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ABSTRACT 

This study presents a detailed analysis of combined transport (CT) operations in the 
European Union (EU) and provides quantitative and qualitative evidence of the current 

status of the European CT sector. By updating the information with respect to the 
2015 fact-finding study (entitled “Analysis of the EU Combined Transport”) the study 

is designed to help DG MOVE to identify measures that would be effective in supporting 

the CT sector. The analysis was supported by a survey, which allowed the consultants 
to collect primary data on CT operations for the reference year of 2015 from a full 

cross-section of EU Member States for different modal combinations and industry 
sectors.  

For each combination of modes, detailed data on the volumes of transhipments and 
the main costs involved in CT operations are analysed and discussed both at a 

European and a Member State (MS) level and further analysed through a series of 
statistics and indicators. The study also examines the current use by CT operators of 

regulatory support measures introduced by Directive 92/106/EEC; these measures 

address issues such as own-account transport and road haulage cabotage. By offering 
a number of indicators on CT operations and insights into the related legislative 

framework, the study represents a resource for the completion of the European 
Commission’s Impact Assessment of possible future amendments to Directive 

92/106/EEC. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The key objectives of the present study are related to the collection of data on Combined 

Transport (CT) in the EU and their analysis to provide different sets of indicators which 
can be used to inform the Impact Assessment of possible amendments by the European 

Commission to Directive 92/106/EEC. Based on the results of a survey conducted in 
2016, the study makes use of quantitative and qualitative data from 2015 which was the 

reference year for which information was requested from respondents to the survey. The 
data collected for this study is in addition to that gathered in the fact-finding study 

entitled “Analysis of the EU Combined Transport”1, which was carried out in 2015. In 
parallel to the present study2, an update of the dataset for this 2015 study is being 

carried out. 

DG MOVE requires the collection of data on transhipments related specifically to combined 
transport movements, their associated costs in all 28 Member States of the EU and on the 

use of regulatory support measures that were provided for in Directive 92/106/EEC. While 
estimates of the number of transhipments can be supported by other available data 

sources, the detailed data on costs and on the use of regulatory support measures can only 
be secured from the actual operators of these services by means of a survey of the 

operators; these are principally the operators of the non-road mode and their customers – 
freight forwarders and logistics providers. 

The methodology that was adopted relies essentially on the completion of a web based 

survey targeting different types of stakeholders in order to collect different data and from 
different points of view. The main methodological issues can be summarised as: 

 the need to design a suitable survey, adopting techniques that help to gather the 
data and to maximise the quality of the information collected (task 1); 

 the need to indicate how data will be used to derive the indicators proposed in the 
terms of reference of the project (task 2). 

The report is structured as follows: 

 Section 2 outlines the approach employed to gather data on CT operations. After an 

explanation on how relevant stakeholders were selected for participating in the 

survey, the questionnaire’s structure is described, along with the strategy used to 
maximize the number and the quality of responses. The section ends with some 

comments on the overall outcome of the survey (volume of responses, geographical 
coverage, etc.). 

 Section 3 contains the main results of the analysis. It presents the information 
gathered from the survey as elaborated through a series of statistics and indicators. 

For each combination of modes, data on the volumes and costs of CT operations are 
analysed and discussed both at a European and a national level. Following that, the 

section offers a detailed analysis of the main costs involved in CT operations, and an 

overview of the current use among CT operators of regulatory support measures 
introduced by Directive 92/106/EEC.  

                                          

1 Analysis of the EU combined transport, 2015, Kombiconsult, Intermodality, PLANCO Consulting, 
Gruppo CLAS, 
http://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/themes/strategies/studies/doc/2015-01-
freight-logistics-lot2-combined-transport.pdf 

2 MOVE/D1/2016-615 (forthcoming), Update of the EU combined transport data, ISL and 
Kombiconsult. 

http://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/themes/strategies/studies/doc/2015-01-freight-logistics-lot2-combined-transport.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/themes/strategies/studies/doc/2015-01-freight-logistics-lot2-combined-transport.pdf
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2. THE SURVEY  

In order to be consistent with the objectives of the study, the survey was focused on the 
transhipment operations carried out by mode and country of operations and on the CT 

related costs compared with the alternative all road solutions. The results of the survey 
provide information that should help DG MOVE to identify the most effective measures to 

support combined transport. 

The survey was developed through an interactive web-based form, designed by TRT and 

MDS Transmodal in consultation with DG MOVE. The online questionnaire was designed to 
facilitate the collection of responses from the operators. The main activities involved in 

developing the survey and collecting the data were the following: 

 contact list selection; 

 questionnaire design and preparation; 

 submission strategy.  

2.1. Contact list selection 

The key target audiences for the survey were: 

 the trade associations at a European and national level, which were able to publicise 

the existence and importance of the survey to their members;  

 the companies that are active in the combined transport market as providers of 

door-to-door combined transport, short sea shipping, inland waterway and rail 

freight services and as customers of combined transport services.  

As the trade associations provided the means to publicise the survey, an email-shot to this 

target audience was regarded as being the priority at the start of the project. This was 
developed using two main sources: 

 a contacts database that was available to DG MOVE following a recent consultation 
workshop on combined transport in Brussels, which was mainly attended by 

representatives of European trade associations and representatives of Member 
States; 

 Internet research by the consultancy team, as the European trade associations have 

websites that usually provide contact names and email addresses as well as the 
names of relevant national trade associations. 

In total, about 120 European and national trade associations were contacted by email. 

The consultancy team then focused on developing a contacts database for the companies, 

which was based on: 

 a recent mailshot by the International Union of Road-Rail Combined Transport 

(UIRR);  

 the development of a bespoke database for the short sea shipping sector, which was 

produced by developing a list of all the unitload short sea shipping services operating 

to and from EU ports using the MDS Transmodal Containership and Ferry Databanks.  
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Internet research was then carried out to obtain contact email addresses for the 

main operators defined by the capacity they deploy and the number of services they 
operate. 

In total, the email-shot to the companies was sent to about 1,000 email addresses.  

2.2. Questionnaire structure 

The questionnaire itself (shown in Annex 1) was designed in collaboration with DG MOVE 

and contains an introduction and two main sections.  

Introduction – This sets out the objective of the survey, which is to support the drafting of 

possible amendments to Directive 92/106/EEC on the establishment of common rules for 

certain types of combined transport of goods between Member States. To encourage a 
shared understanding by all the respondents, “combined transport” and “transhipment” 

were defined in the introduction. Since the survey was launched towards the end of 2016, 
the previous year of 2015, was set as the reference year for the data to be provided. 

