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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Each EU Member State has its own planning procedures.  This report describes each planning and 
implementation procedure, commenting on differences and efficiencies within the systems.  
In particular, the report focuses on the implementation of major infrastructure projects – those projects 
of regional and national significance - and identifies the key requirements for effective planning and 
development of these large-scale transport developments. 

 

A major infrastructure project is generally subject to the land use planning procedure of each Member 
State.  Often, but not always, a major transport development is initiated by the national government.  
Part of the decision-making process for municipalities is to establish whether a project can be 
permitted against the spatial plans and then carry out an environmental assessment and public 
consultation before giving permission to develop. The increased decentralisation of planning (where 
municipalities are responsible for planning and particularly for the granting of development permits) 
is positive for relevant planning except in the delay it can cause in the implementation of national 
planning policies and projects. Major infrastructure projects are further complicated due to their size 
and influence on a large number of local authorities, their costs and their significance to countries and 
regions.  This can result in planning and decision processes for major infrastructure projects being 
lengthy and costly. 

 

Fourteen major infrastructure projects have been studied from five EU Member States. The report 
highlights the difficulties of identifying best practice when planning and implementing major 
infrastructure – particularly with regard to the balance between economic, social and environmental 
costs.  However, current policies take account of sustainability objectives and therefore, a fast 
decision-making process which is cost effective can not in itself be considered best practice if social 
and environmental concerns are not taken into account.  Therefore, the following recommendations to 
achieve best practice are made on the basis of the sustainability considerations in European and 
national policies. 

 

There is a package of pre-requisite measures which must be in place at the beginning of the project if 
best practice is to be achieved.  These measures include political will and drive, a key actor or actors 
with good project management and mediation skills and financing.  If any of these measures are 
omitted and have to be brought in during the planning process then time costs are incurred.  
In addition, an event driver, such as the Expo ’98 or a major sporting event will also help to deliver 
the project – although these drivers can result in environmental and social issues being sidelined in 
favour of other priority objectives. 

 

There are two distinct phases evident when implementing a major infrastructure project: the 
‘Planning’ and the ‘Implementation’ phase.  No single country or case study has been identified 
which carries out best practice in both phases but some case studies highlight best practice within the 
separate components.  Therefore, a best practice approach has been developed through the lessons 
learnt from different case studies. 

 

1. Planning Phase 

Best practice in the planning phase can be defined as “a project that achieves a thorough 
environmental appraisal and public and political support within an efficient timescale”.  There are a 
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number of factors contributing to success which need to be present in the planning phase to achieve 
this.  Most countries in the EU operate a top-down approach where major infrastructure projects are 
part of national plans.  This helps to ensure political acceptance is in place at the start of the project.  
This occurred with the case studies in France and Germany.  However, political will is not the only 
requirement.  The Greek case studies show that this phase of the planning process is often lengthy.  
This would appear to be because, although political will is strong, the means to implement the project 
– such as financial arrangements, environmental circumstances, construction skills and political 
drive – are not always available to drive the project forward. 

 

In addition, the strong top-down approach does not always generate public support for the proposals.  
The approach adopted by Croydon Tramlink meant that the public was consulted about their 
preferences for solving the transport problems in Croydon.  80% of those consulted supported the 
tram.  This level of support ensured less public opposition and therefore fewer delays throughout the 
planning process.  Croydon had also arranged the finance for the project and although the Tramlink 
was compatible with the UK government's transport policy the use of private finance meant that 
Croydon did not have to persuade the government to provide funding. 

 

The planning phase includes environmental impact assessment, public consultation and public 
inquiries.  In general, the more complex the project the longer this phase can take as it is this stage 
which will highlight environmental difficulties and differences in opinion of stakeholders (Cologne-
Rhine/Main and Egnatia Odos, Channel Tunnel Rail Link).  However, if there is political will and 
public support and few environmental difficulties, then this phase can be efficient in terms of time.  
The Croydon Tramlink completed the planning phase in 5 years, including a thorough 
environmental assessment.  This can be attributed to the public support Croydon received from the 
inception of the project.  If political will, public support and environmental issues delay a project, the 
process will rely heavily on a key actor to mediate and manage the issues which are arising.  

 

To achieve best practice during the planning phase political will and drive, public support and 
financial arrangements need to be present.   Absence of any of these factors can result in delays 
within the planning phase or subsequent implementation phase. 

 

2. Implementation Phase 

Best practice in the implementation phase can be defined as the “construction of the project within a 
short timescale and to a good quality”. Case studies that have achieved successful implementation 
often involve private companies.  The time taken to construct a project depends on the size of the 
project.  However, many of the projects such as Athens Metro, Croydon Tramlink and Manchester 
Metrolink have short lead in times between gaining consent and beginning construction, which can 
bring forward the completion of a project by several years.  This is because financing the project was 
already established before consent was given and because these private companies were keen to get 
the system into operation to recoup some of the funding already given. In comparison other cases in 
France and Germany took longer to begin construction and this could be due to the provision of public 
sector funding.  However, caution is needed as the Midland Metro case study shows that difficulties 
can arise when private companies are involved in the design and construction process. 
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RESUMEN EJECUTIVO 
 
Cada Estado miembro de la UE elabora sus propios procedimientos de planificación. El presente 
informe describe uno por uno dichos procedimientos de planificación y ejecución, comenta las 
diferencias existentes entre ellos y destaca sus virtudes. Presta una especial atención a la ejecución de 
grandes proyectos de infraestructura (de relevancia regional y nacional) y señala los requisitos 
fundamentales que han de cumplirse para lograr una planificación y un desarrollo eficaces de estos 
proyectos de transporte a gran escala. 

 
Los proyectos de infraestructura de grandes dimensiones suelen estar sujetos al procedimiento de 
planificación del uso del suelo de cada Estado miembro. La primera etapa del desarrollo de una 
infraestructura de transporte importante corresponde con frecuencia, aunque no siempre, a los 
gobiernos nacionales. Parte del proceso de toma de decisiones de los ayuntamientos consiste en 
determinar si un proyecto es conforme al ordenamiento territorial y en realizar una evaluación 
medioambiental, así como una consulta pública antes de conceder el permiso para iniciar las obras. El 
aumento de la descentralización a este respecto (los ayuntamientos son responsables de la 
planificación y especialmente de la concesión de permisos de obra) es ventajoso para la planificación 
a gran escala salvo por el retraso que puede provocar en la ejecución de las políticas y proyectos 
nacionales. Los grandes proyectos de infraestructura revisten una mayor complejidad debido a sus 
dimensiones, a la influencia que ejercen en numerosas autoridades locales, a sus costes y al valor 
simbólico que le conceden países y regiones. Por todo ello, los procesos de planificación y toma de 
decisiones necesarios para la puesta en marcha de estos proyectos pueden resultar largos y costosos. 

 
Se han estudiado catorce grandes proyectos de infraestructura de cinco Estados miembros. El informe 
pone de manifiesto las dificultades encontradas a la hora de detectar las mejores prácticas en la 
planificación y ejecución de infraestructura a gran escala, especialmente en cuanto a equilibrio entre 
costes económicos, sociales y medioambientales. Sin embargo, las políticas actuales toman buena 
nota de los objetivos de sostenibilidad, por lo que los procesos de adopción de decisiones rápidos y 
rentables no engrosarán la lista de las mejores prácticas si no tienen en cuenta los aspectos sociales y 
medioambientales. Por tanto, se realizan las siguientes recomendaciones basadas en criterios de 
sostenibilidad de las políticas nacionales y europeas con el fin de lograr las mejores prácticas. 

 
Varias son las condiciones necesarias que han de existir al inicio del proyecto para alcanzar las 
mejores prácticas. Destacan la voluntad y el impulso políticos, la presencia de uno o varios actores 
principales con capacidades de gestión de proyectos y de mediación, y la financiación. La ausencia 
de alguno de estos requisitos y la posterior necesidad de incorporarlo durante el proceso de 
planificación acarreará un aumento de los costes de tiempo. Por otra parte, los eventos que generan 
múltiples actividades, como la Expo 98 o los acontecimientos deportivos más relevantes, también 
contribuyen al desarrollo del proyecto, si bien pueden llegar a marginar aspectos medioambientales y 
sociales al conceder prioridad a otros objetivos. 

 
Hay dos etapas bien diferenciadas en la realización de un gran proyecto de infraestructura: la 
“planificación” y la “ejecución”. No se ha descubierto un solo país o caso que haga gala de las 
mejores prácticas en ambas fases a la vez. Sin embargo, algunos proyectos examinados ponen de 
manifiesto la existencia de las mejores prácticas en alguno de los dos estadios. De este modo, se ha 
elaborado un enfoque de las mejores prácticas a partir de las experiencias extraídas de los diferentes 
casos examinados. 
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1. Fase de planificación 

En la fase de planificación, los proyectos auspiciados por las mejores prácticas podrían definirse como 
“aquéllos que logran realizar una minuciosa valoración del entorno a la vez que reciben apoyo público 
y político en un plazo de tiempo que garantiza su rentabilidad”. En esta etapa, conviene tener presente 
diversos factores que contribuyen al éxito de los proyectos. En la mayoría de los países de la UE 
impera el enfoque descendente, según el cual los grandes proyectos de infraestructura forman parte de 
los planes nacionales. De este modo se garantiza la aceptación política al comienzo del proyecto. Así 
se ha comprobado en los estudios de casos prácticos de Francia y Alemania. No obstante, la voluntad 
política no es el único requisito. Los proyectos examinados en Grecia ponen de manifiesto que esta 
fase del proceso a menudo es onerosa, al parecer porque, si bien la voluntad política es firme, no 
siempre se dispone de los medios para ejecutar el proyecto (disposiciones financieras, 
circunstancias medioambientales, cualificaciones en materia de construcción e impulso político). 

Además, las propuestas dotadas de un fuerte enfoque descendente no siempre generan apoyo público. 
En el proyecto Croydon Tramlink se sondeó a la opinión pública sobre sus preferencias para resolver 
los problemas de transporte del distrito londinense de Croydon. El 80% de los consultados se mostró 
favorable al tranvía. Este grado de apoyo propició una reducción de la oposición pública y, por ende, 
menores retrasos en el proceso de planificación. Las autoridades de Croydon también habían previsto 
la financiación del proyecto y, a pesar de que Tramlink era compatible con la política de transporte 
del gobierno británico, el uso de financiación privada eliminó la necesidad de convencer al mismo 
para que proporcionase los fondos necesarios. 

La fase de planificación incluye la evaluación de impacto ambiental, así como la consulta y las 
encuestas públicas. Por regla general, la duración de esta fase es directamente proporcional a la 
complejidad del proyecto, ya que es en esta etapa en la que surgirán las dificultades medioambientales 
y las divergencias de opinión de las partes interesadas (Cologne-Rhine/Main y Egnatia Odos, Channel 
Tunnel Rail Link). Sin embargo, si confluyen la voluntad política, el respaldo de la opinión pública 
y la escasez de complicaciones medioambientales, esta etapa puede resultar eficaz desde la 
perspectiva temporal. La fase de planificación del proyecto de Croydon Tramlink concluyó en 5 años, 
incluida la minuciosa evaluación medioambiental. La celeridad con que finalizó esta etapa puede 
deberse al apoyo de la opinión pública desde el inicio del proyecto. Si la voluntad política, el respaldo 
público y las cuestiones medioambientales retrasan un proyecto, el proceso dependerá en gran medida 
de un actor principal con habilidades de mediador para gestionar los problemas que vayan surgiendo.  

En definitiva, para alcanzar las mejores prácticas durante la fase de planificación son imprescindibles 
la voluntad y el impulso políticos, el apoyo de la opinión pública y las disposiciones financieras. 
La ausencia de cualquiera de estos factores puede provocar retrasos en la fase de planificación o en la 
posterior fase de ejecución. 

 

2. Fase de ejecución 

En la fase de ejecución, los proyectos auspiciados por las mejores prácticas podrían definirse como 
“aquéllos que se construyen en un plazo de tiempo breve y alcanzan los objetivos de calidad”. Los 
proyectos que se han concluido con éxito a menudo cuentan con la participación de empresas 
privadas. En principio, el tiempo que se tarda en realizar un proyecto depende de las dimensiones del 
mismo. No obstante, el lapso que transcurre entre la concesión del permiso de obra y el inicio de la 
misma se reduce en proyectos como Attiko Metro, Croydon Tramlink y Manchester Metrolink, lo cual 
puede adelantar en varios años su finalización. Esto se debe a la financiación privada, que ya se había 
fijado antes de que se diera el consentimiento para iniciar el proyecto, y a que las empresas 
patrocinadoras ansiaban que el proyecto se pusiese en marcha para recuperar parte de los fondos que 
habían invertido. Por el contrario, otros casos examinados en Francia y Alemania ponen de manifiesto 
las demoras que sufrieron los proyectos en su inicio, probablemente porque la financiación provenía 
del sector público. Sin embargo, es preciso mantener una postura cautelosa al respecto, puesto que el 
estudio del proyecto Midland Metro revela las dificultades que pueden surgir cuando las empresas 
privadas participan en el proceso de diseño y construcción. 
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 
 

In jedem Mitgliedstaat der EU bestehen eigene Planungsverfahren. In diesem Bericht werden die 
einzelnen Planungs- und Durchführungsverfahren beschrieben, wobei auf die Unterschiede zwischen 
den Systemen und deren jeweilige Leistungsfähigkeit eingegangen wird. Schwerpunktmäßig befasst 
sich der Bericht mit der Durchführung großer Infrastrukturprojekte, d. h. von Projekten von regionaler 
und nationaler Bedeutung, und zeigt auf, welche wesentlichen Anforderungen an eine effektive 
Planung und Entwicklung dieser umfangreichen Baumaßnahmen im Verkehrssektor gestellt werden.  

 

Ein großes Infrastrukturprojekt unterliegt in der Regel der Flächennutzungsplanung des jeweiligen 
Mitgliedstaates. Oftmals, jedoch nicht immer, werden bedeutende Verkehrsprojekte von den 
nationalen Regierungen in die Wege geleitet. Die Kommunen müssen unter anderem darüber 
befinden, ob ein Projekt unter Berücksichtigung der Raumordnungspläne genehmigt werden kann, 
und sie führen eine Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung und eine öffentliche Konsultation durch, bevor die 
Genehmigung zur Erschließung erteilt wird. Die zunehmende Dezentralisierung der Planung (bei der 
die Kommunen für die Planung und insbesondere für die Erteilung von Erschließungsgenehmigungen 
zuständig sind) ist für den entsprechenden Planungsvorgang durchaus von Vorteil, abgesehen von den 
Verzögerungen, die es dadurch bei der Umsetzung von nationalen Planungskonzepten und Projekten 
geben kann. Weitere erschwerende Faktoren bei großen Infrastrukturprojekten sind deren Größe und 
Auswirkungen auf eine Vielzahl örtlicher Behörden, die mit ihnen verbundenen Kosten und ihre 
Bedeutung für Länder und Regionen. Das kann dazu führen, dass sich die Planungs- und 
Entscheidungsprozesse bei großen Infrastrukturprojekten sehr langwierig und kostenaufwändig 
gestalten.  

 

Es wurden 14 große Infrastrukturprojekte in fünf EU-Mitgliedstaaten untersucht. Dabei wird im 
Bericht vor allem dargelegt, wie schwierig es ist, die besten Verfahrensweisen für die Planung und 
Durchführung solcher Projekte zu ermitteln, insbesondere im Hinblick auf die Ausgewogenheit 
zwischen wirtschaftlichen, volkswirtschaftlichen und ökologischen Kosten. Die gegenwärtigen 
Konzepte tragen den Zielen der Nachhaltigkeit Rechnung, weshalb ein schneller und kostengünstiger 
Entscheidungsprozess allein nicht als beste Verfahrensweise angesehen werden kann, wenn die 
volkswirtschaftlichen und ökologischen Belange unberücksichtigt bleiben. Ausgehend von den 
Nachhaltigkeitserwägungen in den europäischen und einzelstaatlichen Konzeptionen werden deshalb 
die folgenden Empfehlungen gegeben, damit vorbildliche Verfahrensweisen erreicht werden. 

 

Zu Beginn des Projekts muss ein Bündel notwendiger Maßnahmen realisiert werden. Dazu gehören 
politischer Wille und Antrieb, ein Hauptakteur bzw. Hauptakteure mit gutem Projektmanagement 
und Vermittlungsgeschick sowie Finanzierung. Wenn auch nur eine dieser Maßnahmen fehlt und 
während des Planungsprozesses eingebracht werden muss, entsteht Zeitverlust. Auch ein 
Großereignis wie etwa die Expo ’98 oder eine wichtige Sportveranstaltung kann dazu beitragen, ein 
Projekt auf den Weg zu bringen, wenngleich in einem solchen Falle ökologische und soziale Aspekte 
möglicherweise zugunsten anderer Schwerpunktziele in den Hintergrund treten.  

 

Bei der Durchführung eines großen Infrastrukturprojekts lassen sich zwei Phasen unterscheiden, die 
„Planungsphase“ und die „Durchführungsphase“. Wie sich zeigte, wurden in keinem Land bzw. in 
keiner Fallstudie in beiden Phasen beste Verfahrensweisen angewandt, jedoch werden in einigen 
Fallstudien beste Verfahrensweisen innerhalb der einzelnen Komponenten festgestellt. Anhand der 
Erkenntnisse aus verschiedenen Fallstudien konnte somit ein Konzept der besten Verfahrensweisen 
entwickelt werden. 
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1. Planungsphase 

Vorbildliche Verfahrensweisen in der Planungsphase sind dann gegeben, wenn bei „einem Projekt 
innerhalb eines effizienten Zeitrahmens eine gründliche Umweltprüfung durchgeführt sowie 
öffentliche und politische Unterstützung erlangt wird“. Maßgeblich für den Erfolg ist eine Reihe von 
Faktoren, die in der Planungsphase unabdingbar sind. Die meisten Länder in der EU gehen nach dem 
Top-Down-Ansatz vor, bei dem große Infrastrukturprojekte Bestandteil nationaler Pläne sind. 
Dadurch wird sichergestellt, dass zu Projektbeginn die politische Akzeptanz vorhanden ist. So war es 
bei den Fallstudien in Frankreich und Deutschland. Politischer Wille ist jedoch nicht die einzige 
Voraussetzung. Die griechischen Fallstudien zeigen, dass die Phase des Planungsprozesses oftmals 
sehr langwierig ist. Die Gründe hierfür liegen offenbar darin, dass zwar ein starker politischer Wille 
vorhanden ist, nicht in jedem Falle aber die Mittel zur Durchführung des Projekts zur Verfügung 
stehen, wie etwa finanzielle Vereinbarungen, ökologische Gegebenheiten, bautechnische 
Fähigkeiten und politischer Antrieb.  

 

Außerdem finden die Vorschläge aufgrund des dominanten Top-Down-Ansatzes nicht immer die 
erforderliche öffentliche Unterstützung. Bei der Croydon Tramlink war von vornherein vorgesehen, 
die Öffentlichkeit bezüglich der Lösung zu befragen, der sie für die Verkehrsprobleme in Croydon 
den Vorzug geben würde. Da sich die Befragten zu 80 % für die Straßenbahn aussprachen, war 
natürlich mit geringerem öffentlichen Widerstand und damit weniger Verzögerungen im 
Planungsprozess zu rechnen. Croydon hatte zudem die finanziellen Aspekte des Projekts geregelt und 
durch den Einsatz privater Mittel mussten keine staatlichen Gelder eingeworben werden, obwohl das 
Tramlink-Projekt in Übereinstimmung mit der Verkehrspolitik der britischen Regierung stand. 

 

Die Planungsphase beinhaltet die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung, öffentliche Anhörungen und 
öffentliche Untersuchungen. Im Allgemeinen verlängert sich diese Phase mit zunehmender 
Komplexität des Projekts, da genau in diesem Abschnitt die ökologischen Schwierigkeiten und die 
Meinungsverschiedenheiten der beteiligten Akteure zutage treten (Köln-Rhein/Main, Egnatia Odos, 
Eisenbahnverbindung durch den Tunnel unter dem Kanal). Sind jedoch der politische Wille und 
öffentliche Unterstützung vorhanden und treten nur wenige ökologische Schwierigkeiten auf, so 
kann diese Phase auch vom zeitlichen Gesichtspunkt her effizient gestaltet werden. Bei der „Croydon 
Tramlink“ wurde die Planungsphase innerhalb von fünf Jahren abgeschlossen, einschließlich einer 
gründlichen Umweltprüfung, was auf die öffentliche Unterstützung zurückgeführt werden kann, die 
Croydon von Projektbeginn an erfahren hat. Wird ein Projekt durch mangelnden politischen Willen, 
fehlende Unterstützung durch die Öffentlichkeit sowie durch Umweltprobleme verzögert, so muss für 
den Prozess unbedingt ein Hauptakteur vorhanden sein, der vermittelt und die auftretenden Probleme 
bewältigt.  

 

Um in der Planungsphase beste Verfahrensweisen zu erreichen, müssen politischer Wille und 
Antrieb, öffentliche Unterstützung und finanzielle Vereinbarungen vorhanden sein. Das Fehlen 
schon eines dieser Faktoren kann zu Verzögerungen in der Planungsphase oder der anschließenden 
Durchführungsphase führen. 

 

2. Durchführungsphase 

Vorbildliche Verfahrensweisen in der Durchführungsphase sind dann gegeben, wenn „der Bau des 
Projekts innerhalb einer kurzen Zeit und in guter Qualität“ erfolgt. Fallstudien zu erfolgreich 
durchgeführten Vorhaben enthalten oftmals den Hinweis auf die Beteiligung privater Unternehmen. 
Die für den Bau eines Projekts benötigte Zeit hängt von dessen Größe ab. Viele Projekte jedoch, wie 
etwa die Athener Metro, die Croydon Tramlink und die Manchester Metrolink, hatten kurze 
Vorlaufzeiten zwischen der Genehmigung und dem Beginn der Bauarbeiten, was die Fertigstellung 
um einige Jahre früher ermöglichte. Die Projektfinanzierung stand in diesen Fällen bereits vor der 
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Genehmigung fest und die privaten Unternehmen wollten das Projekt so schnell wie möglich in 
Betrieb nehmen, um einen Teil der bereits getätigten Aufwendungen wieder hereinzuholen. Im 
Vergleich dazu wurde bei einigen Fällen in Frankreich und Deutschland eine längere Zeit bis zum 
Baubeginn benötigt, was möglicherweise mit der Bereitstellung öffentlicher Gelder zusammenhing. 
Bezüglich einer solchen Aussage ist jedoch Vorsicht geboten, denn wie die Fallstudie Midland Metro 
zeigt, kann es auch bei Beteiligung privater Unternehmen an den Entwurfs- und Bauarbeiten zu 
Schwierigkeiten kommen. 
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SYNTHÈSE 
 

Chaque État membre de l'UE a ses propres procédures de planification. Le présent rapport décrit 
chacune de ces procédures de planification et de mise en œuvre en apportant des commentaires sur les 
différences entre ces systèmes et sur leur efficacité. Il examine en particulier la mise en œuvre des 
grands projets d'infrastructure, ceux qui ont une portée régionale ou nationale, et définit les éléments 
nécessaires à une planification et un développement efficaces des projets de transport de grande 
envergure. 

 

Tout projet d'infrastructure fait en général l'objet de la procédure d'aménagement du territoire 
applicable dans l'État membre concerné. Souvent, mais pas toujours, ce sont les gouvernements 
nationaux qui sont à l'origine des grands projets de transport. Dans les municipalités, le processus 
décisionnel doit notamment déterminer si un projet donné peut être autorisé au regard des plans 
d'aménagement de l'espace, puis réaliser une évaluation environnementale et une consultation 
publique avant de donner le feu vert au lancement du projet. La plus grande décentralisation de la 
planification, grâce à quoi les municipalités sont responsables de l'aménagement du territoire et en 
particulier de l'octroi des permis, est favorable à une planification correcte, sauf concernant les retards 
qu'elle peut induire dans la mise en œuvre des politiques et projets nationaux d'aménagement du 
territoire. Les grands projets d'infrastructure sont d'autant plus compliqués qu'ils sont de grande 
envergure, influencent de nombreuses autorités locales, entraînent des coûts considérables et 
concernent d'autres pays et régions. Les processus décisionnels applicables peuvent alors devenir très 
longs et coûteux. 

 

Nous avons étudié quatorze grands projets d'infrastructure dans cinq États membres de l'UE, en 
mettant en évidence les difficultés qu'il y a à déterminer les bonnes pratiques en matière de 
planification et de mise en œuvre de tels projets, concernant en particulier l'équilibre entre les coûts 
économiques, sociaux et environnementaux. Il faut cependant savoir que les politiques actuelles 
tiennent compte de certains objectifs à caractère durable, ce qui implique qu'un processus décisionnel 
rapide et économique ne peut être considéré comme une bonne pratique s'il ne prend pas en compte 
les questions sociales et environnementales. Par conséquent, les recommandations suivantes visant à 
l'adoption de bonnes pratiques ont été conçues sur la base de considérations relatives au caractère 
durable des politiques européennes et nationales. 

 

Si l'on veut adopter une bonne pratique, il importe de mettre en place un ensemble d'éléments 
préalables au moment du lancement du projet. Ces éléments sont notamment une volonté et un élan 
politiques, un ou plusieurs acteurs clés dotés de bonnes compétences en matière de gestion de 
projet et de médiation, et un financement. Si l'un quelconque de ces éléments est omis et doit être 
mis en place au cours du processus de planification, des coûts de temps seront encourus. De plus, un 
événement-moteur tel que l'Expo 1998 ou une grande compétition sportive favorise également le 
lancement du projet, bien que l'organisation de tels événements puisse se traduire par la mise sur la 
touche de questions environnementales et sociales au profit d'autres objectifs prioritaires. 

 

On distingue deux phases évidentes dans la mise en œuvre d'un grand projet d'infrastructure: la 
"planification" et la "mise en œuvre". On n'a remarqué aucun pays précis ni étude de cas où de bonnes 
pratiques sont appliquées dans les deux phases, mais certaines études de cas ont mis en relief de 
bonnes pratiques au sein de l'une ou l'autre phase. Il a donc été possible d'élaborer une approche basée 
sur les bonnes pratiques en s'inspirant des enseignements tirés des diverses études de cas. 
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1. Phase de planification 

Dans cette phase, la bonne pratique peut se définir comme "un projet où l'on réalise une évaluation 
environnementale approfondie et où l'on obtient un appui public et politique en temps utile". Pour 
réussir un tel projet, plusieurs facteurs doivent être réunis lors de la phase de planification. La plupart 
des pays de l'UE suivent une démarche descendante selon laquelle les grands projets d'infrastructure 
s'inscrivent dans des plans nationaux. Cette façon d'agir contribue à assurer l'acceptation politique 
dès le lancement du projet. Les études de cas de la France et de l'Allemagne en sont des exemples. La 
volonté politique n'est toutefois pas la seule condition. Les études de cas de la Grèce montrent que 
cette phase de planification est souvent longue. Cet inconvénient semblerait provenir du fait que, 
même en présence d'une volonté politique forte, les moyens requis – notamment les dispositions 
financières, les circonstances environnementales, les compétences en construction et le 
dynamisme politique – ne sont pas toujours disponibles pour faire avancer le projet. 
 
En outre, la forte démarche descendante ne suscite pas toujours le soutien du public aux propositions. 
Dans l'approche adoptée par le Croydon Tramlink, le public a été consulté sur ses préférences 
concernant la résolution des problèmes de transport à Croydon. Une majorité de 80% des personnes 
interrogées s'est déclarée en faveur du tram. Un tel niveau de soutien a permis de limiter l'opposition 
publique et, partant, les retards d'un bout à l'autre du processus de planification. Croydon avait 
également organisé le financement du projet: bien que le Tramlink ait été compatible avec la 
politique des transports du gouvernement britannique, l'utilisation de fonds privés a évité à Croydon 
de devoir persuader le gouvernement de fournir des capitaux. 
 
La phase de planification comprend une évaluation de l'incidence environnementale, une consultation 
publique et des enquêtes publiques. En général, plus le projet est complexe, plus cette phase peut 
prendre de temps car c'est à ce stade que l'on met en évidence les difficultés environnementales et les 
divergences d'avis des parties prenantes (Cologne-Rhine/Main et Egnatia Odos, liaison ferroviaire du 
tunnel sous la Manche). Toutefois, en présence d'une volonté politique, d'un soutien public et de peu 
de difficultés environnementales, cette phase peut se dérouler sans délais inutiles. Dans le cas du 
projet Croydon Tramlink, la phase de planification a pris cinq ans, y compris une évaluation 
environnementale approfondie. Ce délai peut être attribué au soutien public dont a bénéficié le 
projet dès sa création. Si la volonté politique, le soutien public et les questions environnementales 
constituent des causes de retard pour un projet, le processus dépendra en grande partie d'un acteur clé 
chargé de la médiation et de la gestion des problèmes qui se posent.  
 
