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Pro-active 

shaping of EU 

agenda

Own 

initiatives

Representing 

European rail 

sector in EU

Main areas of CER work

CER stands foré

75 member companies , rail transport operators 

and infrastructure managers from all countries 

within the EU, the accession countries as 

well as from the Western Balkan 

countries, Norway and Switzerland

The representation of our membersõ 

interests in Brussels towards the 

European Parliament, Commission 

and Council of Ministers  as well 

as other policymakers and 

partners in transport 

promoting a strong rail industry that is 

essential to the creation of a sustainable 

transport system which is efficient, effective 

and environmentally sound.
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Passenger traffic in Europe: a MIXED picture

Rail financing is KEY to growthé

But financing is lacking! 

Will rail passenger market liberalisation help?

What prospects for rail passengers, then?

AGENDA

What should we fight for?
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Snapshot: SWEDEN, an example of best implementation 

of White Paper principles, leading to rail growth.

Passenger: 19%

Freight: 33%

SE: 85kú/track-km/yr
EU25: 116kú/track-km/yr

EU15: 186kú/track-km/yr

Pass: 0,50ú/tr-k Ă

EU15: 1.95train-km

Freight: 0,48ú/tr-k Ć
EU15: 2,09ú/train-km

Lowest access charges in 

Europe, going up in freight

Market opening, started in 

1995, developed in freight

Intense investments in 

infrastructure in the 1990ôs

SWEDEN: an example of RIGHT implementation of White Paper principlesé

- low access charges & high investments in infrastructure, starting in 1990, 

- attracting new entrants into the market since 1995

Passenger: 9% (EU15: +7%)Ć +11%

Freight: 36% (EU15: +15%)Ć +6%

Passenger: rail +16% (EU15: +9%) All +4%

Freight: rail +21% (EU15: +17%) All +14%
Source: ETIF 2009, European Commission

Source: DG TREN 2009, European Commission

Source: ETIF 2009, European Commission

Source: ITF 2005-2008, OECD

Source: RMMS 2007/09, European Commission

(1) Public financing = Infrastructure financing + PSO compensation (annual average per track-km);  (2) Access charges: estimate based on progression between 2005 and 2008 
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Passenger: 9% (EU15: +7%)Ă -1%

Freight: 8% (EU15: +15%)Ă +2%

Snapshot: DENMARK, successful implementation of the 

White Paper principles (in passenger business).

Passenger: 9%

Freight: 0%

DK: 255kú/track-km/yr
EU25: 116kú/track-km/yr

EU15: 186kú/track-km/yr

Pass: 0,52ú/tr-k Ĉ

EU15: 1.95train-km

Freight: 1,25ú/tr-k Ĉ
EU15: 2,09ú/train-km

Low access charges for EU15 

standard

Market opening started in 

passenger services

5th-highest intensity of rail 

financing in Europe

DENMARK: High rail financing and low access charges allowed passenger 

services to increase and rail to keep up modal share. Due to the small size of the 

country, freight services are very much subject to international traffic variations.

Passenger: rail + 8% (EU15: +9%) All +9%

Freight: rail - 5% (EU15: +17%) All -7%
Source: ETIF 2009, European Commission

Source: DG TREN 2009, European Commission

Source: ETIF 2009, European Commission

Source: ITF 2005-2008, OECD

Source: RMMS 2007/09, European Commission

(1) Public financing = Infrastructure financing + PSO compensation (annual average per track-km);  (2) Access charges: estimate based on progression between 2005 and 2008 
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Passenger: 7% (EU10: +7%)Ĉ -28%

Freight: 26% (EU10: +28%)Ĉ -27%!

Snapshot: POLAND,  implementing the First Railway 

Package will not be sufficienté

Passenger: Rail -6% (EU25: +8%) All: +32%

Freight: Rail +16% (EU25: +18%) All: +60%!

Passenger: 10%

Freight: 20%
PL: 4kú/track-km/yr
EU25: 116kú/track-km/yr

Pass: 1,27ú/tr-k Ĉ

EU25: 2.09train-km

Freight: 5,18ú/tr-k Ĉ
EU25: 3,60ú/train-km

Access charges for freight are

extremely high.

In Europe, one of the highest

penetrations of new entrants

Railway financing is 

extremely low in Poland

POLAND: In spite of a good penetration of new entrants, rail performance becomes 

very fragile. Rail modal share is collapsing. Infrastructure charges for freight are 

too high compared to road. And rail financing is one of the lowest in Europe.

