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0. Summary and general conclusions
This report analyses the governance forms (primarily organization and financ-
ing) for the planning and realization of cross-border transport infrastructure 
projects in the Öresund region. The study is based on analyses related to the 
current Öresund Bridge and the planned and proposed new fixed links in the 
Öresund region; the the Helsingborg-Elsinore-connection (HH-link) and the 
metro-line extension Copenhagen-Malmoe. A previous report on cross-border 
cooperation in the Öresund region (KTH, 2014) has served as a background for 
the present report. Region Skåne has been financing the project as part of the 
BSR TransGovernance project. The authors are responsible for the analysis 
and views expressed in the report.

Capacity-calculations for e.g. the Öresund Bridge have not been one of the 
objectives of this project. However such calculations and projections have been 
brought up in interviews and in many of the reports we have studied. Based 
on impressions from interviews and studied documents it seems questionable 
whether capacity shortage on the Öresund Bridge (including its connections 
to road and railroad systems in Sweden and Denmark) is an argument strong 
enough for the realization of additional infrastructure. However this is often the 
case in the regional debate on transport infrastructure in the Öresund region. 

We would rather say that the additional projects primarily might have a role 
in meeting long term capacity shortages that might follow as an effect from 
these projects supporting the further integration, than as solutions to existing 
or projected shortages in capacity. Another way of expressing this is to say that 
these projects seem to be prematurely initiated.

This also means that we would rather see the propsed transport infrastruc-
ture projects as part of a discussion around the further development of the 
Öresund region with a dynamic regional development perspective rather than 
being reduced to a discussion on primarily the functional transport system. It 
seems more important to develop a joint vision for the future development of 
the Öresund region compared to working for additional transport infrastruc-
ture without such backing in a vision.

One aspect on the governance of cross-border transport infrastructure that 
has been discussed in this report is the different possible organizational forms 
this might take. Different models have been discussed with different combina-
tions of public vs. private and national vs. regional/local responsibility. 

A perhaps counterintuitive conclusion is that government dominated gover-
nance might be the best safeguard for good resource utilization and a focus on 
the functional transportation system-aspects of the planned assets. If these as-
sets are financed through user fees a focus on users’ needs and user satisfaction 
would also be built into the system.
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A stronger role for the regional level for these assets might on the one hand 
facilitate the elaboration of them as tools in a regional development perspective, 
but on the other hand this orientation might risk to reduce the efficiency of the 
asset management from a functional point of view. Local and regional policy 
aspirations might come in conflict with the function of the transport infrastruc-
ture governance. 

Perhaps the situation is characterized by a reluctant national level uninter-
ested in regional involvement, but “rational” when forced to become involved, 
and a perhaps “too” eager regional and local public sector level who might be 
less “rational” from a user and functional perspective as it takes on new roles 
and duties, e.g. for transport infrastructure.

It is therefore important to analyze carefully which governance structure 
and organizational form that would lead to the best possible outcome in the 
resource utilization and efficiency for both the present and planned fixed links 
in Öresund region.

The report also discusses he differences in priority that the Öresund coop-
eration seems to have on the different sides of Öresund. Sweden and Swedish 
actors seem to be more interested in developing cooperation than Denmark and 
Danish actors. This might be understood either as an effect of differences in the 
institutional framework that is difficult to overcome. It can also be seen as a sign 
of a general pattern that countries seem to focus on their capitals in the national 
transport system priorities and on developed transportation systems  in the di-
rection where the most important foreign markets are.

Two aspects seem crucial when discussing the appropriateness of future 
governance structures in cross-border infrastructure in the Öresund region, 
one is leadership and the other is representativity and legitimacy that should 
be further analyzed. Here we would suggest that Region Skåne could develop a 
more clear-cut strategic agenda for the future Öresund transport infrastructure 
connections, which will probably also have to include that some of the discussed 
projects and possible development steps are given higher priority than other. 
Clearly, all the discussed infrastructure projects in the Öresund region cannot 
be realized. When it comes to the representativity of the cross-border organiza-
tions operating in the region it is apparent that the Öresund Committee, which 
is today the primary cross-border actor, would become more influential both 
internally and externally if it was broadened to include more of the local gov-
ernments and municipalities in the region. In comparison to e.g. the Council for 
the Stockholm-Mälar Region (Mälardalsrådet) and the joint infrastructure and 
transportation planning process En bättre sits, the Öresund Committee seems 
to be lacking a broad geographical and political backing. This could clearly be 
something to develop further in the future.   

A concluding remark is that the actors in the Öresund region should analyze 
possible future governance modes for additional transport infrastructure free 
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from prejudice is sought for. Roles and functions in transport infrastructure 
are changing quickly for the moment. National responsibility might be as effec-
tive as regional responsibility and private sector responsibility might be better 
than public responsibility even for assets that have been seen as natural candi-
dates for government intervention until recently.
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1. Introduction
The Royal Institute of Technology (KTH) has been studying the experiences 
of transport infrastructure development in the Öresund region and the future 
prospects for additional cross-border infrastructure in the region. In this study 
the Öresund Bridge, the plans for a Metro-line extension between Copenhagen 
and Malmoe and different proposals for a fixed link (rail and road) between 
Helsingborg and Elsinore have been the study-objects. The main objective of 
the report is to discuss the governance forms and structures in relation to these 
three infrastructure projects. The multi-level governance concept, represent-
ing the involvement of actors on different spatial levels in projects in relation to 
transport infrastructure is one of the starting points of this project.

The study is based on discussions and interviews with regional and local 
representatives of municipalities and regions as well as with representatives of 
national agencies in the field. A list of interviews is included in the report. 

A number of reports and studies have been prepared over the last years cov-
ering the questions that are raised in this report. These include a number of 
reports on a possible fixed link between Helsingborg and Elsinore (HH-link) 
and the Metro-line extension. These reports are included in the literature list. 
In specific we would like to mention the IBU report, the report on a proposed 
Metro from the cities of Malmoe and Copenhagen and the HH-report from 
the Swedish Transport Administration. An additional source of references 
has been the report on the Öresund cooperation prepared by KTH for Region 
Skåne in an earlier project (KTH, 2014).

The project has been carried out by Björn Hasselgren, PhD, and Anna Lund-
gren, PhD-candidate, both at the Department of Urban Planning and Environ-
ment, KTH Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm. Results and analyses 
have been discussed with Region Skåne at a number of times during the project.

Interviews have been carried out between January – March 2014.  A work-
shop conducted partly by the authors of this report with participants from the 
Baltic Sea Region TransGovernance project was held in Malmoe on March 31 
2014 which also contributed to the conclusions of the report.

The authors of the report are responsible for the contents of the report, which 
does not necessarily reflect the views of Region Skåne.
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2. Background and objective of the study
There is a perceived need in the Öresund region to further strengthen the co-
operation between Denmark/Copenhagen and Sweden/Malmoe. The Öresund 
Bridge has drastically increased the cooperation between the two regions and 
cities but has at the same time left many actors in the region with a feeling of 
lacking cooperation and of lost opportunities for cooperation. 

The visions presented on both sides of Öresund, and especially in the polit-
ical discussion, have been reaching for an even more integrated region. Fur-
ther development of infrastructure projects is seen as a possible way forward 
to strengthen the cooperation but also as a tool for rebalancing the regional 
development in the Öresund region, which since the Öresund Bridge was con-
structed has been centered to the South and the Malmoe Copenhagen region. 
Earlier the connection and ferry-line traffic between Helsingborg and Elsinore 
was relatively much more dominant.

