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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Integrated ticketing can be defined as the purchase of a single ticket that allows 
passengers to travel on one or more mode(s) of transport provided by one or more 
operator(s). It is an important component of the broader concept of integrated transport, 
whose purpose it is to make interchanges between modes/operators as seamless as 
possible.  
 
Current practices in the EU suggest that ticketing integration on long-distance 
passenger transport services is a complex issue. Its feasibility encounters a number 
of legislative, technical and competition-related hurdles that result from the differences 
between the many transport environments that have to be combined. Integrated ticketing 
per se is not an objective, it is rather a means of making multimodal transport more 
attractive for the users and of promoting a more efficient use of existing infrastructure and 
services.  
 
Only limited statistical evidence is available on long-distance intermodal travel 
and no common definition of long-distance trips exists across Europe, which makes it 
difficult to provide a precise overview of the main characteristics and size of this market. 
Nevertheless, one can say with absolute certainty that long-distance integrated ticketing 
remains a limited phenomenon restricted to certain niche markets. However, stakeholders 
suggest that, even though difficult to estimate, potential for such a market does exist and 
may gain importance in the longer term. 
 
As further reiterated by the 2011 White Paper on transport policy, ticketing integration 
remains an EU policy objective related to the promotion of sustainable intermodal 
passenger transport across Europe as an alternative to private modes of transport and 
as a better use of available capacity of the whole system. The study shows that, as far as 
the long-distance market segment is concerned, progress has been slow and no significant 
advancements have been made.  
 
Rail-rail integration remains weak, as evidenced by the limited number of practices 
found by this study. Policy measures in this area have essentially addressed the 
achievement of technical interoperability improvements among domestic networks, while 
less attention has been paid to the integration of booking and ticketing schemes for trips 
involving more than one operator.  
 
All national networks are, in fact, virtually interconnected. However, overall, the network 
remains inefficiently coordinated at European level, notably because of an inadequate 
transparency of market conditions. Whether the opening of the market to new operators 
will push toward an integrated approach or, by contrast, will eventually undermine the 
limited results achieved so far, remains to be seen, particularly in the absence of any policy 
action. 
 
A different picture emerges in relation to the cooperation between air and rail, which 
has shown some progress over the last decade. Serving major hub-airports, air-rail 
intermodality has been viewed as a valuable strategy to alleviate congestion and capacity 
constraints at European airports by making use of high-speed rail services as a substitute 
for short-haul flights. That said, most air-rail products are still positioned as “niche 
products” which are offered by only a few operators subject to bilateral arrangements. 
Multilateral cooperation between air and rail operators is made difficult not only by the fact 
that these two modes of transport rely upon different business models which are not easy 
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to integrate and make compatible, but also by defensive strategies applied by big 
operators.  
 
Furthermore, this type of intermodal product needs a high volume of passengers to be 
economic and financially viable, as well as an adequate infrastructure, i.e. a high-speed 
railway station available inside the air terminal. This, consequently, limits the number of 
airports where integration is possible. It has to be noted that while air-rail ticket integration 
can support and push forward intermodal travelling, it is not a prerequisite per se. 
Passenger traffic data show that, whenever there is an adequate level of long-distance rail 
services available directly at airports, trains and airplanes are largely used in a 
complementary way, even without integrated schemes. 
 
The analysis of case studies shows that a clearer definition of passengers’ rights for 
multimodal long-distance transport is a prerequisite for a successful integration of 
tickets and reservations. Currently a unimodal approach is in place, where each operator 
is responsible for its own leg of the multimodal trip only, with no mutual responsibility for 
travel disruption, and this reduces the attractiveness of air-rail integration for users.  
 
This study provides an overview of current experience with integrated ticketing schemes for 
long-distance passenger transport services and highlights the major policy and technical 
challenges. The main recommendations are as follows: 

 To invest in gathering better qualitative and quantitative information about the 
long-distance transport passenger market through the improvement of statistical 
data, as well as ad hoc studies to fill the gaps. 

 To give priority to introducing rail-rail fare integration for international 
journeys. The opening of the European rail market needs suitable policy 
instruments in this direction. Increased rail competition should be accompanied by 
specific measures for making the integration of ticketing schemes mandatory, 
although with different degrees of obligation. Ensuring the effective monitoring of 
the market to avoid monopolistic attitudes amongst major players is important. 

 To explore the feasibility of technical systems that will allow the creation of a 
common operational platform, where rail and air reservation systems are able to 
communicate, so as to stimulate new forms of cooperation among air and rail 
operators. This is especially true as the long-distance transport system is bound to 
increase in complexity due to the entrance of new players into the rail market and 
the development of point-to-point air transport connections. 

 To take a real multimodal approach in terms of passengers’ rights by, for 
instance, further identifying a basic set of passengers’ rights which applies to the 
intermodal journey as a whole, and not only to each distinct segment.  

 To further promote the long-distance passengers’ “mobility culture” 
towards inter/multimodality, through dissemination of information and 
campaigning at EU level as well as improving the branding of services and modes of 
transport. Recent initiatives such as the multi-modal journey planner promoted by 
the EU have been a step in the right direction. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Foreword 
 
Integrated ticketing can be defined as the purchase of a single ticket which allows travel on 
one or more mode(s) of transport provided by one or more operator(s) (NZTA, 2008). It is 
viewed as an important component of the broader concept of integrated transport, 
whose purpose it is to make interchanges between transport modes/operators as seamless 
as possible.  
 
This would not only provide travellers with a wide range of travel options, but also increase 
the efficiency and the degree of interconnection of the transport system as a whole, both in 
terms of networks and modes of transport. Consequently, integrated ticketing could be a 
tool for the better use of existing capacity in order to reduce over-investment in 
competitive modes of transport. 
 
Since the adoption of the 2001 White Paper on transport policy, the European Commission 
(EC) has viewed integrated ticketing schemes favourably. Such an approach has been 
further confirmed by the recently adopted “Roadmap to a Single European Transport Area – 
Towards a competitive and resource efficient transport system” (EC, 2011a). 
 
Enabling travellers to make a “multi-modal/multi-operator” journey with a single ticket that 
is valid for the complete trip may facilitate the transfer of passengers between transport 
modes/operators. More broadly, integrated ticketing may enhance the integration between 
competitive transport modes/operators within the transport chain, by overcoming the 
barriers linked to the interchanges between them.  
 
The provision of integrated ticketing between different operators and transport modes (air-
rail, ferry-rail, rail-rail, rail-urban public transport) implies tight integration between pre-
trip and on trip information, timetables, pricing schemes, regulatory and organisational 
frameworks, and booking and payment systems to make a transport solution workable and 
attractive to customers. The benefit would be that users would have a broader choice of 
transport services and would be able to rely on better information about travel options.  
 
At present, however, the state-of-the-art related to the implementation of integrated 
ticketing schemes is fairly heterogeneous across the European Union (EU). As research has 
found (Müller et al., 2004), the feasibility of integrated ticketing schemes is made difficult 
because of the various transport environments in which they are applied and the 
differences between such environments. Different organisational structures, business 
models, fare policies and complexities such as fairly sharing revenues are, in fact, major 
obstacles that still prevent widespread ticketing integration. 
 
Whilst for short distance traffic a satisfactory integration of tariffs, routes and ticketing in 
public transport services has been achieved and is complemented by network integration 
both at the planning and operational stages, in the case of long-distance land transport 
a real integration of fares and booking systems is, as yet, widely lacking. 
 
Matters are different in relation to the air sector: historically, air transport has been 
strongly regulated by bi- or multilateral agreements concerning service schemes and tariffs, 
accompanied by IATA (International Air Transport Association) and ICAO (International Civil 
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Aviation Organisation) standards. These list standards in relation to booking, ticketing and 
tariff schemes which are to be applied worldwide but focus solely on air transport.  
 
The incorporation of surface transport in the airlines’ Global Distribution Systems (GDS)1 is 
only provided where it is fully compatible with the structures of air transport. Cooperation 
with surface transport has been established only in those cases where the companies 
involved (specific airlines and railway companies) could clearly identify commercial 
benefits. For the time being, however, this has not led to the establishment of through-
ticketing (a through ticket being a single transport contract for several legs within one 
transport mode) or common tariffs covering all market players, neither within air transport 
itself nor between the different transport modes. 
 

1.2. Objectives 
 
The aim of this study is to provide comprehensive information to Members of the 
Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN) of the European Parliament (EP) on the 
current schemes of integrated ticketing on long-distance passenger transport 
services and the major challenges and shortcomings related to their development and 
implementation. 
 
With this purpose in mind, it provides an in-depth analysis of a selection of case studies 
involving integrated ticketing schemes in order to highlight their main drivers and barriers. 
In doing so, the study, which is based in particular on a stakeholders’ consultation, 
assesses the requirements which need to be fulfilled in order to create effective ticketing 
integration. 
 

1.3. Structure of the report 
 
Besides this introduction, the report is structured into five main sections: 

 Chapter Two introduces the concept of integrated ticketing on long-distance 
transport by presenting a preliminary overview of the main issues related to this 
subject, as well as the relevant EU policy work and legislation in this domain. 

 Chapter Three contains the description of thirteen selected case studies, which are a 
representative cross-section of the various levels at which cooperation between 
transport modes (e.g. air-rail, ferry-rail) or within the same transport mode (rail-
rail) is put into practice in the field of integrated ticketing.  

 Chapter Four summarises the major findings and arguments arising from the 
stakeholders’ consultation.  

 Chapter Five discusses the results of a SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses, 
Opportunities and Threats) analysis for each combination of integrated ticketing 
scheme. Drivers and barriers for future developments of integrated ticketing are 
also addressed.  

 Finally, Chapter Six sets out the main conclusions and policy recommendations. 

                                                 
1  Global Distribution Systems (GDS) are systems containing information about availability, prices and related 

services for airlines, car companies, hotel companies, rail companies, etc. through which reservations can be 
made and tickets can be issued. A GDS also makes some or all of these functions available to subscribing 
travel agents, booking engines and airlines. Leading GDS providers are Amadeus, Apollo/Galileo/Worldspan, 
Sabre. 
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2. INTEGRATED TICKETING ON LONG-DISTANCE 
TRIPS: OVERVIEW AND CURRENT CHALLENGES  

KEY FINDINGS 

 Only a few examples of ticketing integration exist for long-distance journeys and 
they mainly refer to the intermodality between air and rail. 

 Air-rail intermodality is enjoying a growing interest since high-speed rail 
services provide a valuable substitute for short-haul flights. However, the use of 
different selling and ticketing distribution systems are key hurdles to integration. 

 Rail-rail journeys rely more upon cooperation than integration. One major 
barrier is the lack of coordination between rail reservation systems for international 
tickets.  

 Poor cooperation among operators, low standardisation and a lack of successful 
business models for intermodal solutions are amongst the main obstacles to 
effective ticketing integration for long-distance trips. 

2.1. The EU policy framework 

The notion of ticketing integration has been supported by the EC since the adoption of the 
White Paper on transport policy in 2001 (EC, 2001)2 and yet it remains an ambitious 
objective. Together with integrated charging and fares, the promotion and development of 
integrated ticketing schemes between transport service providers is perceived as a building 
block in achieving seamless mobility.  
 
Major efforts have been undertaken at EU policy level to encourage a higher degree of 
integration at local level. Public transport ticketing in many European cities is still not 
sufficiently integrated, either between different transport modes (e.g. bus and rail), across 
several transport authorities and sometimes even within a mode (e.g. between different 
bus operators in the same city).  
 
In this respect, EU policy action and funding support (e.g. the CIVITAS Programme) has 
proved to be a valuable tool in bolstering a good integration of tariffs, routes and ticketing 
in local public transport services, which has been further complemented by network 
integration both at the planning and operational stages. Overall, there is currently a push 
towards open systems allowing fare and e-ticketing integration, which are expected to 
guarantee a higher degree of interoperability and intermodality, thus resulting in an 
increase in quality and comfort for passengers. 
 
In recent years, The EC has also concentrated its efforts on integrated ticketing for 
long-distance passenger transport services. However, progress has been far less 
successful than in the short-distance segment. Long-distance intermodality still suffers 
from a lack of physical integration and interoperability among operators.

                                                 
2  In the part “Placing users at the heart of transport policy”, the 2001 White Paper considered the deployment of 

integrated ticketing systems between rail companies or between modes of transport (air/coach/ferry/public 
transport/car parks) to be a potential factor for “facilitating transfers from one network or mode to another, 
[…] and thus ensuring transparency of fares” (EC, 2001). 
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Efforts have therefore been largely focused on two major fields, namely: 

 improving physical interconnections between the different levels of transport 
networks (international, national, regional and local), with a specific emphasis on 
the interconnection between long and short-distance links; 

 improving interoperability, to overcome technical and physical barriers that 
hamper efficient operations across borders. 

Without good interconnections and adequate interoperability, fare integration is likely to 
have little success. 
 

2.1.1. Integrated ticketing as a key component of intermodality 
 
The concept of integrated ticketing is inextricably linked to the EU’s broader commitment 
towards the promotion of sustainable intermodal passenger transport across Europe. It 
has been considered a matter of priority since 1997 (EC, 1997) and has evolved into the 
core principle that has inspired any policy and regulatory work carried out by the EU in this 
field to date (cf. EC, 2011a; EC, 2009; EC, 2006a; EC, 2006b; EC, 2005; EC, 2001).  
 
Still, the primary goal is a rebalancing between the various transport modes. This is 
intended to be the major pathway for making more efficient and better organised use of 
the whole transport network in order to: 

 cope with and mitigate the negative externalities generated by transport activities in 
a cost-efficient way, and  

 improve the quality of transport operations and widen passengers’ transport choices, 
namely by removing the barriers that generate the low appeal of alternatives to 
road transport. 

 
As acknowledged by the technical work (EC, 2011c) accompanying the preparation of the 
2011 White Paper on transport policy, the EU transport system is far from being 
“sustainable to the extent of supporting smart, sustainable and inclusive growth within the 
meaning of the EU 2020 Strategy”.  
 
Even though the European transport system has benefitted from numerous improvements 
over the last ten years, particularly in terms of efficiency, safety and security, no structural 
changes have occurred in the way the system functions. The transport system is still 
greatly dependent on the use of fossil fuels and road transport is most prevalent in moving 
both freight and passengers. The result has been rising greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
persistent oil dependency and growing congestion. In addition, past policies have proved to 
be ineffective in correcting the market failures that have contributed to the present 
situation and in triggering the necessary transformation (EC, 2011d). 
 
The contents of the 2011 White Paper on transport policy mirror these priorities. They are 
embedded in a broader and more holistic framework for defining a single, interconnected 
and efficient transport system. This framework should take into account newly emerging 
challenges arising from the profound transformation which has occurred in the transport 
sector in terms of market changes, stronger competition, new economic and energy 
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scenarios, innovation and technological developments, environmental concerns and climate 
change3.  
 
Initiatives in this direction are, for example: 

 the launch of the multimodal journey planner initiative4; 

 the adoption of the requirements and specifications set out in the ITS Directive 
2010/40/EU5 in support of EU-wide multimodal travel information services6; 

 the acknowledgement of the need to finalise the established legislative framework 
on passengers’ rights with measures covering passengers on multimodal journeys 
with integrated tickets under a single purchase contract (EC, 2011e). 