Si l'on veut adopter une bonne pratique pendant la phase de planification, il faut disposer d'une 
combinaison de volonté et de dynamisme politiques, de soutien public et de dispositions 
financières. L'absence de l'ou ou l'autre de ces facteurs peut générer des retards dans la phase de 
planification ou dans la phase ultérieure de mise en œuvre. 
 
2. Phase de mise en œuvre 

La bonne pratique dans la phase de mise en œuvre peut se définir comme la "construction d'un projet 
de bonne qualité dans un laps de temps court". Les études de cas où l'on a constaté la réussite de la 
mise en œuvre impliquaient souvent des sociétés privées. Le temps pris pour construire un projet 
dépend de sa taille. Néanmoins, de nombreux projets, par exemple le métro d'Athènes, le Croydon 
Tramlink et le Manchester Metrolink présentent des délais courts entre l'obtention du permis et le 
début des travaux, une caractéristique qui peut faire avancer de plusieurs années l'achèvement du 
projet. L'explication réside dans le fait que le financement du projet avait déjà été établi avant même 
l'obtention du permis et que les sociétés privées impliquées tenaient beaucoup à mettre le système en 
marche afin de rentrer partiellement dans les fonds déjà engagés. Par comparaison, d'autres projets en 
France et en Allemagne ont dû attendre plus longtemps avant le commencement de la construction, un 
allongement des délais qui pourrait s'expliquer par l'apport de capitaux publics. Il importe cependant 
de rester prudent car l'étude du cas du Midland Metro montre que des difficultés peuvent surgir 
lorsque des sociétés privées participent au processus de conception et de construction. 
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SINTESI 
 

Ciascuno Stato membro dell’UE ha le proprie procedure di pianificazione; la presente relazione 
descrive ciascuna procedura di pianificazione e attuazione, formulando osservazioni in merito alle 
differenze e agli elementi di efficienza propri di ciascun sistema. In particolare, la relazione si incentra 
sull’attuazione delle grandi opere a carattere infrastrutturale – e cioè su progetti di portata regionale e 
nazionale – e identifica i requisiti principali per un’efficace pianificazione e per la realizzazione di 
questi progetti su larga scala nel settore delle infrastrutture dei trasporti. 

 
In generale, i progetti infrastrutturali di grandi dimensioni sono soggetti alla procedura di 
pianificazione urbanistica e di assetto del territorio di ciascuno Stato membro. Spesso, ma non 
sempre, i grossi progetti relativi alle infrastrutture dei trasporti sono avviati dal governo nazionale. Per 
quanto riguarda i comuni, essi partecipano al processo decisionale stabilendo se si possa concedere 
l’autorizzazione per un progetto sulla base dei piani urbanistici e territoriali; dopo di che, essi 
effettuano una valutazione d’impatto ambientale e consultano la popolazione prima di rilasciare 
l’autorizzazione ai lavori. Il crescente decentramento delle competenze in materia di pianificazione 
(grazie al quale i comuni sono competenti in materia di pianificazione urbanistica e territoriale e, in 
particolare, per il rilascio di autorizzazioni allo sviluppo di opere ingegneristiche) ha effetti positivi ai 
fini della pianificazione; tuttavia, esso può causare ritardi nell’attuazione delle politiche e dei progetti 
di pianificazione nazionali. Le principali opere infrastrutturali risentono di un’ulteriore complicazione 
a causa delle loro dimensioni e del fatto che la competenza è suddivisa tra un gran numero di enti 
locali, mentre i loro costi ed effetti hanno un impatto su scala nazionale e regionale. Ciò può causare 
notevoli ritardi e un forte dispendio economico nei processi di pianificazione e decisionali relativi ai 
principali progetti infrastrutturali. 

 
Sono stati presi in esame quattordici progetti infrastrutturali su larga scala in cinque Stati membri 
dell’UE. La relazione evidenzia la difficoltà di identificare le migliori pratiche relativamente alla 
pianificazione ed esecuzione di grandi opere infrastrutturali, in particolare per ciò che concerne 
l’equilibrio tra i costi economici, sociali ed ambientali. Tuttavia, le politiche attuali tengono conto 
degli obiettivi di sostenibilità e, pertanto, non si può ritenere che un processo decisionale rapido e a 
costi contenuti rappresenti di per sé una migliore pratica se trascura gli aspetti sociali e ambientali. 
Pertanto, si formulano le seguenti raccomandazioni per l’applicazione delle migliori pratiche sulla 
base delle considerazioni relative alla sostenibilità nell’ambito delle politiche europee e nazionali. 

 
Vi è una serie di misure preliminari che costituiscono un prerequisito sin dall’inizio del progetto 
perché si possano applicare le migliori pratiche. Esse includono la volontà e la spinta politica, la 
presenza di un attore principale o di un gruppo di attori provvisti di buone competenze gestionali 
progettuali e di mediazione e di adeguati finanziamenti. Se anche solo uno di questi ingredienti 
viene omesso durante la fase preparatoria e deve essere introdotto durante il processo di 
pianificazione, ciò provocherà un aumento dei costi legati all’allungamento dei tempi. Inoltre, la 
prevista organizzazione di un evento di spicco, come l’Expo ‘98, o di un’importante manifestazione 
sportiva dà un forte impulso alla realizzazione del progetto, sebbene tale fattore di stimolo possa 
indurre a trascurare le questioni ambientali e sociali a favore di altre priorità. 

 
La realizzazione di una grande opera infrastrutturale comporta due fasi distinte: quella di 
“pianificazione” e quella di “realizzazione”. Non è stato identificato alcun singolo paese o caso di 
studio che attui le migliori pratiche in entrambe le fasi; tuttavia, alcuni casi di studio rivelano migliori 
pratiche nelle due componenti distinte. Pertanto, l’approccio orientato alle migliori pratiche è stato 
sviluppato sulla base degli insegnamenti tratti dai vari casi di studio. 

 



Procedure di pianificazione e realizzazione di opere pubbliche di natura infrastrutturale  
negli Stati membri dell’UE 

 xvi PE 326.268 

1. Fase di pianificazione 

Le migliori pratiche nella fase di pianificazione possono essere definite come “un progetto che 
realizza una valutazione accurata di impatto ambientale e ottiene il sostegno dell’opinione pubblica e 
della classe politica in tempi contenuti”. Per realizzare ciò, è necessaria la contemporanea presenza in 
fase di pianificazione di numerosi fattori che contribuiscono al successo. La maggior parte dei paesi 
dell’UE seguono un approccio dall’alto e includono i principali progetti infrastrutturali nell’ambito 
dei piani nazionali. Ciò contribuisce ad assicurare un consenso politico sin dall’inizio del progetto. È 
quanto è avvenuto nei casi presi in esame in Francia e Germania. Tuttavia, la volontà politica non è 
l’unico requisito. I casi di studio in Grecia mostrano che questa fase del processo di pianificazione è 
spesso lunga. Sembra che ciò avvenga perché, nonostante una forte volontà politica, non sempre i 
mezzi per l’attuazione del progetto – come i meccanismi finanziari, le circostanze ambientali, le 
competenze in materia di costruzione e la spinta politica – sono disponibili in misura tale da 
imprimere una spinta adeguata al progetto. 

 
A ciò si aggiunge il fatto che un simile approccio, fortemente diretto dall’alto, non sempre riesce a 
conseguire il sostegno dell’opinione pubblica rispetto alle proposte avanzate. L’approccio seguito 
nel progetto del Croydon Tramlink comprendeva la consultazione dell’opinione pubblica in merito 
alle sue preferenze per risolvere i problemi di trasporto a Croydon. L’80% delle persone intervistate si 
è espresso a favore del tram. Questo deciso sostegno ha fatto sì che l’opposizione della popolazione al 
progetto fosse minore, con conseguente riduzione dei ritardi lungo tutto il processo di pianificazione. 
La città di Croydon aveva anche reperito le risorse finanziarie per il progetto e sebbene il Tramlink 
fosse compatibile con la politica dei trasporti del governo britannico, l’uso di capitali privati ha 
consentito a Croydon di non dover dipendere dal finanziamento statale. 

 
La fase di pianificazione include la valutazione di impatto ambientale, la consultazione dei cittadini e 
indagini pubbliche. In generale, questa fase tende ad allungarsi quanto maggiore è la complessità del 
progetto, giacché è proprio a questo punto che vengono alla luce problematiche ambientali e pareri 
divergenti tra le parti interessate (Colonia Reno/Meno, Egnatia Odos e il collegamento ferroviario 
attraverso il canale della Manica). Tuttavia, purché vi sia volontà politica, il sostegno della 
popolazione e limitati problemi ambientali, questa fase potrà essere efficiente in termini di tempo. 
La fase di pianificazione del progetto del Croydon Tramlink, comprendente un’accurata valutazione 
ambientale, è stata completata in 5 anni. Ciò può essere attribuito al sostegno dei cittadini di Croydon 
al progetto sin dall’inizio. Se la volontà politica, il mancato sostegno della popolazione e le questioni 
ambientali ritardano un progetto, il processo dipenderà fortemente da un attore principale che dovrà 
mediare e gestire le varie problematiche che saranno sorte.  

 
Per attuare le migliori pratiche nel corso della fase di pianificazione, i requisiti necessari sono la 
volontà e l’impegno politici, il sostegno dell’opinione pubblica e i meccanismi finanziari. 
L’assenza anche di uno solo di questi fattori può causare ritardi in fase di pianificazione o nella 
successiva fase di realizzazione. 

 

2. Fase di realizzazione 

Le migliori pratiche nella fase di realizzazione possono essere definite come la “costruzione di un 
progetto di buona qualità in tempi relativamente brevi”. I casi di studio in cui la realizzazione è 
pienamente riuscita spesso vedono la partecipazione di società private. I tempi di realizzazione di un 
progetto dipendono chiaramente dalle dimensioni dello stesso; tuttavia, molti progetti come quello 
della metropolitana di Atene, il Croydon Tramlink e la metropolitana di Manchester si sono distinti 
per la brevità del lasso di tempo intercorrente tra il rilascio delle autorizzazioni e l’avvio dei lavori, un 
elemento, questo, che può anticipare di qualche anno il completamento del progetto. Ciò è avvenuto 
in quanto i finanziamenti per il progetto erano già stati reperiti prima del rilascio dell’autorizzazione e 
in quanto tali società private puntavano all’operatività del sistema per recuperare parte dei fondi già 
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impegnati. Diversamente, altri casi in Francia e Germania hanno comportato tempi più lunghi prima 
dell’avvio dei lavori; ciò potrebbe essere dovuto al processo di erogazione dei fondi pubblici. 
Tuttavia, non si devono esprimere giudizi affrettati, in quanto il caso della metropolitana dei Midland 
rivela come possano sorgere difficoltà allorché società private partecipano al processo di 
progettazione e costruzione. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Each EU Member State has its own planning procedures.  This report describes each planning and 
implementation procedure, commenting on differences and efficiencies within the systems.  In 
particular, the report focuses on the implementation of major infrastructure projects – those projects of 
regional and national significance - and identifies the key requirements for effective planning and 
development of these large-scale transport developments.  There are a number of issues within current 
planning systems: 

 

Complexity 

Planning is complex, remote, hard to understand and difficult to access resulting in decisions which 
are not transparent. 

 

Speed and predictability 

The planning process is often perceived to be a set of rules aimed at preventing development rather 
than making sure good development goes ahead. Communities frequently feel detached from the 
process and consequently suffer from its effects. Business finds planning delays frustrating and 
potentially damaging to their competitiveness. The speed of decision making in some Member States 
is both slow and variable.  The outcome of applications is frequently uncertain because there is 
insufficient clarity about the criteria against which an application will be judged.  The time it takes to 
deliver a decision is uncertain. 

 

Community engagement 

In some Member States the current planning systems are very “consultative” but despite that, too 
often fail to engage communities.  In contrast, other Member States carry out very little public 
consultation.  The result of both situations is that the community feels disempowered.  The procedures 
that lead to the adoption of a plan can often be so protracted due to consultation that few community 
organisations or businesses with an interest can afford to sustain their involvement.  There is a 
perception that the system favours those who are the richest and have the greatest stamina.  In 
addition, some planning systems are legalistic and effective participation tends to demand at least 
some specialist knowledge. People who are unfamiliar with the workings of the system find this 
difficult and sometimes community organisations can find it hard to present their case without access 
to professional advice.  It will be an aim of this study to find effective community engagement 
procedures. 

 

Customer focus and standards of service 

Planning is not customer focused and local planning departments are overstretched. Often people find 
it hard to obtain straightforward advice about how to submit a planning application. Once submitted, 
applicants are unable to access information about the progress of their application.  

 

The problems with planning procedures makes sustainable development (where economy, society and 
the environment benefit) difficult.  The purpose of this research is therefore to look Europe-wide for 
solutions to the above problems and encourage transferability of procedures between Member States.  
The intention is to achieve credible planning systems which take account of business, society, and the 
environment. 
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1. OVERVIEW 

 

It is evident from the literature studied that planning systems in the EU are undergoing continuous 
change, responding to political, economic, social or ideological forces.  A number of major trends are 
discernible, although they tend to be more advanced in Member States with a long history of spatial 
planning. Transport and land-use planning can be seen as part of a complex web of policy-making.  
This involves a series of different kinds of actors of different professions, with an array of practices, 
plans, policies and programmes, operating at a series of levels from the strategic to the local, over a 
variety of territories.  These are aimed to act and interact towards the common good – or a series of 
aggregations or subdivisions of ‘common good’ of different citizens in different political units and 
territories over a range of scales [Marshall, 2002]. Transport and land use planning takes place against 
a backdrop of different authorities applying policies to different areas.  

 

One trend is the growing awareness that spatial planning is one component in a much wider variety of 
issues.  Of particular interest to this study is the recognition of transport as an issue related to spatial 
planning.  Therefore, a more comprehensive and complex form of spatial planning is evolving, which 
moves away from purely physical matters of location and land use to a wider concern with social, 
economic, environmental and political matters.  Some Member States, notably Denmark, have moved 
to broaden spatial planning to address wider issues such as transport.  The Netherlands have separate 
sector policies with an independent planning policy at the national level which coordinates these from 
the point of view of land use and strategic spatial development.  This development does not simplify 
the task of the planner but sector policies take account of wider regional and territorial implications 
[CEC, 1994]. 

 

Another trend is the streamlining of planning procedures - especially in those Member States with 
complex planning systems.  A number of Member States are adapting their procedures in order to 
reduce the time taken to decide on proposed infrastructure schemes.  In the Netherlands, legislation 
has been enacted in 1998 to enable the State to reduce the time taken by consultation procedures 
between national, regional and local authorities concerning the planning of major infrastructure 
projects [CEC, 1994].   

 

There is also increased decentralisation of responsibility for planning policies and more control is 
being given to regional and local levels of government.  Spain, Italy, Belgium and France are 
examples of countries that have regional and local systems for spatial planning.  Responsibility for the 
granting of permits invariably lies with the local authority and policy formulation with the regional 
authority.  This is positive except in the delay it can cause in the implementation of national planning 
policies and projects - especially major infrastructure projects that are of national significance. 

 

In many areas of analysis and study, it is easy to state that a situation is ‘complex’ and to leave things 
there – as if recognition of complexity were in itself a sufficient conclusion – or invitation to further 
research. Complex transport and land use planning contexts can lead to barriers to implementation.  
Here, we must go beyond recognition of complexity and attempt to do either or both of two things: 

1) Express the complex situation clearly and explicitly; and/or  

2) Reduce the complexity, by simplification, abstraction of key elements or ‘active ingredients’, or 
identification of common or recurring significant features. 
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This report has therefore reviewed and compared the current and evolving planning and 
implementation procedures for public infrastructure works in the European Member States.  This has 
been achieved by reviewing national procedures and local case studies. In the remainder of this 
chapter, we first take a look at the case of Belgium, followed by an overview of the UK, and finally a 
more detailed look at the case of Bristol.  This provides an illustration of the complexities of the 
systems and the difficulties of trying to disentangle and identify best practice. 

 

1.1. Belgium 

The first article of the Belgian Constitution states: “Belgium is a federal State which consists of 
communities and regions”.  This statement appears simple enough at face value, but the complexity of 
the situation is quick to unfold (Figure 1.1.).  

Figure 1.1. Belgium and its constituent communities and regions 

 

 

The first principal division is into Communities based on language and culture. Belgium is situated at 
the junction between the Latin and Germanic languages: Dutch, French and German.  Belgium has 
three communities based on language: the Flemish Community, the French Community and the 
German-speaking Community. These correspond to population groups [Marshall, 2002].  
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The principal division is historically inspired by economic concerns, expressed by Regions who 
wanted to have more autonomy.  This gave rise to the founding of three regions: the Flemish Region, 
the Brussels Capital Region and the Walloon Region.  The country is further divided into ten 
provinces (5 constituting the Flemish Region and 5 constituting the Walloon Region – the provincial 
level is absent in the Brussels Capital Region) and 589 communes. 

 

Unlike the Walloon Region and the French-speaking Community which have their own parliaments 
and governments, the Flemish Region and Community have decided to integrate parliaments and 
governments, with a specific structure for the competencies that the Flemish Community has within 
the Brussels Capital Region.  

Therefore, Belgium (which as we saw earlier ‘consists of communities and regions’) actually has six 
different parliaments and governments: 

• The Belgian federal State 

• The Flemish Region and Community 

• The French-speaking Community 

• The Walloon Region 

• The German-speaking Community 

• The Brussels Capital Region 

 

Overall, the decision-making power in Belgium is not exclusively in the hands of the federal 
government and the federal parliament.  The government of the country falls to several partners, 
exercising their competencies independently in different fields.  This particularly applies in the case of 
spatial planning, which is not exercised at federal level: the highest tier at which planning is exercised 
within Belgium is the Regional level. 

 

The federal State retains important areas of competence including: foreign affairs, defence, justice, 
finances, social security, important sectors of public health and domestic affairs.  The Regions and 
Communities are entitled to run foreign relations themselves in those areas where they have 
competencies. There is no hierarchy between the federal laws and the laws approved by the regional 
parliaments or parliaments of the Communities.  This makes the Belgian federal system somewhat 
special. For example, the federal government has no legal means to impose congruent or 
complementary policies on the Regions or Communities for the policy matters they are actually 
responsible for.  Decisions on the federal level cannot alter decisions taken by decree or ordnance in 
the Regions/Communities [Marshall, 2002]. 

 

To this complexity, we can add the observation of the presence of a further layer: that of the European 
Union.  This has particular significance to Brussels, which is simultaneously a ‘centre’ at three levels: 
European centre (Parliament, Commission), Belgian Capital and Capital of the Flemish 
Region/Community.  

 

The Belgian case illustrates the two main points this chapter seeks to address: 

• firstly, and most immediately, the complexity of the institutional context; 

• secondly, more generally, the potential barriers to transferability of measures between contexts.  
For example, it could be in principle difficult to transfer a ‘national’ planning policy to a federal 
state with no single ‘national’ planning system [Marshall, 2002].  
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1.2. United Kingdom 

The United Kingdom has a complex constitutional context. Indeed, it lacks an overarching 
constitution and, as a result, the institutional structure is prone to constant change (often motivated by 
political objectives).  This complex situation starts with its nominal status as a kingdom (and what it is 
a kingdom of) as well as being a member state of the EU.  The following must be regarded as a 
simplification of the UK constitutional context. 

 

1.2.1. Supra-national level   

Although one of 15 EU states bonded at the supra-national level, the United Kingdom is 
simultaneously subject to the British Crown (Figure 1.2.).  The neighbouring Isle of Man and the 
Channel Islands are also subject to the British Crown, but are not part of the UK nor the EU.  The Isle 
of Man, geographically lying between Great Britain and Ireland, is an internally self-governing 
dependent territory of the Crown with a 1 000 year old Parliament.   The Channel Islands were part of 
the duchy of Normandy before the Norman conquest of England (1066), and while they remain 
domains of the Crown, they are not part of the UK.  There are two independent bailiwicks: Jersey and 
Guernsey, of which the latter includes the islands of Alderney and Sark, which have constitutions of 
their own [Marshall, 2002]. 

 

Figure 1.2. UK supra-national constitutional context 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.2.2. National levels 

The formal title of the country is ‘The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland’.  Even 
the first major division of the United Kingdom into its four principal constituent parts is not 
straightforward: these are the two ‘kingdoms’ of England and Scotland, the ‘principality’ of Wales 
and the ‘province’ of Northern Ireland (Figure 1.3.).  The first three form the island of Great Britain 
while the latter forms part of the island of Ireland.   
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Figure 1.3. The principal four-way division of the United Kingdom  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: Population figures are rounded to the nearest million (mid 2000 estimates) 

 

The United Kingdom is governed by the Parliament at Westminster.  There is a devolved Parliament 
of Scotland in Edinburgh, and devolved assemblies of Wales (Cardiff) and Northern Ireland (Belfast).  
Some transport and planning powers are devolved to Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland – although 
many other elements of government are retained in Westminster. Therefore, there is no ‘national’ UK 
transport or planning policy as such.   

 

Prior to devolution, many transport and planning powers were already devolved to executive 
departments of the Westminster Government: the Department of Environment in Northern Ireland, 
and the Scottish and Welsh Offices, each of which operated autonomously in many ways.  Subsequent 
to devolution, the residual Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR) 
became responsible primarily for planning and transport policy in England. In 2001, the DETR 
became the Department of Transport, Local Government and the Regions (DTLR), with 
Environmental issues devolved to DEFRA, and then in 2002 was split into departments dealing 
separately with transport (DfT) and planning (ODPM).  England has no directly corresponding 
political institution (parliament or executive).  It is ‘entirely subject to the administration of the UK 
Government in Westminster’.  The issue of political representation in connection with transport and 
planning competencies will be returned to later in this chapter [Marshall, 2002]. 
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1.2.3. Sub-national level 

It has been claimed that the UK is subject to more administrative boundary changes than the rest of 
Europe collectively.  Between 1991 and 2000 there were over 3 000 electoral ward/division boundary 
changes in England and Wales alone, and between 1995 and 1998 the whole local government 
structure was radically altered. 

 

Within England, there is a complex patchwork of administrative units, where it is possible to identify 
36 counties, 10 districts, 12 cities, 12 cities and boroughs, 47 boroughs, 29 London boroughs and 
3 royal boroughs.  Below these lie a layer of non-statutory Parish and Town Councils which have 
strictly limited powers relating only to very local issues. These may represent local views in planning 
and transport decision-making, but wield no legal powers (Figure 1.4.).  A similar but different 
structure exists for the Scotland parliament and the assemblies of Wales and Northern Ireland. 

 

Figure 1.4.  Administrative subdivisions of England 
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We can identify different policies at different levels. The following flow chart demonstrates the 
relationship between national and local transport planning instruments (Figure 1.5.): 

 

Figure 1.5.  Policy context expressed in a flow chart structure 

 

 

In recent years (1997-2002) there has been good integration in the sense that at each level each 
institution deals with both land use planning and transport planning competencies.  This was an 
improvement on the former situation where (1) at national level, there had been separate departments 
of Transport and the Environment (to 1997); and (2) transport policy was effectively handled at 
County level while local planning policy was handled at district/city council level (to 1996).   
However, in 2002 the integrated DTLR was succeeded by separate departments for transport (DfT) 
and planning (ODPM).  The ‘ideal’ solution of an integrated ‘super-ministry’ was thwarted because 
the resulting department was perceived to be too large and impractical. 

There is good integration of instruments at both the Regional and County level where land use and 
transport planning policy guidance is incorporated in a single document in each case.  At Unitary 
Authority level, there are separate instruments (LP and LTP); however, it should be noted that in each 
case these are carried out by a single department integrating planning and transportation issues 
[Marshall, 2002]. 
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1.3 Concluding discussion  

So far, this chapter has highlighted the differences of planning systems within Europe and also within 
countries and have gained some background understanding of institutional contexts through 
illustration of the cases of Belgium, United Kingdom.  We have observed complexity in terms of: 

• relationships between different geographical territories; 

• relationships between actors (policy-making institutions) at different levels; 

• the web of policies and responsibilities linking these. 

This has provided a background illustrating the difficulties of implementing major transport 
infrastructure projects.  These projects are large-scale and therefore rely on both vertical and 
horizontal coordination and the cooperation and agreement of the public and finance partners to 
achieve successful implementation. To understand these complexities further this report will now 
review and compare the current and evolving planning and implementation procedures for public 
infrastructure works in the European Member States.   This has been achieved by reviewing national 
procedures and local case studies (Chapter 3). 
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2. REVIEW OF PLANNING IN EUROPE 
 

2.1.      The planning process in Europe 

 
Although each EU Member State has its own planning system, there is also consistency between 
Member States concerning the importance of policy and procedural framework for managing land use 
change, and relating this to wider social, economic and environmental objectives.  There are therefore 
some common themes and key differences in the planning processes of each Member State.  These 
processes are more specifically described in Annex A.  This section however, provides an overview of 
planning in Europe, comparing and contrasting systems and establishing the general processes used to 
implement major transport infrastructure projects. 

 
At the national level all Member State governments have some responsibility for spatial planning, 
except in the case of Belgium.  Austria also has limited responsibilities.  However, in Greece central 
government has sole responsibility and central government is also important in the UK, Ireland and 
Luxembourg.  In Belgium and Austria the regional level plays the primary role.  Germany, Spain and 
Italy also have regions with strong autonomy from central government.  The remaining Member 
States have regional tiers of varying importance to spatial planning.  At the local level, local 
authorities have the primary responsibility of regulating land use and writing the local spatial plans, 
the exception being in Greece where the planning process is largely centralised.  Planning systems in 
the EU are increasingly moving from centralised to decentralised systems. 

 
All Member States therefore have a hierarchical organisation of plans and regulations from the 
national to local levels with each plan generally providing a framework (and sometimes being legally 
binding) to lower tier plans.  Almost all EU Member States have a similar approach to planning at the 
local level through the development of local spatial plans and regulation instruments.  However, there 
is variation at the national and regional as to the extent of planning.  Denmark and the Netherlands 
have spatial plans at the national level whereas other countries have no national planning.   

 
The plans outline the development intended for a specific area.  Therefore, the plans influence the 
decisions made concerning development.  Most countries can be characterised as having a planning 
system that is essentially rigid where the lower level plans conform with the higher order plans.  This 
provides a degree of certainty about what development will be permitted.  Where detailed plans at the 
local level have been prepared they are generally binding with limited discretion to allow for contrary 
decisions either to the detail or the general objectives of the plan.  Although this approach creates a 
degree of certainty, it does suffer from a lack of responsiveness in dealing with rapid technological, 
social and economic change, the growing demands for greater consideration of the environment, and 
for providing a wider role for the private sector to be increasingly engaged in implementation.  
Although each country has a unique planning system, there are three groups of countries which have 
similar relationships between plans and decision-making: 

 

1) Committed systems (Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal, 
Spain, Sweden) 

      In theory there is little formal discretion for departures to local planning instruments. 

2) Moderate systems (Belgium, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands) 

       Expectation that decisions and plans should be in conformity, but where mechanisms have been  
      introduced to enable greater discretion in decision making 
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3) Discretionary systems (UK) 

      Development proposals are considered on their individual merits, although there is expectation  
      that the development plan should prevail [EC, 1997a]. 
 

The issue of committed, moderate and discretionary systems is important in the case of implementing 
major infrastructure projects because, in theory, in the case of committed and moderate systems an 
infrastructure project could not be considered unless it is within the local binding plan.   

 

2.2. The decision-making process in Europe 

 

All countries have a system which controls development through permits normally obtained from 
local planning authorities.  As mentioned in the section above, development is controlled through 
regulations and binding or discretionary spatial plans. 

 

In Member States environmental considerations are becoming an increasingly important part of the 
decision-making process.  In 1985, the EC issued the ‘Environmental Impact Directive’ (85/337/EEC) 
which resulted in all Member States being obliged to consider the environmental impact of certain 
development projects (this included major infrastructure projects).  The Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) will identify, describe and assess the direct and indirect effects of the development 
on human beings, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climate, landscape, interactions of nature, material 
assets and cultural heritage.  A new directive issued in 1997 on Environmental Assessment 
(EC Directive 97/11/EC) supersedes the original directive from 1985 [EC, 1997b]. 

