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Mid-Term Review of the 2007-2013 TEN-T MAP Project Portfolio

The mid-term review of the 2007-2013 multi-annual work programme (MAP), the so-called MAP project portfolio
review, was undertaken to assess the extent to which the MAP is achieving its objectives, based on a review of the 
progress of individual projects. The MAP portfolio includes some of the most ambitious and complex projects across 
Europe as well as projects with specifi c and exceptional diffi  culties and a long term perspective. All of these projects 
are particularly susceptible to changes in legal, fi nancial and political environments and thus face a multiplicity of 
factors that can infl uence diff erent aspects of their performance. The main challenges and risks include long term 
planning and investments. A large number of the projects concern cross-border sections which face additional coor-
dination, management and funding diffi  culties in comparison with similar national projects. This challenging profi le in 
itself justifi es the need for a mid-term review and as such it has been embedded as a requirement in Regulation (EC) 
N° 680/20071 (the TEN Regulation). Consequently, the main aim of the mid-term MAP review exercise was to assess 
the progress made in the implementation of the projects selected under the MAP as well as their future implementa-
tion plans. On this basis, the Commission was able to analyse to what extent and under what conditions the MAP is 
expected to achieve its stated objectives and to propose possible improvements.  

The MAP for the current fi nancial framework targets the highest priorities of the Trans-European Transport Net-
work (TEN-T) as defi ned in Decision 1692/96/EC2 (the TEN-T Guidelines). These are the 30 Priority Projects, as well as 
horizontal priorities, namely traffi  c management systems for all transport modes, measures to develop an interoper-
able railway network, especially for freight railway lines, and measures to promote maritime and inland waterway 
transport. The budget for the MAP has been set to represent 80-85% of the total available EU budget for the granting 
of aid in the fi eld of the TEN-T for the period 2007-2013 through the TEN-T Programme (the Programme).

The review covers 92 projects selected under the 2007 calls for proposals which were launched to meet the objectives 
of the MAP. All projects were initially planned to be implemented during the 2007-2013 programming period. The 92 
projects account for approximately two-thirds of the total TEN-T budget (€5.301 billion out of a total €8.013 billion) 
and 78% of the total MAP for the entire 2007-2013 period. The total budgeted cost of these projects is €32.647 billion. 
Therefore, the TEN-T budget accounts for approximately 16% of the projects’ budgeted costs.

The review methodology applied to the assessment of individual projects utilised specifi cally designed forms for data 
collection on such issues as risk management, fi nancial, technical and overall progress forecasts as well as information 
provided in the context of the annual project reporting requirements and the strategic plan. This initial preparation 
phase focused on ensuring the consistency and completeness of the information available for assessment. 

At the project level, the individual project review explored the following aspects:

• The project objectives

• Cost related aspects

• Time related aspects

• Project funding aspects

• Project management aspects (risks and risk management, project management structures, organisational and 
contractual arrangements, decision-making processes, etc.)

For the assessment, review panels composed of external experts and internal experts from Commission services 
evaluated individual project assessments and arrived at consensus views for each project, in terms of the actual status 
of the project and its future implementation plans. An internal review panel was established to analyse these fi ndings. 
The external review and internal review panel both noted that the revised implementation plans developed during the 
external review have to be considered the optimal implementation plans based on the actual progress of the projects. 

Given the complexity of the projects in the portfolio and the multiplicity of decision-makers in cross-border projects, 

1 Regulation (EC) N° 680/2007 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 June 2007 laying down general rules for the granting of 
       Community fi nancial aid in the fi eld of trans-European transport and energy networks (OJ L 162, 22.6.2007) 
2 Decision N° 1692/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 July 1996 on Community guidelines for the development of 
       trans-European transport network – OJ L 228, 09.09.1996, last amended by Decision No 884/2004/EC of 29 April 2004 
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it has to be considered normal for a number of projects to experience timeline and budget variations. The projections 
developed during the review show that by the end of the current programming period (31 December 2013) there will 
still be 40 incomplete projects with 30% of the respective TEN-T budget unconsumed. However, the continuation of the 
support to these projects beyond 2013, in particular until the end of 2015, would allow the completion of an additional 
29 projects (leaving only 11 projects to be completed after 2015).

On the basis of this observation, diff erent scenarios were developed and their merits and disadvantages 
debated. The scenarios explored diff erent courses of action in relation to the future management of projects, 
notably how to deal with those experiencing signifi cant delays or variations in budgeted costs, in such a way as to 
optimise the implementation of the Programme. 

It was concluded that the most eff ective scenario will be to allow projects to run their course with a cut-off  date on 
31 December 2015, but this will be subject to certain well-defi ned conditions based on both political and technical/
fi nancial milestones. This will allow critical support to be maintained without rewarding poor performance or requiring 
additional funding commitments. In this respect, four categories of projects were defi ned. Each project was classifi ed 
and conditions defi ned where relevant. The following graph describes the categories and provides a summary of the 
project classifi cation results:

 

The four categories provide the fl exibility necessary to tailor any funding adjustments as closely as possible to actual 
project performance, thereby allowing projects to be implemented to their maximum, while at the same time ensur-
ing a tight management of the MAP. Under the chosen scenario, on the assumption that the identifi ed conditions are 
fulfi lled, it will be possible to optimise the eff ectiveness of the Programme and to liberate in the near future around 
€311 million which will be re-injected into new annual/multi-annual calls under the current Programme. 

The MAP portfolio is by defi nition a portfolio of challenging projects requiring a commitment of funding over a multi-
year period in order to provide extra stability to project management. Long term funding commitments often present 
diffi  cult political arrangements, particularly when more than one level of government or more than one Member State 
is involved, which is the case in cross-border projects. Providing this stability to the funding commitments at EU level 
is a key added value of the Programme and its eff ectiveness in this regard is confi rmed in the MAP review. The most 
important positive eff ect of the proposed scenario, therefore, is expected to be the completion of the current 
Programme without further signifi cant deviations (see graph on the next page).
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The heightened EU support is also expressed through the appointment of Coordinators for key Priority Projects. The 
role of the EU Coordinators has proven to be an eff ective mechanism to address the political sensitivities inherent in 
cross-border projects as well as provide visible coordination enhancement. The results of these eff orts are confi rmed by 
the fact that so far there have been no cross-border project cancellations in the MAP review project portfolio. 

The MAP review project portfolio again confi rms that the selection of projects is consistent with TEN-T policy 
priorities in addressing key infrastructure issues such as cross-border and bottlenecks as well as EU political priorities 
in the areas of environmentally friendly transport modes and traffi  c management systems. Cross-border projects are 
well-represented in the MAP review portfolio with 21 cross-border projects receiving a total of €3.190 billion in TEN-T 
funding. The transparency of the centralised project management, through the close monitoring of the grant 
decision by the Agency provides tailored support at project management level. The mid-term review confi rms the 
merits of these initiatives, notwithstanding that timeline and budget variations are in evidence in the MAP project 
portfolio. 

