuting flows:

France/Germany/BeNeLux (estimated at 300,000 persons)

Switzerland (300,000 persons)

Austria/Germany/Czech Republic/Slovakia/Hungary/Slovenia (estimated
at 130,00(persons)

A Denmark/Sweden/Finland/Estonia (estimated at 50,000 persons)

A United Kingdom/Ireland (estimated at 30,000 persons)

> I I>

Following a topdown approach for road border crossintge study shows
basic correlation between population density dredaverage distance between
road border crossings. Additionally, there are two main factors influencing the
density of existing border crossings:

A The EU 13 countries have significantly less border crossings among
themselves and also, although to a lesseméxteth EU 15countries,
than the EU 1%vithin itself.

A Geographical obstacles have a significant influence; however, regions
with geographical obstaclese often populated less densebo.

This leads to threamain types of challenged border zon#szat areto be
considered for thetudy:

! For a detailed definition of infrastructure, reference is made to Ar291df Regulation (EU) No 1315/2013 of
the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2013 on Union guidelines for the development of
the transEuropean transport netwoakd repealing Decision No 661/2010/EU.



A Densely populated areas with high commuter flows that may need
additional border crossings due to their high demand, even when existing
infrastructure is highly developed (usually EU15/EU15 borders). These
are mostnteresting for public transpairfrastructure investment, too;

>

EU 13/EU 15 and EU 13/EU 13 borders, mainly because of investment
backlogs, scarcity of investment funds and low demand for many years

>

Borders with geographical obstacles like rivers omuntains with often
low population density, where investment requirements for new border
infrastructure are very high

The results of the costenefit analysisresummarized in the tableelow.

Table1l. Summary of costs and benefits of smaliale border crossings

Factors Drivers

Benefits A Financiers, Public Transpor{ A Population density
Authority?,  operators:  eventuall A Proximity  to larger
infrastructure fees for railways an  agglomerations
ports A High commuter flows

A Users: reduction of travelling time af A Scarcity of existing borde
cost, increased  convenience|  crossings
A

reachability of centres, eventua Removal of known

network effects or adaptability {  bottlenecks

increased demand
A Local public: crossbordertegional
development, eventually reduction
emissions, reduction in  ener
consumption, increased safety
Investment A Geographical barriers wit
Maintenance bridges and tunnels as t
significant cost factors
Attraction of new road traffic Additional road traffic
Modal shift from rail, cycling, Private cars replacin
walking to road or from bus to priva public transport
car. A Road transport replacin
electrified rail transport
cycling, walking

Internal costs

Externalcosts

D>\ DDy
> >

Themain differences between road and rail border crossings are

A Rail needs higher traffic volumes than road

A Investment focus tends strongly towards the main lines

A In many cases, the question is not about constructing a new line but
revitalizing an existig rail link or avoiding its closure

Z|n the sense giurchasers of public transport services.



A In many cases, operational measures can bring significant benefits
without or with justminimal infrastructure investment

TEN-T beingthe EUG snain transport policy instrumenifferentiates between
core and comprehensive netwerkMore essentially, ifocuses on expanding
high-grade infrastructurevhich resultsin a relatively loosely woven network,
especially for the most important transpsystem beingroad transportTEN-T
concentrate on the tallenge ofconnectingthe large centres of the Etdther

than onthe challenge related toeveryday shofto-medium distance transport
within the regions. This transport policy focus has repercussions also on
cohesion policy.

Part 2 assessdbe following main funding possibilitiesoffered by the EU
according to their suitability for financing smaltale cros®order
infrastructure

A Connecting Europe Facility

A European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF)
A European Fund for Strategic Investment (EFSI)

A Loans from the European Investment Bank (EIB)

ESIF is themost obvious instrument of choice for EU funding of srsdhle
border infrastructure in terms of project volumes and with its focus on road
projects. With this instrument, revenue generaptays a role with respect to
rail and port infrastructure. A major challenge is the TENonnection required

in the exante assessment.

EIB, CEF, EFSI seem less likely as funding instruments sincesttity is
primarily dealing with secondary and terfiamfrastructure. ElIBsupported
fundsfinancingsmaller projects couldquallybe an option.

The attraction of private funds has to deal with the problem of lacking er non
existent revenues for most of the projects under stunavative concession or
PPP models could be set up with alternative sources of revenue (e.g. public
purse paying for the use of privately built infrastructure;rearked taxes).

In Part 3, ten case studiase themanalysed. The lessons learned comprise the
following points:

A Historical and geographical barrier§he kvel of mobility is highest
among the sample in the highly integrated EU15/EU15 borders, even
when they are geographically challendéet ES/FR or FI/SEthere is
also high cros®order mobility in historically losely integrated EU13




borders (AT/SK, DE/PL, HR/SI). Very low levelshow BG/EL and
BG/RO.

>

Lack of harmonization and cooperatian Differing administrative
structures, procedures and regulations as well as technical standards
between neighbouring MS delaypd hamper border crossing projects.

>

Political backing The development and planning of border crossing
transport infrastructure requires dedication of all actors; otherwise the
efforts are at risk to fail.

>

Local acceptance The acceptance o€rossborder infrastructure has
become increasingly vulnerable over the recent ydaesefugee flows of
2015, high unemployment rates, fears of criminality and a general trend of
rising nationalism endangére acceptance f@additional border crossings

at local and national levels.

>

Responsibility without resourcedPecentralisation approaches without
adequate financial endowments halefacto more an effect of shuffling
off responsibility b the weakest link in the chain; scarce local budgets
will be used to cover the most immediate repair needs but will not allow
to venture into crosborder project.

>

Importance of EU fundingIn economically challenged regions, the
projects a& mainly financed by EU funding; ETC is used to finance
investment preparan and investment and is the key financial lever for
EGTCs which often play a decisive role

>

Procurement errors in procurement procedures at least retroactive
cancellation of procurement processes seem to ssa@

>

Power of the incumbent statalvaays: In some countries, models for the
regionalization of railway lines that are scheduled for closure exist (e.g.
Germany, Italy, Austria). However, LRA often have no real influence on
decisions concerning missing railway links.

>

Rail infrastructure In the case of rail infrastructure, mgg links do not
necessarily concern the construction of infrastructure; often the missing
links are rooted inoperational problems om the lackingtechnical
harmonization.

Based on the analysis above, Part 4 driégm<ollowing recommendations



Identification of projects

CoR should initiate @olicy networkby systematically contactingational and
regional transport authoritiesegional stakeholders and support structures in
ETC-programmes, EGTCs, JASPERSview of identifying missing links.A
working groupconsisting of representatives of CoR, Association of European
Border Regions, DG REGIO, DG MOVE, TRAN, INEA, EIB, JASPERS, road
and railway associations should be set up in order to develop and communicate
recommendations on the issue of missing links in sewale bordecrossing
infrastructure.The working group can developjaint assessment methddr
projects concerning the closing of missing links (dm=tefit analysis)Road
projects shall be pridrsed according to

A High population density, existence of crdswder functional areas

A Low density of existing border crossing points, long distance to the
adjacent border crossing points, especially in the case of

o0 Borders along the former Irddurtain and EU13 borders
o Geographical obstacles

Since network length and coverage of European railways is much easier to
oversee than road infrastructure, the objective shoulddoen@rehensive lisbf
missing cros$order links. The point of departure is the list collected byPME
Michael Cramer anthe recent DG MOVE study

LRA policy

Local acceptance:It is recommendedhat one of the actors in the
Working Group initiates the collection i numler of best practice
examples of smakicale border crossing projeas a byproduct of the
abovementioned list of projectsin order to improve local and regional
acceptance of additional bordenossing infrastructure, models oivic
involvementbasedon best practicehould be set up and disseminatéd.
a later stage, such models could become part of-Efidfed projects.

Regional rail connections Contacts with the European state railways
should be sought in order to constructively discuss issues of border
crossing regional railways and drafting up joint solutions (regionalization
like in Germany, Italy or Austria, dedicatedbsidizingschemes).

EGTCs: It is highly recommended that CoR keeps up its continuous
efforts to pranotethe instrument of EGTCs in Europe.



Funding

In the upcomingMid-Term Review of the MultAnnual Financing Framework
(MFF) the CoR should support an amendment to the fR&igilations (i.e. the
CPR and the ERDF Regulatian)orderto enablegheuse of ESIF funds (mostly
ERDF) for noRTEN-T road projectsvhereverthey prove significant European
added value along the criteria set out aboMemight be considered to
reformulate the underlying policy objective for transport: the aspect of
secondary connectivity should be decoupled from the concentration oAl TEN
and its feeders. Borderossing transport infrastructure should be considered as
a substantial part of the Europeanradgesame as the TEN

Provided that a larger policy package of missing links irlBlregions can be
identified, a0 CE F 6 f-smale infrastauttures advisablelUpon initiative of

the EC and several MS tligB could set up a dedicated fuadpporting small
scale bordecrossng infrastructure projects. The major criteria in project
appraisal should beonnectivity potential for an integrated development of the
crossborder functional regiomnd improved access to labour markétgher

EU oo-funding rates could compensate for low interest in border section from a
national MS point of view.

The development oPPP_modelshould be closely followed and best practice
should be propagated. Specific technical assistance in order to improvertransf
know-how on PPP should be provided. For PPP projects that do not generate
sufficient revenues to cover the whole investment, a blending of financial
instruments, credit funding or private equity funding with EU grants should be
made possible in order #&itract private investment.

The life-cycle cost principleshould be introduceds a guiding principlento
project assessmentethods applied and recommended by European institutions
in orderto avoid disproportionate maintenance codaggr stages of the project
life cycle.

Business models

Rail: Established crosBorder cooperation mechanisms such as standing
conferences and committees or EGTCs can be a valuable support in
raising awareness, lobbying and elaboration of viablations and should

be used as policy instrument®ptions to reduce operating costs via
regional vehicle pools, regional marketa ¥endering of concessioasd

so forthshould be initiated, promoted and financyaupported by EU
institutions.



Road: See the aboveecommendationsoncerning PPP.

Harmonisation and interoperability

Based on best practice, specifsetup and governance structurésr the
implementation of crosborderprojectsshall be developed and made known. A
specific crossorderlegal framework at EU levals well asharmonised permit
proceduresire interesting options that should be investigated in more detail.

The ongoing activities at EU level concerninil interoperabilityshould be
closely monitored and their impact on LRAs constantly assessed.






|l ntroducti on

The overall objective of thegly is a systematic analysis of problefased by
European border regions (and eventually other European rediom$pmissing
links in small scale infrastructures.

For the purpose ofthd udy, -sitamal i nfrastructureo
physical transport infrastructure (mainly roads aadway lines with their
respective bridges and tunnels) that qualifies as being of almost exclusively
local or regional importance. Usually these are secondary or tertiary roads,
secondary railway lines, and eventually other infrastructure like e.gingycl
lanes, narrowgauge railways or ports of local importafice

The borders éalt with in the sidy comprise land and river borders between two
(or more) EU Member States (MS). Borders with accession countries and other
European countries are not part of shedy. Sea borders like the Channel or the
Sound will be taken into consideration by b not form a focal point of the
study.

The focus of the studiies on passenger mobility; however, it is assumed that at
least road infrastructure will also play a role for regional freight transport.

In the past monthghorder mobilityhas become a politically highly sensitive
topic in the context of theefugee crisis. Border management has conquered the
newsrooms and there seems to be a tendency towards political decisions that are
not solely oriented towards purely economic consittara.

Overview of the Study

Part lis the analytical part of the studyd seek$o present several overarching
aspects, in particular:

A the policy options, the main target regions to be considered, the main

_ players and

A the geographical and factual frawork in order to develop the policy
options

% For a detailed definition of infrastructure, reference is made to A/291df Regulation (EU) No 1315/2013 of
the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 December 2013 on Union guidelines for the development of
the transEuropean transport netwoakd repealing Decision No 661/2010/EU.



Part 1 consists oblur sections:

Overview on the transport modes covered in the Study
Overview on facts and figures related to crbesder commutingaind the

other main user groups;

An overview on the balers, border regions and their characteristics with
a separate section on railways

An introduction tothe Trans European Transport NetwoflEN-T as
major European transport policy element and its implications for
secondary transportation networkscapillaries

> I

>

In Part 2, the main funding possibilities provided by the EU will be assessed
according to their suitability for financing smaltale cros®order

infrastructure:

A Connecting Europe Facility

A European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF)
A European Fund for Strategic Investment (EFSI)

A Loans from the European Investment Bank (EIB)

Additionally, existingoptions for mobilising private funding are discussed
this part

For Part 3, ten case studies are presdantgdding

~

A existing secondgrand tertiary links in order to point out thenfition of

_such links as well as
A planned/missing links in order to give an understanding of the underlying

challenges, investment needs, eventual gaps in planning etc.

Part 4 provides recommendations focgson the role of LRA and of the CoR
concerning:

Prioritisation

Governancerad funding sources (EU/private)
Argumentsin view of the MFF review
Cooperation with other stakeholders

> I>» I> I>
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Part 1: Overview and analysis of the
Issue of missing crossborder

transport links at local and regional

level in the EU
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1 Modes of transportation

Road transport is by far the most important mode of transport H2&Eand
transport. Therefore, and because of the focus on sauale transport
infrastructure,roatl r ansport ( tphlasthermaintote in trdudyo a d 0 )

Railt ransport ( tab the seeohdt neost important 1dnd ransport
mode for local and regional transpornbatis extensively covered, too.

Other transport modes that are dealt with are cycling and water transport. Cycle
routes are not a focus on this study since planning and financing can be easily
funded from ETC programmes. Exampleave beenconsideredwhen they
coincided with secondry/tatiary road connections. Theoimt of departurdan

this contextis the EuroVelo network. Concerning water transport, the key
examples are ferries to cross border rivers.

There are significant differences between the different modes of transport,
especiay road and railwith regards tothe legal background, financing,
ownership and management of infrastructure as well as the operators using the
infrastructure that have to be taken into consideration for many of the research
guestions guiding the study.

The table below points atome of the urderlying key considerations when
discussing smallescalecrossborder infrastructure.

Table2. Modes of transportsecondary networks and their characteristics
Comment

Transport mode

Road The sudy focus is orbordercrossing oflocal and regional roads

General characteristics:
Generallyspeakingroad infrastructure is by far the most flexible type
transportinfrastructurei this refers to mode and settings of transy
flows (such as individual andublic transpor}, vehicles and purposeof
travel (all)

Institutional setting:

Local and regional road connections are mostly publicly ownedvaed
it comes to maintenandée most MSsuch roadsre in hands of Local an
Regional Authorities (LRAs)construction is often cinanced by severg

4 EU-28 modal split 2013 in passenger transport: 82.3 %, thereof 72.3 % private car and 8.1 % bus, as opposed
to railkbound modes with 8.1 %, thereof 6.6 % rail and 1.5 % tram/metro; freight transport road 71.9 % as
opposed to rail 17 % and inland waterways 6.4 % (European Commission, EU Transport iniFBlatéestical
Pocketbook 2015, Luxembourg 2015, p. 37 and 46).

12



Transport mode Comment

tiers of government; EU Cohesion Policy has had an itapbfunction
as funding source.

Drivers in development:
The major impetus for development sfich roads in border areas are:

A’ commuting to work
A tourism cévelopment
A accessibility of peripheral areas

Probability of investment:
When comparingthe investments in infrastructure in the pdscade
(since the major enlargement of EU in 2004) ttlear focus of
investment in EU12 has beam rehabilitation andexpansion of roa(
infrastructure.

A specific case is the situation along the former Iron Curth former
dividing line between EU15 and EB1

Ralil Thestudy focus is on bord@rossing secondary links

General characteristics
The cevelopment bseondary networkss mostly histori@al and closely
linked to industrialisation Nationalist and militarist objectiveled to a
lack of border links and interoperability in order to protect the dom
rail industry and prevent military invasiomhe eonomically viable
operation of such lines depends on significant commuter flows
marked peaks such as commuting to wddk educational purposer
light rail/tramway connections in creg®rder conurbations

Institutional setting
With the exceptin of urban rail (metro and tram)epmaration of
infrastructure and operation with open access for licensed ra
undertakings against payment of infrastructure ifemeaning that rai
infrastructure generates revenuddain line infrastructureis usually
stateowned and managed by statevned incumbent infrastructu
manager; secondary lines some countriesare partly taken over by
LRAs (e.g. Germany, Austria, Italyyith train operationgo-financed by,
public service contracts and often rbg LRA-owned smaller railway
undertakingsMetro/tramis usually owned and run by LRA.

Drivers in development
Examples for the repeningand rehabilitation of such croeg®rder lines
are based on:

A examples along the former Iron Curtain in the past two decdies
which provide links tothe capital or secondafytertiary cities in
proximity of the border (e.g. VienrBratislava, RetZngmo £ )

13



Transport mode Comment

A oftenthesupport by LRA and local citized gr,oups
A in case of electric traction, environmentally most friendly mod
transportation with the lowest external costs

Probability of investment:

Across Europethere is mostly stée-owned railway infrastructure
incumbent state infrastructure managensd to focus heavinvestment
on main connections and higipeed networkd; There is ageneral treng
to abandorsecondary networksr set such lines owf use

Cyclists /
pedestrians

In general infrastructure developed solely for use lwyclists or
pedestrians is not a focus of theudy. But still there are examples whe
development of such infrastructure servesststing pointto expand
crossborder connections.

Most characteristics of cyclist and pedestrian infrastructure are
similar to te ones of road connections. In many cases cyclig
pedestrian infrastructure agses road infrastructure. Construction is of
co-funded from regional and locaources;maintenace is mostly in
hands of LRAs.

The comparatively small funding volumefssoich projects are usually n
an impediment for realisation in particular since such projects have
long tradition in Strand A of Interreg, i.e. the crd®sder strand (with
finding rates up to 85% from ERDF).

Water transport

Small portsare usually owned by LRA.

