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FOREWORD BY THE CHAIRMAN
It is my great pleasure to summarize our activities done in 2015. This second

yearly report will provide you with a lot of useful information concerning our
duties, achievements and of course you can also learn about challenges we face
and their possible remedies.

Since Regulation 913/2010 (EU) was born we have been facing different scales in

the realisation of our corridor. Firstly, the implementation of the measures of the
Regulation was in the focus point. Now, as the RFC7 Orient/East-Med Corridor
has been put into practise, the real operational life of the corridor, demands of the
Lőrinc Czakó			
Chairman of RFC7
Management Board

users of the corridor and the development of the products offered by the corridor
lie in the focus of our everyday activities.

2015 was an ice-breaking year for us because Railway Undertakings started to
experience more extensively the opportunities stemming from the Rail Freight
Corridors. We shall also note that we all are in a learning process still but our

offers and preferred solutions start to match our business partners’ demand.

Changing market needs, differing wishes from one customer to another, a
multitude of regulatory challenges from one Member State to another we

worked hard and continue on working hard in order to make our offer more and
more customer-oriented and we never stop approaching towards the final goal
to make rail freight more competitive and attractive vis-à-vis other transport
modes.

We are confident that our efforts, our constant monitoring of our business
partners’ needs via our satisfaction surveys, our interactive meetings with both
customers and regulators, our ambitions to eliminate all sorts of bottlenecks
with close cooperation with all stakeholders concerned will lead us to attractive

and positive market solutions which will serve with a pure added value for the
railway sector, for the economy and the environment as well.

We do hope you will get an impression that we are on good track, and our offer
is in line with market needs, thank you very much for your kind attention, and
see you soon among our business partners!
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THE VISION
Regulation 913/2010 (EU) concerning a European network for competitive freight entered into force on

9 November 2010. It was elaborated for the purpose of making international rail freight more attractive and
improve the efficiency of the system thus contribute to the modal shift from road to rail as well on the long term.

With the objective of improving the conditions for international rail freight Regulation 913/2010 (EU) aims to
reinforce cooperation at all levels along selected rail freight corridors (RFCs).

The long term vision with the RFC-concept is the creation and setup of international market-oriented rail

freight corridors, with a view to strengthen cooperation between rail infrastructure managers as regards both
investments and the management of capacity and traffic. The appropriate treatment of international freight
trains shall also be achieved in terms of capacity allocation on lines designated to the corridor that also cater
passenger trains.

Last but not least, a very important aspect is to support and allow the development of multimodality, in
particular with the concerned ports. In case all the measures of Regulation 913/2010 (EU) are going to be tack-

led and exploited on the right way, implicitly with further regulatory provisions arm-in-arm, the increase of the
competitiveness of rail transport vis-à-vis other transport modes will be significant.

All the parties involved into the setup and operation of RFC Orient/East-Med will work hard to achieve the
targets of the RFC-concept, serve the demands of the market in its best way possible therefore try to contribute
to the long term vision of the creation of a Single European Rail Area.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 WHO ARE WE?

Rail Freight Corridor Orient/East-Med (hereinafter referred to as “RFC7”) according to Regulation 913/2010 (EU)

links Central-Europe with the Eastern- and South-Eastern parts of Europe running until the Greek port of Pireas.
Among all RFCs, Corridor Nr. 7 calls the most Member States for an international cooperation according to the
requirements of the Regulation, namely: Czech Republic, Austria, Slovak Republic, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria

and Greece, between the cities of Prague—Vienna/Bratislava—Budapest—Vidin—Sofia—Thessaloniki—Athens
as well as Budapest—Bucharest—Constanta.

RFC7 follows mostly the path of ERTMS Corridor E which runs from Dresden to Constanta (common line from

Prague to Constanta). The deployment of ERTMS contributes to remedy the lack of technical compatibility, a
major obstacle for the development of international rail traffic.

The designation of RFC7 was also identified on the basis of previously defined European corridor concepts, such as:
• the TEN-T priority axis 22, which runs from Nürnberg and Dresden to Constanta and Athens (common line
from Prague to Constanta and Athens),

• RNE corridor 10, which runs from Hamburg to Budapest (common line from Prague to Budapest) and RNE

corridor 9, which runs from Vienna to Kulata and Constanta as well as to Varna, Burgas and Svilengrad
(common line from Vienna to Constanta and to Kulata).

