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Evaluation of the Rail Freight Corridors 
Regulation (EU) No 913/2010

Fields marked with * are mandatory.

1 Introduction

A European rail network for competitive freight: the Rail Freight Corridors

Regulation (EU) 913/2010 concerning a European rail network for competitive freight ('‘the Regulation') 
aims to boost the competitiveness of rail freight in the EU, via the creation of Rail Freight Corridors (RFCs) 
with a view to developing a European rail network for competitive freight.

RFCs are defined as designated railway lines linking terminals along a predefined principal route and, 
where appropriate, diversionary routes and connecting sections. The RFCs are essentially cross-border 
coordination platforms, bringing together key stakeholders involved in rail freight transport: Member States, 
infrastructure managers, railway undertakings and terminal operators.

RFCs are meant to help develop international rail freight transport, in particular in terms of quality, reliability 
and market share. The establishment and development of the RFCs is based on implementation plans, 
describing the actions to boost rail freight at corridor level, including investment projects. They are 
periodically reviewed and approved by the governance structure of each RFC.

The underlying goal of the Rail Freight Corridors was for them to form a European rail network for 
competitive freight, which was to be consistent with the trans-European Transport Network (TEN-T) and the 
European Railway Traffic Management System (ERTMS) corridors. Following a 2013 review of TEN-T 
policy, nine Core Network Corridors were identified to streamline and facilitate the coordinated 
development of the TEN-T Core Network. Where appropriate, the rail freight corridors were geographically 
aligned to the core network corridors, in order to reduce the administrative burden and streamline the 
development and use of the railway infrastructure. Nevertheless, this alignment was not full as rail freight 
corridors’ aimed to respond in a flexible manner to changes in freight transport routes.

A key tool of the RFCs is the Corridor One-Stop-Shop, a single contact point for users of the RFC for 
requesting infrastructure capacity (time slots to run trains on the railway infrastructure) for freight trains 
crossing at least one border.

The nine ‘initial’ RFCs defined in the Regulation are operational since 2013 or 2015 and two ‘further’ RFCs 
have been added to the network more recently.

In 2018, the Commission adopted a report on the application of the Regulation (COM(2018) 189 final of 16 
).April 2018

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=CELEX:32010R0913
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=CELEX:52018DC0189
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=CELEX:52018DC0189
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In light of this report as well as the continued challenges rail freight transport faces, and in order to ensure 
that the legal framework for rail freight is still fit for purpose, after nearly 10 years since its adoption, the 
Commission has decided to evaluate the Regulation.

2 About you

Language of my contribution
Bulgarian
Croatian
Czech
Danish
Dutch
English
Estonian
Finnish
French
Gaelic
German
Greek
Hungarian
Italian
Latvian
Lithuanian
Maltese
Polish
Portuguese
Romanian
Slovak
Slovenian
Spanish
Swedish

I am giving my contribution as
Academic/research institution
Business association
Company/business organisation
Consumer organisation
EU citizen
Environmental organisation
Non-EU citizen
Non-governmental organisation (NGO)
Public authority
Trade union
Other

First name

*

*

*
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Surname

Email (this won't be published)

Scope
International
Local
National
Regional

Organisation name
255 character(s) maximum

Organisation size
Micro (1 to 9 employees)
Small (10 to 49 employees)
Medium (50 to 249 employees)
Large (250 or more)

Transparency register number
255 character(s) maximum
Check if your organisation is on the . It's a voluntary database for organisations seeking to influence EU decision-transparency register
making.

Country of origin
Please add your country of origin, or that of your organisation.