 
Policy work related to the subject of integrated ticketing has been backed up, to a great 
extent, by research activity carried out within a number of EU-funded projects. As 
illustrated in Table 1, these projects have covered a wide range of issues concerning 
integrated ticketing and have sought to investigate drivers and barriers that may foster or 
prevent a major push towards multimodal travel planning and ticketing integration 
schemes. 
 
Table 1:   Main European projects and studies on passenger intermodality 

TITLE YEAR FUNDING RESEARCH SCOPE 

Towards European 
Passenger 
Intermodality 

2004 DG TREN Delivering a comprehensive overview 
on the state-of-the-art in passenger 
intermodality across Europe. 

MODAIR 
2005-2006 Eurocontrol Measuring and developing future 

intermodality at airports. 

Air and Rail 
Competition and 
Complementarity 

2006 DG TREN Investigating the factors underlying air-
rail intermodality and competition. 

eMOTION 
www.emotion-
project.eu 

2006-2008 6° FP RDT  Analyzing and assessing multi-modal, 
in-trip traffic and travel information 
services for European travellers. 

                                                 
3  This is confirmed by the following clear statement on the integration of transport modes “(We) strongly believe 

that meeting the future challenges will require focusing on new technologies and on the integration of the 
different transport modes into a single system, all this in a more integrated internal market in which 
competition is fully granted” (EC, 2011a). 

4  http://ec.europa.eu/transport/its/multimodal-planners/index_en.htm. 
5  Directive 2010/40/EU of 7 July 2010 on the framework for the deployment of Intelligent Transport Systems in 

the field of road transport and for interfaces with other modes of transport (OJ L 207, 6.8.2010). 
6  The definition of the necessary requirements to make EU-wide multimodal travel information services accurate 

and available across borders to ITS users is considered to be a priority action (Art. 3 (a) and Annex 1 to the 
ITS Directive). Main specifications refer to: (i) availability and accessibility of existing and accurate road and 
real-time traffic data used for multimodal travel information to ITS service providers, (ii) facilitation of the 
electronic data exchange between the relevant public authorities and stakeholders and the relevant ITS service 
providers, across borders, (iii) timely updating of available road and traffic data used for multimodal travel 
information by the relevant public authorities and stakeholders, (iv) timely updating of multimodal travel 
information by the ITS service providers. 
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Table 1:  Main European projects and studies on passenger intermodality 
(continued) 

TITLE YEAR FUNDING RESEARCH SCOPE 

LINK 
www.linkforum.eu 

2007-2010 6° FP RDT Providing a platform for knowledge 
transfer and promotion of intermodal 
solutions and strategies. 

KITE 
www.kite-project.eu 

2007-2008 6° FP RDT Providing a knowledge base on 
intermodal travel in Europe. 

INTERCONNECT 
www.interconnect-
project.eu/ 

2009-2011 7th FP RDT Investigating the role of 
interconnection between short- and 
long-distance transport networks. 

iTRAVEL 
www.i-
travelproject.com 

2008-2009 7th FP RDT Providing a standard interface between 
a travel information provider and a 
user on their mobile and handheld 
devices. 

IFM 
www.ifm-project.eu 

2008-2010 7th FP RDT Making access to public transport 
networks more user-friendly by 
facilitating their accessibility. 

WISETRIP 
www.wisetrip-eu.org 

2008-2011 7th FP RDT Developing and validating an 
innovative mobility service platform. 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

2.1.2. EU policy focus on air-rail intermodality 
 
Over the last decade, air and rail agreements have been enjoying support at EU level, not 
least for the expected positive impact they may produce in environmental terms 
(Chiambretto & Decker, 2011). As concluded by the Rail/Air Inter-modality Facilitation 
Forum (RAIFF)7, creating the appropriate conditions for enhancing the concept of 
integrated ticketing is a major facilitator of an increased integration between rail and air. 
This is thought to have a great potential in terms of services and passenger interest, 
markedly in those airports that are already connected with (high-speed) rail services.  
 
Greater integration between air and rail transport is also advocated by the Action Plan on 
airport capacity released in 2006 (EC, 2006b) and by the new airport package adopted by 
the European Commission in December 2011 (EC, 2011d). Though recognising that air-rail 
intermodality cannot be viewed as the only way to decongest airports, both consider that a 
higher degree of integration can be useful for achieving a greater efficiency of the transport 
system as a whole, and of airports in particular.  
 

                                                 
7  The RAIFF (launched by the EC in September 2003) brought together representatives and experts from both 

the rail and air transport modes with the main purpose of developing recommendations on fostering greater 
operational integration of rail and air services for the benefit of travellers and operators. The scope of its 
technical work was to focus on those impediments that hamper travel convenience and increase the costs of an 
integrated product, by seeking to cherry-pick which actions do require regulatory and, if applicable, financial 
support from public authorities. 
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According to the Action Plan, at least three links exist between air and rail, which may 
bring specific societal, economic and environmental benefits: 

 links to the city with the resulting benefits of reduced road traffic congestion and 
better air quality around airports; 

 links to the region, leading to an expansion of the airport’s catchment area in 
addition to the benefits mentioned above; 

 links between the airport and major metropolitan areas through high-speed rail;  in 
addition to the benefits described above, this would result in the potential for short 
haul slots to be freed, making space for long-haul flights, which represent a higher 
slot productivity for airports and air carriers. 

 
The EU legal framework affecting integrated air-rail ticketing also entails a range of 
legislative acts that refer to both transport modes, i.e.: 

 for the air sector: Regulation (EC) No 80/2009 which updates the regulatory 
framework governing the Computerised Reservation Systems and Global Distribution 
Systems (CRS/GDS); 

 for the rail sector: Regulation (EC) No 1371/2007 which sets out rail passengers' 
rights and obligations8, and envisages the adoption of technical interoperability 
specifications of telematic applications for passenger services (TAP-TSI)9.  

 
The 2005 Communication on strengthening passengers’ rights within the EU (EC, 2005) 
also emphasised the need to achieve a voluntary undertaking from air carriers and railway 
companies to set up an integrated ticketing system to enable passengers to combine 
several modes of transport in one journey10.  
 
Following the communications on passengers’ rights and on airport capacity, a public 
consultation was launched in 2007 with the aim of investigating organisational and 
technical opportunities related to the promotion of integrated ticketing services and to start 
a public debate on a voluntary engagement of the stakeholders concerned (EC, 2007). 
 

2.2. The market for long-distance passenger transport 
 
Poor quantitative and qualitative information about the market for long-distance trips and 
its potential is a major deficiency in European travel statistics, as highlighted by research 
on national travel inventories (Müller et al., 2004) and acknowledged in a number of EU-
funded projects (INTERCONNECT, KITE and DATALINE). It is therefore not an easy task to 
identify the market for long-distance passenger transport. 
 

                                                 
8  More specifically, Article 1 of the regulation states that rules are established “as regards […] (a) the 

information to be provided by railway undertakings, the conclusion of transport contracts, the issuing of tickets 
and the implementation of a Computerised Information and Reservation System for Rail Transport”. 

9  See Annex C for more details on TAP-TSI. 
10  The EC recognises that the travellers’ right to integrated ticketing has not yet been achieved and stresses that 

“It should be a simple matter for passengers to combine several modes of transport in one journey, but the 
traditional method of organising transport by sectors constitutes a barrier to intermodality. The traveller is too 
often dissuaded from combining different means of transport for the same journey and encounters difficulties 
for example in obtaining information and ordering tickets where the journey involves different modes” (EC, 
2005). 
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First, there is no common definition of “long-distance” across the EU. In the larger 
countries (Germany or France) long-distance trips are those exceeding 100 km, while in 
other countries journeys are considered to be long-distance if they involve an overnight 
stay (Switzerland) or are longer than 50 km (The Netherlands).  
 
Furthermore, as pointed out in the research work carried out by the KITE project (Collet & 
Kuhnimhof, 2008), conversely to what happens with short distance trips, the rate of long-
distance trips varies greatly from individual to individual, with 10% of the population 
accounting for 50% of total long-distance trips undertaken. Also, trip purposes are 
unevenly distributed; about two out of three long-distance journeys are for the purpose of 
going on holiday, and around one in five for other personal reasons or for business 
purposes.  
 
There are also significant differences between countries. Denmark and Sweden show 
the highest demand for travel in the 100-400 km distance band, with respectively 9.1 and 
7.3 journeys per person per year on average; in contrast, France shows the lowest mobility 
demand for this distance band with 4.5 journeys per person per year on average. 
 
In Germany, the INVERMO (Intermodal Network Integration) Survey has studied travel 
behaviour and user demand in terms of market potential for intermodal measures. By 
combining empirical evidence with data gathered from 10,000 interviews, the INVERMO 
Survey concluded that only a minority of travellers generates the majority of long-
distance journeys. It found that: (i) 1% of the German population generates a tenth of 
all journeys; (ii) a tenth of the population undertakes more than 40% of all journeys; (iii) 
50% of the population generates more than 90% of travel demand (Last, 2005). 
 
Lastly, it is also worth noticing that the international segment of long-distance 
passenger transport is characterised by its relatively small size. For example, 
figures extrapolated from national surveys in France, Germany and Spain show that the 
share of international long-distance trips ranges between 4% and 6% of the total number 
of long-distance journeys. 
 
Table 2:   Share of international long-distance journeys in selected EU countries 

TYPE OF JOURNEY FRANCE GERMANY SPAIN 

 
National 

 
95% 

 
96% 

 
96% 

 
International 

 
5% 

 
4% 

 
4% 

(Ranges of distances: France >80 km; Germany and Spain >50 km) 
Sources: INRETS (2010), Ministerio de Fomento (2008), INFAS & DLR (2010). 

In general, there is a clear lack of data on modal split for long-distance travel. Only 
in those countries11 where good data is available through regularly organised survey 
panels, can an evaluation of long-distance travel patterns be carried out. However, such 
data is often not homogeneous and not easily comparable. 
 

                                                 
11  France, Germany, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, The Netherlands, United Kingdom. 
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With respect to the available data regarding demand for travel over 400 km (Shires & 
Abrantes, 2010), the analysis reveals that air transport makes up a larger proportion of 
trips (52% on average), followed by car travel (31%). As far as rail is concerned, this 
transport mode makes up, on average, a 7% share of all trips. However, in France its share 
equals that of air travel (24%), thanks to the development of the high-speed rail network 
providing equally quick travel times between Paris and major French cities and some 
European destinations like London and Brussels (see Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1:  Market shares by mode and country for journeys over 400 km (in %) 

 
Source: Collet & Kuhnimhof (2008). 

In terms of forecasted traffic volumes, trends analysed for the preparation of the recent 
White Paper on transport (EC, 2010) suggest an overall volume (total of short and long-
distance trips) of about 8,389.8 billion passenger kilometres (pkm) in 2030, which 
represents an average annual increase of 1.5% and 1.1% over the periods 2010-2020 and 
2020-2030, respectively. Aviation represents the highest growth (almost double) compared 
to the other transport modes, i.e. an annual rate of 3.5% over the period 2010-2020 and 
an annual rate of 2.6% over the period 2020-2030, compared to rail (+1.6% and +1.3%) 
and road (+1.3% and +0.8%) over the same periods. 
 
This leading trend for the air market is also confirmed by Eurocontrol, whose long-term 
forecasts reveal that in 2030 the number of flights will be between 1.4 and 2.2 times higher 
than in 2009, with an overall increase in the number of flights ranging between 13.1 and 
20.9 million (Eurocontrol, 2010).  
 
Finally, a long-term outlook is provided by the SULTAN and TREMOVE models (CE Delft & 
TRT, 2011), where projected passenger transport volumes for the year 2050 amount to 
9,120 billion pkm. According to this study, however, the division between transport modes 
in terms of market shares should remain almost unchanged in comparison with the current 
situation depicted in Figure 1.  
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2.3. Long-distance passenger transport intermodality 

If it is not entirely made by car, a long-distance journey necessarily involves a certain 
degree of intermodality, either between transport modes and operators, or within the 
same transport mode or operator. In some cases, this intermodality is limited to the access 
to the main mode of transport, the railway station or the airport for example, while in 
others, intermodality involves two segments of a long-distance trip (e.g. air-air, train-air, 
train-train). Consistently, in this report, the analysis will focus on the latter case. 
 
The quality of integration is a prime component of effective intermodality, as well as of the 
quality of the overall door-to-door travel experience. However, achieving a high degree of 
integration requires meeting the relevant technical, organisational and commercial 
challenges.  
 
In fact, integrated ticketing, which in turn implies the integration between travel 
information, timetables, pricing schemes, booking and payment systems, has to be 
addressed in the broader context of infrastructural, functional and fare integration between 
different modes and operators. 
 

2.3.1. Air-rail integration 
 
Air-rail intermodality has attracted increasing interest, having emerged as a noticeable 
feature in the European transportation landscape (Chiambretto & Decker, 2011 and Sauter-
Servaes & Nash, 2008).  
 
An overarching topic that can be identified within the EU policy documents (see Section 2.1 
above) and all the scholarly literature (see Annex B), is an attempt to determine whether 
the nature of the relationship between air and high-speed rail is more competition 
or cooperation-oriented. Indeed, both factors play a role: cooperation on some routes 
and strong competition on others. 
 
High-speed rail services have undergone extensive development in some EU Member 
States (France, Germany and more recently Spain and Italy) and in the United States of 
America (US). On certain routes, high-speed rail services have proved to be a valuable 
substitute for the short-haul flight segment, thus giving rise to the assumption that a 
certain modal shift potential from air to rail may exist for short to medium journey 
distances on point-to-point destinations (up to 400 km, or four hours of travel by train). 
 
This can be seen in some cases, where high-speed services have performed well on certain 
routes (CE Delft & TRT, 2011) such as, for instance: 

 the high-speed rail lines (HSLs) Paris-London and Madrid-Barcelona, where in 2010 
rail transport accounted for respectively 70% and 60% of total air-rail transport 
along these routes; 

 the HSL between Paris and Brussels, where the  market of the high-speed trains has 
increased to such an extent that it has led to a reduction in flights originally 
connecting the two capitals; 

 the HSL connecting Paris to Strasbourg, where a sharp fall in the number of flights 
connecting the two cities has occurred since the opening of the line in 2007 (down 
from one million to 400,000 passengers per year). 
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On the other hand, air-rail cooperation is substantially based on intermodal agreements 
whose primary purpose is to provide a seamless travel option for long-distance passengers, 
by combining the air segment of the journey with the rail segment. According to 
Chiambretto & Decker (2011), these agreements may, generally, be distinguished in terms 
of: 

 level of integration; agreements may range from airlines being allowed to sell rail 
tickets without any specific product integration (e.g. the “Rail&Fly” service – see 
Section 3.4) to stronger levels of integration (e.g. “AIRail” or “tgvair” services - see 
Sections 3.1 and 3.6) where integration is based on code-sharing agreements; or 

 network perspective; agreements may cover either overlapping and competitive 
routes or complementary routes where air and rail operators agree to share a 
specific route by allocating a flight number to the train trip (e.g. again the “AIRail” 
service – see Section 3.1). Here, passengers benefit from a number of guarantees, 
such as the possibility to be rebooked onto another train or flight in case of delays 
or travel disruption. 

 
This does not imply that a commonly adopted approach exists between air and rail 
operators on how high speed rail and air services fit together as part of an overall European 
transport network (RAIFF, 2004). Instead, this is more likely to be the outcome of market 
evolution, where the current examples of ticketing integration concern only few operators, 
i.e. mainly former state-owned rail undertakings. Acting in a system that is not fully subject 
to competitive forces, these operators use integrated ticketing as a means of keeping their 
market shares.  
 
