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GLOSSARY

DG: Directorate General of the Commission.

Essen Projects: 14 projects of common interest in respect of trans-European network defined at
the Essen European Council in 1993.

European Co-ordinators: Persons appointed by the Commission to facilitate the coordinated
implementation of certain projects, in particular cross-border projects or sections of cross-border
projects included among the projects declared to be of European interest.

European Rail Traffic Management System (ERTMS): A specific initiative at European level that
seeks to contribute to the creation of a seamless European railway system by replacing the different
national train control systems in Europe. It is made up of two technical components, the European
Train Control System (ETCS) and Global System for Mobile Communications - Rail (GSM-R).

European Regional Development Fund (ERDF): Financial instrument designed to promote eco-
nomic and social cohesion between the regions of the EU. ERDF interventions are mainly imple-
mented through operational programmes encompassing a large number of projects.

Infrastructure Manager (IM): Any body or undertaking responsible in particular for establishing
and maintaining railway infrastructure. This may also include the management of infrastructure
control and safety systems.

Instrument for Structural Policies for Pre-Accession (ISPA): One of the instruments to assist the
candidate countries of central and eastern Europe in the preparation for accession in the period
2000-2006. Its objectives were to help candidate countries to apply EU environmental standards
and to upgrade and expand transport networks, including links with the trans-European network.
These projects were converted into Cohesion Fund projects at accession.

Interoperability: Technical compatibility of infrastructure, rolling stock, signalling and other rail
systems, as well as procedures for approving rolling stock for use across the European rail net-

work.

Priority Projects: 30 projects of common interest made up of sections of the TEN-T network in-
cluded in the TEN-T guideline.

Railway Undertaking (RU): Any public or private undertaking licensed according to applicable
Community legislation, the principal business of which is to provide services for the transport of

goods and/or passengers by rail.

Regulatory Body: A body independent from any infrastructure manager, charging body, allocation
body or applicant. A railway undertaking has a right to appeal to the regulatory body.

TGV / HSL / AVE: Trains a Grande Vitesse / High Speed Line / Alta Velocidad Espafola.
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l.

European Union policy in respect of rail-
ways entails, on the one hand, legislative
measures addressing the opening of the
European rail market and also interop-
erability and safety issues, and, on the
other, co-financing rail infrastructure
development under TEN-T and Cohesion
Policy. The Court’s audit focused on EU
co-financing of rail infrastructure and
examined its effectiveness in improving
the performance of trans-European axes.

I1.

The Court concluded that, through co-
financing the development of rail infra-
structure, the EU contributed to provid-
ing new possibilities for trans-European
rail transport. Some actions could how-
ever be taken in order to achieve greater
value for EU money:

— the definition of the Priority Projects,
the main mechanism for co-ordinating
and concentrating EU financial re-
sources, has not, to date, been based
on an analysis of actual and anticipat-
ed traffic flows and the axes to which
they correspond do not represent de-
finitive descriptions of the main trans-
European rail axes;

EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

— the concentration of TEN-T co-fi-
nancing at cross-border locations
has improved, and the Co-ordinators
appointed by the Commission to fa-
cilitate cross-border and other sec-
tions have made a positive contribu-
tion. However, much remains to be
achieved at these locations and there
is a need to improve analysis about
bottlenecks. There were weaknesses
in approval procedures for Cohesion
Fund projects, and there remains room
for improvement in TEN-T project se-
lection procedures;

— co-financed infrastructure projects
delivered the planned infrastructure
to specification, and, once completed,
have created new and improved rail
transport possibilities on key sections
of the Priority Projects. Amendments
to technical specifications were made
due to circumstances that came to
light during construction and cost es-
calations were common; and

— measurable improvements have been
achieved on lines dedicated to high-
speed passenger services, but rail
services are not yet operating fully
at anticipated levels on conventional
mixed and freight lines whose use is
influenced by a range of factors, in-
cluding system constraints in the rail
network especially at border loca-
tions.
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1.
The Court recommends that the Commis-
sion should:

— in future considerations of the defini-
tion of the Priority Projects, work with
Member States and railway institutions
to identify those trans-European cor-
ridors for which there is significant ac-
tual or anticipated demand, strength-
ening the European-level knowledge
and analytical bases where neces-
sary;

— build on the roles played to date by
the co-ordinators and ensure that
decisions regarding the targeting of
TEN-T funds are supported by robust
analysis of important bottlenecks;

— make sure that procedures for approv-
ing projects under the Cohesion Policy
are robust, and also improve the qual-
ity of cost-benefit analyses for TEN-T
selection procedures;

— building on past experience, take the
lead in facilitating the exchange of
knowledge and experience about rail
infrastructure development amongst
project promoters; and

— consider placing increased emphasis
on alleviating practical constraints for
cross-border rail transport that are not
per se related to infrastructure, and
encourage and facilitating collabora-
tion amongst Member State rail insti-
tutions to this end.
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FIGURE 1

INTRODUCTION

In recent years, transport volumes in the European Union have
increased significantly, with growth in freight transport vol-
umes outstripping GDP growth between 1995 and 2007 (see
Figure 1).

This situation is expected to continue in the period up to 2020
with recent predictions suggesting that growth in freight trans-
port will be borne mostly by road and sea transportation (see
Figure 2) whilst the passenger car will account for the vast ma-
jority of growth in passenger transport (see Figure 3). Europe’s
railways stand to account for only a small part of the expected
growth; indeed, its relative share of the transport market as a
whole is predicted to fall.
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Source: EU Energy and Transport in Figures: Statistical Pocketbook 2009, European Commission (DG Energy and Transport).
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The Commission has identifed three important obstacles to
developing a strong and competitive European rail transport
industry:

o

Billion tonnes km

rail infrastructure is not well adapted to cater for trans-
European services, in particular, there are missing links
between national rail networks (especially at cross-border
locations), there are bottlenecks on important axes and
much of the rail infrastructure in use today in Europe is
several decades old (some as old as a century) and in need
of replacement or upgrade;

the European rail network is made up of a patchwork of
national rail networks that have historically developed
to meet national needs, each developing similar, but not
identical, national technical and operational characteris-
tics and administrative procedures; interoperability prob-
lems need to be addressed; and

rail services in Europe have historically been provided

within national markets only; a competitive market for
trans-European services needs to emerge.
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4. EUinterventions in respect of Europe’s railways entail two pol-
icy instruments, on the one hand, legislative measures aimed
at opening the European rail market and promoting interoper-
ability (as well as rail safety and passenger rights), and on the
other, co-financing of new and upgraded rail infrastructure
(see Figure 4). Overall progress depends on making the most of
the synergies between these instruments; for example, newly
constructed cross-border rail infrastructure may not be fully
used if the market for trans-European services thereon is not
properly developed.
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EU POLICY GOALS AND INSTRUMENTS IN RESPECT OF RAILWAYS

Policy goals

9 \ 4 9

EU legislative instruments

Special Report No 8/2010 — Improving transport performance on trans-European rail axes: Have EU rail infrastructure investments been effective?



LEGISLATIVE MEASURES AT EU LEVEL

MARKET, INTEROPERABILITY AND SAFETY

5. EUlegislation in 1991' required integrated railway companies to ' Council Directive 91/440/EEC of
be separated into national rail infrastructure managers (‘IMs’) 29 July 1991 on the development of
and railway undertakings (‘RUs’). It also required that national the Community’s railways (OJ L 237,
rail industry regulatory bodies be set up to supervise the rail 24.8.1991, p. 25).

market at national level.

6. Since 2001, EU directives have been pulled together in so-
called railway ‘packages’ addressing aspects of market open-
ing, interoperability and safety which have to be transposed
into national legislation and implemented by Member States
(see Figure 4 for a summary of EU legislative instruments and
Annex | for detailed references thereto).

7. Common technical standards have been formalised at EU level
through Technical Specifications for Interoperability (‘TSIs’),
which include, inter alia, standards regarding the European
Rail Traffic Management System (‘ERTMS’) (see Box 1). The task
of developing TSIs has been delegated by the Commission to
the European Railway Agency (see Annex Il for a summary of
published TSls).

ERTMS seeks to contribute to the creation of a seamless European railway system by replacing the dif-
ferent national train control systems in Europe. It also facilitates high speed rail transport, allows for
increased capacity on rail lines and improves safety. Several Commission Decisions, including regarding
the ERTMS deployment plan?, require that newly constructed lines are equipped with ERTMS and that
certain corridors are so equipped by specific dates. 500 million euro out of a total budget for TEN-T of
8 billion euro in the period 2007-2013 was earmarked to support the adoption of ERTMS by railway
undertakings and infrastructure managers.

2 Commission Decision 2009/561/EC of 22 July 2009 amending Decision 2006/679/EC as regards the implementation of the technical

specification for interoperability relating to the control-command and signalling subsystem of the trans-European conventional rail
system (OJ L 194, 25.7.2009, p. 60).
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10.

TEN-T NETWORK AND THE PRIORITY PROJECTS

The Treaty provides for the EU to promote the inter-connection
and inter-operability of national networks3. The trans-European
Transport Network (TEN-T) sets out the main transport axes
along which European financial support for rail infrastructure
has been directed.

Of particular importance are the Priority Projects which, ini-
tially identified following the Essen European Council in 1993,
were defined in order to further concentrate EU investments on
the most important axes. Since 2004, the list has increased to
30 Priority Projects (19 of which refer to rail transport) which
has been enshrined in TEN-T guidelines* This list was informed
by the recommendations of a High Level Group chaired
by former Commissioner Karel Van Miert (see Figure 5 for a
summary of the main milestones in the development of the
TEN-T network and the Priority Projects and Annex Ill for a list
of the Priority Projects). Box 2 shows sources of finance for
the Priority Projects.

In 2009, the Commission initiated a broad review of TEN-T
policy in which future political and economic challenges such
as the achievement of climate change objectives, further eco-
nomic growth, economic and social cohesion as well as the
strengthening of Europe’s international role were considered>.
The Commission proposed options for future TEN-T develop-
ment with a view to preparing a major legislative proposal,
including a revision of the TEN-T guidelines.

3 TheTreaty establishing the
European Community (1992),
Article 154. Trans-European
networks exist in the fields of
transport, telecommunications and

energy.

4 Decision No 884/2004/EC of

the European Parliament and

of the Council of 29 April 2004
amending Decision No 1692/96/EC
on Community guidelines for the
development of the Trans-European
Transport network (OJ L167,
30.4.2004, p. 1).

® Green Paper TEN-T: A policy
review: Towards a better integrated
Trans-European transport network
at the service of the common
transport policy, COM(2009) 44 final,
4.2.2009.

According to recent estimates, up to 2007 126,35 billion euro had already been invested on the Priority
Projects, 154 billion euro was expected to be invested between 2007 and 2013, with 119 billion euro still
to be invested thereafter. Member States’ own national budgets account for 66 % of the total invested

on the Priority Projects between 1996 and 2013 (see Table 1).
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MILESTONES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEN-T NETWORK AND
PRIORITY PROJECTS

1994 A group of representatives of the Heads of State or govern-
ments proposed a list of 14 ‘projects of European interest’

(10 referring to rail infrastructure). The so-called ‘Essen Projects’
were included in the first formal TEN-T guidelines.

2001 The Commission issued a White Paper on the European
transport policy for 2010, particularly noting the need to revital-
ise the railways.

2004 Based on proposals from the Member States and acced-
ing countries, a High Level Group recommended TEN-T network
projects of common interest up to 2020. 30 so-called Priority
Projects (19 referring to rail infrastructure) were eventually
formally agreed upon by the Council.

Special Report No 8/2010 — Improving transport performance on trans-European rail axes: Have EU rail infrastructure investments been effective?



EU CO-FINANCING OF RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE

Sources of funding for the 30 Priority Projects (except Galileo) 6 Article 17 of Regulation (EC)
including rail transport, are summarised in Table 1°. No 680/2007 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of

20 June 2007 laying down general
rules for the granting of Community

Rail infrastructure sections co-financed by the EU under TEN-T financial aid in the field of the trans-
and Cohesion Policy are based on national proposals and im- European transport and energy
plemented by national authorities. There are different award networks (OJ L 162, 22.2.2007, p. 1).
and selection procedures for these two schemes at the Com- Every two years the Commission
mission. is required to submit a report on

TEN-T activities. Whilst generally
providing a sound description of the
current situation, the audit revealed
that the Commission’s May 2008
report contained inaccuracies in the
figures presented regarding historic

investments.
1996-1999 | 2000-2006 = 2007-2013 Totals %
(billion euro) EU-15 EU-27 EU-27
TEN-T 1,35 2,80 5,40 9,55 3%
EU grants Cohesion Fund 3,83 7,00 12,30 23,13 8%
ERDF 1,46 481 4,70 10,97 4%
EIB 9,78 16,10 25,00 50,88 18%
Other sources (national) 16,23 63,00 106,60 185,83 66 %
Total investments in TEN-T Priority Projects 32,65 93,70 154,00 280,35 100 %

The Court noted the difference in overall investments in the period 2007-2013 of 154 billion euro to 151 billion euro reported by
TEN-T Priority Project Progress report.