Afghanistan Djibouti Libya Saint Martin
Åland Islands Dominica Liechtenstein Saint Pierre 

and Miquelon
Albania Dominican 

Republic
Lithuania Saint Vincent 

and the 
Grenadines

Algeria Ecuador Luxembourg Samoa
American 
Samoa

Egypt Macau San Marino

Andorra El Salvador Madagascar São Tomé and 
Príncipe

Angola
Equatorial 

Malawi Saudi Arabia

*

*

*

*

*

*

http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/homePage.do?redir=false&locale=en
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Angola
Equatorial 
Guinea

Malawi Saudi Arabia

Anguilla Eritrea Malaysia Senegal
Antarctica Estonia Maldives Serbia
Antigua and 
Barbuda

Eswatini Mali Seychelles

Argentina Ethiopia Malta Sierra Leone
Armenia Falkland Islands Marshall 

Islands
Singapore

Aruba Faroe Islands Martinique Sint Maarten
Australia Fiji Mauritania Slovakia
Austria Finland Mauritius Slovenia
Azerbaijan France Mayotte Solomon 

Islands
Bahamas French Guiana Mexico Somalia
Bahrain French 

Polynesia
Micronesia South Africa

Bangladesh French 
Southern and 
Antarctic Lands

Moldova South Georgia 
and the South 
Sandwich 
Islands

Barbados Gabon Monaco South Korea
Belarus Georgia Mongolia South Sudan
Belgium Germany Montenegro Spain
Belize Ghana Montserrat Sri Lanka
Benin Gibraltar Morocco Sudan
Bermuda Greece Mozambique Suriname
Bhutan Greenland Myanmar

/Burma
Svalbard and 
Jan Mayen

Bolivia Grenada Namibia Sweden
Bonaire Saint 
Eustatius and 
Saba

Guadeloupe Nauru Switzerland

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina

Guam Nepal Syria

Botswana Guatemala Netherlands Taiwan
Bouvet Island Guernsey New Caledonia Tajikistan
Brazil Guinea New Zealand Tanzania
British Indian 
Ocean Territory

Guinea-Bissau Nicaragua Thailand

British Virgin 
Islands

Guyana Niger The Gambia

Brunei Haiti Nigeria Timor-Leste
Bulgaria Heard Island 

and McDonald 
Islands

Niue Togo

Burkina Faso Honduras Norfolk Island Tokelau
Burundi Hong Kong

Northern 
Tonga
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Northern 
Mariana Islands

Cambodia Hungary North Korea Trinidad and 
Tobago

Cameroon Iceland North 
Macedonia

Tunisia

Canada India Norway Turkey
Cape Verde Indonesia Oman Turkmenistan
Cayman Islands Iran Pakistan Turks and 

Caicos Islands
Central African 
Republic

Iraq Palau Tuvalu

Chad Ireland Palestine Uganda
Chile Isle of Man Panama Ukraine
China Israel Papua New 

Guinea
United Arab 
Emirates

Christmas 
Island

Italy Paraguay United 
Kingdom

Clipperton Jamaica Peru United States
Cocos (Keeling) 
Islands

Japan Philippines United States 
Minor Outlying 
Islands

Colombia Jersey Pitcairn Islands Uruguay
Comoros Jordan Poland US Virgin 

Islands
Congo Kazakhstan Portugal Uzbekistan
Cook Islands Kenya Puerto Rico Vanuatu
Costa Rica Kiribati Qatar Vatican City
Côte d’Ivoire Kosovo Réunion Venezuela
Croatia Kuwait Romania Vietnam
Cuba Kyrgyzstan Russia Wallis and 

Futuna
Curaçao Laos Rwanda Western 

Sahara
Cyprus Latvia Saint 

Barthélemy
Yemen

Czechia Lebanon Saint Helena 
Ascension and 
Tristan da 
Cunha

Zambia

Democratic 
Republic of the 
Congo

Lesotho Saint Kitts and 
Nevis

Zimbabwe

Denmark Liberia Saint Lucia

Publication privacy settings
The Commission will publish the responses to this public consultation. You can choose whether you would like your details to be made 
public or to remain anonymous.

Anonymous

*
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Anonymous
Only your type of respondent, country of origin and contribution will be 
published. All other personal details (name, organisation name and size, 
transparency register number) will not be published.
Public 
Your personal details (name, organisation name and size, transparency 
register number, country of origin) will be published with your contribution.