The study is not primarily intended to discuss and analyze neither available 
infrastructure capacity, nor future needs of capacity in the region. At the same 
time it cannot be avoided that infrastructure capacity on the Öresund Bridge 
and its connections is a crucial starting point for any discussion on additional 
transport links in the region. It is of course important that we make the best 
possible use of the investments made at any time and that we do not spend new 
resources until capacity utilization has reached a level where new capacity is 
necessary. On the other hand a difficult question to answer is whether demand 
for capacity is to be understood primarily as demand driven or equally an effect 
of supply. New supply might drive demand for transportation which was not 
apparent until the new supply existed. Some reflections around capacity are 
thus included. 

In order to understand the prospects of the present Öresund Bridge and the 
possibilities of future links studied in this report, the focus has been to analyze 
and reflect upon different administrative and owner-related structures that 
might be at hand for these infrastructure assets. A main point here is of course 
the spatial dimension; whether infrastructure in the region should be seen as 
something that the central government or regional/local governments or actors 
should be responsible for. Another aspect is the financing issue and whether 
government/public financing or user fee financing should be the basic princi-
ple.

The study thus relates to questions, the division of power and influence in 
relation to infrastructure and the balance between the different forms of financ-
ing. Combined these two aspects are vital for the governance-structure. Gov-
ernance in Öresund relates to a national cross border perspective, and that is 
what makes these questions more dynamic and difficult, but also of an interest 
to a wider audience in an EU transport corridor context.
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The study is carried out based on an institutional theory-perspective where 
institutional conditions, constructed by man over time, set frames and enable 
cooperation and development but also hamper cooperation e.g. over borders. 
The institutional perspective in relation to the regional development perspec-
tive is further discussed in the recent KTH report on the Öresund cooperation 
(KTH, 2014)

The discussion on cross-border governance structures is further inspired by 
the theoretical field discussing a stakeholder perspective and multi-level gov-
ernance. The basic insight in this literature is that the increased tendency for 
cooperation between different spatial levels in the society, and specifically as 
cooperation between different countries increases, changes the conditions for 
governance in many ways. Actors tend to take on new roles compared to the 
traditional roles and nations are often challenged as regions and local govern-
ments take on new roles, often crossing borders.



THREE EXAMPLES OF CROSS-BORDER INFRASTRUCTURE | 13

3. Three examples of cross-border  
 infrastructure
This part of the study, which contains descriptions of the three cases, the Öre-
sund Bridge, the Metro and the Helsingborg – Elsinore connection, is primarily 
based on publicly available information from the three cases respectively and 
has not been further analyzed by the authors of this report in this chapter. Com-
ments will be given in the following chapters. 

3.1 The Öresund Bridge

In 1991 the Swedish and Danish governments signed the agreement to construct 
a combined bridge and a tunnel across the Öresund strait, and in July 2000 it 
was officially inaugurated.

The Öresund Bridge is a 16 kilometer road and railway connection between 
Sweden and Denmark. It consists of three parts; a bridge, an artificial island 
and a tunnel. The bridge is an 8 kilometer cable stayed bridge which is con-
structed in two levels, where the trains are running on the lower level and the 
cars on the upper level. The artificial island Peberholm, connects the bridge 
with a 4 kilometer long tunnel that ends at the Copenhagen central station. The 
ride across the bridge by car takes 10 minutes and a trip by train between the 
center of Malmoe and Copenhagen, 35 minutes.

The traffic flows on the Öresund bridge has widely passed the prognoses, 
over 70 million cars have passed and the Öresund bridge today have nearly 300 
000 regular customers with a “BroPass”. However, also the Öresund Bridge 
has been affected by the global financial crisis and since 2010 the number of 
crossings by car has decreased. Main drivers for commuting across the strait 
has been the lower housing prices on the Swedish side and the extended labor 
market area and higher wage levels on the Danish side. 

These differences are not any longer accentuated and many commuters have 
moved back.  In 2012 on average 18 500 vehicles daily passed the bridge of which 
41 per cent were commuters. Freight traffic across the Öresund Bridge has dou-
bled since 2001 and the Öresund Bridge 2012 stood for 51.5 per cent of all trucks 
crossing the Öresund strait. Also the freight traffic however is strongly depen-
dent on the economic development, not only in the Öresund region but in the 
whole of Europe.

The Öresund Bridge is operated by road and railway. The railway traffic 
consists of commuting traffic, mainly the Öresund trains, and international 
freight traffic that connects Sweden to the European continent. Between 2001 
and 2009 the freight on railway increased by 5 per cent per year, and since 2001 
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the amount of goods transported by train has nearly doubled. In 2010 the num-
ber of freight trains peaked by an increase of 36 per cent and an increase in the 
amount of goods by 46 per cent compared to the year before. 

In 2012 the railway passenger traffic hit a record, close to 11 million passen-
gers, 30 000 a day, crossed the Öresund by train. This was an increase by 5 per 
cent from the year before, and for the past 10 years the number of railway pas-
sengers has doubled. Today 60 per cent of the railway passengers are commut-
ers.  The construction of the City tunnel in Malmoe has decreased the journey 
time to Copenhagen central station to 35 minutes and the train leaves six times 
per hour in rush hour. The City tunnel in Malmoe has also allowed for new 
passengers, as two new stations were opened along the line. 

The regional trains, the Öresund trains, go from Kalmar, Karlskrona and 
Gothenburg through Malmoe and Copenhagen to Elsinore. Most of the trips 
by train, 75 per cent, have both point of departure and final destination in the 
Öresund region.

To increase interest on events taking place on the other side of Öresund,  the 
Öresundsbro Konsortiet, the company operating the Öresund bridge, has fo-
cused on leisure trips and created new incentives for passengers and other us-
ers, such as “Snabbtursrabatten” and “Club Öresundsbron”. 

Governance, financing and organization

To build, finance and run the Öresund Bridge the Öresundsbro Konsortiet was 
created. Öresundsbro Konsortiet is half owned by Svensk-Danska Broförbind-
elsen SVEDAB AB and A/S Öresund. A/S Öresund is 100 per cent owned by 
Sund & Belt Holding A/S that is owned by the Danish government. SVEDAB 
AB is owned by the Swedish government. The construction and the adjacent 
connections have been financed by these firms. Öresundsbro Konsoriet’s mis-
sion is to own and operate the Öresund Bridge. The company shall also guaran-
tee a high accessibility and security to and on the bridge and secure the repay-
ment of the loans.

According to the agreement signed by the Danish and Swedish governments, 
the construction and the operations of the bridge shall be financed by user fees 
from car traffic. In addition the Swedish Transport Administration (Trafikver-
ket) and the Danish Agency Banedanmark pay a yearly fee for using the rail-
way. The revenues shall cover operating, interest costs and the repayment of the 
loans that were taken up to finance the bridge.  

The two owning companies each appoint four members to the governing 
board of Öresundsbro Konsortiet. The board appoints among itself a chairman 
and vice chairman. Lena Erixon is since 2013 chairman.

Despite last year’s slowdown in the economy, the Öresund Bridge is a busi-
ness doing well. The annual report from Öresundsbro Konsortiet 2012 shows a 
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positive result of 371 million DKK, mainly due to 4 per cent higher user fees and 
a decrease of 7 per cent in interest costs, and accomplished the economic goal 
for 2012. 81 per cent of the car traffic, 51 per cent of the truck traffic and 67 per 
cent of the bus traffic across the Öresund strait, went by the Öresund Bridge. 
The Öresundsbro Konsortiet has calculated that the Öresund Bridge will be ful-
ly repaid in 2033. 