Source: 'TEN-T Funding in Figures’ DG Transport and Energy website:
http://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/funding/doc/funding_figs.pdf
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13.

14.

Under TEN-T Policy, the EU co-finances studies and works (see
Table 2 for maximum co-financing rates). Co-financed projects
in respect of works typically address the construction of certain
parts or technical elements of a section of the Priority Projects.
Projects are selected on a competitive basis following the as-
sessment of proposals submitted by Member State authori-
ties. Proposal evaluation procedures culminate in a ranking of
projects with EU co-financing being allocated to the projects
evaluated as the best. DG Mobility and Transport is responsible
for TEN-T policy. Organising the evaluation procedure is one of
the tasks recently delegated to the TEN-T Executive Agency.

Under Cohesion Policy, EU co-financing is available for quali-
fying Member States under the Cohesion Fund” and the ERDF
(see Table 2 for maximum co-financing rates). DG Regional
Policy is responsible for Cohesion Policy. Co-funding for Cohe-
sion Fund projects® and for major projects under the ERDF? is
subject to Commission approval under specific rules applying
to each Fund. The Commission’s approval procedures involve
checking the consistency of proposed projects with national
and regional strategies and reviewing their overall feasibility
and degree of preparation. Cohesion Fund regulations stipulate
that funding for transport should be allocated to the TEN-T
network, in particular the Priority Projects'.

7 Until 2004, financing was also
available to accession countries
under ISPA. The projects were
converted into Cohesion Fund

projects at accession.

8 Since 2007, projects under

50 million euro submitted for
co-financing under the Cohesion
Fund do not require approval by the
Commission.

° The concept of ‘major projects’
is mainly defined on the basis of
the volume of finance involved in
the projects. The definition covers
projects ‘whose total cost taken
into account in determining the
contribution of the Funds exceeds
50 million euro (Article 25 of Council
Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999
(0JL161,26.6.1999, p. 1) and
Article 39 of Council Regulation
(EC) No 1083/2006 (OJ L 210,
31.7.2006, p. 25) as amended by
Regulation (EU) No 539/2010 of
the European Parliament and

the Council (OJ L 158, 24.6.2010,

p. 1)). For more information on

the subject, see Special Report No
1/2008 concerning the procedures
for the preliminary examination
and evaluation of major investment
projects for the 1994-1999 and
2000-2006 programming periods.

10 Article 3 of Council Regulation
(EC) No 1164/94 (OJ L 130,
25.5.1994, p. 1), Article 3(1) of
Regulation (EC) No 1264/1999 (OJ
L161,26.6.1999, p. 57), Article 2(1)
(a) of Regulation (EC) No 1084/2006
(0OJL 210, 31.7.2006, p. 79) stipulate
that transport spending under the
Cohesion Fund shall be allocated
to TEN-T projects and, in particular,
projects of common interest as
defined by the TEN-T guidelines in
2004.
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TABLE 2

2000-2006 2007-2013
Studies 50% 50 %
ERTMS
() 0
+— | trackside / on-board 10% 20%
=
- Cross-horder sections on Priority Projects Lk 30%
y o) (20 % from 2004) °
Other sections on the Priority Projects Ll 20 %
y o (20 9% for bottlenecks) 0
Cohesion Fund 85% 85 %
=
= 75%
S | ERDF 75% (80 % for Member States qualifying for
_‘J:c’> Cohesion Fund)
()

ISPA (until 2004) 75% =

! Co-financing rates apply to only those project costs deemed to be eligible under the rules governing EU support.
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18

AUDIT SCOPE AND APPROACH

15. The auditfocused on EU co-financing of rail infrastructure and
examined its effectiveness in improving the performance of
trans-European axes. In carrying out the audit, the Court fo-
cused on the four main areas of risk, namely:

o whether the Priority Projects have been effective as a
mechanism for concentrating EU funds on the main trans-
European axes, in particular, insofar as they have been de-
fined according to demonstrable needs in terms of existing
and anticipated rail services;

o whether financial support under TEN-T and Cohesion Policy
has been effectively targeted on priority areas, and the
extent to which this is supported by robust selection and
approval procedures;

o whether sections of infrastructure co-financed by the EU
have been constructed according to specifications and,
thereafter, whether they have become ready for use with-
out undue delay; and

o whether the infrastructure sections co-financed by the EU
have been used in line with expectations, including in the
context of the trans-European axis on which they are lo-
cated.

Photo 2 - Freight train in Miinchen ready for departure to Verona via Brennersee station

i Fir y 1\ I + |
f | I

© European Court of Auditors, February 2009.
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16.

17.

18.

To carry out the audit, the Court analysed a sample of 21 specif- " The audit team was assisted in
ic sections co-financed by the EU during the 2000-2006 period the execution of the fieldwork by an
(14 primarily funded under the TEN-T financial instrument and independent rail industry expert.

seven mainly under Cohesion Policy). These sections related to
eight of the Priority Projects defined in the TEN-T guidelines.
Taken together, the sample covers a total of 8 683 million euro
of EU investments representing 77 % of all EU co-financing in-
vestments on the sampled eight Priority Projects, and 36 % of
investments from all sources thereon (see Annex IV for further
details of the sample and Box 3 for definition of terms used in
the report).

The audit field work was carried out between October 2008 and
May 2009'"", and audit evidence was collected through inter-
views with Member State officials, project promoters and rail
industry stakeholders, review of documents held by the Com-
mission, technical questionnaires completed by Member State
institutions and visits on-the-spot in the Member States. Data
regarding transport performance was provided by national in-
frastructure managers.

The audit did not assess the financial or technical supervision
mechanisms in place in the Member States.

A rail axis is a rail line (or collection of rail lines) that spans a long distance and provides connections
between several important commercial and/or industrial locations en route. Trans-European rail axes
span more than one Member State.

A Priority Project refers to a grouping of sections each of which relate to connections between specific
commercial and/or industrial locations that have been formally identified as ‘projects of common inter-
est’in EU legislation in 2004 (Decision No 884/2004/EC - see Figure 5). Although sometimes referred to
as axes, these Priority Project groupings of sections are not, in all cases, linked to together.

A co-financed project relates to equipment or infrastructure located on a rail section that is part of a
Priority Project and for which an EU grant has been approved.

For example, Priority Project 1 concerns the railway axis Berlin-Verona / Milano-Bologna-Napoli-Messina-
Palermo. For this Priority Project, the Court examined EU co-financed projects relating to sections at
Berlin Central Station, Nirnberg-Ingolstadt, Kufstein-Innsbruck, Brenner Base Tunnel, Bologna-Firenze,
Roma-Napoli and Messina Patti.
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20

OBSERVATIONS

DEFINITION OF PRIORITY PROJECTS
ACCORDING TO DEMONSTRABLE NEEDS IN
TERMS OF EXISTING AND ANTICIPATED RAIL

SERVICES

19. Given the importance of the Priority Projects as a mechanism 2 Made up of one representative
for co-ordinating and concentrating Community financial re- from each Member State, one
sources, it is important that their definition is informed by observer from each acceding
an analysis of demonstrable needs in terms of existing and country and an observer from the
anticipated rail services. European Investments Bank,

chaired by former Commissioner
Karel van Miert.

20. The Court assessed whether the procedure by which the list of
Priority Projects was defined in 2004 was robust.

THERE WERE WEAKNESSES IN THE PROCEDURE TO
DEFINE PRIORITY PROJECTS IN 2004

21. Onehundred proposals for specific projects and sections were
submitted by current and future Member States to a High Level
Group constituted in 20032 These were assessed first against
pre-selection criteria and, then, against a set of evaluative cri-
teria defined by the Group. The Group’s recommendations took
the form of four lists of Priority Projects including 14 projects
in the process of completion (essentially the Essen Projects),
18 projects to start before 2010, four longer term projects and
15 other important projects for territorial cohesion. These rec-
ommendations formed the basis of the deliberations of the
European Council when it defined a list of 30 Priority Projects
(19 of which referred to rail) in the TEN-T guidelines in 2004.
The Court’s analysis revealed important weaknesses in the ap-
plication of the pre-selection and evaluation criteria defined
by the Group:

o given the absence of a clear understanding of what con-
stituted a major European axis, the evaluators stated that
they had difficulty to consistently assess the merits of the
location of proposed sections;
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22.

21

o variations in quantity of and a lack of consistency in the '3 High Level Group on the Trans-
analysis presented in support of proposed section’s eco- European Transport network,
nomic viability and socio-economic benefits meant that 23 June 2003, Report, p. 49.

evaluators had problems to compare the proposed projects’
merits; and

0 project proposals provided insufficient and inconsistent
information about projects’ expected European added
value, especially as regards the extent of expected trans-
European traffic.

THE PRIORITY PROJECTS DO NOT REPRESENT
DEFINITIVE DESCRIPTIONS OF THE MAIN
TRANS-EUROPEAN RAIL AXES

Whilst there may be significant similarities between the Prior-
ity Projects and the main trans-European railway axes as de-
fined by industry, the Priority Projects cannot themselves be
regarded as definitive descriptions of such axes. The following
observations confirm this view:

o firstly, the High Level Group’s work did not take as its start-
ing point an analysis of the current and expected traffic
flows of the main axes, and the Group noted this weakness
inits report; ‘The Group did not have the time to iden-
tify these main axes... [and] ...The Priority Projects make
it possible to have a first idea of the likely mapping of
such axes’'3;

EXAMPLES OF ERTMS CORRIDORS NOT COINCIDING WITH PRIORITY
PROJECTS

ERTMS corridor B that crosses Germany in a north-south direction does not coincide with a Priority
Project between Hannover and Miinchen;

ERTMS corridor D between Barcelona and Valencia only partly coincides with a Priority Project;

ERTMS corridor F that crosses Germany and Poland in an east-west direction does not coincide with any

Priority Project. Polish authorities have placed more emphasis on this east-west axis, investing 528 million
euro thereon to date compared to 449 million euro invested on north-south Priority Project 23.
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o secondly, in a subsequent exercise to identify trans-Eu-
ropean rail corridors on which the deployment of ERTMS
should be prioritised (sponsored by Karel Vinck the Com-
mission-appointed Co-ordinator (see paragraph 26)), a
broad consensus from the rail industry was reached and
six such corridors were agreed in 2008'*. It is observed that
not all of these six industry-agreed corridors fully coincide
with the routes of the Priority Projects (see Box 4);

o thirdly, connections to certain important sea ports are not
included in the Priority Projects, including Marseille, Ros-
tock, Bremerhaven and Le Havre; other important ports,
such as Gioia Tauro, are located close to a section of a Pri-
ority Project, but the connections thereto are not included
in the Priority Projects; and,

o finally, the Priority Projects do not always coincide with
trans-European axes defined by industry associations.

The implication of these weaknesses is that improvements in
the definition of the Priority Projects could further enhance the
co-ordination and concentration of EU financial resources.

In its report in 2003, the High Level Group called upon the
Commission to improve the analysis of trans-European traffic
flows so that future revisions of the list of Priority Projects
could be based thereon'. In 2009, the Commission launched
a debate on the future of the trans-European transport policy
recognising the need to refine the concepts underlying the
trans-European rail network and suggested that clearer think-
ing is needed with respect to defining investment priorities's.
The Commission has also suggested that the development of
trans-European rail freight transport would benefit from the
definition of dedicated corridors based on business cases'’.

% Memorandum of Understanding
Between the European Commission
and the European Railway
Associations (CER - UIC — UNIFE -
EIM - GSM-R Industry Group - ERFA)
concerning the strengthening of
cooperation for speeding up the
deployment of ERTMS, July 2008.

1> High Level Group on the Trans-
European transport network —
Report, Section 6.4.3, paragraph 11,
27 June 2003, Brussels.

16 COM(2009) 279 final
Communication from the
Commission - A sustainable future
for transport: Towards an integrated,
technology-led and user friendly
system, Brussels 17.6.2009.

7 COM(2008) 852 final, Proposal
for a Regulation of the European
Parliament and of the Council
concerning a European rail network
for competitive freight, Brussels,
11.12.2008.
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27.

TARGETING, SELECTION AND APPROVAL OF EU
FINANCIAL SUPPORT

The targeting of EU investments is important because:

o financial needs on the Priority Projects are significant and
financing from all sources is scarce; and

o Priority Projects have a trans-European dimension which
may go beyond national interests.