The overall outcome of the MAP review can be summarised as follows:

• Confi rmation of EU support to the most critical and complex projects within the TEN-T

• Prolongation of the eligibility period for a maximum of two more years (to the end of 2015), subject to specifi c 
political, technical and fi nancial conditions

• Cancellation of projects that have not started within the fi rst two years after adoption of the Commission Decision

Based on the above actions, funding Decisions for individual projects will be amended. In the event that the revised 
implementation plans or the conditions, as detailed in the individual project summary sheets (see Annex I), are not 
respected, the Commission will apply further cuts in funding that will be re-injected into the Programme. 
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This report provides a record of the results and recommendations made following the mid-term assessment of the 
implementation of the Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) multi-annual work programme (MAP). The Euro-
pean Union contribution allocated to the MAP is granted to projects selected in support of the priorities set under the 
TEN-T Guidelines1. The report forms the basis for the assessment of the eff ectiveness of the MAP in connection with the 
use of the TEN-T budget under the current fi nancial perspective 2007-2013. The main body of the report explains the 
methodology, fi ndings and conclusions of the project portfolio review. Annex I contains individual project summary 
sheets for each project in the portfolio review, including the key outcomes. Annex II presents the project portfolio in 
fi gures, as well as the detailed statistical analysis of all key fi ndings summarised in the main text. Annex III contains the 
report of the independent observer to the external review.

The 1992 Maastricht Treaty defi ned the TEN-T policy and mandated the development of the TEN-T Guidelines to 
facilitate the establishment of a single, multimodal network covering traditional infrastructure and equipment as well 
as the deployment of innovative and intelligent transport systems to enable safe, effi  cient and sustainable traffi  c, by 
supporting 14 Priority Projects (PP) as well as projects of common interest and by mobilising EU support. In 2004, 
the list of Priority Projects2  was extended to 30 projects, to take account of the accession of ten and then two more 
countries to the EU. 

The TEN-T Guidelines identify the Trans-European Transport Network including road, rail and inland waterway 
networks, seaports and inland waterway ports, airports and other interconnection points between modal networks. 
Integration and smooth operation of the system is ensured through effi  cient traffi  c management systems comprising 
systems for road (Intelligent Transport Services - ITS), rail (European Rail Traffi  c Management System - ERTMS), air (in 
the context of the Single European Sky policy and aligned with technology innovation through SESAR) and waterborne 
transport on inland waterways (River Information Systems - RIS) as well as the European positioning and navigation 
systems (GNSS/Galileo).

The 30 Priority Projects within the European transport network are of high European added value. They are 
expected to play a key role in facilitating further the mobility of goods and passengers within the EU and thus 
contribute towards greater European integration. Intended to be completed by 2020, these Priority Projects include 18 
railway projects, three combined rail and-road infrastructure, and two inland waterways transport projects. 

In the context of EU policy, the TEN-T network is supported through diff erent programmes. In that respect, projects on 
this network are eligible to receive EU grants, as a rule in a form of co-fi nancing, notably from the TEN-T Programme, 
Cohesion funds, ERDF and the Research Framework Programme. However, it is not possible for the same project to 
receive grants from more than one EU funding source. TEN-T projects may also benefi t from loans and guarantees from 
the European Investment Bank (EIB).

As set out in Article 18 of Regulation (EC) N° 680/20073 (the TEN Regulation), the TEN-T Programme (the 
Programme) is funded from a budgetary envelope of €8.013 billion for the current fi nancial perspective (2007-2013). 
Multi-annual and annual work programmes set the specifi c objectives and priorities to be met, while the allocation 
of this budget is implemented through calls for proposals in line with the TEN Regulation. An amount of €500 million 
of the TEN-T budget is provided to the Loan Guarantee Instrument (LGTT)4 and another €80 million is provided to the 
Marguerite Fund5 to support projects utilising Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs). Both instruments are managed by 
separate mechanisms and therefore have been excluded from the review.

The MAP and the supported projects are decided by the Commission whereas the project’s implementation is 

1 Decision N° 1692/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 July 1996 on Community guidelines for the development of 
       trans-European transport network – OJ L 228, 09.09.1996, last amended by Decision No 884/2004/EC of 29 April 2004
2    Priority Projects are listed in Annex III of the TEN-T Guidelines as amended on 29 April 2004 
3 Regulation (EC) N° 680/2007 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 June 2007 laying down general rules for the granting of 
      Community fi nancial aid in the fi eld of trans-European transport and energy networks (OJ L 162, 22.6.2007)
4 The LGTT is a loan guarantee product specifi cally designed and administered by the EIB for TEN-T projects. It mitigates the risk in the early stage
       of a project when user-generated revenues experience signifi cant fl uctuations that can hamper access to competitively-priced private funding
5 Commission Decision C(2010)0941 on Community participation in the 2020 European Fund for Energy, Climate Change and Infrastructure 
       (the Marguerite Fund)

1. Introduction
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entrusted to the TEN-T Executive Agency (TEN-T EA or the Agency) which has been established by the Commission to 
provide assistance and expertise in the management and monitoring of the projects and thus facilitate their successful 
implementation.

The MAP represents the largest component of the TEN-T budget and targets only Priority Projects and horizontal 
priorities identifi ed in the TEN-T Guidelines.

It is important to note that the fi ndings of the review should be interpreted taking into account the fact that the MAP 
portfolio includes some of the most ambitious and complex projects across Europe, which are generally progressing 
well. In addition to its signifi cance and size, the MAP supports projects with specifi c and exceptional diffi  culties and 
a long-term perspective. All of these projects are particularly susceptible to changes in legal, fi nancial and political 
environments and thus face a multiplicity of factors that can infl uence diff erent aspects of their performance. The main 
challenges and risks include long term planning and investments. In addition, a large number of the projects concern 
cross-border sections which face additional coordination, management and funding diffi  culties in comparison with 
similar national projects. This challenging profi le in itself justifi es the need for a mid-term review and as such it has 
been embedded as a requirement in the TEN Regulation6. Consequently, the main aim of the mid-term MAP review 
exercise is to assess the progress made in the implementation of the projects selected under the MAP, as well as 
their future implementation plans. Furthermore, the Commission will use the results of the MAP review to carry out a 
broader evaluation of the Programme.  

2. Context

2.1 The 2007-2013 TEN-T Multi-Annual Work Programme

The MAP for the current fi nancial framework targets the highest priorities of the TEN-T network as defi ned in the 
Guidelines. These are the 30 Priority Projects, as well as horizontal priorities, namely traffi  c management systems for 
all transport modes, measures to develop an interoperable railway network, especially for freight railway lines, and 
measures to promote maritime and inland waterway transport. 

Given the above, the budget for the MAP has been set to represent 80-85% of the total available EU budget for the 
granting of aid in the fi eld of the Trans-European Transport Network for the period 2007-2013.

The MAP for the current fi nancial perspective (2007-2013) was adopted7 with the following objectives:

• To facilitate the implementation of project sections or parts which are most critical to the ‘success’ of the respective 
priority axis as a whole, i.e. which are of vital importance for smooth traffi  c fl ows along the entire axis and would, 
if not completed within the agreed period of time, reduce the benefi ts drawn from investments made on other 
sections of the axis. These have been identifi ed as the bottlenecks and cross-border sections of the priority axis.

• To facilitate the preparation, development and implementation of horizontal projects referred to in the respec-
tive articles of the TEN Guidelines, i.e. Articles 5 and 9 and 20 for Intelligent Transport Systems in the road sector, 
Article 10 for traffi  c management and interoperability projects in the rail sector, Articles 11 and 15 for projects in the 
fi eld of shipping management and information networks (especially River Information Services and vessel traffi  c 
management and information systems) as well as article 16 for Air Traffi  c Management systems.

