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 Confidential  

Foreword by PRIME co -chairs  

We are pleased to present the ninth 
PRIME KPI and Benchmarking Report, re-
flecting the continued commitment of Eu-
ropean rail infrastructure managers to 
improving performance, transparency, 
and sustainability across the sector. This 
yearôs report brings together data from 
an unprecedented 23 infrastructure man-
agers and covers the period from 2020 to 
2024, offering a comprehensive overview 
of recent developments during a time 
marked by both significant challenges 
and strategic transformation.  

The reporting period has been shaped by 
major external disruptions. The COVID -
19 pandemic led to an exceptional  de-
cline in passenger demand, while Rus-
siaôs war against Ukraine affected freight 
transport and contributed to broad eco-
nomic uncertainty. At the same time, 
high inflation levels have placed sus-
tained pressure on cost structures and in-
vestment planning.  

In parallel, Europe was ambitious. Euro-
pean initiatives such as the European 
Green Deal and the Sustainable and 
Smart Mobility Strategy have reinforced 
the strategic role of rail in delivering a re-
silient, digital, and decarbonised trans -
port system.  

Despite these challenges, the sector has 
demonstrated strong investment mo-
mentum. Infrastructure managers have 
maintained a steady increase in capital 
expenditure, even after adjusting for in-
flation. This continued investment re-
flects the implementation of large -scale 
renewal and enhancement projects, in-
cluding electrification programmes  and 
the expansion of key European corridors, 
many of which are supported by EU fund-
ing. At the same time, these works have 
created short - term operational con-
straints, highl ighting the complexity of 
balancing long - term network develop-
ment with day - to -day performance.  

Operational performance trends under-
line this tension. Passenger traffic has re-
covered steadily and, in many cases, has 
reached or exceeded pre -pandemic lev-
els, while freight traffic has remained 
comparatively stable but subdued. The 

recovery in network utilisation from pan-
demic low, combined with capacity bot-
tlenecks and intensive construction activ-
ities, has contributed to declining 
punctuality levels for both passenger and 
freight services. These developments 
emphasise the need for continued efforts 
to e nhance capacity, improve operational 
resilience, and optimise network man-
agement.  

Benchmarking remains a cornerstone of 
these efforts. It enables infrastructure 
managers to assess their performance, 
identify best practices, and support evi-
dence -based decision -making at both na-
tional and European levels. The PRIME 
KPI & Benchmarking Subg roup continues 
to play a crucial role in this process by 
further refining methodologies, improv-
ing data quality, and enhancing the con-
sistency of KPI definitions. The ongoing 
development of the KPI Catalogue en-
sures a harmonised framework that sup-
ports tra nsparency and comparability 
across the sector.  

We firmly believe that the PRIME bench-
marking framework provides valuable in-
sights for infrastructure managers, poli-
cymakers, and stakeholders across 
Europe. By fostering transparency and 
knowledge sharing , it supports the col-
lective ambition to build a more efficient, 
resilient, and sustainable European rail 
system.  

We would like to express our sincere 
gratitude to the PRIME KPI & Benchmark-
ing Subgroup chairs, Jude Carey (Irish 
Rail) and Raymond Geurts van Kessel 
(ProRail), as well as all contributing 
members, the European Commission, 
and the European Union Agency for  Rail-
ways. Your continued dedication and col-
laboration have been essential to the 
success of this report.  

PRIME co -chairs  

 

 

 

Kristian Schmidt  
European Commission, 

DG MOVE  
Director of Land 

Transport  
 

Alain Quinet  

SNCF Réseau  
Deputy Managing  

Director Regulation and 

Sustainable Strategy  
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 Confidential  

Executive summary  

The Platform of Rail Infrastructure Managers in Europe (PRIME) was established 
to improve cooperation among European rail infrastructure managers and to sup-
port knowledge transfer and benchmarking between its members. This report is 
the eighth PRIME KPI & Benchmarking Report and covers the period 2020 ï2024, 
including data from 23 infrastructure managers.   

 

Figure 1 : Participants of the PRIME KPI & Benchmarking Report and 
PRIME members  

The period covered by this report has been particularly significant for the Euro-
pean rail sector. On the one hand, the European Commission continued to pro-
mote rail transport through major policy initiatives such as the European Green 
Deal and the Sustaina ble and Smart Mobility Strategy, which set ambitious targets 
for emission reduction and outline a roadmap toward a more resilient, digital, and 
sustainable transport system.  

On the other hand, the sector faced substantial challenges during this period. The 
Covid -19 pandemic in 2020 led to an unprecedented decline in passenger rail de-
mand. In 2022, Russiaôs war against Ukraine had a significant impact on freight 
rail traffic  which was already declining , particularly in Eastern and Baltic regions. 
Both events contributed to persistently high inflation levels, forcing infrastructure 
managers to prioritise investments, revise project plans, and reassess cost struc-
tures.  

On average, infrastructure managers allocated EUR 125 000 per main track -km 
to operational expenditures (OPEX) in 2024, while capital expenditures (CAPEX) 
amounted to EUR 1 84 000 per main track -km (both PPP-adjusted 1). Over the 

 
1 Source: Eurostat, Actual individual Consumption,  status 01.202 6. Please note that the PPP values for 202 3 

and 202 4 are preliminary and may be revised in the next data release periods of Eurostat.  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/prc_ppp_ind/bookmark/table?lang=en&bookmarkId=fe29a4ea-59bf-4d2d-9ffa-9349d91c1e1d
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period 2020 ï2024, nominal OPEX increased with a compound annual growth rate 
(CAGR) of 5.4%, while CAPEX grew even more strongly at a CAGR of 9 .4%.  

However, these nominal figures must be interpreted in the light of high inflation. 
After adjusting all values to 2020 price levels, a different picture emerges. In real 
terms, OPEX amounted to EUR 10 1 000 per main track -km, corresponding to a 
slight average annual decrease of 0.2% over the period. CAPEX, adjusted for in-
flation, reached EUR 1 49  000 per main track -km and still shows a positive real 
CAGR of 3. 9%, confirming a sustained , albeit narrower,  increase in investment 
activity in the face of  inflationa ry pressure.  

This continued rise in CAPEX, showed the highest inflation -adjusted increases in 
Italy, Portugal, Spain and Estonia . The increased CAPEX  reflects a growing number 
of large -scale renewal and enhancement projects for electrification and the ex-
pansion of core European corridors both largely driven by EU - funding. In Southern 
Europe, major EU co - financed initiatives such as the Naples -Bari high -speed line 
in Italy, the planned Lisbon -Porto high -speed connection in Portugal, and exten-
sive TEN -T corridor development in Spain illustrate how European funding priori-
ties are translating into national rail programmes. In the Baltic region, the Rail 
Baltica project, a flagship TEN-T corridor linking Estonia with Latvia, Lithuania and 
Poland, exemplifies how EU funding underpins strategic cross border connectivity 
and modernisation. While such projects are essential for long term capacity 
growth and network modernisation, they also ha ve short term operational im-
pacts, temporarily constraining network capacities  during implementation.  

 

Figure 2 : Summary of operational and capital expenditures 2 

Passenger train activity recovered steadily after the pandemic - related downturn 
in 2020 and reached an average of 31 passenger trains per main track -km per 
day in 2024, corresponding to a CAGR of 3.7% over the period. This recovery 

 
2 The time series chart, peer groupôs average and the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) include only those 

infrastructure managers that provided data with the same definition for the full period from 20 20  to 202 4. 
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reflects the return of passenger demand, with several IMs  reporting passenger 
volumes at or above pre -pandemic levels, particularly in long -distance services.  

Freight traffic followed a different trajectory. In 2024, infrastructure managers 
recorded an average of 7 freight trains per main track -km per day, with an overall 
CAGR of 0.2% between 2020 and 2024. While rail freight proved more resilient 
during the pan demic, growth remained subdued due to geopolitical disruptions, 
structural changes in supply chains, and increasing competition from road 
transport. These trends suggest continued pressure on freight rail performance in 
the coming years.  

Punctuality trends over the period reveal a clear relationship with network utilisa-
tion. In 2024, 89 %  of passenger trains and 58 %  of freight trains arrived on time. 
Passenger train punctuality declined annually by 1.6 %  over the period, while 
freight punctuality decreased annually by 2.6 % . The temporary peak in punctual-
ity observed in 2020 was exceptional and largely driven by the sharp reduction in 
traffic volumes during the C ovid -19 pandemic. With significantly fewer trains in 
operation, network capacity pressures eased and punctuality improved to an un-
usually high level. As traffic volumes returned to and in some corridors exceeded 
pre pandemic levels, this artificial uplift disap peared. However, the subsequent 
decline  in punctuality cannot be explained by traffic recovery alone.  

In many high -density corridors and major nodes, capacity constraints have al-
ready been exceeded, creating structural bottlenecks and persistent delays. At 
the same time, intensive construction linked to sustained CAPEX growth further 
limits short term capacity. The com bination of high utilisation and large -scale re-
newal and expansion work  reduces operational flexibility and contributes to the 
currently low punctuality levels, even though these investments are essential for 
long term resilience and capacity growth.  

 

Figure 3 : Summary of train activity and punctuality 3 

 
3 The time series chart, the peer group average and the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) include only 

those infrastructure managers that provided data for the full period from 20 20  to 202 4. 
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Ensuring safe and resilient rail operations remains essential  for the rail sector . In 
2024, infrastructure managers recorded an average of 0.36 significant accidents 
per million train - km, representing a 2.7% annual increase over the period. Inci-
dents related to infrastructure managers amounted to 1.1 per million train - km, 
showing a slight annual decrease of 1.4%. Given the generally low absolute num-
bers, individual events can have a noticeable impact on annual averages, and 
year - to - year variations should the refore be interpreted with caution.  