EU legislation identifies the elimination of bottlenecks and the
filling-in of missing links (in particular cross border sections)
as key priorities for the trans-European network'®. In a Spe-
cial Report published in 2005, the Court observed that ‘'TEN-T
financial aid is allocated in an overly fragmented way and is
not sufficiently focused on cross-border projects (or project
sections), and as such, TEN-T could not achieve its European
added value to the fullest’'. Since those observations were
made, important changes have taken place:

o an update to the TEN-T regulation which inter alia intro-
duced the possibility of TEN-T grants for cross-border sec-
tions up to a maximum of 30 % of eligible costs; and

o inJuly 2005, the Commission appointed six Co-ordinators?®
‘to facilitate the coordinated implementation of certain
projects, in particular cross-border projects or sections of
cross-border projects’?' (see Annex V).

For the current report, the Court took stock of these develop-
ments, in particular, it reviewed:

o the concentration of TEN-T co-financing on cross-border
sections and the progress in this respect to date on the
Priority Projects in the sample;

o therole played by the Commission-appointed co-ordina-
tors;
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'8 See Decision No 884/2004/EC
and Regulation (EC) No 680/2007.
Furthermore, in its response to

the Commission’s communication
‘Reforming the Budget, Changing
Europe, the Court highlighted that
‘expenditure with trans-frontier
effects or common interest is prima
facie a stronger candidate for EU
action than expenditure with limited
geographical effects.

19 Special Report No 6/2005 on

the Trans-European network for
transport (TEN-T) together with the
Commission’s replies.

20 The Commission subsequently
updated this list in 2007, 2009 and
2010.

21 Article 17a of Decision

No 1692/96/EC of the European
Parliament and of the Council
(OJL228,9.9.1996, p. 1).



o the quality of the analysis available to help target bottle-
necks on trans-European axes; and

o the extent to which approval procedures under the Cohe-
sion Fund (and ERDF major projects) are sufficiently robust
to identify weaknesses in project definition and prepara-
tion, and the extent to which changes to selection proce-
dures under TEN-T have addressed weaknesses observed
by the Court in its previous Special Report.

CONCENTRATION OF TEN-T CO-FINANCING AT
CROSS-BORDER LOCATIONS HAS IMPROVED SINCE
2006, BUT MUCH REMAINS TO BE ACHIEVED

28. The extent to which investments of TEN-T funds have been con-
centrated on cross-border locations has increased significantly
in the 2007-2013 programming period compared to the 2000-
2006 period. Investments in cross-border locations represented
37 % of TEN-T investment during 2000-2006, whilst such allo-
cations for the period 2007-2013 are expected to account for
71 %. Whilst there is no direct evidence to conclusively prove
their influence on this improvement, the increase of TEN-T co-
financing rates from 10 % to 30 % for cross-border sections
and the activities of the Co-ordinators in encouraging Member
States to propose cross-border sections have been factors dur-
ing this period.

29. Consistent with the Court’s previous finding, according to the
proposal forms submitted by Member States, 14 of the sec-
tions reviewed for this audit co-financed by TEN-T that were
approved before 2006 would have gone ahead anyway, albeit
with modifications and/or with additional risk. In contrast, the
proposal for an important project approved in the 2007-2013
period (Brenner Base Tunnel) states it would not proceed with-
out EU co-financing.

30. For eligible Member States, the Cohesion Fund and ERDF are
also available for rail infrastructure developments (7 out of
the 21 sections reviewed for the audit received funding from
these sources); for example in Spain, all of the Cohesion Fund
spent on rail infrastructure in the 2000-2006 period was con-
centrated on the Priority Projects. However, there is no formal
requirement to prioritise Cohesion Fund investments at cross
border locations.
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on these sections are completed (see Table 3).

TABLE 3

Priority Project 1
Priority Project 2

Priority Project 3

Priority Project 6
Priority Project 17

Priority Project 23

Priority Project 24
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Germany-Austria
Austria-Italy
Germany-Belgium
Netherlands-Belgium
France-Spain (Atlantic)
France-Spain (Mediterranean)
France-Italy
France-Germany
Germany-Austria
Austria-Slovakia
Poland-Slovakia
Netherlands-Germany

Germany-France

Location

Miinchen-Kufstein
Brenner Tunnel
Aachen-Diiren-KdIn
Rotterdam-Antwerpen
Dax-Vittoria
Perpignan-Figueras
Lyon-Turin

Kehl bridge
Miihldorf-Freilassing
Vienna-Bratislava
Bielsko Biala - Zwardon
Zevenaar-Emerich

Mulhouse

Making progress on infrastructure developments at cross bor-
der locations involves political challenges as well as techni-
cal ones. They often require lengthy negotiations between
neighbouring Member States based on inter-governmental
conferences before bi-lateral agreements are signed, usually
involving formal treaties. An overall review of the state of de-
velopment at 13 cross-border locations on the sampled Prior-
ity Projects revealed that much remains to be achieved, and
significant continued work is required before developments

In place

Under
construction

Study /
preparatory

v

v

Planning
not started
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THE CO-ORDINATORS HAVE HAD A POSITIVE
INFLUENCE IN CONCENTRATING INVESTMENTS AND
FACILITATING DEVELOPMENTS ON THE PRIORITY
PROJECTS

The Co-ordinators have had a positive influence in the target-
ing of EU investments, in particular through:

o

facilitating contacts between stakeholders in order to
progress developments on problematic sections of the Pri-
ority Projects, especially where it has proved necessary to
agree a clear shared vision of the target rail transportation
market and the specifications of the required infrastructure
developments?? (for example, agreement between French
and Spanish authorities on the Mediterranean branch of
Priority Project 323, and the Brenner Corridor Platform (see
Box 5));

emphasising to Member States the importance of propos-
ing particular sections for EU co-financing (for example,
regarding the Brenner Corridor on Priority Project 1 and
bottlenecks and cross-border sections at Stuttgart and
between Miinchen and Freilassing on Priority Project 17)
whilst emphasising that other sections would not be posi-
tively received, such as those including station infrastruc-
ture not relating directly to the operation of trains; and

encouraging co-operation between rail authorities in Mem-
ber States regarding improving transport performance and
alleviating operational and other problems on existing cor-
ridors (such as the IQC (see Box 14), the technical working
group put in place on Priority Project 6 and the ERTMS
corridors).

BRENNER CORRIDOR PLATFORM

26

22 position Paper of the European
Transport Coordinators: Mr. Karel
Van Miert, Mr. Etienne Davignon,

Mr. Carlo Secchi, Mr. Laurens Jan
Brinkhorst, Mr. Péter Balazs, Ms. Karla
Peijs, Mr. Luis Valente De Oliveira,
Mr. Pavel Telicka, Mr. Karel Vinck on
the Future of Ten-T Policy, Brussels,

6 October 2009.

2 Annual Report of the European
Coordinator, Etienne Davignon,
PP No 3, “South-West European
High-Speed Rail Link”, Brussels,
August 2009.

By facilitating interactions amongst Italian, Austrian and German stakeholders, Karel Van Miert, the
Co-ordinator at the time, contributed to the creation of the Brenner Corridor Platform which, building
on earlier collaboration, has been the key forum for reaching agreement on the objectives and design
specifications of proposed infrastructure developments (including the Brenner Base Tunnel).
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IDENTIFICATION OF BOTTLENECKS COULD BE
IMPROVED

Accurate and reliable analysis is an important prerequisite
for the identification of bottleneck sections of the Priority
Projects, and is therefore a key consideration for the prioriti-
sation of EU investment. However, a robust empirical analysis
of bottlenecks on key trans-European axes is not available and
the Commission relies primarily on Member States’ own analy-
sis complemented, in recent years, by information gathered by
the Co-ordinators to identify such bottlenecks.

THERE WERE WEAKNESSES IN SELECTION AND
APPROVAL PROCEDURES AT THE COMMISSION

PROJECTS THAT WERE NOT THOROUGHLY PREPARED WERE APPROVED
UNDER THE CoHEsION FunD

The Court reviewed the extent to which approval procedures for
rail infrastructure projects submitted for co-financing under
the Cohesion Fund and as major projects under the ERDF are
sufficiently robust to identify weaknesses in project definition
and preparation.
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35. For rail infrastructure projects co-financed by the Cohesion
Fund, the Court observed that the evaluation carried out of
proposed projects technical aspects was insufficient. In the
cases examined, the only review of projects submitted under
the Cohesion Fund was the internal Commission so-called in-
ter-service consultation, through which project proposal docu-
ments were circulated by DG Regional Policy to other Com-
mission services to obtain an opinion. However, a review of
the Commission’s files revealed that there is no evidence of
a thorough technical review in support of this opinion. As no
external rail infrastructure experts were consulted in the proc-
ess, relying solely on such an internal consultation does not
constitute a sufficient mechanism for technical review. Moreo-
ver, insufficient attention was paid to ensuring that approved
projects were adequately prepared. In the case of the Madrid-
Levante project, DG Regional Policy requested advice from the
European Investment Bank (EIB) regarding project proposals.
However, despite the EIB raising specific concerns about the
extent to which the project had been adequately specified, the
project was approved for Cohesion funding. The project has
subsequently experienced cost escalations of 89 % compared
to the amount specified in the project proposal documents
(see Box 8). The Court notes that the procedure for approving
major projects has changed since 2007.

PROJECT SELECTION PROCEDURES UNDER TEN-T HAVE BEEN
UPDATED BUT THERE REMAINS ROOM FOR FURTHER IMPROVEMENT

36. The Court reviewed the changes to selection procedures for
rail infrastructure project proposals submitted for co-financ-
ing under TEN-T, in particular, insofar as the weaknesses ob-
served by the Court in its previous Special Report have been
addressed.
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Changes have taken place in selection procedures for TEN-T
projects following the Court’s previous recommendations?, in
particular:

o the updating of proposals evaluation procedures, in par-
ticular to include the use of external experts;

o the contribution made by the Co-ordinators in providing
contextual information about the situation on the ground
on the Priority Projects; and

o the delegation of a range of tasks to the recently created
TEN-T Executive Agency?.

Notwithstanding the above, there is room for improvement as
regards the use of cost benefit analysis. It is important that cost
benefit analysis, along with environmental and socio-economic
analysis, allows for the merits of proposed projects to be com-
pared during the selection procedure. A review of project se-
lection documents revealed that only summary information was
submitted regarding a proposed project’s cost benefit analysis
and that, in practice, the information contained in these sum-
maries is not consistent in terms of the variables covered, the
level of detail or about the assumptions on which the analysis
has been based. Assumptions made regarding projected future
traffic flows are essential elements for such analyses. Whilst
some initiatives have been taken to ensure that traffic flow as-
sumptions are consistent (for example, in respect of the Alpine
tunnels), these have been isolated exercises. A coherent model
of European rail traffic flows, which could inform overall policy
as well as specific project selection, has yet to be developed.
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paragraphs 35, 43, and 52 to 58.

5 Commission Decision 2007/60/EC
of 26 October 2006 establishing the
Trans-European Transport Network
Executive Agency pursuant to
Council Regulation (EC) No 58/2003
(OJL32,6.2.2007, p. 88).



39. For each of the co-financed sections sampled for the audit,
the Court examined the execution of the project insofar as
the section infrastructure has been constructed according to
specifications, and thereafter whether the infrastructure was
made available for use without undue delay. The situation with
respect to escalations of project costs was also reviewed.

40. AnnexVIshows the status of use of the 21 EU co-financed sec-
tions reviewed for the audit.

PLANNED INFRASTRUCTURE IS DELIVERED IN LINE
WITH SPECIFICATION

41. The 14 completed sections in the sample delivered the tech-
nical infrastructure defined in the specifications. Justifiable
amendments to technical specifications were made due to cir-
cumstances that came to light during construction. In one case,
certain technical conditions were not fully anticipated in the
design specifications (see Box 6).

Whilst the Nirnberg-Ingolstadt line was constructed according to specification to support mixed use, it
became clear during safety testing that, because of air pressure issues, trains could not pass each other
in the tunnel sections. The line is now used only by high-speed passenger trains.
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The five sections under construction at the time of the audit
were also being built as specified. For the two long-term Alpine
tunnel sections (Mont-Cenis, Brenner (see Photo 5, p. 37)), the
nature and extent of adjustments to technical specifications
that are being made during the planning and exploratory stag-
es are in line with what can be expected given these sections’
particular complexity. These adjustments are being made, for
example, in order to take account of environmental concerns
or other developments.

The Court noted the experience of a project supported by the
Commission to facilitate a network for the dissemination of
knowledge on the management and organisation of large in-
frastructure projects in Europe?®. It provided useful outcomes
in terms of developing contacts between project managers and
exchanging practical knowledge, and offers an experience that
could be built upon in future initiatives.

