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- C-ommum:hv agssxs‘bance for 't:ranspor‘h m.frastructurm s o
'bhe ava.lua'bwn of ’Gommum.ﬁy 1n‘beres1;’ for dec:,swn mak:lng - .

; '1-[“ - I’ntro&uot ibix

ls l. The Commiss:\.on 8 proposal t0 cr: mﬁe Y flna.ncmal instrumentl to assist 1nfra—-

_gstruotnre pro;eots Btn.pulatwtha:ﬁ the. project should be. shown ‘bo be of

Communi ty interest,. Whlls't na.tiona.l ,Ln'i;eresr{; is of primary importance in 1nfra,- _

: 'structure plamung, some aspecta:, of major pro.}ects can. bepartlcularly relevant
to -the Communrty as a wholee These 'Commum.’cy mterest' aspects in ‘bhe
‘Conmx:x.ssion's view merit a:!;ten‘h.mi in. conjunction with na,tiona.l fa,ctora.

The. questn.ons posed on Commum.'ty interest can 'be placed. in ‘two grcm.ps.

‘fn.rs't 2 on the prao‘bwa.b:.l‘ity of 3dentify1ng the' Gonnnunity as comp&red
%o tha na‘tlo'na.l interest of 8 proaect; L ' ‘

Beconds the possib:.li‘by o‘f tm,n:sim‘hng Gommm'ty 1n‘terest :Lnto a qu.ant:: f:.able
form. - : ! Lo Ceel oo T . i
Thls ‘paper is addressed to ‘che*«e questlons in an a‘ctempt to px‘opose a prac‘blcal

' a.nd accep‘b&ble approa.ch

1 2 ‘I'he s‘tar'tz.ng point of the paper is the Commias.lenﬁs proposal for a f1nanc1a.1
. 1ns‘tmxment ‘I‘he paper . con'tends tha:i: +the concept of Communlty :m‘t:erest is both
relevarrb and approprma%e for wo*nk in this field, An attempt is made, by
reference to -both ne:l:ional practice am.d a speozf:.c Comm:.sslon sponsored study,
~ to demone;tra'te 'tha.,t the inclusicn of Commmmity :a.n'!;erest :.n projec‘t evaluatlon
' 13 logmca,l and praa’tloal. I‘t is mxggesrte& that 'hhe pmc‘blca‘l d.evelopmen‘t of
the notmn of Conmun:."cy 1nterrm. van be best achieved by the ;oxnt emmlna.{::z on
of a mzmber of projects. Howevm ; it is stressed that’ economic evaluation °
will" be a val.uable but ;mt exclnm‘m part of the infomatmn supplied to -bhe
deoxs:.on ma,kerm The - object of W@Eratmg Community m“‘aerest )
is not “&u su'bg‘c:xtute f";r ﬁna @ssen!::x.ally political declawn process

Ratner thsaa.m 18 to illuminate cer rhat N faci“ors of’ partlculer 1mportance to the -

' Commnlty 50 tha“t; they can be beumr 1n‘segra’zedz into the whole process,, Tne
proposals that are ‘made are. naseszﬂ, mma“tamtlaii 1y on. _the a.pproacm to waluatm.on
now generallg adopted by Member States. - ‘ ' '
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" 1.3. This papef has been prepared follow1ng dlscu55¢on$ w1th uhe Committee

o on Transpgrb Infrastrnvoure although it ?ema&ﬂs the reg%on51b111ty @f"

‘;the~Commi331cn along.tThe aim is nqt to propose 8 deta)led solution to |
all the Dréb3ems at'an écénaﬁic 1evé1 but tc show that prcgregs 15 p0q31b]e

" how and tna% pract1ca1 expe?19nce will prav1de Lur%her answarso It h@S been

"prepar@d by reference Lo naizonai materﬂal and re&erenve to reports _
published by 1pternat10nal bodies, The comprehensmve 1nformat10n alvenrln"

"rthe repori on. the German +rancport evaluation systemv the. D&nl%h plan, .
1nformaxlon from the Netherlands the TK and Ireland have also been taken"‘

1
lnto account o
The feur.main parts of the note COver,s‘m

B Obaectlves Gf economln evaluatlon at: the bommunﬁty level
I

[

The dxstlnctlon between the netlflcatlon and avaluatlon

bof pro;ects@ The alms of evaluailan sysﬁemsa, ’

IIT 3 The evaluation ef progects in the Member States 3 the
o evelopment of national sybtems to 1ncorp@rate Cummunlty '

:nteresta
IV s The treatment of external factors 1n the evaluatxono,' B

l'(-

: 1) Notably 3 |
Gesamtw1rt$chaftllche Bewertung von Verkehrswege1nvest1t1onen?
Bonn, Februar 1980 :

'Planlaegn1ngsv1rksomheden I~ Minlsterlet for Offentllge Arbegder,
Oktobdr 1979 Copenhagen.
- C.0.B. A. manual - Department of Transport London 1979.,

k-
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2, - Obiectives of economlo evaluation at tha Qommunitv 1 l

;T

2.1Q,T,What aoes,community,interést meang in’fheorj'?,

2 1,1. The growth of 3001a1 and economlc act1v1ty 1n any,socmety leads
1nev1%ably to an 1norease in the demand for transport The transport
' ’sector of the economy' presanﬁs a ‘mixed’ character w1th a‘comblnatlon e
J'of publmc and private enterprlse helng nespon31ble for the prov181on o
‘of servzces. The lnfrastrueﬁure requlrements for . transport are generally
.. the respons;blllty'of publlc or qua51~publlc bodles, Even in those - ‘
‘}'cases where the private sector playsa role and = .
’ thls role is 1nvar1ably olosely constralned by the S aie the
;construction of new %ransport 1nfrastructure faczlltles clearly has
:'1mportan$\secondary.conbequencesvfor-lndustry, enxlronment, reglonal A
'pdliby etc. These important externalities combined with the lack of: *
;any direct ¢harging‘méfho@  for'inf:astrﬁpture usé hé§e~1e@»t§.the o
-Hévelbpmehf”of‘mefhods‘to aid decision-making'by enoompaésing»thé
benefits and costs of sohemes 1n a unlform framework. The growth of
’ trafflc and the general pressure on Staie funds in ﬁhe Mémber °tates f
- has led to increasing. attention bemng paid-to. identifying and’ 1f
possible quantlfylng “the benefits and costs that progects competlng

“for national funds offers "In a Communltv of 10, natnonal resources
available for 1nfrastructure vary consxderably,‘Actlon by the ’

}Communlty to’ develop the p0331b111t1es of 1n61V1&ua1 Member State«
in favour of proaects of proven Commun1ty 1nterest beneflto not only the

- 'Member States concerned but all the Communi ty.
B n Joa PN
2;l,2. The pressure to ensure tha+ 1nvestment in natlonal 1nfrastrucﬁure

makes a maxlmum contrlbutlon to the natlonal 1nterest flnds a parallel

‘a+ the Communlﬁy level, It is not pa:%lcularly remarkable that the

'removal of,taxlff and cher_barrlers in thq»Communlty,has 1edkto,- :
'Mfifsf: ' a‘genéral incfeasé in“tréde«énd soéiai&eéﬁﬁéct

,sgcond{ fa change 1n the d:strlbutlon of economlc aot1v1t1es as af»@

\  result of greater locatlonal freedom-

rvihifdz' an 1ncrease 1n wealth (dlsposable 1ncome) leading to a P
-greater expendlture on holldays and,travel in general

'fduffH= 'a partlcular change 1n the strugture of frontzer reglons .