 

The EIA requires developers to compile detailed information about the likely environmental impacts 
of the development and the public authority makes this information available to the public.  An 
Environmental Statement is issued and authorities and the public are asked for their views.  Following 
the EIA and the public consultation the planning authority determines the application taking account 
of all the views.  The public is informed of the decision and the reasons behind the decision.  
Therefore, the decision making process for a major infrastructure project is required to include public 
consultation through the EIA procedure.  The length of time which the EIA and public consultation 
takes can result in time delays to a development.  However, some countries have fixed time limits for 
a decision to determine permission as shown in table 2.1 [EC, 1997a].   
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Table 2.1.  Time limits attached to the main permit 

Member State Time formally allowed 
for decision 

Delay for third party 
rights 

Life of permit 

Austria 3 months  2-3 years 

Belgium 75 days 
(Flemish, Walloon 

regions) 

135 days (Brussels) 

30-60 days 1-2 years (F/W) 

2-3 years (B) 

Denmark No time limit  1 year 

Finland No time limit  3 years 

France 2-5 months 2 months 2-3 years 

Germany 2-3 months  3 years 

Greece 15 days  3 years 

Ireland 2 months  5 years 

Italy 90 days 60 days 1 year 

Luxembourg 3 months  2-10 years 

Netherlands 12 weeks 6 weeks No time limit unless 
specified by municipal 
building regulations 

Portugal 30-50 days  Varies 

Spain Specified by local 
authority 

1 month Varies, set by developer 
in application 

Sweden No time limit  2 years 

UK 8-16 weeks  5 years 

 

 

2.3. Planning major infrastructure projects 
 
A major infrastructure project in most Member States would be subject to the procedure described 
above - establishing whether a project can be permitted against the spatial plans and going through an 
EIA and public consultation before being given permission to develop. The increased decentralisation 
of responsibility for planning, particularly for the granting of permits is positive for relevant planning 
except in the delay it can cause in the implementation of national planning policies and projects - 
especially major infrastructure projects that are of national significance. Major infrastructure projects 
are further complicated due to their size and influence on a large number of local authorities, their 
costs and their significance to countries and regions.  This can result in the planning and decision 
processes for major infrastructure projects being lengthy and costly.   

 

Therefore, current planning systems are not necessarily the most efficient at implementing major 
infrastructure projects.  It is evident from literature studied that planning systems in the EU are 
undergoing continuous change, responding to political, economic, social and ideological forces.  
A number of major trends are discernible, although they tend to be more advanced in Member States 
with a long history of spatial planning.  
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There is growing awareness that spatial planning is one component in a much wider variety of issues.  
Transport is increasingly recognised as one issue related to spatial planning.  Therefore, a more 
comprehensive and complex form of spatial planning is evolving, which moves away from purely 
physical matters of location and land use to a wider concern with social, economic, environmental and 
political matters (this is seen in the development of EIA).  Some Member States, notably Denmark, 
have moved to broaden spatial planning to address wider issues such as transport.  The Netherlands 
have separate sectoral policies with an independent planning policy at the national level which 
coordinates these from the point of view of land use and strategic spatial development.  This 
development does not simplify the task of the planner but sector policies take account of wider 
regional and territorial implications [CEC, 1994]. 

 

Another trend is the streamlining of planning procedures - especially in those Member States with 
complex planning systems.  A number of Member States are adapting their procedures in order to 
reduce the time taken to decide on proposed infrastructure schemes.  In the Netherlands, recent 
legislation has been designed to enable the State to reduce the time taken by consultation procedures 
between national, regional and local authorities concerning the planning of major infrastructure 
projects [CEC, 1994].   

 

Debate surrounding how to plan and implement major infrastructure projects in the most efficient way 
is found in all the Member States.  There is considerable variation in procedures, reflecting the very 
different constitutional, legal, cultural and other conditions in each country or region. In addition, 
major infrastructure projects are unique and therefore many of the barriers to implementation are also 
unique to each project. Although the formal process of approval in some countries may appear to 
follow a similar course the reality is that there is much negotiation going on outside the formal 
system. The following conclusions summarise the main components of the approval process.  

 

2.3.1. Initiating major infrastructure projects 

 

In most of the countries (with the exception of Greece), national and regional governments adopt 
sectoral planning documents, spatial development plans or programmes at national and/or regional 
levels that provide an important context for decisions on individual projects. They may take the form 
of general spatial development frameworks such as the National Planning Report and Spatial 
Development Perspective (Denmark); national sectoral plans such as the Dutch national Traffic and 
Transport Plan and the German sector plans. In some cases they include long-term programmes 
identifying specific schemes to be developed of national significance, as in the case of France.  
The procedure for preparation and adoption of these policies takes a variety of forms and includes 
consultation, but mainly with statutory agencies, local authorities and interest groups. In a number of 
cases a clear national policy related to major infrastructure is seen to be a prerequisite for the approval 
and subsequent implementation process.  However, this approach is not currently used in all countries 
to the same extent, e.g. the UK [EC, 1997a].  

 

In Europe, the initiators of major public infrastructure schemes are generally central government or 
from infrastructure companies which are either publicly owned (France), semi-public (France and 
Germany), or a combination of public private partnerships.  However in the UK, major infrastructure 
works are often instigated at the local level. 
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2.3.2. Separation of in-principle decisions and decisions on the specific details 

 

Some of the Member States make a distinction to some extent between the decision in-principle to 
proceed with the project and the detailed decisions on precise location, design, etc through the use of a 
two-stage decision making process.  The first decision may be related to the national policy 
framework and be made by the national Parliament.  Once permission is granted in-principle at the 
first stage, the second stage process will be conducted at the local level and be more concerned with 
design and routing, etc.  France, Italy and the Netherlands all present clear examples of how this can 
be done. The UK are moving towards a similar procedure.  

 

2.3.3. Special legislation 

 

There is regular use of special legislation in the form of an act or decree in many EU Member States.  
The UK use the hybrid bill procedure which forms the first stage of a two stage process, making the 
decision in-principle and leaving the detail to the normal land use planning process (with provision for 
central intervention if necessary).  The law approving the project will set out the procedure to be 
followed for detailed approval.  This approach is also used in Denmark, Italy, France, Germany and 
the Netherlands. It may take the form of a single piece of legislation for a specific project, or a decree 
relating to a number of major infrastructure projects (as in France). It appears that special legislation 
is used to cover all forms of approval needed. There is little direct consultation on such legislation 
although informal inter-departmental negotiation on the project is common at this stage. The 
frequency of the use of special procedures or special legislation and approvals for major infrastructure 
projects varies from country to country, although it is generally low. 

 

2.3.4. Advisory bodies 

 

Advisory bodies are sometimes used to discuss and elaborate proposals for major infrastructure 
projects particularly at the early stages of a proposal. They serve to ensure a managed debate where 
many interests can be considered. For example, in France a national commission for public debate 
considers major projects and advises on feasibility and viability, need and other matters. Its 
conclusions are advisory but an important contribution to the government’s consideration of projects. 
It is envisaged that its role may be strengthened, particularly for projects of national interest. In Italy a 
non-statutory conference can be convened to discuss projects. They comprise national and regional 
representatives, and experts drawn from technical, academic and other sectors. The conference in 
Italy, and to a lesser extent the commission in France, help to limit subsequent debate on certain 
issues at the later stages.  

 

2.3.5. The land use planning process, consultation, objection, hearings and appeal 

 

The land use planning process plays a part in approval of major infrastructure projects – either for the 
whole decision or the second stage decisions. As with other projects the decision will normally allow 
for widespread public consultation on the proposal (but not decisions already made in a first stage or 
in countries which have national planning frameworks) and rights to formally object when a detailed 
proposal is made. In some countries there is a right for third party appeal after the final decision to a 
higher authority (as in France, to an Administrative Tribunal or in the Netherlands to the Council of 
State) but this is generally limited to procedural rather than substantive issues, but causes further 
delays in the procedure. 
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Inevitably for major infrastructure projects there are likely to be consents and approval requirement 
covering different types of legislation, for example, land use planning, utility consents and 
environmental permits. In most Member States the approval is both binding on all lower authorities 
and covers all the necessary permits and consents.  

 

The use of environmental impact assessment legislation has introduced a statutory requirement for 
public consultation. This is coordinated within the planning process, and any consultation 
requirements within it.  Aside from the formal opportunities for consultation and objection, it is 
evident from the case studies (Chapter 3) that there is extensive informal consultation between the 
promoter of the project (usually a government department, agency, etc.) and a whole range of 
departments and government agencies, interest groups, local authorities, and others.  

 

2.3.6. Hearings/planning inquiries 

 

In most Member States hearings are used as part of the normal planning procedure, although there 
may be restrictions on who can object and appeal. Hearings tend to take the form of an open public 
meeting in which people are allowed to voice their objections after submission in writing (as in Italy 
and France). Hearings may be time limited.  For example, in the Netherlands there are limits 
established under the Tracéwet Act, and in Germany under the Planfeststellungsverfahren process. 
The delay in considering objections is a problem elsewhere, as in the United Kingdom.  For example, 
in the Netherlands planning inquiries following the issue of a directive or order from the government 
usually last between 18 to 24 months but can take much longer for more controversial projects.  

 

2.3.7. Time taken 

 

There is very little evidence from literature or the case studies in Chapter 3 that major infrastructure 
projects are approved quicker under particular planning procedures.  For example, approvals for major 
road schemes in France take up to ten years from inception to approval, and there are also some 
examples of major ‘delays’. However, there are examples of particular major schemes proceeding 
from initial inception to implementation within shorter time periods. For example, the Vasco da Gama 
Bridge in Portugal was approved in seven years.  The approval of major projects is a controversial 
issue, the case studies in Chapter 3 show that much depends on the individual circumstances. 

 

2.4. Review and reform of procedures 

 

In several countries new laws have been introduced or proposed in recent years in order to speed up 
approval procedures for major projects.  However, these new approaches are new and cannot be 
evaluated through case study analysis. 

 

2.4.1. Germany 

 

In Germany, infrastructure routes are specified by a single procedure for large public projects called 
the Planfeststellungsverfahren (statutory plan approval procedure) on the basis of the 
Verwaltungsverfahrensgesetz (Federal and State Acts of Administrative Procedures).  The Federal Act 
of Administrative Procedures was amended in 1996 by the Verkehrswege-Planungs-
Beschleunigungsgesetz (Act for Speeding up Approval Procedures).  This Act includes a special 
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approval procedure which has several stages and sets strict time limits for consultation and decision 
making.  This procedure includes public inquiries in municipalities, which are affected by any major 
infrastructure proposals.  In terms of decision-making it replaces the personal notification of objectors 
(if there are more than 50) by notification through public information in the newspapers.  In addition, 
following re-unification, the Act shortened the time taken to implement transport projects in Berlin 
and those linking the new and old Länder. It allowed specific major transport projects to be permitted 
by means of the adoption of federal legislation. There is no need to undertake any other approval 
procedures for such projects. 

 

2.4.2. The Netherlands 

 
In the Netherlands the “Tracéwet”(Tracé Act) was implemented to speed up the granting of planning 
permission for major rail, road and waterway projects. This procedure includes public consultation at 
three limited stages. The Tracéwet regulates the route for major roads, national rail network and main 
waterways.  It will be several years before the value of these changes can be assessed. 

 

A note is prepared by the Minister for Transport and Water Management which shows the proposed 
route of the major infrastructure project. The public can give their opinion on this route for a period of 
four weeks. A number of people must be consulted during the preparation of the note, including the 
provinces, municipalities and water boards. The note must also include a number of alternatives. 

 

The next stage involves the publication of a draft route note, for which objections can be lodged for a 
period of eight weeks. There is then four months for the public authorities involved to make their 
reactions to the draft note known. The minister then makes his position known on the route, which is 
then made into a draft decision. This draft decision is then sent to the other public authorities and put 
on public display. 

 

Provincial and municipal councils are required to make their reactions known within 12 weeks, 
including whether they will be prepared to cooperate with the necessary planning procedures. The 
minister, in agreement with the Minister for VROM makes a decision about the route within 
5 months, which is made known formally. If it is found that the provincial councils have decided not 
to cooperate at the same time as the route is decided, the minister gives a directive to the province to 
amend its regional plan. If the municipal councils decide not to cooperate, the minister can direct 
them to change their binding local spatial plan.  The council of State can appeal against the decision 
about the route. If provinces and municipalities have agreed to cooperate with the planning procedures 
necessary for the route, this must be done within a year of the decision of the route.  

 

People wishing to object or appeal against those planning procedures may not base their objections on 
the decision of the route (opportunity for doing that has already passed). The minister has to apply to 
the relevant authority if the infrastructure requires one or more permits. If that authority fails to issue 
it in time, then the relevant minister can issue the permit. 



Planning and implementation procedures in public  infrastructure works in the EU Member States  

 18 PE 326.268 

2.4.3. The UK 

 

The UK government recognises that large infrastructure projects are complex and often needs to be 
approved under a variety of statutory regimes.  Nearly all of the authorisation processes in the UK 
involve a public inquiry.  In July 2001, the UK government announced a package of measures to 
speed up planning decisions on major projects in order to minimise delays and uncertainty.  The 
package included a proposal there should be new procedures to enable Parliament to approve a project 
in principle before detailed examination at a subsequent public inquiry.  In December 2001 the 
government published , in association with the Planning Green Paper, a consultation paper concerning 
the implementation of major infrastructure projects.  The proposals in the Government’s consultation 
paper include: 

• Statements of Government policy before major infrastructure projects are considered in the 
planning system; 

• A mechanism for deciding which projects would be treated as major infrastructure projects; 

• A new procedure which would give Parliament the opportunity to approve projects in principle 
prior to consideration of detailed issues at a public inquiry; 

• Amended public inquiry procedures; and 

• Reductions in delays at other stages of the process. 

 

It is expected that a revision to the current major infrastructure procedure will be in place, based on 
the proposals above, when the Planning White Paper is published in 2003. 

 

Table 1 provides a comparative matrix of procedures in the 15 Member States. 
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Table 2.2.  Comparison of national approaches to implementation of major infrastructure projects 

 

Country Legislation and 
Decrees 

Environmental Assessment 
and Public Consultation 

Statutory 
Timeframes 

Financial 
Arrangements  

Implementation and Construction Agencies 

Austria Decree EIA required  Federal budget 
and tariff unions 

Special agencies  

Belgium Government Orders, 
Decrees/Legislation.  

EIA required  

 

 Regional budgets Public sector regional authorities 

Denmark Parliamentary Act 
National Directive 

EIA required One eight week 
period open to all 

State Investments 
and user 
payments 

Public sector Ministry of Transport, e.g. Sealand-Funen ‘Great-
Belt’ road-railway bridge and tunnel (18 km) funded by loans of 
the state-owned company given by private sector and repayment 

over 35 years. 

Finland  EIA required  Central 
government 

Public/private partnerships 

France Government Decree 
‘Déclaration d’utilité 

Publique’ 

EIA required Government had 
18 months to pass 
or decline Decree 

Central 
government  

Semi-public companies e.g. Normandia Bridge opened in 1995, 
construction company loans guaranteed by four municipalities. 

Germany Federal Act Bund and 
Länder 

EIA required Planfeststellungs-
verfahren process 
One month for 
comments on EIA 

Federal budget Partnerships 

Greece Common Ministerial 
Decisions/Circulars. 

EIA required  Public Investment 
Programme and 
EU funding 

Special agencies supervised by Directorate of Transport 
Development. 

e.g. Egnatia Motorway and Expressway (687 km) with funding 
40% Greek public and 60% EU; expected to open in 2010. 

Ireland  EIA required   Joint ventures 
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Italy Parliamentary Act 
Government Decree 

EIA required Only 30 days for 
EIA comments 

Central 
government 

Public/private partnerships, e.g. Messina Bridge to be open by 
2006, being built by ‘Messina-strait Co.’, funding from foreign 

banks, insurance companies and investment funds. 

Luxembourg  EIA required   Public sector 

Portugal Decree Law EIA required  Government and 
EU 

Public sector Directorate General for Terrestrial Transport, e.g. 
Vasco da Gama Bridge opened in 1998, funded by EU Cohesion 

Fund, government subsidies and tolls of the old bridge. 

Spain  EIA required   Public sector 

Sweden Expropriation Act EIA required  Central 
government 

Public sector e.g. Copenhagen-Malmö link, 24 years for loan 
repayments. 

Swedish National Rail Administration for rail projects 

The 
Netherlands 

Council of Ministers 
Tracé Act 

EIA required Tracé Act 
intended to speed 
up planning 
process 

Central 
government 

Partnerships 

United 
Kingdom 

Transport and Works 
Act 1992, Hybrid 
Bills, Special 

Development Order  

EIA required New rules set 
limits for parts of 
Inquiry procedure 

Central 
government 

Public/private partnerships, e.g. Channel Tunnel High Speed Link 
(CTRL) and a private consortia funded Dartford Bridge linking 
M25, used Design, Build, Operate and Maintain (DBOM) 

Secretary of State for Transport and Highways Agency 
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3. CASE STUDIES  
 

The following case studies have been reviewed from France, Germany, Greece, Portugal and the UK.  
Each case study has revealed the difficulties with planning and implementation and highlights some 
of the general issues related to the national procedures as well as the specific issues unique to each 
case. 

Table 3.1.   Major infrastructure project case studies 

Countries Major infrastructure projects 

France TGV Eastern 

TGV Méditerranée  

TGV Lyon-Turin 'La Transalpine' 

Orléans' Tramway 

Germany High-Speed Train Link: Cologne-Rhine/Main 

Greece Athens Metro 

Attiki Odos Road – Greece  

Egnatia-Odos Highway 

Rio-Antirrio Bridge – Greece 

Portugal Vasco da Gama Bridge 

UK Manchester Metrolink 

Midlands Metro 

Croydon Tramlink 

Channel Tunnel Rail Link 

 

3.1. France 

 
The following three case studies are typical examples of the procedure undertaken when planning a 
national rail line in France.  Once the project is declared of public interest the negotiation process on 
technical matters between the State, local authorities and other interests is usually very time 
consuming.  Although the three projects have many similarities and follow the same planning process 
there are significant differences in terms of process duration. 

The French planning process differs according to the type of transport infrastructure.  The planning 
process of rail infrastructure projects is ruled by two different acts (1991 & 1992) which consider 
5 different phases: 

1. Preparatory discussions to assess the appropriateness of the project and the schedule of 
conditions; 

2. First series of preliminary studies (EP) to help the design of the line's location; 

3. Second series of preliminary studies (APS) looking at the location in a more detailed way in order 
to choose the line's final location; 

4. Public consultation followed by the Declaration of Public Interest (DUP) leading to a decree; 

5. A series of studies into different aspects of the project, e.g. technical, environmental and socio-
economic aspects. 
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TGV Est (high speed train eastern link) – France 
 
This project has a strong European dimension, it has been chosen as one of the 14 Trans-European 
Transport Network (TEN) priority projects.  This chronology presents the planning process including 
the approval of the project as a whole and the detailed process of the planning of the first portion of 
this trans-European high speed train line linking Paris to Strasbourg. 
 
Preliminary studies into the possible development of a TGV Est were carried out by a team of experts 
(Mission Lagnier) in 1985 on behalf of central government. The government in association with 
SNCF (French railways) published the first general report in 1990.  The report contained the results of 
the feasibility studies and informal consultation with local authorities. 
 
In April 1992, TGV Est was included in a national policy document in relation to the development of 
the French rail system (Schéma Directeur National des liaisons ferroviaires) and approved by decree. 
Start of the DUP∗ process. September 1992 saw the draft agreement signed between French Ministers 
and Ministers from Germany and Luxembourg confirming the connection of the TGV Est to the rail 
network of the two other countries. 
 
The French government restated its intention to invest in new rail infrastructure projects during 1993. 
Nine new high-speed trains were proposed including the TGV Est line in accordance with the Trans-
European Transport Network (TEN) scheme.  
 
Between 1993 and 1996 the contracting authority (semi-public company Réseau Ferré de France) 
carried out preliminary studies (dossier d'avant-projet) on the environmental and socio-economic 
impacts of the TGV Est project, alongside the public consultation process. In May 1996, the French 
Government declared the TGV Est as a project of Public Interest (DUP).  
 
The draft agreement was signed in 1997 after several months of negotiations between the contracting 
authorities, the government, the SNCF and the local authorities, allowing final technical and financial 
studies to be undertaken.  The final agreement was signed between all relevant interests describing the 
financial and technical implications of the building of the first section of the new rail link (Paris-
Strasbourg). This was followed by a very complex period of financial negotiations. The first building 
works were scheduled to start during 2001. 
 
The European dimension of the project made the project process more complicated and implied 
delays: one year separates the decree of Public Interest (DUP) from the beginning of the preliminary 
studies. 
 
85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 

A Mission created in 1985 undertakes 
feasibility studies on the possible 
development of the TGV EST-Europe  

 

 

   Project of TGV EST approved by decree 

EIA 

 

May 1996: the Project is 
declared of Public Interest by 
decree 

1997: Agreement signed 

Construction work 
begins 2001 

 
                                                 

∗ DUP: An administrative procedure in order to state if the project is of 'Public Interest' and deserves public 
funding.  
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TGV Méditerranée (high speed train southern link) – France 
 
In 1989 a team of experts (Mission Querrien) undertook the first studies on the possible development 
of the TGV Méditerranée.  The Minister of Transport to the Declaration of Public Utility launched 
preliminary studies according to the 'Mission Querrien' propositions.  The Minister of Transport asked 
a team of eight independent experts for a second assessment of the project in May 1992. In October of 
the same year, confirmation was made of the options proposed by the SNCF and the Declaration of 
Public Utility was launched. 
 
In 1993 an interdepartmental committee confirmed that the construction of the TGV Méditerranée 
would go ahead. The decree of Public Utility was signed in 1994. In 1995, the Minister of Transport 
approved the technical and financial aspects of the project.  The construction of the TGV 
Méditerranée began in 1999. The first section of the track was completed in June 2001, between 
Marseille and Lyon. 

 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

1989 

Mission Querrien  
created + feasibility  
studies 

 

Transport Minister 
approves the project 

 

Further preliminary 
studies 

EIA 

 

1994 

Declaration of Public 
Interest by decree 

 

1995: Project approved 

Technical and financial negotiations  

 

Construction begins 1999 (completion of first section of 
track June 2001) 

 

 

TGV Lyon-Turin 'La Transalpine' 

 
In recent years the French government has radically changed its transport policy in order to achieve a 
better balance between road and rail transport by developing freight rail transport. There is concern in 
the Alps region about lorry traffic.  The new TGV Lyon-Turin will help to reduce lorry traffic across 
the Alps and make rail freight more competitive.  The new line is expected to double freight rail 
transport within 10 years.  

 

The planning of this major project is complex and thus is taking a long time. Firstly, this new 
infrastructure concerns both freight and passenger transport. Secondly, it crosses the French-Italian 
border, which means that transnational agreements have to be signed according to two different 
planning systems.  Finally it requires the excavation of a 52km long tunnel (longer than the channel 
tunnel), which is time-consuming and complex to finance.  There are also questions regarding the 
economic viability of the project. 

 

Preliminary studies into the possible development of a TGV Lyon-Turin were carried out by the 
SNCF in 1991 and 1992 on the section between Lyon and the tunnel's French entrance. 
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A representative of the Rhone-Alps region was instrumental in transforming the project into a 
regional long-term development programme and encouraging its development [Giorgi and Pohoryles, 
1999].  In March 1993 the Transport Minister asked for a debate on the economic and social interest 
of the project and to carry out complementary studies (1993). In February 1994 the Transport Minister 
confirmed the main options of the project and defined the schedule of conditions. New preliminary 
studies started (dossier d'Avant-Projet Sommaire, APS). The same year the project was declared a 
'priority' during the European Summit of Heads of State.  Public consultation was carried out between 
October 1997 and January 1998.  In April 1999 a convention between the central Government, the 
Rhone-Alps Region, the SNCF and RFF (Réseau Ferré de France) relating to the costs of the project 
was signed.   

 

In January 2001 the French and Italian Transport Ministers formally agreed to the construction of the 
international section of the project.  The agreement involves a rail tunnel of 53 km.  The tunnel's 
completion is expected in 2012, and should link Lyon to Turin in 90 minutes by 2015. 

 

Orléans Tramway – France 
 
This project shows how the planning process of a local transport infrastructure project in France 
depends on central government agreement even if the most important part of the planning process is 
conducted at a local level.  This project also illustrates the way French planning tries to be more 
flexible, creating inter-communal partnerships and contracts with semi-public companies.  

 
Feasibility studies were carried out during October 1992 for the implementation of a segregated 
public transport system (2 lines), carried out by a semi-public company (SEMTAO). 

 
In May 1995 the partnership of communes (Orléans area) (SIVOM) chose a tramway as the preferred 
public transport system.  A proposal for a tramway system was transmitted to central government for 
approval. The decision was made to conduct in-depth studies and public consultations (concertation 
préalable).  

 
In November 1995 the SIVOM decided that SEMTAO would carry out the construction of the first 
tramway line. Public consultation (concertation préalable) was carried out between January and 
March 1996. This was followed by a Public Utility Enquiry (Enquête d'utilité publique) during 
November and December of the same year. 

 
In December 1996 the SIVOM voted in favour of the construction of the tramway lines on condition 
that central government funding would be provided.  The decision to construct the lines was made in 
March 1997.  In July 1998 the central government declared the project to be of Public Utility. 
Construction work for the Orléans tramway began in August 1998. 

 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

Feasibility studies carried out 
by a semi-public company 
(SEMTAO) mandated by the 
communes' partnership 
(SIVOM) 

July 1998  

Declaration of Public Interest 

Works start in August 1998 
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3.2. Germany 

 

High-Speed Train Link: Cologne-Rhine/Main – Germany 

 
The high-speed rail link between Cologne and Rhine/Main involved 219km of new track, including 
several new railway stations. It was hoped that the railway link would significantly reduce travel 
times between the two major conurbations and act as a link between the Cologne/Bonn and 
Frankfurt/Main airports to the High-Speed-Train network.  

In 1985 proposals for the rail track were listed in the Federal Plan for Transport Infrastructure as a 
priority project of national significance. The exact route was not established in the plan, subsequent 
analysis was undertaken to narrow the route options down. 

In 1989 Federal parliament ratified the Minister for Transport decision to locate the route on the right-
bank of the Rhine. A Raumordnungsverfahren begins in each of the three-concerned Länder. 
The process included the carrying out of an EIA, economic assessment studies, technical feasibility 
studies etc. The three Länder coordinate their procedures, each of which takes several years to 
complete. Consultation was undertaken and approximately 1000 objections were received for each of 
the 48 sections of the track during the consultation process. 

The final decision on routing was made between 1993 and 1994 following the 
Raumordnungsverfahren. The project developer (DB AG) submitted details and technical plans of the 
route to the Eisenbahnbundesamt and the responsible regional authorities. Extensive public 
consultation and information was included in the procedure. 

After approval had been gained under the Planfestellungsverfahren procedure (the procedure in which 
infrastructure routes are specified by a single procedure for large public projects), construction 
commenced for some sections in December 1995. Planfestellungsverfahren approval for the whole 
line was finally received in December 1998.  The project was planned before the Verkehrswege-
Planungs-Beschleunigungsgesetz (Act for Speeding up Approval Procedures) came into effect.. 

Although large parts of the new railway track run parallel to an existing motorway, many discussions 
were held about the final route of the line and the location of railway stations. In February 1999, the 
project developer announced that there would be a one-year delay in the completion of the rail link 
due to delays in the planning approval procedures and because of the need to change the existing 
plans (for nature conservation reasons and unexpected geological difficulties which increased the total 
cost of the project). 

Construction of the remaining sections followed. Construction of the South Main section was 
completed in May 1999 and the new railway station, "Frankfurt Airport", become operational. 

 

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

1985 

Project listed in the Federal Plan for 
Transport Infrastructure as a priority 
project of national significance. 