I agree with the personal data protection provisions

3 The relevance of an EU rail network for competitive freight for transport, 
citizens, the economy and the environment

Rail freight transport has multiple advantages:

In terms of environmental impact, rail (both passenger and freight) accounts only for 0.5 % of greenhouse 
gas emissions from transport, against 72 % for road (excluding indirect emissions from electricity 
consumption, ). This is particularly important given that transport causes one EU Transport in Figures, 2018
quarter of total greenhouse gas emissions in the EU. Rail only accounts for 2 % of total EU energy 
consumption in transport, while it carried 11.2 % of freight and 6.6 % of passengers of all transport modes 
in 2016.

In terms of safety, rail remains the safest mode of land transport, with 44 fatalities in 2016 against 25 651 
for road transport ( ). Rail can also reduce the risks linked to transporting EU Transport in Figures, 2018
dangerous goods.

In terms of economic benefits, rail can help reduce congestion on roads, by replacing long-distance freight 
transport by trucks on the motorways and other high-level roads.

Finally, rail freight transport increases the overall flexibility and resilience of the transport network by 
providing an alternative and complement to other transport modes.

Rail freight transport has also certain disadvantages. For example, although road traffic remains the 
dominant source of environmental noise (100 million people affected), a significant share of the population 
is exposed to  (19 million). Noise is a particularly acute problem for freight wagons.railway noise

In addition, rail freight traffic may conflict with passenger services. Due to the prevalence of rail lines which 
are used both by passenger and freight trains in the EU, an increase in freight traffic may require 
restrictions for passenger services, such as a reduction in the speed or even the number of passenger 
trains.

At the same time, boosting rail transport may require additional public resources. At the national level, 
Member States devote financial resources to the maintenance, renewal and development of rail 
infrastructure and, in some cases, to railway operations through State aid schemes.

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/specific-privacy-statement_en
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/facts-fundings/statistics/pocketbook-2018_en
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/facts-fundings/statistics/pocketbook-2018_en
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/managing-exposure-to-noise-in-europe
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In 2014–2016, total spending in the EU for the maintenance and renewal of rail infrastructure amounted to 
about 25 billion euros per year. In addition, more than 20 billion euros per year were spent on new 
infrastructure and infrastructure enhancements. The investments needed to complete the core network of 
the Trans-European Networks for Transport until 2030 are estimated at 350 billion euros in the period 2021 
to 2027 alone ( ); a significant share of these investments will be dedicated to rail COM(2018) 438
infrastructure.

1. Do you think rail freight transport is an appropriate tool to make the transport 
sector more sustainable?

Yes
No
No opinion

1.a. If no, why is rail freight transport not an appropriate tool to make the transport 
sector more sustainable?

Rail freight does not meet the requirements of shippers/customers
There are other, more cost-efficient ways to reduce greenhouse gases in the 
transport sector
Other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

1.a.a. Please specify

In the , the EU set the objective to shift 30 % of long-distance road freight to 2011 White Paper on Transport
more energy-efficient transport modes such as rail or waterborne transport by 2030 and 50 % by 2050.
However, the modal share of rail freight in all land transport has remained stagnant since the early 2000s at 
around 16–19 % while the share of road freight remains very high (76 %) (Eurostat).

2. Do you think that the measures and tools imposed by the Regulation correspond 
to the level of ambition set for rail freight transport by the objectives in the 2011 
Transport White Paper?

Yes
No
No opinion

2.a. If no, why do you think that the measures and tools imposed by the Regulation 
do not correspond to the level of ambition of the 2011 White Paper?

