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Abstract 
 
This study provides an overview of the most important current and future 
financing instruments and sources for the EU’s transport infrastructure, in 
particular for the TEN-T. Furthermore, it includes a more analytical discussion of 
these instruments against the background of changes in the underlying policy 
framework. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background and aim of the study 

The Trans-European Network for Transport (TEN-T) is a cornerstone of the EU’s transport 
policy. The current MFF period comes to an end in 2013 and, in this context, the 
Commission released proposals for a revision of TEN-T policy and regional policy in October 
2011. 
 
In order to obtain an overview of the most important current and future financing 
instruments and sources for the EU’s transport infrastructure, in particular for the TEN-T, 
Parliament's Committee on Transport and Tourism has commissioned this study. 
 

The TEN-T policy review 

In the review of the existing TEN-T policy, the Commission concluded that many of the 
most important projects (Priority Projects) were behind schedule. One of the reasons for 
this is insufficient project funding. So far, TEN-T policy has delivered a patchwork of badly 
connected national projects rather than a fully interconnected pan-European network. More 
attention must therefore be paid to cross-border connections, intermodal integration and 
improved interoperability. 
 

The Commission proposals and the financing of TEN-T 

The Commission proposals1 address these issues in various ways. First of all, a two-layer 
network has been established, consisting of a Core Network that interlinks all the main 
economic agglomerations and the main ports and airports and a wider Comprehensive 
Network that includes all the main international transport links. In addition, projects that 
improve cross-border connections and contribute to climate objectives should be prioritised. 
 
The 2011 White Paper on Transport mentions the ambition to complete the Trans-European 
Network for Transport (TEN-T) in 2050 and the Core Network before the end of 2030. The 
Commission has estimated that completion of the TEN-T requires investments of around 
EUR 500 billion by 2020, of which an estimated EUR 250 billion will need to be invested in 
the Core Network (COM(2011)665/3). 
 
In 2007-2013, total investment in TEN-T is expected to amount to EUR 390 billion, with 
other (national) resources accounting for the largest share, namely 73% (EUR 285 billion). 
The remaining 27% (EUR 105 billion) is financed by EU funds and the EIB. 
 
The budget of the newly proposed Connecting Europe Facility (CEF-Transport) is almost 
four times that of the current TEN-T programme: EUR 31.7 billion compared to EUR 8 
billion. This increase is partly the result of earmarking EUR 10 billion of the Cohesion Fund 
budget for the CEF, a way of prioritising the TEN-T network over other types of transport 
infrastructure in the eligible countries. 
 
Furthermore, the Commission aims to stimulate private investors, such as institutional 
investors, to invest in TEN-T projects. The Project Bond Initiative proposal has been 

 
1  These proposals include the proposal for revision of the TEN-T guidelines, the CEF proposal and the proposal 

for the Cohesion Fund, see chapters 2.2 and 3 for an overview of all relevant proposals and EU documents. 
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designed to stimulate this, as it can improve the credit rating of projects by providing 
guarantees. This means that some of the project risks are shifted to the EIB that receives a 
fixed contribution from the TEN-T programme of EUR 230 million in the pilot phase (2012-
2013). The reason given for so doing is to correct market failures: insufficient liquidity in 
the market and risk aversion are mentioned, but it is questionable whether these are true 
market failures. The EC expects the Project Bond initiative to create a leverage of 15 to 20 
times the EC contribution, although the exact ‘leverage’ is uncertain (SEC(2011)1237).  
 
The use of Public Private Partnerships (PPPs) also deserves attention. PPPs are a way of 
structuring a project and attracting private-sector finance. Although increasingly popular, 
PPPs are not a global panacea, as recent PPP projects have shown mixed results. Some 
have become financially unsustainable, often due to much lower traffic volumes than 
projected. The use of PPPs is particularly advantageous where a project allows the 
construction company freedom of design and construction. PPPs always require good 
procurement advice and should not be adopted to get projects off the balance sheet, as has 
happened in the past. Great care needs to be taken with PPPs that depend on availability 
and/or performance-related payment mechanisms. 
 