 

1985-1989 

project location studies and decision 
by the Transport Minister 

 

Routing Decision 
(Raumordnungsverfahren) 

EIA, economic, technical studies 

 
1993-1994 

Final decision on the Route, detailed project 
submitted to the Federal Railway Agency 
and the responsible regional authorities 

 

Construction commenced in 
December 1995, completed 
in December 1999. 
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3.3. Greece 

 
Athens Metro – Greece 
 
The idea of implementing a metro system in Athens has been considered for many decades.  Previous 
to its construction, there was an existing Athens to Pireas metro line, and it was decided that a new 
line was needed to supplement this one. Urban sprawl has become an increasing problem in Athens 
and its surrounding region, with road traffic often coming to a standstill during rush hours. The new 
metro line idea was conceived as a means of relieving congestion and providing an attractive 
alternative to the car for commuters. It is expected that the new metro will carry up to 450,000 
passengers a day, which should considerably reduce the amount of traffic on Athens’ roads.  

 
The planning process for the metro began in the late 1970s. This involved planning and designing the 
two metro lines, structures and utilities and the stations it would require. It was not until the early 
1990s that the project was confirmed.  This highlights the issues sometimes evident with plan-led 
projects compared to development-led projects.  The contract between the Greek State represented by 
the Minister of the Environment, Physical Planning and Public Works and the Olympic Metro 
Consortium was signed on 19 June 1991. This was ratified by the Greek Parliament and came into 
effect on 18 July 1991 under Law 1955.  

 
Attiko Metro S.A was established under a private law in the form of a "société anonyme" by Law 
1955 of 18 July 1991. The purpose of Attiko Metro was to supervise the design, construction, 
organisation, administration, operation, exploitation and development of the metro network. Until 
completion of the project, Attiko Metro was supervised by the Ministry of the Environment, Physical 
Planing and Public Works. All permits, including building permits, were granted by the minister.  The 
construction of the Metro began on 15 November of the same year. Construction took a total of 
8 years, opening to the public in January 2000. 

 
The overall planning process, from the initial conception of the Athens Metro idea, took over 
20 years. The delays in the planning process were mainly due the planning stages in the 1970s and 
1980s where it seems that the plan-led approach resulted in slow implementation.  Delays in the 
Greek planning system are often due to the requirement that protection of Greek heritage is integrated 
into environmental policy. 

 

Planning of the Athens Metro 

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1989 1990 1991 

Planning of the Athens Metro began in the 1970s. It was not until 1991 that the project was confirmed and 
a contract signed between the Greek State represented by Minister of the Environment, Physical Planning 
and Public Works and the Olympic Metro Consortium. Construction commenced soon after in 1992. 

  

 

 

 

Attiki Odos Road – Greece  
 
The Attiki Odos road is a modern motorway made up of two main motorways. They are the Elefsina 
Stavros Sparta A.P. (52.4 km) and the Imittos Western Peripheral motorway (12.9 km). It consists of 
three lanes each way and an emergency lane. The aim of the motorway was to produce a ring road for 
Athens to reduce congestion and traffic in its greater area. The project is part of the Trans European 
Network (TENs). It is estimated that when the motorway is complete, it will have 170,000 users a 
day, rising to around 250,000 by 2015. 
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The scheme follows the Build, Operate and Transfer (BOT) scheme. The concessionaire is Attiki 
Odos A.S, a consortium of 12 Greek contractors.  Attiki Odos will operate the ring road as 
concessionaire for a maximum of 23 years, which includes the design and construction stages. There 
will be a maximum period of 18 years for operating the completed road. 

 
The planning of the Athens ring road began in 1990 when the Greek Government commissioned a 
number of feasibility studies.  In 1993, Attiki Odos and two other groups were short-listed to bid for 
the contract. The bid submission took place in February 1995 and in March of 1996 the concession 
was awarded to Attiki Odos. 

 
May 1996 saw the execution of the contract commencement of preliminary works. Approval of 
GRD 220 billion financing by the European Investment Bank was granted in July 1996. 
On 16 December 1996 the Greek government ratified the concession contract by law 2445/96. 

 
Construction began on certain sections of the highway in August 1997. It is expected that construction 
of the Attiki Odos motorway will be completed in December 2003. 

 

Planning of the Attiki Odos Highway 

 
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

Feasibility studies for the Attiki Odos 
Highway were commissioned in 1990. 

Three groups short-listed  to bid for the 
contract. Concession awarded to Attiki 
Odos in March 1996. 

Construction of 
motorway 
commenced August 
1997. 

 

 

Egnatia Odos Highway – Greece 
 
The ambitious Egnatia Odos highway will link the Turkish national road system at the Greek border 
town of Kipi, through the major centres of Alexandroupoli, Komotini, Xathi, Kaval, Thessaloniki, 
Veria, Kozani, Grevena and Ioannina to the Ionian port of Igoumenitsa. The route will connect 
countries of the European Union with the Balkans and the East. Without the highway, journey times 
from east to west are currently 11 hours by road, it is thought that the construction of the Egnatia 
Odos highway will reduce the time by as much as half.  It is one of the 14 trans-European network 
(TENs) routes. 

 
The overall length of the highway is 687 km and it is a dual carriageway. As it is such a major 
infrastructure project, it has been split into 50 major contracts. The highway consists of 35 junctions 
with the existing road network, 350 overbridges/underpasses, 190 major bridges, 11 grade separated 
crossings of railway lines and 15 major tunnels. 60% of the funding for the project has come from the 
European Union, with the remaining 40% being financed by the Greek State. 

 
Planning of such a major project has not been without many obstacles and hurdles in the process. 
The feasibility of a trans-national highway was first examined by the Greek Government in the 1960s. 
The design of the highway began in the 1970s. It was not until the 1980s that the construction process 
started. 
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By 1994 about 121km of the Egnatia highway had been constructed by the Greek government. 
Egnatia Odos, a state-owned client company, was set up in 1995 by the Greek Government to achieve 
progress and coordinate the project. As the road had previously been completed in small sections 
along the length of the route, often to different standards and specifications, Egnatia Odos had to do 
some detailed design work to ensure coordination of the separate elements and to speed up the 
implementation phase. It is thought that the highway will be completed between 2003 and 2005. 

 
Much of the planning of the project has been concerned with the environmental and conservation 
impacts that the highway may have during and after construction.  The northern section of he highway 
cuts through the Pindus mountain range.  A number of sections have had to be redesigned to meet 
environmental demands.  A tunnel to avoid disfiguring the environment around the ancient site will 
cover the section of the highway running through the Dodoni valley.  In the Greneva region, a 40km 
section has been redesigned to preserve the migration path for brown bears, a protected species in 
Greece.  The section crossing the Nestos delta had to be redesigned as it is a wildlife sanctuary.  
Tunnels and bridges have been incorporated into the design around the village of Metsovo, which has 
become a centre for environmental tourism. 

 
It is the first large-scale infrastructure project to apply a system of environmental management. 
Environmental management systems consist of organising and implementing environmental 
protection measures in the design, construction and operation stages of projects. There have been 
many tools used in the design process of the project for the protection of the environment. These 
include designs for environmental licensing (pre-licence of routing, EIA studies, permits for 
interventions in forest areas, archaeological licences, licences for the installation and operation of 
quarries). 

 

Planning of the Egnatia Odos Highway 

1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 

Planning of the Egnatia 
Highway begins in the 1960s 
by Greek Government. 
Feasibility studies are carried 
out. 

Design of the highway 
route commences 
during the 1970s.  

The route is divided into many contracts, construction 
commences on parts all along the route during the 
1980s. 

 

 

Rio-Antirrio Bridge – Greece 
 
100 years after the Rio-Antirrio Bridge was first suggested by the then Prime Minister, the Greek 
Government decided to invite tenders for building a fixed link on the Corinth Gulf Strait in 1980. 
The bridge forms part of the PAThE highway, which is currently under construction, and stretches 
730km between Patra and Evzoni.  

 
The first international call for tender for the Rio-Antirrio bridge was launched in 1980. It failed to go 
further than the first stage concerning indication of interest and making general proposals. Following 
this failed tendering attempt, a series of research operations were conducted during 1986 and 1987 to 
ascertain conditions in the region of the project to facilitate the second tendering process.  

 
International tendering was conducted in 1987 for the projects’ study, construction and funding. Five 
joint ventures participated in tendering in March 1988, but two were excluded before bids were 
opened due to blatant violation of tendering terms. Bids made by the remaining joint ventures 
contained considerable technical problems that could not be ultimately overcome and so in 
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December 1990 it was decided to cancel the second round of tendering. After this cancellation, the 
environment, town planning and public works ministry started the present tendering process calling 
for bids containing details on study, construction, funding and exploitation. 

 
According to the new call for tenders, only solutions concerning a high stable bridge (either 
suspended or using cables) and a floating bridge were acceptable. Tenders by candidates were 
submitted on 1 December 1993. From the six bidders, two were chosen as finalists with the Gefyra 
consortium beating the Rio-Antirrio consortium. 

 
Evaluation of the Gefyra bid began in January 1994 by a special committee set up to evaluate bids. 
Another government committee for assigning the project unanimously called for the Gefyra bid to be 
accepted by the state in October 1994.   

 
In 1996 the concession contract for the design, construction, financing, maintenance and operation of 
the Rio-Antirrio bridge was signed between the Hellenic Republic and Gefyra S.A..  It was not until 
December 1997 that the financial agreement was concluded.  

 
In this case, it was the nature of the project that delayed the planning process, rather than the way in 
which infrastructure projects are planned. The area planned for the bridge is subject to deep waters, 
seismic activity and bad terrain. These factors had to be taken into consideration in the design and 
tendering stages of planning and often, due to lack of technology, the correct methods were not 
presented – therefore delaying finalising of the project and construction. 

 

Planning of the Rio-Antirrio Bridge 

80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 

 

First international tendering for the project in 1980.  

It was not until 1994 that Gefyra bid was accepted by the state.  

 

Concession 
contract 
signed in 
1996 
between the 
Hellenic 
State and 
Gefyra S.A. 

The preparatory 
construction 
works began in 
1998 and the 
building period 
started in 2000. 
It is expected 
that the bridge 
will be com-
pleted by 2004. 

 

 

3.4. Portugal 

 
Vasco da Gama Bridge 
 
The Vasco da Gama Bridge, which crosses the River Tagus north-east of Lisbon, is considered one of 
the largest civil engineering projects of the 20th century. Planning for the project began in 1991 when 
the Portuguese Government decided that a second crossing of the River Tagus was necessary. 
An Office for the Crossing of the Tagus at Lisbon was set up by the Government at the beginning of 
this period, named GATTEL (Gabinete para a Travessia do Tejo em Lisboa). The main aims of the 
bridge construction were to solve increasing traffic congestion being generated on the existing 
“25 Abril” bridge, and also to support the north-south traffic around Lisbon. 
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By September 1991, GATTEL had issued a number of studies comparing three routes that the bridge 
could take over the Tagus. These included eastern, central and western routes. The route chosen was 
between Sacavèm and Montijo, but not without many objections from the public. This bridge route 
crosses Special Protected Area under European Birds Directive, one of ten important wetlands in 
Europe. It also did not seem to meet any of the original objectives, reducing congestion on the 
existing bridge and the north-south link, as it was proposed to be built away from populated areas. 
Traffic would be generated and agricultural land urbanised as a result. It was thought that the other 
bridge option would solve transportation and development problems, would be cheaper to implement 
and have less environmental impact. Despite these failings, the Minister of Public Works supported 
the scheme and it was approved by Government in July 1992. Neither an EIA nor public auditing was 
carried out at this point. 

In April 1994 the concession to build, finance and operate the new crossing was awarded to a 
consortium of Portuguese, French and British companies. The Environmental Impact Assessment 
statement for the infrastructure project was released in June 1994. The Minister for the Environment 
pointed out that the Environmental Impact Statement stated that the bridge did not meet any of the 
original goals, but the Portuguese Government continued with the chosen route.  Environmental 
NGOs mounted a public campaign and filed 8 lawsuits for infringement of legislation (some of which 
are still pending). Construction started on the bridge in early 1995. The last chance to stop the project 
was when a new Government was elected in October 1995. However, the new Government decided to 
continue with the bridge plans despite already openly considering the plans inadequate to met 
objectives. It was thought the decision to carry on was pressed by the upcoming World Exposition in 
Lisbon and existing financial commitments made by the Government. The Vasco da Gama Bridge 
was completed in March 1998, in time for Expo ’98.  The bridge is the longest crossing in the 
country, stretching over 10 km of water and 8 km of land. 

 

Planning of the Vasco da Gama Bridge 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Planning of Vasco 
da Gama Bridge 
begins in 1991. 

July 1992 
bridge 
approved 
by Gov. 

Concession to build, finance and operate bridge awarded April 1994. EIA 
Statement released June 1994. Construction of the bridge begins early 1995.  

 
 

3.5. United Kingdom 

 
Croydon Tramlink – UK (Private Bill) 

 
Trams previously operated on the streets of Croydon before the construction of the new Tramlink 
network. The Addiscombe route was closed in 1927 followed by the North Route, which ran until 
1951. The Tramways were cleared to make way for cars and buses. The population of Croydon is over 
300 000 and traffic had risen by almost a third between 1978 and 1991. Existing rail links approached 
Croydon from the North and South and the only was to travel to the town from east or west was via 
bus or private vehicle. Due to the increase in traffic congestion, an investigation into the 
reintroduction of trams to the area was carried out. London Transport (LT) and British Rail carried out 
studies for the whole of London in 1986. Proposals were made for a road-widening scheme for 
Croydon, but there was large-scale opposition to the idea from the public. As an alternative to the road 
widening schemes, Croydon Council and London Transport proposed the Croydon Tramlink project 
in 1990. A large public consultation procedure followed in 1991, which resulted in the findings that 
80% of the local people supported the proposals.  The project was therefore initiated at the local level 
rather than by central government.  
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The next stage after the public consultation was the assessment of the potential environmental impacts 
(EIA). Consultation with a number of environmentalists took place concerning the New Addington 
Branch of the Tramlink as it travels through environmentally sensitive areas. This consultation had to 
be carried out before the route alignment could be chosen.  Careful consideration was given to the 
inclusion of environmental benefits to the tramway. It was important to make sure that the Tramlink 
was an attractive alternative to existing car and private transport users and was financially 
viable/fundable. The aim was to minimise the risk, making sure that with less public concern about 
negative environmental impacts of the scheme, it was less likely that the scheme would be delayed 
through major opposition campaigns. 

A Private Bill for the Tramlink scheme was deposited in Parliament in November 1991. It was not 
until 21 July 1994 that the Croydon Tramlink Act received Royal Assent giving power to build and 
operate the system. 

Simultaneous to the Parliamentary process, Croydon Council acquired certain powers for the approval 
of the detailed design of the scheme. This meant that in addition to normal applications, there were 
about six hundred applications concerning all items of scheme design that had to be determined within 
a 56-day period. This process maintained effective control of the actual tract and the impact of the 
tram system within the borough boundary. 

The project was financed through the Private Finance Initiative (PFI), which permits the private sector 
is allowed to keep future revenues for a set period in exchange for constructing the system. This 
method of financing reduces the up front costs that the Government would usually have to provide, 
which could have led to a reduction in the overall planning process. 

At the same time as the Bill was going through Parliament, the design process commenced.  In June 
1995 a two-stage European-wide tender process was launched. Tramtrack Croydon Ltd was the 
successful consortium to be awarded with the contract to design, build, finance and operate the 
concession in November 1996. 

A Project Development Group (PDG) was created combining London Transport and Croydon Council 
with Tarmac, AEG (UK) and Transdev. They were responsible for the commercial, financial and 
design issues of the Tramlink project. The PDG was unique in that it involved the expertise, resources 
and experience of private companies in the design and development of a Major Infrastructure Project. 

Construction work began in January 1997. It was initially planned that the Tramlink would be 
completed for opening in November 1999, but delays meant that completion of the construction works 
and the official opening was not until 10 May 2000.  During the construction process it was thought 
important to keep the public informed about the progress. An information centre was set up in 
Croydon town centre and was seen as an opportunity to include the public in the project. 

Although Croydon Tramlink was a private sector system, the local council had significant input and 
control, thereby ensuring that local interests were catered for. 

 

Planning of Croydon Tramlink 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Tramlink pro-
posed to solve 
Croydon’s con-
gestion problems. 
Consultation 
showed public in 
favour of scheme. 

Private Bill deposited before 
Parliament in November 1991. 
Bill received Royal Assent 21st 
July 1994. 

Tendering process and final designs of schemes. 
Construction started in 1998. 
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By ensuring at the initial design stages that environmental and public concerns were met, the length of 
the planning process was minimised by avoiding opposition to Tramlink plans. Time that would 
usually be spent persuading the Government to finance the scheme was also minimised by using the 
Private Finance Initiative. 

 

Manchester Metrolink – UK (Private Bill) 

 

Planning for the re-introduction of trams to Manchester streets began in the early 1980s. The network 
of tramlines is still under planning and construction today, with new extensions being added. The tram 
system was originally split into three phases. Phase one was the Bury to Altrincham line, phase two 
the Cornbrook to Eccles line and finally, phase three is the Oldham to Rochdale line. 

 

In November 1984 the first Parliamentary Bill was deposited, but was opposed by three property 
owners and Transport 20001. The application for a Grant under Section 56 of the Transport Act (1968) 
was made in July 1985. In October 1985 the Transport Act changed the Section 56 rules and the 
application for the work was annulled, delaying the process. 

 

In November 1985 the second Parliamentary Bill was deposited for the scheme and in 1986 both of 
the Bills went ahead. In July 1987 the Secretary of State for Transport indicated that a government 
grant could be available for the scheme, subject to private sector involvement.  

 

The Secretary of State for Transport authorised the Greater Manchester Passenger Transport 
Executive (GMPTE) to invite tenders for phase one of the light rail project in January 1988. Royal 
Assent for the project was received in February 1988. In June of the same year, the light rail project 
was relaunched under the name “Metrolink”.  In September 1988 a shortlist of 8 consortia for the 
contract was announced, and in September 1989, GMA Group (GEC Mowlem, AMEC and GM 
Buses) was declared the successful consortium.  In October 1989 Michael Portillo, Secretary of State, 
gave final approval for Manchester Metrolink for Transport. 

 

Construction work on the Manchester Metrolink began in March 1990, and phase one of the network 
between Manchester Victoria and Bury opened on 6 April 1992.   

 

Planning of Manchester Metrolink 

 
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 

Planning began for the re-introduction of 
Manchester’s trams 

1st Bill 
deposited 
Nov 1984. 
Annulled 
in October 
1995. 

November 1985 2nd 
Parliamentary Bill 
deposited. Both Bills 
gained Royal Assent 
February 1988. 

Final contracts signed 
June 1990 and 
construction started. 

                                                 

1 Transport 2000 is the independent national body concerned with sustainable transport in the UK. It looks for 
answers to transport problems and aims to reduce the environmental and social impact of transport by 
encouraging less use of cars and more use of public transport, walking and cycling. 
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Midlands Metro – UK (Private Bill) 

 
The Midlands Metro light rail scheme was proposed in the early 1980s and the West Midlands Rapid 
Transit Study was carried out.  

 
West Midlands County Council put plans for the Midland Metro light rail network forwards in 1986. 
The promoters had to find private finance for the scheme as the Conservative Government at the time 
was unwilling to use public funds for the project.  This resulted in project costs being cut and the 
overall route length being reduced. 

 
In February 1988 the Birmingham to Wolverhampton part of the scheme was confirmed. A Private 
Bill was deposited in Parliament in November 1988. In 1989 the Act of Parliament for the Midlands 
Metrolink was passed. In 1990, Centro2 applied for a Section 56 grant. In February 1990 feasibility 
studies for the rail network were commissioned.  

 
1993 saw the concession to design, build and operate the tram network being awarded to the Ansaldo 
consortium. There were a number of delays in the early stages of the project, which resulted in one of 
the parties in the consortium dropping out. In 1995 the contract to design, build and operate the light 
rail system was awarded finally to Altram. In November 1995, construction of the light rail network 
began. The construction process was completed in 1999, with the Midland Metro being officially 
opened on 30 May. 

 
Delays in the planning of the Midlands Metro were due to several years of Government refusing 
funding for the project for several years, although it met all requirements. More recently delays were 
incurred at the hands of the Railway Inspectorate, the blame for which seems to be equally with the 
vehicle designers and the Inspectorate. 

 

Planning of Midlands Metro 

1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Light rail scheme proposed 
in the early 1980’s. 
Birmingham to Wolver-
hampton route was 
confirmed in February 1988. 

Private 
Bill 
deposited 
Nov 1988. 
Bill 
passed 
1989. 

Contract to design, build and operate Midlands Metro awarded in 
1995. 

November 1995 construction of the scheme begins. 

 
 

                                                 

2 Centro is the corporate name of the West Midlands Passenger Transport Executive (WMPTE). It is responsible 
for promoting and developing public transport across the West Midlands metropolitan area. 
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Planning of light rail schemes in the UK 
 
These three examples of planning for light rail in the UK show how similar projects can vary in the 
time taken to plan.  Each of these projects were planned using an old procedure of submitting a 
Private Bill to parliament, which was replaced by the Transport and Works Act in 1992. This process 
involved meeting the criteria of Section 56 of the Transport Act (1968) to achieve a Government 
grant. A New Approach to Transport Appraisal (NATA) has to be carried out identifying impacts in 
terms of economics, access, safety and integration. Finally, private finance initiative ‘tests’ have to be 
applied to local transport plans, to satisfy government that private sector funding has been sought with 
sufficient vigour. 

 
Before the Transport and Works Act of 1992, submitting a Private bill to Parliament was the process 
for approving light rail schemes. Many of the light rail schemes in the UK today, some of which are 
still under construction, were approved through this procedure. After 1984 there was an increase in 
Parliamentary business time – it was therefore concluded that Private Bills were no longer an 
appropriate mechanism, and a system was established outside parliament requiring the holding of 
public local inquiries. Power was conferred upon a minister to make an order, which would broadly 
have the same effect as an act of parliament. This lead to the introduction of the Transport and Works 
Act, 1992. 

 
It was hoped that the new procedure would shorten the process and reduce uncertainty. However, it is 
not clear that this is the case.  A heavy rail extension, the East London Line, took three years and 
two months to plan, more than previous orders. The table below outlines the time taken to pass Private 
Bills for various light rail schemes in the UK. 

 

Project Bill  tabled Royal Assent Period 

DLR Initial Railway Nov 1982 April 1984 1 year 5 months 

DLR City Extension Nov 1985 Dec. 1986 1 year 1 month 

DLR Becton Extension Nov 1986 July 1989 2 years 8 months 

DLR Lewisham Extension Nov 1990 May 1993 2 years 6 months  

Croydon Tramlink Nov 1991 July 1994 2 years 8 months 

(DLR – Docklands Light Rail) 

 

 

Channel Tunnel Rail Link – UK (Hybrid Bill) 

 

The Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) is to run between the Channel Tunnel and St Pancras Station 
in Central London, a total of 68 miles (109km). It is the UK’s first major rail project for over a 
century. The Channel Tunnel Rail Act was passed by Parliament in December 1996 and construction 
started two years later in October 1998. 

 

In 1987 British Rail started their study on the long-term capacity need for the Channel Tunnel 
services. Four possible routes that were being considered were announced in 1988. In 1989 three 
routes were rejected.  In 1991 the remaining route was also rejected in favour of an easterly approach 
route to London. In 1992 there was a period of consultation. The process involved around 2 000 
meetings with members of the public, local authorities, parish councils, MPs, commercial firms and 
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statutory agencies. There were approximately 180 information centres at 40 locations displaying 
information about the rail link with proposed plans and recorded comments. The consultation 
procedure brought about many changes in the plans for the rail link, mainly concerned with noise and 
visual impact. 

 

Some of the changes which took place as a result of this process included keeping the new rail track 
close to existing transport corridors (e.g. next to motorways and trunk roads) so that as little 
countryside as possible was lost as a result of construction, avoiding urban, built up areas so that noise 
and visual impacts of the railway were minimised and making sure that where effects could not be 
avoided appropriate measures were taken to reduce these impacts, such as noise barriers. As a result, 
it was decided that the rail link would consist of a two-track high-speed passenger railway.  

 

The easterly corridor was refined into an alignment that could form the basis of a Bill before 
Parliament. In November 1994 the Hybrid Bill for the Channel Tunnel Rail Link went before 
Parliament. In February 1996 London and Continental Railways (LCR) was awarded the concession 
to design, build, finance, operate and maintain the scheme.  

 

On 18 December 1996, the Channel Tunnel Rail Act was passed by parliament. The Act gave outline 
planning permission for the Channel Tunnel Rail Link development, which included compulsory 
purchase powers. The local authorities involved could then give detailed planning approval for the 
project. The development could take place as long as it was in accordance with plans and 
specifications, construction agreements, mitigation schemes and site restoration.  

 

In 1997 LCR finalised the design of the scheme, which was needed to obtain the necessary consent 
and draw up the main construction contracts. Construction of Section One began in October of 1998. 

 

The Channel Tunnel Rail Link took approximately two years to pass through Parliament. The CTRL 
and Channel Tunnel Bills were unusual as they set up a separate planning regime in which decisions 
on detailed planning matters were left to the local planning authorities. The CTRL route was split into 
large sections for detailed design and as each one was completed, application was made to the local 
planning authority for the approval of reserved matters. The integrated design and approval process 
for detailed matters took 2.5 years overall and appeals could be made to the Secretary of State in a 
similar way to normal planning appeals. It is expected that the Channel Tunnel Rail Link will be 
operational by October 2003. 

 

Planning of Channel Tunnel Rail Link 

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

British Rail study long-term capacity need for 
Channel Tunnel services. 

Proposed routes are announced. 
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Design of the 
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Completion 
foreseen for 
October 2003 
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CrossRail project 

 
In 1989 three CrossRail projects were proposed. These consisted of East-West CrossRail, a new 
Underground line to link Wimbledon and Hackney and an extension of the Jubilee line. In 1989 
a Private Bill was submitted to Parliament for the East-West scheme, but in 1994 the Bill was rejected 
because of the recession depressing passenger journeys to and through the City of London. 
Safeguarding Directions were issued to protect the alignments of the line through Central London to 
ensure that no developments would be built which would prevent the schemes ever being built. 

 
A preliminary timetable of the planning, design and construction process has been produced for 
CrossRail projects 1 and 2. For CrossRail 1, the development of route options, design and preparation 
of consent will take place between 2001 and the end of 2003. The consent process is expected to last 
until the end of 2005.  The period between the granting of consent and the start of construction is 
expected to last until mid 2006, a total of five and a half years. For CrossRail 2, the development of 
route options, design and preparation of consent will take place between mid 2001 and mid 2006. The 
consent process is expected to last until the end of 2007.  The period between the granting of consent 
and the start of construction is expected to last until the end 2008, a total of seven and a half years. 

 
At this stage it is undecided what consent procedure will be used for the CrossRail schemes. In similar 
new railway situations, the promotion of an Order under the Transport and Works Act (TWA) would 
usually be made. Alternatively, a Hybrid Bill could be submitted before Parliament, as in the case of 
the Channel Tunnel Rail Link. 

 
If the Paddington to Liverpool Street scheme was taken forward by means of a TWA Order, it is 
estimated that the entire planning process up to the start of construction would take approximately 8 
years, followed by a 5 year construction period. By using the Hybrid Bill method, it is possible that 
two years could be saved, making the process 6 years in total. 

 

Taking the Hybrid Bill approach has a number of advantages over the TWA Order.  

• Although the Bill would need to be considered in both Houses of Parliament and the timetable 
would be subject to pressures of Parliamentary business and House timetables, even slow 
progression could offer major time savings. 

• The committee of either House normally comes to a fairly rapid decision on a Bill which would 
then be required to have a third reading debate prior to referral to the other house or for Royal 
Assent. This avoids the two to three year delay required by the Public Inquiry route for the 
production of the Inspector’s report and the Secretary of State’s decision. 

• The Bill would demonstrate the Government’s commitment to the project. It would assist in 
efforts to secure private funding commitments for the project by providing the private sector with 
a greater degree of confidence in the management of the programme risks associated with the 
authorisation process. This may further compress timescales through the involvement of the 
private sector at an earlier stage of the project’s development. 

 
It is also possible that neither the TWA Order or Hybrid Bill approach will be taken, but that the 
recently unveiled new infrastructure planning procedure for the UK will be used. 

 
This new infrastructure planning procedure involves a number of key changes to the procedure. 

Firstly, the Secretary of State decides that a major infrastructure project is appropriate for 
parliamentary approval.  Notices are put in the London Gazette, regional and local newspapers as the 
designation of the project.  A description of the project and where copies of the application are 
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available for public inspection is included in the notices. Within 42 days of the designation process, 
objections and representations about the proposed project can be made to the Secretary of State. No 
later than 21 days from issue of the notice (within the 42 days) applicants would be required to let the 
Secretary of State have a statement of the wider economic benefits of the project.  The Secretary of 
State would lay copies before each House of Parliament. 

