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2. THE STUDY REQUIREMENTS

2.1 This chapter summarises briefly the study requirements for this project. The main
objective of this study is to assess the contribution that the ERDF has made to the
development of the EU transport system. The study is to focus on the Member States
set out in the table below that together account for over 95% of the ERDF resources
allocated to transport infrastructure. For the purposes of this report, they will be
known as “detailed” Member States.

TABLE 2.1 MEMBER STATES COVERED BY THE STUDY

Spain (ES) Greece (GR) Italy (IT) Germany (DE) Portugal (PT) Poland (PL)

Ireland (IE) France (FR) UK (UK) Hungary (HU) Czech Republic (CZ) Slovakia (SK)

Lithuania (LT) Latvia (LV) Sweden (SE) Belgium (BE) Netherlands (NL) Malta (MT)

2.2 The remaining Member States will only be looked at in certain sections of the analysis
and for the purpose of this report, they will be known as “high-level” Member States.
The study will often refer to the individual country codes of each Member State,
primarily in tables and figures. Where this is the case the states will be presented in
alphabetical order according to their country code.

2.3 The study is divided into a number of distinct tasks.

Task 1

2.4 Under this task we are required to provide a description of the development of the
transport systems in each of the 18 Member States to be analysed, assessing the
influence of EU transport strategies on national transport policy and the evolution of
the transport system in this period (including overall investment over the period) and
providing an outline of the ERDF strategy in each Member State. This will need to be
supplemented by a short overview for the remaining Member States.

Task 2

2.5 This task includes the collection of information on the main financial and physical
outcomes from the ERDF investments, focusing on the gathering of output indicator
data and, where feasible, results indicator information. The collection of this
information will need to take place not only through desk-based research, but also
through direct interviews with managing authorities in the countries concerned. This
task also requires the codification of investment patterns according to intervention
patterns, as set out in the terms of reference. Having undertaken these two elements
we are required to compare the outcomes to the original targets forecast by the
Commission in relation to the 11 national programmes set out in the following
chapter.

Task 3

2.6 This task involves the preparation of 15 regional case studies setting out the types of
projects financed in the region, their rationale and their effectiveness, as well as
highlighting the differences between Objective 1 and 2 strategies.
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3.7 Throughout the analysis in Task 1 and all the subsequent tasks, monetary amounts are
given in real prices (taking 2000 as the base year), unless otherwise specified in the
individual tables. Given the information that is currently available in Member States,
the financial and output/results-related information are provided up to the end of 2006,
unless otherwise specified in individual tables. This ensures that the information that
we provide is comparable to that included in Work Package 1.

Approach to task 1

3.8 In carrying out the analysis for task 1 we have focused primarily on undertaking desk-
based research within the various Steer Davies Gleave offices in Europe. This research
has been undertaken by staff members who have fluent or near fluent language
competencies for the majority of the languages in the Member States concerned. For
those countries for which we do not have direct language capability, we have engaged
a translator to work with a transport specialist.

3.9 This information was subsequently supplemented by discussions with the relevant
Ministries and Managing Authorities in each Member State to provide a full review of
the information available.

Preparation of country reports

3.10 We have drafted all 25 of the country reports for the EU25 Member States according
to the requirements set out above and following the pilot agreed with the Commission.
These reports are included in Appendix A, while a comparison between the Member
States is set out below.

Features and challenges of the EU transport system

Features

3.11 At the beginning of the 2000-06 programming period, an integrated European
transport system was still far from being achieved. Despite the opening-up of national
transport markets during the 1990s, the barriers to the free flow of passengers and
goods through the Member States remained, hindering the establishment of a
European internal market.

3.12 The lack of integration also affected national transport systems, as the policies
traditionally adopted by Member States did not sufficiently promote the development
of synergies between transport modes. This was worsened by the continued budget
constraints faced by both EU15 and EU10 Member States, which hindered the
implementation of innovative transport solutions and the upgrading of transport
networks and services more reliant on public funding.