The measures and tools are inadequate or important measures and tools 
are missing (please specify)
The Regulation lacks binding targets, e.g. as regards performance criteria 
and market share, at an appropriate level (e.g. EU, corridor or national)
Financial support to implement the Regulation is inadequate
Other (please specify)
No opinion

2.a.a. Please specify

*

*

*

*

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=CELEX:52018PC0438
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/AUTO/?uri=CELEX:52011DC0144
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2.a.a. Please specify

The Regulation addresses only some of the issues international rail freight transport faces – namely those 
related to the services provided by infrastructure managers to railway undertakings in the field of network 
access, capacity and traffic management. Other challenges, such as the lack of harmonisation in terms of 
technical and safety requirements, are addressed by other legislative acts (e.g. the Railway Interoperability 
Directive and the Railway Safety Directive). There are also wider issues that are related, such as the 
application of ‘polluter pays’ and ‘user pays’ principles in the transport sector.

3. In this context, which are the five most important challenges for rail freight 
transport, with 1 being the most important and 5 the least important?

1 2 3 4 5

Lack of price competitiveness of rail freight transport services compared 
to other transport modes (e.g. road)

Lack of quality of rail freight transport services, in particular lack of 
punctuality, predictability and flexibility caused e.g. by sub-optimum 
operational practices and/or business models of rail service providers

Lack of capacity to serve the actual or potential transport demand

Lack of flexibility to meet shippers’ needs

Lack of customer orientation of infrastructure managers

Interoperability barriers for rail (e.g. different track gauges, electrification 
standards, safety and signalling systems and operational rules)

Lack of level playing field between different transport modes (e.g. lack 
of consistent application of ‘polluter pays’ and ‘user pays’ principles )

Structural economic changes that put rail at disadvantage, in particular 
the decline in commodities for which rail transport is particularly suitable 
(e.g. bulk cargo such as coal)

Other reasons (please specify)

No opinion.

3.a. Please specify

4 Objectives and scope of the Regulation

4.1 The objectives of the Regulation
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In order to work towards the overall objective of developing international rail freight, the Regulation contains 
a number of specific objectives.

4. Which of the following specific objectives of the Regulation do you think are most 
important? 

Improve coordination between rail freight stakeholders: infrastructure 
managers, Member States, railway undertakings and terminal operators
Coordinate and plan investments to ensure that infrastructure capacities and 
capabilities available along the corridor meet the needs of international rail 
freight traffic, including for interoperability
Guarantee international freight trains access to adequate infrastructure 
capacity, recognising the needs of other types of transport, including 
passenger transport
Providing information on railway infrastructure and the conditions of its use 
at corridor level in a single place
Improve operational conditions for international rail freight, in particular by 
coordinating traffic management along the corridors, including in the event of 
disturbance and monitor the performance of rail freight services on the 
corridors
Improve intermodality along the corridors
Other objectives of the Regulation (please specify)
No opinion.

4.a. Please specify

5. Was the choice of specific objectives of the Regulation adequate/appropriate to 
achieving the overall objective of making (international) rail freight transport more 
competitive

Yes
No, additional specific objectives would have been required to achieve the 
overall objective (please specify)
No opinion

5.a. Please specify

4.2 Scope of the Regulation

The Regulation defines a governance structure for the RFCs with competences in the following areas: 
investment planning, coordination of infrastructure works, capacity management for international freight 
trains, traffic management, the provision of information on infrastructure access and performance 
monitoring of rail freight services.

6. Do you think that the scope of the Regulation in terms of the competences 

*

*
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6. Do you think that the scope of the Regulation in terms of the competences 
assigned to the governance structure is appropriate to achieve the general and 
specific objectives of the Regulation?

Yes
No, the governance structure of the RFCs should have  competences more
(please specify)
No, the governance structure of the RFCs should have  competences less
(please specify)
No opinion

6.a. Please specify

In addition to an appropriate scope, the effectiveness of the Regulation depends on the clarity of the rules 
and the appropriateness of the instruments it provides for.

7. In general, do you think that the Regulation contains clear rules and the 
appropriate instruments to achieve the specific objectives listed above?

