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Glossary
Within BENEFIT certain terms are used throughout. For clarity reasons these are described here.
Collective BENEFIT database: This is the BENEFIT database consisting, at the start of the project, of
seventy-five case studies of funding transport infrastructure and twenty-four country profiles. These are
published data from COST Action TU1001 and the OMEGA Centre megaprojects. During the course of
the project, the database will be supplemented with at least twenty-eight more cases of funding/financing
infrastructure (in particular public funding/financing, which are less represented).
Funding Scheme: A funding scheme is considered to be any combination of private and public income
generated by or towards the infrastructure over its life cycle. These may include any combination of user
contribution (tolls, fees, fares etc.) or public contributions based on direct and indirect taxation etc. Public
funding may also take on the form of availability fees, shadow tolls etc.
Financing Scheme: A Financing scheme is considered to be any combination of public and/or private
financial investments required by the infrastructure over its life cycle.
Business model: The business model describes the business case of the overall investment in the
project. Depending on the context, it may be narrowed, including strictly the infrastructure projects
considered, or it may be widened, including other planned and commonly designed activities in order to
capture other “planning gains” (and other value-added services) and even exploiting synergies across
the sectors (e.g. transport, energy, ICT). The latter incorporates the notion of innovative procurement
and other approaches to infrastructure delivery, now in the pilot phase.
Key Elements: Elements are groups of variable project dimensions of the same context, which influence
the performance of the funding scheme and financing scheme. Elements, as noted in Figure 1.1.1 [of
the proposal/contract], are the implementation environment (socio-political, micro and macroeconomic,
institutional, regulatory, etc.); the transport mode (functionality; natural and contractual exclusivity, etc.);
business model structure; funding scheme; financing scheme and governance and institutional
arrangement (risk allocation; decision making processes; ownership rights, etc.).
Typology: A typology concerns groups of factors describing a project that contribute in demonstrating a
particular behaviour. Example: Negative Private investment environment type in the implementation
context typology. The group of factors leading to the demonstration of this behaviour may be: poor
growth forecast, lack of enabling legal framework etc. Typologies for every element (context) will be
generated during the project using the collective BENEFIT database (country profiles and case studies)
as field examples and desk research. Quantitative and qualitative analysis are the analytical tools that
may be used.
Decision Matching Framework: This is the Analysis and Decision Framework to be developed by the
BENEFIT project. The framework will contain typologies influencing the overall performance of the
investment. It will initially be developed using hypotheses of optimum matching between types, which
are confirmed as Matching Principles (rules describing how optimum performance may be achieved)
during the course of the project. As such, it could be used as an analysis tool (e.g. identification of
“mismatches”) or decision tool (e.g. given the types of elements, which funding scheme type or project
rating framework (expressed as the risk to match a specific financing scheme) or project rating
enhancing framework (which types may be changed and in which direction to improve project rating) is
most appropriate).
Snapshots: These describe the project case study at various points in its life cycle through the typology
indicator values at the particular point in time.
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Executive Summary
The BENEFIT project aims to produce an innovative approach by analysing funding schemes within an
inter-related system. It describes key elements of transport projects development, distinguishing funding
and sources of funding/financing, business models, governance models, etc.; and identifies the best
combinations in order to create a tool for supporting decision-making.
Policy Dialogues are task 5.2 of Work Package 5 (WP5) of the BENEFIT project. This Work Package
receives inputs from the lessons learned in the analyses of previous Work Packages, namely the Decision
Matching Framework built in WP3. It contributes to the formulation of an ex-ante approach to appraising the
potential of investments in transport and related funding schemes. It is divided into three main tasks: (i) Task
5.1 demonstrates the applicability of the Decision Matching Framework; (ii) Task 5.2 – the Policy Dialogues
– tests it on expert practitioners; and (iii) Task 5.3 presents it in an easy-to-use format, along with final policy
guidelines and recommendations.
Policy Dialogues are organized sessions with stakeholders from different groups, with different interests,
where pilot cases are presented, dissected, and discussed. The purpose of holding Policy Dialogues with
expert practitioners is to grasp and confirm insights on their position and reactions in face of different
transport project situations, and also to test and validate the different elements of the Decision Matching
Framework, paving the ground for the final BENEFIT recommendation.
The first Policy Dialogues provided an initial contact with stakeholders focusing on obtaining feedback and
guidance for the project’s next steps, where the Decision Matching Framework would be further developed
and tested, as well as on increasing awareness within the BENEFIT consultation group of stakeholders on
the model under development. The focus of this session was the Decision Matching Framework itself, and
the expected results were to obtain direct feedback on the model’s capability to represent the reality of
transport infrastructure project delivery and operation and its suitability as a decision-support tool. Much
guidance was provided to that respect from the stakeholders. Major comments expressed by participants,
further addressed by the project, were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The stakeholder-neutrality of the model
The complementary, supplementary and feedback effects between indicators and outcomes
The need for a project narrative to accompany the framework collection of numerical indicators
The need for complementarity of the BENEFIT decision-support tool with the widely accepted
infrastructure appraisal models
The challenge of representing the strategic behavior of actors with the framework
The representation of the local political environment
The difficulties in comprehensively representing the risk sharing in projects with the framework

In general, most of the issues put forward by participants were related with their unfamiliarity with the
BENEFIT model and required a more in-depth analysis of the model by participants, which was not the
objective of the Policy Dialogues. Hence the way the cases were presented in the first Policy Dialogues was
not so successful in generating the desired conversational processes, rather creating a lot of questions and
misunderstanding. This was for sure a lesson learned and was taken into account in the second Policy
Dialogues session, where a carefully selected and complete material was presented at each table to support
the discussion, describing the model, indicators, and cases in a clear way and overcoming this issue.
Nevertheless, it is understandable that the participants did not fully grasp and master the depths and
complexity of the BENEFIT decision matching framework at the first contact.
At the time of the second Policy Dialogues, a full body of ex-post analysis had already been performed
under the structure of the Decision Matching Framework, on the cases included in the project database.
The second Policy Dialogues also fulfilled their goal of supporting the finalization of previous BENEFIT
research, confirming and clarifying relationships between indicators and outcomes, and offering practicerelated insights that demonstrate the findings attained using the Decision Matching Framework. Two main
participants’ suggestions were to consider the following factors in D3.2:
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•
•

Political support for the project, the effects of which are in part represented by the Institutional
Context indicator, although no direct account of it is included in the BENEFIT model
Project size (in terms of investment) and complexity

Additionally, the results of the second Policy Dialogues support the development of a rating methodology in
WP3 and WP5 by identifying the indicators that are relevant for improving project resilience to economic
crises, namely:
•
•
•
•
•

Implementation context, including the institutional as well as the financial-economic aspects
The revenue support aspect of the business model
Governance including its efficiency and effectiveness, as well as the flexibility aspect
For unique structures such as bridges and tunnels, the cost saving aspect of the business model
For enhanced business models present at airports, the financing scheme, and the revenue
robustness

The key idea in the resilience discussion is that flexibility, in many forms, is critical to enduring a period of
crisis. Contract durations can be dynamic according to the achievement of revenue targets, for example, toll
values can be adjusted to rebalance demand and revenues, real options can be used to phase investment
decisions, reducing the uncertainty under which they are made. Additionally, the idea of flexibility and
entrepreneurial freedom in business development is also critical. Through the diversification of the business
model, by bundling different services, or by introducing project changes that optimize networks and improve
demand, or even through segmenting demand, project endurance can be increased. Implementation context
also needs to be compatible with these levels of operating flexibility, as these in fact represent a different
paradigm of project delivery – structural changes in the political process, and in regulation have to be
considered.
Both Policy Dialogues support WP3, WP4, and WP5 by offering a practitioner view of the BENEFIT tool,
allowing for model adjustments and considerations that effectively improve the value of the BENEFIT
research.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Introduction to the BENEFIT Project
BENEFIT seeks to take an innovative approach by analysing funding schemes within an inter-related
system. Funding schemes are deemed to be “successful” (or not) depending on the Business Model that
generates them as well as their stakeholders and policy contexts. The performance of the Business Model
is affected by the implementation typology and the transport mode context – together with other contextual
changes over time and space, including changes in overarching policy frameworks. It is matched
successfully (or not) by a financing scheme. Relations between actors are partially described by a
governance model (contracting arrangements). These are key elements in Transport Infrastructure
Provision, Operation and Maintenance, as illustrated by Figure 1.

Figure 1. BENEFIT Key Elements in Transport Infrastructure Production, Operation and
Maintenance
Success in relation to the application of a particular business model is seen here as an assessment of the
appropriate matching of elements. Within BENEFIT funding and financing schemes are analysed in this
respect. Describing these key elements proposed through their characteristics and attributes and clustering
each of them into typologies is the basis of developing a generic input/output model. Identifying best
matches and their inter-relations (matching principles) leads to move from a generic model to a Decision
Matching Framework. The purpose of this framework is to provide policy makers and providers of funding
(and financing) extensive comparative information on the advantages and limitations of different funding
schemes for transport infrastructure projects. Additionally, the framework aims to improve the awareness of
policy makers on the needs of projects serving an efficient and performing transport network within the
Horizon 2050. Moreover, the model allows policy makers to identify changes that may be undertaken in
order to improve the potential of success, such as improving the value proposition of the business model.
In developing this model, BENEFIT takes stock of project profiles known to its partners in combination with
a meta-analysis of relevant EC funded research and other studies carried out with respect to funding
schemes for transport (and other) infrastructure and direct contact with key stakeholder groups.
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More specifically, BENEFIT uses the published project profile descriptions of seventy-five transport
infrastructure projects funded and financed by public and private resources from nineteen European and
four non–European Countries covering all modes of transport. It also exploits twenty-four European country
profiles with respect to contextual issues (institutions, regulations, macroeconomic and other settings)
influencing funding and financing of transport infrastructure. This data has been produced within the
framework of activities undertaken by the OMEGA Centre for Mega Projects in Transport and Development
and the COST Action TU1001 on Public Private Partnerships in Transport: Trends and Theory. In addition,
BENEFIT, through its partnership and respective experts, consolidates almost twenty years of successful
European Commission research with respect to issues related to transport infrastructure and planning,
assessment and pricing of transport services. In this sense the approach is supported by the tacit knowledge
and insights of the BENEFIT partnership with respect to infrastructure projects in transport.
By applying the Decision Matching Framework, BENEFIT undertakes:
•

•

An ex-post analysis of alternative funding schemes (such as public and PPP) based on existing
experiences in different transport sectors and geographical areas and their assessment with respect
to economic development, value for public money, user benefits, life-cycle investment, efficiency,
governance and procurement modalities, etc.. This ex-post analysis provides lessons learned,
identification of the limitations of the various schemes and the impact of the economic and financial
crisis.
An ex-ante (forward) analysis and assessment of the potential of transport investments and the
related funding schemes, including innovative procurement schemes still in a pilot phase, to
contribute to economic recovery, growth and employment, in view of future infrastructure needs with
a 2050 horizon for modern infrastructure, smart pricing and funding.

BENEFIT is concluded within twenty-one months and bears the following stakeholder focus and policy
scenarios:
•

•
•

Transport infrastructure business models and their project rating: Improved value propositions lead
to funding schemes with enhanced creditworthiness enabling viable financing, balancing of project
financing and funding risks, increasing the value basis of stakeholders and highlighting the potential
of transport investments
Transferability of findings with respect to lessons learned, limitations and the impact of the economic
and financial crisis through the introduction of typologies for particular sets of stakeholder under
different scenarios
Open-access case study database in a wiki format, allowing for continuous updates and providing
a knowledge base serving both practitioners and researchers

1.2 Contribution of this report to the BENEFIT Project
Policy Dialogues are task 5.2 of Work Package 5 (WP5) of the BENEFIT project. In this WP, lessons learned
from the extensive ex-post analyses of WP4, and the Decision Matching Framework built in WP3 contribute
to the formulation an ex-ante approach to appraising the potential of investments in transport and related
funding schemes (Figure 2).
In WP5, the applicability of the Decision Matching Framework will be demonstrated (task 5.1), tested on
expert practitioners (task 5.2), and presented in an easy-to-use format, along with final policy guidelines and
recommendations (task 5.3).
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Figure 2. BENEFIT work packages and their inter-relations
Within BENEFIT, Policy Dialogues are organized sessions with stakeholders from different groups, with
different interests, where pilot cases are dissected, presented and discussed. The purpose of holding Policy
Dialogues with expert practitioners is to grasp and confirm insights on their position and reactions in face of
different transport project situations, and also to test and validate the different elements of the Decision
Matching Framework, paving the ground for the final BENEFIT recommendation (Figure 3).
Policy Dialogues were purposely held at two different project stages when there would be a critical need for
bridging the project’s research and the world of practitioners. These moments also coincided with two
milestones of the project, and project meetings number 2 (in Milan, Italy) and 3 (in Karlsruhe, then Frankfurt,
Germany).
At the time of the first Policy Dialogues, the project database of cases was complete, an ex-post analysis
had been carried out, producing lessons learned, and the principles and methodology of the Decision
Matching Framework were defined – the BENEFIT approach was demonstrated. At this point, the first Policy
Dialogues consisted of an initial contact with stakeholders focused on grasping their reaction to the way the
matching framework described project features and project outcomes, and to its potential as a decisionsupport tool. The purpose was to obtain feedback and guidance for the next steps of the project, where the
Decision Matching Framework would be further developed and tested, as well as raise awareness within
the BENEFIT consultation group of stakeholders on the model under development.
At the time of the second Policy Dialogues, a full body of ex-post analysis had already been performed
under the structure of the matching framework, on the project database of cases. Thus, the second Policy
Dialogues focused on confirming and validating the findings of this matching framework-based analysis
achieved using qualitative analysis, fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (FsQCA), importance
analysis, and econometric analysis, against practitioner’s experience.
Included in the second Policy Dialogues, a questionnaire to experts focused on validating and clarifying the
findings of deliverable 4.2 of WP4.
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First Policy Dialogues

Second Policy Dialogues
Questionnaire

Stakeholders' reaction to the
matching framework

Feedback and guidance for
framework development

Presentation of D4.2 results in advance
of the second Policy Dialogues

Supporting and clarifying D4.2 findings

Supporting and clarifying the most
recent findings based on the
matching framework

Supporting the final BENEFIT
policy recommendations

Figure 3. Objectives of three stages of task 5.2
The insights from both Policy Dialogues sessions provided feedback, guidance, and validation to WP3 and
WP4, and contribute to the contents of final BENEFIT guidelines and recommendations within WP5.

1.3 Report structure
This report describes the objectives, structure, activities, discussion, and main results of the first and second
Policy Dialogues sessions. It is structured into five chapters: Chapter Error! Reference source not found.
is the present introduction that places the Policy Dialogues within the BENEFIT project, Chapter Error!
Reference source not found. describes the first Policy Dialogues, Chapter Error! Reference source not
found. describes the second Policy Dialogues, Chapter Error! Reference source not found. discusses
and summarizes the main results of both events, and Chapter Error! Reference source not found.
presents final remarks and main contributions of task 5.2 to the project (Figure 4).

Chapter 1 - Introduction
Chapter 2 - First Policy Dialogues
Chapter 3 - Second Policy Dialogues
Chapter 4 - Discussion
Chapter 5 - Final remarks
Figure 4. Report structure
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2 First Policy Dialogues
2.1 Objectives
The first Policy Dialogues session took place in Milan, Italy, during BENEFIT’s Second Meeting on
th
September 24 2015. Developed in two activities – explanatory sessions introducing the matching
framework, and a dynamic discussion panel – the event was attended by several practitioners representing
different perspectives of the transport infrastructure provision industry (public authorities, banks, operators
and international organizations).
In the explanatory sessions, participants were introduced to the outcomes of task 3.1 – Ex-post analysis.
Also sub-divided in two parts, the presentation started by describing BENEFIT’s working scenario and the
developed state-of-the-art. This presentation was complemented by the Herren-tunnel case exposition. This
case was the background for guiding the case exploration exercise, providing a real example of the already
introduced indicators and dimensions that were later discussed in the panel session.
In the discussion panel session, groups were organized around two BENEFIT datasets. In each group,
datasets were introduced by a BENEFIT partner and presented in the snapshot format, to discuss the
characterization and the analysis from the point of view of their practitioner expertise and experience. Issues
were clarified during the session. This discussion model was oriented to validate BENEFIT’s methodology
as a framework suitable to support decisions. Before this long-term goal, the discussion brought BENEFIT
case studies to the participants with the purpose of eliciting opinions on how to best characterise them in
the context of defining their funding and financing. Comments, suggestions and questions were registered
by a rapporteur present in each group (member of the consortium).
The main objectives were:
•
•
•

To obtain insights from practitioners on what can be the barriers to a sound business model
To obtain insights into the criteria of the different decision stages and, which factors enable better
relation between elements of infrastructure provision and strategy, value creation, proposition and
value chain, value capture and sharing
To test and validate the different elements of the Decision Matching Framework and pave the
ground for the final BENEFIT recommendation

2.2 Session structure
The first Policy Dialogues session was attended by 6 invited experts from 5 countries and Professor Marco
Ponti, member of the BENEFIT Advisory Board. Table 1 lists all present guests and institutions.
Table 1. First Policy Dialogues participants
Country
Belgium

Expert
Steven Van Garsse

France

Jerome Pourbaix

Greece

Alexandros Deloukas

Athens Metro

Italy

Fabio Pasquali

Italy

Marco Ponti

Italy
Italy
Italy
Poland
Spain

Massimo Corradi
Marco Mutti
Paula Vigo
Bartosz Korbus
Manuel Herrera Rodríguez

ANAS, National Italian roads company
TRASPOL, Laboratorio di Politica dei
Trasporti, Politecnico di Milano
SEA Milano, airport operator
Banca IMI, investment bank
Regione Lombardia
PPP institute of Poland
Altagarcia Consultores, S.L.P.
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Institution
Flemish PPP Institute
Head of Policy & Outreach, UITP,
International Association of Public Transport

Notes
Guest of UA
Guest of
CEREMA
Guest of
UAegean
Guest of TRT
Advisory Board
Guest of TRT
Guest of TRT
Guest of TRT
Guest of IBDIM
Guest of ULPGC

The Policy Dialogues was structured as follows. The three case study presenters were requested to present
within a time period of 5 min. (exceptionally up to 8 min.), a brief narrative of the decision-making process
of the case study and then present the specifics of the “story” using the provided snapshots. This way the
experts were able to assess how and to what degree the model corresponds or not to the description of the
case studies. Initially, fourteen cases were selected by the BENEFIT Core Group based on the following:
•
•
•
•

Coverage of all modes as well as all contextual typologies and characteristic elements
Information on the vulnerability of the financing and funding scheme with respect to macro-economic
environment and social influences
Performance indicators and preliminary assessments
Information on the relationship between the case stricto sensu and the political, economic and social
context

Among those fourteen cases, a subset of 6 cases was allocated in pairs to each of the three tables based
on the familiarity of the expert guests with the cases.
Although the discussion method did not restrict the discussion structure, BENEFIT partners present in the
tables and rapporteurs were oriented to guide the tables to follow a semi-structured question script regarding
the following topics:
•

About the variables that the BENEFIT model uses to describe the projects:
• Do they describe projects sufficiently to inform the decision-making processes that you are
involved in?
• Is the model missing any information that is crucial for informing your decision-making
processes?
• Would the model be better/worse describing different types of projects (sources of funding,
financing, different transport modes)?
• Are the variables presented in a clear and meaningful way for you?
• Would your decision-making be adequately supported by the BENEFIT model’s
project description variables?

•

About the decision-matching:
• What would be viable/good/desirable/the best combinations of project characteristics from
your perspective (of financier, PPP unit, public party, etc.), for a successful project?
• Would cases described equally in the model have equal outcomes?
• How does the BENEFIT model compare to reality?
• What are the limitations of the model?

Firstly, questions related to the variables of the BENEFIT model were addressed by stakeholders in all
tables. Secondly, specific questions on the Decision Matching Framework were presented. Finally,
questions that emerged from the discussion among the invited experts, partners and case study presenters
were addressed. Thus, these specific questions were developed to place the BENEFIT Decision Matching
Framework into the discussion. At the end, the participants’ answers focused on the two questions noted
above in bold.
From the outset, the table’ participants were thanked for their participation and permission was requested
to record the conversation. Consent was given and the discussion was recorded using the relevant function
of a mobile phone and the output was a 1 hour and 16 minute audio file in m4a format. Then, a very brief
introduction by the rapporteur linked the introductory presentations during the morning session with the
objectives of the Policy Dialogues discussion. Subsequently, the rules of the exercise were explained and
printed material was made available to the participants containing the BENEFIT snapshots of the case
studies to be discussed (see Annex AI.II. Pilot cases) and the aforementioned rules of the discussion. All of
the printed material had already been emailed to the participants beforehand. The semi-structured character
of the discussion required for moderation along with reporting, which was a role primarily performed by the
rapporteur.
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The case studies, the presenters and rapporteurs were distributed among 3 tables as follows (Table 2).
Table 2. Policy Dialogues discussion tables
Table 1 - Rapporteur: Marisa Pedro (IST)
Project
Port of Agaete
A2 Motorway Poland
Table 2 - Rapporteur: Matheus Oliveira (IST)
Project
The Hague New Central Train Station
Reims tramway
Table 3 - Rapporteur: Maria Spandou (IST)
Project
Athens Tramway
Liefkenshoek Rail Link

Author / Presenter
Country
ULPGC
Spain
IBDIM
Poland

Mode
Seaport
Road

Author / Presenter
Country
UTwente
The Netherlands
Cerema
France

Mode
Station
Tramway

Author / Presenter
Country
UAEGEAN
Greece
UAntwerp
Belgium

Mode
Tramway
Rail

The main objective of the exercise was not the discussion of the specific values of the model´s indicators
but the structure of the model and the indicators per se in capturing reality. However some participants
highlighted concerns for the values of several indicators, especially those related with the funding and
financing typologies, with potential implications on the way they are structured or calculated. For this reason,
the relevant typology leaders were asked to participate and noted the remarks for further investigation.

