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Preface

In November 2006, when we published the Report on Combined Transport (CT) in Europe 
2005 as part of the DIOMIS project, we wanted to give an initial response to the demand, which 
had only recently come to light, for political, infrastructure, business and strategic stakeholders 
and decision-makers to be provided with documentation that would give an overall view of CT 
and assist them in making decisions affecting the development of CT in Europe.  

We also announced our intention to update this report every two years, and, accordingly, 
the present 2008 edition has been updated to cover the situation of CT in 2007.

The authors of the study have refi ned their methods of analysis and expanded their sources 
and coverage. The reader will fi nd that CT exceeded our previous growth projections during 
those two years but also in 2008, and that the CT industry has expanded even further in 
terms of operators and relevance for customers and society as a whole.

The present economic downturn, resulting from the ongoing fi nancial crunch, has 
undoubtedly affected CT growth during the last quarter of 2008 and will have an even 
greater impact on its evolution in the course of 2009: goods that are not produced cannot 
be transported. Our next update, focusing on 2009, will of course refl ect that.

But, sometime in the course of 2009/2010, the fi nancial world is bound to come to its 
senses, the general public will regain confi dence, orders will be made again and the global 
economy will start to recover. CT will be there to respond to the demands arising from this 
new situation.

It would indeed be a grave, even fatal mistake for the CT stakeholders and decision-makers 
to use the current economic slump as an excuse to avoid taking action where action is now 
needed, in particular vis-à-vis rail freight and CT’s future capacity requirements. Nothing 
will ever be the same again and, when the storm eventually subsides, it will not be business 
as usual: the need for modal shift and competitive, environmentally-friendly freight transport 
will not disappear. We can at best use the current economic slump as a short additional 
breathing space, to then be better prepared and take the necessary action in order to 
anticipate the capacity constraints predicted by DIOMIS for 2015/2020.

We hope our work will help the reader share our sense of urgency, and we look forward to 
cooperating with all the stakeholders in order to reach this shared goal.

Eric Peetermans
Chairman of the UIC Combined Transport Group

December 2008
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1 The unaccompanied intermodal rail/road industry in 2007

1.1 Market size

The 2007 survey identifi ed a total of 105 companies providing unaccompanied combined 
rail/road services in Europe in 2007. This meant there were 21 more intermodal service 
suppliers than in 2005, when the pioneering analysis of the European intermodal industry 
was carried out. This was partly due to the fact that new players had entered the market, 
and also because companies that had been – or still were – fairly reluctant to make their 
intermodal business public, or were operating in the less transparent geographical periphery 
of Europe were identifi ed. Moreover, some companies mentioned in the 2005 report had 
ceased operating on the intermodal market. 

The complete list of intermodal companies is presented in an appendix to this report.

1.2 Business models

Almost all the 105 intermodal service providers could clearly be classifi ed according to one 
of the three main categories of intermodal business models:

� Generalist intermodal operator
� Railway undertaking acting as an operator
� Logistics service provider acting as an operator

Generalist intermodal operator

The development of the intermodal industry in Europe in the late 1960s was particularly 
due to a new type of specialised logistics service provider being established, the intermodal 
operator. In the beginning its primary role was to bring together the state railway sector, 
which provided all the resources needed to perform rail operations, and the shippers, 
forwarding agents, road transport operators and shipping lines wishing to transport cargo. 
Even though there is now a widespread basis of co-operation between rail and road, this 
distribution of roles has generally stayed the same. However, a signifi cant change has been 
that intermodal operators have taken on the leading role in terms of product development, 
setting rail production and taking economic risks. 
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The business model of generalist type of intermodal operator has the following characteristics 
(see also Figure 1):

� Intermodal operators defi ne, implement and operate intermodal services on behalf of 
third parties and their cargo. 
� Based on customer requirements they design intermodal services, particularly in terms 

of origin and destination of the trains (terminals), timetables, routing, train weight and 
length, price schemes, and types of rail cars used. 
� On the production side operators tend to purchase most supply services such as 

transhipment, rail transport or – if door-to-door services are provided – road trucking, in 
order to keep assets low. However, many operators own a fl eet of intermodal wagons. 
� Intermodal operators increasingly purchase block trains from railway undertakings and 

thus take on the economic risk of fi lling train capacity. 
� Generally, they retail the train capacity to customers. Depending on market positioning, 

space can be booked by any customer or a specifi c clientele, for example forwarding 
agents (see chapter 1.3). This is what we call an operator-driven, open block train 
service, as opposed to “company trains” dedicated to one user.

Figure 1: Business model I: generalist intermodal operator
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For almost 40 years the International Union of combined Road-Rail transport companies 
(IURR) has brought together intermodal service providers that consider themselves 
generalist operators. Inter Ferry Boats, Intercontainer-Interfrigo and Metrans, as well as 
new operators such as boxXpress or Vänerexpressen also belong to this category. 

Railway undertaking acting as an operator

Practically all established European railway undertakings and a substantial number of 
new entrants onto the market are involved in intermodal services as companies operating 
trains. In addition, many of them act as intermodal operators by providing more or less 
“open” combined transport schemes for third party shipments (see Figure 2). However, 
similarly to generalist operators, they also organise and operate company trains for specifi c 
customers.

Figure 2: Business model II: railway undertaking acting as an operator
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With regard to the scope and extent of intermodal services, a distinction can be drawn 
between two types of railway:

� Most established railway undertakings have maintained a range of domestic and 
international wagonload services, the latter in cooperation with other railways. These 
systems generally give customers the opportunity to ship intermodal loading units as 
well. When a railway solely focuses on this type of role in combined transport activities 
it acts as an operator on a comparatively small scale. 
� In contrast, other railway undertakings could be considered full-blown intermodal 

operators. They operate and sell specifi c intermodal services developed by their 
organisation and also offer integrated intermodal door-to-door supply chain solutions 
for shippers. Among these RUs are Deutsche Bahn, RENFE, SBB Cargo, VR Cargo, 
CargoNet, UK railways such as Freightliner or First GBRf as well as newcomers, e.g. 
TX Logistik. There are also railways that have divided their intermodal business into 
independent companies, such as ACOS, which is backed by the previous short line 
EVB, or mixed business models such as Rail Link, which is a joint venture of Veolia 
Cargo and CMA-CGM. 

Logistics service provider acting as an operator

For a long time the supply and demand sides of intermodal services could be clearly 
distinguished, and actors could be clearly identifi ed as belonging to one or the other sector. 
The liberalisation of the rail freight market since the 1990s, which enabled every authorised 
company to provide intermodal and/or rail transport services for example, was key to 
stimulating competition as well as bringing about the emergence of new business models 
in intermodal transportation. A business model which has become particularly popular 
in recent years is the logistics service provider acting as a combined transport operator. 
The 2007 survey identifi ed at least 31 intermodal companies, which had been created by 
forwarders, steamship lines, road transport companies or barge operators. Ambrogio, DHL, 
ERS, Messina, Pöhland, Wenzel and Wincanton, among others, belong to this category.

Initially, many of these companies developed intermodal services so these could serve 
primarily as a closed shop to convey shipments originating from their own logistics. 
However, most companies quickly assumed the role of operator by offering spare transport 
space to other users in order to improve their capacity employment rate, and as this area of 
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business grew, to specifi cally arrange intermodal services for third parties. Some of these 
new operators even brought integration further by obtaining a railway undertaking licence 
and/or obtaining terminal handling facilities. 

By establishing proprietary intermodal services the logistics service providers extended 
their value chains and achieved increased integration of the supply chain. They also 
“eliminated” the role of the generalist operator as a broker, at least for the shipments which 
were transported by their own services (see Figure 3). At the same time however, most of 
these logistics service providers were utilising other operators’ combined transport services 
on trade lanes that they did not yet operate on themselves. 