It should also be stressed that air-rail integrated transport requires significant 
infrastructure investments (for example, building rail stations at the airports) and entails 
high operating costs (for example, for luggage and boarding pass controls). These are set 
against a market demand for these services that remains lower than expected 
(Weinert, 2002). 
 
Indeed, air-rail integration is mainly concentrated in those airports that are directly 
connected to the high-speed (or even conventional long-distance) rail network 
and the market potential is therefore strictly linked to the extension of such networks. 
 
As Figure 2 suggests12, a large number of airports across Europe (58) provide rail 
interconnection, including metro and light local rail. However, only six of them 
(Amsterdam, Cologne, Düsseldorf, Frankfurt, Paris CDG and Lyon)13 are served by frequent 
high-speed rail services (in addition to either long-distance or local services), while two of 
them (Milan Malpensa and Brussels) are served by occasional high-speed rail links and 
services.  
 
Not surprisingly, the six airports mentioned above incorporate a high speed railway station 
inside the terminal building, which is a through-station de facto interlinking the airport with 
the core rail transport network. This confirms the importance of having appropriate 
infrastructure and transport interchanges as a precondition for air-rail 
integration.  

                                                 
12  Definitions used in Figure 2 are detailed in Annex A. 
13  Historic cost figures related to the construction of the high-speed rail stations are as follows: € 532 million for 

Cologne Airport; USD 170 million for Düsseldorf Airport; around € 123 million for Frankfurt airport 
(construction not including the connector building to the terminal); around € 152 million for Lyon St-Exupery; 
around € 285 million for Paris CDG Airport (IARO, 2012); no data available on Amsterdam Airport. 
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Figure 2: European airports by traffic flows and interconnectivity with rail modes 
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Airports with Rail Links
Available Modes

Frequent HS + Conv. Long Dist. Rail   (3)
Frequent HS + Local Services   (3)
Some HS + Local Rail   (2)
Conv. Long Distance Rail   (15)
Local Heavy Rail   (25)
Tram/Metro/Light Rail   (10)

Total Passengers (2010)

more than 50 mill. pax p.a.   (11)

10 mill. to 25 mill. pax p.a.   (15)

5 mill. to 10 mill. pax p.a.   (10)

1 mill. to 5 mill. pax p.a.   (17)
up to 1 mill. pax p.a.   (5)

 

Source: MKmetric elaboration based on EUROSTAT data. 

 

Table 3 presents the total traffic volumes recorded for five size ranges of airports: between 
one and more than 50 million passengers per year (airports up to one million passengers 
per year have not been considered). Access/egress data referring to passengers travelling 
on high-speed rail services from/to the airports is not available for reasons of 
confidentiality. This data refers to the level of passenger demand and operators are not 
willing to disclose to their competitors sensitive information on how they organise and 
operate their service. 
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Table 3:  Yearly traffic by clusters of airports (Millions of passengers, year 2010) 

>50 25-50 10-25 5-10 1-5 

Paris CDG 
(58,140,669) 
Frankfurt 
(53,283,191 
London LHR 
(66,015,300) 

Amsterdam 
(45,286,976) 
Barcelona 
(29,198,094) 
Rome FCO 
(36,337,523) 
Istanbul 
(32,143,819) 
London LGW 
(31,407,256) 
Munich 
(34,798,561) 
Madrid 
(49,830,841) 
Paris ORY 
(25,177,643) 

Malaga 
(12,044,175) 
Stockholm 
(17,008,854) 
Athens 
(15,420,569) 
Brussels 
(17,323,473) 
Copenhagen 
(21,481,924) 
Moscow 
(22,254,529) 
Düsseldorf 
(19,019,723) 
Geneva 
(11,799,239) 
Hamburg 
(13,009,017) 
Manchester 
(17,855,796) 
Milan MXP 
(18,947,808) 
Oslo 
(19,074,302) 
London STN 
(18,585,564) 
Vienna 
(19,692,656) 

Birmingham 
(8,580,621) 
Budapest 
(8,174,510) 
Cologne 
(9,887,202) 
Hannover 
(5,101,620) 
Lyon 
(8,158,439) 
Nice 
(9,633,005) 
Oporto 
(5,254,792) 
Stuttgart 
(9,270,845) 
Berlin SXF 
(7,321,989) 
Moscow VKO 
(9,460,000) 

Bremen 
(2,688,456) 
Dresden 
(1,881,365) 
Graz 
(1,012,712) 
Krakow 
(2,839,124) 
London City 
(2,780,582) 
Leipzig-Halle 
(2,846,435) 
Newcastle 
(4,366,846) 
Nuremberg 
(4,099,695) 
Bucharest 
(4,917,944) 
Prestwick 
(1,665,523) 
Palermo 
(4,367,342) 
Pisa 
(4,067,012) 
Southampton 
(1,733,827) 
Strasbourg 
(1,060,447) 
Trondheim 
(3,566,131) 
Turin 
(3,560,169) 
Valencia 
(4,922,244) 

Source: TRT & MKM elaboration based on EUROSTAT data. 
Note: airports in bold are served by high-speed rail services.  

Notably, the airports of Paris CDG, Frankfurt and Amsterdam, which provide 
interconnection with high-speed rail services on a frequent basis, also belong to the two 
size ranges with the highest traffic volumes. Conversely, such interconnections are not 
available at airports with lower traffic volumes. Düsseldorf, Cologne and Lyon, which are 
in the third (10-25 million passengers per year) and fourth (5-10 million passengers per 
year) size range respectively, are exceptions in this respect. 
 
In conclusion, the potential for air-rail intermodality appears to exist only in those airports 
that produce high volumes of passenger traffic, which may justify investments in 
infrastructure that is required for linking the two transport modes. 
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According to the International Air-Rail Organisation (IARO), a number of airports (Berlin 
Brandenburg14, Liege, Madrid Barajas15, Nantes16, Porto et al.) in Europe are planning 
and/or already undertaking investments aimed at creating high-speed rail infrastructures 
and stations inside their terminals (IARO, 2012). 
 
Importantly, the recent proposal for the new Trans-European Transport (TEN-T) network 
guidelines17 also points out that more than 340 airports should be part of the TEN-T airport 
network by 2030, 82 of which being part of the core network (cited in EC, 2011b). Only a 
few of them will invest (complemented by EU financial support) in the connection of 
airports to the high-speed rail network. The infrastructure costs of connecting air and rail 
services are considerable and therefore limited to those routes with a high volume of 
passengers. Therefore, even if the number of airports connected to a high-speed rail 
infrastructure increases, market penetration will remain limited. 
 

2.3.2. Rail-rail integration 
 
Although rail passenger transport has been liberalised since 1st January 2010 (Third Railway 
Package18), the current situation is still characterised by wide differences amongst 
Member States in terms of rail market organisation and development. Even if all 
national networks are virtually interconnected, the whole network remains inefficient and 
un-coordinated at the European level (Laperrouza & Finger, 2009). This affects the 
integration of international services based on different (national) journey legs. 
 
Moreover, as highlighted by a study conducted for the EC on the current situation and 
future perspectives of the rail market (NEA et al., 2010), competition between railway 
undertakings is limited by a number of factors, such as, for instance, insufficient 
transparency of market conditions and a poorly functioning institutional framework. Both 
factors make it difficult for new entrants to provide competitive rail services, with new 
entrants often facing discrimination with regard to the conditions for access to 
infrastructure (slot allocation and charging). 
 
The long-distance passenger rail market (including the operation of high-speed services) in 
most countries has, until now, been dominated by the state-owned incumbent which used 
to be (and in many countries still is) the only operator (Beckers et al., 2009). In fact, the 
national organisation of railways acts as a strong barrier to integration (Laperrouza 
& Finger, 2009). Only the UK is an exception in this respect, since various train operating 
companies (TOCs) are active on long-distance routes.  
 
Therefore, it comes as no surprise that there have been no significant market entrants so 
far. Conversely, the future development of high-speed rail services may be different 

                                                 
14  Expected to open in 2012, with an overall investment of € 636 million for all the rail connections and the 

railway station (IARO, 2012). 
15  The planned investment amounts to € 190 million including 2.5 km of railway (both commuter and high-speed 

lines). 
16  New airport. 
17  COM(2011) 650/2. 
18  The third railway package is composed of: Directives 2007/58/EC and 2007/59/EC; Regulations (EC) No 

1370/2007, (EC) No 1371/2007 and (EC) No 1372/2007 (OJ L 315, 3.12.2007). It is intended to revitalise 
railways across Europe and open up passenger services to competition. The main effect of the third railway 
package was to open access for all international passenger services, including cabotage, across the railways of 
the EU from 1 January 2010. It also contains reforms to rail passengers' rights (including a minimum level of 
compensation for delays). These measures apply to both international and domestic rail travel, but national 
governments can exempt some domestic services from this in the medium term. 
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because – at least in principle – increased competition should work as a catalyst to 
encourage a more profound integration of both the network and the services offered.  
 
As far as rail-rail integration on long-distance journeys is concerned, this is currently more 
of a cooperation rather than a real integration in terms of tariffs, booking systems and 
ticketing. Figure 3 shows cooperation agreements that have emerged over recent years. 
Some of these, such as Railteam or Thalys, have been selected as case studies and are 
analysed in detail in Section 3. 
 
Figure 3:  Existing cooperation between rail operators in Europe 

Source: Friederiszick et al. (2009). 

 
Finally, according to Eurostat (data for 2007, the most recent available statistics), 
international rail journeys (see Figure 4) account for about 5.2% (equivalent to 20,353 
million passenger kilometres –Mpkm- or 50,882,500 passengers19) of total rail trips in the 
EU27. This share is slightly higher in the EU15 (5.4%, equivalent to 18,457 Mpkm, or 
46,140,000 passengers) and slightly lower in the EU12 (3.8%, equivalent to 1,896 Mpkm, 
or 4,740,000 passengers).  

                                                 
19  The absolute number of passengers has been obtained by dividing the amount of Mpkm for international rail 

transport by an average distance of 400 km. The choice for this distance is motivated by the fact that this is 
the preferred distance as per the long-distance questionnaires from National Travel Surveys (Collet & 
Kuhnimhof, 2008). 
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Figure 4:  Comparison between national and international rail traffic in Europe 
(Mpkm, year 2007) 

 

 
Source: EUROSTAT. 

 

2.4. Major challenges to ticketing integration on long-distance 
trips 

 
The research work carried out by the LINK Project (Riley and Kumpoštová, 2010) identifies 
the various reasons why the level of passenger intermodality and ticketing integration for 
long-distance travel is still not far advanced. According to this study, major gaps exist as 
follows: 

 lack of fare integration; 

 lack of data availability; 

 poor cooperation among operators in a competitive environment;  

 use of different business models; 

 difficulties in planning interchanges on a network level; 

 difficulties in setting up common technological platforms enabling common 
reservation and distribution systems for multi-modal tickets; 

 lack of successful overall business models for intermodal solutions. 

Standardisation is certainly a major technical challenge to intermodal ticketing integration. 
Weaknesses result from difficulties in achieving different levels of technical interoperability 
based on agreed specifications when linking different systems within a common 
architecture. Standardisation also calls for: 

 the establishment of appropriate cooperation models between operators such as 
agreeing, for example, the procedures for sharing revenues and costs; 

 the development of appropriate rules to enable fair competition between transport 
modes and operators. 
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2.4.1. Challenges for air-rail integration 
 
Specifically in relation to air-rail integration, the main impediments are: 

 physical limits (only a limited number of airports are connected to the high-speed or 
to the core long-distance rail network and in the near future this number is not 
expected to increase significantly); 

 use of different selling and distribution systems by air and rail operators, which do 
not communicate with each other; 

 lack of coordination between air and rail inventories, affecting the coordination of 
respective schedules; 

 the nature of the existing agreements, i.e. the tendency for existing operators to 
reduce competition between each other; 

 the need for remote check-in facilities and their security implications. 

 
Difficulties in selling integrated air-rail services result from the fact that their respective 
distribution systems are unable to communicate. The air industry benefits from the 
standards included within the so-called Global Distribution Systems (GDS)20. Based on the 
IATA three-character (airport) location codes that travel agents use when offering and 
selling air tickets, GDS are global computerised networks which serve as single points of 
access not only for booking and selling airline seats, but also for booking other travel items, 
such as hotel rooms or car rental services. Conversely, rail services make use of their own 
distribution systems which are not integrated in GDS. Consequently, GDS are not able to 
combine the air segment(s) of a journey with the rail segment(s) and therefore cannot 
offer an integrated product.  
 
Any proposal to include rail operators in the GDS would require that all rail stations are 
given IATA codes so that GDS can communicate with rail operators’ distribution systems 
and their inventories on schedules, availabilities and fares.  
 
A major problem is posed by the fact that the number of IATA location codes that are still 
available is limited to approximately a few thousand. A possible way of increasing the 
number of codes would be to increase the number of characters of each code. However, 
this would imply modifying the coding structures of the databases currently in use by the 
air industry. Alternatively, currently available IATA codes could be used if they were limited 
to only those European railway stations where intermodality between air and rail has been 
put into practice (or may be put into practice in the future). This means stations located 
inside airport terminals with high-speed rail connections and stations with long-distance 
and high speed rail service links to an airport. 
 
Moreover, entering into the GDS is considered highly costly by the rail operators (CER, 
2011). In the long run a full deployment of the “Technical Specifications for Interoperability 
of Telematic Applications for Passenger services” (TAP-TSI, see Section 2.4.2 and Annex C) 
is expected which would make the creation of a common platform possible. This would 

                                                 
20  GDS are generally considered as an extension of the Computerised Reservation Systems (CRS), which are 

used to store and retrieve information and conduct transactions related to air travel only. There are currently 
six major GDS and three GDS parent companies (Amadeus, Sabre and Galileo). In 2008, figures from the 
World Travel and Tourism Council showed a global volume of 1.1 billion processed transactions, which equals 
more than € 183 billion in total travel transaction value, equal to 8% of the € 2,195 billion in total personal and 
business travel consumption in 2008 (reported by ETTSA, 2010). All GDS companies are members of the 
European Technology and Travel Services Association (ETTSA, www.ettsa.eu). 
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allow rail and air reservation systems (GDS) to communicate, thus enabling transport 
operators to reserve and issue integrated tickets. For this reason, GDS suppliers were 
represented and actively contributed to the technical work that led to the adoption of the 
TAP-TSI.  
 
Another technical aspect, which may render the booking of an integrated air-rail product 
difficult, is the procedure laid down by the Code of Conduct for Computerized Reservation 
Systems (CRS)21. Although Article 21b of the Code of Conduct already foresees the 
possibility of covering rail services in the principal display of CRS, the Code specifies that, 
unless specifically requested by a customer, the available connections shall usually be 
displayed according to the “elapsed journey time” rule22.  
 
This means that if both air-rail and air-air solutions are available for the same travel route, 
air-rail solutions are generally displayed on the last CRS screens, while air-air offers are 
displayed more prominently towards the front of the list. The majority of the sales are 
made from the first screen. Consequently, air-rail solutions are often only picked up in 
cases where the travel agent or the passenger know about them or specifically search for 
them.  
 
Further operational barriers exist with regard to the requirement for air and rail operators 
to coordinate their respective schedules by linking their inventories and, consequently, 
making a flexible reservation of places possible. This requires, at the very least, a certain 
level of standardisation of the integrated air-rail product, which is still lacking.  
 