26 The Netlipse project supported
under the Sixth European
Framework Programme for Research
and Technological Development
(www.netlipse.eu).

The Perpignan-Figueras international section (44 km Photo 3 - New lines on
long including the 8 km Perthus tunnel) will allow ap- the Perpignan-Figueras international
section not yet used

propriately equipped UlC-gauge trains to travel be-
tween France and Spain without stopping and provide
for improved flow of freight and passenger traffic. It
was one of the only public-private partnerships in the
audit sample, and the contractor completed construc-
tion of the infrastructure at the end of 2009. As a result
of thorough and detailed preparation, the project was
completed more or less on time and on budget. How-
ever, whilst the line is connected to the rail network at
Perpignan, there is, as yet, no connecting line on the
Spanish side in Figueras. The works between Barcelona
and Figueras to make this connection in UIC gauge are
ongoing, but will not be completed before 2012. There
is, therefore, no prospect of the new international sec-
tion being available for full use for at least two years
after completion. An interim solution involving the in-

stallation of a third rail between Girona and Figueras to © European Court of Auditors, March 2009.

allow both UIC and Iberian gauge trains to use the line
may be in place by the end of 2010, but, at best, it will
provide for only partial use of the new line.
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THERE ARE SOMETIMES DELAYS BEFORE
INFRASTRUCTURE BECOMES AVAILABLE FOR USE

At the time of the audit, all except two of the 14 completed
sections had become available for use. However, for one impor-
tant cross-border section (the Perpignan-Figueras international
section between France and Spain (see Box 7 and Photo 3), a
delay in connecting with neighbouring sections mean that,
despite the infrastructure being completed, it has not become
available for use.

COST ESCALATIONS WERE OBSERVED FOR ALL
SECTIONS, MOSTLY DUE TO UNFORESEEABLE
REASONS

Escalations in project costs were observed in all cases (see
Box 8). In nearly all cases, these escalations arose for reasons
linked to unforeseeable factors that came to light during the
construction phase, such as unexpectedly difficult geographi-
cal conditions, environmental protection requirements, safety
requirements and higher than expected bids from contrac-
tors?’,

27 Academic research reports that
mega-projects are very complex
undertakings and, historically,
escalations of costs significantly
beyond initial budgets are very
common, indeed ‘cost overruns

of 50 % to 100 % in real terms are
common, and overruns above 100 %
are not uncommon’ Flyberg B,
Bruzelius N and Rothengatter W,
‘Megaprojects and risk: An anatomy
of ambition; Cambridge University
Press, 2003, page 44. See also Hugo
Priemus, Bent Flyvbjerg, Bert Van
Wee: Decision-making on Mega-
projects: Cost-benefit Analysis,
Planning and Innovation, Edward
Elgar Publishing Ltd, 2008,

ISBN 1845427378.

COST ESCALATIONS OBSERVED IN THE SECTION REVIEWED FOR THE

AUDIT

Cost information was available for 19 out of the 21 sections audited. 11 sections experienced cost es-
calations of up to 49 %, six sections experienced escalations between 50 % and 100 % and two sections
experienced escalations of more than 100 %. Overall, the extent of these escalations was in line with
those observed in other studies of large scale transport infrastructure projects. Of the sections reviewed,
the Warsaw-Gdynia section (funded under Cohesion Policy) has seen the most significant cost escalation,
arise of 166 % from an estimate of 475 million euro in the project proposal in 2004 to 1 265 million euro

according to latest estimates in November 2009.
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Projects that were subject to thorough and detailed prepara-
tion were less likely to experience escalations; for example,
the Perpignan-Figueras which was completed more or less on
time and on budget (see Box 7). In comparison, projects whose
preparation was less thorough and detailed faced a higher risk
of experiencing more significant escalations; for example, the
Madrid-Levante section, about which the EIB expressed con-
cerns, has to date seen a cost escalation of 89 % (see para-
graph 35).

These cost escalations did not have a direct impact on the EU
budget because the investment by the EU was limited to the
amounts initially granted. However, they should be considered
in the light of the large scale investment needs on the Priority
Projects, and the fact that the attraction of private sector in-
vestment has been recognised as being increasingly important.
The risk of project cost escalations can exacerbate concerns
regarding low rates of return and therefore represent a disin-
centive for private sector investors.

In order to take account of the complicated nature of the
projects and the risk that cost escalations may be experienced,
some projects (for example, Brenner Base Tunnel) set aside
contingencies, in order to mitigate the impact that such esca-
lations could have on overall budgets.

High-speed passenger services are generally conceived as serv-
ing the market between important urban areas capable of com-
peting with road and short-haul air transport; offering point-
to-point journeys that are reliable, comfortable and above all
fast is therfore of prime importance. For freight transport, the
rationale is different; the longer the journey the more poten-
tial there is for rail to be competitive vis-a-vis other modes of
transport, especially roads. Travelling across more than one na-
tional network is necessary for longer distance trans-European
routes.
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50. Whenitis completed and in service, the extent to which rail
infrastructure is fully used depends on rail services operating
as anticipated. The Court examined:

o whether transport performance is in line with expectations,
on the one hand on sections dedicated to high-speed pas-
senger services, and on the other, on conventional sections
for freight or mixed use; and

o the extent to which system constraints limit the perform-
ance on the axes on which the EU co-financed sections are
located and the progress made to alleviate them.

51. AnnexViIshows the status of use of the EU co-financed sections
reviewed for the audit.

Photo 4 - AVE High-speed passenger train at Chamartin station before departure on the
Madrid-Segovia-Valladolid line passing through the 28 km Guadarrama tunnel

© European Court of Auditors, March 2009.

Special Report No 8/2010 — Improving transport performance on trans-European rail axes: Have EU rail infrastructure investments been effective?



52.

PERFORMANCE ON SECTIONS DEDICATED TO HIGH-
SPEED PASSENGER SERVICES IS IN LINE WITH
EXPECTATIONS

Eight of the 21 sections reviewed for the audit contributed to
the construction of new high-speed passenger lines, of which,
at the time of the audit, seven are in service (Photo 4). Rail
services are running as expected on six of these lines, and the
problems delaying the commencement of full rail services on
the other line have recently been resolved (HSL Zuid). Project
promoters typically predicted that the projects would have
significant impacts in the target markets, and data available
shows that actual performance achieved has been in line with
these expectations (see Box 9). The fact that this infrastructure
is dedicated to well defined and homogenous services means
that its use, while highly technical, is not complicated by the
need to accommodate a mixed use.

The Madrid-Barcelona AVE section has led to a decrease in travel time between the two cities from 6h35
(in 1998) to 2h30, gaining market share from air services routes. Passenger numbers increased from
2,62 million (2007) to 5,8 million (2008).

The Berlin Central Station section achieved a 25 minutes saving when changing trains between North-
South and East-West axes, and also provides completely new journey opportunities.

The TGV Est (Phase 1) section allows for speeds up to 320 km/h and thereby travel time between Paris
and Strasbourg has decreased from 3h50 to 2h20, and between Paris and Luxembourg from 3h35 to
2h05, leading to reduced air services between Paris and airports close to the cities now benefitting from
the high-speed rail connection.

As well as improving direct passenger transport, the Frankfurt a.M.-Kéln and Nurnberg-Ingolstadt high-
speed passenger lines freed capacity on the established mixed use / freight lines.
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FOR SECTIONS SUPPORTING CONVENTIONAL
FREIGHT OR MIXED TRAFFIC, TRANSPORT
PERFORMANCE HAS NOT YET MET EXPECTATIONS

53. oOfthe sections reviewed for the audit, 13 related to infrastruc- 8 Pposition Paper of the European
ture for mixed use or for freight, of which only five had entered Transport Coordinators: Mr. Karel
service. These sections generally had as their objectives the Van Miert, Mr. Etienne Davignon,
alleviation of bottlenecks, increasing capacity and shortening Mr. Carlo Secchi, Mr. Laurens
journey times (see also Box 10 regarding the Alpine tunnels). Jan Brinkhorst, Mr. Péter Balazs,

Ms. Karla Peijs, Mr. Luis Valente

De Oliveira, Mr. Pavel Teli¢ka,

Mr. Karel Vinck on the Future of Ten-T

54. The achievement of performance objectives on the five sections Policy, Brussels, 6 October 2009.
that are in service has been problematic to the extent that
none are yet being used as planned. The main factors influenc-
ing the achievement of performance objectives are those re-
lating, on the one hand, to the demand for services that could
potentially operate on the infrastructure and, on the other, to
interoperability and other constraints in the rail system that
cause trans-European rail services to be interrupted. This con-
firms that overall progress on trans-European rail transport
depends on achieving synergies between the effects of legisla-
tive measures in respect of markets and interoperability and
co-financing policy measures, a view also emphasised by the
co-ordinators?s.
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SPECIAL SECTIONS: THE ALPINE TUNNELS AT BRENNER AND
MONT-CENIS

These are particularly large scale sections creating tunnels between Austria and Italy (Brenner) and
France and Italy (Mont-Cenis) to facilitate more efficient freight and passenger transport by avoiding
the need to traverse over the Alps via the existing restricted routes, which is undesirable from both a
transport and an environmental perspective. While anticipating mixed use, the tunnels have freight
transport as their primary focus; project promoters expect to have a transformational market impact on
the target routes by facilitating significantly higher freight volumes than is currently possible, gaining
significant overall market share compared to other transport modes. The projects are long term endeav-
ours spanning 10-15 years which are currently in their planning and exploratory phases.

Photo 5 - Entrance to the exploratory tunnel for the Brenner Base Tunnel at Fortezza

© European Court of Auditors, February 2009.

Special Report No 8/2010 — Improving transport performance on trans-European rail axes: Have EU rail infrastructure investments been effective?



38

SYSTEM CONSTRAINTS HAVE A NEGATIVE EFFECT WHICH CAN BE
SIMILAR IN SCALE TO THE PERFORMANCE GAINS RESULTING FROM
COSTLY INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS

55. The use which is made of rail infrastructure depends on a va- 29 Report from the Commission
riety of factors, including general economic conditions?’, re- to the Council and the European
lated developments at ports, tunnels etc (see Box 11) and also Parliament, Second report on
investment elsewhere in the rail system (see Box 12). monitoring development of the

rail market, COM(2009) 676 final,
Brussels, 18.12.2009.

56. System constraints are also of considerable importance. For
Trans-European high-speed passenger services such as those
operated between Paris, Brussels and London, specific arrange-
ments are made to ensure that trains do not have to stop at
borders. For example, locomotives are equipped to be interop-
erable with multiple traction energy and train control (signal-
ling) systems, and there is agreement about operational rules
governing these specific lines etc. Whilst complicated, this is
made possible because the service is dedicated to this single
purpose, and there is a clear willingness of the part of the main
stakeholders to address potential problems.

Photo 6 - Stock of wagon axles at the TRANSFESA gauge changing facility
at Cerbére on the France / Spain border

© European Court of Auditors, February 2009.
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BOX 11

The Betuweroute runs in an east-west direction between the port of Rotterdam and the border between
the Netherlands and Germany; it is dedicated solely to freight traffic. Whilst the line infrastructure be-
came fully available for rail services in June 2007, with a realistic maximum capacity of 380 trains a day
on average, 20 trains a day are currently running which is expected to increase to 150 per day by 2013:
the phasing-in of locomotives compatible with the ERTMS level 2 signalling system has been a limiting
factor to date. It is anticipated that traffic will increase to 380 per day after planned developments of
the second Maasvlakte at the port have been realised.

The utilisation of the EU co-financed section being constructed at Kufstein-Innsbruck, on the Brenner
Corridor between Miinchen and Verona, will be constrained by the volume of traffic that can cross the
mountain pass at the Brennersee station. This situation will be significantly improved only in 2022,
when the rail lines through the Brenner Base Tunnel currently under construction come into operation
on the corridor.

The exploitation of the Perpignan-Figueras international section depends in part on the flows of freight
traffic between Spain and France, and developments that take place at ports (such as Barcelona) will
have an important influence.

BOX 12

The Roma-Napoli and Bologna-Firenze high-speed high-capacity lines have been constructed to carry
both freight and passenger trains. To allow for freight trains to run as well as passenger trains, significant
investments were required in respect of inter-connections to the conventional line. The construction of
tunnels, bridges and viaducts in order to reduce gradients was also necessary as well as increasing axle
load capacity. No freight trains yet operate on these lines, and, whilst such developments are expected
at some points in the future, there are not yet specific plans amongst train operators in place to do so.

On Roma-Napoli, Bologna-Firenze and Pioltello-Treviglio, the available freight locomotives are not ca-
pable of travel at the stipulated minimum speed of 120 km/h.