Similar to rail infrastructure, ports generate revenues via port fees.
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2 Cross-border passenger flows

2.1 Crossborder commuting

Most probably theana | o r r teeifos geconddry crodsorder linksis the
improved acessfor crossborder commuters mainly for work or educational
purposes

From the perspective oftransportation networks such crossborder links
comprise in particular:

A Secondary links from more remote regionsémtres(capitd, secondary
or tertiary cities

A Secondary links in crogsorder conurbations or crebsrder functional
areas which might be an alternative to congestath arteries or might be
a corsequence of suburbanisation in case of maggiomerations

Labour markeis a sensitive issu@as witnessed not least throughde long

periods of opening the labour markets to workers from the-&Poland,
Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary and
Slovenia) aftethe secad major accession wave in 200Zhe economicrisis

has not mitigated the debafes Eur of o u n the gfteraired fears onu t : g
immigration that used to be directed mainly towards-Bthimmigrantsi that

they are abusing the welfare system, taking scarce jobs from native workers, and
enablingemployers to undercut local pay ratésare increasingly focused on
intra-EU mobility in the public debat®

Key drivers for cros®order commutingre

é Labour market and job offers
A Wage differentials

A 2009 MKW study dactorssof atteactige ddastinationgigsu | | ¢
preval ent t o t tn&avourgblacenditons fatshomedddit®onalo f
factors favouring croseorder commutingdentifiedin the studyare':

® pytlikova, Mariola, The effect of EU enlargements and labour market openings on migration, 2diary
(http://www.ferdi.fr/sites/www.ferdi.fr/files/evenements/presentations/pytlikovg,. pd 3.

® Eurofound (2015), Eurofound yearbook 2014: Living amdrking in Europe, Publications Office of the
European Union, Luxembourg, p. 18.

" MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH et al., Scientific Report on the Mobility of GRmsler Workers within
the EU27/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (commissioned by Europgaommission DG Employment and
Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p. \AKX.
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é Infrastructural accessibility
A Housing prices
A Enlargement of theraaapplyingthe Schengem\greement in 2007

It is difficult to get statistical data on crebsrder commutingThe figuresfor
2006 are taken frorthe MKW study The 2014 data on the origin tife flows
do not only comprise daily, weekly or monthly commuters but also migmants
general, which is whthedata are not directly comparable.

Table3. Number of commuter§ comparison 2006 2014

Country | 2006 | 2014
Destinatiofi Origin® Destinatior’ Origin**
EU/EFTA 778,478 778,478 n/a 1,867,100 (EUV)
Switzerland 206,310 9,302 297,458 (2015) 18,300
Luxembourg 127,533 780 n/a 4,300
Germany 86,334 117,396 n/a 266,400
Netherlands 58,115 17,766 n/a 40,800
Austria 48,12 26,394 n/a 55,300
Belgium 38,699 77,834 n/a 105,800
Monaco 25,160 n/a n/a
Finland 22,360 4,284 n/a 4,300
Czech Republig 20,747 11,677 n/a 39,800
Ireland 17,000 12,000 n/a 13,200 (2013)
Norway 15,919 1,963 n/a n/a
Denmark 15,333 1,263 n/a 9,500
Liechtenstein 15,043 1,272 n/a n/a
UK 14,700 17,000 n/a 66,700
Hungary 14,089 16,790 n/a 99,700
Italy 11,116 50,407 n/a 104,600
France 10,653 283,994 n/a 431,500
Sweden 6,388 31,023 n/a 53,200

8 MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH et al., Scientific Report on the Mobility of GBmmsler Workers within
the EU27/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (commissioned by Europgaommission DG Employment and
Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p. 20.

® MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH et al., Scientific Report on the Mobility of GRssler Workers within
the EU27/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (commissioned by European Consinis DG Employment and
Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p. 18.

19 http://www.bfs.admin.ch/bfs/portal/en/index/themen/03/02/blank/kexglebstaetige0/grenzgaenger.html

" hitp://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.déi Emp | oy ment and commuti ng

by

N U

with ACountry/region of. worko set to AForeign country
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Country | 2006 | 2014

Spain 6,000 8,218 n/a 64,900
Greece 5,600 200 n/a n/a
Portugal 4,000 3,000 n/a 39,700
Andorra 2,342 0 n/a n/a
Slovakia 0 31,433 n/a 133,600
Estonia 0 20,500 n/a 21,700
Slovenia 0 13,300 n/a 15,900
Poland 0 9,282 n/a 141,300
Bulgaria 0 6,600 n/a 29,200
Romania 0 3,100 n/a 94,500
Latvia 0 1,000 n/a 13,500
Lithuania 0 700 n/a n/a
Croatia n/a n/a n/a 25,200

Sources: MOT, MKW, EurostaBwiss Federal Statistical Office

Map 1. Commuting balance by country (2006/2007)

127533 Absolute number of commuters
B In-commuters
s Out-commuters
Commuting balance
Ueraboung I -50,000 and less
I -50,000 to 15,000
25160 -15,000 to -5,000
o -5,000 to +5,000
Monaco . 5,000 to 15,000
15043 5
Liechtenstein
e
Andorra
3. ‘ >
Yty
Source:MKW.
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The MKW study ®mes t o t he a@lthoughl niosticammutingh a t
streams are stillcentredi n t he Aheart o of Eur ope,
developing, like in the Scandinavian countries or in the Austrian border area.
Commuting potentials that should be fostered in the following years mainly lie

in Eastern and Southern Europe (Baltic states, the Balk&ns)

The figures publishedin the 2009study and confirmed also by a more recent
datd® hint atseveralareasof crossborder commuting in the Ethat are likely

to represent the major part of curréotvs, toa It should not be forgotten that
for determining crosborder infrastructure requirements, daily commuting is the
most important factor so that migration flows are not dealt with here.

A Northrwestern and Western Europe France, Germany, Belgium,
Netherlands, Luxembourg representing abdGt % of all European
commutes. Here the share of daily commuters is high, probably because
of well-developed transport connectidhs

>

Switzerland and Liechtenstein (as Ad® not part © the study). For
2015, Swiss Federal Statistics Office published a figure of 297,458 cross
border commuters thereof 159,429 from France, 69,222 from ltaly,
58,988 from Germany and 7,792 from Austtia

>

Central Europe between Germany, Austria, Slovakangary, Czech
Republic, SloveniaHere the share of daily commuters is also relatively
high, especially between Austria and Germany as well as between
Hungary and Austriéabout 45,000 in 2019'®.

12 MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH et al., Scientific Report on the Mobility of GRmsler Workers within

the EU27/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (commissioned by European Commission DG Employment and
Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p. VII.

13 https://isaforum2016.wordpress.com/2015/02/03/separatorg-from-life-crossbordercommutersin-
centrateurope/

14 MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH et al., Scientific Report on the Mobility of GRmsler Workers within

the EU27/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (commissioned by European Commission DG Employment and
Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p. 40.

15 hitp://www.bfs.admin.ch/bfs/portal/en/index/themen/03/02/blank/key/erwerbstaetige0/grenzgaenger.html

16 http://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/474066/umfrage/grenzgarrimyschweiznach

herkunftslaendern/

" Research projecfRANSLAB i CrossBorder Labour Mobility, Trasnational Labour Markets and Social
Differentiation in the Central European Regidnttps://isaforum2016.wordpress.com/20130R?separating
work-from-life-crossbordercommutersin-centrateurope/

8 MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH et al., Scientific Report on the Mobility of GRmsler Workers within

the EU27/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (commissioned by European Commnis®G Employment and
Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p. 40.
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A Northern EuropdetweenDenmark, Sweden, Finland, Estomvith daily
commuting especially between Sweden and Denmathere the
constructiorof the Sound Bridgaadopened new possibilities in 2080

A British Isles between UK and Irelancand a high share of daily
commuters’.

The below marovidesan overview.

Map 2. Crossborder commuting’ main increase zones in Europe

500 km

| S— e —
300 mi

© d-maps.com

BE/ DE/ FR/ LU/ NL
300,000

AT/ CH/ DE/ LI/ IT
300,000

AT/ CZ/ DE/ HU/ SI/ SK
130,000

DK/ EE/ FI/ SE
50,000 B

IE/ UK
30,000

ey

Source: own extrapolation from variogsurces (see text)

The three main areas identified above are also the European areas that show the
most marked crosisorderfunctional areas, obvious in DE/FR/BENELUX, but
also e.g. in the Lake Constance area (DE/CH/AT) or Vidnadislava.

19 MKW WirtschaftsforschungsmbH et al., Scientific Report on the Mobility of CreBsrder Workers within

the EU27/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (commissioned by European Commission DG Employment and
Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p. 40 and 79.

2 MKW Wirtschaftsforschug GmbH et al., Scientific Report on the Mobility of Crddsrder Workers within

the EU27/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (commissioned by European Commission DG Employment and
Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p. 40.
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In general, thedirection of thecommuter flows careasily be explained by
differences in unemployment rates s A pus h(@g. Framaeand its
neighbours), differences in wagass A p u |l (Switzeflaad¢cEUIBEUL3
borders in Central Europe and the Baltic amgag combination of both

Besides the areas with high crdsswder commuting activity, there are
Ashadowo z onmrBance and@pain boentnutee flows are very low
(France to Spain 3,000; in the other direction from Spain to France 700 and
1,600 to Andorrd) Also the commuter flows among EU 13 countries seem to
be smaller than with EU 15.

2.2 Other purposes for secondey border crossings

Crossborder shopping plays a role when differences in taxation, wages (for
services), logistics costs or market structures (monopoly and oligopolyweents
strong competition; economies of scale in larger mayketsult in significant
consumeprice differences.

The ones of high crosborder activity are

A Along the EU15/EU13 bordersyainly DE/PL, DE/CZ, AT/CZ, AT/SK,
AT/HU, AT/SI; eg. the designer outlet Parndanf Eastern Austria had
800,000 visitors from neighbouring Slovakia in 2014 (17 % of its
customersalmost as many as from nearby Vienfia

A Switzerland records high outflow of purchasing pawespecially with
the strength of the Swiss Frahc

A The highly integrated SarLorLux area between France, Germany and
Luxembourg.

Another purpose could be tourism where significant seasonal peaks might fuel
plans for the improvement or rehabilitation of border crossings.

2L Spulber, Adela, Boudry, Jorwn, Da Silva Barra, Lucie, CroB®rder Economic Developmerit
Introductioni Project Factsheets (Mission Opérationnelle Transfrontaliere), Paris, September 2015, p. 37.
2 Cf. Matha, Thomas Y., Porpiglia, Alessandro, Ziegelmeyer, Michael, ®asker cormuting and consuming
- an empirical investigation (European Central Bank Working Paper Series No 1661 / March 2014).

23 hitp://kurier.at/wirtschaftharktplatz/asiatestuermerdesigneroutletparndorf/146.997.875

4 E.g. http://www.baizer.ch/aktuell/index.cfm?rID=5464ttp://www.badischezeitung.de/basel/grenzgaenger
und-einkaufstouristetwassagenschweizerexperter-99382119.html
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3 Cross-border road infrastructure

3.1 Typology of borders

Methodologically, a tomlown approach has been choserethe sheer density
of the European secondary and tertiary road netwaagkes it impossible to
enumerate and assess all relevant border crossirdgtail within the scope of
the present sidy, especiallywhen it comes tooad transportThis approach will
be complemented by specific examples in order not to @mgsimportant
aspectsvhen applying a purely statistical and theoretical approach.

The lasisis a typologyof intra.EU borders based on a muttiteria aproach:

A

>

>

>

>

Geographica criteria: Natural barriers likemountains, rivers, climatic
extremes (e.g. arctic conditiontsdve an impact othe cost and feasibility
of small CB transport linksbridges and tunnelsequire significantly
higher investment in construction and maintenance.

Demographicécriteria: Additional border crossings iredsely populated
areasor large agglomerationare likely towield higher benefitthan in
sparselypopulated areas.

Crossborder functional areaslLike demography, they hint at higher
requirements of border crossingfiese areas aedso themost interesting
ones with regards tavestmendin public transport infrastructure

Commuter flows Based on the analysis ohda previous chapter, a
gualitative assessment will bevgn hinting at increased demand for
border crossings.

Historical/political ( At y p e :orhe kEES @)the idferentiation
between EU15/EU15 borders with their long history of integration,
EU15/EU13 borders looking back at the disruption after the Second
World War and a yet unfinished process of rebuilding and EU13/EU13
bordersoftenfacing consequences décaddong underinvestmentt has
beennoted that, with the exception of important agglomerst near the
border, the two latter types of borders show arddvelopment in
infrastructuré®. EU15/EU15 borderareusually only problematic in case

of natural obstacles (mountains) or veaw populationdensity

% MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH Empirica, Kft., Scientific Report on the Mobility of CreB®rder
Workers within the ELR7/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (study commissioned by European Commission
- DG Employment and Social Affairs), Munich, January 20099p. 7
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A TENT: The elative locatiorwith respetto TEN-T corridors and nodes
provides a basis for the assessment of EU poliapgin the other parts
of the sudy. It also hints at the potential for strengthening of multimodal
transport.

A Density of available border crossings the area The aithors expect
diminishing marginal utility of additional borderossing facilities in
already welsupplied regions as opposed to new facilities in
undersupplied areas.

A Infrastructure quality:Analysis kased on a 2009 MKW study assessing
the bordefcrossng transport infrastructure @ obstacle to crosborder
commuting with the aid of a group of expéttsHowever, merely the
remarks dealing with transport infrastructure sensu strictadopted

For a quick visual orientationthe potentially probleratic data fields are marked
in greyin the following table The icka is that thisnulti-criteria analysis revesl
patternghat allow for andentification ofpotential problem areas.

% MKW Wirtschaftsforschung GmbH Empirica, Kft., Scientific Report on the Mobility of CreB®rder
Workers within the ELR7/EEA/EFTA Countrie$ Final Report (study commissioned by European Commission
- DG Employment and Social Affairs), Munich, Januaf09, p. 4849.

22



Table4. Overview on the typology of borders

Demography

Cross-border

BC road

Infrastructure

Length Geographical . . Commuter Type TEN-T Core :
Border 27 (population functional . (average quality (MKW
(km) obstacles density}® areas flows MS Corridors distance)® 20095
Dense, significantly Baltic-Adriatic
rural (éZ) sparse EU15/ Corridor (1)
AT-CZ 466 e ’ High Orient / East 24,5
predominantly rural 13 )
Med Corridor
(AT) (@)
Scandinaviari Few border
Mediterranean crossings
Dense, significantly Austrian Corridor (5) because of
AT-DE 784 Mountainous |rural (Egst), Sparse| ppina Valley: High EU15/ 12.6 rivers and
(Alps) predominantly rural Salzburg 15 Rhinei Danube mountains. No
(Western AT) Corridor (9) connection of
the motorway A
94 to Austria.
Orient / East In the southerr
Medium, EU15/ Med Corridor part few public
AT-HU 366 significantly rural / High 13 4) 28,2 transport and
predominantly rural Rhinei Danube fast roads.
Corridor (9)
AT-IT 430 Mountainous | Medium, EU15/ | Baltic-Adriatic 43 Only three mair
(Alps) significantly rural 15 Corridor (1) traffic routes

27 http://www.espacesransfrontaliers.org/en/beldorders/

28 http://www.nordregio.se/en/Metameny/Abenibrdregio/Journabf-Nordregio/Journabf-Nordregio2010/Journabf-Nordregieno-2-2010/EUandNordregiorurak

definitions/

%9 Main soure http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/horaéfairs/elibrary/documents/policies/bordesmdvisas/schengen/dattists_of ms_notifactions_article_34_en.pdfher sources
%0 MKW Wirtschaftsforschung Gmbkl Empirica, Kft., Scientific Report on the Mobility of CreB®rder Workers within the EA27/EEA/EFTA Countries Final Report
(study commissioned by European Consiga- DG Employment and Social Affairs), Munich, January 2009, p49.8



http://www.espaces-transfrontaliers.org/en/bdd-borders/
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http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/e-library/documents/policies/borders-and-visas/schengen/docs/lists_of_ms_notifactions_article_34_en.pdf

Border

Length
(km) 27

Geographical

obstacles

Demography
(population
density)*®

(IT), sparse,
predominantly rural
(AT)

Cross-border
functional
areas

Commuter
flows

Type

MS

TEN-T Core
Corridors

Scandinaviari
Mediterranean

BC road

Infrastructure

(average quality (MKW

distancef®

2009°

because of the
mountains.
Train
connection
between Bozer
and Innsbruck

. too long.
Corridor (5) Driving long
mountain roads
takes much
time and is
dangerous.
River Dense Baltic-Adriatic
AT-SK 91 (Morava), predominantly Vlen_na/ High ELis Co_rndf)r (1) 22,8
Bratislava 13 Rhinei Danube
Urban urban :
Corridor (9)
. Predominantly rura . L
AT-S| 330 Mountainous Dense (East). spar High EU15/ Baltlp-Adrlatlc 19.4
(Alps) (West) 13 Corridor (1)
North Sed
Dense, . Baltic Corridor
BE-DE 167 predominantly Euregio . High EU15/ (2) about 8
Maas/Rhine 15 I .
urban Rhinei Alpine
Corridor (6)
Dense, Eurometropolis EU1L5/ North Sed
BE-FR 620 predominantly Lille/Kortrijk/ High 15 Mediterranean <10
urban Tournai Corridor (8)




: Demography Cross-border . BCroad Infrastructure
Border IZE;%D Geé)%%rtzglfggal (population functional Cofrlr(l) rxl;ter Tl\yzge ngrr-il;jgge (average quality (MKW
density)*® areas distancef® 2009°
Dense, EU1S/ North Sed
BE-LU 148 predominantly High Mediterranean | about 7
15 :
urban Corridor (8)
North Sed
Dense Baltic Corridor
' Euregio . EU15/ | (2)
BE-NL 451 predominantly Maas/Rhine High 15 North Sed <10
urban ;
Mediterranean
Corridor (8)
: Orient / East
BG-EL 475 Mountainous Sparse,_ EU15/ Med Corridor 79,2
(Rhodopes) |predominantly rural 13 4)
Orient / East
. Med Corridor
BG-RO 631 (RD“;?ﬁrube) Sr%a(ljrsr?inantl rural Giurgiu/Ruse E;J = (4) La52
P y Rhinei Danube
Corridor (9)
— Orient/ East Few border
Mountainous Dense, significantly Med Corridor crossings
(Bavarian/ rural_(North). . EU15/ | (4) because of
CZ-DE 646 : Medium, High 20,2 .
Bohemian . 13 I mountains.
predominantly rural Rhinei Danube
FOITEED) (south) Corridor (9) S
inadequate.




