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Introduction
1. Nearly twenty years have now been spent on
developing the common transport policy.
The results obtained so far do less than justice to
the efforts that have been made and to the obvious
need for progress in this field, which was explicitly
cited in the Treaty of Rome as essential to the success of the common market, to economic growth
and to the unity of the peoples of Europe.
2. The improvement of transport constitutes
together with the abolition of customs duties and
quotas which has already been achieved - one of
the principal means of removing the harriers to
trade between Member States. In economic terms,
transport is comparable in importance with major
sectors such as agriculture and steel. In all, it accounts for:
o 6 'lr of the Community's gross national product,

i.e. more than agriculture,
o I 5 '/(· of total capital investment,
o nearly 40 r;,-, of capital investment in the public
sector.

I Jcnce the importance which the authors of the
Treaty of Rome gave to the achievement of a
common transport policy.

:1. So far, the common transport policy has
mainly concentrated on the activities of transport
operators, both private and public. 1 The objective has been to free these operations as far as possible from restrictive regulations, to abolish discrimination, to allow free competition and only to
create Community rules where the proper functioning of the transport market makes these absolutely necessary. This objective is still far from
being achieved but, little by little, progress is being
made.
4. The Commission is convinced that it is in
everyone's interest to allow transport operators
freedom of operation, while promoting, in this field
as elsewhere, good working conditions and high
standards of safety. This has been our constant approach in developing the rules of the common
transport policy.
S. P./7lJ

The objectives of transport infrastructure policy
arc different. Infrastructure shapes the form of
transport activities; its significance can only grow
as the part it plays in the broad economic and social
framework is recognized.
Transport infrastructure is directly dependent on
public authorities, who assume responsibility for
construction, upkeep and for the necessary funding.
5. The Commission has arrived at the conclusion
that the common transport policy will not achieve
the objectives defined for it in the Treaty and play
its part in the economy as a whole unless it relates
more and more to transport infrastructure. TIJC
reasons for this new impetus, which originates
largely in recent economic developments, arc clear.
The following important points can he noted:
- international traffic between Member States
has developed faster than national traffic; on some
major links it plays a significant role in the formation of bottlenecks;
- the growing interdependence of networks
makes it inconceivable to consider each State as an
isolated planning entity;
- infrastructure will play a crucial role in future
transport operations;
- the increased difficulties faced by the national
authorities with the financing of infrastructure
projects which, in some cases, may justify action
at Community level.
Furthermore, a considerable degree of overlapping
exists, notably in the field of infrastructure, between the transport sector and the other sectors of
the economy. This is particularly true at a time
when energy problems arc likely to have a direct
effect on the conditions for the development of
transport. Another example is new industrial activities. Their much-needed development is less

1

-------------Communkation of the Commi,..,ion to thL· C(ll!ncil on thL· d~

velopmont of the common transport policy, presented on 25 October llJ73. Supplement 16/7.1 - !lull. I:C.
Communication to the Council on mea-;un:' concerning Iran" port

infrastructure, adopted by the Commission on Jll June 1'176.
Bull. IT tl-1976, points 1~01 to 140-l.
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tied than in the past to traditionnl geographical locations, and hence likely to give rise to large new
demands for infrastructure investment.
In general, over and above the field of transport
planning, infrastructure decisions have an impact
on economic, social and regional development,
which must also be taken into account. An approach which combines the various criteria IS
needed to appreciate the Community's role.
6. Infrastructures, which arc essentially the responsibility of the public sector and have a decisive
effort on the future of transport, arc particularly
appropriate for joint planning and the application
of a common policy.
However, the preparation and definition of such a
policy raises many complex problems which differ
from those which have been encountered so far in
the context of the common transport policy.
The Commission is fully aware of the scope of the
undertaking and is convinced that infrastructure is
an essential clement of the common transport policy; it has decided to put forward its views in order
to stimulate thought ami discussion among all interested groups: members of Parliament, public
authorities, transport operators, users, the construction industry and trade unionists.
7. This is the aim of the paper. Having outlined
the reasons which. in the Commission's view, justify ami require Community action in this field, the
Commission puts forward ideas as to the form this
action could take and the concrete results that
might be achieved, on the lines of what has already
been proposed and undertaken.

Chapter I

The need for a Community policy for
transport infrastructure
1-:. Up to now, transport infrastructures have been
considered essentially a national question. Governments have generally paid close attention to
infrastructure development and have given it a
prominent place in their economic planning, particularly over the past twenty years.
9. In the face of the increasing traffic associated
with economic growth, major national programmes
have been instituted: motorway networks, highspeed rail routes, improved inland waterways and a
considerable network of pipelines.
Since the I 960s, the growth of traffic between
Member States has been far more rapid than the
growth of domestic traffic. In the last decade the
volume of intra-Community traffic has increased
twice as quickly as the volume of purely national
traffic. Intra-Community traffic is likely to continue to increase faster than national traffic, as can
be seen from the forecasts in Annex I.
I 0. nut when we examine the present infrastructure network as a whole, along with the policies
pursued at national level, some significant points
emerge:
- Generally speaking, the existing networks are
designed and built in accordance with nntional
objectives. With some exceptions, the improvement
of links between neighbouring countries has not
received sufficient attention.
- The link between the development of national
networks and the transport policies of the Member
States is not always evident. It seems that national
infrastructure programmes are sometimes primarily
determined by considerations other than those of
transport policy. It is a significant fact that, in some
Member States, the responsibility for at least part
of infrastructure development and for overall
transport policy has been, and sometimes remains,
divided between different government departments.
In the last decades successive priorities, differing from one Member State to nnothcr, have been

(j
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given to the infrastructure of the various transport
modes. Taking a global and rather simplified view,
a disproportionate priority has been given to the
development of roads and motorways.
- The basis on which national programmes are
established, the considerations involved, and the
criteria on which choices arc based vary widely
between and sometimes even within Member
States; the methods and procedures used arc also
different. Consequently, it is clear that, while the
infrastructure networks of the Member States arc
on the whole reasonably satisfactory, there is
certainly some duplication of effort and there arc
some inadequacies.
II. With the increasing economic integration of
the Community some of these problems have assumed a new dimension, while quite new problems
have been created.
The spectacular increase in trnde between Member
States has put an end to the often secondary
character of cross-frontier routes. New traffic flows
have made their impact and there is every reason
to assume that they will continue to expand, while
still more new !lows will develop.
Little by little, the national economies are acquiring a Community dimension that can only become
more significant. At a rough estimate it appears
that if existing economic difficulties do not multiply, the demand for transport could double
between now and the year 2000. To respond effectively to this increased demand, a Community infrastructure network will have to be developed,
based, of course, on the existing national networks,
but specifically designed to meet the increased demands of intra-Community movement. Responsibility for this new approach clearly lies with the
Community as a whole.
12. Thus, Community interest will be added to
the national criteria which have, up to now, quite
legitimately guided infrastructure programmes.
Where transport infrastructures arc concerned, it
rarely happens that these interests are contradictory, hut they may lead to conllicting decisions on
routes, design and especially on priorities. Without
attempting a comprehensive analysis at this point
S. '1'./7'J

one can sec that a cost-benefit assessment, the
normal basis for economic and financial evaluations, can give one set of results when calculating
only the benefits to the country which undertakes
the development, but a different set when the interests of a neighbouring country or of any other
countries arc included.