The draft Order is not laid by the Secretary of State until 60 sitting days after notice of designation. 
Each House would debate the draft Order in the usual way.  If approval is gained from both Houses, 
the project would go forward to an inquiry to consider the detailed aspects on the basis of the relevant 
national policy statement(s) and Regional Planning Guidance terms of reference set by the Secretary 
of State. 

The public inquiry would be held as soon as possible following consultation with the parties on the 
inquiry arrangements.  The Secretary of State will be able to set a timetable for the inquiry at the 
outset.  The inspector has to adhere to this timetable except in the case of unforeseen circumstances. 

Therefore, the public is given the opportunity to make input at three points throughout the planning 
process.  The first is during the development of the national policy statement, prior to which there is a 
public consultation. The second is to Parliament before it debates the issues and the last opportunity is 
at a public inquiry on the detailed aspects of the scheme. 

 
Planning of CrossRail 

CrossRail 1 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Route options and design, preparation of 
consent. 

Consent process   

 

CrossRail 2 
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

 

 

Route options and design, preparation of consent. Consent process  
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4. COMPARISON OF MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT  
          PROCEDURES 
 

Fourteen major infrastructure projects have been studied from five EU Member States.  Observing the 
case studies has highlighted key ‘factors for success’ when implementing major infrastructure 
projects.  However, considering success is difficult when different case studies represent a variety of 
aspects of success.  For example, a planning procedure may be considered successful if it is short or if 
it is thorough in evaluating the impact of the development on the environment.  However, it is 
difficult to achieve both of these aspects.  The following section, however, is able to identify ‘factors 
for success’ as learnt from the case studies. 

 

4.1. Issues and barriers relating to implementation of major infrastructure projects 

Many issues surround major infrastructure projects, particularly their impact on the environment and 
the length of time required to obtain constructing permission.  Large infrastructure projects often raise 
questions of sustainability i.e. consideration of the environment, economy, society, equity and 
representation.  An additional problem is that a large project increases the number of stakeholders 
involved in planning and implementation, thereby creating a problem of coordination.  Coordination 
is a problem because there are conflicting or contradictory goals that need to be overcome or balanced 
in consistent, transparent and legitimate ways to make implementation possible and achieve the 
common goal of sustainability.  

 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2.a. and 4.2.b. show the differences in time taken to complete a planning application 
and construction of a major infrastructure project. 
 

Figure 4.1:  Comparison of lengths of time from application to implementation 
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Figure 4.2.a.  Planning process for European major infrastructure projects – Time taken 
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Rio-Antirrio Bridge – Greece 

       

Vasco da Gama Bridge – Portugal 

      

Channel Tunnel Rail Link – UK 
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Figure 4.2.b.  Planning process for European major infrastructure projects – 
Proposed planning timetable 
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See Key preceding page. 

 

 

The remainder of this section compares the fourteen case studies and identifies ‘factors for success’ 
and ‘barriers to success’ when planning a major infrastructure project. 

 

4.1.1. The decision-making process 

 

Due to the variety of planning processes, each country has its own approach to delivering major 
infrastructure projects.  It is implied therefore that some countries may have a process which ensures 
faster planning procedures.  Figure 4.3 compares the fourteen case studies by country: 
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Figure 4.3:  Length of the planning procedures of  major infrastructure projects by country 
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Figure 4.3 shows that the UK and France appear to have the shortest planning and implementation 
procedures.  Varying time lengths characterise the planning processes of the case studies from Greece 
– notably due to the length of time taken by the preliminary planning processes.  Three of the case 
studies (Egnatia-Odos, Rio-Antirrio Bridge and Athens Metro) experienced problems due to the 
environmental considerations of developing such large-scale infrastructures.  This is an issue for 
Greece, particularly considering its heritage. Greece has experienced under-investment in 
infrastructure compared to other Member States, and progress in terms of economic development 
needs to be balanced with environmental and social considerations.  The delays in the planning 
process appear to be circumstantial rather than process issues.  Portugal and Germany do not provide 
enough case studies to form a valid conclusion.  

 

Constitutionally, the responsibility of the final decision to construct the infrastructure lies with the 
national government.  Generally, a top-down process is favoured where the project is instigated by the 
national government.  This was the procedure adopted in the case studies of Cologne-Rhine/Main 
(Germany), Vasco da Gama (Portugal) and TGV (France).  In the case of Cologne-Rhine/Main the 
implementation process took 17 years compared with only 7 years for the Vasco da Gama.  
In contrast, the Croydon Tramlink was implemented in 10 years and was instigated by the local 
authority.   

 

The planning approach taken by each country (and examined in each case study) will affect the 
coordination and decision making process.  However, there is not strong enough evidence from figure 
4.3 to suggest that one process is more efficient that another.  Other factors are also influential in 
speeding up or delaying procedures. 

 

4.1.2. Environmental appraisal and public participation 

 
Environmental appraisal is part of all decision processes concerning transport infrastructure. 
Environmental appraisal enhances public involvement.  The arguments for and against environmental 
assessment often rest on the costs incurred by such studies.  Again, the Vasco da Gama  and Cologne-
Rhine/Main case studies highlight interesting factors.  The planning procedure for the Vasco da Gama 
did not thoroughly consider the environment or public opinion and therefore the construction of the 
bridge was unpopular, but the implementation process was fast.  The Cologne-Rhine/Main case study 
involved thorough feasibility and environmental studies which highlighted nature conservation and 
geological issues.  Although this resulted in a more acceptable development, the delay increased the 
costs of the project. 

 

4.1.3. Financing 

 
Financing is a serious problem for all major infrastructure projects.  The EU in 1997 advocated the 
consideration of public-private partnerships as a solution.  However, these are difficult to implement 
when the costs and risks involved in major infrastructure projects are so high.  New sources of 
financing are the local authorities in the case of the TGV Eastern.  However, as regional budgets are 
restricted and partly dependent on state budgets, other partners are sought.  These partners are often 
other railways companies, local authorities or the European Union, therefore developing a ‘public-
public’ partnership.  Another way to overcome financial barriers is to divide the project into sections – 
although this can incur time delays and additional costs as experienced with the Channel Tunnel Rail 
Link (UK). 
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Several case studies show a very short period between gaining consent to develop and beginning 
construction (see Figure 4.3).  On further investigation, it is possible that this is due to the different 
design, building, financing and operating arrangements.  The Midlands Metro case study highlights 
the time that can be taken when a scheme is reliant on government funding.  Whereas the Croydon 
case study highlighted that the time usually spent persuading the Government to finance the scheme 
was minimised by using the Private Finance Initiative.  These private companies were also keen to get 
the system into operation so as to recoup some of the funding already paid out.  Case studies in 
Greece such as Athens Metro and Attiki Odos Ringroad show short planning schedules up to 
implementation.  This may be due to the private companies which built and operate these systems.  In 
comparison with other countries, France and Germany appear to take longer (especially in relation to 
the other phases of the planning process) than other EU Member States and this could be due to the 
use of public sector funding.  However, caution is needed with these assumptions as the Midland 
Metro case study shows that difficulties can arise when private companies are involved in the design 
and construction process. 

 

4.1.4. The size of the project 

Major infrastructure projects can vary in size and scale of significance (regional to European 
influence).  The smaller projects studied take less time to progress through the planning procedure and 
implement (Orléans, Croydon Tramlink, Midlands Metro, Manchester Metrolink).  This is because 
there are fewer organisations and individuals to coordinate and gain agreement from, less impact on 
the environment and fewer financing issues.  Figure 4.4 provides an analysis of planning processes by 
mode: 
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Figure 4.4: Length of European major infrastructure projects planning and construction process by mode type 
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Figure 4.4 shows that the length of planning procedures may be influenced by the mode and the size 
of a project.  Tram projects tend to be smaller in scale than rail projects, and rail projects have a 
longer planning duration than trams. In addition, the graph also shows the length of time taken to 
plan the TGV Eastern which was complex due to the links with Luxembourg and Germany.  In the 
European context, implementation of major infrastructure projects can increasingly involve several 
countries.  When two or more countries are involved new levels of coordination and agreement are 
required.  Often international agreements are signed although these are not binding with regard to 
the time frame and are largely symbolic - acknowledging cooperation between national 
governments.  The TGV Eastern experienced prolonged negotiations as its route affected both 
Germany and Luxembourg.  In addition, borders can be seen as frontiers.  Although crossing 
borders can be an opportunity to transfer ideas and encourage economic development, borders can 
also be an obstacle which has to be overcome through expensive solutions (as in the case of the 
Channel Tunnel). 

 

4.1.5. The influence of personality 

 

The need for coordination has emerged as a major issue in the implementation of major 
infrastructure projects – particularly as different levels of government, different countries and a 
large number of stakeholders are increasingly involved.  All views must be considered – even if 
they are contradictory.  Conflicts are common in the field of transport and are evident at all levels, 
from transport policy development to implementation.  The resolution of these conflicts and the 
coordination of the many interests and stakeholders requires mediation.  The role of mediation can 
lead to the emergence of a principal agent being central to the success of a decision-making process.  
These personalities are often difficult to identify but aid the smooth running of the process.  An 
example of such a personality is Louis Besson (Lyon-Turin case study). 

 
In addition, personalities can also shape the decision-making procedure.  This has been highlighted 
in the case of Vasco da Gama where the Minister of Public Works was keen to complete 
construction of the bridge in time for the Expo exhibition. 

 

4.1.6. An emerging trend? 

 

A variety of factors therefore affect the planning of major infrastructure projects.  Although ‘factors 
for success’ can be identified, so far no key process has proved to be more efficient than another. It 
is evident however, from the literature and case studies, that planning systems in the EU are 
undergoing continuous change, responding to political, economic, social or ideological forces.  It is 
now acknowledged that transport and land-use planning are part of a complex web of policy-
making and that this complexity, although leading to some time delays and increased project cost, 
results in better and more sustainable developments.  A new focus has therefore emerged (which 
can be seen by the changes being made to major infrastructure processes in Chapter 2.4.) to 
consider sustainability objectives but also to encourage efficiency in the implementation of projects.  

 
Figure 4.5 shows the major infrastructure projects used as case studies in this report.  Those projects 
planned between the 1960s and the mid-1980s generally have longer planning processes than those 
projects planned since the mid-1980s. Often older projects were plan-led rather than development-
led, resulting in projects being investigated but not implemented until funding became available or 
political will was strong.  Although there will be anomalies in this trend, the graph shows that 
planners are becoming more focussed on delivery, possibly due to the availability of funding, public 
involvement (Croydon), private sector involvement and the drive for sustainable infrastructure.  
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Figure 4.5: The year planning commenced and the length of the planning process 
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The identification of best practice concerning the implementation of major infrastructure projects 
depends on the objectives of the planning process. There is a difficult balance to be achieved 
between implementing a scheme efficiently in terms of costs and duration and effectively in terms 
of long term impacts on the economy, environment and society.  The case studies reveal that 
infrastructure can be planned and constructed within a very short timescale if the European and 
national environmental assessment policies are not applied rigidly, and there is strong political will 
(Vasco da Gama).  Case studies that adhere to European policy norms are likely to incur higher 
costs through more thorough evaluation procedures and longer planning processes (Cologne-
Rhine/Main), but they provide sustainable development. Currently, major infrastructure projects in 
most countries take over 10 years to plan and implement.  This has implications for the 
effectiveness of the planning system.   

 

There is little evidence from the case studies to suggest that major infrastructure projects are 
approved quicker in any country except in cases where there are strong drivers – such as Expo 1998 
in Lisbon. The speed of the process depends on the uniqueness of the project and the issues that 
develop during implementation. Approval is often controversial and difficult to resolve. It is 
therefore not easy to highlight best practice when successful implementation is dependent on factors 
external to the procedure.  Factors such as the environment, public opposition, financing and project 
scale can all slow the procedure.  Even if a project is implemented quickly, with limited 
environmental appraisal and public participation (as with Vasco da Gama), the long term 
disadvantages the environment and society may outweigh the time and financial benefits gained 
during the planning process.   

 

It appears, however, from case study analysis that improvements are being made in the efficiency of 
project planning and implementation.  Since the mid-1980s the time taken from inception to 
completion has generally decreased, despite the EIA Directive of 1985.  This suggests that countries 
are becoming more efficient at evaluation and more focussed on delivery.  Some of these time 
savings are due to the switch from a more a plan-led  approach (where in the past proposals have 
not been driven through quickly) to a more development-led approach.  In addition, the introduction 
of the private sector in the design, building, financing and operation of developments appears to 
have advantages in terms of time and cost efficiencies. 

 

The planning and implementation of a major infrastructure project increasingly involves private 
companies, the general public and several municipalities. A key skill therefore is to be able to 
coordinate and mediate between different stakeholders, thereby preventing lengthy planning 
procedures incurring costs through consultation fees, project slippage and inflation. It is difficult to 
develop or recommend a procedure that ensures efficient mediation.  However, solving this problem 
is important if large scale infrastructure projects are to be achieved without hidden financial risks.  
Although Member States such as Germany and the Netherlands have introduced laws to speed up 
procedures for major projects it will be several years before the value of these changes can be 
assessed.  However, the quality of mediation will determine how effectively solutions can be 
achieved. 
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Recommendations for a best practice approach to implementing major infrastructure 
projects 

 

The report has highlighted the difficulties of identifying best practice in planning and 
implementation – particularly with regard to the balance between economic, social and 
environmental costs.  However, current policies take account of social and environmental costs as 
well as economic costs, and therefore a fast decision-making process which is cost effective can not 
in itself be considered best practice. The following recommendations are made on the basis of the 
evidence collected from literature and case studies as well as current European and national 
policies. 

 

There is a package of prerequisite measures which must be in place at the beginning of the project if 
best practice is to be achieved.  These measures include political will and drive, a key element 
along with good project management and mediation skills and financing.  If any of these 
elements are omitted and have to be brought in during the planning process, then time costs are 
incurred.  In addition, an event driver, such as Expo ’98 or a major sporting event, can assist in 
delivering the project – although these drivers can result in the environmental and social issues 
being sidelined in favour of other priority objectives. 

 

Two distinct phases are evident when implementing major infrastructure projects.  Figure 5.2 splits 
planning and implementation procedures into four components; the preliminary planning process, 
the submission of the proposal to parliament and gaining consent, the period before construction 
begins (which often includes tendering) and the construction period. The first two components 
relate to ‘Planning’ and the final two relate to ‘Implementation’.  No single country or case study 
has been identified which carries out best practice in all four components but some case studies 
highlight best practice within the individual components.  Therefore a best practice approach has 
been developed through the lessons learnt from different case studies. 

 

Planning phase 

 
Best practice in the planning phase can be defined as planning that achieves a thorough 
environmental appraisal and public support for the project within an efficient timescale.  There are a 
number of factors contributing to success which need to be present in the planning phase so as to 
assist the smooth running of the process.  Most countries in the EU operate a top-down approach 
whereby major infrastructure projects are part of national plans.  This helps to ensure that political 
acceptance is in place at the start of the project.  This is evident in the case studies in France and 
Germany.  However political will is not the only requirement.  The Greek case studies show that 
this phase of the planning process is often lengthy.  This would appear to be because, although 
political will is strong, the means to implement the project – such as financial arrangements, 
environmental circumstances, construction skills and political drive – are not always available 
to drive the project forward. 

 

In addition, the strong top-down approach does not always generate public support for the 
proposals.  The approach adopted by Croydon Tramlink meant that the public was consulted about 
their preferences for solving the transport problems in Croydon.  80% of those consulted favoured 
the tram.  This level of support ensured less public opposition and therefore fewer delays 
throughout the planning process.  Croydon had also arranged the finance for the project.  Although 
the Tramlink was compatible with the UK government’s transport policy, the use of private finance 
meant that Croydon did not have to persuade the government to provide funding. 
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This phase can include environmental impact assessment, public consultation and public inquiries.  
In general, the more complex the project the longer this phase can take, as it is this stage that 
highlights environmental difficulties and differences in the opinions of stakeholders (Cologne-
Rhine/Main and Egnatia Odos, Channel Tunnel Rail Link).  However, if there is political will and 
public support, and few environmental difficulties, then this phase can be efficient in terms of 
time.  The Croydon Tramlink completed the planning phase in 5 years, including a thorough 
environmental assessment.  This can be attributed to the public support the project received from 
its inception.  

 

To achieve best practice during the planning phase political will and drive, public support and 
financial arrangements need to be present.   Absence of any of these factors can result in delays 
within the planning phase or the subsequent implementation phase. 

 

Implementation phase 

 

Best practice in the implementation phase can be defined as the development of the project in a 
short timescale while ensuring good quality.  Projects that have been successfully implemented 
often involved private companies.  The time taken to construct a project depends on the project 
size.  However many projects, such as Athens Metro, Croydon Tramlink and Manchester Metrolink 
had short lead in times between being given consent and the start of construction, thus hastening 
project completion by several years.  This is because financing for the project was already available 
before consent was given, and because the private companies involved were keen for the project to 
become operational in order to recoup some of the funds invested.  In comparison, other cases 
studied in France and Germany took longer to begin construction.  This could be due to the 
provision of public sector funding.  However, caution is needed as the Midland Metro case study 
shows that difficulties can also arise when private companies are involved in the design and 
construction process. 

 

 



Planning and implementation procedures in public  infrastructure works in the EU Member States  

52                                                 PE 326.268 

 

 

 

 



Procedimientos de planificación y ejecución en las obras de infraestructura pública  
de los Estados miembros de la UE 

53                                                 PE 326.268 

 

CONCLUSIONES Y RECOMENDACIONES 

 

La elección de las mejores prácticas en la ejecución de los grandes proyectos de infraestructura 
depende de los objetivos del proceso de planificación. A la hora de ejecutar un proyecto 
eficazmente, es difícil conciliar la reducción de los costes y de la duración del mismo con las 
repercusiones económicas, medioambientales y sociales a largo plazo. Los estudios de casos 
prácticos ponen de manifiesto que las infraestructuras pueden proyectarse y construirse con gran 
rapidez siempre que las políticas europeas y nacionales de evaluación medioambiental no se 
apliquen de manera inflexible y que exista una férrea voluntad política (Vasco da Gama). Los 
proyectos que se atienen a las normas europeas en la materia corren más riesgos de contraer 
mayores gastos, puesto que los procedimientos de evaluación son más minuciosos y los procesos de 
planificación, más largos (Cologne-Rhine/Main). Sin embargo, éstos últimos proporcionan un 
desarrollo sostenible. Hoy en día, se tarda más de 10 años en planificar y ejecutar los grandes 
proyectos de infraestructura en la mayoría de los países, lo cual repercute en la eficacia del sistema 
de planificación.  

 

Los estudios de casos prácticos apenas ofrecen pruebas que señalen a un país por su rapidez a la 
hora de aprobar los grandes proyectos de infraestructura, excepto cuando hay una motivación 
importante que agiliza el proceso, como ocurrió en la Expo de Lisboa de 1998. La singularidad del 
proyecto y las cuestiones que vayan surgiendo determinarán el ritmo de la construcción del mismo. 
La aprobación es a menudo polémica y difícil de resolver. Por eso no resulta fácil discernir las 
mejores prácticas cuando el éxito de la ejecución depende de factores externos al procedimiento. 
Elementos tan variados como el medio ambiente, la oposición de la opinión pública, la financiación 
o las dimensiones del proyecto pueden ralentizar el proceso. Incluso aunque el proyecto en cuestión 
se aplique con rapidez, gracias a una evaluación medioambiental limitada y a la participación 
pública (como en Vasco da Gama), las desventajas a largo plazo para el medio ambiente y para la 
sociedad pueden pesar más que los beneficios conseguidos durante el proceso de planificación.  

 

No obstante, del análisis de los estudios de casos prácticos se desprende que, al parecer, se está 
avanzando en la eficacia de la planificación y ejecución de los proyectos. Desde mediados de los 
años 80 se ha reducido, por regla general, el lapso de tiempo transcurrido entre el inicio y la 
finalización de los proyectos, a pesar de la Directiva EIA de 1985. Esta aceleración pone de 
manifiesto una mayor eficacia en la evaluación y una mayor concentración en el producto final por 
parte de los países. El cambio de un enfoque basado en la planificación (por el cual, en el pasado, 
las propuestas no se ponían en marcha con rapidez) a un enfoque basado en el desarrollo ha 
contribuido al ahorro de tiempo en la construcción de infraestructura. Asimismo, la introducción del 
sector privado en el diseño, la construcción, la financiación y el desarrollo parece ser ventajosa para 
la duración y la rentabilidad de los proyectos. 

 

La planificación y ejecución de grandes proyectos de infraestructura requiere cada vez más la 
participación de empresas privadas, de la opinión pública y de diversos ayuntamientos. Por ello, 
resulta esencial la capacidad de coordinar a las distintas partes interesadas y mediar entre ellas, con 
el fin de evitar onerosos procedimientos de planificación, que acarrearían grandes gastos a causa de 
las tarifas de las consultas, los tropiezos del proyecto y la inflación. Es difícil elaborar o recomendar 
un procedimiento que garantice una mediación eficaz. Sin embargo, urge resolver este problema si 
se pretenden llevar a buen término proyectos de infraestructura a gran escala sin que acechen 
riesgos financieros ocultos. Si bien algunos Estados miembros como Alemania o los Países Bajos 
han incorporado a sus ordenamientos jurídicos disposiciones que agilizan los procedimientos de los 
grandes proyectos, pasarán varios años antes de poder evaluar los cambios. Sin embargo, la calidad 
de la mediación determinará con qué grado de eficacia se alcanzan soluciones. 
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Recomendaciones para un enfoque de las mejores prácticas en la ejecución de grandes 
proyectos de infraestructura  

 

El presente informe ha señalado las dificultades inherentes a la búsqueda de las mejores prácticas en 
la planificación y en la ejecución de proyectos, especialmente respecto al equilibrio entre los costes 
económicos, sociales y medioambientales. Sin embargo, las políticas actuales no se contentan con 
satisfacer las exigencias económicas, sino que tienen en cuenta los aspectos sociales y 
medioambientales, por lo que los procesos de toma de decisiones no pasarán a engrosar la lista de 
las mejores prácticas por su mera rapidez y rentabilidad. Se realizan las siguientes recomendaciones 
basadas la información recopilada a partir de la literatura técnica, de los estudios de casos prácticos 
y de las actuales políticas europeas y nacionales. 

 

Varias son las condiciones necesarias que han de existir al inicio del proyecto para alcanzar las 
mejores prácticas. Destacan la voluntad y el impulso políticos, la presencia de uno o varios actores 
principales con capacidades de gestión de proyectos y de mediación, y la financiación. La 
ausencia de alguno de estos requisitos y la posterior necesidad de incorporarlo durante el proceso de 
planificación acarreará un aumento de los costes de tiempo. Por otra parte, los eventos que generan 
múltiples actividades, como la Expo 98 o los acontecimientos deportivos más relevantes, también 
contribuyen al desarrollo del proyecto, si bien pueden llegar a marginar aspectos medioambientales 
y sociales al conceder prioridad a otros objetivos. 

 

Hay dos etapas bien diferenciadas en la realización de un gran proyecto de infraestructura. La figura 
5.2 divide los procedimientos de planificación y ejecución en cuatro componentes: la fase de 
planificación preliminar, la presentación de la propuesta al Parlamento y la concesión del permiso 
de obra, el periodo previo al inicio del proyecto (que a menudo incluye una licitación) y la etapa de 
construcción. Los dos primeros elementos se enmarcan en la “planificación” y los dos últimos, en la 
“ejecución”. No se ha descubierto un solo país o caso que haga gala de las mejores prácticas en los 
cuatro componentes a la vez. Sin embargo, algunos proyectos examinados ponen de manifiesto la 
existencia de las mejores prácticas en alguno de los elementos. De este modo, se ha elaborado un 
enfoque de las mejores prácticas a partir de las experiencias extraídas de los diferentes casos 
examinados. 

 

Fase de planificación 

 

En la fase de planificación, las mejores prácticas podrían definirse como la planificación que logra 
realizar una minuciosa valoración del entorno a la vez que recibe apoyo público en un plazo de 
tiempo que garantiza su rentabilidad. En esta etapa, conviene tener presente diversos factores que 
contribuyen al éxito de los proyectos con el fin de facilitar el buen desarrollo del mismo. En la 
mayoría de los países de la UE impera el enfoque descendente, según el cual los grandes proyectos 
de infraestructura forman parte de los planes nacionales. De este modo se garantiza la aceptación 
política al comienzo del proyecto. Así se ha comprobado en los estudios de casos prácticos de 
Francia y Alemania. No obstante, la voluntad política no es el único requisito. Los proyectos 
examinados en Grecia ponen de manifiesto que esta fase del proceso a menudo es onerosa, al 
parecer porque, si bien la voluntad política es firme, no siempre se dispone de los medios para 
ejecutar el proyecto (disposiciones financieras, circunstancias medioambientales, 
cualificaciones en materia de construcción e impulso político). 
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Además, las propuestas dotadas de un fuerte enfoque descendente no siempre generan apoyo 
público. En el proyecto Croydon Tramlink se sondeó a la opinión pública sobre sus preferencias 
para resolver los problemas de transporte del distrito londinense de Croydon. El 80% de los 
consultados se mostró favorable al tranvía. Este grado de apoyo propició una reducción de la 
oposición pública y, por ende, menores retrasos en el proceso de planificación. Las autoridades de 
Croydon también habían previsto la financiación del proyecto y, a pesar de que Tramlink era 
compatible con la política de transporte del gobierno británico, el uso de financiación privada 
eliminó la necesidad de convencer al mismo para que proporcionase los fondos necesarios. 

 

Esta fase incluye la evaluación de impacto ambiental, así como la consulta y las encuestas públicas. 
Por regla general, la duración de esta fase es directamente proporcional a la complejidad del 
proyecto, ya que es en esta etapa en la que surgen las dificultades medioambientales y las 
divergencias de opinión de las partes interesadas (Cologne-Rhine/Main y Egnatia Odos, Channel 
Tunnel Rail Link). Sin embargo, si confluyen la voluntad política, el respaldo de la opinión 
pública y la escasez de complicaciones medioambientales, esta etapa puede resultar eficaz desde la 
perspectiva temporal. La fase de planificación del proyecto de Croydon Tramlink concluyó en 5 
años, incluida la minuciosa evaluación medioambiental. La celeridad con que finalizó esta etapa 
puede deberse al apoyo de la opinión pública desde el inicio del proyecto.  

 

En definitiva, para alcanzar las mejores prácticas durante la fase de planificación son 
imprescindibles la voluntad y el impulso políticos, el apoyo de la opinión pública y las 
disposiciones financieras. La ausencia de cualquiera de estos factores puede provocar retrasos en 
la fase de planificación o en la posterior fase de ejecución. 

 

Fase de ejecución 

 

En la fase de ejecución, las mejores prácticas podrían definirse como el desarrollo de un proyecto 
en un plazo de tiempo breve que garantiza la calidad del mismo. Los proyectos que se han 
concluido con éxito a menudo cuentan con la participación de empresas privadas. En principio, el 
tiempo que se tarda en realizar un proyecto depende de las dimensiones del mismo. No obstante, el 
lapso que transcurre entre la concesión del permiso de obra y el inicio de la misma se reduce en 
proyectos como Attiko Metro, Croydon Tramlink y Manchester Metrolink, lo cual puede adelantar 
en varios años la finalización de los mismos. Esto se debe a la financiación privada, que ya se había 
fijado antes de que se diera el consentimiento para iniciar el proyecto, y a que las empresas 
patrocinadoras ansiaban que el proyecto se pusiese en marcha para recuperar parte de los fondos 
que habían invertido. Por el contrario, otros casos examinados en Francia y Alemania ponen de 
manifiesto las demoras que sufrieron los proyectos en su inicio, probablemente porque la 
financiación provenía del sector público. Sin embargo, es preciso mantener una postura cautelosa al 
respecto, puesto que el estudio del proyecto Midland Metro revela las dificultades que pueden 
surgir cuando las empresas privadas participan en el proceso de diseño y construcción. 
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SCHLUSSFOLGERUNGEN UND EMPFEHLUNGEN 

 

Maßgeblich für die Festlegung bester Verfahrensweisen bei der Durchführung großer 
Infrastrukturprojekte sind die Ziele des Planungsprozesses. Die Durchführung muss einerseits 
kosten- und zeiteffizient erfolgen und andererseits effektiv im Hinblick auf die langfristigen 
Auswirkungen auf Wirtschaft, Umwelt und Gesellschaft, wobei diese Balance nicht einfach zu 
erreichen ist. Die Fallstudien machen deutlich, dass Infrastruktureinrichtungen innerhalb einer sehr 
kurzen Zeitspanne geplant und gebaut werden können, wenn die europäischen und einzelstaatlichen 
Vorschriften zur Umweltprüfung nicht so strikt angewendet werden und es einen starken 
politischen Willen gibt (Vasco da Gama). Werden die europäischen politischen Vorgaben 
eingehalten, so führt das meist zu höheren Kosten, die auf gründlichere Bewertungsverfahren und 
längere Planungsprozesse zurückzuführen sind (Köln-Rhein/Main), jedoch ist in diesem Fall die 
Nachhaltigkeit der Entwicklung gegeben. Gegenwärtig dauert die Planung und Durchführung 
großer Infrastrukturprojekte in den meisten Ländern mehr als zehn Jahre. Das hat Auswirkungen 
auf die Effektivität des Planungssystems.  