2.3 Session results
2.3.1

Question 1. Would your decision-making be adequately supported by the BENEFIT
model’s project description variables?

The participants’ answers and findings were sub-divided into sub-topics as well as their relation to BENEFIT
(as response) in order to clarify those issues within the BENEFIT Decision Matching Framework.
Stakeholders’ representativeness in the model
Description: Infrastructure provision projects have a complex network of involved stakeholders. Typologies
dimension assessment might have been underrepresenting indirect beneficiaries, sponsors and partners of
the project. Without focusing on the output measures, this topic was discussed considering the actual
benefits, or responsibility value held by the non-traditional stakeholders (e.g. minor stakeholders,
environment activities) assessed by the model. For instance, regarding the Revenue Support Indicator, one
of the stakeholders noticed that all cases were presenting low values, but all of them had nonetheless been
implemented and most of them succeed in operational terms. Considering this mismatch, the debate
discussed if this could be a consequence of the underrepresentation of the indirect actors in the assessment
of the cases or of the actual low interest in the development of strong Business Models. The BENEFIT
model should observe the stakeholders’ environment around the project. Indirectly this structure is
responsible for supporting the activities developed by the main project and should be represented in the
project assessment.
Response: The BENEFIT model is agnostic to stakeholder interests and does not represent any
stakeholder view. Regarding the Revenue Support Indicator, it represents the level of potential and wider
revenue sources stemming from an infrastructure project that are exploited. Low values of the Revenue
Support Indicator indicate that the project is not able to take advantage of other revenue sources. When
explained, the UITP participant exclaimed on the usefulness especially in Urban Transit case study where
integration with other urban activities is vital.
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BENEFIT as a decision tool
Description: The involved stakeholders did not understand for whom the model is assigned. Several
questions were asked: is the model’s goal to help politicians? To help contractors? Is its goal to help
decision-makers “justify” projects to politicians? It is important to make clear for whom the model has been
designed in order to understand if it adequately supports the decision-making. Other questions were related
to the model description: Can BENEFIT describe and explain the best solution of contract for each case
study? In other words, for Project X, can the model show that PPP contracts are better options than other
type of contracting? How can the model describe this? The BENEFIT model should help decision-makers
to justify to the politicians what is and why it is the best solution. For instance, if a PPP contract is the best
solution for that specific project, the model should be able to show (in a clear way) that a PPP is the best
option for that project so that the decision-maker can explain it, showing the results of the model. The
BENEFIT model should be able to understand what happens if we change the variable contract type: PPP
to Public (and vice-versa). Participants also mentioned that it would be important that the BENEFIT model
be able to describe political decisions through the snapshot moments since these kinds of projects are very
affected by political issues.
Response: The BENEFIT model does not take stakeholder views. The delivery model is an input to the
model but it is also monitored through the Financial Scheme Indicator. Hence it can show what happens if
the financing changes. The assessment of whether what happens is better or worse is left to the particular
stakeholder to assess.
Narrative as important as the indicators
Description: The Policy Dialogues participants were presented with the snapshots that constitute the
operationalization of the BENEFIT model and its constituent indicators. The first reaction pointed out the
difficulty in understanding the model and one of the participants generalized and argued that it would be
confusing for practitioners to use it as a decision-tool, while another expert pointed out that if used for
decision-making it would be positive, however it was not clear how the ex-post analysis was going to assist
ex ante decision-making processes. All participants agreed that the narrative is as important as the
indicators and that they should supplement each other, while one of the experts mentioned that one
shouldn´t “start with putting numbers”.
Response: These are “lessons learned” for the Policy Dialogues process, as narratives exist in BENEFIT
but not to present them was a Policy Dialogues process decision. However, not understanding the indicator
sets is more related to the fact that participants did not have enough explanations given with respect to the
indicators, so as to be able to read the information.
Complementarity with other widely accepted infrastructure assessment methods
Description: The BENEFIT model provides a holistic framework to address transport infrastructure
decision-making processes. The experts acknowledged the usefulness of the model as a tool but highlighted
the fact that it cannot be used as a standalone option, expressing concerns about the “judgement ability of
the model”. They stressed that it should be combined with other widely accepted infrastructure assessment
methods, such as enriched Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) or Public Sector Comparator.
Response: BENEFIT does not substitute other assessment methods. On its own, it is not an assessment
investment method. These decisions are “input” to BENEFIT which then predicts project performance.
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2.3.2

Question 2. How does the BENEFIT model compare to reality?

Typologies must consider multi-level specificities of the decision-making process.
Description: From political to project differentiation, BENEFIT’s Decision Matching Framework may
segment some part of its analysis regarding different levels of the decision process. Practitioners discussed
the representativeness of the local policy in the construction of the implementation context. Although the
national perspective has been clearly assessed by the Implementation Context indicator, the engagement
of local stakeholders (authorities and project sponsors and partners) may be more significant for certain
project types and consequently for some decision processes. Indicators may be analysed regarding the
strategic position of the projects and the environment. Different levels may attribute different weights of
interest to the project variables.
Response: The issue was considered when addressing the implementation context indicators at project
initiation as the objective was to address the relevant implementation context. Due to the difficulty in
collecting relevant information, it was decided to address these indicators on a national level and employ
international indices made available from international institutions. These indicators are expected to function
fairly well for national driven projects and lesser so for more local projects.
Feedback loops
Description: The decision matching analysis has to encompass feedback loops and correlations between
variables at different dimensions. One of the practitioners pointed that investment size is usually determinant
for finance access. In generic terms, the model as it is described by the snapshot does not represent the
complementary / supplementary effects except among variables within the same dimension. The effects of
those correlations may expose limitations and weights within typologies. Limitations and reinforcement
structures might be assessed by the BENEFIT’s methodology.
Response: Interrelations and combinations of indicators contributing to various outcomes are to be studied
in the next project tasks.
No clear consideration of all sets of risks
Description: The discussion was initiated through the qualitative and quantitative presentation of the case
studies. However, the experts felt that risks and their allocation are not included in the model in their entirety
and that this might create problems for the predictive ability of the model and the ability of the database in
calculating risks. The experts insisted on the risks-related reality and they stated the examples that in some
of the projects there are no private risks or that some risks are hidden. Contract-related risks and commercial
risks are also important issues, particularly for politicians, consequently, they should also be present in the
model. Finally, practitioners also pointed out the risk aversion on behalf of the public decision-makers. The
BENEFIT model should consider the balance between risks and budget: If one considered more risks (or
less) than the ones described in the contract, how much would it cost (more than actual estimated)?
Response: Partners responded that the risk component is included in the model and would consider
restructuring the way they are presented in the model to improve perception by the decision-makers.
Lack of representation of strategic behaviour
Description: Transport infrastructure planning and delivery includes a variety of stakeholders with different
stakes, interests and objectives. Thus, contracts are celebrated in order to address the strategic behaviour
that would probably emerge in such a setting. The experts highlighted the imperfection and incompleteness
of the contracts, resulting inevitably in instances of strategic behaviour. Furthermore, one of the experts
highlighted the existence of hidden agendas, especially in the context of the PPPs, or the fact that during
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the procurement dialogues, actors are sometimes reluctant to share ideas. Thus, in general, the participants
felt that this component of reality is not represented within the BENEFIT model. Finally, they considered that
the planning phase should be given more attention since it predefines to a certain extent the evolution of
the downstream processes.
Response: The BENEFIT model does not take particular stakeholder views and does not account for
strategic behaviour. Plus, the level of transparency of the process is also included on the FinancialEconomic Indicator, which does not only represent GDP or country rating but also includes competitiveness.
Also the Institutional Indicator refers to other components of the same context. In addition, although the
planning phase is not part of the BENEFIT model, the model may support the planning phase when used
as a scenario prediction tool.
Inclusion of Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC) as indicator
Description: Following the discussion on the representation of risk in the BENEFIT model, which is a crucial
element of the decision-making process, one of the experts suggested that the Weighted Average Cost of
Capital (WACC) be incorporated as an indicator in the model representing private capital and in some cases
highlighting instances of risk and strategic behaviour. More precisely, the expert brought as an example the
case of WACC value so low that could possibly imply hidden guarantees. Finally, a general comment on the
indicators was their solidity, so that the decision makers would not be able to change the numbers at will.
Response: The Financial Scheme Indicator is built on the concept of an adjusted WACC so as to also
include public financing.
Other Policy Dialogues discussion topics
Description: The stakeholders were concerned about the way each case study was brought into the model.
Each case study was carried out from the point of view of the person who uploaded it into the model ? It
was seen from the Government's point of view? It was seen from the point of view of the technical designer?
Because if each case study is carried out from different points of view, different meanings of the data can
exist, since they are not undertaken from the same basis. For instance, let us consider project X, which had
traffic volumes below forecasts. From the point of view of the person who inserted the information into the
model this was a “bad” outcome. However, from the point of view of the Government, it was not “bad”
because even with traffic below forecasts, there was urban development around the area and consequently
the objective of the project was achieved and the project was successful. Same project, but different points
of view, can lead to different results into the model.
The Negotiation step is an essential phase. Numerous decisions are being taken. The BENEFIT model
should have one snapshot for this moment, describe also how long this moment takes (1 month, 1 year of
negotiations). Other important components/dimensions should be present into the model: stakeholders’
issues, environmental issues and externalities.
Response: These issues will be taken into account in next steps.
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2.4 Lessons learned and recommendations for Second Policy
Dialogues
The first Policy Dialogues session was a very fruitful exercise, providing useful feedback for the continuation
of the project and making sure that the work is on the right track towards the creation of a useful and wellperceived decision-making tool. However, some procedural and contextual issues were observed, the
consideration of which will improve the quality of the next Policy Dialogues sessions. Firstly, the need for a
moderator, instead of only a rapporteur, was crucial, as both functions were performed by the same person
in this session. The limited amount of time and some participants´ propensity to deviate the conversation
away from the questions posed are issues resolved through moderation. Furthermore, explicit preparation
for the Policy Dialogues from the side of the experts would have assisted more on the comprehension of
the work and the generation of more focused feedback. Secondly, the time period of one hour and a half is
considered limited for the amount of feedback required, thus the duration of the next Policy Dialogues
session should correspond to the amount and depth of discussion expected. Finally, understanding on
behalf of the participants of their role in the process and required feedback lies heavily on their
understanding of the project work, and in this first session the participants were not able to conceive or
digest the indicators and the underlying concepts. Thus, in the following Policy Dialogues session more
effort should be placed upon the education of the participants so as to ensure educated and focused
feedback.
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3 Second Policy Dialogues
3.1 Objectives
th

The second Policy Dialogues session took place in Frankfurt, Germany, on the 15 of April 2016. Set at a
further stage in the project, this second Policy Dialogue asked more focused and specific questions to
BENEFIT’s expert guests, addressing the project’s need for validation of results, as well as for feedback on
current and remaining tasks. Practitioners of different groups, with different interests, contributed to the
event with their experience, providing insights on how to build solid bridges between the knowledge
developed in BENEFIT and the construction of contracts, tenders and bids for transport infrastructure
investment.
This chapter of the report presents the second Policy Dialogues starting with its objectives (section Error!
Reference source not found.), followed by a description of the structure of the event (section Error!
Reference source not found.), a presentation of the discussions held at the event (sections Error!
Reference source not found. and Error! Reference source not found.), and a summary of the
questionnaire results (section 3.5). Results of this Policy Dialogues session are discussed in Chapter Error!
Reference source not found..
The main goals of BENEFIT’s second Policy Dialogue were:
●
●
●
●

Reinforcing the validation process of the Decision Matching Framework
Discussing the findings of task 4.1 stage 2 and task 4.3
Addressing project resilience rating (task 3.2)
Preparing the Decision Matching Framework for practitioner use

The event was structured into three sessions plus a questionnaire pursuing the objectives above, as
described in Table 3.
Table 3. Goals of each of components of the second Policy Dialogues
Session
Session 1
Session 2
– round 1
Session 2
– round 2
Session 2
– round 3
Session 3

Description
Presentation of recent BENEFIT
results
World café on the question of
which indicators are relevant for
achieving each outcome
World café on the question of the
relative importance of each
indicator in achieving project
outcomes
World café on the question of
which indicators are relevant for
improving project resilience to
economic crises
Discussion of session 2 results

Goals
Showing guests what the Decision Matching
Framework can do
Identifying indicators relevant to achieving each
outcome
Getting acquainted with the Decision Matching
Framework and reacting to it
Identifying weights for the importance of each
indicator in achieving project outcomes
Identifying what makes projects more resilient to
economic financial crises
Identifying which indicators could measure that
resilience, considering cause-effect rationale
Summarizing session 2 results
Discussing potential and limitations of the Decision
Matching Framework
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3.2 Session structure
The second Policy Dialogues session was attended by 8 invited experts from 5 countries, 4 of which
members of the BENEFIT Advisory Board (Table 4).
Table 4. Participants at the second Policy Dialogues
Country

Expert

France

Alain Bonnafous

France

Yves Crozet

Germany

Werner Rothengatter
Dessislava
Strothmann
George Logothetis

Germany
Greece
Cyprus

Charalampos
Christodoulou

Portugal

João Carvalho

USA

Jonathan Gifford

Institution
Laboratoire Aménagement Economie
Transports, Université de Lyon
Laboratoire Aménagement Economie
Transports, Université de Lyon
KIT, Karlsruhe Institute of Transport
VIFG, German public agency managing
transport infrastructure projects
Ministry of Finance of Greece
Ministry of Communications and Works of
Cyprus
Authority for Mobility and Transport of
Portugal
George Mason University

Notes
Advisory Group
Advisory Group
Advisory Group
Guest of KIT
Guest of UAegean
Guest of UAegean
Guest of TIS.pt
Advisory Group

The Policy Dialogues event was structured into three sessions:
•
•

•

The first session presented present the most recent results of the BENEFIT project, namely
the Decision Matching Framework validation efforts of tasks 4.1 stage 2 and 4.3.
In the second session, through 3 rounds of group work, collective opinions were generated on
what characterizes the best projects within each outcome of the Decision Matching Framework,
namely how each indicator contributes to achieving those outcomes, and also within the
context of an economic-financial crisis.
In the third session, a general assembly discussion summarized the results of the second
sessions and focused on the potential and limitations of the Decision Matching Framework to
fulfil the need for decision-making guidelines: what and how?

Additionally, all confirmed participants were asked to answer a questionnaire before the second Policy
Dialogues. The aim of this was to question the main conclusions of deliverable 4.2, approaching the issues
on the basis of the participants’ professional experience. The individual work was also expected to start the
participants thinking about the issues that they would be asked to discuss later on at the event.
The questionnaire (presented Annex Error! Reference source not found.), was structured around the
main conclusions of deliverable D4.2, namely:
•
•
•

The factors that influence the probability of cost and time overruns in the construction phase of a
project;
The factors contributing to the achievement of traffic levels as forecasted, despite adverse financial
and economic contexts;
The factors influencing the achievement of revenue targets as forecasted, despite adverse financial
and economic contexts, as was observed in some PPPs in the BENEFIT database.

The setting for session 2 was a World Café (Figure 5), with two BENEFIT partners at each table of 5
participants. One partner played the role of moderator, and the other played the role of rapporteur. BENEFIT
partners not moderating or reporting were also present at the different tables, and participated in the
discussions. Table rotation plans were predefined for each participant – guests and BENEFIT partners
(Figure 10). In the first two rounds of the World Café, the four tables addressed the outcomes presented in
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Table 5.

Figure 5. Setting for the second Policy
Dialogues

Figure 6. Second Policy Dialogues
participants

Table 5. Outcomes addressed at each table in rounds 1 and 2 of the world café
Table topic
Cost to completion
Time to completion
Actual vs. forecasted demand
Actual vs. forecasted revenues

Moderator
Aris Pantelias (UCL)
Goran Mladenovic (UoB)
Thierry Vanelslander (UA)
Pekka Leviakangas (Oulu)

Rapporteur
Marisa Pedro (IST)
Maria Spandou (IST)
Joana Costa (IST)
João Bernardino (TIS)

Detailed guidelines were provided to moderators, as well as material to support the table discussions.
On the first round, a World Café method was used to determine which indicators are relevant in obtaining
good results in each of the Decision Matching Framework outcomes. At each table, participants were asked
to discuss which indicators contribute to ensure what would be, in their opinion, a high score for each
outcome. Those indicators were written on post-its and placed on the table poster (Figure 7). The question
motivating the discussions was put up by the session time keeper on a slide visible to all (Figure 8).

Financial
indicator
Governanc
e

Figure 7. Illustration of a table poster, for the
outcome “cost to completion”

Figure 8. Question slide for round 1

Every 20 minutes, the time keeper asked participants to switch tables and join a different outcome
discussion (Figure 9), where the table moderator would present to the new discussants the results of the
previous group. As mentioned before, table rotation plans were predefined for each participant, making sure
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each one visited each table during all four discussions of round 1, and avoiding that participants sit together
more than once (Figure 10).

Figure 9. Illustration of table switching
during the world café

Figure 10. Two examples of table sequences for
BENEFIT guests

source: Jones, P. “Artful & Disciplined Dialogue
for Today’s Wicked Problems”, presentation to
the 2009 C2D2 conference,
http://www.c2d2.ca/; edited by the authors

On the second round, only the guests (BENEFIT partners did not participate in this round) were asked to
go visit each outcome table again and order the indicators according to the magnitude of their influence in
obtaining a high score in each outcome, and in obtaining good outcomes in the project overall. For the
former question (task 1 of round 2), this was done by giving each participant 12 round stickers per outcome
table and letting them place them in front of any of the indicators added to each outcome poster (Figure 11)

Figure 11. Illustration of a table poster
used for task 1 of round 2, for the outcome
“cost to completion”

Figure 12. Question slide for round 2, task 1

For the latter question on overall project outcomes (task 2 of round 2), participants were given 12 round
stickers that they could place wherever they felt like in a large poster where all the indicators mentioned in
all the table discussions during round 1 were gathered. The participants were allowed to not place any
stickers at all in an indicator, or to place all of them in one indicator, however, they were asked to use them
all. During round 2, participants were able to see the other participants’ choices as they make their own
choices (Figure 13), since for this round they were allowed to walk freely between tables without a
mandatory seating plan. Once again, the time keeper put up a slide with the question, visible to all (Figure
14). Participants had a total of 30 minutes to complete this task for all four tables.
24/103

Figure 13. Three BENEFIT guests
carrying out task 2 of round 2 at the
event

Figure 14. Question slide for round 2, task 2

Finally, in the third and last round, groups were asked to go back to the tables with a challenge - how to
make projects more resilient to economic-financial crises, and which indicators could measure that
resilience. Those indicators were written on post-its and placed on the table poster (Figure 15). The question
motivating the discussions was put up by the session time keeper on a slide visible to all (Figure 16). Again
they were asked to discuss in a world café setting, with 20 minute discussions, and a moderator updating
each new group with the conclusions of the previous one.

Figure 15. Illustration of a table poster,
for the infrastructure type “unique
structures”

Figure 16. Question slide for round 3

In the third round of the World Café, the four tables addressed the following types of infrastructure:

Table 6. Types of infrastructure addressed at each table in round 3 of the world café
Table topic
Linear infrastructure (rail and road)
Unique structures, such as tunnels,
bridges, and ports
Urban mobility
Airports – enhanced business models

Moderator
Aris Pantelias (UCL)

Rapporteur
João Bernardino (TIS)

Pekka Leviakangas (Oulu)

Marisa Pedro (IST)

Rosário Macário (IST)
Thierry Vanelslander (UA)

Maria Spandou (IST)
Joana Costa (IST)
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At each table, cases were used as support to contextualize the discussion on resilience (Table 7 and Error!
Reference source not found.) and the Decision Matching Framework description handouts (Annex Error!
Reference source not found.). Cases were selected according the following criteria:
•
•
•

Coverage of all infrastructure types as well as all contextual typologies and characteristic
elements.
Information on the vulnerability of the financing and funding scheme with respect to macroeconomic environment and social influences are also registered for each case
Performance indicators and preliminary assessments

Table 7. Support cases identification at each table
Table topic

Case briefings

Linear infrastructure

M6 toll road

Unique structures, such as tunnels,
bridges, and ports

Port of Sines

Urban mobility

Reims tramway

Airports – enhanced business
models

Athens international airport

Session 2 can be summarized by illustrating the questions asked to the experts (Figure 17) and the posters
where their answers were represented during the session (Figure 18).

Figure 17. Questions for all three rounds of the world café
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Figure 18. Illustration of the posters for all three rounds of the world café
Session 3 provided a summary of the results of the previous sessions, in a general assembly setting, open
to questions and comments throughout. This summary was oriented to focus on the most relevant
conclusions as future guidelines for the project, as well as on the major limitations of the Decision Matching
Framework and the potential solutions to address them.