The MAP was also intended to address the need to enhance project promoters’ certainty regarding the provision of 
TEN-T funding over the whole (or a signifi cant part) of the project implementation period. Therefore, the TEN-T project 
support under the MAP was designed to provide benefi ciaries with the possibility to obtain funding over several 
years through Commission Decisions (Decisions). In addition, in the fi elds of traffi  c management systems and railway 
interoperability, the Programme sets out an indicative timetable for multi-annual calls for project proposals and 
respective indicative amounts for the whole of the period 2007-2013, thus establishing a sound basis for anticipation 
of future resources and contributing to a continuous, secured and uninterrupted development of these ‘horizontal 

6  Art.8(5) of Regulation (EC) N° 680/2007  
7  Multi-annual work programme for grants in the fi eld of trans-European transport network (TEN-T) for the period 2007-2013, C(2007)3512, 
        23 July 2007 
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priorities’ which rely heavily on TEN-T support.

Other measures introduced for improving the management of the Programme include the development of a new 
model Decision, the streamlining and standardisation of reporting requirements and, most importantly, the creation 
of the TEN-T Executive Agency.

The project selection mechanism currently allowed by the TEN Regulation is by publishing calls for project proposals 
(calls). The fi rst call under the MAP was launched in 2007 and resulted in the selection of 95 projects for TEN-T funding 
totalling €5.9 billion. Information on all calls which have been published so far under the MAP and the respective TEN-T 
funding are provided in the following table:

YearYear Mode Budget

2007

Priority Projects €4.9 - €5.3 billion

Air Traffi  c Management/SESAR €350 million

Intelligent Transport Systems for roads €100 million

European Rail Traffi  c Management System €260 million

2008

Motorways of the Sea €20 million

River Information Services €15 million

Air Traffi  c Management / Functional Airspace Blocks €10 million

2009

Motorways of the Sea €30 million

Intelligent Transport Systems for roads €100 million

European Rail Traffi  c Management System €240 million

2010

Air Traffi  c Management / Functional Airspace Blocks €20 million

River Information Services €10 million

Motorways of the Sea €85 million

Furthermore, in response to the fi nancial crisis in 2008, it was decided, under the European Economic Recovery Plan 
(EERP), to bring forward €500 million of TEN-T funding. Therefore, an ad hoc call was launched in 2009. A signifi cant 
proportion of the projects selected under the EERP call are sections of Priority Projects. These projects are intended to 
be reviewed in 2011 within the EERP review and are therefore excluded from the present exercise.

2.2 The Role of the TEN-T Executive Agency

The TEN-T Executive Agency was created in 2006 and has been operating autonomously since 2008. The main objective 
in creating the Agency was to increase the effi  ciency and improve the management of the Programme through a better 
follow-up of the preparation and subsequent implementation of projects selected under the TEN-T calls for proposals. 
The Agency is responsible for following the technical and fi nancial implementation of all TEN-T projects throughout 
their entire lifecycle, providing support to the benefi ciaries of TEN-T fi nancing and coordinating with other institutional 
partners. Assisted by the Agency, the Commission remains responsible for the annual work programmes, the selection 
of the projects and for adopting the project funding Decisions.

Since its inception, the Agency has focused on measures to familiarise the benefi ciaries with the new 
administrative and reporting requirements, as well as to streamline and simplify, to the greatest extent possible, various 
procedures. These measures include developing a series of models and guidelines for the preparation of various 
documents, reports and payments; hosting regular workshops that attract a large population of stakeholders and 
address common issues relating to the technical and fi nancial aspects of project management; as well as establishing 
improvements to the call for proposals texts and guidelines to applicants. Many of these issues are in line with the 
objectives of the creation of the Agency following the recommendations of the European Court of Auditors8 and the 

8 Special Report N° 6/2005 on the TEN-T of 21/4/2006 OJ C/94/1 
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mid-term review of the previous Multi-Annual Indicative Programme9 .

In the framework of its mandate the Agency is responsible for the collection, analysis and transmission to the 
Commission of all information required by the Commission for the implementation of the Trans-European Transport 
Network, in particular carrying out studies and evaluations such as annual or mid-term evaluation of the implementa-
tion of TEN-T programmes including necessary follow-up measures after prior agreement with the Commission. It is 
also required to prepare recommendations to the Commission on the implementation of the Programme and its future 
development. It is in this context that the Agency has carried out the review of the individual MAP projects in close 
co-operation with DG MOVE.

2.3. Objectives and scope of the mid-term review

As stated earlier, the main aim of the mid-term review exercise is to assess the progress made in the implemen-
tation of the projects selected under the MAP as well as their future implementation plans. On this basis, the 
Commission will be able to analyse to what extent and under what conditions the MAP is expected to achieve its stated 
objectives and to propose possible improvements. The results and conclusions of the exercise are expected to facilitate the 
successful completion of the individual projects and the current Programme as a whole in line with its stated objectives. 
Therefore, the portfolio review focuses mostly on issues aff ecting the implementation of projects, rather than on the 
impact and benefi ts that the projects are expected to provide upon completion.

In addition, the mid-term review draws results and conclusions which will feed into the Programme review 
foreseen in Article 15 of the TEN Regulation.

The review covers 92 projects selected under the 2007 calls for proposals which were launched to meet the 
objectives of the MAP. All projects were initially planned to be implemented during the 2007-2013 programming 
period. 78 of these projects were planned for completion after 2010, whereas the remaining 14 have already been 
completed or were planned for completion before the end of 2010. For simplicity, the fi rst category is referred to as 
‘on-going’ projects whereas the projects which have been completed or are expected to be completed by the end 
of 2010 are referred to as ‘completed’ projects. All 92 projects contribute to the completion of 21 of the 30 Priority 
Projects and/or the deployment of the European Rail Traffi  c Management System (ERTMS). The ITS project, which was 
completed in 2009 and for which an ad hoc ex-post assessment has been carried out and SESAR and Galileo, both of 
which are managed by separate entities (SESAR Joint Undertaking and European Space Agency respectively) in charge 
of carrying out such project assessments, are excluded from the review. The 92 projects account for approximately 
two-thirds of the total TEN-T budget (€5.301billion out of a total €8.013 billion) and 78% of the total MAP for the entire 
2007-2013 period. The total budgeted cost of these projects is €32.647 billion. Therefore, the TEN-T budget accounts 
for approximately 16% of the projects’ budgeted costs.

The table below details the modes of transport as well as the corresponding TEN-T contribution (as foreseen in the 
respective Commission Decisions):

Transport mode

On-going projects Completed projects All reviewed projects

Number of 
projects

TEN-T 
contribution 
(€ million)

Number of 
projects

TEN-T 
contribution
 (€ million)

Number of 
projects

TEN-T 
contribution 
(€ million)

RAIL 59 4,194 4 97 63 4,291

IWW (inland waterways) 6 587 2 24 8 610

ERTMS 9 219 8 41 17 260

ROAD 4 140 0 0 4 140

Total 78 5,140 14 162 92 5,301

9 Technical Assistance Consultancy Contract for the  MIP Revision, volume I: Main Findings and Recommendations, Issue 4: 18 December 2003, 
       EVAMONTEN-T 
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3. Methodology

The review methodology was designed in line with the requirements and objectives of the MAP, taking into account 
the specifi cities and particular challenges of the TEN-T projects selected for review. In that respect, the methodology 
applied to the assessment of individual projects contains the following innovative aspects:

• Specifi cally designed tools, including forms for data collection and informatics support for their processing (further 
explained in section 3.2); and

• Panels composed of external experts and internal experts from Commission services (further explained in section 
3.3).

