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1. Introduction

In 2009, at the initiative of Poland and Sweden and as part of the European
Neighbourhood Policy (ENP), the European Union (EU) enacted the Eastern
Partnership policy (EaP). The new policy’s main objectives include integra-
tive activities and the deepening of cooperation based on EU norms, values
and standards within four thematic platforms relating to: democracy, good
governance and stability; economic integration and convergence with EU
policies (within whose scope the transport panel functions); energy security;
and people-to-people contacts.

The main content of the report is an analysis and assessment of the state
of cooperation between the EU and EaP countries in terms of transport
policy. The report also identifies the basic barriers to mutual cooperation
and proposes possible changes and improvements which might comprehen-
sively harmonise the transport systems of EU and EaP countries. It is worth
noting that the recommendations relate to more than just infrastructure
investments such as new stretches of road or railway, which in terms of pub-
lic opinion are the most visible manifestations of transport policy. They also
include regulatory measures in keeping with the values and standards in
force in the EU: liberalisation of markets and the creation of space for citizens
to undertake economic activity – opening markets and increasing competi-
tion – constitute an important element of economic activation and moder-
nisation.

In 2009, it was assumed that the EaP would develop in two directions:
firstly, bilaterally, focusing on strengthening the relations of individual
countries with the EU, and secondly, multilaterally, with initiatives for all
partners. The issue of transport belongs to both these dimensions, although
the multilateral dimension seems to be key as its objective is to facilitate
the movement of people and goods across all borders between the EU and
EaP countries, and between the EaP countries themselves. With this in mind,
the proposed investment activities in this study concern the entire border
area, although this area is very geographically and economically diverse,
which may contribute to the uneven use of the proposed infrastructure. 

It is worth emphasising that although six countries have been invited
into the EaP, only half of them (Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova) share borders
with EU countries. The three remaining countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia), though they do not lie in the immediate neighbourhood, do play
an important role in cooperation, including in terms of transport. This is
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because the countries of the South Caucasus are an important hub on the
routes connecting the EU with China, the Middle East and India. The propo-
sed infrastructure measures also take this fact into account.

Finally, it should be noted that the proposals in this report should not
be treated as ready solutions. They are intended only as a  source of inspira-
tion for a  broader social debate on transport cooperation between EU and
EaP countries.



2. Objectives

More than eight years since the launching of the EaP, most of the legal basis
of the EU’s relationship with the EaP countries have been established. Asso-
ciation and Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Agreements (AA/DCFTA)
have come into force with Georgia, the Republic of Moldova and Ukraine.
During the 5th EaP Summit on 24 November 2017 in Brussels a  Comprehen-
sive and Enhanced Partnership Agreement (CEPA) was also signed with
Armenia. Similar negotiations are underway with Azerbaijan. During the EaP
summit in Brussels also Belarus declared its willingness for negotiations on
the legal basis for relations with the EU. Up to now also the EU visa regime
have been lifted for Georgian, Moldovan and Ukrainian citizens, and the Visa
Facilitation and Readmission Agreements (VFA&R) have been signed with
Armenia and Azerbaijan. 

Thanks to all these agreements the EaP countries are adopting a  signi-
ficant part of the EU acquis, also in terms of transport, leading thus to an
extension of the EU’s Common Market. Today the EU is already the main tra-
ding partner for all countries of the EaP, with the exception of Armenia and
Belarus, for whom the EU is the second partner after Russia (tab. 1). Accor-
ding to International Monetary Fund data from 2016, the EU’s share in total
foreign trade was 23.6% for Armenia, 34.9% for Azerbaijan, 21.8% for Bela-
rus, 28.8% for Georgia, 54.7% in Moldova and 40.6% in Ukraine. The EU’s
share may increase further with the AA/DCFTA with Georgia, Moldova and
Ukraine and the CEPA with Armenia having coming into effect, and after the
potential concluding of cooperation agreements with Azerbaijan and Belarus
(the short period since the AA/DCFTA were introduced does not yet allow for
a  reliable evaluation of their impact on mutual trade with the EU).

Since the EU visa regime was liberalised, the number of EaP citizens tra-
velling to the EU has increased by a  dozen-or-so percent1. The liberalisation,
which also relates to the transport services market, has also translated into
a  growth in tourism in EaP countries, with the best example being that of
Georgia (fig. 1). However, without the development of the appropriate infras-
tructure, and in rail and roads in particular, the deepening of economic rela-
tions and people-to-people contacts may be hampered in the long term. And
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1 This is described in detail in Raül Hernández and Sagrera (2014) “The impacts of
visa liberalisation on trans-border mobility”, Directorate General for Internal Policies –
European Parliament. PE 493.050. Brussels.



thus, after all the legal basis with EaP countries is completed, the appropriate
investments must be undertaken. 

Table 1. Trade relations between the EU and EaP countries (millions of Euros)

Data for Moldova, Georgia and Ukraine for the years in which AA/DCFTA have
been in force are shown in bold
Source: The European Commission

Figure 1. Tourists visiting Georgia from EU countries in the years 2005–2016
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Armenia Azerbaijan Belarus Georgia Republic of
Moldova Ukraine

Year Import Export Import Export Import Export Import Export Import Export Import Export

2006 339 478 5448 1955 4486 4405 474 930 529 1185 9948 18287

2007 355 605 7355 1589 4409 4845 459 1112 732 1496 12484 22431

2008 318 670 10663 2061 4725 6389 736 1269 754 1715 14642 25159

2009 161 535 7546 1602 2593 4999 517 939 519 1246 7943 13991

2010 260 556 10045 2348 2672 6631 567 1228 585 1563 11547 17413

2011 322 645 15462 2883 4337 7229 614 1609 847 1862 15152 21283

2012 275 683 14287 2994 4619 7847 583 2070 944 2038 14647 23866

2013 261 717 14370 3729 3419 8599 667 2031 963 2280 13882 23899

2014 274 713 13206 3478 3444 7458 659 1910 1160 2352 13734 16988

2015 305 629 10693 3459 3725 5704 735 1840 1223 2066 12844 14033

2016 351 600 7610 1878 2948 4977 542 1961 1318 2022 13159 16497



This report identifies possible directions for activities intended to deve-
lop transportation links between the twenty-eight countries of the EU and
the six countries of the EaP, and between the EaP countries themselves. The
proposals presented are derived from analysis of the EU’s development poli-
cies, strategies and infrastructure investment plans in the EU and EaP countries. 

There are two basic directions of development in line with EU strategies
and ENP guidelines. The first is regulatory harmonisation in order to open
markets to growth-stimulating economic competition. The second is infras-
tructure development. The report details not only the most essential activi-
ties in terms of road and rail systems, but also describes activities for the
exchange of experience, knowledge transfer and technological develop-
ment. The EU’s development strategies have long considered the develop-
ment of transport to be something more than just building new stretches of
road, rail lines, airports or shipping routes. Transport infrastructure develop-
ment fits into the context of other policies – activities for economic growth,
technological development, improved security, environmental protection
and climate protection. In meeting development objectives, implementation
of the latest technological advancements is an inseparable part of infras-
tructure investment. These advancements include such key items as intelli-
gent traffic and transport systems (ITS), the European Train Control System
(ETCS), facilities for electric cars and intermodal transport terminals.

The proposed solutions also result from observation of the existing bar-
riers to the development of transport between countries of the EU and the
EaP. They consist of infrastructural deficits, resulting mainly from develop-
mental delays in the former eastern bloc, formal barriers resulting in large
part from protectionism, and technological differences which are remnants
of the policies of the major powers of the nineteenth century. However, the
problems of transport between the EU and the EaP countries are often more
prosaic simple: - queues at border crossings, international agreements which
prohibit tourists from crossing borders on foot or by bicycle, or non passen-
ger-friendly interpretations of railway regulations. As a  result, the catalogue
of activities should be more extensive than the proposals listed in this report.

Transport cooperation between the the EU and the EaP countries must
function not only within the context of the mutual deepening of economic
ties. It also has a  global dimension: in the context of the Belt and Road Ini-
tiative, and in seeking attractive land routes for the exchange of goods with
countries of the Persian Gulf and India. Developing these routes is not
possible without cooperation between the EU and the EaP countries.
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3. The treaty framework for the European

transport system

3.1. Agreements made under the auspices of the UN

Europe’s transport system is heavily determined by historical factors. At the
time of peak infrastructure investment in rail (at the turn of the 19th to the
20th century) and road transport (in the post-war period), Europe was divided
for political reasons. Firstly, the shape of the rail system had been determi-
ned by the actions of powers which had been created by the provisions of
the Congress of Vienna. Then, the road system had been formed according
to the division of Europe by the Iron Curtain. This division was and remains
visible despite multiple international declarations relating to the develop-
ment of a  trans-European transportation system. 

The system of transport networks in Europe and neighbouring parts of
Asia was determined under the auspices of the United Nations (UN) Econo-
mic Commission for Europe. The course of the road system is part of the
European Agreement on Main International Traffic Arteries (AGR) signed in
Geneva, 15 November 1975. The course on rail lines, meanwhile is regulated
by the European Agreement on Main International Railway Lines (AGC) con-
cluded at Geneva on 31 May 1985. This is complemented by the European
Agreement on Important International Combined Transport Lines and Rela-
ted Installations (AGTC) concluded in Geneva on 1 February 1991. Mean-
while, waterways are defined by the European Agreement on Main Inland
Waterways of International Importance (AGN) concluded in Geneva on 19
January 1996. All these agreements cover countries of both the EaP and the
EU. On EU territory the transport network is additionally regulated by provi-
sions relating to the Trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T), which to
a  large extent overlaps with the provisions of the AGR, AGC, AGTC and AGN.

In practice, the international agreements concluded under the auspices
of the UN were not backed by strong financial instruments. They were mainly
limited to knowledge and experiential support, or credits with international
institutions for modernising infrastructure. Effective instruments for transport
infrastructure development support have only been developed in the EU. 
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3.2. Conditions in EU legislation 

The process of European integration, which began with the Treaty estab-
lishing the European Economic Community of 25 March 1957, obliged
Member States to introduce a  common transport policy in road, rail and
inland waterways transport. The provisions originally covered only regu-
lations relating to the common market, i.e. principles of competition and
the provision of services in other Member States. Very soon, however, there
appeared financial support mechanisms for transport investments, which
became one of the most significant items in the Community’s general budget. 

At the same time, together with closer economic cooperation within
the EU, the principles of the common market were extended to two further
transport sectors: aviation within the Community (creating open sky rules)
and local and regional public transport (separating the organiser's func-
tions from the operator).