Identification – The first section of the questionnaire was designed to collect the basic data 
on the respondents, with a specific focus on their industry sector (terminal operator, freight 

forwarder, multimodal transport operator, shipping line, road transport operator) and on the 
CT mode operated i.e. rail/road CT, inland-waterways/road CT (IWW/road), short-sea-

shipping/road CT (SSS/road).  

Details per CT mode – For each CT mode, a specific section was developed within the 
questionnaire, each one consisting of 17 questions regarding: details on the activity of the 

operators (e.g. countries where they operate, number of transhipments per country, 
average costs for transhipment operation, etc.), opinions and quantification of specific 

aspects related to the production of CT services (e.g. threshold at which CT becomes 
profitable compared to the all-road solutions, the cost of setting up a new service, IT use in 

CT chains, etc.), their knowledge of some specific measures contained in the Directive 
92/106 (such as exemptions from cabotage operations and special provision for own 

account  transport operations). The questionnaire was differentiated according to the type 

of organisation that was completing it. Some questions were dynamically filtered according, 
for example, to the countries where the respondents operate, to avoid increasing the 

amount of time required to complete the questionnaire. 

The specific questions set out in the questionnaire are shown in Annex 1. 

2.3. Submission, recall strategy and quality check 

The survey was launched by means of direct emails to as many operators as possible and 

via indirect email shots by trade associations on behalf of the consultancy team.  This 
was according to the following timetable: 

 8th and 16th November 2016: first e-mailshot to about 1,120 contacts; 

 24th November and 1st December 2016: reminder to the same contacts, reinforcing 
the first message and stressing the deadline of 15th December. 

The first round of emails, describing in detail the objective of the survey, was accompanied 
by an accreditation letter provided by DG MOVE to support the consultation. 

After the deadline expired, we contacted all the operators who started but failed to 
complete the questionnaire (about 90 respondees), to invite them to finalise it. In order to 

facilitate the completion of the questionnaire the consultancy team contacted the 
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respondents directly by email or on the telephone to solicit a full response to the 

questionnaire.  

Further reminders were carried out by phone or email to the most relevant operators 

included in the recipient list. 

Also, following a request made by an industry association, the online survey was kept open 

for a few weeks after the deadline in order to give respondents the possibility to amend or 
integrate their answers. 

In parallel, a quality check of the data collected was undertaken. Where answers were 

unclear, respondents were contacted by email or telephone to ask for clarifications.  In 
this way the consultancy team sought to maximise the quality of the responses and to 

minimise the potential for any misunderstanding in the interpretation of the questions by 
the operators. 

2.4. Main results analysis 

In total the consultancy team received 103 responses to the survey covering the three 

modes of transport (70 for rail/road, 15 for IWW/road and 18 for SSS/road) from a 
sample of 75 respondents. 

Data from the 103 responses received (79 fully completed and 24 partially completed) 

was aggregated in a spreadsheet to facilitate the analysis of the responses. Each modal 
combination was analysed separately. Figures 2.1 to 2.7 below provide summaries of the 

respondents to the survey, while the analysis of their responses is described in detail in 
section 3.  

Figure 2.1 provides a breakdown of the respondents by industry sector. The high share of 
respondents categorised as “other” relates to a significant number of industry and trade 

associations that provided relevant contributions. 

Figure 2. 1 Number of respondents, by industry sector  
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With regard to the CT modes and the number of modes managed by the respondents, 

the largest share (68%) is represented by the rail/road mode but a reasonable number of 

responses were also received for the IWW/road and SSS/road CT modes. About one third 

of the respondents manage more than one mode, but where this is the case this always 

includes the with rail/road mode which suggests the survey was completed by the larger 

operators. 

Figure 2. 2 CT modes managed by the respondents 

 

 

Figure 2. 3 Number of modes managed by the respondents 
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Figure 2. 4 Operators per mode, by country 

 

Figures 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 below set out, for each mode, the distribution of the 

respondents by the country where they operate. 

Figure 2. 5 Rail/road respondents - Operators by country 
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Figure 2. 6 IWW/road respondents - Operators by country 

 

Figure 2. 7 SSS/road respondents - Operators by country 
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3. DATA PROCESSING 

The analysis of the indicators required was based as much as possible on the data from 
the survey.  

However, to fill any gaps, validate the estimates based on the survey data and to 
estimate some indicators - in particular related to the overall number of transhipments 

and their split in each Member State (MS) - other sources were used to obtain more 
complete and accurate results. 

In particular, as a basis for the quantification of the total transhipments in the EU, the 
consultancy team relied on data provided by ISL and KombiConsult in a parallel study; 

the main objective of this parallel study was to quantify the overall combined transport 

flows in the EU. Our estimates of the number of transhipments in each Member State 
made use of the total CT units by modal combination as reported in the parallel study. 

In order to estimate the number of transhipments in each EU Member State (i.e. to 
provide a breakdown of the totals by modal combination), the consultancy team 

estimated the proportion handled in each Member State for the rail/road, IWW/road and 
SSS/road combinations using different sources and combining Eurostat data (for the 

IWW-road and SSS/road combinations) and KombiConsult data (for rail/road). Detailed 
explanations are provided below. 

This section presents a series of indicators on the European CT market. The indicators 

provide quantitative evidence of the current status of CT operations in Europe, 
addressing three major areas of interest: volume and cost of transhipments at European 

and national level, cost figures involved in CT operations and the use of regulatory 
benefits among MTOs. The analysis is structured by mode of transport, so different 

estimates are provided based on the data gathered from operators active in the relevant 
CT mode (rail/road, IWW/road, SSS/road). 

3.1. Transhipments in EU  

Table 3.1 provides an overview of the volume and average cost of transhipments for the 

whole of the EU.  

Table 3. 1 Transhipments in EU 

Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

Average number of transhipments per one 

transport operation 

2.2 1.7 2.0 

Average transhipment cost (€) 51 42 67 

Range of cost per transhipment (€) (18-200) (20-70) (30-100) 

Estimated annual number of transhipments 
(million) 

17.72 3.72 45.33 
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Rail/road 

There were 70 responses in this mode category, 14 of which related to terminal 
operators and so their responses were discounted for the purpose of calculating the 

average number of transhipments per transport operation (as terminal operators are 
usually not aware of the whole transport chain); of the remaining 56 responses, 12 did 

not give an answer or there were no transhipments, leaving eight indicating an average 
of 1, 20 with an average of 2 and 16 with 3 or more operations.   

46 respondents (including the terminal operators) provided the total number of 

transhipments, which allowed the consultancy team to calculate a weighted average of 
the average number of transhipment operations.   

The arithmetic mean of the answers collected is 2.2, whereas the weighted average is 
higher at 2.6 and this was affected by the response provided by an industry association 

which suggested that the number of transhipments was 3.  