Future prospects and capacity

A projection of a future capacity on the Öresund Bridge presented by the Öre-
sundsbro Konsortiet, shows an increase in traffic of 4 per cent per year until 
2015.  When the new connection of Fehmarn Baelt opens in 2021 the traffic is 
expected to rise to 5.5 per cent and then successively decrease to 2 per cent year-
ly increase in 2025. The projection is based on political decisions so far includ-
ing the Fehmarn Belt, unaltered competition with the Helsingborg –Elsinore 
ferries, a stable economic development of the Swedish and Danish economy 
for the coming 10 years and that rules, regulations, taxes etc. to live and work 
across Öresund develop positively or stay stable.  Also the railway traffic is ex-
pected to increase. An increased capacity on the connections to and from the 
bridge is therefore important to meet future demand.

The Öresund Bridge has a capacity of 4000 vehicles per hour in each direc-
tion. In a short term perspective the payment station will be the bottleneck, and 
in a long term perspective the tunnel since it is built with no extra width and 
does not have an emergency track. 

The most stressful period for the Öresund Bridge is the peak in the morning 
traffic in direction to Copenhagen. A study from Öresundsbro Konsortiet (2011) 
shows that congestion problems are expected in traffic in direction of Denmark 
between 8 and 9 a.m. year 2035. 

When it comes to railway traffic the Öresundsbro Konsortiet in their reports 
expects the capacity roof of the bridge to be met in 20 years at the earliest. Today 
the railway companies reserve for capacity to a higher extent than is actual-
ly being used. However, the adjacent connections, on the Danish side between 
Kalvebod and Kastrup Airport, are already today declared not having enough 
capacity in rush hour. Traffic to Kastrup Airport is also expected to rise when 
the new high speed trains Copenhagen – Ringsted open and the opening up 
of the fixed link Fehmarn Belt.  The establishment of the new railroad man-
agement system, the ERTMS, is expected to allow for a higher utilization in 
terms of higher frequency of trains. Double-decker trains, flexible timetables, 
not having freight transports in rush hours and longer freight trains are all ad-
justments that can be expected to increase the capacity on the Öresund Bridge.

These are the judgments from the Öresundsbro Konsortiet when regards fu-
ture capacity on the Öresund bridge. From this we can draw the conclusion that 
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the need for extended capacity from a traffic perspective across the Öresund 
strait, is not expected in many years to come. As we shall see further on, other 
actors make different judgments.

3.2 The Helsingborg-Elsinore- connection (HH-link)

Whereas the Öresund Bridge is operating since more than a decade, the Hels-
ingborg - Elsinore connection (HH-link) is still very much of a vision and yet 
not formally on the planning table. 

The final IBU Öresund- report, (Infrastruktur och byutveckling i Öresunds-
regionen, 2010) on infrastructure and urban development presented in 2010 
which was a result of a cooperation between Region Skåne, Region Zealand, 
Region Hovedstaden, and 25 other parties, has played an important in promot-
ing a future HH-link. The IBU-report worked from a regional development 
perspective, where the possibilities for future growth and international com-
petitiveness based on assets of the whole Öresund region are highlighted. To 
achieve this development a number of measures were suggested, of which the 
construction of a HH-link was one. 

The proposal for of a HH-connection in IBU is expected to allow for 16 000 
cars daily, 20 000 train trips, 120 passenger trains, 2000 trucks and 75 freight 
trains. The proposed connection is composed of two tunnels for passenger 
traffic on railway across the Öresund strait between the central station Knut-
punkten in Helsingborg and the central station in Elsinore, a tunnel for freight 
traffic on railway between Ramlösa and Snekkersten, and two tunnels for cars 
between Malmöleden and the Elsinore motorway’s ending

A HH-link according to the IBU report is expected to open up for new oppor-
tunities for economic growth and increased integration in the whole Öresund 
region. Furthermore a HH-link would, according to the arguments given in the 
reports promoting the link, relieve the  Öresund Bridge from railway freight 
transport and increase the reliability in the transport system as a whole across 
the Öresund strait. By contributing to move transports from road to rail, a HH-
link would also be expected to contribute to decreasing of CO2 emissions. In-
vestigations from the IBU-project show that the HH-connection together with 
the motorway and railway Ring 5 that would connect Elsinore and Köge on the 
Danish side, has a positive cost benefit value, and could be repaid by user fees 
over a period of 30 years. These calculations even show a surplus that could 
serve for financing adjacent connections.
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The main arguments for a HH-link in the IBU report:

1.  Relieve the Öresund Bridge from freight transports on railway.

2. Enhance regional development and integration of the northern Öresund  
region.

3. Decrease the travelling distance from Oslo and Gothenburg to Copenhagen.

With the establishment of a HH-link the IBU project estimates an increase in 
commuting by 40-50 per cent. The HH-connection according to the IBU proj-
ect is calculated to cost 32 billion DKK including adjacent connections. Ring 5 
which is both a motorway and a railway is calculated to 18 billion DKK. The 
Ring 5 is considered a prerequisite for freight trains via the HH-connection, 
according to the IBU-project, connecting Elsinore with Köge bypassing Copen-
hagen. Most of the traffic on Ring 5 is expected to be of regional character and 
only 10 per cent to be transit. 

A report commissioned by the city of Helsingborg and carried out by PwC 
in 2013 presented an analysis of the HH-link as a business case and studied 
organization and financing solutions such as public private partnerships and 
implementation of a future HH-connection. In the introduction of the report, 
it is concluded that competitive regions require a certain size and good internal 
communications. A HH-connection is expected to tie Scandinavia closer to-
gether and contribute to international competitiveness. The connection would 
be financed through user fees, and is expected to be repaid over a quite short 
period of time (30 years).

Governance, financing and organization

Transnational infrastructure projects are traditionally a concern for national 
governments; however there are alternatives for financing and implement-
ing that include other actors. A reason for discussing and separating a large 
cross-border infrastructure project such as the HH-connection from the regu-
lar infrastructure framework, is that it risk to crowd out other smaller invest-
ments within the framework. 

The report from PwC et al illustrates four possible models for financing and 
implementing a future HH-connection; the traditional model, the Sund & Baelt 
model, a Nordic PPP-model and a private alternative. 

The Sund & Baelt model was the model used when constructing the Store 
Baelt Bridge, the Öresund Bridge and that will be used when constructing the 
Fehmarn Baelt connection. Two alternatives of the Sund & Baelt bridge mod-
el have been investigated, of which one is including pension funds. The model 
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consists of the establishment of a public company that is responsible for con-
struction, operation and financing. The project is financed by loans from the 
international capital markets guaranteed by the national governments. Repay-
ment of loans and financing of the operations, is made through user fees. The 
analysis shows that the combination of a road and railway connection would be 
repaid in a period of 30 years. In the alternative model, the pension fund creates 
a company (SPV) being responsible for the construction, operation and financ-
ing of the project. The project is financed by own means, and the user fees go 
back to the pension fund. Initially this would require operation subsidies from 
public funding, however these can be repaid over time.

The advantage of the Nordic PPP-model, according to the analysis, is that it 
optimizes collaboration between the private and the public, where the private 
side is responsible for delivering the project on budget, on time and for meeting 
the qualitative demands, whereas the public sector take part in the financial 
contribution to reduce the costs for taking loans. In this model a project compa-
ny is created being responsible for planning, financing, implementation, opera-
tion and maintenance. This model is expected to create incentives for long term 
solutions and innovation, and thus, in the long run, to reduce costs.

