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1315/2013 (COM(2021) 812) 

 

This briefing provides an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European 
Commission's impact assessment (IA) accompanying the above-mentioned proposal,1 submitted on 
14 December 2021 and referred to the European Parliament's Committee on Transport and Tourism 
(TRAN). 

The aim of the EU guidelines for the development of the trans-European transport network (TEN-T) 
is to build an EU-wide multimodal transport infrastructure network of roads, rail, inland waterways 
and maritime routes. These should link to urban nodes, ports, airports and other terminals across 
the EU and therefore provide the infrastructure network for the implementation of sectoral 
measures. The current TEN-T Regulation from 2013 follows a dual-layer transport network approach. 
It consists of a comprehensive network, which ensures the accessibility and connectivity of all 
regions in the EU, and a core network, which comprises the most important parts of the 
comprehensive network. The core network is due to be implemented by 2030 and the 
comprehensive network by 2050.2 Guidelines for national and EU investment in transport 
infrastructure have been established and adapted several times. Under the Connecting Europe 
Facility (CEF) and other funding instruments,3 targeted funding has been provided to complement 
national funding of projects. Implementation and progress of the current guidelines were analysed 
in several EU-level reports and evaluations.4 The initiative is part of the European Commission work 
programme 2021, as well as the Parliament, Council and Commission's joint declaration on the EU 
legislative priorities for 2022. 

Problem definition 
An evaluation of the current TEN-T Regulation has been carried out by the European Commission, 
and its main conclusions and linkages with the IA are well described in the IA (IA, pp. 147-151). The 
review of the TEN-T guidelines should address the shortcomings5 identified in the evaluation and 
the need to respond to new political targets and priorities, especially the European Green Deal, the 
sustainable and smart mobility strategy6 and the zero pollution action plan. The European Court of 
Auditors (ECA) has carried out several audits and reviews on transport infrastructure related policies 
and TEN-T,7 including sets of recommendations, which are broadly addressed in the IA. 

The IA identifies the main problems grouped into four categories (IA, pp. 7-13) and describes the 
problem drivers (IA, pp. 13-23). 

Problem area 1) (P1) Insufficient and/or incomplete TEN-T infrastructure standards and a lack 
of integration of standards for alternative fuels infrastructure on the TEN-T that does not 
enable higher use of more sustainable forms of transport 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=SWD%3A2021%3A472%3AFIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52021PC0812
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32013R1315&qid=1644511679368
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/infrastructure-and-investment/trans-european-transport-network-ten-t_en
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/infrastructure-and-investment/connecting-europe-facility_en
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/infrastructure-and-investment/connecting-europe-facility_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0690
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0690
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv%3AOJ.CI.2021.514.01.0001.01.ENG&toc=OJ%3AC%3A2021%3A514I%3ATOC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021SC0117&rid=10
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0640&from=EN
https://www.eumonitor.eu/9353000/1/j4nvke1fm2yd1u0_j9vvik7m1c3gyxp/vlehqjsi6jzv/v=s7z/f=/com(2020)789_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021DC0400&from=EN
https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/ecadefault.aspx
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The IA points out that the current TEN-T has only partly addressed this problem, by introducing 
certain infrastructure standards that contribute to making sustainable modes of transport (i.e. rail, 
inland waterways and short sea shipping) more competitive and efficient; that said, the TEN-T shall 
keep pace with the new ambitions on decarbonisation until 2030 and beyond (IA, p. 7). This would 
require a re-calibration of certain standards or requirements and an integrated network approach 
focused on interoperability and increased efficiency. So far, standards have been set per transport 
mode, without taking into account the deployment potential of alternative fuels. In support of this 
finding, the IA points to the conclusion drawn in the Commission's evaluation of the TEN-T 
Regulation, namely, that the TEN-T's potential as an infrastructure basis for modal shift to 
sustainable modes of transport has not been fully exploited (IA, pp. 7-8). In this light, the IA considers 
that the deadline for the completion of the comprehensive network by 2050 'comes too late in order 
to still support the European climate law targets by 2050' (IA, p. 7). 

