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Executive Summary 

This report seeks to provide a first initial estimate as to the extent that the core trans-European 

network for roads, or core TEN-T, in each European country meets the new UN safety performance 

target of 75% of travel at 3-star or better infrastructure safety1. This estimate is based on a 17% sample 

of the core network and subject to sampling error and sensitive to the completeness of information 

in the TENtec data base relating to road descriptions. All TEN-T roads are of national importance but 

there is substantial variation in the density of the TEN-T between countries and so the proportion of 

national travel that these networks carry. 

Subject to this, the major findings are that 14 countries meet the basic UN benchmark set for all 

countries, but that no country yet clearly achieves 90% of travel at this benchmark. The highest 

performing countries that are estimated to achieve 85% or more of travel at the 3-star benchmark all 

have a high proportion of high-quality motorways in their defined core TEN-T network. These are 

Denmark, Ireland, the Netherlands, Spain, the United Kingdom, and Switzerland.  

EU countries estimated to have 65% or less of travel at the UN benchmark are Bulgaria, Croatia, 

Czechia, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and the Republic of Cyprus. 

Results are presented both by length of network and by travel on the network so that the difference 

between travel and length criteria can be seen. This assists in understanding investment priorities 

particularly in countries with long lengths of moderately busy roads. 

The key recommendations from this report are that: 

• The TEN-T sections which do not appear to be 3-star or better should be reviewed in more 

detail to clarify whether this is due to inaccurate data only, or whether investment is required 

on them to bring them up to a 3-star or better standard; the priority for this review should be 

those countries which currently appear to be furthest from achieving the 75% of travel 3-star 

or better target. 

• The TENtec database should be urgently upgraded to better reflect the geography of the TEN-

T network and such that road types are available across its length to enable more robust 

investment decisions and performance tracking – this study found that road types were 

available for only 78% of road sections on the core network within the EU and for just 54% of 

the length of the TEN-T as a whole. 

• The work should be extended to cover all of the comprehensive TEN-T which represents a 

more balanced coverage of the most important routes across Europe. 

  

 
1 See the World Health Organisation’s Targets 3 & 4 and application guidance at: 
https://www.who.int/roadsafety/publications/Towards-the-12-Voluntary-Global-Targets-for-Road-
Safety.pdf?ua=1 

https://www.who.int/roadsafety/publications/Towards-the-12-Voluntary-Global-Targets-for-Road-Safety.pdf?ua=1
https://www.who.int/roadsafety/publications/Towards-the-12-Voluntary-Global-Targets-for-Road-Safety.pdf?ua=1


 

SLAIN 6 Version 1.0 

1 Introduction 

The World Health Organisation identifies a number of safety performance targets in its publication 

Towards the 12 Voluntary Global Targets for Road Safety1. Targets 3 and 4 relate to infrastructure 

safety. Target 3 cites a three-star safety level as a minimum benchmark for newly constructed roads. 

Target 4 relates to the safety of existing roads and the document introduces a benchmark of 75% of 

travel at the 3-star or better level. 

As with vehicle safety, star rating provides a consistent and widely used way of measuring the in-built 

safety of road infrastructure. Results are measured on a 5-point scale ranging from 1-star, where roads 

are least safe, through to 5-star, where roads are relatively safe. The 75% ‘3-star or better’ target 

provides a benchmark for a road infrastructure safety standard that is comparable from country-to-

country which can be expected to result in significantly lower rates of death and serious injury than 1- 

or 2-star roads. 

The main aim of Activity 5 was to estimate how travel on roads on the core trans-European road 

network, or core TEN-T, performs against this voluntary UN target on road infrastructure in each 

country. The analysis covered not just EU member states and the United Kingdom, but also 

neighbouring countries with core TEN-T roads: the core TEN-T stretches from Iceland in the north-

west, down to Malta and the Republic of Cyprus in the south, and across to Georgia, Armenia, and 

Azerbaijan in the east. There are 42 countries with core TEN-T roads, with a total road length of more 

than 60,000 kilometres. The countries considered in this study are identified in full in Appendix A. 

Figure 1 displays the core TEN-T map, with the data provided by TENtec and displayed using Google 

Earth. Each core TEN-T road section has an assigned road type (i.e. motorway, rural road with separate 

directions, rural two-lane road, urban road, or uncategorised) and TEN-T network type (i.e. completed, 

to be upgraded or new construction). More details about the core TEN-T are available in Appendix B. 

