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Geachte leden van Staten en gemeenteraden,

Wegens het dossier Lelylijn zijn er nog een aantal dingen die vanaf nu
beter georganiseerd horen te worden dan tijdens de lobby over de
Zuiderzeelijn. De Steden Kopenhagen en Hamburg hebben in het
verleden ook een afspraak gemaakt dat de reistijd per trein tussen hen
van 4,5 uur terug moest naar 2,5 uur. Met de komende coalitie in
Amsterdam waar door de winst van de PvdA daar zie het
programma: https://amsterdam.pvda.nl/wp-content/uploads/sites/460/2022/01/Strijden-
voor-de-ziel-van-de-stad-Verkiezingsprogramma-PvdA-Amsterdam-2022-2026-
1.pdf Baldzijde 36:  ● Trein in plaats van vliegtuig Amsterdam gaat zich
positioneren als internationale trein stad. We zetten in op snel (nacht)treinvervoer
voor afstanden tot 750 kilometer. Vliegen naar Londen, Brussel of Parijs moet
afgelopen zijn. We spreken ons duidelijk uit voor snelle verbindingen met een
aantal Europese regio’s waar de verbinding nu te langzaam of weinig frequent is
(Hamburg, Berlijn, Keulen, Dusseldorf, Munchen, Kopenhagen/ Malmo,
Manchester/ Liverpool). We ontmoedigen korte vluchten. In deze context lijkt
de tijd nu rijp voor een stedelijke alliantie en ondersteund door de
verschillende ondernemersorganisaties zoals de IHK's langs het tracé. in
het zuiden van Duitsland is het volgende
samenwerkingsverband: https://magistrale.org/ . Het is nog steeds niet bij de
zusterorganisatie van VNO-NCW Noord doorgedrongen in de Randstad.
Hoe sluiten we met de juiste technische standaard Noord-Nederland en
de Wunderline aan op het nachttrein verkeer via spoorknoop Groningen
HS. In de lopende ambtelijke planning van de provincie en gemeente
Groningen blijken ze er geen kaas van gegeten te hebben. Met de inzet
op de waterstoftrein zet de regio zich dus grensoverschrijdend lange-
afstand personenvervoer zichzelf buiten spel door het gebrek aan
bovenleiding en capaciteit tussen Groningen HS - Bad Nieuweschans -
(FriesenbrÜcke  https://www.deutschebahn.com/pr-hamburg-
de/aktuell/presseinformationen-regional/Friesenbruecke-Europas-groesste-Hub-Dreh-
Bruecke-7347010) - Ihrhove. 

Ook gaat het dus over hoe om te gaan met de spoorknoop Groningen.
Aangezien de Lelylijn doorgetrokken zal moeten worden naar Hamburg.
In de Uk speelt het dossier HS2. Momenteel gaat het in bijvoorbeeld
Birmingham hierover:  https://www.newcivilengineer.com/latest/hs2-bids-in-for-
370m-birmingham-interchange-station-ahead-of-summer-decision-18-03-2022/ . Helaas
zijn zowel stadsontwikkeling van de gemeente Groningen noch de
provincie Groningen momenteel bezig met de complexe puzzel van
inpassing. Lijkt u weer dezelfde fouten te gaan maken als uw politieke
voorgangers tijdens de lobby Zuiderzeelijn 1998 - 2008? De gevolgen
ziet u op projectniveau als de Ring Zuid. Omdat het huiswerk blijkbaar
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MAGISTRALE FÜR EUROPA 


Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" 


Augsburger Erklärung 


12.Juni2018 


Die Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" begrüßt 


1. den vollständigen Ausbau der Hochgeschwindigkeitsstrecke LGV Est zwischen Paris 
und Straßburg und die damit verbundenen erheblichen Fahrzeitgewinne im 
Personenverkehr, 


2. den laufenden Ausbau des „Rastatter Tunnels" und des Bahnprojekts Stuttgart - Ulm 
zur Beschleunigung der „Magistrale für Europa" in Baden-Württemberg, 


3. die Aufnahme der bayerischen Neubau- bzw. Ausbaustrecken „Ulm - Augsburg" und 
„München - Mühldorf - Freilassing" (ABS 38) in den Vordringlichen Bedarf des 
Bundesverkehrswegeplans (BVWP) 2030 und 


4. den konsequenten Ausbau der Weststrecke zwischen Linz, St. Pölten und Wien und die 
damit verbundenen Fahrzeitgewinne und Kapazitätssteigerungen im Schienenverkehr. 


Ein wissenschaftliches Gutachten im Auftrag der Initiative mit dem Titel Engpässe beseitigen -
ökonomische und ökologische Chancen für die „Magistrale für Europa" zeigt ökonomische 
und ökologische Potenziale durch weitere Investitionen in die Schieneninfrastruktur auf. 
Auf dieser Basis formuliert die Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" folgende Forderungen 
(Von West nach Ost): 


1. Die Metropole du Grand Nancy und ihre Region müssen durch mindestens eine 
Direktverbindung täglich am Bahnhof Lorraine TGV an den grenzüberschreitenden 
Fernverkehr auf der „Magistrale" angeschlossen werden. 


2. Die Ausbaustrecke (ABS) Kehl - Appenweier muss in den Vordringlichen Bedarf des 
BVWP 2030 vorrücken. Der Lückenschluss zwischen den Hochgeschwindigkeitsnetzen 
Frankreichs und Deutschlands muss vollendet werden. 


a. Die Strecke muss mit dem europäischen Leit- und Sicherungssystem ETCS ausgerüstet werden. 


b. Eine niveaufreie Verbindungskurve zur Rheintalbahn (Appenweierer Kurve) muss gebaut werden. 


e Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" 
11 Städte · Nancy Strasbourg · Karlsruhe Stuttgart Ulm Augsburg München · Salzburg St. Polten · Wien Brat1slava 


8 Regionen · EuRegio Salzburg· Berchtesgadener Land - Traunstein ln1t1at1ve .Airport-Bahn Südostbayern" Laridratsamt Altötting Regionaler Planungs
verband Munchen · Regionalverband Donau-lller · Verband Region Stuttgart · Reg,onalverband Mittlerer Oberrhein Regionalverband Südlicher Oberrhein 


5 Industrie- und Handelskammern (IHK) · /HK Sudl1Cher Oberrhe1r> HK Karlsruhe 1rlK Lr .m HK Schwaben IHK 'ur München und Oberbayern 
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3. Das Bahnprojekt Stuttgart - Ulm muss mit höchster Priorität fortgesetzt werden, um 
weitere Verzögerungen zu vermeiden. 


a. Planfeststellung und Baubeginn für den Flughafenfernbahnhof Stuttgart müssen zeitnah erfolgen. 
Eine stündliche Fernverkehrsanbindung des neuen Flughafenbahnhofs muss gewährleistet werden . 


b. Der gesamte Großknoten Stuttgart muss als Pilotprojekt mit ETCS ausgerüstet werden , um 
zusätzliche Kapazitäten auf hoch ausgelasteten Streckenabschnitten des Fern-, Regional- und S
Bahnverkehrs zu schaffen. 


c. Die Neubaustrecke (NBS) Wendlingen - Ulm braucht eine sinnvolle und leistungsfähige 
Verknüpfung mit der Bestandsstrecke bei Wendlingen am Neckar, um schon vor der Fertigstellung 
von „Stuttgart 21 " von Fahrzeitgewinnen und Kapazitätserweiterungen zu profitieren. 


4. Die NBS/ABS Ulm - Augsburg muss zügig geplant und realisiert werden, um einen 
potentiellen Engpass nach Inbetriebnahme des Bahnprojekts Stuttgart - Ulm zu 
vermeiden. 


a. Die Fahrzeit muss auf unter 30 Minuten verkürzt werden , um die Knoten Ulm und Augsburg optimal 
in den geplanten „Deutschland-Takt" im Fernverkehr einpassen zu können . 


b. Im Zulauf auf die Knoten Ulm und Augsburg müssen zusätzliche Gleise gebaut werden, um 
ausreichend Kapazitäten für den künftigen Fern- und Regionalverkehr zu schaffen. 


c. Der bestehende Bahnhof Günzburg muss in geeigneter Weise an eine mögliche NBS angebunden 
werden , um den dortigen Fernverkehrshalt zu stärken. 


5. Die ABS 38 München - Mühldorf - Freilassing muss vollständig zweigleisig ausgebaut, 
elektrifiziert und beschleunigt werden. 


a. Der Abschnitt Tüßling - Freilassing muss durchgehend zweigleisig ausgebaut werden . Ein 
potenzieller Engpass auf dem einzigen Abschnitt ohne zwei durchgehende Gleise auf der-gesamten 
,, Magistrale für Europa" muss vermieden werden . 


b. Zwischen München-Ost und Markt Schwaben müssen zwei neue Gleise gebaut werden , um 
ausreichend Kapazitäten für Fern-, Regional- und S-Bahnverkehr zu schaffen. 


c. Der Ausbau der „Walpertskirchener Spange" und des „Erdinger Ringschlusses" muss erfolgen, um 
Südostbayern und die Region Salzburg direkt an den Flughafen München anzubinden. 


d. Eine zusätzliche Verbindungskurve in Tüßling muss als Lückenschluss zwischen Burghausen 
(Bayerisches Chemie-Dreieck) und Freilassing geplant werden , um Schienengüterverkehr direkt 
über die Tauern-Achse zu den Adriahäfen führen zu können . 


e Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" 
11 Städte · Nancy Strasbourg Karlsruhe · Stuttgart Ulm Augsburg München · Salzburg St Pölten · Wien · Brat1slava 
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8 Regionen . fuReg10 Salzburg - Berchtesgadener Land- Traunstein lnit1at1ve .• Airport-Bahn Südostbayern" La1dratsamt Altötting Regionaler Planungs
verband München Regiona lverband Donau-lller · Verband Region Stuttgart · Regionalverband Mittlerer Oberrhein Regionalverband Südlicher Oberrhein 


5 Industrie- und Handelskammern (IHK)', •HK Südlicher Oberrhein· IHK Kar'sruhP •HK Ulm IHK Schwabe IHK für München und Oberbayern 
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6. Die NBS Salzburg - Köstendorf muss zügig geplant und umgesetzt werden, um 
Kapazitäten im Knoten Salzburg und auf der österreichischen Weststrecke zu erweitern. 


7. Der Ausbau der Schieneninfrastruktur zwischen Wien und Bratislava muss 
vorangetrieben werden. 


a. Der „Marchegger Ast" muss bis 2023 elektrifiziert werden und bis 2030 durchgehend zweigleisig 
ausgebaut werden. 


b. Der Ausbau über Wien Flughafen / Bruck a. d. Leitha ( .. Flughafenspange Wien") muss ins Zielnetz 
2025+ aufgenommen sowie dessen Finanzierung gesichert werden. 


Augsburg , den 12. Juni 2018 


Thomas Bopp 


Stv. Vorsitzender 


,,Magistrale für Europa" 


Verbandsvorsitzender 


Verband Region Stuttgart 


e Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" 


Dr. Frank Mentrup 


Vorsitzender der Initiative 


,,Magistrale für Europa" 


Oberbürgermeister 


Stadt Karlsruhe 


- Der Vorstand -


Michael Nuber 


Stv. Vorsitzender 
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Mitglied d. RV Augsburg 


/HK Schwaben 
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8 Regionen · EuReg10 Salzburg - Berchtesgadener Land - Traunstein lrnt1at1ve .Airport-Bahn Südostbayern" Landratsamt Altötting· Regionaler Planungs
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HS2 Ltd has received the tenders from the three shortlisted parties for the construction of the
Birmingham Interchange station on Phase One of HS2.


�e three bidders vying to construct the £370M eco-friendly station in Solihull are Laing O’


Skanska and Unity - a joint venture between Sir Robert McAlpine and VolkerFitzpatrick, su


WSP. A decision on the contract award will be made in the summer.
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HS2 | Bids in for £370M Birmingham Interchange station ahead of summer decision
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�e contract is set to support 1,000 jobs, creating a major economic boost for people and bu


the Midlands. �e wider regeneration opportunities around the station will support 30,000 


3,000 new homes and 70,000m2 of commercial space.


�e Birmingham Interchange station is the �rst stop for HS2 outside London and the last be


termination at Birmingham Curzon Street (until later phases are added). It will boost conne


the Midlands, with 1.3M people being within 45 minutes commute to the station by public t


It will also have an automated people mover that will take passengers directly to Birmingham


in six minutes.


�e construction site for the station covers an area of 150ha, and is located within a triangle


formed by the M42, A45 and A452. Work so far has included construction of modular bridg


M42 and A446, and remodelling of the road network in the area to facilitate access to the ne


�e station will feature two 415m-long platform islands, meaning four platform faces. �ere


be space for two central high-speed through lines for non-stopping services.


HS2 Ltd has worked with Arup to design a station that will be net zero in operation and it w


world’s �rst to achieve the BREEAM Outstanding certi�cation – putting it among the top 1%


UK’s most eco-friendly buildings. Features that will aid in its running net zero day-to-day in


roof that is designed to maximise natural daylight and capture rainwater for recycling, air-so


pumps and LED lighting.