Yes, fully
Yes, to a certain degree
No
No opinion

5 Governance structure and geographical definition

5.1 Governance of the RFCs

The formal governance structure of the RFCs consists of the following:

an executive board composed of Member State representatives, and responsible for defining the 
general objectives of the RFC and supervising its functioning;
a management board composed of railway infrastructure managers, in charge of implementing the 
corridor, in particular through providing coordinated rail capacity, setting up a Corridor-One Stop 
Shop as single contact point for requesting this rail capacity, developing an indicative investment 
plan, through the coordination of infrastructure works and of traffic management etc.;
two advisory groups, one for railway undertakings and one for terminal managers, which may issue 
opinions and representing the interests of these two categories of stakeholders within the RFC.

8. In your opinion, is the governance structure of the RFCs adequate in terms of 
involving the relevant stakeholders and are their obligations appropriate and clearly 
defined, with a view to achieving the objectives of the Regulation? 

Yes, all relevant stakeholders are involved and their role (competences, 
obligations) is clear
Yes, all relevant groups are involved, but the role (competences, obligations) 
of the stakeholders involved in the governance structure should be clarified 
and/or strengthened
No, additional stakeholder groups should be involved in the governance 

*

*

*
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No, additional stakeholder groups should be involved in the governance 
structure (please specify)
No opinion

8.a. Please specify

The Regulation does not impose a formal framework for the cooperation between the different RFCs. 
However, practice has shown that a common approach is important as trains often run on several corridors. 
In practice, the stakeholders involved in the different layers of the governance structure have organised 
network-level (cross-RFC) coordination on a voluntary basis as follows:

The Management Boards (infrastructure managers) are cooperating through the RFC Network, 
facilitated by RailNetEurope;
The Executive Boards (Member States) are cooperating in the framework of the Network of 
Executive Boards;
A coordination between railway undertakings advisory groups’ (RAGs) is organised by the Union 
Internationale des Chemins de Fer (UIC) in the framework of the ECCO group;
Cooperation between the advisory groups of managers and owners of the terminals’ (TAGs) is 
supported by the International Union for Road-Rail Combined Transport (UIRR).

9. In this context, do you think that the lack of formal requirements in the 
Regulation, be it at network level or at corridor level has affected negatively 
coordination between the rail freight corridors?

No, voluntary cross-RFC coordination has been effective and more flexible 
than coordination based on legal requirements
Yes, voluntary coordination has been insufficient to ensure adequate 
cooperation and harmonisation at network level
Yes, for other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

9.a. Please specify

5.2 Geographical definition of the RFCs

The RFCs include a limited number of designated railway lines on EU territory and on the territory of some 
third countries (e.g. Switzerland). However, often the origins and destinations of trains are not located on 
these designated lines. Thus, the RFCs cannot cover the full length of the train run and the railway 
undertaking operating the train has to contact also individual infrastructure managers to plan the whole 
route.

10. Do you think that the geographic scope of the Regulation is appropriate?

Yes, RFCs should focus on providing high quality services on the main 

*

*
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Yes, RFCs should focus on providing high quality services on the main 
transport axes
No, corridors should provide services covering the entire route from origin to 
destination of international freight trains, i.e. they should cover the entire 
network
No, corridors are not an appropriate instrument to facilitate international rail 
freight
No, other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

10.a. Please specify

11. Do you think that the mechanisms to create and modify RFCs are appropriate 
to develop a European network for competitive freight?

Yes
No, the mechanisms need to be further developed to ensure that 
establishment and modifications of RFCs are coordinated and truly in line 
with transport market needs
No, for other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

11.a. Please specify

6 Actions required by the Regulation

6.1 Investment planning and coordination of works

In order to be competitive with other modes of transport, international and national rail freight services, 
which have been opened up to competition since 1 January 2007, must be able to benefit from a good 
quality and sufficiently financed railway infrastructure, which allows freight transport services to be provided 
under good conditions in terms of commercial speed and journey times and to be reliable. This 
presupposes the existence of physical infrastructure (and related equipment) which needs to be developed 
through targeted investments.

