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Highlighting Key Factors

Key factors are evaluated by 
the selected rating system

The resulting estimates are 
subject to comparison

Compatibility Potential 
Table Generated
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FORMATION OF INTERMEDIATE 
CONCLUSIONS

Positive co-
deployment 

potential

Inexpediency of 

co-deployment
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Level of dependency of the infrastructure object from the 
availability of electricity

(Technical factor)

In the case of electrification of the infrastructure section, it 
is possible to organize a maintenance-free amplification 

point for signal regeneration in the fiber optic link

The synergy between infrastructure objects is higher, the 
higher the level of linkage to the availability of electricity of 
each of them
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Level of coincidence of the route of infrastructure 
facilities

(Geographical factor)

Each of the projects individually determines the route of 
possible passage, taking into account the technical 

capabilities of the deployment

Some sections may coincide even if they are independently 
designed and built.
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Level of regulation of the process of construction and operation 
of an infrastructure object with objects of another type

(Organizational factor)

The process of designing and operating infrastructure 
facilities, regulatory legal acts, including state building and 

norm rules

The synergy between infrastructure facilities is the higher, 
the more clearly regulated the process of their design, 

construction and operation
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Level of complication (appreciation) of the technological process 
during the passage of difficult terrain

(Socio-economic factor)

Depending on the type of infrastructure, the presence on the planned 
route of its construction of complex terrain is associated with a sharp 

complication of the technological process of construction

The synergy between infrastructure facilities is the higher, the less 
differences in the technological processes of their construction in 

difficult terrain
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Level of coincidence of the number of approvals 

(compared with independent construction)

(Organizational factor)

In the process of design and construction, a sufficiently 
large number of coordination procedures are required

The synergy between infrastructure objects is higher, the 
greater the number of permits coincide
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Level of social or military (defense) significance of 
the infrastructure object (Socio-economic factor) 

The synergy between infrastructure objects is the higher, the 
closer in terms of social or military significance are the goals 

of their creation

Maximum duration of the infrastructure object’s 
operation (Technical factor)

The synergy between various types of infrastructure is 
higher, the smaller the difference between the periods of 

their operation
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Presence in the team overseeing the creation of the 
infrastructure object, specialists familiar with the benefits 

of co-deployment (Organizational factor)

Human development in this area is a major 
challenge

co-Deployment in most cases requires 
additional knowledge and skills.
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Additional opportunities received by the infrastructure 
object from co-deployment with other, including 

improving the quality (Socio-economic factor)

In case of co-deployment, a mutual increase in the quality 
and / or image of the transport corridor may occur.

Form of ownership of the planned infrastructure 
object (Organizational factor)

Synergy is often higher in facilities with the same ownership.
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Degree of complexity of infrastructure management
(Organizational factor)

This parameter shows how difficult the management of the 
object is both in construction and in operation.

The synergy between objects is higher - the more 
comparable is the level of complexity of managing objects
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The approach is based on the assessment in points and in the calculation the permissible
deviation of the average values (∆KF)

Average estimation of the key factor, AEKF = ∑n
i=1 (ai)/ n, 

where ai– estimation of factor by using parameter with index i (1 ≥ai ≤ 10); n – number of 
parameters within the factor;

the total deviation of the average values of key factors to determine the availability of 
compatibility potential can be calculated using the formula:

∆KF = ∑M
k=1| RTAEKFk – ICTAEKFk | / M,

where RTAEKFk – average estimation of the key factor with index k for the road transport or 
electricity infrastructure object; ICTAEKFk – average estimation of the key factor with index k 
for the ICT infrastructure object; M – total number of factors;

if during the comparison ∆KF> 2 (Pareto Principle), there is the lack of compatibility potential 
between ICT infrastructure object road transport and electricity infrastructure object.
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# Factors Parameters aij example 
(10 point system)

1 Technical parameter 1
parameter 2
parameter 3
parameter 4
…..
Average estimation of the key factor

7
5
9
6

6,75

2 Geographical similarly
3 Organizational similarly
4 Socio-economic similarly

Factors Object 1 Object 2 Maximum deviation
Technical 6,75 5,4 6,75-5,4=1,35
Geographical 7,5 8,4 8,4-7,5=0,9
Organizational 9,1 9,5 9,5-9,1=0,4
Socio-economic --- --- ---

∆KF 0,88
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1) To perform a detailed factor-by-factor assessment of the compatibility of 
infrastructures using an approach based on the calculation of the allowable 
deviation of the mean values of the estimates  (∆KF):

 by using the initial data (will be provided by trainer) and the templates of the table P.1-P.2 
to assess the compatibility of infrastructures on the principle of "each object of transport 
(or electricity) infrastructure with proposed object of ICT";

 by using the templates of table P.3-P.4 to calculate the total deviation of the mean values 
of key factors ∆KF;

 to make conclusions about the compatibility of ICT infrastructure with other 
infrastructure (transport or electricity). As a template, you can use table P.5.

2) To formulate conclusions about the appropriateness / inappropriateness of the 
co-deployment of the given infrastructures. If inappropriate, describe the key 
parameters that need to be improved to ensure project compatibility.
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