There was a considerable range of responses to the question related to the average 

transhipment cost, partially due to the fact that some respondents interpreted the 
question in a way that was not intended. To address this issue, the consultancy team 

carried out a review of the answers to highlight any outliers in the dataset; respondents 

that provided such outliers were contacted to clarify the question and obtain more 
accurate cost figures. After discounting the answers that were considered not to be 

relevant (because, for example, the respondent was not representative or the data 
appeared in the judgment of the consultants not to be realistic), the range of responses 

was reduced to between €18 and €200, producing an average of about €51 per 
transhipment. Given that this value is consistent with data included in relevant 

publications that have been published recently on this subject3 and is in line with the 
consultancy team’s experience of the market, it appears to be a reasonable estimate for 

the average total cost of rail/road transhipment in CT operations.  

The estimated number of transhipments is based on the results from the parallel study 
which provided the total CT flows by mode of transport in terms of TEU. Based on this, 

the total number of transhipments was estimated in two steps: first TEU were converted 
into units moved (by applying the coefficient 1.6, calculated taking into account the mix 

of intermodal units used in the specific sector as calculated by ISL/KombiConsult in the 
parallel study) and then calculating the number of CT transhipments operated in the EU, 

excluding those linked to international transport chains (i.e. between an EU Member 
State and a third country such as Switzerland, Turkey or Serbia). 

IWW/road 

There were 15 responses in this mode category, four of which related to terminal 
operators, and so their responses were discounted for the purpose of calculating the 

average number of transhipments per transport operation; of the remaining 11 
responses, four did not give an answer or there were zero transhipments, leaving two 

responses with an average of 1 transhipment, three with an average of 2 and two with 3 
or more. We regard it as unlikely that there are very many door-door operations with 

more than three transhipments between the inland waterway and road modes so we 
have used 1, 2 and 3 as the averages with which to calculate a weighted average total 

number of transhipments per single transport operation. Ten respondents (including 

                                          

3 
See e.g. the 2016 Bulletin of the Bank of Italy ”Italy’s international freight transport” 

(https://www.bancaditalia.it/statistiche/tematiche/rapporti-estero/trasporti-internazionali/sintesi-
indagini/en-indagine-trasporti15.pdf?language_id=1) 

https://www.bancaditalia.it/statistiche/tematiche/rapporti-estero/trasporti-internazionali/sintesi-indagini/en-indagine-trasporti15.pdf?language_id=1
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terminal operators) returned the total number of transhipments. The average number 

of transhipments per inland waterway/road combined transport operation was 
calculated to be 1.7. 

There was a much smaller range of responses in relation to the average transhipment 
cost compared to that for rail: €20 to €70 with the average being calculated to be €42. 

Again, in our experience, this appears to be a reasonable average total cost of 
transhipment. 

The same procedure followed for rail was adopted to estimate the total number of 

transhipments for the IWW/road modal combination. 

SSS/road 

There were 18 responses in this mode category, three of which related to terminal 
operators, which were therefore discounted for the purposes of calculating the average 

number of transhipments per transport operation; of the remaining 15 responses, six did 
not provide an answer or there were zero transhipments, leaving one with an average of 

1, seven with an average of 2 and one with 3 or more. We regard it as unlikely that there 
are very many door-to-door operations with more than three transhipments between the 

short sea shipping and road modes so we have used 1, 2 and 3 as the averages with 

which to calculate a weighted average total number of transhipments per single transport 
operation. Seven respondents (including terminal operators) returned the total number of 

transhipments. The average number of transhipments was calculated as 2.0, which 
would be the expected response at least in the case of ro-ro flows. 

There was a much smaller range of responses to the question of the average 
transhipment cost compared to that for rail: €30 to €100 with the average being 

calculated to be €67. In our experience this appears to be a reasonable average total 
cost of transhipment, particularly as terminal handling charges in short sea ports tend to 

be higher than at intermodal rail and inland waterway terminals. While handling costs for 

lo-lo units are normally higher than for ro-ro units, the average obtained should be seen 
as being representative of both.  

The same procedure followed for rail was adopted to estimate the total number of 
transhipments for the SSS/road modal combination. 

3.2. Transhipments in EU Member States 

This sub-section of the report presents the indicators on volume and average cost of 

transhipment disaggregated at a national level (i.e. for each Member State). A general 
comment on the resulting estimates is then provided for each transport mode.  

Table 3.2 presents four indicators for each MS:  

 number of transhipments in the MS,  

 number of transhipments by shippers of the MS,  

 average cost,  

 cost range. 

For some modal combinations for some Member States the survey did not provide any 
data on the cost of transhipment. In these cases estimates were provided using data 

from the nearest comparable country. Where estimates have been required, the 

assumptions made have been set out in the note below Table 3.2.   
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Table 3.2 Transhipments (TS) in EU Member States (*) 

 

 

  

Country Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

AT-Austria Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

809 3 N/A 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

656 1 N/A 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 52 48 N/A 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

25-120 30-60 N/A 

BE-Belgium 

  

Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

1,141 1,138 2,614 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

854 960 2,742 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 47 47 55 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

25-120 30-70 30-75 

BG-Bulgaria Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

9 0.5 142 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

5 0.2 106 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 32 48 40 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

30-34 30-60 40 

CY-Cyprus Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

N/A N/A 99 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

N/A N/A 43 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) N/A N/A 40 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

N/A N/A 40 
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Country Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

CZ-Czech 
Republic  

Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

588 0.2 N/A 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

336 0.2 N/A 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 36 48 N/A 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

22-50 48 N/A 

DE-Germany Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

5,625 1,124 4,116 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

4,695 1,185 3,777 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 49 48 64 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

22-200 30-60 30-100 

DK-Denmark 

 

Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

104 1 1,415 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

99 1 1,374 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 35 48 31 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

25-50 30-60 30-40 

EE-Estonia 

 

Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

12 N/A  414 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

6 N/A  404 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 18 N/A  30 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

18 N/A  30 

EL-Greece Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

40 N/A 2,581 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

32 N/A 2,220 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 36 N/A 40 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

27-50 N/A 40 
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Country Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

ES-Spain Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

559 N/A 3,755 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

408 N/A 3,762 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 52 N/A 52 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

22-220 N/A 30-85 

FI-Finland Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

37 N/A 1,671 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

23 N/A 2,019 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 47 N/A 50 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

44-50 N/A 30-80 

FR-France Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

1,055 125 2,770 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

957 137 2,976 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 44 58 52 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

25-70 35-100 30-75 

HR-Croatia Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

14 N/A 82 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

11 N/A 72 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 37 N/A 40 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

37 N/A 40 

HU-Hungary Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

306 2 N/A 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

202 2 N/A 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 39 48 N/A 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

30-50 30-60 N/A 



 

"Gathering additional data on EU combined transport" 