'ofﬁen artmfmoally h;ivmcted ‘in %he paste

K - : R . . 7
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tRadiéel ohaﬁges in‘the velnme; nature and struocture of traffic in‘the

““VCommunlty have- resulted Although international trafflc is generally a"

' small part of natlonal flows, in recent years some 1nternat10na1 and Ea

2.1.3.

tran31t trafflc flows have grown. conszderably qulcker “than natlonal

traffmc. These developments have reached a stage where they cannot be .
ignored if the effectlve plannlng of major transport 1nfrastructures 3

proaects is to be ensured.

This growth of internatiendI‘treffic’istonly‘one reason for pﬁtting -
forward the case fer adding a/Commmity dimension'to that of national
1nterest Itis also necessary ‘o demonstrate that Communlty 1nterest X

and natlonal interest are not 1dentlca1 and both Justlfy cons1derat10n ‘

t

~ _In the Process of allocatlon of resources,

2.1.4.

There are a number of typical situations which demonstrate the need to }*ﬁ;;v

"1dent1fy the OVerall 1mpact of progects $ -

first H where thereeexists a»budgetary pribrity‘prbhlem and a preject

‘of importance for Community traffic cannot be included in the =
" national programie. ‘ o - .

seqondi.: where the ranklng acco*ded to varlous costs/beneflts dlffers

between” the Communltv assessment and the natlonal assessment

'Thls mxght arise in say. the case of energy sav1ng or 1ndustr*al
'~development ‘the Member State cons1derSvsome factors to be '

?prlorxty 1ssues whllst the Communlty has its own set of values"

‘ third .tjwhere technlcal standards dlffer €ee B Member State with a f
' w(tvmagorlty of, say, DC 1500 v rallways mlght prefer to contlnue
. this sy“tem whereas throughrunnlng from other systems would be
fa0111tated by uS1ng AC 25 KV°»or where the rail gauge 1n use 'j

w111 not allow comblned transport traans to operate.\



"fburth. where the overall 1eve1 of provisgion for iransport ‘ E
fznfrastructure ‘investment by a Member °tateemx1though o d;\f'
correctly allocated could not flnance the level of ‘

pace with pconomlc and social development (1.ee ‘the case in
A 'certaln reglons partlcularly of. 'poorer' Communlty members)
These possible sztuatlons afe_put forward as examples df Communlty
'ané natmonal 1nterea% not necessarily converging. Where the. Community
1nterest is established ‘the proposed finencial 1nstrvment prov1des /  'V
the: possibility of & Commmnity contribuxicn. PR RN

: 2.1;5. If 1t is accepted that the Communlty o is gustlf;ably 1nterested
| in seourlng con91aerat10n in natlonal transport 1nfrastructure '
plamning ;or Commun;ty 1nterest the questlon is how to 1dent1fy the
~ nature of the interest and its magnltude,>81early to be effectlve _
the amount of Gommunl%v a581stance should be v r
sufficient %o ensure the prOTPuﬁ is undertaken. This 31mple but vital
_fact can be ;llustrate ’g‘uhe example of a hypotheﬁmcal road progect
which on the basis of +he national evaluaﬁlon has a rate of return
j of, s¢y, 8% whereas the reculred mlnxmnm rate of return is 10? v
~ this project bhas, howevnrg a Community lnterest 1n that it w111 divert -
traffic from congested rcads in aelghbourlng Stafes. If the b&nefits '
to these Staﬁes are calcula%ad they amount to a 4% return on the :
~ costs of the project. But all these costs are met by the one State,

‘where the pregeot is lmcaiede

In this hypothetlcal case the 4% *Communzty 1nterest' a&ded to the
>‘8¢ natlonal 1nterest, whloh 1tself includes faotors of Community
inieres%, would render the p*ogect acceptable,,Henpev Community
Vflnano&a$ a851stance of'a'mlmlmum of 2% woqu enable the . proaect to
be under+aken and at the SQme time produce Commun1ty~w1de benefltso )
This very smele demons»rat:on of the mechanism pomnts up the need
to be able to trace the results of pro;ects on. the Gommunlty generally, g
- If this can be done the questzon is how are these. resultq to be emplpyed
tda&d a aeclsxon maknng'procbss that must be very flex1ble to give Droper-
Welght o th@ large number af alfferent factors 1nVQIVe&

'.facllltles necassary for tranaport 1nfrastructure to keep p;vifg.’
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2.2.2.

2,23,

Q&Wmﬁm

2 2,1, Magor transport 1nfraeﬁructure pr03ects are now almost. 1nvar1ab1y '

subgect 4o some forn of quantlta$1ve analyszs. a recent report

on ”Investmen% Crlterza' concluded that evaluatmon menhod 'aren‘

‘ indlspensable for the‘preparatlon of declsmons today”ol

Given the hasic mnformatmon and analysms that 1s applled to projects
at the national level the quesﬁzon is whether %he scope of #he

,eveluatxon can’ be wmdened to 1nclu&e %he Communlty dxmens1on.

What factors are 11ke1y to enter into the calculailon of Communlty

1nxereet? The two broad groups are those af¢ect1ng.~ S o
fmrstly‘ MintramCommunlﬁy transport cons1derat10n, 1.eo Communlty

_1njerest 1n trafflo terms,"

eeeondly. factors llnked to the 1mp1ement1ng of Community obaeotlves

% ‘f-‘fe.g. economic vonvergence, regmonal polloy, energy policy and

of course, transport pollcv, 1n other words 'general Communlt
1nterest. : :

y!

The- flrst group of factors ‘occur through remOV1ng the oonstralnt ‘of natmmal

_'frontlere ,for the : measurement of beneflts and costs of

' ;nailonal pro;ectsg Thls is 1mportant in the case of maJOr schemes whlch

result 1n notable 1mprovements in the Communlty's prlnclpal route aystem

be.g. a progect to construct a brldge over the Great Belt (Storebaelt )
in Denmark would have consequences in Germany and even further to the -

South (not to mentlon the 1mpact on other non Communlty Scandlnavlan

countries) again the constructlon of a motorway between Alsace : -’ 

! and T JON would cause 1mportant traffxo dlvers1ons on roads in o5

o 2.2.4.