In parallel a ddressing climate change remains a central priority. As the most en-
ergy -efficient and climate - friendly transport mode, rail is expected to play a key 
role in achieving European climate targets. Between 2020 and 2024, the degree 
of electrification of main t racks increased to 72%, while the share of electricity -
powered trains rose to 84%, reflecting continued progress toward decarbonisa-
tion. These developments are closely linked to targeted investment programmes 
and the increasing availability of  renewable electricity.  

 

Figure 4 : Summary of safety and environment 4 

Overall, the 2020 ï2024 period highlights the multiple  challenge faced by Euro-
pean rail infrastructure managers: managing rising demand and ambitious invest-
ment programmes while maintaining operational performance under constrained 
capacity, all while coping with the long - term effects of the Covid -19 pandemic , 
persistent inflationary pressures, and an increasingly volatile economic and geo-
political environment.  

 

 
4 The time series chart, the peer groupôs average and the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) include only 

those infrastructure managers that provided data for the full period from 20 20  to 202 4. 
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1.  Introduction  

Today, transport emissions represent around 25% of the EU's total greenhouse 
gas emissions, making it the only sector to have increased its emissions since 
1990 5. In the fight against climate change, it is essential that the transport sector 
becomes greener and more sustainable, with a shift to more sustainable transport 
modes. The railway plays a key role in this transition, providing a viable alternative 
to cars  for commuter and regional travel, and to aviation with long -distance and 
night trains.  

However, achieving this requires strong commitment and concerted effort from all 
stakeholders, including railway companies, infrastructure managers, member 
states, and the European Union. The past few years have been particularly chal-
lenging for the rail s ector. In early 2020, the outbreak of the Covid -19 pandemic 
required the swift implementation of safety and hygiene measures. Subsequently, 
the sector had to manage the sharp decline in ridership while maintaining essential 
services. The war against Ukrain e further complicated the situation, as Solidarity 
Lanes Action Plan  were established to maintain trade flows, with rail playing a 
critical role in facilitating alternative logistics routes. This was compounded by 
rising inflation and persistently high prices, which created a difficult environment 
for infrastructure operat ors.  

Despite these challenges, the European Commission has remained proactive in 
strengthening Europeôs rail transport sector. Between 2020  and 202 4, the period 
covered by this report, several important steps were taken to continue this pro-
gress.  

To counteract the threats of climate change, the European Commission committed 
itself to becoming the first climate neutral continent by 2050 through the intro-
duction of the European Green Deal . One of the main aims of the plan is to reach 
a 55% reduction in net greenhouse gas emissions by 2030. An integral part of the 
European Green Deal is the Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy and the re-
lated Action Plan  which includes 82 initiatives in 10 key areas for action, each with 
concrete measures. The strategy serves as a guideline for the next years, to 
achieve a 90% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in transport by 2050 and 
is built around the objectives of creating a sustainable, smart , and resilient mo-
bility sector 6. Rail has an essential role in this transformation, which is why the 
Commission has set several ambitious rail transport - related milestones to be 
reached by 2050, such as to:  

Å Double rail freight  traffic  

Å Triple high -speed  rail traffic  

Å Complete  a fully operational and multimodal Trans -European Transport 

Network (TEN -T)  equipped for sustainable and smart transport.  

 
5 EEA: GHG emissions by sector in the EU -28, 1990 -2016. https://www.eea.europa.eu/data -and -

maps/daviz/ghg -emissions -by -sector - in#tab -chart_1   
6 European Commission. New transport proposals target greater efficiency and more sustainable travel. 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6776   

https://transport.ec.europa.eu/news/european-commission-establish-solidarity-lanes-help-ukraine-export-agricultural-goods-2022-05-12_en
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/news/european-commission-establish-solidarity-lanes-help-ukraine-export-agricultural-goods-2022-05-12_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:b828d165-1c22-11ea-8c1f-01aa75ed71a1.0002.02/DOC_1&format=PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0789
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0789
https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/daviz/ghg-emissions-by-sector-in#tab-chart_1
https://www.eea.europa.eu/data-and-maps/daviz/ghg-emissions-by-sector-in#tab-chart_1
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6776
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To fulfil its role in the European Green Deal and meet the objectives of the Sus-
tainable and Smart Mobility Strategy, rail must be sustainable, safe, resilient, re-
liable, smart , and affordable. Moreover, it needs to be able to adapt to the chang-
ing needs of passengers and industries. Therefore, the achievement depends on 
the performance of both, rail operators and infrastructure managers (IM). The 
latter are responsible for deve loping, maintaining, and managing all aspects of 
the rail infrastructure. The PR IME KPI & Benchmarking Subgroup collects data to 
monitor their performances in these categories.  

Å Safety  is a top priority. Although safety risks cannot be eliminated safety levels 
can be significantly improved by good asset condition and the adoption of safety 
policies. Investing in state -of -the -art technology (e.g. ERTMS), rethinking net-
works, stations, le vel - crossings, and training of track workers and awareness -
raising campaigns for the public, are available tools for infrastructure manag-
ers.  

Å Ensuring the optimal use of rail infrastructure  based on the needs of cus-
tomers is essential and can be promoted through adequate instruments such 
as economic incentives and/or charging and performance schemes, in line with 
EU law 7. As capacity is limited, and new construction is very costly and time 
intensive, getting maximum capacity out of the existing infrastructure network 
is paramount. This depends on efficient capacity allocation and traffic manage-
ment, as well as on systems like the European Rail Traffic Management System 
(ERTMS), which allows for shorter head times between trains.  

Å Strong cooperation between all actors across borders  is vital to enabling 
smooth operation between countries, overcoming fragmented national struc-
tures , and creating a truly open and interoperable railway market. It paves the 
way for major international projects and services linking European cities and 
citizens with each other. The Platform for Rail Infrastructure Managers in Eu-
rope  (PRIME) is a central element of this cooperation. In 2021 the European 
Commission published a proposal for the revision of the TEN -T Regulation which 
includes strengthened parameters for rail infrastructure and introduces an ex-
tended core network covering  additional strategic rail links. At the same time, 
the Commission presented an Action Plan to boost long -distance and cross -
border passenger rail services , in order to make rail more attractive as a travel 
option. In the view of Russiaôs war of aggression against the Ukraine the Euro-
pean Commission presented its Solidarity Lanes Action Plan  to help Ukraine 
export its products via rail, road and inland waterways.  

Å Efficient and far - sighted maintenance and renewals increase reliability and 
availability . Reducing the number of asset failures through proactive mainte-
nance reduces delays and cancellations, thereby making rail more attractive to 
users. Conversely, tracks in bad condition, and therefore subject to permanent 
or temporary speed limitations or even closure, lead to longer travel times and 
in some cases lower utilisation, as the route becomes unattractive.  

 
7 Directive 2012/34/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21  November 2012 establishing a sin-

gle European railway area http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2012/34/oj   

https://wikis.ec.europa.eu/display/primeinfrastructure
https://wikis.ec.europa.eu/display/primeinfrastructure
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/news/action-plan-boost-passenger-rail-2021-12-14_en
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/news/action-plan-boost-passenger-rail-2021-12-14_en
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/news/european-commission-establish-solidarity-lanes-help-ukraine-export-agricultural-goods-2022-05-12_en
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2012/34/oj
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Å Rail is already one of the most environmentally friendly and energy -efficient 
transport modes. But environmental sustainability  is not only about more 
people using rail, but also about rail itself becoming greener. Looking at the 
trend in greenhouse gas emission by transport mode between 1990 and 2019 
rail is the only mode that decreased its emissions by 60% 8. Rail has the poten-
tial to become completely carbon neutral well before the rest of the economy 
by 2050.  

Å Providing good value for money is important, as infrastructure managers 
are largely funded by the public and State budgets are constrained. Govern-
ments have a part to play here too. In accordance with EU law 9, Member States 
must ensure that the accounts of infrastructure managers are balanced. Low 
levels of investment over an extended period can negatively impact operational 
costs, safety , and overall performance.  

Å Digitali sation  and Automation are pivotal drivers of the moderni sation  of 
the rail system, facilitating seamless integration and significantly boosting effi-
ciency. These technologies offer numerous opportunities to enhance the levels 
of safety, security, reliability, and passenger comfort.  

 

 
8 EEA Report: Transport and environment report 2021. https://www.eea.europa.eu//publications/transport -

and -environment - report -2021  P. 17  
9 Directive 2012/34/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21  November 2012 establishing a sin-

gle European railway area. http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2012/34/oj   

https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/transport-and-environment-report-2021
https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/transport-and-environment-report-2021
http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2012/34/oj
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2.  PRIME KPI & Benchmarking  

Platform of Rail Infrastructure Managers in Europe (PRIME)  

The Platform of Rail In frastructure Managers in Europe (PRIME) was estab lished 
between the European Commissionôs transport and mobility directorate general 
(DG MOVE ),  and rail infrastructure managers in 2013. Its main objective is to 
improve the cooperation between rail infrastructure managers across Europe . Fur-
thermore, the platform supports and facilitates the implementation of European 
rail policy and develops performance benchmarking for the exchange of best prac-
tices.   

Alongside the European Commission and the European Union Agency for Railways 
(ERA), PRIME now has 37 industry members including all main infrastructure man-
agers of EU Member States and of the EFTA members Switzerland and Norway. 
Four industry associations of European rail infrastructure managers participate as 
observers 10 . 

KPI & Benchmarking Subgroup  

A central idea behind PRIME is to give infrastructure managers, who are natural 
monopolies, an opportunity to learn from each other. The performance bench-
marking currently covers several dimensions of rail infrastructure management: 
costs, safety, sustaina ble development, punctuality, resilience, and digitalisation. 
The core of the benchmarking is the catalogue , which contains a clear and concise 
documentation of the PRIME key performance indicators (KPIs).  