Problem area 2) (P2) Capacity bottlenecks of the TEN-T network for all modes of transport and 
an insufficient network connectivity to all regions that hamper multimodality 

The IA identifies a number of problems related to the TEN-T: capacity bottlenecks for all modes of 
transport, insufficient network connectivity that hinders efforts towards strengthening 
multimodality, and a persistent poor connectivity of some regions (in particular the outermost 
regions) (IA, pp. 8-9). The IA gives some examples of existing bottlenecks: major bottlenecks in 
and/or around cities (road transport); capacity bottlenecks mainly caused during port calls 
(transport within maritime ports); lack of capacity of certain TEN-T sections to handle the type of 
traffic expected by operators and users (rail and inland waterways) (IA, p. 9). 

Problem area 3) (P3) Insufficient safety and reliability of the TEN-T infrastructure 

The IA describes the issue of insufficient safety and reliability of the TEN-T (IA, pp. 9-11). Accidents 
that are caused by an inadequate safety level of the transport network 'significantly add on to the 
problem of congestion and disturbances of the transport system' (IA, p. 9). The lack of resilience of 
the TEN-T infrastructure to man-made factors or natural and climate-related events is described as 
a problem, especially for the regions (in particular the outermost regions). The IA highlights the 
critical situation of the internal market, which has come under pressure since the outbreak of the 
coronavirus pandemic, with heavily disrupted (cross-border) traffic and implications on the security 
of supply with essential goods. The IA also discusses the TEN-T's reliability in relation to foreign direct 
investments, but only gives general explanations of the functioning of the new screening 
mechanism for foreign direct investments (Regulation (EU) 2019/452) or examples why, under 
certain circumstances, transport flows can be distorted (IA, pp. 10-11). 

Problem area 4) (P4) Inadequate TEN-T governance and TEN-T network design 

The IA explains that the TEN-T governance instruments are inadequate compared to the EU's new 
policy priorities, and that the design of the TEN-T needs to be adapted to increase coherence with 
other policies. As regards the TEN-T governance, the evaluation of the current TEN-T Regulation 
came to the conclusion that the existing instruments are powerful but not fully sufficient to address 
the increasing challenges, nor fully adequate to respond to emerging policy priorities (e.g. resilience 
and maintenance aspects, climate adaptation or the third-country dimension of the TEN-T network) 
(IA, pp. 11-13). The ECA addressed this problem and recommended strengthening the role of the 
European Coordinators.8 The existing governance instruments do not sufficiently address the issue 
of insufficient alignment of the national priorities with those of the TEN-T (the non-binding 
European Coordinators' work plans). Monitoring of progress is seen as a difficult task, among other 
things, because 'several Member States report in their own national monitoring against other 
deadlines than the TEN-T deadlines for completion of the network' (IA, p. 12). A special ECA report 
confirmed such shortcomings for the core road network.  

As regards the TEN-T network design, the IA explains the problem of differences in the alignment 
between the Core Network Corridors (CNCs) and the Rail Freight Corridors (RFCs),9 as well as the 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2019/452/oj
https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/DocItem.aspx?did=%7b6061B690-D47B-4C41-BD95-BC290CD84DC2%7d
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underexploited synergies between them (IA, pp.12-13). The IA also points out the need to fill the 
gap between the EU military transport network and the current TEN-T (civilian-military dual use 
('military mobility'),10 IA, pp. 22-23). 

The problem drivers have been defined for each problem (IA, pp. 13-23): i) Sustainable modes of 
transport are not fully efficient and fully attractive for users (P1); ii) Lack of integration of alternative 
fuels infrastructure on the TEN-T hampering seamless mobility (P1); iii) Outdated definition and 
insufficient deployment of digital tools to manage traffic on the entire TEN-T (P2); iv) Lack of full 
interoperability of the network (P2); v) Lack of integration of urban nodes in the TEN-T Regulation 
(P2); vi) Insufficient quality and lack of consequent maintenance of infrastructure (P3); vii) Lack of 
resilience to natural events or man-made factors (P3); viii) Lack of safety conditions for TEN-T road 
infrastructure (P3); ix) Multiple and insufficiently coordinated layers of network (P4); x) National 
investment plans are not sufficiently aligned with the priorities of the TEN-T Regulation (P4); xi) Lack 
of competence of the European Coordinators in certain fields (P4). 

The IA bases its problem definition on the results of the evaluation of the current TEN-T Regulation 
and largely refers to this evaluation when presenting the scale of the problems (which it does in 
more general terms without giving quantified estimates) (IA, p. 24-27). Nevertheless the problems 
are clearly defined and explained. The IA consistently addresses the objectives of the European 
Green Deal and the sustainable and smart mobility strategy and the need to step up efforts in 
aligning the TEN-T to these objectives. 