3.13 This situation resulted in the unchecked growth of road transport in all Member States,
as road is less affected by the elements mentioned above1. However, this was not

1 Between 1995 and 2007, pkms transported by road increased in EU27 by 21%. In the same period, the increase
for buses and coaches and railways was respectively 7% and 12%. As far as freight transport is concerned,
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without consequences, in terms of increased congestion and pollution, particularly in
urban areas2. In addition, especially in Member States where the road network was not
ready to accommodate the increase in traffic volumes, this was also accompanied by
worsening levels of road safety, as shown in the table below.

TABLE 3.1 ROAD FATALITIES COUNTRY RANKING (2000-2007)

Per million inhabitants Per 10 billion pkm Per million passenger cars

Member
State

2000 2007
Member

State
2000 2007

Member
State

2000 2007

MT 39 29 UK 56 44 MT 79 54

NL 68 43 SE 64 46 NL 165 97

UK 61 50 NL 77 47 UK 143 106

SE 67 51 MT 83 56 SE 148 111

DE 91 60 DE 90 56 DE 192 120

FI 77 72 FI 71 59 LU 278 135

DK 93 74 FR 115 62 IT 217 145

FR 137 75 LU 136 64 FR 271 148

IE 111 78 IT 97 64 FI 186 150

AT 122 83 DK 97 72 AT 238 164

ES 144 85 IE 131 80 ES 331 179

IT 124 86 BE 139 94 IE 314 182

LU 175 90 AT 146 94 DK 269 199

PT 184 92 ES 191 108 BE 314 213

BE 144 100 SI 154 125 PT 545 225

CY 161 114 PT 325 128 CY 415 227

SK 116 116 EL 323 158 CZ 432 291

CZ 145 118 CY 285 158 SI 361 293

HU 117 123 CZ 232 163 EL 638 338

RO 111 130 LT 247 187 EE 440 364

BG 124 131 EE 305 193 PL 630 399

EL 187 141 PL 420 229 HU 507 413

SI 157 145 LV 511 234 SK 493 453

EE 149 146 SK 262 235 LT 547 465

EU27 117 86 EU27 131 88 EU27 281 187

Source: DG TREN-Statistical pocket book

tonnes transported by road increased by about 50%, while tonnes transported by rail increased just by 17%.
Source: DG TREN - Statistical pocket book

2 In 1995, in EU 27 there were 381 passenger cars per 1,000 inhabitants; in 2007, there were 464 (+21.7%). In
the same period, the number of registered good vehicles increased by 45% (from 22.8M to 33.2M). Source: DG
TREN - Statistical pocket book.
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FIGURE 3.1 MOTORWAY NETWORK RELATIVE SURFACE & POPULATION
DENSITIES IN 2005
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can be seen in the first figure, passenger transport demand increased in period 1995-
2005 for all modes (about 16% measured in passenger-km). More specifically, the
growth was about 16% for road transport and urban rail, about 13% for railways and
8% for buses and coaches.

FIGURE 3.3 LAND TRANSPORT DEMAND (PASS-KM) INDEX: 1995-2005
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Source: DG TREN-Statistical pocket book

3.22 As far as freight transport is concerned, there was an absolute increase in the volume
of freight transported of 28.9% (measured in total tonnes-km transported), with the
majority of the increase being taken by road haulage. In particular, the growth of road
haulage in period 1995-2005 in EU25 almost reached 40%. The other modes also
experienced growth: the tonne-km transported by pipelines and inland waterways
increased by 20% and 10% respectively (although the latter did not increase
substantially between 2000 and 2005). The demand served by railway increased at a
much lower rate of 8%.

FIGURE 3.4 FREIGHT TRANSPORT DEMAND (TONNES-KM) INDEX: 1995-2005

90

100

110

120

130

140

1995 2000 2005

Road Haulage Railw ay

Inland Waterw ays Pipelines
Source: DG TREN-Statistical pocket book

3.23 Within individual countries there were, some significant changes, with car ownership
increasing in some of the EU10 Member States from the mid 1990s, leading to a
substantial increase in the market share of road when compared to rail and other
modes. At an EU25 level, the motorisation level (number of cars per thousand
inhabitants) has increased from a value of 445 in 2000 to 485 in 2006, an increase of
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more than 9%. At a national level, the largest increases over the same period were
seen in Latvia (53%) and Lithuania (40%).