Figure 3: Business model III: logistic service provider acting as an operator
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Results of the survey

The survey revealed that approximately one third of all 105 intermodal service providers 
belonged to one of the three categories. This highlighted the tremendous dynamism of the 
intermodal transportation sector since this industry was deregulated. Until around 10 years 
ago, logistics service providers such as forwarders, shipping lines or transport companies 
were customers to intermodal operators and were less committed to developing intermodal 
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services of their own. The intermodal market is now divided between railway undertakings 
and generalist intermodal operators, the latter having a predominant position, especially in 
terms of market shares. In 2007, their share of the total intermodal volume in Europe was 
estimated at around 80 percent. 

1.3 Intermodal service providers’ range of services

This chapter analyses the marketing approach of intermodal service providers in 2007, 
with a particular focus on the extent to which they have been covering intermodal market 
segments, the extent of their involvement in the logistics value chain and whether their 
approach has an impact on market shares. 

Market positioning

The most important target group for the sale of intermodal services was still the forwarding 
and logistics industry. 92 percent of all intermodal operators declared that they were targeting 
this customer category (see Figure 4). This roughly constituted a 25 percent increase since 
2005. In fact, only intermodal operators with a background as logistics service providers 
themselves (business model III), or those specifi cally targeting container hinterland services 
for shipping lines did not position their services on the forwarder market. 

Figure 4: Importance of target customer groups in 2007

Source: 86 intermodal service providers

In 2007, slightly over 50 percent of all intermodal service providers offered their train 
capacities to shippers. This was the same percentage as in 2005. In contrast, the importance 



Page 9 of 66

of shipping lines as a target customer group increased by 8 percent within this two-year 
period. This refl ected the recent boom in global container traffi c and European hinterland 
transportation, which one the one hand prompted existing intermodal operators to broaden 
their customer base, and on the other hand created momentum for some logistics service 
providers to enter the intermodal market. 

Those who answered “other customers” meant road transport companies or other intermodal 
companies that could book transport space on their trains.

Range of intermodal services

Combined rail/road transport in Europe consists of four market segments. With regard to 
the origin and destination of the cargo transported, a distinction can be drawn between two 
basic market segments:

� Container hinterland traffi c is the transport of freight containers between sea ports and 
inland areas. The containers almost exclusively carry trans-continental cargo, i.e. goods 
with an overseas origin or destination, and only a very small proportion of them contain 
European freight transported by coastal shipping services.
� Continental traffi c is the carriage of cargo sourced in and destined for Europe. It includes 

short-sea traffi c, for example traffi c in between the UK and continental Europe, between 
inland terminals and ferry port facilities. For continental traffi c intermodal customers 
usually use “European” equipment, i.e. domestic freight containers, swap bodies, or 
liftable semi-trailers.

In geographical terms a distinction can be made between domestic and international 
services. Domestic or national intermodal transport signifi es services which are entirely 
provided on the rail network of a single European country, while international services cross 
at least one international border. Each of the categories of intermodal transportation can be 
combined, resulting in the four market segments presented (see Figure 5). 

The following analysis is based on the information given by 70 intermodal service providers, 
who made available a full data set on their market approach and precise traffi c volumes. 
Moreover, in order to avoid a distortion of results we left out data from railways only carrying 
intermodal shipments as part of conventional wagonload services. 
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Figure 5: Intermodal market segments

Figure 6:  Market segments served by intermodal service providers in 2007: 
by number of companies per category (top); by companies per 
category weighted according to TEU volume (bottom)
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The analysis shows that in 2007 46 percent of all intermodal service providers delivered 
both continental and container hinterland services (see Figure 6). This constitutes a 7 
percent increase since 2005. A more detailed analysis of individual data sets showed 
that this increase partly resulted from an increase in the number of companies, but that it 
was especially due to a change in market positionings. Companies in particular that were 
previously focusing on continental traffi c had extended their portfolios and were now also 
operating on the maritime container market. However, to some extent such a step was less 
of a clear strategic change than an operational necessity aimed at ensuring an increase in 
the capacity load factor of block trains. The growing number of intermodal “all-rounders” 
brought about a decrease in the proportion of companies exclusively carrying continental 
shipments, from 31 to 26 percent, whereas the category consisting of intermodal service 
providers operating container hinterland traffi c maintained its share. 

The diagram at the bottom of Figure 6 shows the shares of each of the three categories 
of intermodal service providers, when weighted according to intermodal traffi c volume. 
Surprisingly, this weighting had less infl uence on their corresponding market shares than 
it did at the time of the previous survey. In 2005, companies that supplied either container 
hinterland services or the entire range of services had a considerably higher share of the 
total intermodal traffi c volume than they represented in number of companies. Conversely, 
the market share of operators focusing on continental shipments decreased almost by 
half.  

However, concerning the geographical coverage of intermodal services, the 2007 survey 
confi rmed an observation made in 2005: the broader the range of services, the higher the 
market share (see Figure 7). In 2007, 53 percent of the 70 intermodal companies included 
in this analysis provided services both domestically and internationally. When weighted 
according to TEU traffi c volume the market share of this category of service providers was 
as high as 73 percent. Comparative fi gures for 2005 were 45 and 68 percent. 

These results also highlighted the fact that an orientation towards the European freight 
market seemed to be paying off, at least in terms of volume. The category of intermodal 
service providers only serving domestic markets at the time of the survey made up 33 
percent of the total number of companies. However, weighted according to traffi c volume 
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the market share of this type of operator was virtually halved. This weighting had less 
infl uence vis-à-vis intermodal operators focusing entirely on international services. Only 14 
percent of the entire industry positioned itself in this category, which corresponded to a 10 
percent share of the total traffi c volume in 2007. 

In 2007, similarly to what was observed in 2005, around 40 percent more companies 
operated domestic rather than international container hinterland services (see Figure 8). 
In fact, a fairly high proportion of intermodal service providers were fully focused on their 
respective domestic markets. This was particularly true of operators in Italy, Sweden, the 
UK, and to a lesser extent Germany. Moreover, with many operators supplying all kinds 
of container hinterland traffi c, the percentage of containers transported on international 
lanes was low compared to the volume transported domestically. The bulk of international 
container hinterland traffi c was actually carried out by an exceptionally small number of 
operators, such as ERS, Metrans, ICA and ICF. 

Figure 7:  Market segments served by intermodal service providers in 2007: 
by number of companies per category (top) and by companies per 
category weighted according to TEU volume (bottom)
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Source: 70 intermodal service providers

Figure 8:  Market segments served by intermodal service providers in 2007

Source: 70 intermodal service providers
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than in container hinterland traffi c. Against this background, it was obvious that intermodal 
operators serving the continental market were generally much more concerned with 
European cross-border traffi c than container operators. 

The proportion of intermodal service providers covering the entire intermodal supply chain 
continued to increase between 2005 and 2007. In 2007, 74 percent of all companies (70% 
in 2005) offered door-to-door or port-to-door services, including intermodal rail journeys, 
either exclusively or at least as part of their services. However, what was surprising and 
in contrast to all other investigations into the service portfolio of intermodal companies 
was that operators providing a broader range of services had 7 percent less market share 
when weighted according to traffi c volume (see Figure 9). The proportion of intermodal 
operators clearly focusing on terminal-to-terminal services fell to 27 percent (30% in 2005). 
But obviously this kind of market positioning was relatively successful since they had a 33 
percent share of consolidated intermodal volume. 

Figure 9:  Extent of intermodal supply chain integration 2007: by number 
of companies per category (top) and by companies per category 
weighted according to TEU volume (bottom)
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Source: 70 intermodal service providers
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2 Unaccompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c in 2007

2.1 Traffi c volume in 2007

The 2007 survey on European intermodal transportation was successful in obtaining 
statistics on the volume of unaccompanied rail/road traffi c from most of the 105 intermodal 
service providers identifi ed, either directly, by means of a questionnaire, or indirectly, via 
publicly accessible sources (websites, annual reports). The availability of statistical data 
from national offi ces for statistics and railway undertakings providing train operation services 
for intermodal operators made it possible to cross-check this information and complete 
data sets regarding domestic and corridor-related traffi c volumes. In very few cases, which 
are explained in the relevant section of this report, we made estimates based on operator 
evaluations or our own expertise, for example when an operator only counted its tonnage 
but not the volume in TEU. 