Finally, remote check-in facilities and resulting security implications are a crucial 
hurdle to overcome because of the need to guarantee a secure transfer of the baggage 
from the train to the airplane, and vice versa. The key issue is understanding what 
constitutes an acceptable security cost for the airline industry, while agreeing the 
distribution of this cost with the rail operators. 
 

2.4.2. Challenges for rail-rail integration 
 
At present, there are only limited possibilities for passengers to reserve and purchase 
integrated rail tickets for journeys involving international travels with different legs. This 
hampers the overall competitiveness of the rail sector, especially in comparison with air 
transport, which allows travel planning, ticket reservation and passenger information 
through the GDS (see Section 2.4.1).  
 
Notably, two main ticketing philosophies exist: 

 Non Reservation Tickets (NRT), where the price for an international through-
ticket is calculated by adding together the prices for the carrier-specific segments of 
the whole trip. Markedly, NRT were originally used by all railway companies in 
Europe and the majority of them still rely on it at least partly. 

                                                 
21  CRS are governed by Regulation (EC) No 80/2009 which has updated Council Regulation (EEC) No 2299/89. 

The new regime takes into account the market developments incurred over the last decade and especially the 
rise in alternative booking channels (mainly through the Internet). More specifically, it simplifies the rules 
governing the CRS, while at the same times ensuring that ranking criteria are fair and neutral to help travel 
agents to give consumers the clearest choice of travel options. 

22  ”Elapsed journey time” can be defined as the actual time an airplane spends in the air, as opposed to time 
spent taxiing to and from the gate and during stopovers. 
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 Integrated Reservation Tickets (IRT), where the rail ticket always has to be 
bought for a specific train on a specific day and the compulsory reservation for that 
train is intrinsically tied to the ticket. Such a booking includes pricing and the 
assignment of a seat on the train for each journey leg. Details about all bookings are 
shown on the final ticket. 

 
These two pricing schemes currently lack interoperability and rail operators opt to work 
with either NRT or IRT ticketing, depending on the market structure of their networks. This 
means ticketing disruptions when travelling between areas where different pricing schemes 
apply. 
 
Moreover, as the ticketing philosophy used by railway operators strictly follows the needs of 
their domestic market, a number of railway companies only make limited efforts to enable 
international through-ticketing. For this reason, it is difficult to imagine that the railways 
would agree on implementing the same principles as regards international rail travel. 
 
Filling this gap is the principal purpose of the Railteam alliance, established in 2007 at 
the initiative of seven rail undertakings across Europe. As the description of this case study 
in Section 3.9 highlights, while Railteam has been fairly successful in integrating and 
combining information on timetables of high-speed rail services operated on the European 
network, ticketing integration has proved to be much more difficult because of the high 
technical complexity and, consequently, the large amount of investment needed.  
 
A further effort towards a common platform leading to technical integration between 
distinct rail distribution systems is represented by the adoption, in May 2011, of 
Commission Regulation (EU) No. 454/201123 which lays down the Technical 
Specifications for Interoperability (TSI) regarding the sub-system “Telematics 
Applications for Passenger services” (TAP) of the trans-European railway system.  
 
Defined by the European Railway Agency (ERA), the TAP-TSI (see Annex C) specifies how 
stakeholders must deal with travel-related data in the field of rail transport, by requiring 
the provision of computerised fare and timetable data for services on the trans-European 
rail system. Although it is used by many operators on a voluntary basis, the TAP-TSI sets 
out protocols for harmonised data on the type of service, timetables and scheduled stops, 
accommodation types, available seats and tariff structures.  
 
Over the next few years, the technical changes introduced by the TAP-TSI should establish 
the foundations for the creation of a pan-European rail passengers’ journey planner and 
ticketing system. By making key reservation and ticketing information interoperable 
between rail companies as well as ticket vendors, the TAP-TSI is likely to create a position 
where the current structures of ticket reservation systems, which still focus more on 
national than on international or multimodal levels, can be overcome. 

                                                 
23  OJ L 123, 12.5.2011. 
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3. CASE STUDIES 

KEY FINDINGS 

 A high level of fare integration was present in almost all air-rail case 
studies. Fare integration usually goes hand in hand with a subsequent integration 
of the booking systems, journey planning and the issuance of a common, individual 
ticket for the whole journey. 

 Non air-rail case studies perform less well in terms of integration. This is 
specifically the case in relation to rail-rail intermodality.  

 The degree of protection of passengers’ rights is quite patchy across the case 
studies. Generally, protection for multimodal journeys remains confined to ad hoc 
agreements between operators instead of relying upon uniform EU passengers’ 
rights valid for all modes.  

 Overall, the case studies perform quite poorly in terms of additional services 
provided, such as the integrated handling of luggage. This is of particular relevance 
for the air-rail case studies where these types of service require large and costly 
investments. 

 
Thirteen case studies have been selected to provide a significant spectrum of the various 
levels at which cooperation between modes (air-rail but also ferry-rail) or within the same 
mode (rail-rail) is put into practice on long-distance passenger journeys (see Table 4).  
 
Interestingly, the list includes two examples of integration within local public transport, e.g. 
the Dutch “OV-chipkaart”, which is an electronic solution enabling integrated ticketing for 
train-tram-ferry-bus across the Netherlands, and the “Ausflugsticket” offered by the 
Hungarian rail operator MÁV-START in cooperation with the Austrian railways (ÖBB) and 
the local public transport operators of Graz and Vienna.  
 
These two case studies, selected amid a broad number of practices and experiences that 
can be found across Europe, illustrate valuable examples of integration between the local 
(short-distance) and the long-distance passenger transport segment. Therefore, they 
provide useful insights into the requirements that may be needed for extending the long-
distance transport to the so-called “last urban mile”. 
 
The analysis of these case studies is based on qualitative information collected from the 
respective operators about their main characteristics and services offered.  
 
Although considerable efforts were made to obtain quantitative data, this was not provided 
for reasons of confidentiality. Sensitive data not disclosed by the operators includes in 
particular:  

 the amount of resources invested;  

 technical requirements and their related costs; 

 the number of passengers who have travelled and/or the number of passengers 
aware of cooperation amongst the operators and therefore liable to use it; 

 the market potential.  
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Table 4:   Overview of selected case studies 

N. CASE STUDY MODES OPERATORS 

3.1 AIRail 
 

+ 
 

Lufthansa (air) 
DB (rail)  

3.2 Flyrail 
 

+ 
 

SAS Scandinavian Airlines (air) 
SJ (rail) 

3.3 Multifly 
 

 
 

Meridiana fly (air) 
Trenitalia (rail) 

3.4 Rail&Fly (DE) 
 

+ 
 

DB (rail) 
Partnering Tour operators and airlines 

3.5 Rail&Fly (HU) 
 

+ 
 

MALÉV Airlines (air) 
MÁV-START (rail) 

3.6 tgvair 
 

+ 
 

SNCF (rail) 
Partnering airlines (air) 

3.7 TGV Air France 
 

+ 
 

SNCF (rail) 
Air France (air) 

3.8 COAIR-AMTRAK 
 

+ 
 

Continental Airlines (air) 
AMTRAK (rail) 

3.9 Railteam 
 

+ 
 

DB, Eurostar, NS-High speed, ÖBB, SBB, 
SNCB, SNCF (full members).  
Thalys, TGV Lyria (associate members) 

3.10 Thalys-ICE 
 

+ 
 

Thalys, ICE 

3.11 DB-Stena Line 
 

+ 
 

DB (rail) 
Stenaline (ferry) 

3.12 Ausflugsticket 
 

+ 
 

ÖBB (rail), MÁV-START (rail) 
Local Public Transport operators 

3.13 OV-chipkaart 
 

+ 
 

NS (rail) 
10 local Public Transport operators 

 
The selected case studies were classified according to the degree of integration they 
feature; i.e. to what extent at both intra- and intermodal level the distinct operators are 
technically and organisationally integrated or, by contrast, only share commercial and 
marketing agreements for offering joint services.  
 

The level of integration is categorised from high to low, based upon the following six main 
criteria: 

 fare integration (provision of a unique price for the total journey and for all 
modes/operators); 

 booking integration (standardised and common procedures for booking); 
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 ticketing integration (issuance of a single ticket for the entire journey and for all 
modes/operators); 

 interoperable journey planning (transparency and ease for travellers when planning 
their journey); 

 passengers’ rights (level of guarantees provided); 

 additional services provided to travellers (for instance check-in at railway station, 
luggage handling, etc.). 

 
For each case study, the background is summarised at the start. This is followed by an 
assessment of each of the six criteria mentioned above in terms of high, medium and low 
level of integration. A synoptic table at the end of each description provides a global 
overview of the main features. Based upon a cross-comparison between case studies, the 
main findings of the overall qualitative assessment are then summarised in Section 3.14. 
 
Finally, for three selected case studies (“AIRail”, “Rail&Fly” and the cooperation between 
Thalys and ICE) a more detailed description is provided in Annex D. 
 

3.1. “AIRail”: a cooperation of Lufthansa and Deutsche Bahn 
 
“AIRail” is an intermodal transportation offer from Deutsche Lufthansa AG (hereinafter 
referred to as Lufthansa), Deutsche Bahn AG (DB) and Fraport AG (the owner and operator 
of Frankfurt Airport). The service relates to Lufthansa’s international and national flights at 
Frankfurt Airport and DB rail connections between this airport and the central railway 
stations of Stuttgart and Cologne. On the latter route, “AIRail” is also available to/from the 
intermediate train stop of Bonn-Siegburg (full details are in Annex D.1).  
 
This service was launched in 2001, taking advantage of the completion of the high-speed 
rail line linking Cologne to Stuttgart via Frankfurt, which had reduced the travel time 
between Cologne and Frankfurt Airport and between Cologne and Frankfurt Central Station 
by one hour. This represented a major boost for “AIRail” as witnessed by the fact that 
passengers have increasingly opted in favour of the high-speed rail link to reach Frankfurt 
Airport for their long-haul flights, instead of using an ultra short-haul feeder flight as they 
used to do in the past.  
 
Indeed, since the opening of the “AIRail” service, the overall number of air passengers on 
the Frankfurt-Stuttgart route dropped by 50%, while this reduction was 100% on the 
Frankfurt-Cologne route. Nevertheless, it has to be stated that passenger demand did not 
switch completely from feeder flights to “AIRail” trains, but also to other train routes 
outside the “AIRail” scheme. Therefore revenues from “AIRail” passengers were less than 
expected. Additionally, the start-up costs for bringing in a new “AIRail” link into the airlines’ 
IT system are significant24. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
24  Roughly, such costs are estimated at about 0.5 million Euro for one additional “AIRail” segment. During the 

interview Lufthansa refused to give any exact figures, neither for the user figures of “AIRail”, nor for the costs 
of implementation. 
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Fare integration 
Fares are fully integrated. “AIRail” allows travellers to purchase their air-rail ticket for any 
destination served by Lufthansa in combination with the rail journey from 
Cologne/Stuttgart to Frankfurt Airport in an integrated manner. This means the total price 
passengers pay when booking their journey is made up of the price of each leg of their trip.  
 
Booking and ticketing integration 
Booking and ticketing are fully integrated. Bookings are made via Lufthansa’s website 
where the reservation of the rail leg is treated as a flight to which a distinct flight number is 
assigned. The train coach dedicated to “AIRail” is divided into first and second class 
sections; first class areas are for passengers with first and business class flight tickets and 
second class seats are for passengers with economy tickets.  
 
For identification purposes, railway stations that participate in the “AIRail” scheme are 
equipped with IATA three-letter codes25 as used for airports. This makes it possible for 
intermodal trips to be booked via all distribution channels available for Lufthansa flights, 
identical to a typical air trip involving a change of planes at an intermediate airport. This 
works for both inbound and outbound flights. 
 
In order to manage seat allocation, Lufthansa and DB have agreed a “block allocation”, i.e. 
a specific number of seats is allocated on ICE trains (usually equal to one coach, though 
limited adjustments are possible). These seats can be sold exclusively as part of an 
intermodal trip, to ensure that “AIRail” does not compete with pure train travel (if 
Lufthansa was allowed to sell tickets for the Frankfurt-Stuttgart or Frankfurt-Cologne 
routes, this would be in direct competition to DB services on these domestic segments). 
 
When booking and purchasing their “AIRail” product, travellers get a single, individual 
ticket covering their entire journey.  
 
Interoperable journey planning  
Lufthansa’s website provides a comprehensive set of information to customers when they 
plan their journey. Ease of use is increased further by the fact that “AIRail” trains are 
included in the regular Lufthansa timetable as “flights”. The coordination of air and rail 
timetables guarantees a smooth interchange time between “AIRail” trains and 
intercontinental flights. 
 
Passengers’ rights 
The responsibility for the whole transport chain at “AIRail” lies with Lufthansa, as the rail 
segment is part of the air travel and booked via the airline’s website. Therefore, Lufthansa 
is the sole operator responsible for providing assistance to customers in the case of 
disruptions, i.e. rebooking on to other flights and/or trains incorporated in the “AIRail” 
product or offering overnight accommodation, when necessary, without additional cost to 
the passenger.  
 
It is important to note that, despite the fact that trains are booked in the same way as 
flights, EU regulations on air passengers’ rights concerning the payment of compensation in 
cases of delay apply only to the flight segment, not to the train segment. 

                                                 
25  IATA-codes exist for many railway stations in Europe. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_IATA-

indexed_train_stations. 
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Additional services provided to travellers 
Originally, the “AIRail” service also involved check-in at railway stations, including the 
check-through of baggage to the airport of destination (this facility was available for both 
inbound and outbound flights). While check-in facilities still exist at Cologne and Stuttgart 
central stations, the luggage check-through service ceased in late 2007, for a number of 
reasons mainly related to security and handling times and procedures.  
 
“AIRail” passengers can check-in for Lufthansa and STAR Alliance26 flights at Frankfurt 
Airport at special check-in areas in the airport railway station; any checked-in baggage has 
to be handed over at drop-off points. When travelling in the opposite direction, i.e. arriving 
by plane at Frankfurt Airport and continuing by train, “AIRail” passengers can collect their 
baggage at a dedicated baggage claim point located at the railway station, which is 
connected to the airports’ baggage transportation system. To assist the travellers with their 
baggage, “AIRail” provides dedicated stewards and porters. 
 
Table 5:   The “AIRail” case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

 High 

Modes involved Rail (HSL), Air (Hub) 

Network covered Frankfurt Airport-Cologne/Stuttgart rail link (as operated by DB). 
International and national air network operated by Lufthansa from 
Frankfurt Airport. 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration Yes (single fare applied).  High 

Ticketing 
integration  

Yes (single ticket issued, only e-ticket is 
applicable).  High 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

Through Lufthansa’s website, which offers a 
single, integrated way of booking.  High 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

A comprehensive set of information is 
provided. Coordination of air and rail 
timetables is ensured. 

 High 

 

                                                 
26  Star Alliance is the world's first and largest global airline alliance, headquartered in Frankfurt am Main, 

Germany. Founded in 1997 by five airlines (Air Canada, Lufthansa, Scandinavian Airlines, Thai Airways 
International and United Airlines), Star Alliance has since grown considerably and now has 27 member 
airlines. 
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Table 5:  The “AIRail” case study (continued) 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Passengers’ 
rights 

Lufthansa takes the responsibility for both 
rail and air travel in cases of delays or 
disruptions. 