This Orient – East – Mediterranean corridor is one of the most important transport artery connecting the centre

of Europe with South-East part of the Union. This strategic transit route also allows to build up the connection

towards Turkey, an important economically developing area which generates more and more traffic to the corridor.
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1.2 SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF RFC7

With the cooperation of seven countries and their respective infrastructure managers and an allocation body,
RFC7 went operational as first of all freight corridors on 8 November 2013. Since then the corridor tries to serve
a very demanding business environment with an outstanding flexibility taking into consideration the needs

of the market. Due to the fact that plenty of capacity is available on lines involved into the corridor, Railway

Undertakings do not plan long time ahead when it comes to reservations of capacity for the operation of their
freight trains. Therefore path requests happen rather on a short notice basis then in forms of “pre-arranged

paths” the special product introduced by the RFC-concept. As there is sufficient capacity available therefore the
cost-sensitivity of the region could even result in more ad-hoc path requests of customers who can sometimes
reassess their business routes, even if time-wise it is not the fastest way to proceed.

Thanks to the efficient management of the RFC7 and the continuous consultation process with the stake-

holders of the market the flexible approach developed overtime tends to serve better both the needs of our
customers and the duties stemming from the regulation as well.

Most countries in the South-East European (SEE) region experienced high political and economic instability

in the 1990s, while economic recovery and transition related economic reforms have been generally slower
than in Central Eastern Europe. Therefore the governance of RFC7 has to take into account different levels of

development also when it comes to the provision and requirement of rail related services. The RFC7

management believes that there are big potentials for the development of rail freight business in the
SEE region on the long term but to achieve the targeted results requested by the Regulation is still a

challenging task for the corridor. The fact that six of the involved Member States rely still intensely on EU
Cohesion Funds also suggests that the RFC Orient/East-Med differs in its features and characteristics from the

other RFCs of the system where rather the operational measures remain still problematic. At the same time

the access to the Cohesion Fund also can be seen in a positive light, enabling the Member States and Infrastructure Managers concerned the possibility to use substantial European funds with high co-funding rates
to modernize the railway infrastructure and adapt it to the needs of today’s and tomorrow’s freight market,
under the condition that the political priorities favour such investments.
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The SEE region currently experiences the implementation of “hard” measures, i.e. the focus rather lies upon the
upgrades and refurbishments of rail infrastructure, the proper implementation of the TEN-T minimum measures

in particular electrification, the introduction of at least 740m train length, 22,5 t axle-load and ERTMS on the
entire core network for freight latest by 2030. This will give a boost in capacity, efficiency and competitiveness
to rail freight. The adequate development of intermodal terminals and last-mile infrastructure are also crucial
points which have to be tackled as regards of current existing bottlenecks on the network.

Apart from the proper implementation of infrastructural measures, a major emphasis has to be put also on

the harmonisation of operational procedures as well, which still means one of the biggest challenges within
the frame of Regulation. The infrastructure managers involved into the works of the corridor have to find a
“common denominator” when it comes to the harmonisation of operational rules, terms and conditions for the
usage of infrastructure. To ensure the interoperability on cross-border sections and train handling procedure in
border stations is one of the priorities tackled during the harmonisation. And last but not least the hardest “nuts

to be cracked” are at the level of traffic management where a possible way of coordination and harmonisation
of processes has to be found, concerning e.g. the common procedure of the harmonisation of works and possessions in order to secure the burden-free traffic for the users of the corridor.

2. RFC7 CORRIDOR GOVERNANCE
Rail Freight Corridor Orient/East-Med is established by cooperation of the transport ministries, infrastructure
manager companies and one allocation body of seven countries.

The setup of Rail Freight Corridor Orient/East-Med organizational units is illustrated in this
schematic picture:
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One of our core businesses to operate the rail freight corridor is the coordination of traffic management.