The core TEN-T is enormously variable in each country in terms of, for example, the proportion of the 

main road network which is on the core TEN-T, the types of road on it, and the traffic volumes it 

carries. A road network made up of only motorways, for example, would inevitably perform better 

than one that has little motorway. Therefore, although the 3-star plus measure itself is consistent, 

some variability between the amount of 3-star plus travel in different countries is inevitable simply by 

nature of the roads which have been assigned to the core TEN-T. 
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Figure 1. Map of the core TEN-T 
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2 Approach 

The first task on the project was to consider which roads on the core TEN-T had already been star 

rated; that is, the parts of this network on which full road surveys and analysis had been carried out. 

The maps of the star rating data held in each country were therefore aligned with the TENtec map 

above. Overall, recent star rating data were available for approximately a sixth (17%) of the core TEN-

T network. This proportion inevitably varied depending on country, TENtec road type and TEN-T 

network type: in some countries, no recent star rating data were available whereas, in other countries, 

recent star rating data were available for all of the core TEN-T. 

Broadly speaking, the approach taken to estimate the star ratings on other parts of the core TEN-T 

was to extrapolate the star rating data which were available for each TENtec road type and network 

type combination in each country. If, for example, star rating data were available for 50% of the length 

of a particular TENtec road type and network type in a particular country, the lengths of road in each 

star rating band were simply doubled to produce estimates of the star ratings on all roads of that type 

in the country concerned. (Initially, similar approaches were attempted based on TENtec road type 

alone and based on network type alone; although credible results were achieved with both of these 

methods, the results produced using both variables simultaneously appeared to be the most credible.) 

Where star rating data were available for less than a quarter of the length of a particular TENtec road 

type in a particular country, however, the relevant dataset was first supplemented with data available 

for the same TENtec road type in other countries. In doing this, countries with the most similar road 

safety records were prioritised; for example, to estimate the star ratings on the core TEN-T in Spain, 

the star rating data available for Spain were supplemented by star rating data from the Netherlands 

and the United Kingdom. 

Similarly, where no star rating data at all were available for a particular TENtec road type in a particular 

country, star rating estimates were based on those for the same road type in other countries, again 

prioritising the use of data from countries with the most similar road safety records. For example, with 

no star rating data available for motorways in Ireland, these were estimated based on a combination 

of star rating data from similarly high-performing countries such as the Netherlands, Spain, and the 

United Kingdom. 

If the 17% sample had been perfectly representative of the core TEN-T, the results obtained by taking 

this approach could be expected to give reasonably accurate results. However, the approach inevitably 

resulted in some differences between the estimated star ratings and the actual star ratings that would 

be obtained if a full survey were carried out on all 60,000 plus kilometres of the core TEN-T. 

The results in a variety of countries were reviewed by national experts. The experts sometimes 

questioned the choice of countries used to estimate the star ratings in their country, the choices 

available being somewhat limited given the countries for which star rating data were available for the 

TENtec road type concerned. In some cases, without sight of the results for other countries, the 

national experts suggested that their core TEN-T network’s performance might be a little better than 

had been estimated, for example because of recent road upgrades. The feedback from national 

experts was key in developing the recommendations from this study, though the overall results 

broadly tallied with what was expected given the limitations of the data available. 
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3 Overall findings 

The analysis estimated that 14 countries already appear to achieve the 75% of travel 3-star plus UN 

benchmark, with the core TEN-T for these countries displayed in Figure 2. 

Figure 2. Indicative star rating map for 14 countries which already appear to achieve the 75% of travel 3-star plus UN 
benchmark 

 

Legend: 1-star 2-star 3-star 
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The highest performing countries, estimated to achieve 85% or more of travel at the 3-star 

benchmark, all have a high proportion of high-quality motorways in their defined core TEN-T network. 

These are Denmark, Ireland, the Netherlands and Spain, the United Kingdom and Switzerland. The 

national experts in some high-performing countries, such as Ireland and Switzerland, suggested that 

the core TEN-T in these countries might have even more 3-star plus roads than had been estimated. 

On the other hand, the analysis estimated that nine EU countries appear to have 65% or less of travel 

on 3-star plus roads, with the core TEN-T for these countries displayed in Figure 3. 