 Medium 

Additional 
services 

Check-in facilities exist at Cologne and 
Stuttgart railway stations. Baggage check-
through to the airport of destination ceased 
in late 2007. 

 Low 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

3.2. “Flyrail”: air-rail integration between SAS Scandinavian 
Airlines and Statens Järnvägar (Swedish railways) 

 
The “Flyrail” product is offered by SAS Scandinavian Airlines (SAS) and the national 
Swedish rail operator (Statens Järnvägar, SJ) through Flyrail AB, which is a limited 
company co-owned by the two operators. 
 
The “Flyrail” partnership started in 2008 and the system became fully operational in 2009.  
Today it serves the entire SJ network and the destinations operated by SAS from/to 
Stockholm and Copenhagen Airports (where air and rail physically interconnect). 
Technically “Flyrail” works as a front-page booking system, internally combining the two 
specific booking systems of SAS and SJ. 
 
Fare integration 
“Flyrail” permits travellers to purchase their multi-modal international and domestic tickets 
from/to Sweden and any other European destinations in an integrated manner. The total 
price travellers pay when booking their journey already includes the price of each leg of 
their trip. 
 
Moreover, when travellers purchase a trip through the “Flyrail” website, they can choose 
amongst six different ticket and price categories (“Fix”, “Fix Plus”, “Flex”, “Flex Plus”, “Full 
flex”, “Full flex Plus”), which offer different levels of comfort, services and flexibility. For 
domestic journeys, three combined annual passes are offered, allowing unlimited travel to 
all domestic destinations and full flexibility of booking and rebooking. 
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Table 6:   Ticket options available with “Flyrail” 

TYPE OF 
TICKET 

VALID ON DESCRIPTION 

Fix SAS & SJ 

Ticket available for all departures with SAS. Ticket 
can be cancelled but a rebooking fee applies.  
On SJ, “Fix” ticket entitles to travel in 2nd Class but 
can neither be rebooked nor refunded. 

Fix Plus SAS & SJ 
Same conditions as “Fix” ticket but rail travel is 
offered in 1st class. 

Flex SAS & SJ 

Ticket can be rebooked without restrictions within 
the same price category. A non-refundable booking 
fee applies.  
On SJ, travel in 2nd Class and cancellation or 
exchange before departure is allowed. Passengers 
get a credit value for buying a new ticket to be 
booked within 90 days. 

Flex Plus SAS & SJ 
Same conditions as “Flex” ticket but rail travel is 
offered in 1st class. 

Full Flex SAS & SJ 
Ticket can be rebooked without limit, regardless of 
price category. A non-refundable booking fee 
applies. 

Full Flex Plus SAS & SJ 
Same conditions as “Full Flex” ticket but rail travel is 
offered in 1st class. 

Destination 
Plus 

SAS & SJ 
(Domestic) 

Annual pass allowing unlimited travel in 1st or 2nd 
Class (on day or night trains) and unlimited flights to 
one domestic destination. Full flexibility in booking 
and rebooking.  

SAS Travel 
Pass 

Individual 

SAS & SJ 
(Domestic) 

Annual pass allowing unlimited flights to all selected 
domestic destinations. Full flexibility in booking and 
rebooking. 

Sweden Pass 
SAS & SJ 

(Domestic) 

Annual pass allowing unlimited travel in 1st or 2nd 
class (on day or night trains) and unlimited flights to 
all domestic destinations. Full flexibility in booking 
and rebooking. 

Source: www.flyrail.se. 

Booking and ticketing integration 
Ticketing is fully integrated and tickets may be easily and conveniently purchased through 
the “Flyrail” website which issues an individual ticket for the entire journey. Seven ticketing 
delivery options are available (all to be presented at check-in or on board of the train with 
a valid ID card), as summarised in the following Table 7. Note that not all options are 
available for trips where train operators other than SJ are involved. 
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Table 7: Types of delivery methods available with “Flyrail” 

TYPE OF TICKET VALID ON DESCRIPTION 

Sweden Pass & 
Destination Plus 

SJ & SAS 
E-ticket loaded on the annual pass (usable on 
both SJ and SAS) to be presented at check-in or 
on board of the train. 

Mobile phone 
ticket 

SJ 
E-ticket sent to a mobile phone number. Check in 
by replying to the reservation SMS 24 hours 
before departure. 

E-ticket to print SJ 
E-ticket printed at home and presented on board 
of the train. 

Ticketless with a 
SJ Prior card 

SJ 
E-ticket loaded on the SJ Prior card to be 
presented on board of the train. 

SAS EuroBonus 
card 

SAS 
E-ticket loaded on the EuroBonus card to be 
presented at check-in. 

Bank card SAS 
E-ticket loaded on the bank card to be presented 
at check-in. 

Booking reference SAS 
Allows travelling with only the booking 
reference/number. 

Source: www.flyrail.se 

Interoperable journey planning 
Effective information is provided at various stages of the journey planning and booking 
process and is displayed in a user-friendly way. Overall, travellers get a comprehensive set 
of information, including specific details about transfer times at the interchanges.  
 
The “Flyrail” website also enables customers to compare the different fares applied to their 
journey according to not only the total price to be paid but also the specific services 
chosen: lounge access, higher baggage allowances, free sport baggage, etc. Furthermore, 
depending on the schedules, different routings via different airports may be offered. Pure 
air or pure train travel solutions can also be proposed depending on the total travel time of 
such alternatives. 
 
Passengers’ rights 
A central feature of the “Flyrail” product is the so-called “Get you there" guarantee which is 
offered within Europe for plane-train connections at Stockholm-Arlanda and Copenhagen 
Airports where the transport modes physically interconnect. This guarantee applies only 
when trains operated by SJ are actually part of the train segment of an intermodal trip. It 
does not apply to trains of the operator Øresundtåg linking parts of Southern Sweden (the 
city of Växjö, for instance) to Copenhagen Airport even if these trains can also be booked 
through “Flyrail”. 
 
With the “Get you there” guarantee, SAS and SJ take responsibility for any delays or 
cancellations affecting either of their services. SAS and SJ guarantee that passengers who 
combine a trip with SAS and SJ can continue their journey on the next flight or train in case 
either a train or plane delay causes them to miss their transfer at Arlanda or Copenhagen 
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Airports. Tickets can be rebooked (but not refunded) at no extra cost, while (i) overnight 
accommodation or (ii) various types of transportation may also be offered in case the delay 
exceeds two hours. 
 
Additional services provided to travellers 
No additional services are available to travellers. Namely, check-in at the railways station is 
not available, and neither is baggage handling, primarily for security reasons.  
 
Table 8:   The “Flyrail” case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  High 

Modes involved Rail (HSL, conventional), Air (Hub), local transportation 

Network covered Swedish rail network (as operated by SJ). 
Air network operated by SAS, although only from Copenhagen 
and Stockholm Airports. 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration Yes (single fare applied).  High 

Ticketing 
integration  

Yes (single ticket issued, many ticket types 
available).  High 

Integration 
of booking  
procedure 

Ad-hoc website offering a unique, 
integrated way of booking.  High 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

Effective and comprehensive information is 
provided at various stages of the journey 
planning and is displayed in a user-friendly 
way. A comparison between fares is also 
possible according to the total price to be 
paid and the specific services included. 

 High 

Passengers’ rights SJ and SAS take full mutual responsibility in 
case one of the two operators is subject to 
delays or disruption. 

 High 

Additional 
services 

None. (Check in at the railways station and 
integrated baggage handling are not 
available). 

Low 

Source: TRT elaboration. 
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3.3. The “Multifly” product: a cooperation between Trenitalia and 
Meridiana fly 

 
“Multifly” is the first example of air-rail intermodality in Italy. It is a cooperation agreement 
between Trenitalia (the major Italian railways operator) and Meridiana fly (an Italian air 
carrier) which started in October 2010. The aim of this product is to combine the high-
speed rail connection between Milan and Rome (operated by Trenitalia) with Meridiana 
flights operated from the airports of Milan Linate and Rome Fiumicino. It is worth noting 
that transfers between both Milan and Rome high-speed rail stations and airports (which 
are physically separated) are not included in the price of the combined travel tickets. The 
development of “Multifly” is currently in its early stages: no actual integration (fare, 
booking, ticketing) has been implemented yet. 
 
Passengers’ rights 
In the event that passengers miss a connection due to delays or cancellations, they are 
entitled to be reimbursed or rebooked only for the segment of their journey that has been 
affected by the disruption. 
 
Table 9:   The “Multifly” case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  Low 

Modes involved Rail (HSL), Air (Hub) 

Network covered High-speed Milan-Rome rail link operated by Trenitalia. 
Domestic air network operated by Meridiana fly. 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration No  Low 

Ticketing 
integration  

No  Low 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

No integrated booking is possible.   Low 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

None  Low 

Passengers’ rights Reimbursement or rebooking is possible but 
only for the segment of the journey that 
has been disrupted. 

 Medium 

Additional 
services 

None.  Low 

Source: TRT elaboration. 
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3.4. The “Rail&Fly” cooperation between Deutsche Bahn and 
airlines/tour operators 

 
“Rail&Fly” is a product offered by DB in cooperation with around seventy domestic and 
international tour operators and eighty airlines. It entitles travellers to purchase flights or 
tour packages at an attractive price, including rail transport to and from German airports 
(and also Amsterdam-Schiphol and Basel-Mulhouse airports). “Rail&Fly” conditions and 
prices vary depending on the specific agreement between DB and airline/tour operators and 
their fare policy (full details are in Annex D.2). 
 
Fare integration  
“Rail&Fly” is sold in combination with either a flight or a tour package. Fares are integrated 
as travellers pay a single total price when booking their journey. 
 
Booking and ticketing integration  
Various options are available for selling and distributing the “Rail&Fly” product via airlines 
and tour operators. If it is included in a package tour, the travel documents issued by the 
tour operator will contain a voucher to be presented on board of the train; alternatively, the 
rail ticket can be booked through the Internet together with the airline ticket.  
 
Interoperable journey planning 
Full intermodal journey planning is only available if train schedules are incorporated into 
the airlines’ GDS. Partial integration occurs if bookings are made through a direct link to 
the DB website (see Annex D.2, types of “Rail&Fly” tickets, solutions “d” and “e”).  
 
Passengers’ rights  
Whether passengers’ rights apply (at least partly) for the whole journey or only for the air 
segment depends strictly on the distribution solution used for “Rail&Fly”.  
 
For trains with an airline code assigned through GDS (solution “d”), airlines are responsible 
in case of disruption. They must issue tickets for the next available trains in case of late 
arriving planes, or rebook flights when the trains are delayed. However, as stated above, 
financial compensation for delays applies only to the air segment of the trip.  
 
In all other cases (i.e. other “Rail&Fly” solutions) the traveller is solely responsible for 
reaching the airport by train in time to catch the flight booked. When travelling in the 
opposite direction (i.e. arriving by plane and continuing by rail) the passenger is free to 
take any other train to reach the final destination, at his own cost. 
 
Additional services provided to travellers 
Baggage through-check is not available. 
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Table 10:  The “Rail&Fly” (DE) case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  Medium 

Modes involved Rail (HSL, conventional), Air (Hub, secondary) 

Network covered Domestic rail network (as operated by DB). 
Air network (as operated by partner airlines). 
Tourism networks (as offered by tour operators). 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration Yes (single fare applied).  High 

Ticketing 
integration  

Yes (single e-ticket issued).  High 

Integration 
of booking  
procedure 

Depending on the booking option agreed. 
Medium 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

Only when assigned to dedicated trains 
incorporated in the GDS. Medium 

Passengers’ 
rights 

Degree of guarantee to passengers depends 
on the distribution channel used. Medium 

Additional 
services 

Not applicable to this case study.  NA 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

3.5. The “Rail&Fly” cooperation between MÁV-START railways 
and MALÉV 

 
In Hungary, the “Rail&Fly” offer was launched in 2010 and involved the cooperation of rail 
operator MÁV-START with the national air carrier MALÉV. This offer is, however, no longer 
valid as MALÉV entered into bankruptcy proceedings and grounded all its planes in 
February 2012. 
 
“Rail&Fly” was aimed at promoting the use of rail travel for airline passengers when 
travelling within Hungary and to/from airports. It was targeted mainly at business 
travellers. The offer was valid for all domestic Hungarian stations where InterCity trains 
stop.  
 
“Rail&Fly” offered specific benefits for loyalty-card holders of the MALÉV Duna Club 
Programme (Top Tier Members). For some specific booking categories of MALÉV flights, a 
reduction was also granted to MÁV-START loyalty-card holders. In addition, these 
customers could access the Business Lounges at Keleti Railway station and Liszt Ferenc 
Airport. 
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Table 11:  The “Rail&Fly” (HU) case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

 Low 

Modes involved Rail (conventional), Air (Hub) 

Network covered Domestic rail network (as operated by MAV) 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration No  Low 

Ticketing 
integration  

No  Low 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

No 
 Low 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

None  Low 

Passengers’ rights No specific rights agreed.  Low 

Additional 
services 

None  Low 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

3.6. “tgvair”: air-rail cooperation offered by SNCF 
 
“tgvair” was introduced in 2009 and consists of a commercial agreement between the 
French Railways (SNCF) and a group of air carriers from all over the world27. The system 
provides a bi-modal product by combining an international flight with a preceding or 
subsequent TGV journey connecting Paris Charles de Gaulle Airport (CDG) with the most 
important French destinations28 by high-speed rail.  
 
Fare integration 
Fares are fully integrated as travellers are able to purchase their combined international air 
and rail ticket in an integrated manner. The total price they pay when booking their journey 
is made up of the single price of each leg of the trip.  
 
Booking and ticketing integration  
Bookings are made through SNCF’s dedicated “Flight” search engine on the “tgvair” 
website29, which allows travellers to purchase a single integrated ticket for their entire 
journey. In case travellers start their journey by TGV, they are requested to present their 
e-ticket at the “tgvair” counter of the departing rail station where it is exchanged for a TGV 
                                                 
27  Air Austral, Air Caraibes, Air France, Air Madagascar, Air Tahiti Nui, Cathay Pacific, Corsairfly, Etihad Airlines, 

Gulf Air, Middle East Airlines, OpenSkies, Qatar Airways (updated July 2011). 
28  Aix-en-Provence, Angers, Avignon, Bordeaux, Le Mans, Lille, Lyon, Marseille, Montpellier, Nantes, Nîmes, 

Poitiers, Rennes, Saint-Pierre-des-Corps/Tours, Toulon and Valence. 
29  http://agence.voyages-sncf.com/vol.aspx?rfrr=tgvair_body_R%C3%A9servez%20votre%20billet%20tgvair. 
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paper ticket together with the international flight’s boarding pass. Baggage has to be 
checked-in at the airport. Conversely, when travellers end their journey by TGV, once they 
have claimed their baggage at the airport, they have to exchange their e-ticket for a TGV 
paper ticket at the “tgvair” counter of the airport’s rail station. 
 
Interoperable journey planning 
Effective information is provided at various stages of the journey planning process and it is 
displayed in a user-friendly way. Overall, travellers get a comprehensive set of information 
including specific details about transfer times at the interchanges.  
 
Passengers’ rights 
SNCF and its airline partners provide assistance to travellers in case of missed air and rail 
connections due to delays of the arriving flight or train. Passengers are rebooked on the 
next available train or flight. However, a “tgvair” ticket remains a flight ticket, so only EU 
regulations on air passengers’ rights apply, and only to the air segment of the journey. 
 
