14



14

13

12

11

11



A M M MO M O© O© I~ I~ N~ 00 0 WO M~ M~ I~ M~ 0 d d 4 N - 00 O OO O N N O ©O O I~
. . . . . . . . . . y v A HdA A d NN AN AN AN N NN OO O 0O o M o ™m
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

— « I N M < 1O O N~ — N ™ — N o™ — N 1 N M I W
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2 (Department of Transport, Local Government and the Regions;
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2000 6 21






1950



Cost-Benefit Analysis
Cost-Effectiveness Analysis Multi-Criteria Analysis

i

UL

[



Analytic Hierarchy Process; AHP
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= bl + b2 + b3 F bT :z bt
(A+r) (@A+r)®> (L+r)° (1+r)" (1+r)!

C:C1+C2+C3+“.CT:ZCI
A+r) @A+r)®> (@+r)® (1+r)7 (1+71)"

3
Net Present Value; NPV
Benefit-Cost Ratio; BCR

Economic Internal Rate of Return; EIRR



B-C
NPV =% ——
o1+r)
NPV
NPV
NPV
NPV NPV/I
NPV
100
NPV X NPV 100 100
Y 4 NPV 130
NPV
NPV
X 100 200 100
Y 50 110 60
z 50 120 70
NPV NPV/I
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 NPV | EIRR
A | -12,000 | 3,500 | 3,500 [ 3500 | 3500 | 3500 | 3500 | 1,268 | 14.1
B | -20,000 | 6,000 | 6,000 | 6,000 | 6,000 | 6,000 | 6,000 | 2,744 | 152
C | -28,000 | 8000 | 8000 | 8000 | 8000 | 8000 | 8,000 | 2,326 | 13.2
D -32,000 8,800 8,800 8,800 8,800 8,800 8,800 1,358 11.6

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 INPV | IEIRR

A -12,000 | 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 3,500 1,268 141

B-A -8,000 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 1,477 17.0

C-B -8,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 -418 7.9

D-C -4,000 800 800 800 800 800 800 -967 0.0




>
= @+r)
BCR = .
>
= (1+r1)"
BCR
BCR 1 BCR
BCR NPV
Incremental BCR IBCR
BCR NPV
BCR NPV
BCR
NPV BCR
1 3 2.0 3.0
5 8 3.0 1.6
BCR
BCR
BCR
BCR

10




IBCR

b IBCR
¢ IBCR cut-off rate
d IBCR
e b d
f IBCR
BCR 3.0
BCR
A 15 110 7.3
B 30 150 5.0
C 45 260 5.8
D 65 320 4.9
E 100 400 4.0
IBCR
IBCR
A B 2.7
A C 5.0
C D 3.0
D E 2.3
D
Zn: B -C
S@+r)
EIRR

11




EIRR

v >
0 5 10 15 72—

EIRR NPV
“Incremental Yield

Approach” “Fisher’s rate of return over cost approach”

EIRR X Y NPV X Y
XY 10
EIRR NPV
8%

X 1.0 0.20 15 0.34

Y 2.0 0.36 12 0.42
NPV EIRR EIRR

Y X 2 2
Y EIRR X
Y
X Y

NPV

12




“Incremental Yield Approach” Y X EIRR
Y EIRR 8
Y X EIRR Y
Y X EIRR 9 Y p.7
NPV/I

EIRR

EIRR

EIRR

EIRR
NPV i i2 EIRR
EIRR
NPV
i
0 i, ¥
EIRR EIRR

13




NPV BCR EIRR 3
1 NPV BCR EIRR
NPV BCR EIRR
3
2 NPV BCR EIRR
NPV
BCR
EIRR
EIRR
1
3
NPV BCR EIRR NPV/1
o o
0 1.0

12
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NPV
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CB

CA

21

TA



Revealed Preference

Stated Preference 2

() 2

22



D

@)

(b)

(©

23

CVM

TCM



(d)

Travel Cost Method

Hedonic Approach Hedonic Price Method

24



2)

CWM

CVM

25



Contingent Valuation Method CVvM CVM
Willingness to
Pay
Willingness to Accept
Willingness to Accept Compensation

CVM

CVM

CVM 3 4

Conjoint Analysis

CVM
CVM

26



2-1

CVM

2 2 CVM

CVM

27
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CVM

1990
1950

1990

29



1990
1997 12
10
9 12 5
1997
10
11 3
13 7
13
3
2001
13 1 15

30

27

11

1999

11



2002

4

1

@)
(b)