Subsidiarity / proportionality 
The proposal is based on Articles 170-172 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 
(TFEU). The IA (IA, pp. 27-28) provides convincing justification for action at EU level and states that 
TEN-T policy extends beyond Member States' borders and seeks to create a single European network 
that cannot be established by Member States alone. The tasks of ensuring cross-border connectivity 
and interoperability (as provided for in Article 171 TFEU) and removing bottlenecks require that 
national infrastructure planning is coherent with the TEN-T priorities. This is also important for 
identifying 'projects of common interest'. As regards urban mobility, especially the dimension of the 
proposed new wider network of 424 urban nodes and its importance for a coherent connection with 
interregional and international traffic, the IA states that it will remain a policy mainly in the remit of 
the Member States' local authorities (IA, pp. 28). Infrastructure maintenance too will continue being 
mainly the responsibility of the Member States. Nevertheless, the IA points out that minimum rules 
will need to be present in the TEN-T Regulation to guarantee that the TEN-T will continue to provide 
a high quality of services to citizens as well as to businesses (IA, p. 28). The IA does not contain a 
separate subsidiarity grid. The deadline for the subsidiarity check by national parliaments was 
25 April 2022. No reasoned opinions had been submitted by national parliaments at the time of 
writing. According to the IA, proportionality is fully respected and none of the policy options goes 
beyond what is necessary to reach the policy objectives, as 'demonstrated in the evaluation of this 
Regulation and the baseline analysis underpinning this impact assessment' (IA, p. 81-82). 

Objectives of the initiative 
According to the IA, the revision of the TEN-T Regulation is mainly geared to supporting the delivery 
of the objectives of the European Green Deal, the sustainable and smart mobility strategy and the 
zero pollution ambition by 2050 (IA, pp. 29-30). The revision seeks to achieve four general 
objectives: i) to make transport greener in view of reaching the climate neutrality targets by 2050 
(90 % reduction in greenhouse gas emissions from transport ); ii) to facilitate the internal market 
through seamless and efficient transport in order to better connect people and businesses all over 
Europe; iii) to increase the resilience of the TEN-T network to climate change and other natural or 
man-made disasters; and iv) to improve the efficiency of the governance tools of the TEN-T 
Regulation. The IA defines six specific objectives (SO), which are interlinked with the general 
objectives: i) to provide the infrastructural basis for a modal shift to sustainable transport modes 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2020)646188
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/collection/eu-law/treaties/treaties-force.html#new-2-52
https://ipexl.europarl.europa.eu/IPEXL-WEB/document/COM-2021-812
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(SO1); ii) to improve the coherence and integration between the different layers of the network 
including its maritime links (SO2); iii) to adapt and digitalise the infrastructure of all modes to limit 
congestion and improve safety and security and to better address needs of passengers and freight 
(services, safety) (SO3); iv) to reinforce the role of the urban nodes so as to enable seamless passenger 
flows between the TEN-T and local networks (SO4); v) to improve the preparedness and resilience of 
the infrastructure, including its maintenance (SO5); and vi) to increase coherence and efficiency 
between EU and national policies as well as between the different tools (SO6) (IA, pp. 31-33). 

The definition of the objectives is clear and the objectives correspond to the problems and the 
problem drivers. The objectives are specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound (to 
the climate neutrality target by 2050), in line with the European Commission's Better Regulation 
Guidelines and Toolbox (S.M.A.R.T. criteria). According to the Better Regulation Guidelines, the IA 
should present operational objectives defined in terms of the deliverables of specific policy actions, 
after the selection of the preferred option. The IA does not present operational objectives, but it 
includes key performance indicators against which the success of the TEN-T will be monitored in 
line with the defined deadlines of 2030, 2040 and 2050 (IA, p. 85 and Annex 9, 169). 

Range of options considered 
The IA describes the process of identifying, retaining and discarding possible policy measures and 
of defining the policy options on the basis of consultations with stakeholders, expert meetings, 
independent research and analysis by the European Commission (IA, pp. 36-37). The IA adequately 
describes the baseline scenario against which the three cumulative policy options – with an increasing 
degree of ambition and level of intervention (IA, p. 38) – have been assessed (IA, pp. 33-36). The 
assumptions in the baseline scenario, described in detail in Annex 4 of the IA, reflect the status quo of 
the current TEN-T Regulation without any further intervention at EU level (IA, pp. 105-112). 