Geographical

obstacles

Demography
(population
density)*®

Cross-border
functional
areas

Commuter
flows

Type
MS

TEN-T Core
Corridors

BC road
(average
distancef®

Infrastructure
quality (MKW
2009°

Not enough
communication
connections.

i Mountainous | Dense, significantly| Katowice/ EU13/ | Baltic-Adriatic
CZPL 796 (Sudetes) rural Ostrava 13 Corridor (1) 31,9
Orient / East
Mountainoud | Dense, significantly EUL13/ Med Corridor
CZ-SK 252 , 4 15,8
Continental |rural 13
Rhinei Danube
Corridor (9)
Scandinaviari
DE-DK 68 Drir;%%inantl rural High ESU 15/ Mediterranean 11
P y Corridor(5)
Atlantic Toofew
. Corridor (7) bridges across
N Upper Rhine, n/a (very : .
DE-FR 451 [River (Rhine) DIEEE, SgrIIEE, Greater High EULS/ L high % rlver'Rhne.
rural Redion 15 Rhinei Danube density) Train
g Corridor (9) y connections
inadequate.
Dense, EU1L5/ Long travel
DE-LU 138 predominantly High 15 <10 times by car

urban




: Demography Cross-border . BCroad Infrastructure
Border IZE;?ED Geé)%%rtzglfggal (population functional Cofrlr(lj rx:ter Tl\)zge nglrrLc?rz,re (average quality (MKW
density)*® areas distancef® 2009°
North Sed
Dense, . Baltic Corridor
DE-NL 577 predominantly II\E/IL;raesg/II(?)hine High E;J 15/ (2) <10
urban Rhinei Alpine
Corridor (6)
Too few
Sparse, significantl Frankfurt an North Sed tgtraidri%/eesr ilceri?:
DE-PL | 472 |River(Oder, jrural (North), densg . EULS/ | paitic Corridor | 295 | (before WW I
Neisse) predominantly rural . 13
Oder/Slubice (2) there were 50,
(South)
now there are
only 5).
Dense, Scandinaviari
DK-SE 1523 8 (M predominantly Kobeqhavn/ High EULS/ Mediterranean n/a_(Sounc
Sound) Malmo 15 : Bridge)
urban Corridor (5)
Sparse EUL3/ North Sed
EE-LV 339 Significantly rural / 13 Baltic Corridor 22,6
predominantly rural (2)
Mediterranean
Mountainous |, ,. EU15/ | Corridor (3)
ESFR 656 (Pyrenees) Mixed 15 Atlantic 3L.2
Corridor (7)
Sparse, EU15/ | Atlantic
ESPT 1214 predominantly rural 15 Corridor (7) 19,0
Boreal / Sea /| Sparse, EU15/
FI-SE 614 Remote Area [ predominantly rural 15 —




Border

Length

(km)?’

Geographical
obstacles

Demography
(population
density)*®

Cross-border
functional
areas

Commuter
flows

Type
MS

TEN-T Core
Corridors

BC road Infrastructure
(average quality (MKW
distancef® 2009°

: Menton/Nice/ .
FRIT 515 Mountainous Sparse San Remo/ High EU15/ Med!terranean 396
(Alps) Ventimiali 15 Corridor (3)
entimiglia
Dense EU15/ North Sed
FR-LU 73 Significantly rural / High Mediterranean 7
. 15 .
predominantly rural Corridor (8)
Dense, EU13/ | Mediterranean
HR-SI 668 predominantly rural 13 Corridor (3) 13,9
Sparse Mediterranean
HR-HU 348 Significantly rural / E3U e CO-I’I’Idf)r (3) 49,7
predominantly rural Rh'n.e' Danube
Corridor (9)
Orient / East
Medium EU13/ Med Corridor
HU-RO 448 Significantly rural / 13 4) 40,7
predominantly rural Rhinei Danube
Corridor (9)
Medium, EU13/ | Mediterranean
HU-S 102 predominantly rural 13 Corridor (3) 34
Dense, significantly Orient / East
’ Med Corridor
HU-SK 677 rural (V\l_est),sparse EU13/ 4) 398
predominantly rural 13 I
(East) Rhln.e| Danube
Corridor (9)




: Demography Cross-border . BCroad Infrastructure
Border IZE%?%D Geé)%gsrtzpélrggal (population functional Cofrlré rxl;ter Tl\%ge T(E:'c\,lrrnge (average quality (MKW
density)*® areas distancef® 2009)°
, No rail link.
Predominantly rura EU1LS/ North Sed
IE-UK 360 Dense (UK), sparse High 15 Mediterranean <10
(IE) Corridor (8)
Sparse, significantl Goricia/ Baltic-Adriatic
Continental/ |rural (North), densgq . EU15/ | Corridor (1)
IT-SI 232 : ) Trieste/ ) <10
Mountainous | predominantly rural Koper 13 Mediterranean
(South) P Corridor (3)
North Sed
LT-LV 453 Sparse,_ ELL Baltic Corridor | about 20
predominantly rural 13 )
Sparse EUL3/ North Sed
LT-PL 104 Significantly rural / Baltic Corridor 34,5
i 13
predominantly rural (2)
. Significantly rural A
PL-SK 541 Mountalnous Dense (West), EU13/ Baltl_cAdrlatlc 60
(Carpathians) ; 13 Corridor (1)
medium (East)




3.2 Analysis

Overall, there are 37af least partidlland bordes across the EU28, incluty
the DaniskhSwedish border. Theopoder regios in the EU28 are very diverse
with regards togeography, demographyistory andinfrastructure 37.5 % of
the EU populatiorlive in border regions.

Looking at the border regions by population denattfUTS 3 level? there are
large differences which can be categorised into dense (such-b& BEE-DE,
AT-SK), medium (such as DBE), mixed (such as FHRI, ESFR) and sparse
(such as SHI) regions. Dense regions are likely to be urban or metropolitan
areas such as Vienna/Bratislava or the Eurometropolis Lille/Kofitajkihai
while sparse regions exist in remote (such aSE) or pedominantly ruraf
areas (such as HSI).

Geographical obstacles are mainly mountains (Alps, Pyrenees, Rhodopes,
Sudetes, Carpathians etc.) and rivers (Rhine, Danube, Oder/Neisse, Morava).
Special cases are straits (the Sound between DK and SE) orregians
(FI/SE).

The average distance afad border crossingbas been calculated lmviding
the length of the border by the number of road border crossiiigge are
marked correlations witthe population densitgnd withthe geographical or
topographical character such as the Pyrenees at the F3paash border or the
boreal land coverage of the Baltic bordérs

For a first analysis,ife categories of border regions welefined from 1 (less
than 10km average distae between border crossings), such as the border
regions of the Benelux countries and theUK border regionto 5 (more than

50 km distance between border crossings), such as the Bulgangak and the
Polish-Slovak border region.

As illustrated in the¢able below, these two classifications can be etalsslated

to get afirst typology of the EU28 border regiofis According to this
categorisation, about 50% of the border regions have an average distance of less
than 22km. These are not only allocateddenséy populated areas, but also in

31 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/informatiaiiications/reports/2015/crosmrdercooperatiorin-the-

euas cited by European Commission, State of play of drosder railway sections in Europe, February 2016.

%2 http://www.nordregio.se/en/MapSraphs/01Populationanddemography/Populatiedensityin-2010/

33 http://www.nordregio.se/en/Metameny/AbeNbrdregio/Journabf-Nordregio/Journabf-Nordregic
2010/Journabf-Nordregiono-2-2010/EUandNordregicruraldefinitions/

3 http://www.eea.europa.eu/dagad maps/figures/biogeographiestgionsin-europel

% The DanishSwedish border was not included in this analysis, as it is not possible to calculate the average
distance between border crossings.
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http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/reports/2015/cross-border-cooperation-in-the-eu
http://www.nordregio.se/en/Maps--Graphs/01-Population-and-demography/Population-density-in-2010/
http://www.nordregio.se/en/Metameny/About-Nordregio/Journal-of-Nordregio/Journal-of-Nordregio-2010/Journal-of-Nordregio-no-2-2010/EU-and-Nordregio-rural-definitions/
http://www.nordregio.se/en/Metameny/About-Nordregio/Journal-of-Nordregio/Journal-of-Nordregio-2010/Journal-of-Nordregio-no-2-2010/EU-and-Nordregio-rural-definitions/
http://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/figures/biogeographical-regions-in-europe-1

sparsty populated areas such as 4V, EE-LV and ESPT, indicating the
strong economi@nd historicalbondsbetween these countries. Border regions
with a large distance between border crossingsnaostly found in sparsely
populated areas such as #E, BG-RO; however,also in areas of mixed
population density at each side of the border in a mountainous region like PL
SK.

Table5. Population densityi distance between border crossings

Population density /
Averagedistance between border Dense Medium Sparse Mixed SUM

crossings
1 (<11km) 8 0 0 2 10
2 (<22km) 3 0 3 3 9
3 (<40km) 2 3 1 4 10
4 (<50km) 0 1 1 1 3
5 (>50km) 0 0 3 1 4
SUM 13 4 8 11 36

An analysis of the borders according to the criteria of EU15/E8/$Bown in
the following table. The gap between the integration of EU 15 and EU 13 is
clearly visible

Table6. Type of Member Staté distance between border crossings
Average distance Number of borders with

Number of

Type of MS between border distances of more than 50 km
borders . :
crossings between border crossings
EU15/EU15 17 22 km 1 (FI-SE)i.e. 6 %
EU15/EU13 8 28 km 1 (BGEL)i.e. 13%

3 (BGRO, HRHU, PL-SK), i.e.

EU13/EU13 12 41 km o5 o

Average distances of borders with and withaoy marked geographical
obstacles show a clear tendency, too.

Table7. Geographical obstaclek distance between border crossings

Geographical obstacles Number of borders Average distance between border

crossings
Y 17 43 km
N 20 20 km

Even given a certain error margin with the counting of border crossings, the
results are highly significant. Coming from a basic correlation between
population density and average distance between road border crossings, there
are twomainfactors influenang the density oexistingborder crossings:
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A EU 13 MS have significantly less border crossings among themselves and
also, although to a lesser extewith EU 15 MS tharwithin the EU 15
itself.

A Geographical obstacles have a significant influeriamyever, regions
with geographical obstacles often show a lower population density, too.

In this context, it is interesting that an analysis undertaken in the context of the
Central Europe Programme does not see a necessary connection between
multimodal &cessibility and high GDP in the case of EU d&the mountainous

Alpine areas of Austria and Italy show above average .GDO#s is most

probably due to theistrong positionin ICT, research, education and similar
factors In the case ofthe EU 13, thredypes of regiongan bedentified: capital

regions with above average GDP and accessibility, the regions surrounding the
capitals with good accessibility and below average GDP and peripheral regions
with Adouble challengeodoy®f | ow GDP anc

The analysiallows for distinguishinghree types of challenged border zones to
be considered for thatudy.

A Densely populated areas with high commuter flows that may need
additional border crossings due to their high demand, even when existing
infrastructure is highly developed (usually EU15/EU15 borders).

A EU 13/EU 15 and EU 13/EU 13 borders, mainly because of investment
backlog, scarcity of investment funds and low demand for many.years

A Borders with geographical obstacles like rivers or ntaims with often
low population density, where investment requirements for new border
infrastructure are very high.

3.3 Examples

The Austro-Slovakian border along the River Morava (March), a borde
section of 69 km, had been part of the Iron Curtainl @889. One interestini
effect was that the natural habitat of the riparian zone has been left \
intact. However, until today, river crossings are sparse. Amadlgay bridge
connects Marchegg and Devinska Nova Ves. A road bridge at Marche
been demolished in 1945 and never been rebuilt. Angern an der Marc

% Schuh, Bernd et al., Central Europe Programmesults of the regional analysi©ocument analysis, online
survey, interviews, SWOT (commissioned by the Central Europe Managing Authority, City of Vienna,
Municipal Department for Etbtrategy and Economic Development), Vienna 04.09.2012,-p857
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Zahorska Ves have been connected \figiag bridgesince 2001, operated t
the Municipality of Zahorska Ves; however, the connection has lin
openinghours and is highly vulnerable to floods. The same applies tm&uak
bridgelinking Hohenau and Moravsky Svaty Jan, opened in 2005 on the
of a former railway bridge and replacing the pontoon bridge of 1995 the
been the first and for a longrte only Morava road crossing after 1989. Ai
a favourable plebiscite in 1994, the Municipality of Hohenau had bougt
pontoon bridge from Slovakia and put it into place. A new road brid¢
Angern (estimated cost 14 MEUR; planned financing 75 % ké&tate of
Lower Austria, 25 % Slovakia with 85 % EU -funding) has been und
discussion. However, after a favourable plebiscite in Angern in 2007, a s
plebiscite in 2014 had a negative result because of fears of additional
and criminality.A cycling and pedestrian bridgeas opened in 2012 betwe
Schlosshof and Devinska Nova Ves based on the remains of a wooden
destroyed in the f9Century (1 km; 4.6 MEUR; 80 % EU danding, 20 %
funded by Lower Austria and Slovakid).

The EGTCiEspacio Portaled at the French-Spanish borderwas createth
2011to jointly manage and maintain the mountain passage of Portalet
A136 in Spain and road D934 in France) by the Comunidad Auténorn
Aragon (ES) and the Département des PyréAdlasitiques (FR)with a
budget of 738.6 MEUR Its task is theimprovement of roadsand
infrastructure between two regionith a population of two million peopié

The Cerdanya plateau is a FrenchSpanishcrossborder conurbation ¢
30,000 inhabitants locateat an altitude of 1,200 m. It is isolated from f
respective hinterlands and can only be reached via bridges and tunr
2011, the PyrenedSerdanya EGTC was established. An important prc
was then opening of the Cerdanya Hospital serving the wdrolesborder
area. At the moment, 150 m direct crossborder road access from Frarise
yet to be established; however the implementation is delayec
administrative procedurés.

37 http://www.buschbacher.at/march. htnhittp://www.noen.at/nachrichten/lokales/aktuell/gaenserndorf/Bruecke
Angernkommtfruehestensm-Jahr2014;art2633,1626,B
http://geschichte.landesmuseum.net/index.asp?conterntprideschichte.landesmuseum.net/chronik/chronik_r
esults.asp ___ detail=init__ cid=2092195237 =lex

http://www.hohenau.at/system/web/gelbeseite.aspx? nmenRB3790402&detailonr=223694354
http://kurier.at/chronik/niederoesterreich/weinviertel/gresshrheitwill -keine-brueckeueler-
march/87.131.3Q2ttp://noe.orf.at/news/stories/2551179/
http://kurier.at/chronik/niederoesterreich/weinviertel/erfolgreidheieckenschlageberdie-marchin-die-
slowakei/771.081http://www.argus.or.at/aktuell/journal/brueckeneroeffnisiogwaketniederoesterreickber
schlosshof

38 http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Documents/E@6aitoringReport_2014.pdf

39 http://www.espacetransfrontaliers.org/en/resources/temigs/borders/bordesi®-europe/bordefrance
spairandorra/bordefrancespainandorral/;
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Documents/EGoaitdvingReport 2014.pdf
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http://www.noen.at/nachrichten/lokales/aktuell/gaenserndorf/Bruecke-Angern-kommt-fruehestens-im-Jahr-2014;art2633,1626,B
http://geschichte.landesmuseum.net/index.asp?contenturl=http://geschichte.landesmuseum.net/chronik/chronik_results.asp___detail=init__cid=2092195237__lex
http://geschichte.landesmuseum.net/index.asp?contenturl=http://geschichte.landesmuseum.net/chronik/chronik_results.asp___detail=init__cid=2092195237__lex
http://www.hohenau.at/system/web/gelbeseite.aspx?menuonr=223790402&detailonr=223694354
http://kurier.at/chronik/niederoesterreich/weinviertel/grosse-mehrheit-will-keine-bruecke-ueber-march/87.131.302
http://kurier.at/chronik/niederoesterreich/weinviertel/grosse-mehrheit-will-keine-bruecke-ueber-march/87.131.302
http://noe.orf.at/news/stories/2551179/
http://kurier.at/chronik/niederoesterreich/weinviertel/erfolgreicher-brueckenschlag-ueber-die-march-in-die-slowakei/771.081
http://kurier.at/chronik/niederoesterreich/weinviertel/erfolgreicher-brueckenschlag-ueber-die-march-in-die-slowakei/771.081
http://www.argus.or.at/aktuell/journal/brueckeneroeffnung-slowakei-nieder-oesterreich-bei-schlosshof
http://www.argus.or.at/aktuell/journal/brueckeneroeffnung-slowakei-nieder-oesterreich-bei-schlosshof
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Documents/EGTC_MonitoringReport_2014.pdf
http://www.espaces-transfrontaliers.org/en/resources/territories/borders/borders-in-europe/border-france-spain-andorra/border-france-spain-andorra-1/
http://www.espaces-transfrontaliers.org/en/resources/territories/borders/borders-in-europe/border-france-spain-andorra/border-france-spain-andorra-1/
http://cor.europa.eu/en/documentation/studies/Documents/EGTC_MonitoringReport_2014.pdf

3.4 Cost-benefit analysis

Since the focus of thdigly lies on secondary and tertiary road connections, the
projects will usually not generate revendasthe infrastructure managarsthe
form of road tollsas it would be the case with motorways, bigo with rail
links and port®. A possible exception may bennels or mountain passes.
Therefore from a point of view of théublic Transport Authority/managerthe
benefitsare concentrated on the macroeconomic factdle main benefits will
probably be found

A from the point of view of the users: reductiontraivelling timeand cost
increased convenience, reachability of centres, network effectsse of
public transporbr adaptability to increased demand

A from the point of view of the local public: regional developmpathaps
reduction in emissions (wven congestions are avoided), reduction in
energy consumption (when detours are avoided), increased. safety

These benefits will probably be highest in the cases of

A high population densitgr high commuter flowsvhen a high number of
persons has reducédvel times and cost

A poorly connected regions when marginal utility of an tddal cross
border connection is highestterms of regional development

As for the cost side, on the one hand side the microeconomic side of investment
cost has to b&aken into consideration. As a rough indication, the cost for 1 km
local road in Austria is stimated at 500,000 700000 EUR with annual
maintenance and operations cost ca. 10j088,000 EUR?. Onekilometre of

cycle lane costs about 100,000 ECIRThe wmsts can considerably increase in
case of bridges and tunnefss a rule of thumb, the construction obasicroad

costs at least 100 EUR/m?; with reinforced construction 300 EUR/m?; however,
a simple bridge is calculated with 1,000 EUR/m?2, a more congmastruction

e.g. withlong span width up to 5,000 EUR/f250 times more expensive than

the simplestype of road.