In all key EU documents, beginning with the Treaties of Rome, trans-
port occupies a  very important position, both as a  stimulus for economic
development and among tools for deepening integration. 

The document detailing the framework for developing the European
Community's transport policy is the Communication from the Commission –
The Common Transport Policy: Sustainable Mobility: Perspectives for the
Future [COM/1998/716]. In it, the European Commission (EC) identified
three priority areas of operation with the objective of improving the effec-
tiveness and competitiveness of the European transport system through: 

• liberalising market access, establishing integrated transport systems
and developing the trans-European network;

• establishing fair prices based on marginal social costs and improved
working conditions;

• improving transport quality through targeted actions in the field of
safety, primarily in air, sea and road transport, and in environmental pro-
tection.

In subsequent years, the objectives defined in 1998 were specified in more
detail and adapted to the current state of knowledge and technology. The
development strategy currently in force, Europe 2020, defines key goals for
the transport sector. Among the tasks listed in the Europe 2020 strategy, the
EC includes modernisation activities for:
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• reducing carbon dioxide emissions;
• increasing mobility through the diversification of energy sources, in par-

ticular the use of renewable energy, including electromobility;
• intelligent traffic management through ITS systems;
• optimising logistics chains;
• closer cooperation between industry and the research and science sector.

Based on the provisions of the Europe 2020 strategy, the EC expects EU
Member States to implement infrastructure projects within the EU core
network in a  coordinated manner, which will have a  highly significant impact
on the effectiveness of the EU’s entire transport system. It also expects care
to be taken to ensure that transport and logistics networks allow the indust-
rial sector in the EU effective access to both the single market and interna-
tional markets. At the same time, the Europe 2020 document also recognises
the key role that shaping external links between the EU and neighbouring
countries plays. In deepening economic relations, external exchanges of
internal EU policies, including transport policy, are to be used. In light of the
Europe 2020 strategy, a  key role in developing connections between the EU
and the EaP is played by Member States’ decisions on investment priorities.

The EU makes planning tools available for coordinating and ensuring
the coherence and complementarity of infrastructure investments in the
form of the TEN-T network, which covers not only Member States and appli-
cant countries, but also countries of the West Balkans and the EaP. From the
perspective of planning the harmonisation of EU and EaP transport systems,
it is very advantageous to extend the scope of the TEN-T network, as it defi-
nes investment priorities on both sides of the EU border and unifies the met-
hodology for identifying and managing main transport corridors. Thus far,
the extension of the TEN-T network to the EaP has been carried out for rail,
road and air transport. For the future, the adoption of maps of inland water-
ways is also planned.

The basic tool for implementing the TEN-T network is the Connecting
Europe Facility (CEF) established in 2013, which supports the development
of three networks – transport, energy and telecommunications. The CEF bud-
get for 2014–2020 is EUR 22.4 billion for transport networks, EUR 4.7 billion
for energy networks and EUR 0.3 billion for telecommunications networks.

With regard to the EaP itself, cooperation on transport has been an
important point in the Declarations of successive EaP summits, including that
of the last summit in Brussels, and the annex document “Eastern Partnership:
20 deliverables for 2020”. The Declaration states that progress in extending
the TEN-T core network for both road, rail, air and maritime and inland water-
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Source: https://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/international/european_
neighbourhood_policy/eastern_partnership/tent-maps_en

Figure 2. 
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Source: https://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/international/european_
neighbourhood_policy/eastern_partnership/tent-maps_en

Figure 3.
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Source: https://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/international/european_
neighbourhood_policy/eastern_partnership/tent-maps_en

Figure 4.
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Source: https://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/international/european_
neighbourhood_policy/eastern_partnership/tent-maps_en

Figure 5.



way transport will be actively supported following a  long-term indicative
plan of investment activities to expand the TEN-T network by 2030. These
activities are intended to support economic exchanges between countries
of the EU and the EaP. The volume of traffic and goods should increase as
support is provided for multiple facilitating solutions. These consist of
improved procedures for crossing borders, and reduced administrative and
technical barriers. The development of transport should also be supported
by road safety improvements and implementation of the provisions of Com-
mon Aviation Area (CAA) agreements. 

The “20 deliverables for 2020” document (priority III, point 13) places
special emphasis on actions to improve network cohesion by developing
infrastructure, and prioritises actions in problem areas (so-called “bottle-
necks”). The development of transport infrastructure between the EU and
the EaP countries must also include not only physical but also environmental
issues in order to increase energy efficiency, minimise negative environmen-
tal impacts and reduce carbon dioxide emissions. One practical aspect of the
declaration is the setting of a  target, which the schedule for investment in
the TEN-T network is intended to provide.

Summing up the Europe 2020 strategy and EU policy documents, inclu-
ding those concerning the EaP, it should be noted that the EC expects first
and foremost that the role of rail transport in transporting passengers and
goods will be strengthened, with a  preference for electric traction. In road
transport, however, priority is given to improving safety and departing from
fossil fuels, which are a  source of greenhouse gas emissions.

3.3. Other international agreements

The transport link network in the countries of the EU and EaP is shaped by
more than international agreements concluded under the auspices of UN or
EU policy. An important role, in rail transport in particular, is played by inter-
national organisations bringing together states or key enterprises.

All EaP countries (except Armenia) and most countries of the Three Seas
Initiative (TSI) (Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria,
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia) are members of the Organisation for Coope-
ration of Railways (OSJD), which in turn has a  significant influence on shaping
technical requirements and principles of cooperation in Asia and Central and
Eastern Europe. Meanwhile, Belarus and Moldova do not belong to the Inter-
governmental Organisation for International Carriage by Rail (OTIF), which
mainly brings together countries of Europe, North Africa and the Middle East.
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All EU and EaP countries do, however, participate in the International Civil
Aviation Organisation (ICAO), which is a  specialised agency of the United
Nations. 

At the same time, the decided majority of EU countries, including Bela-
rus and Ukraine are represented – via railway companies – in the Internatio-
nal Union of Railways (UIC), which is an association of railway enterprises.
Other EaP states have an observer status in the UIC.
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4. Legal, economic, technical and financial

barriers to transport development between EU

and EaP countries 

4.1. Legal and economic barriers

The basic barrier to harmonising the transport market between the EU and
the EaP and making it more attractive is that legal provisions account for eco-
nomic activity being organised differently. These provisions primarily con-
cern the rail and aviation sectors. International traffic between EaP countries,
as well as between EaP countries and the EU, is governed in principle by bila-
teral agreements that give preference to national railway carriers or national
airlines. Restricting competition has a  very serious negative impact on the
shape of the transport market, especially in rail transport. This is because
road transport is growing in importance at the expense of rail transport,
which is undesirable in terms of transport, environmental and climate poli-
cies. This is, however, hardly surprising – road transport’s increased share
results directly from the lack of intra-sectoral competition within the rail
transport industry, which translates into higher costs of travelling or freight
forwarding by rail. As a  consequence, inter-sectoral competition is growing,
and road transport is systematically gaining in importance in the passenger
and freight transport market. Although permissions are required in order to
build international road links, the legal regime in this sector is much less
stringent in practice, making conditions for participation easier for entrep-
reneurs to meet. 

An opportunity to change the conditions would present itself with the
achievement of one of the main aims of the EaP, which is regulatory harmo-
nisation – and in this particular case it mainly requires agreement on trans-
port regulations. This process would liberalise the transport market, which
should bear fruit in increased competition while at the same time strengthe-
ning economic exchanges and social ties between the EU and EaP countries.
It is worth noting that some Partnership countries (Ukraine, Georgia and
Azerbaijan) have already slightly liberalised regulations, e.g. in the aviation
sector, opening up flights to low-cost airlines (e.g. WizzAir, Norwegian). As
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a  result of these changes, tourist traffic has increased. This is best illustrated
by the situation on the aviation market in Georgia, the country which, of the
EaP has most “opened its skies”. In the years 2012–2016, Kutaisi airport
increased its passenger numbers more than twenty-fold (from 13,000 to
272,000), becoming the 25th base for WizzAir, while Tbilisi’s numbers nearly
doubled (from 1.22 million to 2.25 million), becoming a  destination for many
low-cost airlines (including AirBaltic, Buta Airways, flydubai, Pegasus and
Pobeda).

The aforementioned AA/DCFTA agreements signed by Ukraine, Georgia
and Moldova support liberalisation processes; within these agreements
transport holds an important place (in the contracts the subsection “trans-
port services” stands out), with a  particular emphasis on activities to create
a  common aviation area (the so-called open sky policy). 

It should be mentioned that actions for an open sky policy exclusively
involving Member States have also been declared by the Eurasian Economic
Union (EEU), to which Armenia belongs. At the same time, the EEU also pro-
mises to coordinate Member States' transport policies with a  view to joint
infrastructural projects, in the field of railways in particular. It prioritises
increasing the goods transport capacity between Member States and transit
from China to Europe2.

In the case of rail transport between the EU and EaP countries, CIM con-
signment notes (an OTIF requirement) and SMGS/SMPS consignment notes
(an OSJD requirement) are currently employed. In order to improve railway
transport between the two systems, OSJD decided in 1995 to create a  com-
mon consignment note and it set up a  special working group to which repre-
sentatives of CIT (the International Rail Transport Committee) were also invi-
ted. The Group ended its work in 2006, resulting in the inclusion of a  new
annex to the SMGS agreement establishing the template for a  new
CIM/SMGS consignment note (the first train using the CIM/SMGS note tra-
velled from Ukraine to Poland on 25 July, 2006).

Although the introduction of the common CIM/SMGS consignment note
has improved rail transport between countries belonging to OTIF and OSJD,
the functioning of two systems continues to cause difficulties (e.g. the SMPS
and SMGS agreements are outside of the EU legal system). In order to further
simplify railway transport procedures in Eurasia, the OSJD Convention on
direct international rail transport could be adopted; this is being negotiated
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in further sessions of the International Conference in Warsaw. The draft OSJD
Convention – which has been agreed between countries both within and
beyond the EU (including Asian countries) – could be proposed in the UN
forum as a  starting point for creating a  unified framework of rail law for the
whole of Eurasia and a  starting point for concluding a  global convention. The
conclusion of such a  convention would be particularly beneficial for some
of the countries of the TSI (Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Poland, the Czech
Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria) and the EaP (Azerbaijan,
Georgia, Ukraine), which belong at the same time to OTIF and OSJD. This
would be important especially for the aforementioned countries of the TSI
and the EaP countries in the AA/DCFTA, which in terms of transport policy
are subject to EU law (thanks to the newly concluded Convention, SMPS and
SMGS agreements are to become part of the EU legal system). Concluding
the new Convention would also make it easier for Belarusian and Moldovan
rail transport to function on the Eurasian rail market (they do not belong to
OTIF), as well as that of Armenia, which is not a  member of the OSJD (the
new Convention includes plans to abandon the unanimity rule for admitting
new members to the organisation which has thus far resulted in Armenia's
entry to the OSJD being blocked).