Like what you've read? To receive New Civil Engineer's daily and weekly newsletters click he
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Final station gets go-ahead on restoration of abandoned Northumberland line


4 March 2022
Barhale wins water infrastructure contract at Barking Riverside station


28 February 2022


Step forward for £24M Dudley transport interchange


3 March 2022
TfL has ‘several concerns’ with HS2 designs for Euston station


2 March 2022


DfT relaunches search for HS2 chair after a year of false starts


9 March 2022
Land acquired for proposed Darlington station


8 March 2022
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ORIGINAL PAPER


Changing tracks: identifying and tackling 
bottlenecks in European rail passenger 
transport
Frank Witlox1* , Tim Zwanikken2, Linde Jehee3, Barth Donners4 and Wijnand Veeneman5 


Abstract 


For Europe’s urban agglomerations to be economically competitive, it is vital that international destinations be easily 
accessible. Although much has been invested in the construction of European rail infrastructure over the past century, 
passenger transport by rail has not grown as fast as transport by road and air. So why do people not use international 
trains more, even though they have an extensive international rail network at their disposal? Based on a series of 
in-depth interviews with relevant public and private stakeholders and two expert meetings, we identify the main 
bottlenecks and constraints. In order to understand the complexity of international rail transport, we have divided the 
existing bottlenecks into four groups corresponding to four layers of the rail transport system: mobility services, trans-
port services, traffic services, and the physical and digital infrastructure. We formulate concrete policy recommenda-
tions for improvements to be made in the various components of the rail transport system.


Keywords: International passenger rail transport, Bottlenecks to rail transport, Four layer model, Policy 
recommendations, Europe
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1 Introduction
In recent decades, the volume of long-distance travel 
between Europe’s metropolitan agglomerations has 
increased dramatically, especially by road and air [36, 
37]. The spread of the COVID-19 virus has led to unprec-
edented measures to restrict travel and participation in 
activities, which has had a huge impact on our hyper-
mobile society [20]. And although the long-term conse-
quences of the observed changes in travel behaviour are 
not fully known, the most likely changes should result 
from a shift from onsite to online settings and from 
regular to more discretionary travel [35]. This will have 
an impact on the number of (especially long(er) dis-
tance) trips, and in the sense that the number of public 


transport users may be lower (for fear of contamination) 
than it would have been if the pandemic had never 
occurred.


International rail services so far account for only a 
modest share of all trips made [14], which is surprising 
given that rail transport is a safe and environmentally 
friendly mode of transport [22, 27]. More so, as the Euro-
pean Commission has already taken many initiatives to 
improve cross-border rail services—creating a Europe-
wide integrated rail network [5, 6, 13]—thus hoping to 
encourage international travellers to use trains more. 
European policy in recent decades has focused on the 
harmonisation of technical systems and safety and opera-
tional regulations, and on increasing competition in the 
market for international passenger rail transport [3, 19, 
28]. Despite this, rail’s share of the international transport 
market within Europe has not changed much (remaining 
at around 7.8%) [12]. The vast majority of travellers still 
choose to travel by car (or bus) or plane, hence the urgent 
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need for a reassessment of international rail transport 
policy.


Replacing road and air transport with rail transport 
still proves difficult in practice because the "intermodal 
competitiveness" of rail is weak. Choosing to travel by 
air (despite the "flight shame" or flygskam, see [7]) rather 
than by train seems an easy choice for travellers because 
the airline’s business model puts the customer first (in 
terms of price, convenience and comfort). In contrast, the 
business model of most railways is built around the oper-
ation of the railway companies in their domestic trans-
port markets [32].


In this context we formulated two research questions 
aimed at what is needed to increase the market share of 
international passenger rail transport. Our first question 
focuses on what is currently known about international 
traveler mode choice. This was based on literature study. 
To improve the position of the international railsector in 
serving that market, the second question focuses on the 
obstacles to grow their market share, given the answer 
to the first question, and what can be done to overcome 
them. This was based on structured expert consultation. 
These are the main research questions we aim to answer 
in this paper.


We concentrate on passenger rail transport, excluding 
freight. Freight transport, although also relevant, is only 
discussed in sofar as it affects passenger transport. When 
studying the bottlenecks, we also start from the perspec-
tive of the international rail passenger, and less from the 
perspective of the railway industry (infrastructure man-
agers, train operators). We limit our geographical scope 
(and thus also our stakeholder consultation) to the main 
connections within the international railway networks of 
Belgium, the Netherlands, France, the United Kingdom, 
Germany and Austria. We have focused on the main 
cross-border connections, high-speed rail connections 
and international night trains. International rail ser-
vices that are largely of regional interest have not been 
included.


The paper is structured as follows. In Sect. 2 we briefly 
discuss the factors influencing modal choice over long 
distances. In Sect. 3 we discuss the organisational struc-
ture of the international rail transport system using a 
four-layer model as a guide. Section 4 gives a brief over-
view of stakeholder consultation and data collection. 
Section  5 discusses the bottlenecks from a passenger 
perspective and per layer. Section 6 formulates, by way of 
conclusion, five main policy recommendations.  We end 
with Sect. 7 with a summary of our major findings.


2  Factors influencing long distance modal choice
A thorough search of Scopus and Web of Science on 
international travel mode choice shows very quickly that 
there has been far less research into the mode choice 
behaviour of travellers who decide to make long-distance 
journeys by rail compared to studies that focus on iden-
tical journeys by car, plane or coach/bus. The reasons 
are quite simple: long-distance rail travel—defined here 
as trips of 100 km or more [4]—is less frequent and, for 
most people, not part of their daily routines. There is also 
a problem with (or rather lack of ) data availability [15], 
and the market share of rail in long-distance travel is far 
below that of air and car [1].


For long-distance travel—based on work by Limtana-
kool et al. [18] for the car, Creemers et al. [10] for light 
rail,  Vanoutrive et  al. [34] for rail,  Lannoo et  al. [16] 
and Van Acker et  al. [31] for bus/coach travel,  Aparicio 
[1] for car and air travel, and Lepage [17] for rail and air 
travel—three common mode determining variables are 
important: (1) travel time, (2) travel cost, and (3) over-
all comfort/convenience. In most cases, the longer the 
travel time, the less likely this mode will be chosen. The 
travel time (door-to-door) consists of the time to reach 
the means of transport, the waiting time/preparation 
time, the actual travel time and the time needed to reach 
the final destination. Each part of the journey is experi-
enced or perceived differently by the traveller and is (gen-
erally) considered a disutility (hence the need to reduce 
travel time). Faster modes win out over slower ones. The 
combination of the perception of travel time and the 
actual travel time gives the perceived travel time. This is 
the time that is taken into account when making a travel 
decision. Paradoxically, when considering travelling by 
train, door-to-door time is usually taken into account, 
but when considering flying, only flight time is often con-
sidered (see for example [2, 26]). This makes flying seem 
more attractive than it really is.


In addition to travel time, travel costs are an impor-
tant factor in deciding which mode of transport to use. 
These costs consist of several components (which differ 
according to the mode), such as fuel, parking and main-
tenance costs (for car travel), the ticket price and the 
costs for travelling to and from the station or airport (for 
rail or air travel). The higher the transport costs, the less 
likely this mode of transport will be chosen. Cheaper 
wins from more expensive. As with travel time, the dif-
ferent cost components are perceived differently by the 
traveller (also depending on his/her price elasticity), but 
little is known about these cost perceptions for long-
distance travel. An important consideration is whether 
or not the traveller takes all costs (internal and exter-
nal) into account when deciding on the transport mode 
to use. Not infrequently the cost of petrol is compared 
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one-to-one with the cost of a public transport ticket, not 
taking into account parking and maintenance costs of the 
car.


The comfort level of a means of transport is a third 
component. It refers to the subjective (even psychologi-
cal, attitudinal) assessment of the journey. Comfort has 
to do with convenience, safety and even luxury while "on 
the road", but also with everything that happens before 
and after the journey. To illustrate: if it is easier to book 
online a flight from Amsterdam to South Bolivia—con-
sisting of three to four flights operated by two or three 
airlines—than a train ticket from Amsterdam to Stock-
holm, this does not contribute to a high level of comfort. 
Studies that do take the comfort factor into account show 
that it is an important factor in the choice of transport 
mode and that, for example, the higher comfort of an 
overnight train weighs heavily in its favour compared to 
car, bus and air travel (e.g. [25]). Higher comfort wins 
out over lower comfort, but there is also a relationship 
between comfort level and the perception of travel time: 
with a higher comfort level, travel time becomes less 
important. And less comfort at a lower price is often pre-
ferred by price-sensitive travellers.


In short, the modal choice behaviour of travellers is 
not black and white; all the factors discussed above play a 
role. If a certain mode of transport has a shorter journey 
time than another, this does not automatically mean that 
all travellers will base their decision solely on this factor. 
Empirical data [9, 18] show that travellers for long-dis-
tance trips are much more sensitive to the whole range of 
differences between modes of transport than for local or 
regional trips.


In order to promote international rail passenger trans-
port, it is important to emphasize competitive journey 
times and ticket prices, together with the higher level of 
comfort in comparison with driving or flying as a dis-
tinguishing factor. Where international rail transport 
is not competitive with other modes, measures need to 
be taken to improve journey times, fares or comfort. To 
understand how and where these changes can be made, 
we present a layered model of the rail transport system in 
the next section.


3  The four layers of the rail transport system
The world of international rail transport is extremely 
complex. Not only are there many countries involved, but 
within each country the operation of international rail 
services depends on close cooperation between public 
and private parties. But what exactly is the international 
rail transport system? To help us understand the rail 
mobility system, we use the four-layer model [23]. Each 
layer of this model has its own set of different physical 


forms and characteristics. It also has its own specific set 
of players/stakeholders operating within it (see Fig. 1).


Mobility services are the first layer. These consist of a 
whole range of services with the traveller at the centre to 
plan, purchase and make their journeys. They include the 
more or less traditional services such as traffic informa-
tion and route planners, but also new, often digital ser-
vices such as real-time route information and Mobility 
as a Service (MaaS) concepts that are built around the 
journey from A to B rather than a specific mode of trans-
port. It is about travel. The second layer of the rail trans-
port system is formed by the transport services with the 
operator at the centre. These concern the operators of the 


Fig. 1 The four layers of the international rail transport system
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rail transport system (such as railway companies) and the 
rolling stock and transport services they use to transport 
their passengers. It is about running trains. The third 
layer consists of traffic services with the network. This is 
the set of measures and instruments for optimal and safe 
use of capacity on the railway network. They include the 
allocation of train paths to the various operators and traf-
fic management on the available infrastructure, as well as 
the various systems to promote traffic flows and safety, 
such as the European Rail Traffic Management System 
(ERTMS). It is about use of rail capacity. The fourth layer 
is the physical and digital infrastructure. This is the basis 
of the rail transport system: the system of tracks, stations, 
shunting yards and digital hardware on which and along 
which journeys are made. It is about providing capacity.


The layer model reveals the dependencies between the 
layers. The lower layers (here layer 4) facilitate what hap-
pens in the layers above them. In other words, the layer 
above makes demands on the delivery of the specific 
functions and services in the layer below. Without tracks 
no transport services; without digital infrastructure no 
train protection system. So without traffic services no 
transport services, and without transport services no 
mobility services.


It can be said that each of the four layers of the rail 
transport system (and its subsystems) is organised in 
its own way, either between organisations (with verti-
cal separation) or within one organisation (without 
vertical separation) [21]. A major coordination bottle-
neck can already be identified here, as each layer has its 
own organisations and organisational structures. The 
roles and the division of tasks and responsibilities differ 
between governments, implementing agencies, transport 
companies and other commercial partners. The financ-
ing, revenue and market models are also very different in 
each of the layers.


4  Stakeholder consultation, expert meeting
To get a full picture of international rail passenger trans-
port, document analyses and a series of consultations 
and interviews with relevant stakeholders were organ-
ized between October 2019 and June 2020. The informa-
tion collection process is outlined in Table 1. The full list 
of interviewees can be found in Rli ([24]: pp. 107–110). 
The interviews and two expert meetings were conducted 
in face-to-face sessions, as they were organized in pre-
COVID times (October 2019 to February 2020). A first 
round of interviews concentrated on analyzing the inter-
national rail system and identifying bottlenecks in the 
different layers of this system. In total, around 40 peo-
ple were consulted who have a clear connection to rail 
transport (as an operator, user/consumer, public author-
ity, business, interest group, academics and/or regional 


development agency), and who are in competition with 
rail transport modes (airline/airport operators, bus/
coach operators). All in all these interviews were con-
ducted with 7 representatives form transport companies, 
8 from infrastructure companies, 13 from local, national 
and EU government bodies, 2 consultants, 7 scientist 
and 2 consumer organizations. This was complemented 
by high-level interviews and document analysis from 
national ministries, DG Move and European advisory 
councils in the field of sustainability.


The information from these consultations was used as 
input for two expert meetings, attended by 22 experts 
(of whom 7 had also been interviewed) (both held on 
22 January 2020). The expert meeting served to vali-
date the findings from the consultations. The follow-
ing stakeholders were present and represent the main 
international rail transport corridors from Belgium, 
the Netherlands, France, the United Kingdom, Ger-
many and Austria (see Fig.  2): rail-related (operator/
infrastructure) (ALLRAIL; Eurostar; NS International; 
ÖBB-Personenverkehr AG; ProRail; Thalys; Transdev), 
consumer-related (European Passengers’ Federation; 
Netherlands Authority for the Consumer and Market; 
Ombudsman for Public Transport; Rover; Treinreiswin-
kel; Treinreiziger. nl), air-related (KLM; Royal Schiphol 
Group), bus-related (FlixMobility), government-related 
(Federal Council for Sustainable Development Belgium; 
Province of Limburg; Vereniging Deltametropool), aca-
demic/consultant (Arcadis; lynx; TU Delft).