The Raca-Trnava-Piestany line supports train speeds up to 160 km/h; however, no trains capable of these
speeds currently run in Slovakia.
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57. However, the situation for conventional lines which support
mixed freight and passenger use is more problematic. Crossing
borders between some national rail systems remains compli-
cated to the extent that many trans-European rail services are
interrupted by the necessity to stop at border locations. The
Court observed various complications, including differences in
gauge, traction energy, train control (signalling) systems, train
length and operational rules. Additional reasons why trains
have to stop are non acceptance of rolling stock authorised
for use in other Member States, train crew training and certi-
fication, technical and commercial controls, real-time traffic
management (see Annex VIl for a review of these problems to-
gether with examples from the sections sampled for the audit
and the trans-European axes on which they are located). Whilst
these complications at the borders do not necessarily individu-
ally entail significant delays, their cumulative effect can be
significant, in particular they can lead to traffic management
problems, running the risk of traffic jams and consequent delay
(see Box 13).

Photo 7 - Traffic control facility at Brennersee station
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© European Court of Auditors, February 2009.
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FREIGHT TRAIN JOURNEY FROM MUNCHEN TO BRENNERSEE STATION

A technical and commercial control is carried out before departure from Miinchen (see Photo 2, p. 18),
checking that the train is properly constituted and that the braking system is fully operational. The train,
which is equipped with two locomotives, is driven by a single German-speaking driver.

Entering the Austrian rail network at Kufstein, no changes are necessary to the train because the op-
erational rules in Germany and Austria are harmonised, the respective rail authorities formally accept
each other’s standards regarding certain small differences. A third locomotive is added to assist in the
ascent to Brennersee (see Photo 8).

On reaching the mountain-top Brennersee station (Austria-Italy border), shunting is carried out to re-
move the two locomotives no longer required. Other tasks made necessary by differences between the
Italian and Austrian operational rules are carried out, namely:

o change of driver: Italian operational rules require two Italian-speaking drivers (licensed to drive in
Italy), who replace the single German speaking driver (licensed to drive in Germany and Austria);

o change of tail markers: in Germany and Austria, reflective boards are required at the back of the
train)3°, whereas it is not acceptable to carry reflective boards in Italy where illuminated tail lights
are required (see Photo 9, p. 47).

Although a technical control was carried out before leaving Miinchen and the journey to Verona is only
448 km (namely less than the maximum 700 km required by Italian regulations), a further control is
carried out at Brennersee station which takes about 25 minutes. This additional control is carried out
because the Italian RU does not accept the technical control done by the German railway undertaking
in Minchen. No such additional control is carried out on the journey in the opposite direction because
the German railway undertaking accepts the control done earlier by its Italian counterpart.

30 The precise designs of the reflective boards under German and Austrian operational rules differ slightly but each accepts the boards of
the other.

Photo 8 - Freight train climbs the Alps in Austria towards Brennersee station

© European Court of Auditors, February 2009.
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Making progress on alleviating such constraints has the po-
tential to facilitate improvements in trans-European transport
that are of comparable scale to performance gains that result
from significant investments in infrastructure (Table 4 shows
a comparison from Priority Project 1). Such progress would
entail more in terms of co-operation between Member States
authorities than financial investment in infrastructure.

25 minutes

The journey time saved by constructing a new
high speed line between Niimberg and Ingol-
stadtin Germany at an overall cost of 2 336 mil-
lion euro (with EU co-financing of 134 million
euro from TEN-T)

The additional time needed for a technical con-
trol for trains entering Italy at the Brennersee
station at the Austrian-Italian border, because
the Italian railway undertaking does not accept
the technical control already carried out at the
point of departure in Miinchen by its German
counterpart
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Whilst the existence of these constraints on important corridors
is well known in the rail industry in Europe, a study that fully
describes such problems, quantifies their impact and identifies
possible solutions is not available at European level for all the
important axes.

Alleviating system constraints on trans-European axes requires
agreement between Member States. Attempts to do so at Eu-
ropean level are relatively recent developments as achieving
progress in a bilateral context has historically been difficult.
There is a notable exception, which has seen some important
successes, where institutions from Member States are co-oper-
ating to improve the performance of rail transport on a railway
axis (see Box 14). Other such initiatives are developing, often
with the support of the Commission appointed Co-ordinators,
for example in respect of the Brenner Corridor.

Progress on one topic has been addressed at European level,
with EU legislation adopted in 2008 aimed at facilitating the
mutual acceptance of rolling stock amongst national rail net-
works?3'.

31 Directive 2008/57/EC of the
European Parliament and of the
Council of 17 June 2008 on the
interoperability of the rail system
within the Community (OJL 191,
18.7.2008, p. 1).

Since 2003, German, Dutch, Italian and Swiss authorities relating to rail transport have been co-operating
to analyse and solve problems on the corridor. They have made some notable achievements, for example
in respect on mutual recognition of drivers and cross acceptance of approval procedures for rolling
stock. In 2008, a European Economic Interest Group was set and a programme management office
was established to manage the work of the Group. A 14-point action plan has been approved, which
echoes the findings of this report by highlighting the importance of aspects such as ERTMS deployment,
operational rules and train crew certification as key constraints for trans-European transport.
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CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

62. Through co-financing the development of rail infrastructure,
the EU has contributed to providing new possibilities for trans-
European rail transport. Some actions could however be taken
in order to achieve greater value for EU money.

63. The Priority Projects are the main mechanism for co-ordinating
and concentrating financial resources, it is therefore important
that their definition reflects present and anticipated needs.
However, they have not, to date, been defined based on an
analysis of current and expected traffic flows and do not rep-
resent definitive descriptions of the main trans-European rail
axes (see paragraphs 19 to 24).

RECOMMENDATION 1

The Commission should, in order to concentrate EU funds,
in future considerations of the definition of the Priority
Projects:

o work with Member States and railway institutions to
strengthen the European-level knowledge and analyti-
cal bases concerning existing and expected rail traffic
flows; and

o identify those trans-European corridors for which there
is significant actual or anticipated demand.

64. The targeting of EU infrastructure investments under TEN-T is
important. Concentration of TEN-T co-financing at cross-border
locations has improved, but much remains to be achieved at
these locations on the Priority Projects sampled. The Co-ordi-
nators have made a positive contribution but there is a need
to improve analysis about bottlenecks. There were weaknesses
at the Commission in approval procedures for Cohesion Fund
project, and there remains room for improvements for TEN-T
project selection procedures (see paragraphs 25 to 38).
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RECOMMENDATION 2

The Commission should:

o ensure that a robust analysis of the most important
bottleneck sections on the Priority Projects is available
to support decisions regarding the targeting of TEN-T
funds;

o build on the roles played to date by the co-ordinators
and consider appointing further co-ordinators to cover
other Priority Projects;

o make sure that procedures for approving projects under
the Cohesion Policy are robust, in particular as regards
review of technical characteristics and, in view of the
substantial risks of cost escalations, ensure that pro-
posed projects have been thoroughly prepared, drawing
on industry good practices as demonstrated by projects
that have been realised on time and on budget; and

o improve the quality of cost-benefit analyses in support
of selection procedures under TEN-T.

EU co-financed infrastructure projects delivered the planned
infrastructure to specification, and, once completed, have cre-
ated new and improved rail transport possibilities on key sec-
tions of the Priority Projects. In many cases amendments to
technical specifications were made due to circumstances that
came to light during construction (see paragraphs 39 to 48).

RECOMMENDATION 3

The Commission should take the lead in facilitating the ex-
change of knowledge and experience about rail infrastruc-
ture development amongst project promoters, building on
past experience such as the Netlipse project to do so.
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66. Measurable improvements have been achieved on lines dedicat-
ed to high-speed passenger services that are operating fully as
planned. However, the use of conventional sections for mixed
and freight use benefiting from EU co-financing is influenced
by a range of factors that mean that rail services are not yet
operating fully at anticipated levels. System constraints persist
in the European rail network, especially at border locations
(see paragraphs 49 to 61).

RECOMMENDATION 4

The Commission should:

o consider the extent to which greater value for EU money
could be achieved by placing increased emphasis on al-
leviating practical constraints for cross-border rail trans-
port that are not per se related to infrastructure; and

o encourage the emergence of and provide support for
collaboration amongst Member State rail institutions
at corridor level (such as the structure in place on the
Rotterdam-Genoa corridor) in order to address barriers
to smooth rail transport on existing infrastructure.

This Report was adopted by Chamber Il, headed by Mr Morten
LEVYSOHN, Member of the Court of Auditors, in Luxembourg
at its meeting of 8 September 2010.

For the Court of Auditors

Licgia:

Vitor Manuel da SILVA CALDEIRA
President
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Photo 9 - Tail lights required for operation in Italy awaiting attachment at Brennersee station

© European Court of Auditors, February 2009.

Special Report No 8/2010 — Improving transport performance on trans-European rail axes: Have EU rail infrastructure investments been effective?



SUMMARY OF MAIN EUROPEAN LEGISLATION IN RESPECT OF THE
RAIL INDUSTRY

Safety

Railway safety

railways

Commission Regulation (EC) No 653/2007 of 13 June 2007
on the use of a common European format for safety certifi-
cates and application documents in accordance with Article
10 of Directive 2004/49/EC of the European Parliament

and of the Council and on the validity of safety certificates
delivered under Directive 2001/14/EC

Legislative act Amendments
Development of the Community’s | Council Directive 91/440/EEC of 29 July 1991 on the develop- g::g:zg ;ggz;z&g
railways ment of the Community's railways Directive 2007/58/EC
Regulation (EC) No 881/2004 of the European Parliament Regulation (EQ
- European Railway Agency and of the Council of 29 April 2004 establishing a European Nog1335/2008
£ Railway Agency
<
= Licensin Council Directive 95/18/ECof 19 June 1995 on the licensing | Directive 2001/13/EC
§ 9 of railway undertakings Directive 2004/49/EC
&L . .
§ Allocation of railway infrastructure Directive 2.001/14/EC of the European Parllamgnt and 9f Decision 2002/844/EC
. . the Council of 26 February 2001 on the allocation of railway | . ™
capadity and charging for the use of infrastructure capacity and the levying of charges for the use Directive 2004/49/EC
infrastructure S padtty ying 9 Directive 2007/58/EC
of railway infrastructure
. Communication from the Commission Community guide-
State Aid rules ) . . ) (2008/C 184/07)
lines on State aid for railway undertakings
Interoperability of the conventional Directive 2.001/16/& of the Europear.1 ParllamenF .and of Directive 2004/50/EC
. the Council of 19 March 2001 on the interoperability of the o
__ | rail system . . Directive 2007/32/EC
= trans-European conventional rail system
§ Interoperability of the trans- Coundil Directive 96/48/EC of 23 July 1996 on the interoper- | Directive 2004/50/EC
S | European high-speed rail system ability of the trans-European high-speed rail system Directive 2007/32/EC
> D
= | = | |nteroperability of rail system Directive 2008/57/EC of the European Parliament and of the
S roP A y Council of 17 June 2008 on the interoperability of the rail
=S within Community e .
S system within the Community
E Directive 2004/49/EC of the European Parliament and of
= the Council of 29 April 2004 on safety on the Community's | Directive 2008/110/EC
g
IV
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Legislative act Amendments

Directive 2007/59/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Coundil of 23 October 2007 on the certification of train driv-
ers operating locomotives and trains on the railway system
in the Community

Council Directive 2005/47/EC of 18 July 2005 on the Agree-
ment between the Community of European Railways (CER)
and the European Transport Workers' Federation (ETF) on
certain aspects of the working conditions of mobile workers
engaged in interoperable cross-border services in the railway
sector

Train drivers

Railway workers

Mobile workers

Regulation (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 road and repealing Council
Regulations (EEC) Nos 1191/69 and 1107/70

Regulation (EC) No 1371/2007 of the European Parliament
Passenger rights and of the Council of 23 October 2007 on rail passengers’
rights and obligations

Public service obligations

Passenger rights
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TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS FORINTEROPERABILITY

to Decision 2006/860 for high speed and conventional rail

(ategory Description Reference
Maintenance Subsystem
Control-command and s!gnall{ng . 2002/731/EC
Control-command and signalling - Corrigendum
Infrastructure Subsystem 2002/732/EC
High Speed TSIs Energy Subsystem 2002/733/EC
Rolling stock Subsystem 2002/735/EC
(adopted by Commission Decision)
Operation Subsystem 2002/734/EC
Control and command Subsystem ERTMS and modifying Annex A to
2006/679 2006/860/EC
Control and command Subsystem ERTMS modifying Annex A to 2006/679
and Annex A to 2006/860 2008/386/EC
Infrastructure Subsystem 2008/217/EC
Operation Subsystem Annex A, Annex P 9 2008/231/EC
Roll!ng stock Subsy.stem 2008/232/EC
. . Rolling Stock - Corrigendum
Revised High Speed TSIs
Energy Subsystem 2008/284/CE
(adopted by Commission Decision) | Control-command and signalling - modifying Annex A
to Decision 2002/731/EC of 30 May 2002
Control-command and signalling - modifying Annex A 2004/447/EC
to Decision 2002/731/EC of 30 May 2002 - Corrigendum
Control-command and signalling - modifying Annex A 2007/153/EC
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(ategory Description Reference
Telematics applications for freight services 62/2006/EC
Noise aspects of conventional rolling stock 2006/66/EC
Control-command and signalling 2006/679/EC
Control-command and signalling 2009/561/EC