 

In den Fallstudien gibt es wenig Anhaltspunkte dafür, dass große Infrastrukturprojekte schneller 
genehmigt würden, es sei denn bei so wichtigen Ereignissen wie der Expo 1998 in Lissabon. Die 
Dauer des Prozesses hängt von den besonderen Merkmalen des Projekts und den in seinem Verlauf 
auftretenden Problemen ab. Die Genehmigung gestaltet sich oftmals kontrovers und kann nur 
schwer zur Entscheidung gebracht werden. Daher ist es nicht leicht, beste Verfahrensweisen zu 
ermitteln, wenn externe Faktoren über eine erfolgreiche Durchführung entscheiden. So können 
Faktoren wie die Umwelt, der Widerstand der Öffentlichkeit, Finanzierungsfragen und der 
Projektumfang zu einer Verlangsamung des Verfahrens führen. Selbst wenn ein Projekt mit einer 
nur begrenzten Umweltprüfung und öffentlichen Beteiligung (wie bei Vasco da Gama) rasch 
durchgeführt wird, dürften die langfristigen Nachteile für die Umwelt und die Gesellschaft größer 
sein als die in der Planungsphase erzielten zeitlichen und finanziellen Gewinne.  

 

Die Analyse der Fallstudien lässt jedoch erkennen, dass Projektplanung und -durchführung offenbar 
immer effizienter ablaufen. Trotz der UVP-Richtlinie von 1985 hat sich seit Mitte der 80er-Jahre 
der Zeitraum vom Beginn bis zum Abschluss eines Projekts generell verringert. Das lässt den 
Schluss zu, dass die Länder bei der Evaluierung effizienter vorgehen und sich stärker auf die 
Umsetzung konzentrieren. Zum Teil ist die Zeiteinsparung auf den Wechsel von einem stärker 
planorientierten Ansatz (bei dem in der Vergangenheit die Vorschläge nicht sehr schnell 
durchgebracht wurden) zu einem eher projektorientierten Ansatz zurückzuführen. Darüber hinaus 
scheint sich die Einbeziehung des privaten Sektors in den Entwurf, den Bau, die Finanzierung und 
den Betrieb entsprechender Anlagen vorteilhaft auf Zeit- und Kosteneffizienz auszuwirken.  

 

In die Planung und Durchführung großer Infrastrukturprojekte werden in zunehmendem Maße 
private Unternehmen, die Allgemeinheit und die betroffenen Kommunen einbezogen. Besonders 
wichtig ist es daher, dass zwischen den Beteiligten koordiniert und vermittelt werden kann, um 
langwierige Planungsverfahren und die Kosten zu vermeiden, die sich aus zu zahlenden 
Beratungsgebühren, Projektverzögerungen und dem Preisauftrieb ergeben. Allerdings ist es 
schwierig, ein Verfahren zu entwickeln oder zu empfehlen, das eine wirksame Vermittlung 
gewährleistet. Dabei muss für dieses Problem eine Lösung gefunden werden, wenn Infrastruktur-
Großprojekte ohne versteckte finanzielle Risiken realisiert werden sollen. Obwohl einige 
Mitgliedstaaten, darunter Deutschland und die Niederlande, gesetzliche Regelungen getroffen 
haben, um die Verfahren bei Großprojekten zu beschleunigen, wird sich der Nutzen solcher 
Maßnahmen erst in einigen Jahren beurteilen lassen. Von der Qualität der Vermittlung jedoch hängt 
die Wirksamkeit der Lösungen ab. 
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1.  Empfehlungen für ein Konzept der besten Verfahrensweisen bei der Durchführung 
großer Infrastrukturprojekte 

 
Im Bericht wurde besonders darauf eingegangen, mit welchen Schwierigkeiten die Ermittlung 
bester Verfahrensweisen bei der Planung und Durchführung verbunden ist, vor allem im Hinblick 
auf die Ausgewogenheit zwischen wirtschaftlichen, volkswirtschaftlichen und ökologischen 
Kosten. Die gegenwärtigen Konzepte jedoch tragen den volkswirtschaftlichen und ökologischen 
Kosten wie auch der ökonomischen Belastung Rechnung, weshalb ein schneller und 
kostengünstiger Entscheidungsprozess allein nicht als beste Verfahrensweise angesehen werden 
kann. Die folgenden Empfehlungen basieren auf Erkenntnissen aus der Literatur und den 
Fallstudien sowie auf den aktuellen Konzeptionen, die auf europäischer bzw. einzelstaatlicher 
Ebene verfolgt werden. 

 

Zu Beginn eines Projekts muss ein Bündel notwendiger Maßnahmen realisiert werden. Dazu 
gehören politischer Wille und Antrieb, ein Hauptelement zusammen mit gutem 
Projektmanagement und Vermittlungsgeschick sowie Finanzierung. Wenn auch nur eines 
dieser Elemente fehlt und während des Planungsprozesses eingebracht werden muss, entsteht 
Zeitverlust. Auch ein Großereignis wie etwa die Expo ’98 oder eine wichtige Sportveranstaltung 
kann dazu beitragen, ein Projekt auf den Weg zu bringen, wenngleich in einem solchen Falle 
ökologische und soziale Aspekte möglicherweise zugunsten anderer Schwerpunktziele in den 
Hintergrund treten. 

 

Bei der Durchführung eines großen Infrastrukturprojekts lassen sich zwei Phasen unterscheiden, die 
„Planungsphase“ und die „Durchführungsphase“. In Schaubild 5.2 werden diese beiden Phasen in 
vier Komponenten untergliedert, und zwar den vorbereitenden Planungsprozess, die Vorlage des 
Vorschlags im Parlament und dessen Zustimmung, die Vorlaufzeit (oftmals einschließlich 
Ausschreibungen) und die Bauzeit. Die ersten beiden Komponenten beziehen sich auf die 
„Planung“, die anderen beiden auf die „Durchführung“. Wie sich zeigte, wurden in keinem Land 
bzw. in keiner Fallstudie in allen vier Komponenten beste Verfahrensweisen angewandt, jedoch 
werden in einigen Fallstudien beste Verfahrensweisen innerhalb der einzelnen Komponenten 
festgestellt. Anhand der Erkenntnisse aus verschiedenen Fallstudien konnte somit ein Konzept der 
besten Verfahrensweisen entwickelt werden. 

 

2. Planungsphase 

Vorbildliche Verfahrensweisen in der Planungsphase sind dann gegeben, wenn bei der Planung 
innerhalb eines effizienten Zeitrahmens eine gründliche Umweltprüfung durchgeführt sowie 
öffentliche Unterstützung für das Projekt erlangt wird. Maßgeblich für den Erfolg ist eine Reihe von 
Faktoren, die in der Planungsphase unabdingbar sind, um einen reibungslosen Prozessablauf zu 
ermöglichen. Die meisten Länder in der EU gehen nach dem Top-Down-Ansatz vor, bei dem große 
Infrastrukturprojekte Bestandteil nationaler Pläne sind. Dadurch wird sichergestellt, dass zu 
Projektbeginn die politische Akzeptanz vorhanden ist. So war es bei den Fallstudien in Frankreich 
und Deutschland. Politischer Wille ist jedoch nicht die einzige Voraussetzung. Die griechischen 
Fallstudien zeigen, dass die Phase des Planungsprozesses oftmals sehr langwierig ist. Die Gründe 
hierfür liegen offenbar darin, dass zwar ein starker politischer Wille vorhanden ist, nicht in jedem 
Falle aber die Mittel zur Durchführung des Projekts zur Verfügung stehen, wie etwa finanzielle 
Vereinbarungen, ökologische Gegebenheiten, bautechnische Fähigkeiten und politischer 
Antrieb. 
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Außerdem finden die Vorschläge aufgrund des dominanten Top-Down-Ansatzes nicht immer die 
erforderliche öffentliche Unterstützung. Bei der Croydon Tramlink war von vornherein 
vorgesehen, die Öffentlichkeit bezüglich der Lösung zu befragen, der sie für die Verkehrsprobleme 
in Croydon den Vorzug geben würde. Da sich die Befragten zu 80 % für die Straßenbahn 
aussprachen, war natürlich mit geringerem öffentlichen Widerstand und damit weniger 
Verzögerungen im Planungsprozess zu rechnen. Croydon hatte zudem die finanziellen Aspekte des 
Projekts geregelt und durch den Einsatz privater Mittel mussten keine staatlichen Gelder 
eingeworben werden, obwohl das Tramlink-Projekt in Übereinstimmung mit der Verkehrspolitik 
der britischen Regierung stand. 

 

Die Planungsphase beinhaltet die Umweltverträglichkeitsprüfung, öffentliche Anhörungen und 
öffentliche Untersuchungen. Im Allgemeinen verlängert sich diese Phase mit zunehmender 
Komplexität des Projekts, da genau in diesem Abschnitt die ökologischen Schwierigkeiten und die 
Meinungsverschiedenheiten der beteiligten Akteure zutage treten (Köln-Rhein/Main, Egnatia Odos, 
Eisenbahnverbindung durch den Tunnel unter dem Kanal). Sind jedoch der politische Wille und 
öffentliche Unterstützung vorhanden und treten nur wenige ökologische Schwierigkeiten auf, so 
kann diese Phase auch vom zeitlichen Gesichtspunkt her effizient gestaltet werden. Bei der 
„Croydon Tramlink“ wurde die Planungsphase innerhalb von fünf Jahren abgeschlossen, 
einschließlich einer gründlichen Umweltprüfung, was auf die öffentliche Unterstützung 
zurückgeführt werden kann, die Croydon von Projektbeginn an erfahren hat. 

 

Um in der Planungsphase beste Verfahrensweisen zu erreichen, müssen politischer Wille und 
Antrieb, öffentliche Unterstützung und finanzielle Vereinbarungen vorhanden sein. Das Fehlen 
schon eines dieser Faktoren kann zu Verzögerungen in der Planungsphase oder der anschließenden 
Durchführungsphase führen. 

 

3. Durchführungsphase 

 

Beste Verfahrensweise in der Durchführungsphase ist dann gegeben, wenn die Entwicklung des 
Projekts innerhalb einer kurzen Zeit und in guter Qualität erfolgt. An erfolgreich durchgeführten 
Projekten waren oftmals private Unternehmen beteiligt. Die für den Bau eines Projekts 
erforderliche Zeit hängt von dessen Größe ab. Viele Projekte jedoch, wie etwa die Athener Metro, 
die Croydon Tramlink und die Manchester Metrolink, hatten kurze Vorlaufzeiten zwischen der 
Genehmigung und dem Beginn der Bauarbeiten, was die Fertigstellung um einige Jahre früher 
ermöglichte. Die Projektfinanzierung stand in diesen Fällen bereits vor der Genehmigung fest und 
die privaten Unternehmen wollten das Projekt so schnell wie möglich in Betrieb nehmen, um einen 
Teil der bereits getätigten Aufwendungen wieder hereinzuholen. Im Vergleich dazu wurde bei 
einigen Fällen in Frankreich und Deutschland eine längere Zeit bis zum Baubeginn benötigt, was 
möglicherweise mit der Bereitstellung öffentlicher Gelder zusammenhing. Bezüglich einer solchen 
Aussage ist jedoch Vorsicht geboten, denn wie die Fallstudie Midland Metro zeigt, kann es auch bei 
Beteiligung privater Unternehmen an den Entwurfs- und Bauarbeiten zu Schwierigkeiten kommen. 
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CONCLUSIONS ET RECOMMANDATIONS 
 

La détermination de la bonne pratique en matière de mise en œuvre de grands projets 
d'infrastructure dépend des objectifs du processus de planification. Il faut atteindre un difficile 
équilibre entre mettre en œuvre un projet de façon efficace en termes de coûts et de durée, d'une 
part, et de façon effective quant aux incidences à long terme sur l'économie, l'environnement et la 
société, d'autre part. Les études de cas révèlent que les infrastructures peuvent être planifiées et 
construites dans un laps de temps très court si les politiques européennes et nationales d'évaluation 
environnementale ne sont pas appliquées de manière rigide, et si la volonté politique est forte 
(Vasco da Gama). Les études de cas qui respectent les normes politiques européennes ont montré 
une exposition à des coûts plus élevés en raison des procédures d'évaluation plus poussées et des 
processus de planification plus longs (Cologne-Rhine/Main) mais, en revanche, elles assurent un 
développement durable. Actuellement, la planification et la mise en œuvre des grands projets 
d'infrastructure prennent plus de dix ans dans la plupart des pays, ce qui n'est pas sans conséquences 
pour l'efficacité du système de planification.   

 

Les études de cas ne donnent guère à penser que les grands projets d'infrastructure sont approuvés 
plus rapidement dans tel ou tel pays, sauf lorsqu'il y a un événement-moteur important tel que 
l'Expo 1998 à Lisbonne. La vitesse du processus dépend de l'unicité du projet et des questions qui 
se forment au cours de la mise en œuvre. L'approbation du projet est souvent controversée et 
difficile à obtenir. Il n'est donc pas aisé de mettre en évidence les bonnes pratiques si la réussite de 
la mise en œuvre dépend de facteurs extérieurs à la procédure. Des facteurs comme 
l'environnement, l'opposition publique, le financement et l'échelle du projet sont tous susceptibles 
de ralentir cette procédure. Même si un projet est rapidement mis en œuvre grâce au caractère limité 
de l'évaluation environnementale et de la participation publique (comme dans le cas du projet Vasco 
da Gama), les inconvénients qui apparaîtront à long terme pour l'environnement et la société 
peuvent l'emporter sur les bénéfices en termes de temps et de finances engrangés au cours du 
processus de planification.   

 

L'analyse des études de cas montre toutefois que des améliorations sont réalisées au niveau de 
l'efficacité de la planification et de la mise en œuvre des projets. Depuis le milieu des années 1980, 
le délai écoulé entre la création du projet et son achèvement a généralement diminué, malgré la 
directive de 1985 relative aux études d'incidences sur l'environnement. Cette constatation donne à 
penser que les pays deviennent plus efficaces lors de l'évaluation et se focalisent davantage sur la 
livraison des projets. Une partie de ces gains de temps est due au passage d'une approche plus axée 
sur les plans (qui explique la lenteur de l'examen des propositions par le passé) à une démarche 
davantage orientée sur le développement. De plus, l'introduction du secteur privé dans la 
conception, l'élaboration, le financement et le fonctionnement des projets semble être synonyme de 
gains en termes de temps et de rentabilité. 

 

La planification et la mise en œuvre d'un grand projet d'infrastructure implique une participation 
croissante de sociétés privées, du grand public et d'une série de municipalités. Il devient donc 
primordial d'être capable d'assurer la coordination et la médiation entre ces diverses parties 
prenantes, cela afin d'éviter que des procédures de planification trop longues n'induisent des coûts 
dus aux consultations, aux retards du projet et à l'inflation. Bien qu'il soit difficile d'élaborer ou de 
recommander une procédure de médiation efficace, il importe de résoudre ce problème si l'on 
souhaite mener à bien de grands projets d'infrastructure sans risques financiers cachés. Même si des 
États membres tels que l'Allemagne et les Pays-Bas ont adopté des lois destinées à accélérer les 
procédures applicables aux grands projets, il faudra plusieurs années avant de pouvoir évaluer ces 
changements. C'est pourtant la qualité de la médiation qui détermine l'efficacité avec laquelle des 
solutions peuvent être trouvées. 



Procédures de planification et de mise en œuvre suivies par les États membres de l’UE 
pour les travaux d’infrastructure publics 

62                                                 PE 326.268 

 

1. Recommandations en vue de l'adoption d'une approche fondée sur les bonnes 
pratiques pour la mise en œuvre de grands projets d'infrastructure 

 

Le présent rapport a mis en en évidence les difficultés qu'il y a à déterminer les bonnes pratiques en 
matière de planification et de mise en œuvre, concernant en particulier l'équilibre entre les coûts 
économiques, sociaux et environnementaux. Toutefois, les politiques actuelles tiennent compte des 
coûts économiques mais aussi sociaux et environnementaux, ce qui implique qu'un processus 
décisionnel rapide et économique ne peut être considéré comme une bonne pratique. Les 
recommandations suivantes se fondent sur des données issues de publications et d'études de cas 
ainsi que sur les actuelles politiques européennes et nationales. 

 

Si l'on veut adopter une bonne pratique, il importe de mettre en place un ensemble d'éléments 
préalables au moment du lancement du projet. Ces éléments sont notamment une volonté et un 
élan politiques, qui constituent des éléments aussi cruciaux que le financement et de bonnes 
compétences en gestion de projet et en médiation. Si l'un quelconque de ces éléments est omis et 
doit être mis en place au cours du processus de planification, des coûts de temps seront encourus. 
De plus, un événement-moteur tel que l'Expo 1998 ou une grande compétition sportive favorise 
également le lancement du projet, bien que l'organisation de tels événements puisse se traduire par 
la mise sur la touche de questions environnementales et sociales au profit d'autres objectifs 
prioritaires. 

 

On distingue deux phases évidentes dans la mise en œuvre d'un grand projet d'infrastructure. Dans 
le graphique 5.2, les procédures de planification et de mise en œuvre ont été subdivisées en quatre 
composantes: le processus de planification préliminaire, la soumission de la proposition au 
parlement et l'obtention de l'approbation, la période préalable au commencement des travaux (qui 
comprend souvent l'appel d'offres) et la période de construction. Les deux premières composantes 
concernent la "planification" et les deux suivantes la "mise en œuvre". On n'a remarqué aucun pays 
précis ni étude de cas où de bonnes pratiques sont appliquées au niveau des quatre composantes, 
mais certaines études de cas ont mis en relief de bonnes pratiques au sein de l'une ou l'autre 
composante. Il a donc été possible d'élaborer une approche basée sur les bonnes pratiques en 
s'inspirant des enseignements tirés des diverses études de cas. 

 

2. Phase de planification 

 

Dans la phase de planification, la bonne pratique peut se définir comme une planification où l'on 
réalise, en ce qui concerne le projet, une évaluation environnementale approfondie et où l'on obtient 
un appui public et politique en temps utile. Pour contribuer au bon déroulement de ce processus, 
plusieurs facteurs doivent être réunis lors de la phase de planification. La plupart des pays de l'UE 
suivent une démarche descendante selon laquelle les grands projets d'infrastructure s'inscrivent dans 
des plans nationaux. Cette façon d'agir contribue à assurer l'acceptation politique dès le lancement 
du projet. Les études de cas de la France et de l'Allemagne en sont des exemples évidents. La 
volonté politique n'est toutefois pas la seule condition. Les études de cas de la Grèce montrent que 
cette phase de planification est souvent longue. Cet inconvénient semblerait provenir du fait que, 
même en présence d'une volonté politique forte, les moyens requis – notamment les dispositions 
financières, les circonstances environnementales, les compétences en construction et le 
dynamisme politique – ne sont pas toujours disponibles pour faire avancer le projet. 
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En outre, la forte démarche descendante ne suscite pas toujours le soutien du public aux 
propositions. Dans l'approche adoptée par le Croydon Tramlink, le public a été consulté sur ses 
préférences concernant la résolution des problèmes de transport à Croydon. Une majorité de 80% 
des personnes interrogées s'est déclarée en faveur du tram. Un tel niveau de soutien a permis de 
limiter l'opposition publique et, partant, les retards d'un bout à l'autre du processus de planification. 
Croydon avait également organisé le financement du projet et, bien que le Tramlink ait été 
compatible avec la politique des transports du gouvernement britannique, l'utilisation de fonds 
privés a évité à Croydon de devoir persuader le gouvernement de fournir des capitaux. 

 

Cette phase peut comprendre une évaluation de l'incidence environnementale, une consultation 
publique et des enquêtes publiques. En général, plus le projet est complexe, plus cette phase peut 
prendre de temps car c'est à ce stade que l'on met en évidence les difficultés environnementales et 
les divergences d'avis des parties prenantes (Cologne-Rhine/Main et Egnatia Odos, liaison 
ferroviaire du tunnel sous la Manche). Toutefois, en présence d'une volonté politique, d'un soutien 
public et de peu de difficultés environnementales, cette phase peut se dérouler sans délais 
inutiles. Dans le cas du projet Croydon Tramlink, la phase de planification a pris cinq ans, y 
compris une évaluation environnementale approfondie. Ce délai peut être attribué au soutien 
public dont a bénéficié le projet dès sa création.  

 

Si l'on veut adopter une bonne pratique pendant la phase de planification, il faut disposer d'une 
combinaison de volonté et de dynamisme politiques, de soutien public et de dispositions 
financières. L'absence de l'ou ou l'autre de ces facteurs peut générer des retards dans la phase de 
planification ou dans la phase ultérieure de mise en œuvre. 

 

3. Phase de mise en œuvre 

 

La bonne pratique dans la phase de mise en œuvre peut se définir comme le développement d'un 
projet de bonne qualité dans un laps de temps court. Les projets qui ont donné lieu à une mise en 
œuvre réussie impliquaient souvent des sociétés privées. Le temps pris pour construire un projet 
dépend de sa taille. Néanmoins, de nombreux projets, par exemple le métro d'Athènes, le Croydon 
Tramlink et le Manchester Metrolink présentaient des délais courts entre l'obtention du permis et le 
début des travaux, une caractéristique qui a fait avancer de plusieurs années l'achèvement du projet. 
L'explication réside dans le fait que le financement du projet était déjà disponible avant même 
l'obtention du permis et que les sociétés privées impliquées tenaient beaucoup à rendre le projet 
opérationnel afin de rentrer partiellement dans les fonds investis. Par comparaison, d'autres cas 
étudiés en France et en Allemagne ont dû attendre plus longtemps avant le commencement de la 
construction. Cet allongement des délais pourrait s'expliquer par l'apport de capitaux publics. Il 
importe cependant de rester prudent car l'étude du cas du Midland Metro montre que des difficultés 
peuvent également surgir lorsque des sociétés privées participent au processus de conception et de 
construction. 
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CONCLUSIONI E RACCOMANDAZIONI 
 

L’identificazione delle migliori pratiche relative alla realizzazione dei principali progetti 
infrastrutturali dipende dagli obiettivi del processo di pianificazione. Vi è un equilibrio difficile da 
ottenere tra la realizzazione efficiente di un progetto in termini di costi e durata e l’efficacia dello 
stesso in termini di ricadute a lungo termine di natura economica, ambientale e sociale. I casi di 
studio rivelano che è possibile pianificare e realizzare opere infrastrutturali in tempi molto brevi, se 
le politiche di valutazione ambientale europee e nazionali non sono applicate rigidamente e se vi è 
una forte volontà politica (Vasco da Gama). I casi di studio che applicano alla lettera le norme 
politiche comunitarie possono più facilmente incorrere in costi più elevati a causa del maggiore 
approfondimento delle procedure di valutazione e dell’allungamento dei processi di pianificazione 
(Colonia-Reno/Meno), ma sono in linea con i requisiti dello sviluppo sostenibile. Attualmente, nella 
maggior parte dei paesi la pianificazione e il completamento dei principali progetti infrastrutturali 
richiedono più di 10 anni. Ciò ha chiare implicazioni rispetto all’efficienza del sistema di 
pianificazione.  

 

Dall’analisi dei casi di studio non sembra che vi siano paesi in cui i progetti infrastrutturali su larga 
scala sono approvati più rapidamente, ad eccezione dei casi in cui vi siano motivazioni particolari, 
come per l’Expo 1998 di Lisbona. La velocità del processo dipende dall’unicità del progetto e dalle 
questioni che sorgono nel corso della sua realizzazione. Il processo di approvazione è spesso 
controverso e irto di ostacoli. Pertanto, non è facile individuare le migliori pratiche visto che la 
riuscita attuazione del progetto dipende da fattori esterni alla procedura. Fattori quali l’ambiente, 
l’opposizione dell’opinione pubblica, i finanziamenti e le dimensioni del progetto possono tutti 
contribuire a rallentare la procedura. Anche laddove un progetto venga realizzato in tempi brevi, 
con una limitata valutazione dell’impatto ambientale e uno scarso coinvolgimento dell’opinione 
pubblica (come nel caso del progetto Vasco da Gama), le conseguenze negative sull’ambiente e 
sulla società nel lungo periodo potrebbero essere superiori al risparmio di tempo e denaro ottenuto 
in fase di pianificazione.  

 

Tuttavia, sulla base dei casi analizzati, sembra che vi siano miglioramenti per quanto riguarda 
l’efficienza della pianificazione e la realizzazione dei progetti. A partire dalla metà degli anni ‘80, i 
tempi intercorrenti tra l’avvio e il completamento di un progetto sono andati in generale 
riducendosi, nonostante la direttiva VIA del 1985. Ciò fa pensare che i paesi stiano diventando più 
efficienti in fase di valutazione e più attenti ai risultati. La riduzione dei tempi è dovuta anche in 
parte al passaggio da un approccio più orientato al piano (ove in passato le proposte non sono state 
esaminate con la dovuta rapidità) a un approccio più improntato all’attuazione. Inoltre, la 
partecipazione del settore privato alla progettazione, all’esecuzione, al finanziamento e alla gestione 
degli impianti sembra comportare una riduzione dei tempi e una maggiore efficienza sotto il profilo 
dei costi. 

 

La pianificazione e la realizzazione di una grande opera infrastrutturale coinvolgono in misura 
crescente società private, opinione pubblica e autorità di vari comuni. Pertanto, una competenza 
cruciale richiesta è la capacità di coordinare e mediare tra le varie istanze, al fine di evitare un 
allungamento dei tempi di pianificazione che porterebbe a maggiori costi a causa dei costi del 
processo di consultazione, ai ritardi di esecuzione del progetto e all’inflazione. È difficile sviluppare 
o raccomandare una procedura che assicuri una mediazione efficiente. Tuttavia, è importante 
risolvere questo problema se si vogliono realizzare grandi opere infrastrutturali senza rischi 
finanziari occulti. Sebbene Stati membri come la Germania e i Paesi Bassi abbiano introdotto leggi 
per l’accelerazione delle procedure relative alle grandi opere, ci vorranno diversi anni prima che si 
possa valutare l’impatto di queste modifiche. Tuttavia, la qualità della mediazione determinerà 
l’efficacia delle soluzioni che saranno raggiunte. 
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1. Raccomandazioni per un approccio improntato alle migliori pratiche di esecuzione 
delle grandi opere 

 

La relazione ha evidenziato le difficoltà insite nell’identificazione delle migliori pratiche relative 
alla pianificazione e realizzazione delle opere, con particolare riguardo per l’equilibrio tra costi 
economici, sociali e ambientali. Tuttavia, le politiche attuali tengono conto dei costi sociali e 
ambientali oltre che di quelli economici e pertanto un processo decisionale rapido ed economico 
non può di per sé essere considerato un esempio di pratica ottimale. Si presentano le 
raccomandazioni seguenti sulla base dei dati riscontrati nella letteratura e nei casi di studio, nonché 
sulla scorta delle attuali politiche europee e nazionali. 

 

Vi è una serie di misure preliminari che costituiscono un prerequisito sin dall’inizio del progetto 
perché si possano realizzare le migliori pratiche. Esse includono la volontà e la spinta politica, un 
elemento chiave insieme alla presenza di buone competenze gestionali di progetto e di 
mediazione e di finanziamenti. Se anche solo uno di questi ingredienti viene omesso durante la 
fase preparatoria e deve essere introdotto durante il processo di pianificazione, ciò provocherà un 
aumento dei costi legati all’allungamento dei tempi. Inoltre, la prevista organizzazione di un evento 
di spicco, come l’Expo ‘98, o di un’importante manifestazione sportiva dà un forte impulso alla 
realizzazione del progetto, sebbene tale fattore di stimolo possa indurre a trascurare le questioni 
ambientali e sociali a favore di altre priorità. 