3.3 Results of rounds 1 and 2: indicators’ relevance for achieving
outcomes
This section describes the results of rounds 1 and 2 of the World Café. The answers to the round questions
are analysed by table, since each table focused on a particular outcome. An overall discussion of results
can be found further, on chapter Error! Reference source not found..
Round 1 asked which indicators are relevant to achieve each outcome of the BENEFIT Decision Matching
Framework. Round 2 asked participants to rank them by order of importance in achieving those outcomes.
The issue of independence was raised for this exercise – since the several indicators present on each poster
were not all independent, then a weighting of their relative importance achieved through this type of exercise
carries the risk of not representing it correctly. However, the purpose is to provide a picture of the experts’
weighting of variables in support of the BENEFIT tool, and not to derive precise numbers to feed the rating
methodology. Therefore, the reader is cautioned not to attach excessive value to the magnitudes indicated
in the percentage bars presented in the next sections.
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3.3.1

Cost to completion

Table 8 presents the indicators that were mentioned in the cost outcome table discussions in round 1 as
relevant for achieving cost to completion. Generally, governance, the institutional context, the method/level
of procurement, the contract design, the ability/capacity to construct and risk allocation were identified as
main indicators which have high impact on cost to completion outcome.
Table 8. Indicators relevant for achieving cost to completion outcome
BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with cost to completion outcome
Cost saving comes with the history of the project, namely capability to operate, plan
and monitor. It is associated, during the planning phase, to underestimation.
The competence of public vs. private in delivering the contract/project adequately;
the ability/capacity to construct were mentioned as factors responsible for cost to
completion outcome.
•

Business Model /
Cost Saving

Three main actors are always present on all project development processes
and have a relevant role to achieve the “cost to completion” outcome: the
Grantor, who funds the project, the Supervisor, who makes general supervision
of the project, and the Contractors, who are responsible for the overall
coordination of the project, providing all of the material, labour, equipment and
services necessary for the construction of the project (must first assess the
project-specific documents as bid, proposal or tender documents). Choosing
the best contractor is of extreme importance, as well as the contract
arrangements.
The maturity of projects at procurement (past experiences/knowledge):
Procurement experience included when assessing the overall capability of the
contracting authority.
The risk allocation in contracts, whether it is cost risks, political risks, regulatory and
others of the same category (e.g. changes in legislation, political conditions) are
important issues to be taken into account and thus are incorporated in the FinancialEconomic and Institutional indicators. The construction/technical risks and
operational risks are included in the Cost Saving indicator:
•

The economic crisis in general promoted the allocation of risks to the public
sector. Consequently, experts think that we need equilibrium and the way the
contracts are designed is of extreme importance, particularly regarding the risk
allocation scheme, which has high impact on the “cost to completion” outcome.
Plus, the method/level of procurement (if it is public or PPP) is determinant
because of the risk allocation.
Technical complexity and innovation (the adoption of innovation) increase costs
while increasing efficiency in operation and construction: what is the balance? The
equilibrium between cost and efficiency? Experts asked. The government needs to
promote innovation. So the private sector tends to allocate innovation risks together
with the financial risks.

Implementation
Context /
Institutional
context
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The political capacity, support and policies (political stability) influence the cost to
completion outcome.
For the participants, institutional context translates into the way the government
supports/influences the project targets. It is necessary to have good monitoring;
the contractor must be available to monitoring all project processes. It affects all
system, whether PPP or public arrangement.
Public acceptability has high impact on project success and development,
affecting funding scheme and revenues. If, for instance, the general public have a
positive opinion about the project, they will “use” it more often and, consequently,

BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with cost to completion outcome
generate more revenues and project funding. On the other hand, Government
feels more comfortable in supporting and funding the project.
Political risks are often associated with transport projects and highly impact the cost
of the project, project efficiency and funding. In fact, one expert believes funding is
defined at very early stage and then government tend to subsidise the construction
over-costs.

Implementation
Context /
FinancialEconomic Context

The method of procurement, PPP or public procurement, is strongly related to
cost saving and cost overruns. Plus, the government often chooses PPPs due to
economic constraints and its poor capacity of project construction. Thus, financial
market development and macro-economic environment highly influence the
method of procurement and the project budget and financing.

Financing Scheme
/ 1-WACC

The engagement between the main actors, defining the level of procurement
(Public vs. PPP) is an information existing in the model as input and furthermore
is reflected in Financial Scheme Indicator.

Governance

The efficiency/effectiveness in the governance indicator: contract type; risk
allocation; delays; cost overruns were often pointed out by several experts.
Contractual flexibility: the flexibility of the project and the adaptability of the
contracts are important factors contributing for project costs to completion.
Experts believe it is important and useful to change the risk allocation through
project development, and it should happen more frequently so that the projects
can achieve the outcomes successfully.
Delays during project development have impacts on cost (providing cost overruns).
However, if the cost of delay is so high, the private sector prefers to deliver the
project on-time, even with some cost overruns, than to bear the negative
consequences associated with the risk of over-time. Here, once more, risk
allocation is a very important issue, as well as the type of contract.

Large-size infrastructure projects such as transport projects are very complex and difficult to manage. Public
authorities have to have a high knowledge to deal with this kind of project procurement. The complexity of
those projects may also lead to cost increases (i.e. cost overruns). Plus, the scope of the project often
changes during the project life-cycle (in particular during the planning and tendering phases), which
consequently changes the inputs necessary for project development. This cannot be predictable or
controlled, significantly increasing the budget of the project. In addition, these projects have a huge number
of stakeholders. Their strategic behaviour can be a factor of project delay, increasing, in turn, the cost to
completion outcome. When stakeholders have negative opinions regarding the project they can significantly
affect the government support, leading to time overruns and, consequently, cost overruns.
Finally, one expert mentioned public procurement tends to be very complex and have multiple contracts,
increasing complexity. He/she asked how this can be translated through BENEFIT’ Decision Matching
Framework. The BENEFIT model can address multiple contract projects. The Athens Tramway case is one
such example. The issue faced by the BENEFIT project was the access to information when it came to
multiple contract projects.
Additional comments
The Cyprus experience shows that public procurement is often over-budget while PPPs are always onbudget. With the private sector carrying the cost risks, PPPs have no costs overruns. On the other hand, a
PPP project in California had cost overruns after the contract was awarded. Also in Portugal, the ports have
usually 30 years of contract concession, due the EU directive for construction, which lead to cost overruns.
In addition, with the economic crisis the allocation of risks leans more towards to the public sector, namely
the cost ones. Consequently, experts think that we need equilibrium and the way the contracts are designed
29/103

is of extreme importance, in particular regarding the risk allocation scheme, which has high impact on the
“cost to completion” outcome.
In France the main objective is to finish the project on-time. After that, if necessary, discuss the final price
and find a solution, even if it results in cost overruns. At the end, just one project, a high-speed rail, had cost
overruns. The main reason is because the French Government has a high knowledge of the price of
construction a rail infrastructure (since they have a lot of kilometres constructed), consequently, the private
sector is not able to increase much the initial price of construction. The expert thinks that the main problem
with these projects is related to the optimism bias of traffic demand and not the cost of the project.
Out of 7 German PPP projects completed and in operation stage, one was delivered in line with cost
forecasts; the others were 4% over-budget. Since this is less than 5%, Germany considers it on-budget.
When we are looking for public procurement, projects are often 10%-20% over-budget (or even more). In
Germany, public procurement tends to have more complex contracts and more cost overruns than PPP
contracts. This is the main reason for using PPP contracts most of the time.
Importance rating
Participants attach very similar weights to the indicators contributing to the cost to completion outcome:
governance was the most important, followed by cost saving, macroeconomic context, and institutional
context (Table 9).
Table 9. Importance rating of the Indicators contributing to achieving cost to completion outcome
BENEFIT Indicator
Governance

(20)

Business Model /
Cost Saving
Implementation Context /
Financial-Economic Context
Implementation Context /
Institutional context

(17)
(14)
(13)

Number of stickers





     

    

Illustration of the relative importance weight of each indicator found relevant to achieving cost to completion
outcome

3.3.2

Time to completion

Table 10 presents the indicators that were mentioned in the time outcome table discussions in round 1 as
relevant for achieving time to completion.
Table 10. Indicators relevant for achieving time to completion outcome
BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with time to completion outcome

Business Model /
Cost Saving

Maturity of the project in terms of technical design and procurement
Ability of public partner to plan is crucial for the achievement of cost/time savings
and avoidance of cost/time overruns in relation to a project.
Ability of the public partner to monitor the implementation of the project and address
time deviations through mitigation measures. Technical uncertainty ranks high in
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BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with time to completion outcome
the list of the determinants of big project failures and it relates also to the monitoring
ability and flexibility to respond.
Ability to construct is very important and results in time and cost savings.
Management of the construction process, and control instruments such as Building
Information Modelling are also important. Another dimension that relates to cost
savings and governance is the way that problematic partners are addressed within
the framework of a consortium.
Risk allocation to the party that can take on the risk, meaning that the private party
should not be punished for something they cannot manage.
Changes during contract that have an impact on time to completion can be of legal,
but primarily of technical nature. Technical changes are sometimes necessary in
order to address unforeseen contingencies or constructability; however in many
cases these changes stem from lack of comprehensive planning or political
pressures. When design changes are made based on the selection among a
number of design options and the design is accepted without any protests, then
time savings can be achieved. Moreover, when additional funding is required for
these changes, this can be an element of delay.

Governance

A split in responsibilities within the consortium, resulting in no leader, increases the
transaction costs.
The structure of the SPV is important, especially in terms of clear authority and
accountability to respond to uncertainty.
Effective conflict management results in time and cost savings for a project, since
judicial procedures can take 2-3 years to resolve

Funding Scheme /
Remuneration
Attractiveness

The remuneration package is important, especially in terms of incentives for project
acceleration and earlier completion, primarily in the form of bonuses and improved
IRR, with claim for renegotiation being at the opposite side of the spectrum when
remuneration is not attractive anymore in light of additional resources or not much
of return

Business Model /
Revenue Support

Project exclusivity.
Strategic behaviour of partners might emerge within a consortium since it might
comprise of market competitors.
Again, risk allocation to the party that can take on the risk, meaning that the private
party should not be punished for something they cannot manage.

Implementation
Context /
Institutional
context

The institutional context was highlighted by a good part of the table participants as
extremely relevant to time to completion, touching a number of dimensions. Firstly,
the participants mentioned that the institutional organization of the project should
be in place before the construction of the project. Moreover, in cases of large
projects, the institutional complexity of many contracts, outstanding environmental
permits or appropriations etc. might contribute to additional time to completion of
the project. Furthermore, sometimes non-institutionalized solutions can have an
impact on the time scale of the project, such as in the case of the Washington
Beltway, where the project was planned for decades but not implemented due to
lack of money and required for taking out a number of houses. Finally, an unsolicited
proposal put forward a change of the design to take out no homes.
A strong public body that is able to resolve problems and avoid mistakes and
protests before the implementation of the project, results in cost savings.

Financing Scheme

Financial complexity was also mentioned by the participants as a determinant for
time delays, especially when state aid is received long after the beginning of
construction which relates to the financial planning, the stakeholders involved and
the contractual clauses that define the funding-financing mechanisms.
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BENEFIT
Indicator
Implementation
Context /
FinancialEconomic Context
Funding Scheme /
Revenue
Robustness

Tie-in with time to completion outcome
As above, delays in financing caused by economic instability, in the country might
impact planning and construction time.
Again, risk allocation to the party that can take on the risk, meaning that the private
party should not be punished for something they cannot manage.

Appropriations were highlighted by the participants as a major determinant for deviations from the planned
time to completion. Indeed, the case of Germany, where land is acquired before the contracting phase, was
contrasted with other cases where land acquisition is a parallel process that is very difficult to be concluded
before the award phase. Within BENEFIT’s Decision Matching Framework, appropriations processes are
related to project maturity, which is measured by the Business Model / Cost Saving indicator.
Furthermore, regarding the strategic behaviour among consortium partners, the Tours–Bordeaux HighSpeed Rail was mentioned, where the private operator will be ready in advance, while the other operator,
SNCF, will not be ready to open the services in advance, presumably to avoid the comparison of operating
costs of the line by the two operators. Finally, the majority of the participants recognized that PPP Projects
show lower incidents of time overruns compared to the public projects.

Importance rating
For time to completion, participants attach a higher weight to governance, as with cost to completion, and a
similar weight to cost saving, however in this case the remaining indicators were not as important, with
remuneration attractiveness and revenue support with about half the importance of governance, and
macroeconomic and institutional context one third (and less) (Table 11).
Table 11. Importance rating of the Indicators contributing to achieving time to completion outcome
BENEFIT Indicator
Governance
Business Model /
Cost Saving
Funding Scheme /
Remuneration Attractiveness
Business Model /
Revenue Support
Implementation Context /
Financial-Economic Context
Implementation Context /
Institutional context

Number of stickers

(18)         

(16)         

(9)


(9)


(6)


(4)


Illustration of the relative importance weight of each indicator found relevant to achieving time to completion
outcome
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3.3.3

Actual vs. forecasted traffic

Table 12Table 10 presents the indicators that were mentioned in the traffic outcome table discussions in
round 1 as relevant for achieving traffic forecasts.
Table 12. Indicators relevant for achieving traffic outcome
BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with traffic outcome
IRA is a factor of the traffic outcome.
Its effects on the outcome depend on:

Transport mode
context / Reliability
and availability
(IRA)

•
•

The level of seriousness of the disruptions, for the actual traffic
The risks considered when forecasting demand; the effect of the IRA on actual
vs. forecasted traffic depends on the probabilities considered in forecasting;
with good forecasts, the effect of the IRA on traffic outcomes is included,
especially using a long enough time series.
IRA can be considered an exogenous factor (earthquakes, terrorist attacks), and its
effects on traffic are project specific (not mode-specific) and can only be assessed
on a case-by-case basis.

Business model /
Cost saving

Cost saving is not a primary but a secondary factor influencing traffic outcomes.
Participants mentioned that the indicator includes relevant variables for traffic
outcomes, namely capability to operate, plan and monitor, and to some extent life
cycle planning (with some mentioning the tie-in with achieving demand goals
determined by the ability to keep the infrastructure available).

Business model /
Revenue support

Revenue support was mentioned as a factor of traffic outcomes.
An obvious tie-in with the traffic outcomes is the demand risk allocation component
of revenue support. If an operator is taking the demand risk, there is an incentive to
secure and develop a market of users; if the operator does not take demand risk
and is simply paid for keeping an infrastructure open, this incentive will be lacking.
Two components of this indicator were singled out and given particular focus in the
discussions: exclusivity and connectivity. These are parts of the level of control
variable.
A great number of participants mentioned that exclusivity is essential for achieving
traffic outcomes. Some mentioned that exclusivity in road projects depends on the
country. Some countries like Germany have a high road network density, so
exclusivity on a new road project is rare. In Belgium, the road network does not offer
good quality alternatives, so exclusivity can be considered possible for a road
project.
Connectivity was also mentioned as a key factor for achieving traffic outcomes, with
the example of a French freight rail line achieving only 10% of their forecasted traffic
when the rail connections to Spain failed to be built.
Participants mentioned that in order to achieve their traffic goals and improve their
business, some private road operators suggest small design changes that increase
the network impact of their projects.

Governance

The tie-in between governance and traffic outcomes is that forecasting is better with
good governance.
Participants mentioned that in some contexts, the way that procurement is set up
rewards overoptimistic traffic forecasting. Shadow toll roads in Germany are an
example: the contractor who has the most optimistic forecast can offer a better
price, and win the bid.
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BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with traffic outcome

Funding scheme /
Remuneration
attractiveness

Participants mentioned that remuneration attractiveness is very important as this
has some influence on appraisal optimism. As above, the case of German shadow
tolled roads procurement was mentioned on this point – these were more prone to
appraisal optimism as the bidder with the highest traffic would be able to propose
the lowest price and win the bid. Strategic behaviour is relevant for the relationship
between this factor and traffic outcomes (see below the section on strategic
behaviour).
With high remuneration attractiveness (availability models, for example), the
operator does not need to attract demand, and there is less incentive to match
forecasts.
With lower remuneration attractiveness (toll models, for example), the operator
needs to improve the business model as much as possible in order to attract
demand. This might not seem easy in certain types of infrastructure like roads, but
it is done by operators, from project design to operation (e.g. introducing design
adjustments to gain additional market, providing good customer support, improving
availability as much as possible).
There is a clear relationship between this impact of remuneration attractiveness and
the allocation of demand risk.

Implementation
context / Financial
macroeconomic
context

Implementation
context /
Institutional
context

It was mentioned as a very important factor of traffic outcomes, as demand would
tend to drop during a crisis.
However, its importance for the traffic outcome depends on whether or not
adequate macro-economic scenarios were considered in planning and forecasting
(and even so that might not be enough to have a good forecast).
Projects that were being awarded when the financial crisis hit suffered different
reactions from the consortium banks:
• Some cut the forecasts and revenue projection
• Some asked to renegotiate the risks
The financial-economic indicator influences the number of projects, the type of
projects, and the remuneration schemes, which could be tied-in with different traffic
outcomes.
Participants found that institutional context should have come up in the BENEFIT
analysis as a factor of traffic outcome.
The institutional context spills over to governance (see above the row on
governance).
Institutional context might also be able to measure the extent to which “bad” projects
can be taken all the way to implementation (see below the section on political
support for the project).

Although some of these factors are considered within the BENEFIT indicators and respective variables,
participants were not able to identify them in the framework or if they did, chose to treat them as additional
factors in the discussion. It might be that they rate the impact of these factors on traffic outcomes very highly,
which could warrant the creation of individual indicators or variables to represent them. It might also be that
these factors were not considered in the framework because of the model’s underlying assumptions, or that
BENEFIT’s sample did not carry enough examples of the impacts they are referring to.
The political support for the project
When analysing traffic outcomes, participants suggested that one must first distinguish the “good” from the
“bad” projects. “Bad “projects are typically put forward on political grounds rather than stemming from a solid
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planning process; they are usually big projects, very costly investments, typically greenfield, with a lot of
visibility and a strong political support. In “bad” projects, there is a big difference between actual and
forecasted traffic. For this reason, the table proposed that “political support” for the project be added as a
variable determining traffic outcomes.
The question of whether BENEFIT indicators can capture this phenomenon is important. Firstly, BENEFIT
datasets include the amount of investment, which is one of the factors mentioned by the experts in
describing “bad” projects. Secondly, whether it is a greenfield or a brownfield is considered in the revenue
support indicator. Additionally, participants suggested that the political support for the project could be part
of the institutional indicator. However, because they were referring to political support to a specific project,
a general context indicator does not seem to be the best way to measure it. On the other hand, the survival
and implementation of a “bad project” on political support alone would most easily occur in less mature
institutional contexts, and this is captured in the institutional context indicator. In fact, the institutional
indicator includes indices with respect to governance functions which would limit the support to “bad”
projects, so that a low value in that indicator would suggest that such “bad” projects are possible. However,
there is no direct account for this effect, and it would be challenging to include it in the framework, since that
inclusion would have to rely on an assessment of whether or not a project is “bad”.
The maturity and accuracy of feasibility studies and respective forecasts at procurement
Another factor of traffic outcomes is the maturity and accuracy of feasibility studies and respective forecasts
at procurement. Procuring projects at low maturity tends lead to project failure. This would be applicable to
all project outcomes. This topic was not explored to a large extent in the discussion, however, the results
from the questionnaire add to this substantially (please see section 3.5 describing the questionnaire results).
In BENEFIT, the project’s ex-ante studies and forecasts are taken as an input.
Another point to this respect is that it is considered good practice to review traffic forecasts after the first
years to correct the initial mistakes, meaning that traffic outcomes have the potential to improve over time.
The strategic behaviour of agents
Strategic behaviour was mentioned in the tie-in between governance and traffic outcomes: how contractors
would propose overly optimistic forecasts to be able to present lower prices and win the bids (and possibly
introduce some contractual safeguard for lower than expected traffic).
Another mention of strategic behaviour was the example of two competing road projects in France. There
was a free congested highway, and a tolled alternative was procured as a PPP. The contract was set up so
that the government subvention would be granted to the tolled road up to a certain amount of traffic, after
which the government would take back revenues. In this case, the strategic behaviour of all agents –
government, road operator, and users – had to be considered for a successful achievement of traffic
outcomes.
Strategic behaviour based on full information can be identified with the BENEFIT model, whereas strategic
behaviour based on asymmetries of information, or outside the BENEFIT system cannot be addressed with
the project tools. The Funding scheme / Market efficiency and public acceptability indicator was structured
to address the second topic, but has not surfaced as significant in the case analysis, which could be a
sample-specific result, or could result from the inability to assign values to the indicator properly, due to lack
of information.
Additional comments
The question of whether the long term dimension was contemplated in the BENEFIT database also came
up. Does the database include old enough projects to evaluate the achievement of traffic outcomes? The
snapshot system could be a basis upon which to make a long-term evaluation.
35/103

Finally, there was a suggestion that for different time periods in a project’s life, different indicators would be
relevant for achieving traffic outcomes. A suggestion was put forward by the table:
•
•
•

Conception up to procurement: remuneration attractiveness, financial-economic context
Procurement: governance
Construction/operation: IRA, cost saving

BENEFIT’s snapshot model would be capable of working upon this suggestion on further analysis.
Importance rating
For traffic outcomes, the picture is again quite balanced: participants attach a similar weight to governance,
macroeconomic context and reliability and availability. There are two additional indicators: institutional
context with slightly more than half the importance of the others, and remuneration attractiveness, with
slightly more than a third of the importance. Interestingly, the two business model indicators, mentioned
during the discussions of round 1, did not get any importance votes in round 2 (Table 13).
Table 13. Importance rating of the Indicators contributing to achieving traffic outcome
BENEFIT Indicator
Governance
Implementation Context /
Financial-Economic Context
Transport Mode Context/
Reliability-Availability (IRA)
Implementation Context /
Institutional context
Funding Scheme /
Remuneration Attractiveness
Business Model/Revenue Support
Business Model / Cost Saving

Number of stickers

(14)


(13)


(12)


(10)


(5)

(0)
(0)

Illustration of the relative importance weight of each indicator found relevant to achieving traffic outcome

3.3.4

Actual vs. forecasted revenue

Table 14 presents the indicators that were mentioned in the revenue outcome table discussions during
round 1 as relevant for achieving forecasted revenues.
Table 14. Indicators relevant for achieving revenue outcome
BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with revenue outcome

Business model /
Revenue support

Exclusivity: Projects providing transport links with no or low competition are less
risky in terms of revenues, because the users have no alternatives. This is
relevant both in case of economic fluctuations in which users could opt for less
expensive options, as well as it avoids revenue risks due to some kind of
interventions or innovations by competitors.
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BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with revenue outcome
Bundling: if the project aggregated different types of services – transport or other
– it is able to reduce the revenue risks of the project, thanks to the diversification
effect and also the ability to control more elements of the costumer’s value chain.
Revenue support: if part of the project revenues is guaranteed by Government
irrespective of the external conditions that base the evolution of revenues, this
reduces the risk for revenues generated to remunerate the project operator. On
the other hand, this condition worsens the position of the State, which becomes
more exposed to revenue fluctuations.