The number of infrastructure managers participating in the subgroup has steadily 
increased. The first pilot benchmarking started in 2015 with 9 infrastructure man-
agers collecting data predating to 2012. In this yearôs benchmarking, based on 
202 4 data, 23 infrastructure managers have contributed to the report  and all of 
them are involved in the external report presented in the table below.  

  

 
10 PRIME members: https://wikis.ec.europa.eu/display/primeinfrastructure/About+PRIME   

https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/fpfis/wikis/spaces/primemembersarea/pages/1160513754/KPI+-+Links+Docs+and+Tools?preview=/1160513754/2166852084/PRIME_KPI_Catalogue_3.7.pdf
https://wikis.ec.europa.eu/display/primeinfrastructure/About+PRIME
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Infrastructure managers participating in the report  

Infrastructure manager  Logo & abbreviation  Country  

Adif   Adif   
Spain  

Bane NOR   Bane NOR   
Norway  

Banedanmark *   BDK  
Denmark  

DB InfraGO AG *    DB 
 

Germany  

AS Eesti Raudtee *   EVR  Estonia  

Finnish  Transport  
Infrastructure Agency   

FTIA  Finnland  

HĢ Infrastruktura d.o.o.  HĢI  
Croatia  

Infraestruturas  
de Portugal S.A.  

 IP  
Portugal  

Infrabel   Infrabel   Belgium  

Iarnród Éireann ï Irish Rail   IÉ   Ireland  

Latvijas dzelzceƦġ  LDZ  
Latvia  

AB LTG Infra   LTGI  
 

Lithuania  

LISEA 11 *   LISEA  
France  

PKP PLK *   PKP PLK  
Poland  

ProRail   ProRail   
Netherlands  

RFI *   RFI  
Italy  

SBB CFF FFS *   SBB  
Switzerland  

SNCF RÉSEAU *   SNCF R.  
France  

Spr§va ģeleznic, s.o. *   SĢCZ  
Czechia  

SĢ- Infrastruktura d.o.o.  *   SĢ- I   Slovenia  

Trafikverket *  

 

TRV  
Sweden  

ÖBB Infrastruktur AG  
      ÖBB  Austria  

Ģeleznice Slovenskej  
republiky  

 ĢSR  Slovakia  

Table 1 : Infrastructure managers participating in the report  

 
11LISEA exclusively operates the high -speed line between Tours and Bordeaux.  

*  Not managing the entire network , for detailed information  see chapter 4.2  
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Purpose and empirical methodological approach of the report  

The purpose of the public report is to illustrate the current performance of infra-
structure managers, to identify areas for further analysis and to provide relevant 
data to the railway industry and related sectors, politicians, researchers, econo-
mists , and other interested stakeholders. Above all, the general objective of the 
report is to deliver insight and inspiration for more informed decisions in develop-
ing a sustainable and competitive infrastructure management which can provide 
high quality servi ces.  

In this report, the key indicators will each be shown in a benchmark graph and a 
time series graph, presenting  a cross -comparison of infrastructure managers and 
key trends. As for previous reports, data for the last five years is included: this 
yearôs report covering 2020 -202 4 Basing the yearly reports on 5 -year time series 
as opposed to the entirety of historical data since 2012 puts the focus on most 
recent developments as well as  allows for more companies to be presented 
in the graphs as it makes it easi er for new members to reach the thresh-
old for historical data.  To ensure clarity and comparability, only complete time 
series are shown, including the average development of the peer group. The time 
series charts are complemented with the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) 
to increase the visibility of the overall de velopments. The CAGR also only shows 
complete time series. For selected indicators the base year of 2019 is used, to 
show the impacts  of the COVID -19 pandemic, this is done for two  indicators , 
namely passenger modal share and TAC revenues , as these two experienced spe-
cifically high impact due to the pandemic.  

The benchmarking charts show 202 4 data (or the latest available year) and the 
average of the years 20 20 -202 4 for every individual infrastructure manager 12 , 
plus the peer groupôs average weighted by the denominator. This weighting means 
that, if, for example, the KPI reflects cost per main track kilometre (denominator), 
organisations with large networks will have a correspondingly higher impact on 
the weight ed average. Thus, the weighted average reflects the average of the 
combined total network of all participating infrastructure managers. The accuracy 
of the data is indicated and highlighted in a lighter colour in the charts for values 
that deviate from the  standard. The reason for including deviating figures even if 
they are less comparable is to provide a more complete dataset and enable more 
infrastructure managers to contribute data. Fewer deviating figures are antici-
pated with each future report. The be nchmarking charts always list the 2 3 infra-
structure managers that took part in the report, regardless of whether they have 
delivered data for the specific KPI or not. This means that 0 can mean either 0 or 
no data, zero values are indicated in the footnote 13 .  

It is important to note that railway as a system consist of both railway undertak-
ings (RUs) and infrastructure managers (IMs), which are together responsible for 
a smooth operation of rail traffic. This report however represents exclusively data 
from infra structure managers, and not railway undertakings.  

 
12 Infrastructure managers are abbreviated as ñIMò in the charts. 
13 The weighted average includes  zero values.  
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The quantitative results can only be interpreted meaningfully if the main influenc-
ing factors are considered. Without considering the different characteristics of the 
infrastructure managers and their structural peculiarities, meaningful comparisons 
cannot  be achieved. LISEA for example exclusively operates one high -speed line 
and has a regional network, whereas the other infrastructure managers are active 
nationwide.  To facilitate the interpretation of the figures and the quantitative re-
sults, background i nformation on the specific contexts of the infrastructure man-
agers and rail infrastructures is provided for each indicator. More general infor-
mation on influencing factors can be found in the Annex 4.1 , and some macro 
level data on the infrastructure managers and the countries they are operating in 
can be found in Annex 4.2 .  

Selected indicators and report structure  

The indicators presented in this report are selected from the data pool of the 
PRIME KPI & Benchmarking Subgroup. They aim to display a status quo alongside 
the European objectives, covering the fields of finance, safety, environment, per-
formance, and deli very. Figure 4 shows these groups as well as the selected indi-
cators that are analysed in the report. The numbers next to the KPI point to the 
chapter in which they are treated.  

This yearôs report will include additional contextualisation and background infor-
mation on the financial situation of infrastructure managers, with the data ad-
justed for inflation. This is important in order to demonstrate the development of 
the costs  and revenues in real terms , which enables a clearer understanding of 
financial trends over time.   
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Figure 5 : Selected indicators for the report and their chapters in the report  
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3.  Main rail industry characteristics and trends   

This core chapter aims to give an overview of the development and status quo of 
the infrastructure managersô performance. Indicators for  finance, safety, environ-
ment, performance , and delivery, and ERTMS deployment are used.  

Before analysing specific indicators , it is important to understand the major char-
acteristics and trends of the rail industry in the states of participating members.  
To permit this , the development of the following aspects  will be outlined briefly  in 
the following chapters : modal share, network , and utilisation .  

3.1  Overview of main rail industry characteristics and trends  

3.1.1  Summary of industry characteristics  

EU-wide objectives  

Å Increasing the passenger volume in rail and shifting more freight transport 

from road to rail are key objectives of the European Green Deal and the Sus-

tainable and Smart Mobility Strategy.  

Å Rail needs to be an attractive alternative to more polluting modes of 

transport, both for passengers and freight.  

Å The EUôs Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy lays the foundation for 

making the EU transport system greener and supporting digital transfor-

mation. It sets out ambitious rail - related targets by 2050 14 , such as to:  

o Double freight traffic  

o Triple high -speed traffic  

o Complete a fully operational, multimodal Trans -European Transport Net-

work (TEN -T) for sustainable and smart transport with high -speed connec-

tivity  

 

Peer groupôs performance 

Å The development of network utilisation reflects the circumstances of recent 

years:  

o The Covid -19 pandemic significantly impacted passenger transport, after 

surpassing pre -pandemic levels in 2023 the majority of infrastructure man-

agers reported similar or increased levels for network utilisation for 2024  

 
14 COM/2020/789 final: Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy ï putting European transport on track for the 

future. https://eur -lex.europa.eu/legal -content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0789&from  Source: Eu-
ropean Commission,  Eurostat . MS = Participating state  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0789&from
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/TRAN_HV_PSMOD/default/table?lang=en&category=tran.tran_hv_ms
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o Russiaôs war against Ukraine has affected freight train activity and freight 

volumes . 

Å The network size ranges between 670 (LISEA) and 55. 375  (DB) main track -

kilometres.  

Å The average density of the peer groupôs network is 56 main track -kilometres 

per 1.000 km 2. 

Å The degree of utilisation ranges between 8 and 69 passenger trains and 0 

and 19 freight trains per main track -kilometre per day.  

Å High -speed train activity increased significantly in all  countries with high -

speed networks on average by 5 .1 %  from 2023 to 2024  

3.1.2  Development and benchmark of industry characteristics  

Rail infrastructure is developed over decades and determines the shape and the 
management of the network for long periods of time. This chapter aims to give an 
overview of the status quo on the rail sector of the country operated in and shows 
the infrastru cture managerôs main network characteristics on a macro level.  

Rail characteristics indicators:  

PRIME members are reporting twelve indicators on rail characteristics :  

Å National modal share of rail in passenger transport  

Å National modal share of rail in freight transport  

Å Total track -kilometres  

Å Total main track -kilometres  

Å Proportion of high -speed main track -kilometres (Ó 200 km/h and <250 km/h) 

Å Proportion of passenger high -speed main track -kilometres (Ó 250 km/h) 

Å Total main line -kilometres  

Å Total passenger high -speed main line -kilometres ( Ó 200 km/h) 

Å Degree of network utilisation of passenger trains  

Å Degree of network utilisation of freight trains  

Å Degree of network utilisation of all trains  

Å Number of passengers transported by rail  

Å Goods transported by rail and road  
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To increase comparability of these values across infrastructure managers, utilisa-
tion is measured in train - kilometres per main track -kilometre.  