Final Report  

              22 

  

Country Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

IE-Ireland Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

11 N/A 1,195 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

5 N/A 1,166 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 40 N/A 43 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

40 N/A 30-60 

IT-Italy Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

3,259 1 7,957 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

2,985 1 7,523 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 39 45 40 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

25-70 45 40 

LT-Lithuania Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

22 N/A 399 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

19 N/A 459 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 18 N/A 55 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

18 N/A 30-75 

LU-
Luxembourg 

Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

84 5 N/A 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

84 4 N/A 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 38 48 N/A 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

30-50 30-60 N/A 

LV-Latvia Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

24 0.1 325 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

21 0.1 393 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 18 48 55 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

18 30-60 30-75 
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Country Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

MT-Malta Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

N/A N/A 474 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

N/A N/A 316 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) N/A N/A 40 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

N/A N/A 40 

NL-Netherlands Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

776 1,311 2,715 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

600 1,423 3,072 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 37 55 63 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

18-60 30-80 30-85 

PL-Poland Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

336 0.01 976 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

194 0.01 946 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 40 48 57 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

22-70 30-60 30-80 

PT-Portugal Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

220 N/A 753 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

177 N/A 685 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 73 N/A 70 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

25-180 N/A 30-110 

RO-Romania Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

187 2 204 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

97 3 192 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 36 40 40 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

28-50 30-60 40 
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(*) Note to Table 3.2: Assumptions for nearest comparable Member State for the completion of 

missing data on average and range of cost of transshipment 

Rail/road CT: Estonia – nearest comparable Member State assumed to be Lithuania. 

IWW/road CT: Austria, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Romania & Slovakia - 

nearest comparable Member State assumed to be Germany. 

SSS/road CT: Bulgaria, Cyprus, Croatia, Malta, Romania & Slovenia - nearest comparable Member State 

assumed to be Greece or Italy. 

 

Estimated number of transhipments in MS 

The methodology to estimate the number of transhipments in each MS was carried out in 

in a different way according to the mode and the different sources that were available to 

the consultants. 

 

Country Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

SE-Sweden Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

1,039 N/A 3,210 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

942 N/A 3,350 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 43 N/A 58 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

30-60 N/A 30-105 

Sl-Slovenia Number of transhipments 
in MS (1000 TS/year) 

222 N/A 180 

Number of transhipments 

by shippers of MS (1000 
TS/year) 

192 N/A 236 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 33 N/A 40 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

28-38 N/A 40 

SK-Slovakia Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

160 1 N/A 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

97 1 N/A0 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 39 48 N/A 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 
min-max) 

36-42 30-60 N/A 

UK-United 

Kingdom 

Number of transhipments 

in MS (1000 TS/year) 

1,161 3 7,286 

Number of transhipments 
by shippers of MS (1000 

TS/year) 

679 0 5,595 

Average Cost (Euro/TS) 63 45 55 

Cost range (Euro/TS, 

min-max) 

30-170 45 30-75 
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Proportion of Rail transhipments in each Member State   

The proportion of Rail CT transhipments in each Member State was calculated using the 
total flows reported by ISL/KombiConsult by type of traffic in the parallel study (i.e. 

intra-MS and intra-EU – both ‘connected’ and ‘not connected’ to international transport 
chains via deep sea container ports - and international traffic between an EU Member 

State and a third country); an average number of transhipments was then attributed to 
each traffic type. In particular, for all the ‘connected’ movements, only the transhipments 

completed outside the deep-sea port were included in the calculation while, in the case of 

a movement between a Member State and a third country, only the transhipment in the 
EU Member State was included in the calculation of the number of transhipments. 

The attribution of transhipments to each MS was carried out using the detailed data 
provided by type of traffic in the Combined Transport Study elaborated by KombiConsult 

in 2015. 

Proportion of IWW transhipments in each Member State   

The proportion of IWW CT transhipments in each Member State was calculated using the 
Eurostat database of inland waterway movements of containers in 20154.The unit of 

measurement in this data source is TEU and so the movements were converted to units 

using a factor of 1.7 TEU/unit5.  

Where there was a movement between a MS and a third country, only the transhipment 

within the MS has been included within the calculation of the number of transhipments.   

The IWW CT data has been provided for each Member State without the transhipment at 

the deep sea container ports; as the data source does not provide any information on 
whether traffic has an origin or a destination at a deep sea container port specifically, we 

have assumed that all containerised traffic to/from the Netherlands, Belgium, France and 
Germany is to/from a deep sea container port and is therefore only counted once (e.g. 

traffic from Belgium to Austria appears only as a single transhipment in Austria). For the 

traffics moved between these four countries, we have assumed that only one end is a 
deep sea container port.    

Proportion of SSS transhipments in each Member State   

The SSS/road CT transhipments in each MS were calculated using the Eurostat database 

of port traffic transported in lo-lo and ro-ro units in 20156. The unit of measurement in 
this data source is tonnes and it was converted to units using a factor of 12.1 tonnes per 

unit for ro-ro traffic and 11.0 tonnes per unit for lo-lo traffic. All unitised ro-ro traffic has 
been included, including ro-ro services providing short sea crossings, such as across the 

Dover Straits.   

                                          

4  Container transport by type of good (country/regional flows from 2007 onwards), EUROSTAT, 

http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=iww_go_actygofl 

5 UK Port Freight Statistics, 2015, UK Department of Transport, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/port-freight-statistics-2015-final-figures 

6  Detailed tables per each reporting country (main ports) by direction, partner entity, type of 
cargo and nationality of registration of vessels - quarterly data, EUROSTAT. 
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As for IWW CT, where there was a ro-ro or lo-lo movement between a MS and a third 

country (e.g. Turkey), only the transhipment within the MS has been included within the 
calculation of the number transhipments.  

It was not possible to make a distinction between short sea container movements (i.e. 
between European ports when the inland origin and destination are both in Europe) and 

deep sea feeder container movements (i.e. traffic to/from extra-EU countries that is 
being transported between a deep sea container port and a regional European port) 

because the data source does not make such a distinction. 

Estimated number of transhipments by shippers of a MS 

None of the data sources available to us provide any information on the nationality of the 

shipper. It was agreed with the client early in the project that this would be estimated by 
assuming that the nationality of the shipper is determined by the Member State of origin 

of the CT movement. The estimates have been produced by allocating the transhipments 
at both the origin and the destination of the CT movement to the origin country (as a 

proxy for the MS of the shipper).   

As both transhipments related to a particular CT chain have been allocated to the MS at 

the origin of the transport movement, where the origin is in a third country (e.g. 

Switzerland), that transhipment has not been allocated to any EU MS.  