An important impetus to change in regulatory conditions, including in
the context of negotiations for the new OSJD Convention, and thus the deve-
lopment of transport systems in EaP countries, is given by the growing
importance of land transport between China and Europe (the Belt and Road
Initiative). It must be remembered that the main northern railway route from
China to Europe runs along the Trans-Siberian Railway route, and on through
Belarus and Poland (the broad-gauge terminal in Małaszewicze at the Polish–
Belarusian border) and potentially via Ukraine, Poland, Slovakia or Hungary
(this route has not been used since 2014, when Russia imposed transit res-
trictions on Ukraine as a  result of the Russo–Ukrainian conflict in eastern
Ukraine; however, in November 2017 a  test train went through from China's
Dalian to Bratislava, which may indicate a  change in this state of affairs3). As
the throughput capacity of the Trans-Siberian Railway was designed to meet
internal traffic requirements, which constitute approx. 45%4 of total traffic,
capacity problems have begun to appear on the route (particularly affecting
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3 „First trial freight train from China arrives in Bratislava”, 13.11.2017,
https://spectator.sme.sk/c/20695576/first-trial-freight-train-from-china-arrives-in-bra-
tislava.html 
4 „Development of Trans-Siberian and Baikal Amur will significantly increase traffic”,
Railway Pro, 23.04.2014, http://www.railwaypro.com/wp/development-of-trans-sibe-
rian-and-baikal-amur-will-significantly-increase-traffic/



the Omsk–Novosibirsk section5, where there is practically no possibility to
increase transit). In connection with the above, the central route from China
to Europe via Kazakhstan, Russia and Belarus has begun to grow in impor-
tance, as has the southern route which bypasses Russia (the so-called Trans-
Caspian corridor), and which goes through: Kazakhstan (Dostyk, Aktau) (and
potentially the other countries of Central Asia); Azerbaijan (Baku); and Geor-
gia (Tbilisi, Poti, Batumi): 
1) to Ukraine (Odessa) and to Poland (the broad-gauge terminal in Sław-

ków, the LHS line); 
2) to Ukraine (Odessa), Belarus and Lithuania (Klaipėda, the VIKING train)

or Latvia (Riga, the ŻUBR train); 
3) to Romania (Constanţa) or Bulgaria (Burgas); 
4) to Turkey and the EU (the Baku–Tbilisi–Kars main line). 

The southern route, which, with the exception of the connection to Turkey,
requires two ferry crossings (through the Caspian Sea and the Black Sea),
was initially treated purely as a  response to the nearly-exhausted capacity
of the northern route and the sharp increase in volume of goods transported
by rail. However, it began to grow in importance after the annexation of
 Crimea by Russia in 2014. The annexation of Crimea and the armed struggle
in the east of Ukraine were not the only retaliations against this country. Rus-
sia has also introduced customs restrictions or transit restrictions through
its territory for selected goods being delivered to Ukraine (thus also closing
access to the corridor from Kazakhstan). Rail ferries from Batumi to Odessa
make it possible to bypass Russian restrictions. The Trans-Caspian corridor
also allows trade with Asian countries to avoid sanctions Russia has introdu-
ced on EU goods in response to EU sanctions imposed on Russia after the
annexation of Crimea. 

However, the importance of rail links between Europe and China goes
beyond transport in its strictest sense. Railway transport gives an impetus
to the development of industrial zones, logistics centres and intermodal
transport terminals. This is having an effect in both the European and the
Asian parts of the Belt and Road. Near Minsk, for example, the “Great Stone”
China–Belarus Industrial Park has been established, combining the character
of an airport city and science and technology park with that of a  logistics
centre6. In Georgia, there is a  planned expansion to the port of Anaklia, which
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5 „Identification of cargo flows on the Euro-Asian transport links” Informal document
SC.2 No. 2 (2016), United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, 15.11.2016,
http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/trans/doc/2016/sc2/ECE-TRANS-SC2-2016-id02e.pdf
6 Official presentation http://www.industrialpark.by, accessed 30.11.2017
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Source: author's work based on OpenStreetMap.org data

Figure 6. Belt and Road railway corridors and EaP countries.
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is to be connected with a  special industrial zone (Free Industrial Zone, FIZ)7.
The Azerbaijani authorities also have similar plans for the port of Alat8. On
the Sino–Kazakh border, around dry ports used to reload containers from
standard-gauge to broad-gauge networks, further industrial parks will be
created in the towns of Dostyk and Chorgos9. Kazakhstan is also planning to
modernise the port of Aktau on the Caspian Sea, which already lies within
a  special free industrial zone (FIZ)10. Mongolia and Central Asian countries
have plans which also include further investments of a  similar nature11.

In 2013, in light of the Seabury Group data, 57,000 tonnes of goods
were transported from China to Europe via the railway and more or less the
same quantity of goods was delivered from Europe to China. In 2016, the
same figures were 311,000 and 200,000 tonnes, respectively. Rail’s share,
although steadily increasing, is still smaller not only than that of shipping,
but also of air freight. In 2016, approx. 52 million tonnes were transported
by ship, and approximately 700,000 tonnes by air12. It should be noted that
although the amount of goods transported by rail from the EU to China is
not large, the share of rail transport in the total value of EU–China trade is
higher (rail is usually used to transport more expensive goods with quicker
delivery requirements). This means that railways may be an alternative to
air transport. A  good example of this may be e-commerce, where a  delivery
time of about three weeks is often accepted by buyers as an alternative to
the cost of delivery by air.

At the same time, after the lifting of economic sanctions on Iran there
has been a  significant increase in the number of rail, road and intermodal
connections with the Middle East, and especially with Iran itself. This is
accompanied by India's efforts to set up trade routes to Central Asia, bypas-
sing Pakistan, through the Arabian Sea (Mumbai), Iran (Bandar Abbas and
Chabahar) and Afghanistan (the Delaram–Zaranj highway) and Turkmenistan13. 

7 Georgia: The Black Sea Hub for China's 'Belt and Road,
https://thediplomat.com/2017/05/georgia-the-black-sea-hub-for-chinas-belt-and-road/ 
8 Oficjalna strona portu Alat, http://portofbaku.com/en/The-New-Port-in-Alat/ 
9 „Khorgos: The New Silk Road's Central Station Comes To Life”, Forbes, 20.02.2017
10 A Look Inside Aktau, Kazakhstan's Other Hub On The 'New Silk Road', https://www.for-
bes.com/sites/wadeshepard/2017/04/15/a-look-inside-aktau-kazakhstans-other-hub-
on-the-new-silk-road/#371707757e1c 
11 „Development of seamless rail-based intermodal transport services in Northeast
and Central Asia”, Public Information of UNECAP, 14.09.2016
12 „Freight gain”, The Economist, 16.09.2017
13 „Pakistan and China: Don't Fear Chabahar Port”, The Diplomat, 31.01.2017,
https://thediplomat.com/2017/01/pakistan-and-china-dont-fear-chabahar-port/
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The short time since sanctions against Iran were lifted makes estimating
the volume of goods very difficult. Azerbaijan is already expanding its rail-
way connection with Iran (the Astara–Rasht line), which is to be part of the
so-called North–South Corridor from India to Russia, Belarus and Estonia, and
then on to the EU14. At the same time, Azerbaijan and Georgia are involved
in the so-called South–West Corridor running from India and Iran via the
Black Sea and Ukraine to Poland, and then on to the EU15. Similar activities
are being undertaken by Armenia, which plans to build a  railway connection
to Iran (bypassing the Azerbaijani exclave of Nakhchivan). Both Armenian
and Azerbaijani railway plans assume goods transit to EU and EEA markets. 

In the context of the countries of the Southern Caucasus, it should be
remembered that for political reasons (the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh),
shortly after the collapse of the USSR, Armenian rail connections with Azer-
baijan and Turkey were closed. For political reasons, the connection between
Georgia and Russia (via Abkhazia) is also closed. A  direct rail link between
Asia and Turkey, which bypasses Armenia, was only re-established in 2017
with the launch of the Baku–Tbilisi–Kars railway. As a  result, today Azerbaijan
and, to a  lesser extent, Georgia (which has also signed a  free trade agreement
with China) are becoming the main regional railway hubs in the Caucasus,
for both East–West and North–South connections. 

Certain political complications to the development of transport infras-
tructure also exist within the EU itself. The first challenge is to improve
infrastructure on border sections between EU countries, while the second is
to invest in connections for north–south routes. The third challenge, which
exclusively affects the railway sector, is the lack of will to open up more to
a  free market and the use of technical regulations and requirements as tools
to fight competition. The development of the European Rail Traffic Manage-
ment System (ERTMS), which would ensure the interoperability of the railway
system, is progressing very slowly and requiring very large financial outlays
(estimated at EUR 80 billion by 2030 and EUR 190 billion by 2050 for the
whole EU)16. While this last problem concerns all EU countries with railways,
the first two mainly limit development in the countries of the Three Seas ini-
tiative, where the network of economic connections has led to connections
being developed mainly along East–West routes. This applies to both road
and rail connections. 
14 For more information: http://www.instc-org.ir/Pages/Home_Page.aspx
15 an overview of Azerbaijan Railways’ existing and planned connections is available
at www.adyexpress.az
16 “Special report no 13/2017: A single European rail traffic management system:
will the political choice ever become reality?”, European Court of Auditors,
https://www.eca.europa.eu/en/Pages/DocItem.aspx?did=41794



4.2. Technical barriers

The fundamental technical problem for rail transport between the EU and
EaP countries is the difference in rail gauge. In most EU countries the stan-
dard gauge of 1435 mm is used. In the countries of the former USSR, inclu-
ding Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia, it is 1520 mm. This difference requires
goods to be reloaded, bogies to be replaced in wagons or the use of auto-
matic gauge-changing systems. This lengthens transport time (by up to 24
hours, depending on the organisation of work at the terminal) and raises
costs (estimated at as much as approx. EUR 100 per TEU17). The need to
reload goods between trains often results in goods transport being conti-
nued by road, which is especially true at the Polish–Belarusian border, where,
it is estimated that over half of containers continue by road transport.

