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1 Introduction 

This note has been conceived to present an approach for the application of project 

criteria that will be used for the identification of transport projects to be included in the 

TRACECA projects pipeline. 

The requirements proposed should be used by TRACECA member states as guidelines in 

the process of identification, selection and submission of interventions and measures 

deemed eligible for being funded within the TRACECA Programme. 

A key issue in preparing coordinate actions when developing a large and multimodal 

transport system, especially considering the recent history of conflicts in the region, is to 

reconcile national and regional interests. Another relevant question is how to assess 

their contribution to the wide scope of objectives laid down to tackle the challenges of 

stability, cooperation and prosperity. 

Therefore, it is intended that this document will assist TRACECA member states in 

making the best case for projects identification and selection. 

The methodology and process suggested are consistent with the main aims and 

objectives of regional transport cooperation and collaboration mechanism1, namely: 

 development of economic relations, trade and transport communication in 

Europe, the Black Sea region, the Caucasus, the Caspian Sea region and Central 

Asia; 

 ensure access to the world market of road, rail transport and commercial 

navigation; 

 ensure traffic security, cargo safety and environment protection; 

 harmonise transport policy as well as legal framework in the field of transport; 

 create equal conditions of competition for transport operations. 

The note has been organised as follows. Section 2 recalls the very meaning of TRACECA 

corridors emphasising the importance of projects of common and mutual interest in the 

region and TRACECA priorities guiding the identification of projects. In section 3, core 

requirements are presented as a prerequisite to be fulfilled to access the next evaluation 

phase. Section 4 introduces to key evaluation criteria deemed necessary to identify 

priority projects. Eventually, Annex I displays the map of TRACECA core network; Annex 

II presents the Prioritization Methodology and Annex III provides with a template of a 

project’s fiche. 

                                                        

1 See Regulations of the MLA and its Technical Annexes. 
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2 Development and implementation of TRACECA 

corridor 

2.1 Development of the TRACECA network 

2.1.1 From TRACECA routes to TRACECA core network 

The TRACECA corridor consists of a strategic trans-national and multimodal network of 

approved routes stemming out from the long lasting dialogue between the signatories of 

the MLA, evolved throughout the whole history of TRACECA programme. Since its first 

outline, the network has been conceived as interconnected in nodes, providing links 

amongst neighbouring countries and even to third countries2 outside the TRACECA 

region.  

More recently, in analogy with the TEN-T definitions, the LOGMOS3 Master Plan 

considered the approved TRACECA routes as depicted on the TRACECA map of 2011 

(see Annex 5) as a core network connecting the main nodes of the economic activity 

relevant for the TRACECA region. According to LOGMOS, the TRACECA core network 

vision may be summarized as: 

 Linking the major social and economic centres and gateways of TRACECA 

countries to the EU. 

 Putting in place key infrastructure and supporting “soft” measures to underpin 

development of the TRACECA region. 

 Creating a competitive East-West transport corridor to promote trade among 

TRACECA countries; between TRACECA countries and others outside the region; 

and between external trading partners using TRACECA as a transit route. 

On the technical level TRACECA core network elements are: 

 Major nodes meeting certain statistical criteria with regard to international 

traffic; being capital cities or other important social/economic centres; or being 

major ports, airports, hubs or international border-crossing gateways. 

 The links between these nodes by rail, inland waterways and road (both existing 

and missing links). 

 Sections with major traffic flows or providing access to the land-locked countries, 

on which infrastructure needs upgrading or new construction to remove a 

bottleneck. 

                                                        

2 Any neighbouring country and all countries with which TRACECA member states may cooperate to 

achieve the objectives pursued in the TRACECA Programme. 

3 LOGMOS - Logistics Processes and Motorways of the Sea II. Draft LOGMOS Master Plan. October 2013.  
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2.1.2 TRACECA network priorities 

The TRACECA core network is a vision evolving over time. Practically, the development 

process should be carried out within a participatory approach involving TRACECA 

member states and the promoters of projects of common interest, as local and regional 

authorities, infrastructure managers and all public and private entities bearer of genuine 

interests.  

The process is a multi step approach that starts with the identification of projects 

fulfilling the TRACECA network priorities of: 

 improving trade both amongst TRACECA member states and with the rest of the 

world, reducing transport costs and trade barriers; 

 achieving interconnection and interoperability of national transport networks 

(inter-modality and co-modality for optimal integration of transport modes); 

 enhancing the accessibility to land-locked countries;   

 removing bottlenecks, both within transport infrastructures and at connecting 

points amongst these; 

 removing administrative and technical barriers, notably at border crossing 

sections, ensuring seamless integration and continuity of long-distance transit 

traffic flows; 

 promoting efficient use of infrastructures and contribute to a modal shift to 

transport modes with most carbon neutral effect and high safety and security 

standards. 

By pursuing the priorities mentioned above, mobility needs in the region and with third 

countries can be met providing appropriate accessibility to all member states, thereby 

promoting social, economic and territorial cohesion also fostering economic growth and 

inclusive development.  

2.1.3 TRACECA projects’ nature 

As already highlighted by the LOGMOS Master Plan, projects eligible to be included into 

TRACECA core network may vary in their scope and nature, since improved functioning 

and competitiveness of TRACECA depends on a blend of different interrelated measures. 