Average cost of transshipment in given MSs 

The survey provided interesting data related to the differences in the costs of 
transshipment operations in the Member States. Although there are some gaps, the table 

provides a substantially clear and complete overview of the possible variations that exist 
between Member States. However, in some cases the estimates are based on only a few 

data observations from the survey and consequently some of them should be treated 
with caution. The analysis by mode below highlights some of the specific issues. 

Rail/road 

Responses were received for the rail/road combination of modes in 24 MSs, with the only 
countries with an active rail network for which there were no observations being the 

Baltic States of Estonia and Latvia. 

Similarly, with the reported average cost of transhipment for the country, there was 

a large variation in the orders of magnitude in the responses. The minimum average cost 
was €18 and the maximum €73 with an average of the averages of €42 across the 

Member States. While recognizing the limitations of a low number of observations in 
some MSs, the lowest average cost reported for any country was in Lithuania and the 

highest was in Spain. 

The figure below presents, for each MS, the minimum, maximum and average cost of 
transhipment. 
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Figure 3. 1 Minimum, maximum and average cost of rail/road transhipment 

per Member State, € 

 

 

IWW/road  

Responses were received for the IWW/road combination of modes in eight MSs, including 

the countries with major inland waterway networks (Netherlands, Belgium, Germany and 
France) as well as countries such as Sweden, Italy, the United Kingdom and Greece. 

The minimum reported average cost of transhipment for a country was €30 and the 

maximum €70 with an average of the averages of €52. The lowest average cost reported 
for any MS was in Italy and Sweden; the highest was in Greece. 

The figure below presents, for each MS, the minimum, maximum and average cost of 
transhipment. 
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Figure 3. 2 Minimum, maximum and average cost of IWW/road transhipment 

per MS, € 

 

 

SSS/road 

Responses were received for the SSS/road combination of modes for 17 Member States.  

The minimum reported average cost of transhipment for the respondent was €30 and 
the maximum €70 with an average of the averages of €51. The average costs are quite 

similar largely due to the fact that only a few observations were received in each MS, 

with some operators reporting the same cost for every country in which they had 
SSS/road CT operations. 

The figure below presents, for each MS, the minimum, maximum and average cost of 
transhipment. 
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Figure 3. 3 Minimum, maximum and average cost of SSS/road transhipment 

per MS, € 

 

 

3.3. Estimated costs of combined transport 

Table 3.3 below reports a series of indicators concerning the costs involved in CT 

operations for the three modes. For some of the indicators, the range of values obtained 
from the survey results is reported along with the estimated average, in order to indicate 

the variation in the responses from which the indicator is calculated. Finally, in order to 

provide evidence on the competitiveness of CT with respect to the all-road alternative, 
two indicators are reported concerning the distance over which CT is viable economically. 
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Table 3. 3 Estimated costs of combined transport 

Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

Estimated average cost of organising 

a new CT scheduled service (€) 

 88,846 173,333 20,000 

Range (15,000-

300,000) 

(20,000-

250,000) 

- 

Estimated average cost of organising 

a new CT route (€) 
(200-1,000) (200-1,000) (200-1,000) 

Estimated additional cost per 
shipment of organising CT operation 

compared to road (€) 

100 100 50 

Range (75-125) (75-125) (25-75) 

Estimated average cost of longer 

delivery times caused by using CT per 

shipment (€) 

165 

 

123 

 

153 

 

Range (25-500) (20-250) (60-200) 

Estimated cost of problems with 

traceability €/shipment (Range) 

5-50 5 10 

Estimated average cost of problems 
of non-harmonisation  

   

Euro/year per company 253,500 - - 

Euro/shipment 54 25 - 

Estimated average additional cost per 

company of paper docs instead of e-
documents  

   

Euro/year per company 145,000 - - 

Euro/shipment 35 10 10 

Breakeven point (in km) without 
support (average) 

639 266 736 

Range (50-2,500) (90-550) (150-1,000) 

Breakeven point (in km) with current 
support 

525 - - 
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Rail/road 

Respondents were asked to provide information on the total cost of setting-up a new 

CT route, defined as the expenses incurred for upgrading the equipment, market 
analysis, transactions, additional management/staff time. 24 respondents answered this 

question, with the estimates ranging widely from €200 to €10 million. The significant 
difference in the cost of organising a new CT route is likely to be due to the variation in 

the quality and scale of the CT operations and some differences in the interpretation of 

the types of costs that should be included in the answers. For the purposes of our 
analysis, we focused on the freight forwarders and MTO operators (17 observations), 

which provided more aligned values ranging from €15,000 to €300,000 and an average 
cost in respect to setting up a new CT scheduled service (including market analysis) of 

€88,846. The average cost per shipment of organising a new CT route (including IWW 
and SSS modes) which just involves managing a service to a new destination the MTO 

had not previously covered was estimated as being between €200 and €1,000.  

To see the impact that these organizational expenses have on shipment costs, operators 

were also asked to provide a figure for the average cost per shipment of organising 

a new CT route, excluding the actual cost of transport. The average cost per shipment 
was estimated by 33 respondents: nine said less than €50; 15 suggested between €50 

and €100; five estimated between €100 and €200 and four said more than €200. The 
weighting of responses suggests that around €100 is probably the average outcome 

across all respondents. If we consider the types of sector that the respondents operate 
within, freight forwarders/3PLs answers were weighted towards the €100-200 range 

(27% of total responses); CT operators were weighted to less than €50-100 (36% of 
total responses); road transport operators’ answers were mainly in the range €50-100 

(18% of total responses); ‘other’ organisations answers were split equally between less 

than €50 and €50-100 (18% of total responses).  

Results are based on information gathered from actual users of the CT services (terminal 

operators were not allowed to answer to such question), which contributes to the 
reliability of the estimate. 

As for the overall convenience of using CT services, 40 respondents provided an 
estimate of the average difference in percentage terms in the total cost of a combined 

transport operation per shipment compared to a road only operation (Figure 3.4). The 
answers ranged from four with less than 10%, eight with between 5 and 10% less, 

twelve with plus or minus 5%, six with 5-10% and ten with more than 10% higher cost 

per shipment of a CT operation compared with the road only alternative. This suggests a 
slightly higher weighting for CT being more costly than road only by a ratio of 55:45. This 

suggests that, as CT can be more cost-effective than the all-road option, there is not 
always a case for public sector support. 
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Figure 3. 4 Difference between the average cost of Rail-road CT compared to 

all-road transport 

 

There is often a perception that the use of CT can increase the risk of experiencing longer 

door-to-door transit times compared to the all-road alternative, as the intermodal 
transhipments normally involve a more complex set of operations than road haulage. 