Luxembnrg, Germany and Belgnumg

The eeoond group of" faoto s associate proaeots w1th the aohlevement of

’all Communlty obaectlves. A Communlty obgectlve is. to reduce energy :

consumptlon parﬁlcuearly of external fuels. Thls goal would be helped
by the prov1slon of a comprehensxve Communlty system of comblned 4

transportg Such a,system to be efficient would need to,haVe & w1de‘ '

*nal report E&MT experts group "Investment ﬂrlterla" Exchange of
“information ‘on investment crlﬁerla applxed Yo transport infra-— ’
structure progects. |

over



’Jdoverage and offer competitive services throughdut the“Commﬁnity
‘ 1rreepecﬁive of frontzers’ in this way one of ‘the maln dmsadvanﬁages of \

rail services. could be overcome, The chances of such a network being
\

P

establlshed wmthout Communlty'ab31stance 1ook slim. The"Communlﬁy

1nterest' in such a- system would be estlmated 1n functlon of 1ts

" potential to aitract 1nter~Commun1ty trafflc in the’ long run and
. thus save fuel as well as. ‘improving ‘the rallways' flnanclal situation.

: 2;2.5.

i'Agaln inn the case of the prov1sion orf faCllltleS to reguons of" speclal
:need the Communlty would have an interest in ensurlng that facmlltles
' were such as to match the demands that would be made upon themo

The nature and emphasxs of 'Communlty 1nterest( could changek

'7‘,1n the long “term. Inltlally, the aspects of projects likely to arise
’would 1nvolve estlmatlng how and in what way the 1n&1v1dual Member

States would benefit dlrectly Ain terms of the use made by thelr nationals -

or the consequences on traff1c flow w1th1n thexr borders. - However, w1th
tlme, 1f a general concept of a 'core network' composed of links of

partloular Communlty 1nterest can be laid down,‘more general aspects

”related to the quallty of serv1ce lﬂ general on the network could be ~f

" included .in the prOJect salectlon process. In thls context there is a

5,parallel with plannlng of the natlonal networks where the criterion of
‘Justlfylng &an optlmal utandard of serv1ue throughout the systpm has to

" be balanced agalnst the competlng flnan01a1 demands of dnfferent modes .

"and regions, In thls s1tuat10n an overview has to be taken of the

relative beneflts of schemes for - dlfferent parts of the network to ensure }'

that the total budget 1s belng used to ma11mum a&vantage 1n the llght of

'the pr1ority obJeoflves set- for the Communlty.
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Thﬁ uistlnotion beﬁween +he nctlflcatlan and evaluatlon of -

'prOJeots. The aims of evaluation sys+emsa

T3ele

The proposed regulatlon on fznan01al a&slstance for transport

. lnfrastructure requlres th@ Member “taﬁes to sttmit: potentxal

projects aeccmpanzed by aﬂ,economic evaluation (cost—beneflt
analysxs) Before going on to dlscusa the possible form of the ‘
evaluation it is useful. to 00A81der what types of proaect are

potent:ally of Communlty lnterest In domng 80 it is hoped to

vclarlfy the dlstlnctlon between the llgt of suggested types of

projects mentioned in theAregula$ionnthat could be candidates and
the process of idenﬁifying ahd ‘evaluating Community interest itself. . -

- Ar%xcle 1 of the proposed regulatlon 11sts the followxng potentlal

\categorles’: -

t

- progects to be undertaken in the terrltory of a Member State the'
faxlure of whlch to he un&ertaken creates a bottleneck in Communlty

trafflc,

N
1

- cross—frontler progects whlch are not suff1c1ently vmable to pass 1

the threshold, based on avallable resources, where a’Member Sﬁatef'

o would be willing %o intervene;

- progeots hav1ng a 5001o~economlc profltablllty at the natlonal

- projects whlch facllltate

";3,2.

level which ig insufficient to justlfy their undertaking but from _
the Communmty point of v1ew, taklng account of the Communlty's -l

- objectives, have a greater benefzt*

‘the standardlsatlon of work on the o
Communlty oommunacatlons ne&work. ‘ '
These groups are intended‘to'ﬁé nb moré”fhén guidelines to'COmmuﬁity
1nterest the ﬁransm1881on of a pronect to the Commlsslon does not
imply *hat a favourable ﬂ901310n will ensue. Bather, the Commission

will prepare an oplnlan*on the pro3eot which wmll be submltted to the

.Communlty budgetarv au%horitles for a Final declszono‘The Commission®s

~opinion will ¢nolude an evaluatlon of the Communlty -interest of the -

progect as parm of %b@ supportlng evidences

Vo
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3 3. Looklng at the guldellnes noted above the follawlng p01nts emerge S

'ffirstt proaects should be capable of meetlng accepted economlc '

B .crlterla necessary for adopt;on when Communlty 1nterest is taken"‘

1nto account.

second s acceptable progects w111 be llkely to present substantlal ’
beneflts for 1nternatlonal trafflc or to contnmute notably to

the suocess of Communlty pollcies 1.e. reglonal energy etc.-;;;;

3 4c The varlous stages for the cons;derat1on of a proaect are- shown in a

; the screenlng of pregects to select

”T”dlagram Ie It nay be noted th

those. of - potentlal Communltyélnterest is an early stage of the procedure;
x-,and is not dlrectly linked tb evaluatlon, In practlce, in- the early
“'stages of the prooess, there are clear advantages to be galned from f}u‘
: con81der1ng a w1de range of scnemes to develop a framework of "case f

f'studles" to prov1de guxdellnes for the selectlon process.. -
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4. - The evaluation of pro1ects in the Member States,\_‘
the develépment of natxonal svstems $0 1ncorporate

‘Commun1+v 1n+eres+

RV This part of the note briefly commentS'dn'the evaluation
L methodology applled in the Member S%atesg Some of the maln'
areas’ that need to be con51dered in & Commun;ty znierest

evaluatxon are outlined.

vﬂ;2Q.The objectlves of progect evaluatlon 1n the Member Statess

‘The objectmve of evaluatlng transport 1nfrastructure progects is
to offer guidance for decision maklng. the 1nformatlon provzded B "»:?
‘by,thevevaluatlon relames to the costs and benefltsythat the =~
project offers. The exact nature of the evaluation syStem; whét
it covers etc., varies from country to country accordlnﬁ to the a
,deomslon making system in tses however, the fundamental obgectlve

remaans the same.