Additional services provided to travellers 
Check-in at stations and check-through of baggage are not available. 
 
Table 12:  The “tgvair” case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  High 

Modes involved Rail (HSL), Air (Hub) 

Network covered 
High-speed rail network operated by SNCF. 
International air networks operated by partner airlines. 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration Yes (single fare applied).  High 

Ticketing 
integration  

Yes (single ticket issued, e-ticket 
exchanged for paper air and TGV tickets at 
“tgvair” counters). 

 High 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

Through dedicated “tgvair” website offering 
a single integrated way of booking.  High 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

A comprehensive set of information is 
provided and displayed in a fairly user-
friendly manner. 

 High 

Passengers’ rights SNCF and partner airlines take mutual 
responsibility in case one of the services is 
subject to delays or disruption. 

 High 

Additional 
services 

None. Check-in at railway stations and 
check-through of baggage are not 
available. 

 Low 

Source: TRT elaboration. 
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3.7. “TGV Air France”: air-rail integration between Paris and 
Brussels 

 
“TGV Air France” is specifically intended for Belgian customers on the Paris CDG Airport - 
Brussels Midi railway station route. The product is the result of a bilateral agreement signed 
between Air France and SNCF, offering five daily connections.  
 
Fare integration 
The fare is fully integrated: the price of the combined air and rail ticket is made up of the 
single price of each leg of the trip.  
 
Booking and ticketing integration 
Air France books a fixed quota of first-class seats on selected trains. Single bookings are 
possible for the entire air and rail journey and are made through SNCF’s website. An 
integrated e-ticket is then issued covering the entire journey.  
 
Interoperable journey planning 
Full intermodal journey planning is available as train schedules are incorporated into the 
airlines’ GDS with Air France flight numbers. 
 
Passengers’ rights 
If a flight or a train from Paris CDG to Brussels-Midi is delayed, Air France and SNCF 
guarantee a place on board the next available flight or train at no extra charge. This is not 
valid for journeys from Brussels-Midi to Paris CDG, as Air France is not responsible for 
delays or schedule changes of trains departing from Brussels. 
 
Additional services provided to travellers 
Baggage through-check is not available. However, luggage is transported onto the trains at 
Brussels-Midi and Paris CDG railway stations and delivered back to passengers on the 
platform upon their arrival. 
 
Table 13:  The “TGV Air France” case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  High 

Modes involved Rail (HSL), Air (Hub)  

Network covered High-speed rail link Paris CDG Airport-Brussels Midi station. 
Air network operated by Air France from Paris CDG Airport. 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration Yes (single fare applied).  High 

Ticketing 
integration  

Yes (single e-ticket issued).  High 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

Yes (single ticket issued via Air France 
website).  High 
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Interoperable 
journey planning 

Yes (via Air France website) as train 
schedules are incorporated into the GDS.  High 

Passengers’ 
rights 

Air France and SNCF take mutual 
responsibility in case one of the two 
services is subject to delays or disruption 
but only for trips from Paris CDG to 
Brussels Midi. Conversely, Air France is not 
responsible for delays or schedule changes 
for trains departing from Brussels. 

Medium  

Additional 
services 

Luggage handling is available.  Medium 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

3.8. Air-rail intermodality outside Europe: the cooperation 
between Continental Airlines and AMTRAK 

 
The cooperation between Continental Airlines (COAIR) and AMTRAK is a major air-rail 
intermodality case study outside Europe. These two operators teamed up in 2002 to offer a 
seamless travel service through Newark International Airport (New York). On the basis of 
an air-rail code-sharing agreement (under the agreement Continental Airlines places its 
IATA-code “CO*” on AMTRAK’s “Acela Regional” and “Keystone” trains), AMTRAK provides 
connecting services on regional and high-speed trains from Philadelphia, Wilmington, 
Stamford and New Haven to Newark International Airport, where passengers can then 
catch flights operated by COAIR. As a consequence of the agreement, COAIR withdrew 
flights between Newark and Philadelphia when the Newark Airport rail station opened in 
October 2001; passengers use AMTRAK'S North East Corridor trains instead. 
 
Fare integration 
A single fare is calculated when a booking is made and a ticket is purchased. The final price 
appears as a full “flight price”. 
 
Booking and ticketing integration 
As a general rule, COAIR does not block seats on AMTRAK trains in advance but makes 
bookings based on the seat availability provided by AMTRAK. Combined bookings can be 
made through COAIR’s website and travellers can obtain an integrated individual ticket for 
their entire journey. Since integrated bookings are made through the code-sharing 
agreement, a flight code is assigned to the domestic rail connection to Newark, though the 
system specifies that the travel leg concerned is operated by AMTRAK. Conversely, 
combined rail and air reservations through AMTRAK’s website are not possible. 
 
Interoperable journey planning 
Travellers are comprehensively informed about their journey; travel details are displayed in 
a fairly user-friendly manner. As with the “Flyrail” product, customers flying with COAIR 
receive precise information about transfer and connecting times. 
 
Passengers’ rights 
Arrangements are in place between COAIR and AMTRAK to provide free tickets to 
passengers delayed at Newark due to adverse weather, to any nearby destinations 
accessible on the Northeast Corridor. 
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Additional services provided to travellers 
COAIR and AMTRAK do not offer baggage through-check because of infrastructure 
constraints: customers have to check in for each segment separately at the respective 
operating carrier’s kiosks or counters. 
 
Table 14:  The COAIR-AMTRAK case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  High 

Modes involved Rail (HSL, conventional), Air (Hub) 

Network covered Regional and high-speed trains from Philadelphia, Wilmington, 
Stamford and New Haven to Newark International Airport (as 
operated by AMTRAK). 
Air network operated by COAIR from Newark airport. 

Network covered DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration Yes (single fare applied).  High 

Ticketing 
integration  

Yes (single ticket issued, only e-ticket is 
applicable).  High 

Integration of 
booking 
procedure 

Integrated booking is only possible through 
COAIR’s website.  High 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

A comprehensive set of information is 
provided and displayed in a fairly user-
friendly manner. 

 High 

Passengers’ rights Free train tickets are provided to 
passengers delayed at Newark due to 
adverse weather, to any nearby 
destinations accessible on the Northeast 
Corridor. 

 Medium 

Additional 
services 

None  Low 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

3.9. The Railteam alliance: towards increased high-speed rail 
integration  

 
Railteam is an alliance established in 2007 among seven high-speed rail operators across 
Europe: DB (Germany), Eurostar (United Kingdom), NS-High Speed (The Netherlands), 
ÖBB (Austria), SBB (Switzerland), SNCB (Belgium), SNCF (France). Thalys (France) and 
TGV Lyria (France) are associated members and talks are also ongoing with Trenitalia 
(Italy) and RENFE (Spain).  
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The purpose of this partnership is to secure seamless international high-speed rail services 
across Europe by combining and extending the services currently operated by its members. 
The Railteam alliance’s main long-term objective is a fully integrated web-based platform to 
enable travellers to get integrated ticketing when booking their international rail journey. 
As illustrated below, this objective has not yet been achieved. 
 
Fare integration 
The main reason for this is the high level of investment needed to solve the technical 
complexity of integrating the operators’ distinct booking systems. The complexity is mainly 
rooted in the clash of the two different ticketing philosophies used by railway companies in 
Europe (see Section 2.4.2).  
 
As long as the Non Reservation Tickets (NRT) scheme was applied by all European railway 
companies, through-ticketing all over Europe was possible. Here, fare calculation is based 
on the train routing and does not consider prices for the usage of specific trains. The 
situation changed with the expansion of IRT (Integrated Reservation Tickets) pricing 
schemes, which follow the principle that a ticket has to be bought for a specific train for a 
specific day; the compulsory reservation for that train is intrinsically tied to the ticket. This 
implies that full fare integration exists only among the Railteam members still relying on 
the NRT system, namely DB, NS, ÖBB, SBB and SNCB. For SNCF and Eurostar, whose fare 
system is based on the IRT scheme, integrated ticketing exists only up to a certain degree. 
 
Therefore, when planning their journeys between operators with differing tariff schemes, 
travellers are re-directed to the specific rail operators’ websites for fare calculation and 
price. 
 
Booking and ticketing integration 
As with fare integration, a unique booking procedure allowing for the issuance of an 
integrated ticket for the entire international rail journey is not available. Ways of dealing 
with this problem have been developed by means of bilateral agreements: e.g. ticketing for 
the TGV and ICE trains running between France and Germany has been established within 
both ticketing philosophies (SNCF using the IRT scheme, while DB uses the NRT principle). 
This makes it possible for SNCF to issue tickets e.g. for a trip from Bordeaux via Paris to 
Frankfurt, while DB is able to sell through-tickets from any railway station in Germany to 
Paris. 
 
Interoperable journey planning  
Journey planning is very intuitive and travel information is provided in a comprehensive 
manner. Interestingly, the Railteam’s journey planner features a map of the entire network, 
which allows users to click on points of departure and destination and the system will 
display those high-speed connections that ensure the best travel times and frequencies. 
 
Passengers’ rights  
A key feature of the Railteam partnership is the so-called “Hop on the next train” which 
allows passengers (at specific hubs30) to get on the next available train if they have missed 
a connection because of a disrupted service on the preceding leg. Importantly, travellers do 
not have to modify their ticket or make a new reservation. This service offers a higher 
degree of guarantee to passengers compared to the provisions of the EU Regulation on rail 
passengers’ rights. In fact, while the EU Regulation applies to reimbursement and rerouting 

                                                 
30  “Hop on the next train” is currently available at the five Railteam hubs (Lille-Europe, Brussels-Midi, Frankfurt, 

Cologne and Stuttgart). 
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for disruption under the same transport contract, the Railteam’s guarantee applies to all 
transport contracts issued by all its members.  
 
Additional services provided to travellers  
Frequent travellers can take advantage of a wider range of benefits when travelling with 
one of the Railteam members anywhere on the network. Reward tickets, car rentals and 
dedicated business lounges are examples of such benefits. Neither check-in at the railway 
station nor baggage handling are available. 
 
Table 15:  The Railteam case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  Medium 

Modes involved Rail (HSL) 

Network covered High-speed network as operated by its members (full members: 
DB, Eurostar, NS-High speed, ÖBB, SBB, SNCB, SNCF; associate 
members: Thalys, TGV Lyria). 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration No  Low 

Ticketing 
integration  

No  Low 

Integration of 
booking 
procedure 

No 
 Low 

Interoperable 
journey planning  

Journey planning is very intuitive and travel 
information is provided in a comprehensive 
manner; includes a map of the network 
showing high-speed connections, ensuring 
the best travel times and frequencies. 

 High 

Passengers’ 
rights 

Railteam passengers can get on the next 
available train in the case of disruption.  High 

Additional 
services 

Possibility to take advantage of frequent 
travellers’ benefits on the entire Railteam 
network.  

 Medium 

Source: TRT elaboration. 
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3.10. The Thalys-ICE experience: the missing link in rail-rail 
integration 

 
The difficulties in integration within the rail-rail segment for international passenger 
services are highlighted by the poor cooperation between Thalys31 and ICE32 along the 
busy Cologne-Brussels route. Here, integration is limited to a coordination of timetables so 
that hourly connections are guaranteed (full details are in Annex D.3). 
Fare integration  
 
Fares are not integrated. Importantly, Thalys and ICE (which compete for the same 
passengers) apply different fare structures, primarily because the former follow the IRT 
scheme, whilst the latter uses the NRT scheme. Additionally, Thalys allows its passengers 
to continue their trip to Belgium by conventional trains, by purchasing a “toutes gares 
belges” tariff which charges travellers a flat rate irrespective of the final destination within 
the country.  
 
This means that a Thalys-based ticket is not valid on ICE trains, nor on conventional IC or 
regional trains running the segments Brussels–Liège, Liège–Aachen and Aachen–Cologne. 
In the reverse direction, standard ICE tickets are not valid on Thalys trains, but are 
accepted in the conventional trains of DB and SNCB. 
 
 
Booking and ticketing integration  
A common booking procedure is not available and ticketing issuance is not integrated.  
 
Generally, Thalys sells its tickets through its own website on a point-to-point basis. 
Through-ticketing is possible only where travellers continue their trip within Belgium by 
using conventional trains before or after Thalys (the “toutes gares belges” tariff described 
above). Similarly, ICE sells its tickets through DB’s website, where travellers can book and 
purchase a ticket for the Cologne-Brussels route. ICE tickets can also be bought in 
combination with other rail tickets on the German rail network as well as on other Belgian 
stations not served by ICE trains, including discounts available for holders of German rail 
cards.  
 
However, travellers are unable to make bookings that seek to combine a Thalys ticket with 
other trains in Belgium or Germany. This situation is slightly improved at German railway 
station ticket counters, where separate tickets for the Thalys (including some but not all 
discounts) and for the other train can be issued.  
 
Interoperable journey planning 
The lack of integration is also clearly visible with reference to the journey planner. Since 
Thalys operates its network on a point-to-point basis, there is no possibility of obtaining 
information on combined rail journeys. 
 
Conversely, a wider set of information is provided by DB’s website, where travellers can get 
comprehensive details (number of changes, transfer times, connections, etc.) enabling 

                                                 
31  Thalys is an international high-speed train operator serving a network stretching from Paris to Brussels, 

Ostend, Antwerp-Rotterdam-Amsterdam and Liège-Aachen-Cologne. 
32  InterCityExpress (ICE) is a system of high-speed trains operated by DB and predominantly running in Germany 

and neighboring countries, serving Belgium with four pairs of trains per day, covering the route Frankfurt–
Cologne–Aachen–Liège–Brussels.  
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them to properly plan their international journey. DB’s website clearly states that, as far as 
connections with Thalys are concerned, no total fares are available. 
 
Interestingly, integration is partly achieved when travellers plan their combined Thalys-ICE 
journey via the SNCB’s website. The SNCB website enables travellers to view all possible 
Thalys-ICE connections and to purchase a fully integrated ticket covering both operators. It 
is, however, also unable to combine discounted tariffs for Thalys and ICE on one ticket. 
 
Passengers’ rights 
Rail passengers’ rights apply as set out by Regulation (EC) No 1371/2007. In case of 
disruptions, an alternative Thalys or ICE service may be used. 
 
Additional services provided to travellers  
None. 
 
Table 16:  The Thalys-ICE case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  Low 

Modes involved Rail (HSL) 

Network covered Brussels (Belgium)-Cologne (Germany) high-speed link 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration No (though possible via SNCB’s website)  Low 

Ticketing 
integration  

No (though possible via SNCB’s website)  Low 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

No (though possible via SNCB’s website) 
 Low 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

No information is available on Thalys’ 
website about combined rail journeys. 
Conversely, a wider set of information is 
provided on DB’s website.  
Integration is fully achieved when travellers 
plan their combined journey through a third 
operator’s website (e.g. SNCB). 

 Low 

Passengers’ rights Application of rail passengers’ rights as set 
out by the EU Regulation. An alternative 
usage of Thalys and ICE trains is possible in 
case of disruptions. 