Modal share of rail transport  

Modal share is an important indicator for the European Union in developing sus-

tainable transport. For passenger inland transport the modal share compares the 

share of passenger cars, buses/ coaches , and railways. The modal share of rail in 

freight inland transport shows the national rail tonne -kilometres compared to to-

tal tonne -kilometres carried on road, inland waterways , and rail freight . Figure 6 

and Figure 9 present the benchmark of the modal share of rail in inland passen-

ger and freight transport in the participating Member S tates, based on data of 

the European Commission. Figure 7  and Figure 10  show the national trends of 

rail in inland passenger and freight modal share development. As Eurostat typi-

cally publishes modal share data in the spring of each year, the latest available 

value at the time of this report's publication is for 202 3. 

 

Figure 6 : National modal share of rail in inland passenger transport (% of passenger -

km) 15  

Figure 6 shows the cross -comparison of the states of participating members  in 
202 3 for passenger rail transport. The peer groupôs average is almost  8%, while 
the standard deviation  across the peer group is 4 .6 . The highest modal share can 
be found in Switzerland with a modal share of over 21 % for rail, while the lowest 
value for passenger rail is in Lithuania with 1%.  

The blue rhombuses  in the figure indicate the average value between 20 18  and 
202 2. It is visible that most countries had a significantly higher value in 202 3 

 
15 Source: European Commission, Eurostat . MS = Participating state  
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compared to the average of these years, which was impacted by lower ridership 
during the pandemic years.  

 

Figure 7 : National modal share of rail in inland passenger transport (% of passenger - km) 

and CAGR (%) in 20 19 - 202 3 16  

Figure 7 illustrates the development of the modal share of passenger rail transport 
for the participating countries over the period 2019 to 2023. Including 2019 in-
stead of 2020 as the starting point provides a pre Ȥpandemic reference level and 
allows the full impact of the COVID Ȥ19 pandemic, as well as the subsequent re-
covery, to be placed in proper context. Following a sharp decline in passenger rail 
modal share in 2020 due to travel restrictions and reduced mobility, modal shares 
remained subdued in 2021, when restrictions and b ehavioural changes continued 
to affect public transport use. From 2022 onwards, most countries show a clear 
recovery, with several infrastructure managers returning to, or exceeding, their 
preȤpandemic modal share levels by 2023.  

 
16 Source: European Commission,  Eurostat .  
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Positive CAGR values over the period 2019 ï2023 indicate that, for many  coun-
tries, the recovery has not only offset the pandemic Ȥrelated decline but has led to 
passenger rail modal shares exceeding pre Ȥpandemic levels. This is observed in 
particular for countries such as Croatia  and Slovenia, with the first reporting dou-
bleȤdigit annual growth rates and Slovenia just below 10%. In contrast, a small er  
number of countries, including Slovakia, the Czech Republic, Ireland and Portugal, 
show a decline in modal share compared to 2019 and remain below pre Ȥpandemic 
levels. Overall, on average, the subgroup exceeds pre Ȥpandemic levels, with an 
annual growth rate of 1 .2%.  

Using 2019 instead of 2020 as the base year avoids overstating post ȤCOVID re-
covery  as a structural growth  and instead highlights recovery dynamics relative 
to pre Ȥpandemic conditions. While the remainder of the report continues to use 
2020 as the base year , it is acknowledged that COVID Ȥ19 also affected several 
other indicators. Nevertheless, the use of a consistent five Ȥyear time series across 
the report ensures methodological coherence and comparability, with the pan-
demic context explicitly addressed where relevant.  

The modal share of passenger transport is influenced by a range of geographic, 
socioȤdemographic and infrastructural factors, including network size, density and 
utilisation. Key determinants of mobility choice include travel time, availability and 
reliability of services, the presence of viable alternatives, comfort levels and price. 
Swit zerland illustrates how favourable conditions across these parameters can 
lead to a strong rail modal share: its compact geography enables short travel 
distances, while a dense and frequent rail network ensures strong connectivity 
between cities. High punctuality, reliability, comfort and service quality further 
enhance the attractiveness of rail, supported by a long Ȥterm strategy for rail in-
frastructure development and sustained financial commitment.  

SocioȤdemographic characteristics such as mobility demand, age structure, in-
come levels, household size, car ownership and environmental awareness also 
influence modal share outcomes. Income effects can be ambiguous: higher in-
come levels may support increased ca r ownership, while simultaneously enabling 
greater use of rail services. In addition, pandemic Ȥrelated shifts in working and 
travel patterns may have lasting effects. Several infrastructure managers report 
persistently lower passenger volumes on spec ific weekdays, particularly Fridays, 
reflecting increased use of home Ȥoffice arrangements compared to pre Ȥpandemic 
periods.
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Figure 8 : Network density of infrastructure manager (Total main track - km  per 1 ,000 km 2  

and total main track - km per 100,000  inhabitants )   

Network density of the infrastructure managers is illustrated in Figure 8 measured 
in both  main track -kilometres  per 1,000 km 2 and main track -kilometres  per 
1000,000 inhabitants . It is important to note, that the graph does not reflect the 
national railway density of the country, but the network of the infrastructure man-
agers represented in this report. Infrastructure managers that do not manage the 
entire national network are marked with an asterisk next to the company's 
name 17 . Network density measured in main line -kilometres per square kilometre 
describes the coverage of the area from an operational perspective . In other words 
how well the area can be supplied with trains in the first place. Main track -kilo-
metres per square kilometre describes the network density from the infrastructure 
managerôs perspective, showing how many assets are managed in the respective 
area , which is a better indicator for the capacity of the network . Infrabel has the 
highest network density followed by DB, SBB and ProRail, while Bane NOR, EVR 
and FTIA have the lowest. LISEA is a special case as it operates exclusively the 
high -speed line between Tours and Bordeaux.  

 
17 IRG Report 2024: 2024 -  Market Monitoring -  IRG Rail  

https://irg-rail.eu/irg/documents/market-monitoring/404,2024.html
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Figure 9 : National modal share of rail in inland freight transport (% of tonne - km) 18   

The bandwidth of individual results for freight is more significant than the one of 
passenger transport . This  is also reflected by the standard deviation of 1 1%. It is 
noticeable that the share of rail freight in the Baltic countries is significantly higher 
than in the rest of the EU. In Latvia rail accounts for 44 % and Lithuania for 39% 
of the total inland freight transport, followed by Switzerland with 34%, and Slo-
venia with 32%. The peer groupôs average is 20%, all figures rounded 19 .  

However, it is clearly visible from the blue rhombuses  that in 202 3 rail freight 
significantly decreased in the Baltic countries compared to the average of previous 
years. This decline reflects the changed economic and political circumstances in 
the region.  While less pronounced this trend is also visible in other countries, 
especially in eastern and northern Europe namely Czechia, Slovenia, Denmark 
and Finland.  

 

 
18 Source: European Commission,  Eurostat , 2023 data. MS = Member state   
19 Reporting freight modal share in tonne -km means that the distance travelled is considered. When consider-

ing only the volume of tonnes transported, modal share values can significantly differ from modal share val-
ues in tonne -km.  
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Figure 10 : National modal share of rail in inland freight transport (% of tonne - km) and 

CAGR (%) in 20 20 - 202 3 20  

Figure 10  shows the development of the national modal share in rail freight 
transport between 20 20  and 202 3. The data from 2020 to 2022 indicates that the 
Covid -19 pandemic had a lesser impact on freight traffic compared to passenger 
traffic. However, there has been a significant ongoing decline in the rail freight 
share in the Baltic countries: Estonia experienced an average annual decrease of 
19.1%, Lithuania 15.5%, and Latvia 8%. These reduced cargo volumes can be 
attributed to the current political relationship with Russia, limited cargo transpor-
tation through Latvia, improved Russian port infrastructure, and a decreased de-
mand for coal in Europe.  

Additionally, most  of the remaining  countries showed a declining trend, while not 
as pronounced  averaging a 4 .3%  annual  decrease. The only countr ies  with a more  
significant increase in rail freight volume during this period were Germany, Slo-
vakia  and Poland with annual growth rates exceeding 2%.  

As already highlighted, the Baltic countries show the highest share of rail in 
freight. These can be linked partly to the transit transport of Russian energy 

 
20 Source: European Commission,  Eurostat.  
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products but might also have its roots in the history of these countries 21 . In the 
post -war period the extension of freight rail transport became an important pillar 
of the industrialisation of Eastern European countries. Czechia and Poland also 
possess higher levels of freight activity. Switzerland, however, has almost no 
heavy  industry but has a relatively high rail freight share. This can be attributed 
to policies such as the ban on night - time trucking, a strong commitment to shifting 
freight from road to rail, and its strategic location along the key north ïsouth 
freight corridor.  

Macro -economic aspects, such as trade relations and the organisation of the lo-
gistics sector of a country , also have an impact on the freight sector and therefore 
on rail freight traffic. Network density and transport corridors between economic 
centres, as well as transshipment points such as ports and airports, are equally 
important. The growth of e - commerce  and the associated change in the logistics 
sector is not reflected in the data of rail freight development. An increase in inter-
connected multimodal t ransport solutions can support a shift to rail. However, this 
development must be initiated by the rail freight operators. Given the EU's policy 
objectives, it is important to continue to monitor this development. Rail freight 
needs serious boosting  through increased capacity, strengthened cross -border co-
ordination and cooperation between rail infrastructure managers, better overall 
management of the rail network, and the deployment of new technologies such 
as digit al coupling and automation 22 .  

Network size  

This subchapter aims to give a better overview of the network size operated by 
the infrastructure managers and presents its network measured in total track -
kilometres, in total main track -kilometres, and total main line -kilometres. It fur-
thermore illustrat es the high -speed network of relevant infrastructure managers. 
Figure 11  and Figure 13  show the benchmark and Figure 12  and Figure 14  show 
the development of the network in main track -kilometres and high -speed main 
line -kilometres for selected infrastructure managers.  