This study ensured a very broad extent of coverage for intermodal rail/road traffi c in and 
between practically all European countries. We were even able to record at least part 
of the traffi c volume for countries from which we did not receive any detailed data, such 
as Bosnia, Serbia, Turkey or Ukraine. We used information from companies operating 
intermodal services on those corridors as a basis (see Figure 10 overleaf).
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Figure 10: European countries covered by the intermodal market survey

Source: KombiConsult
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2.2 Intermodal traffi c by market segment

According to our survey, 172.2 million gross tonnes1 of cargo were transported by 
unaccompanied combined rail/road traffi c in Europe in 2007. 17.2 million twenty-foot 
equivalent (TEU) intermodal units were used to carry this tonnage (see Figures 11-12). 
This amounted to around 37 percent more than in 2005, when the study of the European 
intermodal industry had recorded a volume of 125.3 million gross tonnes and 12.7 million 
TEU (see also Chapter 2.4, Figure 18).  

Based on the results of our 2007 survey, the situation of unaccompanied intermodal traffi c 
can be described in the following way (see Figures 11-12): 

(1) In 2007, 97.2 million tonnes of goods were shipped on domestic intermodal services 
in all European countries covered by this survey. This represented a 35.5 percent 
increase since 2005 (see also Figure 17). Nearly reaching the 100 million tonne mark 
in 2007, domestic traffi c had a share of 56.5 percent of total intermodal freight, only 
0.7 percent less than in 2005. In terms of TEU, domestic intermodal traffi c increased 
sharply to reach 9.9 million TEU, which amounted to 57.8 percent of the entire market, 
a slightly higher share than two years before. It should be noted that for both the 2005 
and the 2007 surveys we applied a strictly territorial concept of domestic intermodal 
transport, in order to comply with other statistical records. This meant that any unit 
conveyed on an intermodal service between two terminals located in a single country 
had been registered as a “domestic” intermodal shipment, notwithstanding whether the 
underlying fl ow of goods was domestic or cross-border. 

(2) On international services, intermodal service providers reached a volume of 75 million 
tonnes or 7.2 million TEU in 2007, amounting to shares of 43.5 and 42.2 percent 
respectively in the total European intermodal rail/road market. Since 2005 the volume 
of this market segment had increased by almost 40 percent (see Figure 18).

(3) 56 to 57 percent of the entire intermodal volume in Europe could be classifi ed as 
container hinterland traffi c. These percentages amounted to 96.3 million tonnes and 
9.8 million TEU respectively. The difference between the maritime and continental 

1 Gross tonnes include weight of goods and tare weight of intermodal loading unit employed but not the 

weight of wagons, locomotives or similar means of transport
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intermodal markets was thus essentially the same as in 2005. Container hinterland 
transport was still extremely strong on domestic markets. Moreover, 67 percent of this 
traffi c was carried on domestic services in 2007, and container hinterland transport now 
represented around two thirds of the entire domestic intermodal volume. 

(4) The strongholds of continental intermodal traffi c were the international, trans-European 
trade lanes, on which intermodal companies transported 43 million tonnes of cargo in 
4 million TEU of units in 2007. This means that there was around 30 percent more 
continental freight (17 percent in TEU) than what was carried on domestic services 
(32.8 million tonnes; 3.4 million TEU). 

(5) The strength of continental cargo in international combined transportation was also 
refl ected, by a market share of over 55 percent against container hinterland movement. 
However, the maritime market segment had grown considerably faster in the space 
of two years and increased its market share by approximately 9 percent, from 36 
percent in 2005. On the other hand, in domestic traffi c intermodal service providers had 
achieved higher growth rates with continental volumes and raised their market share by 
5 percent, from around 29 percent to 34 percent. 

(6) The average gross weight of all shipments transported on intermodal services in 2007 
amounted to 10.1 tonnes per TEU. This represented an increase since the 2005 survey, 
when we had recorded a mean gross weight of 9.9 tonnes per TEU. Nevertheless, it was 
amazing that our survey results confi rmed what industry experts usually indicated as 
a rule of thumb when asked for their assessment. In continental intermodal traffi c, with 
10.3 tonnes per TEU the mean gross weight was signifi cantly higher than the industry 
average, whereas containers in hinterland traffi c transported slightly less tonnage on 
average (9.9 tonnes per TEU). This also had an impact on the average gross weight 
in domestic intermodal traffi c, which amounted to 9.8 tonnes per TEU, as opposed to 
10.4 tonnes per TEU on international services. Moreover, continental shipments also 
included far less tonnage in domestic traffi c than in cross-border traffi c.
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Figure 11:  Unaccompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c by market segment: 
goods transported in 2007

Source: KombiConsult analysis, UIRR
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Figure 12:  Unaccompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c by market segment: 
TEU carried in 2007

Source: KombiConsult analysis, UIRR
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As was mentioned earlier, the statistical analysis followed conventions on differentiating 
domestic and international transport. On this basis domestic intermodal traffi c had a 
predominant position in cross-border movements, particularly owing to the massive volumes 
of maritime containers transported on hinterland services. However, if the latter market 
segment were classifi ed as international traffi c, as was the case in the UK or the US, 
since the underlying cargo fl ows were in fact international the market share of international 
intermodal traffi c would rise to 80.4 percent rather than 42.2 percent (see Figure 13).

Figure 13:  Importance of international freight in European intermodal traffi c 
(according to TEU volumes) in 2007

Source: KombiConsult analysis

2.3 Domestic intermodal traffi c by country

Domestic intermodal rail/road transport in Europe totalled approximately 100 million tonnes 
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The 2007 survey produced the following general fi ndings:
� Container hinterland traffi c clearly was leading in domestic intermodal volume, not only 

in the overall result but also – with very few exceptions – in all European countries 
involved in this analysis. 
� The amount of domestic intermodal traffi c varied greatly from country to country.
� A small number of countries were dominating the market segment.
� It was not entirely clear which conditions were benefi cial or unfavourable in stimulating 

combined traffi c on the domestic level, apart from having a sizeable container port.
In 2007, the largest domestic intermodal volumes were recorded in Germany (27m tonnes), 
Italy (15m tonnes), the United Kingdom (12m tonnes), Sweden (6m tonnes), Belgium (6m 
tonnes), and Spain (5m tonnes). Together they made up almost 75 percent of total domestic 
intermodal traffi c in Europe. Even just the top three countries, Germany, Italy and the United 
Kingdom, represented a market share of 55 percent (see Figures 14-15). 

What the six countries have in common is sizeable container ports. Container hinterland 
services represented by far the greatest contribution to total domestic tonnages. However, 
a closer examination also revealed major differences and suggested that considerable 
intermodal movements could be carried out under particular conditions: 

� While all above mentioned countries – except for Belgium – have vast territories, it 
was only in Germany, Spain and Sweden that most containers were shipped on 
great distances between ports and major economic centres. In other words these 
were conditions which generally favoured combined transportation. In the other three 
countries, and particularly in Belgium, a high proportion of container hinterland traffi c 
took place on comparatively short distances of 200 to 350 kilometres. 
� The domestic intermodal markets in Germany, Sweden and the United Kingdom 

included one or two leading service providers but also many other players, in particular 
companies that had only entered the intermodal markets in recent years. Moreover, 
these countries had achieved quite a high level of competition regarding rail traction for 
domestic intermodal services. 
� In Italy, quite a high number of intermodal operators were contributing to total container hinterland 

traffi c, but all services, except for a very small volume, were operated by the same railway 
undertaking. In Belgium one operator and one train operating company were serving the market 
for the time being. In Spain the two roles were even combined within one company. 
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Figure 14:  Domestic intermodal rail/road traffi c in Europe by country in 2007 
(rounded down fi gures)

Source: KombiConsult analysis
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Similarly to those in Belgium, intermodal service providers in Austria and Switzerland stood 
as proof that signifi cant volumes of domestic intermodal traffi c could also be generated in 
countries with key economic centres only 250 to 450 kilometres apart. Usually these distances 
are not taken into consideration for road-competitive intermodal services. However, intermodal 
traffi c benefi ts from a favourable legal framework in these countries. In addition, a considerable 
proportion of domestic volumes actually consisted of international shipments, which were 
transported on a chain of domestic and cross-border trains via effi cient gateway systems. 
This was also the case for domestic intermodal traffi c in the Czech and Slovak Republics for 
example, as well as in Germany and Italy, albeit to a much lesser extent.