It should also be noted that, as soon as a transport
infrastructure project reaches a certain level of importance, it is likely to have repercussions of traffic
throughout the whole Community network. Thus
the Community interest in such major projects will
have to be taken into account and may even in
some cases be decisive. A further discussion of this
concept of Community interest can be found in
Annex II.
13.
In this new situation where the positive consequences for the other Member States should be
taken into account together with the project costs
borne by one Member State, it is essential to have
as precise an estimate as possible of the Community interest of a project. A case-by-case estimate
of Community interest will, on the one hand, provide an indispensable Community view of national
decisions, notably on the choice of priorities, and,
on the other hand, provide a better linkage between national financing and possible Community
support for projects.
14. The common transport policy we arc seeking
to build in accordance with the intentions of the
Treaty of Rome must give a proper place to infrastructure. In every aspect of the policy - access to
the market, transport costs, technical and safety
regulations, working conditions, transport systems
- the measures adopted must take account of the
present state of our network of communications
and of plans for improvement. Likewise, plans for
developing infrastructure must he fully coordinated with plans for the provision of transport services.
These thoughts point to the conclusion that the
Community must now prepnre a medium- and
long-term policy for transport infrastructure: this
policy will take special account of the effects that
transport infrastructure investment has on sectors
other than transport.
7

Chapter II

Transport infrastructure in relation to
other sectors of the economy
15. It has long been recognized that major routes,
not only influence the flow of traffic, but also,
through the choice of line, their construction and
usc, have both economic and social consequences.
These consequences arc so many and varied that it
would be dangerous to attempt to explore them
here, even superficially. But as soon as it comes to
the planning and execution of actual projects, the
public interest demands that all these associated
factors, however apparently remote, should be
considered in addition to those factors stemming
more directly from transport itself. Of course,
many of these factors present problems of measurement and quantification which make it difficult
to weigh them accurately in conventional calculations an studies, but difficult though it may be, this
problem cannot be overlooked.
16. Transport infrastructures often involve investments which make major demands on financial
resources.
One need only think of the construction cost of a
motorway or an airport, the modernization of a
railway, or the building of a major canal. Public
finance is normally involved, though States will
sometimes also draw on the resources of the private capital markets. Consequently, investments in
transport infrastructure arc hound to figure prominently in the general economic, financial and
budgetary policies of Member States. The multiplier effects on the industries involved and through
them, on employment generally, have to be carefully considered.
In general, the development of transport infrastructure in the Community has special importance
today due to its possible repercussions on the
economy; this is especially the case for the Community's current attempt to re-establish a satisfactory level of growth, designed to facilitate both the
sectoral adjustments needed to face up to the new
international situation and the reduce unemployment. With this in mind the Commission has already stressed the importance of stimulating both
public and private investment in a number of

documents sent to the Council. In this context the
development of transport infrastructure can constitute an important contribution to the realization of
the objectives of the Community's economic
policy.
17. A dynamic and coherent policy in the field of
transport infrastructure can only have a favourable
influence on the direction and growth of the industrial sectors concerned.
The increased demand generated by a policy for
the development of transport infrastructure concerns both the construction and equipment sectors
and the transport vehicle sector which between
them represent between 3-4 % of the Community's gross domestic product. Taking into account
the correlation between the development of transport infrastructure and the expansion of demand in
these sectors. the establishment of forecasts of
medium- and long-term growth implies, in order to
create a' point of reference, a knowledge of the
various options which could be open as regards the
development of infrastructure policy. This must be
coherent and developed from the viewpoint of all
modes of transport.
A coherent policy for the development of transport
infrastructure could also be an important stimulating factor for technological innovation. The level of
service demanded from major infrastructures has
to be taken account (e.g. in relation to the installation and equipment of airports, high-speed international transport links, or bridges and tunnels).
To meet these needs may require the development
of new technologies in the industrial sectors concerned, and this could therefore be a motive force
for tcchnoligical progress in these industries.
18. The inception of a Community policy for infrastructure has a particular importance for frontier regions. For a long time, these regions have
been at a disadvantage because of the existence of
national frontiers: they should be the first to
benefit from the elimination of these frontiers as
economic barriers.
Many of them have, moreover, suffered from local
shortcomings as regards infrastructure which
should also be remedied. In these regions, therefore, infrastructure policy should have two objec-

s.
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tives: the provision of better connections between
nearby regions in adjoining Member States, and
the improvement of the cross-frontier sections of
major Community routes.
llJ. It has often been pointed out that the Community could be gravely disturbed by the centralizing forces of the common market tending to concentrate economic activity and wealth in regions already well favoured and situated close to the centre
of the Community. This can cause the gradual impoverishment of less well equipped peripheral regions handicapped by distance. Regional policy
exists to redress the balance and distribute productive activity more evenly over the territory of the
Community. An essential condition for the success
of this policy is the development of transport infrastructure. On the one hand, the less-favoured
regions must have an internal network of communications appropriate to their present and future needs. On the other hand, they must be
opened up and linked to the main centres in the
Community by rapid modern routes to reduce, as
far as possible, the handicap of distance.
20. The effects of good infrastructure arc not exclusively economic, It contributes to social wellbeing and to a steady improvement in living standards and working conditions.
One oft he essential conditions for the achievement
of these objectives lies in the coordination of investment in transport infrastructure with other
economic and social investments which gcm.:ratc
economic growth. It is in this context that the problem of opening up less-favoured regions hy the
provision of better links with major Community
centres should he considered.
21. llowcvcr, the effects of infrastructure arc not
always beneficial. Their development has a profound and sometimes negative effect on the socioeconomic structure, and on the environment of the
regions which they cross. People arc rightly becoming more and more conscious of the indirect effects
of the development of transport infrastructure. The
Community has initiated a policy for environmental protection which is just getting under way but
will grow in importance in the future. It will be indispensable to carry out at the carl icst stage in the

s.
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planning process an environmental impact study in
order to introduce secondary effects into the
cost/benefit evaluations of pro jccts.
22. lnfmstructurc policy is closely linked with the
options open to the Community in energy policy.
Transport consumes about 14 ~0 of total inland
energy consumption and 24 'Yr· of petroleum products in the Community.
In view of the constraints on the quantity and price
of energy supplies in the Community it is important
that Community infrastructure policy should take
proper account of energy factors.
With this objective in mind attention could be directed to land-usc planning.
In the last thirty years spatial constraints on the
location of housing and economic activities have
become less and less important as the use of cars
has made people more mobile. The benefits arising
from this development have been considerable
both in enabling more efficient organization of
production and distribution and in giving people
the opportunity to enjoy much greater living space.
On the other hand, these changes have also resulted in 'enforced mobility' which works to the
disadvantage of those who do not own a car.
Furthermore, the continuation of this trend will
exacerbate problems of land and fuel supply.
In the future those responsible for land-usc planning will have to take more account of these problems, notably in connection with the reduction of
travelling distances between home and workplace,
schools and other facilities.
Due importance must be accorded to the differences in the energy consumption of the different
modes of transport, even though energy is not the
only clement in the total cost of transport. Labour,
maintenance and renewal of vehicles, equipment
and infrastructure, storage costs and journey time
arc also important. Hence it is not easy to say
whether measures designed to influence the distribution of traffic between modes of transport arc
justified. lt can however be argued that, in view of
the pressing contraints on the Community's cnergy
supplies, the market price of oil products docs not
reflect their full value in the long term.
9