5  Bottlenecks
Much of the literature on traveller demand is optimis-
tic about the potential of international rail transport, 
in terms of stated preference research and transport 
demand modelling. However, international rail trans-
port in Europe is developing, but arguably not at the 
pace that the literature on traveller demand suggest. 
In what follows we report on the main findings (with a 
strong emphasis on bottlenecks) that emerged from the 


Table 1 Information collection process and timing


Planning Interviews and expert meetings


Summer/autumn 2019 Exploration


*   Explanatory interviews


October 2019 to February 2020 Analysis


*   Interviews


*   Expert meetings


February 2020 to June 2020 Conclusions


*   Additional interviews
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consultations and expert meetings of representatives 
of traveler organisations and international travel sec-
tors. We give an overview of the bottlenecks from the 
passenger’s point of view (5.1), and of the bottlenecks 
related to the four-layer model (5.2).


5.1  Bottlenecks from the passenger’s perspective
The main goal of the European policy to improve inter-
national rail services is to optimise the use of the existing 
railway infrastructure. This is reflected in the two pillars 
of the European policy: open access and technical harmo-
nisation. The aim of the railway packages is to contribute 
to the improvement of the quality, competitiveness and 


efficiency of the European railway sector, the idea being 
that this will serve the interests of the international rail 
passenger. However, the assumption that this policy 
would lead to a large increase in international rail pas-
senger transport has not materialised. In fact, the relative 
share of rail in the European transport market has actu-
ally declined in recent years. This is understandable from 
the perspective of the international rail traveller, as they 
still face numerous bottlenecks. It is therefore only logical 
that travellers do not currently regard the train as a real-
istic alternative to the car or plane. International travel-
lers are independent and make their own decisions about 
how to travel; governments can influence that choice by 


Fig. 2 Main international rail transport corridors
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responding to travellers’ needs—but have not yet done 
enough in that respect.


The problem is clearly not limited to the lack of infra-
structure alone. International travellers have an exten-
sive European rail network at their disposal. For example, 
passengers from the Netherlands have direct access to 
the railway network in Belgium, France and the United 
Kingdom via the high-speed HSL trains, and to the Ger-
man railway network via the high-speed ICE trains to 
Frankfurt and the Intercity to Berlin. These connections 
give the traveller access to the whole of Europe, albeit 
with one or more changes. Yet the potential of the train 
for travellers in Europe is not fully exploited due to at 
least four major bottlenecks:


5.1.1  Journey time: too few fast connections by train
Travel time is an important factor when choosing a mode 
of transport. The train is more attractive if the travel time 
is competitive with alternative options. The greatest time 
savings are achieved when trains run on dedicated tracks, 
allowing for limited stops and high cruising speed. Many 
European countries already have such high-speed lines, 
but on large parts of the infrastructure trains cannot yet 
run at their maximum cruising speed, either through line 
speed limitations or additional stops. Moreover, the rail 
networks have been planned and built to serve national 
interests, making choices that make perfect sense from a 
national point of view (such as additional stops to harmo-
nise train speeds and prioritising national services on the 
line), but resulting in longer travel times for international 
travellers. A good illustration can be found in the slower 
operating speeds for high speed trains in the intensively 
used rail networks of Ile de France, London, Flanders, 
and the Ruhr area. This means that the travel time sav-
ings to international travellers that the European high-
speed network provide are curtailed, despite the billions 
that were invested (including from EU funds).


5.1.2  Journey cost: the train is considered/perceived to be 
expensive


The second barrier experienced by the traveller is the 
price of the train ticket. Many people consider the price 
of a train ticket to be high compared to the price of air 
travel. However, it is by no means certain that this is the 
case (leaving aside the dumping practices in the low-cost 
airline sector as a result of COVID-19). It is difficult to 
accurately compare the cost of train and plane tickets 
because the prices of the tickets on offer vary so much, 
but a Consumer Association sample of ticket prices (8) 
shows that the train is often cheaper than flying for des-
tinations Berlin, London, Prague, and Copenhagen from 
different cities in the Netherlands. Moreover, travellers 
often do not take into account the additional costs of 


travelling by plane, such as airport parking fees and the 
cost of travelling to and from airports [26].


5.1.3  Journey comfort: too few direct train services
Having to change trains during a journey is one of the 
biggest sources of stress or discomfort for travellers [33]. 
Changing trains makes a journey more uncertain in many 
ways. Will I make the connection? What happens if I miss 
my connection? How will I get from one train to another? 
Will I be able to wait comfortably for my next train, or 
will I have to stand on a cold platform? Will the platform 
be easily accessible [30]. Is it safe or do I have to keep a 
close eye on my luggage? Moreover, a change almost 
always involves extra waiting time, making the total travel 
time from door to door longer than with a direct connec-
tion. For some travellers, these objections are so severe 
that they prefer a longer journey without transferring to a 
shorter journey with transfer.


Another reason why international travellers are reluc-
tant to choose train journeys with one or more changes is 
that they feel that passenger rights are inadequate when 
changes are involved. For example, if your train is delayed 
and you miss a connection, can you take the next train 
without having booked a seat? And if there is a delay on 
part of the journey, can you claim compensation for the 
whole journey? Notably, services like RailTeam journey 
planner (http:// www. railt eam. eu) do provide fairly robust 
passenger rights for many international journeys with 
regard to missed connections, but switching from one 
operator to another can be risky: unlike airlines, opera-
tors of rail services have rather limited agreements on 
taking over each other’s passengers in case of delays or 
cancellations and if it is there, the process to the traveller 
is far less supported than when missing a flight.


5.1.4  Planning and booking of more complex trips 
is problematic


Another barrier that travellers have to overcome when 
choosing to travel by train is the poor user friendliness of 
the booking system compared to other modes of trans-
port. Booking an international train journey is a com-
plicated matter. For many international destinations, it 
is difficult to find and book tickets. And in many cases 
tickets are only available three months before the jour-
ney, whereas the leisure traveller often wants to plan and 
book his journey much further in advance. The process 
leading up to a booking also has its flaws. The service 
needs to be visible in the set of travel options that can be 
chosen from, and if travellers do not know what interna-
tional train services are available, they will never choose 
the train to get to their foreign destination. Access to the 
system can be summarised by four key words: knowl-
edge, findability, bookability and security. These factors 



http://www.railteam.eu
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need to be improved in order to persuade more people to 
choose the train for their international journeys.


The bottlenecks raised by rail passengers are clearly 
related to travel time, cost and comfort, in addition to the 
ease of access to the rail system. In a sense, all these prob-
lems relate to layer 1. But since we know that layer 1 is 
influenced by what may or may not go wrong in layers 2, 
3 and 4, we should also look at bottlenecks per layer and 
between layers.


5.2  Bottlenecks per layer
The passenger perspective showed that mobility ser-
vices (layer 1) leave much to be desired. There seems to 
be a clear lack of passenger-friendly access to the system, 
information and tickets. Travel information (compared 
to other modes) is poor, booking and rebooking proce-
dures are complicated or impossible, and timetables are 
unreliable.


The main bottleneck seems to be the booking system. 
Booking international train journeys is difficult because 
there is no easy and transparent system for finding and 
booking international train tickets. Obtaining tickets 
for main destinations and direct services is reasonably 
easy, but buying tickets for indirect services or more dis-
tant destinations is considerably more complicated. The 
ticket information landscape is fragmented and techni-
cally complex, and the cost–benefit ratio of developing a 
passenger-friendly platform has so far proved unattrac-
tive to potential providers. There are hardly any inde-
pendent travel information and ticketing providers in 
Europe. People who want to plan and book a journey get 
caught up in a confusing maze of rules and information. 
Railway undertakings generally only offer tickets for their 
own trains; tickets for other companies’ trains, even for 
connecting trains, are only offered in limited cases (e.g. 
for services of partner companies). Moreover, each rail-
way undertaking has its own sales channels and digital 
systems, which means that some tickets can only be pur-
chased online, by phone or at a ticket office.


Finding and buying airline tickets is now much easier, 
as booking one or more flights is made easy by platforms 
such as skyscanner, cheaptickets, gotogate, and google 
flights. When choosing a trip, people are influenced by 
how easy it is to find and book a trip. If finding a ticket 
proves difficult, they are likely to choose another travel 
option for which they can easily obtain a ticket. Airlines 
work together internationally in broad alliances; railway 
companies take a different approach. For example, NS 
(the national railway company of the Netherlands) is not 
allowed to sell the cheap tickets of Ouigo, a subsidiary 
of SNCF (the national railway company of France). NS 
International sells tickets to London and Kent, but not 
to other destinations in the UK. The national carriers 


generally do not sell tickets for services of new entrants 
to the railway market and vice versa. As a result, interna-
tional train journeys often have to be split up into a series 
of shorter journeys. This is not only inconvenient to book 
but also affects passengers’ rights in the event of delays or 
missed connections.


There is no uniform European reservation system for 
train journeys. In Europe, there are two main systems 
for reserving trains: In one system, the traveller buys a 
ticket for a certain route on a certain day, whereby dif-
ferent trains can be used (this flexible system is often 
referred to as the "German system"). This is advantageous 
for travellers who miss a connection. In the other system, 
the traveller buys a ticket for a specific train on a specific 
day (this inflexible system is often called the "French sys-
tem"). In this system, the journey must be made at a spe-
cific time and seat reservation is mandatory. In practice, 
it is difficult to combine these two reservation systems. 
When passengers change from a French to a German res-
ervation, they do not know for sure whether there will 
be a seat available for them on the connecting train, and 
if so, in which coach they can find it. And when chang-
ing from a German reservation to a French reservation, 
passengers who miss their connection are not allowed to 
board the next train (because they did not reserve a seat). 
None of the providers of tickets for journeys within their 
own operating area are confronted with this structural 
defect in the system. The passengers are left to sort it out 
themselves. There is no direct incentive for the providers 
of tickets to come up with an overarching system. How-
ever, a uniform, public-friendly booking system for inter-
national trains would encourage more people to travel by 
train. As such, this situation represents an indirect, but 
so far unacknowledged, incentive for greater coordina-
tion and cooperation. Greater uniformity of data and 
data systems across Europe would make access to ticket 
information and ticketing much easier. It could lead to a 
system similar to that of the airlines, working on the basis 
of alliances and code-sharing. However, at the moment 
it is not in the interest of individual ticket providers to 
take the initiative in creating such a unified system: the 
necessary investments are too large and the prospects for 
recovering the benefits and for third-party entry into the 
system are too uncertain. Therefore, an umbrella system 
can only be created by all parties working together.


With regard to transport services (layer 2), but also 
traffic services (layer 3) and infrastructure (layer 4), there 
seems to be a strong dominance of national interests 
through the dominance of national operators and net-
work managers focussing largely on the domestic mar-
ket. Although some of the first railway lines in Europe 
were built for cross-border transport, over the past cen-
tury the rail passenger transport sector has provided 
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value mostly in dense areas and concentrated on trans-
port within national borders. As a result, the interests of 
international passengers have been under-represented in 
decision-making.


Over the last decades the international rail services like 
dwindled. And despite recent examples of a shift, like the 
ÖBB starting the Nightjet, most players influencing the 
rail transport system are still nationally oriented. In car-
rying out their responsibilities, they are nationally ori-
ented: they strive to optimise the national rail transport 
system without paying much attention to the effects at 
the international level. COVID-19 also illustrated this. 
Strong local support for the national railway, less for 
international connections. They largely neglect the inter-
national dimension of the rail transport system because 
they are ’rewarded’ primarily for their domestic perfor-
mance. For these players, the benefits of international 
transport performance are mostly intangible and largely 
irrelevant to performance reviews. The national govern-
ments of the Member States underestimate the economic 
and other interests of metropolitan agglomerations in 
their decisions on international transport services. In 
addition, there is a worrying lack of decisive international 
coordination in striking a balance between the needs of 
national and international rail transport. This affects the 
quality and thus the competitiveness of international rail 
passenger transport.


In addition, the capacity constraints in traffic services 
(layer 3) are due to a) the different technical, train protec-
tion and control systems and the lack of a common lan-
guage, and b) the problematic distribution of capacity on 
certain sections between national and international ser-
vices and between passenger and freight transport. The 
technical differences between rail systems in Europe have 
been a major bottleneck for a long time. They concern 
track gauge, platform height, the electrical power sup-
ply and the train control and safety systems. These dif-
ferences force travellers to transfer or limit operational 
speed. Technically, the differences between the systems 
can all be overcome. However, it makes things much 
more complex for the rolling stock. The consequences 
are higher costs for the whole system, longer lead times 
for rolling stock and greater complexity (with the risks 
involved in obtaining certification).


In relation to infrastructure (layer 4), speed limits are a 
major bottleneck due to the limited capacity and quality 
of existing infrastructure and stations. Because the devel-
opment of the railway infrastructure in the European 
countries has been concentrated for years on the domes-
tic networks, a fully interconnected international high-
speed network has not been established at that spatial 
scale. This has led to insufficient attention being paid to 
the development of international high-speed corridors. 


In the past twenty years, the European Commission has 
produced four ’railway packages’ of legislation for more 
competition and uniform technical solutions to pro-
mote the harmonisation of the railway transport system. 
However, these European policies have not always led 
to the desired improvements, either in the market pillar 
(aimed at open access to rail corridors) or in the techni-
cal pillar (aimed at interoperability across the European 
rail network). Solutions that work well for services to 
Germany do not work, or work differently, for services 
to Belgium and France. This can largely be explained by 
the differences in technical and other systems between 
the countries, but the considerable differences in culture 
and procedures also play a role. The railways have a long 
history, infrastructure managers are considered rather 
inflexible and operators are not particularly willing to 
cooperate with each other.


From travel demand research it seems that travellers 
are positive about international train travel. However, 
barriers mentioned here hamper the introduction of bet-
ter services on the main links—the corridors—between 
Europe’s major conurbations, to make good on that 
promise. Passengers will therefore benefit from a pol-
icy focus on making improvements to the core network 
(which, in principle, can be made quickly). At present, 
however, policy attention is not focused on these corri-
dors but is spread over the entire network. This situation 
is at odds with the priorities of the European Commis-
sion, which recently set itself the target of completing 
the core (trans-European transport network) network by 
2030 and then the comprehensive network by 2050 [12].