A private model is expected to reduce risks and improve quality of con-
trolling costs and risks. PwC has analyzed the interest from private capital to 
involve in the construction, financing and operation of a HH-connection, and 
concludes that although not clear-cut, there are good conditions for private ac-
tors to engage. Prerequisites however are that the political risk, such as retro-
active legislation, can be minimized, and the rights for the private operation to 
define user fees would of course increase their interest for the project. Levels of 
public guarantees and public control would be part in the tendering process.

A comparison between the four models shows advantages and disadvantag-
es of the four alternatives. In the traditional model, the investment would be 
paid by public funding and the risk and cost may be high for the public sector. 
In the Sund & Baelt model, the efficiency is expected to be higher than in the 
traditional model but with the same risks and costs as for the earlier model. 
The Nordic PPP-model has an advantage in reducing the risks and cost in com-
parison to the two earlier models, and just as in the Sund & Baelt model the 
efficiency is expected to be higher. The private alternative has a clear advantage 
not requiring public funding as private capital would be coming in. The time ef-
ficiency is expected to be high just as in the Sund & Baelt model and the Nordic 
PPP model, however there is a risk on the cost side covering costs for political 
instability when it comes to regulations and tendering process. 

Future prospects and capacity

In 2010 the Danish and Swedish Governments decided to investigate the need 
and the requirements for a new crossing of the Öresund strait. The investiga-
tion elaborated by the Swedish Transport Administration, “Ny fast förbindelse 
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over Öresund – bedömning av behov och förutsättningar”, which covered both 
passenger transports and freight transports, showed that in the future a new 
crossing may be needed and that a crossing including a combination of road 
and railway would be most optimal having cost and benefit values. In Sweden 
the investigation was further developed in relation to further analyses concern-
ing the capacity in the rail network (Kapacitetsutredningen).

Regarding the demand for higher capacity across the Öresund strait, the in-
vestigation from the Swedish Transport Administration is based on the analy-
sis from the IBU-project but is very careful in its conclusions. 

3.3 The metro-line extension Copenhagen – Malmoe

The project Metro-line extension Copenhagen – Malmoe, hereafter referred 
to as the Metro, takes its starting point in the common visionary document 
“Malmö  och Köpenhamn – en stad” from year 2000 where the two cities Co-
penhagen and Malmoe agree to work towards the common goal:

“I 2025 skal Copenhagen-Malmö vaere en sammanhaengend, velintegre-
ret og baeredygtig storby, der skaber vaekst i hele regionen.” (In 2015 Co-
penhagen-Malmoe should have developed into one combined, well-integrat-
ed and sustainable major city, promoting growth throughout the region). 
(City of Copenhagen “Kommuneplan” and City of Malmoe “Översiktsplan”)

In 2011 the city of Copenhagen and the city of Malmoe decided to start an 
investigation of a metro line between the two cities. The project received grants 
from the European Union Interreg Öresund program for committing a study in 
2012-2013. 

Within the project in total seven studies were conducted to explore and de-
scribe the effects of a Metro from different perspectives. The visionary report, 
“Visionsrapport Öresundsmetro mellem Köpenhamn og Malmö – en shuttle 
der gör Köpenhamn og Malmö till bydele i same by”, illustrated the dynam-
ic effects of a Metro with regard to economic growth and increased capacity 
for transportation including four scenarios for development until 2032. Two 
reports focused on cost and benefit values of the Metro and on methods for 
calculating these, and yet other reports focused on the diverse effects on labor 
markets and business, research and development, culture and events, and in-
ternational competitiveness. 

A train trip from Malmö Central station to Copenhagen Hovedbanegård 
passing over the Öresund Bridge today takes 35 minutes. A direct metro would 
decrease time of the journey to 15-20 minutes depending on the number of stops 
on the line, according the Metro study.
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Governance, financing and organization

In the report, “Resultat og vurderinger I forprojektet Öresundsmetro Köpen-
hamn Malmö 2013”, several possibilities for the construction and operation of 
Öresund metro have been analyzed. The states of Denmark and Sweden are 
seen as the natural leaders of the project, possibly with the contribution from 
the local level. The Copenhagen metro could here serve as an example, where 
the state and the local authority share the responsibility of both construction 
and operation. 

In the report national funding is expected to finance the construction of the 
tunnel, whereas three models have been investigated for the operation of the 
metro and the stations;  the national grants model where financing is allocated 
by the national banks or taken up as loans on the international financial market 
with national guarantees, the Öresund model referring to the model of the Öre-
sund Bridge, and a PPP model with private capital coming from pension funds 
with a 25 year contract period. According to the report, the Öresund model 
with more or less financial contribution from the private sector is expected to 
be most interesting to develop further. When examining the different models, 
regards have been paid to factors such as budgetary security, incentives for ef-
ficiency, flexibility, transaction costs, division of risk, connections to the Öre-
sundsbro Konsortiet and quality. The total costs for the metro is expected to 22 
billion DKK including a security buffer of 50 per cent. The start of the project is 
expected to 2025 and the operation period is defined to 50 years. 

Future prospects and capacity of the Öresund Metro

In the final report, “Sammenfatningsrapport Effekter och Samfundsokonomi 
Öresundsinstituttet Öresundsmetro Köpenhamn Malmö 2013”, an Öresund 
metro is expected to reduce the distance in time between Copenhagen and Mal-
moe by half. The two cities would in practice melt into one metropole with two 
distinct parts with separate identities. This would have effects not only on Co-
penhagen and Malmoe, also the surrounding regions would be affected, and for 
instance the distance in time between Lund and Copenhagen would be reduced 
by 30 per cent - interesting not least with regard to the large investments in 
infrastructure in research and development in the Max IV and ESS platforms 
in Lund. According to the analysis the traffic flows on an Öresund metro are 
expected to increase from approx. 40 000 in 2030 to approx. 75 000 in 2060 and 
thereafter stay stable. 

Both cost and benefit values and dynamic effects have been calculated. The 
Danish and Swedish having different ways of calculating these effects, the Öre-
sund metro is expected to make deficit of 2.6 - 3.4 billion DKK and a return of 
3.2 per cent according to the Danish model and a “net benefit/cost ratio of -0.2 
according to the Swedish model. However, it should be concluded that both in 
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Denmark and Sweden investments with less positive cost and benefit values 
have been implemented due to the dynamic effects that are difficult to include 
in these models.

 
The dynamic effects highlighted in the report are:

• A larger and more functional region with economies of scale and increased 
productivity. An internationalized and a larger metropolitan labor market 
area is expected to give higher values. It is noticed that the BRP/employee 
and BRP/capital in the Öresund region is lower than in similar regions such 
as Oslo, Hamburg, Stockholm and Helsinki. 

• Increased capacity for passenger transports across the Öresund strait, there-
by increasing the flexibility to use the Öresund Bridge for freight transports 
and/or high speed trains, or regional trains to other parts of Sealand and Sca-
nia (Skåne). 

• Potential to connect the Öresund metro to the existing metro in Copenhagen. 

• Increased catchment area for Copenhagen Airport, by increased flexibility in 
the use of the Öresund Bridge for high speed trains and regional trains from 
Sealand and Scania and by increased integration in the Öresund area.

• Further branding and political cooperation on cross border projects such as, 
the Danish-Swedish Television series “Bron”, the merging of Copenhagen 
Malmö Port, and joint organizing of events such as UN’s climate conference 
and the Eurovision Song Contest. 