13

31




TCM CVM

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

32



10 10 11 1 1 11 3 10
B/C 1.5 B/C B/C B/C B/C 1.0 B/C NPV B/C

or B/C 1.5
B/C 1.0 B/C 1.0

B/C 1.0

4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%

+40 45 +40 +40 +50

60 40 50

B/C 1.5

33




1999 99
11 12 11 4 11 12 11 6
B/C B/C NPV EIRR B/C NPV EIRR B/C NPV EIRR
(B/C)
B/C 1.5
B/C 1.0
4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0%
+50 + 50 +50 +30
ar +50

34




()

10 6

12

B/C NPV EIRR

4.0%

40

11
12 9
B/C 1.0 B/C 1.0 B/C
/
CVM
N~
5.5% (4.0%) 4.0% 4.0%

+

35




NPV BCR EIRR
NPV 0

CVM
TCM
4
TCM
12 CVM
CVvM
CVM
CVM TCM

TCM

10

12

18

36

BCR
BCR 1 EIRR
BCR 1.5
CVM
1999 11
CVM
1999 11
11
BCR 15



11 12

TCM CVM
NOX 580,000
SPM
5,000 dB(A)
LAeq
Co, 2,300 -
CVM
CVM

37




10

10

10

10

1.5

38




CVM

2
[1997]
1.07x 10! 1.83 — 7.05x 101 3.75
— 7.45x 1072 0.73 —
ha — — 2.30x 1072 0.20
5.89x 1072 1.48 2.54x 107 3.86 —
— 9.59x 1072 3.32 1.90x 10! 4.77
3.79x 1071 8.90 — —
2.56 7.23 8.25x 1071 0.78 -4.89 -2.42
0.757 0.712 0.618
18.7 24.0 42.0
IN(LP)=% a |In(X)+C, LP: X , O
, C:
47
3 4,600
2 5,000
5,650

39




3,890

6,830
6,560
500 2,000
[1998]

Variables Parameters (t-value)
X: -83.326x 107 -2.32
X, dB -4.425% 107 -1.62
Xs 1.969x 1072 2.04
X4 Yes=1, No=0 0.134 2.34
Xs 2.229x 1073 4.19
Xs -2.205% 10™ -2.66
X; 0, 1, -3.787x 107 1.69
Xs Yes=1, No=0 0.149 4.60
Xq 4779  7.81

6.307
Adj .R? 0.575
MAPE (%) 15.10
N. of Sample 191

LP , InLP=a += B X,
dB
75 60dB
5,300

40




50 75 100
2,220 3,330 4,440
2 CWM
CVM [1998]
[ ]
CVM
[ ]
o CVM
@)
WTP
7,978 17,954 9,786 28,233 12,197 28,333 9,940 24,468
[ 1
WTP
2,000 | 5000| 5000| 10,000 5000| 10,000 | 3,000 5,000
L1
WTP
1,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
L1
WTP
120,000 | 300,000 | 120,000 | 500,000 { 120,000 | 1,000,000 | 120,000 | 1,000,000
L1
WTP
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
L1
19,054 | 45541 | 19,121 | 83,062 | 23325 | 109,02 | 20,641 | 82,575
125 100 108 333

41




1998

CVvM
o CVM
436
10
@)
Tes LEHA SRR
10
[ ]
(]
LA !
L4 E
L E
] I
QE.I__...‘ql.l e sl i
B 0. 000 b=l 3, oo el o U]
d. 156 fi St |
1 13,016
13,016
16
93
109
287

42



D

Divisional Programming

)

43

Regional Office



Inter Regional Ways

2) Needs Study (Assessment)
Needs Study 50

HERS/ST
3) NEPA the National Environmental Policy Act Program
NEPA Program
Needs Study FHWA: Federal Highway
Administration EIS (Environment Impact Statement)
NEPA Program Air Quality
FHWA HPMS(Highway
Performance Monitoring System) 20
5 2
HPMS FHWA

44



1
» HERS Highway Economic Requirements System
» HERS/ST
2)
BCR HERS
HERS/ST
BCR 1
1
3)
35
7
3.2
3 5
4) HERS HERS/ST
User Cost Agency
Cost Emission Cost Social Cost