Implementation
Context /
FinancialEconomic Context

Macro-economic context: transport demand and willingness to pay has a
significant sensitivity to the economic environment. The local macroeconomic
evolution is therefore a critical indicator of the revenue outcome. Most transport
project revenue forecasts have failed in Europe due to the unexpected economic
downturn.

Funding scheme /
Market efficiency
and public
acceptability –
public acceptability

Public acceptability of funding scheme: if projects are conceived with revenues
which may later give rise to political disturbances originated by a negative public
opinion over the origin of the project revenues, the structure of revenues may be
jeopardized during the project – normally at its beginning. Even if the revenues
forecasted are financially sound, they later show to be simply not feasible
politically.

Funding scheme /
Revenue
robustness

The previous item also relates to revenue robustness.
Private financing engagement: the level of private financing involvement is a
relevant indicator on the robustness of the project revenues, because the private
sector tends to assess more realistically the involved revenues and risks. Despite
having a financing scheme indicator available, participants considered this as a
business model aspect because of the relationship with revenue risks.

Transport mode
context / Reliability
and availability
(IRA)

Since the traffic outcome and revenue outcome are deeply interrelated, and
because IRA is a factor of the traffic outcome, this was also considered an
important variable of revenue outcomes.

The single variable with the greatest importance affecting the revenues outcome is the traffic outcome.
There are other factors – like bundling, exclusivity, revenue support, willingness to pay – which may
contribute to mitigate the strong relation between traffic and revenues, but they have a minor effect
compared to such main relation.
Since the traffic outcome and revenue outcome are deeply interrelated, this framework may be biased since
the different outcomes considered are not independent.
Political push for the project was also mentioned in this table discussion (see previous section on the actual
vs. forecasted traffic table, which also included political support). In given political and institutional contexts
it is common for transport projects to be supported for political reasons rather than economic soundness. In
these situations, for the project to pass some institutional conditions, positive economic assessments must
be presented. To return positive economic outcomes, these assessments need to rely on optimistic demand
and revenue forecasts, which are not technically but politically defined.
Importance rating
For revenue outcomes, the reliability and availability indicator has a major role, followed by revenue support.
Both context indicators (macroeconomic and institutional) have about half the importance of the former.
Three additional variables were mentioned, with decreasing importance: project size, a variable that could
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not be found explicitly in the framework, with about half as much importance as availability and reliability;
the role of bundling specifically isolated from revenue support; the market efficiency and acceptability of the
funding scheme (Table 15).
Table 15. Importance rating of the Indicators contributing to achieving revenue outcome
BENEFIT Indicator
Transport Mode Context/
Reliability-Availability (IRA)
Business Model /
Revenue Support
Implementation Context /
Financial-Economic Context
Implementation Context /
Institutional context
New variable: “Project size”
Business model / Revenue
support “The role of bundling”
Funding Scheme /
Transport Market Efficiency &
Acceptability

Number of stickers

(18)         

(13)       

(11)      

(9)


(8)


(5)

(4)




Illustration of the relative importance weight of each indicator found relevant to achieving revenue outcome

3.3.5

Overall Project outcomes

In round 2.2, the guests ranked the indicators and variables according to their importance in achieving
overall project outcomes.
Political support for the project (a variable that could not be found explicitly in the framework) was the most
important factor. Project size, related to the former as the projects with strong political support are usually
bigger projects in terms of cost, is also quite important, as is governance and both context indicators
(macroeconomic and institutional). The indicator of availability and reliability and the public acceptability of
the funding scheme are about half as important as the former ones, followed by a number of other variables
that participants did not weigh so heavily (Table 16).
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Table 16. Importance rating of the Indicators contributing to achieving overall project outcomes
BENEFIT Indicator
New variable: Political support
Governance
New variable: Project size
Implementation Context /
Financial-Economic Context
Implementation Context /
Institutional context
Transport Mode Context/
Reliability-Availability (IRA)
Funding Scheme /
Transport Market Efficiency &
Acceptability, isolating the variable Public
acceptability of funding scheme
Business Model /
Revenue Support, Isolating the variable
Exclusivity level of control
Financing Scheme,
Isolating the complexity aspect
Funding Scheme /
Transport Market Efficiency &
Acceptability
Business Model /
Cost Saving
Business Model /
Revenue Support
Funding Scheme /
Remuneration Attractiveness

Number of stickers

(13)       

(8)


(8)


(8)


(7)


(6)

(6)




(5)




(5)




(4)




(3)



(3)



(3)



Illustration of the relative importance weight of each indicator found relevant to achieving all project
outcomes
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3.4 Results of round 3: factors of project resilience to economic crises
3.4.1

Linear infrastructure

From the perspective of the project operator, contractual flexibility regarding remuneration sources and their
independence to external demand fluctuations will contribute to the resilience of the project operation, but
will externalize the instability caused by the economic crisis to the State. At a more general level of resilience,
including the stability to the State’s finances, the project is more resilient the more the degrees of flexibility
in terms of future service and cost decisions, including downgrading and upsizing the project. Designing
projects under the real options approach whenever possible will increase resilience. Bankruptcy policy also
affects project resilience in the way that it defines what happens as soon as a project operator goes into
bankruptcy. In the United States, the law provides for bankrupt operators to continue to operate for two
years, which allows to avoid disruptions in the service. In Europe, a similar policy could be considered.
The resilience of a project is also better if the project market context favours the maintenance of the demand
under conditions of crisis. The risk of revenues is reduced if the project features bundling with other services
(providing diversification of revenues and control over demand) or if it has exclusivity, whereby the absence
of competitors protects the project from price competition. Another diversification possibility is diversification
across demand segments. For example a railway infrastructure project featuring passenger and freight,
urban and inter-urban services, will reduce risks caused by crises. It might be that some segments of users
will react negatively to the crises, while others may even react positively in face of the new economic context.
If there is some flexibility regarding pricing and services, the operator may design specific service/pricing
packages to adapt to the new demand characteristics.
In the scope of linear infrastructure, an additional referred element which might be correlated to the
resilience of the project is whether a serious cost-benefit analysis was realized considering scenarios and
proper sensitivity analysis. In this situation, it is more likely that the project has been designed to consider
possible negative economic scenarios. Table 17 below summarizes the indicators mentioned in the table
discussion.
Table 17. Factors determining linear infrastructure project resilience to the economic crisis
BENEFIT Indicator

Tie-in with project resilience to the economic crisis

Governance

Service and price flexibility
Real options on future service and infrastructure investments
Serious cost-benefit analyses with scenario and sensitivity analysis
improve design towards situations of economic crisis

Business model / Revenue
support

Demand diversification and price/service segmentation
Bundling of services in project reduces risks

Implementation context /
Financial-Economic context

Project exclusivity protects projects from crises led price and service
competition

Implementation context /
Institutional context

Bankruptcy policy allowing for continuation of operations for a period
after bankruptcy

3.4.2

Unique structures, such as tunnels, bridges, and ports

Table 18 below describes the relationship between BENEFIT indicators and the factors considered critical
by the participants in building unique structure project resilience to economic crises.
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Table 18. BENEFIT indicators and factors determining unique structures project resilience to the
economic crisis
BENEFIT Indicator
Implementation
Context / Institutional
Context
and FinancialEconomic Context

Tie-in with project resilience to the economic crisis
Political scheme has a high impact on Ports development and unique structures
as tunnels and bridges, since their development is highly dependent on
government decisions and support. Depending of the institutional/political context
and the macro-economic situation of the country, these structures are more or
less government-supported.

Business Model /
Cost Saving

Several experts mentioned the operator’s capacity to construct as a factor of
project resilience, namely its flexibility and ability to adequately respond to an
economic crisis situation. Monopolistic situations are quite important when
unique structures are required because these structures are very specialized and
require very specialized consortia; consequently, the private sector has to be
highly prepared to construct these type of infrastructures.
In addition, particular structures like tunnels and bridges need to be innovative
and have contract flexibility during project development because project
development changes through time. With monopolism, these situations of
flexibility are more difficult to ensure and it leads to a decrease of innovation in
technology. Experts believe that for projects to be more resilient to economic
crises, there is a need for balance between exclusivity and competitiveness
because it has to ensure that this is the best expertise, technology and innovation
when unique structures are present. It is not possible to improve quality if we do
not have expertise.

Business model
revenue support

These infrastructures, since they are very specialized, lead to exclusivity in the
market: specialized structures require specialized markets. However, it is also
important to have competitiveness in the market to improve innovation in
technology.
Furthermore, to deal with the demand decrease that often happens during an
economic crisis, experts suggested strategies to attract passengers, namely
being flexible with the contract design. The German government, for instance,
allows the contractors to manage the project according to the economic situation
of the country. For example, if an economic-financial crisis is present, they
introduce tolls and extend the concession contract duration. What they measure
is the revenues, the remuneration and the tolls modelling factors. In this situation,
the maturity of the contractors is a very important issue to ensure the capability
of developing the project. In addition, the introduction of the tolls leads to a
decrease of traffic demand and, consequently, of revenues. Thus, contractors
need to be capable to manage and financially support the project development.
The French government has the same approach.
All this thinking is directly related with the Governance indicator.

Governance

/

Only one or two bidders in a country have the expertise and the financial
capability to construct these special structures.
Cost flexibility in planning and design is also an issue pointed out by experts.
These two projects phases are the most important in these type of projects.
Because they are very specific, the construction is more or less the same, what
differs is the planning and design. As a result, it is important to ensure the
success of these steps in order for the project development to also be a success
even in economic crisis periods. Thus, contractual flexibility and existence of
renegotiation clauses are some factors pointed out by experts.
In addition, funding and financing are other very important factors to be taken into
account when talking about these projects becoming more resilient to economic
crises. The subsidy has to be an option in most of the times.
Experts also believe in a multi-step approach with a multi-engagement process
(flexibility in PPP contracts).
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At the end, participants/experts were able to summarize the several factors considered important to make
projects more resilient to economic-financial crisis as well as diverse indicators that could measure that
resilience. Table 19 presents that summary.
Table 19. Factors considered important to make projects more resilient to economic-financial crises
and diverse indicators that could measure that resilience.
Factors considered important to make projects
more resilient to economic-financial crises
• Exclusivity / Not too many bidders
• Avoid unnecessary competiveness
• Solid economic situation
• Highly prepared contractors / consortia
expertise / contractors’ maturity
• Find alternative technology
• Flexibility – cross-subsidy support
• Tolls modulation
• Multiple commitment / actors’ involvement

3.4.3

Indicators that could measure that resilience
•
•
•
•
•
•

Investment in design
Building of additional structures/services
(experience)
Through revenue and remuneration indicators
Tolls modulation
Type of contracts
Taking into account the price inflation

Urban mobility

The crisis has undoubtedly impacted urban mobility, both in terms of infrastructures as well as services.
However, as pointed out by the participants, there is difficulty in identifying the impact of the crisis at the
project level. However, how can urban mobility project resilience to economic crises be improved? Firstly,
they should be bundled with other development measures on the one hand, while the political processes
should be improved in order to adopt a clear vision of what is needed and to hold accountable the
responsible parties for the political failures that might occur. Additionally, business strategies should be
improved in terms of planning and implementation, with flexibility in terms of tariffs and labour agreements,
among other components of the urban mobility systems. Moreover, the crisis is a shock that the
concessionaire should be able to deal with, to a great extent, while risk allocation and incorporation of crisis
elements in the contracts are also a very important factors towards this direction.
Moreover, the opportunities that emerged as a result of the crisis were also highlighted during the
discussion, in terms of productivity improvement, better risk distribution, reduction of over expenses,
introduction of the network dimension, increase in preparation and efficiency as a response to reduction of
subsidies, redesign and optimization of services, and better selection of projects. Furthermore, as stated by
one of the participants, development is not dependent on national crisis, but it is an issue of timing.
Measuring resilience was considered by participants as a difficult task and ex ante assessment was seen
as a political and not an economic problem. However, a number of measures and techniques were put
forward by the participants, such as stress test measures in preparation of the project, the degrees of
competitive dialogue and the enlarged scope of potential revenues, or commonly used metrics, such as the
revenue/expenditure ratio, or a safety coefficient for urban mobility, in correspondence with the safety
coefficient of engineering projects.
Table 20 below presents the relationship between BENEFIT indicators and the factors identified by
participants are critical in building resilience to economic crises.
Table 20. BENEFIT indicators and factors determining urban mobility project resilience to the
economic crisis
BENEFIT Indicator

Tie-in with project resilience to the economic crisis

Implementation
context / Institutional
context

Need for change in political processes on planning and implementation
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BENEFIT Indicator

Tie-in with project resilience to the economic crisis

Governance

Risk allocation
Flexibility in labour agreements
Better business strategies
Efficiency improvement

Business model /
revenue support

Flexibility in tariff setting
Bundling with other development measures

Implementation
context / FinancialEconomic context

Economic Crisis as an opportunity

Another factor that was identified by the participants as positive towards project resilience to the economic
crisis in the realm of urban mobility is the introduction of network optimization in the planning process. This
means that a response to the funding and financing implications of scarcity of public money, a salient impact
of the economic crisis, is to ensure that the resources and the urban mobility network, both in terms of
infrastructure and services, are utilized at an optimal level. Thus, this optimality reduces the scope of
mitigation measures, since a good level of performance can be achieved, as opposed to the case of an
inefficient network that also faces financial constraints and mobility behaviour shift.

3.4.4

Enhanced business models - airports

Table 21 below presents the relationship between BENEFIT indicators and the factors identified by
participants are critical in building resilience to economic crises.
Table 21. BENEFIT indicators and factors determining airport project resilience to the economic
crisis
BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with project resilience to the economic crisis

Business model /
revenue support

This was the main indicator mentioned by the participants as a determinant of
airport project resilience to economic crises.
The participants mentioned the operator’s capacity to operate as a factor of airport
resilience, namely its flexibility and ability to adequately respond to a crisis situation
by intervening at a number of operational levels.
Also, bundling the main airport services of transporting people and goods with nonaeronautical uses was seen as crucial to the ability to endure drops in demand. In
this respect, having land available for additional diversification of the business
model was also mentioned.
To deal with the drops in demand that happen during a crisis, participants
suggested strategies to attract more demand, namely being flexible with airport
fees, possibly diversifying prices, and providing for the needs of low-cost airlines.
One example was the Portuguese case, where the airport system privatization was
motivated in part by the need to bring in an operator that was more flexible and
capable to attract low cost airlines.
The main idea was that to endure a crisis, airports should change their business
model to the extent possible depending on the context. However, some participants
mentioned that there was not too much the airport would be able to do, since they
are too dependent on airline strategy, pointing out that changes in prices might not
have a large effect. Additionally, the type of demand (business or tourism)
predominant in the airport would be an important factor of the airport’s ability to
endure the crisis.
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BENEFIT
Indicator

Tie-in with project resilience to the economic crisis

Governance

The support case that was presented looked like “too sweet a deal” for the airport
operator. The operator had only 9% equity and minor risk, as it was fully
guaranteed, had full exclusivity, and was fully connected. Because of the full
government guarantee, there was not much incentive to attract demand during a
crisis – there could be losses during the crisis, but the government would fully
compensate them.
Thus, some of the suggestions to improve this specific project’s resilience to a crisis
were to renegotiate a reduction of the contract duration so that there would be an
opportunity to correct the risk unbalance. The introduction of revenue sharing
clauses was also mentioned.
Another issue that was raised due to this unbalance was whether the contract had
been competitively procured.

Implementation
context / FinancialEconomic context

Some of the participants mentioned that a financial crisis could represent a danger
of default due to the rise of financial costs (see the discussion below on the
financing scheme indicator).
Also, the participants mentioned that outside factors in the macroeconomic context,
such as growth in the tourism sector, could improve airport demand during a crisis.
However, these factors are not dependent on the airport policy, and would not be
easily introduced as a single measure to improve resilience.

Funding scheme /
revenue
robustness

The participants focused on diversifying revenue sources and their respective risks,
so that crisis resilience would be improved (see the discussion above on the
business model indicator of revenue support). In this respect, participants also
mentioned that the situation for dual till and single till systems would differ, in terms
of pricing solutions and effects on revenues.

Implementation
context /
Institutional
context

One of the participants mentioned that a government with a stronger intervention in
the market could create remuneration packages for attracting air carriers,
compensating them for traveling to a specific airport rather than a more convenient
one.

Financing scheme

Financial costs increase with the crisis, this is why good and bad macro scenarios
need to be considered for every project. Some of the participants mentioned that a
financial crisis could represent a danger of default, in which case the operator
should be able to renegotiate with the banks. The support case, for example, was
heavily reliant on bank loans, which would affect the extent to which a rise in
financial costs could impact the project.

The keyword in the discussion about airport resilience to the crisis was flexibility – in the business model, in
the revenue sources and sharing, and in the contract duration. All the factors that were mentioned in the
table discussions were related to BENEFIT indicators. Their tie-ins are described in the previous table.
The support case was a successful one in enduring the crisis (see the airport case in In BENEFIT, projects
with multiple revenue streams performed better, depending on the competence of the operator to manage
them. Projects with low risk income streams (potentially not relying on user charges) also seem to perform
better.
Additionally, PPPs achievement of revenue targets seems to be independent of the financial-economic
crisis.
Incentives for configuring projects with multiple revenue streams
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Respondents pointed out that, when commercial revenues are possible, then revenue is the best
incentive. Some possibilities of expanding the business scope of transportation infrastructure investments
were mentioned, namely providing property rights for land development, like the case of the Japanese
railway companies, or providing opportunities for intermodality.
Some respondents also pointed out that multiple revenue streams might be heavily correlated (the
example of airport parking and airport food court revenues was mentioned), in which case resilience to a
crisis is not significantly increased through diversification. Additionally, some revenue streams might actually
carry substantial risk, and could become a liability compromising the project, as was the case in some
bundled real estate investments during the economic crisis.
The importance of contractual safeguards and guarantees in PPP resilience to economic crises
Respondents relate PPP projects’ ability to achieve revenues during the crisis to the use of availability
models, where revenues depend only on the performance of the operator’s supply, or to other similar
allocations of risk.
One respondent put forward that the usual contractual safeguards can be replaced by flexibility on the part
of the State allowing increases of tolls/tariffs and providing some additional grant during a crisis, and that
innovative contracts might be able to deal with these macroeconomic shocks without resorting to
guarantees. In fact, while guarantees grant protection to a business plan against adverse contexts, they
reduce the risk for the contractor, meaning they could end up charging a lower price to the grantor for the
project.
Taking into account the typically huge bargaining power of the operator (since project bankruptcy and
service suspension are considered politically very negative), even if no guarantees are in place, the
contractor usually manages to resolve important issues through negotiation.
Some respondents also pointed out that guarantees change the risk structure of the project completely, and
raise the question for the public authority of whether or not the social value of the project is sufficient to
justify investing in a financially unviable project.
The effects of contractual safeguards and guarantees
Some respondents believe contractual guarantees, as a way for the public party to bear risk, might help
project realization by freeing the operator from risks they cannot manage easily. In fact, from their
experience with PPPs, the risks that are worth pushing to the operator are those related to project delivery,
as PPPs have successfully avoided time and cost overruns; further risk transfer does not seem to
significantly improve value-for-money.
The general observation is that guarantees increase the willingness of contractors to take on a project.
In that respect, one reference was to some cases where guarantees ended up weighing heavily on public
budgets, which respondents find to be usually related to poor ex-ante studies that did not allow a correct
estimation of how much the public subsidy would amount to during the contract duration.