The alternative costs are mainly being described as the restricted capacity of 
the Öresund Bridge. According to the report, the Öresund Bridge is expected 
to reach its maximum capacity on railway “the next coming decades” when 
transit traffic increases due to the opening up of the Fehmarn Belt Bridge and 
the integration of the Copenhagen and Malmoe labor markets. The report also 
highlights the risk that railway passenger traffic will be pressed over to road 
passenger traffic. Increasing traffic and congestion in and around Copenha-
gen and Malmoe, along with environmental effects are expected to increase if 
commuting takes place from larger distances. Sensibility to disturbances in the 
operations of passenger transports on the Öresund Bridge would be decreased 
by a second border crossing. The risk for less fortunate economic development 
in the Copenhagen and Malmoe region if foreseen, if the cities are not given the 
possibility to merge into one functional city.
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4. Cross-border governance – in theory 
 and practice
In this study we have analyzed the projects being discussed in the Öresund 
region for improvements and extensions of transport infrastructure in the re-
gion. A general observation from the study is that there seems to be a general 
view in the region among many of the stakeholders that capacity in the trans-
port system is the major difficulty that has to be dealt with in the years to come. 
In our view this position in the discussion should be complemented by other 
considerations. Among them the governance forms, or questions related to the 
organization and financing of the projects, should be brought more into the dis-
cussion. This chapter intends to introduce a complementary theoretical back-
ground in order to facilitate a wider interpretation of the situation in Öresund 
when it comes to transport infrastructure.

4.1 Earlier reports

As concluded in the BSR TransGovernance 3:1 report on implementation con-
straints for past strategic transports initiatives,  even with good intentions, 
structural factors such as national ways of organization, different national pri-
orities or lack of planning platforms,  can impede cooperation.  Some of these 
barriers however can be overcome through early involvement of stakeholders, 
functional networks, involvement of the national level and shared learning. 

From the BSR TransGovernance 3:2 report on European experience and 
multilevel governance, key success factors from transport corridors and cross 
border integration, suggest a number of approaches as important such as set-
ting a vision, develop personal contacts, exchange of knowledge, the use of 
various forums and multiple levels, stakeholder platforms and cooperation 
frameworks, European involvement and use of observatories. The shift from 
government to governance is also highlighted, a shift that is characterized by a 
higher degree of networking, collaboration and dialogue. 

The BSR TranGovernance 3:6 report which aims at benchmark the develop-
ment of transnational coordination frameworks in Helsinki - Tallinn and the 
Öresund region and their functions in coordinating transport development, 
concludes that in the Öresund region there are significant collaboration proj-
ects and coordination bodies, such as the 

• Öresund Bridge Consortium,

• joint purchase and operation of Öresund trains, 

• joint  ownership and operation of Copenhagen and Malmö port, and

• the Öresund Committee. 
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The study 3:6 summarizes the bilateral collaboration in the Öresund area as 
driven by practical needs and complementarities with a mixture of formal and 
informal contacts, political and establishment of special purpose vehicles for 
the realization of joint projects. Examples of the latter are the Öresundsbro 
Konsortiet and the Copenhagen Malmoe Port.

This is also in line with the KTH report “Vision och verklighet i Öresundssa-
marbetet. Forskningsrapport om samarbete och utvecklingspotentialer i Öre-
sundsregionen” (2014) exploring cooperation in the Öresund region in such di-
verse fields as culture and events, business sector and the field of research and 
development. The KTH report has as its starting point an institutional theoret-
ical perspective as reflected e.g. by Willamson (2000), North (2005) and Ostrom 
(2009). An example of a model describing the different layers of institutional 
aspects “framing” processes like cross-border cooperation in the Öresund re-
gion is presented below in Figure 1.

TYPE OF INSTITUTON – Example of institution Spontaneous or intentional change
Pace of change of the institutional factor 
Theoretical discipline dealing with the subject

INFORMAL INSTITUTIONS – Language, Culture, Customs Spontaneous change
10 0- 1000 years
Social theory

INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENT – Property rights, legal systems Get the institutional setting right
10 - 100 years
Economics of property rights/political theory

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE  - Governance, contract Get the governance structures right
1 -10 years
Transaction cost theory

RESOURCE ALLOCATION – Prices, incentives Get the marginal conditions right
Continuous
Neo-classical theory

Based on Williamson (2000).

Figure 1 
Institutional levels in society and in theory

Institutions, according to Williamson, range from slowly changing informal 
structures as culture and language to short-term marginal condition based 
decisions concerning e.g. resource allocation. The connections between the 
different “layers” of institutions are what define the “rules of the game” of e.g. 
cross-border cooperation.

One of the main conclusions of the KTH-study is that different cooperation 
projects require different stakeholders and different organizations adapted to 
each and every cooperation project’s specific needs. 
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This is also in line with research on decision making in regional planning 
where a stakeholder perspective has come to play an important role. The net-
worked society of today is characterized by a variety of value preferences, un-
clear rules of the game and great challenges in shaping society. Hajer and Wage-
naar (2003) points out five challenges for policymaking in the network society; 
the new spaces of policymaking, the conditions of radical uncertainty, diversity, 
interdependence and the dynamics of trust and identity. They also call for activ-
ism in order to shape and reshape the institutional settings where action takes 
place.

“If the traditional forms of government are unable to deliver – either 
because of a lack of legitimacy or simply because there is a mismatch 
between the scope of the problem and the existing territorial jurisdic-
tions – then networks of actors must create the capacity to interact and 
communicate.” (Hajer and Wagenaar, p. 11)

Whereas representative democracy or bargaining democracy based upon ag-
gregated interests, usually result in majority/ minority situation or a winner/ 
looser situation, a deliberative approach valuing pluralism and non-coercive-
ness, might give end results based on interaction, relationship building, shared 
meanings and shared learning. This latter form resembles important features 
of markets, where decentralized learning and spontaneity are central signs.

“Politics and policymaking thus is not simply about finding solutions 
for pressing problems, it is as much about finding formats that generate 
trust among mutually interdependent actors.” (Hajer and Wagenaar, 
p. 12)

Another aspect in the Öresund cooperation is the observed  dissatisfaction 
among a number of stakeholders, among them Region Skåne, that despite the 
Öresund cooperation being  a major success since the opening of the Öresund 
Bridge in 2000, are not fully content, believing that cooperation potentials have 
not been   not explored in the way they could have been. The conclusions of 
the KTH report (2014) that elaborated further on this, is that this frustration 
and  impression of missed opportunities, lies within the high ambitions for the 
cooperation and the neglect of the rather short time elapsed since the construc-
tion of the Öresund Bridge.

“It is generally contra productive to set up too high ambitions and ex-
pectations on collaboration, where a realistic base, political backing and 
ownership by concerned parties are lacking.” (KTH, 2014, p 7). 
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The BSR TransGovernance Report 3:6 refers to this complexity in terms of 
alignment of structure and issue management. The lack of alignment is illus-
trated by the examples of public transportation on the regional level, where in 
Sweden Region Skåne is responsible for public transportation on the Swedish 
side, while the Ministry of Transportation in Denmark has the same role on the 
Danish side. Another example is the different planning traditions in Sweden 
and Denmark, where Sweden has a long term planning tradition, whereas in 
Denmark the timeframes are often shorter.  In the report it is pointed to efforts 
to overcome these differences by dialogues, joint statistical projects such as 
Öresund direct, joint working groups etc. 