45



$/ 8
8 1995
4 6 3-4 4 5
$/hr 18.80 | 18.80 | 18.80 | 16.50 | 16.50 | 16.50 | 16.50
/ 1.43 | 1.43 1.43 1.05 | 1.00 | 1.12 | 1.12
$/hr 1.09 | 1.45 1.90 2.65 | 7.16 | 6.41 | 6.16
$/hr 0.60 | 0.60
$/hr 8.50 | 8.50 8.50
/ 1.67 | 1.67 1.67
89 89 75
$/hr | 15.71 | 15.75 | 17.84 | 19.98 | 23.66 | 25.49 | 25.24
1 =133 2002 3
X
&/ ) ( / )% &/ )
($/ / )X ($/ )
($/ / )X %/ )
&/ ) ()x (/ )
($/ ) (7 )% & )

46




3 3-4 5
200
22
/1000 5
0
118.3 0.0001132x 8 27.3x1In
2.431x
/1000 6
0 55 /
exp 3.20 0.01252x 0.854x In
0.208x -0.0016x x
/1000 5
2.5 55 /
exp -2.55 0.0001621x 2 0.01441x
1.473% In 0.001638x X
/1000 5
0
48.3 0.00865x 2 0.0516x%
X
/1000
2.2 0.001596x 0.38% In

a7



10

9 1994
$/ $/ $/
52,800 5,000 57,800
68,300 6,300 74,600
55,900 6,300 62,200
77,650 6,300 83,950
55,900 6,300 62,200
46,600 7,500 54,100
49,700 7,500 57,200
40,400 7,500 47,900
31,100 6,300 37,400
=133 2002 3
10 1994 $/
(minor) | (moderate) | (serious) | (severe) | (critical) | (fatal)
10,840 133,700 472,290 | 1,193,860 | 2,509,310 | 2,854,500
=133 2002 3
NOx VOC
CO SOz PM DUST
6

48




1996-2000 2001-2005

49

2006-2010 2011-2016 20 4
11
11 1996
(3/1)
Co 20 100 1.0 0.5
VoC 1,054 2,754 1.5 1.0
NOy 1,525 3,625 1.5 1.0
SO, 1,601 8,401 1.5 1.0
PM 2,422 4,822 1.0 0.5
DUST 2,422 4,822 1.0 0.5
1 =133 2002 3
(b)
5) CWM
CVM
6)
3
Caltrans
1)
Caltrans FHWA HERS/ST
Caltrans
CAL-BC Template
2)
Caltrans



BCR

1
3)
Caltrans 20
Discount Rate
4)
Caltrans
Travel Time Saving Veh. Op. Cost Saving
Accident Reductions Emission Reductions 4
Emission Reductions
>
X
50
1996
18.03%/hr 2000 27.72%/hr 1995
1996 2 2000 1 =133
2002 3
>
2
>

50



5)

3,104,738%/
81,572%/
6,850%/
1 =133 2002 3
1 3
>
CO NOx
PM SOx VOC
5
12 $/ton
54 60 115
10,144 13,646 46,615
78,618 110,258 381,859
39,732 55,069 143,469
749 954 2,898
1 =133 2002 3
Caltrans Initial
Costs (Subsequent Costs)
Mitigation
Caltrans
Caltrans

51




6) CVM
CVM

Caltrans

)

Caltrans

52

CVM



GOMMMS

HM-Treasury

1991 Appraisal and Evaluation in Central
Government 2
1996 2
1 2
2002 3
CVM
2

53



value for money; VFM

equity

i Define the objectives
i Consider the options
ii
Identify, qualify, and where possible value the costs, benefits and

risks and uncertainties associated with each option

v Analyze the information
\Y Present the results
2
Cost Effective Analysis
Cost Benefit
Analysis

Net Present Value; NPV
Net Present Cost

NPV

CVM

54



WTP WTA
CVM

2

Department of Transport DOT
1987
National
Travel Survey?
" the quality-adjusted life year; QALY
Cost Utility Analysis
CVM
WTP

WTA

8 "Values for journey time and accident prevention", Department of Transport, 1987

55
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13



13

p40

13
Scenario Planning
Monte Carlo Analysis
NPV
Key Input
output
NPV

57




(Department of Transport, Local Government and the Regions; DTLR)
2001 6 Department of Environment,
Transport, and the Regions; DETR
Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs; DEFRA
DTLR DTLR