 Medium 

Additional services None  Low 

Source: TRT elaboration. 
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3.11. Rail-ferry integration: through-ticketing cooperation 
between Deutsche Bahn and Stena Line 

 
Multimodal integration of long-distance passenger transport services is not limited to the 
combination between air and rail. An example of sea ferry-rail integration is the 
cooperation between DB and Stena Line, an international transport and travel service 
company with a comprehensive network connecting nineteen ferry routes in Scandinavia 
and around the United Kingdom33. This integrated product is only available on the shipping 
route from Kiel (Germany) to Gothenburg (Sweden) and Oslo (Norway).  
 
Fare integration  
Fares are not integrated. For the rail journey, fare calculations follow the rule of the RIT 
(Rail Inclusive Tour) pricing scheme usually applied by DB to tour operators. An RIT ticket 
combines a flat rate calculated on the basis of two distance zones (up to 400 km and 
exceeding 400 km) with two price levels for peak and low season, as well as discounts with 
DB rail cards.  
 
Booking and ticketing integration  
Ticketing is not integrated as travellers have to hold two distinct travel documents: one 
ticket for travelling by ferry and one ticket for travelling by rail. More precisely, the RIT 
ticket for the rail leg is ordered via the ferry company (Stena Line) which sends the 
traveller a voucher that is valid for the train leg of the combined trip. This voucher is a valid 
ticket on DB trains, when presented together with the ticket for sea travel. For the time 
being, these tickets are only valid on trains in Germany and selected trains abroad (where 
the train staff are equipped with the facilities to check DB tickets printed by travellers). 
 
Interoperable journey planning  
Information about this ticketing option and the distribution of the rail tickets is provided by 
the shipping company. No interoperable journey planning is available.  
 
Passengers’ rights  
In the event that the sea connection is missed due to late running trains, rebooking is 
possible free of charge although any difference in tariff may have to be borne by the 
passenger. Conversely, when a rail connection is missed due to a late running ship, the 
passenger may take the next rail travel option possible; this service is offered by DB 
without additional cost.  
 
Financial compensation for a delay is due only for the rail segment, in line with Regulation 
(EC) No 1371/2007. In the event that an overnight stay is necessary due to delays, there is 
no right to compensation by the shipping or railway companies. 
 
Additional services provided to travellers  
Baggage handling is not included, primarily because ferry ports are not equipped with 
defined baggage drop-off or recollection points. 
 

                                                 
33  DB is committed to a second rail-ferry cooperation involving the Danish DFDS Seaways, one of Europe's 

leading ferry and mini cruise provider operating between Copenhagen and Oslo, in the North Sea, English 
Channel and the Baltic Sea. However, cooperation with DFDS Seaways is far simpler than the one with Stena 
Line, as it only involves a link between the websites of DFDS Seaways and DB in relation to bookings for routes 
departing from the harbours of Amsterdam and Copenhagen. 
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Table 17:  The DB-Stena Line case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  Low 

Modes involved Sea (ferry), Rail (conventional) 

Network covered Kiel (Germany) to Gothenburg (Sweden) and Oslo (Norway). 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration No  Low 

Ticketing 
integration  

No  Low 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

Not completely; a voucher for the rail 
segment has to be ordered via Stena Line.  Medium 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

Information about rail tickets is provided by 
the shipping company. No interoperable 
journey planning is available. 

 Low 

Passengers’ rights Possibility of rebooking.  
No financial compensation is allowed.  Medium 

Additional services None  Low 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

3.12. The “Ausflugsticket”: a cooperation between ÖBB, MÁV-
START and local transport operators 

 
The “Ausflugsticket” is an offer that has existed for approximately ten years. It involves a 
rail-urban public transport integration between the Hungarian (MÁV-START) and the 
Austrian (ÖBB) railways, together with the local public transportation companies of Vienna 
and Graz. It is issued by the international ticket offices of the railway companies and also 
by contracted travel agents. 
 
It entitles passengers to purchase an integrated ticket valid for international railway travel 
between Budapest–Vienna/Graz and for the local transport network of the two Austrian 
cities. Hence, long-distance railway travel and public transport is integrated in one travel 
document.  
 
The return “Ausflugsticket” costs 40.50 euros for the journey from Budapest–Graz and 31 
euros for Budapest–Vienna. It is valid for four days during which it can be used 
unlimitedly within the cities of Graz and Vienna.  
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Fare integration 
The “Ausflugsticket” provides a discount on the price of city transport and makes the 
purchase of tickets easier as, on arriving in Vienna or Graz, the customer does not need to 
find a public transport sales point. The revenue shares are based upon kilometre distances.  
Booking and ticketing integration 
The “Ausflugsticket” entitles customers to use a single travel document which is valid for 
both the railway segment of their travel and public transport at the destination.  
 
Interoperable journey planning 
Not applicable to this case study. 
 
Passengers’ rights 
Not applicable to this case study. 
 
Additional services provided to travellers  
Not applicable to this case study. 
 
Table 18:  The “Ausflugsticket” case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  High 

Modes involved Rail (conventional), local transportation 

Network covered Local transportation network in Graz and Vienna (as operated 
by the ten local PT operators) 
Rail links from Budapest to Graz and Vienna as operated by 
MÁV-START and ÖBB 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration Yes  High 

Ticketing 
integration  

Yes  High 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

Not applicable to this case study. 
 NA 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

Not applicable to this case study.  NA 

Passengers’ rights Not applicable to this case study.  NA 

Additional services Not applicable to this case study.  NA 
Source: TRT elaboration. 
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3.13. The “OV-chipkaart”: an example of nationwide transport 
integration in the Netherlands 

The OV-chipkaart is a nationwide, integrated cross-modal ticketing system that pulls 
together nineteen Public Transport Authorities (PTAs) and ten transport operators in the 
Netherlands. After some false starts, in 2001 the Ministry of Transport reached agreements 
with regional PTAs according to which the electronic ticketing system would become 
mandatory, and allocated funds to support regional and local PTAs in introducing the 
system. Finally, in 2002 the five biggest public transport operators also founded an ad hoc 
company to develop and maintain the system (scheme provider, fleet manager, clearer and 
card issuer). 
 
Fare integration 
Fare integration is well advanced at national level. Working as a smart card, the OV-
chipkaart entitles its holders to buy a certain amount of credit to be used for travelling 
across the Netherlands or for purchasing specific travel products such as single tickets or 
season tickets. The calculation of travel costs is based upon the concept of “distance 
travelled”, so only the distance actually travelled is computed for setting the travel cost. 
The cost per km is set by the local or regional public transport authority.  
 
The OV-chipkaart also involves a clearing system which distributes the revenues daily 
amongst all transport operators, on the basis of all transactions and journeys made. 
Revenues flow into a common account and are then distributed to operators only after 
having passed a number of automatic checks according to a set of security rules. 
 
Although the smartcard accommodates a fully integrated fare system, difficulties may arise 
when special discount products are created by local PTAs in different geographical areas 
and time slots. In this case, the system may have difficulties determining which discount to 
apply. 
 
Booking and ticketing integration 
Ticketing is fully integrated and e-ticketing is progressively replacing the paper-based 
system that is no longer accepted on regional/urban public transportation and that will 
disappear by the end of 2012 for railway transportation. Three types of cards are available:  
 

 a personal OV-chipkaart that can be purchased online and is associated with a 
personal account which enables its holders to have a clear and complete overview of 
all their trips and their associated costs. A personal card can be obtained online or 
from a partnering public transport company, and can be reloaded via the website or 
via the “autoreload” function34. Discount products or passes can be obtained with 
these cards only; 

 an anonymous OV-chipkaart, which is sold at transport companies’ counters and 
stations’ or supermarkets’ vending machines; 

                                                 
34  With the “autoreload” function, card holders authorize the scheme provider to draw money from their bank 

account in order to reload their e-purse. When the OV-chipkaart e-purse reaches a minimum limit of € 5 at 
check-in or check-out, a fixed amount (currently € 10, € 20 or € 50) is loaded after which the scheme provider 
draws it from the bank account of the card owner. 

 61 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 a disposable OV-chipkaart that can be purchased in Amsterdam and Rotterdam at 
station vending machines and on busses and trams. The card cannot be reloaded 
after use. 

So far, 11.5 million smart cards have been issued, six million of which are personal cards; 
one million cards are equipped with the “autoreload” function and figures show a 
continuously rising number of travellers opting for this function. 
 
Interoperable journey planning 
The website of the OV-chipkaart does not offer the possibility to directly plan a journey, but 
it provides a dedicated section with links to two travel planners (9292 – www.9292.nl – and 
the trip planner of the Dutch railways). Moreover, it contains a section providing links to all 
public transport companies operating in the Netherlands. 
 
Passengers’ rights 
Not applicable to this case study. 
 
Additional services provided to travellers  
Not applicable to this case study. 
 
Table 19:  The OV-chipkaart case study 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Overall level of 
integration 

  High 

Modes involved Rail (conventional), local transportation 

Network covered Local transportation network (as operated by the ten local PT 
operators) 
National rail network as operated by NS 

FEATURE DESCRIPTION EVALUATION 

Fare integration Yes  High 

Ticketing 
integration  

Yes (smartcard)  High 

Integration 
of booking 
procedure 

Not applicable to this case study. 
NA 

Interoperable 
journey planning 

Journey planning is provided through 
external links. Medium  

Passengers’ rights Not applicable to this case study.  NA 

Additional services Not applicable to this case study.  NA 
Source: TRT elaboration. 
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3.14. Overall considerations 

Table 20 details the main findings for each case study according to the six evaluation 
criteria; it helps to identify the most significant approaches, challenges, deficiencies and 
gaps presented in the previous paragraphs.  
 
Table 20:  Overview of the case studies assessment 

INTEGRATION 
CASE STUDY MODES 

Fare Ticketing Booking Journey  
planning 

PASSENGERS’ 
RIGHTS 

ADDITIONAL 
SERVICES 

AIRail  +  High High High High Medium Low  

Flyrail  +  High High High High High Low  

Multifly    Low Low Low Low Medium  Low 

Rail&Fly 
(DE)  +  High High Medium Medium Medium NA 

Rail&Fly 
(HU)  +  Low Low Low Low Low Low 

tgvair  +  High High High High High Low  

TGV Air 
France  +  High High High High Medium Medium 

COAIR-
AMTRAK  +  High High High High Medium  Low 

Railteam  +  Low Low Low High High Medium 

Thalys-ICE  +  Low Low Low Low Medium Low 

DB-Stena 
Line  +  Low Low Medium  Low Medium Low 

Ausflugstic
ket  +  High High NA   NA NA NA 

OV-
chipkaart  +  High High NA  Medium NA NA 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

The table demonstrates that the selected case studies generally perform well in terms of 
integration of their fare structure, booking procedures and ticketing issuance.  
 
Overall, this is the case for almost all air-rail case studies investigated, with the exceptions 
of MÁV-MALÉV in Hungary and Trenitalia-Meridiana fly in Italy, which were/are only based 
on a marketing and communication agreement. This does not imply however the 
emergence of a common, seamless air-rail concept in Europe. Instead, it is more likely to 
be the outcome of market evolution. As the current examples of successful ticketing 
integration show, these involve only a few (incumbent) national rail/air operators, which, 
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especially in the case of the rail sector, operate within a system that is not fully competitive 
and open. 
 
With respect to the other case studies, integration is low for both combined ferry-rail and 
rail-rail services (see especially the Thalys-ICE case study). That being said, the following 
is noteworthy about the Railteam case-study: though it has been successful in providing 
travellers with useful information about how to plan their journey in the best way, it has 
failed (at least so far) to integrate fares, booking procedures and ticketing.  
 
The examples of integration with local PT deserve attention for the two case studies 
show a high level of fare and ticketing integration. In particular, the Dutch OV-chipkaart is 
a prominent example of ticketing integration on a national level, as it allows passengers to 
travel throughout the Netherlands by making use of a unique smart card. 
 
The degree of protection of passengers’ rights is quite patchy across the case studies. 
For combined air-rail services, EU regulations on air passengers’ rights, such as financial 
compensation or reimbursement, usually apply only to the air segment of the journey. This 
is because integrated air-rail tickets are treated as “flight” tickets, thus they fall under the 
remit of the air regulations. Exceptions to this general rule are the “Flyrail” and “tgvair” 
case studies, where the level of guarantees given to passengers is high. The ferry-rail and 
rail-rail case studies generally showed low levels of protection, although the Railteam 
alliance has introduced some improvements. 
 
Finally, all case studies perform very poorly on additional services such as check-in at 
stations or baggage through-check. This is particularly noticeable in the air-rail case studies 
where these types of services require high levels of investment in terms of dedicated 
infrastructure, organisational and security procedures. Not surprisingly, the only case study 
(“AIRail”) that had introduced these services, subsequently decided to abandon them. 
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4. THE STAKEHOLDERS’ PERSPECTIVE 

KEY FINDINGS 

 Stakeholders appreciate EU efforts aimed at greater ticketing integration, although 
progress has been quite slow.  

 They express a stronger interest in air-rail integration than in rail-rail integration. 

 Potential for air-rail ticketing integration exists and may become 
increasingly important over the long term, although details are difficult to 
estimate. Stakeholders feel that different distribution and reservation channels 
are a major barrier preventing greater air-rail integration.  

 Potential for long-distance rail-rail ticketing integration is weak. Ticketing 
integration is more appropriate on domestic and short-distance cross border routes, 
as the market for long-distance international transport is limited and the benefits of 
integrated ticketing are not likely to outweigh the substantial costs. 

 Stakeholders argue that there can be no full intermodal integration as long as rules 
on passengers’ rights are not integrated accordingly. 

4.1. The stakeholders’ consultation: aim and methodology 
 
The principal purpose of the stakeholders’ consultation was to collect evidence about:  

 the implementation of current examples of integrated ticketing systems and their 
future development in terms of competition, cooperation and integration; 

 the perceived barriers and benefits; 

 the role of the EU and its likely fields of intervention. 

 
The consultation was conducted between July and November 2011 through interviews 
supported by an open questionnaire. Air carriers (17% of interviewees), rail operators 
(31%), EU-wide associations (39%) and other stakeholders (13%) were contacted to 
ensure that a wide range of perspectives and views were taken into consideration. The list 
of the 23 stakeholders interviewed can be found in Annex E, while a sample of the 
questions submitted to the stakeholders is included as Annex F.  
 
The consultation process was organised around four different areas: 

 “EU initiatives in ticketing integration”; 

 “Air-rail” ticketing integration; 

 “Rail-rail” ticketing integration; 

 Other issues, including “Integration with Public transportation” and “Passengers’ 
rights”. 

 
The stakeholders’ perspective is set out below in line with these four items. 
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4.2. EU initiatives in ticketing integration 
 
Despite appreciating the efforts made on an EU-level over recent years in this domain 
(studies, working groups on air-rail integration, public consultations et al.), stakeholders 
deem that progress has been slow and that there have been few major 
achievements.  
 
Furthermore, stakeholders comment that policy goals: 

 have not been sufficiently supported by substantive evidence to show the 
potential of such integration: for instance, the potential benefits to customers, 
advantages for transport services providers, removal of technical barriers, and the 
question to what extent integration may be a potential source for constraining 
competition;  

 have disregarded the fact that integrated ticketing is not an objective in itself, 
but rather a consequence of a number of issues (such as channel distribution 
systems, codes for interlining, etc.) that should be settled first. 

 
In summary, the consulted stakeholders feel that little progress has been made so far and 
that EU work has essentially been limited to issuing highly ambitious policy 
statements.  
 