If this is so, it would seem that market forces left to
themselves will not result in the ideal modal distribution. This raises the question of adjusting the
transport market so as to favour energy-saving
modes.
This is an important consideration for infrastructure planning, not only because future infrastructure needs will be affected by such considerations,
but also because the quality of the available infrastructure for each mode plays a role in determining
the choices made by transport users.
23. The Community is involved in all the main
areas of policy which have been briefly touched on
above. Action on transport infrastructures must
clearly, not only take account of these policies, but
also be developed in harmony with them. Whether
it be general economic policy, financial, industrial
and regional policy, land-usc planning, agricultural, social, employment or environmental policy,
there will be links with policy on transport infrastructure.
24. Moreover, it is clear that action of such wide
scope will play an important part in relation to the
enlargement of the Community to include Greece.
Spain and Portugal. It will be necessary to ensure
that it makes an effective contribution to the
economic and social integration of these countries
into the Community.

Chapter /II

Action programme
25. From the outset, some fundamental ideas
must be home in mind:
- Community action can in no way supplant action by the Member States, which will continue to
take first place in the maintenance and development of transport infrastructure. The aim of Community action will he to coordinate and guide national action in such a way that the national networks as a whole can meet the future needs of
Community traffic as they arise. Any changes that
might be needed in national programmes will be
based on the application of the concept of Cummunity interest.
- The policy must be placed in a long-term perspective where ambition and realism go hand in
hand.
- Common sense and awareness of the practical
possibilities must always act as a guide in the choice
of concrete solutions, but a range of proven
methods of economic and technical analysis must
also be available to those who have to prepare
these decisions.
- Community action will only affect links which
arc considered to be of Community interest, that is
to say, the links whose creation or improvement
would be likely to aid the development of the
Community.
- The proposed action programme mainly concerns road, rail and waterway infrastructure. Given
the interrelationship between all modes of transport, some aspects of the role of ports and airports
must also be taken into account in this programme.
In particular, special importance should be attached to the development of ports which play an
essential role in Community traffic. Questions relating to urban and short-distance transport are not
considered at this stage of the discussion as they
arc probably better dealt with at regional level.

First stops
26. The first measures taken were the result of
joint efforts by the Community institutions and
bodies: the European Parliament, the Council, the
10
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Commission, and the Economic and Social Committee. They demonstrate the real interest that this
question arouses.

of international traffic, difficult traffic conditions
may appear. A study is in progress to determine
the conditions under which bottlenecks appear.

Forecasting

Assessment of Community interest

27. The life-span of infrastructures makes it
necessary to forecast transport needs on a relatively long-term basis. The temporary nature of
these forecasts and the continual need to update
them do not diminish their importance.

These studies draw upon the work mentioned
above and arc clearly essential for assessing
priorities and justifying financial intervention by
the Community.

For these reasons the Community took part,
between 1973 and 1976, in a stlldy of passcnfier
tra11.1port needs beti\'Cen the major conurbations of
Europe (COST 33 Study). 1
This study, undertaken with other European countries, aimed to estimate supply and demand in inter-urban passenger transport for the horizons
1985 and 2000.
In I 977, the Commission, with the help of Member
States, also undertook a forecast of goods transport
needs for the same horizons, ll)85 and 2000. 2 The
first stage of this study has just been completed and
the results already obtained are very encouraging.
Models were constructed enabling predictions to
be made of the consequences for inter-regional
traffic, and for the division bdwcen modes, of
variations in the economy (scenario) or in transport policy (strategy).
The second phase of the study, intended to aggregate the passenger and freight forecasts which have
been described, is under way. The third phase will
start in I 980 and will consist of an assignment, or
allocation, of the traffic flows between regions to
the network of major Community routes.

The Commission asked consultants to study
methods and mcnsures to determine the Community interest of major infrastructure projects and to
examine as a practical example the various possibilities for a fixed cross-Channel link.
Almost all of these studies have been started very
recently, thanks to the European Parliament,
which fully appreciated their importance and ensured that special provision was made for this purpose in the I 978 budget.

Community measures
29. In parallel with the work on these studies,
the Commission presented two proposals to the
Council:
• one to improve the consultation procedure instituted in llJ66 3 and to set up a Transport Infrastructure Committee, 4
• the other to provide for Community financial
support for certain major transport infrastructure
projects. 5
These two proposals were favourably received by
the European Parliament 6 and the Economic and
Social Committee. 7

Other studies
28. The other studies can be grouped under the
following themes:

Infrastructure capacity
This type of study aims to detect weak points in the
network where, particularly following the growth
S. '8.17lJ

Tenth General Report. point 445.
Eleventh General Report, point 372.
3 OJ 42 of H. 3. 1966.
4
OJ C 207 of 2. lJ. 1976 and Bull. EC 6-1976, point 1403.
' OJ C 207 of 2. '.1. 1'176; OJ C 249 of IK 10. 1977; Bull. EC
6-1976, point 1404 ami '.1-1'177, point 2.1.62.
• OJ C IH3 of I. H. 1977; Bull. EC 7/H-1977, point 2.3.24.
7 OJ C 56 of 7. 3. 1977; Bull. FC 12·1976, point 24115.
1
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In 1978, the Council adopted the first proposal,
which became the Decision of 20 February 1978
imtitlltillR n consultation procedure and setting up a
commillcc in the field of transport infrastrucfllrc. 1

31. · In terms of legislation, the next step will be

This Decision is extremely important, because of
its political implications and its content.

the adoption by the Council of the proposed Regulation on financial support for infrastructure
projects of Community interest.

out. Nevertheless the major tasks await definition
and realization.

From the political point of view, it demonstrates
that, like the Commission, the Council is convinced
that action in the transport infrastructure field
must from now on occupy an important place in the
development of the common transport policy.

It has been clearly demonstrated that, in relation to
infrastructure, the identification of Community interest can be a useful aid for national decisionmaking. Realization of certain large projects which
always represent a heavy financial burden for the
State on whose territory they are located, may have
a higher economic priority at Community level
than at national level. It would be appropriate for
the Community to assist the State concerned in
such circumstances.