). Despite some demand decrease, the revenues remained at a satisfactory level throughout the crisis
period. Many participants mentioned that this case was set up in a very favourable way to the private
operator, and suggested other set-ups for airport project PPPs that could be more inductive of private
partner reactions to the crises. Contracts with a flexible duration according to demand or revenues would
be more appealing to private partners without forcing the government to provide major guarantees in the
event of an economic crisis. Also, revenue sharing clauses were mentioned to solve the unbalanced
contract.
45/103

3.5 Results of the questionnaire
3.5.1

Replies on the topic of time and cost outcomes

The importance of a mature technical design
In BENEFIT, a mature technical design was found to improve the chances of achieving cost and time targets.
For example, national projects of special difficulty, such as bridges and tunnels, were found to perform
relatively well as they were more thoroughly designed and prepared.
Respondents in general agreed that a mature technical design minimizes typical construction problems
causing delays and overruns (problems in the fields of land acquisition or geotechnical features, for
example).
The concept of a mature technical design is closely related to the idea of design completeness.
Respondents describe a mature technical design as a thoroughly designed and prepared technical design,
with accurate cost estimations and time schedules – a design that does not need changes or redesigns
except for small clarifications. One of the experts quantified the completeness needed to achieve design
maturity – a design that is 70% completed – adding that the remaining 30% of the design could evolve as
the construction proceeded.
Some respondents relate a mature technical design to consistency with legal requirements and with
technical state-of-the-art, as well as legal approval for essential components. One respondent mentioned
that the analysis might be capturing the effects of the maturity of the technology. When making use of
new technology, especially in big projects, the risk of cost and time overruns is higher. Thus, a design is
mature when technical performance has been tested for all new technical components.
Another reference by respondents was that a design only reaches maturity when it fulfils all performance
requirements. Under this perspective, a mature technical design also depends on the ability of the clients
to correctly specify their requirements.
Respondents also focused on the way that the design is achieved, mentioning that in a mature technical
design, all technical options result from solid ex-ante decision processes, with feasibility studies positive
for all decision criteria, and made by neutral consultancy, using recent data. Also to that respect, one
respondent mentioned that the design would be mature if accepted by the main stakeholder groups
involved, and resulted from a successful participation and mediation process between them.
The importance of the competence of public authorities
BENEFIT results also point to the competence (institutional and other) of the public authorities monitoring
implementation for both PPP and traditional delivery of infrastructure as an important factor in achieving
project cost and time targets.
Respondents discussed this factor lengthily in their replies. They award it much importance in achieving
successful cost and time outcomes.
The key idea in the replies is that authorities need to have sufficient know-how in the type of project in
question: either they are themselves trained and experienced in project design, procurement and delivery,
or are wise enough to understand the limits of their own capacity, and the potential need to hire external
support from independent technical advisors. One respondent mentioned that public authorities face a
learning curve to be able to achieve adequate levels of know-how and to establish a good track-record of
successful procurement of infrastructure projects.
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The replies touch all stages of the project up to delivery, starting with the public authority’s ability to identify
and communicate the needs and the scope of the project, to select a capable design consultation team, and
to monitor and assess the quality of the necessary studies. With respect to this preliminary stage of the
project, there were also references to the authority’s ability to prioritize investments and time them correctly
in relation to EU funds schedules, and also to the intelligibility of their political arrangements for co-finance.
Some replies focused on the ability of public authorities to carry out tender procedures without delays
and minimizing the risk of legal problems, selecting an appropriate tender procedure and an experienced
procurement team. Again, they relate this ability with experience in procuring the type of project in question.
Also, respondents value the authority’s ability and willingness to award the contract to an experienced and
competent contractor.
Respondents also mentioned that competent public authorities are aware of project risks, and have the
ability to prepare contracts including incentive elements and contingencies in case of cost/time overruns, as
well as conflict solving arrangements. Also, they can avoid strategic behaviour from companies and local
politicians, which is strongly related to their ability to set up the right institutions for planning, construction,
control/monitoring, and risk and change management, and to select the right teams for them, making clear
separation between political and management decisions, and setting up a workable information and control
system.
Other factors influencing the probability of cost and time overruns
Respondents mentioned additional factors influencing the probability of cost and time overruns other than
competent public authorities and a mature project design.
However, many of these factors can be minimized when the public authority is competent enough, namely:
poor contractual incentives to build to time and to cost, long periods between planning, procurement, legal
approval, financial arrangements and construction.
Responders also mentioned other factors that can be minimized when the design is mature enough, namely:
unexpected site conditions, environmental issues not dealt with before construction, land acquisition issues,
over-optimistic construction plans, project design problems, actions by stakeholder groups opposing the
project.
Other factors contributing to cost and time overruns that were not so straightforwardly minimized by having
a strong public authority and a mature design relate to the resilience of projects to the financial and
macro-economic context, namely the effects of changes in taxation, shortage of financial liquidity, closure
of banks, and the delayed allocation of co-funds.

3.5.2

Replies on the topic of traffic outcomes

Within the BENEFIT database, projects with the following characteristics seemed to be able to address the
negative impacts of the financial and economic context:
•

Demonstrating higher levels of control, i.e. a combination of exclusivity and connectivity serving
business scope
• Operated by contractors able to influence the demand
• Well-justified projects
Optimism bias (overestimation of demand) was identified in a number of BENEFIT cases, typically related
to inappropriate demand risk allocation. PPP cases tended to be more conservative when appropriate or
more demand risk was passed over to the concessionaire.
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Overcoming lower levels of control
Projects with lower levels of control are built in a context where competitive alternatives exist for the transport
market it is serving. Most respondents mentioned availability models are an adequate way to set up such
contracts. In this respect, they add that careful and appropriate performance requirements are needed
to correctly implement these types of contracts.
One respondent mentioned that sometimes, these are “bad projects” that would not pass a good quality
appraisal process, rather they get built due to strong political support. Since they are “bad projects”, the
private companies will not take any demand risk, leaving it entirely to the public by using availability-type
contracts.
Additionally, some respondents were of the opinion that if some demand risk stays with the private operator,
there will be incentives in place for the operator to intervene within the business model in order to improve
the poor levels of control of demand, namely through price differentiation, customer support or an overall
service quality increase. The operator should be given some degree of entrepreneurial freedom to make
such business model enhancements.
Overall, the opinion of respondents is that a mature, well-justified project, where the contract has reached
an appropriate risk allocation, is able to develop a resilient and efficient business model without the need
for high levels of control.
The downturn of higher levels of control
Most respondents agree that there are dangers of higher levels of control, and that the effects depend on
the sector and the type of user. They relate these to the extent of the monopoly power achieved by the
operator in these situations – if the monopoly is not contestable, there will be negative effects such as social
exclusion through high prices, or lower service quality leading to poor user satisfaction. One respondent
mentioned that higher levels of control in a project might be adequately managed with a good contract that
correctly defines performance requirements.
The role of negotiation in the contractual design
The reply to this question depends on the type of contract considered by the respondents. Overall the replies
focus on the key point of risk sharing. Negotiation is seen as the stage to clarify the risks and adequately
share them among partners, allowing the achievement of an optimum in risk allocation where each takes
the risk they can best manage. In this way, negotiations are an opportunity for partners to obtain the best
value-for-money the can get. This, however, only happens if the public authority is as skilled in negotiation
and as knowledgeable about the risks involved as the private operator. Sometimes that type of expertise is
not available in the public authority, and in those cases external counsel is required.
One respondent mentioned that risks can change during the project lifecycle, so there should be openness
to further negotiation, namely for adjustments in contract duration, toll levels, or the introduction of revenue
caps and sharing.
As a stage of procurement, negotiation should follow national and EU legislation. An interesting reference
was that in the tender of important projects, not many issues should be left open to be defined in a
negotiation stage, otherwise the competition can be suspected to be biased.
The influence of grantor and contractor in contractual design
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Respondents’ opinion is that both grantor and contractor have a major role to play. In general, the
grantor defines a significant part of the contract, which is then completed to a smaller or larger extent through
negotiations (depending on the type of tender). About the issues that are left to define through negotiations,
some respondents’ experience is that they are mostly claimed by the contractor, but others have
experienced more balanced negotiations where both play major roles in defining risk sharing clauses. The
weight of financial institutions in the finalization of the contracts was also mentioned.
One of the respondents mentioned that with asymmetrical information, the grantor should make sure
renegotiation options remain open, subject to some conditions. Another respondent disagreed, claiming
renegotiations should be triggered by nothing less than force majeure events.
Best practice in achieving an appropriate risk allocation
Other than the best practice of allocating risk to the party best able to manage it, and the notion that each
case requires a specific risk matrix, respondents mentioned setting up an independent authority for
arbitrage in case of conflicts, to avoid one party dominating the other in negotiations.
An additional note was that since private companies have claimed their profits originate from taking on risks,
and afterward de-risking the projects, then it is important to let that process work, meaning barriers to
innovation in construction and design should be minimized.

3.5.3

Replies on the topic of revenue outcomes

In BENEFIT, projects with multiple revenue streams performed better, depending on the competence of the
operator to manage them. Projects with low risk income streams (potentially not relying on user charges)
also seem to perform better.
Additionally, PPPs achievement of revenue targets seems to be independent of the financial-economic
crisis.
Incentives for configuring projects with multiple revenue streams
Respondents pointed out that, when commercial revenues are possible, then revenue is the best
incentive. Some possibilities of expanding the business scope of transportation infrastructure investments
were mentioned, namely providing property rights for land development, like the case of the Japanese
railway companies, or providing opportunities for intermodality.
Some respondents also pointed out that multiple revenue streams might be heavily correlated (the
example of airport parking and airport food court revenues was mentioned), in which case resilience to a
crisis is not significantly increased through diversification. Additionally, some revenue streams might actually
carry substantial risk, and could become a liability compromising the project, as was the case in some
bundled real estate investments during the economic crisis.
The importance of contractual safeguards and guarantees in PPP resilience to economic crises
Respondents relate PPP projects’ ability to achieve revenues during the crisis to the use of availability
models, where revenues depend only on the performance of the operator’s supply, or to other similar
allocations of risk.
One respondent put forward that the usual contractual safeguards can be replaced by flexibility on the part
of the State allowing increases of tolls/tariffs and providing some additional grant during a crisis, and that
innovative contracts might be able to deal with these macroeconomic shocks without resorting to
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guarantees. In fact, while guarantees grant protection to a business plan against adverse contexts, they
reduce the risk for the contractor, meaning they could end up charging a lower price to the grantor for the
project.
Taking into account the typically huge bargaining power of the operator (since project bankruptcy and
service suspension are considered politically very negative), even if no guarantees are in place, the
contractor usually manages to resolve important issues through negotiation.
Some respondents also pointed out that guarantees change the risk structure of the project completely, and
raise the question for the public authority of whether or not the social value of the project is sufficient to
justify investing in a financially unviable project.
The effects of contractual safeguards and guarantees
Some respondents believe contractual guarantees, as a way for the public party to bear risk, might help
project realization by freeing the operator from risks they cannot manage easily. In fact, from their
experience with PPPs, the risks that are worth pushing to the operator are those related to project delivery,
as PPPs have successfully avoided time and cost overruns; further risk transfer does not seem to
significantly improve value-for-money.
The general observation is that guarantees increase the willingness of contractors to take on a project.
In that respect, one reference was to some cases where guarantees ended up weighing heavily on public
budgets, which respondents find to be usually related to poor ex-ante studies that did not allow a correct
estimation of how much the public subsidy would amount to during the contract duration.
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4 Discussion
4.1 First Policy Dialogues
The first session of Policy Dialogues revealed as a useful exercise for both participant practitioners and also
to project consortia.
The feedback obtained largely validated the work undertaken in BENEFIT despite some scepticism
manifested by participants regarding the capacity to set up and evaluation of such scope.
Some recommendations were given to improve the process and style of sessions, in particular by having
moderators in all breakout sessions and enabling participants to have an ex-ante preparation of the session.
From the content point of view of the main weaknesses pointed out to BENEFIT methodology was the
misrepresentation of strategic behaviour and its consequences from the risk assessment view point.
Overall the BENEFIT model was well received by stakeholders although a general concern was expressed
regarding the “judgement capacity” of the model and the consequent limitations to be a standalone tool.

4.2 Second Policy Dialogues
The world café format adopted for the second Policy Dialogues was an overall positive experience for
participants, as it allowed achieving the ambitious session goals without becoming tedious or excessive.
Table switching and group switching add dynamics and allow different participant views to encourage varied
discussion. Experienced moderation also contributed to good facilitation, quality discussions, and valuable
inputs to the project’s progression. Some technical limitations could have been improved, for instance,
smaller table sizes might have encouraged stronger participation from all discussants. Other limitations that
had been considered before relate to the length of each discussion. Discussion time was 20 minutes, which
did not allow discussions to be as in-depth as they could have been, but had other advantages, namely
obtaining insights from all guests on all topics, and keeping the session dynamic. In round 3 this limitation
was more significant, and results might have benefited from discussion times longer than 30 minutes –
between getting to know the support case, zooming in on its strengths/weaknesses in terms of resilience to
an economic crisis, and then zooming out, attempting to generalize conclusions for different infrastructure
types, each time, was possibly overly ambitious for a 20-minute discussion. This does not mean that good
quality results were not achieved, however, the group believes better ones could have been obtained
through a method improvement addressing this aspect – not necessarily through longer discussions, but
through previous case presentations, for example, or some adjustment to the session structure.
Participants responded quite well to the Decision Matching Framework, recovering the scepticism
manifested in the first Policy Dialogues. Firstly, this can be related to the fact that the framework itself was
not the focus of this session, but rather what the framework has been used to discover. Secondly, a
significant part of the external participants was from the project’s advisory group, meaning they have been
following the project, reviewing documents, and attending webinars, which has created awareness on the
framework and a space for their concerns on the framework to be voiced beforehand, although allowing for
deeper criticism which did not happen effectively.
Some difficulties with the framework were related to how the indicators’ names reflected the variables they
include. This issue had been raised in the project meeting prior to the event, and occurred in some
discussions throughout the event. Although the guests were quick to understand most of the indicators, they
sometimes worked on their perception of an indicator’s significance rather than what was in the description
(using the governance indicator broadly, for example). Moderators were able to detect these difficulties and
guide the participants by using the support materials systematically, pointing to the variables under
discussion with each the indicator’s composition.
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Another difficulty that seemed to affect a few participants was to distinguish which indicator was representing
demand risk allocation – revenue support, governance, remuneration scheme? Some participants
expressed a concern that some variables seemed to be deeply interrelated, as were the outcomes (time
with cost, or revenues with traffic), which could mean the framework may be biased from non-independent
elements.
To this respect, and especially in the case of participant perceptions of indicators (which might not be
perfect) where overlaps could occur, then discussion results could be put into question. The work of the
moderators was, again, crucial in successfully achieving the Policy Dialogue goals, through careful guidance
of participants through the Decision Matching Framework elements.

4.2.1

Rounds 1 and 2

Rounds 1 and 2 of the world café attempted to identify which indicators are relevant in achieving each
outcome within the BENEFIT Decision Matching Framework. The goal of the following discussion is to
compare participants’ replies with BENEFIT results, namely those of deliverable 3.2 (D3.2), confirming
analyses, and enriching results with discussions on the tie-ins between factors and outcomes. It should be
noted that the methods used in D3.2 analyses – qualitative analysis, FsQCA, importance analysis and
econometric analysis – bear application restrictions, and results were not viable for strict comparison. These
limitations also concern the indicators they are using, as not all analyses employed all the indicators.
Accordingly, D3.2 analyses should be read in combination and in complementarity.
Table 22 presents BENEFIT indicators that were found significant in D3.2 analyses on cost to completion,
and compares them with the opinions of the World Café participants. Both the experts and D3.2 analyses
agree that neither reliability and availability, nor remuneration attractiveness affect the likelihood of cost
overruns. Since both those variables, especially the former, are focused on operation rather than
construction, it makes some sense that they might not affect construction schedules. This seems
contradictory with revenue support showing up in most D3.2 analyses. However, experts do not agree that
revenue support contributes to cost outcomes. As expected, experts and all D3.2 analyses agree that the
cost saving indicator is important for achieving cost outcomes.
Overall, participants’ opinions are compatible with the results of D3.2 analyses, and help to confirm whether
or not a factor should be considered when some D3.2 analyses point to one response, while a different
method used in D3.2 might point to another.
Table 22. BENEFIT indicators significant for cost outcomes in D3.2 results and for the second Policy
Dialogues participants
BENEFIT indicator
Implementation Context / Institutional
Implementation Context / Fin-Economic
Transport Mode / Reliability-Availability
Business Model / Cost saving
Business Model / Revenue support
Governance
Financing Scheme
Funding / Remuneration attractiveness
Funding / Market efficiency, public accept.
Funding / Revenue robustness
(1)

*/**/***

- variable is significant;

D3.2 results on cost to
completion
Indicator is significant?
**
***

Policy Dialogues
Significant for
participants?
20%
22%

**
(1)
**
**
(2)
*

27%
31%

- variable is not significant

Revenue Support Indicator or Level of Control variable may be appearing in the analyses findings as high values
are typical of bridge and tunnel projects, which in the BENEFIT sample are nationally driven and well-designed
(see respective chapter in D4.2 and D4.4)
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(2)

High values of the Financing Scheme indicator were found to support cost to completion. These are projects with
public financing or heavily supported by the public sector in terms of financing.

Table 23 presents BENEFIT indicators that were found significant in D3.2 analyses on time to completion,
and compares them with the opinions of the World Café participants. Both the experts and all D3.2 analyses
agree that governance is a factor of time outcomes. Although they mentioned the financing scheme at the
table discussion, participants did not attribute enough importance to its effect on time outcomes to even add
it as a “post-it” to the outcome poster.
Table 23. BENEFIT indicators significant for time outcomes in WP4 results and for the second Policy
Dialogues participants
BENEFIT indicator
Implementation Context / Institutional
Implementation Context / Fin-Economic
Transport Mode / Reliability-Availability
Business Model / Cost saving
Business Model / Revenue support
Governance
Financing Scheme
Funding / Remuneration attractiveness
Funding / Market efficiency, public accept.
Funding / Revenue robustness
*/**/***

- variable is significant;

D3.2 results on time to
completion
Indicator is significant?
**
*

Policy Dialogues
Significant for
participants?
6%
10%
26%
15%
29%
0%
15%

(1)

*
**
(*)
(2)
***

- variable is not significant

(1)

Revenue Support indicator or Level of Control variable may be appearing in the analyses findings as high values
are typical of bridge and tunnel projects, which in the BENEFIT sample are nationally driven and well-designed
(see respective chapter in D4.2 and D4.4)
(2)
Low values of Remuneration Attractiveness indicator, which are typical of demand-based and user-paid
remuneration schemes

Table 24 presents the indicators that were found relevant for achieving traffic outcomes in D3.2 analyses.
Experts and D3.2 analyses agree that the financial-economic context is an important factor of traffic
outcomes. Although cost saving was mentioned during the table discussions, none of the experts voted to
award any weight to this indicator in the traffic outcome, which contradicts D3.2 findings.
Table 24. BENEFIT indicators significant for traffic outcomes in D3.2 results and for the second
Policy Dialogues participants
BENEFIT indicator
Implementation Context / Institutional
Implementation Context / Fin-Economic
Transport Mode / Reliability-Availability
Business Model / Cost saving
Business Model / Revenue support
Governance
Financing Scheme
Funding / Remuneration attractiveness
Funding / Market efficiency, public accept.
Funding / Revenue robustness
(1)

*/**/***

- variable is significant;

D3.2 results on traffic
outcomes
Indicator is significant?
**
***
***
**
**
***

Policy Dialogues
Significant for
participants?
19%
24%
22%
0%
0%
26%

(1)

9%

- variable is not significant

High values of the Remuneration Attractiveness indicator, which are typical of availability and government-paid
remuneration schemes.
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Table 25 presents the indicators that impact revenue outcomes in D3.2 results, as well as in the opinion of
Policy Dialogues participants. Experts award both implementation context indicators some relevance in
achieving revenue goals. The same goes for public acceptability of funding. The two most relevant indicators
for experts were reliability-availability and revenue support, the first of which was not captured by D3.2
analysis.
Table 25. BENEFIT indicators significant for revenue outcomes in D3.2 results and for the second
Policy Dialogues participants
BENEFIT indicator
Implementation Context / Institutional
Implementation Context / Fin-Economic
Transport Mode / Reliability-Availability
Business Model / Cost saving
Business Model / Revenue support
Governance
Financing Scheme
Funding / Remuneration attractiveness
Funding / Market efficiency, public accept.
Funding / Revenue robustness
(1)

*/**/***

- variable is significant;

D3.2 results on revenue
outcomes
Indicator is significant?
**
***
**
*
**
(2)
*
(1)
***

Policy Dialogues
Significant for
participants?
13%
16%
26%
26%

6%
**
- variable is not significant

High values of the Remuneration Attractiveness indicator, which are typical of availability and government-paid
remuneration schemes.
(2)
High values of the Financing Scheme indicator appear in the FsQCA for positive outcomes

Table 26 looks at the results of round 1 and 2, including the factors important for achieving each outcome
in particular, as well as those contributing to achieving overall project goals. One observation is that the
indicator representing funding revenue robustness was not considered by the participants as relevant for
any outcome. Although it may have surfaced in some of the discussions, no table decided to include it as a
factor. The question can be raised whether the risk of revenues that it represents might have been
overlapping in the participants’ perception of the framework with the contents of some other indicator, such
as revenue support. Another possible issue could be that the risk associated to revenues might not rank so
highly to participants as the risk of demand. Additionally, both risks are in some cases very deeply
interrelated. Interestingly, the revenue robustness indicator comes back as quite relevant in round 3
discussions on airport resilience to the crisis. Those discussions were not made on the basis of the Decision
Matching Framework, meaning participants described the concepts rather than picking them from the
available list of BENEFIT indicators.
Although the financing scheme was mentioned in the time to completion discussion, participants did not
award any weight to their impact as factors of this outcome, or any other outcome in the framework.
However, they did award some importance to financing scheme for achieving overall project goals. As would
be expected, implementation context variables affect all outcomes – construction and operation-focused.
Also, cost saving affects construction outcomes, and reliability-availability affects operation outcomes (traffic
and revenues).
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Table 26. BENEFIT indicators significant for all outcomes for the second Policy Dialogues
participants
BENEFIT indicator
Implementation
Context / Institutional
Implementation
Context / FinancialEconomic
Transport Mode /
Reliability-Availability
Business Model /
Cost saving
Business Model /
Revenue support
Governance

Time

20%

6%

19%

13%

9%

22%

10%

24%

16%

10%

22%

26%

8%

27%

31%

Financing Scheme
Funding /
Remuneration
attractiveness
Funding / Market
efficiency, public
accept.
Funding / Revenue
robustness

(1)

Policy Dialogues
Traffic
Revenues

Cost

- variable is significant;

26%

0%

15%

0%

29%

26%

4%
26%

10%

(1)

10%

0%
15%

Overall

6%
9%

4%
6%

13%

(2)

New variable: Political support

16%

New variable: Project size

10%

- variable is not significant

Of which 6% relate specifically to the variable level of control, and 4% relate to revenue support as a general
indicator
(2)
Of which 8% relate specifically to the public acceptability of the funding scheme, and 5% relate to funding
scheme market efficiency and public acceptability as a general indicator

The idea that political support for a project is a major determinant showed up in many table discussions,
and was voted most important factor in achieving overall project goals. However, the inclusion of this
variable requires a discussion on the signal of its influence. For construction outcomes, it might seem that
political support works to promote favourable results. The tie-in between variable and outcome in these
cases is that a strong political support can accelerate approval processes, and pushes the public authority
for the introduction of incentives to achieve construction completion on time/to cost. However, the effect can
be opposite to this: a strong political push for the project might lead to speeding projects through their natural
development process, and procuring them before they are mature enough, which contributes negatively to
cost and time outcomes. For operation-related outcomes, a strong political support for the project seems to
work to promote worse results in traffic and revenues, since projects that have a strong political push behind
them might survive appraisal processes that would consider them unviable. This means that a strong
political support might be a cause of bias in project selection, a bias typically surfacing in overly optimistic
demand forecasts.
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For operation outcomes, the variable “project size” surfaced as an additional indicator with relation to this
political support phenomenon described above of going ahead with “bad projects” for political reasons.
Because bad “projects are typically put forward on political grounds, they will be high visibility projects that
maximize the political value of their delivery to a politician or a political group. Thus, the tie-in between
political support and project size, is that more impressive investments have the potential to achieve higher
political value. Size, in this discussion, referred to cost, and architectural impact.
For construction outcomes, the “project size” variable surfaced as a measure of project complexity. More
complex projects become project management challenges that cannot always be effectively managed,
leading to cost and time overruns for a number of reasons. As mentioned above, in these cases, a strong
political support could be favourable, as it has the potential to reduce some of the risks associated with
approvals, design changes due to political reasons, financing breaks, and even project cancellation (as was
the case of the Portuguese high speed rail line, cancelled by the government after it had already been
awarded).
According to practitioners’’ experiences, PPPs seem to be successful at reducing time and cost overruns
by setting incentives correctly for those goals. However, for traffic and revenue goals there was no reference
of such “magic formula” of risk sharing, or rather, even experienced public authorities have not been
perfectly satisfied with demand risk sharing arrangements. Although there were many references to letting
the private sector develop their business by awarding them enough demand risk but also enough
entrepreneurial freedom, availability models seem to have been the type of risk sharing agreement in fashion
during the financial crisis. Some practitioners actually related this with the quality of the projects, as
described above. Projects that do not have enough demand or profitability to make them viable for private
consortia can either be socially valuable or not. Those that are socially favourable can make a case for
government support through some type of availability payment or shadow toll or subvention. But those that
are not should be considered “bad projects” which cannot be profitable and do not bring social value-formoney. When the private sector assesses those projects, they will not accept demand or revenue risks, and
they will ask for substantial guarantees. Again, practitioners point to the idea that the public authority’s
capacity to correctly select projects is key for achieving project goals.