Furthermore, in Eastern Europe and Asia technical rail standards allow
longer trains to be run (1,000–1,500 m) than in Europe (750 m is the stan-
dard, although in Poland it is 600 m) and axle loads to be higher (in Russia,
25 t/axle or even 30 t/axle, while the EU norm EN 15528 sets 22.5 t/axle as
the standard for a  new or modernised network). Standards in the CIS and
many Asian countries make rail transport more cost-effective, but this nonet-
heless hinders crossing the EU border, as it requires trains and loads to be
reconstituted. Within the TEN-T network, there is the aim that freight trains
could be 750 m long across the entire network, but even in countries with
a  highly developed rail freight system, this would require significant inves-
tment18.
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17 Rail Baltica Global Project Cost–Benefit Analysis Final Report – 30 April 2017, EY,
http://railbaltica.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/RB_CBA_FINAL_REPORT.pdf
18 „Länge läuft”, Süddeutsche Zeitung, Edition No. 262, 12–13.11.2016, p. 68.



4.3. Financial barriers

Financial support for key transport investments in the TEN-T network and
the road, rail and inland waterway transport systems leading to the TEN-T
network is provided by the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) financial pro-
gramme. In the years 2014–2020, EUR 24 billion was dedicated to the trans-
port sector within the TEN-T. Within the TEN-T network, the CEF fund priori-
tises the elimination of bottlenecks. In its first years, in line with
expectations for environmental protection and carbon dioxide emission
reduction, the CEF Fund allocated three quarters of its funds to developing
rail infrastructure. This fraction is set to remain in the financial outlook all
the way to 2020. One important complement to the network infrastructure
is CEF’s support for intermodal hubs, which make the railway network signi-
ficantly more attractive and improve transport efficiency.

Additionally, Member States also have the possibility to support trans-
port investments from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), as
part of the EU cohesion policy. Programmes financed from the ERDF afford
more freedom in shaping the directions of support, including the financing
of road infrastructure.

As previously mentioned, individual Member States are responsible for
implementing transport infrastructure investments. Although the CEF finan-
cing tool defines investment priorities, the fundamental political problem
in the EU is the fact that the Member States complete those sections of the
TEN-T network that ensure their country’s internal cohesion before other
sections. Only later are sections associated with cross-border connections
within the EU and across external EU borders completed. In practice, then, it
weakens the objective of EU transport network cohesion and the building of
links with non-EU countries.

Compared to the development of transport connections in EU Member
States, similar development within EaP states has limited scope for support
from EU financial instruments. The main financial instrument is the European
Neighbourhood Policy budget, which the EaP is part of. For the years 2014–
2020 the EU decided to allocate EUR 15.4 billion to implementing the ENP.
Six main goals were identified:
1. Support for human rights and fundamental freedoms, democracy, good

governance and civil society.
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2. Gradual integration with the internal EU market and deeper cooperation,
including through regulatory harmonisation, building institutions and
investments.

3. Creation of the conditions for well-managed human mobility and pro-
moting people-to-people contact.

4. Actions for economic development, poverty reduction, climate protec-
tion and disaster preparedness.

5. Promoting cooperation for security, and conflict prevention and resolution.
6. Deepening interregional, regional and neighbourhood cooperation, as

well as cross-border cooperation.

The development of transport infrastructure between the EU and EaP count-
ries relates to four of the six objectives above. Furthermore, transport links
are identified among the priority areas for cooperation.

When analysing ENP objectives in terms of transport cooperation, two
main areas should be distinguished: regulatory harmonisation and inves-
tment activities. However, the options for using dedicated ENP resources for
transport investments are limited, primarily due to the capital intensity of
road and rail infrastructure.

In order to increase the possibilities for financing and implementing
investment projects in ENP countries, including in transport, the EU launched
the European External Investment Plan (EIP) in September 201719. Within
the EIP, the European Fund for Sustainable Development (EFSD) was created,
allowing the blending of EU funds with funding from private or other sources
with the provision of appropriate financial guarantees. The EIP also offers
technical consulting on the implementation of investments and support for
reforms facilitating investment and business activity. 

In order to obtain additional financing for transport investments in EaP
countries, the EIP’s options to use third-party funds should be used. This sho-
uld apply to both private funds and those from international and national
financial institutions. Western financial institutions currently offering servi-
ces in this field include the World Bank (WB), the European Investment Bank
(EIB) or the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD).
However, the EaP countries’ key transit location for Eurasian trade make it
worthwhile to take advantage of the ever-growing opportunities offered by
Asian institutions such as the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB), which are already involved in projects
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19 EU External Investment Plan. Factsheet, https://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/sites/devco/
files/factsheet-eip-20171120_en.pdf 



in some EaP countries (it is worth adding that Armenia, Azerbaijan and Geor-
gia are AIIB members). An additional source of financing could also be pro-
vided by Chinese financial institutions such as, for example, the China Deve-
lopment Bank (CDB) or the Silk Road Fund (SRF), which participate in works
by the so-called EU–China Connectivity Platform. This platform’s objective
is the joint implementation of infrastructure projects in the EU and in China,
but also in less developed countries, potentially including EaP countries. In
terms of deepening cooperation between 16+1 countries and EaP countries,
or their possible future membership of this initiative, another potential
source of investment in EaP countries is the China–Central and Eastern Euro-
pean Cooperation Fund (CCEECF), which may be attractive to countries which
are in the 16+1 initiative but outside the EU.

The implementation of EIP-supported transport projects in EaP count-
ries can also involve the national banks or development agencies of EU
countries, such as, for example, the German Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau
(KfW), which is already involved in projects in EaP countries. 

To sum up Chapter 4, the following institutional barriers hindering the
deepening of transport cooperation between countries of the EU and the
EaP can be identified:
1. he construction of cross-border sections of the TEN-T network not being

prioritised in the use of CEF funds;
2. Limited funds for the construction of transport infrastructure outside

the EU;
3. Low real impact of networks determined by the AGR, AGC, AGTC and AGN

on the principles of international financial support for infrastructure
development in EaP countries; 

4. The lack of universal acceptance of the EU transport policy favouring
the development of rail as the most environmentally friendly form of
land transport;

5. The long time needed for regulatory harmonisation and mutual opening
of markets;

6. The existence of borders which are inaccessible to existing public trans-
port or to the regular exchange of goods (e.g. the Armenian–Azerbaijani
border) and of areas of unregulated legal status (e.g., Transdnistria,
Abkhazia).
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5. Challenges for transport cohesion between

European Union and Eastern Partnership

countries

5.1. Road transport – expanding the network of connections

The EaP countries border the EU through the “new” EU Member States
 (Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Hungary and Romania), where, despite
systematic improvement thanks in part to EU funding20, road infrastructure
is still in poor condition. It is worth noting, however, that the basic practice
in each of these countries is first and foremost to complete those sections
of road included in the TEN-T network which will most quickly bring measu-
rable benefits specific to the particular country. As a  result, cross-border sec-
tions inside the EU, as well as those leading to the EU’s neighbouring count-
ries, are completed later. Although this practice is understandable because
of the individual states’ internal policies, it is a  distortion of the original
intention of EU funds, which were to serve the cohesion of the entire EU.

Table 5.1 presents the key road connections between EU countries and
the EaP which should be developed. It is worth emphasising that, with the
exception of the A4 motorway in Poland, the investment challenges lie on
both the EU and EaP sides. It should also be noted that the listed tasks
include no road investments ensuring purely internal cohesion within the
EU. Borders between EaP states also continue to be a  problem, especially as
the barriers not only concern infrastructure deficits, but also political shor-
tcomings in cross-border cooperation.

20 Cf. European Commission scoreboard: https://ec.europa.eu/transport/facts-
fundings/scoreboard/compare/investments-infrastructure/quality-roads_en; independently
of EU statistics, and using different methodologies, rankings are produced by, inter alia,
World Economic Forum http://www.theglobaleconomy.com/rankings/roads_quality/ and
the World Bank https://lpi.worldbank.org/international/global?sort=asc&order=Infras-
tructure



31Centrum Analiz Klubu Jagiellońskiego

So Near and Yet So Far

Table 5.1. List of priority investments in express roads

National desig-
nation in EU

and EaP, Euro-
pean road

designation

Current importance
in network of con-
nections, and tar-

get standard

Global and local
route

Missing section in
the EU

Section to be expanded
in the EaP into a  more
important transport

hub

Latvia – Belarus

A6
P20

E22, E262

Category 3
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Riga – Minsk
Daugavpils –

Verkhnyadzvinsk

Daugavpils – 
border

(approx. 90 km)

approx. 30 km to
Verkhnyadzvinsk

(junction for Minsk)
and approx. 190 km to

Vitebsk

Lithuania – Belarus

A3
M7
E28

Category 1
Dual-carriageway

express road or
motorway

Vilnius – Minsk Vilnius – border
(approx. 25 km)

Approx. 20 km 
to Ashmyany

Approx. 90 km to the
junction of the M6 and

M7 leading to Minsk

A15
M11
E85

Category 3
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Vilnius – Lida Vilnius – border
(approx. 45 km)

Border – Lida
(approx. 50 km)

A4
P42

none

Category 3
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Druskininkai –
Grodno

Druskininkai – 
border

(approx. 10 km)

Border – Grodno
(approx. 35 km)

Poland – Belarus

S19
M6 i P99

none

Category 2
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Warsaw – Grodno
Białystok – Grodno

Białystok(S8) – 
border

(approx. 65 km)

Border – Grodno
(approx. 20 km)

A2
M1
E30

Category 1
Motorway

Berlin – Moscow
Warsaw – Minsk

Kałuszyn(A2) –
border

(approx. 140 km)

Border – Kobryn (M1)
(approx. 55 km)

Poland – Ukraine

S12
M07
E373

Category 2
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Lublin – Kiev
Lublin – Kovel

Piaski – border
(approx. 60 km)

Maszów – Kovel
(approx. 35 km)

S17
M09
E372

Category 2
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Warsaw – Lviv
Lublin – Lviv

Piaski – border
(approx. 125 km)

Border – Lviv
(approx. 60 km)

A4
M10
E40

Category 1
Motorway

Calais – Almaty
Kraków – Lviv – Border – Lviv

(approx. 65 km)



Source: author’s work based on strategic documents from the countries lis-
ted in the table.

In addition to developing the express routes listed above, it is also
important to improve connections of regional and local importance. This sho-
uld include improving border crossings and the technical condition of roads
leading to them. At the same time, as tourism expands, it is advisable that
all border-crossing roads be accessible to pedestrians and cyclists.