1960 COBA
COBA 1970
traffic appraisal manual; TAM COBA MAE
4
1997
1998 A New Deal for

Transport: Better for Practice

NATA

New Approach to Appraisal 9
NATA

5 AST Appraisal Summary Table 1

AST 5
5
COBA

NATA 2000 3

“ Guidance on the
Methodology for Multi-Modal Studies GOMMMS "~
GOMMMS

(2000) 2000 4

58



2 GOMMMS
GOMMMS
GOMMMS
14

NATA

NATA
AST
sub-objectives NATA
3
do-minimum?20
7

10

59



14 GOMMMS  AST

PMq

co,

(physical fitness)

NPV

11

severance

GOMMMS, chapter6

14

‘environmental capital' style

approach

11

60



iii
iv AST
15

16

15

(landscape)

)

(scale)

(landform)

(pattern)

)

)

)

61




)

()
GOMMMS, chapter4, table4-6
16
GOMMMS, chapter4, table4-7
(period)
14
The Transport Economics Efficiency TEE
GOMMMS Users
Public Sector Private Sector Other
Government

User Benefit

62




17 TEE AST NPV
BCR BCR TEE
18 TEE 18
NPV
35
travel time 35
1)
NPV PVC
BCR
17 TEE
TEE
(Private
vehicles-general)
(Private vehicle-moving)
(Private vehicle-parking)
Railtrack
TEE TEE  AST
TEE

GOMMMS, Volume2, chapter6, table6.1

63




18 TEE

Impact NPV
User Benefit NPV
(Personal travel)
travel time
vehicle operating cost
User charges
Net Impact €D
freight
travel time
vehicle operating cost
User charges
Net Impact 2
Private Sector Provider Impacts
Revenue
operating cost ()
investment cost (b)
grant/subsidy
Net Impact (©))
Private Sector Provider Impacts
Revenue
operating cost ©)
investment cost (d)
Net Impact 4)
Other Government Impact
grant/subsidy (e)
Indirect tax revenue
Net Impact %)
total
NPV 6)=(D+D+)+(H+(5)

present value of cost ; PVC

(M=(@)+(b)+(c)+(d)

Present value of Cost to Government

@=(H+(e)

Benefit/Cost Ratio ; BCR

®=(6)-(MH/-(7)

(value/Cost to Gov"t Ratio; VCGR)

10)=(6)/-(8)

GOMMMS, Volume2, chapter6, worksheet6.1

64




overall net value

AST
regional and local objectives amelioration of problems
Supporting Analysis 12
AST
3
2001 12 "A Project Appraisal Framework
for Ports: A Consultation Document”
GOMMMS
GOMMMS AST
6 AST
GOMMMS CBA TEE
12 GOMMMS Supporting Analysis
practicality AST

65



19 AST

PV

“ Do Minimum”

“ Do Minimum”

“ Do Minimum”

GOMMMS

66




none
slight moderate (GOMMMS
severe )

“ Do Minimum”

A Project Appraisal Framework for Ports: A Consultation Document

Local Transport Plan; LPT

LTP TPP Transport Policy and Program
TPP
LTP
LTP
LPT 2001 6 “ Major Scheme Appraisal in Local
Transport Plans” AST
TEE GOMMMS
TEE TUBA The Department's Transport User Benefit
Appraisal
TEE

67




TEE

68



concession
1997
SNCF
RFF
13
Commissariat Général du Plan
EDF
M. Boiteux 1994 2001 2
Boiteux Boiteux No.2 14
15
13
La politique de protection de I'agriculture contre les risques climatique; 2000 5
14 Transports; pour un meilleur choix des
investissements 1994 1994 Boiteux
Transports; choix des investissements et co(t des nuisances 2001

2001 Boiteux

69



ITS

Al

2
1
1982 Loi d'Orientation des Transports
Intérieurs LOTI 1982 12 30 82-1153 14
14 1999 6 25 99-533
5
Conseil
d'Etat décrets 2
14
schémas directeurs 1982
12 30 82-1153 14 1984 7 17
84-617
a) 25km 2 A
1,000t 5km
b) 2 5,000 1 =18 2002 3
C) 5

70



e e e T

— N N N —

15km

18

1982

15

15

inconvénients

LOTI 1984
1986 3 14

71

7

17

1989

84-617



1994 Boiteux

1994 Boiteux 2001 Boiteux

Instruction cadre relative aux méthodes d'évaluation économique des grands

projets d'infrastructure de transport 1995
2
1963
1998 1998 10
20 98-99
Instruction relative aux méthodes d'évaluation économique des
investissements routiers en rase campagne 1998
1994 Boiteux
1995
2001 Boiteux
2002

