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! Chapter 6
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Spatial Planning and Multinational
§ Implementation of European Mega Transport
1 Infrastructure—The Case of the European
3 Strategy for the Danube Region
he
-

Thomas Dillinger

he
.a)
r-
g 6.1 Introduction
d
2d
f Dealing with the implementation challenges of Corridor 5 within the Poly5 project,
n- it become evident that a multinational spatial strategy for the involved regions was
ug missing. Planning for this mega transport infrastructure (MTI) was elaborated in
:ﬁ sector-based planning approaches, where effects on the environment, economic and
ry regional settlement structure have not (or lately) been considered. Thus, a series
n- of difficulties appeared while building this important piece of the Trans-European
1d Networks (TEN). Would the implementation have not been so conflicting if the
y interests of regions and local communities and the effects of this MTI were con-
;E sidered in a common spatial strategy? This question could not be answered, since

‘" the implementation of this MTT already started and no one can say if things would
3 have been done better with such a spatial strategy. However, the idea came up on
the possibility to get some answers from another strategy which is just about to
be implemented—the European Union Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR).
This chapter will investigate whether the EUSDR could contribute to the implemen-
tation of MTI in the Danube region.

6.2 The European Union Strategy for the Danube Region

To give an idea of the complexity, a brief description of the Danube region is pro-
vided. In many aspects, the Danube region is a very heterogeneous area with one
common element: the Danube River. This river connects 14 states: nine EU member
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90 T. Dillinger
states (Austria, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Romania,
Slovakia and Slovenia); two accession candidates (Montenegro and Serbia) and
three other countries (Bosnia-Herzegovina, Republic of Moldavia and Ukraine).
About 115 million people live in the Danube region and about 20 different lan-
guages with three different alphabets are spoken in this area from people belonging
to five different confessions.

In the last century only, borders have changed several times. State systems have
been established and then removed, more or less peacefully, with strong impacts on
the maintenance and updating of road and rail infrastructures, which are needed as
backbone for the development of the region. Nowadays, large parts of the Danube
region have to tackle important economic, social and environmental challenges. So
the question is: How to support development in such a fragmented region? Learn-
ing from the lessons taught by the Baltic Sea Region, the idea was to do something
similar.

Against such a diverse background, the EUSDR was launched by the European
Commission in 2010 and adopted by the European Council in 2011 with the aim
of providing an additional frame for regions that face common challenges in the
Danube macro-region. Basically the target of the strategy is to connect people, mod-
ernise transport interconnections and improve informatics access. Energy should be
cheaper and more secure and the environment protected. Disparities in education
and employment should be overcome. Trade and enterprise should increase and
risks and disasters minimised (CEC 2010a). The strategy aims to contribute to the
overall goals set out in the “Europe 2020™ strategy, namely “smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth”. Via enhanced cooperation efforts, the EUSDR is also expected
to increase the level of economic, social and territorial cohesion and support third
countries in the Danube river basin on their current (or potential) EU accession path.

Drawing from the lessons of the Baltic Sea region macro-strategy, the EUSDR
operates within the existing institutional framework and financial resources and
secks to promote cooperation across the regions and sectors of society. In particular,
it aims at finding innovative partnerships to unleash additional or, thus far, untapped
financial resources from the public and private sectors as well as at better aligning
existing strategies and instruments.

The EUSDR is organised in 11 priority areas which are grouped into four broad
pillars: (2) connecting the regions, (b) protecting the environment, (c) building pros-
perity and (d) strengthening the region, as shown in Table 6.1.

Priority area 1b (PA1b) under pillar (a) is dedicated to improve mobility and
multimodality—road, rail and air links. Its overall aim is to improve the road in-
frastructure, complemented by air and rail transport to avoid congestion and ensure
an efficient and environmentally sustainable transport system in the region. Priority
area 1a under pillar (a) is dealing with waterway transport especially on the Danube
River.