40 Concerning rail investment, a dedicated section of the next chapter will go into more detail.

“I|n the sense gfurchasers of public transport services.

“2 Dallhammer, Erich, Zukunft Widmungspolitik Infrastrukturfolgekosten der Widmungspolitik, Presentation
Klagenfurt 19.02.2014, Slides 4, www.architekturkaernten.at/download.php?item=6005

“3 https://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thayatalbahn

“D. Schmid, Civil Engineer, Neuchatel/Switzerland
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The secondactor isthe secalled external costs of transpevhich have to be
taken into consideration for new transport linkse tablebelow shows that
external costs for electrified rail transport is about five times lower than for
private cars and three times lower than for bus transport. This does not,
however, apply to diesel trains that are comparable to busses.

Table8. Average external cost per 1,000 passengigometres in EUR (2008)

Transport Mode | Cost Predominant cost categories

Private car 64.7 Accidents, emissions (air pollution, climg
change, upstream)

Bus/coach 33.8 Accidents, emissions (air pollutionclimate
change, upstream)

Diesel train 34.1 Higher climate change and air pollution costs t
electric trains

Electric train 12.0

Air 57.1 Climate change costs

Source: CE Delft, INFRAS, Fraunhofer ISIs

The impact of additional borderossinginfrastructure in terms of external
costs:

A lower external costs overall when congestions are avoided or shorter
routes enabled

A however, at least locally, higher external costs when new traffic is
attracted or when road transport replaces rail, fergyaiing traffic.

Table9. Summary of osts and benefits of smadicale border crossirg

Factors Drivers
Benefits A Financiers, Public Transpor{ A Popuhtion density
Authority®®,  operators:  eventuall A Proximity to larger
infrastructure fees for railways anf  agglomerations
ports A High commuter flows
A Users: reduction of travellingme and| A Scarcity of existing borde
cost, increased convenienq  crossings

p>

reachability of centres, eventua Removal of known
network effects or adaptability t  bottlenecks
increased demand

A Local public: regional developmer
eventually reduction in emission
reduction in energy consumptio
increased safety

5 Esse, Huib van et al., External Costs of Transport in Eurdfiedate Study for 2008, Delft, September 2011,
p. 71.
“8|n the sense gfurchasers of public transport services.
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Factors Drivers

Internal osts | A Investment A Geographical barriers wit
A Maintenance bridges and tunnels as t
significant cosfactors
Additional road traffic
Private cars replacin
public transport

Road transport replacin
electrified rail transport
cycling, walking

External costs A Attraction of new road traffic
A Modal shift from rail, cycling, walking
to road or from bus to private car

> D>
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4 Cross-border rail infrastructure

4.1 Rail mode of transport

Since networklength andcoverage ofEuropean railwayss much easier to
oversee than road infrastructuee different approach has been chogter a
short introduction into someharacteristicof the European rail market, a list
published on crosborder missing links in the network will be used as point of
departure.

In view of the diminishing relevance of the transport mode angriblematic
financial situation of European railways, beginning with Council Directive
91/440/EEC of 29 July 1991 on the development of the Community's raffyways
the EU railway sectohasthoroughlybeenreformedin the past 25 yearsn
freight and lonedistance passenger transport, railway infrastructunevusopen

to all licensed railway undertakings applying for train paths and paying
infrastructure feesn a nondiscriminatory way Financial flows have to be
transparent, crossubsidisation betweemitway operations and infrastructure is
not allowedanymore

Art. 8.4 of Directive 2012/34/EU establishing a single European railway area
forces MS to balance the profit and loss accounts of their rail infrastructure
managers. However, it is prohibitedr fan infrastructure manager (or the MS
behind it) to allow infrastructure access for free since infrastructure fees,
although differing widely across the EU, have to be calculated on the basis of
t he destly sicurfed as a result of operating theaitn servicé ( Ar t .
31.3).

The local andegional passenger transpogerationthat is mainly responsible

for lossmakingis usually carried out underpublic service obligation$PSO)

and ordered and paid according to the provisiafsRegulation (EC) No
1370/2007 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2007
on public passenger transport services by rail and by rblae. competent
authority is obliged to conclude a public service contract (PSC) with the
operator to which it grants anausive right and/or compensation in exchange
for discharging PSO. LRA may decide to provide public passenger transport
services itself or to award PSC directly to a legally distinct entity over which the
LRA exercises control similar to that exercised roNe own department@Art.

5.2). According to Art. 5.6, LRA may make direct awards of PSC for rail

“"Now repealed by Directive 2012/34/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 November 2012
establishing a single European railway area.
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transportwith the exception ofhosetram or metroservice$® that are governed

by Directive 2014/25/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26
February 2014 on procurement by entities operating in the water, energy,
transport and postal services sectors

Thus n the case of local and regional passenger railways, loss cowdtage
amounts taoshifting of state subsidies between infrastructureding and PSO
for operationga significant part of which will be used for paying infrastructure
fees)

A relevant challenge for rail in the mode competition with road is tblel@m of
interoperability: national borders are also interfaces between ahtion
infrastructure managers with different standandsiddition trainpath allocation
has to be coordinated between them.

Rail shows wdely differing historic national standards, most notably:

A Gauge
A Traction current
A Train protection systems

4.2 Gaps in rail infrastructure

Michael Cramer, MEP, has published a list of 15 sieedlle rail border missing
links based on an analysis of more than 250 ebasder connectiong the
framework ofa projectwhich aimedto identify the missing and problematic
links in regional cross border rail connections outside of -TEN The idea
behind the list was to show that besides expensive investment in the large
corridors, it is possible to produce considerable effértsluding network
effects by proving last mile transpowjth small projects of less than 1 MEUR
or, in some cases, just timetable charyddeanwhile the connection between
As (CZ) and Selloessberg has been reopermed December 2, 201fsee
below), leaving 14 projectsdiedin the tablebelow. Based on the work of the
EP,in February 201®G MOVE published a studyith an indepth analysis of
the railway cros$order linkscollected by the EP.

“8 Regulation (EC) No 1370/2007 of the Europearii®aent and of the Council of 23 October 2007 on public
passenger transport services by rail and by road and repealing Council Regulations (EEC) Nos 1191/69 and
1107/70

“9 Information provided by &r Votoupal, CoR.

*% Interview with Jens Miller, EP, a88.05.2016.

*! Interview with Gudrun Schulze, DG MOVE, on 27.04.2016.

European Commission, State of play of crbesder railway sections in Europe, February 2016.
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Table10. Gaps in European cros$order rail infrastructureaccording to the EP

TEN-T Core
Railway Border . Length Network
: : Reasoning and omment :
line section (km) Corridors
nearby
EE- | Tallinn- Moisakula | Track infrastructure was demolishe 10 Y
LT Riga Ipiki Connection of Estonian and Latvig North Seda
networks as an alternative to t Baltic Corridor
planned Rail Baltica main ling
However, the number of populatiq
of the two cities is low.
FR- Paris GivetDinant | No crossborder rail operations 20 N
BE | Brussels however, crosdorder infrastructurg (North Sed
exists Mediterranean
Corridor
Would be the only rail connectig passing by
between Belgium and France on
section of 200 km; supported b
population and the Régig
Champagnérdenne but not by
Hastiere - unaligned political
priorities FR prefers freight solution
An EU-funded feasibility studywas
carried out in 2004
FR- | Calais Dunkerque | Track infrastructure exists; howeve 18 N
BE | Brussels| de Panne |only bus transports since 199 (North Seai
Diverging traction systems. Mediterranean
Corridor
High potential for passenger a farther South
freight transport since dense
populated on both sides of ti
border Discussion about light ¢
heavy rail solution.
DE- | Krefeld- Kleve- Rail  connection shut down 23 Y
NL | Arnhem Nijmegen | demolished and replaced by a & Rhinei Alpine
line. Diverging traction systems. Corridor
Citizends groups
An EU-funded feasibility study
exists. A costbenefit analysis wa
carried out; result unpulshed.
AT- | Oberwart| Rechnitz | Track infrastructure demolished on 6 Y
HU -Gyor | Szombathely| 6 km section Rhinei
Danube
Existing train offers on both sides Corridor
the former Iron Curtain would b
connected; project under discussi
but postponed focost concerns; &
the moment bus transport.
A costbenefit analysis provided
result of 1.65.
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TEN-T Core
Railway Border Network

Reasoning and omment .
9 Corridors

nearby

line section

Munich- Freyung Tracks removed on the German sid 20 N
CZ | Prague | Nove Udoali (Rhinet
A highly active associatio Danube

established touristioperations on thg Corridor
German section (100% private farther North)

capital} however, 20 km of track
are missing on the German side;
the Czech sidewhere the station hg
been rebuilt with EU fundg
operations are stopping directly at t
border At the moment, the gap
bridged with bus transports.

FR- | Colmar | Vogelsheim | Rhine bridge was destroyedring 1 N
DE | Freiburg Breisach | WW Il by German trops and never (North Sea
(Breisgau) rebuilt Mediterranean
Corridor and
Congestions in private car traff Rhinei
between the twaities. Alpine
Corridor
A costbenefit analysis provided passing by
result below 1 without
connection)
FR- | Toulouse| Oloron/S® | Existing infrastructure needs repg 61 N
ES - Marie- Interoperabity challenge: differen (located right
Zaragoza| Canfranc | gauges, traction current. between
Atlantic
After an accident in 1970 th Corridor and
damaged bridge was not repairé Mediterranean
restoration at the Col du Sompc Corridor)

would create an alternative to t
congested coastal lines and red
lorry traffic on the dagerous
mountain routes; Region Aquitair
has started restoratio
Implementation depends q
completion of section Bedou
Canfranc which is pendant.

A costbenefit analysis was carrig
out; result unpublishedApplications
for CEF funding were unsucceski

in 2014.

AT-| Vienna | Wolfsthal | Demoliton of 4 km track 4 Y

SK | Airport- Petrzalka | infrastructure Orient / East

Bratislava Med Corridor

Better connection between the tv Rhinei
capitals Vienna and Bratislava Danube
improvement of suburban transp Corridor
in Bratislava

Remark: Only light railway
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Railway

line

Border
section

Reasoning and omment

infrastructure with speed limits ¢
5060 km/h in the curves; OBI
Infrastruktur AG favours upgrading
of Marchegg branch in the Nort
from a commercial point ofigw, for
OBB PersonenverkehrVienna and
Bratislava and their respective
airports are the main
origins/destinations

Length
(km)

TEN-T Core
Network
Corridors
nearby

Cz-
AT

Jihlava
Schwarze
nau

Slavonice
Waldkirchen
a.d. Thaya

Removal of track infrastructur
between Waldkirchen, Fratres a
Slavonice Diverging traction
systems.

Connection was disrupted by the Ir
Curtain  after 1945; politica
discussions since 1989  abg
restoration of the Thaya Valle
Railway in a touristicregion; active
citizends groups
border campaigning for the project.

Remark: According to OBB, only
very little demand for a rail
connectionSee below.

HU

RO

Szeghalo
m-Cluj

Kordsnagy
Harsany
Oradea

No bordercrossing traffic since

1918

At the moment, travelling time for 6
km is four hours; reactivation cou
reduce it to one hour and reconn
the second largest town in Westg
Romania with neighbouring regior
in Hungary and with Budapest

An EU-funded
exists.

feasibility study

60

N
(Orient / East
Med Corridor
and Rhing

Danube
Corridor
farther South)

SI-
HU

Varazdin

Zalaegers
zeg

Lendava
Redics

Infrastructure has been

demolished

part

Connection could be restored wi
comparatively low cost and wou
foster cohesion ithe border triangle
CroatiaSloveniaHungary

According to an audit report, n
reopened because of higher cost.

N
(Mediterranea
n Corridor
passing by)

IT-
Sl

Udine-
Ljubljana

Gorizia
Centrale
Nova Gorica

Train connections on both sides
the border arenot interconnected
crossborder infrastructure exists

N
(Baltic -
Adriatic

Corridor and
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TEN-T Core
Railway Border Length Network

Reasoning and omment

section (km) Corridors

There is only freight traffic Mediterranean
passenger transports stop at Corridor
respective sides of the bordé passing by)
connection would create a seco
crossborder rail connection betwee
Italy and Slovenia

DE- | Berlin- Ducherow | Lifting bridge over the Szczeci| 43 N
PL | Wolin Swinojoujscie | Lagoon was heavily damaged and (North Sea
Pomorski infrastructure partly demolished Baltic Corridor
much farther
The restoration of the link betwee South)

Ducherow and Swinoujscie wou
create a crossorder connection fo
an important touristic region an
reduce travelling time from Berlin b
hal f to t wo h o
groupis campaigning for the project
Source:European Green Part§; complemented bsesults of the DG MOVE study aneimarks from
the expert pool of the Consultant.

4.3 Rail examples

The missing rail linkSlavoniceFratres-Waldkirchen a.d. Thaya on the
CzechAustrian border has been politicali hot t opi co be
Lower Austria and the Czech Republic. Located on the historical dir
JihlavaSchwarzenawhich wasopened between 1891 and 1903, ciossder
traffic was stoppedni 1945and traffic between Waidhofen/Thaya and Fra
were stoppedsuccessively in 1977 and 198bhere were plans in 1989

reopenthe crossborder linkbut the incumbent OBB was not interesiecthe
project due to thestimated investment of 3.85 MEURhe Austrian part o
the linewas to betaken over by the Federal State of Lower Austria that
given a revitalization high priority in its master plakkwever, vhen Lower
Austria actually took over thesectionfrom Schwarzenau to Fratred the
begnning of 2011 rail operations wer@anmediately shut down and replac
by bus transport between Schwarzenawand Waidhofen/Thaya The
embankmenthas beenconverted into a cycle patkince 2014(estimated
investment between 4.5 and 6 MEURaybe up to 9 MEUR On the Czecl
side, rail hd been restored to the border expecting the Lower Austrian si
do the same, leading to irritations in tf@icial relationship of théwo entities
and citizenbs groups on both sid

%2 Die Grilneni Europaische Freie Allianz, Die Liicke muss wied5 Projekte fir das Zusammershaen
Europas auf der Schiene (commissioned by Michael Cramer), Brussels

42



of the rail link (estimated investment-PB MEUR for ca. 35 kny.

The crossborder rail connectiorselb-Ploessberg (DEJAs (CZ), located or
the line HofCheb, had not seen any passenger operations since 1945. Ir
the section between Seltloessbry and the bordewere officially shut down
when a newly built road bypass cut through the track infrastructure. Since
local politicians on the German side favoured a reopening because ©
congestion caused by lorries taking over goods fromdheay at AS statior
and transporting them into Bavaria. Additionally, a market analysis estir
potential passenger volumes at 1,200 pax/d. In 2011, a local plebistEtin
favour of reopening the line.hE ptal investment required on the Germaates
(6 km) was 9.5 MEUR, mainly financed by EU funds and the German
with regional cefinancing of about 0.76 MEUR. In 2015, the line was restt
on the Czech side (2 km; investment 2.75 MEUR). The drosder line was
reopened on December 2, 2015.

4.4 Cost-benefit analysis

Usually, railway investment is evaluated by national governments and national
infrastructure managers. Since border sections often have less traffic than the
main national corridors, there is an inherent tendency to a Ilam&mg of the
projects in the national investment prioritiddditionally, the investment is
domestic whereas the positive effects are at least partlyedioreign side of the
border®. An inherent disadvantage of crdssrder regional rail transport as
opposed to domestic regional rail transport is the fact that three important
destinations of users usually are not located on the other side of the border:
schools, public authorities and hospitals. Target groups that areuletre
mainly commuters, sippers, tourists and sometimes students. Therefore,
incumbent infrastructure managers often have no interest in investing in
peripheral areas, they focus on the main corriddrs. a r ecentAsst udy
there is little interest of the national railwagpompanies in investing in border

%3 http://www.verkehrsforumwé4.at/index.phipttp://www.thayatalbahn.at/irck.php
http://www.meinbezirk.at/waidhofenthaya/politik/baliskussiorendetim-streitd61086.html Brenner,
Walter, Haben Nebenbahnen noch Zukanf®zV Osterreichische Zeitschrift fiir Verkehrswissenschaften 1
2/2016), p. 34; information given by Mr. Herbert Seelmann, Brno University of Technology

%4 http://www.oberfrankerost.de/deu/m5/bahnlinigelbasch. html
https://web.archive.org/web/20140102194229/http://www.deutschebahn.com/de/presse/pi_regional/5443206/by2
0131219b.html?start=0&itemsPerPage=20

information given by Mr. Herbert Seelmann, Brno University of Technology

% Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Viigdng Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing within the EU (study requested by European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 68 and 75.
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http://www.oberfranken-ost.de/deu/m5/bahnlinie-selb-asch.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20140102194229/http:/www.deutschebahn.com/de/presse/pi_regional/5443206/by20131219b.html?start=0&itemsPerPage=20
https://web.archive.org/web/20140102194229/http:/www.deutschebahn.com/de/presse/pi_regional/5443206/by20131219b.html?start=0&itemsPerPage=20

crossings the stimulus has to come from the governments in cooperation with the
EU Commission B

Because of the high initial infrastructure investment required by rail, the higher
cost of rail operations and the more limited potential use of rail infrastructure as
compared to roadhfrastructure, rail is usually considered as requiring higher
transpot volumes than roadUsually, the minimum systemic target for rail
transport is a volume of more than 2000 paxidhourly servicegmore than
1000 per direction). As an examplethe average cost per traikm on the less
frequented secondary lines Audria is 6 EUR (12 EUR on the average for the
whole network) as opposed to 3 EUR per-kos On theother hand sidethe
capaciy of a train is 801,100 seats compared to thaedbuswith 50-90 seat®.