Instruction relative aux modalités d'élaboration des grands projets

d’'infrastructure ferroviaire

72



SNCF

200

1998
20

RFF

RFF SNCF

73

20

50



20

1998

74




21

21

(€D)
(O]
®
(€D)
(O]
®
(€D)
@

®
(€D)
@
®

LOTI
1998

1998
22

75



22

1994

Boiteux

76

2001

Boiteux




23

taxe professionnelle

1998

24

tutelary values
24

77




24

gains de temps
amélioration du confort

variation des frais de fonctionnement

variation des péages éventuels

C hT iL m p

h
T
i Malus d’'inconfort
L
1995 2.4%
2.1% 1.7
1994
F km 0.43 0.07
F km 0.85
F km 0.14 0.02
F km 0.39
F km 0.75
5.18 3.08 0.88
3.42 2.20
] 74
193
7m A F km 0.31
7m A F km 0.18
A F km 0.13
2 A F km 0.04
A F km 0
1 F km 0.14
F km 0.09
F km 0.04
1 =18 2002 3
A
A 1994
1998

78




25

1994 Boiteux
1998
26

AR Nf Cp,t Rt

Nf

Cmargt

Rt
N 1994 1 km 1994

Rt 0.47 Rt 0.66 Rt 0.49

1998

79




27

nuisances sonores

2dB(A)
pollution de l'air -
effet de serre
60dB(A) 22 6 55dB(A)
B 2
B 0.05x VBx
VB 973F 1
1
AB Bj2 Bij1 Bn2 Bni
Bi1 Bj2
Bnl Bn2
AB
53dB(A) 5,000
5m 53dB(A)
km?2
8
F km
- 0.06F 0.35F 0.07F 0.48F
0.10F 0.66F 0.14F 0.88F
4 F km
- 0.025F 0.14F 0.03F 0.14F
1 =18 2002 3
1998
28
Ai X;Qje °ti
Qi i ]
e °4j coefficient d’eloignement a 047
tij i j 115km/h 2~3
100km/h 80km/h 60km/h
40km/h 30
341
1998

80




29

h

1

th) =Q@i 1) C C Qth) C 2C
i1
t(h) h T(h) h
C
Q(h) h
1998
30
1
8 1998
30
[ ]
0
[ ]
[ ]
816

16

81




1998

1998

82




31

E, E, E, E; E,
Dl Bll Blz Bl3 Bli Bln
D2 BZl BZZ Bza Bzi BZn
D3 B31 B32 B33 B3i B3n
Di Bil Bi2 Bi3 Bii Bin
Dn Bnl Bn2 Bn3 Bni Bnn
200
3 4
RFF SNCF
TGV
TGV
RFF SNCF

83




SNCF With-Without

CDG 17
RFF SNCF ADP
30
SNCF

TGV

60 400
=18 2002 3
Boiteux

maximiser le marge

Risque stochastique

84



CDG 17
15.24 1 4

32

2008

2003
30 2008 2037

8%

1.5%

2015 CDG 0%

12.82
1.5%

3.20
2.13
1.52
5.34

1.7

0.058
0.045

0.2454

0.0204

0.0361
2.5%

0.0063

0.0063

1.5%

1 115 2002 3
SNCF

5 2001 Boiteux
(2 1) 1994 Boiteux

85




e f 2001
Boiteux
2001 Boiteux
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

2001 Boiteux

6 2001 Boiteux

1998 1

86



2001 Boiteux
33
2000
2000 05 | 2000 10 | 2010 20 | 2020
2002
24 1.4% +2% +50
. 100 100 +3% +3%
1 115 2002 3
34
1996
55 60 60 65 65 70 70 75 75
1dB(A) 0.4% 0.8% 0.9% 1% 1.1%
1996 1m? 36
INSEE
1m?
5dB(A)
70dB(A) 65dB(A) 30
1 18 2002 3
35
2000
2001 Boiteux
1994
1994 2000
1993 1999 A
550,000 650,000 560,000 1,500,000 1,000,000
56,400 66,500 58,000 225,000 150,000
12,000 14,000 12,300 33,000 22,000
1 115 2002 3
1993 A 66
2000 2020

87




36

2000
420 km? 37 km?
100  km 2.9 1.0 0.1 0.9
100  km 28.2 9.9 0.6 6.2
100  Kkm 24.9 8.7 0.6
100 km 457.6 160.4 10.5
100 km 163.8 57.4 3.8
115 2002 3
2000 2020
9.8% 2001 Boiteux p.138
9.4 6.5
70
37
2000
2000 2000 20
0.45 RO RO
0.15 2/3
0.01
31
1998
115 2002 3