3.1 Structural Steps

The review was comprised of a series of steps. There was an initial preparation step to ensure the 
consistency and completeness of the information available for the assessment. Steps 2 and 3 focused on the individual 
assessment of projects within the project portfolio, while Steps 4 and 5 focused on modal, programme and policy 
considerations. These four steps comprised the external review process. Step 6, the internal review panel, built on 
the fi ndings of the consensus views reached in Step 3 to develop a course of action that combines good budgetary 
management with continued support for the MAP project portfolio. 

All steps are described below, in their chronological order. 

Activities Period

Step 1 Preparation of Information and Quality Check

• Design and dissemination of a specifi c questionnaire for this exercise, to 
provide additional information on project related aspects not fully covered in 
the Action Status Reports (ASRs)

1 January - mid April 
2010

• Check of the completeness/consistency of the ASRs and accompanying 
questionnaires

• Identifi cation of the experts

• Preparation for the experts' on-line access to documents through a 
dedicated Internet site (CIRCABC)

Step 2 External Review - Individual assessment by three experts

• 12 projects per expert 27 April-11 May 2010 
(except IWW: 17-18 May)• Filling-in of the individual project appraisal forms (IAF)

Step 3 External Review - Consensus meetings bringing together the three 

experts

• Objective to reach agreement on overall comments for each project 17-19 May 2010

• Moderated by senior Agency staff  member

• Agency Project Manager presented project information, including results of 
site visits, followed by individual fi ndings and expected progress as assessed 
by each expert and open discussion based on individual assessments

• A consolidated consensus report was fi nalised summarising the agreed 
outcome of the discussions

9
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Step 4 External Review - Modal cluster panels

• Objective to ensure consistency in the approach taken in consensus 
meetings

19-20 May 2010

• Address any inconsistencies

• Identify common issues at modal level

• Issues included main factors for success, risks, mitigating measures, good 
practice, conclusions at Priority Project level, etc.

• Formulate conclusions and recommendations at modal level

Step 5 External Review - Plenary session

• Objective to formulate overall conclusions and recommendations on the  
MAP portfolio review

21 May 2010

• Assess current Programme, draft recommendations on the existing 
framework as well as for the future Programme

• Issues discussed: selection-related, project management-related and 
fi nancing–related

• Presentation of key points in each session allowed open discussion with all 
experts

Step 6 Internal Review Panel

• Objective to review results of consensus views and to recommend course of 
action to maintain MAP objectives in the context of good budget 
management

30 June and 6 July 2010

• Defi nition of various scenarios at portfolio level

• Decisions taken on ongoing management of MAP funding to optimise 
implementation 

During Step 5 the experts were also invited to use the experience of assessing individual projects in order to exchange 
views and hold discussions on issues which are TEN-T programme- and policy-related. Findings and conclusions in 
connection with this part of the exercise will be delivered in separate reports as input to the TEN-T Programme and 
policy review.

3.2 Concept and tools

The MAP review was carried out as a desk-top exercise, based mainly on information submitted by benefi ciaries and on 
background documentation and information shared with the concerned Member States during meetings and contacts 
with responsible authorities and implementing bodies, site visits, etc.

It was clear therefore, that the completeness and accuracy of available information would be of fundamental 
importance for the reliability of the whole review exercise. Information provided in the context of the regular project 
reporting requirements, namely the Action Status Reports (ASR)10 and the Strategic Action Plans (SAP)11, were used as 
a starting point for the review of individual projects. For the completed projects, the fi nal reports were also assessed. 

In addition to this standardised information, a questionnaire was prepared specifi cally for this exercise for the 78 
ongoing projects. The purpose of this questionnaire was to provide additional information on project-related aspects 
not fully covered in the ASR, such as project management issues, detailed reasons aff ecting project implementa-
tion, including delays, risk management, and updated future implementation plans for the project. The collection of 
completed questionnaires was organised at the same time as the submission of the 2010 ASRs, in order to harmonise 
the information and avoid inconsistencies.  

10 Action Status Report (ASR) is a regular annual progress report and constitutes a legal obligation for all TEN-T funded projects. ASRs cover a 
         calendar year and are due by 31 March of the year after the reporting period. 
11 The Strategic Action Plan (SAP) is a document submitted by each benefi ciary within 90 calendar days following the notifi cation of the 
         fi nancing Decision. It forms the basis for monitoring and controlling progress throughout the implementation period of the Action. For 
         templates of the ASR and SAP, refer to: http://tentea.ec.europa.eu/en/apply_for_funding/benefi ciaries_info_point/useful_documents__
         forms.htm 
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The benefi ciaries were informed about the data collection eff ort through an early awareness campaign about the 
importance of the exercise and the input required from their end. Timely submission of accurate and complete project-
related information was the main factor promoted during this campaign.

The following key documents were provided as background information and were taken into consideration during the 
exercise by the external experts:

• TEN Regulation (Regulation N° 680/2007)

• TEN-T Guidelines (Decision N° 1692/96/EC)

• 2007 Multi-Annual Work Programme (Commission Decision C(2007)3512 of 23 July 2007 establishing the multi-
annual work programme for grants in the fi eld of the trans-European transport network (TEN-T) for the period 
2007-2013)

• TEN-T Progress Report 2009, Implementation of the Priority Projects (September 2009)

• European Coordinators’ annual reports 2008/2009

The data obtained from the benefi ciaries, together with the individual project assessments, were processed and 
recorded in standardised forms specifi cally developed for the exercise. These forms included detailed fi nancial, 
technical and risk-related aspects for every project and allowed comparisons between past and future project 
implementation. Following the completion of all individual assessments, these forms were also used for processing 
aggregate data at portfolio level. Statistical analysis and subsequent portfolio results are further detailed in chapter 4.

3.3 Review process

All 78 ongoing projects were reviewed in two phases. In the fi rst phase, referred to as the ‘external review’, each 
ongoing project was assessed individually by three experts followed by consensus meetings that brought together the 
same experts who were mandated to arrive at a fi nal conclusion by consensus. The proceedings of the consensus meet-
ings were observed by an independent observer. This was followed by the internal review panel as a second phase.

The 14 completed projects were only assessed internally. 

External Review

I. External experts

The process was supported by 14 external experts, who were selected on the basis of their expertise and experience 
required for the exercise, while trying to ensure an adequate balance of gender and nationality. They were selected 
from an offi  cial Commission database12 for experts, in particular in the fi eld of transport.

The role of the external experts was to perform assessments on a personal basis, not as representatives of their 
employer, their country or any other entity. They were invited to assess individually a number of projects and record 
their views on specifi c aspects included in the pre-established form. They assessed the past implementation of projects 
as well as the updated implementation plans, where they existed. The latter plans were either confi rmed or revised 
by the experts, often accompanied by conditions considered necessary for their implementation. The experts were 
particularly encouraged to use their specifi c knowledge and expertise and provide detailed justifi cations for their 
opinions thus producing a signifi cant added value to the exercise.   

Participation of external experts in the MAP review ensured a high degree of credibility, objectivity and transparency. 
Their interaction with internal experts within the mixed panels provided the balance needed to enable informed and 
unbiased consensus opinions on the individual projects to be reached. 

The experience acquired during the individual project assessments was also consolidated with the involvement of 
external experts in modal discussions, including more cross-cutting aspects in connection with the Programme and 
related policy. 

12 Experts Management Module (EMM): https://cordis.europa.eu/emmfp7/index.cfm 
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II. Independent observer

In addition, an independent expert was appointed to act as observer to monitor the assessment process. The observer’s 
role was to give an independent opinion on the conduct and fairness of the external review.

The observer was given complete information about the whole process, including the documents which were 
distributed to the independent experts and attended the briefi ngs and various other meetings. The observer also had 
individual talks with the independent experts.

