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What is the role of the Core Network Corridor (CNC) Work Plans (WP)?
Mr. Bertrand: The eligibility of a single project in CEF is not defined by the WPs but CEF criteria. WPs and CEF application are separate processes.

WPs are still important because they identify as s separate exercise what projects are important on the Corridor. They are an indication of the added value that the projects have.

WP as such does not define whether a project is funded or not i.e. if a project is in the WP it does not mean that it gets CEF funding (or is CEF applicable) automatically.
The CNC process is a massive technical and descriptive inventory of the Corridor. WP as its final document is a political commitment first and foremost, says Bertrand.

The WP is not binding in the financing sense for either party (EC or Member States).

Question: The CEF application form D needs to prove that a project is part of the Corridor. How is this done?
Mr. Jensen: All information about the project has to be submitted in the application documents. The evaluation team will not ask or search for additional information if some data are missing. The application also needs to state if the project is a pre-identified project in Annex 1 of the Regulation (L-348).
Projects of Finland
(Map of the Helsinki node with the project plan was shown to the visitors.)
CEF calls for project proposals that show strong ‘European added value’. The key components (such as multimodality, cross-border, intermodality) of the European added value are stated in the Regulation.
Urban rail that helps long distance railway can be seen as part of CEF. Urban rail as such cannot. All CEF rail projects are for heavy train and not lighter city trains, metro or tram.
The visitors said that by looking at the Helsinki transport map, many projects appear to be non-eligible for CEF because they seem purely part of urban transport. The arguments favoring the City Rail Loop for instance need to be clearly elaborated. 

As a nuance, even project names can be sadly misleading: ‘the Espoo urban rail’ project sounds a project that only serves urban transport while in reality the project is critically needed to ease the whole capacity bottleneck in the Helsinki railway hub and to connect Helsinki and Turku with a fast railway connection. Such names could be reconsidered if they are made into CEF application.
The rail connection between the city centre and airport are basically CEF eligible as concerns the railway infra. Passenger terminal or increasing airport capacity, on the other hand, are not.
The visitors shared the information that while the available CEF funding is large (12 billion € in the 1st Call and 14 billion € in the 2nd Call) the criteria on how it will be spent are tight. The emphasis of the CEF funding will be on railway development, sea connections, multimodality, intermodality, cross-border connections. In practice it will be very hard to justify any road projects to CEF, or airport projects apart from airport-railway-multimodal connection. 

For all transport modes, the European Commission is offering what is called ‘other financial instruments’. These consist of cheap loans, Public-Private-Partnership arrangements, and other financial arrangements in which the EC can take a positive role as a negotiator with the MS.

The ‘Katainen package’ of 300 billion € consists first and foremost of the ‘other financial instruments’ rather than additional grants.

The FI Ministry of Finance has not regarded these financial instruments attractive compared to other financial solutions available in FI.

The Helsinki marshaling yard umbrella project (including building of a new railway line, traction systems etc.) was discussed. This project (combination of projects) is highly critical part of increasing the railway capacity and multimodality in the Helsinki node.
The road project Ring III (Lahdenväylä-Porvoonväylä) was discussed. All in all, the project seems un-eligible for CEF. However, it is part of the improved road connection to the Vuosaari Harbour and is part of its hinterland. However, hinterland connections other than rail are not CEF-eligible (basic rule). The interpretation may change if Ring III can be seen a crucial project to solve a bottleneck in multimodality.

Road projects are eligible only if they are truly cross-border (and entails commitment on both sides of the border). Also road safety, safe and secure parking, bio gas, and ITS projects are eligible. These road projects would typically take place between nodes and not as part of urban road development.

Mr. Bertrand verified that there are no precise country-specific quotas for how much CEF co-financing can be given to projects. Still, for instance Cohesion Countries are bound get more financing because of high co-financing rate, etc.

For airports, the list of eligible projects includes Sesar financing, alternative fuel (bio-cerosin). Projects that are purely increasing capacity or an extension to already existing services are not eligible.

Question: What projects should be included in the Corridor Study?

The Corridor Study states the vision of transport development from the Corridor perspective. This is and has been (2014) a major challenge because all stakeholders that are involved possess national, regional or local viewpoint. The Corridor Study is the first exercise to apply the Corridor Study. Therefore, in order to describe the full vision, the Study needs to point out the key candidate projects for CEF but also other strategic projects that are needed to build up the complete vision.  However, projects that are clearly not eligible for CEF (by any interpretation) should not be added in the Corridor Study.

ITS: C-ITS and MaaS projects
FI has two strong ITS project candidates: C-ITS and MaaS (mobility as service). Together they concern both North Sea – Baltic and Scan-Med CNCs. The projects develop ITS telematics services. CEF applications that serve several CNCs are basically strong candidates. However, for CEF it may be wise to separate these two projects into two applications because of their different geographies and because their modal focus is not exactly the same (no strong recommendation one way or the other by the visitors, though). MaaS fits rather well in the Innovation priority of CEF. There is potential also for a FI-EE project application in MoS.
These projects have international connections (Nordic Way, EE) which is always an asset for an application. Another strength is the fact that the projects seek for new business ideas and services, an ‘interconnected ecosystem’ of ITS service in transport.