Policy option 1 (PO1) ('updated TEN-T') focuses on increased infrastructure quality with an update 
of existing infrastructure quality requirements and standards. Definitions of the deployment of 
alternative fuels and intelligent transport systems would be included and a statistical update of the 
TEN-T network design would be made. Harmonisation and streamlining of the existing TEN-T 
monitoring and governance tools are also part of PO1. 

The focus in Policy option 2 (PO2) ('upgraded TEN-T Policy option 1 plus') is on decarbonisation, 
digitalisation and resilience of the transport system and this policy option envisages the 
introduction of new and more ambitious infrastructure requirements and standards and incentives 
for increased multimodality and optimal intermodal integration of the logistic chain. Obligations for 
urban nodes would reinforce the urban dimension to better manage traffic of passengers and 
freight to and from cities. National (investment) planning would be better aligned with TEN-T 
priorities through the introduction of 'a clause that would oblige Member States to take into account 
the TEN-T priorities when setting up the national transport and investment plans' (IA, p. 44). 

Policy option 3 (PO3) ('accelerated and better aligned TEN-T Policy option 1 and 2 plus'), being 
the preferred option, focuses on the efficiency and interoperability of the network. The completion 
of the TEN-T would be accelerated through the introduction of an intermediary deadline (2040) for 
sections of the comprehensive network of highest EU added value. The option aims for greater 
coherence between different policies, e.g. through the creation of the European Transport Corridors, 
or through improved coherence between the TEN-T and the 'military mobility' network (civilian-
military dual use). A more precise definition and identification of urban nodes would be introduced. 
The TEN-T governance should be reinforced by way of i) a strengthened role of the European 
Coordinators (e.g. institutionalising the presence of European Coordinators in cross-border entities, 
widening the scope of the mandate for topics related to urban nodes, and developing cooperation 
with neighbouring and third countries); ii) wider use of implementing acts (e.g. for Coordinators' 
work plans, for single projects, for entire corridors); and iii) harmonisation and streamlining of the 
existing TEN-T monitoring and governance tools (Coordinators' work plans, annual status report). 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/swd2021_305_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/swd2021_305_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/br_toolbox-nov_2021_en_0.pdf
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Overall, the structure and logic of the policy options are presented and described in a balanced way. 
Although the IA (IA, p. 48) states that 'numerous measures do not only address one specific 
objective' and that it is therefore 'not possible to draw single, linear links between problems, drivers, 
objectives and measures', it comprehensively explains (IA, pp. 46-51 and Annex 6, pp. 152-156) the 
intervention logic and the links between the problems, the problem drivers and the specific 
objectives in relation to each PO, which are 'quite complex due to the very comprehensive and 
broad nature of the TEN-T Regulation covering not only all transport modes, but also a variety of 
other horizontal areas' (IA, p. 46-47).11 

Assessment of impacts 
The IA qualitatively and quantitatively analyses the economic, social and environmental impacts of 
the policy options across all transport modes at EU level against the reference of the baseline (IA, 
pp. 53-74). The impacts of the policy options are assessed in the context of achieving the overall 
55 % CO2 emission reduction objective by 2030, which is embedded in the baseline scenario. Due to 
many synergies between the TEN-T Regulation and legislation in relevant policy areas, there is a 
potential risk of overlapping of impacts with other legislative items, such as the proposed alternative 
fuels infrastructure regulation (AFIR) and the revised intelligent transport systems (ITS) directive. The 
IA explains that the policy options exclude the impacts of AFIR and ITS, which are 'assessed in 
separate impact assessments, even though there is a direct link with the TEN-T Regulation' (IA, p. 55). 