A defining feature of the EUSDR is its output-orientation and its focus on realis-
tic transnational and interregional cooperation projects with visible mutual benefits
for the people of the region. This is reflected in the Action Plan attached to the EC
Communication, which lists projects to be implemented by stakeholders at all levels
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2 Table 6.1 EUSDR’s 4 pillars/11 priority areas. (http://wbc-inco.net/object/link/10305)
e
i}
S (CEC 2010b). This Action Plan is seen as an “integrated response” to cvercome the
e challenges in the Danube region and is “the heart of the proposed strategy” (CEC
0 2010b). Thus, the EUSDR “underlines an integrated approach to sustainable devel-
1- opment” (CEC 2010a). Moreover, a sector approach was chosen for its implementa-
2 tion and an “integrated place-based™ approach is emphasised in the EUSDR. Good
links between urban and rural areas, fair access to infrastructures and services, and
n comparable living conditions will promote territorial cohesion, now an explicit EU
n objective (CEC 2010a).
e So, the EUSDR has on the one hand the aim to follow an integrated place-based
- approach and on the other hand the work within the EUSDR is organised in the-
e matic sectors. In so doing, the work within the 11 priorities seemed to be done very
n independently and dialog between the different priorities appeared weak. For this
d reason, the so-called EUSDR Laboratory Group (Lab Group)' was established in
1€ the year 2011, similarly to the Lab Group of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea
d Region (EUSBS). But does the EUSDR Lab Group ensure an integrated approach?
d Basically, this informal discussion platform contributes “in terms of concrete im-
rd plementation support and guidance for benefit of the implementing bodies for the
h, strategy, in the first place the designated priority area coordinators (PACs), the pro-
R gramme implementers and the financing institutions™ (http://admin.interact-u.net).
d The Lab Group will focus on key issues such as identifying and labelling existing
, projects and even generating, designing and funding of EUSDR projects to ensure
>d an integrated implementation process of the EUSDR is not an explicitly mentioned
12 task.

As shown, the EUSDR should contribute to an integrated approach; however,
ad this aim seems hard to reach. Why? There are for sure many answers to this ques-
5~ tion, but planning practice showed that work organised in thematic sectors in gen-

eral does not support integrated results. This does not mean that this approach can-
nd not achieve such an aim, but that there is always a possibility that actors working in
n- their thematic field concentrate on their main issue, forgetting the integrated dimen-
re sion of specific challenges. The risk is that members of the working group, who are
ty in general experts in their specific thematic subject, do not have the knowledge to
be work integrated and cross thematically. However, structuring the work in the EU-
is-
its ! The core group consists of some 20 representatives of national and regional authorities respon-
] sible for objective 1, 2, 3 and IPA programmes, including coordination units, ENPI CBC, European
1s Commission DG Regional Polic_:y, i_ntel_'est_ed PACs (exchanging information with all PACs), as
% well as the EIB and other financing institutions.

A*—ﬂ
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SDR in a more integrated manner might achieve better and more comprehensive
results.

Besides the issue whether the EUSDR as such is able to implement an integrated
approach, another question needs to be discussed, that is, does the work in the field
of Priority Area 1b (PA1b), mobility and multimodality, contribute to an integrated
and multinational approach?

According to the EUSDR Action Plan, mobility “goes beyond technical as-
pects and infrastructure. It includes organisational issues, meeting overall transport
demand and seasonal/daily traffic peaks, spatial planning, lifestyles, innovations
[...]. An appropriate transport policy has to take into account all these, promot-
ing multimodality, while also considering environmental respect, economic growth
and social development” (CEC 2010b). Furthermore, Salet explicitly stated that: “it
requires consideration of consequences not directly tied to the functional purpose
of an infrastructure project. For instance, one should not just focus on infrastructure
effects for a new railway but consider ancillary interactive effects on environment,
economic development and settlement patterns” (Salet et al. 2012, p.42). Thus,
analysing the reports of PA1b, we get a sobering observation: The coordination of
multinational planning of technical infrastructures (e.g. roads and railways) in the
Danube region is weak. Mobility issues in a broader, integrated approach cannot
be discussed, because basic elements of multinational infrastructure planning have
yet to be elaborated. For roads and railways, infrastructure is often not efficient or
simply missing, especially regarding cross-border connections (to which national
authorities do not give priority). It is explicitly mentioned that “problems are largely
linked to a lack of coordinated planning, funding and implementation” (EUSDR,
PA1b 2012).

The PA1b created maps (with the support of DG MOVE, TENtec team?”) of the
transport infrastructure system of the Danube region. This is a very important first
step to have a clear picture of the existing transport infrastructure and the missing
links, identified by all states in the region. More than 130 projects from 9 coun-
tries have been collected and evaluated. It is mentioned in the report that projects
have a very wide diversity. It is stated that all of them contribute in a certain way
to improve connectivity and mobility. But it is clear that it is difficult to evaluate
them without having an idea of how the mobility in the Danube region should be
organised in the future. Therefore, the “need for the common picture on the trans-
port system in the region (common transport vision)” is a crucial next step for the
future identified work. “This picture should give a basis to the group to identify
critical projects for the region and to assure coordination with other priority areas”
(EUSDR PAla 2012).