This importance is underlined by the measures
adopted. It was decided that:

o Member States would communicate to the
Commission their projects and programmes for the
development of transport infrastructure, and projects of Community interest. The projects may be
the subject of consultation, i.e. examination and
discussion with representatives of the other
Member States;
o A Transport Infrastructure Committee would be
set up under the auspices of the Commission. It
would consist of representatives of Member States
and have the widest possible terms of reference. As
its main task, it would examine every aspect of the
communications network of interest to the Community.

Furthermore, the Decision contains a general definition of the idea of Community interest.
The Committee has been set up and has started its
work. The standing and experience of its members
testify to the importance the Member States attach
to it.
The Commission is convinced that this Committee
will become an essential instrument for the future
tasks to be undertaken.

Future programme
30. The achievement represented by these first
results should not be underestimated. They indicate a will to advance along the line already traced
12

It is considered logical that the Community should
give financial assistance for the implementation of
its policies in areas such as agriculture, regional
development and employment. There can be no
reason why transport should be an exception to this
rule when infrastructure improvement is a condition for the effective functioning of transport in the
Community both now and in the future.

Financial aid from the Community will assist the
execution of:
• projects to be undertaken in the territory of a
Member State or another country which will allow
a bottleneck affecting Community traffic to be
removed;
e cross-frontier projects which do not have sufficient priority at national level to be included in the
national budgets but which arc very important to
the Community due to the stimulation they could
bring to the development of economic links hetween regions situated on either side of frontiers;

• projects which do not have sufficient priority at
national level to be included even in long-term
programmes but which have greater importance
from the Community viewpoint if specific Community objectives are taken into consideration;

1

OJ L 54 of 25. 2. 1978; Bull. EC 12-1977, point 2.1.146.
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- projects which facilitate the standardization of
equipment and the coordination of work on the
Community network and which would also in:rcasc the profitability of complementary infrastructure situated in other Member States.
J2. The proposed financial instrument for supporting transport infrastructure projects of Community interest will complement the existing instruments which can be used to further the development of transport infrastructure.
These instruments arc European Investment Bank
(Elll) loans, the New Community Instrument
(NCI) for borrowing and lending, by which the
Commission is enabled to contract loans to finance
investment in industry, energy and infrastructure,
the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF), and the system of interest rebates itvailable to certain States participating in the European
Monetary System (EMS)

These limitations indicate the need for an instrument specifically designed to meet the requirements of infrastructure policy. However, the usc of
the proposed instrument will, of course, be closely
linked to the existing Community financial instruments so that they can be used to maximum effect
in coordination with national action, which in any
event will continue to play the primary role.
33. The system proposed by the Commission relating to financial support for projects of Community interest is adapted to the particular requirements to which Community action in relation
to transport infrastructure gives risc. 1
e Only projects of obvious and accepted Com-

munity interest will be eligible.
e The assistance offered will be tailored to the

needs of each project accepted for aid.
e The initiative will rest in the hands of the
Member States which submit projects.
e The roles of the Commission, Parliament and

Annex III provides an overall view of the instruments which enable the Community to give financial aid to infrastructure projects of Community interest.
Notwithstanding the possibilities of the instruments mentioned above, it is clear that the creation
of a specific mechanism can be justified by a
number of arguments:
e The special criteria used for the existing instruments - regional development, economic
growth - limit their possible applications in the
field of transport infrastructure, especially in the
context of establishing a coherent Community
network.
e Two instruments, the ERDF and the EMS in-

terest rebate programme arc subject to geographical limits,

Council will be such as to necessitate close collaboration between those three Institutions.
e The intervention of the Transport Infrastructure

Committee will provide an additional guarantee of
balanced and valid project selection.
e It will not be necessary to make any changes in
the budget procedures currently in force: projects
will be proposed in the context of the Commission's annual budget in the normal way.

It is clear that the approach outlined will enable the
proposed Regulation to play a major role in a future Community infrastructure policy whilst avoiding the dangers of duplication or ill-considered intervention.
34. The studies already under way constitute an
essential basis for an investment policy; they must
be continued and completed.

e Non-repayable subsidies can only be provided

by the ERDF; interest rebates associated with the
entry into force of the EMS can only be applied to
loans granted by the EIB and the NCI for projects
in the less prospcrou~ Member States.

The forecasting studies will need to be kept up to
date and improved. In the Commission's opinion,

e The Em and the NCI only grant loans under

port infra;tructurc, adopted by the Commi"ion on 30 June 11J76;
!lull. EC 6-11J76. point; 1401 to 140·1.

1

the conditions prevailing on the capital markets.
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Communication to the Council on measures concerning tran\-

they should be developed into permanent tools and
the inevitable clement of uncertainty should be reduced to a minimum.

Of course, such a network could not be immutable
and would have to be adapted to meet changes in
economic development and new transport needs.

In addition to those studies, two reports were requested by the Council at its session of 23
November I 978. 1 These reports relate to:

• Research into criteria for the choice of investment and cost/benefit analysis

• bottlenecks,
• criteria for evaluating projects of Community
interest.
There is no doubt that these reports, which arc presently in hand, will provide valuable information to
the Council and the Commission.

This task is indispensable notably to determine on
an objective basis the criteria to assess the Community interest of a project.
TIJC Commission believes that useful and reasonable results can he reached in these fields if a suitable methodology is adopted initially and the benefits of experience arc progressively taken into
account.

The main areas for action

Short-term objectives
35. The Commission hopes that the Council will
pursue its examination of the proposed Regulation
concerning financial support with a view to its early
adoption.
In the meantime the Commission intends, with the
assistance of the Transport Infrastructure Committee, to pursue its work to attain the following objectives:

Long-term objectives
36.

The long-term objectives arc as follows:

• Definition of a netll'ork of major links of Community interest and £'1'a/uation of im•estmcllf needs
An agreement on the definition of such a network
would greatly facilitate the achievement of future
goals.
The evaluation of the investment needed so that
the networks can meet Community goals would
provide advance information on overall financial
requirements for each Member State and the
Community as a whole.
Annex IV sets out as an example some guidelines
on possible methods of selection for major Community links and the evaluation of needs.
14

37. The short-term objectives envisaged by the
Commission arc as follows:

• Determination of bottlenecks likely to hinder
traffic between Mcml>cr States
This has an obvious priority: a report was requested by the Council in November I !)7R .t It is
being undertaken largely on the basis of a study described above and with the aid of the transport infrastructure committee.

• ldcmification and examination of projects of
Community interest
It is certainly premature to present a list of investment projects of Community interest which might
receive financial aid.
Nevertheless, on the basis of existing information,
it is possible to undertake an analysis of traffic
conditions on many routes of Community importance. This brings out some obvious inadequacies
in the capacity or the quality of infrastructure and
makes it possible to identify provisionally some
links which merit particular attention.