6  Five key recommendations for policymakers
With short-haul flights gradually losing public accept-
ance and increasing road congestion, there is an excellent 
opportunity to fundamentally rethink the whole issue 
of international rail travel. Whether COVID-19 will be 
a game changer here remains to be seen. Van Wee and 
Witlox [35], in their analysis of the long-term effects of 
COVID-19 on activity participation and travel behav-
iour related to rail, warn that investments in capacity 
expansion of existing connections (such as stations and 
lines) to reduce congestion (roads) and crowding (pub-
lic transport) may become less attractive, assuming that 
attractiveness is based on the difference between social 
benefits and costs. If bottlenecks are not resolved, it will 
certainly not help. The bottlenecks within and between 
the layers of the rail transport system are still approached 
too little from the perspective of the internal logic of the 
system itself and too little from the perspective of the 
international (and domestic) train passenger. In order to 
have the four layers of the rail transport system cooper-
ate more closely, the functioning of the international 
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corridors must first be improved (Recommendation 1). 
In addition, improvements are also needed in the four 
layers of the rail transport system: the mobility services 
(Recommendation 2), the transport services (Recom-
mendation 3), the traffic services (Recommendation 4), 
and the infrastructure (Recommendation 5).


6.1  Recommendation 1: work towards a European corridor 
coordination


A corridor coordinator is needed to ensure that all par-
ties work together to create better connections between 
international transport links and train paths (i.e. slots 
allocated to operators to operate services on specific 
sections of track). Corridor coordination will eventu-
ally lead to the demand for a corridor authority. This 
transport authority within a corridor will ensure that 
all stakeholders know what level of service is required 
on each specific section of the corridor (quality of roll-
ing stock, frequency of services and desired speeds). In 
the long run, the need will arise to merge the corridor 
authorities into a single European rail traffic manage-
ment and capacity management system for cross-bor-
der services.


The market for international trains has proved difficult 
to develop. If the policy of open access does not lead to 
the introduction of the desired international transport 
services, the corridor coordinator should be able to ten-
der new supranational public service obligations for 
major routes. Ultimately, this could be carried out by the 
new corridor authority. An even better service could be 
achieved if the corridor coordinator were later given the 
task of increasing the operating speed of the services by 
solving technical problems and removing infrastructure 
bottlenecks. European funds can be called upon to pro-
vide all or part of the necessary financing. The experi-
ence of the Rhine Commission [11] could be helpful in 
defining the exact tasks and competences of the corridor 
authority.


6.2  Recommendation 2: mobility services—improve 
information provision, ticketing and passenger rights


The European rail transport policy must ensure that the 
rail market is opened up to different transport services 
and that trains run faster. The train passenger should 
benefit from this. But if the desired train connection can-
not be found or booked, much of the benefit is lost. Much 
remains to be done in this regard. Specifically, travel and 
passenger information must become more accessible and 
international journeys much easier to book. International 
train travellers want a user-friendly booking procedure 
that brings together the services and prices of all train 
operators on a route (former public operators and new 


market entrants) in one convenient format. As travel-
lers do not travel from station to station but from door to 
door, they want integrated travel advice and ticketing (cf. 
MaaS) [29]. There are already a number of apps in devel-
opment that will provide integrated travel information 
and ticketing services. However, app-builders face the 
problem of insufficient access to travel information, pas-
senger data and ticketing because operators do not make 
them available. Operators must make this data public.


All operators should allow third parties (not just for-
mer public operators) to sell tickets. The aim should be 
to standardise the format of ticket information and con-
ditions, along the lines of the airline situation. This will 
make it easier, more attractive and economically viable 
for all train companies, online ticketing platforms and 
travel agencies to sell third-party tickets. None of the 
individual national companies has sufficient financial or 
other interest in dismantling the status quo, so a coop-
erative approach is needed. International train tickets are 
usually only available from three months before the date 
of travel. This excludes the train for travellers who want 
to book their journey much further in advance. Opera-
tors should be encouraged to make international train 
tickets available earlier than the current three months 
before the date of travel. A period of at least nine months 
should be feasible. When tendering for and awarding 
concessions and public service obligations, the authori-
ties should raise this with the operators and hold them 
accountable to the extent possible.


Like airlines, rail operators must make agreements 
among themselves to take over each other’s passengers 
in the event of delays or cancellation of flights (through 
ticketing). The European Commission can make binding 
agreements on this in the Rail Passenger Rights Regula-
tion, which is currently being recast. Unfortunately, our 
interviews showed that some Member States (under the 
influence of their railway companies) are watering down 
the agreements, limiting a stronger traveller focus.


6.3  Recommendation 3: transport services—new 
international services and the train as an attractive 
option


Part of the railway network capacity that could be uti-
lised by international services is currently unfilled, mostly 
situated outside of Europe’s densely populated areas. The 
EU’s open access policy is intended to stimulate market 
players to use this space. However, this has led to the 
emergence of only a few new operators, most of whom 
also operate in regional markets and are in fact subsidi-
aries of the national operators (Abellio is a subsidiary of 
NS, Arriva is a subsidiary of Deutsche Bahn, etc.). Suc-
cessful new entrants to the rail market operate in Italy, 
Austria and the Czech Republic: NTV/Italo, Westbahn 
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and Regiojet. These and other new operators, united in 
ALLRAIL (Alliance of Rail New Entrants), point out 
that the national operators, as former state-owned com-
panies, enjoy much greater market protection. National 
governments—in defiance of EU policy—tend to protect 
their national operators from competition. Stimulating 
new services on a European level, beyond open access is 
required.


Many international travellers still do not see the train 
as an attractive form of transport. The opening of the 
market has apparently not given train operators enough 
incentive to meet the needs of international travellers. 
A question that arises is what can be done to make train 
travel more attractive to passengers. Of course, the oper-
ators have an important role to play in marketing their 
products. As the greening of transport is an important 
government objective, it is conceivable that the national 
government could (partially) finance an information 
campaign to bring international train travel to the atten-
tion of the public. In addition, the government could use 
flanking policy to bring about a shift in passenger num-
bers to more sustainable modes of transport. An exam-
ple is the French government that makes its support of 
Air France dependent on a ban on domestic short-haul 
flights. Companies and governments can boost the rail 
market by banning such short flights within Europe 
for their staff. They could also consider ending the tax 
deduction for business trips by short-haul flights.


Travellers base their choice of transport partly on the 
perceived price. As discussed above, train journeys are 
by no means always more expensive than flying. Nev-
ertheless, attractive pricing might encourage travellers 
to take the train. A reduction of the VAT rate on train 
tickets on a European level, which would also contrib-
ute to the objectives of the European Green Deal. This 
also applies to the oft-repeated suggestion of reducing 
rail access charges levied by infrastructure managers for 
international long-distance trains. For long-distance con-
nections in Europe, a degressive tariff could be applied: 
the longer the distance, the lower the charge per distance 
unit.


6.4  Recommendation 4: traffic services—more efficient 
capacity allocation and more use of information 
technology


The management of railway capacity is based on a dec-
ades-old system that has been continuously adapted and 
expanded in a series of incremental improvements. This 
system does not make it easy to free up more space for 
international trains. More intelligent use can be made 
of existing capacity. Such a scheme seems reasonable to 
plan and fill capacity, but it hinders the flexibility needed 
to increase the frequency of international services on 


all international routes. By way of illustration, Eurostar 
argues that it should be possible in the short term to 
gain at least 16 min on the journey from Amsterdam to 
London, and that the five infrastructure managers on the 
Amsterdam-London route are all seeking to optimise the 
use of capacity within their own areas. This time saving 
can be achieved if there is better coordination between 
the available international timetables. The travel time 
would then be reduced from 3 h 58 min to 3 h 42 min, 
which would make the train much more competitive with 
the plane. If there are questions about the distribution of 
capacity between freight and passenger transport and/or 
between national and international connections, these 
options are not operational but political considerations. If 
there is a scarcity of capacity, the decision on how to allo-
cate priorities is a political one. On many international 
services, time could be saved if the timetables allocated 
by different infrastructure managers were better coordi-
nated. According to Eurostar, just a small variation in the 
timetable can cut 16 min off the travel time and will make 
the difference for travellers in choosing between flying 
or taking the train. In such cases, the coordination body 
could better balance national and international interests 
when allocating capacity.


The capacity of the railway network can be significantly 
increased through better use of information technol-
ogy, which can make rail transport safer and more reli-
able. Speeds can also be increased, which would facilitate 
cross-border rail traffic. The introduction of a uniform 
electricity supply could also contribute to a more inten-
sive use of the railway network. The EU has chosen to 
implement the ERTMS system for train control and safety 
management throughout Europe. However, the problem 
is complex and difficult to grasp, and many stakeholders 
are concerned about the slow progress of implementation 
and rising costs. Here we note that the priority applica-
tion and harmonisation of information technology on the 
main railway lines will give a significant boost to interna-
tional rail transport.


6.5  Recommendation 5: infrastructure—invest 
in and optimize of transboundary rail connections


Wherever possible, railway capacity should be increased 
primarily through the use of intelligent safety systems 
such as ERTMS, which make better use of capacity. How-
ever, on some sections physical extension may be neces-
sary. The construction of new infrastructure should be 
limited to cases where capacity is insufficient or speed 
is insufficient to meet the required quality standards. 
Improving the infrastructure is possible and feasible. The 
unbundling of regional, national and international rail 
transport on some routes will facilitate traffic flows and 
allow higher operating speeds.
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7  Conclusion
Research in international travel, on routes where trains 
and planes compete, is mainly concerned with modal 
share and travellers’ preferences for both options. These 
studies show a promising position for rail in the market. 
But this promise is not being fulfilled. Some research 
also looks at the development of services and their qual-
ity. The research looks at what the reasons are for the low 
demand. There are clear obstacles in the way the manage-
ment of the railway sector is structured at national and 
international level. These barriers manifest themselves in 
the rail services offered, not only in the transport itself, 
but also in many other aspects of the travel experience. 
There is a discrepancy between the promises made in 
research and the reality on the tracks.


This study aims to broaden the research perspective 
to understand not only what is promised, but also what 
opportunities exist to strengthen international rail travel 
as an alternative for routes up to 800 km. It is based on a 
broad perspective as presented by relevant stakeholders 
in the relevant sectors. Moreover, it has a clear starting 
point in the Netherlands, a country from which long-
distance rail journeys are always international journeys. 
Countries such as France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the 
UK are indeed developing their high-speed networks 
on a national scale, without any subset of the barriers 
described here. However, in other countries such as Aus-
tria, Belgium, Denmark and the Netherlands, and thus in 
the European Union as a whole, these barriers limit the 
potential of rail transport, despite the promising research 
on modal preferences.


The barriers presented here are of course based on 
consultation with a limited number of key stakeholders 
in this Dutch context. A better understanding of these 
barriers will help to promote the future of European 
railways. Therefore, we would like to present this here 
as a first research agenda to address additional research 
topics in the field of international travel beyond the 
current main topics of air travel and mode choice. We 
propose to extend the analysis to other countries and to 
explore, beyond stakeholder consultation (and includ-
ing the views of passengers and potential passengers), 
the potential of new ways to drive the future of interna-
tional rail travel in Europe.
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Friesenbrücke - Europas größte Hub-Dreh-Brücke
Verwaltungsvereinbarung für den Schiffs- und Eisenbahnverkehr unterzeichnet • Ab Ende 2024 wieder durchgehende Züge zwischen Leer und
Groningen • Neue Friesenbrücke öffnet und schließt minutenschnell • Flüssigerer Verkehr für Bahn und Schiffe


Ende 2024 soll bei Weener die größte Hub-Dreh-Brücke Europas in Betrieb gehen. Bahn- und Schiffsverkehr profitieren künftig von minutenschnellen Öffnungs- und Schließzeiten der
technisch anspruchsvollen Hub-Dreh-Konstruktion.


Gestern wurden die Rahmenbedingungen für den künftigen Betrieb der neuen Friesenbrücke mit Festlegungen zur Brückenposition sowohl im geöffneten wie auch im geschlossenen
Zustand als auch einzuhaltenden Öffnungs- und Bewegungszeiten in einer Verwaltungsvereinbarung geregelt. Vertreter der Deutschen Bahn (DB) und der Wasserstraßen- und
Schifffahrtsverwaltung des Bundes (WSV) unterzeichneten dazu in Leer gemeinsam die Vereinbarung.


Ein weiterer Inhalt der Vereinbarung ist die einheitlich geregelte Kommunikation zwischen den Verkehrsteilnehmenden und dem Verantwortlichen für den Betrieb im Schifffahrts- und
Eisenbahnverkehr, die durch klare Handlungsanweisungen und Meldeketten beschrieben wird. Um die Verkehrssituation an der künftigen Friesenbrücke besser einschätzen zu können,
wurde eigens durch einen gemeinsam akzeptierten Gutachter der Begegnungsverkehr im Schiffssimulator in Echtzeit simuliert. Zusätzliche Sicherheit bietet künftig auch eine
Statusanzeige der Brücke. Sie macht den Zustand der Brücke (geöffnet, geschlossen oder in Bewegung befindlich) für alle Verkehrsteilnehmer sichtbar.


v.l.n.r. Detlef Barner, Leiter Anlagen- und Instandhaltungsmanagement Netz Bremen, DB Netz AG, Marcus


Kuhn, Leiter Betrieb Netz Bremen, DB Netz AG, Hermann Poppen, Amtsleiter, Wasserstraßen- und
Schifffahrtsamt Ems-Nordsee


Durch die Friesenbrücke und die sogenannte Wunderline verkürzt sich die Fahrzeit für Reisende ab Ende 2024 zwischen dem niederländischen Groningen und Bremen künftig auf
weniger als zweieinhalb Stunden. Gleichzeitig werden mit dem Brückenneubau die Wirtschaft und der Tourismus in der Region gestärkt.


