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Indicator fact sheet

TERM 2002 19 EU —
Investment in transport infrastructure per capita and by mode

?
The limited data available on investment in transport infrastructure in the EU show that between 1990 and 1995 these investments were dominated by road (62 % in 1995) and rail (20 % in 1995). Decisions on transport infrastructure are still made mainly as a response to problems of traffic bottlenecks. This reactive approach favours extension of the road infrastructure.

Figure 1:
Infrastructure investment EU by mode, 1990–95, and shares in 1990 and 1995 of rail and road
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Source: Eurostat, 2002.

Results and assessment

Policy relevance

Infrastructure development is important to enhance market integration, improve trade and foster development in order to strengthen regional cohesion in Europe. In order to increase the capacity of transport infrastructure, the European Commission has set itself the objective of offering users high-quality and safe infrastructure that includes all transport modes and to allow for optimal usage of existing capacities by either creating new or upgrading existing infrastructure (White Paper and TEN-T revision objective). Priority is given, whenever possible and reasonable, to the elimination of bottlenecks, in particular in the frontier regions of the ACs, and to (rail) infrastructure projects crossing through natural barriers (TEN-T revision).

Policy context

Traditionally, EU transport policy has been concerned with providing transport infrastructure and services to support the development of the internal market and ensure the proper functioning of the Community’s transport systems. Transport infrastructure investments are also seen as important in reducing disparities between the regions. Infrastructure investment is claimed to have socioeconomic benefits such as job creation and productivity improvement, but the evidence for this is weak and disputed (see TERM 2002 15 EU — Regional accessibility of markets and cohesion).

Transport investment policies during recent decades have focused on extending infrastructure capacity, particularly roads, as a response to increasing traffic demand. However, the assumption that investment should keep pace with traffic growth is more and more questioned, in particular since there is evidence that new transport infrastructure (particularly road) generates demand, and often serves simply to shift congestion problems from one place or point in time to another (ECMT, 1997).

In 1995/96, the European Commission decided upon the TEN-T guidelines
, defining a trans-European transport network (TEN-T, see also TERM 2002 18 EU — Capacity of transport infrastructure networks) and Regulation (EC) No 2236/95 (
) on financial aid to support its development. Total budget amounted to EUR 2 345 million.

Regulation (EC) No 1655/1999 (
) amended the previous regulation on financial aid, giving the TEN-T additional budget for 2000–06 of EUR 4 600 million. This funding ‘should be used in such a way that at least 55 % is devoted to railways (including combined transport) and a maximum of 25 % to roads’.

In the White Paper on the common transport policy (European Commission, 2001a), the Commission pointed out four priorities in transport infrastructure development:

1. creation of multimodal corridors, giving priority to freight;

2. creation of a high-speed passenger network (rail, air and integrated rail–air connections);

3. improving traffic conditions (traffic management plans for all the main trans-European transport links should be in place by 2006);

4. completion of the 11 remaining specific projects which were decided upon in 1994 in Essen and extension of these priority projects with another six new projects.

With the revision of the trans-European network (TEN-T) guidelines (European Commission, 2001b), the Commission aims to optimise the trans-European network capacity by targeting investment on the elimination of bottlenecks and raising the maximum Community funding rate to 20 % for critical projects, such as rail projects crossing natural barriers and various-mode projects in frontier regions of the candidate countries (see also TERM 2002 18 EU — Capacity of transport infrastructure networks). A proposal amending Regulation (EC) No 1655/1999 is pending acceptance by the European Parliament.

Financing from national budgets accounts for the majority of TEN investments. However, EU financial contributions to projects of common interest in the framework of TEN are important stimulants. The Commission is also encouraging public–private partnerships in these projects. Finally, decisions about investments in TEN infrastructure projects are taken at national level.

To conclude, the Commission has also come forward with the ‘new Marco Polo programme’ to ‘support the efficient door-to-door movement of goods, using two or more modes of transport, in an integrated transport chain’ (European Commission, 2002a, European Commission, 2002b). The Commission proposed allocating EUR 115 million from 2003 to 2007 to help the transport and logistics industry in ‘turning intermodality into reality’ (European Commission, 2002a).

Additionally, several Member States have developed policy with respect to investments in more environment friendly modes, like the examples listed below.

· Denmark: The Danish Government has planned and initiated a number of activities to improve conditions for cyclists. A number of projects have been initiated around the country to build bypasses and promote traffic calming, which improves traffic conditions for light traffic. Every year, new bicycle tracks are constructed along the main roads. From 1998, the efforts have been concentrated in the city of Odense, which has been named ‘the national cycling laboratory’. For more information, see the Internet (www.cyclecity.dk).