4 2 1. In the private sector ‘of the economy the costs and recelpts of
.a project are forecast. ‘and & financial appralsal 1s undertaken
- to estimate the rate of return. This rate of reﬁurn is- ’ '
: compared with the. lending rates and the profltablllty of other -
:potentlal projects, taking account of rlsk,'and a decision on,théf
investment is taken. In the public sector, where the bulk of
<”fransport'infréStfuctnféiprojeotslafévfound,vaisimilar fihancia}

. appraisal is seldom eifhef,possible or'shfficiéntly'cémprehensiVe. f
. The manv'féétoré involved in aimajor trahsport inf*astfﬁc%ufe projeC£
.are normally nelther expreboed in market prlces (- env1ronmental

,‘factors, regional pollcy effects nor adequately quantlfled time
"‘sav1ngs energy savxngs eto. For this reason it has become common
practlce to adopt a wmde rang1ng approach to evaluatlon and to
attempt to include ‘factors not 1ncluded in the normal flnanc1a1 _
evaluatlon. The methods adopted 1n the Member State resemble to a
greater or lesser degxee those of social, COSt—beneflt ana1y31s._

yo
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"4,3¢fThe'biace of cost—bénéfi% analysis'in‘the»deciSién makingfﬁrocedure‘

’
N

Some of the doubts tham have been exnressed about the practlcablllty

bof evaluaﬁlng the Communltv interest of projects stem’ from a

mlsundnrstandlng of the naxure of an economlc evalua:t:.on0 An

economi.c evaluatlan is but one element of the d90151on process. Set

. out by the Commnssmon, it is an 1mportani element but not the sole

or deciding factor. This p01nt cen be glarlfied by-con51der1ng how

,the—economic\evalnationvrelaxes fo,the'prbpbséd Community procedure.

4¢3.10 As has . been noﬁed above the development of sophlstlcated methods

%

to evaluate costs and beneflts in the Member States is 1ntended

4o translate into monetary values the "external“ beneflts from

nvestment projectS\ana compare them w1%hwthe soc1a1 costs, oapltal
and - others? involved, In practlce the caverage of the analysms is

1ncomp1ete and oon31derab1e Ygrey or blank*® areas remaine There are o

"certaln effects which can be 1dent1fled and measured by studylng

the ways in which they are treated on. the market Certaln other -

‘ effects, usually termed 1ntang1ble, cannot be acourately 1dent1fled

-? and measured0 Hence, although the evaluailon procedure attempts to.

aid the decxs1on makers. by reducmng the area where lntultlve Judgmaﬁ
has to be made, it is seldom, if ever, completeo EVen in those
\Member States where detailed statistiocs are’ avallable and a compre—

;hen51ve evaluatlon is normally undertaken the- role of the de01s1on

~ maker aot1ng upon his or her Judgement remalns preponderant The~ .

_1Commlss1on is propo°1ng a process for the prov151on of flnan01a1

 -ass1stance that 18 essentlally s1m11ar to that of the Member Statess

an evaluatlon—w1ll be undertaken but tne declslonremalns flrmly 1n

f“the hands of the Communlﬂes' budgetary authorltles.
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5‘4;4' The elements that flgure 1n the economlc evaluatlons

g undertaken by Member States ' e

. 434.i¢ The,basic‘elementéﬁof an evalua$ion:of:a,transpoft inffaét?ucture

,Vfirsti an assessemenﬁ of the costs,y both construotlon an&

' ,malntenanoe“ "shadow“l prlces may be Justlfled in some

- casesj . \fi o '
/45e¢bnd£' the trafflc flows 1nvolved, for larger progects 1nclud1ng

" generated trafflcg L L ’
| thirds a calculation of the change in operating costs for users |
col - {in comparlson with the btatus quo p051t10n),(_;

fourths the time sav1ngs expressad in money termse

flfth-f»‘a001dent savings
Oﬁher elements are sometlmes added to expand the evaluatlon notably

v;ln the fleld of external effects.

4a4;2. Wmth these elemente quantzfled in,money terms a dlscounted rate ,‘

' of return is calculated° In some cases an alterna ;ive presentatlon
v.of the elements, called a "plannlng balance sheet™ or "multlm
‘eriteria analysis" y is underﬁaken by ‘assigning welghts to the

varlcus costs and benefzts to arrive at a comprehen81ve ranklng

of the poss1ble courses of action, This information- is 1ncLuded w1th"

other advice, on social monetary matters etc. for a de01s1on to be :

, .made. ‘ - " St :
“4‘5.' The process of moving from an evaluatlon of. natlonal 1nterest A

to Communlty 1nterest

4 Se 1 The pracﬁlce of carrylng out a detalle& evaluatlon of magor pro;ects'\f5
is w1deupread in-the Member Sbater@ The basmc 1nputs for an ;
‘evaluatlonene therefore already assembled at the natlonal 1eve1a

- The transformatlon of a national interest evaluatlon\ip,a Communxtyl/‘

interest might be undertaken'bw;either: a new apprcachéstarting

N : o ‘ o U
"Shadow prlces" - these are prices applied to factors which it is ,
considered have a market price structure that does not reflect thelr‘

value ‘to socme*y in generala ) . .



. e .

:‘ from basic da‘ba and assembllng this, plus any new . data., into ' : e )
' a spec:x.f:.c Connnum:!'y interest calcula‘blon, or, developlng '{:he i- ‘ X
d-existmng national evaluation 1n order to take Communlty factors ; =
" 1nto accoum; , The choice of‘ uhe latter of these courses 1s not ‘ ,
dlfficul"b to Just:.f‘y. Builda.ng upon the national evaluatmn, wh:.ch
118 in all event° a ma,gor par't of the 'botal evalua’blon, mll simpley.
“the add:.t:.onal ca.lculatlons tha:%: are needed, reduce the date 1nputs L
" and make the m‘tegra‘tlon procesa of na:t;:.ona}. w1th Communrty factorg ;/,V

1ess complex.

4.5 2. The Comm:.ss:.on has under’ba.ken a 'Commun:\.ty :m'berest' evalua:blon
- of a major progect as par'{: of the support programme for ‘transporb :
ini‘rastructare pol:.oy. a br:.ef swnmary of the prlnczpal results of
: *bh:x.s s-tudy a.re shown :m Annex 1 (Study of Communlty :mterest of proaects
for a fixed link across ‘bhe Charnel from France to the UK). ‘I‘he '
“prlnc:.pal extensions tha'b were under‘ba}"en for 'tne stud;y‘ were the-
following " N '

firsts = an e::cam:.nat:.on of 'the 1mpa.ct of the" progect on Mem'ber
States o‘ther than France. and the UK i.e. 'bhe effect on i |