4.2.2

Round 3

Round 3 discussions were more practical, since there were actual cases to analyse, but they were also
more demanding. The discussion was not conducted on the basis of the Decision Matching Framework, to
save time and allow for cause and effect relations to emerge more easily. After the session, rapporteurs
identified the indicators that were mentioned throughout the discussions based on their notes of the
contents.
Table 27 presents BENEFIT indicators that were found significant (or not) by experts in improving project
resilience to economic crises (cause-effect). Implementation context, Business model / cost saving and
Governance are some of the BENEFIT indicators considered important to improve project resilience to
economic crises. On the contrary, Transport mode / reliability-availability (IRA) and Funding (except revenue
robustness) are indicators not considered by experts as important factors for projects to be more resilient to
the economic crisis.
The Business model / cost saving indicator was considered important to improve project resilience to
economic crisis only for unique structures as tunnels and bridges. Experts highlighted the importance of the
construction phase in these cases in which operator’s capacity to construct, namely its flexibility and
capability, is one of the major factors to adequately respond to an economic crisis situation.
The Financing scheme and Funding / revenue robustness indicators were considered important to improve
project resilience to economic crisis only for airports cases. Some experts mentioned that a financial crisis
could represent a danger of default due to the rise of financial costs. Plus, the support case was heavily
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reliant on bank loans, which would affect the extent to which a rise in financial costs might impact the project.
In those cases the operator should be able to renegotiate with the banks. These indicators might be
presented as important factors due to this group looking specifically at this airport support case.
As a result, there seems to exist an effect arising from the specific use of the support cases. Focusing a
discussion on support cases is a risk, as it can lead to a bias of thinking, and to overlooking some important
indicators. On the other hand, using support cases can provide a better problem framework leading to logical
and organized thinking.
Table 27. Indicators contributing to project resilience to economic crises by type of infrastructure.
BENEFIT indicator

Infrastructure types
Unique
Linear
structures

Urban
mobility

Airports

Implementation Context /
Institutional
Implementation Context /
Financial-Economic
Transport Mode /
Reliability-Availability (IRA)
Business Model /
Cost saving
Business Model / Revenue
support
Governance
Financing Scheme
Funding / Remuneration
attractiveness
Funding / Market efficiency,
public accept.
Funding / Revenue robustness
- variable contributes to project resilience
to economic crises

- variable does not contribute to project
resilience to economic crises

An unusual result is no participant mentioned the importance of the Funding / remuneration attractiveness
and Funding / market efficiency and public acceptability indicators for improving project resilience to the
economic crisis. This can lead one of three findings: (i) these indicators' meanings are not clear for the
experts, or they are overlapping with other indicators; (ii) as stated before, more time was needed for the
discussion in order to be possible to include all relevant indicators to improve project resilience to the
economic crisis situation; (iii) these indicators are not promoting project resilience to the crisis.
Summarizing, several general variables were considered important for improving project resilience to
economic crisis, namely:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Flexibility (Contract, Tariff, Charges, Business Models, labour agreements)
Possibility for real options (upgrade or downsize)
Bankruptcy protection
Structure of financing small private equity, large debt capital, unstable financial costs
Bundling with other development elements
Diversification of demand segments
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Better risk allocation
Better business strategy
Network Optimization
Better exploitation of current infrastructure
Change in political process
Market exclusivity
Alternative technology
Scope of competencies
Operator capability

Finally, how can project resilience to economic crises be measured? Measuring resilience was considered
by participants as a difficult task and more a political than an economic problem. Nevertheless, a number of
measures and techniques were put forward by the experts such as stress test measures in preparation of
the project, the degrees of competitive dialogue and the enlarged scope of potential revenues, or commonly
used metrics, such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The revenue/expenditure ratio
Safety coefficient
Degree of enlarged scope of potential revenue
Stress test
Equity share
Revenue and remuneration indicators
Tolls modulation, if it possible
Network optimization in the planning process
Taking price inflation into account
An adequate cost-benefit analysis with scenarios and sensitivity analysis improving design towards
situations of economic crisis
Demand diversification and price/service segmentation

Some governments allow the contractors to manage the project according the economic situation of the
country. If an economic-financial crisis is present, they introduce tolls and extend the concession contract
duration. What they measure is the revenues, the remuneration and the tolls modelling factors. In this
situation, the maturity of the contractors is a very important issue to ensure their capability in developing
and financing the project development. Again, the key concepts in the resilience discussion is flexibility from
all partners.

4.2.3

Questionnaire

One of the purposes of the questionnaire was to act as an introduction to the results of deliverable 4.2 to
the second Policy Dialogues participants. It was meant to be a first step of immersion into BENEFIT
research, where objectives and main rationales and findings would be shared, before a second step where
the Decision Matching Framework would be presented, which is more formalized and strict, and draws the
discussion into more technical issues. For many of the participants, the questionnaire seems to have played
this role of an introduction to BENEFIT findings without the full complexity of the Decision Matching
Framework. Other participants had been following the project closely enough to not need this first
introduction (e.g. members of the advisory board have been reviewing project documents, and attending
webinars), and others still did not have the opportunity to fill in the questionnaire before the event for lack of
time. Another purpose of the questionnaire was to support and to some extent help clarify the findings of
deliverable 4.2 on the basis of the participants’ experience.
In terms of the factors influencing time and cost overruns, replies support BENEFIT’s findings that a
mature technical design and a competent public authority minimize those risks. The respondent’s
contribution to clearly defining those two factors is extremely relevant to the validation of the variables
impacting time and cost outcomes in BENEFIT. Further factors mentioned by respondents fall within the
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typology of implementation context, also surfacing in the ex-post analysis carried out on the basis of the
Decision Matching Framework for the BENEFIT case database.
For the factors affecting traffic outcomes, the questionnaire focused on the levels of control, and how
contract design including negotiations leading to it, could deal with situations of different levels of control.
When confronted with BENEFIT findings on traffic outcomes, responders mostly stated that the levels of
control are critical, however, they discussed a number of related questions that complexify the issue and
should be addressed, namely: the effects of the extent of the operator’s monopoly power and the question
of the consequences of information asymmetry on contract formation.
The questions on revenues focused on the formation of business models that include multiple revenue
streams and on the way that contractual safeguards have contributed to project realization in the responders’
experience. Responders relate BENEFIT findings that PPPs have achieved revenue targets despite the
financial crisis to the rise of availability models and similar risk sharing agreements, and to the typically high
bargaining power of installed transport operators.
The following tables attempt to identify the presence of BENEFIT indicators in the replies motivated by
deliverable 4.2 findings. Although the replies are translated into the Decision Matching Framework through
this exercise, these do not aim to validate the question of “which indicators contribute to achieving each
outcome”, since this was not the question the experts were asked to reply to – that was one of the goals of
the second Policy Dialogues. For instance, the reliability-availability indicator was not mentioned specifically
in the answers to the questionnaire on revenue outcomes, however the same experts found it critical in
achieving those outcomes during the second Policy Dialogues discussion. In fact, the questions on revenue
outcome focus the discussion on multiple revenue streams and contractual guarantees, and do not provide
opportunity to develop a discussion on achieving that outcome in general.
Table 28. BENEFIT variables present in respondents’ description of mature designs, competent
public authorities, and further factors impacting cost and time outcomes
Variables present in respondents’ description of mature designs, competent public authorities,
and further factors impacting cost and time outcomes
Implementation context /
Macro-economic situation
Financial and macroFinancial conditions
economic context
Political capacity, support and policies
Implementation context /
Legal and regulatory framework
Institutional context
Public sector/public sector capacity
Ability to construct:
• Level of civil works/technical difficulty
• Capacity to construct
Business Model /
Construction risk allocation
Cost saving
Ability to monitor/control / plan
Adoption of innovation
Lifecycle planning
Efficiency / effectiveness of governance
Governance indicator
Contractual flexibility
Level of control
Potential to secure revenue/demand:
Business Model /
Green/Brownfield
Revenue support
Demand/Revenue risk allocation
Capability to operate
Revenue from other non-transport activities
- variable present in the replies;

- variable absent from the replies
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Table 29. BENEFIT variables present in respondents’ discussion on how to achieve well-performing
contracts for infrastructure with different levels of control
Variables present in respondents’ discussion on how to achieve well-performing contracts for
infrastructure with different levels of control
Implementation context /
Macro-economic situation
Financial and macroFinancial conditions
economic context
Efficiency / effectiveness of governance
Governance indicator
Contractual flexibility
Level of control
Potential to secure revenue/demand:
Business Model /
Green/Brownfield
Revenue support
Demand/Revenue risk allocation
Capability to operate
Revenue from other non-transport activities
Funding scheme /
Remuneration
Cost recovery levels and risk of revenues
attractiveness
- variable present in the
replies;
Table 30. BENEFIT variables present in respondents’ discussion on multiple revenue streams and
contractual guarantees
Variables present in respondents’ discussion on multiple revenue streams and contractual
guarantees
Efficiency / effectiveness of governance
Governance indicator
Contractual flexibility
Level of control
Potential to secure revenue/demand:
Business Model /
Green/Brownfield
Revenue support
Demand/Revenue risk allocation
Capability to operate
Revenue from other non-transport activities
Funding scheme /
Remuneration
Cost recovery levels and risk of revenues
attractiveness
Funding scheme / Revenue
Cost coverage levels and risk of revenues
robustness
- variable present in the
replies;

60/103

5 Final remarks
Both Policy Dialogues sessions successfully met their goals. They were a very fruitful exercise, providing
useful feedback for the continuation of the project and making sure that the work is on the right track towards
the creation of a useful and well-perceived decision-support tool. Thus, the insights from both Policy
Dialogues sessions provided guidance and validation to WP3 and WP4, and contribute to the contents of
final BENEFIT guidelines and recommendations within WP5.
Policy Dialogues revealed as a useful exercise also for participant practitioners. The feedback obtained
largely validated the work undertaken in BENEFIT despite some initial scepticism manifested by participants
regarding the capacity to set up an evaluation of such scope.
The focus of the first Policy Dialogues session was the Decision Matching Framework itself, and the
expected results were to obtain direct feedback on the model’s capability to represent the reality of transport
infrastructure project delivery and operation and its suitability as a decision-support tool. Much guidance
was provided to that respect from the participants. Major comments expressed by participants, further
addressed by the project were:
•

The stakeholder-neutrality of the model, or rather the project-focus of the model, concerning itself
only with the level of achievement of the project’s original goals. In fact, the BENEFIT model is
agnostic to stakeholder interests and does not represent any stakeholder view or account for
strategic behaviour.

•

The way the financing scheme is described, with stakeholders supporting the use of a weighted
average cost of capital (WACC) indicator, which was in fact adopted by the project with an adjusted
formula.

•

The way that indicators are sometimes deeply interrelated, their complementary and supplementary
effects between themselves and with outcomes, which supported the development of feedback
loops in previous analysis; will be further studied in next project tasks.

•

The key idea that a case narrative needs to accompany a collection of numerical indicators, meaning
that Decision Matching Framework data needs to be presented to stakeholders together with a case
summary to place it into context – this was adopted in the second Policy Dialogues presentation of
support cases and feeds final project recommendations.

•

The need for complementarity of the BENEFIT decision-support tool with the widely accepted
infrastructure appraisal models, namely cost-benefit analysis and forms of multi-criteria decision
analysis. This is an important input to task 5.3 of WP5, the final project recommendations.

•

The challenge of representing the strategic behavior of actors with the framework, some related to
the incompleteness of contracts, some with competition between the same members of a
consortium, and the hidden agendas behind certain projects, none of which the matching framework
had set out to take on; however the extent of the effects of this limitation on project assessment
need to be assessed – since real-life project results are the basis of this research, these effects
could be captured to some extent despite the lack of specific indicators to represent them. The way
that some indicators developed throughout the project took this comment into consideration, plus
the above-mentioned analysis of limitations and tolerance to the crisis using feedback loops adds
depth to BENEFIT’s understanding of these phenomena.
Again the BENEFIT model does not take particular stakeholder views and does not account for
strategic behaviour. Plus, the level of transparency of the process is also included on the FinancialEconomic Indicator, which does not only represent GDP or country rating but also includes
competitiveness. Also the Institutional Indicator refers to other components of the same context. In
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addition, although the planning phase is not part of the BENEFIT model, the model may support the
planning phase when used as a scenario prediction tool.
•

The representation of the local political environment, which seems to have a strong impact on the
outcomes of some projects in practitioner experience. Again the way that some indicators developed
throughout the project took this comment into consideration.

•

The difficulties in comprehensively representing the risk sharing in projects with the framework,
namely that no indicator would be capable of fully communicating it. This was of course taken into
account in the original development of the framework, since the model is based in the low cost and
low risk principle, with all factors implicitly or explicitly related to risks. As with the strategic behaviour
of actors, and with real-life cases as the basis of this research, the extent to which the limitation of
not representing risks extensively affects the model results needs to be assessed. The risk
component is included in the model and will be consider an improvement of those indicators which
include risk allocation for better decision-makers’ perception.

At the end, most of the issues put forward by participants were related with their unfamiliarity with the
BENEFIT model and required a more in-depth analysis of the model by participants, which was not the
objective of either Policy Dialogues. Hence the way the cases were presented in the first Policy Dialogues
was not so successful in generating the desired conversational processes, rather creating a lot of questions
and misunderstanding. This was for sure a lesson learned and was taken into account in the second Policy
Dialogues session, where a carefully selected and complete material was presented at each table to support
the discussion, describing the model, indicators, and cases in a clear way and overcoming this issue.
At the time of the second Policy Dialogues, a full body of ex-post analysis had already been performed
under the structure of the Decision Matching Framework, on the project database of cases. Thus, the second
Policy Dialogues focused on confirming and validating the findings of this Decision Matching Frameworkbased analysis achieved using qualitative analysis, fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (FsQCA),
importance analysis, and econometric analysis, against practitioner’s experience.
The second Policy Dialogues also fulfilled their goal of supporting the finalization of previous BENEFIT
research, confirming and clarifying relationships between indicators and outcomes, and offering practicerelated insights that demonstrate the findings attained using the Decision Matching Framework. Two main
comments to D3.2 results should be considered:
•

•

Political support for the project is a critical factor of project outcomes for practitioners – the BENEFIT
framework needs to assess to which extent its own indicators represent it, with respect to planning,
construction, and operation stages, and bearing in mind the challenge of opposing signal effects
(political support as a project accelerator versus political support as a factor of project selection
bias). The Institutional Context indicator includes indices with respect to governance functions which
would limit the support to “bad” projects, so that a low value in that indicator would suggest that
such “bad” projects are possible. However, there is no direct account for this effect, and it would be
challenging to include it in the framework, since that inclusion would have to rely on an assessment
of whether or not a project is “bad”.
Project size in terms of investment and complexity is also a critical factor of project outcomes for
practitioners – again, the BENEFIT framework needs to assess to which extent its own indicators
represent it, and also its interrelationship with the previous variable.

Additionally, the results of the second Policy Dialogues support the development of a rating methodology in
WP3 and WP5 by identifying the indicators that are relevant for improving project resilience to economic
crises, namely:
•
•
•
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Implementation context, including the institutional as well as the financial-economic aspects;
The revenue support aspect of the business model;
Governance including its efficiency and effectiveness, as well as the flexibility aspect;

•
•

For unique structures such as bridges and tunnels, the cost saving aspect of the business model
(since for these projects a complex construction stage was considered by the practitioners in the
discussion);
For enhanced business models present at airports, the financing scheme, and the revenue
robustness.

The key idea in the resilience discussion is that flexibility, in many forms, is critical to enduring a period of
crisis. Contract durations can be dynamic according to the achievement of revenue targets, for example, toll
values can be adjusted to rebalance demand and revenues, real options can be used to phase investment
decisions, reducing the uncertainty under which they are made. Additionally, the idea of flexibility and
entrepreneurial freedom in business development is also critical. Through the diversification of the business
model, by bundling different services, or by introducing project changes that optimize networks and improve
demand, or even through segmenting demand, project endurance can be increased. Implementation context
also needs to be compatible with these levels of operating flexibility, as these in fact represent a different
paradigm of project delivery – structural changes in the political process, and in regulation have to be
considered.
The questionnaire undertaken before the second Policy Dialogues session followed the recommendation
that first Policy Dialogues participants had left that an ex-ante preparation of participants would contribute
to a more fruitful discussion. With a strong attendance of advisory board members, and through the
questionnaire, this limitation was easily overcome. Also, the questionnaire attempted to clarify and support
the results of deliverable 4.2, which it did:
•

•

•

In terms of the factors influencing time and cost overruns, replies support BENEFIT’s findings that
a mature technical design and a competent public authority minimize those risks. The respondent’s
contribution to clearly defining those two factors is extremely relevant to the validation of the
variables impacting time and cost outcomes in BENEFIT. Further factors mentioned by respondents
fall within the typology of implementation context, also surfacing in the ex-post analysis carried out
on the basis of the Decision Matching Framework.
For the factors affecting traffic outcomes, the questionnaire focused on the levels of control, and
how contract design including negotiations leading to it, could deal with situations of different levels
of control. When confronted with BENEFIT findings on traffic outcomes, responders mostly stated
that the levels of control are critical, however, they discussed a number of related questions that
complexify the issue and should be addressed, namely: the effects of the extent of the operator’s
monopoly power and the question of the consequences of information asymmetry on contract
formation.
The questions on revenues focused on the formation of business models that include multiple
revenue streams and on the way that contractual safeguards have contributed to project realization
in the responders’ experience. Responders relate BENEFIT findings that PPPs have achieved
revenue targets despite the financial crisis to the rise of availability models and similar risk sharing
agreements, and to the typically high bargaining power of installed transport operators.