Harmonisation and coordination of different national rules and procedures along the corridor is one of our
main duties in our everyday life. To find solutions which are acceptable for every involved Infrastructure

Manager is our important task for facilitating the smooth corridor operation among the dispatchers on crossborders and afterwards throughout the whole inland traffic management. Therefore the RFC7 management
from 2015 onwards focuses in this field on two basic tasks:

2.1 EXECUTIVE BOARD

The Memorandum of Understanding establishing the Executive Board and containing the implementing
measures of RFC7 was signed in Luxembourg on 16 June 2011. The Executive Board is the body responsible for

supervision of corridor activity and for defining the general objectives and the framework for capacity-allocation

along the corridor. The Executive Board is addressed in case of issues beyond the competence of Infrastructure
Managers and Allocation Bodies or when a conflict of interest arises between them.
2.2 MANAGEMENT BOARD

The Infrastructure Managers’ and Capacity Allocation Bodies’ obligation is to set up the Management
Board based on the Regulation 913. In early 2011 the concerned Bodies had their first meeting on RFC

Orient/East-Med related matters. The body was officially established in September 2011 by the signature of a

Memorandum of Understanding by the eight infrastructure managers and one capacity allocation body of the
corridor, namely

• ÖBB-Infrastructure – ÖBB-Infrastruktur AG - IM, Austria

• SŽDC – Railway Infrastructure Administration, State organisation (Správa zeleznicní dopravní cesty, státní
organizace) - IM, Czech Republic

• ŽSR – Railways of the Slovak Republik (Zeleznice Slovenskej republiky) - IM, Slovak Republic

• MÁV – Hungarian State Railways Company Limited by Shares (MÁV Magyar Álllamvasutak Zrt.) - IM,
Hungary

• GYSEV – Raab-Oedenburg-Ebenfurter Eisenbahn AG (Győr-Sopron-Ebenfurti Vasút Zrt.) - IM, Hungary &
Austria

• VPE – Hungarian Rail Capacity Allocation Office (Vasúti Pályakapacitás-elosztó Kft.) - AB, Hungary

• CFR – National Infrastructure Manager of Romania (Compania Nationala de Cai Ferate) - IM, Romania

• NRIC – National Railway Infrastructure Company, State Enterprise (НКЖИ (Национална компания
железопътна инфраструктура) - IM, Bulgaria

• OSE – Hellenic Railways (Οργανισμός Σιδηροδρόμων Ελλάδος) - IM, Greece
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The Management Board is the main operative body of the corridor, its members have to make fundamental
decisions, so they hold meetings more frequently, and yearly 4-5 sessions are convened since 2011.
The Management Board makes its decisions on the basis of mutual consent of its members.

The MB has decided to set up six Working Groups and a Secretariat to support its work. Decisions of the
Management Board are usually based on the proposals and background materials compiled by these groups.

2.3 THE SECRETARIAT

The Management Board of RFC7 has analysed the conditions of possibly forming an EEIG for the purpose of

corridor management, but the Management Board decided to choose a representative governance model, i.e.
to operate a Secretariat, which provides the appropriate administrative support to enable the MB to carry out
its work, ensures that the tasks of the MB are properly coordinated, and organises all other associated aspects
of corridor activity.

At the MB meeting on 15th November 2011 the members agreed that MÁV Co. shall fulfil the tasks of the

Secretariat until no independent legal organization is set up for the corridor. Taking into account that RFC7
Secretariat’s activity is a common interest of every Party, its cost is covered jointly by the MB member IMs and
AB.

Responsibilities of the Secretariat are listed in the Internal Rules and the Secretariat Agreement.

9

2.4 CORRIDOR ONE-STOP SHOP (C-OSS)

Regulation 913/2010 (EU) has introduced a new ‘player’ to the rail freight business. As a unique contact and
coordination point the Corridor One-Stop Shop – hereinafter: C-OSS – simplifies and standardises the

process of international capacity planning, application and allocation using the common European IT tool Path
Coordination System (PCS) developed by RailNetEurope. All available path product of the corridor are
registered in PCS and can be easily booked via this system. C-OSS will manage the request through the whole phase
providing maximum ‘care’ as a single service provider acting as one IM on behalf of all involved IMs.

1st October 2012 the parties agreed that one employee in full time will carry out the tasks of C-OSS of RFC7.

The Hungarian Allocation Body (VPE) undertakes the role of being ‘representative C-OSS’ of RFC 7 on the basis
of the C-OSS Agreement which was initially signed for period of 2 years, and later, it was prolonged with an
amendment until 1st April 2018.

The operation of the C-OSS started in April 2013 in test mode and continues from 8 November 2013 in real
operational mode.

2.5 WORKING GROUPS

The MB identified the basic structure of activities, and systematically divided the tasks to the most competent

expert groups in the particular fields. As a result, six Working Groups have been established, each composing of
experts from every MB member company, to deliver the required measures.