· Italy: In March 2000, the National Transport Commission approved the allocation of subsidies for a local cycling policy. Regions can gather project proposals and propose local cycling plans for funding (ECF, 2000).

· Germany: The German Federal Government supports cycling through investment measures for infrastructure improvements. Germany achieved an infrastructure length of about 6 200 km along national roads between 1981 and 1999. They invested about DEM 2 billion. The building of cycling roads along national roads is to be continued. About 15 000 km of cycling roads were available along national roads in 2000 (BVDW, 2000)

· Sweden: During the period 2002–15, Sweden is going to invest EUR 38.5 billion in infrastructure. Almost 40 % of this budget will be allocated to railways for maintenance, development and modernisation (Swedish Ministry of Industry, Employment and Communications, 2002).

· United Kingdom: In the United Kingdom the 10-year plan includes the aim of reducing road congestion in large urban areas below the current (2000) level by 2010 by investing in public urban transport.

Environmental context

Investments in infrastructure development generally result in increasing transport flows. Therefore, investment in the more environment friendly modes of transport is a tool for reaching a more sustainable transport system.

However, investing in road is not always environmentally harmful. Improved transport infrastructure can have a positive effect on the circulation of traffic, reduce emissions, and can have a positive influence on safety.

Assessment

Transport infrastructure investment increased steadily (13 %) between 1990 and 1992, but fell by around 12 % between 1992 and 1995. The rise from 1990 to 1992 resulted from a number of major developments, including:

· the Channel Tunnel;

· high-speed rail programmes in Germany, Spain and France;

· the accession of Spain and Portugal to the Community (both countries launching major infrastructure programmes).

The decline from 1993 was for several reasons:

· economic growth slowed after 1990, which affected all investments;

· increasing concern about environmental impacts led to higher costs, which in turn led to a switch of expenditure from investment to non-investment projects (ECMT, 1999);

· the completion of some major projects;

· the impact of the Maastricht criteria and the accompanying pressure on deficits and public spending.

The principal source of financing of most infrastructure projects is national budgets. In the less-developed regions, the European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund and the European Investment Bank are also major suppliers of resources. The TEN budget line and the European Investment Fund have a marginal but increasingly important participation.

Investment trends in infrastructure after 1993 varied across the Member States. There was a severe decline in Germany, Italy, Finland and the United Kingdom, but an increase in Belgium, Portugal and Sweden. Belgium’s investment was dominated by construction of the high-speed railway, and Portugal’s by investment projects associated with the universal exhibition in 1998.

Decisions on transport infrastructure are still made mainly as a response to problems of traffic bottlenecks. This reactive approach favours the extension of road infrastructure (see TERM 2002 18 EU — Capacity of transport infrastructure networks). In 1995, investment in transport infrastructure (road, rail, inland waterway, airports and maritime ports) was around EUR 60 billion. The modal shares were 62 % roads, 20 % rail, 7 % urban rail (urban/suburban railway, metro and tram), 5 % airports, 4 % maritime and 1 % inland waterways. The proportions of road and rail investment have not changed significantly since 1990.

Alternative modes are promoted through the common transport policy, but investment in these modes remains at a lower level. The allocation of investment to different modes reflects the dominance of road demand. In 1999, road transport accounted for more than 80 % of passenger demand and 43 % of freight demand. However, there are positive signs in cities, where cycling and public transport are being encouraged, and in the growth of high-speed rail for longer distances. Additionally, Austria and Sweden show relatively high investment shares in rail. Whereas the EU average was around 20 %, rail received around 50 % of all investments in both countries.

TEN investment has focused on rail and roads (39 % and 38 % respectively of total investment in 1996/97), with airports taking nearly 16 % and seaports and inland waterways only 7 %. The TEN road programme is well ahead of the corresponding rail programme. In 1996/97, 55 % of total Community TEN funding was for road infrastructure.

The European Investment Bank (EIB) is an important financier of transport infrastructure. In 1997, it borrowed EUR 6 879 million for projects in the transport sector alone. Roads and motorways received 43 % of the investment, while 28 % went to the railway network and 29 % to air transport and shipping (Eurostat, 1999).

Sub-indicator: Investment levels

(
The share of GDP used for investments in transport infrastructure generally decreased between 1990 and 1996. Italy, Portugal and Spain invested more compared with GDP on average than other Member States.

Figure 2:
Investments in transport infrastructure as a percentage of GDP (in 1994 prices), 1990–96
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NB: GDP in 1994 prices. Sufficient data are not available for Luxembourg and Sweden. Countries are sorted by average investment levels over 1990–96.