Delays in delivery can be caused, for instance, by the need to coordinate a larger number 
of different operations and the need to organise the initial and final road legs. Not 

surprisingly, this issue emerges clearly in the results from the survey, where all 

respondents confirmed that using CT does lead to longer door-to-door transit times for 
their operations. Moreover, respondents were asked to estimate the average cost of 

the additional door-door transit time incurred when using CT versus road only 
(Figure 3.5). There were 16 responses ranging from €75 to €500 and the average was 

€165. In response to the related question of how much additional time in hours was 
required, with 24 observations, the average was 25 hours within a range from 4 to 120 

hours. 

Figure 3. 5 Cost in € per shipment of the additional cost of organising a new CT 

route compared to the all-road alternative 

 

The possibility to track and trace shipments throughout the logistic chain is an 
important tool for operators to be able to locate shipments and monitor the reliability and 

efficiency of the transport services. Traceability can play an important role especially in 
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relation to CT solutions. It allows operators to rearrange/reschedule operations based on 

the actual status of the shipment, giving them the opportunity to react to unexpected 
delays in a more effective way, and so to limit the economic and time loss that may 

otherwise arise. In the survey respondents were asked whether tracking and tracing 
shipments was possible and the 51 responses were split between 37 (73%) which could 

track/trace and 14 (27%) that could not, demonstrating that tracking and tracing is now 
usually available for rail/road CT. Of the 14 that could not, only four gave an estimate of 

the additional cost per shipment for the company due to the lack of information; these 

were €5, €10, €45, and €50, leading to an average of €28 per shipment. 

A further issue that has been cited in the past as a barrier to the growth of combined 

transport is that of a lack of harmonisation of procedures or documents used 
between road only operations and where transhipment between modes is involved. 

Respondents were asked if they suffered from any problems in this area and, if so, how 
much that costs their companies. 50 responses split into 21 (42%) that did suffer from a 

lack of harmonisation and 29 (58%) that did not. There were six respondents that 
provided an estimate of the cost in euro/year: the range was from €1,000 to €1m with 

an average of €253,500 per year, largely depending on the size of the operators. Seven 

respondents (six of whom did not provide information on the cost at the company level) 
provided an answer in terms of euro/shipment and these ranged from €5 to €150 per 

shipment (with an average of €54). 

If respondents identified the lack of harmonisation as an issue they were given the 

opportunity to set out qualitatively and in more detail what the specific issues were and 
eight provided a short description of these specific issues. Some of these related to 

documentation: ‘missing documents’, ‘problems with export documents in Italy’, 
‘insufficient administration in Sweden’. Others identified structural problems such as 

different weight limitations applied to trucks and to trains and the fact that, for one 

respondent, the nearest suitable terminal allowing 44 GVWR was in Eastern Europe. A 
Dutch respondent asked for a clearer definition of cabotage so that they could operate 

with Dutch trucks working from a terminal outside the Netherlands. The final two 
comments were related to the belief that rail operators suffered from the lack of 

harmonisation and this made combined transport more difficult and expensive; ordering 
rail paths in foreign countries outside the corridor network was regarded as a problem.  

Along with the harmonisation of procedures, the introduction of electronic 
documents is often mentioned as a potential means to simplify and increase the 

efficiency of CT operations. Of the 52 respondents to the question as to whether or not 

they suffered from the use of paper documents as opposed to e-documents i29 (56%) 
said they did, while 23 (44%) suggested they did not. Among those that did regard the 

use of paper documentation processes as a cost to them, 6 reported an estimate of the 
average cost per year, while 9 provided the average cost per shipment. Answers for 

yearly costs ranged from €10,000 to €500,000, with an average of €145,000 per year. 
The costs per shipment ranged from €5 to €100, resulting in an average cost per 

shipment of €35. Respondents were offered the opportunity to identify the specific issues 
and there were 14 responses, 6 of which stated delays, loss of documents and lengthy 

transaction process due to the need to scan and archive documents and try to deal with 

mismatched information. There were also one or two specific issues identified: in 
Germany trains transporting dangerous goods have to be accompanied by printed paper 

documents instead of electronic documents; using paper-based documents leads to 
financial delays in that invoices cannot be raised until the paper copy of the CMR is 

received and the latter often has scan quality issues leading to further delays; there is a 
lack of space to put necessary information such as the ILU-Code of the consignment; 

customers requiring the movement of fresh produce have to have paper documents; 
Ukraine (out of the EU) has very complicated paper-based administrative procedures; 
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customs in Portugal requires the submission of paper documentation for dry ports; and 

multiple languages can be a general problem. 

There was a significant variation in the respondents’ views on the break-even distance 

for rail/road CT, calculated as door-to-door distance and assuming no public sector 
support for the mode. 44 respondents provided a break-even distance and the range was 

from 50 to 2,500 km, with the average being 639 km. Discounting the high outlier the 
average becomes 595km. The spread is shown in the following chart (Figure 3.6). This 

average of around 600 km appears to be high and suggests that most rail/road CT 

operations are requiring road legs at both ends of the transport chain, rather than where 
one end is rail-connected (such as at a port or a rail-connected distribution park). 

Figure 3. 6 Break-even distances for CT without public sector support (km) 

 

Respondents were asked whether there was public sector support for CT in their 

country, whether via direct subsidy or in the form of a tax reduction. 50 replied to this 
question, of which 15 stated there was public sector support. Those respondents 

reporting some form of public sector support were then asked for the subsequent break-
even distance. In this case, 11 of the 15 provided a distance with only six providing a 

different break-even distance to the question asking for the same information but 

without any public support. Whereas the average break-even distance without support 
was 595 km, public support reduced this to an average of 525 km i.e. a reduction of 70 

km. However, restricting the analysis to the 9 responses that reported the break-even 
distance both with and without some form of public support, it emerges that the public 

support leads to a reduction in the break-even distance of 86 km. In summary, we can 
therefore estimate that the effect of the public sector support is to reduce the average 

breakeven distance by 70 - 90 km or about 13-14% of the breakeven distance without 
any support. 

 

IWW/road 

Four respondents replied to the question in relation to the cost of organising a new CT 

route, three of which were freight forwarders while the fourth respondent was an MTO). 
The average cost to organise a new CT scheduled service (including capital costs) was 

€173,333, with a range from €20,000 to €250,000. The average cost per shipment of 
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organising a new CT route, which just involves managing a service to a new destination, 

was estimated as being between €200 and €1,000 as reported for the Rail/road CT mode.  

Six respondents provided an estimate of the average difference in percentage terms in 

the total cost of a combined transport operation per shipment compared to a road 
only operation (see Figure 3.7). The answers ranged from one with less than 10%, one 

with between 5 and 10% less, two with plus or minus 5%, two with 5-10% and none 
with more than 10% higher cost per shipment of a CT operation compared with road only 

alternative. With an even distribution between positive and negative answers, the results 

from the survey suggest that under certain circumstances (e.g. in regions where a 
network of quality inland waterways exists), CT is more cost-effective than the all-road 

alternative. 