Each Working Group’s work is coordinated by a Head of WG designated by the Management Board therewith
possibly each infrastructure manager can direct one WG. The head of WG is responsible for the organization

and coordination of the work in the respective WG according to the decisions and expectations of the MB and
according to the aims and rules set out in the Regulation.

Every WG keeps a record of the activities, documents, consultations and decisions made by the WG. Heads of
WGs inform the MB about the activity of the WG via the Secretariat for every MB meeting, or take part in the MB
meeting upon request of the MB.

The following Working Groups operate:
1. Marketing WG (leadership by GYSEV)

2. Traffic Management WG (leadership by MÁV)
3. One-Stop Shop WG (leadership by VPE)

4. Infrastructure Development WG (leadership by SZDC)

5. Interoperability and ERTMS WG (leadership by ÖBB-Infra)
6. IT Tools WG (leadership by CFR S.A.)
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The tasks of each WG are included in the Internal Rules and Procedures, and they are also governed by the
necessity arising in the process of corridor work. Though the topics of WGs overlap, their main fields of
competence are summarized in the below table:

Marketing WG

transport market study, satisfaction survey,
performance objectives and monitoring, definition
of pre-arranged paths and reserve capacity,
authorized applicants

Traffic Management WG

coordination of temporary and planned capacity
restrictions, train performance management, traffic
management in case of disturbance, border
procedures

One-Stop Shop WG

C-OSS operation rules, Corridor Information
Document, definition of pre-arranged paths and
reserve capacity, coordination of capacity-allocation
btw C-OSS & IMs & Terminals, applicants

Infrastructure Development WG

investment plan, inventory of projects and financial
resources, harmonization of investments along
corridor

Interoperability and ERTMS WG

accelerating the establishment of better interoperability along the corridor and enhancing ERTMS
deployment, ensure consistency with ERTMS E
corridor

IT Tools WG

identification of necessary IT tools, facilitating their
introduction by every involved IM and AB

2.6 THE RAILWAY UNDERTAKING ADVISORY GROUP (RAG) AND THE TERMINAL ADVISORY GROUP (TAG)

The Advisory Groups were created as a platform for railway undertakings (Railway Advisory Group - RAG);
managers and owners of terminals (Terminal Advisory Group - TAG) to facilitate the exchange of information, to

have a consultation in a various matters of the corridor operation, to find recommendations and solutions for
mutual benefit of all partners.

Since October 2012, the MB has consulted AG members at AG meetings and in e-mail circular letters. According
to the regulation AGs’ opinions were always asked and were taken into consideration.

As principally Secretariat acts as a single channel of communication between MB and AGs, it spreads material

for consultation to every company registered as AG member, and receives feedback from the Leaders of the two
AG only, which contains the opinion of all AG members:
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Thanks to the continuous dialogue with RUs and active C-OSS management in 2015 the number of allocated
pre-arranged paths considerably increased. Our business partners have more and more experiences regarding
our services and consequently they are more and more familiar with the advantages of using a corridor path.

During the AGs meetings our business partners highlight such issues which can only arise during the operational
phase.

The first AGs’ meeting of the year was held in Prague on 28th April, where Railway Undertakings provided the
next package of their suggestions and recommendations in connection with RFC7’s operation. These feedbacks

significantly facilitate our efforts in order to provide as smooth freight transportation on our corridor as it is
possible.

Furthermore participants got fresh information about the main priorities of SŽDC’s infrastructure development

strategy and the Czech National ERTMS implementation plan. The C-OSS manager provided the actual figures

of path allocation, which showed inter alia the popularity of the new FlexPaP concept. During previous meetings
terminals asked the contribution of RFC7 in order to get accurate information about the trains arrive to their

facilities. Accordingly upon the request of RFC7 RailNetEurope presented Train Information System for Terminals
which might be the solution of this issue.

The meeting in Prague was an important milestone as this consultation was organised by RFC7 and RFC9
Management Boards together. This was a very unique occasion having business clients from a wider

Central-European region at “one table”. This was the first common AGs’ meeting among the rail freight corridors
ever took place. The invited participants, regional RUs and Terminals welcomed the joint meeting and found it
constructive as well.
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The upcoming Advisory Groups’ meeting was held in Budapest on 21st October. In line with the previous events

the dialogue was held and our business partners provided their latest experiences. They expressed their strong
need from operational side to have a regularly updated, harmonized solution for publication of infrastructure

works which should be provided in due time. It is obvious, like any other new product on the market, the offer of RFC7 needs to be improved continuously. The formerly implemented actions in order to provide higher

level services were presented by the Chair of the Management Board. The C-OSS and the representative of

Traffic Management Working Group of RFC7 presented the latest actions done and achieved, such as for

example the foreseen launch of PCS Next Generation and the new procedure of train performance monitoring
and management.