'hra.nsport Ope.f:q‘atmns :m those countr:r.es,

second: an assessment of the progec‘bs 1mpa.ct on. Commumty pOllCleS, '\\

»nota’bly ren':.ona.l and - energy,

thi;!d: a dms mbutlon of user benefn:ts (surpluses) bJ the State

. of orn.g:.n of the userse

In view of the cost a.nd. genera.l :meor'bance of ’bhe Cha.nnel Crossxng, "
proaec‘bs ‘chezr evaluat:.on had to be a relatlvely long a.nd. ’
comprehens:we Pprocess. The nature of the evalua.tlon process should
_'emdently be in some wa.y rela'ted 't'.o the mpoz*tance of +the . progecﬁ,
for most pro;;ects the ‘type of evaluat:.on undertaken ﬁr the Channel, o
Link would not. ’be Jus‘hfaed. ‘ L ST T




4 5636 Although lﬁ has been- suggested above,(para. 3. 5 1. ), thax the -
vCommunity 1nterest evaluatlon framework can be based essentmally '
“-upon the natmonal evaluation there has o be a oertaln convergence% :i'
in the approaches adopted in order to render them compa.ra,bleo '
The prlncmpal areas where- comparabxllty should be looked for

ares—

. - Pime horlzons » -
S Trafflc forecastlng assumptmons (scenarlos)
s Value of benefits (notably tlme savings)
L - Rates of discount. ' :

 »The basmc goal of ensurlng that results of the evaluailons are
‘vcomparable is to ensure that Communlty budgetary resources are,»
- allocated in an optlmum manner iece that progects offerlng the
hlghevt Communm%y lnﬁeresﬁ receive the hlghes+ pr10r1ty° . ‘
' addlﬁlonally the Member” States w111 requmre to know how the progeeﬁs '
."compare with the margznal progects of thelr'own natlonal pool.
‘ 4;’5.4. Possn.'bly 'bhe most stral vhtforward of the elements ’bode&l with m'&m DIS_»"'
“‘COUNT RATE. Here it is- suggeste& that the Membef’%tates present the ' |
. 5?calcu1atlons &iscounted at the usual rate employedo However,
" appended %o the evaluation a table of costs/beneflts, by year, is

glven which will allow the Commlsslon to calculate ‘both -the - 1nterna1  j"

' -rate of re'burn1 on the progec+ and its net present value2 under
dlfferlnv rates of dlccount “The Gomm1s31on belleves that thls

prqcedure will be easy and. effectlve. -

A

’

That rate of 1nterest whlch, when used to dlscount the cash flows ;
 associated with an 1nvestment progec‘b9 reduces its net present
value to zeroe ~ :

The net value now of & stream of costs and beneflts ar1s1ng in the
- future calculated by discounting &b & rate of 1nterest related te
- enrrent 1nterest rates.
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4 +5¢5. The mentlon of presentlng a tlme stream of costs and benefxts \”
from the progect brlngs up 1mmed1ately t%e questlon of the time
horizon to employ. Agaln it 1s clear that the varylng ndture of

E proaects and practlce in the Member States means that the A

- TIMB HORIZON employed will vary. It ls agaln dlfflcult to lay . i

down any general rule that is unwersally appllcable to all progects,fi)

all reglons and all dlscount rateso A solutlon would lie in the .
| “provision. Qf a table of uOStS and benflts year hy year with a
jstatement of the likely nature of the cost and beneflt streams.
through a perlod of 50 yearss:. in some cases the life of a. progect
is llmited technlcally to. say 25 years but for the magorlty of"

transport 1nfrastructure progects a flfty year llfe is both feasmble o

- and reagonable, Where a shorter term horizon is employed than the
" technical characteristics 1ndlcate as fea31ble a statement cf
S ‘residual values can be made. P . a
45,6, The common. valuatlon of . benefltS‘presents more problems than in

. dlscount rates and - time horlzons. The most 1mportant ‘
‘ benefmt stemmlng from transporu 1nfrastructure proaects is usually _.‘
. PIME SAVINGS. They are a function of the traffic forecasts
(see below) and the value of time of the , e
various groups of" users. Qulte 1mportant dlfferences ‘exd.st between
vthe approaches adopted by Member States e.g. cerﬁamn States
fcalculate tlme sav1ngs per vehlcle, others célculaxe the tlme o
“  sav1ngs per person, these dlfferences 1mply that a direct comparlson
"of tlme sav1ngs w111 be of very 11m1ted value. An approach to the“
soluilon of thls dlfflculty may be found ins-

firsts clear statements by the Member States of the‘

. 1approaches empl@y@d, ' o '
second: ,the application of a reQWeighting formula to the actual
o time saved (on a country by country basis) to convert to

a oomparaole flgure,

Tlmn savings are normally the most important quantlflable beneflt

in progect evaluatlon. In view of themr 1mportanoe con31derab1e care -

should be taken in treatlng their valuatlon 1n Communlﬁy lnterest

projectse -



AT ot
¢5.7. On the quest;on of SCENARIO'B the ohaectzve should be to consmder
A-the beneflts and costs of projects agalnst the background of a
4 number of possible economlc smtuailons. It 1s well known that no.
"single forecast can be rellable over more than a short perlod and
-hence the perfbrmance of a project should be consxdered in relatlon

to a range of poss1b111t1es. The work on preparing a system of
/ broad forecasts of long dlstance traffic now underway as part. of f"

' «the Commlsszon g} program should be cf value 1n thls fleld.

4*6 TO Oonclude, the - reccmmended way forward vs to use nat1onaL methods

) ]41n1t1a11y and to attempt to develop keys to relate estimates to a

| f; glven 'bench mark', In the’ longer torm a 301nt research programme
could be envmsaged o reiate paﬁtlcularly to. values to use’ for costs

o and benefits occurrlng on the pr1ncmpa1 routes.



"l.l.e"‘ " :

' 5.'- The treatment of external factors in tlie evaluation

‘5.1.'The’form3oflﬁhe eéaluaiioneprocedq;g ‘
5 1l.1. The po:m't has a.lrea.dy 'been made that- an evaluation is not a.:w;ed at re—-._“
\p1a01ng the ‘rble of the natlonal decigion maker but rather at reorganu}f
ing and clarlfylng ‘+the 1nformat10n available. Fhr%hermore, it'is clear
that whatever claims are made ne evaiua ion can hope to cover more
"than a part of the problem areas’ conoerned. ‘The' evaluatlon system »
‘adopted for Communlty 1nterest will need to be accompanled by a- broa&,v'

flexible but structunﬂ.presentatlon of the proaect 1n the framework w#;;

of soclo~economlc deve10pment. B

‘501;2, In the caee of projeot evaluation af the national. ievel where‘the
) ('obgectlve is to choose between alternative ways of achxevzng a g1ven '
-ob;ectlve, the 1nab111ty to measure ‘all elements 1nv01ved need not be _i
of great 1mportance. Frequently one of the alﬁernatlve progects
© considered can be demonstrated to be so. superlor to the others in terms '
iof quantlflable elemenxs that its overall superlorlty can readily be N
accepted. However, in the case of Communlﬁy interest evaluatlon, £ |
_external factors are 11kely to be more 1mportant than at the natlonal

".level.