' Bull. EC 11-l<J?R, point 2.I.<J5.

s. 1:1,/7')

From this viewpoint the Commission can indicate a
number of links which have already been the subject of projects in varying degrees of development.
1l1csc links, grouped by category, arc given here
for illustrative purposes. It is clear that the list will
need to he amended or completed later as and
when the analysis of the quality of service over the
whole of the Community is refined.
It should also he pointed out that mentioning these
links docs not prejudge the results of any detailed
assessments which will have to be undertaken later
in collaboration with the Member States concerned.

• International links between major celltrcs
The following rail links arc typical of this category:
Brussels - Cologne, Utrecht - Cologne - Frankfurt, Amsterdam - Brussels - Luxembourg Strasbourg.
• Links with pcriphe'ral reRions
Numerous links could he included here; the following can be mentioned as examples: in Ireland, links
with the North (Dublin- Belfast- Derry), with the
West (Dublin - Cork/Galway); in the United
Kingdom, links with East Anglia - notably the
ports; and in Italy links with the Mczzogiorno and
the islands.
• Links affected hy the accession of nell' Member
States

'European class' links between Belgium and
France and between the North Sea and the Mediterranean via the Rhine-Rhtmc Canal; for the
motorway network the link Thionvillc - Luxembourg - Trier can he mentioned, as just one of
several examples.
The role of selective financial aid from the Community will be to accelerate the completion of projects on such links: they will be submitted by the
Member States and their financial and economic
aspects will be examined with the assistance of the
transport infrastructure committee. The Commission considers that it will be possible to examine a
number of projects each year. It is impossible to
anticipate the results of the examination or to attempt any pre-selection of the projects likely to
benefit from the financial aid.
38. The execution of these projects will extend
over a period of years and should be seen in the
context of a long-term development plan at the
European level.
In order to consolidate its l !forts the Commission
will stress to the Member States, particularly
through the Transport Infrastructure Committee,
the need to forward a number of urgent projects
rapidly: the priority of these projects in national
programmes can be considered and where appropriate, the case for aid from the proposed financial
instrument examined.

'TI1csc links, by land and sea, merit special attention notably because of the expected increase in
traffic following the accession of Greece, Spain and
Portugal.
• Links overcominR natural obstacles
'TI1erc arc several links where the sea or mountains
greatly reduce the quality of service: the Channel
crossing, the link between the Federal Republic of
Germany and Denmark (via Fehmarn), the Alpine
links between the Federal Republic of Germany
and Italy and the Apenninc crossings.
• 'MissinR links' be!IVeen existing netll'orks
Several 'missing links' can be identified: particularly important for the inland waterways arc
S. X/7lJ
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Conclusion
39. The brief outline which has been presented
has shown how important the role of infrastructure
is in the development of the common transport
policy and how great is the task which remains. A
number of possible approaches have also been
described.
The elimination of obstacles to transport which
stem from shortcomings in infrastructure, in order
to ensure the most efficient employment of natural
and human resources must be a priority objective
at Community level. Although the Member States
have devoted considerable efforts to the solution of
transport infrastructure problems and, without
doubt, have achieved important results, serious deficiencies persist in the Community's transport
links. What has become clear is that the continued
economic integration of the Community will require that a more global approach be employed
than in the past, through the integration into planning of specific Community objectives.
40. 1l1c possibility of the Member States working
closely at the Community level to identify projects
of Community interest, and thus helping their
execution, is a very desirable objective. Such action
should be extended to cover financial aid in justifiable cases, notably where desirable projects do not
command sufficient priority at national level or
would overtax purely national resources. Intervention is also foreseen where a number of Member
States arc involved but there is no possibility of
sharing the costs equitably on the basis of the benefits to be expected.
This approach would clear the way for such projects which are essential to the economic and social
development of the Community.

41. This is why the Commission has thought it
necessary to open a wide-ranging discussion with
all those concerned and to present this paper,
which is intended to serve as a basis for joint consideration and a full debate.
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Annexes

Annex I

Development of domestic and international transport
Development of international freight transport ll'itltin the Community
(in milliom of tonnes; transport by rail, road, and inland waterway only)

1'!74

I!JX5

2000

nclgium:
Tonnage
Index

oo.I
(100)

127.7
(193)

225.4
(34 I)

Denmark:
Tonnage
Index

3.2
(100)

Hi
(244)

13.2
(4 13)

Federal Republic of Germany
Tonnage
Index

103.0
(100)

155.4
( 151)

23o.5
(230)

France:
Tonnage
Imkx

74.5
(100)

134.1
(I RO)

209.R
(21'12)

Ireland:
Tonnage
Index

0.17
(100)

0,92
(551)

Italy:
Tonnage
Index

10.9
( 100)

24.5
(225)

37.6
(345)

Luxembourg:
Tonnage
Index

R.6
(100)

11.7
( 136)

I R.4
(214)

Nethcrlamk
Tonnage
Index

126.7
(100)

237.4
(I R7)

444.4
(351)

United Kingdom:
Tonnage
Index

0.90
(100)

3.9R
(441)

7.52
(R33)

Total traffic between Member States
Tonnage
Index

394.2
(100)

703.7
(179)

Domc'>tic traffic- all Member States
Tonnage
Imkx

6 50<1
(100)

Gooch di,ratrhcd to all oth,·r \kmlwr SLrl<'' from:

1

<)

151
(141)

1.95
(I 163)

I 195.2
(303)
11 3R4
( 175)

' 1'17.1.
Source: Frci);!ht Foreca ... ting Study I <J7<J.
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Development of international passenger traffic within the Community
Country-to-country journeys in excess of 80 km in thousands (both directions)

2000

1'170

Journeys between other Memhcr States and:
Numhcr

I

Jmkx

Number

I

Index

IJclgium:
Total
of which by surface transport

2K 14o
26 K36

(100)
(I 00)

47'116
4:l 12K

(170)
( 161)

Dcnm:trk:
Total
of which by surface transport

5 6HK
4 204

(I 00)
(I 00)

l) 610
5 722

( 16'1)
(l:l6)

f'edcral Republic of Germany:
Total
of which by surface tran'iport

51 4:l4
47 114

(I 00)
( 100)

l)8 1'14
80 112

(I 'I I)
(170)

f'rance:
Total
of which by surface transport

40 214
35 622

(I 00)
(100)

'15 830
70 3o8

(23K)
(1'18)

Ireland:
Totrtl
of which by surface transport

3 oRO
2 508

(100)
(100)

50'12
2 044

(138)
( Kl)

Italy:
Total
of \\ hich by surface tramport

20 42K
16 250

( 100)
(I 00)

50 IHK
33 OK6

(246)
(204)

Luxembourg:
Total
of which by surface transport

2164
2 026

(I 00)
(100)

4 422
3 '110

(204)
( 1'13)

Netherland'>:
Total
of which by surface tran'iport

32 034
2'1 KKO

(I 00)
(I 00)

62 224
s2 o56

(I 'J4)
(17o)

United Kingdom:
Total
of which by surface tran'iport

15 K76
7'188

(100)
(100)

3K 532
10 7o2

(243)
(135)

l)'J 832
8(, 214

(100)
(100)

206 004
ISO 8'14

(206)
( 175)

1'otal international traffic
between Member States
of which by surface transport

/1/R: As each journey is counted twice- once in the country of origin and once in the country of destination- the total is half the sum of
the figures for each country.
So11rn.. 1 he }llfllr<' of L11ropcan paucngcr tram port, OLCO, Paris IIJ77 (COST 33 Project).