88




38

2000 0.7
1.5
2
1998
61% 85% 10.5 13.0
55% 77% 9.5 11.6
30% 42% 5.2 6.4
42% 59% 7.2 8.8
1998
50km 150km 50km 150km 400km 400km
VDT
8.4 VDT d/10 50 x 1/6.56 13.7
1 27.4 VDT 1/7 x 9d/10 1125 x 1/6.56 32.3
2 10.7 VDT 1/7 x 3d/10 445 x 1/6.56 12.3
45.7 45.7
1 115 2002 3
1 1
70dB(A) 65dB(A)
30
2

89




1998

2
2001 Boiteux
1994
Boiteux
2001 Boiteux

2002

90



(Bundesministerium fur Verkehr, Bau- und Wohnungswesen)

6
7
6
7
Bundesministerium fur Verkehr, Bau- und
Wohnungswesen 1991
Fernstrasenausbaugesetz 1993 Bundesschienen-
wegeausbaugesetz
Bundesverkehrwegeplan
6

@D
)

91



€Y

&)

1970
(FGSV) Richtlinien fur die
Anlage von StrafRen Teil: Wirtschaftlichkeitsuntersuchungen; RAS-W

1985 1985
Bundesverkehrwegeplan; BVWP'85
1992 1992 BVWP'92 1992 2012
1993 1992

Macro-Economic Evaluation of Transport
Infrastructure Investments - Evaluation Guidelines for the Federal Transport
Investment Plan 1992 1992
1992 10
2001
2003

92



39

Cc
C
1992 39 5
5
1992 6
1992
3
16 40
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40

NB

NB,
NB,
NB,

NW

NW,
NW,

NS

NE

NR

NR,
NR,
NR,
NR,

NU

NU,
NU,
NU,
NU,

NF

NB
NB1

NB2

94




NB3

x 2
NW

NW1
NW:

NS

NE
NR
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42 NU,

NU,
CO, CH, NOx, SOz, Dust, COz2
km
870.8 D 218 526.0 g/Tfzkm | 3.7 g/Btkm 3.748 kg/ km
E 120 2.400 kWh/Tfzkm | 17 Wh/Btkm 17.204 kWh/ km
424.8 D 218 934.4 g/ Tfzkm 4.6 g/Btkm 2.889 kg/ km
E 120 4.868 kWh/Tfzkm | 19 Wh/Btkm 12.939 kWh/ km
D E
km km
0.960 0.430 0.034 0.015
0.520 0.350 0.028 0.021

NU2B 3 12 ijjd ZkmioPTx AKioPT  ZkmaoPTx AKaoPT d ZkmioGTx AK|oG T
ZKmaoS® Tx AKaoGT

NU28B T

ij d

10 AO

ZkmPT km

AKPT km

Zkme.T km

AKGT km

NU2S X jd Pkwkmx AKSpkw LKkwkm* AKSLkw
NU2S
i d
Pkwikm km
AKSprw km
Lkwkm km
AKSLkw km
NU2 NU2vB NU2pB NU2vgS

58 2002 3
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EV y (6{0] 1t
i E 9 Ws
Co CH NO, SO, Dust Co, ) an
13.6 6.3 44.4 2.1 0.9 3153
8.5 4.3 39.9 2.1 0.5 3153 12.00 3.50
20.3 9.1 50.3 2.1 1.4 3153
13.6 6.3 44.4 2.1 0.9 3153
8.5 4.3 39.9 2.1 0.5 3153 2.50 3.50
20.3 9.1 50.3 2.1 1.4 3153
0.09 0.02 0.30 0.37 0.11 488 12.00 3.50
0.09 0.02 0.30 0.37 0.11 488 2.50 3.50
J
) 1 500 200 100 100
an 1 500 333 125 100
1 58 2002 3
co 1t 0 an OO
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43 NU,
NU,
CO, CH, NO,, SO,, Dust , CO,
t Ef,|,| Z EVf,k,'x e|’| k l...a
s 2 COEgx Ws;, I 1...c j 1.d
NU, Zs, Zsy
EV E e
COE CO tox Ws CO 1t
S f pl vg
i i k
I —
EV kg Co 1t
i | E g Ws
o CH NO, S0, | Dust | CO, [0 an
51.3 13.5 9.2 0.9 0.7 | 3126
62.2 24.5 5.7 0.9 0.7 | 3126 12.00 | 3.50
45.0 8.6 9.9 0.9 0.7 3126 2.50 3.50
BAB 45.4 5.7 12.5 0.9 0.8 3126 2.50 3.50
23.1 17.6 69.3 2.0 1.1 3153
26.2 19.6 65.1 2.0 1.2 3153 12.00 3.50
BAB 6.9 6.9 91.1 2.1 0.5 3153 2.50 3.50
14.7 8.6 65.2 2.0 0.7 3153
24.7 12.2 55.7 2.2 0.7 | 3153 12.00 | 3.50
BAB 6.1 5.6 73.3 1.8 0.6 3153 2.50 3.50
]
) 1 500 200 100 100
an 1 500 333 125 100
1 58 2002 3
co 1t (0 OO
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44 NU,