Therewith, projects of common and mutual interest contributing to the development of 

the TRACECA core network should: 

 address to the problem of fragmented network; 

 embed harmonisation rules amongst TRACECA member states; 

 contribute to competitiveness of the region (e.g., attracting traffic from other 

routes); 
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 achieve environmental efficiency (e.g., low carbon, clean transport, 

environmental protection); 

 provide safe and secure transport conditions 

through: 

 the creation of new transport infrastructures (e.g., bridging missing links and 

removing bottlenecks, notably in cross-border sections). In this view, major 

physical investments can guarantee networks’ integration, bridging missing 

points across territories; 

 the maintenance, rehabilitation and upgrading of existing transport 

infrastructures. Physical initiatives in this sense should be planned to promote an 

efficient management of the networks in use, notably whether funding and 

financing opportunities can be otherwise deployed to expand infrastructures’ 

capacity with lower efforts; 

 the development of soft measures and other non-physical actions promoting a 

resource-efficient development through: 

o technical interoperability (e.g., definition of technical, operational and 

management standards); 

o legal interoperability (e.g., mutually acceptable regulations, 

harmonisation and approximation of procedures and common 

documentation). 

2.2 Implementation of the TRACECA core network 

The Master Plan can be regarded as the implementing tool of the TRACECA core 

network vision. It is an evolving plan subject to a periodic revision over time for 

enhancing the capability of the core network to connect the main nodes in the East-West 

dimension as well as to take into account the existing processes of determining strategic 

corridors occurring in other initiatives within the region4. 

Within the TRACECA Programme, the periodic revision of the core network - and thus of 

its implementing Plan - can be intended as the natural completion of the process 

triggered by the development of the Priority Projects Pipeline.  

Indeed, the Pipeline aims at periodically identifying and selecting projects fulfilling the 

TRACECA network priorities, being eligible for their inclusion in the core network and 

therefore into the Master Plan.  

The process starts with the identification of projects that can be of relevance for the 

TRACECA region. The identification is made on the basis of a restricted set of CORE 

                                                        

4 EaP Transport Processes in the ENPI region, UN ESCAP and ABD CAREC Processes in Caucasus and 

Central Asia. 
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REQUIREMENTS (illustrated in section 3.1) whose fulfilment is a necessary precondition 

for any further consideration within the TRACECA Programme and its initiatives. 

After having successfully passed the identification stage, TRACECA projects will be 

further analysed in order to periodically identify amongst them those of prior 

importance (Prioritization Process). This analysis will be preceded by a pre-screening in 

order to check projects’ information sufficiency, i.e. whether the projects are 

accompanied by a minimum set of basilar information to allow for their evaluation. 

Projects successfully passing the pre-screening will be further evaluated and ranked 

according to their performance against some agreed evaluation criteria (see section 4.2). 

Best ranked projects will enter in the TRACECA Priority Projects Pipeline and will be 

therefore included in the Master Plan. 

 

Figure 1: TRACECA Priority Projects identification and selection process 

 

 

It is worthwhile to mention that also priority projects identified in other regional 

initiatives - such as the List of Priority Infrastructure Projects on the Eastern 

Partnership Regional Transport Network5 endorsed by competent Transport Ministries 

                                                        

5  http://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/international/regional_cooperation/doc/2013-10-09-priority-

projects.pdf  
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on 9t October 2013 as well as the priority projects proposed by the LOGMOS Master 

Plan - naturally fulfil the core requirements described below and therefore will be 

considered for their inclusion in the Pipeline of priority projects as well. 

Projects enhancing the core network will be financed largely by TRACECA stakeholders, 

with possible contributions from IFI’s, NIF6 and bilateral funding agencies interested in 

their regional significance.  

In compliance with the Union schedule, the Master Plan envisages a core network to be 

completed by 2030 and a comprehensive network to be completed by 2050. The latter 

may include any component of a TRACECA member state network that has the potential 

to feed the TRACECA core network in the long run. 

3 TRACECA projects identification 

3.1 The Core Requirements 

Projects to be considered within TRACECA initiatives should positively feature the 

following core requirements of: 

1. Being of regional interest: 

a. be functional to the completion of the TRACECA core network is the 

pre-requisite for all projects. In view of sustaining the regional 

development, attention should be reserved also to links connecting the 

national networks to TRACECA routes, deemed strategic for corridor’s 

functionality and when consistent with priorities outlined in section 2.1.2. 

Moreover, the investment in physical infrastructures as well as in soft 

measures7 should be coordinated as much as possible and the level of 

service designed should be consistent along the routes; 

b. improve the movement of goods and passengers within the region 

(intra-regional) and between the regions (inter-regional). Reference 

to the proportion of intra and inter regional traffic, compared to national 

volumes is important in project proposal. Therefore, traffic having an 

origin or destination, or both beyond the boundary of the region8 are 

highly relevant to the elaboration of projects. In the absence of 

                                                        

6 NIF - Neighbourhood Investment Facility is the financial mechanism designed to finance capital-

intensive infrastructure projects in partner countries covered by the European Neighbourhood Policy 

(ENP). 

7 Cross border projects that may catalyse soft measures, harmonising procedures and documentation, 

would be an additional argument for investment. 

8 Import, export, or transit of goods. 
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quantitative data, projects assumed to have a significant portion of 

regional traffic will be those on corridors, border crossing, waterways, 

airports and ports. 

2. Having national and international ownership: in this regard, member states 

should be well-aware that selected projects need a strong national ownership 

and that their development throughout the decision process should be 

accompanied with the political support of all the member states involved. 