The observer did not express views on the projects under assessment or on the experts’ opinions on the projects. The 
report of the independent observer is available in Annex III.

Internal Review Panel

As a follow-up to the external assessment, an internal review panel was set up to analyse the fi ndings of the external 
review. On this basis the internal panel:

• Established detailed recommendations for individual projects. These included not only conclusions, but also 
detailed conditions under which the future implementation of the project can be supported; 

• Defi ned various scenarios at portfolio level, including their future implications on the management of the 
Programme. On the basis of the scenario analysis, the panel was able to develop the fi nal recommendations of the 
review.

3.4 Overcoming the limitations 

The review methodology relied primarily on the available information as described above, which had some poten-
tial weaknesses. The following accompanying measures were developed for the purpose of this exercise in order to 
counterbalance the constraints that were inherent to the desk-top nature of the MAP review: 

• The standardised forms, templates and guidelines, including those specifi cally developed and used for the review, 
were key to achieving consistency in the reporting as well as in the assessment and analysis of the results. The 
benefi ciaries were already familiar with the regular reporting requirements, from the previous reporting year. 

• An awareness campaign and thorough checks of the submitted information supported the considerable eff ort that 
was invested in obtaining detailed, complete and accurate information through the questionnaires tailored for 
the needs of the MAP review. In that respect, the positive response of benefi ciaries contributed signifi cantly to the 
consistency of information across the project portfolio.

The external experts also provided valuable experience and added value to the exercise not only for the individual 
projects but also concerning modal, project management, programme and policy issues. The mixed panels composed of 
external and internal experts provided the right balance of detailed project knowledge and broad technical expertise, 
combined where appropriate by policy knowledge. An enabling environment to exchange views and opinions and to 
reach conclusions was also successfully established.

It should also be pointed out that the review does not cover all MAP projects. However, since it covers roughly 80% of 
the MAP budget it may be considered as very representative of the entire MAP portfolio for purposes of this review.
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4. Project portfolio analysis

The project portfolio analysis follows the approach of the analysis of each individual project. In this regard, at the 
project level, the individual project review explored the following aspects:

• The project objectives

• Cost related aspects

• Time related aspects

• Project funding aspects

• Project management aspects (risks and risk management, project management structures, organisational and 
contractual arrangements, decision-making processes, etc.)

For each project, the review started with an examination of its past performance by comparing what was planned 
with what was actually achieved and identifying the key factors infl uencing the performance. The aim of this analysis 
was to draw lessons that could be taken into consideration, if necessary, for facilitating future implementation and 
timely completion of the project, and ultimately the achievement of the project objectives and its contribution to 
the Programme. For this purpose, the residual risks and conditions for the remaining implementation period were 
identifi ed and assessed in order to determine the project risk profi le.

Based on the identifi ed risk profi le and taking into consideration the risk management plans of the benefi ciary, 
the future implementation plans were either confi rmed or reviewed if deemed non-realistic. In the latter case the 
conditions necessary to ensure that revised plans could be implemented were also included. The external review and 
internal review panel both noted that the revised implementation plans developed during the external review have 
to be considered the optimal implementation plans based on the actual progress of the projects. Information on the 
conclusions of the review of each project is provided in the respective project summary sheets in Annex I while 
detailed statistical analysis is included in Annex II.

On the basis of the individual project fi ndings, supported by statistical analysis, aggregate conclusions were 
drawn where appropriate, per transport mode, per priority project, and at Programme and policy level. These 
conclusions are expected to provide valuable input to the decision makers on future orientations of the 
Programme and policy. The mid-term review conclusions are also expected to be taken into consideration in any 
readjustment of the Programme implementation modalities (selection, monitoring implementation, documentation, 
etc.).

This chapter summarises the results of the statistical analysis of the aggregate fi ndings, which provides useful insights 
and conclusions at the project portfolio level. Statistical information and fi ndings should be interpreted in light of the 
fact that the MAP portfolio is composed of challenging projects facing a high degree of complexity and a multiplicity 
of factors that can infl uence diff erent aspects of their performance. It is therefore inevitable that some of the projects 
in the MAP portfolio have budget deviations and delays in implementation. It is in this light that the time and cost 
variations identifi ed during the review have to be interpreted. 

4.1 Portfolio analysis

Project objectives

All projects have objectives in line with the 2007 MAP and the related call text, refl ecting the basis upon which they 
were selected (see also section 2.1). Upon completion, the projects are expected to have their stated objectives ful-
fi lled. The review identifi ed only a few projects (3 out of 92) that will not be able to meet their objectives. Another 11 
projects are expected to only partly meet their objectives due to delayed implementation.

The project portfolio also pursues, through the allocation of the foreseen fi nancial resources (allocation of up to 85% 

13



Mid-Term Review of the 2007-2013 TEN-T MAP Project Portfolio

for the MAP), the stated priorities of the promotion of environmental friendly modes, and the provision of fi nancing for 
long implementation periods.

In particular, the portfolio manifests a strong commitment to the completion of cross-border sections through the 
provision of higher co-funding rates and by the number and relative size of MAP cross-border projects: 21 projects 
(23% of the reviewed projects) with a total allocation of 60.2% of the TEN-T funding are cross-border projects (see 
graph 1 below).

Graph 1.  Proportion of  cross border projects

Cost related aspects

A signifi cant number of projects, namely 63 (69% of the reviewed projects), representing a total of €3.8 billion of TEN-
T funding, are at or below their budgeted cost. Only 9 projects, representing a total TEN-T funding allocation of €344 
million, face considerable cost increases of over 30%. Another 6 projects, representing a total TEN-T funding allocation 
of €297 million, face cost increases of 15-30% (see graph 2 below).

Graph 2.  Variations in budgeted costs
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Variations in budgeted costs should however be interpreted with caution. They are mostly the result of revisions to the 
cost estimates provided at the time of the selection which are further updated as the project reaches maturity. This 
applies in particular to composite projects, combining study and works phases.

The budget variations were analysed by mode, project type, project size, co-fi nancing rate and planned duration, to 
identify possible correlations in project performance within these categories:

A summary of the main observations is as follows (see Annex II, graphs 2.1 to 2.6)

• Cross-border projects have relatively modest budget variations, with only 1 out of 21 facing cost increases of more 
than 30% as compared to 8 projects amongst the remaining projects in the portfolio. (see graph 2.2 in Annex II)

• Projects with long implementation periods appear to have more diffi  culty with cost increases (see graph 2.6 in 
Annex II): 

  - Projects planned to be completed in less than 4 years seem to experience no severe cost increases
    (all increases are less than 15%). 

  - 17% of projects with planned duration between 4 and 6 years and 26% of projects with planned duration 
    of 6 to 7 years suff er from cost increases of more than 15%.

• Projects with co-funding rates of less than 10% have higher than average cost increases. (see graph 2.5 in Annex II)

• Small projects (total budgeted costs less than €20 million) experience very modest cost increases.  (see graph 2.4 
in Annex II)

Time related aspects

Around 35% of the projects respect their original planning or are even expected to be completed earlier than planned, 
20% experience delays of up to 12 months, while 40% have delays of more than one year. The remaining projects are 
subject to cancellation. (see graph 3 below). 