Control and command Subsystem ERTMS and modifying Annex A
Conventional rail TSIs t0 2006/679/EC 2006/860/EC

Command Subsystem ERTMS modifying Annex A to 2006/679 and

(adopted by Commission Decisions / 2008/386/EC
Regulations) Annex A to 2006/860
Rolling stock — freight wagons - Amendment of Decisions 2006/861/EC and ;gggﬁg%ig
2006/920/EC
Operation and traffic management - Annex P 5: Amendment of Decisions ;gggﬁ;%ig
2006/861/EC and 2006/920/EC Annex P 9
ERTMS deployment plan 2009/561/EC
Transversal TSIs Safety in railway tunnels 2008/163/EC
(High Speed and Conventional Rail)
(adopted by Commission Decision) Persons with reduced mobility 2008/164/EC
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LIST OF TEN-T PRIORITY PROJECTS

"Essen Projects’
(1996 TEN-T Guidelines)

Priority Projects
(2004 TEN-T guidelines)

High-speed train/combined transport north-south: Niirnberg-
Erfurt-Halle/Leipzig-Berlin Brenner axis: Verona-Miinchen

PP1 Railway axis Berlin-Verona/Milan-Bologna-Napoli-Messina-
Palermo

High-speed train (Paris-Brussels-KoIn-Amsterdam-London)

PP2 High-speed railway axis Paris-Brussels/Brussels-Kdln-
Amsterdam-London

High-speed train south: Madrid-Barcelona-Perpignan-
Montpellier; Madrid-Vitoria-Dax

PP3 High-speed railway axis Lisboa/Porto-Madrid-Barcelona-
Perpignan-Montpellier; Madrid-Vitoria-Dax-Bordeaux-Tours

High-speed railway axis east

PP4 High-speed railway axis east

Betuweroute

PP5 Betuweroute

High-speed train/combined transport: Lyon-Trieste

PP6 Railway axis Lyon-Trieste-Divaca/Koper/Divaca-Ljubljana-
Budapest-Ukrainian border

PP8 Multimodal axis Portugal/Spain-rest of Europe

Railway axis Cork-Dublin-Belfast-Stranraer

PP9 Railway axis Cork-Dublin-Belfast-Stranraer

Oresund fixed link

PP11 Oresund fixed link

Nordic triangle railway-road axis

PP12 Nordic triangle railway-road axis

West Coast Main Line

PP14 West Coast Main Line

PP16 Freight railway axis Sines/Algeciras-Madrid-Paris

PP17 Railway axis Paris-Strashourg-Stuttgart-Vienna-Bratislava

PP19 High-speed rail interoperability on the Iberian peninsula

PP20 Fehmarn Belt railway axis

PP22 Railway axis Athina-Sofia-Budapest-Vienna-Prague-
Niirnberg/Dresden

PP23 Railway axis Gdarisk-Warsaw-Brno/Bratislava-Vienna

PP24 Railway axis Lyon/Genoa-Basel-Duisburg-Rotterdam/
Antwerp

PP26 Railway-road axis Ireland/United Kingdom/continental
Europe

PP27 Rail Baltica axis Warsaw-Kaunas-Riga-Tallinn-Helsinki

PP28 Eurocaprail on the Brussels-Luxembourg-Strashourg railway
axis

PP29 Railway axis if the lonian/Adriatic intermodal corridor
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EU CO-FINANCED INFRASTRUCTURE SECTIONS SAMPLE FOR THE
AUDIT

A sample of 21 sections of rail infrastructure that benefited from EU co-financing (and
related financing decisions) was analysed. The sections were located on eight of the Pri-
ority Projects (1, 2, 3, 5/24, 6, 4/17, 19, 23). Details of the sample are shown in the table
below.

The sample covered a high proportion of EU investments on rail infrastructure. Taken
together, the sample covers a total of 8 683 million euro (1 613 million euro from TEN-T
and 7 070 million euro from Cohesion Fund, ISPA and ERDF). This represents 77 % of all
EU co-financing investments on the sampled Priority Projects, and 36 % of investments
from all sources thereon.

The sections in the sample, concerned, where possible:

o

sections that were completed or nearing completion,

cross-border and bottleneck sections,

o important passenger and freight corridors (providing some coincidence with ERTMS
corridors),

o connections between EU-15 and EU-10 Member States,

sections where private financing had been invested, and,

o major Alpine tunnelling sections.

o

o

SECTIONS OF THE PRIORITY PROJECTS CO-FINANCED BY TEN-T,
COHESION FUND (CF) OR ERDF REVIEWED FOR THE AUDIT

Dedicated passenger lines Mixed use line Dedicated freight lines
Berlin Central Station (DE) [TEN-T]
Frankfurt a.M.-KdIn (DE) [TEN-T]
Niirberg-Ingolstadt (DE) [TEN-T] Pioltello-Treviglio (IT) [TEN-T]
In service TGV Est Phase 1 (FR) [TEN-T] Raca-Trnava-Piestany (SK) [CF] Betuweroute (NL)
Completed Madrid-Valladolid (ES) [CF, ERDE, Roma-Napoli (IT) [ERDF, TEN-T] [TEN-T]
sections TEN-T] Messina-Patti (IT) [FRDF]
Madrid-Barcelona (ES) [CF, TEN-T]
HSL Zuid (NL) [TEN-T]
Awaiting entry Perpignan-Figueras (FR, ES) [TEN-T]
into service Bologna-Firenze (IT) [TEN-T]
Karlsruhe-Basel (DE) [TEN-T]
Sections under construction Madrid-Levante (ES) [CF, ERDF, TEN-T] Kufstein-Innsbruck (AT) [TEN-T]

Linz-St Polten (AT) [TEN-T]]
Warsaw-Gdynia (PL) [CF]
Brenner Base Tunnel (AT, IT) [TEN-T]

Lyon-Turin Base Tunnel (FR, IT)
[TEN-T]

Sections in planning and
exploratory stages
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CO-ORDINATORS APPOINTED BY THE COMMISSION IN RESPECT
OF RAIL PRIORITY PROJECTS AS AT JUNE 2010

Rail Priority Project Co-ordinator

1 Pat Cox

3 Carlo Secchi

6 Laurens Jan Brinkhorst
17 Péter Balazs

19 Carlo Secchi

22 Gilles Savary

27 Pavel Telicka

ERTMS deployment Karel Vinck
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EU CO-FINANCED SECTIONS REVIEWED FOR THE AUDIT:
STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION AND USE

Ready for use Extent of use
@ =
= S
= S
2 =
e =
[}
£ =
2 g | s ”
%_ = L = S
- - -
E | € | g E|TE8| S| %
= =} = j=) v = = o “
= = = <) <= o S =
2 2 =] = 3 < = = £
S| 8| = | % | 2 |=2s|cs5| =
= = = ) £ =
E |z | 2| 2| 2 |gg|2¢| &
S 5 =z = z |EE8| 2| =
= =
S S
S € | Betuweroute v v v
L w
Lyon-Turin Base Tunnel v v
Brenner Base Tunnel v v
2 Warsaw-Gdynia v v
o a
= | Linz-StPolten v v
[<F)
v
= | Kufstein-Innsbruck v v
=
o
= | Karlsruhe-Basel v v
% Bologna-Fi
g ologna-Firenze v v
§ Perpignan-Figueras v v
=} g g
© | Messina-Patti v v v
= .
Roma-Napoli v v v
Raca-Trnava-Piestany v v v
Pioltello-Treviglio v v v
Madrid-Levante v v
A .
S | HSLZuid v v v
£
& | Madrid-Barcelona v v v
g,
< | Madrid-Valladolid v v v
v
v
S | TGV Est (Phase 1) v v v
2
% | Niimberg-Ingolstadt v v v
o
= .
& | Frankfurta.M.-KdIn v v v
Berlin Central Station v v v
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OVERVIEW OF SYSTEM CONSTRAINTS AT CROSS-
BORDER LOCATIONS ON TRANS-EUROPEAN RAIL
AXES OBSERVED DURING THE AUDIT

GAUGE
Most of the railways in the European Union operate on the ' Union International de Chemins
UIC" standard gauge. An important exception to this is the de Fer.

traditional rail network in Spain, which operates on a wider
gauge. The gauge difference means that only passenger trains
equipped with special gauge-adjusting technology are able to
pass between France and Spain; all other trains have to stop
at the border. Freight trains crossing the border are either
unloaded and reloaded, or have their axles changed at special
facilities (see Photo 6). Progress on addressing this problem
is being made through investments in infrastructure (four sec-
tions reviewed for the audit located on Priority Projects 3 and
19 relate to this):

o the AVE high-speed passenger train network in Spain is
being constructed using the UIC gauge and is planned to
connect to the French network between Perpignan and
Figueras and between Irun and Hendaye, and;

o atintersections between the UIC and Iberian gauges
within the Spanish network, interoperability will be sup-
ported through gauge changing devices, for example, near
Chamartin station in Madrid and near Medina del Campo.

TRACTION ENERGY

The interoperability of some national systems remains problem-
atic because electricity supplied to the railways of neighbour-
ing Member States operate according to different technical
standards and this causes complications at cross-border loca-
tions (see Box A). In view of the signifcant costs and technical
challenges, the problem is unlikely to be fully solved by invest-
ing in new dedicated energy supply infrastructure at national
level and pragmatic approaches are taken in practice. For ex-
ample, where energy systems are not interoperable either:

o single power system trains have to stop at borders to change
locomotives, implying a minimum of about 15 minutes shunting
and the risk of consequent cumulative further delays;
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o investments are made by railway undertakings to equip
their locomotives to operate on more than energy systems,
or;

o diesel locomotives are used, which whilst still in common
use are seen as less efficient and also undesirable from a
clean energy perspective.

TRAIN LENGTH

The length of trains allowed on national networks is not always
consistent, even on the same trans-European corridor. Such re-
strictions are often imposed as a result of characteristics of the
infrastructure such as the availability of passing places, tight
curves in the lines or the presence of steep gradients (such as
on Alpine crossings). For example, trains in France can be up
to 600 metres long, whilst only 450 metres is allowed in Spain
(Priority Project 3). Irrespective of gauge differences at this
border, therefore, either freight trains of only 450 metres are
run on the French side or, if longer trains are to travel to and
from France, time needs to be taken to split and rebuild trains
thus running the risk of additional delays at the border.

EXAMPLES OF INTEROPERABILITY OF TRACTION ENERGY SUPPLY
SYSTEMS

The energy systems of Germany and Austria are compatible and this does not represent an interoper-
ability problem for single system locomotives, whereas the Dutch and German (Priority Project 5) are
not interoperable and neither are those of Austria and Italy (Priority Project 1). This is one source of
complications at cross border locations such as Brennersee.
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TRAIN CONTROL (SIGNALLING) SYSTEMS

There are currently more than 20 stand-alone train control (sig- 2 Commission Decision
nalling) systems across the European Union that are not inter- 2009/561/EC of 22 July 2009
operable and this represents an important barrier to trans- amending Decision
European interoperability. ERTMS seeks to contribute to the 2006/679/EC as regards the
creation of a seamless European railway system by replacing implementation of the technical
the different national train control systems in Europe. It also specification for interoperability
facilitates high speed rail transport, allows for increased ca- relating to the control-command
pacity on rail lines and improves safety. ERTMS has two basic and signalling subsystem of the
components: the European Train Control System (ETCS), an au- trans-European conventional rail
tomatic train protection system to replace the existing national system ("the European Deployment
systems; and GSM-R, a radio system for providing voice and Plan") [C(2009) 5607 finall.

data communication between the track and the train. A Euro-
pean Deployment Plan has been agreed amongst the Member
States? in respect of ERTMS however, based on current time
horizons, its deployment is expected to be long, often linked to
the timescales on the renewal of existing train control systems.
During this deployment phase, in circumstances where ERTMS
is not in operation along the entirety of a corridor and some
sections continue to be served with only the existing system,
locomotives will have to be fitted with both ERTMS and the
existing systems and implies increased installation and main-
tenance costs for the train operator. This would affect freight
transport in particular, where locomotives are normally called
upon to operate over a wider range of routes.
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DIFFERENCES IN OPERATIONAL RULES

Each Member State has its own established set of operational 3 Directive 2008/57/EC of the
rules for rail traffic on the national networks (similar to high- European Parliament and of the
way codes for roads). These rules dictate key elements of safe- Council of 17 June 2008 on the
ty-related train equipment and stipulate how drivers have to interoperability of the rail system
behave in all foreseeable traffic circumstances. In some cases, within the Community.

neighbouring Member States have broadly similar operational
rules and accept the operational practices of their neighbours
to the extent that trains can run between them without differ-
ences in rules necessitating a stop at the border (for example,
Germany and Austria). In many other cases, however, differ-
ences in operational rules between neighbouring networks
mean that trains cannot drive from one network to another
without stopping at the border either to make adjustments to
the train (examples of such variations include rules concern-
ing tail markers, numbers of drivers, fire extinguishers etc) or
to change locomotives (see Box 13). Whilst these adjustments
at the borders do not themselves entail significant delays, the
fact that trains stop at border locations cause complications
for traffic managements and runs the risk of cumulative con-
sequent delay.