Important tools supporting the improved functioning of border cros-
sings (extension of facilities, development of IT systems for border services,
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Slovakia – Ukraine

D1
M06

E50, E58

Category 1
Motorway 

Košice – Lviv
Košice – 

Mukachevo

Košice – border
(approx. 85 km)

Border – Mukachevo
(approx. 45 km)

Hungary – Ukraine

M3, 41
M24

E71, E79

Category 1
Motorway

Budapest – Lviv
Nyíregyháza –

Mukachevo

Pusztadobos (M3) –
border

(approx. 30 km)

Border – Mukachevo
(approx. 35 km)

4
M06
E573

Category 3
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Nyíregyháza –
Uzhorod

Nyíregyháza (M3) –
border

(approx. 70 km)

Border – Uzhorod
(approx. 20 km) 

Romania – Ukraine

DN2, A7
M20
E85

Category 2
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Bukareszt – 
Tarnopol

Pașcani (planowana
A8) – granica
(ok. 110 km)

Granica – Czerniowce
(ok. 40 km)

R34 (Moldova)
M17 (Ukraine)

E87

Category 2
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Bucharest – Odessa
Brăila – Odessa

Brăila – Moldovan
border

(approx. 50 km) 

Via Moldova
(approx. 50 km)
border – Odessa

(approx. 220 km)

Romania – Moldova

A3, 28
R1

E58

Category 2
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Târgu Mureș –
Chișinău

Pașcani – border
(approx. 85 km)

Border – Chișinău
(approx. 110 km)

24, 24B, A7
M1

E85, E581

Category 2
Single- or dual-car-
riageway express

road

Bucharest –
Chișinău

Focșani – Chișinău

Focșani – border
(approx. 170 km)

Border – Chișinău
(approx. 90 km



Source: author's work based on OpenStreetMap.org data
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Figure 7. Key road connections between the EU and EaP countries.
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inspection tools, etc.) include: the Poland–Belarus–Ukraine Cross-border
Cooperation Programme, the Latvia–Lithuania–Belarus Cross-Border Coope-
ration Programme, the Hungary–Slovakia–Romania–Ukraine Cross-Border
Cooperation Programme, and the Romania–Moldova–Ukraine Cross-Border
Cooperation Programme. These programmes are being implemented in
periods which correspond to the EU’s financial outlooks, i.e. for the years
2007–2013 and 2014–2020, and are funded from European Union funds
under the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument.

On the main trade routes, the expansion of border crossings should in
turn aim to introduce standards for waiting – maximum waiting times for
border inspections, including during periods of increased passenger traffic
and goods transport (e.g. over the Christmas period). This is because lengthy
checks have a  negative impact on willingness to travel, the stability of coach
connections, and particularly the economic efficiency of freight forwarding
(carrier associations estimate an increase in transport costs of more than one
third in the run up to Christmas, due to longer waiting times)21. Periodic chan-
ges in the intensity of traffic at border crossing points should be alleviated
by introducing greater flexibility in the organisation of border crossings. This
should be based on construction of extra control posts, which would be put
into use for short periods to prevent waiting time standards being exceeded.
EU borderline wait-time statistics are not currently collected22. There are also
no measurable EU standards for, for example, number of people waiting or
waiting times. EU regulations for the Schengen area relate only to the need
to respect dignity throughout the entire border check process, including
while waiting for inspection activities, and the possibility of simplifying
external border controls in exceptional or unforeseen circumstances in order
to avoid excessive waiting times at border crossings23. However, this is the
source of much controversy and is very open to interpretation24. It should be
noted that the details of how border traffic is organised by EU Member States
bordering neighbouring countries are addressed in bilateral agreements

21 “Ekspert Odpowiada – Iwetta Drewko-Bieńkowska”, Nowoczesny Magazyn Online,
http://nm.pl/ekspert_odpowiada/5/iwetta_drewko_bienkowska_dyrektor_ds_spedycji_
kolejowej_w_rohlig_suus_logistics.html
22 cf. answer No. A(2017)10295 of 11.09.2017 on the question of waiting times at
the EU border with Ukraine https://www.asktheeu.org/en/request/length_of_waiting_
times_on_ukrai
23 cf. Regulation (EU) 2016/399 of the European Parliament and of the Council of
9 March 2016 on a Union Code on the rules governing the movement of persons across
borders (Schengen Borders Code)
24 Konieczna-Sałamatin J., Świdrowska E., Wołowski P.: “Granica do naprawy – Problemy
pogranicza Polski i Ukrainy” Fundacja im. Stefana Batorego, Warsaw 2012.



35Centrum Analiz Klubu Jagiellońskiego

So Near and Yet So Far

about the border. Nevertheless, from the point of view of improving trans-
port cooperation, there is the need for a  certain standardisation.

5.2. Rail transport

In rail transport the main barrier is the difference in rail gauge between most
EU countries (1435 mm) and the EaP (1520 mm). The only exceptions are
the connections Belarus has with Latvia and Lithuania, which have broad-
gauge lines. And so transport efficiency is affected by issues related to the
trans-shipment of goods, re-seating of passengers or the changing of trucks
or wheel gauges. 

Bearing in mind that strengthening the position of rail is one of the key
objectives of EU transport policies and strategies, the development of rail
connections between the EU and EaP countries should also be considered
essential. Along the borders between these countries, there are points where
broad- and standard-gauge networks meet, and these are presented in Table
5.2. 

The list of points of contact between the standard-gauge and broad-
gauge networks shows that in most cases these are short sections where
both types of track exist. The exceptions are: Rail Baltica, a  standard-gauge
line entering the Baltic states; the Broad Gauge Metallurgy Line (Linia Hut-
nicza Szerokotorowa – LHS) from Ukraine deep into Poland (to Sławków in
the Lower Silesia Voivodeship, where the westernmost terminal with access
to a  broad-gauge track is located); and its Slovak equivalent, the Uzhorod–
Košice broad-gauge track. Break-of-gauge points are a  natural place for
investment in the transhipment of goods and accompanying infrastructure,
e.g. intermodal terminals.

The general problem for lines in cross-border areas is under-investment.
As with road transport, the reality of investment in EU countries particularly
emphasises modernising lines which serve domestic routes. Border sections
are usually slower and lack electrification. This last problem is particularly
severe – it requires the additional change of locomotive from standard-
gauge electric to standard-gauge combustion engine, significantly raising
costs and reducing the competitiveness of rail. 



Table 5.2. Breaks of gauge between broad- and standard-gauge networks at
borders between countries of the EU and the EaP.

Source: author’s own work
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Station on the standard-
gauge side

Station on the broad-
gauge side Route Investment activities

(proposal)

Poland – Lithuania

Szostakowo Kowno Rail Baltica
Berlin – Tallin

Modernisation and elec-
trification from border

to Białystok

Poland – Belarus

Sokółka Grodno Warsaw – Grodno –
Vilnius

Modernisation from
border to Białystok

Waliły Pograniczny Białystok – Baranowicze Reopening

Narewka Świsłosz Local –

Małaszewicze Brest E20
Berlin – Moscow

Adaptation of line to
160 km/h standard

Poland – Ukraine

Chełm Kovel Berlin – Kiev Modernisation of line to
160 km/h standard

Sławków Włodzimierz Wołyński Broad Gauge Metallurgy
Line (LHS)

Extension 
and electrification

Werchrata Rava-Ruska Warsaw – Lviv Modernisation

Przemyśl Mościska Kraków – Lviv

Przemyśl Khyriv Przemyśl – Ustrzyki
Dolne Reopening

Slovakia – Ukraine

Košice Maťovské Vojkovce Železničná trať Užhorod
– Haniska Expansion to two tracks

Czerna Chop Košice – Lviv

Hungary – Ukraine

Záhony Chop Budapest – Lviv Electrification; expan-
sion to two tracks

Romania – Ukraine

Halmeu Korolevo Lviv – Arat Electrification

Sighetu Marmației Solotvyno local Reopening

Valea Vișeului Rakhiv Cluj – Lviv Electrification

Dornești Chernivtsi Suceava – Ternopil Electrification

Romania – Moldova

Iaşi Ungheni Pașcani – Kishinev Electrification

Fălciu Cantemir Bârlad – Cantemir Reopening

Galați Giurgiuleşti Bucharest – Odessa Electrification
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Source: author's work based on OpenStreetMap.org data

Figure 8. Key rail connections between the EU and EaP countries.

s



Harmonising the railway systems of EU and EaP countries would require
all break-of-gauge points to be systematically retrofit with gauge conversion
stations using the most popular technologies for changing axle width (e.g.,
SUW 2000, DB-Rafil V, EV-9, Talgo). Investment activities should support
advancing the use of variable-gauge technology, for example in electric and
diesel multiple units that are common for passenger traffic. It is also worth
remembering that the development of rail transport depends on more than
just the infrastructure itself. It requires the participation of the operators
who provide services. In the initial phase, until the market stabilises, it is
necessary to support not only the modernisation of track infrastructure, but
also the purchase of appropriate rolling stock to service connections. 

Another important element in deepening rail transport cooperation bet-
ween countries of the EU and the EaP should be to launch regular Ro-La inter-
modal connections, in which entire lorries are loaded onto trains. Develop-
ment of these activities is both cost- and time-effective only for networks
with the same track gauge. Although these trains would not in practice cross
borders between EU and EaP countries, they could significantly enhance eco-
nomic exchange, while at the same time reducing the load on the road sys-
tem and limiting emissions of air pollutants and carbon dioxide. Examples
of Ro-La trains include:

• Małaszewicze (PL) – Poznań (PL) – Hanover (DE) – Ruhr valley (DE),
• Čierna (SK) – Bratislava (SK) – Vienna (AT) – Milan (IT)
• Záhony (HU) – Zagreb (HR),
• Iaşi (RO) – Bucharest (RO) – Sofia (BG) – Thessaloniki (GR),

Intermodal trains would connect border crossings with the EU’s most impor-
tant industrial regions. Creating a  similar network of connections in EaP
countries would provide an opportunity to turn border stations into logistics
centres (on the hub-and-spoke model, in particular, i.e. places where trains
arrive, bringing containers from various directions, which would then be
reconstituted into new trains travelling in multiple directions on the other
side of the border) for Ro-La connections, allowing multiple routes to be ser-
ved – even those with somewhat lower volumes of vehicle traffic. Besides
activities to modernise and better use existing rail infrastructure, it would
be desirable to conduct analyses on the construction of new, short, cross-
border sections which would optimise the network (e.g. a  Tulcea–Izmail con-
nection between Romania and Ukraine in the Danube Valley) or to restore
old cross-border lines (e.g. the 102 line running from Przemyśl in the Biesz-
czady Mountains through the territory of Ukraine).
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To increase the competitiveness of the railway system for traffic bet-
ween EaP states and between the EaP and the EU, support for the develop-
ment of intermodal terminals is also advisable. This challenge applies not
only to countries directly bordering the EU but also to Armenia, Azerbaijan
and Georgia. Of these countries, only Azerbaijan has been consistent in deve-
loping intermodal terminals, viewing it as an opportunity for cross-border
connections in light of an under-developed rail network. For example, until
the railway line through Astara is completed, the trade route with Iran is
a  road-and-rail route.