Graph 3.  Reviewed projects by end date deviation

The three most common reported reasons for delays are political, procurement delays or delays in an earlier phase 
of the project. Over 50% of the ongoing projects experiencing a delay cited one of these reasons as the primary 
cause. They were most often identifi ed as causing signifi cant delays, in many cases of more than 12 months. Political 
reasons normally refer to decisions leading to revisiting national strategies and/or central funding decisions that 
impact individual projects. On the other hand, political support can have a very positive impact. In the case of ERTMS 
projects, it was noted that political support was very eff ective where it existed to reinforce the commitment of the fi nal 
benefi ciaries (rail operators) and to accelerate implementation plans.
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Around one-third of the projects eff ectively started with a delay compared with the commencement date of the fund-
ing Decision. In fact some Member States stipulate that public procurement procedures can only be launched when all 
fi nancial resources are secured, including the issuance of the funding Decision, which in the case of the 2007 Call occurred 
towards the end of 2008. 

The issuing of all necessary permits is also often cited as causing delays but these appear to be of less than 12 months. 
Interestingly, fi nancial constraints are not frequently indicated as an impediment to project progress, regardless of the 
length of the delay.

Irrespective of the above, and as with the budget variations, the analysis shows that most of the delays are due to the 
low maturity at the time of the selection. In fact, almost half of the project portfolio’s budgeted costs (€16 billion out of 
a total of approximately €32.6 billion) were expected to be absorbed in the last two years of the programming period 
(2012-2013) – see graph 4 below.

As a consequence, and in addition to the aforementioned specifi c diffi  culties, budgets have mostly faced upward 
revisions. 

Graph 4.  Variations in budgeted costs
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A summary of other relevant fi ndings is provided below (see also Annex II, graphs 3.1 to 3.6):

• Projects experiencing delays of more than one year represent 54% of the total TEN-T budget allocated to the 
portfolio. 

• Only a relatively modest 14% of projects, representing 17% of the portfolio’s TEN-T funding, experience delays of 
more than two years.

• In general, projects with larger budgets tend to experience longer delays than smaller projects. However, contrary 
to what might be expected, there is no strong correlation between project size and severe delays. 

• Approximately 52% of cross-border projects experience delays of more than one year versus 37% of projects in 
the rest of portfolio (see graph 3.2 in Annex II). This however can be explained by the complexities and particular 
diffi  culties that such projects face, in particular concerning their inter-governmental agreements.
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• The positive correlation between the planned duration of projects and subsequent delays is evident. The proportion 
of projects that experience delays of more than one year are grouped below according to their respective planned 
duration (see graph 3.6 in Annex II):

  - 13% of the projects planned to last less than 3 years; 

  - 11% of the projects planned to last 3-4 years;

  - 25% of the projects planned to last 4-5 years; 

  - 39% of the projects planned to last 5-6 years; and 

  - 63% of the projects planned to last 6-7 years.

• Approximately 79% of composite projects including studies and works face delays of more than a year. This is more 
than double compared to those including studies or works only. (see graph 3.3 in Annex II).

• Approximately 32% of projects with a co-funding rate of less than 10% experience delays of more than two years, as 
compared to 14% of all projects in the portfolio experiencing such a delay (see graph 3.5 in Annex II).

Funding related aspects

The MAP review demonstrated that there is a positive correlation between higher co-funding rates and bet-
ter project performance. Moreover, the rate of co-fi nancing is a key factor in generating suffi  cient EU 
leverage in several respects such as attracting private funding and supporting cross-border projects and, more 
generally, helping decision makers to put the concerned projects higher on their respective national agendas.

The MAP is designed to maximise the assurance of the continuity of TEN-T funding for the current fi nancial period. 
However, the review highlighted the delay/budget variations experienced by some Member States and other involved 
authorities who require this assurance to be provided absolutely before launching their own procedures to commit 
their part of the budget. The absence of such guarantees has been a recurrent problem which has contributed to 
projects being submitted for funding at a premature stage. 

The ongoing fi nancial crisis has had a mixed impact on the portfolio. Some projects benefi ted either from reduced 
market prices under increased competition or from additional funding as part of national recovery plans, whereas the 
majority were aff ected by budgetary cuts and will inevitably be delayed.

The participation of the private sector in fi nancing the MAP project portfolio is not in evidence. The 
presence of Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) is rather limited. The MAP portfolio includes only four projects 
currently involving Public-Private Partnership schemes. The grant for PPP schemes involving availability payment 
mechanisms, introduced as part of the current Programme, has not been utilised, in part due to the seven year 
limitation imposed by the Financial Regulations. 

Project management aspects

The MAP review provides clear evidence that proper and clear project management structures and plans, and the 
close follow up of these plans are the key factors for successful project implementation. It is the most common 
success factor identifi ed in the vast majority of projects implemented as planned, regardless of the project risk profi le 
or any project-specifi c diffi  culties. In particular for cross-border projects, the establishment of suffi  ciently empowered 
ad hoc implementing bodies, beyond the respective national structures, appears to be an advantage off setting other 
inherent diffi  culties. In addition, some cross-border projects benefi t from the appointment of European Coordina-
tors who facilitate the political decision-making process. In that respect, European Coordinators have contributed to 
enhanced international cooperation and have created a consolidated context within which political and technical 
issues can be eff ectively solved. 

It was also demonstrated that projects considered to be ‘success stories’ also benefi t from robust and 
well-implemented fi nancial plans, lack of funding uncertainties, low and well-mitigated risks, and good quality 
information fl ows. Qualitative factors, such as political commitment and, where appropriate, familiarity with relevant 
technologies also increase the chance of successful implementation. In general, for successful projects, the actual 
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implementation is often broadly in line with their SAPs13. 

Interestingly, there is a positive correlation between the quality of the documentation examined and the progress of 
the project, which implies that appropriate project management practices have been developed, adopted and applied.

Last but not least, political support is also important concerning the project funding, intergovernmental decisions, as 
well as for reinforcing the commitment of implementing bodies. 

4.2 Overall remarks and recommendations

The in-depth analysis of the diff erent aspects addressed by the MAP review has confi rmed that projects in this 
portfolio are complex and face important challenges. Main challenges would include long term planning – often 
beyond the current programming period – and investments, which are both subject to several uncertainties and risks. 
The latter are not always well-identifi ed and/or properly addressed. Moreover, a large number of the reviewed projects 
concern cross-border sections which face additional coordination, management and funding diffi  culties in compari-
son with similar national projects. It should therefore be kept in mind that the MAP by its very nature was conceived 
to support projects with well-known specifi c and exceptional diffi  culties. In light of the above, budget deviations 
and delays in implementation are inherent characteristics of this type of project and therefore are of limited utility as 
performance indicators.

Project maturity is a recurrent issue that may be best addressed during the selection phase. It was noted that the 
limited duration of the fi nancial perspective, combined with the concentration of TEN-T support at the beginning of 
the programming period meant that project promoters presented less mature proposals in response to the 2007 MAP 
call as the next funding opportunity would most likely arise in future fi nancial perspectives. This is most evidently 
manifested by i) projects including studies and subsequent works, ii) projects with a very late start date (up to 3 years 
after the selection) and iii) projects with substantially modifi ed scope and funding needs. It is worth noting that the 
allocation of the funding available for the ERTMS was divided into two calls, launched in 2007 and in 2009. Although 
it is too early to review the ERTMS projects selected in 2009, the relatively good performance of the ERTMS projects 
in comparison with the rest of the MAP project portfolio would imply that mature proposals were submitted in 2007. 

To address the issue of project maturity, more information needs to be requested during the application/selection 
phase. This could take the form of the SAP or comprehensive risk management plans. Imposing conditions regarding 
the maturity of a project that would be linked to the overall maturity of the global project, the launch of tendering 
procedures, fi nalisation of all permits, clearly defi ned studies or works projects may also be an eff ective measure to 
confi rm project maturity. Any associated increase in the proposal preparation and evaluation costs and time periods 
would be off set by better project implementation due to the selection of more mature projects.