CROSS ACCEPTANCE OF ROLLING STOCK

Railway rolling stock has to be subjected to technical checks
to make sure that is it suitable for using the rail infrastructure
(a process called homologation). These checks are carried out
in one Member State in respect of its own infrastructure (by
national rail safety authorities) and results in certificates being
issued in respect of the rolling stock. However, in order for a
locomotive or wagon to travel on the network of more than one
Member State, they normally have to undergo the authorisation
procedure in each country. This can be a lengthy and some-
times costly process. Therefore, in the interests of facilitating
access to the European rail network generally, it is desirable
that rolling stock that has been approved in one Member State
can be accepted on the rail network of another. This is not al-
ways the case, and trains with locomotives that have not been
authorise for use in the neighbouring country would have to
stop at the border to change locomotives (even if there were
otherwise no interoperability or other constraints). Measures
are being taken at European Union level to improve the situa-
tion3.
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TRAIN CREW CERTIFICATION

It is important that communication between train crews and 4 Directive 2007/59/EC of the
train control centres can take place effectively and that train European Parliament and of the
crews are able to drive according to the operational rules. Ad- Council of 23 October 2007 on
dressing such matters is relatively straightforward for trains the certification of train drivers
that travel only on the rail network of one Member State. How- operating locomotives and trains
ever, for trans-European routes, on which trains cross borders on the railway system in the
between national networks, the situation is more complicated Community (OJ L 315,3.12.2007,
as train crews may be required to speak different languages p.51).

and to be certified to drive under the operational rules of more
than one Member State. Changing train crews is, therefore,
another reason why trains stop at borders. Railway undertak-
ings often pragmatically plan trans-European services so that
changes of train crew take place at the same time as other
actions commonly necessary at borders, such as change of lo-
comotives, hand-over of trains to a different railway undertak-
ing and other factors resulting from differences in operational
rules. It is also planned so that drivers can return home within
one working day. However, where Trans-European services
require crossing borders without stopping, for example high
speed passenger services solutions have to be found regard-
ing train crew training and certification (see Box B). Measures
are being taken at European Union level to improve the situa-
tion*.

CROSS BORDER SOLUTIONS REGARDING TRAIN CREW
CERTIFICATION

On the Paris-London high speed lines section of Priority Project 2, a common set of vocabulary was
agreed between the French and British rail authorities so that specially trained drivers could drive the
entire journey.

For the Mannheim and Metz section of Priority Project 4, historically a complicated cross-border loca-

tion, a dedicated training programme to provide special certification for German and French train crews
was agreed upon.
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TECHNICAL AND COMMERCIAL CONTROLS

There are two main reasons why technical and commercial con-
trols are carried out. Firstly, for long distance services, some
national regimes set maximum intervals at which such controls
aimed at ensuring the safety of the train have to be carried out
(for example, a maximum of 700 km is relevant in Italy). How-
ever, one case was observed where such controls were required
at a border station in the middle of a journey whose entire
length was less than the stipulated maximum. Secondly, for rail
services that involve crossing borders (in particular freight),
different railway undertakings acting as commercial partners
commonly take responsibility for the train on the different
national networks handing over the train at border stations.
Traditionally, both railway undertakings carry out their own
technical and commercial controls, which essentially repeat
the same control twice. One case was observed where railway
undertakings from different Member States were working to-
wards agreeing to accept the controls carried out by the other.
Such ‘on-trust’ handovers can save time at border stations (see
Box C). Measures are being taken at European Union level on
the basis of Directive 2008/57/EC to improve the situation.

ON-TRUST HANDOVERS AT BRATISLAVA VYCHOD

For the handover of trains at the border terminal, both Austrian and Slovak railway undertakings carried
out technical and commercial controls, each requiring at least 30 minutes. In order to alleviate this un-
necessary delay, a reciprocal arrangement is being developed whereby the controls carried out by one
railway undertaking are accepted by the other, with a potential saving of 30 minutes.
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REAL-TIME TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

Real-time traffic management is especially important for those
sections that are prone to congestion, such as bottlenecks and
cross-border locations where many trans-European trains have
to stop (examples on the Priority Projects reviewed for the
audit include the Dutch-German border at Emmerich and the
Austria-Italian border at Brennersee (see Photo 7)). Congestion
can occur at these locations when trains do not arrive in time
to take-up their allocated ‘slot’ to enter the neighbouring rail
network and consequently have to await the allocation of a
new ‘slot’. Knowledge of the real-time location of trains and
communication between the traffic managers of neighbour-
ing networks are important for managing such circumstances.
Communication tools need not be complicated (for example,
contacts between Dutch and German traffic managers at Em-
merich have reportedly improved by using telephone and
email). Whilst effective IT-based interfaces aimed at integrat-
ing national traffic management systems have yet to emerge,
some projects are under development to improve the real-
time information available to railway undertakings about the
progress of their trains (see Box D).

EUROPTIRAILS

The EUROPTIRAILS tool (under the responsibility of RailNetEurope since 2007) has the potential to make
real-time, online supervision of European rail traffic possible for the first time, and, in doing so, highlight
where suitable measures for quality improvement could be developed. It could also provide a basis for
evaluating performance, for example, by comparing planned with actual travel time.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Il. first indent

The Commission agrees that the defini-
tion of the Priority Projects has not been
based on an analysis of the actual and
anticipated traffic flows. It is important
to note, however, that while such studies
have been carried out, both for individual
projects and the network, they have yet
to lead to conclusive results and so could
not be used as such.

The Commission considers that provid-
ing a definitive description of the main
trans-European rail axes is likely to be
particularly difficult, as they are in a con-
stant state of flux depending on migra-
tion, trade patterns and the geopolitical
context. The Commission, however, also
shares the view that the definition of the
main network should be based on objec-
tive criteria. Therefore, in the future,
Priority Projects should continue to be
based on political agreement between
the Council and European Parliament, but
relying even more on the best available
evidence.

Il. second indent

The Commission welcomes the Court’s
recognition of the improvements flow-
ing from the concentration of TEN-T co-
financing at cross-border locations and
the work of the Coordinators. It agrees
that further work on defining a bottle-
neck is needed and will work on this.

The Commission considers that the pro-
cedures for approving projects are sound,
particularly following their substantial
overhaul for the 2007-2013 programming
period. These procedures were substan-
tially strengthened by the integration of
the Cohesion Fund in programming and
specific measures to improve project
preparation, documentation and the
quality of Commission appraisals.
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REPLY OF THE
COMMISSION

Il. third indent

The Commission welcomes this positive
assessment of what the TEN-T and Cohe-
sion co-financed projects have delivered.
It would emphasise that, as the Court
states in its paragraph 47, cost escala-
tions do not have an impact on the EU
budget because the EU’s contribution is
fixed at the beginning of the project.

Il. fourth indent

The Commission shares the Court’s analy-
sis of the measurable improvements on
lines dedicated to high-speed passenger
services. It is working to improve the sit-
uation on conventional mixed and freight
lines.

Il. first indent

The Commission already has close con-
tacts with the Member States and the
Railway Institutions. It will continue to
work closely with them. In addition, as
part of its ongoing stakeholder consul-
tation exercise on the TEN-T guidelines,
the Commission is looking for input on
how trans-European corridors for which
there is significant actual or anticipated
demand can best be delivered.

I1l. second indent

The Commission agrees that the Coordi-
nators play a vital role and it appointed
three new ones on 8 June 2010, bringing
their number to nine.

The Commission agrees that further work
on defining a bottleneck is needed and
will continue to work on this. The Euro-
pean coordinators have analysed the
bottlenecks on the Priority Projects for
which they are responsible. The Commis-
sion has also reported on the bottlenecks
inits yearly reports.



I11. third indent

The Commission considers that the pro-
cedures for approving projects under
the Cohesion Policy for the 2007-2013
programming period are sound. The
Commission continues to work on their
improvement and is investing significant
resources to contribute to the improve-
ment of project preparation.

The Commission welcomes the Court’s
recognition of the improvements made
to TEN-T selection procedures; however,
it accepts that there is room for improve-
ment as regards the use of cost-benefit
analysis. The TEN-T Executive Agency
is working to develop this further; nev-
ertheless, given that TEN-T financing
only co-funds a limited amount of each
project compared to that funded by Mem-
ber States, it is logical that the onus for
assessing costs and benefits should fall
on them, particularly as almost all data
and assumptions originate from them.

I1l. fourth indent

The Commission recognises the impor-
tance of exchanges of information
amongst project promoters. The TEN-T
Executive Agency will facilitate this
by organising discussions at its regu-
lar workshops with current and poten-
tial beneficiaries on best practices and
knowledge exchange between all project
promoters, particularly in the rail sector.

I11. fifth indent

By adopting Technical Specifications
for Interoperability the Commission has
worked, and will continue to work, on
these 'practical constraints’. The Euro-
pean Coordinators also devote particular
efforts to these issues.

INTRODUCTION

11. footnote 6

When presenting figures related to
investments in its documents the Com-
mission bases itself on the information
provided by Member States. Recognis-
ing that the quality of the financial data
would benefit from improvement, the
Commission invested significant efforts
which resulted in the information in the
Commission’s June 2010 report being
significantly better than in previous
reports.

14.

The Commission underlines that, prior
to 2007, Cohesion Fund projects were
adopted on a project-by-project basis
and in line with the available budget
credits. The legal basis for the Priority
Projects only applied after 2004.
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OBSERVATIONS

22,

The Commission understands that the
Court means by stating that 'the Prior-
ity Projects do not represent definitive
descriptions of the main trans-European
rail axes’ that there needs to be general
agreement on what are the main axes,
and that this agreement should remain
as stable as possible over time.

The Commission considers that it is likely
to be particularly difficult to provide a
definitive description of the main trans-
European rail axes, as they are in a con-
stant state of flux as a function of migra-
tion, trade patterns and the geopolitical
context. The Commission, however, also
shares the view that the definition of the
main network should be based on objec-
tive criteria. Therefore, in the future,
Priority Projects should continue to be
based on political agreement between
the Council and European Parliament, but
relying even more on the best available
evidence.

22. third indent

While the Commission acknowledges that
connections to some important sea ports
are not included in the Priority Projects,
it would underline that many are. On
4 May 2010, as part of its TEN-T revision
process, it put forward a working docu-
ment that establishes the methodology
for identifying a future TEN-T network.
This should avoid any future occurrence
of the situation described by the Court.
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Box 4

The Commission acknowledges that the
ERTMS corridors do not 100 % coincide
with Priority Projects. ERTMS has require-
ments that need to be met for both infra-
structure and rolling stock. The TEN-T
revision process is designed to tackle
this, and one possibility being considered
is to include ERTMS corridors directly
into the Priority Projects.

The Commission understands that the
Polish authorities will submit an applica-
tion for funding for the part of the Polish
north-south axis from Warsaw to Gdynia
in late 2010, that this will include ERTMS
and that it will have an indicative total
cost of 386 million euro.

23.

The Commission agrees that there is
scope for improving the definition of Pri-
ority Projects. This is something that is
being addressed through the TEN-T revi-
sion process.

24,

The Commission agrees that the defini-
tion of the Priority Projects has not been
based on an analysis of the actual and
anticipated traffic flows. It is important
to note, however, that while such studies
have been carried out both for individual
projects and the network, they have yet
to lead to conclusive results and so could
not be used as they stood.



As the Court has stated, the Commis-
sion acknowledges the need to review
the TEN-T policy. This review is currently
being carried out and includes an exami-
nation of the methodology for defining
the future TEN-T network.

29.

The Commission considers that EU financ-
ing has had a significant influence on all
the TEN-T sections reviewed by the Court
for this audit. This has included improv-
ing the projects originally planned or
reducing their risk.