Das 337 Meter lange Bauwerk bekommt auf 145 Metern ein bewegliches Mittelteil. Das 1.800 Tonnen schwere Element lässt sich digital steuern und in wenigen Minuten um 90 Grad
drehen. Schiffe, die auf eine Öffnung angewiesen sind, wie Seeschiffe oder Binnenschiffe mit hohem Aufbau, erhalten durch die Drehung eine ausreichende Durchfahrtsbreite, um sicher
durch die Öffnung zu navigieren. Ein zusätzlicher Anprallschutz im Wasser sorgt für maximale Sicherheit aller Verkehrsteilnehmenden. Die Sicherheit und Leichtigkeit der Verkehre werden
dadurch jederzeit gewährleistet. Auf der Friesenbrücke entsteht außerdem ein zweieinhalb Meter breiter Fuß- und Radweg. Bevor die Arbeiten für die neue Brücke Mitte 2022 starten
können, baut die DB derzeit die alte Brückenkonstruktion zurück.
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niet gemaakt was op de juiste en tijdige manier betaald de provincie
Groningen voor het niveau 'Beunhaas' op het ministerie. Dit geldt
feitelijk voor alle deelprojecten binnen het 'Deltaplan' in wording. Hier
zit ook sinds 1980 onderfinanciering en achterstallige projecten bij
wegens het 'Mainportbeleid' dus alle ballen op de Randstad. 

Ook is het raadzaam het document Witlox te lezen. Maar hier blijken
wetenschapper ook gewoontedieren dat ze de route via het Noorden
naar Hamburg vergeten zijn en het platgetreden pad via Osnabrück
gebruiken. 

Hoop dat u dit nuttig gaat gebruiken in de verschillende uitwerkingen
van de visies mobiliteit van de gemeente, provincie Groningen en de
provincie Drenthe ook als onderlegger voor de MIRT en TEN-T
financiering want voor vele zaken hoort de uiteindelijke rekening bij
Den Haag. Niet bij de gemeenten of provincies. 

Met vriendelijke groet, 

Frank Menger



MAGISTRALE FÜR EUROPA 

Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" 

Augsburger Erklärung 

12.Juni2018 

Die Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" begrüßt 

1. den vollständigen Ausbau der Hochgeschwindigkeitsstrecke LGV Est zwischen Paris 
und Straßburg und die damit verbundenen erheblichen Fahrzeitgewinne im 
Personenverkehr, 

2. den laufenden Ausbau des „Rastatter Tunnels" und des Bahnprojekts Stuttgart - Ulm 
zur Beschleunigung der „Magistrale für Europa" in Baden-Württemberg, 

3. die Aufnahme der bayerischen Neubau- bzw. Ausbaustrecken „Ulm - Augsburg" und 
„München - Mühldorf - Freilassing" (ABS 38) in den Vordringlichen Bedarf des 
Bundesverkehrswegeplans (BVWP) 2030 und 

4. den konsequenten Ausbau der Weststrecke zwischen Linz, St. Pölten und Wien und die 
damit verbundenen Fahrzeitgewinne und Kapazitätssteigerungen im Schienenverkehr. 

Ein wissenschaftliches Gutachten im Auftrag der Initiative mit dem Titel Engpässe beseitigen -
ökonomische und ökologische Chancen für die „Magistrale für Europa" zeigt ökonomische 
und ökologische Potenziale durch weitere Investitionen in die Schieneninfrastruktur auf. 
Auf dieser Basis formuliert die Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" folgende Forderungen 
(Von West nach Ost): 

1. Die Metropole du Grand Nancy und ihre Region müssen durch mindestens eine 
Direktverbindung täglich am Bahnhof Lorraine TGV an den grenzüberschreitenden 
Fernverkehr auf der „Magistrale" angeschlossen werden. 

2. Die Ausbaustrecke (ABS) Kehl - Appenweier muss in den Vordringlichen Bedarf des 
BVWP 2030 vorrücken. Der Lückenschluss zwischen den Hochgeschwindigkeitsnetzen 
Frankreichs und Deutschlands muss vollendet werden. 

a. Die Strecke muss mit dem europäischen Leit- und Sicherungssystem ETCS ausgerüstet werden. 

b. Eine niveaufreie Verbindungskurve zur Rheintalbahn (Appenweierer Kurve) muss gebaut werden. 

e Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" 
11 Städte · Nancy Strasbourg · Karlsruhe Stuttgart Ulm Augsburg München · Salzburg St. Polten · Wien Brat1slava 

8 Regionen · EuRegio Salzburg· Berchtesgadener Land - Traunstein ln1t1at1ve .Airport-Bahn Südostbayern" Laridratsamt Altötting Regionaler Planungs
verband Munchen · Regionalverband Donau-lller · Verband Region Stuttgart · Reg,onalverband Mittlerer Oberrhein Regionalverband Südlicher Oberrhein 

5 Industrie- und Handelskammern (IHK) · /HK Sudl1Cher Oberrhe1r> HK Karlsruhe 1rlK Lr .m HK Schwaben IHK 'ur München und Oberbayern 
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3. Das Bahnprojekt Stuttgart - Ulm muss mit höchster Priorität fortgesetzt werden, um 
weitere Verzögerungen zu vermeiden. 

a. Planfeststellung und Baubeginn für den Flughafenfernbahnhof Stuttgart müssen zeitnah erfolgen. 
Eine stündliche Fernverkehrsanbindung des neuen Flughafenbahnhofs muss gewährleistet werden . 

b. Der gesamte Großknoten Stuttgart muss als Pilotprojekt mit ETCS ausgerüstet werden , um 
zusätzliche Kapazitäten auf hoch ausgelasteten Streckenabschnitten des Fern-, Regional- und S
Bahnverkehrs zu schaffen. 

c. Die Neubaustrecke (NBS) Wendlingen - Ulm braucht eine sinnvolle und leistungsfähige 
Verknüpfung mit der Bestandsstrecke bei Wendlingen am Neckar, um schon vor der Fertigstellung 
von „Stuttgart 21 " von Fahrzeitgewinnen und Kapazitätserweiterungen zu profitieren. 

4. Die NBS/ABS Ulm - Augsburg muss zügig geplant und realisiert werden, um einen 
potentiellen Engpass nach Inbetriebnahme des Bahnprojekts Stuttgart - Ulm zu 
vermeiden. 

a. Die Fahrzeit muss auf unter 30 Minuten verkürzt werden , um die Knoten Ulm und Augsburg optimal 
in den geplanten „Deutschland-Takt" im Fernverkehr einpassen zu können . 

b. Im Zulauf auf die Knoten Ulm und Augsburg müssen zusätzliche Gleise gebaut werden, um 
ausreichend Kapazitäten für den künftigen Fern- und Regionalverkehr zu schaffen. 

c. Der bestehende Bahnhof Günzburg muss in geeigneter Weise an eine mögliche NBS angebunden 
werden , um den dortigen Fernverkehrshalt zu stärken. 

5. Die ABS 38 München - Mühldorf - Freilassing muss vollständig zweigleisig ausgebaut, 
elektrifiziert und beschleunigt werden. 

a. Der Abschnitt Tüßling - Freilassing muss durchgehend zweigleisig ausgebaut werden . Ein 
potenzieller Engpass auf dem einzigen Abschnitt ohne zwei durchgehende Gleise auf der-gesamten 
,, Magistrale für Europa" muss vermieden werden . 

b. Zwischen München-Ost und Markt Schwaben müssen zwei neue Gleise gebaut werden , um 
ausreichend Kapazitäten für Fern-, Regional- und S-Bahnverkehr zu schaffen. 

c. Der Ausbau der „Walpertskirchener Spange" und des „Erdinger Ringschlusses" muss erfolgen, um 
Südostbayern und die Region Salzburg direkt an den Flughafen München anzubinden. 

d. Eine zusätzliche Verbindungskurve in Tüßling muss als Lückenschluss zwischen Burghausen 
(Bayerisches Chemie-Dreieck) und Freilassing geplant werden , um Schienengüterverkehr direkt 
über die Tauern-Achse zu den Adriahäfen führen zu können . 

e Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" 
11 Städte · Nancy Strasbourg Karlsruhe · Stuttgart Ulm Augsburg München · Salzburg St Pölten · Wien · Brat1slava 
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8 Regionen . fuReg10 Salzburg - Berchtesgadener Land- Traunstein lnit1at1ve .• Airport-Bahn Südostbayern" La1dratsamt Altötting Regionaler Planungs
verband München Regiona lverband Donau-lller · Verband Region Stuttgart · Regionalverband Mittlerer Oberrhein Regionalverband Südlicher Oberrhein 

5 Industrie- und Handelskammern (IHK)', •HK Südlicher Oberrhein· IHK Kar'sruhP •HK Ulm IHK Schwabe IHK für München und Oberbayern 
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6. Die NBS Salzburg - Köstendorf muss zügig geplant und umgesetzt werden, um 
Kapazitäten im Knoten Salzburg und auf der österreichischen Weststrecke zu erweitern. 

7. Der Ausbau der Schieneninfrastruktur zwischen Wien und Bratislava muss 
vorangetrieben werden. 

a. Der „Marchegger Ast" muss bis 2023 elektrifiziert werden und bis 2030 durchgehend zweigleisig 
ausgebaut werden. 

b. Der Ausbau über Wien Flughafen / Bruck a. d. Leitha ( .. Flughafenspange Wien") muss ins Zielnetz 
2025+ aufgenommen sowie dessen Finanzierung gesichert werden. 

Augsburg , den 12. Juni 2018 

Thomas Bopp 

Stv. Vorsitzender 

,,Magistrale für Europa" 

Verbandsvorsitzender 

Verband Region Stuttgart 

e Initiative „Magistrale für Europa" 

Dr. Frank Mentrup 

Vorsitzender der Initiative 

,,Magistrale für Europa" 

Oberbürgermeister 

Stadt Karlsruhe 

- Der Vorstand -

Michael Nuber 

Stv. Vorsitzender 

,,Magistrale für Europa" 
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HS2 Ltd has received the tenders from the three shortlisted parties for the construction of the
Birmingham Interchange station on Phase One of HS2.

�e three bidders vying to construct the £370M eco-friendly station in Solihull are Laing O’

Skanska and Unity - a joint venture between Sir Robert McAlpine and VolkerFitzpatrick, su

WSP. A decision on the contract award will be made in the summer.
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�e contract is set to support 1,000 jobs, creating a major economic boost for people and bu

the Midlands. �e wider regeneration opportunities around the station will support 30,000 

3,000 new homes and 70,000m2 of commercial space.

�e Birmingham Interchange station is the �rst stop for HS2 outside London and the last be

termination at Birmingham Curzon Street (until later phases are added). It will boost conne

the Midlands, with 1.3M people being within 45 minutes commute to the station by public t

It will also have an automated people mover that will take passengers directly to Birmingham

in six minutes.

�e construction site for the station covers an area of 150ha, and is located within a triangle

formed by the M42, A45 and A452. Work so far has included construction of modular bridg

M42 and A446, and remodelling of the road network in the area to facilitate access to the ne

�e station will feature two 415m-long platform islands, meaning four platform faces. �ere

be space for two central high-speed through lines for non-stopping services.

HS2 Ltd has worked with Arup to design a station that will be net zero in operation and it w

world’s �rst to achieve the BREEAM Outstanding certi�cation – putting it among the top 1%

UK’s most eco-friendly buildings. Features that will aid in its running net zero day-to-day in

roof that is designed to maximise natural daylight and capture rainwater for recycling, air-so

pumps and LED lighting.

Like what you've read? To receive New Civil Engineer's daily and weekly newsletters click he
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Final station gets go-ahead on restoration of abandoned Northumberland line

4 March 2022
Barhale wins water infrastructure contract at Barking Riverside station
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Step forward for £24M Dudley transport interchange
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TfL has ‘several concerns’ with HS2 designs for Euston station
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DfT relaunches search for HS2 chair after a year of false starts
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Changing tracks: identifying and tackling 
bottlenecks in European rail passenger 
transport
Frank Witlox1* , Tim Zwanikken2, Linde Jehee3, Barth Donners4 and Wijnand Veeneman5 

Abstract 

For Europe’s urban agglomerations to be economically competitive, it is vital that international destinations be easily 
accessible. Although much has been invested in the construction of European rail infrastructure over the past century, 
passenger transport by rail has not grown as fast as transport by road and air. So why do people not use international 
trains more, even though they have an extensive international rail network at their disposal? Based on a series of 
in-depth interviews with relevant public and private stakeholders and two expert meetings, we identify the main 
bottlenecks and constraints. In order to understand the complexity of international rail transport, we have divided the 
existing bottlenecks into four groups corresponding to four layers of the rail transport system: mobility services, trans-
port services, traffic services, and the physical and digital infrastructure. We formulate concrete policy recommenda-
tions for improvements to be made in the various components of the rail transport system.

Keywords: International passenger rail transport, Bottlenecks to rail transport, Four layer model, Policy 
recommendations, Europe
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1 Introduction
In recent decades, the volume of long-distance travel 
between Europe’s metropolitan agglomerations has 
increased dramatically, especially by road and air [36, 
37]. The spread of the COVID-19 virus has led to unprec-
edented measures to restrict travel and participation in 
activities, which has had a huge impact on our hyper-
mobile society [20]. And although the long-term conse-
quences of the observed changes in travel behaviour are 
not fully known, the most likely changes should result 
from a shift from onsite to online settings and from 
regular to more discretionary travel [35]. This will have 
an impact on the number of (especially long(er) dis-
tance) trips, and in the sense that the number of public 

transport users may be lower (for fear of contamination) 
than it would have been if the pandemic had never 
occurred.