FIGURE 3.5 MODAL SHARES FOR LAND-BASED TRANSPORT MODES IN 2005:
PASSENGER

3.24 Figure 2.2 above compares the modal shares of land-based transport modes in each of
the EU25 Member States in 2005, for passenger traffic. The share of passenger cars
exceeds 75% in all Member States, except for Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary.
While Estonia, Greece, Ireland and Poland surpassed this threshold during the
programming period. The modal share of cars decreased only in two countries in the
2000-06 period: Belgium and, marginally, Italy.

3.25 Similarly, the share of railways in 2005 was greater than 10% only in Austria and
Hungary. Furthermore, there was almost no change in this share in most Member
States with the notable exceptions of Poland (-4%) and Slovakia (-2%). As far as
buses/coaches are concerned, the market shares remained stable in most Member
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States, and were declining in some Eastern and Southern Europe countries4; only
Belgium experienced an increase (+2%).

FIGURE 3.6 MODAL SHARES FOR LAND-BASED TRANSPORT MODES IN 2005:
FREIGHT

3.26 Figure 3.3 above shows the modal shares in freight traffic in all EU25 Member States,
directly comparing road haulage and railways. There is substantial differentiation
between Member States; on one side, there are countries in which railways have a
negligible role in freight traffic (Ireland, Greece); on the other hand, in Latvia and
Estonia, the modal share of railways is still higher than road haulage.

3.27 As a general rule, in Northern, Central and Eastern Europe, the share of railways is
much higher than in Southern Europe. The Netherlands are an exception to this, as
more than 30% of freight travels by inland waterways which is not shown in the figure
above as it is a significant mode of transport only in the Netherlands and is not a land

4 In particular: Estonia,, Greece, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia and Slovakia
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based mode of transport.

3.28 In the 2000-06 programming period, the market share of railways increased by more
than one percentage point just in three countries: Austria, Belgium and the United
Kingdom. On the other hand, the decline of railways was substantial in some Eastern
European countries, such as the Czech Republic (-6.5%), Slovakia, Slovenia, Poland
and Lithuania (between -9.5% and -14.5%).

3.29 The trends in modal shares highlighted above should also be compared with the
concurrent changes in the availability of transport infrastructure. The table and the
figure below show how the main categories of transport infrastructure have changed
since 1995 (measured in total length of the relevant infrastructure).

TABLE 3.3 TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE IN EU25 (1995-2005) - KMS

Year Motorways Railways High speed rail
Inland

waterways
Pipelines

1995 47,579 211,709 2,386 36,031 25,503

2000 54,358 202,012 2,691 37,305 28,939

2005 61,006 200,337 4,406 38,726 29,551

Source: DG TREN-Statistical pocket book 2007 and Eurostat

FIGURE 3.7 CHANGE IN INFRASTRUCTURE ENDOWEMENT IN EU25 1995-2005
(1995=100)
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3.30 The figure shows that before 2000 the number of total kilometres of railway
(conventional and high speed) actually fell as some lines were closed and that this fall
levelled off during the initial years of the programming period. During the same
period, the high speed rail network, which is also shown separately for illustrative
purposes, increased substantially as more Member States chose to invest in this type of
infrastructure. This investment was mainly concentrated in the EU15 Member States.

3.31 All other categories, except the motorway network, the length of which increased by
30% between 1995 and 2005, experienced a small overall increase both in the 10 year
period to 2005 and within the initial years of the programming period.
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Transport programming strategy

3.32 Transport priorities are often similar between Member States, mainly as a result of the
desire to align national policy development to those of the European Community,
whose main objectives were illustrated primarily in the 2001 Transport White Paper.

3.33 The need to remove bottlenecks was mentioned in most of the transport strategic
documents, but was identified as a key priority primarily in western European
countries, such as Germany, Belgium and France. These countries were also those that
focused their attention on the promotion of modal shift and the improvement of the
sustainability of the transport sector.

3.34 The transport strategies of several Member States identified the need to strengthen the
links with remote areas of the country. This was a recurring issue in countries located
in the periphery of Europe that suffered from poor transport accessibility (such as
Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece). However, this was identified as a problem also by
Germany in relation to the need to improve the connection between western and
eastern Landers.