Source: ETIF 2009, European Commission

Source: DG TREN 2009, European Commission

Source: ETIF 2009, European Commission

Source: ITF 2005-2008, OECD

Source: RMMS 2007/09, European Commission

(1) Public financing = Infrastructure financing + PSO compensation (annual average per track-km);  (2) Access charges: estimate based on progression between 2005 and 2008 
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Passenger: 9% (EU10: +7%)Ĉ -23%!

Freight: 19% (EU10: +28%)Ĉ -45%!

Snapshot: ROMANIA, an example of lacking White Paper 

principles implementation, leading to rail decline.

Passenger: Rail -12% (EU25: +8%) All +14%

Freight: Rail +4% (EU25: +18%) All +89%!

Passenger: 1%

Freight: 34%
RO: 0.03kú/track-km/yr

EU25: 116kú/track-km/yr

Pass: 2,49ú/tr-k Ć

EU25: 2.09train-km

Freight: 3,87ú/tr-k Ć
EU25: 3,60ú/train-km

Access charges ABOVE

EU average AND going up!!!

Market opening effectively 

started in 2004 in freight

Lowest investment level in 

infrastructure in Europe

ROMANIA: With high access charges and no financing for rail, market opening was 

counterproductive, driving block train prices down and undermining the already 

limited ability of the rail system to finance itself. Rail modal shares collapsed!

Source: ETIF 2009, European Commission

Source: DG TREN 2009, European Commission

Source: ETIF 2009, European Commission

Source: ITF 2005-2008, OECD

Source: RMMS 2007/09, European Commission

(1) Public financing = Infrastructure financing + PSO compensation (annual average per track-km);  (2) Access charges: estimate based on progression between 2005 and 2008 
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Passenger traffic in Europe: a MIXED picture 

Rail financing is KEY to growthé

But financing is lacking! 

Will rail passenger market liberalisation help?

What prospects for rail passengers, then?

AGENDA

What should we fight for?
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Financing & Charging account for 55% of rail Passenger

absolute growth. Competition for only 0.01%.

Market OPENING

55% - Rail FINANCING & CHARGING is a 

PRIMARY DRIVER of rail passenger growth. 

% of t.km made by

New Entrants in 2007

Rail CHARGING

TAC in ú/Train.km in 2007

(weighted average)

Rail FINANCING

Financing in 000ú/Track.km/Yr

(Year average 2002 - 2006)

OTHER Drivers ?

R² = 0.0001

Market OPENING 

explains only 0.01% 

of rail passenger 

absolute growth 

variation !

R² = 0.0472

Rail CHARGING

explains only 5% of 

rail passenger 

absolute growth 

variation (PSOs!).

R² = 0,4982 (logarithmic cor.) 

Rail FINANCING

explains 50% of rail 

passenger absolute 

growth variation !

0% - Market opening 

very much LESS so.

Other factors may 

also drive growth:
- Difference in charging    

between modes;

- Economic growth;

- Infrastructure   

investments in other 

modes;

- Quality-price-productivity

- Rail historic debt; etcé

45% of variation 

remains to be 

explained by other 

drivers than 

financing, charging 

or market opening.

Which other driver?

No EC data !

y = -0,0336x + 0,1391

R
2
 = 0,0472
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y = -0,0505x + 0,071

R
2
 = 0,1008
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Financing & Chargingaccount for 58%of rail Freight

relative growth. Competition for less than 0.001%.

Market OPENING

58% - Rail FINANCING & CHARGING is a 

PRIMARY DRIVER of rail freight dynamism. 

% of t.km made by

New Entrants in 2007
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y = 0,0001x - 0,0835

R² = 0,000009
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Difference betw.

Rail Freight

Growth and

Total Freight

Growth in %

betw. 2002-2007

y = 0,0019x - 0,314

R
2
 = 0,4807
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OTHER Drivers ?

R² = 0.000009

Market OPENING 

explains less than 

0.001% of relative 

rail freight growth 

variation !

R² = 0.1008

Rail CHARGING

explains 10% of rail 

freight relative 

growth variation.

R² = 0,4807

Rail FINANCING

explains 48% of rail 

freight relative 

growth variation !

0% - Market opening 

very much LESS so.

42% of variation 

remains to be 

explained by other 

drivers than 

financing, charging 

or market opening.

Which other driver?

No EC data !

Other factors may 

also drive growth:
- Difference in charging    

between modes;

- Economic growth;

- Infrastructure   

investments in other 

modes;

- Quality-price-productivity

- Rail historic debt; etcé
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Rail financing is KEY to growthé

But financing is lacking! 