5.3. Air transport

In the integration of EU and EaP aviation systems, the extent of public acti-
vity is limited. The real challenge is the demand for air connections. This
depends on three factors: increased business or tourist attractiveness of
a  given country; increased ease of obtaining visas; and air ticket prices, which
depend on market liberalisation (open sky policy).

The air transport system does not require any special expenditure to
increase the integration of EU and EaP countries’ aviation markets. Most air-
ports have capacity reserves, and countries and regions have their own air-
port network development plans. The expected increase in the number of
flights between ports in EU and EaP countries can be met using existing air-
ports. The development issue comes down to liberalising regulations and
gradually implementing “open skies”. Among the EaP countries, agreements
on a  common aviation area with the EU have so far been signed by Georgia
and Moldova. An agreement with Ukraine was initialled in 2013 but has not
yet been signed (due to the British–Spanish dispute over Gibraltar). During
the EaP Summit in Brussels, an agreement with Armenia was initialled. Also,
in 2017, negotiations with Azerbaijan were resumed. The only country with
which negotiations on a  similar agreement are not currently underway is
Belarus. Completing negotiations with all EaP countries is therefore a  priority
task in terms of air transport.

Increased cooperation between the EU and EaP countries will, however,
create an opportunity for newly planned or existing aviation hubs (e.g., the
Central Communication Port in Baranów, Berlin-Brandenburg International
Airport) to specialise in servicing air routes. Currently, the dominant role in
servicing routes from Europe to Armenia, Georgia and Azerbaijan is played
by Moscow’s Sheremetyevo airport and Atatürk Airport in Istanbul.
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5.4. Inland waterways

Natural conditions and current infrastructure make the Danube–Main–Rhine
waterway the only inland waterway connecting Ukraine and Moldova with
Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Slovakia, Austria, Germany, the Nether-
lands and Belgium (the Danube also passes through Serbia). Environmental
protection principles and an action plan to increase the economic impor-
tance of the Danube are set out in the European Union Strategy for the
Danube Region (EUSDR).

The fundamental challenge for the TEN-T’s Danube–Rhine Corridor is to
better coordinate development, specialisation and cooperation between
existing river ports. The overriding goal should be to strengthen the role of
Danube shipping at the expense of road transport. This is especially true of
the lower stretch of the Danube (e.g. cooperation between the Romanian
port in Galați, Moldova’s Giurgiuleşti port and Ukraine’s Reni and Izmail
ports). 

There is great development potential for connections in the northern
border area between EaP countries and the EU. Although it admittedly has
no inland shipping routes currently in operation (in Poland only a  few sec-
tions of the Oder and a  stretch of the Vistula close to its estuary are navi-
gable), Poland has declared that it will develop this form of transport. 

In 2017, Poland ratified the AGN convention, which proposes the crea-
tion of the E-30 waterway (Baltic–Danube), the E-40 (Baltic–Black Sea) and
the E-70 (Antwerp–Klaipėda). The implementation of these investments
could see Ukraine and Belarus’s river shipping networks (from Kiev through
Brest and Pinsk, using the Vistula, the Bug, the Pripyat, the Dnieper and the
Dnieper–Bug canal, excluded for many years due to the Chernobyl accident)
joining the extensive system of navigable rivers and canals in Germany and
other Western European countries. The main problem, however, is the scale
of investments to be made, mainly in Poland. To this end, Poland has begun
seeking funding and know-how to develop its inland shipping. 

It should also be mentioned that ideas for improving inland shipping
include the Latvian authorities’ postulated construction of a  deep-water
channel connecting the Baltic Sea to the Black Sea, which would pass through
Belarus and Ukraine. 

Neither the E-30, E-40 and E-70 waterways nor the postulated Baltic–
Black Sea deep-water channel (except for small sections) are part of the
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TEN-T system. There is therefore justification for conducting an analysis of
their integration into the EU waterway network and for determining inves-
tment priorities. Such actions have been undertaken by, among others the
Czech Republic, which plans to complete a  feasibility study for the Danube–
Oder–Elbe section of the canal by the first quarter of 2018. The study also
covers a  section in Poland (Chałupki–Kędzierzyn Koźle), and one in Austria
and Slovakia (to the towns of Nova Ves and Hainburg an der Donau). 

The courses and level of navigability of the waterways means that the
main investment activities in developing inland waterway transport between
the EU and the EaP will take place in Poland. The Polish government is crea-
ting a  strategy to develop this transport sector, but as a  result of many years
of neglecting inland waterway transport and changes in hydrological condi-
tions, the investment needs are extremely extensive. It is therefore necessary
to identify the priorities that will have the greatest effect on the develop-
ment of shipping. Increasing the extent of existing waterways is undoub-
tedly such an activity.

5.5. Intermodal goods transport 

TIntermodal transport is growing in importance in logistics chains. It allows
the share of rail to increase, and, in association, reduces the negative envi-
ronmental impact of road transport when the points of origin and destina-
tions for goods are dispersed. Thus, intermodal transport combines the eco-
nomic and environmental benefits of rail transport with the flexibility of road
transport.

In countries with low road transport costs, intermodal transport is
mainly driven by public funding. This is the case not only in countries aspi-
ring to EU membership, but also in some Member States, such as Poland. The
development of intermodal transport on routes between the EU and the EaP
requires the international development of a  policy for supporting a  system
of terminals. It must be based on a  concept for the spatial distribution of ter-
minals, taking into account both the most important industrial centres and
the main transport corridors. At the same time, principles for supporting the
carriers which provide intermodal services should be developed.
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5.6. Regional, supra-regional and cross-border

cooperation 

The above examples of involvement from Central and Eastern European and
EaP countries in implementing transport projects between Europe and Asia
warrant the search for common points between various connectivity initia-
tives in the region and in Eurasia more generally, as well as the strengthening
of cross-border cooperation. 

Transport cooperation within the EaP, especially regarding Ukraine and
Georgia, could be a  natural complement to the TSI, to which only EU Member
States can belong. The project that best illustrates the synergies between
the two initiatives is the Via Carpatia, which is also to have branches to
Ukraine and Belarus. Many common points could also be outlined here as
part of cooperation between the Visegrád Four, where meetings of the
Foreign Ministers of the V4 and the EaP take place within each Presidency.
During one such meeting it was even proposed to organise regular meetings
of transport ministers in the same format. There are also additional coope-
ration opportunities afforded by the 16+1 group, as reflected in the Guide-
lines for Cooperation from the summit of prime ministers in Budapest
(November 27, 201725). Furthermore, during the 16+1 prime ministers’ sum-
mit in Riga (5 November 2016) and Budapest, Belarus took part as an obser-
ver, and other EaP countries have declared their wish to participate in the
group. Another body for regional cooperation which addresses issues of
transport cooperation in Eurasia is the Central European Initiative, which
includes Belarus, Ukraine and Moldova as members. 

Transport cooperation within the EaP also displays numerous synergies
with the Belt and Road Initiative. This has been reflected in the text of the
Joint Communique of the Leaders Roundtable of the Belt and Road Forum in
Beijing (14–15 May 2017), in which the EaP was mentioned as a  complemen-
tary initiative26. The potential for EU–China cooperation in EaP countries is
also one of the topics of the EU–China Connectivity Platform. This was con-

25 The Budapest Guidelines for Cooperation between China and Central and Eastern
European Countries, http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/mfa_eng/zxxx_662805/t1514534.shtml 
26 Joint Communique of the leaders roundtable of the Belt and Road Forum for Inter-
national Cooperation, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2017-05/16/content_
29359366.htm 



firmed by the EU Commissioner for Transport, V. Bulc, during a  meeting with
EU and EaP transport ministers at the “Connecting Europe” conference in Tal-
linn on 21 September, 2017. Another forum that could help increase trans-
port cooperation between EaP countries and the EU and Asia is the Asia–
Europe Meeting (ASEM), as part of which the ASEM Pathfinder Group on
Connectivity was established. Currently, no EaP countries are members of
the group. In 2014, Ukraine applied for membership, but there is a  lack of
consensus on the issue among European countries. Issues of transport coo-
peration in Eurasia are also addressed in the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). It was discussed at OSCE summit sessions
during the presidencies of Germany (Berlin, 18–19 May 2016) and Austria
(Linz, 15–16 May 2017). What is more, on the initiative of Azerbaijan, the
Silk Road Support Group was also established within the framework of the
OSCE. The growing importance of transport cooperation in Eurasia, including
with regard to EaP countries, has caused the EC and the European External
Action Service (EEAS) to begin work to adopt the document “Elements for an
EU Strategy on Euro-Asian Connectivity”, which aims to develop a  coherent
and comprehensive EU cooperation strategy, including for transport in indi-
vidual regions. The intention is to adopt the document during the ASEM Sum-
mit in Brussels scheduled for October 2018.

Bearing in mind the growing regional and supra-regional transport coo-
peration in Eurasia, and with EaP countries foremost, and also taking into
account the experience gained so far in delays to cross-border investments,
future EU budgets should designate a  pool of funds dedicated specifically
to cross-border sections in order to ensure connections with the road sys-
tems in EaP countries and including the development of border crossings.
These measures should be part of the programme of the CEF and emphasise
the development of transport infrastructure linking the EU with neighbou-
ring countries. 

Previous practice shows that in the rail sector, part of CEF support should
also be dedicated to purchasing rolling stock to service cross-border con-
nections. The development of the track infrastructure alone does not always
bring the desired results, and thus many modernised international lines do
not have the expected volume of transport, and passenger traffic in particular. 

It should be noted that existing cross-border cooperation programmes
are made up of financial instruments with much smaller budgets than the
CEF. Also, the impact of these programmes should in principle be more
local – focused on cooperation between regional governments, institutions
and services on either side of the border, and not on large infrastructure projects. 
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5.7. Support for regulatory harmonisation and

investment coordination

The EU is currently pursuing advanced transport cooperation with the
Western Balkan countries, which often have similar development challenges
as EaP countries. Experience in having contact with the countries of this
region could be used to build institutional solutions for cooperation with the
EaP, which has already happened in the case of expanding the TEN-T network
to include EaP countries.