In the second half of the twentieth century, transport infrastructure investments focused on modes other 
than rail, in particular road transport (at least in Western Europe). More recently, however, the investments 
in rail have increased significantly.

According to OECD data ( ), in 1995 investments in rail infrastructure See the OECD ITF database
amounted to about 19 billion euros or 30 % of total transport infrastructure investment spending in the 
countries involved in the initial RFCs(see note below). In 2016, these figures further increased to 40 billion 
euros or 43 % of total spending in 2016.

*

https://doi.org/10.1787/g2g55573-en
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At EU level, more than 70 % of EU co-funding provided via the Connecting Europe Facility has been 
allocated to rail projects(https://ec.europa.eu/inea/sites/inea/files/cefpub

)./cef_implementation_brochure_2019.pdf

These investments have notably allowed to develop a high-speed rail network in the EU.

Note: The countries involved in the initial RFCs are the 28 EU Member States excluding Cyprus and Malta 
(no rail network), Finland and Ireland (no Rail Freight Corridor) plus Switzerland and Norway.

12.  Given the significant investments in rail infrastructure, has investment planning 
within the RFCs contributed to adequately addressing the needs of stakeholders 
involved in international rail freight traffic, e.g. as regards the deployment of 
interoperable systems such as ERTMS or the capacity of freight trains?

Yes, entirely
Yes, to a certain extent
No
No opinion

Congested infrastructure and persisting bottlenecks undermine the performance of rail freight services. 
Different priorities in national rail infrastructure planning and investments sometimes result in situations 
where one Member State increases infrastructure capacity, but its neighbour does less, thus doing little to 
remove bottlenecks for international rail transport. In order to guarantee that infrastructure capacities 
available along RFCs are consistent and continuous, the Regulation obliges to coordinate mid to long term 
infrastructure investment in the freight corridor, including into interoperable systems such as ERTMS and 
projects to increase the capacity of trains. The Regulation obliges the management board to publish the 
schedule for carrying out investments in an investment plan to ensure that applicants who may operate in 
the corridor are well informed.

13. Do you think that the investment plans of RFCs have provided a significant 
contribution to coordinating investments and, ultimately, to creating more 
continuous infrastructure capacity for freight trains? 

Yes
No, but investments are coordinated in a satisfactory manner in other 
contexts, such as the TEN-T Core Network Corridors or at bilateral level
No, investments decisions are still largely taken at national level without 
proper coordination across borders
No, for other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

13.a. Please specify

*

*

https://ec.europa.eu/inea/sites/inea/files/cefpub/cef_implementation_brochure_2019.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/inea/sites/inea/files/cefpub/cef_implementation_brochure_2019.pdf
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Infrastructure works for maintenance, renewals and upgrades on existing lines restrict the capacity 
available for passenger and freight trains. A lack of coordination across borders can further increase the 
negative impacts on traffic, e.g. if a cross-border line is closed in one Member State and, later on, in the 
neighbouring one even though the works could have been carried out simultaneously.

The Regulation obliges the Management Board of the RFCs to coordinate and publish the schedule for 
carrying out works that would restrict the capacities available on the freight corridor.

14. Do you think that the coordination and publication of infrastructure works by the 
RFCs has helped reduce their impact on international rail freight traffic?

Yes
No, the impact on traffic has not been reduced because the quality of the 
planning of infrastructure works at the level of individual infrastructure 
managers is inadequate or because network maintenance strategies differ 
between infrastructure managers – so there is actually only limited scope to 
coordinate works between infrastructure managers
No, the publications of the RFCs on infrastructure works are not helpful 
because the information provided is not sufficient (e.g. not updated regularly 
enough; incomplete coverage of capacity restrictions etc.)
No, for other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

14.a. Please specify

6.2 Access to infrastructure capacity and capacity management

One of the objectives of the Regulation is to facilitate access for international rail freight services to the 
network with the introduction of a corridor one-stop shop. The one-stop shop allows train operators to make 
a single request for train paths (time slots to run trains on the railway infrastructure) that run on networks 
operated by different infrastructure managers in several Member States. It also provides information on the 
conditions of use in a single place.