 

La realizzazione di una grande opera infrastrutturale comporta due fasi distinte. Nella figura 5.2 le 
procedure di pianificazione e realizzazione sono suddivise ulteriormente in quattro componenti: il 
processo di pianificazione preliminare, la presentazione della proposta al parlamento e la sua 
approvazione, il periodo precedente all’avvio dei lavori (nel corso del quale spesso si attuano le 
procedure d’appalto) e la fase di esecuzione dei lavori. Le prime due componenti sono relative alla 
fase di “pianificazione” le ultime due alla fase di “realizzazione”. Non è stato identificato alcun 
singolo paese o caso di studio che attui le migliori pratiche in tutti e quattro questi componenti; 
tuttavia, alcuni casi di studio migliori pratiche nelle componenti distinte. Pertanto, l’approccio 
orientato alle migliori pratiche è stato sviluppato sulla base degli insegnamenti tratti dai vari casi di 
studio. 

 

2. Fase di pianificazione 

 

Le migliori pratiche nella fase di pianificazione possono essere definite come “un progetto che 
realizza una valutazione accurata di impatto ambientale e ottiene il sostegno dell’opinione pubblica 
in tempi contenuti”. Per realizzare ciò, è necessaria la contemporanea presenza in fase di 
pianificazione di numerosi fattori che contribuiscono allo svolgimento senza intoppi del progetto. 
La maggior parte dei paesi dell’UE seguono un approccio dall’alto e includono i principali progetti 
infrastrutturali nell’ambito di piani nazionali. Ciò contribuisce ad assicurare un consenso politico 
sin dall’inizio del progetto. È quanto è avvenuto nei casi presi in esame in Francia e Germania. 
Tuttavia la volontà politica non è l’unico requisito. I casi di studio in Grecia mostrano che questa 
fase del processo di pianificazione è spesso lunga. Sembra che ciò avvenga perché, nonostante una 
forte volontà politica, non sempre i mezzi per l’attuazione del progetto – come i meccanismi 
finanziari, le circostanze ambientali, le competenze in materia di costruzione e la spinta 
politica – sono disponibili in misura tale da imprimere una spinta adeguata al progetto. 
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A ciò si aggiunge il fatto che un simile approccio, fortemente diretto dall’alto, non sempre riesce a 
conseguire il sostegno della pubblica opinione rispetto alle proposte avanzate. L’approccio seguito 
nel progetto del Croydon Tramlink comprendeva la consultazione dell’opinione pubblica in merito 
alle sue preferenze per risolvere i problemi di trasporto a Croydon. L’80% delle persone intervistate 
si è espresso a favore del tram. Questo deciso sostegno ha fatto sì che l’opposizione della 
popolazione al progetto fosse minore, con conseguente riduzione dei ritardi lungo tutto il processo 
di pianificazione. La città di Croydon aveva anche reperito le risorse finanziarie per il progetto e 
sebbene il Tramlink fosse compatibile con la politica dei trasporti del governo britannico, l’uso di 
capitali privati ha consentito a Croydon di non dover dipendere dal finanziamento statale. 

 

Questa fase può includere la valutazione dell’impatto ambientale, la consultazione dei cittadini e 
indagini pubbliche. In generale, questa fase tende ad allungarsi quanto maggiore è la complessità 
del progetto, giacché è proprio a questo punto che vengono alla luce problematiche ambientali e 
pareri divergenti tra le parti interessate (Colonia Reno/Meno, Egnatia Odos e il collegamento 
ferroviario attraverso il canale della Manica). Tuttavia, purché vi sia volontà politica, il sostegno 
della popolazione e limitati problemi ambientali, questa fase potrà essere efficiente in termini di 
tempo. La fase di pianificazione del progetto del Croydon Tramlink, comprendente un’accurata 
valutazione ambientale, è stata completata in 5 anni. Ciò può essere attribuito al sostegno dei 
cittadini sin al progetto dall’inizio.  

 

Per attuare le migliori pratiche nel corso della fase di pianificazione, i requisiti necessari sono la 
volontà e l’impegno politici, il sostegno dell’opinione pubblica e i meccanismi finanziari. 
L’assenza anche di uno solo di questi fattori può causare ritardi in fase di pianificazione o nella 
successiva fase di realizzazione. 

 

3. Fase di realizzazione 

 

Le migliori pratiche nella fase di realizzazione possono essere definite come la “costruzione di un 
progetto di buona qualità in tempi relativamente brevi”. I casi di studio in cui la realizzazione è 
pienamente riuscita spesso vedono la partecipazione di società private. I tempi di realizzazione di 
un progetto dipendono chiaramente dalle dimensioni dello stesso; tuttavia, molti progetti come 
quello della metropolitana di Atene, il Croydon Tramlink e la metropolitana di Manchester si sono 
distinti per la brevità del lasso di tempo intercorrente tra il rilascio delle autorizzazioni e l’avvio dei 
lavori, un elemento, questo, che può anticipare di qualche anno il completamento del progetto. Ciò 
è avvenuto in quanto i finanziamenti per il progetto erano già stati reperiti prima del rilascio 
dell’autorizzazione e in quanto tali società private puntavano all’operatività del progetto per 
recuperare parte dei fondi investiti. Diversamente, altri casi in Francia e Germania hanno 
comportato tempi più lunghi prima dell’avvio dei lavori; ciò potrebbe essere dovuto al processo di 
erogazione di fondi pubblici. Tuttavia, non si devono esprimere giudizi affrettati, in quanto il caso 
della metropolitana dei Midland rivela come possano sorgere difficoltà allorché società private 
partecipano al processo di progettazione e costruzione. 
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REVIEW AT THE NATIONAL LEVEL 

Austrian planning system 

 

Austria is a federation of nine states with approximately 2,300 municipalities. Spatial planning 
occurs on three levels - federal government, state and municipality.  Spatial planning is therefore a 
national task which is performed in coordination by the three levels.  

 

Spatial planning is the autonomous responsibility of states with the federal government having 
control over railways, the supra-regional road network, forestry and water.  The consequence of this 
is that federal government and the states carry out parallel spatial planning activities.  
Responsibility for spatial planning at the regional level lies with the states. At state level, spatial 
planning laws are passed.  Based on these laws, the state governments implement state development 
plans as well as regional development plans.  In addition, states also have the duty to supervise 
communal planning and to assist municipalities in their work.   

 

The municipalities control permissible land use through zoning plans. The municipalities also adopt 
building regulation plans that determine the use of building land.  This spatial planning by 
municipalities at the local level is one of their autonomous tasks.  The state is the supervisory 
authority and approves spatial planning at municipal level according to the criterion of conformity 
with the spatial planning laws, as well as with spatial planning at supra-state level, i.e. state or 
regional development plans. 

 

The power of the relevant planning body as well as the existence of plans is key to the attainment of 
spatial planning policy goals.  For example, one of the guidelines in the regional development plan 
is to improve the linkages to transportation networks. However, the ministry responsible for 
building national roads at the federal government level is not bound by this guideline.  Therefore, 
legally binding plans and programmes for spatial planning can only be implemented in practice if 
political consensus between the levels is achieved.   

 

In spite of the formal competence for comprehensive spatial planning by the states, these must rely 
on the cooperation of the federal government because several federal ministries have power over 
important areas of spatial planning.  The coordination of these measures within the federal 
government is weak.  The spatial planning activities of states are implemented mainly through 
building regulations.  Responsibility for building regulations rests with the mayors of the 
municipalities. 
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The Austrian spatial planning system 

 
Transport and land use plans and laws                                                        Level of responsibility/ 
             Implementation 
 

              Austrian Spatial Planning Act 1991     
 

 
National Planning  
Perspectives 

 
Austrian Spatial  
Planning Act 1991  

 
National Planning  
Report 

 Austrian Government 

 
State Development  
Plan 

  
County 

 
Local Master Plan 

 
Regional Development  
Plan 

 
Traffic and Environment Action 
Plan 

  
City Council 

 

Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Austria 

 
With regard to important infrastructure projects two aspects must be clearly defined: 

1) Legal aspects related to acquiring and implementing the necessary locations and routes; 

2) Financing. 

 

In order to acquire an area for construction of a national road the competent minister may, by 
decree, declare a site a national road construction area, if it is defined in a site plan that is being 
considered for road construction prior to the determination of the route.  The state and municipality 
will have been notified.  This ensures a construction moratorium for a maximum of three years.  
After the detailed plans have been drawn up, a decree is issued which lays down the route of the 
road (route decree).  It is the basis for the required divisions of property and expropriations, if 
necessary.  A similar procedure exists for railway construction. 

 
The planning, establishment and operation of motorways and expressways is carried out by two 
companies set up for this purpose.  The other national roads are administered by the states (on 
behalf of the federal government).  For the planning and construction of high speed rail lines a 
separate stock corporation was established.  The construction of national roads and railway lines of 
the Federal Railways is financed by the federal budget. 

 
The Neue Bahn project is the Austrian government's first step towards modernising the Austrian 
Federal Railways and expanding the rail network.  No new motorways are currently being 
discussed, only the completion of the existing network. 

 
Municipality, State and Federal Government have formed a unified system of “tarification” for the 
joint organisation and financing of local public passenger transport.  These are partly organised in 
the form of stock corporations [EC, 1997a]. 
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Belgian planning system 

 

At national level, the Urban and Regional Planning Act 1962 (Loi organique de l’aménagement du 
territoire et l’urbanisme) was intended to cover the whole of Belgium. The national plan was never 
implemented. There are regional and sub-regional plans (Plans de Secteur), municipal plans 
(including Plan général d’aménagement (PGA) and Plan particulier d’aménagement (PPA)). 
Belgium is a Federal State, with Flemish, French and German speakers living in their own 
respective regions. These are the Flemish region, Brussels Capital Region, and the Walloon Region. 
There are ten provinces with five provinces in each of the Flemish and the Walloon regions. There 
is no provincial level in the Brussels capital region. There are also 589 communes.  

 

The Spatial Planning system is currently in a state of transition with the three regions (the Flemish, 
Walloon and Brussels Capital regions) adopting their own autonomous planning powers. Each 
region is following a different course of action and had different priorities in formulating their 
spatial policies.  

 

In the Flemish region, there will be regional, provincial and local level plans. The spatial structure 
plan will be policy based while the spatial implementation plan will direct development to the main 
urban centres such as Antwerp, Brussels and Ghent. There is an emphasis on sustainable 
development. 

 

The Walloon region proposes a two-tier planning system at regional and municipal levels. A 
centralised document for all acts, regulations and decrees on spatial planning in the Walloon region 
is called Code Wallon de l’aménagement du territoire, de l’urbanisme et du patrimoine (CWATUP). 
At regional level a Plan régional d’aménagement du territoire is prepared. The Schéma de structure 
is prepared at local level. A legally binding local zoning plan (Plan de secteur and Plans particuliers 
d’aménagement) are also prepared. This is a decentralised planning system whose priorities include 
greater care of the rural areas. 

 

In the Brussels Capital region, a development plan and a zoning plan are proposed for the regional 
and municipal levels. Although each level prepares similar plans, the municipal authority plans 
have to obtain approval from the regional level. The development plan acts a general policy 
framework and the zoning plan specifies land uses. There are spatial policies intended for providing 
a balanced social and population mix while encouraging economic activities and transport policies 
without reducing the quality of life. 
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The Belgian spatial planning system 

Transport and land use plans and laws                                                                    Level of responsibility/ 
                                                                                                                       Implementation 

Planning Act 1962 

National Spatial Plan   Ministry of Transport and 
Infrastructure 

 Management Contract 
with National Rail 

Company 

 Belgian Federal 
Government 

Spatial Structure Plan     Spatial Implementation Plan Region 

Provincial Spatial Structure 
Plan 

Provincial Spatial   
Implementation Plan 

Province 

Regional and Municipal  
Plan 

 Development Plan 

Local Spatial Structure Plan 

 Zoning Plan 

Mobility Plan 

 Municipal/ City 
Council 

 
 
EIA/Public participation 

Belgium is a federal state since 1993. EIA are carried out at national level on strategic infrastructure 
such as nuclear installations and the territorial sea and continental shelf. The Flemish region 
specifies that EIA be carried out on large urban projects such as over 2 000 houses, 10-hectare sites 
or large office developments. There are also criteria based requirements for an EIA currently being 
developed. A board of experts approved buy a competent authority prepares an EIA, which is then 
taken through discussion and formal approval stages.  
 
The developer is responsible for the EIA, because without it they would not obtain the necessary 
permission. The infrastructure works however are subject to an EIA in cases where urban 
extensions of changes of use are proposed. Before permission can be issued, the competent 
authority would require a new or an additional EIA. 
 
The EIA procedures involve citizens when it concerns a project, which is subject to a procedure 
with a public enquiry. 
 

Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Belgium 

Belgian governments pursue an active policy in the construction of major infrastructure works, such 
as transport, communications and utilities.  As a result of the federalisation of Belgium, the 
responsibilities for some of these areas have been transferred to the regions.  The regions are 
responsible for the infrastructure policy and transport policy.  This include road infrastructure, the 
development of inland and maritime ports, the management of the inland waterways, the regional 
airports and the organisation of urban and interurban public transport.  Although the majority of the 
transport sector is a regional competence, some aspects remain a federal competence.  The federal 
level is responsible for infrastructure and transport policy for the railway network and the 
management of Brussels National Airport (through the Regie der Luchtwegen/Régie des Voies 
aériennes).  The provincial level is responsible for the so-called provincial roads, while 
municipalities are responsible for municipal roads and related traffic.   
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The location of Belgium at the heart of Europe's road and rail network, alongside the functioning of 
one of Europe's busiest ports (Antwerp) has kept transport and transport infrastructure high on the 
political agenda.  Infrastructure related policy implementation at the federal level is supported by 
the federal department of traffic and infrastructure.  All regions have an administration responsible 
for the construction and maintenance of roads.  For each of the transport modes specific public 
agencies exist.  The construction of infrastructure is usually carried out in cooperation with private 
companies [EC, 1997a]. 
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Danish planning system 

 

Spatial planning in Denmark is largely decentralised and is carried out by the municipalities. 
The Spatial Planning Department of the Ministry of Environment and Energy, at national level, is 
responsible for all spatial planning functions and advises the lower tiers.  

 

At regional level, there are 14 counties with responsibilities for hospitals, high schools, major roads, 
public transport, regional planning and rural land use administration.  The counties are further 
divided into 275 municipalities, which are responsible for local functions including social welfare 
and health service, secondary schools, libraries and cultural activities, local and private roads, 
public utilities, waste management and spatial planning. 

 

The Planning Act was adopted in 1924 and has since been revised a number of times, with the most 
recent version coming into force in 1992. The planning system in Denmark is characterised by the 
country being divided into three zones, urban, recreational and rural. Development is permitted in 
accordance with the current planning regulations in the urban and recreational zones. However, 
rural zones cover about 90% of the country and development or change of any kind for purposes 
other than agriculture or forestry are prohibited or subject to special permission. To alter the use of 
rural areas for urban uses, a local binding plan, and a land use tax paid by the landowner is required. 

 

There is no overall spatial planning system in Denmark and the process is largely decentralised. The 
country has a hierarchy of plans where plans at lower levels must not be in contradiction with 
planning decisions at higher levels. At national level a number of planning guidelines are published. 
Spatial planning policies are expressed through national planning reports (Landsplanredegøreiser) 
that sets out current national planning policies and provides guidance for the regional and local 
authorities. There are also spatial development perspectives (landsplanerspektiv), which act as a 
framework for lower tiers of Government. National Planning Directives (landsplandirektiven) are 
issued that set out legal provisions on specific issues. These are binding for regional and local 
authorities. 

 

Regional plans (regionplaner) are produced at county level and provide guidance for land use in the 
county, infrastructure facilities and environment protection.  Municipalities have a central role in 
Danish planning, with an emphasis on solving problems locally. Municipal are required to produce 
a municipal plan (kommuneplaner), which comprises the necessary link between national and 
regional planning and preparation of local plans on the use of each individual property. 
Municipalities also produce a Detailed Local Plan which detail regulations for future land use. 
Local plans are the main legal instrument for issuing detailed planning regulations.  
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The Danish spatial planning system 

Spatial planning laws and plans                                                                                 Level of responsibility/ 

              Implementation 

Planning Act 1992 

 

Landsplanperspektiv - 
National Planning 
Perspectives 

 Landsplandirektiver - 
National Planning Directives 

 Landsplanredegøreiser - 
National Planning Report 

 Danish Government 

 

Regionplaner - Regional 
Plan 

 County 

 

Lokalplaner - Local 
Master Plan 

 Kommuneplaner - Municipal 
Plan 

 Traffic and Environment 
Action Plan 

 City Council 

 

Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Denmark 

The planning and construction responsibilities for transport infrastructure in Denmark are divided 
between the national, regional and local levels. The Ministry of Transport at national level is 
responsible for the implementation of motorways, main bridges and trunk roads. Secondary roads 
are the responsibility of the counties and municipalities are responsible for the construction and 
maintenance of local public roads. 

 

At State level, the Ministry of Transport carries out transport planning with a perspective of 15 to 
20 years. There are a number of ways in which major infrastructure projects can be implemented in 
Denmark. National Planning Directives are used to implement specific major projects or to locate 
activities. The National Planning Directives are issued by the Minister of the Environment under the 
Planning Act. Before the directive is issued, the Minister for the Environment consults the 
Folketing Environment, regional planning committee and the local authorities involved. No public 
consultation or chance to appeal is incorporated in the process. However, Environmental Impact 
Assessment is required which does involve at least two eight week periods of public consultation. 

 

Call-in powers may be used by the Minister for Environment and Energy to make changes to the 
content of existing plans. They can also use the process to make a decision on approving a plan 
where the council is unable to do so themselves. Finally, special legislation can be used, mainly for 
major road and rail projects. Special legislation is passed by the Folketing to allow the major 
infrastructure planning process to go ahead. Public consultation in Denmark is usually limited to the 
Environmental Impact Assessment procedure. The public are given a period of eight weeks after the 
notification of the proposals and a further eight week consultation period after the plan report and 
the EIA has been released. 

 

The construction of new motorways follows a specific procedure. Parliament adopts an Act for the 
proposed infrastructure project specifying its location. An independent expropriation commission 
has to examine the project on location and the Ministry of Transport must ensure that necessary 
consultation is made in order to solve any environmental or agricultural conflicts, using land 
consolidation as the main means. The assessment of the environmental impact is an integrated part 
of the procedures for adopting the Act and determining the final location of the project. 
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The expropriation commission then makes an individual assessment of expropriation to the owners 
and negotiations, and finally fixes the compensation in the first instance. Appeals on compensation 
may be made to a valuation committee. The construction costs are funded by the general state 
budget. 

 

The railway network is the responsibility of the Danish State Railways (DSB), within the Ministry 
for Transport. The DSB plan, implement and maintain the railway network in Denmark and follow 
a very similar procedure to that outlined for the planning of motorways. The costs are funded partly 
by State investments and partly by user payment. For major infrastructure connections, such as the 
Great Belt Link and the Öresund Link, special construction acts are adopted to implement the 
projects. The construction costs are financed by the State and in the long run, by user payment. 
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Finnish planning system 

 
At national level, the Land Use Department of the Ministry of Environment of the Finnish 
Government is responsible for producing legislation and guidelines and coordinating land use 
planning for county and municipality level. The Ministry of Communication and Transport also has 
an interest and is often involved in spatial planning matters. 

 
At regional level, the country is divided into 11 Läänit (provinces). These provinces mediate 
between the local authority and the central government, but do not have any spatial planning 
powers.  They develop regional land use plans and regional development strategies. At local level, 
the 455 municipalities have administrative structures, decision-making systems and extensive self-
government. Finland’s local municipalities control, guide and implement land use planning which is 
largely decentralised. 

 
All spatial plans are assessed in terms of their impacts on nature protection, water and waste 
management and air protection. Public participation must also take place. Environmental Impact 
assessment is required at the beginning of all local and regional planning processes and the results 
made public. 

 

The Finnish spatial planning system 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

 

Land Use and Building Act 2000 
 Finnish 

Government 

National Land Use Guidelines  National Strategy 

Regional Plan  

Seutusuunnitelma –  
Strategic regional plans 

 Seutukaana – Statutory 
regional land use plans 

 
Regional Council 

Master Plan 
 

Transport Plan 
 

City Council 

 

Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Finland 

 

Construction of roads and railway infrastructure is very expensive in Finland, mainly due to the 
cold climate and long distances between settlements. New developments are connected to existing 
infrastructure networks by urban corridor projects. Strategies are drawn up for traffic infrastructure 
and regional development in a national setting. The Ministry of Transport and Communications and 
the Ministry of the Environment produce the strategies. The smaller cities who wish to combine 
their resource to invest in infrastructure can do so and thus strengthen their position.  Two of the 
country’s most important road investments have been included in the 2010 programme.  These are 
the motorways from Helsinki to Tampere and the E18 road from Finland to Russia [EC, 1997a]. 
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France's planning system 

 

Within the French system the state, regions and departments are responsible for sectoral planning 
(such as transport and education), whilst the communes (municipalities) are responsible for spatial 
planning.  The State defines the rules and makes the important decisions in establishing the context 
for major planning projects as well defining the guidelines for major transport infrastructure 
projects.  The regions coordinate economic development, in consultation with the state, by defining 
and setting out planning agreements, which determine major public sector investment for the next 
5 years. The Regional Plan has a Transport Section and the regional government is responsible for 
the regional rail transport. Departments provide technical assistance to the smaller communes in 
rural areas and define and implement departmental transport schemes. The department is 
responsible for the organisation of road transport.  At a local level, the planning system depends on 
the nature of the municipality (urban or rural).  There are approximately 36 000 communes with 
responsibility for local infrastructure, local planning and development control [CEC, 1994]. 

 

French land use and transport planning 

 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

Territorial Planning 
and Sustainable 
Development Act 
1999 

 National transport 
Perspectives Act 
1982 

 

National Planning 
and Sustainable 
Development 
Perspectives 

 Public services 
Plans 

 

 

French 
Government 

 

  

National multi-modal 
Plan for passenger 
public transport 
services 

National multi-modal 
Plan for goods public 
transport services  

 

National development 
Plan for Transport and 
Infrastructure 

 

Regional Planning Plan Regional Transport Plan 
Passenger and Goods 

 Regional level 

 

 

Departmental Plan   County Level 

 

PLU: Local  Urban 
Planning  

 PDU: Urban Travel Plan  City Council 
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Implementing major infrastructure projects in France 

 
The National Guidance Act on Domestic Transport 1982 has been revised twice, in 1995 and in 
1999. Both modifications set out a national context for the development of large transport projects. 
More recent laws have been issued including the law Bouchardeau of 1983 followed by the law 
Barnier February 1995 that have put much more emphasis on carrying out environmental 
assessments and socio-economic studies of major projects.  
 

Major infrastructure projects are initiated at the national level by central government. The final 
decision is also taken by central government generally through the Ministry of Infrastructure, 
Housing, Land Planning and Transport. The General Department of Aviation advises the Ministry 
on airport developments. The Ministry of Infrastructure, Housing, Land Planning and Transport 
must also work closely with the Ministry of Environment and Planning which has over the last 
decade put pressure on central government to enhance the planning inquiry procedure in relation to 
public consultation and environmental appraisals. 

 
In making decisions on major projects government departments are advised by many bodies, most 
of them acting at national level.  Furthermore the National Commission for Public Debate 
(Commission Nationale du Débat Public) was set up in 1997 to ensure public debate and 
consultation takes place for major decisions and that it is managed effectively. The Commission is 
composed of experts from various backgrounds: local authorities, pressure groups, members of 
Parliament and members of the Conseil d’Etat. Sub-commissions are created to debate and advise 
on specific projects of national significance. The studies are advisory only. They are undertaken 
before any formal planning inquiry process takes place.  

 
Contracting authorities responsible for developing infrastructure projects are often semi-public 
companies in France, for example for rail projects the Réseau Ferré de France. Public-private 
companies (Société d’Économie Mixte) are often responsible for developing major projects such as 
motorways.  

 
The planning procedure for the adoption of major infrastructure projects in France is very much an 
administrative process governed by several laws and codes. If compulsory purchase of land is 
required, as is the case for most major infrastructure projects, a Declaration of Public Interest 
procedure takes place. The Declaration of Public Interest is valid for ten years.  Often the planning 
process is delayed for several years at this stage of the project because of the need for negotiation 
on funding (see case study TGV Est). The government is increasingly putting more time and efforts 
into preliminary studies before starting the formal procedure.  

 
If no compulsory purchase of land is required another type of study is carried out, the Bouchardeau 
study of public interest (Enqûete publique Bouchardeau). The logic behind this procedure is to 
increase the level of consultation between the different parties at the national, regional and local 
levels. Hearings  (procédures d’instruction mixtes) are organised at various stages of the study 
supervised by a Commission.  

 
The planning of major projects and inquiries have not shortened in time over recent years.  Rather, 
the increase in the level of public rights and environmental legislation has prolonged the process.  
National infrastructure plans provide an important context for discussions in France. However, this 
level of strategic planning does not seem to have reduced the timescale for approval of major 
projects [EC, 1997a].  



Planning and implementation procedures in public infrastructure works in the EU Member States 

87                                                 PE 326.268 

German planning system 

Germany is a Federation of States (the Länder). The Federation constitution divides spatial planning 
powers and responsibilities between the Federal and State governments. It is sometimes the case 
that the state governments have their own constitution that can have precedence over the Federal 
Constitution. Both the Federal and State governments have legislative powers relating to spatial 
planning. Land use planning is within federal enacted framework legislation and the states pass 
supplementary planning laws.  There are three tiers of government recognised in the German 
planning system. The Federal government (the Bund); 16 Federal States (Länder); and local 
government regions (kommunal).  

 

The spatial planning system in Germany is very much a decentralised process. The Federation itself 
has no national plan, but produces fundamental guidelines for all spatial planning and policy in 
Germany.  The federal states are obliged to draw up comprehensive plans that will determine the 
objectives of the guidelines. These are binding for all subordinate planning authorities.  The towns 
and municipalities produce preparatory lands use plans (Flächennutzungsplan) and a legally binding 
land use plan (Bebauungsplan). A building permit (Baugenehmigung) combines building and 
planning control in a single permit. 

 

The German spatial planning system 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility / 
Implementation 

 

Raumordnungspolitischerorientierungsrahmen – 
Guidelines for spatial planning 

 Baugesetzbuch – 
German Building Law 

 

Bundesverkehrswegeplan (BVWN)– 
Federal Traffic Plan 

 Federal 
Government  

 

Landesentwicklungsplan – State 
development plan 

 Landeswicklungsprogramm – State 
development programme 

 Federal States’ 
Governments 

 

Regionalpläne – Regional Plans   

 

Flächennutzungsplan – Land Use 
Plan 

 Bebauungsplan – Binding Land 
Use Plan 

 Local Government 
Regions 
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Implementing major infrastructure projects in Germany 

Motorways and inter-city railway infrastructure are planned at state level. Such projects have 
precedence over local level land use planning. These projects are initially planned in the 
Flächenpläne, (sector plans) that are prepared by the federal ministries. The current sector plan is 
the Bundesverkehrswegeplan (BVWP), the federal transport infrastructure plan.  Major transport 
routes are listed in two acts; the act for the extension of federal trunk roads, and the act for the 
extension of the federal railways. The proposed routes of new infrastructure are taken into account 
in the Länder’s spatial plans and programmes.  

 

The second stage of the process involves the routes being translated into more detail by the 
designation of the line. The exact route of the infrastructure is decided by a single procedure, the 
statutory plan approval procedure (Planfeststellungsverfahren). This plan is based upon the detailed 
technical plans for the project. The relevant authority of the Länder carries out the procedure. It is a 
multi-stage process, which regulates the admissibility of the project. Public participation is part of 
the process, as is the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of the project. It is necessary to 
produce the Planfeststellungsverfahren, a detailed plan, and obtain building permission before the 
project is fixed in a legally binding administrative act. The confirmation of the project and its plan 
occurs with the official publication of the fixed plan by the relevant authority. The infrastructure 
project can then proceed to be implemented. 

