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175 railway wagons at 40 net tonnes each

280 trucks at 25 net tonnes each

Inland vessels beat road and rail in terms of transport capacity
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Source: PLANCO Consulting & Bundesanstalt fir Gewasserkunde 2007
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In this context, the Commission had
identified inadequate infrastructure
(i.e. bottlenecks and missing links)

as a major obstacle to inland naviga-
tion. The most common types of river
bottlenecks and missing links are as
follows.

(i) Bridges. Bridge clearance and the
width of the passages between
the supports determine the size
of inland vessels and the num-
ber of container layers they can

transport. The bridges’ vertical
clearance diminishes with high
water levels and increases with low
water levels (see Picture 1).

Inland vessel passing under a bridge

Picture 1

Source: European Commission.

(i) Fairways. The width and shape
of the fairway determine whether
vessels navigating upstream and
downstream can pass simultan-
eously and the speed of naviga-
tion. The water depths available in
the fairway determine how many
tonnes of goods may be carried
on an inland vessel. The draught
loaded has a decisive influence on
the cost-effectiveness of inland
waterway transport (see Figure 3).
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Picture 2

Fairway prameters (schematic presentation)

(iii) Locks. Lock capacity can lead to
prolonged travel times because

of waiting times due to the

size of

the vessel or convoys that can pass
through the chamber(s). Single

chamber locks risk blocking inland

navigation on the entire river if just
one is closed for maintenance (see

Picture 2).

Inland vessel at the lock in Lanaye

Source: European Court of Auditors.
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Introduction

(iv) Missing links. These are parts

Figure 4

of the future network of inland
waterways of international import-
ance that do not exist at present.
An example of a relevant missing
link is the Seine-Scheldt connec-
tion between France and Belgium,
which is currently being addressed
by the Member States concerned
and by the TEN-T (see Figure 4).

The missing link between the Seine and the Scheldt
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Introduction

The European Commission implements
its transport policies mainly through
two Commission directorates-general:
DG Mobility and Transport, which sets
the transport policies and finances
transport infrastructure projects under
the TEN-T programme; and DG Region-
al and Urban Policy, which provides
financial support to Member States
and regions through the ERDF and
Cohesion Funds (CF) that can be used
for transport development.

The EU funding provided under the
TEN-T instrument is directly managed
by the Innovation and Networks Exec-
utive Agency (INEA)°. The Commission
publishes annual and multiannual calls
for proposals and Member States sub-
mit project proposals that the Com-
mission then selects according to pre-
defined project selection criteria. The
trans-European network guidelines™
require the completion of a TEN-T
comprising rivers and canals with

a minimum draught of 2.50 metres,

a minimum bridge clearance of

5.25 metres and a minimum length of
vessels of 80 metres (see Annex|). The
inland waterway transport projects fi-
nanced by the INEA under the 2007-13
framework amount to 747 million euro,
which corresponds to 7.9 % of the
total TEN-T funding. Projects consisted
of studies, generally funded at 50 %,
or works that were funded mostly at
10 %-20 % by the TEN-T budget. Most
infrastructure projects consisted of
improving the fairways to improve
navigability, increasing bridge heights
and constructing lock chambers.

As regards IWT projects funded under
the European Regional Development
Fund (ERDF) and the CF, Member
States are responsible for select-

ing and implementing the specific
projects. The Commission and the
Member States have to ensure that
assistance from the funds is consist-
ent with the activities, policies and
priorities of the European Union and
complements the Commission’s other
financial instruments'. With regard to
the field of transport, the ERDF and the
CF regulations' provided for the fund-
ing of transport investments, including
improvements to the trans-European
network, and supported the aim of
achieving a more balanced distribution
of freight across the various modes

of transport (modal split). At the time
of the audit, the budget allocated

to inland waterways for the 2007-13
period was 531 million euro, which cor-
responds to 0.2 % of the total SFs al-
located to Member States and to 0.7 %
of the 76 674 million euro allocated for
transport. Projects financed under the
ERDF/CF operational programmes for
transport consisted mainly of works.
Projects financed under regional or
transnational operational programmes
consisted generally of smaller-sized
works, such as bridges to connect two
Member States, and projects aimed

at strengthening the cooperation of
national authorities from different
Member States.
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INEA is the successor of the
Trans-European Network for
Transport Executive Agency
(TEN-T EA), from which it took
over the implementation of
the legacy of TEN-T. Itis also in
charge of the Marco Polo
programmes that were
previously implemented by
the former Executive Agency
for Competitiveness and
Innovations (EACI).