Figure 3. Indicative star rating map for nine EU countries where it is estimated that less than 65% of travel is on 3-star plus 
roads 

 

Legend: 1-star 2-star 3-star 
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On these maps, the roads shown in orange appear to meet or exceed the 3-star standard already, 

broadly speaking; those roads shown in red and black appear to be the highest priority if the 

proportion of travel on 3-star plus roads is to be increased. In some cases, this simply means detailing 

the road type in the TENtec road type field for the road concerned; in other cases, it means carrying 

out road surveys on them. Where recent star rating surveys have already been carried out, detailed 

investment plans are also available and ready to be implemented, as discussed below. 

Figure 4 shows the estimated proportion of travel on roads on the core TEN-T network in each country 

relative to the UN target, with the countries ordered from estimated best performing on the left to 

estimated worst performing on the right. Overall, it is estimated that approximately 76% of travel on 

the core TEN-T is on 3-star plus roads, though there is some uncertainty around all the figures 

presented here. 

 



 

 

Figure 4. Estimated proportion of travel on roads on the core TEN-T network in each country relative to the UN Infrastructure Safety Performance Target 

 



 

 

3.1 Indicative breakdown of star ratings for each country by road length 

The estimated proportions of core TEN-T in each star rating band in each country are presented in Figure 5, with the countries ordered by the number of road 

deaths per head of the population in 2018, from highest on the left to lowest on the right.  

Figure 5. Estimated proportion of the core TEN-T network length of each star rating in each country  

 



 

 

The bars towards the left-hand side of the graph typically have a larger proportion which is black or red than many of the bars towards the right-hand side of 

the graph: this simply indicates that the estimated star ratings on the core TEN-T are typically higher in countries which have a lower overall number of road 

deaths per head. Overall, it was estimated that 63% of the length of the core TEN-T meets the 3-star or better standard.  

3.2 Indicative breakdown of results for each country by traffic volume 

The voluntary UN road safety targets are based on travel volume rather than length. The benchmark thus measures the exposure to risk of those using the 

network. In general, because more priority is given to safety on the more heavily trafficked roads, this means the results are generally more favourable than 

simply measuring the length of network achieving the benchmark. Figure 6 shows the estimated proportions of traffic in each star rating band in each country, 

along with a line indicating the target, with the countries ordered as above. 



 

 

Figure 6. Estimated proportion of travel on roads on the core TEN-T network of each star rating in each country 

 



 

 

Where the boundary between the red and orange parts of the bar is above the blue line in the graph above, the 75% target does not yet appear to be met; 

where the blue line goes through the orange section of the relevant bar, the country appears to exceed the target already.  

Spain appears to be the country with the highest proportion of travel on roads on the core TEN-T which are 3-star or better. This seems to reflect the huge 

investment that has taken place over the last couple of decades on Spain’s major road network. Other countries, such as Slovenia, are clearly heading in the 

right direction as well. Figure 7 displays the estimated average star ratings on each TENtec section on the core TEN-T. 

Figure 7. Indicative map of estimated average star rating on each TENtec road section on the core TEN-T network 

 



 

 

4 Fatality estimation 

The approach taken also enabled the number of fatalities occurring on roads of each star rating in each country to be estimated: it was estimated that, 

altogether, the 1- and 2-star sections account for 24% of travel, 37% of road length (just under 23,000kms), 74% of fatalities and 73% of fatal and serious 

injuries on the core TEN-T. However, these figures inevitably varied by road type and network type. Table 1 – Table 4 present the breakdown of these figures 

for each road type and network type. 

 Motorways 
Rural roads with 

separate 
directions 

Rural two-lane 
roads 

Urban roads 
Uncategorised 

roads 
Total 

Core completed 17% 26% 69% 25% 25% 20% 

Core to be upgraded 41% 26% 88% 26% 61% 49% 

Core new construction 26% 26% 26% N/A 69% 42% 

Total core 19% 26% 71% 26% 28% 24% 
Table 1. Estimated percentage of travel on each core TEN-T network and road type which is on 1-star or 2-star roads 

 Motorways 
Rural roads with 

separate 
directions 

Rural two-lane 
roads 

Urban roads 
Uncategorised 

roads 
Total 

Core completed 20% 29% 69% 25% 46% 32% 

Core to be upgraded 37% 43% 90% 43% 63% 56% 

Core new construction 39% 43% 43% N/A 71% 60% 

Total core 23% 34% 78% 30% 50% 37% 

Table 2. Estimated percentage of length of each core TEN-T network and road type which is 1-star or 2-star roads 



 

 