 

The Verkehrswege-Planungs-Beschleunigungsgesetz Act (Law for speeding up the planning of 
transport infrastructure) was introduced to accelerate the planning of major infrastructure routes. 
This new Act was passed after German reunification, so that specific major transport projects could 
be permitted by adopting federal legislation for the projects, without undertaking any further 
approval procedures, speeding up the planning and construction of links between the new and the 
old Länder [EC, 1997a]. 
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Greek planning system 

At national level, spatial planning is centralised, with most policies originating from central 
government ministries. There is a system of national, regional and local development plans. This is 
followed by a hierarchy of legally binding development plans, including strategic master plans for 
large cities such as Athens and Thessalonica; a general town plan; detailed local planning schemes; 
and land not included in a plan. The areas not covered by any plans are controlled by nationwide 
law and policy instruments. General building regulations cover the rest of the country. 

 
The Greek Government is undertaking a comprehensive review of all planning laws, with the aim 
of simplifying and decentralising procedures, and establishing planning departments in a proposed 
second tier of local government. Greece had only a central government level in plan preparation 
until 1996. Regional planning instruments are prepared by central government. A commissioner 
appointed by central government presides over a regional council. Currently, a regional council has 
decision-making powers relating to the establishment and confirmation of regional development 
plan.   

 
Greece does not have a strong tradition of planning and consequently has developed its systems 
using models from other European countries. These processes are not always easily adaptable to 
Greek conditions and can lead to contradictory policies resulting in a large number and variety of 
plans and a scarcity in planning effectiveness. According to Greek law, urban planning is conducted 
on two levels: the first level concerns plans of a strategic character and general directions about 
future development. Second level plans are characterised by designs with greater detail of physical 
characteristics, larger scale plans, building regulations, and indication of sites for specific uses 
(schools, nurseries, etc). [Lalenis and Liogkas, 2002].  A new law has recently come into force 
which emphasizes the environmental dimension of regional planning and includes sustainability in 
its goals. It provides for “frameworks of regional planning and sustainable development” at various 
levels, starting from the national level (General Framework) down to regional levels (Regional 
Frameworks). There are also frameworks for specific issues. 

 

The Greek spatial planning system 

 
Transport and land use plans and law                                 Level of responsibility/ 
                Implementation 

Planning Law 2218/94 

 

National Spatial Plan   National Planning Policies 

and Guidelines 

 Ioannis Kapodistrias 
Programme 

(for Enlarged 
Municipalities) 

 Greek Government 

Ministry of Planning 
and the Environment. 

Internal Affairs 

 

Regional Development  Plan 

Chorotaxiko Schedio 

     Regional Transport Plan 

      Sector Plan 

Regions 

 

Local Master Plan 

Detailed Land-use Plan 

Poleodomiki meleti 

 Municipal Plan 

General Land-use Plan 

Geniko poleodomiko schedio 

 Implementation Plan  

Praxi efarmogis 

 City Council 

Municipalities and 
Prefectures 
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EIA/public participation 

 
The central and regional environmental authorities examine environmental impact assessments and 
approve the environmental terms of projects and activities which could cause serious hazards to the 
environment. They impose special specifications, terms and mitigation measures. 
 
The procedure for the approval of the environmental terms follows the procedure for the pre-
approval of the site. During this procedure, a kind of mini environmental assessment has to be 
submitted to the central or the regional physical planning authorities of the Ministry of the 
Environment, in order to grant a pre-approval for the implementation of new land-use in the area. 
This procedure includes a preliminary assessment of the environmental impacts of the project or 
activity.  If the pre-approval decision for the site is positive, the content of the decision will define 
also the content of the environmental impact statement that has to be submitted to the competent 
environmental authorities in order to obtain environmental approval.   
 
A significant number of projects and activities have been decentralised to the regional and 
prefectural environmental authorities which, however, are not yet sufficiently staffed. The quality of 
the statements for the site pre-approval procedure and the EISs is not usually satisfactory except in 
the case of large national projects. For this reason, a number of circulars including general 
guidelines on the content of the statements have been issued. There has been an increase in time 
from 15 to 30 days for individuals and organisations to study and express their opinions during the 
public participation procedure. 
 
There is no official procedure for Strategic Environmental Assessments in Greece. The study for the 
development of the land and maritime installations of Piraeus Harbour (passenger and commercial), 
including the railway terminals and the road network, can be considered as SEAs. Finally, as to the 
legal framework for the implementation of the institution of SEAs in Greece, some problems may 
arise with the combined administrative competencies of the different ministries or organisations.  

Implementing major infrastructure projects in Greece 

The Directorate of Transport Development is responsible for planning future transport development 
and for laying down the framework of future action for all transport agencies supervised by the 
ministry, including the Greek railways and bus operators.  Major infrastructure projects in Greece 
are financed through the Public Investment Programme and increasingly the EU's Second 
Community Support Framework.  Responsibility for public infrastructure lies with the General 
Secretariat of Public Works. 
 
The Greek government is currently implementing a programme of major infrastructure projects 
which includes: 

• New Athens Airport 

• Rio-Antirrio Bridge, linking the Peloponnese with central Greece 

• Egnatia motorway, linking the Adriatic Coast with the Turkish border 

• North-south motorway (an extension of the Trans-European motorway) 

• Stavros-Elefsis urban motorway 

• Thessaloniki underground railway. 
 
A substantial number of these projects will be financed by the Second Community Support 
Framework. 

A major project already under construction is the Athens underground railway.  Planning, managing 
and supervising the construction of this project is the responsibility of a special agency set up in the 
form of a 'societé anonyme' under the name Attiko Metro.  A separate agency has been created to 
handle the new airport project [EC, 1997a]. 
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Irish planning system 
 
At national level, the Planning and Development Act was passed in 2000. The Irish Government 
adopted the Planning and Development Regulations 2001 which lay down the policies included in 
the Act, which are to be applied at lower levels. Planning policy statements set out the policies of 
the Department of Transport on aspects of land-use planning and applies to the rest of the country. 
Good practice guides are created on how best concepts in the planning policy statement can be 
implemented. A national spatial policy is currently under consultation for Ireland. It will be a broad 
planning framework for development in Ireland over the next 20 years.  The National Development 
Plan sets out the Government’s development strategy and its policy for achieving the national and 
community objectives of greater economic and social cohesion.  The National Development Plan 
and Community Support Frameworks set out the major infrastructure developments expected to be 
completed during the planning period. 

 
The eight regional authorities that were established in 1994 (Border, West, Midland, Mid-East, 
Dublin, Mid-West, South-East, South-West) are responsible for reviewing the development plans 
within their region. They produce regional reports.  At local level, there are 88 planning authorities 
that are required to draw up local development plans. Only a small element of development plans is 
concerned with transport. Development plans apply regional policies at local level.  

 
Environment Impact assessment in Ireland is required in order to obtain land-use planning approval 
and also in the case of foreshore development, roads/motorway construction, light rail systems and 
the laying of oil and gas pipelines.  An appeal system against land-use planning decisions exists.  

 

The Irish spatial planning system 
 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

Planning and Development Act 2000 

Planning and Development 
Regulations 2001 

 National 
Development Plan 

 Planning Policy 
Statements 

 National 
Government 

 

Strategic Planning Guidelines 

  

Regional Transport Plans 

  

Regional 

 

Development Plan 

  
Local Planning 
Authorities 

 

Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Ireland 
 

Ireland has an integrated transport investment programme which aims to sustain economic 
development by improving internal and access transport infrastructure and facilities on an 
integrated basis. A development strategy exists for the national primary road network that focuses 
on four main corridors, part of the trans-European network. The National Roads Authority (NRA) is 
responsible for the planning and implementation of national primary and secondary roads. 
Investment has been focused on upgrading the main railway network. 
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The Dublin Transport Initiative (DTI) concerns Dublin County and parts of Kildare, Meath and 
Wicklow. The strategy was decided upon through a process of discussion and consultation. There 
were a number of steering committees representing transport agencies, local authorities, elected 
members and transport users and providers. Major public consultation followed within the study 
area. The measures decided upon for the Dublin area included a light rail system, ten quality bus 
corridors, new public transport interchange facilities in central Dublin, integrated transport 
ticketing, completion of Dublin’s ring road and improved traffic management enforcement. Major 
infrastructure projects are then planned within the land use planning process [EC, 1997a]. 
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Italian planning system 

 

At State level, a number of sectorial plans are produced. These include a general transportation plan 
providing guidelines and coordination for national transport policies and projects. The regions are at 
the centre of the entire procedure and should exert substantial influence on the orientation of land 
use change.  However, they can end up ratifying national choices and not provide overall 
coordination for the variety of local decisions that are made. 
 

All spatial development that takes place in Italy must conform with the Piano Regolatore Generale 
developed at the local level. The Piano Regolatore Generale (PRG) is central to the Italian planning 
system. It is based on the concept of zoning and allocates particular uses and characteristics to all 
areas of the land that it covers. It is comprehensive in its proposals and prescriptions, and once 
approved, it is of open ended duration. Territorial planning is therefore practically non-existent at 
national level, merely indicative at regional level and is implemented at local level.  

 

The Italian spatial planning system 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

PGT Piano Generale de Trasporti 
(legal validity) 

 NCS Nuovo Codice della Strada 
(legal validity) 

 State 

 
Territoriale di Coordinamento Regionale – 
Territorial Coordination Plan 

 Regions  

 
Piano Territoriale di Coordinamento 
Provinciale – Territorial Coordination Plan 
 

 Provinces 

PRG Piano Regolatore 
Generale – General 
Masterplan 

 Piano 
Particolareggiato – 
detailed plan – 
implementation of 
the PRG 

 Piano di Lottizzazione 

Concessione Ediliza – 
transformation of the 
territory 

 Communes 

 

Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Italy 

The planning of major infrastructure projects in Italy follows the same process as used for any other 
major project. Central Government (usually the Ministry of Public Works or Transport) initiates 
major infrastructure projects. There are three main stages, the planning, evaluation and realisation 
of the project. During the planning stage, the Ministry of Public Works establishes the first 
commission. Then an EIA report and technical studies are prepared. There is no formal public 
consultation process other than that required by the Environmental Impact Assessment. 

 

Stage two is the evaluation of the major infrastructure project. At this stage a second commission is 
established, which decides whether or not the project will take place. EIA consultation takes place 
over a period of 30 days, but there can also be informal consultations, which are not open to the 
general public. At this stage parliament can pass a law or the government can adopt a decree 
allowing the project to start.  The final stage is the realisation of the project where all the financial 
arrangements for implementation are made [EC, 1997a]. 
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Luxembourg’s planning system 
 

The 1974 Planning Act and the 1992 Act on Environmental Protection and Natural Resources are 
the basis for the Luxembourg planning system. There are two levels that operate in the Luxembourg 
spatial planning system, the national or State level and the communal level. 

 

The Council of State devises a master plan (Programme Directeur) with respect to spatial planning 
in Luxembourg. This master plan sets out the main objectives of planning and the measures to 
achieve them, for a 10 to 20 year period, subject to revision. The plan addresses the territorial 
distribution of the population, economic activities, administrative structures and basic 
infrastructure. It also addresses environmental protection, general allocation of land uses and the 
evaluation of proposed public investments. 

 

The Programme Directeur is a framework tool for sectoral or comprehensive plans.  Municipal 
development plans (Projets d’aménagement), are drawn up by the municipalities. Nothing can be 
built without the cooperation of municipal authorities.  The general and local development plans 
translate the national regional planning decisions established by the Programme Director into 
concrete form. They are legally binding. 

 

The Luxembourg spatial planning system 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

 
Programme Director – National Planning 
Programme 

 Luxembourg Government 

 
Plans d’aménagement Partiel ou Global –
 Sectoral or comprehensive plans 

 Regions 

 
Projets d’aménagement Communal –
 Municipal Development Plans 

 Municipalities 

 

Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Luxembourg 

The Conseil de Gouvernement implements major public works/infrastructure projects, taking 
account of the Programme Director, EIA studies and other studies. The procedure follows 
legislation on public supplies and services contracts based on the Act of 4 April 1974. 

The Programme Général des Travaux de Grande Voire (general programme for major roadworks) 
concerns major communications and road networks. The impact assessment is the responsibility of 
the Ministère de l’Aménagement du Territoire. 

The state and municipalities make compulsory purchases by declaring them to be in the public 
interest in accordance with the relevant planning laws, in exchange for fair compensation 
[EC, 1997a]. 
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Dutch planning system 

 

The Netherlands is a unitary state but has a decentralised government. There are three tiers, 
national, provincial and municipal, each having legislative powers.  The national planning policies 
are laid down in a system of interlinking national planning reports, structural outline sketches, and a 
structural outline scheme. Provincial structural plans are the main integrative plan of the planning 
system. The provinces play a crucial role between national policies and municipal development 
initiatives. At local level, municipalities produce structural plans (structuurplan) which set out 
future development for all or part of the municipality. The structural plans are indicative rather than 
legally binding, and municipalities are not obliged to draw them up. Municipalities are required to 
produce local land use plans (bestemmingsplan) which are legally binding. Legally binding plans at 
local level are found almost everywhere, determining permissible development.  Other plans 
provide a framework to ensure that there is coherence between the different administrative tiers. 
Only local plans made by the municipalities are legally binding. Higher levels of Government do 
have directive and corrective powers to adapt local plans. Nothing is constructed without the 
approval of the local planning authority. Building permits are required for any development. These 
are refused if the proposed development is contrary to the local land use plan. 

 

In terms of transport there is no legal requirement for a national highway plan although national 
policy is integrated, via the provinces, into legally binding local plans and non-obligatory structural 
plans. In the structural outline scheme, government outlines its national policy for transport and 
reviews it every five years. These policies direct the provincial councils when they draw up their 
regional plans proposing transport projects and the effects on land-use. These shape the 
“bestemmingsplan”(land use plan) regulations. 

 

The Netherlands spatial planning system 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

 

Fourth/fifth national policy documents 
on spatial planning 

 Planologische kernbeslissing – 
Spatial Planning Key Decision. 

 Ministry of 
Housing, Spatial 
Planning and the 
Environment 

 

Streekplan – Regional Plan  Provincial Council 

 
Structuurplan - Structural Plan  Bestemmingsplan – Local Land 

Use Plan 
 Municipalities 

 

Stadsvernieuwingsplan – 
Urban Renewal Plan 

 Leefmilieuverordening  - living 
conditions ordinance 
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Implementation of major infrastructure projects in the Netherlands 

Local plans are legally binding.  Therefore, if a major infrastructure project is not included in the 
current plan, it cannot be built. In principle, the municipality can refuse to allow a project to go 
ahead or agree to its construction, even though it was not included in the plan. If permission to 
amend the bestemmingsplan were refused by a municipality, national or provincial government can 
issue a directive or order.  This involves a very long process.  There have been two recent changes 
to the infrastructure planning process, the aims of which were to speed up procedures. The first is 
the “bestemmingsplan” procedure and the second is a new act, the “Tracéwet”. The Tracéwet is a 
law regulating the routing of major roads, national rail network and main waterways. 

 
A traject note is prepared by the Minister for Transport and Water Management which shows the 
proposed route of the major infrastructure project. The public can give their opinion on the route 
over a period of four weeks. A number of bodies must be consulted during the preparation of the 
note, including the provinces, municipalities and water boards. The note must also include a number 
of alternatives. 

 
The next stage involves the publication of a draft route note, to which objections can be lodged over 
a period of eight weeks. The public authorities then have four months to react to the draft note. The 
minister then makes his position known on the route, after which a draft decision on the routing 
traject (ontwerp-tracébesluit) is drawn up. This draft decision is sent to the other public authorities 
and put on public display. 

 
Provincial and municipal councils are required to make their reactions known within 12 weeks, 
indicating whether they would be prepared to cooperate with the necessary planning procedures. 
The minister, in agreement with the Minister for Housing, Spatial Planning and the Environment 
(VROM) makes a decision about the route within 5 months, which is promulgated. If it is found that 
the provincial councils have decided not to cooperate, the minister can direct the province to amend 
its regional plan. If the municipal councils decide not to cooperate, the minister can direct them to 
change their bestemmingsplan.  The Council of State (a national body at government level) senior 
can appeal against the decision about the route. If provinces and municipalities have agreed to 
cooperate with the planning procedures necessary for the route, the Council of State must appeal 
within a year of the decision of the route.  

 
People wishing to object or appeal against planning procedures may not base their objections on the 
decision of the route (opportunity for doing that has already passed). The minister has to apply to 
the relevant authority if the infrastructure requires one or more permits. If it is not issued in time, 
the relevant minister can issue the permit himself. 

 
Before this procedure was started, Spatial Planning Key Decision were used. During stage one of 
the process, the government makes known in a study report the different alternatives for a major 
infrastructure project. EIA are carried out simultaneously for each alternative. The general public 
and local authorities can appeal against the conclusions of the EIA and associated report. Stage two 
involves the Government summarising the objections and any ideas produced during the 
consultation period. The draft report is then produced. This report is presented before the houses of 
Parliament so that Members of Parliament can put forward any amendments, which are then 
discussed with the relevant ministries. The final stage involves a new report being issued, taking 
into account the amendments. Some of the more technical issues are also included in this new 
report. Finally, there is an opportunity to appeal against the content of some parts of the final 
decisions [EC, 1997a]. 
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Portuguese planning system 

 

Portugal is moving from an essentially development-led situation characterised by few formally 
approved land use plans with effective powers, to a plan-led system with the emergence and rapid 
coverage of the national territory by Municipal Director Plans (PDMs).  The political, subjective 
and potentially biased analysis of planning applications carried out on a case-by-case basis, is 
steadily evolving towards an objective and essentially technical analysis of planning applications 
based upon the regulatory contents of the PDMs.  Preparation of the PDM is the responsibility of 
every local authority.  PDMs are binding statutory documents and provide an overall framework for 
the preparation of more detailed local level plans e.g. Urban Development Plans (PU) and detailed 
local plans (PP).  PDMs should reflect central government sectoral initiatives and Regional Physical 
Plans (PROT), wherever they have been prepared and establish the necessary coordination among 
different sectors e.g. infrastructure. 

 

Development proposals with land use implications require the submission of a planning application 
to the local authority and, after approval, the subsequent issue of a license.  The main objectives of 
the licensing process are to enforce and ensure development proposals conform with land use plans 
and general planning regulations and building specifications.  Planning applications are submitted 
to the local authority.  The number of institutions and governmental departments to be consulted, 
and consequently the time periods involved in the process of approval, depend on the existing local 
planning framework. 

The Portuguese spatial planning system 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

 

 

National Policies 

  

Government Initiatives 

 Portuguese Government –
Ministry of Public Works, 
Planning and Territorial 
Administration (MEPAT) 

 

Regional Physical Plans (PROT)  Regional Government 

 

Municipal Director Plans 
(PDM) 

 Urban Development Plans 
(PU) 

 Detailed Local Plans 
(PP) 

 Local Authorities 
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Spanish planning system 

The national law relating to spatial planning is the ‘Texto Refundido de la Ley Sobre el Regimen de 
Suelo y la Ordinación Urbana, 1992’. It brings together the National Planning Act of 1990 with 
other, earlier legislation on urban planning. It provides legal cover for the spatial planning 
instruments drafted by the different regions. Legislation exists in Spain to produce a National Plan, 
although it has yet to be devised. The government has produced Infrastructure Guidelines Plan 
(1993-2007) for the whole of Spain that can be regarded as instruments for spatial planning. 

 

At regional and municipal level master plans are drawn up. The master plans are the main 
instrument for planning. The master plan establishes land classification, regulates land uses and 
building density and general zoning. Land use planning is carried out mainly at municipal level.  
Land use plans are legally binding.  

 

The Spanish spatial planning system 

 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

 

National Plan (never 
implemented) 

 
Texto Refundido de la Ley Sobre Régimen del Suelo 
y Ordinación Urbana – Spatial Planning Policies. 

 
Spanish 
Government 

 

Territorial Coordination Masterplans  
Regional 
Government 

 
Provincial Subsidiary Norms  Provincial Council 

 

Municipal Plans  Local Plans  Municipal Council 
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Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Spain 

 
The Ministry of Public Works, Transport and the Environment is responsible for the management of 
all infrastructure in Spain through the Plan Director de Infraestructuras (PDI), (National Plan on 
Infrastructures). The Sistemas de Actuación include major traffic and transport infrastructure and is 
usually implemented by the municipalities, sometimes in collaboration with the autonomous 
communities. The plan was redrafted in the winter of 1994 and includes six sections: 

1) Territorial analysis; 

2) Inter-regional infrastructures: large networks; 

3) Activities in urban environments;  

4) Water resource activities coming under the plan Hidrológico Nacional: regulation of water 
resources. Water-forest recovery in the high basins; 

5) Environmental infrastructures: those components of infrastructure which, be they linked to 
water management or to waste water, come under the Environmental Department of the 
Ministry; 

6) Coastal areas: Approved legislation on this subject and a line of investment from the Ministry 
already exists. 

 

The PDI (Plan Director de Infraestructures/National Plan on Infrastructure) is not legally binding; it 
is a document of intent.  The projects listed within the PDI are expected to be implemented through 
means of sectoral plans (Planes Sectoriales).  As there is no National Plan, the PDI is considered as 
a substitute, which includes planned investment over a 15-year period. 
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Swedish planning system 

 
Spatial planning at national level in Sweden is the responsibility of the Ministry of the 
Environment, the National Board of Housing, Building and Planning which is a central government 
authority for urban environment and the management of natural resources, physical planning, 
building and housing. Central government’s role in the planning system is advisory, providing 
information on national and other strategic issues that should be taken into consideration in 
planning. Legislation, including the 1992 Planning and Building Act (outlining the general 
requirements to be observed in the planning and design of development in Sweden), and the 
Environment Act (outlining the national environment quality goals) provide guidelines for spatial 
planning. This legislation is interpreted through the publication of National Policy Statements by 
central Government, which are legally binding for counties and municipalities which must consider 
the interests of the state when making their plans, although there is no overall physical plan for 
development in Sweden. 
 
At regional level, the counties produce regional plans. Regional plans are a means of coordinating 
planning over larger areas, usually several municipalities working together. The regional plans are 
not legally binding and are usually used as a basis for decisions concerning comprehensive plans, 
detailed development plans and area regulations.  Comprehensive plans are made at local level. The 
comprehensive plan is an instrument to show how a municipality intends to take account of public 
interests and meet environmental quality standards. The comprehensive plans are not legally 
binding, but are guidelines on how national values can be addressed between state and municipality.  
Detailed development plans are drawn up by municipalities at local level. They include area 
regulations and property plans. The purpose of a detailed development plan is to regulate changes in 
land use and development. Property plans are used to facilitate implementation of detailed 
development plans. 

 

The Swedish spatial planning system 
 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

Planning and Building Act 1992 

General requirements to be observed in 
planning and design of development. 

 Environment Act 

National Environmental Quality 
Goals, guidelines for spatial 
planning. 

 National level 

 
Policy Statements 

Provides guidance, legally binding. 

 
Regional Guidelines  Regional Plans 

Inter-municipality, not binding. 

 Regional Counties 

 
Comprehensive Plan 

Drafted by each municipality – not 
legally binding. 

 Municipalities 

 
Detailed Development Plan 

Presents assumptions, goals and rationale. 

 Area Regulations 

Used to safeguard in certain 
respects the comprehensive plan 
goals or public interests. 
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Implementation of major infrastructure projects in Sweden 

 
A work plan is established for every project. It defines the line and design of the road as well as the 
provision of land. It also includes an EIA with proposals for environmental protection. 
Consultations are required with affected property owners, local environment agencies as well as 
other authorities with an interest in the project. The work plan will be publicly displayed with the 
opportunity to raise objections. In the case of rebuilding, the procedure may be simplified. The plan 
is approved by the National Road Administration after consultation. An affected individual or body 
may also appeal to the government against a decision by the road administration. The owner will be 
compensated for the land and for further encroachment and damage, pursuant to the rules in the 
Expropriation Act. 

 

The Swedish National Rail Administration is responsible for planning and implementing of public 
railway projects. The procedure is very similar to that for the planning and implementation of new 
roads [EC, 1997a]. 
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The United Kingdom planning system 

At national level, central government produces planning guidance in a number of forms. Planning 
Policy Guidance notes (PPGs) and Minerals Planning Guidance notes are produced for England and 
Wales, whereas National Planning Policy Guidelines (NPPGs) are produced for Scotland. They are 
a major consideration when dealing with development proposals. They must also be taken into 
consideration by local authorities when making their own planning policies. They are a central and 
easily accessible statement of UK government policy. When the guidance notes are being produced, 
they are often subject to a period of public consultation prior to publication. 

At regional level, there is again a variety in planning guidance. Regional Planning Guidance (RPG) 
is produced for England, Strategic Planning Guidance produced for Wales and Region-wide Plans 
for Scotland. Regional Planning Guidance notes are short documents outlining a broad strategy that 
takes into account national guidelines. The RPGs cover priorities for environment, transport, 
infrastructure, economic development, agriculture, minerals, waste treatment and disposal, for a 
region over a 20-year period.  Regional Planning Guidance incorporates Regional Transport 
Strategies. 

At local level, development plans provide firm strategic guidance for the area covered by a county 
council. They set out the framework for local planning, and ensure that general provision for 
development is consistent with national and regional policy, while ensuring consistency between 
local plans. 

 

The UK spatial planning system 

Spatial planning laws and plans Level of responsibility/ 
Implementation 

 
Planning Policy Guidance 
Notes (E & W) 

 National Planning 
Policy Guidelines (S) 

 Planning Advice 
Notes (S) 

 National 

 
Minerals Policy Guidance Notes   

 
 

Regional Planning Guidance  Regional 

 
Strategic Planning Guidance 
(Metropolitan areas only) 

 
 

Unitary Development Plans  Metropolitan Areas 

 
 
Waste and Minerals Plans  Structure Plans  Other Local 

plans 
 County Councils 

 

District-Wide Local Plans  Simplified Planning 
Zones 

 District Councils 

(E – England, S – Scotland, W – Wales) 
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Implementation of major infrastructure projects in the UK 
 
The power to construct new major roads and highways lies with the Secretary of State for Transport 
and Local Highways Authorities. The Secretary of State and the local highways authorities need to 
purchase land for the development by agreement with the owner or by compulsory acquisition. The 
Secretary of State gives notice of proposals to construct a highway and considers representations by 
every local authority through which the proposed highway will pass.  Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) is mandatory where a new motorway is to be built and may be required for other 
major roads if the proposal would have significant environmental impacts. 
 
There are four existing parliamentary procedures for the planning of major infrastructure projects. 
These are the Planning Inquiry, Hybrid Bills, Transport and Works Act Orders and a Special 
Development Order. 
 
Planning Inquiry. An Inspector is appointed by the Secretary of State when a planning application 
is called in. the Inspector examines the evidence for and against the proposal at a public inquiry.  
From the public inquiry report, the Secretary of State decides whether or not to grant planning 
permission for the project, unconditionally or subject to conditions. The main disadvantages of 
using the planning inquiry method is that it can take a long time to present evidence, cross-examine 
witnesses and produce the report. 
 
Hybrid Bill. The maximum extent of the works is defined in a Hybrid Bill and includes an 
Environmental Impact Assessment. A second reading at the House of Commons establishes the 
principle of the project. It is during this reading that any objections can be considered as well as 
requests for amendments relating to the works or construction. As a result amendments are made 
and legally binding agreements are reached.  The Act grants the equivalent of outline permission 
only, with subsequent approval of details of the works and construction activity being delegated to 
the local planning authorities. 
 
Transport and Works Order. Transport and Works Orders are made under the Transport and Works 
Act 1992 (TWA). The orders are used to authorise railway, tramway and inland waterway schemes 
and works across rivers or in the sea which interfere with navigation rights. Orders under the 
Transport and Works Act 1992 (TWA) can authorise guided transport schemes and certain other 
types of infrastructure projects in England and Wales. Under the TWA, a promoter can apply to the 
Secretary of State for an order giving a range of powers to put the scheme into practice – inlcuding 
compulsory powers to buy land or to block streets.  
 
Time taken by the process: 

Decision given… 

• if no objections are made, 3 months after the end of the objection period, 

• if all objections made are withdrawn, 3 months after the date the last objection was withdrawn, 

• if applications are dealt with by written representations, 4 months after the end of the exchange 
of written representations, 

• if a hearing has been held, 4 months after the report of the hearing is received, 

• if a public inquiry has been held, 6 months after the Secretary of State receives the Inspectors’ 
report. 

 
Special Development Order. Special Development Orders are made by the Secretary of State. 
The order grants outline or detailed planning permission for a specific development. Any objections 
to the development will require a debate. If there is a majority against the Order, it is revoked by 
Order in Council. 

More recently changes have been made to the way in which major infrastructure projects are 
planned in the UK (see section 3.4.3).  
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