Article 15 of Regulation (EU)
No 1315/2013 of the European
Parliament and of the Council
of 11 December 2013 on Union
guidelines for the
development of the
trans-European transport
network and repealing
Decision No 661/2010/EU (OJ

L 348,20.12.2013, p. 1).

Council Regulation (EC)

No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006
laying down general
provisions on the European
Regional Development Fund,
the European Social Fund and
the Cohesion Fund and
repealing Regulation (EC)

No 1260/1999 (OJ L 210,
31.7.2006, p. 25).

Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006
of the European Parliament
and of the Council of 5 July
2006 on the European
Regional Development Fund
and repealing Regulation (EC)
No 1783/1999 (OJ L 210,
31.7.2006, p. 1) and Council
Regulation (EC) No 1084/2006
of 11 July 2006 establishing

a Cohesion Fund and
repealing Regulation (EC)

No 1164/94 (OJ L 210,
31.7.2006, p. 79).



Audit scope and approach

The objective of the Court’s audit was
to examine whether the inland water-
way freight transport strategies have
been implemented effectively by the
Commission and the Member States.
The following main audit questions
were assessed.

(i) Have the projects co-funded by
the EU budget contributed ef-
fectively to increasing the modal
share of inland waterway freight
transport and improving navigabil-
ity conditions?

(i) Were the EU inland waterway
transport strategies coherent and
based on relevant and comprehen-
sive analyses?

The audit covered the policy and
strategy papers from 2001 onwards,
when for the first time the Commission
set out in a White Paper the need for
developing environmentally friendly
modes of transport. The audit exam-
ined relevant documents made avail-
able by the Commission, the UNECE
and other third parties, performed

interviews, analyses of reports, reviews
of evaluations and assessments of
project data. Moreover, the audit re-
viewed the main indicators for modal
share and navigability and based its
review on information provided by the
Commission, by other relevant organi-
sations such as the UNECE and by third
parties. It also involved on-site verifica-
tion of the achievements of 12 projects
co-financed by the SFs and the TEN-T
budget in Belgium, the Czech Re-
public, Germany and Hungary during
the 2007-13 programming period. Two
of these projects concerned studies,
nine projects related to infrastructure
works and one project was mixed, as it
included both of these (see Annex II).
When the audit was planned, the
countries audited covered 88 % of the
expenditure for mature IWW infra-
structure projects, i.e. projects that
were likely to be completed by the end
of 2013 (see Table 2).

The Court also analysed the informa-
tion provided by DG Regional and
Urban Policy, DG Mobility and Trans-
port and the INEA.
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Total AT BE « DE EU’ FR HU IT NL PL RO SK
Works 253.2 0.0 33 1380 93.5 0.0 6.8 0.0 0.0 2.0 9.6 0.0 0.0
Studies 479 34 74 0.0 16.5 4.5 74 51 29 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6
Both 55 0.0 55 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 306.7 34| 162 138.0| 110.0 45| 142 5.1 2.9 2.0 9.6 0.1 0.6

1 EU stands for international projects that involve more than one Member State.

Source: ECA analysis based on Commission data.



Observations

The modal share of IWT
did not significantly
increase and EU-funded
projects did not _
effectively contribute to
improving overall
navigability conditions
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The Court assessed whether the modal
share of IWT increased and whether
navigability conditions improved
significantly. In addition, it analysed
whether EU-financed projects sup-
ported the inland waterway transport
objectives, i.e. whether the project
objectives were consistent with the
inland waterway transport objectives,
whether projects were implemented
according to the plans and whether
they improved the navigability condi-
tions and had the expected impact on
inland waterway transport.
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There was no significant
increase in the modal share
of inland waterway freight
transport

18

In 2001, the Commission set out the
objective of shifting traffic from roads
to environmentally friendly modes of
transport (see Box 7). Since then, the
modal share of inland waterway has
not increased substantially and fluctu-
ated around 6 %. While inland water-
way transport accounted for 6.4 %

of all land transport modes in 2001,

it dropped to 5.7 % in 2006 and
increased until the year 2012, when
the modal share accounted for 6.7 %
(see Figure 5).

3 Inland waterway transport modal share (EU 27) since 2001
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Source of data: Eurostat.
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Observations

The Court, however, noted an excep-
tion to this situation in Belgium, the
Netherlands and France, where the
modal share showed a noticeable in-
crease’. In other Member States modal
share basically remained steady or
declined (see Annex III).