International rail services so far account for only a 
modest share of all trips made [14], which is surprising 
given that rail transport is a safe and environmentally 
friendly mode of transport [22, 27]. More so, as the Euro-
pean Commission has already taken many initiatives to 
improve cross-border rail services—creating a Europe-
wide integrated rail network [5, 6, 13]—thus hoping to 
encourage international travellers to use trains more. 
European policy in recent decades has focused on the 
harmonisation of technical systems and safety and opera-
tional regulations, and on increasing competition in the 
market for international passenger rail transport [3, 19, 
28]. Despite this, rail’s share of the international transport 
market within Europe has not changed much (remaining 
at around 7.8%) [12]. The vast majority of travellers still 
choose to travel by car (or bus) or plane, hence the urgent 
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need for a reassessment of international rail transport 
policy.

Replacing road and air transport with rail transport 
still proves difficult in practice because the "intermodal 
competitiveness" of rail is weak. Choosing to travel by 
air (despite the "flight shame" or flygskam, see [7]) rather 
than by train seems an easy choice for travellers because 
the airline’s business model puts the customer first (in 
terms of price, convenience and comfort). In contrast, the 
business model of most railways is built around the oper-
ation of the railway companies in their domestic trans-
port markets [32].

In this context we formulated two research questions 
aimed at what is needed to increase the market share of 
international passenger rail transport. Our first question 
focuses on what is currently known about international 
traveler mode choice. This was based on literature study. 
To improve the position of the international railsector in 
serving that market, the second question focuses on the 
obstacles to grow their market share, given the answer 
to the first question, and what can be done to overcome 
them. This was based on structured expert consultation. 
These are the main research questions we aim to answer 
in this paper.

We concentrate on passenger rail transport, excluding 
freight. Freight transport, although also relevant, is only 
discussed in sofar as it affects passenger transport. When 
studying the bottlenecks, we also start from the perspec-
tive of the international rail passenger, and less from the 
perspective of the railway industry (infrastructure man-
agers, train operators). We limit our geographical scope 
(and thus also our stakeholder consultation) to the main 
connections within the international railway networks of 
Belgium, the Netherlands, France, the United Kingdom, 
Germany and Austria. We have focused on the main 
cross-border connections, high-speed rail connections 
and international night trains. International rail ser-
vices that are largely of regional interest have not been 
included.

The paper is structured as follows. In Sect. 2 we briefly 
discuss the factors influencing modal choice over long 
distances. In Sect. 3 we discuss the organisational struc-
ture of the international rail transport system using a 
four-layer model as a guide. Section 4 gives a brief over-
view of stakeholder consultation and data collection. 
Section  5 discusses the bottlenecks from a passenger 
perspective and per layer. Section 6 formulates, by way of 
conclusion, five main policy recommendations.  We end 
with Sect. 7 with a summary of our major findings.

2  Factors influencing long distance modal choice
A thorough search of Scopus and Web of Science on 
international travel mode choice shows very quickly that 
there has been far less research into the mode choice 
behaviour of travellers who decide to make long-distance 
journeys by rail compared to studies that focus on iden-
tical journeys by car, plane or coach/bus. The reasons 
are quite simple: long-distance rail travel—defined here 
as trips of 100 km or more [4]—is less frequent and, for 
most people, not part of their daily routines. There is also 
a problem with (or rather lack of ) data availability [15], 
and the market share of rail in long-distance travel is far 
below that of air and car [1].

For long-distance travel—based on work by Limtana-
kool et al. [18] for the car, Creemers et al. [10] for light 
rail,  Vanoutrive et  al. [34] for rail,  Lannoo et  al. [16] 
and Van Acker et  al. [31] for bus/coach travel,  Aparicio 
[1] for car and air travel, and Lepage [17] for rail and air 
travel—three common mode determining variables are 
important: (1) travel time, (2) travel cost, and (3) over-
all comfort/convenience. In most cases, the longer the 
travel time, the less likely this mode will be chosen. The 
travel time (door-to-door) consists of the time to reach 
the means of transport, the waiting time/preparation 
time, the actual travel time and the time needed to reach 
the final destination. Each part of the journey is experi-
enced or perceived differently by the traveller and is (gen-
erally) considered a disutility (hence the need to reduce 
travel time). Faster modes win out over slower ones. The 
combination of the perception of travel time and the 
actual travel time gives the perceived travel time. This is 
the time that is taken into account when making a travel 
decision. Paradoxically, when considering travelling by 
train, door-to-door time is usually taken into account, 
but when considering flying, only flight time is often con-
sidered (see for example [2, 26]). This makes flying seem 
more attractive than it really is.

In addition to travel time, travel costs are an impor-
tant factor in deciding which mode of transport to use. 
These costs consist of several components (which differ 
according to the mode), such as fuel, parking and main-
tenance costs (for car travel), the ticket price and the 
costs for travelling to and from the station or airport (for 
rail or air travel). The higher the transport costs, the less 
likely this mode of transport will be chosen. Cheaper 
wins from more expensive. As with travel time, the dif-
ferent cost components are perceived differently by the 
traveller (also depending on his/her price elasticity), but 
little is known about these cost perceptions for long-
distance travel. An important consideration is whether 
or not the traveller takes all costs (internal and exter-
nal) into account when deciding on the transport mode 
to use. Not infrequently the cost of petrol is compared 
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one-to-one with the cost of a public transport ticket, not 
taking into account parking and maintenance costs of the 
car.

The comfort level of a means of transport is a third 
component. It refers to the subjective (even psychologi-
cal, attitudinal) assessment of the journey. Comfort has 
to do with convenience, safety and even luxury while "on 
the road", but also with everything that happens before 
and after the journey. To illustrate: if it is easier to book 
online a flight from Amsterdam to South Bolivia—con-
sisting of three to four flights operated by two or three 
airlines—than a train ticket from Amsterdam to Stock-
holm, this does not contribute to a high level of comfort. 
Studies that do take the comfort factor into account show 
that it is an important factor in the choice of transport 
mode and that, for example, the higher comfort of an 
overnight train weighs heavily in its favour compared to 
car, bus and air travel (e.g. [25]). Higher comfort wins 
out over lower comfort, but there is also a relationship 
between comfort level and the perception of travel time: 
with a higher comfort level, travel time becomes less 
important. And less comfort at a lower price is often pre-
ferred by price-sensitive travellers.

In short, the modal choice behaviour of travellers is 
not black and white; all the factors discussed above play a 
role. If a certain mode of transport has a shorter journey 
time than another, this does not automatically mean that 
all travellers will base their decision solely on this factor. 
Empirical data [9, 18] show that travellers for long-dis-
tance trips are much more sensitive to the whole range of 
differences between modes of transport than for local or 
regional trips.

In order to promote international rail passenger trans-
port, it is important to emphasize competitive journey 
times and ticket prices, together with the higher level of 
comfort in comparison with driving or flying as a dis-
tinguishing factor. Where international rail transport 
is not competitive with other modes, measures need to 
be taken to improve journey times, fares or comfort. To 
understand how and where these changes can be made, 
we present a layered model of the rail transport system in 
the next section.

3  The four layers of the rail transport system
The world of international rail transport is extremely 
complex. Not only are there many countries involved, but 
within each country the operation of international rail 
services depends on close cooperation between public 
and private parties. But what exactly is the international 
rail transport system? To help us understand the rail 
mobility system, we use the four-layer model [23]. Each 
layer of this model has its own set of different physical 

forms and characteristics. It also has its own specific set 
of players/stakeholders operating within it (see Fig. 1).

Mobility services are the first layer. These consist of a 
whole range of services with the traveller at the centre to 
plan, purchase and make their journeys. They include the 
more or less traditional services such as traffic informa-
tion and route planners, but also new, often digital ser-
vices such as real-time route information and Mobility 
as a Service (MaaS) concepts that are built around the 
journey from A to B rather than a specific mode of trans-
port. It is about travel. The second layer of the rail trans-
port system is formed by the transport services with the 
operator at the centre. These concern the operators of the 

Fig. 1 The four layers of the international rail transport system
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rail transport system (such as railway companies) and the 
rolling stock and transport services they use to transport 
their passengers. It is about running trains. The third 
layer consists of traffic services with the network. This is 
the set of measures and instruments for optimal and safe 
use of capacity on the railway network. They include the 
allocation of train paths to the various operators and traf-
fic management on the available infrastructure, as well as 
the various systems to promote traffic flows and safety, 
such as the European Rail Traffic Management System 
(ERTMS). It is about use of rail capacity. The fourth layer 
is the physical and digital infrastructure. This is the basis 
of the rail transport system: the system of tracks, stations, 
shunting yards and digital hardware on which and along 
which journeys are made. It is about providing capacity.

The layer model reveals the dependencies between the 
layers. The lower layers (here layer 4) facilitate what hap-
pens in the layers above them. In other words, the layer 
above makes demands on the delivery of the specific 
functions and services in the layer below. Without tracks 
no transport services; without digital infrastructure no 
train protection system. So without traffic services no 
transport services, and without transport services no 
mobility services.

It can be said that each of the four layers of the rail 
transport system (and its subsystems) is organised in 
its own way, either between organisations (with verti-
cal separation) or within one organisation (without 
vertical separation) [21]. A major coordination bottle-
neck can already be identified here, as each layer has its 
own organisations and organisational structures. The 
roles and the division of tasks and responsibilities differ 
between governments, implementing agencies, transport 
companies and other commercial partners. The financ-
ing, revenue and market models are also very different in 
each of the layers.

4  Stakeholder consultation, expert meeting
To get a full picture of international rail passenger trans-
port, document analyses and a series of consultations 
and interviews with relevant stakeholders were organ-
ized between October 2019 and June 2020. The informa-
tion collection process is outlined in Table 1. The full list 
of interviewees can be found in Rli ([24]: pp. 107–110). 
The interviews and two expert meetings were conducted 
in face-to-face sessions, as they were organized in pre-
COVID times (October 2019 to February 2020). A first 
round of interviews concentrated on analyzing the inter-
national rail system and identifying bottlenecks in the 
different layers of this system. In total, around 40 peo-
ple were consulted who have a clear connection to rail 
transport (as an operator, user/consumer, public author-
ity, business, interest group, academics and/or regional 

development agency), and who are in competition with 
rail transport modes (airline/airport operators, bus/
coach operators). All in all these interviews were con-
ducted with 7 representatives form transport companies, 
8 from infrastructure companies, 13 from local, national 
and EU government bodies, 2 consultants, 7 scientist 
and 2 consumer organizations. This was complemented 
by high-level interviews and document analysis from 
national ministries, DG Move and European advisory 
councils in the field of sustainability.

The information from these consultations was used as 
input for two expert meetings, attended by 22 experts 
(of whom 7 had also been interviewed) (both held on 
22 January 2020). The expert meeting served to vali-
date the findings from the consultations. The follow-
ing stakeholders were present and represent the main 
international rail transport corridors from Belgium, 
the Netherlands, France, the United Kingdom, Ger-
many and Austria (see Fig.  2): rail-related (operator/
infrastructure) (ALLRAIL; Eurostar; NS International; 
ÖBB-Personenverkehr AG; ProRail; Thalys; Transdev), 
consumer-related (European Passengers’ Federation; 
Netherlands Authority for the Consumer and Market; 
Ombudsman for Public Transport; Rover; Treinreiswin-
kel; Treinreiziger. nl), air-related (KLM; Royal Schiphol 
Group), bus-related (FlixMobility), government-related 
(Federal Council for Sustainable Development Belgium; 
Province of Limburg; Vereniging Deltametropool), aca-
demic/consultant (Arcadis; lynx; TU Delft).

5  Bottlenecks
Much of the literature on traveller demand is optimis-
tic about the potential of international rail transport, 
in terms of stated preference research and transport 
demand modelling. However, international rail trans-
port in Europe is developing, but arguably not at the 
pace that the literature on traveller demand suggest. 
In what follows we report on the main findings (with a 
strong emphasis on bottlenecks) that emerged from the 

Table 1 Information collection process and timing

Planning Interviews and expert meetings

Summer/autumn 2019 Exploration

*   Explanatory interviews

October 2019 to February 2020 Analysis

*   Interviews

*   Expert meetings

February 2020 to June 2020 Conclusions

*   Additional interviews
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consultations and expert meetings of representatives 
of traveler organisations and international travel sec-
tors. We give an overview of the bottlenecks from the 
passenger’s point of view (5.1), and of the bottlenecks 
related to the four-layer model (5.2).

5.1  Bottlenecks from the passenger’s perspective
The main goal of the European policy to improve inter-
national rail services is to optimise the use of the existing 
railway infrastructure. This is reflected in the two pillars 
of the European policy: open access and technical harmo-
nisation. The aim of the railway packages is to contribute 
to the improvement of the quality, competitiveness and 

efficiency of the European railway sector, the idea being 
that this will serve the interests of the international rail 
passenger. However, the assumption that this policy 
would lead to a large increase in international rail pas-
senger transport has not materialised. In fact, the relative 
share of rail in the European transport market has actu-
ally declined in recent years. This is understandable from 
the perspective of the international rail traveller, as they 
still face numerous bottlenecks. It is therefore only logical 
that travellers do not currently regard the train as a real-
istic alternative to the car or plane. International travel-
lers are independent and make their own decisions about 
how to travel; governments can influence that choice by 

Fig. 2 Main international rail transport corridors
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responding to travellers’ needs—but have not yet done 
enough in that respect.