The Öresund Committee in this context serves as a clearing house with the 
mandate to identify issues and funnel them towards decision makers. The time 
perspective was highlighted in the KTH report of 2014 as one of the main ex-
planatory factors and perhaps the most paradoxical factor. Although the dif-
ferences in language, culture and traditions are often highlighted as obstacles 
towards developing cooperation and being aware that these are institutions 
change only very slowly over time, these very same differences are neverthe-
less often seen as restricting the possibilities for cooperation across the national 
border. At the same time more short-sighted cooperation focusing on cost re-
duction or economizing in the present are often more fruitful, but at the same 
time less politically favored or sought for. Visions for the long rung are often 
disconnected from progress in the short run.  

4.2 Reflections

There has been a number of attempts to analyze and evaluate the prospects for 
cooperation regarding transport infrastructure projects in Öresund and the 
wider Baltic Sea area. Some of these have been carried out as part of EU-fund-
ed projects like the Baltic Sea Region TransGovernance project, quoted earlier 
and have to a large extent been based on general organizational/management 
theory perspectives or on political science inspired theory such as governance 
and stake-holder perspectives. Research articles have also been published cov-
ering issues close to the Öresund region context. Some of these have covered 
institutional aspects of cross-border cooperation (as exemplified by Bjuggren & 
Eklund, 2012 and Rietveld, 2012). 

One crucial starting point in a discussion on transport infrastructure and 
its function in a regional and cross-border environment is whether it should be 
seen as a supply-side factor and as a driver for development and further inte-
gration or if transport infrastructure should be seen as demand driven where 
further transportation links are constructed as demand arises. Here perhaps 
the Öresund Bridge stands in contrast to the projects that are discussed in the 
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Öresund Region today. The Öresund Bridge was constructed both as a measure 
to solve a perceived “missing link” in the infrastructure system between Swe-
den and Denmark/Germany and as a measure designed to boost the regional 
development and integration in the Öresund region.

Capacity on the Öresund Bridge and on the connecting road and rail-road 
structures seem today, and in a 20-30 years’ perspective, to be reasonably well 
balanced, also taking into account the addition to the transport system that the 
new Fehmarn Baelt-bridge will bring as from 2021. In a medium to long term 
perspective capacity shortage thus seems not to be a primary argument for an 
addition to the infrastructure system in Öresund. As a consequence the other 
projects discussed in this report should then primarily  be seen (expected and/
or potential) as drivers of further integration and cooperation in the Öresund 
region.

At the same time it can be observed as an interesting fact that the reports and 
documents that are presented in relation to the Öresund infrastructure connec-
tions studied in this report,  are generally taking the projected lack of capacity 
on the Öresund Bridge as their starting point (see e.g. IBU, HH, Metro – re-
ports). It seems to be crucial for future discussion and processes that Region 
Skåne and other interested parties in the region make further efforts to clarify 
the basis for their claims and basic assumptions in relation to these projects. 
Argumentation and analysis based on capacity vs. growth-related arguments 
might differ both as regards start and end points.

Another aspect is that the organizational aspects on the future governance 
of the present and planned infrastructure projects are not a focus of the earlier 
reports. A general view held by actors in the region that we have interviewed is 
that the Öresund Bridge probably could be better used as a tool in the region-
al development if it was managed more closely by representatives represent-
ing the regional level rather than exclusively by the national governments in 
Sweden and Denmark. It is also expected that a Metro-line extension between 
Malmoe and Copenhagen would be an asset or organization that the local gov-
ernments would be responsible for, even if the project would gain from govern-
ment support in some form. 

The organizational aspects on a possible fixed link between Helsingborg and 
Elsinore however remains to a large degree unclear. On the one hand the proj-
ect has been perceived as a national responsibility that the governments should 
integrate into their infrastructure organization. On the other hand, the fixed 
link has more recently been discussed as suitable for a PPP-solution, where it 
could be expected that the private sector or perhaps the Region/-s or the Mu-
nicipalities involved both in organization and ownership. The details of these 
organizational arrangements remain however unresolved and open for the time 
being.
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A conclusion from these reflections on earlier attempts to analyze the pres-
ent and future cross-border transport infrastructure challenges in Öresund 
thus leave us with a number of crucial questions. What is the need for new 
transport infrastructure assets and capacity additions? How should transport 
infrastructure and transportation be seen; as a functional system for meeting 
demand or as a tool in the toolbox for further regional development  aspirations 
and increased cross-border integration in the Öresund region? And, finally, 
how should transport infrastructure projects and existing assets be governed, 
organized and financed; through national, regional/local levels or even by the 
private sector?

The next chapter will deal with these questions from a model based on an 
organizational and spatial perspective. 
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5. Governance of cross-border transport 
 infrastructure in the Öresund region - 
 future prospects and alternatives
5.1 A model

In order to discuss the above-mentioned challenges and basic questions in re-
lation to transport infrastructure in the Öresund region there seems to be need 
for a model or scheme by which different aspects and principles can be struc-
tured. The model should preferably include ownership/organizational as well 
as spatial and financial aspects.

The figure below is reflecting some of these aspects. The spatial level on 
which transport infrastructure is organized and managed is reflected towards 
which sector that is responsible for the assets and their operations and how 
the financing of the systems is designed. Here we can see alternatives where   
systems run by centralized actors are compared to those run by regional and 
local actors. In the other “direction” alternatives ranging from public sector re-
sponsibility with tax financing to private sector responsibility and fee (or user) 
financing are compared.

This would give us four different “modes” of organization and responsibility 
(or governance), see Figure 2 below. The national/public sector mode is repre-
sented by roads and railroads owned and operated by the central government, 
either by the Transport Administration (in Sweden) or by Banedanmark (in 
Denmark). Transport infrastructure organized according to this spatial logic 
can also be managed in corporate structures, either owned by the private or the 
public sector. The Öresund Bridge is a good example. Airports in Sweden and 
Denmark are often organized in this form as well as some of the national bridg-
es and tunnel-projects in Denmark. 
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Figure 2 
Four modes of transport infrastructure organization

There are also examples of regional and locally governed transport infrastruc-
ture assets these include assets related to public transportation systems where 
infrastructure normally is part of the operations. These can be found both in 
Sweden and in Denmark. Examples of private or corporate structures are also 
possible to find, for instance harbors, which are often operations owned by 
municipalities, the CMP-operation (Copenhagen Malmoe Port) is perhaps the 
most obvious example. Other examples of local and regional transport infra-
structure assets are local roads and railroads, normally operated and owned by 
single households or corporations.

5.2 Transport infrastructure projects in Öresund in a  
 model-setting

The three infrastructure projects that are discussed in this report can of course 
be put into the spectrum of Figure 2 above. This gives an interesting perspective 
on the different governance forms that are available and can also be a basis for 
discussing whether different organizational and financial set-ups actually have 
different expected outcomes, when it comes to the regional/political vs. the na-
tional/functional aspects of transport infrastructure.

If the projects that are discussed in this report are (primarily schematically) 
inserted into the model above, as they are below in Figure 3, we can see that the 
Öresund Bridge is an example of a national/private (but government owned) 
corporation. A  HH-link, as it has been discussed most recently, can be seen 
as an example of a regional/private project (which will however be dependent 
on government support in different forms such as legally or financially). The 
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Metro extension could be seen as an example of a regional/local/public project, 
where tax financing and fees (in combination with government support) would 
be used for the realization of the project.
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Figure 3 
Öresund region transport infrastructure projects in a model-framework

Interestingly none of the present or discussed projects in the Öresund Region 
can easily be placed in the upper right corner of Figure 3. This might be an indi-
cation of the national governments’ low priority in relation to tax-financed and 
government agency run cross-border projects in general, and perhaps in rela-
tion to Öresund-related projects in particular. It is also obvious that when the 
two governments finally decided to go ahead with a major cross border project 
(the Öresund Bridge) this was organized with user financing and a corporate 
structure as basic features.