The nvestment requirefbr 1 km of railway track viaes widely between 0-3.5
MEUR for a singletrack line in flat landscape in a developing country up to
200-300 MEUR for doubldgrack underground metro lines in densely populated
cities. The @sts for highspeed lines in Spain, China and Indisounted to
around 1620 MEUR per kmthe costs for tunnels around -AM0 MEUR per km

in Great Britain and Belgiutl The anual maintenance cost is between 0.5 and
2 % investment; for signalling equipment 4 %; for lased tracks 10,000
15,000 EUR; for heavily usedacks up to 80,000 EUR.

On the other hand sid&, EUR investment in rail infrastructure construction or
upgrades estimated to genera?eEUR in taxes and duties and social insurance
contributions, 1 BEUR railway investmetat createl 7,000 job$".

As for the commercial relevance of regional rail transpoitss on regional,
suburban and urban railway lines represent 89% of the total number of rail
passengers and 50% of total passenger kilometres in EBtirbp@ustria, 80 %

% Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgangh&de, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing within the EU (study requested by European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 71.

" Nebenbahneii Kosten und verkehrspolitische Bedeutung, Berides Rechnungshofes Bund 2011/9, p. 289.
Brenner, Walter, Haben Nebenbahnen noch Zukunft? (OzV Osterreichische Zeitschrift fur
Verkehrswissenschafter202016), p. 30.

8 Nebenbahnei Kosten und verkehrspolitische Bedeutung, Bericht des Rechnungshofd<B11/9, p. 285.

%9 http://www.railwaytechnical.com/finance.shtml
http://www.businesstandard.com/article/newans/eackkm-of-high-speedtrackto-costrs-100-crore

115031601144 1.html

% Baumgartner, J.P., Prices and Costs inRh#way Sector, Lausanne 2001.
http://litep.epfl.ch/files/coOntent/sites/litep/files/shared/Liens/Downloads/Divers/Baumgartner_Couts_chf 2001
e.pdf

%1 Frohner, Karli Mattha, Andreas, OBBnfrastruktu AG i Zukunft bauen: Netz und Kapazitaten im Herzen
Europas. Osterreichische Zeitschrift fiir Verkehrswissenschaft 4/20154. 41

%2 perchel, Arturi Bt rcktnescu, Mi hai , R o ma i nhoa theswayp fonaandn Eubpeana i | way
Railway Review, 24September 2015http://www.europeanrailwayreview.com/24879/railwextra/romanias
plannedrailway-closurenot-the-way-forward/
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http://www.europeanrailwayreview.com/24879/railway-extra/romanias-planned-railway-closure-not-the-way-forward/
http://www.europeanrailwayreview.com/24879/railway-extra/romanias-planned-railway-closure-not-the-way-forward/

of all rail tripsare slorter than100 km; in Germanyhe same figure amounts to
98.7 %.The arerage distance covered by a rail i8@80-50 km in Austriawith
an average speed d2 km/h. Thereforea study of the Technical University
Viennaarguesthatinvestment in regional ilatransport ismore important than
expensive higlspeed network extension®. Often the infrastructure of
secondary rail lines still existdut is not operative anymorélhe question
remains how to avoidclosure or foster revitalisation of already closed
infrastructure A possiblesolution could bean obligatory consultation foLRA
whenever there a@ase of planned line closures.

In conclusion for the purposes of thiswgly the main differences between road
and rail border crossings aae follows:

>

Missing rail crossborder links cammore easilybe considered individually
due to theirconsiderablyjower number

Rail needs higher traffic volumes than road

Investment focus tends strongly towards the main lines

In many cases, the question is not aboomstructing a new line but
revitalizing an existing rail link or avoiding its closure

> > >

>

or with minimal infrastructure investment

Jens Miuiller, Transport Advisor to the MEP Micl@iamer, pointed out the fact
that whereas to provision of public road infrastructure is usually simply (and

In many cases, operational measures can bring significant benefits without

unquestioned) considered as necessary in the general interest, rail infrastructure

projects tend to be assessed much more strictly in terms obngass
frequency”.

8 Ungerboeck, Luise, Warum in den Nahverkehr investiert werden sdéekehrswissenschafter der TU Wien
halten den Bahnausbau auf Hochgeschwindigkeit fiir den Fernverkehr fir Gber&svaStandard, 14.09.2014.
® Interview with Jens Miiller, EP, at8.05.2016.
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5 The trans-European transport networks
(TEN-T)

The underlyingdocumentbuilding the basis of thEUG sransport policy is the

2011 White Paper ARoadmap t o6TowardSangl e
competitive and resource efficiemamsport sg t e mo . 't clearly s
t o onfientrate European action on the components of theTTB&twork with

the highest European added value (cross border missing links, intermodal
connecting poi nt s® Funhdrmdreeiyts alt cetshd ceneaet ¢ kiist
network must ensure efficient muttiodal links between the EU capitals and

other main cities, ports, airports and key land border crossing, as well as other
main economic centres. It should focus on the completion of missingilinks
mainlycrosso or der sections and®bottlenecks/

The main instrument of EU transport policy is the trdagropean transport
networks (TENT). There are considerable implications for the secondary
transportation networks dealt with this dudy. They areoften actingas feeder
lines to the main corridors and make multimodal public transport in this way
possible. The TENT Regulatiofi’ differentiates between four layers of
infrastructurgthe textmentioninga fiduaklayer structurein Recital 10):

A The comprehensi v ewida teahspoot nékwork @énauring u r o p
the accessibility and connectivity of all regions in the Union, including

the remote, insular and outermost r
AThe <core network as b aaksbsminable o f t

mul ti modal transport net wor k [ é] W

value, in particular crosisorder sections, missing links, multimodal

connecting point s®(Recitdl 13naj or bottl en
A Core network corridors as covering parts of theeawetworkseena s fi a n

instrument to facilitate the coordinated implementatioin the core
net wor Ko ( Ar torridodrAupst.crosé at $east tvo national
borders and cover at least three transport modes (Art. 42); they have a

% White Paper Roadmap to a Single European Transport Aréawards a competitive and resource efficient
transport system, COM(2011) 144 final, Brussels, 28.3.2011, p. 27.

% White Paper Roadmap to a Single European Transport Aréawards a competitive and resource efficient
transport system, COM(2011) 144 final, Brussels, 28.3.2011, p. 14.

67 Regulation (EU) No 1315/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council Déceimber 2013 on
Union guidelines for the development of the tr&wsopean transport network and repealing Decision No
661/2010/EU

% White Paper Roadmap to a Single European Transport Aréawards a competitive and resource efficient
transport systepCOM(2011) 144 final, Brussels, 28.3.2011.
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dedicated governance stture with an European Coordinator for each
corridor aided by a secretariat and a Corridor Forum drafting up cerridor
specific work plans as basis for implementing acts of the EC (A4.735
however, the core networ k asabasis dor s
for the prioritisation of <certain g
hinting at the potential conflict betwedémec or e net wor k and
network)

>

The European transport infrastructure not covered by-TESbmprising
most of thecrossborder section the Study is dealing with

Figure 1. TEN-T Core Network ©rridors
e o

Source:European Commissiéh

A recent Fraunhofestudy shows that the cost of roompletion of the core
TEN-T network is estimated at a reduction of EU GDP of 2,570 BEUR until
2030, opposed to investment needs of 457 BEUR in this period; this would
mean that for any Euro invested into THNalmost 6 Eww will be generated
until 2030° In case of norcompletion of TENT core network, about 230,000

® http://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructure/taridelines/corridors/dot@nt-corridormap 2013.pdf
™ Fraunhofer Institut fir System und Innovationsforschung, Cost ofcoopletion of the TEN i Final
Report, Karlsruhe 15.06.2015, p. 15.
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jobs would not be created until 2030; per any billion Euro invested about 20,000
jobs would be generat€d

TEN-T requirst he smal | er i nfld agti relsat utrheast af se
larger corridors This distinction corresponds to a certain extent to the division
of labour between D&OVE and DG REGIO within the EC

However, at least in the case of Newest Europe,accordingto several

studies,it doesnot seem that the higgpeed rail network has had any effect in
reducing differences in regional accessibility or integration or overcoming the
separating effects of borders. Such projects would have to be accompanied by
regional development projects aimdegration into local transport netwof&sin

the short run, benefits are higher for central regions than for peripheral ones.
There have even been warnings that high speed rail netWiodateislands of

good accessibility r at her I ncr beavedn megions onbmécloa n c e
regions.The direct regional impacts of the opiwaal phase of a TEN project

have been estimated at a maximum of 3 % of GDP

Given the budgetary constraints in a atol longterm perspective in an EU that

is still reeling fom the aftemathsof the financial crisisthe role of Community
funding for infrastructure investment is decisive in particular for Cohesion
Countries. De factothis means that it is intended toncentratesubstantial
investment on higlgrade transpowtorridors which- in times of public austerity
budgetsi has obvious side effects. Onshould not forget the increasing
challenge of maintaining an ever growing transport network in this regard.

TEN-T concentrate on the challenge of connection with the large centres of the
EU but not the challenge of everyday shormedium distance transport within
the regions.

Concerning missing smaticale border crossing infrastructure, a dilemma comes
up. On theone hand side, TEN focuseson the main economic centres of the
EU and on connecting theeripheral areas with these centr@is implies
leaving aside smaller border crossings a@hainly local valuethat arerather
interconnecting peripheral areas th@mnecting them with larger centré3n

the other hand side, from a national point of view of the MS concerned, traffic

™ Fraunhofer Institut fir System und Innovationsforschung, Cost ofcompletion of te TENT i Final
Report, Karlsruhe 15.06.2015, p. 15.

2 Interview with Gudrun Schulze, DG MOVE, on 27.04.2016.

3 Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing within the EU (study requestby European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 98.

™ Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing within the EU (study requested by EuropeatiaPaent, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 117.
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flows and population figures affected by the obstacles are often very low as
compared tahe main domestic corridord hereforethere § not much priority

given toclosing the gapfrom a national point of view eitheThe subsidiarity
principle does not seem to work propei
high-level bordefcrossing TENT infrastructure and domestic transport
priorities within the MS.

The chartbelowshows the policy dimension of TENthat will be dealt with in
more detail in Part 2 of thetudy.

Figure 2. Institutional structure of TEN-T

DG MOVE
A Transportpolicy DG CONNECT

A Transportexpertise

A Definitionof TENT
cofinances | Managementof DG RTD
“ ——————> A Marguerite Funds|
Marguerite (710 MEUR 2010
Funds 100 2020) DEENEREY

MEUR A LGTT
A PBI
oversee
A Guidanceandlegal
framefor Cohesion

Policy(CP)

andguidancen shared

managemenbf ERDF cofinances Managementof

& CF (CBudget2014 A CEF (27,400 MEURder

2020 351,800 MEUR) | CEF 11,305 MEUR INEAfor 2014-2020;thereof
A Approvalof national 22,400 MEURor transpor)

approachego CP
A Evaluation &policy
development

HORIZON 2020
TENT 20072013
MARCO POLO Il

To Do o

Sources: Europea@ommission, EIB.

52014 Annual Activity Report DirectorateGeneral for Mobility and Transport, Brussels 31.03.2015, p. 4;
2014 Annual Activity Report INEA, Brussels 2015, p.-8; 2014 Annal Activity Report- DG Regional and
Urban Policy, Brussels 13.05.2014tp://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructurg/tgridelines/poject
funding/index_en.htm

http://www.eib.org/products/lending/equity funds/infrastructure equity funds/marquerite fund.htm?lang=de
http://www.eib.org/infocentre/press/news/all/26@0ropearfund-for-energyclimatechangeandinfrastucture
margueritefund.htm?lang=erhttp://www.welcomeurope.com/europeimds/marguete-fund-202G-european
fund-energyclimatechangeinfrastructure1 006+906.html#tab=onglet_details
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/availdhleget; https://ec.europa.eu/inea/en/connecting
europefacility; http://ec.europa.eu/transg/themes/infrastructure/targuidelines/projecfunding/cef _en.htm

49


http://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructure/ten-t-guidelines/project-funding/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructure/ten-t-guidelines/project-funding/index_en.htm
http://www.eib.org/products/lending/equity_funds/infrastructure_equity_funds/marguerite_fund.htm?lang=de
http://www.eib.org/infocentre/press/news/all/2020-european-fund-for-energy-climate-change-and-infrastructure-marguerite-fund.htm?lang=en
http://www.eib.org/infocentre/press/news/all/2020-european-fund-for-energy-climate-change-and-infrastructure-marguerite-fund.htm?lang=en
http://www.welcomeurope.com/european-funds/marguerite-fund-2020-european-fund-energy-climate-change-infrastructure-1006+906.html#tab=onglet_details
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http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/available-budget/
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Part 2: Existing funds, possible
financing through ESIF, EFSI and
EIB and other options for developing
a small scale transport infrastructure
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1 Infrastructure financing at national and
subnational level

Before exploring the potential scope of the financial instruments available at
EU-level, it is important to set out some basic considerations on national
approachewith financing transporinfrastructure.

The table belowprovidesan overviewon the most common patterns in the
division of responsibilitiedor investment in smakcale transport infrastructure
at MS level:

Table1l Transport infrastructure funding at national level

Eelez Il B cllolgEl A usually funding responsibility of LRA
roads A in case ofccess roads tmotorways (usually) or through roa
(mostly)funding responsibility at national level
Secondary =l A when belonging to the incumbent state infiastiure manager
tertiary railway lines state financing
A smaller local and regional railways, private railways: usu
integrated railways, in many cases owned and finance
LRA.
Tram/metro A usually owned and financed by LRA
Smaller ports A stateowned
A owned by LRA
A privatelyowned

Source: own considerations

Geographical factors obviously play essential roléS with vast and sparsely
populated areas such as Sweden will fagger costsin proportion to their
population for basic transport infrastructure (rail and rotdn small and
densely populated MS such asxembourg or MaltaTopografy is another
important factor. In fact, construction and maintenance of transport
infrastructure in mountains areasre significantly more costly than in flat or
hilly areas’®

A few indicators help understaimdj the differences between MS when it comes
to transport networks. The following table presents exemplary data for selected
MS.

76 . . . . . . .
The demanding winter maintenance of transport infrastructure is aggravated by the sharp differences in

temperature and the additional cost to protect infrastructure against avaldactisigdes and rock fall.
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Table12.Overview of EU transport networks

ale O
A hit3 otal lena O0ad elreo al lena eCconao alld
. had = econas - N as % of tota
01/ 0 e A Al 0 PDNationa
O > gove >
axpenditure
EU-15
AT 8.5 124,115 112,399 4,894 13.5
BE 11,2 155,210 140,218 3,582 16.5
DE 80.8 230,517 178,034 33,446 12.6
(without
other
roads)
FR 63.9 1,065,557 1,044,308 30,581 13.3
IT 60.8 253,730 227,143 17,070 14.0
MT 0.4 2,228 2,044 0 N/A
EU-13
BG 7.2 19,602 16,086 4,032 N/A
Ccz 10.5 130,635 123,634 9,459 21.1
HR 4.2 26,690 18,855 2,722 N/A
PL 38.5 412,035 392,853 18,959 17.7
RO 19.9 84,253 67,013 10,768 N/A
SK 5.4 54,868 50,903 3,631 15.1
SI 2.1 38,985 37,396 1,209 11.6

Source:Eurostat 205"/, OECD2013°®,

According to statistids on public expenditurd$ transport accounts for about

2% of t helthetdd the pGdld>subsidies to public or private transport
companiegonstitute a substantial part.

The aspect of subnational government expenditure for the chapter (function)
economic affairgs of inteest since it includes investment in transport. Given
the fact that at EU level the share of GDP amounts to 4t2%&comesapparent

that in the public spending afubnational governmefitseconomics and by
default transport plag more significant rotethe shares in the table ranffem

""European Commission, EU Transport in Figurétatistical Pocketbook 2015, p. 13 and787

"8 http://www.oecdilibrary.org/sites/reg_glane2013en

"9 Cf Eurostat websitehttp://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics

explained/index.php/Government expenditure _on_economic_affairs

8|n the COFOG classification transport is part of the function economic affairs which accountsaweage

for about 4.2% of GDP; thus about half the expenditure in this category is dedicatdali¢ccegpenditures for
transport.

81 Shares of subnationgbvernment spending in % of the GDP in the EU varies to huge extent per country: e.g.
DE 20% (of GDP!); AT 17%, CZ 10%, DK 38%, FR 12%, IT 15%, PL 14%, PT 6%
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about 12% to 21%t Is important to note that at EU level on average about half
of the spending for economic affairs is dedicated to transport.

Public spending for transport infrastructure in the Basbeen reduced in the
wake of the financiatrisis. This is a major concern sinespecially for EU15
economies with slow econamgrowth and high unemployment therestment

in public infrastructure remains one of the few policy levers that could raise
growth?.

The role of Local and RegionAluthorities

In particular for investment ismaltscaleroad infrastructurethe position of
LRAs in the politicatadministative systenis decisive.

Several major policy issues have to be considered when discussnsport
infrastructure which is of a smaller scale and thus first of all in the intefest
LRAs.

Table13.Role and capacity of LRAs concerning transport infrastructure

Stages | Considerations on the roleand capacityof LRAs
Planning The capacity oLRAs to irfluence planning decisions witlepend to ¢
huge extent on the ptital-administrativesystem of the MS.