15. Do you think that overall the one-stop shop concept has provided the facilitation 
effect that it was supposed to?

Yes, entirely
Yes, to a certain extent
No, the scope of the services offered by the One-Stop Shops is too limited to 
make it a viable option to request and manage capacity
No, for other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

15.a. Please specify

*
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The quality and quantity of infrastructure capacity provided for international freight trains (‘train paths’) 
affects the journey times and reliability of rail freight services, i.e. the quality of provided to customers of rail 
transport.

16. Do you think that overall the objective of safeguarding capacity of sufficient 
quantity and good quality has been achieved?

Yes
No
No opinion

16.a. If no, why not?
The quality of the capacity offered by the corridor One-Stop Shops is not 
significantly better than the quality of capacities available from individual 
infrastructure managers
The quantity of the capacity offered by the Corridor One-Stop Shops is not in 
line with demand and therefore the RFC is not effective in safeguarding 
capacity for international freight trains
The limited scope of the services offered by the Corridor One-Stop Shops 
makes it unattractive to use the capacities offered by the RFCs
For other reasons (please specify)

16.b. Please specify

6.3 Traffic management

The Regulation requires the freight corridor to put in place procedures for coordinating traffic management 
along the freight corridor (i.e. between different infrastructure managers) and between connected freight 
corridors. This should result in an improvement of the operational conditions along the corridors.

17. Do you think that the procedures introduced by the RFCs to coordinate traffic 
management are sufficient to improve operational conditions for international rail 
freight traffic?

Yes
No, the RFCs should do more (please specify)
No, another approach would be needed (please specify)
No opinion

17.a. Please specify

According to the 6th report on monitoring development of the rail market ( ) ( )Report Staff Working Document
, in 2016 approximately 90 % of local and regional passenger services were punctual, against only 62 % of 
freight services. Most Member States reported that domestic freight services were more punctual than 

*

*

*

https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/staff_working_document_-_6th_rmms_report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/6th_rmms_report.pdf
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international services. Similarly, the reliability of passenger services is high –cancellation rates are usually 
below 2 %. The limited data available on the reliability of freight services suggests that it is significantly 
lower than for passenger services and more detrimental to international than domestic freight trains. 
Information provided by an intermodal operator active in cross-alpine transport indicates a cancellation rate 
of 7 % in this specific market.

A lack of priority for freight traffic is a key challenge for the quality of rail freight services. Freight and 
passenger trains often run on the same tracks, yet freight trains are only rarely granted priority over a 
passenger service in the event of disturbance of traffic. This undermines the performance of rail freight 
services, especially in terms of punctuality and reliability.

The Regulation requires that rail freight traffic should be given ‘sufficient priority’ within the framework of a 
freight corridor. To this end, the Regulation provides general guidelines and requires coordination between 
different infrastructure managers and leaves the definition of priority rules to individual infrastructure 
managers.

18. Do you think that the provisions of the Regulation related to priority in traffic 
management are sufficient for achieving the goal of improving the quality of 
international rail freight services, in particular as regards punctuality and reliability?

Yes
Yes, the provisions are adequate, but implementation and harmonisation 
between infrastructure managers should improve
No, the lack of explicit priorities for international rail freight prevented quality 
improvements for freight traffic
No, for other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

18.a. Please specify

6.4 Improving intermodality

The objectives of the Regulation include the setting up of effective and adequate links to other modes of 
transport along the RFCs. In terms of concrete activities and measures, it requires the following:

The Management Board has to publish the list and characteristics of terminals, in particular 
information concerning the conditions and methods of accessing the terminals;
Corridors have to set up an advisory group made up of the managers and owners of terminals to 
consult them on issues with direct consequences for the management and investments of terminals;
The Management Board has to take into account the access to terminals when ensuring coordination 
of the allocation of capacity between infrastructure managers;
The infrastructure managers of the corridor have to ensure optimal coordination between the 
operation of the railway infrastructure and the terminals.