The IA describes the economic impacts (IA, pp. 55-63) as follows: regarding the investment 
estimates for each policy option, it gives a general explanation about the problem of cost allocation 
and the specificities of TEN-T measures (IA, Annex 4, pp. 116-146). However, the IA states that 'the 
measures identified in this impact assessment go far beyond the budgetary planning, both of the 
Member States and of the European Union ... Most of the new measures will have to be implemented 
by 2040 and then 2050. It is therefore clear that the funding needed to implement these measures 
is not yet secured' (IA, p. 56). Most of the additional investments (IA, p. 57) needed over 2021-2050 
(estimated at €206.5 billion for PO2 and at €247.5 billion for PO3), are expected to come from 
national public funds and EU funding. The IA gives a clear overview, relative to the baseline, of the 
additional administrative costs to be incurred under the individual policy options by the European 
Commission, other public authorities and the private sector. It also estimates cost reductions that 
could be realised through the implementation of specific measures such as streamlining of 
reporting requirements (IA, pp. 59-60 and Annex 4, pp. 145-146). The estimated administrative costs 
for the public authorities would be 'moderate' (not quantified) in PO1, €17.6 million in PO2 and 
€25.4 million in PO3. According to the IA, the preferred PO3 will bring significant economic benefits, 
notably a 0.4 % GDP increase (€57 billion) in 2030 (PO1: 0.0 %, PO2: 0.3 %), 1.3 % (€229 billion) in 
2040 (PO1: 0.0 %, PO2: 0.9 %) and 2.4 % (€467 billion) by 2050 (PO1: 0.0 %, PO2: 1.8 %) relative to the 
baseline (IA, p. 58). As regards transport activity, the IA describes the impacts the policy options 
would have on passenger transport activity, on freight transport activity and on congestion, 
explaining that the more limited impacts relative to the baseline result from the fact that 'the 
baseline scenario already takes into account the context of the policy environment achieving the 
overall 55 % emission reduction objective by 2030 and climate neutrality by 2050' (IA, p. 61). This 
explanation is also used for the rather limited positive impacts on the reduction of CO2 emissions 
and air pollutant emissions (IA, pp. 68-69). 

As regards social impacts, the IA (IA, pp. 63-67) states that PO2 and PO3 are expected to have a 
positive impact on employment compared to the baseline (jobs created directly during the 
construction phase of infrastructure projects or indirectly through improved connectivity and 
greater EU cohesion). The impacts in 2030 would be limited and higher only at a later stage in 2050 
(PO2: 0.4 %; PO3: 0.5 %) (IA, p. 64). The IA also assesses the policy options for (road) safety and health, 
finding overall positive effects on air quality and noise (IA, p. 67). 

The IA describes the environmental impacts (IA, pp. 67-71), by referring to a quantitative analysis 
of the impacts of the policy options on CO2 emissions and air quality, and a qualitative analysis of 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2022)699477
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2021)694240
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the impacts on noise, biodiversity and water. The IA acknowledges that the impact on loss of 
biodiversity and soil sealing cannot be quantified in a precise manner without knowing the exact 
location and size of an infrastructure (IA, p. 71). On inland waterways, traffic from road to waterways 
(and rail) is expected to lead to higher traffic activity, but may be compensated by an increased 
availability of clean fuels and electrification, with a likely positive impact on water pollution along 
the TEN-T. The IA describes the impacts on the resilience of the transport infrastructure to natural 
events (including a resilience case in Annex 7, IA. pp. 158-165) and human and technical failures. The 
IA explains that the preferred PO3 reviews the role of the European Coordinators (IA, p. 46) and seeks 
to ensure that this role would be strengthening by way of institutionalising their presence in cross-
border entities and widening the scope of the mandate for topics related to cooperation with 
neighbouring and third countries.12 

The policy options are well compared against the criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and 
proportionality/subsidiarity (IA, pp. 74-82). Information on territorial impacts is limited (IA, pp. 65-
66), considering that the TEN-T aims to connect EU cities and regions, including rural areas and 
remote regions. The TEN-T policy thereby has an impact on territorial and social cohesion and 
economic development of regions, taking into account regional disparities (see territorial impact 
assessment on TEN-T of the European Committee of the Regions, 2020). 

SMEs / Competitiveness 

The IA has a short section describing the impact on SMEs (IA, p. 59). Arguably, the main part of 
infrastructure construction and digital transformation activities will be implemented by 'rather large 
companies'. The description of the impacts is rather general, without being accompanied by a 
quantified analysis. SMEs could benefit from an upgrade of railway transport infrastructure and 
terminals, as this would help them establish their services. Other benefits for SMEs include improved 
rest areas and parking facilities for regional and long-distance trucking and better integration of 
urban developments into TEN-T (e.g. development of multi-modal terminals). 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

The IA contains a description of the expected simplification and improved efficiency in connection 
with the preferred PO3, and describes possible simplifications (IA, p. 84). The IA emphasises the 
efforts undertaken to ensure coherence with the key EU policy objectives, in particular the 
objectives of the European Green Deal and the sustainable and smart mobility strategy. The 
European Commission would pay attention to ensuring coherence between the TEN-T Regulation 
and other legislative initiatives (e.g. AFIR and the revised ITS) (IA, p. 81). 