Another question is whether the model-based analysis reveals any insights 
into the question of whether different models can be seen as connected more to 
regional/political efficiency or to national/system efficiency. Generally it could 
be expected that organizational settings based on corporate structures with 
clear owner and profit and loss account financed primarily by users would yield 
stronger “system”-efficiency incentives compared to public sector tax-financed 
structures. However, in the latter organizational settings there might be more 
obvious openings for other aims than financial or “system”-related efficiencies.

In the case of Öresund some of the respondents in the interviews for this 
study, have stated that the current Öresund Bridge corporation takes primarily 
financial aspects into consideration while not taking other aims into consid-
eration. Such additional goals could, according to suggestions from regional 
actors we have discussed these matters with, be more rooted in the regional 
context and could have been included in the corporation’s goal structure would 
it have been influenced to a higher extent by regional interests.
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The two additional infrastructure projects would, based on similar argu-
ments, perhaps run the risk of either – in the case of a PPP-structured HH-con-
nection – also being “too” narrowly financial in its perspective or – in the case 
of a local government run Metro-line – being “too” open to political interests 
besides the business economic/system-perspective.

In all cases there seems to be suggestions for future change in influence and 
focus between both the spatial levels and as regards the private/public divide. 
This might be illustrated as below in Figure 4 with the arrows showing suggest-
ed or sought for changes in the governance-focus of the different infrastructure 
assets. 
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Figure 4 
Present and proposed (openly or derived from interviews) changes of governance focus for 
transport infrastructure projects in the Öresund region

A redefined role for the Öresund Bride corporation to take more regional as-
pects into consideration could be implemented either through a stronger re-
gional impact in the present corporation, e.g. through Region Skåne-represen-
tation in the Board of Directors, or through transition to a new regional public 
sector structure. A similar shift could of course take place in relation to the 
planned HH-link. Here either a long sought for government engagement or a 
stronger regional role, the latter perhaps as part of a new regional structure for 
transport infrastructure assets, could be alternatives to consider.

An obstacle towards including a new HH-connection into the present Öre-
sund Bridge structure, which has from time to time been proposed as a possi-
ble “next step” in the development of the Öresund infrastructure organization 
could be an alternative to analyze further. However, the tendency for an (addi-
tional) powerful player in the region without clear connections in governance 
and with a monopoly position when it comes to cross-border connections 
would of course have to be considered. Most solutions have both positive and 
negative potential operational aspects.
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Finally, should there be an interest to have the governments more financially 
involved than today in a possible future Metro-extension, a move “upwards” in 
Figure 4 from local to regional or national structure could be suggested. This 
seems however perhaps to be as unlikely to happen as to expect the govern-
ments to let go of the fairly profitable Öresund Bridge corporation. Metro-sys-
tems in metropolitan areas are generally not an operation that governments like 
to get deeper involved in. Sometimes governments are more or less forced to 
take on these local projects, but it is often fairly reluctantly.

5.3 Would increased regional responsibility primarily help  
 to increase political or functional efficiency?

In terms of the function that the transport infrastructure assets have from a 
regional and cross-border point of view it could perhaps be expected that assets 
that are held by or influenced by the regions or local governments should pri-
marily benefit the local or regional arena, while assets held by the national level 
or by private sector could be expected to be governed more in line with national 
priorities and also perhaps by “pure” business economic or financial aspects.

At the same time this might be a less than straight-forward and undisputa-
ble view, since user fee financed corporations would of course be motivated to 
focus on the customers, who are to a large extent the inhabitants of the region 
(except for international transport). Therefore corporate structures responsible 
for roads and railroads, also in a region like Öresund, could perhaps rather be 
expected to be the ones that focus more closely on regional and local user inter-
ests (and system-efficiency) in comparison with public sector organizations on 
the same spatial levels, where a number of competing aims generally are blend-
ed in the governance-models. 

A general paradox in many transport infrastructure structures is that na-
tional governments, such as Sweden and Denmark, over time have tended to 
act in a way that come close to that of private owner, with focus on full cost 
coverage and user fees, rather than marginal cost coverage and tax financing. 
This might be valid also in the Öresund context. The best way of safe-guard-
ing users’ interests of well-functioning transport systems that are not given too 
many different aims, might therefore be either pure private or at least corporate 
government owned structures. What seems to be a good idea at first sight when 
aiming at strengthening regional interests, might therefore stand in contrast to 
system oriented efficiency?  A clear balance is difficult to strike between these 
different interests.

Perhaps the situation is characterized by a reluctant national level uninter-
ested in regional involvement, but “rational” when forced to become involved, 
and a perhaps “too” eager regional and local public sector level who might be 
less “rational” from a user perspective as it takes on new roles and duties, e.g. 
for transport infrastructure.
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5.4 Is Denmark (as) interested in cross-border cooperation  
 in the Öresund region (as Sweden)?

A general tendency in transport planning and transport infrastructure plan-
ning in particular is that actors in different geographical areas tend to act in a 
way where the costs of infrastructure to the extent possible are transferred to 
users in other geographical areas or constituencies. For example user charging 
systems can be seen as a tool to force users primarily domiciled elsewhere but 
using the transport network for transportation to finance the costs incurred 
by them (both direct costs as wear and tear and congestion related effects and 
other external effects).

Another aspect related to this is that general interest of politics and economic 
activity often seems to be centered towards the major nodes of economic activ-
ity, such as the capitals of countries and important nodes for trade and growth. 
In relation to other countries it is generally the case that the priorities in each 
country are focused on the areas and geographical directions where growth po-
tentials seem to be the most interesting or attractive. 

In Sweden the general spatial direction of such interest is naturally centered 
around Stockholm, Gothenburg and Malmoe and in general more to the South 
than to the North. For Sweden this can be seen through the interest of secur-
ing good cross-border connections from Sweden and to the European markets, 
where the Öresund Bridge is one example. In Norway the interest of increasing 
capacity and quality of land transportation through Sweden and via Denmark 
to the European markets is crucial as exemplified in the recent Interreg-project 
“The Scandinavian Eight Million City”. In the same way Denmark has an in-
terest in the same way to secure connections primarily nationally and secondly 
with continental Europe, which is one of the goals with the Fehmarn Baelt-con-
nection. However, from German perspective there seems to be a more reluctant 
view on further investments in the North towards Denmark, once again echo-
ing the general pattern of different geographical focus in different countries.

Parallels can be drawn between the limited focus in Sweden for developing 
new transport infrastructure in the northern parts of Sweden to Norway and 
the stronger interest in developing the Öresund-connections from the Swedish 
side compared to the Danish side of Öresund, that we have seen examples  of 
during our study. In this way the observation that we have made seems to fit 
well into a larger pattern of priorities in different countries. This may also of 
course be seen as an example of the generally limited interest in opening for 
increased transport flows originating in other countries which would perhaps 
not support the own country’s growth but primarily increase the costs for 
transport infrastructure.
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These aspects seem also reflects the message in Figure 1  above with different 
institutional levels where such “economizing behavior” perhaps fits best into 
the “lower” levels of the figure. It is, however, our view that aspects more relat-
ed to the “highest” level in the institutional structure, i.e. cultural aspects and 
informal structures, are also clearly influencing the Öresund cooperation and 
often tend to hamper cooperation between the countries. 