In the 2013 report, the work on this common transport vision, named Transdanu-
vios, and the intermodal transport strategy development (DRIS) are mentioned as
“basic tools for improving efficiency and effectiveness of the strategy [...] projects

2 TENtec is the information system of the European Commission to coordinate and support the
TEN-T policy.
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e with significant impact on two or more countries [ ...] projects of great transnational
and institutional impact” (EUSDR PAla 2013).

d We can conclude that PA1b is working hard to achieve a multinational perspec-

d tive on roads and railways infrastructure; however, a multisector perspective to

d overcome challenges in the Danube region in terms of mobility and multimodality
is still weak.

t

; 6.3 EUSDR—A Solution for Better Implantation of MTI?

h

it Returning to the initial question whether the Danube strategy is a multinational ap-

e proach to connect spatial planning and implementation of European MTL. From a

© spatial planner’s perspective, it can be summarised below.

t, The EUSDR—as a macro-regional strategy—is following a sector approach. It

3, offers a good multinational platform to sector-related activities and projects. How-

f ever, the multisector dimension is weak, even if one main aim of the EUSDR is

e to enhance integrative approaches. Furthermore, the spatial planning dimension

ot within the EUSDR is practically nonexistent. But spatial planning could be the key

= element to harmonise the sector-related and regional interests. Following the ar-

r gumentation of Dihr, “it would be useful to build-in spatial planning as a central

1| consideration in future strategies [EU macro-regional strategies] from the begin-

g ning, as retrofitting such an important coordination task to ongoing actions and

L projects seems to be a major challenge” (CEC 2013). Thus, from a spatial planner’s
point of view there is need of a “spatial vision for the EUSDR?”, since a commeon

© strategy, a framework or reference, pillars and priority actions, which can direct and

5t guide activities, are missing. Such a spatial vision should concentrate on issues of

g multilateral importance of the macro-region. Also the DG Regio “has emphasised

- that new initiatives should be explicitly supported by a clear and common strategy,

's bottom-up developed and in response to clearly identified shared challenges of the

y macro-region” (Diihr 2011, p. 10). Such a spatial vision could be the missing link

e to bring added value to EUSDR. Otherwise, the EUSDR might become another

e platform for sector-based multinational cooperation.

e

X 6.4 Spatial Visions to Improve the Implementation of

MTI

-

1S As long as there is no common spatial vision, how is it possible to develop the ter-

(s ritory of the Danube region? The implementation would be based more on national
than on macro-regional interests, and the European Union (EU) perspective would
be missing. Thus, whether it is useful to build an MTTI, it can only be answered if

N you look at the issue in a cross-regional and cross-national perspective. Where are
the most important economic areas, where are the international hubs, where are the

%
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main agglomerations, which need to be connected or need improvement in their
existing technical infrastructure network? Those are examples for basic questions
with clear spatial impact. Also, Dithr mentioned that “a debate on the role of spatial
planning in the context of the EUSDR would therefore be useful, on which basis
the various calls for a better and more integrated and coordinated spatial vision
may be considered” (CEC 2013). It is well understood that these questions are dif-
ficult to answer and many obstacles are on the way. Different national and regional
interests have to be negotiated; thematic perspectives have to be compromised. But
how could such a spatial vision be drafted? Some very first thoughts for the draft-
ing process of such a spatial framework are provided as follows. In any regard, the
process design for such an intention has to be carefully considered. In general, two
approaches are possible: (i) drafting a common spatial vision out of sector concepts;
and (ii) drafting a common spatial vision involving stakeholders of the thematic
sectors from the very beginning, as better explained below:

(i) Given the sector-based structure of the EUSDR, there might be one possibility
to form a common spatial concept out of the sector concepts. It might happen
when sector concepts coming out of the work of the 11 priority areas, like the
mentioned common transport vision Transdanuvios, are linked and combined
to a general spatial vision of the Danube region. This is a possible approach but
it holds high risks. In fact, there is no guarantee that the sector-based concepts
at the end of the day are effortless to combine;

(ii) Another approach underlines the integrative task of a common spatial vision.
Sector stakeholders contribute from their specific thematic and national views
to the spatial vision. One starting point for this discussion and negotiation
process could be the respective spatial development strategies of the mem-
ber states. As a rule, these strategies are sector integrated and result from an
integration process in the member states. In so doing, different national aims
and interests from the member states will be confronted. It will certainly be
a difficult and crucial task to agree on one common spatial vision. However,
this “would ensure a stronger focus and clearer prioritisation of the actions and
projects, and ensure that the transnational spatial dimension is the key driving
force”, as Diihr already noticed (CEC 2013).