 Motorways 
Rural roads with 

separate 
directions 

Rural two-lane 
roads 

Urban roads 
Uncategorised 

roads 
Total 

Core completed 49% 55% 87% 64% 79% 67% 

Core to be upgraded 58% 75% 97% 75% 93% 87% 

Core new construction 60% 75% 75% N/A 84% 81% 

Total core 51% 64% 95% 67% 83% 74% 

Table 3. Estimated percentage of fatalities on each core TEN-T network and road type which are on 1-star or 2-star roads 

 Motorways 
Rural roads with 

separate 
directions 

Rural two-lane 
roads 

Urban roads 
Uncategorised 

roads 
Total 

Core completed 49% 54% 87% 64% 79% 66% 

Core to be upgraded 57% 76% 97% 76% 94% 87% 

Core new construction 60% 76% 76% N/A 84% 81% 

Total core 51% 65% 95% 67% 83% 73% 
Table 4. Estimated percentage of fatalities and serious injuries on each core TEN-T network and road type which are on 1-star or 2-star roads 

Although only around a quarter of travel on the core TEN-T was estimated to be on 1- and 2-star roads, it was estimated that almost three-quarters of the 

fatalities on the core TEN-T occur on them. Improving these roads to the same standard as the 3-star plus roads might therefore be expected to halve the 

total number of fatalities on the core TEN-T. The estimated numbers of fatalities in each country are presented in Table 7 in Appendix C.



 

 

5 Case for investment 

Indicative investment returns in terms of the economic returns that could be achieved from 

addressing these roads are also available: investment could pay for itself many times over. Where star 

rating surveys have already been carried out, detailed investment plans identifying specific 

improvements that could be made on every 100m of road are also available. Standard maintenance-

type countermeasures included in such investment plans for 1- and 2-star road sections include: 

 

• Improve delineation 

• Horizontal realignment 

• Improve curve delineation 

• Protected turn lane (unsignalized 3 leg) 

• Protected turn lane (unsignalized 4 leg) 

• Delineation and signing (intersection) 

• Protected turn provision at existing signalized site (3-leg) 

• Protected turn provision at existing signalized site (4-leg) 

• Central hatching / centreline rumble strip / flexi-post 

• Central turning lane full length 

• Unsignalised crossing 

• Signalised crossing 

• Road surface rehabilitation 

• Clear roadside hazards – passenger side 

• Clear roadside hazards – driver side 

• Shoulder sealing passenger side (<1m) 

• Shoulder sealing passenger side (>1m) 

• Clear roadside hazards (bike lane) 

• Clear roadside hazards (seg MC lane) passenger side 

• Skid resistance (paved road) 

• Skid resistance (unpaved road) 

• Pave road surface 

• Shoulder rumble strips 

• Sight distance (obstruction removal) 

• Shoulder sealing driver side (<1m) 

• Shoulder sealing driver side (>1m) 

• Realignment (sight distance improvement) 

• Clear roadside hazards (seg MC lane) driver side 

• Wide centreline 

  



 

 

6 Recommendations 

6.1 Review apparent 1- and 2-star roads in more detail 

Roads which appear, on this analysis, to be 1- or 2-star need to be reviewed in more detail: the results 

obtained are indicative and high-level only, and more data would enable more accurate estimates to 

be obtained. The priority should be more detailed investigation in countries which currently appear 

to be the furthest from achieving the 3-star plus target, where there are plenty of opportunities to 

improve road safety. Where full star rating data are already available, investment is required on roads 

which have been confirmed as being 1- or 2-star. This could pay for itself many times over, ensure that 

the UN target is achieved and save hundreds of lives each year. 

6.2 Update the TENtec database in terms of geography and road types 

Further improving the accuracy of the data about the TEN-T which is held by TENtec would be 

incredibly helpful: an update to the TENtec dataset had been scheduled for 2019 but was postponed. 

This update would have enabled the estimates in this activity to be more accurate. In some cases, for 

example, differences in the geography of the core TEN-T as recorded by TENtec and as recorded by 

the relevant road authority were identified. This meant that some core TEN-T survey data were 

inadvertently excluded from the sample data used in this study. In addition, the road type field was 

sometimes at odds with already available road survey data; in other cases, the field was not 

completed, even in some EU countries. A specific road type labelled ‘unknown’ was therefore included 

in the analysis for which the estimates are inevitably less reliable. More details about the limitations 

of the TENtec dataset and their effect on the accuracy of the results are described in Appendix A. 