Monitoring and evaluation 
The IA describes the set of governance instruments used for tracking the progress, the impacts and 
the results achieved under the regulation, based on revised monitoring tools and on studies that 
monitor the progress made as regards attainment fulfilment of standards and deadlines (IA, pp. 84-
85). The revised regulation would include the possibility to build more on implementing decisions 
in order to 'facilitate the monitoring of progress made on the TEN-T against defined and agreed 
milestones in those implementing decisions' (IA, p. 85). This would include regular reporting by the 
Member States. Progress in developing the TEN-T will be monitored in terms of the technical 
completion of the TEN-T infrastructure as per the defined TEN-T standards and against the defined 
deadlines of 2030, 2040 and 2050. The standards and requirements will therefore constitute the key 
performance indicators (KPIs, IA, p. 169, Annex 9) against which the success of TEN-T will be monitored. 
Biannual TEN-T implementation reports would not only cover the technical progress made but also 
the financial investments done on the TEN-T by Member States and through EU funding and financing 
instruments. Planned and ongoing projects on the TEN-T would be monitored ('project pipeline 
analysis', project implementation reports two times per year). The already existing TENtec database 
would 'allow in future an automated exchange of data directly from the data source (Member State, 

https://cor.europa.eu/en/events/Documents/COTER/20200609-TIACoRTENT.pdf
https://cor.europa.eu/en/events/Documents/COTER/20200609-TIACoRTENT.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/tentec/tentec-portal/site/en/tentec.html


Revision of the trans-European transport network (TEN-T) Regulation  

7 

infrastructure manager) in a timely manner' (IA, p. 85). The IA does not include evaluation deadlines, 
but a review is provided for in the legislative proposal (Article 61). 

Stakeholder consultation 
The IA summarises the activities and results of an open public consultation (OPC) in a transparent 
and detailed manner (IA, Annex 2, pp. 90-97) and refers to other targeted consultations that were 
conducted during the evaluation phase of the TEN-T Regulation and the preparation of the IA. An 
open public consultation on the IA was launched from 10 February to 5 May 2021, in line with the 
minimum period (12 weeks) of the Better Regulation Guidelines. The IA gives a detailed account of 
the responses, grouping them by stakeholder category. The consultation received 496 responses 
the biggest share of 27 % coming from public authorities (43 % of which from regional public 
authorities), followed by 19 % from EU and non-EU citizens, 18 % from companies/business 
organisations and 14 % from business associations. SMEs are not specifically mentioned. The 
summary of the comparison of the policy options (POs) (IA, p. 82) also includes the views of 
stakeholders, stating that 'a wide majority of stakeholders expressed a preference for TEN-T to focus 
on a combination of measures aiming at decarbonisation, digitalisation and ''hard'' infrastructure 
deployment, corresponding to the policy design of PO3', which is the IA's preferred option. The IA 
refers to stakeholders several times throughout the text, albeit in a general way ('most', 'some', 
'main', 'several' or 'a wide majority'), but diverging views are well explained. It states that 'all of the 
retained policy measures were also consulted with the stakeholders (public consultation and 
targeted consultations)' (IA, p. 36). 

Supporting data and analytical methods used 
The qualitative and mostly quantitative data supporting the reasoning of the IA is based on the 
evaluation of the current TEN-T Regulation, European Commission research and analysis, and an 
external support study by Ricardo Nederland B.V. et al. Additionally, the IA explains that supporting 
data has been collected from Member States, regions (via the European Coordinators), infrastructure 
managers, transport service providers and operators, project promoters, commercial and private 
users of the TEN-T, expert stakeholders and academics as well as other relevant public and private 
stakeholders (IA, p. 87). The OPC supported the qualitative analysis and the administrative costs 
analysis. The data sources are duly referenced and linked. The analytical methods (and the 
modelling tool used, on which this IA builds), the assumptions and limitations are well described in 
Annex 4 of the IA (IA, pp. 102-146). The baseline scenario was developed with the help of the 
PRIMES-TREMOVE model, drawing on the MIX scenario underpinning the impact assessments of the 
'Fit for 55' package (IA, p. 102). ASTRA and TRUST models were used to assess the policy options. 
Detailed information on these modelling tools is available to the public via the European 
Commission's Modelling Inventory and Knowledge Management System (MIDAS). 