Road

In federal states prioritgetting will be a marked by negotiations betwg
the national and regional levels thus LRAs will havenach stronge
influence compared to unitary states. In federal states regions ofter
the capacity to develop transport master plans and corresponding by

Rail:

The influence of LRAs on prioritiesetting is much smaller since t
infrastructure poviders are usually large publicly owned enterpr
which tend to neglect secondary lines in their pl#rfsas to be noted thg
this not only applies for invé®ent in new lines or line upgrading, b
perhaps even more importaftdy decisions on linelosures.

Financing of the| Road:

investment LRAs in MS with fiscal equalisation mechams are in a significantl
stronger position compared to LRAs in MS which depend on tran
from the central leveFiscal equalisation usually allows LRAs to deye
longerterm budgets and to plan investments; still ctomsler transpor|
infrastructure is in most cases subject of Melel governance (MLG).

In particular in EU13 public investment depends to a significant ex
on (EU) Cohesion Policy and theRLIAG6 s capaci ty i

8 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Action Plaih Making the best use of new finaatischemes
for European transport infrastructure projects, June 2015-p211

54



Stages Considerations on the roleand capacityof LRAs

applications is often the decisive momentlwpgrade and rehabilitatio
of secondary road infrastructure is one of the obvious key priorifi¢
LRAs in EU-13 but in the current period investment in secondary
infragructure has been subject to certain crit&tia.

In terms of programming infrastructure for LRAS is a major concert
EU-13: MS with stronger decentralisation such as PL have se
integrated regional operational programmes (QW8gh are governed b
the regional level in other MS such as CZ atdtBe regional level ig
stronglyinvolved in the decisiomaking process.

Rail:

Concerning LRAowned local and regional railways, similar patterns
with road financing apply. MS with long tradition of LR#utonomy like
DE, AT, IT (Trentino) show a broad landscape of historically ER
owned railways and were at the same time pioneers in
regionalization.

However, most of secondary rail lines in Europe are owned by
incumbent state infrastructure maeegywhose investments are finang
by the state, often with considerable EU support.

Source own considerations

8 See the following section on ESIF
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2 Assessment of EU funding

2.1 European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF)

Out of the five European Structadrand Investment Funds 6 E®)l Ft wo ar
potentially relevant for the investment in smaltale transport infrastructure
crossing bordef&

A Cohesion Fund (CF)
A European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)

The overarching objective of the ESIF is support to the Europe 2020 gtfateg
smart, sustainable and inclusive groWthArt. 9 CPR lists eleven thematic
objectives (TO) that determine to a certain extent the scope of possible
interventions The TO most relevant for theugly at hand is

A TO 7: promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key
network infrastructures as most probably the key option for projects as
discussed in thistudy.

As overarching frameworkhe CPR harmonises the rules of programming,
management andanitoring of all ESIE®. One of the major strettts of ESIF is

the fact that the use of funds is based on iraunihual (seveiyear) operational
programmes setting out the overall investment strategy for each MS, agreed with
the Commission.

The operationaprogrammes targeting transpeitheras the sole topic or as an
integrated element areprepared by the MS according its institutional
framework. Theprogrammingand implementation process involve LRA as
well as other social, economic, environmestakeholder§’

According to a recent study on the financing of railway infrastructaring past
two funding periodsZ000-2013)transport cefunding by ERDF and CF had
about ten times the budggzeof TEN-T funds. However, crodsorder projects
werenot necessarily thiemain focu&®.

8 hitp:/eurlex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CEEX:32013R1303

% http://eurlex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1303

% httpJ//ec.europa.eu/regional _policy/en/funding/cohesiam/

87 But the actual weight of LRAs in programming and implementation differs to a huge extent across the MS
depending on the government and administrative systems.
http://eurlex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301

8 Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing within the EU (studsequested by European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 15.
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http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1303
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/cohesion-fund/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301

The legal basefor the ESIFunder consideration are:

A Common ProvisionRegulation (CPRY.
A EuropearRegionalDevelopment FundgRDF) Regulatior’.
A Cohesion FundCF) Regulatiori"

For thoseprojectsanalysed in th@resent tudy, the ERDFis the most plausible
financing source.

European Regional Development Fund

The djective of the ERDF is strengthening economic and social cohesion in the
EU by correcting imbalances between its regians

lts investmenareas are focused on key prioritesit hemati ¢ oncent

A Innovation and research;

The digital agenda;

Support for small and mediusized enterprises (SMES);
The lowcarbon economy.

> I >

All regions inthe MS are eligiblé* however the allocation ofresourcewvaried
across the categorie$ regiors

A More developed regions (GDP more than 90 % of EU average):
At least 80 % of funds must focus on at least two of these priorities

A Transition regions (GDP 7590 % of EU average):
This focus is for 6@% of the funds

A Less developed regions (GDP less than 75 % of EU average):
This focus is for 50 % of the funds

A minimum of ERDF resources must be used specifically for-davbon
economy projecté:

% Regulation (EU) No 1303/2013

% Regulation (EU) 1301/2013

1 Regulation (EU) 1300/2013

92 http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/en/funding/erdf/

% http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/en/funding/erdf/

% http://eurlex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301
% http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/emtling/erdf/
http://eurlex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301
% http://ec.europatgregional policy/en/funding/erdf/
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http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/

é More developed regions: 20%;
A Transition regions: 15%and
A Less developed regions: 12%.

The ERDF also takes specific territorial characteristics into consideration. 5 %
of ERDF funds are earmarked for actions reducing economic, environmental
and social problems in urban areas and fostering sustainabledebalopment

by 'integrated actions' managed by citiese. an urban development network at
EU level in order topromote networking and exchange of experience on
sustainable urban developm&ntireas that are naturally disadvantaged from a
geographical eewpoint (remote, mountainous or sparsely populated areas) and
the outermost areasmnalso benefifrom receivingspecific ERDF assistance in
order to address possible disadvantages due to their remdieness

The overall ERDF budget for 2012020 is oveEUR 185 billiort®.
Cohesion Fund (CF)
The objective of the CF is the support of poorer EU regions with a GNI per

inhabitant of less than 90 % of EU average byfieancing actions to, among
others®:

A develop Tran€European Transport Networks (TEN,

A sumort sustainable transport projects which do not form part of-trans
European transport net works i n orde
objectives

One of the investment priorities is sustainable warts and removing
bottlenecks. The eximumco-financing rate is 85 % of public expendittffe

For the programming period of 20142020, the eligible MS are Bulgaria,
Croatia, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia and SiaVé

Under the CF, 63.4 BEUR are allocated to activities in the following
categorie®*

% http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/en/funding/erdf/

%8 http://eu-lex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301
% http://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/en/funding/erdf/

100 hitp://eurlex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301
101 hitp://eurlex.eurga.eul/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1300
192 hitp://eurlex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1300
193 hitp://ec.europa.eu/regional policy/en/funding/cohesiom/

104 hitp://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/cohesiom/
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http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/erdf/
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1301
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1300
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1300
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/cohesion-fund/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/funding/cohesion-fund/

A TEN-T, notably priority projects of European interest as identified by the
EU. 10 BEUR are available in the funding periofl 201420 to co
finance transpoiinfrastructure projects provided for in the CEF

A Environment where the CEan also support projects related to energy or
transport, as long as they clearly benefit the environment in terms of
energy efficiency, use of renewable energy, developing rafsgort,
supporting intermodality, strengthening public transport, etc.

The CF is of interest for the stydsince in some cases smsatlale border
crossings might be a new option resulting fromjor investment in TENT
networks in roacand rail. CF projets as Major Project® are in most cases
named and described in the respective Operational ProgramheeERAS in
Cohesion Countriesvhich are situated along such nemajor transport
infrastructure usually consider it as a major potential impetus forla@vent.

In some cases ¢hTEN-T investmentcould be an opportunity to define new
functions forthe exiging bordercrossing infrastructure. With the completion of
TEN-T corridors existing road crossings mighecome secondary crossings or
the use of existing railways lin@sight undergo significant changk is evident
that this will have an impact on local and regional economies of LRAs in border
regions. Ancillary investment plans linked to investin@nsecondary transport
infragructure could be an important element to prevent or mitigate eventual
adverse impact for LRAs which fation as bordecrossing points.

Transport projectsupported by ERDF and CF

Ex-ante conditionalities

According to Annex Xl CPR, the eante conditionalit for supporting projects
under the thematic objective 7 APromo
bottl enecks in key a@mnprebensive planbrplansdrr uct
framework or frameworks for transport investment in accordance with the
Member States' institutional sep (including public transport at regional and

local level) which supports infrastructure development and improves
connectivity to the EN' comprehensive and core netwarks For r ai | way
waterways, maritime or porfgrojects, this transport plan has to comprise a
modes peci fic section. For actions wunder

195 hitp://eurlex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/LSU/?uri=CELEX:32013R1300

1% n the sense of CPR, Article 100; these are projects with a total investment volume of 50 MEUR or more; for

such projed the CPR foresees several specific requirements related to planning and approval by the
Commission; in short these projects have to be far better prepared than standard projects (which is
understandable given their size)
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| ow car bon economy i n -antel conditienalityois s 0 ,
foreseen.

The tablebelow summarises the eanteconditionalities for the relevant TO as
listedin the overview of Annex X| CPR.

Table14. Ex-ante conditionalities for ESIF transport projects

Thematic Investment Ex-ante e .
o o " . Criteria for fulfilment
objective riorities conditionality
4. Supporting ERDF + Cohesior
the shift| Fund:
towards a low
carbon (Art.5(4) ERDF
economy in all Regulation ang
sectors Art.3(a) CF
Regulation)
[ €]
Promoting low
carbon strategies fq
all types of
territories, in

particular for urbar
areas, including thi

promotion of
sustainable

multimodal  urban
mobility and

mitigation-relevant
adaptation measure
7. Promoting ERDF + Cohesior| 7.1. Transport: A The existence  of

sustainable Fund: comprehensive transpag
transport ang The existence of {  plan or plans or framewor
removing (Art.5(7) ERDF| comprehensive or frameworks for transpo
bottlenecks in Regulation ang plan or plans ol investment which complig
key  network| Art.3(d) CF | framework or with legal requirements fa
infrastructures | Regulation) frameworks  for]  strategic enviromental

transport assessent and sets out:

A Supporting g investment in

multimodal accordance witf - the contribution to the
Single Europeai the Member| single Europeat
Transport Areg St at es 0 Transport Area consiste
by investing in| institutional setup with  Article 10 of
the TENT (including public Regulation (EU) Ng
A Developing ang transport ai 1315/2013 of the
rehabilitating regional and loca European Parliament ar

comprehensive, | level) which of the Council 54
high quality and supports including priorities for
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Thematic

Investment

Ex-ante

Criteria for fulfilment

objective

- Enhancing regiong
mobility
connecting
secondary
tertiary
TEN-T
infrastructure,
including
multimodal nodes.

riorities
interoperable

conditionality

infrastructure

investments in:

by

an(

nodes ¢

frameworks of a
specific section or
railway
development  ir
accordance  with
the Member
Stateso

institutional setup

(including
concerning publid
transport af
regional and loca
level) which
supports
infrastructure
development an(
improves

connectivity to the
TEN-T

railway systems| development and - the core TENT
and promoting improves network and the
noisereduction | connectivity to the comprehensive
measures. TEN-T network where
A Developing and comprehensive investment from thg
improving and core ERDF and the
environmentally | networks. Cohesion Fund i
friendly, envisaged; and
including  low - secondary
noise, and low connectivity.
carbon transpor - arealistic and matur
systems pipeline for projects
including inland for which support
waterways an( from the ERDF ang
maritime the Cohesion Fund i
transport, ports envisaged.
multimodal links A Measures to ensure tf
and airport] capacity of intermediarn
infrastructure, in bodies and beneficiaries
order to promote deliver the project pipeline.
sustainable 7.2. Railway: A The existence of a sectig
regional and on railway developmen
local mobility. The existencg  within the transport plan o
within the plans or framework o
ERDF: comprehensive frameworks as set out abo
transport plan ol which complies with lega
(Art.5(7) of the| plans or requirements for strateg
ERDF Regulation) | framework or environmental assessme

>

(SEA) and sets out
realistic and mature proje
pipeline (including a
timetable and budgetar
framework);
Measures to ensure th
capacity of intermedian
bodies and beneficiaries
deliver the project pipeline.
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Thematic Investment Ex-ante

Criteria for fulfilment

objective riorities conditionality
comprehensive
and core

networks. The
investments cove

mobile assets

interoperability

and capacity

building.

7.3. Other mode{ A The existence of a sectiq
of transport,, on inlandwaterways anc
including inland maritime transport, ports
waterways an¢  multimodal links and airpor
maritime infrastructure  within  the

transport,  ports transport plan or plans
multimodal links framework or framework

and airportf  which:

infrastructure: - complies with lega
The existence requirements fo
within the strategic environmentg
comprehensive assessment

transport plan ol - sets out a realistic an
plans or mature project pipeling
framework or (including a timetableg
frameworks of a and budgetary
specific section or framework);
inlandwaterways | A Measures to ensure tl
and maritime  capacity of intermediar

transport, ports| bodies and beneficiaries t
multimodal links|  deliver the project pipeline.
and airport
infrastructure,
which contribute
to improving
connectivity to the
TEN-T
comprehensive
and core network]
and to promoting
sustainable
regional and loca
mobility.

Source: CPR, Annex Xl and European Commission Direct@ateeral Regionalad Urban Policy,
Guidance on Bante Conditionalitieor the European Structural and Investment FUnB&RT I,
13 February 2014 pp.118, 164, 173.
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The table shows that:

A for urban mobility projects, no specific catidns are set out

A other transport projects essentially either need to be located on th& TEN
(see the respective chapter above) or have to fulfil the condition of
Asecondary connect iisvnotlegdl definitlom woé v e r
secondary and tertiary nod€&s

One possibity is the definition of primary, secondary and tertiary nodes in the
TEN-T provided by the Commission Staff Working Document on "The New
TransEuropean Transport Network Policy Planning and implementation issues"
(SEC(2011) 101 final) and subsequentlyh&Tplanning methodology for the
transEuropean transport network (TEN) 06 ( SWD(2013) 542 fi
the European Commission on 7.1.201%)Primary nodesare the cities,
conurbations, airports, ports etc. of the highest strategic importance in the EU
for passenger traffic and/or for freight traffic, identified at the beginning of the
planning process and defining the Core Network configuration. The multimodal
links representing branching and/or crossing points between primary nodes can
turn intosecomlary nodesprovided they represent adequate cities and/or multi
modal connections. Whewer required forthe optimization of the network
smaller cities and connections between nodes can be included into the network
with them in turn becomintertiary noes .

This has to be considered as an ancillary interpretatioArof5.7(b) of the
ERDF Regul at i cenhancing megional nmoliliy by connecting
secondary and tertiary nodes to THNinfrastructure, including multimodal

node®!*°

The referencd opubfic transport at regional and local lexel al so r ef e
secondary connectivity. According to the EC, this means that the transport plans
have to demonstrate how such projects contribute to the Single Transport Area.
AThe level of detail will depehon each Member State. As regards Romania, a
focus on Bucharest and other major regional areas would seem opporttine.

The linking of secondary connectivity and local and regional transport seems
problematic since the latter need not be connected WEN-T; it may just
connect two peripheral areas with each other, like in many cases of missing
smallscale crosdorder links.

97EAQ on Ex Ante Conditionalitieselating to Transport
1% bidem.
%% bidem.
10 1hidem.
bidem.
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Urban mobility is covered by TO 4 which does not require specific ex ante
conditionalities. Metro and tram projects are eligiblels can demonstrate how
their investments wil/ conBSince brhah s t o0
understood as including "functional urban areas", related investment in rural
suburbs are eligible providing they are part of functional urban areaksthay
contribute to sustainable urban mobilityd?

The criterion of a realistic and mature project pipelitias linked with the
project cyclewhich goesfrom planning to implementatiofi. The requirements
are'*

A A feasibility study including options awyals and preliminary design
A A positive socieeconomic cost benefit analysis including detailed

estimated costs and demonstrating financial viability and the need for
public financial contributions

>

An environmental impact assessment and comparable resefui
assessments have at least been initiated and consent is at least to be
expected

>

The dentification of potential state aid

>

A detailed implementation timetable including procurement procedures
and permission procedures (the latter being readiatt)

In order to fulfil the criterion of Measures to ensure the capacity of
intermediary bodies and beneficiaries to deliver the project pipeline WESe i

to ensure the capacity of intermediary bodies and beneficiaries to deliver the
project pipelired ™. The EC proposes an analysis of respective bottlenecks and
weaknesses, focusing:on

A Tendering

A Implementing environmental requirements

A Developing and prioritising project pipelines

A Funding of maintenance and operations

A Managing intelligent transpbsystems (e.g. ERTMS)

12 | bidem.
113 | bidem.
1141 hidem.
115 |bidem
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At a first glancethe listprimarily targets the key problendf the firstproject
steps,.e. developing the project and preparing the investmEm: pocurement
procedure and the construction wogke regarded as the majori@sitones

Despite the need to strengtheapacitiesn theseprojectsteps the later project
stages of maintenance and recycling/demolit&imould not be forgotten
especiallyin view of adoptinga modern lifecycle cost approachMaintenance
costscan make up a high percentage of total project dtss is evidenfor rail
projectswhere operation and maintenarme essential elemestof planning
However, maintenance costust not be neglected in caseroads either. The
critical element of ro& maintenance is evident in casenwduntainousreas but

e.g. adequate road sub base desigrgper drainagesystems, safety elements
might at first raise the investment cost but for sure pay off due to significantly
lower maintenance cost.

The problematic side of ERTMS especially for smsthle infrastructure has
already been mentioned above.

Generally peaking, raising funds for operation and maintenameg§ cause
problems forthe most disadvantaged areas where sufficient resources may
neithe be available for detailed studies nor for later implementation.

Allocationsand projects

The table below shows the ESIF budget for Thematic Objective (TD)
(Sustainabletrarspor) per MS (EU28 total 58.5 BEUR 2012020). The
budgetthat is relevantdr our analytical purposes, i.eelated tosmaltscale
border crossingsare thegeneralresources from ERDFor transportas well as

the resources from ERDF f&TC. It is important to note thakisis the general
financial framework where funding of such infrastructuren@re likely. on the

one hand given the thematic scope, on the other hand given the options for most
substantial support rates from ESIF.