6.3 Extend analysis to all of the comprehensive TEN-T 

The approach used was broadly successful, and could easily be extended beyond the core TEN-T to 

cover all of the comprehensive TEN-T. This would enable further prioritisation of the highest risk roads 

across the entire trans-European road network. 



 

 

Appendix A: Countries of interest to this study 

The focus of this study was on countries which were in the European Union (EU) in 2019 or likely to 

join soon. All 27 EU Member States and 16* ‘Neighbouring Countries’ have roads on the TEN-T. For 

clarity, all European countries are listed according to this classification below; Neighbouring Countries 

are further classified by their specific relationship with the EU2.

EU Member States 

1. Austria (AT) 

2. Belgium (BE) 

3. Bulgaria (BG) 

4. Croatia (HR) 

5. Czechia (CZ) 

6. Denmark (DK) 

7. Estonia (EE) 

8. Finland (FI) 

9. France (FR) 

10. Germany (DE) 

11. Greece (GR) 

12. Hungary (HU) 

13. Ireland (IE) 

14. Italy (IT) 

15. Latvia (LV) 

16. Lithuania (LT) 

17. Luxembourg (LU) 

18. Malta (MT) 

19. Netherlands (NL) 

20. Poland (PL) 

21. Portugal (PT) 

22. Republic of Cyprus (CY) 

23. Romania (RO) 

24. Slovakia (SK) 

25. Slovenia (SI) 

26. Spain (ES) 

27. Sweden (SE) 

Other European Countries 

1. Liechtenstein (LI)*** 
2. Andorra (AD) 
3. Monaco (MC) 
4. Russian Federation (RU) 
5. San Marino (SM) 
6. Vatican City (VA) 

 
2 https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/countries_en 

Neighbouring Countries 

Candidate EU Countries 

1. Albania (AL) 
2. Montenegro (ME) 
3. North Macedonia (MK) 
4. Serbia (RS)* 
5. Turkey (TR)**** 

 

Potential EU Countries 

6. Bosnia and Herzegovina (BA) 
7. Kosovo (XK)* 

 

Recently departed from the EU** 

8. United Kingdom (UK)** 
 

Neighbouring EFTA Countries*** 

9. Iceland (IS) 
10. Norway (NO) 
11. Switzerland (CH) 
 

Other Neighbouring Countries 

12. Armenia (AM)***** 
13. Azerbaijan (AZ) 
14. Belarus (BY) 
15. Georgia (GE) 
16. Moldova (MD) 
17. Ukraine (UA) 

 

*  Kosovo is not itself formally classified as a Neighbouring 

Country as it is considered to be part of Serbia; however, it is a 

Potential EU Country in its own right 

**  The United Kingdom has recently left the EU 

*** Liechtenstein is a member of EFTA though does not have any 
roads on the TEN-T 

 
**** Non-core TEN-T only  ***** Core TEN-T only

https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/countries_en


 

 

Appendix B: More details about the core TEN-T 

An interactive map viewer of the TEN-T can be found at: 

https://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/tentec/tentec-portal/map/maps.html 

TENtec provided the data underpinning this map, dated 2016-2017 (though there were inaccuracies 

in the mapping even at that time). An updated version of the dataset was expected to be available 

before the end of 2019, enabling more up-to-date figures to be used. However, this was postponed, 

meaning there was no choice but to use the 2016-2017 version. 

The updated dataset was also expected to contain fatality and travel data, which would have helped 

ensure the results of this study were more robust. Instead, these figures were estimated based on the 

roads on the core TEN-T which had already been subject to star rating, and given the overall numbers 

for the TEN-T. 

Within the TENtec dataset, there are six types of roads on the TEN-T with three types of core TEN-T 

and three types of non-core TEN-T; the total length of the TEN-T classified in each category was as 

follows: 

Status 
TEN-T road length (km) 

Comprehensive Core Non-core 

Completed  106,862   48,219   58,643  

To be upgraded  39,475   10,945   28,531  

New construction  9,194  2,566   6,628 

Total  155,531   61,729   93,802  
Table 5. TEN-T road length broken down by network type 

There were 155,531km of roads which were expected to be on the TEN-T, of which 106,862km were 

already completed, with 61,729km on the core TEN-T, of which 48,219km were already completed. 

The total lengths and the completed lengths of the TEN-T in each country are shown in the table below. 