Figure 3. 7 Average total cost per shipment, IWW/road vs all-road 

 

The average cost per shipment of organising a new CT route, excluding the actual cost of 
transport, was estimated by six respondents: one said the average cost was less than 

€50, two suggested between €50 and €100 and three estimated between €100 and 
€200. These differences may be due to differing perceptions of the administrative and 

organisational burden, which may also depend on different market and regulatory 

contexts and on the complexity of the transport chains being organised.  

Respondents were asked to estimate the average cost of the additional door-door 

transit time incurred when using CT versus the road-only alternative. There were three 
responses ranging from €20 to €250 and the average was €123. 

In response to the related question of how much additional time in hours was required, 
the average, based on six observations, was 31 hours with a wider range from 6 to 72 

hours. 

With respect to the question of tracking and tracing shipments, the nine responses 

were split between seven companies (78%) which could track/trace and two (22%) that 

could not. Of the two that could not, one reported €5 as an estimate of the cost per 
shipment due to the lack of information for the company. 

Respondents were asked if they suffered from any problems due to a lack of 
harmonization of procedures or documents for transhipment to/from IWW/road 

modes compared to road only operations and, if so, how much additional cost was 
involved. The ten responses were split between three (30%) that did suffer from a lack of 

harmonization and seven (70%) that did not. There was one respondent that provided an 
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estimate of the cost for the company at €2 million per annum. A further two respondents 

each gave a figure of €25 per shipment. 
 

If respondents identified the issue of non-harmonisation of procedures they were given 
the opportunity to set out qualitatively what those were, but none provided any further 

details.  

Nine respondents replied as to whether or not they suffered from the use of paper 

documents as opposed to e-documents: three (33%) said they did, while six (67%) 

suggested they did not. One provided an estimated cost for the use of paper 
documentation processes as €10 per shipment. No further insight into the practical issues 

was given.  

There was a much lower variation in the respondents’ views on the break-even 

distance for combined transport, calculated as door-to-door distance in comparison 
with the all-road alternative and assuming no public sector support for the CT mode. 

Nine respondents provided a break-even distance and the range was from 90 to 550 km, 
making the average 266km. The spread is shown in Figure 3.8. 

Figure 3. 8 Break-even distance for IWW/road without public sector support 

(km) 

 

Respondents were asked whether there was public sector support for combined 

transport in their country, whether via direct subsidy or in the form of a tax reduction. 
Nine replied to this question, of which three stated there was some public sector support. 

These latter respondents were then asked to provide the subsequent break-even distance 
after receiving public sector support. In this case, the three respondents provided 

distances ranging from 100 to 550 km. Two of the three respondents reported that the 
public sector support reduced the break-even distance by 100 km, while the third 

respondent reported that the public sector support had no impact on the break-even 

distance. 

 

SSS/road 

Only one respondent answered the question as to the cost of organizing a new CT 

route, which was estimated at €20,000; this is lower than for rail/road and IWT/road.  
The average cost of organising a new CT route, taking into account only management 

costs, is confirmed as being within the range between €200 and €1,000. 
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Six respondents provided an estimate of the average difference in percentage terms in 

the total cost of a combined transport operation per shipment compared to a road 
only operation. The answers ranged from three with less than 10%, one with between 5 

and 10% less, one with 5-10% more and one with more than 10% higher cost per 
shipment of a CT operation compared with road only (Figure 3.9). This suggests that 

SSS/road CT costs more than a road only transport operation only for a third of 
movements; this implies that SSS/road CT operations are, particularly over longer 

distances, often more cost effective than the road-only alternative.   

Figure 3. 9 Average total cost per shipment, SSS/road vs all-road 

 

The average cost per shipment of organizing a new SSS/road CT route, excluding 
the actual cost of transport was estimated by five respondents: three suggested less 

than €50 per shipment; two respondents said that the cost was between €50 and €100 
per shipment. 

Respondents were asked to estimate the average cost of the additional door-door 
transit time incurred when using SSS/road CT versus the road-only alternative. There 

were three responses ranging from €60 to €200 and the average was €153, similar to the 

results obtained for the rail/road and IWW/road combinations. 

In response to the related question of how much additional time in hours was required, 

there were four observations; the average was 51 hours with a narrow range from 36 to 
72 hours. 

With respect to the question of tracking and tracing shipments the ten responses 
were split into four (40%) which could track/trace and six (60%) that could not. Of the 

six that could not, one provided an estimate of the cost in euros per shipment for the 
company at €10/shipment. 

Respondents were asked if they suffered from any problems due to a lack of 

harmonization of procedures or documents used in SSS/road operations compared 
to road only operations and, if so, how much that costs their companies. Eleven 

responses split into five (45%) that did suffer from a lack of harmonization and six 
(55%) that did not. None of the respondents provided an estimate of the cost in 

euro/year or euro/shipment. 

If respondents identified the issue of harmonization they were given the opportunity to 

set out qualitatively what those were and two raised issues: these were a 28 tonnes 
vehicle limit, and that “The Dutch road inspection requiring us to accompany the goods 

with documents detailing the complete multimodal routing of the shipment”. 
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Ten respondents replied as to whether or not they suffered from the use of paper 

documents as opposed to e-documents: four (40%) said they did, while six (60%) 
suggested not. One provided an estimated cost for the use of paper documentation 

processes as €10/shipment. No further insight into the practical issues was provided.  

There was a high variation in the respondents’ views on the break-even distance for 

SSS/road combined transport, calculated on the basis of the door-to-door distance 
and assuming no public sector support. Seven respondents provided a break-even 

distance and the range was from 150 to 1,000 km, making the average 736 km. The 

spread is shown in Figure 3.10 In this case the high variation can only be explained by 
the specific practical experience of the respondents rather than on detailed estimates of 

the relative costs involved. 

Figure 3. 10 Break even distance for SSS/road mode (km) 

 

 

Respondents were asked whether there was public sector support for combined 

transport in their country, whether via direct subsidy or in the form of a tax reduction. 
Ten replied to this question, of which only two stated there was some public sector 

support. None of the respondents were able to provide an estimate of any reduction in 

the breakeven distance.  