Will rail passenger market liberalisation help?

What prospects for rail passengers, then?

AGENDA

What should we fight for?

Passenger traffic in Europe: a MIXED picture 
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But rail financing is lacking : 35% of Public Service 

Obligations not compensated in EU 10

Average EU10 State Compensation 
(as % of difference between expenses and ticket revenue)

55%

66%

59%
61%
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45%

41% 39% 34%state financing 

shortfall
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Rail financing is also lacking, due to poor level of

investments in rail infrastructure , compared to road.

Rail track VS Motorway length in EU15 since 1970

In EU15, between 1970 and 2005

- road traffic more than tripled

- rail traffic also increased, but NOT as much. WHY?
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Railway Motorway

Index 1970 = 100

In 35 years MOTORWAY

length INCREASED 3.5 

times !

In 35 years, 

RAILTRACK length 

DECREASED by 14% !

Similar growth levels 

can be reached by rail 

with similar levels of 

investments as road.
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Source: ETIF 2009 

In this context, it is surprising that rail managed to

keep up its modal share since 1995é
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Railway staff in Europe (in 1000s)

Why? In a context of poor financing, rail managed to 

maintain its modal share through productivity gains . 

Labour productivity (million rail traffic

units / railway staff)
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Source: ETIF 2006 (Energy and Transport in Figures), Eurostat

EU15

In 10 years, labour 

productivity in EU15 

increased by +46%

EU10

In 10 years, labour 

productivity in EU10 

increased by +53%

Since 2001:

- é freight volumes 

grew on average by 

2.2%/year.

- é Modal share of 

rail in land transport 

picked up from 

16.8% to 17.6%.
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Rail financing is KEY to growthé

Will rail passenger market liberalisation help?

What prospects for rail passengers, then?

AGENDA

What should we fight for?

But financing is lacking! 

Passenger traffic in Europe: a MIXED picture 
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Market opening has started in some countries

according to European Commissionõs data.

Source: RMMS Communication 2009, SIKA 2009 
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Data missing Sweden, Italy, Portugal, 

Czech Republic and Luxembourg
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But EC claim that market opening creates growth is

misleading (and contradicts EC own data) e.g. freight

Source: European Commission, ETIF & RMMS ïYear 2007

Commission claims: ñThe market for freight has already been opened, a process that has been 

associated with increased modal shares for railò.  But an analysis of market entry against 

relative rail freight growth (using Commissionôs own data) shows no correlation (flat corr. line).
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Flat correlation line

Commissionôs claim relies 

on 4 countries. But, these 

countries also show highest 

level of rail financing and/or 

lowest access charges. 

Are these not the true

causes of growth?

Low rail financing and high 

access charges may 

provoke decline, which 

competition may accelarate!

Growth is also observed in 

countries where competition 

is low. In most of them, 

growth may result from high 

rail financing and/or  low 

access charges.

Most underperforming 

countries in freight are also 

underfinanced (esp. on 

infrastructure for freight ).

Lack of correlation between market opening and rail freight growth shows that other factors have 

an overriding influence on growth, i.e.: ñAccess Chargingò and ñRail Financingò (in terms of PSO 

payments and support to infrastructure operation, maintenance, upgrades, new constructioné).
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In freight , lack of correlation betw. market opening 

and volume growth has been apparent since 2006.
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Market share of new entrants in 2004 

Note: source data taken from the European Commissionôs review of the 1st Railway 

Package (Annex 11 ïfigures 11.3 and 11.4). Market share of New Entrants in 

Estonia corrected to correspond to reference period of market growth data

In 2006, in its reaction to the Commissionôs 

review of the 1st Railway Package, CER 

already reported on the lack of correlation 

between the market share of new entrants 

in freight and rail freight volume growth, 

based on Commissionôs data.

In 2009, the study on « Experiences from 

implementing the first EU railway 

package » by the SIKA institute in Sweden 

pointed to the lack of correlation between 

the level of deregulation and the growth of 

rail freight volumes. 
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Big asymmetries in òrail financing ó do NOT put all EU 