Table15. ESIF: TO 7: Network infrastructures in transport and
energy

~ Budget CF Budget ERDF  Total ESIF

BG 1.144.687.261 281.542.473 1.426.229.734
HR 910.205.755 400.000.000 1.310.205.75%
CY 85.000.000 14.250.000 99.250.000
Cz 3.723.015.754 2.519.745.265 6.242.761.01¢
EE 475.904.255 475.904.255
FR 376.723.36§ 376.723.368
EL 833.792.815 1.664.801.699 2.498.594.51(
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 Budget CF Budget ERDF | Total ESIF

HU 2.700.708.94¢ 631.099.27¢ 3.331.808.225
IT 2.446.976.684 2.446.976.684
LV 924.294.295 235.477.563 1.159.771.85¢
LT 763.156.109 390.625.213 1.153.781.32%
MT 76.209.738 28.403.760 104.613.498§
PL 14.542.076.88( 9.326.047.875 23.868.124.751%
PT 609.000.00(0 250.000.00(¢ 859.000.00(0
RO 3.404.255.320 2.678.208.35¢ 6.082.463.67¢
SK 2.307.139.166 1.187.989.455 3.495.128.62]
S 223.092.28(0 39.668.020 262.760.300
ES 2.222.001.662 2.222.001.664
SE 76.434.084 76.434.084
UK 164.312.815 164.312.815
Interreg 866.937.28( 866.937.280
Total 32.722.538.577 25.801.244.847 58.523.783.424

Source:https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/themes/7

For the present tudy, a more detailed breakdown for TO 7 has not been
availabk: out of the four Investment Priorigein the framework of TO 7 three
are potentially relevant witregardso smaltscaler border crossings:

A 7b) where smalscale border crossings in road transport could be
financed provided that their contribution to secondary connectivity can be
demonstrated

A 7c) which would allow for sstaireble transport (rail, waterpromoting
sustaible regional and local mobilite.g. in crossorder functional
areas

A 7d) support tanteroperable railways systems.

Additional hintson the intended use of ERDF and CF are provided thrthugh
aggreg#e output indtators on transport investment.

Whereas almost all new ESfended rail connections and three quarters of
reconstructed rail links and newly built road links are located on the-T,EN
90% of reconstructed road sections are-m&N-T projects

The table belowshows that road projects make up for almost twice the total

length compared to daprojects (12,800 km vs. 7,4@@0n). It illustrates the
details and mvides findings at level of MS.
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Table16. ESIF: achievements (targets) in km; EA28 and the respective major MS

Transport Country Total  TEN-T Non-TEN-  Non-TEN-T
mode T share
Rail (new) EU-28 628 571 57 9,1%
ES 524 475 49 9,4%
EL 96 96 0 0,0%
PL 9 9 100,0%
Rail EU-28 | 6,802 | 4,636 2166 31,8%
(reconstructed)
PL 2,214 632 1582 71,5%
ES 1,275 1,082 193 15,1%
LV 998 998 0 0,0%
HU 468 278 190 40,6%
RO 390 390 0 0,0%
IT 270 172 98 36,3%
PT 262 262 0 0,0%
BG 190 190 0 0,0%
EL 153 153 0 0,0%
SK 111 78 33 29,7%
Road (new) EU-28 3,088 2,022 1066 34,5%
PL 1,303 834 469 36,0%
RO 389 375 14 3,6%
EL 370 251 119 32,2%
HU 285 237 48 16,8%
CZ 269 95 174 64,7%
SK 170 126 44 25,9%
HR 72 72 100,0%
BG 62 62 100,0%
ES 53 53 100,0%
Interreg 38 8 30 78,9%
Road
EU-28 9,615 798 8817 91,7%
(reconstructed)
PL 2,550 33 2517 98,7%
RO 2,250 2250 100,0%
LV 919 345 574 62,5%
CZ 777 48 729 93,8%
BG 665 665 100,0%
IT 488 488 100,0%
SK 436 436 100,0%
Interreg 382 382 100,0%
EL 354 31 323 91,2%
LT 273 157 116 42,5%
ES 207 31 176 85,0%
HU 107 11 96 89,7%
EE 105 105 0 0,0%
Tram/metro EU-28 182
HU 132
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Non-TEN-  Non-TEN-T

SK 27
RO 9
CZ 8
EL 6

Source:https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/themes/7

The table demonstrates thmportance of ESIF in road rehabilitation in 83
Cohesion Countries: Poland and Romania account for about 50% as regards the
target in reconstructed roads.

ETC (Interreg)'® accounts for 38&m of intended roads: one should assume
that these are mostly roads of crbesder relevangealthoughnot necessarily
roads wheh constitute bordecrossings.

Summary

The ERDF is the by far most attracti®ad in most casdke only option for EU
funding of smallscaleborder crossing infragicture, especially in terms of

A project volumegsince the CF is implicitly the fatity for major transport
projects which rank among national priorities)

A the option to receive grants as the byrfast attractive form of financing
in particular for LRAs in EUL3"": ETC is ofinterest due to the option of
aparticularly high cefinancing rate from ERDE®,

>

The option to invest in road projects; a limitation as regards the
potential locatiorof such investment is the secondaonnectiorto TEN-
T which isrequired in the exante assessment.

2.2 Connecting Europe Facility (CEF)

The Connecting Europe Facilit¢EP™°is the main EU cdunding instrument
for TEN-T investment with 24.05 (26.25) BEUR for the period 2@020.

118 Thereof the crosborder strand which accounts for 75% of the total allocation to ETC according to Article 4
of Regulation (EU) 1299/201&TC-Regulation)

71n many of the EU13 countries the share of own resources in financing is lowered by automfitiarting

from national budgets' to shares ranging from 5% % t0.15%

18 Up to 85% from ERDF

119 pespite the overarching objective of sirssdle transport; thus the second objective of removing bottlenecks
is in practice a determining factor in transport investment in ESIF

120 Established with Regulation (EU) No 1316/2013
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Thereof, 11.305 BEUR are available only for projects in MS eligible for the
Cohesion Fund (see beloW)

The Innovation and Networks Executive Aggn(INEA), the successor of the
TransEuropean Transport Network Executive Agency (FENEA), has been
responsible since 01.01.2014 for the implementati&it of

A Connecting Europe Facility (CEF)

A Parts of Horizon 2020 Smart, green and integrated transpoi$ecure,
clean and efficient energy

A Legacy programmes: TEN and Marco Polo 2002013

INEA implements the main part of the CEF budget, 27.4 BEUR in the forms of
grants out of 30.4 BEUR (22.4 BEUR for transport, 4.7 BEUR for energy, 0.3
BEUR for telecon)'?®

CEF financial support uses two main types of instrumiént

A grants as noneimbursable investment from the EU budget

A contributions to innovative financial instruments, developed together with
financial institutions, mainly the European Investrh Bark: Marguerite
Fund Loan Guarantee for TEN Transport (LGTT), Project Bond Initiative
(see dedicated section below).

The anual and multannual work programmes describe the priorities and
amount of financial support per priority and per year starting 20td>°.

About 50 % of CEF budget has already been allocated toTRMjects in the
first call in September 201%.

Thelist of CEFco-funded projectsn the Annex (Table 19)shows examplesf
missing crossorder links the listis not exhaustive andelps to give a basic
understandingn the type of project§’. The projects have a strong bias towards
rail projects andhe investment volume is not below 50 MEUR (the projects
with lower volume being studies).

121 hitps://ec.europa.eul/inea/connectagropefacility/cef-transport
http://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructurg/midelines/projecfunding/cef _en.htm

122 hitps://ec.europa.eul/inea/en/welcemrovationnetworksexecutiveagency

123 hitps://ec.europa.eul/inea/en/connectnmopefacility

124 hitp://ec.europ.eu/transport/themes/infrastructureftequidelines/projeefunding/cef _en.htm

125 hitp://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/infrastructurafpidelines/projecfunding/cef _en.htm

126 Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing within the EU (study requested by European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussel€October 2015, p. 14.

127 hitps://ec.europa.eul/inea/en/connectnmopefacility/cef-transport/projectdy-country
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Generally speakin€EF is a facility to fundstudies and investmefar large
scale infrastruct@ Besidethe basi@apparenproblem that missing crodsorder
links may not necessarily be located on FENdr even on a feeder (e.g.
mountain passes in the central Pyrenees), there are-sped#ic chaacteristics
of the CEF programme that have to be taken into consideration.

CEF roadinvestment

TEN-T explicitly comprises motorways and higjality road$®. Therefore, it
does not seem the optimal funding programme for closing missing links in
smallscale border infrastructure.

CEF rail investment

In case of rail investment support as part of the IlEfidamework the relevant
Directives impose certaimteroperabilityrequirementsOn the one handhe
provisions will facilitate the implementation of crelssrder projects in the loRg
term by overcoming interoperability problems. e other handtheytend to
raise cost of operation.

Based on the socalled Interoperability DirectiVé® and the TSlon control
command and signalling (CCS TSP railway infrastructure projects that are
co-funded by the EU have to implement the new harmonized train control
standard ERTMS! requiring relatively expensive equipment not only on the
infrastructure side bualso for the railway undertakings operating the {in
Secondary railway lines that are connected with the main network (which is the
case for most of the rail linkas discussed in Part)lhave to implement the
costly system. This provision has been considered as potentially hostile to
smaller private railway undertakings in general and may also endanger-EU co
financing for the closure of crosmrder missing links in the secondary network.
Art. 9 of 2008/57/EC however grants a derogatimnany proposed renewal,
extension or upgrading of an existing subsystem, when the application of these
TSIs would compromise the economic viability of the project and/or the
compatibility of the rail sysim in that Member State

128 hitps://ec.europa.eu/inea/connectauropefacility/cef-transport/projectby-transportmode

129 birective 2008/57/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 17 JunerR6@t8 interoperability

of the rail system within the Community

130 Commission Decision of 25 January 2012 on the technical specification for interoperability relating to the
controkcommand and signalling subsystems of the tEm®pean rail system

31 CCs TSI, Recital 8 and Annex Il 7.3.2.4.

132 Exemptions cover metros, trams and other light rail systems, for functionally separate networks exclusively
for local, urban or suburban passenger services (2008/57/EC, Art. 1.3), for projects already underfaay and
geographically isolated networks (2008/57/EC, Art. 9).
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TEN-T comprises a specific section for the implementation of ERTMS, the
implementation of common standards being an explicit objective of th&*CEF
However, CEF funding for railway rolling stock in order to upgrade it to
ERTMS sees highly problematic in terms of competitive distortion, especially
for the incumbent state railway undertakings with their usually dominant market
position. ERTMS has a certain inherent danger to unwillingly become an
instrument to squeeze smaller prevatompetitors out of the market and it is
guestionable if EU support directed exclusively to the incumbents is advisable.

In rail transport considerations on path dependsnand lifecycle cost shola
become standard elements in planning and designmiiegdiscussed example
of Chinaodos r-spged rdillngtwolk withlits subsequeedt maintenance
problems® clearly shows that the question of later maintenance is crucial for
the practical feasibility of a project. For this reason, it is advisablbase
feasibility analyses for infrastructure on hégcle cost principlesSuch an
approach is also strongly advocated by th€ h r i s t-Bopdwig$eschin
Reporto of t twaking fershefarmer WicePresigent of the EC

H. Christopherser®.

2.3 European Fund for Strategic Investment (EFSI)

The European Fund for Strategic Investm@BES)) is a joint initiative ofthe
EIB and the EC which aims atmobilizing private financing for strategic
investment and thus overcoming the respective investmentT gapbjective of
EFSlis to stimulatefunding of economically viable projects with a higher risk
profile than usual EIB projects in order to addresarket failures in risk
taking’**. The EFSI portfolio includes tmtegic infrastructure
investmenincluding digital, transport and energgctors®”.

Projects have to be bankable and have to contribute to EU objectives and to
sustainable growth and employmenPotential beneficiaries are besides
companies, banks or public sector entities also funds and collective investment
vehicles®,

133 hitps://ec.europa.eul/inea/connectaopefacility/cef-transport/projectby-trangortmode

134 For example http://www.scmp.com/lifestyle/technology/article/1299188/chihagrspeedrail-programme
casetoo-far-too-fastor http://factsanddetails.com/china/cat13/sub86/item1848.html

135 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Action Plan Making the best use of new financial schemes
for European transport infrastructure projects, June 20156 @rfsl 1316.

138 hitp://www.eib.org/efsi/whais-efsi/index.htm?lang=en

137 hitp://www.eib.org/efsi/whais-efsi/index.htm?lang=en

138 hitp://www.eib.org/efsi/howdoesa-projectgetefsi-financing/index.htm
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Secondary border crossings in particular in road transport will not per se become
a focus of the EFSI: it is rather difficutt argue the aspect of higher risk and the
implicit target of leverage of private funding. Such road investment will be
considered mostly as public task and the interest of private investors in
secondary (regional and local) roads will be quite limited.

The table below provides an overview on the first wave of transport projects

financed under EFSI.

A6  Motorway
PPP

Table17. List of transport projects financed via EFSI

Title Territory

Country or

Netherlands

Promoter: Kingdom of thiletherlands

Description

Desigrbuild-financemaintain  publie
private partnership (DBFNPPP) roac
scheme involving major upgrade a
widening works of four existing
highways in the conurbation ¢
Amsterdam, located on th
comprehensive TEN road network.

EUR 234 milion,

thereof 100

million EFSI

EUROMED
RORO

Italy

Promoter: Grimaldi Group SpA

Modernisation and enlargement
Grimaldi Euromed SpA flee
(acquisition of 10 nevear/truck carrier
vessely on the EuropeNorth-America
route

EUR 500.9
million, EFSI 200
million

Trenitalia
Regional
Rolling Stock

Italy

Promoter: Trenitalia SpA

Acquisition of rolling stock for regiong
passenger railway services in the Laz
Liguria, Veneto, Piedmont and Tusca
regions in Italy

EUR
million
EFSI
million

616.8

EUR 300

Spanish  Staty
Fund for Ports
Accessibility

Spain

Promoter: Organismo Publico Puert
del Estado

Framework loan to fund rail and roz
access investments in stat@ned ports
in Spain through a State FURAPAF"
(Port Accessibility Fund).

EUR 425.36
million, EFSI
EUR 105 million

Balearia Greer
Fleet Renewal

Spain

Promoter: Balearia Eurolined

Maritimas SA

Modernisation of the promoter's fle
through the acquisition of new dufaiel
vesseldor operatiorbetween Spain an

the Baleatric islands.

EUR 350 million,
EFSI EUR 75
million

72



. Country or .
Title Territo Description

Quaero France Promoter: Quaero Capital SA EUR 40.1 million
European for all sectors
Infrastructure Fund targahg equity investments it

Fund small to mediunsized infrastructurg

projects in Europe with a focus ¢
western and northern Europe several
sectors, including transport

Grand France Promoter: République Francaise EUR 510 million
Contournement EFSI EUR
Ouest de Construction of a 2«m motorway by | 280.35 million
Strasbourg passing thecity of Strasbourg in th

(A355) west.

D4R7 Slovakial Slovakia Promoter: public entity EUR 1003.4
PPP million, EFSI

Design, construction and financing | EUR 500million
ca. 27 km of the D4 motorway arour]
Bratislava, part of the D4R7 publi
private partnership (PPP).

A6  Wiesloch | Germany | Promoter: public entity EFSI  financing
Rauenberg  tc EUR 250 million
Weinsberg PPP Widening of a 25.%km section of the

A6 motorway between Wiesloel
Rauenberg and Weinsberg (south
Heidelberg, north of Stuttgart) ar
maintenance of the overall section
47.1km under a 3Qear concessiol
design, build, finance and operg
contract (DBFO). includinga 1.3km
viaductcrossinghe Neckar Valley.
Source:http://www.eib.org/efsi/efgrojects

All transport investment projects supported by EFSI have an investment volume
of at least 75 MEURThe instrumerd of funds like the French Quaero fuade

the mostinterestingonesfor the focus of thepresentstudy the actual outreach

of such infrastructure funds will be seen in pract@eealsohas to see that next

to EFS| theEIB alsooffers6 st a n d ar dhégehemlypuklic dgenda in
transporti an option which seems more realistic in case of secormader
crossings.

Moreoverinfrastructure funding from EFSleems to be an option ihe EU-15

ratherthan inthe EU-13. IntheEU-13 such funds will f ace
ESIF which constitutes the essential furgdgource for public investment.
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2.4 European Investment Bank (EIB)

The EIB suppors transport and infrastructure projects with loans and financial
instruments in order to promot&:

A
A
A
A
A

Crossborder and domestic trade
Labour mobility

Environmentally benign travel
Social integration

Regional development

The main instruments provided hiie EIB are**”

A

>

>

>

Lending often with maturities of more than 30 years, directly for major
projects and via intermediaries, e.g. local banks, for smaller operations.
Direct loans are provided for indiwdl projects with total investment
cost of more than 25 MEUR. In certain cases, direct loans can go to
midcap companies with up to 3000 employees with a loan volume of
between 7.5 MEUR and 25 MEUR. These loans can cover up 50% of the
total cost, buthe average share is about etmird**’. Projects classed as
TransEuropean Networks can receive extra help.

Structured Finance Facilitallowing a higher degree of credit risk in
project financing as additional support for priority projects using certain
insruments with a higher risk profile than are normally accepted. These
priority areas include TEN and other infrastructut&.