In addition to the maturity issue, there is need for more precise defi nitions of the award criteria in the evaluation stage. 
In particular, the ‘quality’ and ‘impact’ award criteria all need more precise defi nitions accompanied by measurable 
indicators. For instance, a precise defi nition of ‘quality’ award criteria might include the identifi cation and weighting 
of the diff erent components of ‘quality’ such as the accuracy and completeness of information in the proposal, as well 
as the quality of the project presented, including in particular project management information, managerial struc-
tures, risk analysis, etc. In the same spirit, a precise defi nition of ‘impact’ award criteria would mitigate the very limited 
sectoral interpretation currently applied by applicants. As a result of this limited interpretation, the socio-economic 
eff ects that should be included in the ‘impact’ section are not adequately developed by the applicants. This is also the 
case for environmental eff ects. 

The above detailed requirements would increase the proposal preparation and evaluation costs. However improving  
the project selection phase through the application of measurable, precise award criteria is an important factor in  
maximising the eff ects of TEN-T funding.

The existence of well-defi ned project management structures and plans, together with the close follow-up of these 
plans, is the common success factor in project implementation, regardless of the project risk profi le or particular 

13  Strategic Action Plan, see footnote 11
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implementation diffi  culties. Therefore the management capacity of the implementing body and clarity of roles of the 
management team should be confi rmed in the project selection phase. 

The establishment of suffi  ciently empowered ad hoc implementing bodies, beyond national structures, appears to 
be an advantage in terms of project management for cross-border projects, which by design have a greater degree 
of complexity versus purely national projects. These organisations provide the know-how and project management 
expertise, which allow smooth project implementation despite the particular constraints that such projects face. The 
experience gained so far suggests that this approach can be considered as good practice to be recommended for all 
cross-border projects.

Risk-related information can be found in the SAP, but there is currently no regular reporting obligation regarding risk 
management. However, based on experience, it is clear that risks and inadequate mitigation measures can seriously 
compromise the implementation of projects and the timely achievement of their objectives. Therefore, the current 
reporting requirements (mainly through the ASRs) may be improved and expanded to include information on risks; 
their identifi cation, evolution and mitigation measures, updated cost benefi t analyses following major deviations from 
the original plans, etc. This will of course increase the reporting burden of the benefi ciaries, however reinforcing the 
need for early risk identifi cation and mitigating measures should improve overall project implementation. 

Composite projects – combining studies with the subsequent works – generally suff er from delays and administra-
tive complexity, in some cases aggravated by an insuffi  ciently clear political commitment. In general, projects with 
sequential phases have limited fl exibility to make up delays occurring at any stage of their implementation. Therefore, 
it is advisable that studies and works in future are covered by separate funding Decisions. Similarly, single activity 
projects, or very big individual activities (of a value of more than €100 million) need to have a more detailed breakdown 
of their activities. This is necessary for both selection and monitoring purposes.

The rate of co-fi nancing is a key factor in generating suffi  cient EU leverage in several respects such as attracting private 
funding, supporting cross-border and other complex projects. The MAP exercise confi rmed that there is a positive 
correlation between co-funding rates and project performance. Therefore, higher co-funding rates should be seen in 
the future as a powerful tool for maximising the benefi ts of the Programme.

5. Project portfolio scenarios

5.1 Introduction

The driving force of the development of the various scenarios was to identify the course of action that best 
serves the objectives of the MAP while respecting the responsibility of the Member States for the timely 
implementation of the projects. On the assumption that the revised project implementation plans, as assessed by the 
external review, can be considered as realistic best case designs, the internal review panel defi ned scenarios that explore 
diff erent courses of action for the entire portfolio of projects. These scenarios address the future management of projects, 
notably how to deal with those projects experiencing signifi cant delays or increases in budgeted costs, in order to 
optimise the implementation of the Programme. The scenario chosen for implementation implies continuing support 
to projects which are progressing well, while at the same time tightly managing the available funding. 

The projections developed during the review show that by the end of the current programming period (31
December 2013) there will still be 40 incomplete projects with 30% of the respective TEN-T budget unconsumed. 
However, the continuation of the support to these projects beyond 2013, in particular until the end of 2015, would 
allow the completion of an additional 29 projects (leaving only 11 projects to be completed after 2015) – see graph 5 
on the next page.
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Graph 5.  Reviewed projects by planned and estimated end yearsGraph 5.  Reviewed projects by planned and estimated end years
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5.2. Scenarios

Diff erent scenarios were identifi ed and analysed (see Annex II for more statistics). Their descriptions, including their 
advantages and disadvantages can be summarised as follows:

Scenario 0: No action

Under this scenario, projects would continue to receive TEN-T funding until the contribution specifi ed in the Decision 
is exhausted or until the end of 2013 (end of the Programme) at the latest, whichever comes fi rst. This would allow the 
completion of only half of the ongoing projects leaving the other half deprived of TEN-T support, and consequently 
in fi nancial uncertainty. The Programme would not meet its objectives with such a high proportion of incomplete 
projects.

The additional consequence of no action would be that an estimated €1.6 billion (20% of the entire Programme and 
30% of the amount of the reviewed portfolio) would not be reallocated through new calls and these funds would 
remain unspent.

It is therefore clear that such an approach does not represent good management of either the Programme or its 
resources. Equally important is the negative message that would be sent regarding the commitment of the 
Commission to the completion of the TEN-T Priority Projects.
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Graph 6.  Scenario 0: No action
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Scenario I: Projects run their course until completion

Under this scenario, projects would be allowed to run their course until completion (i.e. all delays are accepted). The 
cost increases would be taken into account in calculating the interim TEN-T contributions, so as to always match 
the TEN-T funding with the actual physical performance. The graph below illustrates the estimated impact by year, 
both in terms of budget and in terms of number of projects completed. The advantage of this scenario is that key 
projects can be completed. However, allowing unconditional extensions would expose the MAP implementation 
to unnecessary risks of future delays and possible misuse of TEN-T resources. More precisely, the completion of the 
Programme would be delayed considerably (some projects running until 2017, 2018, or even to 2022), thus 
unduly committing resources that may not be used within a reasonable period of time.

Graph 7.  Scenario I: Projects run their course until completion
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Scenario II: Conditional extension up to 2015 (proposed scenario)

The important constraints identifi ed in Scenario I could be alleviated through the imposition of conditions designed 
to address project management issues within the control of the benefi ciaries, combined with an ultimate cut-off  date 
of 31 December 2015. The conditions would be of an administrative, technical, fi nancial or political nature depending 
on the specifi c issues to be addressed within each individual project. These conditions would also be accompanied by 
a monitoring timetable and constitute the prerequisites for continuing TEN-T support. In summary, this scenario could 
maximise the impact of the Programme by allowing projects to run their course (up to a cut-off  date of 31 December 
2015), subject to certain well-defi ned conditions.

Graph 8.  Scenario II: Conditional extension up to 2015 (proposed scenario)
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The comparison of the estimated TEN-T budget implication of the identifi ed scenarios is depicted in graph 9 below.

Graph 9.  TEN-T funding scenarios
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For the purposes of the proposed scenario, projects were grouped in the following four categories:

1. Projects that will be cancelled or substantially reduced

These are essentially projects which the benefi ciaries have indicated need to be cancelled, as well as projects which 
face considerable problems and therefore would not meet their objectives. For this category the continuation of the 
TEN-T funding is not justifi ed.