Figure 15:  Shares of domestic intermodal rail/road traffi c in Europe by country 
(in tonnage) in 2007

Source: KombiConsult analysis
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Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Norway, and Switzerland were the countries in which 
a signifi cant or even, in the case of France, Norway and Switzerland, an overwhelming 
proportion of continental loads was being shipped by domestic intermodal transport. 
Intermodal companies in these countries, albeit to a lesser extent in Switzerland and 
Austria, had comparatively large freight fl ows between economic centres distant by over 
450 or 500 kilometres, which could be improved to accommodate intermodal carriages. 
With the situation as it was at the time of the survey this was likely to be the minimum 
break-even distance for which intermodal services could be provided at road-competitive 
costs for domestic continental cargo. 

2.4 International intermodal traffi c

As some intermodal service providers did not supply data on the origin and destination 
of their intermodal shipments, we were unable to determine the exact volume of each 
trans-European trade lane or corridor. However, the available database was suffi ciently 
precise for us to identify the largest intermodal corridors and validate the fi gures for shipped 
volumes. 

As a result the 2007 survey revealed that transalpine corridors had maintained their leading 
positions in international combined transport. Among these trade lanes, the route between 
Germany and Italy through Switzerland via the Gotthard and Lötschberg axes was still 
the largest single intermodal trade lane, with an annual volume of approximately 715,000 
TEU. The second largest was the German-Italian intermodal route via Austria, primarily on 
the Brenner corridor, on which intermodal companies transported around 570,000 TEU in 
2007. Over 540,000 TEU of intermodal loading units were shipped between Belgium and 
Italy via Switzerland. 

In stark contrast with domestic intermodal traffi c, continental shipments were clearly 
preponderant in international combined transport in 2007, with around 4 million TEU, as 
opposed to approximately 3.2 million TEU for container hinterland traffi c. Interestingly, on 
the three top ranking international trade lanes intermodal service providers sourced almost 
all the cargo in freight fl ows inside Europe, and, with the exceptions of Belgium and Italy, 
carried practically no maritime containers. 
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It transpired that the top non-transalpine intermodal corridors, on which an overwhelming 
proportion of containers were shipped in hinterland traffi c, were only ranked fourth and fi fth. 
These were respectively the bilateral trade lanes between Austria and Germany and the 
Netherlands and Germany, on which 400,000 to 500,000 TEU were shipped in 2007. 

The largest intermodal trade lane involving a country in Central and Eastern Europe was 
ranked sixth in international traffi c volume: on intermodal services between the Czech 
Republic and Germany, intermodal companies achieved a remarkable result of around 
380,000 TEU. We assumed that over 90 percent of the total consisted of overseas 
containers, laden or empty. Even though the continental volume had increased signifi cantly 
in recent years, it was still relatively low compared to total international traffi c. This was also 
true of the Germany-Hungary corridor, which represented the second strongest intermodal 
trade lane involving a CEE country. 

Germany not only had the largest domestic intermodal market – its share amounted to 
27% of total European domestic traffi c – but it was also the country most involved in cross-
border intermodal transport. Nearly 45 percent of all international shipments originated in, 
were destined for or transited through Germany in 2007.

2.5 Intermodal traffi c between 2005 and 2007

In 2007, unaccompanied intermodal traffi c totalled 172.2 million gross tonnes, 37.3 percent 
more than in 2005. In terms of TEU the year was equally positive for the industry: the 
volume had increased by approximately 4.5 million TEU – 35 percent – to reach 17.2 
million TEU (see Figures 16-17 overleaf). This increase corresponded to a mean annual 
growth rate of around 17 percent over the previous two years.

To a lesser extent, this strong increase could be attributed to an improved statistical 
database, made possible by the use of new sources and the discovery of additional 
intermodal service providers (see Chapter 2.1). However, a detailed analysis of intermodal 
service providers’ data sets proved that the highest proportion of growth could by far be 
ascribed to the substantial improvement of the European intermodal industry. Indeed, even 
if we deducted the volume recorded in 2007 for intermodal companies that had not been 
identifi ed during the pioneering 2005 survey, the growth of unaccompanied traffi c would 
still amount to 27 to 29 percent. This would correspond to an average annual growth rate 
of around 13 percent in the two-year period.
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The amount of domestic traffi c had risen by over 35 percent within the two-year period. 
Compared to our 2005 fi ndings, international traffi c had increased even more at the time of 
the 2007 survey, by nearly 40 percent in terms of tonnes, while the TEU fi gures revealed a 
smaller increase, of around 34 percent. This refl ected the fact that continental freight, which 
generally has a higher average tonnage per TEU than containers in hinterland traffi c, had 
gained market shares on cross-border intermodal services. 

Figure 16:  Intermodal rail/road traffi c in Europe: goods shipped between 
2005 and 2007

Source: UIC: Report on CT in Europe 2005. Paris 2006; KombiConsult database

Figure 17:  Intermodal rail/road traffi c in Europe: TEU carried between 2005 
and 2007

Source: UIC: Report on CT in Europe 2005. Paris 2006; KombiConsult database
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Since there were no offi cial European statistics on intermodal traffi c to date, the only reliable 
source of intermodal transportation statistics was UIRR, the association of intermodal 
operators. It provided a time-series of statistical data on its members’ activities since 1970. 
As the scope of this record was inevitably restricted to UIRR members, it did not take into 
account the entire European intermodal industry.

Prior to the two pioneering projects commissioned by UIC, the Capacity Study and the DIOMIS 
project, the last extensive survey on combined transport dates back to 1988. It focused on 
international traffi c. We were thus able follow the evolution of this intermodal market segment: 
in 20 years the volume of unaccompanied combined transport on cross-border services 
increased from 14 to 75 million gross tonnes. In other words, intermodal companies shipped 
more than fi ve times more goods in 2007 than in 1988 (see Figure 18).

Figure 18:  International intermodal rail/road traffi c in Europe: goods 
transported in 1988, 2002, 2005 and 2007

Source:  AT Kearney (1989); UIC: Capacity Study (2004); UIC: Report on CT in Europe 2005 (2006); 
KombiConsult database

1988 2002 2005 2007

Traffic (million gross tonnes) 14.0 44.1 53.6 75.0

Index 100 315 383 536
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2.6 Intermodal traffi c involving CEE countries between 2005 and 2007

The 2007 survey provided the opportunity to carry out a more in-depth analysis of the 
current situation and the recent development of unaccompanied intermodal traffi c involving 
Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries (see Figure 19 overleaf): 

� What was immediately striking was that the consolidated domestic intermodal traffi c 
involving these countries had grown twice as fast as the total European domestic 
market. Since 2005 it had risen by almost 80 percent, to reach 616,000 TEU. This 
was all the more remarkable as all CEE countries except for Ukraine had already been 
covered in the 2005 survey. 
� The share of container hinterland traffi c in the domestic volume, either shipped between 

domestic sea ports and inland terminals or forwarded on a combined domestic-
international gateway service, was of 90 to 95 percent, thus signifi cantly higher than in 
western European countries. 
� In 2007, intermodal companies achieved by far the highest volumes of domestic 

shipments in Romania and Poland. A substantial quantity of intermodal units was also 
conveyed in the Czech Republic and Slovenia, particularly containers to/from ports. 
� The increase in the number of intermodal shipments on international services involving 

CEE countries, in export, import or transit, had exceeded European average growth 
by 145 percent between 2005 and 2007. Though this sector was also dominated by 
container hinterland traffi c, over the past years intermodal service providers had been 
successful in launching services specifi cally targeted at continental cargo. As a result 
this intermodal market segment had increased its share to nearly 75 percent, despite 
the recent boom in transcontinental container movements. 
� In terms of TEU volume, the trade lane between the Czech Republic and Germany was 

a clear leader in international corridors involving CEE countries in 2007. The trade lanes 
ranked immediately underneath were Germany-Hungary, Germany-Poland and the 
Netherlands-Czech Republic (see Figure 20). All of them were dominated by container 
hinterland traffi c.
� Due to tremendous growth in the space of two years, CEE countries signifi cantly 

increased their involvement in European intermodal traffi c, reaching a share of around 
16 percent of the total market.