Follow-up to the opinion of the Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 
The Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) issued a positive opinion with reservations on 26 July 2021. In 
its findings, the RSB criticised the report for not sufficiently highlighting the policy choices that 
policy-makers will need to make; for the fact that the funding mechanisms behind the revised 
guidelines remain unclear in view of the very significant resources required for the initiative; and for 
the insufficient clarity as regards the environmental added value the revision of the TEN-T guidelines 
would bring in view of attaining the objective of making transport greener. The RSB further 
considered that the structure and logic of the options should be clarified. The IA provides an 
overview of the modifications made in the final IA in order to address those issues (IA, Annex 1, 
pp. 87-89). However, some of them could have been explained in more detail, especially how 
funding will be mobilised. 

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA 
The proposal appears to follow the preferred policy option (PO3) indicated in the IA. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12532-Trans-European-transport-network-TEN-T-revised-guidelines/public-consultation_en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/5d8302d7-83e1-11ec-8c40-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/policy-model-inventory/explore/ias/ia-878703a31adfb51923c0c09ccf244773
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=PI_COM:SEC(2021)435&from=EN
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The IA provides a comprehensive problem analysis, based on the evaluation of the current TEN-T 
Regulation, a public consultation, and targeted consultations with stakeholders and Member States. 
It is transparent about the methods and uncertainties (e.g. long-term funding) and limitations. The 
objectives and the policy options have a clear link to the problem definition. The IA comprehensively 
analyses the economic, social and environmental impacts of the policy options. However, territorial 
impacts linked to the shift to more sustainable modes of transport could have been explained in 
more depth. Costs and benefits are assessed and quantified. It could have been explained in more 
detail how funding will be mobilised. All in all, the IA provides useful information for policy-makers 
and future policy choices. 

ENDNOTES 
1  Pape, M., Revision of the trans-European transport network guidelines, EPRS, European Parliament, 2022. 
2  The core network is represented by nine interconnected multimodal transport corridors covering several countries, 

complemented by two horizontal priorities: the European Rail Traffic Management System (ERTMS) and the 
development of maritime connections (Motorways of the Sea). 

3   European structural and investment funds (ESIF), InvestEU, European Investment Bank (EIB), Recovery and Resilience 
Facility (RRF). On the latter see Pape, M., Transport trends in national recovery and resilience plans, EPRS, European 
Parliament, 2022.  

4  Dinu, A., Revision of the TEN-T Regulation, EPRS, European Parliament, 2021. 
5  ibid, p. 3. 
6  Pape, M., Sustainable and smart mobility strategy, EPRS, European Parliament, 2021. 
7  e.g. Special report No 08/2016 (Rail freight transport), Special report No 23/2016 (European high-speed rail network), 

Special report No 13/2017 (ERTMS), Review No 09/2018, Special report No 09/2020 (EU core road network), Special 
report No 10/2020 (transport megaprojects implementation), Special report No 05/2021 (large transport  
infrastructure projects). 

8  Special Report No 10/2020, p. 57. 
9  The guidelines (Regulation 1315/2013) incorporated the Rail Freight Corridors (RFCs) into the TEN-T. 
10  In its resolution on the revision of the Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) guidelines, the European Parliament 

insisted that transport infrastructure in trans-European network sections that have been identified as being suitable 
for dual use should be adapted strictly in line with the dual use principle, to address both civilian and defence needs. 

11  Several initiatives of the sustainable and smart mobility strategy are also connected to the TEN-T Regulation proposal , 
e.g. the Rail Freight Corridor Regulation, the Urban Mobility package and the NAIADES III Action Plan. See also IA, pp. 
3-4. 

12  The TEN-T revision 'package' from December 2021 included also a Communication of the Commission on the 
extension of TEN-T to neighbouring third countries. 

 

 

This briefing, prepared for the Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN), analyses whether the principal criteria laid down 
in the Commission's own Better Regulation Guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by the Parliament in its Impact  
Assessment Handbook, appear to be met by the IA. It does not attempt to deal with the substance of the proposal. 
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