3.35 Most EU10 Member States focused their transport strategy on the modernisation of
road infrastructure, though it must be pointed out that this was a key theme also in
other EU countries, like Portugal, Greece and Ireland.

3.36 The need to enhance regional accessibility through the improvement of regional
airports was also a recurring theme across both EU10 and EU15 Member States.
Examples include the attention given to the development of the Charleroi and Liège
airports in Belgium or of Bari airport in Italy, as well as Budapest airport in Hungary.

3.37 Finally, maritime competitiveness was a key area of intervention across EU countries
that have direct access to the sea in particular in Germany, Poland, Italy, Spain, and
Portugal.

The compatibility of national transport strategy to EU transport policy

3.38 For the 18 “detailed” Member States, the country reports set out the national transport
strategy and compare the national policy framework with that of the European
Commission, as outlined in the 2001 Transport White Paper “European transport
policy for 2010: time to decide”5 and, later, in the 2006 Mid Term Review “Keep
Europe moving”6. This is an important comparison to make as it highlights the
relevance of EU transport policy in each individual Member State.

3.39 This comparison was based primarily on the results of the Assess study7, focusing

5 [COM(2001)370]
6 [COM(2006)314]
7 Assess - Assessment of the contribution of the TEN and other transport policy measures to the midterm

implementation of the White Paper on the European Transport Policy for 2010. 2005
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Country Action Priority 1 Action Priority 2 Action Priority 3

Slovakia L M L

Slovenia L M L

UK M H M

Source: ASSESS. Notes: N=No implementation, L=Low, M=Medium, H=High

3.41 The scale that has been used refers to the state of implementation, ranging from “No
match to EU policy” to “High matching with EU policy”. The table shows that there is
wide variation between the Member States, that very few countries achieve a rate of
“High matching” and for those that do, the match tends to be with Action Priority 2:
Eliminating Bottlenecks. However, although not reflected in the table above, in the
case of some specific policy elements within Action Priority 1 and 3 some Member
States are closely aligned with the EU’s priorities, although this is not reflected across
all the policy areas within those Action Priorities.

3.42 For example, the UK is well advanced in implementing policy related to “Building the
Trans European Transport Network” and “Improving Road Safety”, while behind on
“Promoting transport by sea and inland waterways” and “Adopting a policy on
effective charging for transport”. Both Germany and France have taken significant
steps to eliminate bottlenecks and strengthen their link with the rest of Europe. France,
together with Portugal, was also successful in reducing road accidents and improving
safety conditions. Germany has been quite successful in tackling the negative
environmental externalities caused by transport and limiting the growth of road
transport demand (which lead to the introduction in 2005 of a distance-based tolling
system for heavy good vehicles).

3.43 However, it should be noted, as seen from the table above, that a number of Member
States fall well short of a full implementation of all Action Priorities.

Transport Investment

3.44 Our analysis also shows that national investment in transport has varied significantly
between countries. In this analysis we have focused our research and findings on
capital investment in the transport sector without considering maintenance and other
operating expenditure.

3.45 In many cases we have supplemented information obtained through desk research by
contacting key national financing and management bodies within the country
concerned. Nevertheless, it has not been possible to obtain consistent and
comprehensive data for all countries, particularly in relation to information related to
funding sources.

3.46 The table below sets out the total amount of investment undertaken in transport during
the programming period, including national and EU funding. It also shows the total
amount spent by all EU25 Member States, the total for the “Detailed” Member States,
and the total for the “High Level” Member States.
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3.62 The main thrust of the strategies in the EU10 Member States was to use ERDF
resources to improve sections of road systems not included in the TEN-T (such as the
Joint Regional Operational Programme in the Czech Republic), or only connecting to
the TEN-T (as in Lithuania, Latvia and Slovakia)11. In some cases this may have lead
(as is argued for Lithuania) to some disjointed investment that did not address the
wider global transport problems experienced.