Ensuring compliance of the projects to criteria that satisfy the national interest is 

the duty of national planning authorities9; 

3. Being of relevance for the TRACECA intervention: in a view of genuine 

commitment in the decision-making process selected projects should require the 

TRACECA intervention, since projects in the construction phase, or with finances 

already earmarked cannot be considered for selection; 

4. Contribute to an optimised use of each transport mode: this will, in the long 

term, provide the most suitable solutions, returning advantages for the operators 

in terms of international transport costs reduction10 and overall efficiency of 

the system, through improved connectivity amongst countries. In this view, 

enhanced accessibility to the markets will lead to greater competition and lower 

costs. Projects promoting multi-modality would be very much valued, when 

relying on: efficient opportunities for interchange at nodes of the routes (e.g., 

innovative technical solutions) and suitable regulation and pricing of services; 

5. Contribute to the re-balancing of transport modes in favour of those with most 

carbon neutral effect and high safety and security standards. Proposed 

interventions should therefore play a key role in reducing emissions from the 

sector and enhancing energy savings. Within the TRACECA regions this means 

fostering a multimodal approach by attributing to the railway network a central 

role for long distance freight transport, improving nodes, particularly ports, and 

creating an efficient network of inland connections.  

                                                        

9  This document outlines a method for the selection of projects at the regional level, but the criteria 

might be different to those used at the national level and the relative importance could also be 

modified. 

10 Impacts on reliability improvement may be regarded as indirect advantage. 
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4 TRACECA projects evaluation 

4.1 The initial pre-screening 

An evaluation process requires also for sufficient information for a project to be 

considered for its inclusion into the TRACECA priority projects pipeline. It is understood 

that, depending on the maturity of the proposed project, not all information might be 

available for projects at the initial development stage. In this regard, a check on the 

appropriateness of a minimum set of basic information is needed to make an initial 

screening concerning the strategic relevance of the project and its potential impacts. The 

following points illustrate for consideration a minimum set of basic information: 

 volume of existing traffic with respect to the shares of: national, international and 

transit volumes (if transport demand model are not applied, even an aggregate 

and preliminary approximation is recommended); 

 investment costs (preliminary assessment of construction and management 

costs); 

 expected environmental impact; 

 a proposal for secure funding mechanism (IFIs and donors); 

 expected timeline of project’s phases (design, construction and operation); 

 countries involved in decision-making and planning process (approach used in 

the region to mobilise support for improvements in the corridor and to push for 

reforms). 

If projects fail in satisfying the basic information needs, they might be reconsidered once 

the information gaps are fulfilled. 

4.2 The evaluation criteria 

A key component during projects’ analysis is the identification of suitable evaluation 

criteria to be used for a comparative assessment of projects’ performances against 

these criteria. A description of the most commonly used is given in the following sub-

sections.  

Its worthwhile to emphasize that the below mentioned criteria are mainly intended to 

provide with a general overview and suggestions on some of the relevant aspects to be 

considered when evaluating a project and should be not regarded as an exhaustive list of 

all aspects to look at.  

Besides the criteria presented below, other considerations on the project’s potential 

might complement the overall assessment. As an example social objectives might be 

regarded as an additional criterion to be considered. Indeed, promoting social 

integration is an important component of a regional policy and transport development, 
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markedly for corridor routes and feeder links, plays a vital role in fostering cultural and 

trade exchanges amongst communities. 

TRACECA Member States and stakeholders taking part in the development of TRACECA 

Priority Projects Pipeline are encouraged in designing the most suitable set of criteria 

which adequately reflect the current region priorities as well as the nature of projects to 

be evaluated. 

The recently issued document on “Prioritisation Methodology”11 (see Annex II) 

substantially confirms the evaluation criteria already developed in the context of the 

former IDEA project and updates them to take into account the LOGMOS Master Plan 

and to increase its compatibility with other existing approaches. 

4.2.1 Regional integration and policy context 

A key issue in developing a wide regional transport system is to combine national and 

regional interests in order to identify projects which best comply with network 

priorities laid down in section 2.1.2.  

In this respect, the evaluation should take into consideration the project’s contribution 

to enhance trade and services exchanges between countries as well as the 

contribution to the region development as a whole. Under this perspective a specific 

relevance should be given to those projects removing administrative and technical 

barriers at border crossing sections.  

The policy context and, more specifically, how the projects fit into each country’s 

strategy for developing the infrastructure network has a strong relevance also for trans-

national networks development. It is therefore of utmost importance for priority 

projects to be accompanied by genuine and strong support at both national and 

international level as well as for their strategic relevance to be adequately reflected 

within official transport planning documents. 

4.2.2 Technical 

Key in the technical criteria is the project relevance in terms of its physical 

characteristics and the main expected impacts on transport demand and networks 

interoperability.  

Whilst all projects are functional to the completion of the TRACECA core network, some 

of them may be considered more relevant than others. As an example, projects could be 

reviewed in terms of their contribution to the improved interconnectivity of the 

regional network (e.g., bridging missing links, removing bottlenecks, notably in cross-

border sections, etc.). Under this perspective, new or upgraded infrastructure 

projects (both at link and nodes level) completing the network and enhancing the 

                                                        

11 IDEA II Project. March 2014. 
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accessibility to land-locked countries might be reviewed as more strategic than the 

others.  