2. Projects expected to be completed by the end of the programming period (end of 2013)

These are projects expected to be completed (subject to conditions, as appropriate) before 31 December 2013 
regardless of their initial end date.

3. Conditional extension in 2014 and 2015

These are projects expected to be completed (subject to conditions) in 2014 or by 31 December 2015 at the latest. 
The prolongation of the implementation period beyond 2013 would be subject to the progress made in meeting the 
specifi c conditions set by the review and in particular on how any future risks are tackled. Fulfi lment of the 
conditions set will be closely monitored.

4. Conditional extension & partial reduction (post 2015)

These are projects expected to be completed after 2015. The prolongation of the implementation beyond 2013 
would be conditional on the progress made in meeting the identifi ed conditions and on whether any future risks are 
eff ectively tackled (similar to the previous category). Fulfi lment of the conditions set will be closely monitored. 
However, there will be no TEN-T funding for the part to be implemented beyond 2015. 

Each project was classifi ed accordingly and project specifi c conditions were defi ned where relevant. The number of 
projects per category and corresponding TEN-T funding can be seen below in graph 10.

Graph 10.  Classifi cation of projects 
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By way of illustration, the impact of the above scenario, provided that all conditions are met, on selected Priority 
Projects in the current MAP portfolio would be as follows (see also Annex II, graphs 4.1-4.12):

1.  Priority Project 1: The railway axis Berlin-Palermo benefi ts from a total of €960.1 million of TEN-T funding. Under 
the proposed scenario, the PP1 projects in the current portfolio are expected to be substantially (98.7%) completed 
by the end of 2015, as compared to a 79.1% completion rate by the end of 2013 (with only €759 million absorbed). 
See graph 4.2 in Annex II.

2. Priority Project 3: The high speed railway axis of southwest Europe benefi ts from a total of €671.9 million of 
TEN-T funding. Under the proposed scenario, the PP3 projects in the current portfolio are expected to be 
substantially (96.7%) completed by the end of 2015, as compared to a 84.1% completion rate by the end of 2013 
(with only €565 million absorbed). See graph 4.3 in Annex II.

3. Priority Project 6: The railway axis Lyon-Ukrainian border benefi ts from a total of €754.5 million of TEN-T funding. 
Under the proposed scenario, the PP6 projects in the current portfolio are expected to be completed by the end of 
2015, as compared to a 47.8% completion rate by the end of 2013 (with only €360 million absorbed). See graph 4.4 
in Annex II.

4. Priority Project 20: The Fehmarn Belt railway axis benefi ts from a total of €374.3 million of TEN-T funding. 
Under the proposed scenario, the PP20 projects in the current portfolio are expected to be substantially (80.4%) 
completed by the end of 2015, as compared to a 44.8% completion rate by the end of 2013 (with only €167.5 million 
absorbed). See graph 4.8 in Annex II.

5. Priority Project 24: The railway axis Lyon-Antwerp benefi ts from a total of €423.5 million of TEN-T funding. Under 
the proposed scenario, the PP24 projects in the current portfolio are expected to be substantially (96%) completed 
by the end of 2015, as compared to a 76.7% completion rate by the end of 2013 (with only €325 million absorbed). 
See graph 4.9 in Annex II.

6. Priority Project 27: “Rail Baltica” benefi ts from a total of €124.1 million of TEN-T funding. Under the proposed 
scenario, the “Rail Baltica” projects in the current portfolio are expected to be partially (65.4%) completed by the end 
of 2015, as compared to a 36.4% completion rate by the end of 2013 (with only €45 million absorbed). See graph 
4.10 in Annex II.

7. Priority Project 30: Inland waterway ‘Seine-Scheldt’ benefi ts from a total of €420.2 million of TEN-T funding. Under 
the proposed scenario, the PP30 project in the current portfolio is expected to be substantially (89.5%) completed 
by the end of 2015, as compared to a 54.4% completion rate by the end of 2013 (with only €229 million absorbed). 
See graph 4.11 in Annex II.

On the assumption that the identifi ed conditions are fulfi lled, the retained scenario implies that at least €311 million 
of the current TEN-T funding will not be utilised within a reasonable timeframe and therefore may be liberated and 
subsequently re-injected into new calls within the current Programme. 

The four categories defi ned under this scenario provide for continued support to all EU value-added projects which are 
progressing well, while at the same time tightly managing the Programme and its resources. Good control is achieved 
through the setting of conditions and realistic revised plans, based on both political and technical/fi nancial milestones. 
The most important positive eff ect of the proposed scenario, however, is expected to be the completion of the current 
Programme without further signifi cant deviations.
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6. Conclusions

The reviewed MAP portfolio included ERTMS projects and 21 Priority Projects. Of the 92 projects comprising the 
portfolio, 21 are cross-border projects. The mode of transport receiving the most support is rail, followed by inland 
waterways. The reviewed portfolio thus off ers wide coverage in terms of EU priorities and interests. Cross-border 
sections, development of main freight routes and horizontal priorities are all conducive to the fulfi lment of key policy 
priorities. 

The portfolio, which includes some of the most ambitious and complex projects across Europe, is generally progressing 
well. All the projects are particularly susceptible to changes in legal, fi nancial and political environments. It is in this 
light that time and cost variations identifi ed during the review have to be interpreted. 

The MAP review established clear evidence that the administrative and policy changes, which were introduced and 
applied in the current Programme, have had a positive impact on the Programme implementation and therefore 
on the integration of the TEN-T network. The appointment of European Coordinators, the increase in Programme 
resources and the increased co-funding rates, in particular for cross-border sections, facilitate considerably the imple-
mentation of projects and help solve related diffi  culties. The increased co-funding rates, where applied, produce a high
leverage eff ect of EU support and contribute substantially to the achievement of the objectives of the Programme. 
A further increase in the expected leverage eff ect can be achieved if more resources are mobilised, notably private 
funding. 

The creation of the Agency, the selection of projects, the new model Decision as well as reporting and monitoring 
tools facilitates the implementation of the current Programme. More improvements can be achieved through further 
refi nement of the selection procedures in particular, the assessment of the applicable criteria. In the same spirit, there 
is room for further enhancement of project monitoring and reporting mechanisms during implementation.

Given the long term planning involved in most projects of the MAP portfolio, an extension of the TEN-T fi nancial 
support until 2015 seems to be the optimal way to deal with the needs of key projects. At the same time, this extension 
is accompanied by detailed implementing conditions that will be closely observed, in order to ensure better use of 
resources while fulfi lling the objectives of the Programme. In this respect, the extension to 2015 will enable an 
additional €1.3 billion of the allocated €5.3 billion in TEN-T funding to be absorbed and a further 29 projects to reach 
completion. By providing the necessary long term vision and certainty of the TEN-T support, this approach is expected 
to improve performance and assure the expected impact of funding in order to maximise the implementation of the 
current portfolio in line with policy objectives.

The overall outcome of the MAP review can be summarised as follows:

• Confi rmation of EU support to the most critical and complex projects within the TEN-T

• Prolongation of the eligibility period for a maximum of two more years (to the end of 2015), subject to specifi c
political, technical and fi nancial conditions

• Cancellation of projects that have not started within the fi rst two years after adoption of the Commission Decision

Based on the above actions, funding Decisions for individual projects will be amended. In the event that the revised 
implementation plans or the conditions, as detailed in the individual project summary sheets (see Annex I), are not 
respected, the Commission will apply further cuts in funding that will be re-injected into the Programme. 
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