3.63 Other Member States benefiting from substantial Objective 1 funding, such as Ireland,
Germany, Spain, Greece and Portugal, also focused primarily on road system
interventions. In Ireland, expenditure on roads was mainly directed at improving
access to the Greater Dublin Area (GDA), the Port of Dublin and to Dublin Airport.
At the same time resources were allocated to the maintenance and renewal of non-
national roads to encourage local development. In Germany, the ERDF strategy
resulted in resources being allocated to finance road interventions in eastern Landers
as well as the A20 motorway, aimed at ensuring a long distance strategic route
between Poland and Germany. New motorways and improvements to the existing road
network were also at the core of ERDF strategy and expenditure in Spain and Greece,
where the focus was on filling important missing links in the national road network.

3.64 Other Member States, such as the Netherlands and Italy, had a more balanced
utilisation of resources across transport modes. In the case of Italy, around one third of
ERDF resources were directed at rail and one third at road, with the rest being split
between airports, ports, multimodal transport and urban transport. As regards total
national expenditure on transport in Italy (including ERDF expenditure), some 83%
was focused on road and rail.

3.65 It is also important to note that the ERDF strategy in the EU10 Member States, as well
as in some EU 15 countries (particularly Spain, Greece and Portugal) was focused on
upgrading and building new roads and railway lines rather than maintaining existing
lines. This reflects a broad objective for regions within these Member States to catch-
up with regions enjoying a higher GDP per capita and to support regional
development through transport investment.

3.66 Generally, the ERDF strategies have tended to follow the national and regional
transport strategies and have allocated resources to those transport modes that the
national strategy sees as being fundamental to regional development. For example,
Spain’s national objectives focused on road and rail improvements (to increase quality
and decrease pollution and congestion). Hence around 87% of all ERDF resources
were directed to these two areas. Similar observations can be made for the Czech
Republic, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Latvia and Portugal with respect to their relevant
objectives and, to a certain extent, for Greece, which did not have a specific national
transport strategy outside the CSF.

3.67 However, the ERDF strategy did not always mirror the national and regional strategy
in terms of transport needs and requirements; this, as explained above, is particularly

11 It should be noted that this was not the case for Malta that used ERDF resources to fund both TEN-T and non
TEN-T investments
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the case in those Member States that received primarily Objective 2 funding. In these
Member States the transport needs of the country could clearly not be met by ERDF-
supported interventions alone.

3.68 However, this is also true of Member States receiving both Objective 1 and 2
resources. In France, only 4% of ERDF resources were allocated to rail, although
national policy was focused on encouraging modal shift to rail. Even allowing for the
fact that a significant amount of expenditure was directed at the Overseas Departments
which do not have railways, the share of rail expenditure was only 8%. In the UK,
40% of expenditure was on investment in road and motorway project, with urban
transport and rail receiving 20% and 12% respectively, despite a similar policy focus
emphasizing a shift to public transport.12

3.69 In addition, some aspects of national and regional transport strategies received little or
no attention during the programming period, notwithstanding that they had been
included in the ERDF strategy for the Member State concerned. The main example of
this is intermodal transport and the development of logistics centres, which received
very little funding even in those Member States that identified them as important areas
for development (primarily those with regions receiving Objective 1 funding).

Coordinating the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund

3.70 In some countries (EU10 Member States, as well as Greece, Ireland, Portugal and
Spain) the strategy for ERDF intervention had to be coordinated with resources
coming from the Cohesion Fund, which was focused on investments on the TEN-T. In
order to ensure a significant level of coordination ERDF resources had to be targeted
at improving accessibility to TEN-T as well as at addressing other national transport
challenges rather than primarily on the TEN-T. However, in some cases, it proved to
be difficult to draw a clear line between the intervention carried out with Cohesion
Fund resources and those carried out with ERDF resources.

3.71 In the EU10 Member States the Cohesion Fund played a bigger role than the ERDF in
transport investment. In Estonia for example, ERDF resources assigned to transport
were less than one tenth of those given through the Cohesion Fund; in Latvia this was
about 12%; in Poland, Hungary and Slovakia the contribution of ERDF was slightly
higher (around 20% of the Cohesion Fund resources); while Lithuania had a more
balanced approach, with ERDF resources representing about 80% of the Cohesion
Fund resources. By contrast, in Ireland, Spain, Portugal and Greece, ERDF resources
spent on transport were higher (twice or three times) the Cohesion Fund. In these
countries in a few cases (as in the case of Portugal) the Cohesion Fund focused on rail
to counterbalance the high concentration of ERDF resources on the road mode
discussed above.