In relation to the Balkan countries, the EU has, for example, set up the
South-East Europe Transport Observatory (SEETO) based in Belgrade, which
aims to provide technical, organisational and legal support for expanding
the TEN-T network in this region. After defining the course of the TEN-T
network in the Balkans, the observatory began to provide support to imple-
ment investments in TEN-T infrastructure (technical assistance and assis-
tance in securing financing), and also helped the Balkan states to prepare for
the signing of the Transport Community Treaty with the EU in 2017 (after
the treaty was concluded, the observatory was transformed into the perma-
nent secretariat of the Transport Community with its headquarters in Bel-
grade). Establishing a  similar observatory for EaP countries may therefore
be an advisable way to provide institutional support for the development of
the TEN-T network in these countries.

In addition to access to the common market for digital services, energy
union and the customs union for AA/DCFTA countries, the possibility of
which was raised by the EC during the 5th EaP Summit in Brussels, the EU
could also propose that member states (Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine) sign bila-
teral, legally binding agreements to establish gradual but full integration
with the EU road and rail transport market. In the future, this would open the
way for negotiating a  regional agreement on the transport community, as in
the case of the Western Balkan countries. It worth making bilateral agree-
ments the first stage in this process, since they will be easier to negotiate,
and to shape the conditions to each specific country and use national EaP
institutions to monitor their implementation. The agreements should include
mechanisms which allow national regulations to be updated in line with
changing EU legislation according to the model of provisions for adapting to
latest service solutions in the DCFTA (dedicated to Georgia, Ukraine and Mol-
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dova). At the same time, consideration can be given to creating joint subsidy
instruments or loan mechanisms, also on the model of instruments in ope-
ration in the Balkans27.

5.8. Scientific exchange and exchange of experience

One important element in the proper development of transport systems is
the use of best practice solutions. Creating a  knowledge base and permanent
mechanisms for the exchange of experience is far superior to using the ser-
vices of consulting companies. In this respect it is worth exploiting the
advantages of twinning and TAIEX programmes. Deeper academic exchanges
are also required. 

The subject of scientific cooperation should not be limited to the deve-
lopment of technologies for use in transport and logistics. In practice, inno-
vation is implemented very quickly, because it brings economic benefits.
The challenge, however, is to increase personnel qualifications and increase
research in the sector which develops public transport policies that cover
the spatial, social, environmental and economic dimensions of transport sys-
tems. An especially important area is the problem of removing transport’s
dependence on fossil fuel energy and reducing the sector’s impact on cli-
mate change.

To this end, a  pool of special scholarships should be considered, both
as part of existing research programmes (e.g. Marie Curie Actions) and
possibly new ones, for researchers from EaP countries in leading EU research
centres. One example is that of the Alexandra von Humboldt Foundation,
which has the ability to award an additional pool of scholarships for resear-
chers from countries or academic fields which are determined at the time to
be key.
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6. Benefits for the EU from developing

technologies and investment projects

Developing transport links between EU and EaP countries will not only bring
benefits related to deeper mutual social and economic relations, but it may
also be an impetus to develop technologies and services running alongside
transport (and to implement significant infrastructure projects across the
EU). Investments in road and rail infrastructure are also an opportunity for
the construction industry, in terms of both both design and execution. 

Today the EaP countries are already an area of intense competition, but
also of cooperation, between engineering and construction businesses from
the EU and China. One example is the construction of two railway tunnels
between Kvishkheti and Zvāre (on the line from Tbilisi to Batumi; the tunnels’
completion is planned for 2018), where a  Chinese and German railways con-
sortium (CRCC’s China Railway Bureau 23 and DB International) is respon-
sible for carrying out the project.

The thrust of technological development is above all to overcome tech-
nical barriers in the railways. While aviation and road transport have seen
a  harmonisation of technical standards, railways in each country operate to
different standards. As has been shown in previous chapters, the fundamen-
tal problem is the difference in gauges. In the 1990s, an automatic track
gauge changing system was developed in Poland – SUW 2000. From among
a  dozen or so systems for changing gauge (e.g. Spanish Talgo), what distin-
guished SUW 2000 was its ability to be used for heavy goods wagons. This
makes it a  universal solution for improving connections between the EU and
the EaP. 

Although the patent for the SUW 2000 system expired at the end of
2014, both for the wheel system itself and for track changer stations, expe-
rience in the production of this type of solution – experience which relates
to the development of the technology – could also be used in other EU count-
ries to improve the transport cohesion of Europe. For example, it could be
used to connect Rail Baltica into the transport systems of Lithuania, Latvia
and Estonia, or at the French–Spanish border (1435 mm / 1668 mm) or the
Swedish–Finnish border (1435 mm / 1524 mm).

It should be remembered that purchase and servicing costs mean that
in practice only part of the rolling stock at the connections between the EU
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and EaP countries could be equipped with automatic change-of-gauge sys-
tems. The strengthening of mutual economic ties therefore requires not only
that new technologies be used or trans-shipment centres be extended at the
interface between the standard-gauge network and the broad-gauge
network. It is also necessary to extend both broad-gauge connections into
the EU and standard-gauge connections to hub stations in EaP countries.
The key EU-wide projects include three actions worthy of special attention:
1. Constructing a  Košice–Bratislava–Vienna broad-gauge line.
2. Expanding the LHS with a  second track and electrifying it.
3. Develop the concept for, and construction of, a  broad-gauge line linking

Belarus with the planned Central Communication Port (Centralny Port
Komunikacyjny – CPK) in Baranów.

The idea of a  broad-gauge line linking Košice with Bratislava and Vienna
would be an international project, which would create a  railway transport
corridor ensuring the transport of goods without the need for a  time-consu-
ming and expensive change of gauge with logistics and passenger hubs in
Bratislava and Vienna. The aim of the project is primarily to increase the role
of rail in economic exchanges between EU countries and EaP and CIS count-
ries, and in connections with the Far East. Of the above-mentioned activities
this is the most advanced undertaking. In 2008, Russia, Ukraine, Slovakia and
Austria set up a  joint venture to construct a  broad-gauge line from the Slovak
city of Košice to the Breitspur Planungsgesellschaft mbH international logis-
tics terminal in Vienna, which is owned in equal part by the national rail car-
riers of the countries involved (ÖBB, ŽSR, UZ and RŻD). In May 2011, a  preli-
minary feasibility study was presented, and a  full one in August 2017. 

The baseline scenario estimates the annual volume of goods to be trans-
ported by the new line between the Slovak–Ukrainian border and Bratislava
at 18.2 million tonnes, and 17 million tonnes on the section between Brati-
slava and Vienna. By 2050, this is projected to be 21.5 and 22.9 million ton-
nes, respectively. It is worth noting that the estimates are higher than in the
preliminary 2011 report (for 2050 they were 16.1 and 14.2 million tonnes,
respectively). The reason for the increase in the volume of goods is the
growth in economic exchange and successively growing importance of rail-
ways therein. For comparison, the volume of transported goods for the LHS
is about 10 million tonnes per year.

It should be emphasised that the line from Košice to Vienna is to be sin-
gle-track and electrified. The most important parameter is to ensure that it
allows for trains weighing up to 4,800 tons (the train is usually pulled by
three locomotives) and up to 1,500 m long. A  maximum axle load of 30 ton-
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nes is being considered. Greater train length and axle load contribute con-
siderably to decreasing the unit cost of freight transport, and increase the
competitive advantage of rail over road transport. Due to the greater train
lengths, no roads are being planned at track level (the crossings are closed
for longer, which is unacceptable for drivers). The journey duration from the
Slovakian–Ukrainian border to Vienna is estimated at 4.5–5.5 hours, depen-
ding on train parameters, which will significantly increase competitiveness
in terms of time.

The only broad-gauge line into EU countries which run a  standard-gauge
railway network is currently the LHS. This came into service in 1979 to faci-
litate the transport of iron ore to Poland. It was created as an non-electrified
single-track line, with level crossings. The line permits trains over 1,000 met-
res long with a  mass of 5,000 tonnes. Due to global economic changes, the
transport of iron ore has fallen to less than 50% of LHS traffic. The transport
of containers is becoming increasingly important. In 2016, the LHS joined
the Trans-Caspian International Transport Route (MTMT) agreement, which
the national railway carriers of Ukraine (UZ), Georgia (GR) and Azerbaijan
(ADY) are also part of. In order to fully exploit the opportunities afforded by
increased cooperation within the corridor, however, investment in the LHS
line is required. The main tasks in the field of LHS development are currently
the addition of a  second track, especially on the section near the border with
Ukraine, and electrification of the line. Currently, electrification is planned
for the section on the Ukrainian side, about 80 km from the Kowel railway
station to the Izow station on the Polish border, and a  short section of 3 km
on the Polish side. For the LHS to be fully electrified, about 390 km of trac-
tion is needed.

Finally, the Polish government’s decision to build the CPK (Central Com-
munication Port) in Baranów has created the potential for another broad-
gauge railway investment, which is the connection from the planned airport
and Warsaw to Brest in Belarus. The line could run parallel to the existing
standard-gauge No. 2 and No. 12 lines. The CPK–Brest connection has
a  double significance, even though the LHS operates in Poland. As a  result
of the annexation of Crimea in 2014, Ukrainian–Russian relations have dete-
riorated significantly. This has translated into mutual sanctions, which have
also covered the operation of railways and transit traffic. The main railway
connections with China (the land part of the Belt and Road Initiative) are the-
refore transit through Russia and Belarus. On the Polish–Belarusian border,
however, there is an environmentally unfavourable and cost-inefficient
transfer of a  significant portion of rail traffic to road transport (affecting more
than one third of containers). As was mentioned earlier in the report, this is
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not favourable in light of Poland's transport policy, or the EU’s, although it
is perfectly understandable in the present situation. Firstly, the trans-ship-
ment of part of the cargo to road vehicles results from the need to convert
trains to a  different track gauge. Secondly, track gauge is not the only barrier:
so are the length of trains and axle loads. Thirdly, further forwarding by rail
is made less attractive by Poland’s relatively low train speeds and relatively
low road freight prices.

Additionally, building a  broad-gauge CPK–Brest line would have the
advantage of strengthening the position of the CPK Central Communication
Port as the centre of a  logistics cluster. It is worth noting that there are similar
intentions behind the construction of the Košice–Vienna connection, which
should strengthen the position of the Schewacht Airport as a  logistics hub.