Notably, interventions on interoperability and designed to generate significant savings 

on costs and transport travel time can catalyse higher attention and strengthen 

arguments for investment. The technical criteria therefore might consider aspects such 

as: 

 The contribution of the project to the network interconnectivity e.g. by creating 

a new link or node or upgrading existing ones; 

 The impacts on inter-modality i.e. the project’s contribution in the optimised 

use of each transport mode and in providing efficient opportunities for 

interchange at nodes of the routes; 

 The projects’ contribution to the improved efficiency of the regional transport 

system (e.g., to be seen in terms of reduced transit times and/or reduced 

transportation costs, as well as in improved cargo safety and reliability of 

intra and inter-regional traffic); 

 Enhancement of safety and security levels deploying measures to elevate 

standards beyond thresholds set out as minimum requirements. For example, 

actions should be undertaken with regard to: road networks (independent 

carriageways, interchanges to separate crossing levels and information route 

guidance), rail infrastructures (high level signalling specifications and advanced 

communication systems enabling high speed data transfer) and maritime and 

aviation (advanced navigation systems and modern facilities for meteorological 

services); 

 Technical feasibility of the project, i.e. whether the project is relatively feasible 

from an engineering point of view and does not require extreme and expensive 

solutions for structural engineering works (e.g., tunnels, bridges etc.); 

 Adherence to minimum common technical standards available into the 

region (e.g., in terms of rail gauge, number of tracks/lanes, signalling systems, 

etc.). 

4.2.3 Economic 

Economic feasibility remains underlying when quantifying the impact on the society due 

to a variation in the use of resources with and without the intervention(s) planned. 

The economic evaluation is usually based on the estimations of costs and benefits12. 

The predominant cost is the construction, followed by maintenance and operation 

                                                        

12 See TRACECA Appraisal Manual, Guidelines for Pre-Feasibility of Transport Projects with Exercises 

and Case Studies (2012). 
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needs. On the other hand, benefits are identifiable with reductions of: travel time, 

vehicles operating costs (VOCs) and externalities (local and global pollutants, accidents 

and congestion). 

Estimation of the benefits, through consumer surplus analysis, is funded on the 

knowledge of baseline and predicted transport demand, within the appraisal period 

assumed. Therefore, the quantification of traffic volumes is essential and especially 

dealing with transport corridors, attention should be devoted to the accuracy of the 

modal spilt analysis. 

Economic Net Present Value (ENPV) and Economic Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) 

are the indicators normally used. 

4.2.4 Financial 

Financial profitability and sustainability analyses provide evidence of the 

performance of the technical options considered. This is an important condition to be 

met for: government approval, inclusion in the national budget funding plans and 

quantification of needs for external financing (namely, funding gap). 

Financial profitability requires a project cash flow calculated on the basis of the 

difference in the cost and revenues with and without the project. Financial 

sustainability aims to assess whether the project has any risk of running out of cash in 

the future. Since the financial sustainability is hardly possible that could be performed at 

a pre-feasibility stage, in this case can be limited to profitability analysis and be based on 

approximate investment and management costs and traffic revenues (consistent with 

traffic volume forecasts). 

The indicators used for evaluating the financial performance are the Financial Net 

Present Value (FNPV) and the Financial Internal Rate of Return (FIRR). 

4.2.5 Environmental 

Negative and positive impacts produced on environment are clearly crucial when 

analysing transport projects.  

Under this perspective, projects with a high potential in the re-balancing of transport 

modes in favour of those with most carbon neutral effect are expected to play a key 

role in reducing emissions from the sector and should be evaluated accordingly to their 

emission and energy savings potential. 

In general an evaluation of the project from the environmental perspective should be 

focussed on physical environment (local and global) and non-users (e.g., local residents) 

impacts. Through the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) a project provides 

evidence regarding: alleviation of emissions (noise and pollution), relief of congestion 

and bypass of harmed communities. 
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Technical solutions should be optimised and targeted to achieve selected standards to 

mitigate: emission of pollutants and noise, visual appearance and community 

severance. 
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5 Annex I – Map of TRACECA core network 

Figure 2: Map of TRACECA core network 
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1 Introduction 

This document is produced within the framework of the IDEA II Project (Transport 

Dialogue and Networks Interoperability II) - a follow-up of the predecessor IDEA I 

project - which is funded by the European Commission DG External Cooperation (DG 

EuropeAid) as part of the TRACECA Programme. 

The TRACECA Programme has the overall objective to improve the transport links of 

the EU Trans-European Networks (TEN-T) with the neighbouring countries Moldavia 

and Ukraine, South Caucasus caountries, including Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia 

and the Central Asian countries, thus facilitating trade and enabling socio-economic 

and environment development in the region. Additionally, the Project’s purpose is to 

enhance regional transport dialogue and transport inter-modality between the EU and 

these countries through enhanced co-ordination and working with International 

Financing Institutions (IFIs), closer collaboration with and participation of IFIs and, 

where feasible, the private sector in TRACECA transport projects. 

This document describes an approach to derive at and apply a unified methodology 

acceptable for TRACECA member states and the EC for prioritising infrastructure 

projects within the framework of the TRACECA Corridors.  

The objective of prioritisation process is to obtain a TRACECA owned list of priority 

infrastructure projects of genuine regional or sub-regional significance. The projects 

should be prioritised according to the degree of contribution to balanced sustainable 

development of the TRACECA Corridor in terms of their economic, environmental and 

social impacts. 

This document illustrates and explains the main principles and working assumptions 

underpinning the prioritisation methodological approach, including the evaluation 

criteria adopted.  

The approach here presented takes stock from to the one already developed in the 

context of the former IDEA project and is updated to take into account the LOGMOS 

Master Plan and to increase its compatibility with other existing approaches. 

In particular, with the aim of increasing the compatibility with the approach developed 

within SEETO1, minor modifications are introduced in order to: i) level the terminology 

in use in the two approaches; ii) increase the relevance of cross-border projects and iii) 

increase the relevance of projects having strong international commitments.  

It is worthwhile to mention that some differences might inevitably exist between the 

prioritization processes to be performed in the context of IDEA and the ones to be 

                                                        

1 South East Europe Transport Observatory. 
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undertaken in other working programmes, these dissimilarities being driven by the 

different goals to be achieved. 