 

 
21 DG MOVE (2015): Study on the Cost and Contribution of the Rail Sector.  
22 COM/2020/789 final: Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy ï putting European transport on track for the 

future. https://eur - lex.europa.eu/legal -content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0789&from   

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0789&from
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Figure 11 : Total track - km, Total main track - km  and  Total main line - km 23  

Figure 11  shows the benchmark of the network in different units of measurement. 
It  shows the network distinguished between total track, total main track and total 
main line . While total track -kilometres show the cumulative length of all tracks 
maintained by the infrastructure manager, total main track -kilometres exclude 
tracks at service facilities 24  which are not used for running trains. Total main line -
kilometres indicate the cumulative length of railway lines operated and used for 
running trains by the end of reporting year. By comparing total track kilometres 
and total line kilometres, one can identify the share of double tracks in the net-
work. Infrabel, ProRail, and SNCF Réseau have a very high proportion of double 
tracks, whereas the networks of Bane NOR, FTIA, and IP are p redominantly single 
track.  

In terms of size, SNCF R. and DB manage the largest networks, each with approx-
imately 60,000 kilometres of track. On the other end of the spectrum, the smallest 
networks by track size are operated by LISEA, SĢ- I, and EVR. Notably, LISEA does 
not manage a countrywide network but ex clusively operates the South Europe 
Atlantic High -Speed Rail Line .  

It is important to recognise that these statistics do not cover the entire national 
railway network, but only the segments managed by the infrastructure managers 
within the peer group. In addition, the size of a network is closely related to the 
size of th e country and its population density. Population distribution also plays 
an important role, potentially leading to network concentrations in urban centres 
or along specific corridors.  

 
23 LISEA has no countrywide network but is operating the South Europe Atlantic high -speed rail line.  
24 Service facilities are passenger stations, their buildings , and other facilities; freight terminals; marshalling 

yards and train formation facilities, including shunting facilities; storage sidings; maintenance facilities; other 
technical facilities, including cleaning and washing facilities;  maritime and inland port facilities which are 
linked to rail activities; relief facilities; refuelling facilities and supply of fuel in these facilities.  
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Figure 12 : Total main track - km in thousand main track - km and CAGR (%) in 20 2 0 - 202 4  

As illustrated in  Figure 12 , rail networks mostly remained unchanged over the 
years, reflecting the long - term character of rail infrastructure. The more notable 
expansions in the networks of Bane N OR, Adif , PKP PLK and SBB can be attributed 
to distinct factors. Adif's increase is primarily the result of an extensive develop-
ment of its high -speed network. SBBôs increase is mainly due to the opening of 
the Ceneri Base Tunnel in September 2020 through the Alps . 

Current network extension programs are highly dependent on the status of rail 
within the country, funding agreements and budgets available. These factors in 
turn are closely linked to a countryôs economic power. Eligibility for EU- funds is 
another importan t factor, especially with regards to the extension of high -speed 
lines, as EU cohesion policy - related financing is one of the major sources of rail 
funding. Most of the network extensions in Eastern and Central European coun-
tries, in Portugal and Spain wer e co - financed to a significant extent by the EU.  
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Figure 13 : Share of high - speed main track - kilometres (in % of total main track - km)  

Figure 13  shows selected infrastructure managers which also operate high -speed 
lines and their share of the network. The dark blue  indicates the share of total 
passenger high -speed main track -kilometres that allows a speed equal or above 
250 km/h. The lighter blue colour  shows the lengths of high -speed tracks between 
a speed limit of equal or higher to 200 km/h and lower than 250 km/h. The high -
speed lines have furthermore following characteristics:  

Å specially built high -speed lines equipped for speeds generally equal to or 

greater than 250 km/h,  

Å specially upgraded high -speed lines equipped for speeds of the order of 200 

km/h,  

Å specially upgraded high -speed lines which have special features because of 

topographical, relief or town -planning constraints, on which the speed must be 

adapted to each case.  

The last category also includes interconnecting lines between the high -speed and 
conventional networks, lines through stations, accesses to terminals, depots, etc. 
travelled at conventional speed by óhigh-speedô rolling stock.25   

As shown in Figure 13 , there is a significant variation in the proportion of high -
speed lines among the compared infrastructure managers. LISEA operates exclu-
sively on high -speed lines, in contrast with ProRail  or DB , where high -speed tracks 
constitute only 2% of their  network. Adif holds the most extensive network of 
high -speed tracks , enabling trains to travel at speeds of over 250 km/h along 
7.257  kilometr es of its main  track. This accounts for a quarter of the total network 
managed by the infrastructure manager. In third place is SNCF R ., with 9% of its 
network supporting speeds over 250 km/h, followed by RFI with 6%. TRV and 

 
25 Source: Glossary for Transport Statistics, A.I -04. Directive (EU) 2016/798 on the rail interoperability, Annex 

I, Article 1  



 

29 / 163   

 

FTIA each have approximately one -quarter of their networks allowing for speeds 
up to 250 km/h .  

 

Figure 14 : Total high - speed main track - k m (Ó 200 km/h) and CAGR (%) in 2020 - 202 4 26  

Figure 14  shows the development of high -speed network of the relevant infra-
structure managers. Three infrastructure managers increased the length of their 
high -speed tracks  (Ó 200 km/h) between 201 9 and 202 3. SBB increased its high -
speed network mainly due to the opening of the Ceneri Base Tunnel through the 
Alps in September 2020. Adif increased the absolute length of its high -speed main 
tracks  by over 6 50  kilometres between 201 9 and 202 3 due to the commissioning 
of new sections on the high -speed tracks  to Granada, Galicia, Asturias, Burgos , or 
Murcia.  The strong decline observed for ProRail is due to a change in definition: 
previously, all track Ȥkilometres where operation at speeds above 200 Ѓkm/h wa s 
possible were reported, whereas now only track Ȥkilometres where speeds above 
200Ѓkm/h are operated are reported.   

In the context of developing high -speed rail networks, it is essential to consider 
the geographical layout of a country. For countries with large distances between 
major cities, the benefits of a high -speed network are much greater. Such a 

 
26 Zero values are not included in the weighted average in this chart.  



 

30 / 163   

 

network can drastically reduce travel times, making long -distance train travel a 
competitive option compared to flying or driving.  

Conversely, in countries where major urban areas are relatively close together, 
the impact of high -speed rail may be different. The strategic development of these 
networks requires a nuanced understanding of each country's specific needs and 
geographical c hallenges to ensure that the benefits of high -speed rail can be fully 
realised.  

Network utilisation  

As mentioned in the introduction, the period covered in this report has been im-
pacted by external crises, such as the Covid -19 pandemic and the onset of Rus-
siaôs invasion of Ukraine. These events are reflected in the utilisation data, which 
is a key measur e of the performance of an infrastructure manager . Figure 15  
presents the aggregated benchmark of the degree of network utilisation by pas-
senger and freight trains. Figure 16  to Figure 21  show the development chart of 
these indicators.  

 

Figure 15 : Degree of network utilisation ï all trains (Daily train - km per main track - km)  

Figure 15  illustrates the network utilisation of passenger, freight , and passenger 
high -speed trains ( Ó 200 km/h). The reason why there are less infrastructure 
manager showing their high -speed train activity than companies managing high -
speed network, is because not all infrastructure managers distinguish high -speed 
trains from regular passenger trains. The intensity  of network use of passenger 
trains is marked with green colour and ranges from 8 to 69 trains per day. SBBôs, 
ÖBBôs, BDKôs, DBôs and ProRailôs networks are utilised notably more than the av-
erage. LTGI and LDZ have the lowest utilisation rates f or passenger trains. The 
orange colour shows the activity of the high -speed passenger trains, LISEA having 
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the highest utilisation with 23 daily train - km per main track -km, which only ac-
commodate high -speed trains. SNCF R.  and Adif have similar levels with around 
8 daily train - km . Utilisation of freight trains is provided in grey.  
SĢ- I, DB, and SBB have the highest intensity of use with more than 12 freight 
trains per day running on each kilometre of main track. LISEA does not have any 
freight trains, as its network is 100% high -speed .  

Passenger train utilisation tends to be higher in smaller countries with high popu-
lation density and a wider rail network, e.g. the Netherlands, Switzerland, and 
Denmark. Like the parameters influencing the share of passenger rail in a coun-
tryôs modal share, utilisation is driven by the prosperity of a country and its citi-
zens, and the status of the rail sector in that country. It furthermore depends on 
public service obligations in rural areas with low population density and the exist-
ence of bottlenecks an d congested nodes where all traffic must pass. Utilisation is 
particularly important for infrastructure managers when it comes to finance. It is 
decisive both for revenues and expenditures , as public funding decisions are 
largely based on train activity. On the other hand, wear and tear is accelerated by 
more intensive use.  

Like the modal share in freight transport, the degree of utilisation by freight trains 
highly depends on logistical circumstances, such as availability of suitable trans-
shipments centres and smooth interconnections. The European Commission has 
set out in t he Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy its intention to promote 
intermodal transport. Ultimately all transport modes for freight must come to-
gether via multimodal terminals . The  European Commission will take initiatives to 
ensure that EU funding, and o ther policies, including R&I support, be geared better 
towards addressing these issues 27 . Punctuality and plannability are decisive fac-
tors  for freight clients. Improving performance in freight train punctuality might 
also increase the willingness of companies to shift their goods to rail.  