30.

The Commission considers that, in coun-
tries covered by the Cohesion Fund, many
rail projects would simply not go ahead
without the substantial EU co-financing
from the Cohesion Fund or the ERDF
including cross-border sections, thereby
improving accessibility and performance
for all users. The requirement is to give
priority to technically and economically
mature projects that are feasible within
the programming period; otherwise the
Funds may be lost to the beneficiaries.

The definition of major projects in Arti-
cle 39 of Regulation (EC) No 1083/2006
has been amended to make it easier for
the Member States to submit major cross-
border projects.

33.

The Commission agrees that further work
on defining a bottleneck is needed and
will continue to work on this. The Euro-
pean coordinators have analysed the
bottlenecks on the Priority Projects they
are responsible for. The Commission also
reported on the bottlenecks in its yearly
reports.

34.

The Commission for the 2007-2013 period
improved its approval procedures for
major projects co-funded by the ERDF and
the Cohesion Fund. Large projects co-
financed under the Cohesion Fund in the
2000-2006 period were often approved
section by section for budgetary reasons.
In this sense the quality of the prepara-
tion of individual sections may not reflect
the quality of preparation and develop-
ment of the overall axis.

35.

Internal consultation of the relevant
Commission services (‘inter-service con-
sultation’) has been and still is a crucial
element in the appraisal and approval
process.

In the 2007-2013 programming period
the Commission has established JASPERS,
which provides technical assistance to the
new Member States in order to contribute
to the improvement of quality of projects
at an early stage. It also has a contract
with outside experts for technical advice
in the appraisal of major projects.

Under shared management, the project
promoter is responsible for adequately
defining the technical specifications of
projects. The adoption of technical speci-
fications (see annex |) makes a significant
contribution to improving the technical
quality of rail infrastructure. The Madrid-
Levante project was approved in stages,
section-by-section, for budgetary reasons,
and not in its totality, as the network
involves a total of 940 km of high-speed
rail. The EIB was consulted and its recom-
mendations were progressively taken on
board in this project. The EIB considered
the financing of this projects justified and
itself is providing substantial loans for
it, in addition to the Cohesion Fund sup-
port.
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The Commission disagrees with the impli-
cation that subsequent cost escalations
were all linked to the EIB’s concerns. It
considers that as explained in reply to 46
other factors were responsible.

37. first indent

The Commission would like to emphasise
that external experts are at the heart of
the TEN-T project selection process. There
is also an external observer who provides
comprehensive feedback to the TEN-T
Executive Agency on the whole external
evaluation process.

38.

While the Commission welcomes the
Court’s recognition of the improvements
made to selection procedures, it accepts
that there is room for improvement as
regards the use of cost-benefit analy-
sis. In the future, the TEN-T Executive
Agency will develop a more systematic
approach to cost-benefit analysis taking
into account existing work. In order to do
this it will work with the projects selected
in priority 3 of the 2010 annual call to
improve project preparation, including
by developing consistent approaches to
cost-benefit analysis.

Nevertheless, given that TEN-T financing
only co-funds a limited amount of each
project when compared to that funded by
Member States, it is logical that the onus
for assessing costs and benefits should fall
on them, particularly as almost all data
and assumptions originate from them.
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As far as the coherent model of European
rail traffic flows is concerned, the Com-
mission remains to be convinced that
the additional insights it would provide
would justify the potentially significant
level of resources needed in order to
bring it to fruition.

44,

A Memorandum of Understanding was
adopted on 8 June 2010, setting out the
steps to remedy this situation. The three
Member States concerned by PP3 (France,
Spain and Portugal) have signed it.

45.

The Commission would like to emphasise
that cost escalations are typical for large
infrastructure projects.

46.

The Commission agrees on the benefits of
thorough and detailed project prepara-
tion; however, as the Court states in the
previous paragraph, cost escalations in
the cases studied generally arose for rea-
sons linked to unforeseeable factors.

Concerning the Madrid-Levante section
(but also other equally complex projects),
the cost increases mentioned by the Court
could be due to a variety of factors, some
of which are unforeseeable. For example,
high inflation in construction projects in
Spain and an unforeseen increase in costs
due to difficult geological conditions have
had a significant effect on the Madrid-
Levante project cited by the Court.



47-48.

The Commission shares the Court’s opin-
ion that the cost escalations did not have
a direct impact on the EU budget and
notes that the Court has not documented
any indirect impacts either.

The Commission would like to under-
line that, according to the new model of
financing decisions for TEN-T funds for the
period 2007-2013, the beneficiaries and
project promoters have to submit a Stra-
tegic Action Plan (SAP) detailing how the
project will be implemented, including in
terms of project planning, the risk man-
agement plan and project governance.
The TEN-T Executive Agency has already
developed guidelines on this issue and is
working on the exchange of good prac-
tices between beneficiaries.

Box 8

The Warsaw-Gdynia, stage Il project faced
many problems that are independent of
the Commission’s approval procedures,
such as significant delays in the tender-
ing procedures, problems with land pur-
chase and ensuring access to the building
site, as well as disputes with contractors.
The Commission has repeatedly raised
the issue of cost overruns on the Warsaw-
Gdynia, stage Il project, and the Polish
authorities have announced that they
will submit a modified proposal for it.
The Commission made it clear that it will
not process this modification without the
Polish authorities submitting a horizontal
analysis on cost overruns in the rail sector
and how they are dealt with.

54.

The Commission agrees with the Court
that overall progress on trans-European
rail transport depends on achieving syn-
ergies between the effects of legislative
measures affecting markets and interoper-
ability and co-financing policy measures.

Box 11

The Commission is closely monitoring this
situation in the framework of ERTMS Corri-
dor A. It has adopted a European Develop-
ment Plan for ERTMS, as well as a proposal
for a regulation for Rail Freight Corridors,
which was adopted on 15 June 2010 by
the European Parliament and the Council.
Moreover, the Commission has appointed
TEN-T Coordinators.

Box 12

The Commission is aware that no freight
trains currently use the Roma-Napoli and
Bologna-Firenze high-speed, high capacity
lines. However, thanks to the introduction
of these high-speed, high-capacity lines,
there has been more capacity for freight
transport on the existing conventional
lines. In any case, most of the expected
benefits from the ERDF funded sections
relate to passengers’ improved access to
the rail network and not to freight trans-
port.

57.

The Commission acknowledges that
progress towards interoperability is slow.
Radical harmonisation is not possible,
given that rail infrastructure and rolling
stock have long lifetimes and the sector’s
investment costs need to remain realistic.

Nevertheless, the amount of interoper-
able infrastructure and rolling stock is
increasing and the number of deroga-
tions requested by Member States from
the Commission’s implementing legisla-
tion setting out Technical Specifications
for Interoperability (TSI) is limited. This
shows that the existing TSIs are being
implemented successfully. As far as the
TEN-T network is concerned, the TSls are
expected to be completed in 2010. This
will benefit both TEN-T and Cohesion pol-
icy funded projects.

Special Report No 8/2010 — Improving transport performance on trans-European rail axes: Have EU rail infrastructure investments been effective?



The Commission will continue its efforts
by concentrating on the implementa-
tion of TSIs that will deliver significant
benefits in the short and medium term,
such as telematics applications in signal-
ling, freight and passenger transport. It
has also set up corridor organisations to
identify and tackle all issues that hamper
the competitiveness of rail freight along
axes.

As far as the measures in paragraph 8 of
Annex VIl are concerned, the Commission
considers that steps are being taken at the
European level to improve the situation:

1) in the framework of Directive 2008/57,
activities are ongoing to classify all
national rules regarding rail traffic,
assess which ones are equivalent and
thus avoid duplication of controls, in
particular at the borders

2) in the framework of the ERTMS corri-
dors, working groups are identifying
all existing obstacles - in particular
delays at the borders - by looking at
the obstacles specific to each border.

60.

The European coordinators have made
efforts to alleviate system constraints on
corridors, which will be extended as a
result of the proposed regulation on rail
freight.
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The Commission’s November 2008 pro-
posal for a regulation creating a structure
for each rail freight corridor is also signifi-
cant in this respect. It will develop rein-
forced cooperation between Infrastruc-
ture Managers on traffic management
(operational measures) and investment
(mainly to remove bottlenecks and harmo-
nise technical conditions). It is based on
the experience with the Rotterdam-Genoa
and Antwerp-Lyon/Basle corridors.



CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

62.

The Commission welcomes the work of the
Court, which is especially timely given the
upcoming revision of the TEN-T networks.

63.

The Commission agrees with the Court
that Priority Projects are the main mech-
anism for co-ordinating and concentrat-
ing financial resources on TEN-T networks
and continues to pursue this course,
while ensuring complementarity with
regional development objectives and
cohesion policy. In this light, it under-
stands why the Court wishes that Priority
Projects should be defined on the basis
of an analysis of current and expected
traffic flows. It is important to note, how-
ever, that while such studies have been
carried out, both for individual projects
and for the network, they have yet to
lead to conclusive results and so cannot
currently be used as such.

The Commission considers that arriving
at a definitive description of the main
trans-European rail axes is likely to be
particularly difficult, as they are in a con-
stant state of flux depending on migra-
tion, trade patterns and the geopolitical
context. The Commission, however, also
shares the view that the definition of the
main network should be based on objec-
tive criteria. Therefore, in the future,
Priority Projects should continue to be
based on political agreement between
the Council and European Parliament, but
relying even more on the best available
evidence.

Recommendation 1. first indent

The Commission already has close con-
tacts with the Member States and the Rail-
way Institutions. It will continue to work
closely with them on rail traffic matters.

Recommendation 1. second indent

As part of its ongoing stakeholder consul-
tation exercise on the TEN-T guidelines,
the Commission is looking for input on
how this can best be done.

64.

The Commission welcomes the Court’s
acknowledgement of the improvements
flowing from the concentration of TEN-T
co-financing at cross-border locations and
the work of the Coordinators. It agrees
that further work is needed to define a
bottleneck and will work on this.

The Commission notes that Cohesion Fund
project approval procedures have sub-
stantially changed from 2007.

The Commission welcomes the Court’s
recognition of the improvements made
to TEN-T selection procedures; however,
it accepts that there is room for improve-
ment as regards the use of cost-benefit
analysis.
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Recommendation 2. first indent

The Commission agrees that further work
on defining bottlenecks is needed and
will continue to work on this. The Euro-
pean Coordinators have analysed the bot-
tlenecks on the Priority Projects for which
they are responsible. The Commission also
reported on the bottlenecks in its yearly
reports.

Recommendation 2. second indent

The Commission agrees that the Coordina-
tors play a vital role and appointed three
additional Coordinators on 8 June 2010.

Recommendation 2. third indent

The Commission considers that the pro-
cedures for approving projects are sound,
particularly following their substantial
overhaul for the 2007-2013 programming
period. The Commission continues to work
on their improvement and is investing
significant resources to contribute to the
improvement to project preparation and
appraisal. As far as the technical charac-
teristics of projects are concerned, their
review will be greatly improved through
the continued development of TSls.

Recommendation 2. fourth indent

The Commission accepts that there is
room for improvement as regards the use
of cost-benefit analysis. In the future, the
TEN-T Executive Agency will develop a
more systematic approach to cost-benefit
analysis. To do this it will work with the
projects selected in priority 3 of the 2010
annual call to improve project prepara-
tion, including by developing consistent
approaches to cost-benefit analysis.
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Nevertheless, given that TEN-T financing
only co-funds a limited amount of each
project when compared to that funded by
Member States, it is logical that the onus
for assessing costs and benefits should
fall on them, particularly as almost all
data and assumptions therefore originate
with them.

Recommendation 3

The Commission recognises the impor-
tance of exchanges of information
amongst project promoters. The TEN-T
Executive Agency will facilitate this by
organising discussions at its regular work-
shops with current and potential benefi-
ciaries on best practices and knowledge
exchange between all project promoters,
particularly in the rail sector.

66.

The Commission shares the Court’s analy-
sis of the measurable improvements on
lines dedicated to high-speed passenger
services. It is working to improve the sit-
uation on conventional mixed and freight
lines.

Recommendation 4. first indent
Through adopting Technical Specifica-
tions for Interoperability the Commission
has worked on these ‘practical constraints’
and will continue to do so. The European
Coordinators also devote special efforts to
these issues.

Recommendation 4. second indent

In November 2008, the Commission pro-
posed a regulation creating a structure
for each rail freight corridor that will
strengthen cooperation between Infra-
structure Managers (supervised by Mem-
ber States), for traffic management (oper-
ational measures) and for investment
(mainly in removing bottlenecks and har-
monising technical conditions). It is based
on the experience with the Rotterdam-
Genoa and Antwerp-Lyon/Basle corridors.
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