Indeed, SEETO methodology is specifically developed for prioritizing only projects 

eligible for funding that are “mature enough to start” while the approach developed 

within IDEA is specifically designed to allow also the evaluation of projects with a lower 

level of maturity that still require some preparatory work to fully determine their 

feasibility and whose request for funding is primarily driven by the necessity to finalize 

the preparatory work. 

The basic difference between the goals of the two processes clearly shapes the nature 

and the depth of evaluations to be performed: while SEETO focuses on analysing more in 

depth a small set of evaluation criteria which are considered to be informative for the 

assessment of mature projects, the IDEA approach has a wider perspective investigating 

less in depth on more evaluation criteria for assessing also the strategic relevance of 

projects still in the preparation stage. 

It is clear that projects allowed to complete their preparation after their prioritization 

within IDEA might be as well subsequently scrutinized by other processes more focused 

on prioritizing “ready-to-go” projects.  

The presented approach is also designed to interact with the Logmos Master Plan, which 

has been conceived as a living tool whose shape and contents must evolve over the 

course of time. The master plan sets guidelines and identifies priorities both in terms of 

infrastructure and policy measures and in terms of actions. The prioritization process 

should have an open dialogue with the Master Plan, the pipeline of  priority projects and 

measures selected through this process should not only be consistent with the 

framework provided by the Master Plan but must also enrich the Master Plan with new 

projects and measures in order to make it evolving over time. 
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2 The Projects’ Prioritisation Process 

Delivering a list of sound and bankable projects with significant regional or sub-regional 

importance is a primary goal of IDEA Projects. Central to this reasoning is that projects 

should be prioritised on the basis of their degree of contribution to a transport system 

that is balanced in its social, economic and environmental dimensions within the 

TRACECA area. 

For this reason a comprehensive approach for projects evaluation and prioritisation is 

needed. 

Such approach is built upon a number of steps: 

 Identification of priority project options; 

 List of projects for priority rankings; 

 Project description (template); 

 Identification of evaluation criteria and values; 

 Setting the relative importance of criteria; 

 Running the evaluation. 

More importantly, this approach embraces a methodology for appraisal, which, 

according to a set of evaluation criteria (regional, technical, economic, environmental 

and policy), should guide through the prioritisation process leading to the selection of 

projects for feasibility and funding. 



 

IDEA II project 

Prioritisation methodology 

8 

 

3 The Methodological Assumptions 

3.1 Background 

Methodologically, the IDEA II Project substantially confirms the four-steps approach 

already developed in the predecessor IDEA project. The approach is based on: 

 Analysis of the socio-economic context and the objectives, e.g. performing a 

qualitative assessment of the socio-economic context and the objectives that the 

proposed project investment is expected to achieve. 

 Clear identification of the project, i.e. evaluating its direct and indirect costs 

and benefits. 

 Feasibility assessment and identification of possible alternative options, i.e. 

justifying the project design against alternative scenarios: “business as usual”, 

“do–minimum”, “do-something” and “do–something else”. 

 Financial and economic analysis, and risk assessment. 

Following best practices in prioritising corridor projects and based on the Commission’s 

methodology developed for the High-Level Group (HLG) and the EU-Mediterranean 

partnership (MEDA), the Value Analysis (VA) approach was adopted in combination 

with the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) and adapted to the specifics of the region.  

The AHP through its structured approach best fits dealing with the complex decisions of 

identifying the appropriate project ranking for the TRACECA network. Rather than 

prescribing the priority "correct" projects, the AHP helps the countries find the projects 

that best suit the pre-defined criteria “needs” and their understanding of the problem. 

On the one hand, the VA enables to compare the value of different projects with respect 

to each other (ranking), i.e. to compare the utility value of a specific project with that 

one of the others. As a result, the “best value” options receive the highest value 

compared to other option (projects). It should be noted that results can only be seen 

relative to each other, because the values are derived from a comparison. 

On the other hand, and given that the weighing process of the criteria is critical for 

acceptance of the final ranking of projects, the AHP allows to streamline process of 

comparative ratings between pairs of criteria to arrive at numerical values for the 

weight of each criterion.  

Overall, this also enabled to properly consider and combine specific country 

characteristics together with regional dimension and regional value added. 

Such a method, the VA approach offers transparency in the decision-making process and 

is frequently adopted in some European countries for prioritising transport investment 

projects.  
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Such a method is particularly suitable at the prioritising stage, as most criteria cannot be 

expressed in monetary terms such as regional integration, etc. 

3.2 Procedure for prioritising projects 

The methodological approach provides the framework where the project prioritisation 

procedure is performed, which consists of four major steps: 

1. Establish priority projects options, particularly 

a. Compile an updated list of projects for priority ranking  

b. Obtain description for each project  

2. Identify evaluation criteria and their values (weighing) 

3. Set a scale of the target compliance for evaluation 

4. Run evaluation. 

Figure 1: Procedure for prioritising projects 

 

The entire approach is based on a participatory approach involving the TRACECA 

member states both during the methodology development, weighting of criteria, 

defining the project options, preparation of projects outlines and ultimately the 

evaluation of the projects. This is granted through work sessions in the respective 

country and circulation of documents. 

The advantage offered by this methodology lies not only in the transparency of results; it 

also obviously lies in the fact that the criteria utilized can be subject to scrutiny and 

Establish Priority Project options
a. Identification of project options
b. List of projects for priority rankings

Project description (template)

Identification of evaluation criteria and values

Setting the relative importance of criteria

Running the evaluation
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consensus among TRACECA countries. This facilitates reaching consensus and creating 

comparable results and ultimately the acceptance of the prioritisation list. 