12 Ireland also falls into this category as no expenditure has been categorised as rail, which was a major element of
national strategy, although this seems to point to an incorrect categorisation of expenditure as “Urban transport”
as, following further investigation, substantial investments have actually been made in the railways.
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FIGURE 3.15 PROPORTION BETWEEN ERDF EXPENDITURE AND ALLOCATION IN
EU25 MEMBER STATES
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Source: Country reports and Work Package 1.Note:Cyprus has not spent any money on transport.

3.80 By the end of 2007, only two Member States (Ireland and Spain), had spent more than
90% of their allocation. For 10 of the 25 Member States (all EU15 countries) the level
of expenditure is between 80% and 90% of the allocation, 10 Member States have
spent between 60% and 80%, while Poland and Slovakia had spent the least, the less
than 60%.

3.81 The figure above shows that the EU15 Member States have been better at spending
their allocation than the EU10 Member States, this is also shown by the average
values in the different shaded bars, it should be noted however that the EU10 value
was strongly influenced by the low Polish value as it has a significant share of the
overall resources for the EU10 Member States.

Modal allocation

3.82 The tables below show the share of allocation and the expenditure of ERDF resources
across Member States and modes as well as the modal allocation of cumulative
Objective 1 and Objective 2 expenditure. It should be noted that about 2.3% of total
allocation and expenditure was not categorised in the source material, which relates to
100% of the allocation and expenditure in, Denmark, Luxembourg, Slovenia and
Sweden and 92% in Belgium.
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directed to (Inland) Ports and Airports.

3.88 Slovakia allocated the highest share of its transport expenditure to Rail while Finland
and Ireland were the only Member State that did not spend any resources on rail
transport.15

3.89 Latvia allocated the largest share of its investment, 32%, to Urban Transport, and the
sector received the same share of expenditure. In Ireland, Urban Transport accounted
for the same share of expenditure. These outcomes contrast with the picture more
generally, with only 8 Member States directing more than 10% of their total
expenditure to Urban Transport, notwithstanding that the majority of them identified
congestion as a challenge for their local transport system.

3.90 Overall, as mentioned in the discussion of strategy above, very little was spent on
Multimodal transport initiatives across the Member States. Finland allocated and spent
the largest share of its investment on Multimodal projects but in total only 5 Member
States allocated 10% or more of their expenditure to this category. However, it is
likely that both congestion and multimodal investments have been included in other
categories (primarily road but also rail).

3.91 The Netherlands’ strategy was the most balanced of all the Member States as it did not
allocate or spend more than 27% of its ERDF resources on any particular transport
mode.

15 Excluding those Member States that have the majority of “uncategorised” expenditure and Malta that does not have
a railway. It should be noted that in Ireland, many rail interventions have been categorised as urban transport
projects.
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transport sector, as identified in the classification of expenditure across all Member
States. The information has been made available through the work undertaken in
Work Package 1 and the work related to gathering the information and bringing it
together in the codification exercise has been completed and submitted separately to
this report. Subsequently this information will be brought into the wider analysis with
the rest of Task 2 that will form the basis for the recommendations in the Final Report.

4.8 Based on the information obtained through Task 2.3 discussed above, we will assess
the effectiveness of the programme by reviewing whether the targets that were set
originally have been achieved or are due to be achieved by the end of the
programming period. As part of this analysis we will also compare the various
programmes in terms of the extent to which they have achieved their individual
targets. The results of this work will be included in the 2nd Intermediate Report.
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rationale of national and regional strategies and their coordination/interaction.

5.4 The selected regions are set out in the figure below. The justification for the selection
of these regions is included in the Inception Report.