NU,
CO, CH, NO,, SO,, Dust , CO,
t By 2 EVixoey
S X X COE;x w, | 1...c j 1..d
NU, S, Sy
EV E e
COE CO tox w CO 1t
S f pl vg
i i k
I —
EV kg (6{0] 1t
i I E 9 s
Co CH | No, | SO0, | bust | co, OO
5.0 3.4 27.0 2.0 0.8 3153 12.00 3.50
5.0 3.4 27.0 2.0 0.8 3153 2.50 3.50
J
) 1 500 200 100 100
an 1| s00| 333| 125| 100
1 58 2002 3
coO 1t o @ OB
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NRs3
NR, =bx(NB, + NB, + NB, + NE+ NR, + NR,)

b 106
45 106

1992

0.1 0.3
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0.2 0.4 50 53
80 106
1992
“ catch-up phase ”
2010
45 P,
Pb
ga Pb = ga
45 1992
Pa 9a
(max0.8) | (max1.0) P

1 0.800 0.587 0.685 0.217
2 0.040 0.505 0.142 0.000)
3 0.800 0.360 0.537 0.20§
4 0.800 0.307 0.496 0.181]
5 0.360 0.328 0.344 0.000)
6 0.184 0.173 0.178 0.000)
7 0.648 0.194 0.355 0.119
8 0.800 0.626 0.707 0.300)
9 0.800 0.443 0.595 0.199
10 0.632 0.778 0.701 0.150
11 0.520 0.762 0.630 0.20§)
12 0.592 0.527 0.559 0.137
13 0.648 0.536 0.589 0.165
14 0.480 0.445 0.462 0.111]
15 0.800 0.299 0.489 0.116
16 0.376 0.381 0.378 0.000)
17 0.488 0.312 0.390 0.000)
18 0.640 0.355 0.477 0.000)
19 0.080 0.344 0.166 0.000)
20 0.192 0.378 0.270 0.000)
21 0.616 0.206 0.356 0.162
22 0.592 0.149 0.297 0.163
23 0.392 0.155 0.247 0.118
24 0.192 0.430 0.287 0.108
25 0.040 0.163 0.081 0.000)
26 0.360 0.143 0.227 0.000)
27 0.344 0.215 0.272 0.000)
28 0.040 0.363 0.120 0.000)
29 0.120 0.264 0.178 0.000)
30 0.328 0.185 0.246 0.100
31 0.184 0.348 0.253 0.000)
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32 0.040 0.305 0.111 0.000
33 0.064 0.490 0.177 0.000
34 0.192 0.400 0.277 0.000
35 0.064 0.287 0.135 0.000
36 0.144 0.221 0.178 0.000
37 0.040 0.256 0.101 0.000
38 0.120 0.337 0.201 0.000
39 0.272 0.243 0.257 0.000
40 0.072 0.363 0.162 0.000
41 0.400 0.260 0.322 0.107
42 0.504 0.390 0.443 0.109
43 0.392 0.217 0.292 0.000
44 0.040 0.339 0.116 0.000
45 0.128 0.203 0.161 0.000
46 0.040 0.385 0.124 0.000
47 0.304 0.231 0.265 0.000
48 0.160 0.247 0.199 0.000
49 0.344 0.441 0.390 0.122
50 0.040 0.417 0.129 0.000
51 0.040 0.273 0.105 0.000
52 0.040 0.288 0.107 0.000
53 0.040 0.385 0.124 0.000
54 0.104 0.330 0.185 0.000
55 0.376 0.363 0.370 0.000
56 0.456 0.494 0.475 0.000
57 0.328 0.440 0.380 0.000
58 0.320 0.383 0.350 0.000
59 0.072 0.412 0.172 0.000
60 0.056 0.342 0.138 0.000
61 0.264 0.443 0.342 0.000
62 0.040 0.417 0.129 0.000
63 0.368 0.351 0.359 0.000
64 0.112 0.438 0.221 0.000
65 0.040 0.416 0.129 0.000
66 0.168 0.375 0.251 0.000
67 0.160 0.403 0.254 0.000
68 0.088 0.407 0.189 0.000
69 0.080 0.621 0.223 0.000
70 0.288 0.540 0.395 0.000
71 0.344 0.539 0.430 0.000
72 0.424 0.586 0.499 0.000
73 0.112 0.327 0.191 0.000
74 0.232 0.663 0.392 0.000
75 0.216 0.396 0.293 0.000
76 0.248 0.484 0.347 0.000
7 0.328 0.462 0.389 0.000
78 0.472 0.458 0.465 0.000
79 0.680 0.177 0.347 0.202
80 0.800 0.685 0.740 0.301]
81 0.800 0.599 0.692 0.310
82 0.800 0.650 0.721 0.333
83 0.800 0.832 0.816 0.340
84 0.800 0.674 0.735 0.302
85 0.800 0.524 0.674 0.360
86 0.800 0.411 0.573 0.388
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87 0.800 0.452 0.601 0.281]
88 0.800 1.000! 0.894 0.233
89 0.800 0.474 0.616 0.274
90 0.800 0.493 0.628 0.332
91 0.800 0.505 0.636 0.303
92 0.800 0.475 0.616 0.232
93 0.800 0.317 0.503 0.367
94 0.800 0.623 0.706 0.346
95 0.800 0.412 0.574 0.275
96 0.800 0.371 0.545 0.291]
97 0.800 0.328 0.512 0.282
98 0.800 0.676 0.735 0.322
99 0.800 0.406 0.570 0.312
100 0.800 0.272 0.467 0.200
101 0.800 0.423 0.582 0.382
102 0.800 0.448 0.599 0.233
103 0.800 0.623 0.706 0.400
104 0.800 0.619 0.703 0.322
105 0.800 0.267 0.462 0.279
106 0.800 0.366 0.541 0.282