Going into details of the prioritisation procedure, a mechanism of project options and 

targets system is designed. 

Project options imply that a set of principles have to be satisfied when applying for the 

pre-selection of projects to be prioritized, i.e.: 

 The infrastructure projects form part of the TRACECA network. 

 The prioritization exercise must be done on the most updated list of priority 

projects. Priority projects also need very strong ownership and political support 

at national and international level. 

 Projects must have a profile that is responsive to the criteria of evaluations.  

Projects are only pre-selected and evaluated if they are consistent with some basic 

requirements, i.e.: 

 they have to be functional to the completion of the TRACECA network; 

 they have a strong ownership and political support; 

 they are of regional value and responsive to evaluation criteria; 

 they require the TRACECA intervention, since projects in the construction phase 

or with committed finance are not considered for prioritisation; 

 they contribute to an optimised use of each transport mode as well as to the re-

balancing of transport modes; 

 they respect relevant EU legislation and international conventions and rules (EIA, 

Public procurement procedures, etc.). 

Moreover, project descriptions are also needed to support the evaluation process. A 

specific template for them covering all the information was already made available from 

the predecessor IDEA Project. Finally, data and information collected are to be checked 

by the relevant National Secretary of the TRACECA countries. This allows producing a 

first set of project fiches and summarising the available data, which helps in identifying 

those critical issues on which further information are judged as needed. 

Targets System means that the projects prioritisation is based on the extent each 

projects contributes to fulfil the goals the TRACECA Programme is pursuing. Following 

the experience gained within the TEN-T and MEDA frameworks in the project 

identification, three targets are chosen: 

 Improving transport operation, safety and security, through a reduction in 

the number and severity of accidents caused by international traffic and in 

security incidents to international operators. 

 Improving economic efficiency, mainly through cost savings to international 

users of the transport system and to operators offering transport services. 
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 Enhancing environmental sustainability of the transport system through a 

reduction in air pollution, noise, green house gases and other environmental 

impacts. 
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4 Evaluation Criteria 

Key component of the project prioritization process is the design and use of the 

evaluation criteria. Five criteria are defined: 

 Regional Integration; 

 Technical; 

 Economic; 

 Environmental; 

 Policy-based. 

Each criteria head on is further divided into sub-criteria, for which a number of items 

are available to evaluators for their replies, and to which an evaluation scale is applied. 

4.1 Regional integration criteria 

The purpose of the regional integration criteria is to evaluate the degree of contribution 

of each project to the regional integration. In this respect, the evaluation takes into 

consideration the links existing at both intra- (between regions of the same country) and 

inter-state (between different countries) levels. Additionally, a distinction is made 

between direct and indirect connections. The regional integration criteria are divided 

into four sub-criteria, described as follows: 

 Project location: whether the project fulfils the requirements of the LOGMOS  

Master Plan being part of the TRACECA core network, an access link, or neither of 

them. 

 Regional cooperation: to what extent the project is expected to increase trade 

and services exchanges between regions directly or indirectly connected by the 

project; the unit of measurement is the volume of international flows.  

 Regional development: if an economic impact assessment has been completed, 

to what extent the project is expected to impact on regional development; the 

unit of measurement might be either gross domestic product (GDP), or value 

added or employment. 

 Cross-border projects: a specific relevance should be given to those projects 

removing administrative and technical barriers at border crossing sections, 

whose impact might be regarded as: (i) high when both unified technical 

standards and procedures will be implemented in adjacent countries, (ii) medium 

when only unified technical standards but not procedures will be implemented, 

(iii) low when only unified procedures but not technical standards, and (iv) none 

when neither unified technical standards and procedures will be implemented (i.e. 

no border-crossing project). 
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Table 1: Regional integration criteria evaluation scheme 

The project fulfils the 

requirement of LOGMOS 

Master Plan and is located 

on: 

TRACECA Core 

Network 

On access link to 

TRACECA Core 

Network 

Other  

   

The project impact on 

regional cooperation is: 

High 

(int. flows 

 >= 10%) 

Medium 

(int. flows 

2 - 10%) 

Low 

(int flows  

 <= 2%)  

None 

    

The calculated  project 

impact on regional 

development is expected to 

be : 

High Medium Low None 

    

The project impact on 

border-crossings 

improvement is: 

High Medium Low None 

    

 

4.2 Technical criteria 

Key in the technical criteria is the project relevance in terms of its physical 

characteristics and the main expected impacts on transport demand and networks 

interoperability. The former makes a distinction between new and improved existing 

links or nodes, whist the latter embraces major impacts and potential benefits of a 

specific transport project. 

In this respect, the expected impacts of a project intervention are grouped into the 

following five categories: 

 Impacts in term of creating a new link or node or upgrading existing ones. 

 Impacts on inter-modality, which may be regarded as: (i) high when problems of 

inter-modality cease to exists, (ii) medium when inter-modal connections are 

improved, (iii) low when inter-modality is only indirectly influenced by the 

project, and (iv) none when no effects on inter-modality are expected. 

 Impacts on travel costs reduction and travel time savings for international 

transport, which both may be regarded as: (i) high if costs are significantly 

reduced or savings are significantly increased, (ii) medium if reduction or 

increase are not significant, (iii) low if reduction or increase are minor.  