Both Policy Dialogues support WP3, WP4 and WP5 by offering a practitioner view of the BENEFIT tool,
allowing for model adjustments and considerations that effectively improve the value of the BENEFIT
research. Thus, the task 5.2. was successfully achieved.
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Annex I. First Policy Dialogues
AI.I. Programme
Morning:
Ø

Talk 1
Abstract: Welcome speech to present the policy dialogues’ structure, objectives and schedule. This
speech is expected to expose the policy dialogues framework and contextualize it within BENEFIT’s
research methodology. Regarding the methodology structure, Talk 1 is expected to present an
overview of the methodological path connecting the outcomes of WP 2, 3 and 4 outcomes with the
activities scheduled for the Case Exploration and Matching Principles Validation.
Speaker: Professor Rosário Macário ( IST – Universidade de Lisboa)

Coffee break
Ø

Talk 2
Abstract: Regarding BENEFIT’s feeding cycle, this first policy dialogue is proposed to be clearly
associated with the validation of the outcomes of Task 3.1 – Ex-post analysis. Thus, in order to
specify and present the hypothesis, variables and discussions produced by task 3.1, Talk 2 is
designed introduce the working scenario and the developed state of art. Nevertheless, despite this
presentation, Talk 2 expects to open space for the construction of a collective intelligence in the
following events. This goal requests a prospective value from BENEFIT’s research to the
participants involved in the event. More than present what has been done by our research Talk 2
must be guided to induce the participants to think about our questions. (In brief D3.1.is presented
here)
Speaker: Professor Aris Pantelias – University College London – with typology leaders
Professors Thierry Vanelslander, Koen Verhoest (University of Antwerp), Hans Voordijk (University
of Twente), Athena Roumboutsos (University of Aegean), Kay Mitusch (KIT) and Dr. João
Bernardino (TIS.PT)

Ø

Talk 2.1
Abstract: In order to exemplify the methodology framework discussed in Talk 2, Prof. Kay Mitusch
used the Herrentunnel case to illustrate the representation process analysed by BENEFIT’s
Decision Matching Framework. Rather focusing in the general composition of the indicators Talk
2.1 explained the construction of the temporal snapshots and the typology indicators.
Speaker: Professor Kay Mitusch - Karlsruhe Institute of Technology

Lunch Break
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AI.II. Pilot cases
Table 1 - Rapporteur: Marisa Pedro (IST)
Project
Author / Presenter
Port of Agaete
ULPGC
A2 Motorway Poland
IBDIM

Country
Spain
Poland

Project Title

Port of Agaete

A2 Motorway

Country

Spain

Poland

Principle Mode
Use
Investment size (sample
normalised)
Investment size (mode
normalised)

port
freight

Snapshot
Snapshot
3:
2: Operator additional
(1994)
Operator
(2015)
port
port
mix
mix

low

low

Low

Delivery Mode

MATCHING FRAMEWORK
INPUT

Snapshot
1: Award
(1982)

Mode
Seaport
Road

Snapshot 1 - Snapshot 2 award time
opening time
2009
2011
Road
mix

Road
mix

low

High

High

Low

Low

High

High

Public

concession
of operation

concession
of operation

PPP

PPP

node

node

node

Link

Link

Institutional indicator

0,70

0,70

0,69

0,70

0,70

Financial Economic

n.a

n.a

0,467

n.a

n.a

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Overall Composite Indicator 0,333

0,444

0,444

0,333

0,444

Cost Saving
Revenue support

-0,100
0,093

-0,100
0,093

-0,033
0,093

-0,100
0,093

-0,100
0,093

Remuneration Scheme
Revenue Scheme

0,167
0,600

0,167
0,600

0,167
0,600

0,167
0,822

0,167
0,822

Normalised Indicator
Cost overrun
Time overrun
Actual vs forecasted traffic
Transport goals
Other economic outcomes
Social outcomes

0,125
0
0
0
0
0
0

0,125
0
0
0
0
0
0

0,125
0
0
0
0
0
0

0,502
0
0
0
0
0
0

0,502
0
1
0
0
0
0

Environmental outcomes

0

0

0

0

0

Institutional outcomes

0

0

0

0

0

Transport Network
Configuration
Implementation Mode
Context

Transport Mode Context
Overall
Reliability/Availability
Indicator IRA
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Table 2 - Rapporteur: Matheus Oliveira (IST)
Project

Author

Country

Mode

The Hague New Central Train Station

UTwente

The Netherlands

Station

Reims tramway

Cerema

France

Tramway

Project Title
Country
MATCHING FRAMEWORK
INPUT

Principle Mode
Use
Investment size (sample
normalised)
Investment size (mode
normalised)
Delivery Mode
Transport Network
Configuration
Implementation Mode
Context
Institutional indicator
Financial Economic
Transport Mode Context
Overall
Reliability/Availability
Indicator IRA

The Hague New Central
Train Station
France
The Netherlands
Snapshot 1Snapshot Snapshot 2 - Snapshot
after
1before
3 - after
Snapshot 2completion of
Contract renegotiatio renegotiat
(2015)
the works
award
n
ion
(2015)
Tram/Light Tram/Light
Tram/Light
Terminal
Terminal (rail)
Rail
Rail
Rail
(rail)
Passenger Passenger
Passenger Passenger
Passenger
Reims tramway

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

PPP

PPP

PPP

Public

Public

Link

Link

Link

Node

Node

0,60
0,503

0,61
0,503

0,62
0,587

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

100%

56%

100%

100%

100%

Overall Composite Indicator 0,667

0,667

0,778

0,352

0,306

Cost Saving
Revenue support

-0,018
0,036

-0,018
0,036

-0,018
0,036

0,290
0,055

0,374
0,055

Remuneration Scheme
Revenue Scheme

0,795
0,336

0,385
0,203

0,757
0,203

0,833
0,222

0,667
0,222

Normalised Indicator
Cost overrun
Time overrun
Actual vs forecasted traffic
Transport goals
Other economic outcomes
Social outcomes

0,368
0
0
0
0
0
0

0,368
0
-1
-2
0
0
0

0,368
-1
-1
-1
0
0
0

0,125
0
-1
0
0

0,125

Environmental outcomes

0

1

1

Institutional outcomes

0

0

-1
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Table 3 - Rapporteur: Maria Spandou (IST)
Project
Athens Tramway
Liefkenshoek Rail Link

Author
UAEGEAN
UAntwerp

Athens Tramway
Greece
Snapshot
Snaps
Snapshot
2
MATCHING FRAMEWORK hot 1:
3:
Operator
INPUT
Award
Inaugurat
Decision
2001
ion 2004
2002
Tram/
Tram/Lig Tram/Lig
Principle Mode
Light
ht Rail
ht Rail
Rail
Pass Passeng Passeng
Use
enger er
er
Investment size (sample Mediu
Medium Medium
normalised)
m
Investment size (mode
Low
Low
Low
normalised)
Delivery Mode
Public Public
Public
Transport Network
Link
Link
Link
Configuration
Implementation Mode
Context
Institutional indicator
0,60
0,61
0,62
Financial Economic
0,503 0,503
0,587
Transport Mode Context
Overall
Reliability/Availability
100% 100%
56%
Indicator IRA

Country
Greece
Belgium

Mode
Tramway
Rail

Project Title
Country

Overall Composite
Indicator

Snapshot
4: Inaug.
+6
months
2005

Snapshot
5: Full
Operation
2009

Snapshot
Snapshot
7: last
6:STASY
update
2011
2013

Tram/Lig Tram/Light Tram/Lig
ht Rail
Rail
ht Rail

Tram/Ligh
t Rail

Passeng
er

Passenger

Passeng
er

Passenge
r

Medium

Medium

Medium

Medium

Low

Low

Low

Low

Public

Public

Public

Public

Link

Link

Link

Link

0,62
0,587

0,59
0,500

0,58
0,400

0,57
0,308

56%

56%

56%

56%

0,639 0,639

0,639

0,537

0,537

0,500

0,500

0,783
0,059
0,60
0,483
0,578

0,583
0,060
0,61
0,483
0,578

0,250
0,060
0,62
0,483
0,556

0,222
0,021
0,62
0,483
0,600

0,222
0,026
0,59
0,545
0,560

0,111
0,066
0,58
0,488
0,458

0,133
0,052
0,57
0,500
0,558

0,159 0,159
0
0
0
0

0,155
-1
0

0,155
-1
0

0,155
-1
-1

0,155
-1
0

0,155
0
0

0

0

-1

-1

-1

-2

-2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Environmental outcomes 0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Institutional outcomes

0

0

0

0

0

0

Cost Saving
Revenue support
Remuneration Scheme
Revenue Scheme
Normalised Indicator
Cost overrun
Time overrun
Actual vs forecasted
traffic
Transport goals
Other economic
outcomes
Social outcomes

0
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Table 3 - Rapporteur: Maria Spandou (IST)
Project
Athens Tramway
Liefkenshoek Rail Link
Project Title
Country

Author
UAEGEAN
UAntwerp

Country
Greece
Belgium

Mode
Tramway
Rail

Liefkenshoek Rail Link
Belgium
Snapshot 1: Award
(2008)
Rail
Freight
High
Medium
PPP
Link

Snapshot 2: reporting time
(2014)
Rail
Freight
High
Medium
PPP
Link

0,74
0,691

0,77
0,6

100%

75%

Overall Composite Indicator

0,667

0,667

Cost Saving
Revenue support

0,833
0,047

0,833
0,047

Remuneration Scheme
Revenue Scheme

0,830
0,000

0,830
0,000

Normalised Indicator
Cost overrun
Time overrun
Actual vs forecasted traffic
Transport goals
Other economic outcomes
Social outcomes
Environmental outcomes
Institutional outcomes

0,435
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0,435
0
-1
0
-1
0
0
0
0

MATCHING FRAMEWORK INPUT
Principle Mode
Use
Investment size (sample normalised)
Investment size (mode normalised)
Delivery Mode
Transport Network Configuration
Implementation Mode Context
Institutional indicator
Financial Economic
Transport Mode Context
Overall Reliability/Availability Indicator
IRA
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Annex II. Second Policy Dialogues
AII.I. Programme
Morning:
•

Talk 1
Description: Welcome speech to present the Policy Dialogues’ structure, objectives and schedule.
This speech is expected to expose the policy dialogues framework and contextualize it within
BENEFIT’s research methodology. Regarding the methodology structure, Talk 1 is expected to
present an overview of the methodological path connecting the outcomes of BENEFIT project with
the activities scheduled for the discussion and models’ validation.
Speaker: Professor Rosário Macário ( IST – Universidade de Lisboa) and Athena Roumboutsos
(UAegean)

Coffee break
•

World Café
World café rounds 1 and 2 - Matching project indicators with project outcomes (tables divided per
outcome)
Description: A world café method was used to determine which indicators are relevant in obtaining
good results in each of the Decision Matching Framework outcomes. At each table, participants
were asked to discuss which indicators contribute to ensure what would be, in their opinion, a high
score for each outcome. Plus, the guests were asked to discuss which indicators contribute to
ensure good outcomes in the project overall.

Lunch Break
Afternoon:
•

World Café
World café round 3 - Factors of project resilience to economic-financial crises (tables divided per
type of infrastructure)
Description: In this session, groups were asked to go back to the tables with a challenge - how to
make projects more resilient to economic-financial crises, and which indicators could measure that
resilience.

Coffee break
•

Discussion
Description: This panel is a final discussion on the main questions addressed by the Policy
Dialogues and the main conclusions that have been achieved on them.
Speaker: Professor Rosário Macário (IST – Universidade de Lisboa)
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AII.II. Support cases

Case study identification

Table topic

Case study

Country

Linear infrastructure

M6 toll road

United Kingdom

Unique structures, such as

Port of Sines

Portugal

Urban mobility

Reims tramway

France

Airports – enhanced business

Athens international airport

Greece

tunnels, bridges, and ports

models
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AII.III. Decision Matching Framework description handouts
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AII.IV. Questionnaire

Second BENEFIT Policy Dialogues
Frankfurt, April 15

th

Questionnaire for experts
Thank you for joining us for the second BENEFIT Policy Dialogues. To
kick-start our dialogue, and to learn your opinion on our latest project
results, we designed a small questionnaire that you can reply to in paper,
or online. Please return the answered questionnaire to your table
moderator at the Policy Dialogues, or answer it online at:
http://goo.gl/forms/0bqO8kijny

1. Time and cost outcomes
Two factors seem to be influencing the probability of cost and time overruns in the construction phase of a
project.
•

A mature technical design was found to improve the chances of achieving cost and time targets.
For example, national projects of special difficulty, such as bridges and tunnels, were found to
perform relatively well as they were more thoroughly designed and prepared.
Competence (institutional and other) of the public authorities monitoring implementation for
both PPP and traditional delivery of infrastructure was also found to be an important factor in
achieving project cost and time targets.

•

a) How would you define each of these factors?
Mature technical design:

Competence of public authorities:
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b) Which other factors would you say influence the probability that cost and time overruns happen?

2. Traffic outcomes
The financial and economic context is a core factor influencing the achievement of the traffic outcome in
the operation phase of a project. This is a well-known fact in transport economics. In addition, projects with
the following characteristics seemed to be able to address the negative impacts of the financial and
economic context:
•

Demonstrating higher levels of control, i.e. a combination of exclusivity and connectivity serving
business scope.
• Operated by contractors able to influence the demand
• Well-justified projects
Optimism bias (overestimation of demand) was identified in a number of cases. It was found that
overestimated traffic forecasts are related to inappropriate demand risk allocation. PPPs tend to be more
conservative when appropriate or more demand risk is passed over to the concessionaire.
a) How could one structure a resilient infrastructure business model for an infrastructure with low
levels of control?

b) Do you see any adverse effect of this demand control level on project performance (e.g. user
satisfaction, competition with private transport modes, social exclusion)?

c) How do you perceive the role of the negotiation between grantor and contractor in the contractual
design?
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d) Are contracts exclusively defined by the grantor? Are negotiations mostly claimed by the contractor?
By the grantor? Do both play major roles in defining risk sharing clauses? (please name any
negotiation cases you used as reference for your replies)

e) In your opinion, which are the best practices to achieve an appropriate risk allocation in different types
of infrastructure contract or their renegotiations?

3. Revenue outcomes
Projects with multiple revenue streams performed better, depending on the competence of the operator
to manage them. Projects with low risk income streams (potentially not relying on user charges) also seem
to perform better.
Additionally, PPPs achievement of revenue targets seems to be independent of the financial-economic
crisis.
a) How can one, in practice, create incentives for projects to be configured for multiple revenue streams?

b) Would you say that the usual contractual safeguards and guarantees (e.g. compensations for
demand below certain thresholds, or definition of trigger events for renegotiation) are a main reason
why PPPs achieve their revenue targets even when the economic context is quite adverse?

c) According to your opinion, how do those clauses contribute to project realization?
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Annex III. Deliverable reviews and respective replies
AIII.I. Internal review
Task Number____5.2__________

Date submitted for Review___30 May 2016__

Task Leader__Rosario Macario______

Date returned to Authors___7 June /2016

Author(s) ___

Amendments Checked by___

Reviewer_

Date__6 June 2016

Quality criteria

Measurement

Comments

Content

1

2

3

4

5

(specific areas which
need addressing)

1

Are
the
objectives
appropriate and
clear? Do they
address all the
issues
highlighted in the
Work Plan?

Objectives
unclear
and
inappropria
te

Objectives
not
very
well
explained

Satisfactor
y but some
gaps

Good but
need slight
refinement

All
addressed
, clear and
appropriat
e

Objectives are clear and
in line with the work plan

2

Have
the
objectives been
met?

Not at all

To a limited
extent

Satisfactor
y

Yes - good

Yes
extremely
well

Yes – but findings need
refinement

3

Does the work
include
references
to
relevant material
and literature?

Totally
inadequate

Poor

Adequate

Good

Outstandin
g

4

Does
it
demonstrate
a
sufficient
knowledge of the
subject? Is there
sufficient detail in
all areas?

Totally
inadequate

Poor

Adequate

Good

Outstandin
g

The present report does
not require such support

The report contains many
points
that
need
refinement
especially
with respect to PD
findings and their relation
to BENEFIT.
See list of comments
below
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5

Is the information
technically
sound?

Not at all

To a limited
extent

Satisfacto
ry

Yes - good

Yes
excellent

As (4) above

6

Are the findings
clear and well
argued?

Not at all

To
limited
extent

a

Satisfactor
y

Yes - good

Yes
excellent

PD findings need to be
better
position
with
respect to the BENEFIT
concept and findings from
other tasks

7

Does
the
deliverable
provide inputs as
expected for the
subsequent
work?

Not at all

To a limited
extent

Satisfactor
y

Yes - good

Yes
excellent

The PD findings confirm
the both the BENEFIT
concept, approach and
the findings from other
tasks. However, this is
mispresented.

Quality criteria

Measurement

Structure and
Presentation

1

2

3

4

5

Totally
inadequate

Poor

Adequate

Good

Outstandin
g

8

Is the information
clearly
presented?

Comments
(specific areas which
need addressing)
The report follows the
flow of work. The report
would benefit from a
more concise structure
with,
for
example,
annexes at the end etc.

See comments below
9

Is
the
work
cohesive
and
consistent?

Totally
inadequate

Poor

Adequate

Good

Outstandin
g

1
0

Is the writing
style
appropriate?

Totally
inadequate

Poor

Adequate

Good

Outstandin
g

1
1

Have the style
guidelines been
followed?

Not at all

To a limited
extent

Satisfactor
y

Yes - good

Yes
excellent

As above (8)

The report would benefit
from proof reading. There
are inconsistencies with
respect to the use of
tenses and articles.
The BENEFIT Guidelines
have
been
partially
followed.
See comments below
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS:
Initially, I would like to thank the authors for their “lively” report and, mostly, in the effort required to organise,
implement, collect and refine all the input of the two Policy Dialogues and also compare it to BENEFIT
findings from other tasks. The latter is of great importance, as this endeavour is especially demanding given
the amount of findings generated by the project.
The comments are structured in three categories. The first is of minor importance.
Editing & Report Structure
#

Comment

Reply

1.

The entire text needs editing, especially with respect to the use of tenses
and articles. The first could be the result of the fact that the same parts of
the text have been used at different times with a different time horizon.
Past tense should be the principle tense of the document.

Proofreading done

2.

It would be preferable for the reader to read through a “main” body and
then look-up information in the Annex. In this context the following should
be after the end of the main doc:

Report was
restructured into 5
chapters –
introduction, policy
dialogues 1, policy
dialogues 2,
discussion, final
remarks. Annexes
are now all at the
end.

a. Part II , Annex I and II
b. Part III – Annex
c. Part IV – Annex I, II and III

3.

Part III – is connected to the second PD. As it stands, this is not evident.
Its contribution to the second PD is also not evident. Notably, the
introductory sentences reference the scope at the end.

The questionnaire is
now a subchapter in
policy dialogues 2.

4.

Table and figure numbering is not consistent (eg. Part IV starts with table
6).

We kept the
numbering as it was
because the report
is now a single
document (no longer
structured into
parts).

5.

The BENEFIT report template should be followed – Arial, size 10, single
space, 1 line between paragraphs, chapter structure (not parts), heading
fonts and sizes etc., no blank pages

Style
copied

6.

Corrections to first pages:

template

a.

Cover page: Please use template for Deliverable Name

Replaced by D4.3
cover page,
deliverable name
copied from
proposal

b.

Due date: 01/05/2016

Corrected
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c.

Submission Date: TBD

Corrected

d.

Quality Control table –please complete

We will ask the
quality control team
to complete it

Confusing process shortcomings & Policy Dialogue Results
Part II
st

This set of comments, in principle refers to Part II – 1 Policy Dialogue
#

Comment

Reply

7.

Most of the issues set by the participants concerned aspects of the BENEFIT
model that would not made clear to the participants to begin with. Hence,
there should be a sentence that the participants were presented BENEFIT
datasets (indicator sets = snapshots) without any further background
information and issues were clarified in the process of the PD. In this
approach, each section in Part II. 3 should be completed with the BENEFIT
clarification. Also, there are “lessons learned” with respect to the PD process.

Added these
remarks to the
report

To facilitate revision, typical “responses” to issues are listed below.
#

Comment

Reply

8.

3.1.1
Response:
Stakeholders: the BENEFIT model is agnostic to stakeholder interests and
does not represent any stakeholder view.
Revenue Support Indicator: The indicator represents the level potential and
wider revenue sources stemming from an infrastructure project are
exploited. Low values of the Revenue Support Indicator indicate that the
project is not or is not able to take advantage of other revenue sources (when
explained the UITP participant exclaimed on the usefulness especially in
Urban Transit where integration with other urban activities is vital)
3.1.2
Response:
The BENEFIT model does not take stakeholder views. The delivery model
is input to the model BUT it is also monitored through the Financial Scheme
Indicator. Hence it can show what happens if? The assessment of whether
what happens is better or worse is left to the particular stakeholder to assess.
Comment: there is no “Flexibility of Finance” variable in BENEFIT. There is
a Financing Scheme indicator.
3.1.3
Comment/Response:
These are “Lessons Learned” for the PD process, as narratives exist but not
to present them was a PD process decision. However, not understanding
the indicator sets is more related to the fact that participants did not have
enough explanations given with respect to the indicators, so as to be able tp
“read” the information.

Included as a
response

9.

10.
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Included as a
response

Included as a
response

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

3.1.4
Response:
BENEFIT does not substitute other assessment methods. On its own, it is
not an assessment investment method. These decisions are “input” to
BENEFIT which then predicts project performance.
3.2.1
Response:
The issue was considered when addressing the implementation context
indicators at project initiation as the objective was to address the “relevant”
each time implementation context. Due to the difficulty in collecting relevant
information, it was decided to address these indicators on a national level
and employ international indices made available from international
institutions. These indicators are expected to function fairly well for national
driven projects and lesser so for more local projects.
3.2.2
Response;
Interrelations and combinations of indicators contributing to various
outcomes are to be studied in the next project tasks.
3.2.3.
Response:
Partners…. (from the text)
3.2.4
Response:
The BENEFIT model does not take particular stakeholder views and does
not account for strategic behaviour.
The level of transparency of the process is also included on the “Financial –
Economic Indicator”, which does not only represent GDP or country rating
but also includes competitiveness. Also the Institutional indicator refers to
other components of the same context. (see D2.2, D3.2).
The planning phase is not part of the BENEFIT Model, however, the model
may support the planning phase when used as a scenario prediction tool.
3.2.5
Response:
The Financial Scheme Indicator is built on the concept of an “adjusted”
WACC so as to also include public financing.

Included as a
response

Comment
Pg. 58 – pls delete (cost saving) –second line following the end of the table
– as the ability/capacity to construct is not the only item in the list that refers
to the Cost Saving Indicator.
3.1.1.2
• The competence of public vs. private in delivering the
contract/project adequately;
Correction: both the competence of the public and private sector is included
in the Cost Saving Indicator. It is not considered in comparison.
• The engagement between the main actors, defining the level of
procurement (Public vs. PPP);
Correction: This information exists as model input and furthermore is
reflected in Financial Scheme Indicator
• The past financial/economic situation of the country and
concessionaire (past experience);
Correction:

Reply
Done

Included as a
response

Included as a
response
Included as a
response
Included as a
response

Included as a
response

Part IV
#
17.
18.

19.

20.