Page 31 of 66

Figure 19:  Intermodal rail/road traffi c involving Central and Eastern 
European countries: goods transported between 2005 and 2007

Source: KombiConsult analysis
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Figure 20:  Major international intermodal trade lanes involving CEE 
countries: 2007

Source: KombiConsult 
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2.7 Intermodal container hinterland traffi c of European sea ports

For this 2007 report we carried out a special investigation into the intermodal hinterland 
traffi c of European container ports. However, our fi rst step was to create an extensive 
database on the seaborne container throughput of ports, regardless of whether or not there 
was container hinterland traffi c. This overview covering the 1997 to 2007 period, where 
data was available, is presented in Figure 21 (see following pages).

Our second step was to search for statistical data on total container hinterland traffi c and 
particularly the market share of containers transported on intermodal rail/road services. 
Unfortunately only a small number of sea port authorities or container terminal operators 
were making reports on this issue in particular. In order to obtain more information we 
therefore analysed the database of our 2007 survey fi rst of all, to attribute container fl ows 
to ports, and secondly took various other sources into account. The results are presented 
in Figure 22 and represented on a map in Figure 23.

We made two analyses on the basis of this data. First of all, the container volume carried on 
rail hinterland services was compared to the total seaborne container throughput. However, 
this ratio could be somewhat misleading, especially for sea ports which constituted major 
hubs, such as Algeciras or Gioia Tauro. A much better way of gauging the importance of 
rail was to compare intermodal container volume to total container hinterland traffi c. In this 
case the lack of data was even greater.

In absolute fi gures the port of Hamburg was a clear market leader in Europe for rail-based 
container hinterland traffi c. In 2007, over 1.8 million TEU were transported on intermodal 
services in that port. Only around half this volume was shipped on intermodal rail services 
to and from Rotterdam. Regarding the percentage of rail volume against total hinterland 
traffi c, the ports of Zeebrugge, Bremen/Bremerhaven and in all likelihood Göteborg and 
Koper had excellent results, with a rail market share exceeding 40 percent. 
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Figure 21:  Container ports in Europe: seaborne container throughput between 1997 and 2007
(Source: Ports’ websites; Containerisation International, Cargo Systems, Hamburg Port Authority)
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Figure 22:  Container ports in Europe: market share of intermodal container 
hinterland traffi c between 2005 and 2007
Source: KombiConsult analysis
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Figure 23:  Container ports in Europe: intermodal container hinterland 
traffi c’s share in seaborne throughput in 2007 
(Source: KombiConsult analysis)
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3 Accompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c in 2007

3.1 Market size

We tracked down the following eight companies which provided accompanied intermodal 
services in Europe in 2007:

� Adria Kombi
� Alpe Adria
� Autoroute Ferroviaire Alpine 
� Crokombi
� Hungarokombi
� Hupac
� Ökombi
� RAlpin

With the exception of Autoroute Ferroviaire Alpine (AFA) all other companies were operating 
“conventional” accompanied services, also known as “rolling motorways”. They use shuttle 
sets of short-coupled low-bed wagons. Lorry drivers steer their vehicles onto one end of 
the train at the departure terminal, and at the destination they leave the train from the other 
end. In contrast, AFA was the fi rst operator to use Modalohr technology, which includes a 
horizontal side-loading system for entire road vehicles and unaccompanied semi-trailers. 
Each vehicle has to be separately loaded on or unloaded from the specially designed 
wagons, which have mobile platforms for this purpose. 

In 2007, around 75 percent of all shipments transported on accompanied services were 
shipped by Ökombi and RAlpin. These service providers also represented a new business 
model applied to this intermodal market segment, a model which had made its breakthrough 
in the previous three to four years. Whereas rolling highway services used to be provided by 
intermodal operators primarily operating in the unaccompanied traffi c sector, who considered 
accompanied transport as a complementary, or at best equivalent line of business, Ökombi 
and RAlpin were entirely dedicated to the carriage of road vehicles in accompanied rail/
road transportation. After its restructuring, Hungarokombi now belonged to this category as 
well, while all other operators were offering the entire range of intermodal services.
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3.2 Traffi c volume

In 2007, the intermodal operators of European accompanied traffi c transported approximately 
410,000 road vehicles (shipments). With an average ratio of 2.33 TEU per truck the total 
volume amounted to around 955,000 TEU (see Figure 24). The fact that domestic traffi c 
increased its share to 31 percent was remarkable. It was largely due to the outstanding 
performance of Ökombi’s short-distance Wörgl-Brennersee service, which saw its traffi c 
increase to around 115,000 vehicles. In fact, this service was ranked fi rst among all rolling 
motorways in 2007.

In terms of tonnage transported the proportion of domestic traffi c was even slightly higher 
(34%) than in terms of shipments. The volume totalled around 13.6 million gross tonnes 
(see Figure 24). On average the road vehicles transported by rail weighed 36 tonnes in 
domestic and 32 tonnes in international accompanied services. 

Figure 24:  Accompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c by market segment in 2007

Source: Intermodal service providers, UIRR, AFA website, KombiConsult calculations 

Regarding the volume of shipments, accompanied intermodal traffi c in Europe peaked in 
the late 1990s and at the beginning of this century. The 2002 survey commissioned by UIC 
as part of the Capacity Study (2004) recorded almost 550,000 road vehicles transported 
on domestic and cross-border services. This was quite probably the all-time high of rolling 
motorway traffi c. 

A comprehensive survey was not carried out for 2003. According to UIRR statistics its 
members, who constituted by far the largest share of this market segment, suffered a slight 
reduction of volume. The decline of accompanied traffi c was even more pronounced in 

 
Market segment Gross tonnes Shipments        

(n° of trucks) TEU

Domestic services 4,592,000               127,628                  297,373            

International services 9,018,000               282,255                  657,654            

Total services 13,610,000             409,883                  955,027            
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2004 and reached its lowest point to date in 2005, when a volume of 323,050 shipments 
was recorded (see also Figure 25). 

Accompanied traffi c then recovered considerably. From 2005 to 2007, it grew by 27 percent 
(in vehicles) and 33 percent (in tonnage). With the 2002 results considered as 100, in 
2007 the index was at 93 in terms of tonnage, and at 75 regarding the number of road 
vehicles conveyed. Interestingly however, virtually the entire increase from 2005 to 2007 
was generated by domestic services, whereas the international volume remained constant 
(278,505 shipments in 2005)

Figure 25:  Accompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c: tonnage transported in 
2002, 2005 and 2007

Source:  UIC: Capacity Study (2004); UIC: Report on CT in Europe 2005 (2006); KombiConsult analysis

Virtually all accompanied traffi c in Europe took place on trade lanes involving Austria and 
Switzerland. This highlighted the unique transport policies in these countries, which favour 
this kind of transport technology – albeit in addition to promoting unaccompanied intermodal 
transport, it must be added. 

In 2007, the largest volume of road vehicles was transported on Ökombi’s domestic 
service between Wörgl and the Brenner pass (see Figure 26 overleaf). The most important 
international market was the transit corridor through Switzerland, connecting terminals in 
southern Germany and northern Italy. On this route RAlpin and Hupac transported around 
90,000 trucks in 2007. Over 70,000 road vehicles used rolling highway trains operated by 
Alpe Adria or Ökombi between Austria and Italy. Adria Kombi, Hungraokombi and Ökombi also 
achieved high volumes on services between Austrian stations and Hungary and Slovenia.