The problem is clearly not limited to the lack of infra-
structure alone. International travellers have an exten-
sive European rail network at their disposal. For example, 
passengers from the Netherlands have direct access to 
the railway network in Belgium, France and the United 
Kingdom via the high-speed HSL trains, and to the Ger-
man railway network via the high-speed ICE trains to 
Frankfurt and the Intercity to Berlin. These connections 
give the traveller access to the whole of Europe, albeit 
with one or more changes. Yet the potential of the train 
for travellers in Europe is not fully exploited due to at 
least four major bottlenecks:

5.1.1  Journey time: too few fast connections by train
Travel time is an important factor when choosing a mode 
of transport. The train is more attractive if the travel time 
is competitive with alternative options. The greatest time 
savings are achieved when trains run on dedicated tracks, 
allowing for limited stops and high cruising speed. Many 
European countries already have such high-speed lines, 
but on large parts of the infrastructure trains cannot yet 
run at their maximum cruising speed, either through line 
speed limitations or additional stops. Moreover, the rail 
networks have been planned and built to serve national 
interests, making choices that make perfect sense from a 
national point of view (such as additional stops to harmo-
nise train speeds and prioritising national services on the 
line), but resulting in longer travel times for international 
travellers. A good illustration can be found in the slower 
operating speeds for high speed trains in the intensively 
used rail networks of Ile de France, London, Flanders, 
and the Ruhr area. This means that the travel time sav-
ings to international travellers that the European high-
speed network provide are curtailed, despite the billions 
that were invested (including from EU funds).

5.1.2  Journey cost: the train is considered/perceived to be 
expensive

The second barrier experienced by the traveller is the 
price of the train ticket. Many people consider the price 
of a train ticket to be high compared to the price of air 
travel. However, it is by no means certain that this is the 
case (leaving aside the dumping practices in the low-cost 
airline sector as a result of COVID-19). It is difficult to 
accurately compare the cost of train and plane tickets 
because the prices of the tickets on offer vary so much, 
but a Consumer Association sample of ticket prices (8) 
shows that the train is often cheaper than flying for des-
tinations Berlin, London, Prague, and Copenhagen from 
different cities in the Netherlands. Moreover, travellers 
often do not take into account the additional costs of 

travelling by plane, such as airport parking fees and the 
cost of travelling to and from airports [26].

5.1.3  Journey comfort: too few direct train services
Having to change trains during a journey is one of the 
biggest sources of stress or discomfort for travellers [33]. 
Changing trains makes a journey more uncertain in many 
ways. Will I make the connection? What happens if I miss 
my connection? How will I get from one train to another? 
Will I be able to wait comfortably for my next train, or 
will I have to stand on a cold platform? Will the platform 
be easily accessible [30]. Is it safe or do I have to keep a 
close eye on my luggage? Moreover, a change almost 
always involves extra waiting time, making the total travel 
time from door to door longer than with a direct connec-
tion. For some travellers, these objections are so severe 
that they prefer a longer journey without transferring to a 
shorter journey with transfer.

Another reason why international travellers are reluc-
tant to choose train journeys with one or more changes is 
that they feel that passenger rights are inadequate when 
changes are involved. For example, if your train is delayed 
and you miss a connection, can you take the next train 
without having booked a seat? And if there is a delay on 
part of the journey, can you claim compensation for the 
whole journey? Notably, services like RailTeam journey 
planner (http:// www. railt eam. eu) do provide fairly robust 
passenger rights for many international journeys with 
regard to missed connections, but switching from one 
operator to another can be risky: unlike airlines, opera-
tors of rail services have rather limited agreements on 
taking over each other’s passengers in case of delays or 
cancellations and if it is there, the process to the traveller 
is far less supported than when missing a flight.

5.1.4  Planning and booking of more complex trips 
is problematic

Another barrier that travellers have to overcome when 
choosing to travel by train is the poor user friendliness of 
the booking system compared to other modes of trans-
port. Booking an international train journey is a com-
plicated matter. For many international destinations, it 
is difficult to find and book tickets. And in many cases 
tickets are only available three months before the jour-
ney, whereas the leisure traveller often wants to plan and 
book his journey much further in advance. The process 
leading up to a booking also has its flaws. The service 
needs to be visible in the set of travel options that can be 
chosen from, and if travellers do not know what interna-
tional train services are available, they will never choose 
the train to get to their foreign destination. Access to the 
system can be summarised by four key words: knowl-
edge, findability, bookability and security. These factors 

http://www.railteam.eu
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need to be improved in order to persuade more people to 
choose the train for their international journeys.

The bottlenecks raised by rail passengers are clearly 
related to travel time, cost and comfort, in addition to the 
ease of access to the rail system. In a sense, all these prob-
lems relate to layer 1. But since we know that layer 1 is 
influenced by what may or may not go wrong in layers 2, 
3 and 4, we should also look at bottlenecks per layer and 
between layers.

5.2  Bottlenecks per layer
The passenger perspective showed that mobility ser-
vices (layer 1) leave much to be desired. There seems to 
be a clear lack of passenger-friendly access to the system, 
information and tickets. Travel information (compared 
to other modes) is poor, booking and rebooking proce-
dures are complicated or impossible, and timetables are 
unreliable.

The main bottleneck seems to be the booking system. 
Booking international train journeys is difficult because 
there is no easy and transparent system for finding and 
booking international train tickets. Obtaining tickets 
for main destinations and direct services is reasonably 
easy, but buying tickets for indirect services or more dis-
tant destinations is considerably more complicated. The 
ticket information landscape is fragmented and techni-
cally complex, and the cost–benefit ratio of developing a 
passenger-friendly platform has so far proved unattrac-
tive to potential providers. There are hardly any inde-
pendent travel information and ticketing providers in 
Europe. People who want to plan and book a journey get 
caught up in a confusing maze of rules and information. 
Railway undertakings generally only offer tickets for their 
own trains; tickets for other companies’ trains, even for 
connecting trains, are only offered in limited cases (e.g. 
for services of partner companies). Moreover, each rail-
way undertaking has its own sales channels and digital 
systems, which means that some tickets can only be pur-
chased online, by phone or at a ticket office.

Finding and buying airline tickets is now much easier, 
as booking one or more flights is made easy by platforms 
such as skyscanner, cheaptickets, gotogate, and google 
flights. When choosing a trip, people are influenced by 
how easy it is to find and book a trip. If finding a ticket 
proves difficult, they are likely to choose another travel 
option for which they can easily obtain a ticket. Airlines 
work together internationally in broad alliances; railway 
companies take a different approach. For example, NS 
(the national railway company of the Netherlands) is not 
allowed to sell the cheap tickets of Ouigo, a subsidiary 
of SNCF (the national railway company of France). NS 
International sells tickets to London and Kent, but not 
to other destinations in the UK. The national carriers 

generally do not sell tickets for services of new entrants 
to the railway market and vice versa. As a result, interna-
tional train journeys often have to be split up into a series 
of shorter journeys. This is not only inconvenient to book 
but also affects passengers’ rights in the event of delays or 
missed connections.

There is no uniform European reservation system for 
train journeys. In Europe, there are two main systems 
for reserving trains: In one system, the traveller buys a 
ticket for a certain route on a certain day, whereby dif-
ferent trains can be used (this flexible system is often 
referred to as the "German system"). This is advantageous 
for travellers who miss a connection. In the other system, 
the traveller buys a ticket for a specific train on a specific 
day (this inflexible system is often called the "French sys-
tem"). In this system, the journey must be made at a spe-
cific time and seat reservation is mandatory. In practice, 
it is difficult to combine these two reservation systems. 
When passengers change from a French to a German res-
ervation, they do not know for sure whether there will 
be a seat available for them on the connecting train, and 
if so, in which coach they can find it. And when chang-
ing from a German reservation to a French reservation, 
passengers who miss their connection are not allowed to 
board the next train (because they did not reserve a seat). 
None of the providers of tickets for journeys within their 
own operating area are confronted with this structural 
defect in the system. The passengers are left to sort it out 
themselves. There is no direct incentive for the providers 
of tickets to come up with an overarching system. How-
ever, a uniform, public-friendly booking system for inter-
national trains would encourage more people to travel by 
train. As such, this situation represents an indirect, but 
so far unacknowledged, incentive for greater coordina-
tion and cooperation. Greater uniformity of data and 
data systems across Europe would make access to ticket 
information and ticketing much easier. It could lead to a 
system similar to that of the airlines, working on the basis 
of alliances and code-sharing. However, at the moment 
it is not in the interest of individual ticket providers to 
take the initiative in creating such a unified system: the 
necessary investments are too large and the prospects for 
recovering the benefits and for third-party entry into the 
system are too uncertain. Therefore, an umbrella system 
can only be created by all parties working together.

With regard to transport services (layer 2), but also 
traffic services (layer 3) and infrastructure (layer 4), there 
seems to be a strong dominance of national interests 
through the dominance of national operators and net-
work managers focussing largely on the domestic mar-
ket. Although some of the first railway lines in Europe 
were built for cross-border transport, over the past cen-
tury the rail passenger transport sector has provided 
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value mostly in dense areas and concentrated on trans-
port within national borders. As a result, the interests of 
international passengers have been under-represented in 
decision-making.

Over the last decades the international rail services like 
dwindled. And despite recent examples of a shift, like the 
ÖBB starting the Nightjet, most players influencing the 
rail transport system are still nationally oriented. In car-
rying out their responsibilities, they are nationally ori-
ented: they strive to optimise the national rail transport 
system without paying much attention to the effects at 
the international level. COVID-19 also illustrated this. 
Strong local support for the national railway, less for 
international connections. They largely neglect the inter-
national dimension of the rail transport system because 
they are ’rewarded’ primarily for their domestic perfor-
mance. For these players, the benefits of international 
transport performance are mostly intangible and largely 
irrelevant to performance reviews. The national govern-
ments of the Member States underestimate the economic 
and other interests of metropolitan agglomerations in 
their decisions on international transport services. In 
addition, there is a worrying lack of decisive international 
coordination in striking a balance between the needs of 
national and international rail transport. This affects the 
quality and thus the competitiveness of international rail 
passenger transport.

In addition, the capacity constraints in traffic services 
(layer 3) are due to a) the different technical, train protec-
tion and control systems and the lack of a common lan-
guage, and b) the problematic distribution of capacity on 
certain sections between national and international ser-
vices and between passenger and freight transport. The 
technical differences between rail systems in Europe have 
been a major bottleneck for a long time. They concern 
track gauge, platform height, the electrical power sup-
ply and the train control and safety systems. These dif-
ferences force travellers to transfer or limit operational 
speed. Technically, the differences between the systems 
can all be overcome. However, it makes things much 
more complex for the rolling stock. The consequences 
are higher costs for the whole system, longer lead times 
for rolling stock and greater complexity (with the risks 
involved in obtaining certification).

In relation to infrastructure (layer 4), speed limits are a 
major bottleneck due to the limited capacity and quality 
of existing infrastructure and stations. Because the devel-
opment of the railway infrastructure in the European 
countries has been concentrated for years on the domes-
tic networks, a fully interconnected international high-
speed network has not been established at that spatial 
scale. This has led to insufficient attention being paid to 
the development of international high-speed corridors. 

In the past twenty years, the European Commission has 
produced four ’railway packages’ of legislation for more 
competition and uniform technical solutions to pro-
mote the harmonisation of the railway transport system. 
However, these European policies have not always led 
to the desired improvements, either in the market pillar 
(aimed at open access to rail corridors) or in the techni-
cal pillar (aimed at interoperability across the European 
rail network). Solutions that work well for services to 
Germany do not work, or work differently, for services 
to Belgium and France. This can largely be explained by 
the differences in technical and other systems between 
the countries, but the considerable differences in culture 
and procedures also play a role. The railways have a long 
history, infrastructure managers are considered rather 
inflexible and operators are not particularly willing to 
cooperate with each other.

From travel demand research it seems that travellers 
are positive about international train travel. However, 
barriers mentioned here hamper the introduction of bet-
ter services on the main links—the corridors—between 
Europe’s major conurbations, to make good on that 
promise. Passengers will therefore benefit from a pol-
icy focus on making improvements to the core network 
(which, in principle, can be made quickly). At present, 
however, policy attention is not focused on these corri-
dors but is spread over the entire network. This situation 
is at odds with the priorities of the European Commis-
sion, which recently set itself the target of completing 
the core (trans-European transport network) network by 
2030 and then the comprehensive network by 2050 [12].

6  Five key recommendations for policymakers
With short-haul flights gradually losing public accept-
ance and increasing road congestion, there is an excellent 
opportunity to fundamentally rethink the whole issue 
of international rail travel. Whether COVID-19 will be 
a game changer here remains to be seen. Van Wee and 
Witlox [35], in their analysis of the long-term effects of 
COVID-19 on activity participation and travel behav-
iour related to rail, warn that investments in capacity 
expansion of existing connections (such as stations and 
lines) to reduce congestion (roads) and crowding (pub-
lic transport) may become less attractive, assuming that 
attractiveness is based on the difference between social 
benefits and costs. If bottlenecks are not resolved, it will 
certainly not help. The bottlenecks within and between 
the layers of the rail transport system are still approached 
too little from the perspective of the internal logic of the 
system itself and too little from the perspective of the 
international (and domestic) train passenger. In order to 
have the four layers of the rail transport system cooper-
ate more closely, the functioning of the international 
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corridors must first be improved (Recommendation 1). 
In addition, improvements are also needed in the four 
layers of the rail transport system: the mobility services 
(Recommendation 2), the transport services (Recom-
mendation 3), the traffic services (Recommendation 4), 
and the infrastructure (Recommendation 5).