As it can be concluded after the corridor became operational (8th November 2013) representatives of RUs and
Terminals were always present to highlight their comments, suggestions and opinions. To improve our services

the Management Board and also the Secretariat are pleased to receive inputs from the market stakeholders, be-

cause it is essential to get relevant feedback from our partners. After having on board these drafted expectations,
suggestions MB shall examine them firstly and take them under consideration. If it is the case the possible
solutions are described and offered at next AGs’ meetings.

3. CAPACITY ON RFC 7
One of the main characteristics of RFC7 is the availability of adequate and good capacity both in terms of quantity

and quality for the provision of rail freight services. This advantage stems from the fact that in the CEE and SEE

regions there are not so many congested parts of the infrastructure as it is typical rather in Western European

Member States. Our C-OSS made sure that a number of well-defined pre-arranged paths and reserve capacity

were available for the customers and in case any assistance or special demand arose the C-OSS manager was
always at their disposal to assist with his best knowledge.

The results of the yearly satisfaction survey of 2015 proved the very customer-oriented behaviour of our C-OSS;
its activities received one of the highest satisfaction ratings.
3.1 OUR PRODUCT
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3.2 OUR OFFER

Flex PaPs in operation!
The RFC7 management was open to implement the flexible path product on the major part of the corridor. This

new service was able to provide much better utilization and customization of the capacity via guaranteed travel
times and protected borders within a frame of a pre-arranged path.
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Our market welcomed the new approach, but we still consider it essential to develop our path product in the near
future.

3.3 RESULTS OF 2015

Reserve capacity – published on 11th October 2014 and later continuously updated – has provided 7.8 million PaP
km*days in order to satisfy the interim needs of our customers.

ANNUAL PATH REQUESTS

On 13th April 2015 (deadline for placing international
path requests) the C-OSS received 16 requests for 65 PaP
dossiers from 11 RUs.

Without any conflict (no double booking on the same

PaP) 9% of the available Corridor capacity was preallocated.

Total requested running days were 3119 with an average
195 per request.

The longest requested PaP distance is 1585 km while the
average is 698 km per request.

This shows us a clear interest in utilizing corridor-capacity
by the long-distance traffic: from Germany towards

Turkey and from the Czech Republic/Slovakia to the
Mediterranean sea ports (partially running on RFC 6).
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REQUESTS FOR RESERVE CAPACITY

Reserve capacity published - on 11th October 2014

and later continuously updated - has provided 7.8

million PaP km*days in order to satisfy the interim needs

of our customers. Till the end of the timetable year 1,3
million PaP km*days had been requested and allocated
through the C-OSS.

3.4 ENHANCED C-OSS SERVICES

Our corridor has developed a new feature in PCS which allows to place requests for certain path-related services
(e.g. shunting) in Hungary, thus saving some double work for the customers.

3.5 FULFILLING ONE OF THE AGS’ RECOMMENDATIONS - INTERACTIVE MAP

In order to provide our customers all necessary information related to corridor infrastructure in a single place with
a quick and easy access the Interactive Map of RFC 7 – an Excel based application – has been introduced on our
website.
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3.6 C-OSS COMMUNITY

After the first year of operation taking into account all the feedback from the market the cooperation with other
corridors has become necessary. For this purpose C-OSS managers had initiated a workshop – which is hereinafter
referred as the C-OSS Community – for exchanging best practices, coordinate their opinions and act as an interface
towards RNE and its bodies.

Two main topics are considered by the C-OSS Community:
1. Topics related to C-OSS functioning on its own.

2. Topics related to the functioning of the RFC corridors having consequences over the whole RNE members,
customers and other involved stakeholders, such as:
• PCS improvements,

• timetable process improvements,

• harmonisation of operational procedures among different corridors.