Spatial planning experiences on the national, regional or even local level show how
complicated such an approach can be. However, spatial planning teaches that, with-
out such a procedure, an integrated development of a territory can hardly be man-
aged. Another great advantage derives from the member states having elaborated
spatial planning systems, embedded in a legal and institutional framework. In gen-
eral, member states have national and regional spatial plans to support an integrated
approach for development.

In such a way, macro-regional or European-level transport infrastructure can
have direct regional and even local impact. For instance, a corridor (e.g. a motor
highway) can be interpreted as a series of constructions on several buildings in
different territories which are aligned next to each other. From the perspective of
the macro-region or the European level, it is a corridor. From the perspective of a
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municipality, it is a building on their territory, which has to be embedded in the Spa-
tial Development Programme of the municipality, finally in a land-use plan. This
aspect needs to be considered from the beginning, when drafting corridors for MTI.
Not doing that, it should not be a surprise if we face problems in the construction
phase of MTI. Therefore, states should develop instruments and mechanisms in the
discipline of spatial planning systems to be able to avoid these kinds of implementa-
tion problems.

In general, state planning systems give municipalities a very predominant posi-
tion regarding spatial planning, even in more centrally organised planning systems.
As mentioned befere, there are instruments and mechanism to ensure the building
of transport infrastructure of regional and national interest. However, when it comes
to the point of implementation, the voice of the municipality is finally very impor-
tant, Thus, it is important to link the spatial vision to the legal and institutional
spatial planning framework of the member states in the macro-region. According
to their legal and institutional spatial planning framework, the states have plan-
ning instruments at different levels (national, regional, local). These instruments
are interrelated and getting more and more precise regarding their spatial predica-
tion. Within this logic, a spatial vision for a macro-region is an additional spatial
instrument as framework for the spatial planning at the state level. In a systematic
hierarchy of planning instruments, this system could look as follows:

« Spatial vision macro-region (Macro-region level)

« Spatial Development Programme (State level)

« Spatial Regional Development Programme (Regional level)

* Spatial Municipal Development Programme (Municipality level)

As described earlier, the elaboration process of such a spatial macro-regional vision
might be a delicate matter, and another consideration might be helpful for efficient
implementation. Since the Danube region covers a large territory, which makes the
drafting process of a spatial vision quite complicated, it might be helpful to follow
a step-by-step approach and elaborate spatial visions for parts of the territory, for
example, spatial vision for the upper, the middle and the lower Danube region.
Subsequently connecting these spatial visions should be an easier task to handle.

6.5 Conclusion

The EUSDR has so far no spatial dimension, and a sector-based approach in regard
to MTI is predominant. The multinational setting should be of greater advance to
get a better view on mobility demands in the Danube region. The common transport
vision Transdanuvios and the DRIS is a first step to improve transport infrastruc-
ture.

A macro-regional approach such as the EUSDR can help in better implementa-
tion of MTT if a sector-integrated and spatial approach can be managed. A common
spatial framework, such as the proposed spatial vision for the Danube region, also
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defining MT1 of macro-regional importance, would contribute to the implementa-
tion of MTI. This spatial vision has to be linked with the legal and institutional
spatial planning framework of the member states. If the EUSDR will not be able
to do so, the strategy would stay on the level of any other sector-based planning
approach, facing well-known problems when implemented in the territory of the
member states within the macro-region.

Analysing the so-far achieved results of the EUSDR, it cannot be said that an
efficient multinational strategy has been reached or that it could be useful as an
example for the Poly5 region to implement Corridor 5. Notwithstanding the pres-
ence of a strategy and a well-structured schema of multinational working groups,
it seems to be very difficult to bring together different views and interests from
the participating stakeholders. To get regions and municipalities involved in such
a strategy is very challenging. But this involvement at an early stage is even more
important for the implementation and acceptance of MTL, as we learned from the
Poly5 project. Also, the integration of sector-based considerations and the elabora-
tion of a strategy with a spatial dimension—another lesson learned in the Poly5
project—is extremely important, but practically not existing in the EUSDR, as in-
vestigated in this chapter.

Thus, it is a strong belief of the author that macro-regional strategies can con-
tribute to a better implementation of MTI, such as Corridor 5 for the Poly5 region,
but the achievements reached so far in the EUSDR give no reasonable answer to
this question.
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