5.2 The 1mportance of external facﬁors ; : : ‘ :
5 2. 1. The 1mportanoe of external factors for Commun;ty 1nterest schemes 1s ;'.

easmly demonstrated. The conoept of an exbternal factor 1S applled to
| “any effect which is not reflected in the dlrectly calculated 1mpacts

‘of & scheme J.e. the nomse, pollution, regmonal employment trade—
deve10pment effects of a progect These. have to be set agalnst the :
tanglble effeots whi.ch are dlreot]y measured and those, such as tlﬁe ‘

 savings whlch are also now habltuallv 1ncluded in a progect evaluatlon.
'n the case. of potentlal Communlty 1nierest proaecﬁs their essentlal
Commun1ty interest will Lwe,glgﬁgg‘: gn their d1rect benefits to: tra‘far
flow and accesswbwLwty, or/:‘1n their éxternaL 1mpact beyond the

| frontiers of the country concerned or on the. ach1evement of a Commun1ty

\poL1cy w1th1n that country.
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' Conslderatlon of the candldates for Communlty aid wmll p01nt up the~
5;1mportance of the external factors that they lnvolve and how. to treat

' them.
5.2424 Given the 1mportance of external factors the necessmty to arrlve at
/ 1+,a clear understandlng of the obgectlves of transpor% in the regmons, 2
, :for 1ndustry etce is- clearly brought out. Whmlst it is premature to
l"say what these objectives are it is 1mportant to take note of the great
5: programme in whioh 1nd1v1dnal projects are undertaken and the requlrements
of the Decision of 1978 faczlltate thls. At an opening phasa of the L
;_exer01se it is clearly 1mportan$ to engage in an exploratory exer01ee"
H'deSIgned to éreate a common understandlng of the practlcal obaectlves to -
be followed. Such an approach w111 dlctaie a flex1b1e éystem capable of )
| ibelng adapted to cope with progects of varylng natures. The development ‘
- of obgectmves for transport 1n connection with 1ndustr1al, regional
'and other external obgectmves must take’ place 1n the context of
- 'an 1nter~play between the varlous Member States and the Comm:.ss:.onn As'a
o first step 1t seems sensmble for the Member States themselves %o take
a view on the 1mportance of projects in- the light of themr own. overall ,
programmes y the projects themin and submlt llkely candldates.The consequentxﬂ
- ?'process of examlnatlon will produce a clearer: answer to. the questlons ' -
. whetheér some general objeotlves can- be: set up. and how these factors are

:\ﬂto be 1ncluded in the overall evaluaﬁlon.

5. 3. The, prlnc;pal ‘objectives - .
5 3.1. Grossly 51mp11fy1ng the whole exercmse of dbmmunxty 1nvolvement 1n

transport 1nfrastructure schemes, two central! groups of objectlves can P

 be identifieds

. : i
"’flrst s those relatlng to pro;ectq d331gned to 1mprove condltlons on

main routess: these are essentlally transport obgectlves capable
of belng quantlfled (subgect to the pomnts made in Part III),

Secdnd”: those relatlng +to more general obgectlves to which transport can

oontrlbutg e.g. reglonal development, 1ndustr1a1 pOllcy etc. f'

P



5 3 2, For certamn projects it is lxkely that the beneflts wder the flrst

 "of the progeot under the flrst headzng@ This task w111 have to be

w20

headmng w111 be sufflclently large t0 present a good case for actlon\
whatever the outcome of an analysms of p01nts in the second group. ,
However, for many projects 1t will be neceesary to attempﬁ to 1dent1fy
the relevant factors and to oonsider how. they relate to. the net value -

S

accomplished in conneoﬁlon with actual projects. The Commission is’

‘currently engaged on studzes to produce a methodology that w1ll be applled |

to certain test cases’in the Alps and in Less devetoped regvons notabLy in

“Italy. The results of thws work will be ava1labLe to the Infrastructure

' Comm1ttee at the end of the 'year.

L S.AI.F‘

The work undertaken in the evaluat1on by Member States is be1ng exam1ned

, and ‘the exper1ence in Germany; France and eLsewhere on multi- cr1ter1a anaLys1s

shoutd be partwcutarty usefuL (see Annex 2).

As noted above (4. 5 2.7 . the Commnss1on has underway a programme of studies

desvgned to provwde ev1dence of the nature of Commun1ty Interest and to . heLp “:q

‘)w1th the evaLuat1on of projects.. The first results of ‘this programme 1LLustrate‘

‘the feasvbwl1ty of the proposals set- out 1n th1s paper._The emp1r1caL anaLys1s

“-: of probLems shows that much can be accompl1shed on the bas1s of ex1st1ng 1nfor~~

'_ mat1on, It has been demostrated that a cLear and comprehensvve appreC1at10n

of the basic elements of projects can go a long way to provxdlng the' 

information needed for’ effectlve dec¢51on maklng. To meet thls o

 Aobject1ve projects should be accompanled by statements that show

y~‘the basic elements of the hypotheses and calculatlons that have . been,;;;,_

made. Pomnts of partlcularly interest that have been shown to be

7

- of espec1a1 relevance are e.g. t1me sav1ngs » the actual time saved

rnand the value aselgned the flows of coste and beneflts over tlme etc.

Such basic 1nformation will be of consxderable value in the carefull

and detszled con51derat10n of progects that the Comm1551on con51ders to"

"v‘be of partlcular 1mportanee,.W1th such 1nformatlon avallable it w;ll

be perfectly feasible for the Comm1551on and the Member States to.
examwne the incidence and 1mportance ok ethe economic or technwcal parameters

‘that have been empLoyed for the evaLuatzon.lTh1s poss1b111ty w1LL go far to meet

" the criticism that at LeasL in the 1n1t1aL phase 6f the operatwon no un1form

\ crjter)a will be used. An ‘examination of ‘the importance of adopt1ng dmfferent e

Y
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5.5.

.. In conclusion,

| even commOn standards for such eLements as time sav1ngs w1LL be both

feasible and easy to, undertake. vaen the poss1b1L1ty of benef1t1ng ,,';;,

' .from the resuLts of practwcaL expervence thh reat projects 1t w1LL

be possible to move in time towards a more un1form structure foLLowvng B

the requ1rements of the dec1s1on mak1ng author1t1es.

it is ‘argued that a solution.to the questlon of exiernal

factors would con31st of an approach having a number of phases:—

Ilrst ¢ the subm1331on of progects by Member Staﬁes w1th a natlonal
. appreciation of thelr Community 1nterest Thls phase would
proceed 91multaneously to a revmew of methodology by the
‘Comm1581on and an examlnatlon of test cases, L ey

éecond,s a jomnt oonsuLtatlon on progects to arrlve at an appre31atlon of
' their Community interest and to develop flex1b1e guldellnes for,”

 future progect selectlon and evaluailongv

fhifd‘ ¢ the development of a ne?work of Communlty 1nterest hav1ng certamn
‘ clear ob;jectlves se't; ou"l: for Puture developmen‘b The preparatn.on
:of mutually acceptable procedures for: evaluatlon 1nclud1ng the

flncorporatlon of external and 1ntang1b1e elements.