countries on an equal par with regard to liberalisation 

EU25 116

EU15 186

EU10 10

1 LUXEMBOURG (2) 509

2 NETHERLANDS 450

3 BELGIUM 432

4 ITALY 260

5 DENMARK 255

6 IRELAND 225

7 FRANCE 175

8 UNITED KINGDOM 169

9 GREECE (3) 137

10 GERMANY 134

11 SWEDEN 85

12 SLOVENIA (4) 75

13 AUSTRIA 63

Source: European Commission, DG TREN 2009 statistics

EU25 116

EU15 186

EU10 10

14 FINLAND 55

15 SPAIN (5) 54

16 HUNGARY (4) 47

17 SLOVAKIA (4) 18

18 PORTUGAL 15

19 CZECH REP. (4) 13

20 ESTONIA (4) 6

21 LATVIA (4) 4

22 POLAND (4) 4

23 BULGARIA (4) 2

24 LITHUANIA (4) 1

25 ROMANIA (4) 0

Level of Rail Financing(1) in 000úper track.km per year

(Yearly average over the period 2002 - 2006)

(1) DG TREN « rail financing » data 

includes: 

- money paid by public authorities in 

compensation of PSOs, as well as

- state funding of infrastructure 

operations, maintenance, upgrades, 

renewals and new constructions

(2) For Luxembourg, figure is blown up, 

notably by high investments in 

ERTMS. 

(3) For Greece, railway funding was 

mainly financed by debt, which 

remained within the railway system 

and is now likely to bear on its 

development.

(4) For CEECs, European 

Commissionôs figures do not include 

contributions from Cohesion Funds.

(5) For Spain, these figures do not 

include investments in the High 

Speed Network!
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Asymmetries in òAccess Chargingó do NOT put EU 

countries on an equal par with regard to liberalisation 

Sources: OECD - ITF 2005 and OECD - ITF 2008

Level of Track Access Charging in úper train.km

Average for (intercity and regional/local) passenger trains in 2007 (1)

(1) Track access charges levels for 

2007 have been derived from a 

linear progression between 2005 

levels (based on OECD-ITF 2005 

data) and 2008 levels (based on 

OECD-ITF 2008 data).

For 2008, average passenger 

access charges had to be 

recalculated based on a 

« weighted » average between 

charges for intercity trains and local 

trains. Assumption was 3/4 

regional/local trains against 1/4 

intercity trains.

(2) Level of track access charges for 

Luxembourg, Ireland and Greece 

was not available in OECD-ITF data

EU25 2,09

EU15 1,95

EU10 2,26

1 FINLAND 0,46

2 SWEDEN 0,50

3 DENMARK 0,52

4 CZECH REPUBLIC 0,93

5 ESTONIA 0,99

6 SPAIN 1,00

7 POLAND 1,27

8 NETHERLANDS 1,40

9 PORTUGAL 1,45

10 BULGARIA 1,55

11 SLOVENIA 2,12

12 UNITED KINGDOM 2,33

13 AUSTRIA 2,44

EU25 2,09

EU15 1,95

EU10 2,26

14 ROMANIA 2,49

15 ITALY 2,65

16 LITHUANIA 2,90

17 BELGIUM 3,08

18 HUNGARY 3,27

19 LATVIA 3,45

20 SLOVAKIA 3,60

21 GERMANY 3,75

22 FRANCE 3,77

(2) LUXEMBOURG n.a.

(2) IRELAND n.a.

(2) GREECE n.a.
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Asymmetries in òAccess Chargingó on Intercity trains 

create unequal òOpen Accessó between countries.

Level of Track Access Charging in úper train.km

Average for INTERCITY passenger trains in 2008

(1) Level of track access charges for 

Luxembourg, Ireland and Greece 

was not available in OECD-ITF 

reports

Source: OECD ïITF report 2008

EU25 2,36

EU15 2,24

EU10 2,51

1 DENMARK 0,25

2 FINLAND 0,80

3 SWEDEN 0,80

4 POLAND 0,95

5 CZECH REPUBLIC 1,40

6 PORTUGAL 1,40

7 SPAIN 1,50

8 NETHERLANDS 1,65

9 ESTONIA 1,75

10 SLOVAKIA 1,80

11 FRANCE 2,20

12 SLOVENIA 2,20

13 UNITED KINGDOM 2,30

EU25 2,36

EU15 2,24

EU10 2,51

14 AUSTRIA 2,35

15 HUNGARY 2,50

16 ROMANIA 2,50

17 ITALY 2,90

18 BULGARIA 3,50

19 LATVIA 3,90

20 GERMANY 4,00

21 LITHUANIA 4,60

22 BELGIUM 6,75

23 GREECE (1) n.a.

24 IRELAND (1) n.a.

25 LUXEMBOURG (1) n.a.
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Cost Coverage: Target % of total cost covered by TACs 

(remainder covered by public support)

Source: OECD/ITF 2005