 Impacts on reliability and safety, which may be regarded as: (i) significant when 

serious safety and reliability problems are eliminated, (ii) medium when 

reliability and safety are slightly improved, and (iii) low when the project has 

only indirectly impacts.  
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Table 2: Technical criteria evaluation scheme 

The project is creating a 

new link or node or 

upgrading an existing ones: 

Upgrade New 

  

The project impacts on 

inter-modality are: 

High Medium Low None 

    

The project impacts on 

travel costs reduction for 

international transport 

are:  

High Medium Low None 

    

The project impacts on 

travel time savings for 

international transport 

are: 

High Medium Low None 

    

The project impacts on 

reliability/safety  are: 

Significant Medium Low None 

    

 

4.3 Economic criteria 

The basic concept underpinning these criteria is to evaluate the degree of economic and 

financial soundness for the proposed projects.  

On the one side, from the economic standpoint, the evaluation process looks at the 

project implementation level, i.e. analysing whether: (i) pre- and/or feasibility studies 

are already available, (ii) estimation of investment and operational costs are already 

done, or, lastly, (iii) no action is undertaken. 

On the other side, from the financial point of view, the evaluation aims to measure the 

estimated investment costs, by grouping them into three thresholds: (i) below Euro 12 

Million, (ii) between Euro 12 and 20 Million, (iii) and over Euro 20 Million. This is 

associated to the estimated investment period, which is considered as well, as both costs 

and completion time are two project characteristics that enter in the evaluation of 

project risk, and, therefore are carefully considered by financial institutions. Again, three 

thresholds are proposed: (i) below five years, (ii) between five and twelve years, and 

(iii) above twelve years. 

Finally, two further indicators are also included into the economic and financial criteria. 

The first one refers to the possible support from private funding, while the second one 

relates the status of the legal framework for concession, the latter being intended as a 

prerequisite for private participation into the project.  
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Table 3: Economic criteria evaluation scheme 

Economic assessment 
Feasibility 

Pre 

feasibility 

Estimated 

costs 

Ongoing 

studies 
No action 

     

Estimated investment 

volume 

Below 12 Mln Euro 
Between 12/20 Mln 

Euro 

More than 20 Mln 

Euro 

   

Estimated investment 

period 

Equal or below 5 years 
Between 6 and 12 

years 
Longer than 12 years 

   

Private funding is 

interested in the project 

Yes No 

  

Legal framework for 

concession is 

In place In process Not available 

   

 

4.4 Environmental criteria 

Impacts produced on environment are clearly crucial when prioritising transport 

projects. Therefore, a set of environmental criteria is designed to take into account the 

positive or negative impacts, which may be regarded as follows.  

Positive environmental impacts emerge when reduction in emissions, noise, etc. is 

made possible by interventions in terms of routes shortening, traffic diversion, 

elimination of congestion, etc. 

By contrast, negative environmental impacts are usually tied to the completion of the 

infrastructure and might require: (i) mitigation interventions and, therefore, increase 

investment costs, or (ii) negotiating with the affected people and therefore increase 

completion time.  

Two sub-criteria are here proposed. The first one deals with the adverse 

environmental impacts of the infrastructure, and requires assessing whether the 

infrastructure determines: (i) no effects, (ii) minimal effects (only minor mitigation 

interventions might be required), (iii) serious effects (expensive intervention required), 

and (iv) irreversible effects (no intervention is possible).  

The second criterion is linked to the contribution of the project to the re-balancing of 

transport modes in favour of the most environmentally friendly ones which can be 

measured through changes in emission due to traffic: (i) sensible reduction in emissions, 

noise, energy consumption, (ii) medium, (iii) minimal or (iv) none and, finally, (v) 

negative whether there is an increase in emissions. 
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Table 4: Environmental criteria evaluation scheme 

Infrastructure negative  

environmental effects  

None Minimal Serious Irreversible 

    

Contribution to re-

balancing transport 

modes 

Sensible Medium Minimal None Negative 

     

 

4.5 Policy-based criteria 

The last group of evaluation criteria concerns the policy context and, more specifically, 

how the projects fit into each country’s strategy for developing the infrastructure 

network.  

A first criterion evaluates whether a project has a strong commitment at national 

levels i.e. whether (i) is included in the national transport master plan/strategy, or 

(ii) is mentioned in other national planning or policy documents less relevant than a 

national master plan or (iii) it is not a priority for the National Government. 

The second criterion focuses on the international commitment of the project by 

other TRACECA countries excluding the presenting country, i.e. whether the project is 

endorsed by (i) more than two countries, (ii) two countries (iii) one country (iv) or 

whether it has no international commitment. 

Thirdly, dependency on other projects completion, even not in the transport sector, is 

also considered as it may be an external variable that might affect the project feasibility. 

Here three possibilities are identified: (i) the project does not depend on any other 

project, (ii) it is dependent on a project that is already ongoing, or, finally, (iii) it depends 

on investment not yet started. 

Finally, the last criterion pays attention to the project readiness to go for funding, and 

three thresholds are established: (i) immediate, (ii) less than 3 years, or (iii) more than 3 

years. 

Table 5: Policy-based criteria evaluation scheme 

Project has 

commitment of 

National 

Government 

YES 
It is included in 

National Transport 

Master Plan/Strategy  

YES 

It is included in 
other National Policy 

Documents 

NO 

The project is not 

priority for the National 

Government 

   

Project has 

International 

commitment of other 

TRACECA countries 

YES 

More than two  

countries 

YES 
Two countries 

YES 
One country 

NO 

International 

commitment 
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Project depends on  

completion of other 

upstream 

investments 

NO 

YES 

Investment already 

ongoing/ready 

YES 

Investment not yet 

started 

   

The project is ready 

for implementation 

Immediate Less than 3 years More than 3 years 

   

 

4.6 Criteria weights 

Projects are to be assessed by different experts according to five criteria, each criterion 

has to be compared to any other. Table 6 illustrates the relative importance of criteria 

for project prioritization, as already developed in the context of IDEA project. 