 
Mill tonnes Index Trucks Index

2002 14.6 100 546,850        100

2005 10.2 70 323,050        59

2007 13.6 93 409,883        75
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In 2007, under fi ve percent of all accompanied intermodal shipments were transported 
on services not affecting Austria or Switzerland. The largest of these was AFA’s Aiton-
Orbassano service, operating on the transalpine Modane corridor between France and 
Italy. The intermodal operator reported that it had shipped 17,400 vehicles in 2005 and 
19,000 trucks in 2006. No precise data was available for 2007. We estimated that volume 
would not have increased to over 20,000 shipments, owing to infrastructure constraints on 
the route. 

Figure 26:  Accompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c by market segment and 
corridor: road vehicles transported in 2007

Source: Intermodal service providers, UIRR, AFA website, KombiConsult calculations 
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France - Italy 20,000                  

Germany - Italy 97,776                  

- Switzerland 121                      

282,257                

409,885                

Switzerland

Subtotal domestic 

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l

Subtotal international 

Total accompanied services

D
om

es
tic

Market segment /corridor

Austria



Page 42 of 66

4 Total intermodal rail/road traffi c in 2007

4.1 Traffi c volume in 2007

In 2007, European intermodal service providers achieved a consolidated volume in 
unaccompanied and accompanied traffi c of 185.8 million gross tonnes and 18.1 million 
TEU. Compared to 2005, the market share of unaccompanied services had risen slightly 
to reach 92.7 percent (in tonnes) and 94.7 percent (in TEU). The domestic intermodal 
business exceeded the 100 million tonne mark for the fi rst time. In this segment, the share 
of accompanied services was signifi cantly smaller than in cross-border traffi c, where they 
represented around 10 percent of the market (see Figures 27-28). 

Figure 27:  Total intermodal rail/road traffi c: goods transported in 2007, by mode 

Figure 28:  Total intermodal rail/road traffi c: TEU carried in 2007, by mode 

Unaccompanied 
traffic

Accompanied 
traffic

Total intermodal 
traffic

Domestic services 97,192,045             4,592,000               101,784,045           

International services 74,968,963             9,018,000               83,986,963             

Total intermodal services 172,161,008           13,610,000             185,771,008           

Intermodal market     
segment

Gross tonnes

Unaccompanied 
traffic

Accompanied 
traffic

Total intermodal 
traffic

Domestic services 9,893,566               297,373                  10,190,939             

International services 7,219,254               657,654                  7,876,908               

Total intermodal services 17,112,820             955,027                  18,067,847             

Intermodal market     
segment

TEU
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4.2 Traffi c volume between 2005 and 2007

In 2007, we recorded a 37 percent increase in total intermodal traffi c since 2005 in terms 
of tonnage transported, and a 34.6 percent increase in terms of TEU (see Figures 29-30). 
Even if we deducted the volume recorded in 2007 for the intermodal service providers that 
had not been identifi ed during the pioneering 2005 survey, the increase in total traffi c would 
amount to around 29 percent. For the European intermodal rail/road industry this would 
amount to an average annual growth rate of around 13.5 percent from 2005 to 2007.

Figure 29:  Total intermodal rail/road traffi c: goods transported between 2005 
and 2007 

Source: UIC: Report on CT in Europe 2005 (2006); KombiConsult analysis

Figure 30:  Total intermodal rail/road traffi c: TEU carried between 2005 and 2007 

Source: UIC: Report on CT in Europe 2005 (2006); KombiConsult analysis

 

2005 2007

Domestic services 73.28            101.78          38.9%

International services 62.27            83.99            34.9%

Total services 135.55          185.77          37.0%

Intermodal market 
segment

Traffic volume               
(million gross tonnes) 2007/2005       

% change

 

2005 2007

Domestic services 7.39              10.19            37.9%

International services 6.03              7.88              30.7%

Total services 13.42            18.07            34.6%

Intermodal market 
segment

Traffic volume               
(million TEU) 2007/2005       

% change
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4.3 Impact of intermodal traffi c on rail infrastructure

The 2007 survey provided additional evidence that intermodal rail/road traffi c was one of, 
if not the fastest growing sector in rail freight services. The increase of over 30 percent 
within the two year period exceeded the average growth of total European rail cargo traffi c 
considerably.

Although intermodal service providers were likely to be successful in achieving productivity 
gains and enhancing the capacity load factor of intermodal block train services, increasing 
volumes required more capacity in train paths and rail networks. On the basis of our survey 
we estimated that in 2007 over 330,000 intermodal trains ran in unaccompanied and 
accompanied traffi c (see Figure 31). This represented nearly 70,000 trains more than in 
2005, an increase of 25 percent. With an average frequency of 250 annual departures 
(both ways) of intermodal block train services – ranging from 220 to 270 departures – the 
daily average in 2007 was of 1,330 intermodal trains utilising the European rail network.

Figure 31:  Intermodal trains by market segment in 2007 

Source: KombiConsult analysis

Reported 
figures

Adjusted 
figures

Estimated 
additional Total 

413,208            292,370           15,000          307,370           

Domestic services 156,020           15,000          171,020           

International services 136,350           136,350           

24,165             24,165             1,500            25,665             

437,373            316,535           16,500          333,035           

Unaccompanied traffic

Accompanied traffic

Total intermodal traffic

Intermodal trains 2007
Intermodal market       

segment
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How were these fi gures determined?

(1) For unaccompanied traffi c, intermodal companies – operators and railway undertakings 
– reported a total of 413,208 trains. Since cross-border intermodal services in particular 
continued to a great extent to be produced and also marketed by two or even more 
traction service providers and intermodal operators, we were faced with an uncertain 
number of double-countings. In order to resolve this issue we analysed who was co-
operating with whom on what service corridor, both at operator and at traction level. In 
this respect we were very grateful to many European railway undertakings for providing 
us with comprehensive data sets that were essential in overcoming this challenge. In 
addition, these data sets enabled us to determine the number of trains in services for 
which intermodal companies did not provide statistics.
After this complex and arduous task we reduced the total number of intermodal journeys 
by around 120,000, to 292,370 trains, and were able to classify them fairly reliably 
as either domestic or international services. This is what we call “adjusted fi gures” in 
Figure 31. Nevertheless, we were unable to cover or establish clear fi gures for the 
traffi c of several intermodal service providers that had not provided relevant data. On the 
basis of information on their transport volume, and using our market expertise regarding 
the range and number of services they provided we estimated the number of trains. 
This estimate is given in Figure 31 in the column entitled “estimated additional”. 

(2) The task was considerably easier for accompanied intermodal traffi c since this report 
could draw upon excellent data sets provided by railway undertakings and intermodal 
operators carrying out the underlying rolling highway services. We only lacked data 
for the Aiton-Orbassano service. On the basis of website information on the service 
schedule we estimated that it ran around 1,500 times in 2007.

4.4 Revenue from intermodal rail/road services

We obtained data from 55 intermodal service providers on revenue generated from 
intermodal operations. The result was a total of € 4.46bn. In order to avoid double-countings 
as much as possible we deducted all revenue reported by railway undertakings primarily 
supplying rail traction services to intermodal operators. For the turnover of intermodal 
operators, we usually included the cost of traction as well as other services provided, such 
as infrastructure access charges, wagons and terminal handling. 
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However, it has to be stressed that several intermodal operators only indicated the revenue 
from rail transport, excluding transhipments. We accepted that this deduction could be 
excessive, as most of the railways operated and sold intermodal services of their own. 
Nevertheless, we took account of all revenue generated by railway undertakings providing 
integrated intermodal services, or by undertakings whose revenue was not part of the 
revenue recorded by other companies.

On this basis intermodal revenue amounted to € 3.305bn. The intermodal companies 
included represented 65.5 percent of the entire European intermodal traffi c, of 17.1 
million TEU in 2007. Our next step was to use a linear revenue to traffi c ratio in order 
to deduce the revenue of all intermodal service providers, and came to a total of around 
€ 5.05bn revenue for the European intermodal industry in 2007. 

