1. Target setting for recharging and refuelling infrastructure for light-duty vehicles (LDV) as well as for heavy-duty vehicles (HDV)

1.1. LDV charging infrastructure in Estonia is at this stage already actively developed throughout the TEN-T network by the market in conjunction with EU funding (except in exceptional cases on the TEN-T network where traffic density on certain sections is extremely low of under 1000 LDV-s per day). Therefore, further market interference is not necessary at this point. 

Additional flexibility in current targets could also help better reflect different market developments. In Estonia, developers competing in the same area has created multiple situations where the charging pools within a close-by area (within a 1-2 km radius) give in total more than the required power output as set out in the AFIR targets, but do not achieve the required power output target set for a charging pool by themselves (e.g. multiple 200-300 kW charging pools close-by near a TEN-T core network road that don’t individually reach the required 400 kW pool requirement). Forced concentration of these charging pools developed by private investors is not an available option and is not prudent considering that they are able to service the market in their current capacity anyway. Further derogations should also be considered for very low traffic density sections (e.g. sections with under 1000 LDV-s per day) of the TEN-T network as development of infrastructure according to AFIR requirements in these sections will not be prudent.

1.2. HDV charging targets are too high for more peripheral areas of the EU, like Estonia.  

Estonia’s distribution network is partially outdated – a significant part of the infrastructure exceeds the design lifetime and has limited capacity. At the same time, distributed production and the associated amount of storage equipment are growing rapidly. In addition, electrification is taking place across the field and the demand for high-power charging solutions is increasing. It is important to ensure sufficient flexibility so that the implementation of the objectives is in line with the development capacity of the network and local circumstances. This implies the need to keep in mind that network development is a long and technically complex process; forward-looking investments require a clear risk-sharing and financing logic; and solutions that increase system costs or undermine security of supply must be avoided. 

The installation of recharging infrastructure for heavy-duty vehicles requires significantly higher than usual connection capacities compared to charging infrastructure for electric cars. Network connections are already one of the main bottlenecks in the development of charging infrastructure. The development of the network is very capital intensive, requires long-term planning, involves complex and sometimes time-consuming permit-granting procedures and construction processes. It is also necessary to take into account the delivery times of materials, which can be very long. For example, the delivery times of power transformers today are almost two and a half years. 

On the other hand, the transport sector of Estonia has been deeply impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic and the russian invasion of Ukraine which led to decreased volumes of cargo. International cargo on Estonian roads has decreased from around 5-6 million tons per year in 2010s to 3,6 in 2025. This has undermined competitiveness of the sector and contributed to a decline in business which has furthermore impaired the ability to invest, including in greening their fleets. At the same time, Estonia’s budgetary priorities have been refocused towards defence with at least 5% of GDP in 2026 going to defence which means supporting the uptake of HDVs from the national budget is therefore not a viable option in the current geopolitical conditions.

With this in mind, HDV charging infrastructure targets should be postponed by 5 years across the field or reduced. Targets need to take into consideration the actual potential needs vis-a-vis HDV traffic tensity, and the fact that most of the charging of HDVs is done depot-based, especially in Estonia, where the local logistical routes are rather short (ca 200 km per direction). Too early investments into creating charging infrastructure that might remain significantly underutilised for considerable time would be mismanagement of already sparce network resources.
 
1.3. Hydrogen refuelling – the current targets are suitable and should be changed only if there is an actual deficit of refuelling indicated in some areas and in that case for those areas only. 

2. Target setting for alternative fuels infrastructure for vessels and aircraft

2.1. Imposing stricter requirements on Member States' ports would not in itself lead to a faster transition of ships to alternative fuels. The development of infrastructure should primarily be based on actual market needs. The forced development of one of the components (supply of fuels) through administrative interventions will not make alternative fuels an attractive and cost-effective option for companies in the market. 

Any consideration on alternative fuels deployment in the Baltic Sea has to consider the cold climate, ice conditions and higher energy consumption of ice-class ships which make the deployment of alternative fuels and infrastructure more costly than in Western European regions. Pipes, tanks and pumping systems require insulation and heating, which increases the cost of investments and operation costs. Regional flexibility, differentiated requirements for smaller ports and transitional periods that take into account the technical and climatic conditions of the Baltic Sea are therefore important in any consideration.

For the successful implementation of OPS, a common EU technical standard for the connection of vessels to the power grid is necessary. Standardisation is particularly important for ships operating on non-scheduled routes, where ships change and ports need to be ready to serve ships with different technical solutions. A common standard will ensure interoperability, reduce investment risks and provide shipowners with certainty that their investments in ship-side systems are usable everywhere in the European Union.

2.2. The absence of deployment targets for electric charging and hydrogen refuelling infrastructure at airports could create a risk of delayed uptake due to both an infrastructure gap and a “chicken-and-egg” problem: airports are unlikely to invest without clear demand, while aircraft manufacturers and operators hesitate to scale without available infrastructure. Moreover, the lack of regulatory direction may result in fragmented and non-standardised approaches, weakening market signals and slowing coordinated investment across the value chain.

However, given technological uncertainty, evolving standards and the absence of a clearly dominant technological pathway, imposing binding infrastructure requirements at this stage would not be proportionate and could lead to inefficient or misdirected investments, including the risk of locking in costly infrastructure that may later prove unsuitable and placing unnecessary financial burdens on airports and other stakeholders.

A more proportionate approach would therefore focus on readiness measures, including ensuring sufficient grid capacity, integrating future energy needs into spatial planning, developing hydrogen-ready airport layouts and addressing relevant safety considerations. These measures could be complemented by targeted pilot projects at a limited number of major airports to test hydrogen refuelling and high-power electricity supply under real operating conditions. Such actions would support standardisation, reduce uncertainty and enable the gradual scale-up of infrastructure in line with technological progress and market developments.