Source: Eurostat, 2002.
Assessment for the sub-indicator

Lower infrastructure endowment in Italy (probably mainly the southern part), Portugal and Spain is probably the main reason for the investments to be relatively high when compared with GDP over the period 1990–96. In France and Germany, investments levels were also high, which is partly related to the construction of high-speed rail in both countries, and the unification of Germany and subsequent additional efforts to bring the east German infrastructure quality in line with that of the west.
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Data

Table 1:
Transport infrastructure investments (inland transport infrastructure, maritime ports, airports)

Unit:
million EUR (constant 1990)

	
	1990
	1991
	1992
	1993
	1994
	1995

	Austria
	1 368
	1 225
	1 133
	1 215
	1 067
	816

	Belgium
	1 152
	1 334
	1 565
	1 791
	1 833
	1 717

	Denmark
	607
	589
	617
	652
	713
	684

	Finland
	1 318
	1 369
	1 404
	1 203
	1 285
	1 222

	France
	11 701
	12 816
	12 783
	11 998
	11 313
	10 823

	Germany
	12 382
	18 136
	19 127
	18 057
	18 019
	17 741

	Greece
	309
	330
	407
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Ireland
	280
	316
	329
	442
	N/A
	N/A

	Italy
	10 440
	10 251
	10 561
	9 223
	7 897
	6 276

	Luxembourg
	91
	129
	148
	143
	125
	107

	Netherlands
	1 873
	1 926
	2 014
	2 102
	2 293
	2 315

	Portugal
	499
	536
	591
	585
	692
	789

	Spain
	7 071
	7 328
	6 665
	6 714
	6 583
	5 931

	Sweden
	1 581
	1 370
	1 540
	1 916
	2 306
	2 413

	United Kingdom
	9 709
	9 208
	9 412
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	EU-15
	60 382
	66 863
	68 296
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A


NB: Oil pipelines are not included due to too few data.

Source: Eurostat, 2002.

Table 2:
Modal shares in cumulative investments made in transport infrastructure in three Member States (Belgium, the Netherlands and Sweden)

Unit:
% share based on investments made in euro (1995 prices)

	
	Total expenditure on infrastructure
	New infrastructure
	Infrastructure maintenance

	Road
	62
	56
	72

	Railways
	29
	32
	24

	Maritime ports
	5
	7
	3

	Airports
	4
	5
	1


Source: ECMT, 1999.

File:
TERM 2002 19 EU — Transport infrastructure investments.xls

Metadata
Technical information

1. Data source: Eurostat, 2002.

2. Description of data: Investments made (public and private) in transport infrastructure.

3. Geographical coverage: EU-15.

4. Temporal coverage: 1990–95 (some 1996 data on investments share of GDP).

5. Methodology and frequency of data collection: Data are collected by ECMT questionnaires, but not on a regular basis. Follow-up by ECMT expected later in 2003, covering data up to 2000.

6. Methodology of data manipulation, including making ‘early estimates’: Some estimations have been made (road: Luxembourg 1995; rail: Luxembourg 1995; urban and suburban rail: Spain 1990; inland waterways: Luxembourg 1990–95 estimated to be zero; maritime ports: Denmark 1994 and 1995; airport: Luxembourg 1995, Austria 1995).

Quality information

7. Strength and weakness (at data level): ECMT data are the only available data on transport infrastructure investments for multiple countries. The strength of the data cannot be compared with other sources. Probable methodological differences in collecting the data might have influenced the results.

8. Reliability, accuracy, robustness, uncertainty (at data level): The data can be considered fairly reliable and accurate.

9. Overall scoring (give 1 to 3 points: 1 = no major problems, 3 = major reservations): 2


Relevancy: 1


Accuracy: 3 (Unknown which sources of investments are taken into account: loans, public, private, local, national, etc. Very old data (1995).)


Comparability over time: 2 (Infrastructure investment programmes usually run for more than one year. No information is available about how these project budgets are accounted for on a year-to-year basis.)


Comparability over space: 2 (Different attitude towards private funding — inclusion or otherwise in the national statistics — highly influences comparability over space.)

Further work required

· Infrastructure investment data should include both publicly and privately financed projects. However, investments by local authorities are often excluded from public investment figures, as are some private investment projects. Investment data is therefore difficult to compare between countries. More work is needed at EU level to ensure standardisation and reliability.

· No reliable data are available on investment in coastal shipping, urban public transport infrastructure or combined transport.

· More up-to-date statistics are needed. The expected ECMT publication later in 2003 will contain data up to 2000.
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