 

 
27 COM/2020/789 final: Sustainable and Smart Mobility Strategy ï putting European transport on track for the 

future. https://eur - lex.europa.eu/legal -content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0789&from   

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0789&from
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Figure 16 : Degree of network utilisation ï passenger trains (Daily passenger train - km per 

main track - km) and CAGR (%) in 20 20 - 202 4  

The time series data in Figure 16  -  Figure 17  on network utilisation   show a steady 
recovery from 2020 onwards. Traffic levels were initially affected by the early 
phase of the Covid Ȥ19 pandemic in 2020 and remained subdued in 2021, as re-
strictions on travel and changes in mobility behaviour continued to influence de-
mand during these two years. From 2022 onwards, utilisation began to recover, 
and by 2023 most infrastructure managers ha d broadly returned to pre Ȥpandemic 
levels.  

Between 2023 and 2024, network utilisation either stabilised at these recovered 
levels or increased further for many infrastructure managers. Several infrastruc-
ture managers, including Bane NOR, ProRail, LISEA, SNCF R. and LDZ, demon-
strate particularly str ong improvements in 2024 compared to 2023. Over the full 
2020 to 2024 period, Adif exhibits the highest annual growth rate at 9.1 % , re-
flecting sustained positive developments in passenger traffic utilisation. In con-
trast, the lowest  annual growth rates, be low 1 %, were reported by HĢI, IP and 
DB. Nevertheless, all infrastructure managers show higher utilisation levels in 
2024 compared  to 2020.  
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The development of high -speed train activity is illustrated in  Figure 17 , which 
shows absolute figures, reflecting the full train volume managed by the relevant 
infrastructure managers.  

The impacts of the pandemic were even more pronounced for high -speed trains 
compared to conventional trains. Train activity on high -speed lines dropped on 
average by one - third between 2019 and 2020, as railway undertakings operating 
high -speed services dra stically reduced their supply for market -driven reasons 
during this period.  

However, high -speed train activity demonstrates a rapid recovery. Notably,  
ProRail and Adif significantly increased their train activity starting in 2021 and in 
2023 surpassed pre -pandemic levels. This reflects a growing demand for long -
distance travel and underlines high -speed rail as a competitive alternative to avi-
ation. Adifôs remarkable average annual growth is largely attributed to the liber-
ali sation of high -speed rail traffic, which began in 2020. This process has led to 
greater capacity, the introd uction of new train operators, and increased service 
frequencies.  

 

Figure 17 : Total passenger high - speed train -km (Ó 200 km/h) (Million train- km) and 

CAGR (%) in 20 20 - 202 4   
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Figure 18 shows the total passenger high -speed train - kilometres with speeds 
above 200 km/h and their development from 2020 to 2024. As shown in Figure 
13 , only a small number of IMs  within the peer group operate a high -speed net-
work. Within this subgroup a clear trend is visible: all IMs  that reported data for 
the full time series show increasing high -speed train - kilometres. The highest an-
nual growth rates are reported by ProRail, although starting from a very low 
baseline, and by Adif, with both achieving compound annual growth rates of ap-
proximately 27 percent. The lowest growth rate is reported by LISEA, which 
nonetheless shows a substantial annual increase of 7.3 percent. On avera ge, the 
peer group records a growth rate of 15.5 percent.  

 

Figure 18 : Passengers transported by rail (Number) and CAGR (%) in 20 20 - 202 4 28  

When examining passenger volumes, the data also shows a steady recovery, 
with passenger numbers continuing to increase  since 2020 ( Figure 18 ) . Most 
countries have reached pre -pandemic passenger levels. Italy, Portugal, and 
Spain exhibit the strongest recoveries, whereas Slovakia, Finland, and Estonia 
show the weakest recoveries in passenger numbers.  

 
28 Source:  Eurostat.  
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Figure 19 : Degree of network utilisation ï freight trains (Daily freight  train - km per main 

track - km) and CAGR (%) in 2020 - 2024  

Figure 19  and Figure 20  shows the freight train utilisat ion and freight volume.  

When looking at freight train utilisation , the impact of the Russian war against 
Ukraine that started in February 2021  is clearly reflected . Particularly, the Baltic 
countries have experienced a significant reduction in freight train activity . Alt-
hough these developments are not new , because of the political relations with 
Russia, they have significantly accelerated in 2022.  Only a handful of infrastruc-
ture managers reported a slight  increase in freight train activity , although all re-
maining under an annual grow th rate of 2%.   
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Figure 20 : Goods transported by rail ( Million  tonnes) and CAGR (%) in 20 20 - 202 4 29  

Another important indicator to look at is the freight volume, measured by the total 
volume of goods transported by rail. The graphs reflect similar results to freight 
train activity. Almost all infrastructure managers show an annual decreasing 
trend,  with only a handful of infrastructure managers reported a slight increase in 
transported goods , although all remaining under an annual growth rate of 2%.  
The average annual growth rate across the peer group is negative at - 1 .2 %.  

 
29 Source:  Eurostat  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/rail_go_total/default/table?lang=en&category=rail.rail_go
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Figure 21 : Goods transported on road (Thousand tonnes) and CAGR (%) in 20 20 - 202 4 30  

Figure 21  shows the trends in the volume of goods transported by road. While 
rail freight experiences a broad decline across almost all countries, the develop-
ment in road freight presents a contrasting picture. Several countries with sub-
stantial decreases in rail f reight simultaneously show increases in transported 
road freight volumes.  Hungary and Italy mark outliers  as they show increases in 
both road and rail freight volumes.  However, when looking at the weighted aver-
age across the peer group, the overall trend for road freight still shows a slight 
decline, amounting to an annual decrease of 0.11 percent. This contrasts with 
the more pronounced decline in rail freight, where t he weighted average shows 
a larger annual decrease of 1.2 percent.  

 

 

 

 
 

 2012/34/EU of the  
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3.2  Financial  

3.2.1  Summary of finance  

EU-wide objectives  

Å Railway infrastructure requires substantial amounts of funding to cover capi-

tal and operating expenditures. Providing value for money is paramount as 

funding is constrained, and infrastructure managers are constantly improving 

their asset management activi ties to achieve this objective.  

Å The European infrastructure managers apply different financing and funding 

structures and rely on combinations of public funding, access charges and 

commercial revenues.  

Å EU legislation aims at increasing the transparency of funding arrangements 

and developing appropriate incentives to ensure the best available use of 

existing assets and capacity.  

Å Directive 2012/34/EU, establishing a single European railway area 31 , re-

quires:   

Å rail undertakings and infrastructure managers to maintain separate ac-

counts  

Å the expenditure (under normal business conditions and over a period not 

exceeding five years) and the infrastructure managersô income from differ-

ent sources (including access charges and state funding) to be balanced.  

Å It also sets out a framework for determining charges, establishing the princi-

ple that the charges paid to operate a train service must cover the direct cost 

incurred because of such operation while allowing for additional mark -ups and 

charges to recover fi xed costs and address externalities.  

 

Peer groupôs performance 

Å In 202 4, the average operational expenditure s stand  at EUR 1 49  000 per 
main track -kilometre, with a range spanning from EUR 50 000 to EUR 
230  000.   

Å The average capital expenditure s for 202 4 are  EUR 197  000 per main track -

kilometre, with figures varying between EUR 10  000 and EUR 3 75  000.  

 
31 Directive 2012/34/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 November 2012 establishing a 

single European railway area Text with EEA relevance. http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2012/34/oj  

http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2012/34/oj
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Å Both operational and capital expenditures have seen notable growth from 

20 20  to 202 4, rising by 19% and 43%, respectively.  

Å However, when adjusted for inflation, operational expenditures have actually 

decreased by 1% in real terms, while capital expenditures have continued to 

rise by 1 7% in real terms.  

Å From 2019 to 2024 , the share of TAC revenues in total revenue has decreased 

for most infrastructure managers, dropping on average from 7 5% to 68 %.  

Å After a d ecline  in 2020, TAC revenues have been on the rebound, surpassing 

pre -pandemic levels by 4%. Yet, once inflation is factored in, TAC revenues 

in 2023 are still 1 7% lower than in 2019.  

Å Total public funding for infrastructure managers has been on an upward tra-

jectory since 20 20 , with the 202 4 figure showing a 46% increase  compared 

to 20 20 . When adjusted for inflation, however, this increase shrinks to 2 0%.  

3.2.2  Development and benchmark of finance  

Rail infrastructure requires a significant amount of funding which is dedicated to 
building new infrastructure, replacing existing assets , as well as maintaining and 
operating the asset base. The financial chapter covers important elements related 
to expenditure s and revenues of infrastructure managers.  

Rail financing indicators  

PRIME members report four indicators measuring costs and six indicators meas-
uring revenues:  

Å Costs:  

Å Operational expenditures  

Å Capital expenditures  

Å Maintenance expenditures  

Å Renewal expenditures  

Å Revenues:  

Å Proportion of TAC in total revenue  

Å Total track access charges  

Å Non -access charges  

Å Total public funding  

Å Public funding for operational expenditure s  



 

40 / 163   

 

Å Public funding for capital expenditure s 

To increase comparability of these values among infrastructure managers, the 
expenditure -figures are related to main track -kilometres. The revenues from track 
access charges are related to main track -kilometres, train - kilometres , and the 
monetary value. Non -access charges and public funding are related to main track -
kilometres.  

3.2.3  Costs  

The costs category includes relevant costs incurred by the infrastructure manager, 
broken down into useful and comparable sub -categories. It includes all operating, 
capital and investment costs. For purposes of comparison, costs are adjusted to 
reflect loc al costs using purchasing power parities 32  (PPPs), which incorporate both 
currency conversion and adjustments for local price levels. It should be noted that 
PPPs are based on average economy -wide price structures and therefore provide 
an approximation rather than an exact reflection of cost conditions specific to rail 
infrastructure managers, while ensuring consistent cross -country comp arability.  
This ensures cross -country comparability in nominal terms prior to applying infla-
tion adjustments.  The costs incurred by an infrastructure manager are dependent 
on several factors , some lie within and some outside the responsibility of an in-
fras tructure manager.  