4. TRAFFIC AND TRAIN PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT
The coordination of traffic management in case of disturbance along the corridor and the harmonisation and

coordination of planned and temporary capacity restrictions relating to infrastructure development facilitate the
fluent flow of business. RFC7 tends to use the existing RNE tools: TIS, TCCCom for the coordination between the

related Traffic Control Centres along the corridor. The elaboration of proposals and common solutions to deal with
the most important measures to secure a seamless functioning for the corridor is on-going, which involves inter

alia the harmonisation and coordination of infrastructure works along the corridor, assessment and harmonisation
of border agreements, coordination of terms and conditions, and the overall performance monitoring, dealing with
quality issues and reporting.

4.1 COORDINATION OF TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT REGARDING THE EXISTING IT TOOLS

The current availability of tools supporting the communication and the data collection connected with international
rail traffic management has been analysed among the participating IMs of RFC7. The conclusion of the analysis
is that no new tool is needed and that the already existing IT tools, namely TIS and TCCCom, are compliant to the

purposes of rail freight corridors in case of having all the needed data into the system provided by the concerned
IMs.

4.2 PRIORITY RULES IN CASE OF DISTURBANCE

In the normal traffic flow the trains run according to their timetable and there is no need for priority rules.
However, in case of disturbances, the dispatchers at the Traffic Control Centres need to have predefined
priority rules in order to put the traffic back to the timetable as soon as possible. Since at European level the idea of
common priority rules seems no to be feasible in middle term, RFC7 has taken own initiatives to give priority to

the corridor trains in case of disturbance. In some countries of the RFC7, the corridor trains already have priority

among freight trains and at other members there is also an on-going process to modify the existing national rules
to reach a harmonisation in this regard.
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4.3 TRAIN PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT

The performance of the corridor is composed of two parts:
• capacity performance, which is under the management of the C-OSS and it is assessed through the indicators
defined in the Framework for Capacity Allocation (FCA)

• operational performance which is under the management of the Train Performance Management
Coordination in the framework of Traffic Management Working Group

In order to assess the train performance of RFC7, the Managing Board decided to use the 30 minutes threshold for
the running freight trains on the corridor.

The thresholds generally relate to the punctuality - measured as a percentage of on time arrivals at specified

monitoring points.
The

process

for

performance

management

is

described

in

document

of

RFC7

Train Performance Management Rules of Procedure. Delay codes follow the UIC coding system.
Planned common IT tool for monitoring of quality is TIS, however in the first stage also in 2015 (until full
implementation of TIS by all members of RFC7) the quality reports were compiled from national IT systems. At

specific border crossings with low capacity, the implementation of IMComm system is foreseen. The coordination
tool developed by CFR has proven its usability in the recent past. Using this tool the average dwelling time of trains
in Curtici station was reduced from 26 hours to 6 hours.

The following indicators of performance were monitored in 2015:
• number of corridor trains

• punctuality of corridor trains (a train was considered as punctual if it has no more than 30 minutes delay).

In 2015 the TPM activity was compiled by having data through manual work from the national IT systems in
Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary. In the first step the Traffic Management WG started monitoring the corridor trains
and realized that the great majority of delays were arisen in the fields of activities performed by RUs and IMs.
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Identification of the most frequent delay reasons on the corridor according to coding regime:
• track

• planned construction work
• delay caused by next IM

• delay caused by previous IM
• request of the RU

• loading operations

• commercial preparation of train
• formation of train by RU
• staff (rolling stock)

• other reasons (rolling stock)
• administrative formalities

• track occupation caused by the lateness of the same train
To tackle the reasons and improve the train performance on RFC7 the MB decided to set up the Train Performance

Management Coordination in which all IM participate and it is also open for every interested RUs. The work of this
coordination will be based on punctuality reports generated by OBI using RNE TIS database.

According to the gained experiences in the following year the TPM Coordination should focus on
• the coordination of planned capacity restrictions

• the coordination between RUs on the handover points
• the coordination between IMs on interchange points
• securing the sufficient data quality in TIS

• setting up a real coordination between by the IMs and RUs nominated experts

5. SATISFACTION SURVEY
Regulation No 913/2010 (EU) requires Rail Freight Corridors’ (RFC) Management Board to measure the satisfaction
level of their users yearly and publish the results of the survey.

The main goal of this research is to depict a picture of users’ opinion and experience in connection with the services

and products of RFCs, and to reveal the cognition and attitude of potential users for the further development of
rail freight corridors.