Macro-Economic Evaluation of Transport Infrastructure Investments, pp.44-45

N
K

1992 1989
3
3 10 11.723
pp.11 12
BCR
BCR
_ (NB+NW + NS+ NE + NR+ NU + NF)
K
N 40

“Mittelfristige Finanzplanung”
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2010

1992



1992

BCR N/K 3 cut-off rate
N K 3 1
1 N K 3 2
N K 1
a. Ecological Assessment
Evaluation on Urban Development
C.
summary decision matrix
1992

NU3

50

10km

NU4

NU1,NU:2

30

1992
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Project Benefits

spatial effect

(Benefit-Cost Difference)
BCR
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50 9.52
exp( )
1
exp( )
1
30
42.48
50
30
50
9.52
»
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NPV
4
{ 0.5x 42.48 0.5x 9.52 @ )} 30
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Max(42.48
50%
6
50%
Max(9.52
<
0.5x 12.48 0.5%x 0 ) (1 0.04)
10
5
6 NPV

4)
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12.48
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-
|
|

A A
5
90
100 20 5
100 5
exp exp(0.2) =1.22
1.22=0.82
(exp(0.05)-0.82) (1.22-0.82)=0.58
1-0.52=0.48
11
0 1 2 3 4 5
90.0 iblogﬂ 134.3 164.0 200. 244.6
73.7 90.0 109.9 134.3 164.0

60.3 73.7 90.0 109.9

/

49.4 60.3 QA 73.7
40.4<A 49.4
33.1

11
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21.6 ‘< 33.1 '< 49.9
8.5 '< 14.2
1.6

max(244.6-100,0)=144.6

max((144.6x 0.58 64.0x 0.42) exp(0.05),200.3-100)=105.2

12

NPV 90 100 10

150 3
150
100
300 30

150 3
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exp exp(0.3) =1.35

1.35=0.74
(exp(0.05)-0.74)  (1.35-0.74)=0.51
1-0.51=0.49
0 1 2 3
zoo.oib 267.0 364.4 491.9
148.2 200.0 267.0
109.8 148.2
81.3

13

max(491.9-150,0)=341.9

(341.9x 0.59 120.0x 0.41) exp(0.05)=221.7

14
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BCR=100 150<0.67<1

BCR=(100 78.4)=178.4 150=1.19>1
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