In order to validate this result we carried out a second analysis. We calculated an average 
income per TEU based on the € 3.3bn revenue described above. This resulted in an average 
of € 304 per TEU shipped. Based on the assumption that what is valid for almost two thirds 
of European combined transport is valid for all European combined transport we applied 
the average value of € 304 per TEU to the 17.1 million TEU intermodal volume in Europe. 
This resulted in total intermodal revenue of over € 5.2bn (see Figure 32). Considering that 
several intermodal companies only reported their transport-related turnover, as mentioned 
above, this fi gure was by no means an overestimation of the European intermodal industry’s 
revenue in 2007. 

Figure 32:  Revenue from intermodal rail/road services in 2007

Source: KombiConsult analysis

€ 5.205 bn

Intermodal revenues 2007

database: number of CT operators recorded: 55
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4.5 Employment in unaccompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c

In order to analyse the number of employees involved in intermodal rail/road services 
we took an approach similar to the one taken for intermodal revenue. We investigated 
the range of employment at intermodal service provider level (direct employment), train 
operating company level and infrastructure manager level in the following way:

(1) Staff directly involved in intermodal services

The 49 intermodal service providers featured in the 2007 survey reported a workforce of 
6,143 people at the end of 2007. Together they transported approximately 68 percent of all 
European intermodal traffi c, 17.1 million TEU. Using a linear traffi c to employment ratio the 
total direct employment in European intermodal companies amounted to over 9,000 people 
in 2007 (see Figure 34). 

(2) Train operating company staff

Most of the companies operating trains (railway undertakings) featured in the 2007 survey 
declared that they did not have staff specifi cally dedicated to intermodal services, yet some 
did to quite an extent. In order to have a common denominator for determining the number of 
railway undertaking staff involved in intermodal transport we took an inductive approach. 

We started by estimating the number of staff required to ensure the running of intermodal 
service, with a distinction between domestic and international traffi c (see Figure 33). 
We assumed that an average of 1.5 locomotive drivers, taking into account the typical 
shift periods, were needed to operate a daily domestic block train service, which had an 
average journey of around 500 kilometres. In addition, an estimated average workforce 
of 1.5 people per block train was required for operational tasks such as wagon master, 
shunting services, or wagon management. At last, we assumed that 1 person was needed 
in overhead departments. The result was an average total of 4 people involved in the daily 
running of a domestic block train. Multiplied by the number of daily domestic block trains, 
this amounted to a minimum of over 2,700 people employed by companies operating trains 
that could be considered as working in domestic intermodal services, but not at the level of 
direct employment. 
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The same approach was adopted for international services. In this case we assumed that 
the average distance was around 900 kilometres. In total we estimated that over 7,200 
employees in railway undertakings were either specifi cally dedicated to, or at least involved 
in intermodal services (see Figure 34).

(3) Infrastructure manager staff

The number of infrastructure manager staff involved in intermodal transport was obviously 
much more diffi cult to determine precisely, since their predominant scope of work was 
general, exceptions being staff involved in building and managing intermodal terminals 
for example, employees dealing with intermodal train schedules in product management 
divisions and other similar roles. Because of a lack of data on job allocation in the 
infrastructure manager workforce we took a pragmatic approach. On the basis of RNE 
data we found that European rail networks employed at least 312,000 people in 2007. If 
5 percent of them were entirely assigned to intermodal transport, this industry would total 
15,600 staff (see Figure 34). 

According to these estimates intermodal rail/road services were the source of nearly 32,000 
jobs in 2007 (see Figure 34). 

Figure 33:  Estimated employment in intermodal traffi c for rail operating 
companies 

Source: KombiConsult analysis
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Figure 34:  Employment in unaccompanied intermodal rail/road traffi c in 2007

Source: KombiConsult analysis
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5 Outlook for unaccompanied intermodal traffi c in 2008/2009

The 2007 survey included a section of questions on intermodal service providers’ 
expectations regarding the potential development of their line of business in 2008 and 
2009. Depending on the questions, up to 55 companies responded, which amounted to 
over 50 percent of the 105 providers identifi ed. The results are described in the following 
sections.

5.1 Expectations of intermodal service providers for 2008

The intermodal companies that revealed their forecast for unaccompanied traffi c in 2008 
accounted for 63 percent of the total volume in 2007. Approximately 83 percent of these 
companies expected an increase in shipments in 2008 (see Figure 35). 54 percent predicted 
a 1 to 10 percent increase on their current number of TEU. 39 percent of operators predicted 
even higher growth rates. 

A large proportion of intermodal service providers, 17 percent altogether, were worried 
that they would record losses in volume, some of them in quite considerable amounts. 
This stood in stark contrast to the 2005 survey, for which no respondent had expected 
a decrease in volume. In our opinion, this result showed that these intermodal service 
providers had anticipated or even already experienced the economic slowdown and the 
decline of freight traffi c in their own business activities.  This decline hit virtually the entire 
intermodal industry by autumn 2008 at the latest. In this respect it should be pointed out 
that the survey was carried out between June and September 2008.  

Our next step was to apply the intermodal service providers’ predictions for 2008 to their 
2007 volumes and calculate the expected evolution of their traffi c volume, both in tonnes 
and TEU. We thus calculated the impact or contribution of each category of operators 
– with regard to their expected growth rates – on the development of all unaccompanied 
traffi c in Europe (see Figure 36). 

Through our analysis of these predictions we worked out an average expected growth rate 
of 7.6 percent for all unaccompanied intermodal traffi c in 2008.
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Figure 35:  Growth rates expected by intermodal service providers: 2008 
against 2007

Source: 47 intermodal service providers

Figure 36:  Impact of growth rates expected by intermodal service providers, 
weighted according to individual volumes in 2007 against total 
traffi c volume: 2008

Source: 47 intermodal service providers, KombiConsult analysis
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5.2 Expectations of intermodal service providers for 2009

Except for two companies (2%) all intermodal service providers that replied to our survey 
predicted growth in their traffi c volume in 2009, compared to 2008 (see Figure 37). This 
result came as a surprise, since 17 percent of the same sample expected a decrease in 
volume for 2008. This suggested that even the intermodal companies expecting a decline 
in intermodal shipments in 2008 were optimistic for the following year. Moreover, those who 
were optimistic for 2008 were even more so for 2009. 71 percent of all respondents expected 
their company’s traffi c volume to increase by 6 percent or more in 2009 compared to the 
previous year, while only 60 percent made this prediction for the 2007 to 2008 period.

As with our analysis of development expected in 2008 we applied intermodal service 
providers’ predictions for 2009 to their expected 2008 volumes and calculated the impact 
or contribution of each category of operators – with regard to their expected growth rates 
– on the development of all unaccompanied traffi c in Europe. Since a greater number of 
intermodal companies predicted higher growth rates for 2009 than for 2008, and since many 
of them also had quite large traffi c volumes, it was obvious that for operator categories with 
expected growth rates of over 6 percent, their contribution to the increase in total intermodal 
traffi c would be considerably greater than in the 2008 forecast (see Figure 38).

Consequently, the projected average growth rate from 2008 to 2009, amounting to 11.7 
percent was also signifi cantly higher than the 2008/2007 average.
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Figure 37:  Growth rates expected by intermodal service providers: 2009 
against 2008

Source: 45 intermodal service providers

Figure 38:  Impact of growth rates expected by individual intermodal service 
providers, weighted according to their 2008 volumes against total 
traffi c volume: 2009

Source: 47 intermodal service providers, KombiConsult analysis
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5.3 Assessment of factors likely to have an impact on intermodal 

evolution in 2008 and 2009

For the 2007 survey, intermodal service providers were requested to not only assess the 
quantitative development of their business, but also reveal which factors had a positive or 
negative impact on transport volume. They were asked to rate the extent of impact on a 
scale of ‘-3’ to ‘+ 3’ with ‘-3’ very negative and ‘+3’ very positive. Figure 40 (see overleaf) 
shows the individual ratings and the number of entries for every factor. The consolidated 
result, a sum of all individual ratings, is given in Figure 39.
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Figure 39:  Signifi cance of factors likely to have an impact on the evolution of 
intermodal traffi c in 2008 and 2009

Source: KombiConsult analysis of replies of 55 intermodal service providers
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Figure 40:  Rating of factors likely to have an impact on evolution of 
intermodal traffi c in 2008 and 2009

Source: KombiConsult analysis of replies of 55 intermodal service providers
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The analysis revealed that intermodal service providers were virtually unanimous in 
considering four factors particularly stimulating for growth in their intermodal volumes:

� Improvement of existing services regarding timetables, frequency or prices
� Implementation of new services
� Improvement of service punctuality
� Restructuring of rail production systems

To a great extent, intermodal companies could infl uence these factors through their own 
action or by selecting appropriate service partners, who were seen as highly infl uential in 
increasing volumes. In contrast, respondents were cautious regarding the positive impact 
of economic development in both the European economy and global trade. Most ratings 
were ‘+1’, which was much lower than in the two previous years. We believed that this 
assessment already refl ected the slowdown of economic activities starting in the fi rst half 
of 2008 and the massive reduction of transport demand during the summer.