Only a few isolated bottle-
necks were addressed, with-
out consideration for corri-
dor and maintenance aspects

The Court examined whether bottle-
necks were addressed during the
period under review. Neither the
Member States nor the Commis-

sion have issued a progress report
on the elimination of bottlenecks,
with the exception of TEN-T prior-
ity projects 18 (Waterway axis Rhine/
Meuse-Main-Danube) and 30 (Inland
Waterway Seine-Scheldt). Therefore
the Court made a comparative ana-
lysis of the reports published by the
UNECE in the years 2006 and 2012 that
included an inventory of the existing
bottlenecks.

Too few bottlenecks were
eliminated

Since 2006, only a small number of
bottlenecks have been eliminated. The
analysis of the list of bottlenecks pub-
lished by the UNECE in different years,
i.e.in 2006 and 2012, indicates that
only five of the 47 bottlenecks listed in
the 2006 list were removed by 2012™,
Based on this rate of progress, it would
take around 60-70 years to eliminate
all the listed bottlenecks.
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13 InBelgium, there is clear
evidence that traffic was
moved from road to IWW, as
there was a decrease in road
transport and a simultaneous
increase in IWT.

This poor progress was mainly due to
the fact that Member States paid little
attention to this mode of transport,
as illustrated by the Court’s review of
national strategy papers. The Court
also compared the modal share and
percentage of funds allocated to IWT
to assess the priority level given to this
mode of transport. Following the Com-
mission’s calls for proposals, relatively
few IWT projects were proposed for
TEN-T financing. Compared to other
transport modes, the project pro-
posals focused on rail transport. For
IWT they were less than proportional
to its modal share (see Table 3) in
most Member States with substantial
TEN-T expenditure on IWT, except

for the Netherlands, and for France
and Belgium, which absorbed most
of the multinational actions for the
Seine-Scheldt connection.

14 The UNECE list of bottlenecks
of 2012 also included
20 additional bottlenecks
that were notincluded in
the 2006 list.



Observations

™  Total cost of TEN-T project proposals in the Member States with highest transport

% volumes and comparison with the IWT modal share

<

- Project proposals Project proposals Project proposals Percentage Modal share

Member State for roads for rail for IWW of IWT project of INT
(million euro) (million euro) (million euro) proposals (vear 2012)
A B C C/(A+B+C) y
EU’ 170.8 9866.8 5399.5 35.0%
|

Belgium? 209.4 27124 414.0 124% 243 %’
Bulgaria 0.0 9.9 0.0 0.0% 16.4%
(Czech Republic 105.2 768.0 0.0 0.0% 0.1%
Germany 4484 9482.2 2183 2.2% 123%*
France? 0.0 21302.7 3473 1.6 % 42%
Luxembourg 8111 0.0 0.0% 34%
Hungary 0.0 39.3 8.0 16.9 % 44 %
Netherlands 2294 496.7 5614 42.3% 38.7%
Austria 785.7 95523 175.5 1.7% 4.6%
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 % 22.5%
Slovakia 277 514 2.8 34% 2.6%
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1 International projects that involve more than one Member State.
2 Project proposals for this Member State do not include the proposals listed under ‘EU’ for the completion of the Seine—Scheldt IWW connection.

3 Provisional figure.

4 Figure estimated by Eurostat.

Source of data: European Commission — INEA and Eurostat.



Observations 2 2

Most projects examined did not
achieve freight transport results

Overall, the Court found that the
impact of the projects examined on
freight transport was limited, as other
bottlenecks on the corridor were not
eliminated nor planned to be eliminat-
ed in the near future. Of the projects
examined by the Court, 10 related to
works and the situation was as follows:

(@) Only one project, the lock in
Lanaye (Belgium), had the poten-
tial to contribute to the develop-
ment of inland waterway transport
after its completion (see Box 2 and
Picture 2).

The lock in Lanaye (Belgium) had a total cost of 151 million euro, of which 27 million euro was financed by
the Commission. It was a good example of cross-border cooperation to eliminate an internationally relevant
bottleneck. The project was partly co-financed by the governments of Belgium and the Netherlands and the
river is navigated by inland vessels transiting between different Member States.

The project is not completed yet. As the average size of vessels has increased over the past years, the in-
creased size of the lock chamber will improve navigability conditions by reducing waiting times and enabling
the transit of larger vessels.