Approximately two-thirds of the network is in the EU itself. All European countries are classified 

according to their relationship with the EU and with the TEN-T below.  

  

https://ec.europa.eu/transport/infrastructure/tentec/tentec-portal/map/maps.html


 

 

 

 TEN-T road length (km) 

Country 
All Completed only 

Comprehensive Core Non-core Comprehensive Core Non-core 

Austria  1,814   1,084   730   1,686   1,052   633  

Belgium  1,845   828   1,017   1,766   822   944  

Bulgaria  2,580   1,512   1,069   1,089   755   334  

Croatia  1,573   1,115   458   985   668   317  

Czechia  1,976   1,017   959   883   559   324  

Denmark  1,621   813   808   1,248   672   577  

Estonia  1,355   481   874   328   164   165  

Finland  5,192   1,071   4,121   4,054   767   3,288  

France  14,612   5,285   9,326   13,005   5,189   7,816  

Germany  11,348   6,370   4,979   7,166   3,775   3,390  

Greece  4,656   1,815   2,841   2,816   1,387   1,429  

Hungary  2,545   1,088   1,456   1,163   885   278  

Ireland  2,220   495   1,724   1,215   450   766  

Italy  10,707   4,189   6,517   6,284   3,382   2,902  

Latvia  1,680   834   846   1,680   834   846  

Lithuania  2,179   665   1,514   343   48   294  

Luxembourg  90   70   21   58   37   21  

Malta  117   20   97   37   11   27  

Netherlands  1,951   671   1,281   1,915   646   1,269  

Poland  7,751   3,825   3,927   2,919   2,372   547  

Portugal  2,822   902   1,921   2,249   900   1,349  

Republic of Cyprus  445   156   289   319   114   205  

Romania  4,838   2,573   2,265   2,287   1,148   1,139  

Slovakia  1,567   832   735   479   324   155  

Slovenia  643   446   197   570   446   124  

Spain  12,030   5,703   6,327   11,169   5,703   5,465  

Sweden  6,448   3,010   3,437   4,947   2,325   2,622  

Albania 757  592   165   396   306   90  

Montenegro 528  288   240   156   1   155  

North Macedonia 641  457   184   391   235   156  

Serbia 1,966  1,434   532   1,044   734   310  

Turkey 14,422 0  14,422   3,619   0   3,619  

Bosnia and Herzegovina 1,073  571   501   385   62   323  

United Kingdom  7,853   2,872   4,981   7,853   2,872   4,981  

Iceland 1,798  51   1,747   1,798   51   1,747  

Norway 4,727  237   4,490   3,625   165   3,460  

Switzerland 1,688  287   1,402   1,462   287   1,175  

Armenia 665  665   0  665   665  0 

Azerbaijan 1,082  501   581   1,082   501   581  

Belarus 2,768  1,362   1,406   2,768   1,362   1,406  

Georgia 858  795   63   858   795   63  

Moldova 807  287   520   807   287   520  

Ukraine 7293  4,461   2,832   7,293   4,461   2,832  

Total  155,531   61,729  93,802  106,862  48,219  58,643  
Table 6. TEN-T road length broken down by country and network type 



 

 

Appendix C: Estimated annual fatalities on the core TEN-T 

Country Total Completed only 

Austria 26 22 

Belgium 18 17 

Bulgaria 150 47 

Croatia 19 10 

Czechia 24 10 

Denmark 19 12 

Estonia 20 5 

Finland 49 16 

France 117 113 

Germany 170 69 

Greece 64 25 

Hungary 27 18 

Ireland 11 8 

Italy 102 72 

Latvia 16 16 

Lithuania 34 1 

Luxembourg 2 1 

Malta 1 0 

Netherlands 13 12 

Poland 138 44 

Portugal 19 19 

Republic of Cyprus 4 2 

Romania 133 49 

Slovakia 23 8 

Slovenia 9 9 

Spain 79 79 

Sweden 103 46 

Albania 45 7 

Montenegro 3 0 

North Macedonia 41 14 

Serbia 131 52 

Turkey N/A N/A 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 33 2 

United Kingdom 67 67 

Iceland 1 1 

Norway 7 3 

Switzerland 5 5 

Armenia 47 47 

Azerbaijan 35 35 

Belarus 96 96 

Georgia 56 56 

Moldova 31 31 

Ukraine 315 315 

Total 2,299 1,462 
Table 7. Estimated annual fatalities on the core TEN-T network in each country 