S. H/7'1
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International passenger traffic

D~vcl,lpment

Cross-Channel traffic

Year

1'172
1'173
1'174
1975
1976
1977

th~ numb~r

of journey>'

(a) Other countries of
the Community'
Numht·r
(thousands)

1'171

of

I

Index

h~twe~n

the

Unit~d

Kingdom and:

(h) Other West-European countries
(non-memher countries)
Numhcr
(thousands)

I

Index

Total
of which surface traffic

II 3HH

(100)

H 570

( 100)

5 1'14

(100)

2 Hili

(100)

Total

12 412

( 10'1)

10 OHR

(II H)

of which surface traffic

6 014

( 116)

2 120

( 75)

Total
of which surface traffic

13 702
6 452

(120)
( 124)

10 'ISH
2 431i

( 87)

Tot(!!

(128)

14 444

( 127)

9 305

(I 09)

of which surface traffic

6 246

( 120)

3 310

(II H)

Total
of which surface twffic

IIi 402

(144)
(122)

10 594

(124)
(203)

Total
of which surface traffic

17 54H

(154)
(12H)

10 224

(119)

5 824

(207)

Total

lH 826

( 1115)

10 40R

( 121)

7 136

(137)

6 012

(213)

of which surface traffic

6 320
6642

5 716

Notn: The journey> arc claS>ificd acconlin~ to the domicile and dcstin:~tion of the p:l\scn~cr>.
Almmt all1>f th~ surf:11T trafl1c under (h) pa"es via ports in the Continental Member Stat~s of the Community.
Coopers and Lybrand Aw1ciaks Limited and SETEC<Economic (on the hasis of the International
of Trad~. United Kingdom).
' Excluding
(i) passengers in transit,
(ii) migranh,
(iii) military personnel,
(iv) chart~r flights of national governments.
' Excluding Ireland.

Sourn'l'.'

Passcnl',~r

Survey of

th~

D~partm~nt
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Projections of the development of domestic and international freight traffic
(Low-growth hypothesi-;)

International
traffic

GDP

Domestic
traffic

1985

1974

2000

International traffic between Member States (volume).
Domestic traffic, all Member States (v(11ume).
Assumed growth of gross domestic product on which the forecasts arc based .

.\"ouru·: Freight f'on:r<hting Study. Jl>79.

S. H/79
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Annex II

those that arc felt outside the frontiers of the State
concerned. In addition, a revaluation of certain
factors may be justified to take account of Community interest.

Community interest

The development of a workable concept for
infrastructure planning

3.1. In discussing the factors likely to figure in
'Community interest' it is helpful to consider the
concept in two parts:

I. The concept of the 'Community interest' of
transport infrastructure has been outlined in the
paper; this Annex presents some further details of
the problems involved and of the research under
way to transform the theoretical concept into a
practical guide for Community action.

•
'direct' interest in specific projects following
the guidelines set out in the consultation procedure;

The major questions
2. The consultation procedure for transport infrastructure envisaged by the Council Decision of
20 February llJ7H 1 refers to 'Community interest'
as the principal criterion for the selection of projects to be notified to the Commission. However,
the definition of Community interest given is wide
and could lead to differences of interpretation.
This rai~cs the question of how to clarify the definition.
2.1. The proposal for a Regulation for a
mechanism to provide financial aid for transport
infrastructure projects 2 raises further questions of
application. As financial aid would be based on the
Community interest of a project, an evaluation is
needed. The draft Regulation calls for a cost-benefit evaluation designed to throw light on this
question. The problem is how to quantify the
concept of 'Community interest' for an economic
evaluation.

Definition of 'Community interest'
3. Transport infrastructure projects arc of value
to the Community through the net benefits that
they provide over and above those on a national
level. All Member States already undertake an
evaluation of the benefits and costs accruing from
infrastructure projects; hence, the primary objective of 'Community interest' should be to ensure
that relevant factors excluded by Member States
arc taken into account. In general, such factors arc

22

•
macro-economic interest related to the overall development of infrastructure to ensure that
long-term plans match Community needs.
3.2. 'Direct' Comm11nity interest is explicitly referred to in the Decision on the consultation procedure where the main attention is given to traffic
flows and the impact of these flows on neighbouring countries generally. But the question arises: is
it necessary or useful to define this interest at the
present time? A number of ways exist to do this.
For example, a certain minimum level of Community traffic could be specified as necessary, a
minimum cost threshold could be set, or again one
might even specify a given network which incorporates all routes- and therefore projects- of Community interest. There arc clear advantages to be
gained from such refinements in terms of efficiency
due to the elimination of irrelevant projects. However, in the short term, and until practical experience is available from research and actual consultations, the risk of eliminating projects of real interest is clear. It is therefore proposed to keep this
question under review and to report on the possibilities of further clarification and more detailed
procedures on completion of the research work
and the first series of consultations.

3.3. 'C0/11/Illlllity illfcrcst' 011 II 1/11/CI"O-I'COIIO//liC
h'l'e/may be easier to explain in general terms but
is certainly more difficult to translate into practice.
All Member States forecast their future infrastructure needs taking economic and social developments into account. National programmes arc set
up through a bargaining process involving a corn-

1

2

OJ L 5~ of 25. 2. I97H.
OJ C 207 of 2. 'J. 1'!76 and OJ C

2~lJ

of I H. 10. 1'!77.

S. H/7<J

parisnn of financial possibilities and competing
needs in the public sector as a whole.
At Community level the basic framework of infrastructure plans has come and will continue to come
from national decisions: the primary task is to ensure that the Community's needs arc reflected in
the national planning systems. It is clear, however,
that individual Member States may require an incentive to take the specific needs of the Community into account. National planning could require
supplementing:

0
in relation to the overall size of the infrastructure budget, and
0

in the way in which the budget is distributed.

3.4. Although it is far from certain that important
differences could arise between national and
Community objectives, the possibility, and its consequences, should be considered. The whole question hinges on the difference between the external
benefits for the Community arising from a change
in national policy and the direct costs, including
loss of potential direct benefit, to the Member
State concerned.
3.5 It will be difficult to form any firm idea as to
the appropriate size of the Community infrastructure budget until the results of the long-term examination of Community needs arc available. The
completion of these studies will require an input
concerning Community policy in other sectors such
as regional or industrial policy which influence the
demand for transport.
When the results arc available a picture of the
Community's needs will evolve from discussions
with the Member States through the transport infrastructure committee. The possibility of nominating a network of routes chosen for their special
Community interest should also be explored. The
first steps have been taken to examine problems
relating to a network of important routes identified
as follows:

• Roads: using the 'E' route system of the United
Nations Economic

Commi~sion

for Europe,

• Watcnmys: using the Class IV (I 350 tonncs)
category of the European Conference of Ministers of Transport).

