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Utilizing results from cost-benefit analyses with a
multi-objective optimization tool PRIO
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Investment Appraisal & Impact
Assessment in Finland

= Objective and fact-based expert evaluation of
transport infrastructure investments impacts
(monetary & non-monetary)

= National guidelines since 1994

= Common general principles & calculation
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parameters for all modes "
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= Since 2018 legal requirement to make impact
assessments for major road and rail projects
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Motivation for a systematic approach

Problems in transport infrastructure investment decision-making

Lack of systematic method used in selection of projects and the reasoning
behind selection non-transparent

Weak utilization of impact information from CBAs

Demand for larger analyses of how investments fulfil transport policy goals
(in addition to CBAs).

Solution

A method which efficiently utilizes the comprehensive impact information
produced by CBAs and provides tools to make comparisons and
prioritizations based on a large set of projects.




Project prioritization tool PRIO

» Excel-based PRIO provides answers to how to allocate limited
resources to transport infrastructure investments that
maximize targeted impacts.

» PRIO supports decision-making by helping to conceptualize and
manage complex choice situations.

« PRIO promotes the transparency and replicability of the
decision-making process.

* PRIO includes a multi-objective optimization tool by which
different weights can be given to different desirable objectives.
PRIO selects projects in a weighted overall efficiency order up to
the budget constraint, choosing the best project selection.

A big pile of CBA reports is not
enough. The impact information
should be in efficient use in a
systematic manner!




Data in PRIO from CBAs

Impacts included in PRIO | Target areas defined in PRIO Policy objectives in I
. . I national transport plan !
Changes in travel time costs for travellers | Responding to the needs of households |
Changes in operating costs of cars . . I
Changes in service level benefits (e.g. frequency of public (work and leisure trips)
transport) I
Portion of construction-related disturbances |
Accessibility I
|
Ch in t rt & handli ts :
anges in transport & cargo handling cos . .
Changes in public transportation fares Responding to the needs of business sector I
Portion of construction-related disturbances I
|
|
Changes in accident costs :
Improvement of traffic safety Traffi P I
Changes in emission costs (includes both emissions from raffic sa ety :
traffic and construction . .. . .
) Reduction of carbon dioxide emissions |
Changes in traffic noise costs |
Reduction in passenger car kilometers traveled (public :
transportation projects)
| Promotion of environmental sustainability I
Urban sprawl in road projects and public health |
Sustainability I
Changes in maintenance costs |
Changes in taxes and fees . . » . I
Residual value Promoting the sustainability of public I
i economy I
I:I Impacts in CBA : I
| |

I:I Impacts included in PRIO based on rough rules of thumb
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PRIO provides information on project
efficiency across different target areas

It ranks projects based on their efficiency within

each target area

It defines which projects are included in project
portfolios when putting varying weights on different

policy objectives (multi-objective optimization)

» With a given budget constraint PRIO highlights
undisputed choices and rejections, i.e. projects that

are chosen or rejected by all target area priorities.
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PRIO selects project portfolios that maximize benefits with
different target area priorities and given budget constraints

 Different project selections can be 4000
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PRIO highlights project choices made with respect to impact data....

°Other projects  ©Project included in investment program
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In a world of limited resources, not all projects can be Project performs well from the
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Lost benefits (mill.€)
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.....and trade-off situations
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Thank you!

taneli.antikainen@ftia.fi
+358 40 825 44 66
www.ftia.fi