Strategic and operational alignment of EU funds 

While the TEN-T programme mainly funds rail and inland waterway infrastructure, about 
half of the much larger CF and ERDF allocation for transport concerns road infrastructure. 
Although this follows logically from the different objectives of the various EU funds and is in 
line with the multimodal nature of the Comprehensive Network, there is a risk of a further 
lock-in on road transport and it will make it more difficult to achieve the very ambitious 
modal shift targets of the 2011 White Paper on Transport. 
 
In the Commission proposals, the objectives and stated priorities of the various instruments 
are better aligned than before. The earmarking of EUR 10 billion from the CF for the CEF 
and the ex-ante conditionalities in Cohesion Policy will contribute to an improved strategic 
alignment. Moreover, the CEF proposal allows for 10 percentage points higher co-funding 
rates for projects that contribute to decarbonisation or the improvement of cross-border 
connections. However, the establishment of appropriate criteria for the assessment of these 
objectives will be crucial. Furthermore, although the overall policy package seeks to 
contribute to decarbonisation and modal shift, the potential size of the contribution by the 
new TEN-T proposals to achieving these targets has not been estimated. 
 
Issues that deserve attention from an operational perspective are project definition and 
preparation. Furthermore, coordinating the grant application with the tendering process is 
difficult to manage, particularly for PPP projects. Ex-ante conditionalities aimed at capacity-
building, the further use of EPEC and JASPERS and greater coordination between JASPERS 
and centrally managed funds could help to overcome barriers. 
 

Policy recommendations 

Putting the correct framework in place is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for 
delivering the right projects on the ground. The criteria and mechanisms that will be used 
for the prioritisation of projects deserve particular attention. So far, the assessment of 
economic and climate impacts of TEN-T projects has not always been effective. This could 
be improved by stricter, binding requirements for the quantification of the net economic 
impacts (cost-benefit analysis) and the climate impacts (carbon rating) as well as the 
underlying traffic modelling. Moreover, the validation by independent bodies (preferably 
from Member States that have no interest in the project) and the certification of traffic 
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models could ensure independent, scientifically sound and more transparent assessment 
procedures. Care should be taken that identical traffic projections are used in the economic 
and climate impact assessments. The result of these assessments could serve as a basis for 
the prioritisation of various projects and/or for deciding on the co-funding rate. 
 
User charges and the internalisation of external costs can play a key role by optimising 
infrastructure use, raising revenue that can be used for (cross-) financing new 
infrastructure and helping to engage private investors. Under the current CF/ERDF funding 
rules, the revenue from user charges is subtracted from the total project sum eligible for 
co-funding. In this way, the current rules discourage the application of user charges and 
indirectly favour road infrastructure, because EU Member States are obliged to make use of 
user charges for rail infrastructure, which is not the case for road and inland waterways. 
The link between the various objectives could be strengthened by specifically requiring the 
utilisation of user charges in the eligibility criteria for projects or at least some types of 
project. User charges could also be taken into account in the prioritisation of EU funding or 
by differentiating the maximum co-funding rates in relation to net GHG impacts. In this 
way the TEN-T policy could also contribute to the White Paper objective of the full 
internalisation of external costs. 
 
Regarding innovative instruments, we conclude that in general they may help to close the 
funding gap and reduce the financial burden for the public sector. Projects could benefit 
from the financial discipline of private investors. However, the consolidation, streamlining 
and standardisation of the various ‘innovative financial instruments’ are needed. 
 

A less resource-intensive scenario 

Experience has shown that it is very difficult to gather sufficient resources for large-scale 
transport infrastructure investments and in the current climate this may become even more 
challenging. Hence, should either public or private investments fall short of what was 
envisaged in the proposals, there may be a need to consider an alternative scenario or plan 
B. 
 
Such a plan B could mean that, in the event of insufficient resources and possibly lower 
economic growth rates, further prioritisation will be needed within the predefined networks. 
The results of an improved and fully independent CBA and carbon rating could be used as a 
basis for this. Other elements of such a scenario could be a stronger focus on user charges 
and Intelligent Transport Systems to ensure that the available infrastructure capacity is 
used more efficiently. A further elaboration of the current Commission proposals along 
these lines is recommended. 