The three elements ‘of thzs approach are consmdered to be realistic and

practical. To ‘adopt such an approach would be cost—effectlve in terms of

>‘ nat1ona1 resources and would preserve the essentzal flexibility and free-jv
.. dom -of seleotzon that should characterlse the open;ng steps of the f '
"'Communlty programme. ’



- 6., = Conclusions

6.1,

6.2,

’ :.,_, 22 '.4. )

I3

What w1}1 evaluatlon achleve ?

The case for evaluatxng magor transport 1nfrastructure progectS'
o better understand their importance fo;'the Community can be

argued on sevéral levels.

At the most Baslc level the case rests on the clear ev1dence that

i”_transport projects. cause effects whlch can spread beyond natlonal

frontiers and 1mpose costs and benefzﬁs on nei ghbourxng countrles_l

:1ndeed on the Communlty as a whole. In a Communlty c0mm1tted to

development ‘for mutual self~1nterest it is ¢clearly unacceptable for'

national 1nterest to be the sole factor involved in decision maklng.~“

”v_‘In this situation the value of an evalua$1on of Communlty 1nﬁerest

1sewﬁaﬂ.

The ggestlons* : ' .
' This argument however 1gnores the fundamental questlons of,—b

’— wha¢ purpose &oes 4he evalnatlon serve

- is it praotlcal e - oy PR el Ty

6’;3“02_- ’

- how cost~effec+1ve is the process?

In order o answer these questlons the subgect has to be treated in

a manner whlch takes better account of %he realltles of the

_Communlty. Cleaw]y to evaluate projects for- the sake of expandlng

. knowledge but with no 11nk to practlcal policy is a futlle academlc

exerc;se. A Communlty 1nterest evaluatlon has to be closely related

to the practlcal pOSSlbllltles of Gommunlty 1nfrastructure plannlng.

Having made this. pomnt it LB 1mmed1a$e1y clear that the appllcatlon

ﬂf ﬁne evaluatlon can be oons1derably restrlcted. The Communlty can,
on practlcal grounasf only expect to take a practlcal role in . :
relation 0. large projects having a w1de Spread 1mpact Fhrthermore,

the fact that'Commualtv interest? is in most Af not all practlcal cases

.llkely t0o be llmlted t0 a leveﬂ well below fnational 1nterest“ means

© that %he Communmty w111 play an assoolaie role and intervene

in proaeots to. a limited fln&nClal extents In other'words, the

\

';Communlty.should not be expegtea to Justzfy flnan01ng pme;egts Which‘;
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_ perform particularly poorly in a natlonal evaluatlon but rather for
>',projeots that ‘are mergznal or have some speczal features requ;rlng
v ‘assistance that the. Community as a whole could best. provzde. The-
. answer to the first questlon is therefore that an evaluaxlon w111 iny
‘be useful in direct relatlon to a feasmble course of Communlty actions
it 1s unlikely noﬁ to serve to change nailonal prlorltles substantlally

" and will refer essentlally,to 1arge progects on the magor routes.

‘6.3.3; Turning to the second questlon, this 15 eseentlally the poxnt io wh10h=f
‘ }thls paper has been adressedq The paper has not claime& to provmde more
' ‘than an;approach to the practical/development of a system. a Justlficatlon

- for the Oommiss10n B bellef that its proposals are feasible, It has been’ I“ 

~ ghown that Member States now almost univereally adopt me%hods to evaluate H’~

progects in the publlc secior that take account of exiernal factors. It

~exercise it will be p0851ble for Member Stat;s to present progecfs,
of Community 1nﬁerest and to Investigate each of these progects to 1dent1fy
factors of  common" interest. For many progects on the trunk routes 1t
- will'be p0591b1e by a study of thelr trafflc consequences, time savmngs etco
: ,to esta'bl:.sh a flrs‘c a.pproach +o 'bhen.r importance for the Commun:ul:yo
_'Thus it is not claimed that thls short note presenﬁs more than a very
f brief sketch of the problem and its soluﬁlon. However, it 1s hOped tha%
sufflclent arguments\have been a&vanoed to indicate that a practlcal ’

approach can be devised if the w11l exlsts to make the effort to understand :'

the sometlmes dlfferlng anproaches ad0pted in the Member States and to

reach an.agreemew on a common 1n%erpretat10na

A

603eda Finally, is the prqposal cost-effectmve° There is’ no answer 0 thls pomnto ?:w

. The Commmssxon‘e position is that it/should not- engage in an act1v1ﬁy :
"thai could be more efflclently undertaken hJ the Member States concerned., 
‘ In this case the Commvss1on believes that the naiure of the problem goes

'oeyond natlonal fronumera and: concerns the . uommunx%yg It might be feas;ble

“to con51der blleta“al ncrotletlon to mee+ thls need for coordlnatlon and CO- .

, finanoa for the reasons given in the b@tﬁlenecke wepox& (peram aﬁ 1 ) Howm
”,,ever, for a number of prOJects eucn a procees is 11kely to be even more

1 GOM(&»O) 103 f:mal

N posszbly taken from the "bottlenecks Repart“ ¢ w1th thexr oWn presentatlon o

R

X

B has;been argued that by adoptlng a flexlble approach at the beglnnlng of the L
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dn.ff:mul" to arra,nge eiflclantly and :mvolve 'X:he same methodclogtwal
problems as work:mg in a sysﬁema:bz.c yet flex:a.'ble manner through 'bhe o

Commum.tyo

6 4. Ix 1‘1: is accepted that ‘bhe argumen’cs put forward on the need and feass.‘bn.l:.’ty :
of evalnatlng Communlty n.nterec-’c are accep'bed the next step lS to ta.ke
prac’s:.cal ac’clon. wmhou‘t a,chlevzng a satlsfacuory and accep‘ba’ble eva.luatn on

of Coxmmmity interest :Ln 4he context of‘ practlcal pro,]ects in the Member
Sta‘ces it is lz.kely that dou‘b’i:s on the system and its’ pra.c*tlca.'bllrhy w:.ll
remain and crea:l:e a ma;]or hand.:.ca,p for 'i;he fn.nal development of a Commun:.ty

 programme,
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ANNEX 1 |

'fThe Naxure and Exient of P0531ble Communxty Interest
~in the Cons%ructlon of a Fixed Link across the Channel.':'

n--—.--n——-

/

ThTS study exam1ned the effects throughout the COmmun1ty B
of the constructlon of fixed llnks of varions thes across the Channel. S
The oosts and.beneflts accruing to each Member State were 1dent1f1ed and

e

. quantlfled as far as possmble.