A significant external factor is inflation, which can considerably impact costs over 
time and is beyond the control of the infrastructure manager. In the 2020s, Eu-
rope experienced notable inflationary pressures, driven by a combination of fac-
tors such as supply chain disruptions, rising energy prices, and geopolitical ten-
sions. These dynamics led to higher costs for materials, labor, and other essential 
inputs, creating challenges for infrastructure managers in maintaining perfor-
mance . 

It is crucial to put cost developments into context by adjusting for inflation. This 
allows for a clear distinction between increases attributable to general price level 
changes and those reflecting real - term cost growth. Such an approach ensures a 
more ac curate understanding of the underlying cost drivers and provides a com-
parability between years.  

Since the scope of this report spans from 20 20  to 202 4, 20 20  has been chosen as 
the base year for inflation adjustment. Values from 2020 to 202 4 have been ad-
justed to 20 20  price levels using the inflation index for Construction Producer 
Prices or Costs for New Residential Buildings (Eurostat) 33 , which best represents 
the cost structure of infrastructure managers.  It should be noted that this index 
reflects average construction -related price developments and therefore provides 
an approximation rather than an exact measure of the inflation experienced by  
each  individual infrastructure managers.  Nevertheless , it represents a consistent 

 
32Source: Eurostat, Actual individual Consumption , status 01.2026. Please note that the PPP values for 202 3 
and 202 4 are preliminary and may be revised in the next data release periods of Eurostat  
33 Eurostat: Construction producer prices or costs, new residential buildings https://ec.europa.eu/euro-
stat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/prc_ppp_ind/bookmark/table?lang=en&bookmarkId=fe29a4ea-59bf-4d2d-9ffa-9349d91c1e1d
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table
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and comparable estimate for assessing real Ȥterm cost developments across coun-
tries and over time.   

Additionally, TAC revenues are deflated not only using 2020 as the base year, but 
also 2019, in order to provide a more comprehensive overview. A detailed discus-
sion of this approach is provided in the corresponding chapter.   

The f igures  from Figure 22  to  Figure 33  show the compositions of the operational 
and capital expenditures of the PRIME members over the period  
20 20 -202 4. Each expenditure  type  is presented in multiple diagrams, both with 
and without inflation adjustment, to illustrate the nominal values and the values 
in real terms (inflation adjust ed ).  

Operational expenditure s  

 

Figure 22 : Detailed composition of OPEX  in relation to network size  (EUR 1 000 per main 

track - km)  

Figure 22  shows the composition and the level of operational expenditures in 
202 4. Maintenance costs refer to non -capital expenditures undertaken by the in-
frastructure manager to maintain the current condition and capacity of the exist-
ing infrastructure or to optimize asset longevity. Traffic management expenses 
comprise the oversight of signalling  systems and traffic flow, including planning 
and track allocation. Financial expenditures, as recorded in the annual profit and 
loss statement, encompass interest and related charges that are tied to the re-
turns of specific financial assets such as deposi ts, bills, bonds, and loans. Power 
consumption costs arise from the energy used by the infrastructure manager. 
Other operating costs include operational expenditures that are included in total 
OPEX but cannot be attributed to the individual categories. The  not specified 
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category includes the costs that remain after deduction of the various sub -cate-
gories from the total operational expenditure s34 . 

Maintenance and traffic management expenditure s are the largest categories, 
while costs related to finance and power consumption make up a smaller part. 
The level of total operational expenditures varies  between  EUR 50 000 ï EUR  
230  000 per main track -kilometre per year . On average, infrastructure managersô 
annual operational expenditures amount to EUR 1 49  000 per main  
track -kilometre.  

Due to a structural change within the company, DB InfraGO is now also responsi-
ble for operating stations, which has led to a strong increase compared to previous 
years, both in DBôs value and in the weighted average. SNCF R. indicated that 
station activities are managed independently by a new subsidiary, managing their 
own expenses and thus not being included in the total OPEX. SBBôs costs assigned 
to ñother operating expendituresò are generated by activities related to other in-
come, i.e. shunting yard operations and by project - related, non -depreciable ac-
tivities ( see Figure 46  as counterpart: total revenues from non -access charges).   

Operational costs are driven by a range of different factors. The size and com-
plexity of the networks are just as relevant as train utilisation. For example, a 
network with a relatively large number of switches and a high degree of electrifi-
cation and leve l crossings is more prone to failures and requires more interven-
tions. Tunnels and bridges must not only be checked more regularly, but also 
entail more costly and sophisticated replacements and repairs. Busy tracks are 
subject to higher wear and tear. Con dition and age of the assets are also relevant: 
investments that have been made in the past pay off and reduce operational costs 
later. Besides maintenance, operational expenditures also include functions of 
traffic management. The services provided by the  infrastructure manager vary 
significantly, too. Different technologies and the amount of human resources 
needed in traffic management determine the level of these expenditures.  

 

 

 
34 Other operating expendituresò is stated as such by the infrastructure managers, while the ñnot specifiedò 

category is calculated from total OPEX (not specified = total OPEX -  all other indicated categories). This dis-
tinction is made to also allow infrastr ucture managers to be included in the graph which cannot attribute their 
expenses to the different categories.  
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Figure 23 : OPEX in relation to network size (EUR 1 000 per main track - km) and CAGR (%) 

in 2020 - 2024  

As can be seen in  Figure 23 , total operational expenditure s show mainly a positive 
annual growth from 20 20  to 202 4. The highest annual growth is reported by Adif 
with 1 0.5% if DB is not considered because of the restructuring . On the other 
hand LTGI and Bane NOR had  CAGR lower than  -4% each . For a comprehensive 
understanding of this growth, one must consider the current global and European 
economic conditions, which we re characteri sed by significant inflation. Looking at 
the EUôs import prices for the total industry reveals a dynamic movement in the 
investigation period between 20 20 and 202 4. During the initial phase of the C ovid -
19 pandemic, import prices, particularly for goods coming from outside the euro-
zone, experienced a sh arp decline. However, prices began to rise again in the 
latter half of 2020. The years 2021 and 2022 saw a dramatic increase due to  
supply chain disruptions and  Russiaôs war against Ukraine, reaching a peak in 
summer 2022. Although there has been a notable downward trend in prices since  
that peak, they remain substantially higher than pre -pandemic levels , showing a 
price increase of 2 9.7% between 20 20  and 202 4 for ra ilway relevant costs 35 . 

 
35 Calcu lation based on Eurostat: Construction producer prices or costs, new residential buildings  https://ec.eu-

ropa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table
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Figure 24 : Inflation adjusted OPEX  in relation to network size  (EUR  1  000 per main  

track - km) in 20 20 - 202 4  

 

Figure 25 : Inflation adjusted  OPEX  in relation to network size in  20 20 - 202 4  (EUR 1 000 

per main track - km)  and percentage change  

The inflation  adjusted analysis presents a contrasting picture compared to the 
analysis that does not account for inflation. Average operational expenditures 
within the peer group increased  nominally  by 19% from 20 20  to 202 4. However, 
when adjusted for inflation to 20 20  price levels, the 202 4 average was 1% lower 
than the 20 20  average  (Figure 25 ) . This indicates that the real - term operational 
expenditures of infrastructure managers have decreased  slightly . Only five  IMs 
have recorded an increase in real terms, from which RFI had the highest real 
growth by 27 %.  The increase in costs has been mainly driven by the expansion of 
the maintenance workforce and by rising of energy prices.  DB is not included in 
the weighted average since 2024 data include stations after the structural change  
of DB InfraGO , which was not the case for 20 20 -2023.  LTGI , Bane NOR and LDZ 
experienced  the highest real decreases , with declines  exceeding  30%.  
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Capital expenditures  

According to the PRIME KPI & Benchmarking subgroupôs definition, capital ex-
penditures are funds used by a company to acquire or upgrade physical assets 
such as property, industrial buildings , or equipment. An expense is considered a 
capital expenditure s when the asset is a newly purchased capital asset or an in-
vestment that improves the useful life of an existing capital asset. Hence, it com-
prises investments in new infrastructure as well as renewals and enhancements.  

 

Figure 26 : Composition of CAPEX  in relation to network size (EUR 1 000 per main  

track - km)  

Figure 26  shows different components of capital expenditure s in 202 4. Similarly, 
to the components of OPEX, infrastructure managers face challenges in clearly 
allocating expenditures, as the accounting systems between member state s differ . 
Furthermore, it is difficult to always distinguish between enhancement and invest-
ment clearly, as enhancement often comes along with new functionalities much 
like investments.  

For better understanding below a brief overview of the categories:  

Investment in new infrastructure includes capital expenditures for constructing 
new lines, covering planning, tendering, construction, and commissioning.  

Renewals refer to capital expenditures for replacing existing assets at the end of 
their lifecycle while maintaining the original performance level.  

Enhancements (upgrades) include capital expenditures for modifying existing in-
frastructure to improve performance, typically driven by new requirements or reg-
ulations.  

The category ñnot specifiedò comprises remaining costs after deducting all defined 
sub -categories from total capital expenditures.  
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The development and diversity of capital expenditure s is expectedly more dynamic 
compared to the operational expenditure s. In total, the annual capital expendi-
ture s vary  between EUR 10  000  ï 375  000 per main track -kilometre. On average 
EUR 197  000 per main track -kilometre per year is spent on capital expenditure s. 

RFI, ÖBB and Bane NOR has the highest capital expenditures in relation to network 
size in the peer group. RFI s strong CAPEX increase can mainly be attributed to  
new investments and enhancement/upgrading expenditures driven by the Na-
tional Recovery and Resilience Plan (PNRR ) . Bane NORôs high investments have 
been the result of strong political commitment to go greener , invest more into 
railways and include several projects concerning ERTMS development (e.g. pre-
paratory works, installed systems at Nordlandsba nen and Gjøvikbanen, remodel-
ing trains) . Further the  capacity of  the network was increas ed  (e.g. Bergensbanen 
with more double tracks, modernized freight terminal, and  new tunnel  construc-
tion ), as well as some  other projects.  