6.1  Recommendation 1: work towards a European corridor 
coordination

A corridor coordinator is needed to ensure that all par-
ties work together to create better connections between 
international transport links and train paths (i.e. slots 
allocated to operators to operate services on specific 
sections of track). Corridor coordination will eventu-
ally lead to the demand for a corridor authority. This 
transport authority within a corridor will ensure that 
all stakeholders know what level of service is required 
on each specific section of the corridor (quality of roll-
ing stock, frequency of services and desired speeds). In 
the long run, the need will arise to merge the corridor 
authorities into a single European rail traffic manage-
ment and capacity management system for cross-bor-
der services.

The market for international trains has proved difficult 
to develop. If the policy of open access does not lead to 
the introduction of the desired international transport 
services, the corridor coordinator should be able to ten-
der new supranational public service obligations for 
major routes. Ultimately, this could be carried out by the 
new corridor authority. An even better service could be 
achieved if the corridor coordinator were later given the 
task of increasing the operating speed of the services by 
solving technical problems and removing infrastructure 
bottlenecks. European funds can be called upon to pro-
vide all or part of the necessary financing. The experi-
ence of the Rhine Commission [11] could be helpful in 
defining the exact tasks and competences of the corridor 
authority.

6.2  Recommendation 2: mobility services—improve 
information provision, ticketing and passenger rights

The European rail transport policy must ensure that the 
rail market is opened up to different transport services 
and that trains run faster. The train passenger should 
benefit from this. But if the desired train connection can-
not be found or booked, much of the benefit is lost. Much 
remains to be done in this regard. Specifically, travel and 
passenger information must become more accessible and 
international journeys much easier to book. International 
train travellers want a user-friendly booking procedure 
that brings together the services and prices of all train 
operators on a route (former public operators and new 

market entrants) in one convenient format. As travel-
lers do not travel from station to station but from door to 
door, they want integrated travel advice and ticketing (cf. 
MaaS) [29]. There are already a number of apps in devel-
opment that will provide integrated travel information 
and ticketing services. However, app-builders face the 
problem of insufficient access to travel information, pas-
senger data and ticketing because operators do not make 
them available. Operators must make this data public.

All operators should allow third parties (not just for-
mer public operators) to sell tickets. The aim should be 
to standardise the format of ticket information and con-
ditions, along the lines of the airline situation. This will 
make it easier, more attractive and economically viable 
for all train companies, online ticketing platforms and 
travel agencies to sell third-party tickets. None of the 
individual national companies has sufficient financial or 
other interest in dismantling the status quo, so a coop-
erative approach is needed. International train tickets are 
usually only available from three months before the date 
of travel. This excludes the train for travellers who want 
to book their journey much further in advance. Opera-
tors should be encouraged to make international train 
tickets available earlier than the current three months 
before the date of travel. A period of at least nine months 
should be feasible. When tendering for and awarding 
concessions and public service obligations, the authori-
ties should raise this with the operators and hold them 
accountable to the extent possible.

Like airlines, rail operators must make agreements 
among themselves to take over each other’s passengers 
in the event of delays or cancellation of flights (through 
ticketing). The European Commission can make binding 
agreements on this in the Rail Passenger Rights Regula-
tion, which is currently being recast. Unfortunately, our 
interviews showed that some Member States (under the 
influence of their railway companies) are watering down 
the agreements, limiting a stronger traveller focus.

6.3  Recommendation 3: transport services—new 
international services and the train as an attractive 
option

Part of the railway network capacity that could be uti-
lised by international services is currently unfilled, mostly 
situated outside of Europe’s densely populated areas. The 
EU’s open access policy is intended to stimulate market 
players to use this space. However, this has led to the 
emergence of only a few new operators, most of whom 
also operate in regional markets and are in fact subsidi-
aries of the national operators (Abellio is a subsidiary of 
NS, Arriva is a subsidiary of Deutsche Bahn, etc.). Suc-
cessful new entrants to the rail market operate in Italy, 
Austria and the Czech Republic: NTV/Italo, Westbahn 
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and Regiojet. These and other new operators, united in 
ALLRAIL (Alliance of Rail New Entrants), point out 
that the national operators, as former state-owned com-
panies, enjoy much greater market protection. National 
governments—in defiance of EU policy—tend to protect 
their national operators from competition. Stimulating 
new services on a European level, beyond open access is 
required.

Many international travellers still do not see the train 
as an attractive form of transport. The opening of the 
market has apparently not given train operators enough 
incentive to meet the needs of international travellers. 
A question that arises is what can be done to make train 
travel more attractive to passengers. Of course, the oper-
ators have an important role to play in marketing their 
products. As the greening of transport is an important 
government objective, it is conceivable that the national 
government could (partially) finance an information 
campaign to bring international train travel to the atten-
tion of the public. In addition, the government could use 
flanking policy to bring about a shift in passenger num-
bers to more sustainable modes of transport. An exam-
ple is the French government that makes its support of 
Air France dependent on a ban on domestic short-haul 
flights. Companies and governments can boost the rail 
market by banning such short flights within Europe 
for their staff. They could also consider ending the tax 
deduction for business trips by short-haul flights.

Travellers base their choice of transport partly on the 
perceived price. As discussed above, train journeys are 
by no means always more expensive than flying. Nev-
ertheless, attractive pricing might encourage travellers 
to take the train. A reduction of the VAT rate on train 
tickets on a European level, which would also contrib-
ute to the objectives of the European Green Deal. This 
also applies to the oft-repeated suggestion of reducing 
rail access charges levied by infrastructure managers for 
international long-distance trains. For long-distance con-
nections in Europe, a degressive tariff could be applied: 
the longer the distance, the lower the charge per distance 
unit.

6.4  Recommendation 4: traffic services—more efficient 
capacity allocation and more use of information 
technology

The management of railway capacity is based on a dec-
ades-old system that has been continuously adapted and 
expanded in a series of incremental improvements. This 
system does not make it easy to free up more space for 
international trains. More intelligent use can be made 
of existing capacity. Such a scheme seems reasonable to 
plan and fill capacity, but it hinders the flexibility needed 
to increase the frequency of international services on 

all international routes. By way of illustration, Eurostar 
argues that it should be possible in the short term to 
gain at least 16 min on the journey from Amsterdam to 
London, and that the five infrastructure managers on the 
Amsterdam-London route are all seeking to optimise the 
use of capacity within their own areas. This time saving 
can be achieved if there is better coordination between 
the available international timetables. The travel time 
would then be reduced from 3 h 58 min to 3 h 42 min, 
which would make the train much more competitive with 
the plane. If there are questions about the distribution of 
capacity between freight and passenger transport and/or 
between national and international connections, these 
options are not operational but political considerations. If 
there is a scarcity of capacity, the decision on how to allo-
cate priorities is a political one. On many international 
services, time could be saved if the timetables allocated 
by different infrastructure managers were better coordi-
nated. According to Eurostar, just a small variation in the 
timetable can cut 16 min off the travel time and will make 
the difference for travellers in choosing between flying 
or taking the train. In such cases, the coordination body 
could better balance national and international interests 
when allocating capacity.

The capacity of the railway network can be significantly 
increased through better use of information technol-
ogy, which can make rail transport safer and more reli-
able. Speeds can also be increased, which would facilitate 
cross-border rail traffic. The introduction of a uniform 
electricity supply could also contribute to a more inten-
sive use of the railway network. The EU has chosen to 
implement the ERTMS system for train control and safety 
management throughout Europe. However, the problem 
is complex and difficult to grasp, and many stakeholders 
are concerned about the slow progress of implementation 
and rising costs. Here we note that the priority applica-
tion and harmonisation of information technology on the 
main railway lines will give a significant boost to interna-
tional rail transport.

6.5  Recommendation 5: infrastructure—invest 
in and optimize of transboundary rail connections

Wherever possible, railway capacity should be increased 
primarily through the use of intelligent safety systems 
such as ERTMS, which make better use of capacity. How-
ever, on some sections physical extension may be neces-
sary. The construction of new infrastructure should be 
limited to cases where capacity is insufficient or speed 
is insufficient to meet the required quality standards. 
Improving the infrastructure is possible and feasible. The 
unbundling of regional, national and international rail 
transport on some routes will facilitate traffic flows and 
allow higher operating speeds.
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7  Conclusion
Research in international travel, on routes where trains 
and planes compete, is mainly concerned with modal 
share and travellers’ preferences for both options. These 
studies show a promising position for rail in the market. 
But this promise is not being fulfilled. Some research 
also looks at the development of services and their qual-
ity. The research looks at what the reasons are for the low 
demand. There are clear obstacles in the way the manage-
ment of the railway sector is structured at national and 
international level. These barriers manifest themselves in 
the rail services offered, not only in the transport itself, 
but also in many other aspects of the travel experience. 
There is a discrepancy between the promises made in 
research and the reality on the tracks.

This study aims to broaden the research perspective 
to understand not only what is promised, but also what 
opportunities exist to strengthen international rail travel 
as an alternative for routes up to 800 km. It is based on a 
broad perspective as presented by relevant stakeholders 
in the relevant sectors. Moreover, it has a clear starting 
point in the Netherlands, a country from which long-
distance rail journeys are always international journeys. 
Countries such as France, Germany, Italy, Spain and the 
UK are indeed developing their high-speed networks 
on a national scale, without any subset of the barriers 
described here. However, in other countries such as Aus-
tria, Belgium, Denmark and the Netherlands, and thus in 
the European Union as a whole, these barriers limit the 
potential of rail transport, despite the promising research 
on modal preferences.

The barriers presented here are of course based on 
consultation with a limited number of key stakeholders 
in this Dutch context. A better understanding of these 
barriers will help to promote the future of European 
railways. Therefore, we would like to present this here 
as a first research agenda to address additional research 
topics in the field of international travel beyond the 
current main topics of air travel and mode choice. We 
propose to extend the analysis to other countries and to 
explore, beyond stakeholder consultation (and includ-
ing the views of passengers and potential passengers), 
the potential of new ways to drive the future of interna-
tional rail travel in Europe.
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Friesenbrücke - Europas größte Hub-Dreh-Brücke
Verwaltungsvereinbarung für den Schiffs- und Eisenbahnverkehr unterzeichnet • Ab Ende 2024 wieder durchgehende Züge zwischen Leer und
Groningen • Neue Friesenbrücke öffnet und schließt minutenschnell • Flüssigerer Verkehr für Bahn und Schiffe

Ende 2024 soll bei Weener die größte Hub-Dreh-Brücke Europas in Betrieb gehen. Bahn- und Schiffsverkehr profitieren künftig von minutenschnellen Öffnungs- und Schließzeiten der
technisch anspruchsvollen Hub-Dreh-Konstruktion.

Gestern wurden die Rahmenbedingungen für den künftigen Betrieb der neuen Friesenbrücke mit Festlegungen zur Brückenposition sowohl im geöffneten wie auch im geschlossenen
Zustand als auch einzuhaltenden Öffnungs- und Bewegungszeiten in einer Verwaltungsvereinbarung geregelt. Vertreter der Deutschen Bahn (DB) und der Wasserstraßen- und
Schifffahrtsverwaltung des Bundes (WSV) unterzeichneten dazu in Leer gemeinsam die Vereinbarung.

Ein weiterer Inhalt der Vereinbarung ist die einheitlich geregelte Kommunikation zwischen den Verkehrsteilnehmenden und dem Verantwortlichen für den Betrieb im Schifffahrts- und
Eisenbahnverkehr, die durch klare Handlungsanweisungen und Meldeketten beschrieben wird. Um die Verkehrssituation an der künftigen Friesenbrücke besser einschätzen zu können,
wurde eigens durch einen gemeinsam akzeptierten Gutachter der Begegnungsverkehr im Schiffssimulator in Echtzeit simuliert. Zusätzliche Sicherheit bietet künftig auch eine
Statusanzeige der Brücke. Sie macht den Zustand der Brücke (geöffnet, geschlossen oder in Bewegung befindlich) für alle Verkehrsteilnehmer sichtbar.

v.l.n.r. Detlef Barner, Leiter Anlagen- und Instandhaltungsmanagement Netz Bremen, DB Netz AG, Marcus

Kuhn, Leiter Betrieb Netz Bremen, DB Netz AG, Hermann Poppen, Amtsleiter, Wasserstraßen- und
Schifffahrtsamt Ems-Nordsee

Durch die Friesenbrücke und die sogenannte Wunderline verkürzt sich die Fahrzeit für Reisende ab Ende 2024 zwischen dem niederländischen Groningen und Bremen künftig auf
weniger als zweieinhalb Stunden. Gleichzeitig werden mit dem Brückenneubau die Wirtschaft und der Tourismus in der Region gestärkt.

Das 337 Meter lange Bauwerk bekommt auf 145 Metern ein bewegliches Mittelteil. Das 1.800 Tonnen schwere Element lässt sich digital steuern und in wenigen Minuten um 90 Grad
drehen. Schiffe, die auf eine Öffnung angewiesen sind, wie Seeschiffe oder Binnenschiffe mit hohem Aufbau, erhalten durch die Drehung eine ausreichende Durchfahrtsbreite, um sicher
durch die Öffnung zu navigieren. Ein zusätzlicher Anprallschutz im Wasser sorgt für maximale Sicherheit aller Verkehrsteilnehmenden. Die Sicherheit und Leichtigkeit der Verkehre werden
dadurch jederzeit gewährleistet. Auf der Friesenbrücke entsteht außerdem ein zweieinhalb Meter breiter Fuß- und Radweg. Bevor die Arbeiten für die neue Brücke Mitte 2022 starten
können, baut die DB derzeit die alte Brückenkonstruktion zurück.
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