3.4. Use of regulatory benefits foreseen in the Directive 92/106 

This final sub-section examined the current use of regulatory benefits that were 
introduced by the Commission with the 1992 Directive, with the overall aim of promoting 

and simplifying CT operations. 
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Table 3. 4 Use of benefits in Directive 92/106 

Indicator Rail/road IWW/road SSS/road 

Expected cost of 
introducing electronic 

documents per operator 

310,000 287,500 - 

SMEs 137,250   

Non-SMEs 1,000,000   

Range 
(2,000-

2,000,000) 

(50,000-

750,000) 
(10,000-80,000) 

Estimated number of 
companies using the rules 

on own-account transport 

Too low for meaningful quantification 

Estimated number of 

companies using Art. 4 
Not quantifiable 

Share of respondents 
thinking Art.4 is used in the 

country they operate 
32% 11% 30% 

 

Expected cost of introducing electronic documents per operator 

As set out in the previous section, a significant share of operators of CT services still 

suffers from having to use paper-based documents instead of electronic documents, 

which represents an additional economic and administrative burden (Figure 3.11). 

Figure 3. 11 Share of operators suffering from having to use paper instead of e-

documents 

 

 

To better understand the actual availability of electronic documents among CT operators, 
companies were also asked whether they use e-documents in their IT systems to manage 
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CT shipments (Figure 3.12). The proportion of respondents that use e-documents was 

substantial for all three modes, with 78% of IWW/road, 70% of SSS/road and 64% of 
rail/road respondents using e-documents. These results are consistent with those in the 

previous sub-section: e-doc systems appear to be rather diffused in all sectors, with 
IWW/road again resulting as the most “digitised” combination of modes.  

Figure 3. 12 Share of operators using e-doc in CT shipments 

 

 

For the rail/road sector, 22 operators also provided an estimate of the cost of introducing 

or updating their information system to be able to use e-documents, of which 15 were 
based on historical cost figures and seven based on expected future costs. There was a 

considerable variation in the answers, most likely due to differences in the capacity and 
the quality of the existing IT infrastructures of the companies that could be used for 

handling e-documents. Apart from two extreme and probably unrealistic values (€30, 
€100) which were excluded from the analysis, the analysis of the remaining responses 

showed that that 14 of the 20 cost estimates were below €150,000, three in the range of 
€300,000-500,000, while the remaining three, corresponding to the largest companies in 

terms of yearly transhipments, lied in the range of about €1-2 million. Based on these 20 

observations, the average cost was calculated to be about €310,000. However, given 
that the costs appear to be related to the dimension of the relevant organisations, 

respondents were distinguished between SME’s (less than 200,000 transhipments per 
year) and larger operators (200,000 or more transhipments per year), and a cost 

estimate derived for each of these two segments. The average cost of making an SME’s 
IT system suitable for handling e-doc’s was estimated to be €137,250 and €1 million for 

the larger organisations; these results indicate how the cost of introducing e-doc’s 
changes depending on the type of MTO and the quality of the IT infrastructure that would 

be needed. 

Only five cost estimates were derived for the IWW/road operators, of which four were 
based on actual historical records. Excluding a €30 value which does not seem to be 

realistic, the average cost of introducing/updating the IT system suitable for e-
documents was calculated to be almost €290,000. 

Two operators responded for the SSS/road mode, indicating €10,000 and €80,000 as the 
cost they had incurred to be able to process e-documents with their IT system. 
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Overall, the results indicate that the cost to introduce software to manage e-documents 

can be quite significant for CT service operators. Moreover, these costs seem to have a 
strong positive relationship with the volume of transhipments managed by the operator, 

suggesting that the investment in IT required to handle e-documents largely depends on 
the capacity and the quality of the system needed. However, the previous section 

showed that the lack of diffusion of electronic documents still represents an 
administrative and financial burden for many CT operators. If a greater choice of IT 

solutions is available, companies can more easily choose what investment in IT 

infrastructures would be required in relation to the costs and benefits that would be 
secured from the use of paper or electronic documents. More expensive IT systems seem 

to be a viable option for larger companies, which can enjoy economies of scale from 
managing larger volumes of shipments. 

Estimated number of companies using the rules on own-account transport 

Articles 7 and 9 of Directive 92/106/ECC introduced some incentives for the use of CT 

solutions by reducing the administrative burden for those transport operations carried out 
on own-account. CT suppliers were asked as part of the survey whether or not they were 

aware of these incentives. From the answers collected (Figure 3.13) it appears that the 

degree of awareness is low across all modes, with one third of respondents from the 
rail/road and SSS/road sectors and only 10% of respondents from the IWW/road sector 

being aware of these rules. 

Figure 3. 13 Share of operators declaring to be aware of the "own account" 

rules 

 

Those that were aware of the rules were also asked to express their opinion about the 

overall usage of these rules by the market. Only operators from the rail sector provided a 
reasonable number of responses, with answers fairly balanced between those believing 

that these rules are used (55%) and those having an opposite opinion (45%). Only very 

few respondents attempted to quantify the number of companies using the special rules 
for own-account transport and this did not allow the consultancy team to produce a 

meaningful estimate for this indicator. Nevertheless, some respondents described 
practical examples of operators taking advantage of these rules. Some respondents 

mentioned a few examples of German, Dutch and Austrian operators that are likely to 
benefit from own-account transport rules.  

In conclusion, these exemptions do not appear to be widely exploited by the CT market. 
Transport on own account is nowadays very scarcely used and consequently the 

provisions laid down in the Directive are little known and used by professional transport 

operators.  
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Estimated number of companies using Art 4 

The regulatory benefits foreseen in the Directive 92/106/ECC also include an exemption 
for the CT road legs from the road haulage cabotage limitations (set out in Article 4 of 

the Directive). As for the own-account transport rules, there is a low level of awareness 
of such rules among the market operators for all three modal combinations (see Figure 

3.14). About one in three respondents from the rail/road and SSS/road sectors were 

aware of this rule (40% and 30% respectively) while for the IWW/road sector the share 
was only 10%. However, the vast majority of those respondents that were aware of the 

Article 4 rules (80% or above) believe that exemptions from the road haulage cabotage 
rules are used in the countries where they operate. Some respondents also added 

specific comments on this issue. For example, a major MTO pointed out that the 
exemption from the cabotage rules is not practiced in Ireland and the UK, and that it can 

be difficult to make it operational in MSs such as the Netherlands, France, Sweden and 
Denmark. Another major company noted that shippers of swap bodies in Germany and 

Scandinavia normally benefit from this exemption. As for the responses on the own-

account rules, no information was provided about the number of companies using the 
rules on cabotage. 

Figure 3. 14 Share of operators aware of the exemption from road cabotage rule 
introduced with Art.4 

 

 

To conclude, the exemption from cabotage rules seem to be much more relevant in 

practice than the provisions regarding own account transport. In our experience, any 
type of exemption from cabotage is widely used; with a large and growing number of 

foreign drivers and vehicles employed in international trade, potential exemptions from 

the cabotage rules would appear to be a useful form of public sector support to favour 
the development of CT solutions in the EU.  
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ANNEX 1 – QUESTIONNAIRE 
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