 

 

Figure 27 : CAPEX  in relation to network size (EUR 1 000 per main track - km) and CAGR 

(%) in 20 20 - 202 4  
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As capital expenditures are often linked to major (re - )investment programs it is 
not surprising that expenditure levels fluctuate over time. The individual annual 
growth rates of the infrastructure managers range from -6% to 50 %, with most 
infrastructure managers showing a positive growth resulting in an average of 
+ 10 .9%. The highest increase in investment - related expenditure s was recorded 
by L DZ, which spent five  times as much in 202 4 as in 20 20 . EVR had the second -
highest annual growth rate with 40%.  Also  IP is undertaking significant invest-
ment s in the Portuguese railway network ðconstructing, enhancing, and renewing 
infrastructure through 202 4ðresulting in the third -highest growth rate of capital 
expenditures within the peer group.  

Like operational costs, capital expenditures also increase with higher network 
complexity. High numbers of switches, signalling  and telecommunication assets 
increase the cost of renewals. Network complexity, in turn, is in part determined 
by geographic conditions.  

The level of capital expenditures is highly dependent on the budget and funding 
agreements between infrastructure managers and national governments. In par-
ticular renewals of rail infrastructure require long term planning, reflecting the 
long - lived nature of the assets and the need for a whole - life approach to asset 
management. Longer funding settlements provide more stability regarding finan-
cial and project planning and enable larger investments projects. In terms of pub-
lic funding the eligibility for the EU Cohesion Fund is particularly important for 
Central and Eastern European countries, as EU cohesion policy - related financing 
is one of the major sources of funding , especially modernisation projects such as 
ERTMS, railway electrification etc. The condition and age of the asset also influ-
ences the need for renewals and asset improvement. The supplier market, prices 
and resources determine the level of activities achi evable with the budgets pro-
vided.  
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Figure 28 : Inflation adjusted CAPEX  in relation to network size  (EUR 1 000 per main  

track - km) in 20 20 - 202 4  

 

Figure 29 : Inflation adjusted CAPEX  in relation to network size  in 20 20 - 20 24 (EUR 1 000 

per main track - km)  and percentage change  

The inflation  adjusted analysis once again presents a differing, though not con-
trasting, perspective compared to the analysis that does not account for inflation. 
Average capital expenditures within the peer group increased by 43% from 20 20  
to 202 4. When adjusted for inflation to 20 20  price levels, the 202 4 average was 
still  17% higher than the 20 20  average (Figure 29 ). This indicates that a substan-
tial portion of the increase in capital expenditures was driven by inflation  with 
growth in real terms however not  insignificant for  capital expenditures.  Nine  IMs 
have experienced  a decrease in real terms, from which PKP PLK had the highest 
real decline by 44 %. In contrast, LDZ , IP, EVR and RFI  recorded the highest real 
increases, each exceeding 100%, meaning their CAPEX more than doubled in real 
terms.  
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Maintenance and renewals  

 

Figure 30 : Maintenance and renewal expenditures in relation to network size (EUR 1 000 

per main track - km)  

Figure 30  provide s a snapshot of current maintenance  (component of OPEX)  and 
renewal expenditures  (component of CAPEX)  in 202 4. On average infrastructure 
managers spend EUR 164  000 per main track -kilometre per year on maintenance 
and renewal. DB, SBB,  and ProRail have the highest expenditures on maintenance 
and renewals with over EUR 200  000 per main track -kilometre.  
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Figure 31 : Maintenance and renewal expenditures in relation to network size (EUR 1 000 

per main track - km) and CAGR (%) in 20 20 - 202 4  

The time series graph of maintenance and renewal is mirroring the development 
of the previous charts. All  infrastructure managers increased their expenditure s in 
the observed period , with an average CAGR of 8 .5 %.  The highest average increase 
can be seen at ProRail  with a n annual growth of 18.8%.  

Like operational and capital expenditures, also maintenance and renewal costs are 
driven by the following factors: network complexity/asset densities (e.g. switches, 
bridges, tunnelsé), network utilisation and the condition of assets. 
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Figure 32 : Inflation adjusted maintenance  and renewal expenditures in relation to net-

work size (EUR 1 000 per main track - km) in 20 20 - 202 4  

 

Figure 33 : Inflation adjusted maintenance  and renewal expenditures in relation to net-

work size  in 20 20 - 202 4  (EUR 1 000 per main track - km)  and percentage change  

The inflation adjusted analysis provides a nuanced perspective compared to the 
non -adjusted analysis. Within the peer group, average maintenance and renewal 
expenditures increased by 39% from 20 20  to 202 4. However, after adjusting for 
inflation to 20 20  price levels, the 202 4 average was only 14% higher than the 
20 20  average (Figure 33 ). This indicates that a significant portion of increase d 
maintenance and renewal expenditures was attributed to inflation , still a certain 
real term growth  was experienced . Seven  IMs have recorded an increase in real 
terms, from which ProRail  had the highest real growth by 51 %.  
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3.2.4  Revenue s  

This category provides an overview of track access charges (TAC) paid by railway 
undertakings using the railway network and its service facilities . TAC revenues are 
shown both in relation to network size and to traffic volume, as operators are 
charged based on the usage of the network which is indicated by the traffic vol-
ume. The TAC relation to the network illustrates the TAC revenue in relation to a 
major cost driver. Additionally, it evaluates and compares non - track access - re-
lated revenues generated by i nfrastructure managers. Finally, public funding re-
ceived by each infrastructure manager is shown in relation to the network.  

To achieve meaningful comparability, the indicators for charging have been sim-
plified, and PRIME is using fundamental KPIs that all infrastructure managers find 
common and easy to collect. Together with cost related indicators, they provide 
an indication to what extent infrastructure managers can cover their costs, re-
spectively to what extent they rely on subsidies.   

Where revenues were originally reported in national currencies, they have been 
converted using  purchasing power parities 36  (PPPs), which incorporate both cur-
rency conversion and adjustments for differences in price levels. This ensures 
cross -country comparability of national infrastructure managersô revenues prior 
to applying inflation adjustments.  

Like expenditures, revenues are analy sed in this report , taking inflation into ac-
count . The inflation -adjust ment of revenues is conducted using the same meth-
odology applied to expenditures 37 . 

Figures 34  to 45 show  the revenue development over the period 20 20 -202 4. Each 
revenue type is presented in multiple diagrams, both with and without inflation 
adjustment, illustrat ing both nominal and real term values.  

 
36 Source: Eurostat, Actual individual Consumption , status 01.202 6. Please note that the PPP values for 202 3 

and 202 4 are preliminary and may be revised in the next data release periods of Eurostat.  
37 Used inflation index: Eurostat, Construction producer prices or costs, new residential buildings https://ec.eu-

ropa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table  

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/prc_ppp_ind/bookmark/table?lang=en&bookmarkId=fe29a4ea-59bf-4d2d-9ffa-9349d91c1e1d
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/sts_copi_a$defaultview/default/table
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TAC -  Track access charges  

 

Figure 34 : Proportion of TAC in revenue (grants excluded) (% of monetary value)   

Figure 34  shows the proportion of TAC revenues of total revenues: nine  infrastruc-
ture managers generate less than 50% of their revenues from track access 
charges, while six  other infrastructure managers generate a share of track access 
charges of above 80%. LDZ  and LISEA  generate all their revenues from track 
access charges  (almost 100%) . The peer groupôs average is 68 % . 

Banedanmark states that TAC revenues are fully transferred to the Danish 
Transport Ministry and therefore do not contribute to Banedanmarkôs financing  
directly . 
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Figure 35 : Proportion of TAC in revenue (% of monetary value) and CAGR (%) in  

20 20 - 202 4  

The proportion of revenues derived from track access charges (TACs) slightly de-
creased between 2020 and 2024. The main exceptions to this trend are Bane NOR 
and RFI, both of which significantly increased their TAC revenue shares over the 
observed period. B ane NOR raised its share from 20% in 2020 to 45% in 2024, 
while RFIôs share increased from 51% to 63%. However, it should be noted that 
RFI already had a substantially higher TAC revenue share prior to the pandemic, 
reaching 67% in 2019. Similarly, most ot her infrastructure managers also rec-
orded higher TAC revenue shares before the pandemic, averaging around 75% in 
2019, compared with only 68% in 2024.  
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Figure 36 : TAC revenue in relation to network size (EUR 1 000 per main track - km)   

 

Figure 37 : TAC revenue in relation to traffic volume (EUR per total train - km)   

Figure 36  illustrates the revenues per track -kilometre and Figure 37  the revenues 
per train - kilometre as a benchmark. The comparison shows the differences in the 
extent to which infrastructure managers can generate TAC revenues per train -
kilometre on the one hand, and how many TAC revenues per track they have 
available in r elation to their network costs on the other  hand . SBBôs TAC revenues, 
for example, are above average in relation to network size, but remain below 
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average when related to traffic volumes , which indicates a high utilisation rate of 
the network . TAC revenues in relation to network size varies between EUR 5 000 
ï EUR 440  000 per main track -kilometre per year however most of the infrastruc-
ture managers are below the average of EUR 6 8 000 per main track -kilometre. In 
relation to traffic volume TAC revenues varies between EUR 0.4 ï 47.1, showing 
an average of EUR 4. 7. LISEAôs level of income is significantly higher than that of 
other infrastructure managers  because it comes exclusively from the LGV line 
(high -speed line) while remaining comparable to the charge levels of other LGVs 
on the French national network. It covers both operation and maintenance costs 
as well as a large amount to the investments to b uild high -speed lines.  

 

Figure 38 : TAC revenue in relation to network size (EUR 1 000 per main track - km) and 

CAGR (%) in 20 20 - 202 4  












































































































































