Table 6: Setting the relative importance of criteria for project prioritization 

Regional Criteria  are 

4 MORE IMPORTANT 

3 SLIGHTLY MORE 

IMPORTANT 

2 EQUALLY IMPORTANT 

1 SLIGHTLY LESS 

IMPORTANT 

0 LESS IMPORTANT 
 

compared to Technical Criteria 

Regional Criteria  are compared to Economic Criteria 

Regional Criteria  are compared to Environment Criteria 

Regional Criteria  are compared to Policy Criteria 

Technical Criteria  are compared to Economic Criteria 

Technical Criteria  are compared to Environment Criteria 

Technical Criteria  are compared to Policy Criteria 

Economic Criteria  are compared to Environment Criteria 

Economic Criteria  are compared to Policy Criteria 

Environment Criteria  are compared to Policy Criteria 

Source: IDEA Project, 2009 

Criteria weights are to be derived from pair comparisons expressed by each country, 

and in order to summarise the experts’ judgments, a measure of the relative importance 

of each criterion is needed. Such a measure is estimated starting from the expert 

responses as follows. 

Five criteria compared to each other give rise to ten pair comparisons in total. Each pair 

has therefore a ‘weight’ of 0.1 (or 10%) in the explanation of how relevant criteria are. 

At the same time, the result of each comparison is expressed on a rating scale (“More 

important”, “Slightly more important”, “Equally important”). To keep this into account, 

the total weight of each pair is split between the two criteria as follows: 

 When one criteria is rated as “more important” (rate 4) it gets the whole weight 

(0.1) while its counterpart gets 0; 

 When one criteria is rated as “slightly more important” (rate 3) it gets a weight of 

0.075 while its counterpart gets 0.025; 

 When one criteria is rated as “equally important” (rate 2) it gets a weight of 0.05 

and also its counterpart gets 0.05; 
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 When one criteria is rated as “slightly less important” (rate 1) it gets a weight of 

0.025 while its counterpart gets 0.075; 

 When one criteria is rated as “less important” (rate 0) it gets 0 while its 

counterpart gets the whole weight 0.1. 

Simply the sum of the weights attributed to each criteria for a given country is the 

average rating of that criteria. The average across-countries provides the final rating 

used to weight criteria. Table 7 illustrates the computed average weights for the distinct 

evaluation criteria developed in the context of the predecessor IDEA project. 

Table 7: Average weights for the evaluation criteria identified during IDEA I 

project 

Evaluation criteria Average weight 

Regional criteria 0,281 

Technical criteria 0,187 

Economic criteria 0,188 

Environment criteria 0,160 

Policy criteria 0,185 

Source: IDEA Project, 2009 

It emerges how the regional criteria were considered by far the most important criteria. 

The remaining criteria performed in a similar manner, with the exception of the 

environment criteria, which ranked last. 

As a methodological remark, it should be noted that the chosen split rule between 

weights, especially in those cases when criteria are rated as “slightly more important” or 

“slightly less important” (and so one gets a weight of 0.75 and the other gets 0.25) is 

arbitrary. One may well choose to use another rule (e.g. 0.67 and 0.33). Yet, since the 

final average ratings do not show large differences between the five criteria, a different 

rule would probably not cause a dramatic difference. 

It is also important to point out that:  

 the final score of each question is to be computed through the average of all the 

answers given by different evaluators; 

 missing answers are to be excluded from the evaluation (the average is to be 

computed on the numbers of valid answers). 
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2 OBJECTIVES 

2.1 OVERALL OBJECTIVES 

[Add text here] 

2.2 PROJECT PURPOSE 

[Add text here] 

2.3 CONTRIBUTION TO NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

[Add text here] 

2.4 CROSS BORDER IMPACT 

[Add text here] 

3 DESCRIPTION 

3.1 BACKGROUND AND JUSTIFICATION 

[Add text here] 

3.2 LINKED ACTIVITIES 

[Add text here] 

3.3 LESSON LEARNT 

[Add text here] 

3.4 ACTIVITIES 

[Add text here] 

3.5 RESULTS/DELIVERABLES 
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[Add text here] 

4 PROJECT ORGANISATION 

4.1 INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK 

[Add text here] 

4.2 OWNERSHIP/IMPLEMENTING PARTY 

[Add text here] 

4.3 ORGANISATION STRUCTURE 

[Add text here] 

5 DETAILED BUDGET (EUR) 

[Add text here] 

No. Description Investment Financing Co-Financing Total 

1      

2      

3      

4      

 Total  

6 RISK ASSUMPTIONS AND CONSTRAINTS 

[Add text here] 

7 IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

7.1 PHASE 1 

7.2 PHASE 2 

7.3 PHASE N-TH 

8 ENVIRONMENT 

[Add text here] 

9 RATES OF RETURN 

9.1 FINANCIAL RATE OF RETURN (PERIOD OF ANALYSIS IN YEARS):  

9.2 ECONOMIC INTERNAL RATE OF RETURN (PERIOD OF ANALYSIS IN YEARS): 
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9.3 HAVE THE FEASIBILITY STUDIES BEEN COMPLETED AND WHEN:  

9.4 ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT: 

10 INVESTMENT CRITERIA 

10.1 SOURCES OF FINANCING 

[Add text here] 

10.2 CO-FINANCING  

[Add text here] 

10.3 ADDITIONALITY  

[Add text here] 

10.4 PROJECT READINESS AND SIZE 

[Add text here] 

10.5 SUSTAINABILITY 
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10.6 CONDITIONALITY AND SEQUENCING 
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