*
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In many cases, terminals are at the start and the end of freight train runs. Currently, terminal capacity is 
typically requested after the train path has been allocated. Scarce terminal capacity means that the access 
to terminal capacity is often the bottleneck in the chain. If terminal access is refused, this leads to train path 
cancellation or requests for changes to the path with negative effect for all stakeholders involved in the 
transport chain.

19. Do you think that the Regulation deals sufficiently well with the issue of 
improving intermodality of rail with other transport modes?

Yes
No, the requirements in the Regulation are unclear or not precise enough
No, for other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

19.a. Please specify

6.5 Providing information on infrastructure and the conditions of use

The management boards of the RFCs are obliged to draw up, regularly update and publish a document 
containing information on the conditions of use of the RFC, including on access to terminals. The main 
purpose is to facilitate access to information for railway undertakings and other applicants and, as a 
consequence, to ensure non-discriminatory access to the corridors.

20. In addition to the documents required by the Regulation, all corridors have set 
up corridor-specific websites and most of them provide information in the Customer 
Information Platform provided by RNE. Do you think that the publication of 
information by the RFCs was effective in ensuring non-discriminatory access?

Yes
Yes to a certain extent
No, information provided at corridor level potentially provides value-added 
over information provided at national level, but the information currently 
provided ) does not yet achieve this objective
No, information provided at corridor level does not respond to the need of 
operating on the whole European network
No, for other reasons (please specify)
No opinion

20.a. Please specify

6.6 Monitoring performance of rail freight services

In order to evaluate objectively the benefits of the RFCs, the performance of the rail freight services along 
the freight corridor should be monitored and quality reports should be published regularly. The evaluation of 

*

*
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the performance should include the outcome of satisfaction surveys of the users of the freight corridor. In 
addition, performance monitoring is also a management tool for improving the performance and quality of 
services – first, to identify shortcomings, second to define and implement corrective measures and, finally, 
to monitor the effects of these corrective measures.

In response to these requirements, the RFCs have agreed upon a common set of key performance 
indicators and a common customer satisfaction survey. (See  http://www.rne.eu/rail-freight-corridors/rfc-kpis/

) Many RFCs complement these and http://www.rne.eu/rail-freight-corridors/rfc-user-satisfaction-survey/
results with corridor-specific performance statistics and with a more interactive consultation of customers 
on their satisfaction (e.g. via customer workshops) (See the annual reports and/or performance reports of 

).individual RFCs published on their websites or on the Customer Information Platform

21. Do you think that the performance monitoring of the RFCs has contributed to 
evaluate the benefits of the RFCs and, as a management tool, to improve the 
performance and quality of rail freight services?

Yes
No
No opinion

21.a. If no, why not?
The performance indicators do not address the information needs of relevant 
stakeholders, such as customers of rail freight services or public policy 
makers
The results of performance monitoring have not been used as input for 
decision-making within the RFC governance structure to improve 
performance and quality of services
Improvement of the performance of rail freight services requires the 
involvement of stakeholders beyond the RFC governance structure, in order 
to implement effective performance monitoring and collaborative decision-
making
Other reasons (please specify)

21.a. Please specify

22.  If relevant, you can provide comments other than those covered by the 
previous questions.

500 character(s) maximum

23. You may attach supporting documents for your replies to the questions above.
The maximum file size is 1 MB
Only files of the type pdf,txt,doc,docx,odt,rtf are allowed

*

*

http://www.rne.eu/rail-freight-corridors/rfc-kpis/
http://www.rne.eu/rail-freight-corridors/rfc-user-satisfaction-survey/
http://info-cip.rne.eu/
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