' - It was assumed tham the f;xed 11nk would be opened in 1985° The flrst
», stage of the study was concerned with forecastlng the trafflc llkely to
.'use each type of flxed llnﬁ up to the year 2000, - On the ba51s of the fore~
‘;casts, a fznanclal appralsal was made of the returns to the operators of
“the llnk. ThlS appralsal 1ndlcaied that all: the orogects examlned were '
_11ke1y to prove profitable if the cost and revenue forecasts were achleved
in practlce. A oost/Beneflt analysms was~the1 undertaken to take into acgount
“the effects-on the oper tors of existing oross~0hanne1 services) - (1nclud1ng
ivports and alrports), the ne% beneP1ts to the users of all crous—Channel ’ v l
services and the eercts on- rallway undertaklngs and road authorltleq. The '
»results of this analysis 1ndlca%ed that both smngie«track and doublewtrack
frall tunnels would provide net benefits even Lf economlc gTthh was. slow -
and in splte of the use of hlgh discount rates (10—157) A road bridge or a
\~comb1ned road/ra; 11nk would provmde substantmal net beneflts at dlscount

ratesibfb3—5%.

“An bxamlnatlon of the dlstrloutlon of the net beneflts led to the
conclu51on that al%hoagh +the major share of ‘benefits aocrued to the Unlted
Kingdom and Franoe, other Member States also should obtaln substantlal '

~benef1ts.

The scope of the natlonal (Uhlted Klngdom and France) oost/%enefli SRR
study wag broadened to. nf‘ver nonatvansport effecﬁa of a fixed link; 1ncludlng

N

'veffects onge ..
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- ANNEX 2

iMulﬁi—Criteria/Analys;s’: approachitoxthe'presenfatibn_;‘.

of;evalﬁation Results employed in Germany

’

Coat~Benef1t ana1y31s aims to present a 31ng1e conclusxon upon the .

' evaluatlon of competlng projects. Mult1~cr1ter1a ana1y81s aims to- employ

“ ; ’; ‘20.

an exten81ve range of crlterla of dmfferent character in order to reflect

the 1mpact of a progect on dlfferent target groups.\

N :

By the use of varylng crmterla it is hoped that multl—crlterla ana1y31s can ;

' be more. comprehen51ve and flexible than standard cost-benefztanaly81s.

3

'HoweVer, it should be noted, that it is possible to extend the scope of S

cost-benefit ana1y81s in order %o take account of the dlstr1buﬁlonal

aspects of the progects belng evaluated.

There are clearly certaan advantages in the approach used in multl—crlterla

analysxs although theze are also drawoacks. The Commi ssion 18 con81derung

‘ how the approach mlght be developed to- apply to 1nfrastructure proaects and  {

4.

there would ‘be a&vantages in the Member States w1th experlence in thls

‘approach usxng the technlque in conneotlon with progects submltted to. the

Comm1831on.

The Gefhan transport mlnlst*y has developed a unlfled approach for the con-

1 slderatlon of pro3ects which is shown in the table attaohed Thls approach is

-not 1ntended to serve as model for the Communlty ‘but it does shcw the

pracflcablllty of aiming for a common approach to progects at some future

d&‘be.

m\cl .fi



ANNEBX 1

2,

" = the environment . . h ’ e Tl

- reglonal economles :
- each sector of the economy (1n the constructlon phase) -

. \

- energy coneumptlon. ~

- Theoe aspects were not 1ncorporated into the cost/%eneflt |
analysis, elther because they relate to the dlstrlbutlon of benefits
krather than thelr total value or because of dlfflcultles of quantlflcatlon
(env1ronmental faotors) The results of this. part of the study were,l

‘however, generally favourable to all types of flxed llnk. Further study :
18 underway into the formulatlon of external beneflts and themr 1ncorporatlon s

~;‘1nio the evaluatlon system.

v -

;Ih'concLusibn theqstqdy'démonstrated-é

- that economic evatuat1on could produce consuderabLe usefuL evwdence for
the cons1derat1on of the Commun1ty 1nterest of major pro;ects PR ‘
h ,

r the degrge tO'Whiéh a méjdr {nerStPUCtUre project ‘COuLd cbntrﬁbute ‘
to imprdvements in transpcrt dvéb'a wide areafwas shown ; : :
’fvthe scope- “for Communwty 1nvoLvement in ptannwng and fwnanC1ng ,

",was cLar1f1ed




|  Annex of ANNEX2
Project: . lLamnds =
e A Pro-ject No.s' 3
E o  situations
'vﬁi; Result of macro—economic evaluatlon ‘ -
.1. Important characteristmcs of progect
’ Leng’chz
Costs? .
. ‘Works planned'
»Capaclty (annual average) .
(Fbrecast 1990, medman for whole sectlon)’ A
2. Macroeconomic benefits and costs
S R , i o et
o Unweighted | Weights = | Weighted -
‘ benefit , Lok benefits. °
i [ %ReSL Altermatives | Alternatives
' . ) MQ DM/yro ) 1 ; o) . 3 . 1 ¥ 2. 3
- . , ™ ' — ;
o i ! . . -
1. Primary cost—savings L |
(vehicle runnings costs, ;‘Nk 1 11 %
: 1nfrastruc%ure maxntenance)'”J 8 S '
2. Contrlbuulons'foutrafflo i/NS P \ B i | r
' safeiy masneenl RL N EEE R B0 P S |
3. Improvement of access-— i _ ;
ibility of central towns,. érﬁé 1 0.5 1
places of work, leisure b ! ]
‘areas o i ‘ b .
¥ ! ? ;l M 1.
v 4.'Regibna1 economic - % RN g
. benefits (effectzon gfmé‘i o1 12
. employment, regional IR R ooy
‘preferepceg‘ .*ir’ 5 . R
/‘5.-3Mvi?onménta1 offats ; R i 4 i
(noise, erhaust emissions, | N_ | S 1 -3 0L |
‘hindrance to movement : B Loy I R
within urben areas) b B
, 6.\N§n~traﬁ$porﬁ fﬁncﬁions\" %jﬁf 1 : ‘_1>@*1 
Total benofits (S H_ illion DM per year
lnvustmen* costs (incl. T : S
.-noise profeciion) Koo M?lllﬂnrnﬁ~??r year
tCos%/Eenef ts ratio sy %’ ‘
e ! . - A __."E‘z"

/Sourqe:ABunﬁesvé;k@hrswegspian 80 = Der- Bundesminister %iir Verkehr Bonn

!



	