Loan Guarantee Instrument for TraBgropean Transport Network
Projects (LGTT)covers for revenue shortfall from lower than amated
traffic volumes of projects or paprojects that are deemed of common
interest (as defined in Decision No 1692/96/EC) and receive income from
user charges. LGTT normally guarantees a maximum of 10% of senior
debt (20% in exceptional instances) upmtmaximum of 200 MEUR per
project. Once the EIB has become creditor, amounts due under the LGTT
will be ranked junior to other debt

Fund investmenit funding from public and/or privatsources:

139 hitp://ww.eib.org/index.htm

140 hitp://www.eib.org/index.htm

141 hitp://www.eib.org/products/lending/loans/indietm

142 Ktp://www. eib.org/products/blending/sfflindex.htm

143 hitp://www. eib.org/products/blending/Igtt/index. htm
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o0 Marquerite FundSix Core Sponsors and several additidnaéstors
have contributed more than 700 MEUR at initial closure at the
beginning of 2010; fundaising target is at 1.5 BEUR. At least 65% of
the Fund shall be investad greenfield projects with aminimum
investment of 10 MEUR and a maximum of 10%tatal fund size.
Approximately40% of the project portfolio financed by the Fund will
go into renewable energy projett

o European Energy Efficiency Fundt focuses on financing energy
efficiency, smaHlscale renewable energy, and clean urban transport
projects targeting municipal, local and regional authorities and public
and private entities acting on behalf of those authofffieghe
founding investors ardhe EIB, Cassa Depositi e Prestiti SpA
(CDP)"*® and Deutsche Bank. Direct investments are carried out in
energy efficiency and renewable energy projects in the range of 5
MEUR to 25 MEUR.The nstrumentsisedare senior debt, mezzanine
instruments, leasing structures and forfeiting loans (in cooperatio
with industry partners§’.

Table 20 in the Annex lists all transportelated EIB loans signed during the
periodbetweenDecember 2015 to February 2016 that are located in E{*MS
The table illustrates the dominant focus on lasgale transport infrastcture

such as motorways, airports in capital cities, urban public transport or ports
development.

Usually, EIB direct financing is targeted at projects with a volume of more than
50 MEUR. Smaller projects are funded via global grants or infrastructure funds.
Another option is EIB financing of smadkale infrastructure as part of a more
comprehensive @relopment project. Mr. Brunkhorst tfe EIB Vienna Office
mentioned Czech municipalities a example where EIB finances e.g. a
stadium, a police station and transport infrastructure of the same municipality as
part of a wider investment programnig/en bicycle lanes could be funded by

the EIB as part of a widetourism programme for a region. Theim criteria for

a funding decision at&:

A Project volume
A Credit structurg
A Project promotofpublic sector)

144 http://www.eib.org/attachments/news/marguefite-final-at-10-03-15-en.pdf

195 hitp://www.eeef.eu/

196 CDP is a (a joinstock company under public control, with the Italian government holding 70 percent and a
broad group of bank foundations holding the remaining 30 percent

147 hitp://www.eeef.eleligible-investments.html

198 hitp://www.eib.org/projects/loans/sectors/transports.htm?lang=en

19 nterview with M. Brunkhorst, EIB Office Vienna, on 03.05.2016.
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A costbenefit analysis is part of thessessmenRail projects will probably
need PSO funding to be economically viabfe.crossborder component is
considered aan assetluring projectevaluation especiallywhen EU13 borders
are involved™.

Interesting examplesf EIB fundingin the contekof thestudy are

A the major loans taken by Hungary for the modernisation of theanadail
network in the EIB lending to Hungary the transport and
telecommunications sectors account for about 20% of the overall amount; in
case of road and railwaynfrastructure it is foreseen to -fond the
investment also from ESI#;

the example of Poland whiclbesides major investment in road and rail
infrastructuré® has also taken up a major loan for the rehabilitation of a
municipal infrastructure in one ohé most disadvantaged parts of the

country™?

p2

One has to see that cresmding with ESIF is possiblé€EIB loans could be used

to provide matcHunding to projects funded from ERDBepending on th#S

and the type of region treipportrate from ERDHor road or rail infrastructure
rangesin practicebetween50% and85% >*. The national public matefunding
either comes from the national, regional or local level or is a combination of
these sourceé¥. Any of the elements of the national mafecimding for a poject

or a bundle of project® could also be covereddm an EIB loan.The EIB
considers patrticipation in projects starting with a funding volume of more than
50 MEUR or for bundles of projects. ThiS could considefinancing either
Major Project$’ or bundles of projects with a funding mix from ERDF

national funds and EIB loans. TR#Rexplicitly refers to this optior®

%0 |nterview with M. Brunkhorst, EIB Office Vienna, on 03.05.2016.

151140 MEUR for road infrastructure; 184 MEUR for rail infrastructure; in case of rail infrastructure this is one
financing element of an investment plan amounting to 1.2 BEWR European InvestmentaBk, The EIB in
Hungary 2014, February 2015, p. 2.

152 Eyropean Investment Bank, The EIB in Poland 2014, February 2013.p. 1

133 Rzeszow: municipal infrastructure; total of 66 MEUR

134 Maximum support rate from ERDF in ETC

135E g. many MS in ELL3 foresee éixed funding split between ERDF, national fund and own resources, the
latter in case of a LRA coming from regional or local funds.

%6 Such as for example the road projects under Investment Priority 7b) in a Regional Operational Programme
371n the sensef the ESIFRegulations, i.e. single projects with a volume of more than 50 MEUR

138 Cf. Regulation (EU) 1303/2013, Article3T:he EI B may, at the request of Mer
in activities relating to the preparation of operations, in pautar major projects, financial instruments and

PPPs.
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3 Assessment of private sector involvement

The idea of raising private capital complementing sparse public budgets is
tempting. According to the OECD, institutional assets amouni@d/%$,000

BUSD (2010) worldwide and concernadainly pension funds, insurance
companies and investment companies. In Europe, insurance and pension
companies hold 12,000 BEUR of assets, more than 90 E&JoGDP. As the

AChr i s t-BogdwigS seah i iatp out, theé interest of these
institutions in infrastructure dels increasing since it is londated and provides

more attractive yield than government or corporate bonds. This matches long
term fabilities like pension or insurance payts.i Thi s makes i ns:
investors particularly suitable to undertake countgclical, longterm
investments in sectors of the real economy characterised by high productivity
and therefore ableto generate s bl e stred™s of revenuebd

Looking for new investors becomes even more important in the wake of the
financial crisis since public budgets are reduced and many banks have
abandoned the infrastructure sector while generally reducing their lending

volumebecause of the strict®™iBasel 1110

However, he inclusion of private sector financing poses specific problems
smallscale infrastructure.

A The #AChr i-BodewigSeecchi Report o of the re
working for the former Vice-President of the ECH. Christophersen
mentioned two possible instruments for attracting private funding to
railway projects:

o iConcdsskieonfi nanceo: i n PPP proje
concessionaire provides the infrastructure and makes it bieaiiar
the period whereas the state, railway undertakings and infrastructure
manager pay amortization and interest

o Mixed funds: crosdinancing from projectelated revenues,
environmental taxes, eanarked taxes or, if legally possible, from
road charge

139 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., New financial schemes for European transport infrastructure
projectsi Interim Report, p. 7.

180 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Neviinancial schemes for European transport infrastructure
projectsi Interim Report, p. 2425.

'8 Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing within the EU (study requested by European d@aeint, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 15.
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Public-private partnership (PPP)

The general advantages of a PPP structure coulaf bedgetarynature(cost
savings, spread of payments over a longer period), clear result orientation
(outputbased contracts) andieally, the PPP approach could free capacities of
the public body to focus on regulatory issues (sev@En themanagementasks
related toinfrastructure could be delegated)nherent risks are the loss of
control over public assets (e.g. due to shared desisiontariffing, levels of
service) and rigidities in longerm contracts (due to difficulties to react
adequately to changes in the economic situdfion)

PPP structures are not uncommon in the transport s@otbroads, airports,
ports, intermodal termals), showing mixed result$:or example, Germany has
different PPP models for road construction vitie private contractor planning,
financing, constructing and operating the section thedpublic side remaining
owner of the infrastructut&

A A-model for expansion or upgrade of motorway sectiofibe private
contractomreceives the road toll paid by heavy duty vehicles for use of the
section as refinancing; public stanp financing is possible

>

F-model for structures like bridges, tunnels, moungarses: The private
contractor is permitted to collect user tolls; public stgrtfinancing is
possible

A V-model for all types of transport infrastructure: No user tolls, the public
side pays a monthly fee for availability of the roadat fulfilment of
certain quality requirements

T h eChriBtopherseiBodewigSecchi Repodd p oi nt s o vAtmodelh a t
is as efficient asnore conventional methods of construction. Procurement is
based on a lifeycle cost approaciihe @nstruction time is reduceand the
quality of construction and operation is high

However, in the case of smaitale road projects, revenue generation for special
purpose vehicke seems highly problematic since in the absence of an area
covering roaeoll system secondary and tegary roads usually do not generate
any revenues at all. Even if such a system existed, it is highly doubtful that it

1©2UN, Habitat, 2011, pp.-8.

183 http://www.oeppplattform.de/verkehr/verkefweppmodellefmodédl/

184 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Action Plan Making the best use of new financial schemes
for European transport infrastructure projects, June 2015, p. 14.
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would generateany substantialnetrevenues in case o$mallscale border
crossings.

Rail infrastructure generates revenues from thegatury infrastructure fees
(Directive 2012/34/EU); however, the income usually is very low for secondary
lines with relatively little traffic. For the rail case, concessigime models
including PSQGsupportedublic transport operations may be an option.

For large rail projects with a volume of more than 1 BEUR, such models already
exist®, e.g. the Oresund fixed link were revenues from road tolls are-cross
financing rail investment (2.7 BEUR, 95 % s@ffancing) or the LGVTours
Bordeaux (7.8 BEUR, 48 %elf-financing over a concession period of 50 years;
however, there are doubts about the underlying assumfsfions

PPP structures may also be beneficiaries of ESIFhe CPR foresees a certain
amount of flexibility for PPP financingnder ESIRhus cleary encouraging the
model.

It should not be forgotten that the implementation of swglictioning PPP
structures requires specialist skills that are not necessarily available in .all MS
Since PPP models are based on-siséiring, public authorities needlie able to
adequately assess the riskad set up suitable structure$herefore, the
AChristophersetBodewigSecchi Repott proposes to I nst a
technical assistant@&

Taxation

Transport infrastructure projects can have a positive impacthe value of
adjacent land and real estate. On this basis, special taxes on the benefits incurred
can be levietf®. An interesting example is the South Lake Union Streetcar in
Seattle that was constructed 2€8@)7 (2.1 km; 56.4 MUSD). 25 MUSD were

paid by the property owners along the route via a "Local Improvement District"

185 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Action Plah Making the besuse of new financial schemes
for European transport infrastructure projects, June 2015, p. 16.

1% E.g. http://www.lefigaro.fr/societes/2015/03/12/20088150312ARTFIG00062a-facturetressaleede:
toursbordeauxpourla-sncf.php
http://france3regions.blog.francetvinfo.fr/elust-citoyens/2016/02/07/Igtoursbordeauxe-pppun-modele
economiquequi-deraille.html

167 Cf. Regulation (EU) 1303/2013, Article 63 either the public law body initiating the PPRpn proposal of

the public law body a body governed by private law may act as beneficiary, Article 64 foresees that also the
expenditure paid by the private bodyay be considered as incurred by the beneficiary (in derogation from
Article 65).

188 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Action Plan Making the best use of new financial schemes
for European transport infrastructure projects, June 2015, p. 14.

189 EY, Transport corridor$ Catalyzing private sector and crdssrder investment for gains (Government and
Public Sector Insights), 2015, p. 12.
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tax'’®. A European example the so-calledfi tBahnSt euer 6 (A Subwa
in Vienna, a municipal tax paid by emplogsince the 1970ies that dedicated
to theexpansion of th&iennesemetro network (2013: 67 MEUR p.&}

AUspayso andgaffgpol Ipuwtienrci pl es coul d be
Precondition would be an exact calculation of external costs and monetising of
external benefits induced by the infrastruct{fte The Swiss LSVA
(Leistungsabhangige Schwerverkehrsabgabe; redevance poids lourds liee aux
prestations RPLP), introduced in 2001, swelltknown pioneeringgexample of

a road toll system for heavy duty vehictesering all types of roads.

T h eChrigtopherseiBodevig-Secchi Repodé menti ons Al pTr an
best practice. Revenues from road tolls are used to-finagsge measures to

shift Alps-crossing freight transport flows to the Létschberg and Gotthard rail
tunnels. In order to match revenues with investnneqtirements, the fund can
borrow public money issuing additional sovereign bonds. Such structures may
be well suited for projects generating low or no revenues in the operational
phase. They enable the pooling of individual profét&nd might thereforée

suited for the financing of smadlcale border infrastructure.

Special lending instruments

The EC has previously tried to introduce new financial instruments together
with the EIB in order to foster private finance for transport infrastrutture

A Loan Guarantee Instrument for TraEsiropean Transport (LGTT)
providing liquidity for serving debt in the starting phase of the project
(see abovéj®

A Euro bond finance enabling mostly PPP to attract additional private
finance from institutional investors sues insurance companies and
pension fund<”.

10 hitps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sobt Lake_Union_Streetcar

1 hitps://de.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dienstgeberabgabe

172 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Action Plan Making the best use of new financial schemes
for European transport infrastructure projects, June 2015, p. 8.

173 Schweizerische EidegenossenschaBundesamt fiir Raumentwicklung AREFair und effizienti Die
Leistungsabhé&ngige Schwerverkehrsabgabe in der Schweiz, Bern 2015.

174 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Action Plan Making the best use of new financial schemes
for European transport infrastructure projects, June 2015, p. 17.

175 Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing wihin the EU (study requested by European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 15.

170 http://www.eib.org/attachments/press/200#5-fact_sheet_en.pdf

Y7 http://www.eib.org/products/blending/projeobnds/?lang=en
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However, according to a recent study, the instruments wemguitetsuccessful,
due to o main reasons identifiét:

A The economic crisjs
A Transport infrastructure investment often cannot provide stable and
sufficient revenues in order fmay back credits

The study adds thatspecially for railway infrastructure, market revenues are
low and exposed to political risknd that ailway infrastructure PPPs may risk
conflicts with the incumbent infrastructure masgg.

However, theChristopherseiBodewigSecchi Reporpoints out that for many
transport projects, financial instruments alone may not be sufficient for
providing sufficient funds because only a part of the investment can be covered
by the revenues. Inmis casethe blending of financial instruments and EU
grants(CEF, ESIF)might be an optioti".

178 Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrestructu
Financing within the EU (study requested by European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 15.

9 Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Results and Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing wihin the EU (study requested by European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 15.

180 Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., New financial schemes for European transport infrastructure
projectsi Interim Report, p. 23.

Christophersen, H. Bodewig, K.i Secchi, C., Action Plaih Making the best use of new financial schemes for
European transport infrastructure projects, June 2015, p. 5 and 26.

81



4 Conclusions

Before concluding,it must be stressed thahet share of EU funding in
infrastructure financing should not be overestimated. A recent Sfpidyg the
funding mix of European railway infrastructuas follows®*

A 50 % national funding

A 12 % EU funding (CF, ERDF, CEF, EIB, EFSI)

A 38 % concession®PP, loans, equity capital, raifrastructure feeto a
lesser extent)

It is assumd thatthe situatiorfor roadtransport is similar sice in lage parts of
the EU15 roadfinancing is nopart of EUfunding.In particular whenlooking
atsecondary road linkshe overwhelming share of road investment is paid from
pulic sources either deridefromthe naional or subnational levels.

However, EU cefunding plays a crucial role for especially areas eligible for CF,
as it is the case with large partstioé EU13.

Table18. Evaluation grid for funding possibilities
Planning/design Could be financed from ETC programmes
Implementation/investment Small scale: also implementation could be funded from |
programmes, but restrictions in ERDF Regulafan
Operation/maintenance In case of rail infrastructure, thevestment decision migh
have fafreaching systemic consequences; interoperal
and eventual adverse effects of system decisions have
considered. Problems of competitive distortion have tq
taken into considerati gare
supported by EU.

The ERDFis the obvious instrument of choice fatJ funding of smaHlscale
border infrastructuren termsof project volumes and with the implidibcus on
road projectsWith this instrumentrevenue generation plays a role with respect
to rail and port infrastructuré major currentchallengefor secondary transport
links is the TENT connection required in the -@nte assessment.

EIB, CEF, EFSI seem lessuitableas funding instruments siacthe present
study is primarily dealing with secondary and tertiary infrastructigis-
supported fundsset up at national levdlistributing the money to smaller

81 Claus Doll, Werner Rothengatter, Wolfgang Schade, The Reanti Efficiency of Railway Infrastructure
Financing within the EU (study requested by European Parliament, Policy Department D: Budgetary Affairs),
Brussels October 2015, p. 14.

182 Cf. Regulation (EU) 1301/2013, Art. 5, Thematic Objective 7: Roads areasoBpted as feeder routes to
TEN-T, rail.
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projects couldchoweverbe an option EIB loans could also be used for cross
funding, i.e. EB loans could be combined with grants from ERDF.

When it comes to private fundshe problemconsists in thelack or non
existerce of revenues for most of the projeabservedInnovative concession
or PPP models could be set up with alternative sowtesvenue(e.g. public
purse paying for the use of privately built infrastructure;srearked taxes)
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Part 3: Detalled presentation of
several case studiesdemonstrating
the lessons learned and best practices
potentially replicable through the EU

85



1 Selection of case studies

Ten case studies have been selewitiétd the objective o€ombiring the required
geographical scope amtomprehensive coverage thie relatedchallenges and
solutions.The list of examples includes:

A existing secondary and tertiary links in order to point out the function of
sud links as well as

A planned/missindinks in order to give an understanding of the underlying
challenges, investment needs, eventual gaps in planning etc.

Selection criteria:

>

Geographic balance all over E28 territory

>

Examples for natural barriers: mountain, river

>

Examples fodensely and sparsely populated areas

>

Representative examples for borders EU15/EU15, EU13/EUL5,
EU13/EU13

A Representation of different government types of Member States with
different roles of local and regional authorities (LRA): centralist states,
fedeal states (Belgium, Germany, Austria)

A Transport modes: main focus on road, representative number of rall
projects, eventually cycling and water transport

>

Mixture of best practice and challenges (see above)
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Map 3. Overview of case studies
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