Done

Done

Done
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.
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Country: As implementation context it is included in the respective indicators
and “snapshot” history.
International market position with respect to their key activity in the project is
the qualitative indicator used for ability/capacity
• The risk allocation in contracts, whether it is cost risks, political risks,
regulatory and others;
Correction:
Political, regulatory etc. and others of the same category (eg. Changes in
legislation, political conditions etc.) are incorporated in the Financial –
Economic and Institutional indicators (see D2.2, D3.1)
Construction/technical etc; operational; monitoring etc. in Cost saving
Indicator (see D2.2, D3.1, D4.2, D4.4)
Demand risk /Revenue risk etc. in Revenue Support
• The flexibility of the contracts and project development. The
adaptability of the contracts;
Correction:
Contractual flexibility, incentives etc. in Governance indicator ( see D2.3,
D3.1, D4.2, D4.4)
• The maturity of projects at procurement (past experiences /
Knowledge);
Correction:
Maturity in Cost Saving Indicator
Procurement experience included when assessing the overall capability of
the contracting authority (Cost Saving Indicator)
• He/she asked how this can be translated through BENEFIT’
Decision Matching Framework?
Response:
The BENEFIT can address multiple contract projects. The Athens Tramway
case is one such example. The issue faced by the BENEFIT project was the
access to information when it came to multiple contract projects.
3.1.2.1
Issues set as related to the Governance Indicator are related to other
indicators
• Risk allocation to the party that can take on the risk, meaning that
the private party should not be punished for something they cannot
manage
Correction
Cost Saving; Revenue support; Revenue robustness
•

Changes during contract that have an impact on time to completion
can be of legal, but primarily of technical nature. Technical
changes are sometimes necessary in order to address unforeseen
contingencies or constructability; however in many cases these
changes stem from lack of comprehensive planning or political
pressures. When design changes are made based on the selection
among a number of design options and the design is accepted
without any protests, then time savings can be achieved.
Moreover, when additional funding is required for these changes,
this can be an element of delay.
Correction
This topic relates to “design maturity” and is found under Cost Saving.
Changes etc appear as changes to the level of maturity (downward

Done

Done

Done

Included as a
response

That reference to
risk allocation was
included in the
table lines for cost
saving and
revenue support,
and in an added
line for revenue
robustness
Moved to the table
line for cost saving

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

correction) between snapshots and the related cost as a cost overrun in the
outcome. So this should be under Cost Saving.
• A strong public body that is able to resolve problems and avoid
mistakes and protests before the implementation of the project,
results in cost savings.
Correction: Institutional Indicator
3.1.2.2
Appropriations are part of project “maturity” see also Part II definitions.

3.1.3.1
pg 62
Correction:
The BENEFIT Indicator “Implementation context/Financial –economic”
indicator should be replaced with “Remuneration Attractiveness Indicator” to
match the text.
Pg. 63
Correction:
The BENEFIT Indicator “Funding Scheme / Remuneration Attractiveness”
should be replaced by “Funding Scheme/Implementation context/Financial
–economic” to match the text.
3.1.3.2
The following responses should be considered when re-drafting the
introductory text.
• The political support for the project
Response
The institutional indicator includes indices with respect to governance
functions which would limit the support to “bad” projects. A low value of the
Institutional indicator would suggest that such “bad” projects are possible.
However, there is no direct account for this and it would be difficult to include
(who assesses that a project is bad?)
• The maturity of projects at procurement
Correction:
This is about the maturity and accuracy of the feasibility study and the
respective forecast.
Response:
This is one of the basic assumptions of BENEFIT: it is an input and identified
as an outlier in the various analyses.
• The strategic behaviour of agents
Response
Strategic behaviour based on full information can be identified with the
BENEFIT model. Strategic behaviour based on asymmetries of information
or outside the BENEFIT system cannot be addressed.
The Market Efficiency & Acceptability Indicator was structured to address the
second topic but has not come up in the analysis – this could be a sample
specific results or inability due to lack of information to assign values to the
indicator properly.
3.1.4.1
pg 65
• Business model / Revenue support
Correction
Private financing engagement… ..revenue risks should move to “Funding
Scheme”

Moved to the table
line for institutional
indicator
Added sentence to
paragraph stating
project maturity is
represented in cost
saving’s project
maturity.
Done

Done

Added response to
text

Corrected subtitle
and added
response to text

Added response to
text

Moved to a new
table line for
Funding Scheme /
Revenue
robustness
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35.

• Implementation Context / Institutional context
Correction
BENEFIT does not account for “political push” see other relevant
comments/corrections
•

Removed
institutional context
line from table and
moved text to
discussion
following the table.
Revenue
robustness was
included as a table
line. A reference
was made on that
line that the public
acceptability item
is also related to
the robustness of
project revenues.

36.

Funding scheme / Market efficiency and public acceptability – public
acceptability
Suggestion
This indicator should probably be changed to “Revenue Robustness” or
“Revenue Robustness” should be included.

#
37.

Comment
Section 4 of Part VI includes a comparison with analysis findings (discussion
pg 81 Table 25 onwards). The described tables include inconsistencies that
need to be corrected. The brief comparisons presented at the meeting were
preliminary and verification was requested from the respective analysis
groups (see respective MoMs).

Reply
The tables were
updated according
to the information
received on June
th
9 .

38.

In addition, the methods bear application restrictions and results cannot be
taken and compared per se. These limitations also concern the variables
(indicators) they are using. All indicator analysis did not employ all indicators
so by default all indicators cannot be present in the findings. Therefore, the
indicators analyses findings are “read” in combination and in
complementarity.
Kindly note for example FsQCA did not include the indicators Revenue
Support and Reliability/Availability – so it will not figure in findings – and also
for:
• cost to completion: Governance and institutional indicators also
combined with other indicators were identified paths
• time to completion: Institutional; Financial Economic; and
Financing Scheme do appear in combinations with other indicators
in identified paths.
• Traffic: Institutional; and Financing Scheme do appear in
combinations with other indicators in identified paths.
• Revenue:
Institutional;
Governance;
Cost
Saving;
Remuneration Attractiveness; Revenue Robustness; and
Financing Scheme do appear in combinations with other indicators
in identified paths.
Similar is the case for the other analysis.

A reference was
made to the notes
presented on the
left (analyses to be
viewed in
combination and
complementarity).

39.

This should be corrected or omitted. The latter is suggested as (1) this is
not the objective of the present report (2) the submission of the report is
already very late. If corrected reference to Deliverable D3.2 (not WP4)
should be made. Below the combined results of the indicator analyses.
Table: Summary of findings per outcome

References to
WP4 were
switched to D3.2.
The tables were
changed so that

4
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Outcomes
Indicators
Financial
Economic (FEI)

Cost to
Completion

Time to
Completion

***

*

Actual vs
Forecast
Traffic
***

Actual vs
Forecast
Revenue

Institutional (InI)
**
**
**
**
Governance (GI)
**
**
**
**
Cost
Saving
**
**
**
(CSI)
1
1
Revenue
**
*
*
Support (RSI)
3
4
4
Remuneration
***
***
***
Attractiveness
(RAI)
Revenue
**
Robustness
(RRI)
Market
Efficiency
&
Acceptability
(MEAI)
2
5
Financing
*
(*)
*
Scheme (FSI)
Legend
1
RSI or LoC may be appearing in the analyses findings as high values are typical of bridge and
tunnel projects, which in the BENEFIT sample are nationally driven and well-designed (see
respective chapter in D4.2 and D4.4).
2
High values of the FSI were found to support cost to completion. These are projects with public
financing or heavily supported by the public sector in terms of financing.
3
Low values of RAI, which are typical of demand-based and user-paid remuneration schemes
4
High values of RAI, which are typical of availability and government-paid remuneration
schemes
5
High values of the FSI appear in the FsQCA for positive outcomes

they only show one
column for D3.2
results, using the
same notation as
the table on the
left, and adding
colour when the
indicator is
significant. The
corrected table
th
mailed on the 9 of
June was used.
Most of the
comparisons in the
text between D3.2
results and policy
dialogues
participant opinions
were removed.

Part V
#
40.

Comment
This part should be re-drafted based on the corrections/comments made to
Parts III- IV.

Reply
Done

Executive Summary
#
41.

Comment
This part should be re-drafted based on the corrections/comments made to
Parts III- IV.

Reply
Done
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AIII.II. External review
Comments by Dr. Cesar Queiroz
Executive Summary
#
1.

Text
It contributes to the formulation of an ex-ante
approach to appraising the potential of
investments in transport and related funding
schemes. ; and iIt is divided into three main tasks:
(i) Task 5.1 demonstrates the applicability of the
Decision Matching Framework; and, task(ii) Task
5.2 – the Policy Dialogues – tests it on expert
practitioners; and (iii) task Task 5.3 presents it in
an easy-to-use format, along with final policy
guidelines and recommendations.

Comment

Reply

Text edits

Accepted

2.

Policy Dialogues are organized sessions with
stakeholders from different groups, with different
interests, where pilot cases are dissected,
presented and discussed. The purpose of holding
Policy Dialogues with expert practitioners is to
grasp and confirm insights on their position and
reactions in face of different transport project
situations, and also to test and validate the
different elements of the Decision Matching
Framework, paving the ground for the final
BENEFIT recommendation

I think it should first
be presented, then
analysed.

Accepted: switched
the word order

3.

•
•

Suggest dropping the
“;” at the end of each
bullet.

Accepted

•
•

•
•
•
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The stakeholder-neutrality of the model;
The complementary, supplementary and
feedback effects between indicators and
outcomes;
The need for a project narrative to
accompany the framework collection of
numerical indicators;
The need for complementarity of the
BENEFIT decision-support tool with the
widely accepted infrastructure appraisal
models;
The challenge of representing the strategic
behavior of actors with the framework;
The representation of the local political
environment;
The
difficulties
in
comprehensively
representing the risk sharing in projects with
the framework.

4.

5.

6.

In general, most of the issues put forward by
participants were related with their unfamiliarity
with the BENEFIT model and required a more indepth analysis of the model by participants, which
was not the objective of the either Policy
Dialogues.
At the time of the second Policy Dialogues, a full
body of ex-post analysis had already been
performed under the structure of the Decision
Matching Framework, on the project database of
cases.
Two main participants’ suggestions were to
consider the following factors in D3.2:
•

•
7.

•
•
•
•
•

Text edits

Accepted

Not clear. Do you
mean “cases included
in
the
project
database”?

Clarified
suggestion

Text edits

Accepted

Same as 3

Accepted

using

Political support for the project, the
effects of which are in part represented
by the Institutional Context indicator,
although no direct account of it is
included in the BENEFIT model;
Project size (in terms of investment) and
complexity.

Implementation context, including the
institutional as well as the financial-economic
aspects;
The revenue support aspect of the business
model;
Governance including its efficiency and
effectiveness, as well as the flexibility aspect;
For unique structures such as bridges and
tunnels, the cost saving aspect of the
business model;
For enhanced business models present at
airports, the financing scheme, and the
revenue robustness.

1

Introduction

1.1

Introduction to the BENEFIT Project

#

Text

Comment

Reply

8.

Describing these key elements proposed through
their characteristics and attributes and clustering
each of them into typologies is the basis of, first,
developing a generic input/output model.

Drop “first”? Where is
the second?

Accepted

9.

Identifying best matches and their inter-relations
(matching principles) leads to move from a
generic model to a Decision Matching
Framework that is developed to provide policy

This sentence is too
long.
Suggest
breaking it into two or
three sentences, so

Accepted
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10.

makers and providers of funding (and financing)
extensive comparative information on the
advantages and limitations of different funding
schemes for transport infrastructure projects and
improve the awareness of policy makers on the
needs of projects serving an efficient and
performing transport network within the Horizon
2050.

that the reader can
follow.

By applying the Decision Matching Framework,
BENEFIT undertakes:

What is the other?
Suggest being explicit
or dropping “other.”

Accepted
other)1

This sentence is long
and difficult to follow.
For example, what is
the subject here, i.e.
who/what provides?

Changed according to
comment

Although it might not
be well located in the
text, we consider
project duration to be
relevant information.

•

11.

An ex-post analysis and assessment of
alternative funding schemes (such as
public, PPP and other) based on existing
experiences in different transport sectors
and geographical areas and their
assessment with respect to economic
development, value for public money,
user benefits, life-cycle investment,
efficiency, governance and procurement
modalities, etc.; and, provides lessons
learned, identification of the limitations of
the various schemes and the impact of
the economic and financial crisis.

By applying the Decision Matching Framework,
BENEFIT undertakes:
•

An ex-post analysis and assessment of
alternative funding schemes (such as
public, PPP and other) based on existing
experiences in different transport sectors
and geographical areas and their
assessment with respect to economic
development, value for public money,
user benefits, life-cycle investment,
efficiency, governance and procurement
modalities, etc.; and, provides lessons
learned, identification of the limitations of
the various schemes and the impact of
the economic and financial crisis.

12.

BENEFIT is concluded within twenty-one months
and bears the following stakeholder focus and
policy scenarios:

Drop?

13.

•

Same as 3
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(dropped

Transport infrastructure business models
and their project rating: Improved value
propositions lead to funding schemes with
enhanced creditworthiness enabling viable
financing, balancing of project financing and
funding risks, increasing the value basis of

•

•

1.2
#

stakeholders and highlighting the potential of
transport investments.
Transferability of findings with respect to
lessons learned, limitations and the impact of
the economic and financial crisis through the
introduction of typologies for particular sets
of stakeholder under different scenarios.
Open-access case study database in a wiki
format, allowing for continuous updates and
providing a knowledge base serving both
practitioners and researchers.

Contribution of this report to the BENEFIT Project
Text

Comment

Reply
Figure
changed
according
to
suggestion

The insights from both Policy Dialogues sessions
provided feedback, guidance, and validation to
WP3 and WP4, and contribute to the contents of
final BENEFIT guidelines and recommendations
within WP5.

In Fig 3, the text
below is presented
after the “Second
Policy
Dialogues”
but
its
content
suggests
that
it
should come before:
“Presentation of D4.2
results in advance of
the second Policy
Dialogues”

14.

2

First Policy Dialogues

2.1

Objectives

#

Text

Comment

Reply

15.

The first Policy Dialogues session took place in
Milan, Italy, during BENEFIT’s Second Meeting
th
in on September 24 2015.

Text edits

Accepted

16.

Developed in two activites activities –
explanatory sessions introducing the matching
framework, and a dynamic discussion panel –
the event was attended by several practitioners
representing different perspectives of the
transport infrastructure provision industry
(public authorities, banks, operators and
international organizations).

Text edits

Accepted

17.

Also sub-divided in two parts, the presentation
started by describing BENEFIT’s working
scenario and the developed state-of-the-art.

Complemented
included?

or

Replaced completed
with complemented
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This presentation was completed by the Herrentunnel case exposition.
18.

This discussion model was oriented to validate
BENFIT’s BENEFIT’s methodology as a
framework suitable to support for decisions.

Text edits

Accepted

19.

•

Same as 3

Accepted

To obtain insights from practitioners on
what can be the barriers to a sound
business model;
To obtain insights into the criteria of the
different decision stages and, which factors
enable better relation between elements of
infrastructure provision and strategy, value
creation, proposition and value chain, value
capture and sharing;
To test and validate the different elements
of the Decision Matching Framework and
pave the ground for the final BENEFIT
recommendation.

•

•

2.2

Session structure

#

Text

Comment

Reply

20.

This way the experts were be able to assess how
and to what degree the model corresponds or not
to the description of the case studies.

Text edits

Accepted

21.

Initially, fourteen cases were selected by the
BENEFIT Core Group based on the following:

Same as 3

Accepted

Text edits

Accepted

•
•

•
•

22.
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•

Coverage of all modes as well as all
contextual typologies and characteristic
elements;
Information on the vulnerability of the
financing and funding scheme with
respect to macro-economic environment
and social influences are also registered
for each case;
Performance indicators and preliminary
assessments;
Information on the relationship between
the case stricto sensus and the political,
economic and social context.

Information on the vulnerability of the
financing and funding scheme with respect
to macro-economic environment and social
influences are also registered for each case;

23.

•

Information on the relationship between the
case stricto sensus sensu and the political,
economic and social context.

Text edits

Accepted

24.

It should be noted that tThe main objective of the
exercise was not the discussion of the specific
values of the model´s indicators but the structure
of the model and the indicators per se in
capturing reality. , hHowever one of the
participants highlighted concerns for the values
of one indicator, with potential implications on the
way the indicator is structured or calculated.

Text edits

Accepted

25.

However one of the participants highlighted
concerns for the values of one indicator, with
potential implications on the way the indicator is
structured or calculated. For this reason, the
relevant typology leader was asked to participate
and he noted the remark for further investigation.

If possible, please
mention which one.

Table notes show that
this occurred several
times for a number of
different
indicators,
but especially the
ones
related
to
financing and funding,
therefore,
we
changed
the
text
accordingly.

2.3

Session results

2.3.1 Question 1. Would your decision-making be adequately supported by the
BENEFIT model’s project description variables?
#

Text

Comment

26.

The BENEFIT model is agnostic to stakeholder
interests and does not represent any stakeholder
view. Regarding the Revenue Support Indicator,
it represents the level of potential and wider
revenue sources stemming from an infrastructure
project that are exploited. Low values of the
Revenue Support Indicator indicate that the
project is not or is not able to take advantage of
other revenue sources.

Not clear.
review.

27.

It is important to make clear for whom the model
has been designed in order to understand if it
adequately supports the decision-making.

Text edits

Reply
Please

Changed to “is not
able
to
take
advantage of other
revenue sources”

Accepted

2.3.2 Question 2. How does the BENEFIT model compare to reality?
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#

Text

Comment

Reply

28.

Partners responded that the risk component is
included in the model and would consider
reforming for better perception by the decisionmakers.

Not clear. Reforming
what?

Clarified the text –
changing the way the
risks are presented in
the model

29.

The stakeholders were concerned about the way
each case study was completed into the model.
Each case study was completed? from the point
of view of the person who filled it in? It was seen
from the Government's point of view? It was
seen from the point of view of the technical
designer? Because if each case study is
completed from different points of view, different
meanings of the data can exist, since they are
not completed from the same basis. For
instance, let us consider project X, which had
traffic volumes below forecasts. From the point
of view of the person who completed the
information into the model this was a “bad”
outcome.

Not clear. Do
mean included?

Replaced
with
“brought
into
the
model”,
“inserted”,
“uploaded into the
model”, “carried out”,
and “undertaken”

3

Second Policy Dialogues

3.1

Objectives

you

#

Text

Comment

Reply

30.

•

Reinforcing the validation process of the
Decision Matching Framework;
Discussing on the findings of task 4.1 stage 2
and task 4.3
Addressing project resilience rating (task 3.2)
Preparing the Decision Matching Framework
for practitioner use.

Same as 3

Accepted

Reinforcing the validation process of the
Decision Matching Framework
Discussing on the findings of task 4.1 stage 2
and task 4.3
Addressing project resilience rating (task 3.2)
Preparing the Decision Matching Framework
for practitioner use.

Text edits

Accepted

•
•
•
•

31.

•
•
•

3.3

Results of rounds 1 and 2: indicators’ relevance for achieving outcomes
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3.3.1 Cost to completion
#

Text

Comment

Reply

32.

Large-size infrastructure projects such as
transport projects are very complex and difficult to
manage. Public authorities have to have a high
knowledge to deal with this kind of project
procurement. The complexity of those projects
also increases the cost, and, consequently, the
cost overruns.

Suggest
replacing
with: may lead to cost
increases (i.e. cost
overruns).

Accepted

33.

In France the main objective is to finish the project
on-time. After that, if necessary, discuss the final
price and find a solution, even if it results in cost
overruns. At the end, just one project, a highspeed rail, had cost overruns. The main reason is
because the France French Government has a
high knowledge of the price of construction a rail
infrastructure (since they have a lot of kilometres
constructed), consequently, the private sector is
not able to increase much the initial price of
construction.

Text edits

Accepted

34.

Out of 7 German PPP projects completed and in
operation stage and 3 projects in tendering
process, one was delivered in line with cost
forecasts; the others were 4% over-budget.

Suggest deleting. If
the three projects are
being tendered, they
do not provide any
information on cost
overruns.

Accepted

3.3.3 Actual vs. forecasted traffic
#

Text

Comment

Reply

35.

This might not seem easy in certain types of
infrastructure like roads, but it is done by
operators, from project design to operation (eg.
e.g. introducing design adjustments to gain
additional market, providing good customer
support, improving availability as much as
possible).

Text edits

Accepted

3.4

Results of round 3: factors of project resilience to economic crises

3.4.3 Urban mobility
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#

Text

Comment

Reply

36.

Moreover, the opportunities that emerged as a
result of the crisis were also highlighted during the
discussion, in terms of productivity improvement,
better risk distribution, reduction of overexpenses
over expenses, introduction of the network
dimension, increase in preparation and efficiency
as a response to reduction of subsidies, redesign
and optimization of services, and better selection
of projects.

Text edits

Accepted

4

Discussion

4.2

Second Policy Dialogues

4.2.3 Questionnaire
#

Text

Comment

Reply

37.

Other participants had been following the project
closely enough to not need this first introduction
(eg. e.g. members of the advisory board have
been reviewing project documents, and attending
webinars), and others still did not have the
opportunity to fill in the questionnaire before the
event for lack of time.

Text edit

Accepted

Annex I. First Policy Dialogues
AI.II. Pilot cases
#

Text

38.

Principle Principal Mode

Annex II. Second Policy Dialogues
102/103

Comment

Reply

In Table 1, suggest
replacing
Principle
Mode with Principal
Mode.

Although grateful for
the correction, which
can be retained for
further documents, we
will not introduce it in
D5.2 annexes, as
these represent the
documents given as
support material to
participants, and so
we prefer to keep
them true to their
original format at the
event.

AII.II. Support cases
#

Text

Comment

Reply

39.

Support cases

Suggest including a
better identification of
each project (e.g.
country,
location,
project name)

The
cases
were
purposely unidentified
for participants at the
event, but we added a
list of cases at the
beginning
of
the
annex disclosing the
country and project
name.
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End of report
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