It should be noted that the aforementioned “Great Stone” China–Belarus
Industrial Park is being developed to a  similar concept, using all the advan-
tages of the transport infrastructure and its proximity to a  main urban centre
(it is about 25 km from the centre of Minsk). The proximity of the internatio-
nal airport in Minsk is a  plus (the park is adjacent to the airport), and so too
are its location on a  transit road network (the M1 motorway, which is part of
the European E30 route) and its proximity to a  transit railway line (the E20).
The park, which has been under construction since 2012, is set to be not only
the most important logistics hub in Belarus, but also a  modern “airport city”
with an industrial district, a  science and technology park and residential dis-
tricts. “Great Stone” will be developed in stages, occupying a  total of 91.5
km2. 
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7. Summary

Developing the transport system between the EU and the EaP countries may
very quickly bring tangible benefits to the economies and citizens of both
sides through the liberalisation of trade and visa regimes and social coope-
ration. This study identifies needs and proposes activities. The choice of indi-
vidual activities was guided by existing transport conditions and the list of
required investments in a  network of international routes and TEN-T
networks.

In terms of harmonising the transport networks of the EU and EaP count-
ries, three spheres of activity can basically be distinguished: 
1. Regulatory activities
2. Investment in cross-border sections to ensure network cohesion
3. Investments in large projects

The priority in the regulatory sphere is to liberalise transport sector regula-
tions. Since the Treaty of Rome, EU countries have had numerous economic
and social benefits from the deregulation of markets. The positive effects
are visible in the movement of both people and goods. Transferring expe-
rience from the EU to EaP countries will therefore increase the dynamism of
internal markets and strengthen mutual transport relations. This goal can be
achieved in a  very short time and can include all transport sectors: road, rail,
air and inland waterways.

Furthermore, by supporting the expansion of cross-border infrastruc-
ture, a  significant improvement in the integration of transport systems of the
EU and EaP countries can be achieved at relatively low cost. This is especially
true for the “new” Member States, which, in catching up on infrastructure
deficits, usually defer road investment in border areas to the distant future.
The construction of missing sections leading to the border, as well as future
support from, for example, EU funds for sections from the border to the most
important hubs within the EaP will ensure that the cohesion of both trans-
port networks is achieved. 

In the railway sector, investments in border areas usually come down to
low-cost exploitation of simple reserves of existing infrastructure. Priority
is given to relatively cheap operations, such as electrification, repair of track
surfaces, or the construction of sidings or reloading tracks. Support for the
railway sector is becoming a  priority as its importance in servicing the Belt
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and Road Initiative increases in relations between Russia and Belarus and
between Azerbaijan, Georgia and Ukraine. Along with investing in track
infrastructure, it is also recommended to support the modernisation of rol-
ling stock and the development of technologies to overcome the barriers
between the various railway systems.

In dealing with the increase in trade between EU and EaP countries, as
well as with global conditions, such as the development of the Belt and Road
Initiative or connecting to the Middle East railway system (e.g. Iranian railway
connection with Georgia's ports, via both Azerbaijan and Armenia), efforts
are needed to transfer the burden of goods trans-shipment from border
areas to industrial areas and logistics centres further inside the EU. Potential
investments include increasing capacity on the LHS, building a  broad-gauge
line from Ukraine to Vienna and Bratislava, and analysing the construction
of a  broad-gauge line from Belarus to the Central Communication Port (CPK)
in Baranów. However, it should be emphasised that investment activities in
the cross-border area must be supported by a  systematic improvement of
cohesion within the EU itself, as many key transport routes between EU
countries are still neglected or under-invested in.

However, the range of activities mentioned in this publication should
be treated as an invitation to a  broader debate on the harmonisation of
transport systems in the EU and EaP. Investment priorities must always be
derived from social expectations, economic conditions and environmental
realities. 

8. Trans-European Transport Networks (TEN-T) –

maps

The maps have been composed by author with the use of OpenStreetMap.org
and based on GIS data (layers) of the European Commission – Directorate-
General for Mobility and Transport (TEN-T network in EU area) and Eastern
Partnerships Indicative TEN-T maps.
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Figure 9. TEN-T network in the EU and EaP countries (roads).
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Figure 10. TEN-T network in the EU and EaP countries (railways).
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Figure 11. TEN-T network in the EU and EaP countries (seaports, river ports
and inland waterways).
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Figure 12. TEN-T network in the EU and EaP countries (airports).
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Executive summary

Introduction
After creating the majority of the basic legal basis for EU relations with EaP
countries and lifting/liberalisation of the EU visa regime for the citizens of
these countries, the EaP will mainly be built on sectoral cooperation. Of the
various sectoral cooperation objectives in the Declaration of the 5th EaP Sum-
mit in Brussels and the “20 deliverables for 2020” document, priority should
be given to those related to expanding mutual connections (connectivity).
This should apply mainly to transport cooperation, which:

1. creates the most added value in other areas (cross-cutting synergies);
2. is accepted by all EaP countries and adapted to their needs (differentia-

tion and ownership);
3. brings concrete results to EU and EaP citizens (tangible results). 

Objective:
This study deals with transport cooperation as part of the EaP. It contains an
analysis of the current state of affairs and proposes activities that could
improve flows of goods, services and people, contributing to an expansion
of the Common Market and the EU’s increased competitiveness.

Main conclusions
Liberalising transport markets and harmonising technical regulations stimu-
lates economic development. The expansion of transport connections bet-
ween the EU and the EaP should start by addressing regulatory issues. Howe-
ver, the two systems cannot be integrated without investment activities. The
report identifies those sections of the transport networks that are key to sys-
tem integration.

Priority should be given to neglected cross-border sections of the road,
rail and river networks. Of all the analysed sectors, it is rail that requires the
greatest involvement of public policies. Its low competitiveness, which
results from excessive regulation and investment deficits, negatively affects
the cost-effectiveness and environmental costs of transport.
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Recommendations:

1. Separating out from the CEF financial instrument a  pool of funds exclu-
sively dedicated to cross-border sections of transport networks (both
those between EU Member States and those between EU Member States
and EaP countries). This would help increase the transport cohesion of
the entire EU, and not only the domestic transport cohesion of Member
States.

2. Prioritisation of investments in infrastructure linking EU to EaP countries
in order to achieve the fastest possible results. First, existing bottle-
necks in the TEN-T network should be removed, and then new connec-
tions should be developed.

3. Use of positive experiences from the operations of the South-East
Europe Transport Observatory (SEETO) as an important basis for creating
a  similar observatory for EaP countries. This would help lead to the
implementation of investments within the TEN-T network and – based
on the example of the Balkan states – could create the conditions for
concluding a  Transport Community Treaty with the EaP countries.

4. Harmonisation of technical and organisational rail regulations in rail
transport in order to increase its competitiveness. Harmonisation should
happen in cooperation with international sector organisations (e.g.
OSJD, UIC), based on experience of best practices.

5. Assignment of the FRONTEX agency to develop quality standards for
border crossings, with particular regard to maximum waiting times. This
should be accompanied by the creation of forecasting tools (e.g. the
possibility of carriers notifying of arrivals to the border) in order to opti-
mally manage the throughput capacity of border crossings.

6. Designation and implementation of major transport corridors between
EU and EaP countries where heavy goods vehicles could be carried by
rail (Ro-La). This would limit the negative environmental and safety
effects of road vehicle transport.

7. Development of a  support policy for intermodal freight transport sys-
tems for EaP countries, taking into account both the limitations of the
rail sector and the high competitiveness of road transport.

8. Development of a  common EU and EaP policy for implementing inno-
vation, in order to enable the creation of new services (e.g. using auto-
matic gauge-change systems), and for exploiting technological advan-
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ces (e.g. a  network of charging stations for electric vehicles and CNG fil-
ling stations on main transport routes in EaP countries). 

9. Transfer of know-how in designing sustainable transport policies, thro-
ugh consultancy (twinning and TAIEX programmes) and closer academic
cooperation between EU and EaP countries. 

10. Use of the blending capabilities in Europe’s External Investment Plan
(EIP) to attract funds from third parties. This should apply to both private
funds and international financial institutions (particularly Asian ones).

11. Inclusion of EaP states under the EU Strategy on Euro-Asian Connectivity
and on the EU–China Connectivity Platform. Consideration of the possi-
bility of giving EaP countries membership of ASEM.

Summary
Neither this report nor the above recommendations constitute ready solu-
tions to the complex and multi-layered problems of transport. The aim of
the study is to promote public debate on the transport aspect of cooperation
between EU countries and the EaP, and to indicate a  wide range of possible
actions.
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5 Principles of Expert Independence of the 

Centre for Analysis of the Jagiellonian Club

1. Focus on our mission
The Jagiellonian Club, including the Centre for Analysis, operates with the
purpose of changing the law through public consultation, participation in
meetings of Sejm and Senate committees, petitioning public authorities, and
other ways of consulting legislative solutions organised by public institu-
tions, politicians and civic organisations. All of our activities are mission-
focused, conducted with the primacy of common good in mind, and financed
from the association's own resources. The vast majority of the materials we
publish are mission-focused. Every time a material is created with coopera-
tion of an external partner or financed from sources other than the Jagiel-
lonian Club, it is clearly stated in its content.

2. Independence
The condition of establishing an advisory relationship with market operators
is a contractual guarantee of research independence. We do not allow any
situation, in which we would publish a material or draw up an analysis to
prove external theses. 

3. Transparency
The condition of establishing an advisory relationship with market operators
is a contractual guarantee of complete transparency regarding the principles
of cooperation. Any material created with cooperation of an external partner
is marked with the name and the name of the partner on the title page. The
information about the partnership is also included in media materials, where
they exist.

4. Self-limitation
If the association or a company owned by the association establishes coop-
eration with market operators to preparing analyses, expert opinions, reports
or draft legislations, the Jagiellonian Club may not be engaged within the
legislative process in the area directly related to the to the topic of that coop-
eration for a minimum of 12 months from the material's publication. The CA
KJ experts who participate in the legislative process and who previously,
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individually or via CA, performed tasks ordered by market operators, are
in each case required to publicly present this information in advance (e.g. in
their opinion sent in as a part of public consultations or in an information to
the authorities of a proper parliamentary committee).

5. Responsibility
CA JC does not act as an intermediary between its market partners and politi-
cians or officials. It does not personally invite politicians or officials to pro-
motional and discussions meetings around the materials created as a part
of CA JC's cooperation with market operators if the materials contain leg-
islative recommendations. As a part of its statutory activities the Jagiellonian
Club organises various types of debates, meeting and seminars, inviting rep-
resentatives of different sectors of public life, including people from the
world of business and politics. If a meeting of this kind addresses regulatory
or similar matters, it is always mission-focused and financed exclusively from
the association's own resources.
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The mission of the Centre for Analysis of the Jagiellonian Club is to create
a programme to empower the Polish people. We believe that only citizens
are able to shape an effective, efficient and fine country. Thanks to an orga-
nised community, they are able to achieve their common and individual goals.
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