Evaluation of Community interest
4. A distinction has been drawn between the
Community interest of a direct nature and the
broader macro-economic interest. In the case of direct interest the problems of evaluation arc being
approached through a policy of extending the
methodology already applied by the Member
States. Study of the possibility of widening the
coverage of national evaluation to include Community factors has already shown that the approach should be feasible.
The objective is to produce an assessment of projects which includes both Community and national
factors, in a single evaluation, although both clements should be separately identified. This approach is aided by the fact that all Member States
employ cost-benefit methods or some variant for
their national planning. The practical objective is
to extend the traffic forecasts and the traffic impact
study to a wider network outside the Member
State. More general factors such as the impact on
trade !!cncration, regional policy, etc. will be also
considered, although clearly such factors arc more
difficult to quantify. The macro-economic interest
of the Community, like the evaluation of direct interest, should be considered at an early planning
stage. This will raise the difficult problem of giving
due weight to policies which each have their own
objectives. The minimum objective is to provide
guidance for the decision-maker on the size of the
quantifiable traffic benefits to the Community.
This is required in support of the 'compensation'
principle that lies behind the proposed Regulation
of financial support, the aim being to quantify the
amount by which the Community would benefit
from a project and hence give a guide to the
amount of aid from Community sources. Research
in this field is under way and it is hoped to be able
to develop a trial approach in the ncar future.

o Railll"ay.1·: using the list of main lines shown in
the UlC (International Union of Railways) master
plan, giving the quantitative and qualitative needs),
S. Ri7lJ
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Annex Ill
Existing sources for Infrastructu-re financing In the Community
(including transport infrastructure)
European Regional Development Fund

Eligible infrastructure projects

Infrastructure investments which contribute to the development of certain regions.

Geographical limits

I. Regions established by Member States in applying their
systems of regional aids and for which State aids are
granted.
2. Participation of the Fund in the financing of specific
measures: regions to he determined by the Council.

forms of
intervention

Resources

Financial conditions

European Investment Bank

Investments in infrastucture projects of regional or·Community interest.
1

I. Community.

2. Outside the Community (ACP and
countries).

I. Subsidies.

I. Loans.

2. Interest rebates of 3 points on Ein l<>:ms.
- Fund budget for I 979: 945 million u.a. Probably
available for infrastructure projects:
70 s; = !\61.5 million u.a. maximum.

2. Guarantees.

-

Distribution of the Fund's resources between the
Member States according to quota 2 ('!5 ~; of the
budget).

-

Specific mpsures: di<trihution to be determined by
the Council (5 r·; of the budget).

I. Investments mmt exceed 50 000 u.a.
investments< I 0 million u.a.:
maximum Fund contribution 30 <;; of national aid.

2.

Mediterran~an

Loans and guarantees granted in 197H: 2 140.4 million
u.a., of which 320.4 million u.a. for transport infrastructure
projects within t'he Community.

I. Maximum contribution 50 'X of the cost of the project.
2. Projects must offer prospects of a reasonable return
(commercial criterion).

investments ;;:. 10 million u.a.:
maximum fund contribution I 0-30 s;.
-

investments of particular importance:
maximum Fund contribution 40

Procedures

t.:~.

3. Specific measures: conditions to he determined by the
Council.
·

3. State guarantee or other sufficient security.

1. Member State submits requ"ts to the Commi"ion.

I. Member State, Commission or undertaking submits requests to the Bank.

2. Consultation of Fund Committee.

2. Comultation of Commission and Member State.

3. Consultation of Regional Policy Committee
projects;;:.. 10 million u.a.).

3. Bank decides (acting unanimously if the Commission's
opinion is unfavourahle).

4. Commission decides; if its decision i" not in accordance
with the Committee's, the Council decides.

I. Council Regulation (EEC) No 724175 of I H March
I 975, as amended by:

2. Council Regulation (EEC) No 214/7'1 of 6 february
1979.
1

I. Treaty, Title IV, Articles 12'1 and 130.

2. Protocol on the Statute of the EIB.
3. EIB Annual Report.

Apart fwm infrastructure a;J,. undL"r Article 56 of the [CSC Treaty and Art ide H4 of the lludge-t (I:AGGF) v.hich are
and agriculture). the amount" in quc:-.tinn arc comparatively small.

24
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aimed at p<trtil·ubr !'.ectnr'> (coal and \lcrl,
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New Community Instrument (NCI)

EMS interest rebates

Investments in infrastructure project.;; which contribute to conv~rgcncc
and integration, taking into account the regional and employment
effects.

Investment\ in infra\tructure projects in the 1css pro\pcrous countries
participating in the EMS. taking into account the regional effects.

Community.

I.

Italy.

~.

Ireland.

Interest rebates of J points on EIB and NCI loans.

Loans.

I 000 million u.a.
500 million u.a. as first tranche, of which
250 million u.a. appropriate to infrastructure.

I 000 million u.a. (in five yearly !ranches of 200 million u.a. each) as
interest rebates on EIB and NCJ loans of 5 000 million u.a. (in five
. yearly !ranches of I 000 million u.a. each).

In accordance with Elll conditions.

In accordance with Elll conditions.

I. Counl'il approves !ranches and establishes regulations for the
projects.

1. CommiS\ion and Member States prepare indicative programmes.

2. Rcquesh submitted to the Eurof'<'an Inwstment Bank dire~tly or

2. Consultation of Member States.

through the CommiS\ion or Mc·mbcr State.

3. Commission decides on the eligibility of the project.

3. Commission decides on the eligibility of the project.

4. flank decides on the granting and condition of the loan.

4. Bank decides on the granting and conditions of the loan.

I. ( 'ouncil Decision 7H/H70/EEC of 16 October llJ7H.

I. Council Regulation (EEC) No 173617'1 of J August llJ7'1.

2. Coof'<'ration agreement between the Commi"ion and the Bank of
27 November I <J7H.

2. Council Decision 7'1/hl)I/EEC of 3 August 1979.

2

lklgium
Denmark
federal Republic of Germany
France

Ireland

l.:\9 r; \

l!aly

1.20 'I

Luxembourg

6.0

Nethl'rlamh
Unitl'd Kinpdom

f (

16.Hh •;

6.4h

YJ.J'J'i
() 09 (;
I..~ X I;
27.().1

1

(

I'(

million u.a. = million of units of acrount.
million EUA = million of l'uropcan unit' of account.
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Annex IV

Possible Infrastructure needs
The preparation of estimates
A forecast has to be undertaken so as to estimate
the order of magnitude of the financial consequences of adopting a Community plan for the improvement of transport infrastructure. The principal clements of this arc as follows:
• Based on the findings of COST 33, the intercity passenger study undertaken jointly hy the
OECD, the ECMT and the EEC, and using other
sources, an assessment has been made of the principal existing routes in order to determine possible
needs for 1990-2000.
• Taking account of works under way or included in the firm national programmes, an estimate was made of the additional kilometres
needed to complete networks of appropriate quantity. Some projects on which additional information was available were comidcred separ:Jtcly.
• Based on the improvements felt to be needed
(enlargement, new building, etc.) as we11 as on a
figure for average costs, a global estimate for
investment can be given.