Question: Is there a 10% bonus financing for projects that have synergy advantages
Projects that benefit both transport and energy development can gain a 10% bonus to co-financing. However, the synergy must be based on a cost element. General ‘benefitting both’ is not considered as synergy. The ‘synergy bonus’ is not available on the 1st CEF call.
For example, all LNG projects (transport and energy) serve both for public and business. EC’s view of whether this is clearly a synergy is yet not known.

Stakeholder seminar at 13:00 – 
The stakeholder seminar started with a video greeting by Vice President Jyrki Katainen. 

Mr. Bertrand and Mr. Jensen gave presentations of CEF as a financial instrument and its eligibility criteria. (see materials)

The floor was opened for questions form the audience. Some highlights:
Rail road terminal: There is no rail road terminal in the Helsinki node. The two rail road terminals on the FI core network are in Kouvola and Tampere. Would it be advisable to initiate strong projects to establish a rail road terminal that would serve the multimodal services of the Helsinki node? Mr. Bertrand promised to look into this question.
‘Clean power’ in transport (alternative fuels for sustainable mobility in Europe) is a strong value and much appreciated in projects.

Some brief facts of the 1st CEF Call
· Call 1 Annual Programme AP the most funding 475 million is give to projects on Core network.
· Call 2 Multi-Annual Programme MAP 6 billion € of which 5,5 billion € is given to CNC pre-identified projects. This is a big slot. The Work Plans and Corridor Studies form an important knowledge basis in this Call.
· Call 3 250 million € and is mostly given (160 million €) for Innovation new technologies and innovation, sustainability and efficiency of the network including e-freight. Research as such is NOT eligible here. This funding is meant for projects that already have the necessary research basis. 
· Call 4 Optimising transport system 750 million € for transport infra in Core network including urban nodes and multimodal logistics platforms.
CEF: some favoured application structures
· Cross border sections, studies and works

· Studies and works for removal of bottlenecks

· Studies to startup of the implementation of works

· Connections between rail network and other transport modes
· Connections of stations, freight terminals and logistics platforms to other modes
Activities NOT supported in maritime applications: super structure, maintenance, cruise ship facilities, passenger terminals. Super structure not eligible under normal CEF Call. Maritime super structure is only possible in MoS.

MoS funding 

· 250 million€ plus 100 million€ for cohesion countries
· alternative fuels, emission technologies on shore power supply, upgrading and establishing new MoS links

· safety of maritime transport

· There needs to be minimum one core port one comprehensive port and involvement by one maritime operator. The involvement needs to be something concrete, e.g. funding or position in contribution to the steering group, or similar. A simple support letter is not enough.
· MoS studies or market studies are NOT feasibility.

· Pilot actions are OK e.g. to test new technologies

· Two member states (EU) are obligatory

· MoS looks at the short sea shipping from the Corridor perspective. Port-hinterland connections (rail) are eligible.

The visitors encouraged stakeholders to study the materials of the CEF Info Day in Brussels in October 2014.
Both horizontal projects MoS and ERTMS have no priority project list for the time being. In the 2nd CEF call it will be available. MoS Coordinator Brian Simpson will publish the MoS work plan in 2016. MoS is advancing a bit later compared to the CNC process because it will use findings from the Corridor Studies and their Work Plans.
Finland’s locomotive strategy: To apply ERTMS FI has a locomotive strategy until 2035 i.e. the ERTMS facilities will be built as new locomotives that support the technology are purchased. 80 locos, which is a huge investment, will be delivered in 2016-26 ECTS + STM technique. Answer: Unfortunately, the loco purchase strategy does not apply to the Regulation (law) and therefore the purchase of locomotive cannot be brought into the framework of CEF application.

Bertrand. Not purchase possible for new locomotives, only to applying to the old locos. Now working to find dedicated financial instruments that helps new locos not with grants by other financial instruments. 
What is the eligibility of a HKI-TLN railway tunnel? Answer: Not eligible until the HKI-TLN connection is defined with a railway. Currently the section between the nodes is only maritime and air transport.

Eligibility of airport projects /Finavia. Airport projects are generally not CEF eligible for grants. But financial instruments are OK for airports (e.g. cheaper cost of a loan). Is retrospective financing possible for already on-going projects if the project purpose fulfills the criteria – eg connecting airport with railways? Answer: Railway connection node-airport is a high priority. Costs are eligible starting 1.1.2014.
In MoS cruise facilities are NOT eligible.

Ropax (combination of passenger and freight) is ligible in MoS. The main focus in MoS is on freight, though.

Road connection at ports. MoS is slightly more flexible as to ‘road’ access than general CEF in which road-port connections are basically out. Shorts distances 1-2 km of road links may be eligible if they increase remarkably the efficiency of the port.

Last mile road connections are generally not CEF eligible but they may be in special cases. For instance, if the road connection is a missing link and will increase port’s efficiency. Hinterland and last mile road connection is basically NOT eligible.
If a project is in Regulation’s Annex 1 (list of pre-identified projects) then it HAS to be applied in MAP. Cannot be applied in AP.
Hakemusprosessi

Inna Berg (Strafica) ja Arto Tevajärvi (Liikennevirasto) esittelivät hakemusprosessiin liittyvää prosessia, sen vaiheita ja kriittisiä pisteitä (ks. esitysmateriaalit).
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