RFC7 joined RNE Satisfaction Survey Platform, a common surface for all RFCs willing to participate, which

works with a harmonised questionnaire developed by RNE Satisfaction Working Group and is carried out by an
independent market research company (marketmind) with the help of CAWI (Computer Assisted Web Interview)
system. This platform provides us a European framework for the comparison and a complex European view.

Based on the first wave’s (2014) experience important amendments were implemented in the methodology, and

the target group narrowed on the basis of relevance, in order to reach that segment more precisely, which has real

experience and better-based knowledge about the corridor. The fieldwork of the second wave was conducted in
September and October, 2015.
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The results of 2014 provide a base to observe our improvement from the starting point. However, because of
the small sample size we have to make the analysis very carefully, since the results have low significance power

and generally indicative value only. Nevertheless they are capable to show us our development, strengths and
weaknesses with such a reliability, which can help to designate several stations of our running.

Path Allocation is RFC7’s success area in 2015: all changes are positive and RFC7’s efforts for improvement are

clearly proved. Availability and business know-how of C-OSS have excellent scores, Flex PAP is a well-accepted
product conception, and PAP parameters have also improved to a considerable extent.

We could also step forward on the area of CID, information providing about terminals and overall RFC

communication, as well as our partners think that to attend RAG/TAG meetings is more useful than a year
before.

There is only one area where RFC7 could not develop: the Traffic Management is perceived to have more

difficulties than in 2014. However, this weakening is experienced as a general phenomenon all over the
corridors, maybe as an inevitable aftermath of increasing traffic. In the European framework RFC7
performance is somewhat better or ‚same’ (indicatively) as the overall.
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The results are telling us that RFC7 has still some tasks ahead, mainly in the items below 3.5, however, has started
in a good way and is on a right track.

More information: http://www.rfc7.eu/public

6. OUTLOOK AND NEXT STEPS
Along with the aspiration for continuous adaptation to the various market needs, the corridor also constantly
strains after strengthening the cooperation among the involved stakeholders.

Thus, exchanging best-practice on our consultative Advisory Group meetings can provide a great input to future
challenges such as:

• Harmonization of regulations

• Harmonization of technical, operational and administrative rules to enhance greater interoperability
• Management of customer wishes before timetable preparation
• Corridor-level performance regimes
• Improvement of IT systems

• Improvement of planning, coordinating and forecasting infrastructure works in order to minimize traffic
disruption

• Elimination of bottlenecks
Our yearly Satisfaction Survey (SS) is of crucial importance for us because it highlights where still improvements
are necessary in order to be more efficient as well as it confirms us that we do our job quite well at various fields.

The SS of 2015 clearly showed us (and to other RFCs as well) that Traffic Management shall now have priority on

our agenda for improvements. Our corridor has already identified and distributed the duties for the different WGs
who, since then, work hard to find the best solutions possible.

An important milestone in the continuous development of our corridor will be the extension to Germany and the
to the Bulgarian-Turkish border. This will allow us to provide an uninterrupted connection from the North Sea to

Turkey and to the Aegean Sea allowing us to grow and accelerate our traffic flow and enlarge the movement of
rail freight volumes between our regions in the near future. These extensions, nevertheless are required by amend-

ment of the already defined principle routes of Regulation 913/2010 (EU), are of major importance to our corridor,

therefore we already started to take the necessary steps in order to be ready with their implementation in due time.
RFC7 is a constructive cooperating partner in the whole RFC network. This new concept of the rail sector — to
establish a corridor network — is a continuously developing area in order to increase rail freight’s competitiveness

for longer distances in Europe. Therefore the involved stakeholders are eager to continue the innovation of their
product offer. The task is demanding due to the various needs all over in Europe but the commitment of RFC7
management is to represent the interests of our region in this broad, multilateral cooperation.

Further, RFC7 and its members will contribute to provide input to the evaluation of the RFC-Regulation by the

European Commission; we will also actively accompany a possible revision of the Regulation with the objective to

allow our corridor to prosper and in the best way meet market demands. We showed our commitment by actively
participating in the formulation of the first Position Paper of Rail Freight Corridors jointly developed with the other
associations and organisations as e.g. CER, EIM.
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As in the past, RFC7 will also exploit upcoming possibilities to present and promote our corridor on occasions like
the TEN-T Days and other conferences as e.g. Rail Freight Days, or other public events.

Overall, our goal is to increase international rail freight market share of the European transport via providing our
customers with proper conditions for easier faster and more reliable transport through the borders.

For more detailed information visit our website:

www.rfc7.com
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