Intermodal service providers were most concerned with the following factors:

� Increase of purchasing prices, particularly for long-distance rail traction, shunting 
services and fuel.
� Increased competition with road, particularly when total transport demand would 

decrease and road operators would undercut market prices to prevent their vehicles 
from standing idle.
� Lack of train path capacity.
� Lack of available terminal handling capacity.

These factors were judged to be signifi cant obstacles to growth in intermodal traffi c, or 
even possible causes of a reduction in volumes, especially in 2008.

5.4 Predicted evolution of unaccompanied intermodal traffi c in 2008 and 2009

Based on the predictions for 2008 and 2009 of up to 55 intermodal service providers, which 
constituted over 63 percent of all unaccompanied intermodal traffi c in Europe in 2007, we 
were able to determine their average annual growth rates:
� 2008 against 2007: +   7.6 % 
� 2009 against 2008: + 11.7 %
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In order to make an estimate for all intermodal traffi c, we considered these expected growth 
rates as valid for the entire industry. The corresponding predictions for 2008 and 2009 in 
terms of tonnage and TEU volume are presented in Figures 41-42.

If these growth rates were achieved, the volume of European intermodal traffi c in 2008 
would rise to 185.5 million tonnes and 18.4 million TEU. In 2009, the industry would for the 
fi rst time exceed the 200 million tonne and 20 million TEU marks. 

Figure 41:  Predicted unaccompanied intermodal traffi c: goods transported 
between 2007 and 2009 (in million gross tonnes)
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Figure 42:  Prediction for unaccompanied intermodal traffi c: TEU transported 
between 2007 and 2009 (in million TEU)
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Annex: Unaccompanied rail/road intermodal service providers in 2007

In term odal service  provider H eadquartered  in

AC O S  Transport G m bH G erm any
AC TS  AG S w itzerland
AC TS  N ederland  B .V . N etherlands
Adria  K om bi d .o .o . in  drug i k .d . S loven ia
Alpe Adria  (S ocietà  Alpe Adria  S .p .A.) Ita ly
Am brog io  Trasporti S P A Ita ly
B asel M ulti-Term inal AG S w itzerland
B D Z E AD  (B u lgarian  R ailw ays) B ulgaria
B ohem iakom bi spo l.s .r.o . C zech  R epublic
boxX press.de G m bH G erm any
B TT B ahnTank Transport G m bH G erm any
R oberto  B ucci S .p .A. Ita ly
C argoN et AB S w eden
C argoN et AS N orw ay
C AR G O S P E D  S p.z o .o . P o land
Č D  C argo , Č eské dráhy, a .s . C zech  R epublic
C em at S .p .A. Ita ly
C FR  M AR FA S .A. R om ania
C om biberia  S A S pain
C ontargo  G m bH  &  C o. K G G erm any
C P  C arga P ortugal
C rokom bi d .o .o . C roatia
C S K D  In trans s .r.o . C zech  R epublic
D B  R ailion  In term odal AG G erm any
D H L Fre ight G m bH  E uronet G erm any
D irect R ail S ervices L td  U n ited  K ingdom
duisport ra il G m bH G erm any
AS  E esti R audtee (E ston ian  R ailw ays) E ston ia
E nglish  W elsh  &  S cottish  R ailw ay L td U nited  K ingdom
E uropean  R ail S huttle  B .V . (E R S ) N etherlands
E w als  C argo  C are B elg ium
Fastline  L td U nited  K ingdom
First G B R f U nited  K ingdom
Freightliner L td U nited  K ingdom
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In term odal service  provider H eadquartered  in

Frem ura Ita ly
G M C  Logistics  G roup Ita ly
G reen  C argo  AB S w eden
G TS  S .p .A. Ita ly
H äfen  und  G üterverkehr K ö ln  AG G erm any
H angartner AG  S w itzerland
H annibal S .p .A. Ita ly
H ellm ann W orldw ide Log istics  G m bH  &  
C o. K G G erm any

H ungária  In term odal K ft G erm any
H U P AC  In term odal AG S w itzerland
H U P AC  In term odal B .V . N etherlands
IM S  In term ove S ystem s
S peditions- und  Transport G esm bH Austria

In terconta iner Austria  G esm bH Austria
In terconta iner-In terfrigo  S A S w itzerland
In terconta iner S candinavia  AB  S w eden
In ter Ferry B oats  N V  (IFB ) B elg ium
Ita lconta iner S .p .A. Ita ly
K ali-Transport G esellschaft m bH G erm any
K om bi D an  A/S D enm ark
K om biverkehr K G G erm any
S IA LD z C argo  Loģ istika Latvia
AB  L ietuvos G eležinkelia i (L ithuan ian  
R ailw ays) L ithuan ia

L IS C O N T S .A. P ortugal
LO C O N  Logistik  &  C onsulting  AG G erm any
Logta iner Ita ly
Logw in  AG G erm any
Lorry-R ail S .A. Luxem bourg
M älarpendeln  AB S w eden
M AV  C argo H ungary
Ignazio  M essina &  C . S .p .A. Ita ly
M etrans a .s C zech  R epublic
M idC argo  AB S w eden
N AV ILAN D  C argo France
N orfo lk  L ine B .V . N etherlands
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In term odal service  provider H eadquartered  in

N ovatrans S .A. France
P C C  In term odal S .A. P o land
W illy P etersen  S ped ition  G m bH G erm any
P K P  C argo  S .A. P o land
P öhland  S ped itionsgesellschaft m bH G erm any
P olcont S p . Z  o .o . P o land
P olzug  In term odal G m bH G erm any
R ail C argo  Austria  AG Austria
R ail L ink E urope S AS France
R ailog  G m bH G erm any
R aiLog istics S w itzerland
R ail Traction  C om pany S .p .A. Ita ly
R enfe  M ercancias S pain
R ocom bi S .A. R om ania
S alzburger Lokalbahn (S LB ) Austria
S B B  C argo  AG S w itzerland
S C T Transport AB S w eden
S lovenske ze lezn ice, d .o .o . (S Z) S loven ia
S ogem ar S .p .A. Ita ly
S P E D C O N T S p . Z  o .o . P o land
S pinelli srl Ita ly
TAB  S .A. /T3M France
TC D D  (Turk ish  S tate  R ailw ays) Turkey
Transfesa Transportes Ferroviarios 
E specia les  S .A. S pain

Transfracht In ternationale  G esellschaft 
fü r K V  m bH  &  C o. K G  (TFG ) G erm any

Tren ita lia Ita ly
T.R .W . S .A. B elg ium
TX  Logistik  AG G erm any
V änerexpressen  AB S w eden
V an D ieren  M aritim e B .V . N etherlands
V R  C argo Fin land
W eets-B ahn, S ped ition  Jakob W eets G erm any
W estfä lische Landes-E isenbahn G m bH  G erm any
W iener Lokalbahnen C argo  G m bH  (W LC ) Austria
W incanton  G m bH , G B  In term odal G erm any
Z-R ail S ped ition  Z ippel G erm any
ZS S K  C argo S lovakia
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