FIGURE 5.1 SELECTED REGIONS

Regional case studies - Approach

5.5 To date, the work for this Task has focused on preparing the Pilot Regional Case
Studies for Attiki, Puglia and Andalucia. Having agreed the template document with
the Commission, we undertook desktop analysis to obtain relevant information from
publicly available sources. The information was sourced primarily from published
statistical sources such as Eurostat and other data gathering organisations as well as
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Good practice in urban transport - Study Requirements

5.12 In addition to the Regional Case Studies, the Commission also requires the preparation
of mini-case studies focused on good practice in urban transport. As with the Regional
Case Studies, the format will follow the recommendations published by DG REGIO, a
template that will be prepared and agreed with the Commission before it is circulated
to the relevant experts.

5.13 The Commission, and more specifically DG TREN, is seeking to help shape urban
transport policy across Europe, as highlighted in its Green Paper on Urban Transport.
The ERDF has helped many towns and cities improve their urban transport
environment through Objective 1 and 2 resources (outside the URBAN programmes).
A number of projects that have been undertaken have focused on reducing traffic
congestion, pollution, lost travel time and energy problems through the use of
infrastructure investments, as well as on general improvements to public transport and
increasing its use.

Good practice in urban transport - Approach

5.14 Our preliminary analysis has shown that various towns and cities within a number of
the above mentioned regions have undertaken projects that could be described as
being good practice. Given the work done to date on this study it is too early to set out
firm proposals in relation to examples of good practice in urban transport. These will
be identified as we develop the various regional studies. In the interviews that we have
already undertaken for the regional case studies, the managing authorities and others
have been asked to nominate potential urban transport projects that could be used as
examples of good practice. We are collecting these proposals and reviewing the
benefits that the projects have brought to the local community. We will propose three
examples to the Commission having undertaken this review.
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FIGURE 6.1 ROAD SAFETY CASE STUDY WORK PLAN

Working step 1
Gathering information on

interventions and measures &

collecting accident data

Working step 2
Analysing the information &

first selection of measures

Working step 3
Developing a list of questions
for an in-depth interview with

an expert

Working step 4
Carrying out one interview in

Portugal and Poland each

Working step 5
Final analyses and reporting

6.6 The first working step of this sub-task will be done in close co-operation with task 2.
Information about different interventions and measures funded by the ERDF, as well
as accident data in Portugal and Poland will be collected.

6.7 The second working step consists of analysing this information and making a first
selection of measures and interventions which could have an influence on traffic
safety.

6.8 Based on the results of the previous steps a questionnaire for an expert interview will
be developed. The aim of the expert interviews will be to collect more knowledge on
the influence of the interventions on the traffic safety (who belonged to the target
group, were there any effects on traffic safety including behavioural aspects, how were
effects measured etc.). At least one expert in Portugal and one Poland will be
interviewed. Based on the information gathered by interviewing experts in Portugal
and Poland (working step 5) an assessment will be given whether the interventions
that have been made have had positive effects in terms of improved road safety.

6.9 Appendix D sets out the template document that we have prepared as the basis for the
analysis mentioned above.

Approach to Regional airports analysis

6.10 ERDF resources have supported a number of airport expansion schemes and some
new airports. The purpose of this task will be to assess the utility of ERDF co-
financing on regional airports.

6.11 The Inception Report set out the rational for choosing Bari airport in Italy and John
Lennon airport in the UK. These airports have been accepted by the European
Commission, we have begun a data collection exercise for both, and we will
commence data analysis shortly.
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6.12 Our analysis will begin by identifying the objectives for the funding of the airports at
the time the support was originally requested. We will then determine whether there
was any analysis of future demand when the project was planned. This will provide
important background information against which to assess actual outcomes. The core
of the analysis will be an investigation of whether there has been any comparison of
outcomes with the objectives set by the regional authority or airport authority
concerned. As a final stage, we will also assess the usefulness of the ERDF resources
in improving the regional economy, as far as possible identifying any links between
the development of the airports and increases in employment or GDP in the region
concerned.

Bari airport

6.13 We have already interviewed the Bari airport authority in connection with the Pilot
Study for Puglia and have been provided with some initial information in relation to
the background of the investment profile and the rationale behind the investment. We
have also received further information and will include this case study in the 2nd

Intermediate Report.