We believe that these different factors exemplified in the institutional frame-
work are reinforcing each other making cross-border cooperation complex and 
sometimes difficult. We also believe that these aspects should also be further 
discussed in the future discussion on “TransGovernance”  (or “cross-border 
governance”) of transport infrastructure in the Öresund region.

5.5 The missing transnational organizational level 

One important sign of the present situation in the Öresund region and the pros-
pects for further development of new infrastructure connections is the extent of 
support that the different proposed projects have had or seem to have. In Figure 
5 below the extent of activity and commitment from different levels in relation 
to the different projects are displayed, as we have perceived them based on re-
ports and interviews in this study.

Öresund bridge HH-link Metro

Transnational level; 
i.e. Nordic or EU

Some interest Some interest

National level Advocated
Operated

Some interest

Regional level Initiated Initiated

Local level Advocated Initiated
Advocated

Figure 5 
Activity in favor of and commitment for transport infrastructure in Öresund 

The figure shows that only the Öresund Bridge so far has had open and un-
disputable support from the national governments on both sides of Öresund, 
which have also taken on the operations of the asset. In the case of the HH-
link and the Metro extension the EU has expressed some interest in the further 
development of the projects through financial support to studies where these 
have been further elaborated. The Swedish government has also been willing to 
make a first investigation into the realization of the HH-link, even if the report 
produced was vague when it comes to the conclusions. 
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Finally the Metro extension project seems to be primarily a project of local 
interest yet without clear backing from either the regional or national level.

It seems unlikely that any of the two planned project in the Öresund region 
will become realized without the active support of both the region and the gov-
ernment. Lacking a body working specifically with the cross-border aspects of 
Öresund this analysis seems not to speak in favor of a realization of the two 
projects. 

The analysis also points to the situation that projects in the Öresund region 
that primarily have a transnational function probably should be easier to re-
alize if a structure for cross-border governance and cooperation would be in 
place. Based on the 2014 KTH report on Öresund cooperation we would be hes-
itant to propose a “one size fits all”-solution to that organizational deficit. We 
would rather propose that organizational and financial models suited for each 
situation is the way forward. For some projects corporate or public sector struc-
tures might work well and for other looser structures. On the political level an 
organization working with planning and policymaking with an Öresund-per-
spective would though probably be a step in the right direction. The present 
Öresund Committee could perhaps be a vehicle for that, if the organization was 
widened and deepened in its scope and legitimacy. Today he Committee seems 
to be an important actor in the political coordination and for some specific ar-
eas but seems to lack the necessary power to influence more actively questions 
related to transport infrastructure.  
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6. Conclusions
This report has analyzed the governance forms (primarily organization and 
financing) for the current Öresund Bridge and the planned and proposed 
new fixed links; the HH-link and the Metro-extension. A previous report on 
cross-border cooperation in the Öresund region for Region Skåne (KTH, 2014) 
where an institutional theory -approach has been one of the starting points of 
the analysis, structuring institutional conditions in four “layers” with different 
roles, has served as a background for the present report.

Capacity-calculations for e.g. the Öresund Bridge have not been one of the 
primary questions of this project. However these calculations and projections 
have been brought up in many of the interviews and in many of the reports we 
have studied. Therefore we have given this question some extra consideration 
in the analysis. Based on our combined impressions from interviews and stud-
ied documents it seems questionable whether capacity shortage on the Öresund 
Bridge (including its connections to the road and railroad systems in Sweden 
and Denmark) is an argument strong enough for the realization of additional 
infrastructure, which is often the case in the regional debate on these additional 
projects. We would rather say that the additional projects might have a role in 
meeting capacity shortages that might follow as an effect from these projects 
supporting the further integration, than to see them as solutions to existing or 
projected shortages in capacity. They are probably rather the cause of genera-
tion of capacity concerns than the solution to these concerns in the short run.

This also means that we would prefer to see the discussed transport infra-
structure projects as part of a discussion on the further development of the Öre-
sund region with a dynamic regional development perspective than a discus-
sion reduced to the functional aspects of transport systems. The argumentation 
for the new transport links in Öresund has so far not been too successful in 
terms of attracting necessary support from the government neither in Sweden 
nor in Denmark. The possibilities for realization of the projects without this 
support are probably limited. It seems more important to develop a joint vision 
for the future development of the Öresund region compared with working for 
individual additional transport infrastructure without such backing in a vision.

One aspect on the governance of cross-border transport infrastructure that 
has been discussed in this report is the different possible organizational forms 
this might take. Different models have been discussed with a different com-
bination of public vs. private and national vs. regional/local responsibility. A 
conclusion is that there are a number of different organizational models and 
financing principles that could be chosen. A perhaps counterintuitive conclu-
sion might be that government dominated governance might be the best safe-
guard for good resource utilization (the functional perspective) and a focus on 
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the functional transportation system-aspects of the planned assets. If these as-
sets are financed through user fees a focus on users’ needs and user satisfaction 
would also be built into the system.

Perhaps the situation is characterized by a reluctant national level uninter-
ested in regional involvement, but “rational” when forced to become involved, 
and a perhaps “too” eager regional and local public sector level who might be 
less “rational” from a user perspective as it takes on new roles and duties, e.g. 
for transport infrastructure.

A stronger role for the regional level for these assets might on one hand fa-
cilitate the elaboration of them as tools in a regional development perspective, 
but on the other hand this orientation might risk to reduce the efficiency of the 
asset management from a functional point of view. Local and regional policy 
aspirations might come in conflict with the function of the transport infrastruc-
ture governance. 

It is therefore important to analyze carefully which governance structure 
and organizational form that would lead to the best possible outcome in the 
resource utilization and efficiency for both the present and planned fixed links 
in Öresund region.

Two aspects seem crucial when discussing the appropriateness of future 
governance structures. Firstly the leadership and secondly the representation 
and legitimacy of the organization should be analyzed. Here we would suggest 
that Region Skåne could develop a more clear-cut strategic agenda for the future 
Öresund transport infrastructure connections, including some of the discussed 
projects where possible development steps are given higher priority than other. 
Clearly, all the discussed infrastructure projects in the Öresund region cannot 
be realized. When it comes to the representativity of the organizations oper-
ating in the region it is apparent that the Öresund Committee, which is today 
the primary cross-border actor, would become more influential both internal-
ly and externally if it was broadened to include more of the local governments 
and municipalities in the region. In comparison with e.g. the Council for the 
Stockholm-Mälar Region (Mälardalsrådet) and the infrastructure and trans-
portation planning En bättre sits the Öresund Committee seems to be lacking 
a broad geographical and political backing. This could clearly be something to 
develop further in the future.   

The report also discusses the differences in priority that the Öresund coop-
eration seems to have on the different sides of Öresund. Sweden and Swedish 
actors seem to be more interested in developing cooperation than Denmark and 
Danish actors. This might be understood either as an effect of differences in the 
institutional framework that is difficult to overcome or as a sign of a general 
pattern that countries seem to focus on their capitals in the national transport 
system priorities and secondly on developed transportation systems  in the di-
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rection where the most important foreign markets are. This could perhaps ex-
plain some of the differences in priorities that we have observed.

A concluding remark is that the actors in the Öresund region should analyze 
possible future governance modes for additional transport infrastructure free 
from prejudice on what kind of influence over transport infrastructure that is 
sought for. Roles and functions in transport infrastructure is changing quickly 
for the moment. National responsibility might be as effective as regional respon-
sibility. Private sector responsibility might also better than public responsibil-
ity even for assets that have been seen as natural candidates for government 
intervention until recently.
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