2. The main existing direct links between the
nodal towns were identified. Some links carrying
low traffic, and basically only of regional or local
interest, were excluded. Some important links with
non-Community countries were then added.
These criteria arc principally geographical. To define an operational network of Community interest
a considerable amount of work wiii have to he undertaken in association with the Transport Infrastructure Committee, drawing upon the results of
the forecasting studies. In this respect the following
complementary criteria wiii prove useful:
• the degree of saturation of principal intraCommunity links in order to identify existing and
future bottlenecks;
• net improvement in terms of traffic, exchanges
and time due to the completion of intra-Community projects;
• the contribution to regional development due
to the completion of links either within Member
States or between them;
• the development of traffic and exchanges generated in the long terms by the enlargement of the
Community and the consequences for the loading
of the network to and from new Member States.

Criteria for the selection of major Community links
The identification of a network encompassing the
Jinks of primary importance for long-distance
travel in the Community was undertaken in the following way:
I. A list of nodal towns of major importance for
the transport system was prepared using the following criteria:
• national capitals,
• towns of more than 750 000 inhabitants,
• transport centres important for geographical
or historical reasons,
• regional capitals or important regional centres,
notably in regions where the population is sparse.

26
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lnfrastrttcture expenditure (in million of EVA, 1976 prices)
Main Community links- future needs

Railways

11 564

Roads

I:l !JS7

Inland waterways

4 26'1

Total

2!J H20

Average
annual investment
expenditure on
main Community links
over the next twenty
years

(a)
Av1..·ruge annual
invc!-.trncnt expenditure
on all transport
infra,tructurc

I 4!JI

12 640

(J<J?J-75)

I

1 At current prices.
(a) Sources: The Commi..,"ion's reports to the Council on the rc~ult<o; of the accounting sy:"!tem for expenditure on, and fnm1 the survey of
utilization of, rail, road, and inland waterway tramport infrastructures.

NR: The smallness of the figure in the fifth column in comparison with that in the last column is due to the fact that the former relates
only to major links of Community intaest, whereas the latter includes all transport infrastructure.
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Proposal for a Council Regulation on support for projects of Community interest
in transport infrastructure
(Submitted by the Commission to the Council on 5 July 1976)

The Council of the European Communities,
Having regard to the Treaty establishing the
European Economic Community, and in particular
Article 75 thereof,
Having regard to the proposal from the Commission,
Having regard to the opinion of the European
Parliament,
Having regard to the opinion of the Economic and
Social Committee,
Whereas the implementation of the common
transport policy involves the establishment of
Community measures aiming at the coordinated
development of links within the Community;
Whereas, due to national constraints a certain
number of projects of Community interest having a
considerable importance for the Community arc
not financed by the Member States acting alone;
Whereas it is essentially the responsibility of the
Member States to finance such projects of Community interest; whereas because of some of their
specifically Community implications there should
however be a procedure by which the Community
might grant them support, in particular when this
support will mean that they arc given priority;
Whereas the Community should enjoy every means
which will enable it to assess the interest of each
project from case to case; this assessment must
take place as part of the procedure implemented to
guarantee a coordinated development of links
within the Community;
Whereas the Commission is responsible for making
proposals concerning the allocation of financial
support measures;
Whereas the recipients shall inform the Community of the work's state of progress,

has adopted this regulation:
Article I
The Community, under the conditions laid down
in the following Articles, may grant its financial
36

support for the execution of transport infrastrucurc
projects of Community interest referred to in
Article I of the Council Decision establishing a
consultation procedure and creating a committee
for transport infrastructure.
The aim looked for is to give selective assistance
for the undertaking of a limited number of
important projects.
The projects likely to be financed fall particularly
in the following groups:
- projects to be undertaken in the territory of a
Member State the failure of which to be undertaken creates a bottleneck in Community traffic,
- cross-frontier projects which arc not sufficiently viable to pass the threshold, based on
available resources, where a Member State would
be willing to intervene,
- projects having a socio-economic profitability
at the national level which is insufficient to justify
their undertaking but from the Community point
of view, taking account of the Community's
objectives, have a greater benefit,
- projects which facilitate the standardization of
equipment and the synchronization of work on the
Community communications network.

Article 2
Aid given to a project can take the form of a
Community participation in the finance of a project
by the granting of the following advantages: Joan
guarantees; loans; subsidies; interest rate reductions; taking account of the other financial interventions of a Community nature which the project
might benefit from.

Article 3
Any project of Community interest for which the
financial support referred to in Article I is
requested must be submitted in advance for the
consultation referred to in Article 3 of the Council
Decision of. . . establishing a consultation
procedure and creating a committee for transport
infrastructure.
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Article 4

Article 6

The request for financial support shall be forwarded to the Commission by the Member State
or Member States on whose territory the project
is to be carried out.

The party or parties responsible for carrying out a
project receiving financial support in accordance
with this Community Regulation shall forward to
the Commission, at the Commission's request, a
report on the state of progress of the work on this
project and on the expenditure allocated to its
accomplishment. The Commission shall have
access at all times to the accounts relating to each
project.

It shall include the necessary assessment factors, in
particular:

- the assessment of the expenditure forecast,
broken down into the various items,
- an estimated schedule of work and financial
commitments,
-

Article 7

a cost-benefit study.

The Commission may ask the Member States for
any additional information which it may consider
necessary for assessing the project.

The information received in accordance with this
Regulation shall be treated in confidence.

Article 8

Article 5
1. The Commission shall consult the Member
States on the request for financial support forwarded to it. This consultation shall take place
within the Committee established in accordance
with Article 4 of the Council Decision establishing
a consultation procedure and creating a committee
for transport infrastructure.

This Regulation shall enter into force on the day
following its publication in the Official Journal of
the European Communities.
This Regulation shall be binding in its entirety
and directly applicable in all Member States.

2. The Commission will prepare a report with a
justified opinion including notably:
(a) the possible allocation of the aids figuring
under Article 2 of this Regulation;
(b) the obligations towards the Community that
the beneficiary has to agree to.
3. This report and the justified opinion arc to be
forwarded to the Council and the Parliament annexed to the general introduction to the draft
budget of the European Communities, which will
include, in the section dealing with the expenditure
of the Commission, a special chapter intended to
bring together all the credits for the financial
support of projects mentioned in Article 1.
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Fully aware of the difficulty and importance of developing a Community transport infrastructure policy, the Commission, in a Memorandum forwarded to the other institutions,
puts forward its view in order to stimulate thought and discussion among all interested
groups.