The main focus of the EU has been interoperability improvements (with regard to 
timetables, fares and booking procedures). In this respect, stakeholders stress the value of 
two pieces of legislation which may contribute to encouraging the adoption of integrated 
ticketing schemes on long-distance journeys. Firstly, the Third Railway Package, which has 
opened up rail competition for passenger services. Secondly, the recently adopted TAP-TSI 
standardisation process, which lays down the technical basis to introduce reservation and 
issuance of integrated rail tickets in the longer term through the standardisation of data 
exchange (timetables, tariffs, travel information, luggage management, etc.) 
between railway undertakings and other stakeholders. In this respect, it is central that 
rail companies take up and make use of these technical advances to coordinate their 
schedules, tariffs and procedures, which are necessary for integrated rail-rail tickets. 
 
Respondents were also asked whether it would be useful to introduce EU financial 
supporting schemes. Comments were mixed, but there is a general consensus that EU 
funding may prove to be valuable with respect to the adoption of the second and third 
phase of the TAP-TSI regulation and for encouraging GDS connections between air and rail 
modes. Stakeholders emphasise that changes to the technical infrastructure, namely to the 
interfaces between different booking systems, do require considerable financial investments 
which, in their view, the industry cannot bear alone. Should direct EU financing be possible, 
it should specifically target research and development (R&D) investments and areas where 
private transport companies are unable to commit resources due to a fragile or negative 
business case. 
 
Additionally, some stakeholders comment that any proposal for EU funding support should 
not only be adequately backed up by stronger political pressure, but also be conditional 
on the completion of a comprehensive programme of work to address issues like:  

 what (if any) is the advantage for providers of transport; 

 whether the potential benefits to the customer are actually significant; 
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 whether any benefits outweigh the likely substantial costs; 

 whether technical hurdles may be overcome without limiting flexibility; 

 whether the anti-competitive aspects of integration would constrain 
competition. 

 

4.3. Air-rail ticketing integration 
 
Stakeholders confirm that there are only a limited number of actual examples of air-rail 
intermodality, yet this form of integration has triggered a broader discussion in the industry 
in relation to the current state and possible future potential of closer integration. 
Interestingly,  both for air-rail and rail-rail ticketing integration, stakeholders focus only on 
high-speed services. 
 
At European level, four examples (“tgvair” and “TGV Air France”, “AIRrail” and “Flyrail”) 
consistently emerge as those where such integration has progressed the most. Other 
practices do exist, but stakeholders comment that these are limited to commercial 
agreements signed between the rail and air operators, without foreseeing any sort of 
ticketing integration. Outside the EU, stakeholders refer to only one case of air-rail 
cooperation, i.e. the integration between Continental Airlines (COAIR) and the rail operator 
AMTRAK for certain connections departing from New York-Newark Airport.  
 
The fact that there were only a few examples of integrated ticketing schemes between air 
and rail further prompted a specific question about how to precisely target the size and 
potential of market demand for this kind of integrated product.  
 
Feedback from stakeholders reveals that, although difficult to predict, potential for 
this market does exist and may become more important over the longer term: it 
will most likely be limited to niche markets and routes where air-rail integrated ticketing 
may produce a shift in choice of airport feeder/defeeder mode (i.e. air travel or high-speed 
rail). In essence, its success will depend on an effective system for ticketing integration 
being set up, which will be a very complex and demanding project. Some stakeholders also 
believe that there may be a considerable market potential for companies involved in the 
design and installation of such ticketing systems, which, in the long run, may provide 
Europe with a new competitive edge in the transport sector as a whole. 
 
Stakeholders say that transparency on timing and pricing, primarily on cross border 
journeys, is a key factor. In many cases, passengers still need to purchase train and air 
tickets in two separate steps and price information on trains other than the country of 
purchase is often not available. Hence, a more effective integrated ticketing system, 
including a comprehensive system of information about all available travel options and 
prices, would allow passengers flying to/from major airport hubs to make direct 
comparisons between prices and travelling connections when combining different travel 
solutions. The benefit would be a higher level of transparency and comfort for travellers 
when booking and travelling. Airlines also specifically see integrated ticketing as a 
marketing instrument for their products in regions they do not serve themselves or with 
co-operating airlines. 
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However, in the opinion of some stakeholders, a careful cost-benefit analysis should be 
undertaken in order to properly weigh the benefit of making travel less complicated with 
the potential rise in the cost of travel and new barriers to competition. 
 
All stakeholders agree that distribution channels are a major issue and key to greater 
intermodality but that it will be a marked improvement if and when rail services are 
incorporated into the GDS which have historically been created for the air sector.  
 
The stakeholders’ answers reveal that setting up a completely new reservation system 
would increase complexity in the market, it would be more difficult and costly to develop 
and manage, and, most importantly, it would raise significant market barriers that would 
prevent new participants using this new system.  
 
Therefore, incorporating information on rail services into the existing, well-established GDS 
is the preferred solution as it has already been proven to work well in the case of some 
high-speed operators. Some stakeholders consider that taking advantage of the well-
functioning GDS infrastructure would allow a reduction in complexity and costs, without 
putting up a potential barrier for new market participants. 
 

4.4. Rail-rail ticketing integration 
 
Rail stakeholders in particular consider that the potential for long-distance rail-
rail integration is weak, as major opportunities in this domain have usually already been 
exploited by the same company offering different types of train services (long-distance, 
regional, local). For competing companies the potential lies more in the harmonisation of 
common commercial solutions (mobile ticketing, print at home, common market strategies, 
etc.). 
 
Rail operators think that, while integration makes sense on domestic markets and to a 
certain extent with neighbouring countries (though it depends on the size of the market), 
there is a limited demand for trips above four hours (where flying provides a faster means 
of travel and is therefore a better alternative). In the future, changes may finally occur 
following the opening up of the EU rail market and the development of high-speed 
international rail services across Europe. 
 
A similar opinion is expressed by the travel industry which generally points out that a 
potential exist for this market, but the complexity of putting in place rail-rail integrated 
ticketing schemes makes it difficult to predict the outcome. 
 

4.5. Other issues 
 
Finally, stakeholders were consulted on some “miscellaneous” questions. Some limited 
feedback was provided on the opportunity to extend integrated ticketing on long-distance 
services in order to include local public transport. It is the view of some stakeholders that a 
step-by-step approach should be adopted, where costs and potential benefits would be 
carefully and thoroughly weighed at each stage, allowing the market to decide whether or 
not to implement such a type of integration. 
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The stakeholders’ response is generally negative with regard to the availability of studies 
investigating how passengers feel about having the option of a single ticket for their entire 
long-distance journey, taking into account their expectations in terms of quality of 
interchanges and regular travel information. 
 
Regarding passengers’ rights, stakeholders consider that passengers making a 
multimodal journey should have the same or equivalent rights and protections as 
passengers making a single-mode journey. 
 
This relates to the different frameworks currently governing passengers’ rights for the 
various transport modes. Different levels of legislative protection granted to air or rail 
passengers in cases of journey disruption may cause unequal treatment and disparities 
between them. These differences concern very important areas, such as exemptions 
granted to respective operators, reimbursement deadlines, levels of compensation, 
notification of rights and price transparency.  
 
In this respect, some stakeholders argue that operators can cope with the administrative 
costs resulting from complex, different rules applying to the different segments of the same 
integrated trip. The unequal treatment of passengers is likely to trigger many legal 
complaints in order to establish which passenger rights regime is applicable. This would 
ultimately result in business uncertainties and further burdens on both air and rail 
operators.  
 
Therefore, there may be no full intermodal integration as long as rules on 
passengers’ rights are not integrated accordingly and harmonised between modes 
of transport. This position is shared by all stakeholders, but air operators specifically 
argue that unless the legislation is amended, the risks associated with this uncertainty 
could be too high for them to want to invest in integrated ticketing. 
 
By way of conclusion, stakeholders argue that there is a need for existing legislation on 
passenger’s rights on different modes of transport to be simplified and for ensuring that 
passengers changing between transport modes have equal rights irrespective of the mode 
they choose. 
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5. SWOT ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT OF FUTURE 
DEVELOPMENTS 

5.1. SWOT analysis 
 
The analysis of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT analysis) in 
relation to the various combinations of integrated ticketing schemes for long-distance 
passenger services is performed from a passenger-based perspective, as illustrated in the 
following Table 21.  
 
The analysis is based on the following building blocks: the overview of the current 
applications and experiences (see case studies presented in Section 3); the transport 
operators’, associations’ and agencies’ perspective (see Section 4 on the stakeholders’ 
consultation); as well as available EU policy documents and other studies and analyses (see 
Section 2 and Annex B respectively). 
 
The major purpose of the SWOT analysis is to provide, as objectively as possible, an 
assessment of each market segment investigated: air-rail; rail-rail; ferry-rail and rail-local 
public transport. 
 
Table 21:  Conceptual structure of the SWOT framework 

 INTERNAL FACTORS EXTERNAL FACTORS 

Favourable Strengths 
Internal properties of the 
integrated ticketing product that 
may help further in expanding its 
attractiveness and usage. 

Opportunities 
External conditions that may 
positively encourage a higher 
attractiveness and use of 
integrated ticketing for long-
distance journeys. 

Unfavourable Weaknesses 
Internal properties of the 
integrated ticketing product that 
may prevent its further 
attractiveness and usage. 

Threats 
External conditions that may 
negatively affect attractiveness 
and use of integrated ticketing for 
long-distance journeys. 

Source: TRT elaboration. 
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5.1.1. Results for air-rail integration 
 
Table 22:  SWOT analysis of air-rail integration 

STRENGHTS WEAKNESSES 

 Provision of a seamless point-to-point 
travel experience. 

 Air-rail journeys easy to plan and book 
with issuance of door-to-door 
electronic ticketing. 

 Air and rail operators take mutual 
responsibility in case of travel 
disruption or delays. 

 “Niche product” (few operators and 
few destinations).  

 Absence of baggage handling due to 
high implementation/operational costs 
and layover times at the transit 
airport. 

 EU regulation on passengers’ rights 
for financial compensation or 
reimbursement apply only for the rail 
and air segments individually. 

OPPORTUNITIES THREATS 

 Development towards more complex 
travel products and inclusion into 
travel packages. 

 Very high infrastructure costs. 
 Structure of operational costs may 

adversely affect performance of 
current air-rail integrated services. 

 The entrance of additional players 
might make agreements no longer 
possible. 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

Strengths:  

 Possibility for travellers to take advantage of seamless point-to-point travel options, 
with attractive journey times. Attractiveness of air-rail intermodality relies on 
various factors, such as hub-airports directly connected with high-speed (or long-
distance) rail services, or a complete and guaranteed transport chain between the 
railway station of origin and the airport of destination (or vice versa) with a high 
level of quality and reliability in the services offered. 

 Coordination of air and rail timetables and the possibility to book tickets via the 
airlines’ websites. This allows passengers to benefit from door-to-door electronic 
ticketing, with a single travel document covering both the air and rail segment of 
their journey at one integrated price.  

 Service liability, as the intermodal agreements between air and rail operators 
provide a “safety net” to travellers in the case of travel disruption or delays, 
enabling the latter to be rebooked on the first available train or flight. 

 
Weaknesses: 

 The air-rail integrated product has developed as a “niche” product, therefore serving 
a limited number of passengers. So far, it has been offered by a restricted number 
of (large) air and rail (often formerly state-owned) operators on the basis of ad hoc 
bilateral cooperation agreements. Open access to other competitors along the same 
rail or air route is de facto precluded, not least because the level of necessary 
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investments in rolling stock for operating such services would not be justified by the 
limited demand.  

In this situation, passengers are left without the choice to freely combine the 
distinct journey segments with different operators. This weakness from the 
passengers’ and potential new market entrants’ point of view presents an advantage 
for the two operators party to the bilateral agreement.  

 Additional services such as baggage handling or dedicated staff at check-in facilities 
at railway stations and on board trains are generally not available. Indeed, these 
facilities require high implementation and operational costs or layover times at the 
transit airport, which are not economically and financially viable.  

 Although air and rail operators may agree to take mutual responsibility in the case 
of travel disruption, it should be noted that the EU Regulation on air passengers’ 
rights applies only to the air segment, and the laws on rail passengers’ rights only to 
the rail segment. This means that the intermodal trip as a whole is not guaranteed 
unless specific agreements exist between air and rail operators.  

 
Opportunities: 

 Potential development of air-rail integrated ticketing into more complex travel 
products, including, for instance, travel packages offered by tour operators and 
travel agents, or optional insurance schemes to cover costs applied for rebooking 
when flights or trains are missed. This may increase acceptance and usage among 
travellers.  

 
Threats: 

 Air-rail integration requires substantial investments in high-speed service 
connections with the main airports to increase its market share. Such investments 
can be justified only if the existing and potential demand is sufficiently large.  

 Air-rail ticketing integration is based on voluntary agreements. Operators may 
therefore choose to make a quick exit in the case of unprofitable services. The 
introduction of regulations that require providers to carry the financial risks of 
disruptions would certainly lead to higher costs; the risk is then that companies 
might abandon (or reduce) existing air-rail integrated schemes.  

 Given the type of operational agreement currently in place, which typically involves 
one large air carrier and one large railway operator, the evolution of the competitive 
environment with the entrance of additional players on both sides might have a 
significant impact on the market and make this type of agreement no longer 
possible.  
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5.1.2. Results for rail-rail integration 
 
Table 23:  SWOT analysis of rail-rail integration 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

 Journey planning integration for long-
distance travellers. 

 In case of disruption, Railteam 
members take mutual responsibility in 
excess of the requirements of the EU 
Regulation on rail passengers’ rights. 

 Lack of interoperable booking 
systems. 

 Door-to-door electronic ticketing still 
not possible. 

 Passengers’ rights based on the 
“single contract” principle. 

OPPORTUNITIES THREATS 

 The development of the high-speed 
rail network. 

 Development of TAP-TSI may lead to 
a common distribution platform. 

 Persisting technical and regulatory 
barriers preventing or delaying entry 
of new players. 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

Strengths:  

 The quality of the service provided to passengers on long-distance journeys, 
particularly as regards high-speed (as well as long-distance intercity) rail services 
between major European destinations. 

 Through the Railteam website, passengers can make use of a fully interoperable tool 
for planning their journey, although not for buying an integrated ticket. Railteam 
alliance’s travellers also benefit from an extended degree of guarantee (compared to 
EU law) in case of travel disruptions.  

 
Weaknesses: 

 Real fare and booking integration is still lacking. Overall, across Europe the current 
degree of integration remains inadequate, not least because a real opening of the 
whole European rail market is far from being realized. 

 So far, passengers have limited options of purchasing their international ticket by 
combining different travel options of distinct rail operators, and of profiting from 
door-to-door electronic ticketing with a single travel document and fare. 

 Although EU Regulation (EC) No. 1371/2007 on rail passengers' rights is a major 
step forward, it is based on the principle of a single contract for long-distance 
journeys and does not provide a full guarantee to passengers in the case of travel 
disruption when they combine two or more travel contracts for their journey. The 
exception is where a specific agreement between the operators exists, e.g. the “Hop 
on the next train” guarantee provided by Railteam alliance.  

 
Opportunities: 

 The development of the high-speed rail network in itself will lead to more integrated 
services and therefore, in the long term, also to integrated ticketing.  
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 The Technical Specifications for Interoperability of Telematic Applications for 
Passenger services (TAP-TSI) are expected to create a common platform where rail 
inventories can communicate and exchange data on timetables and fares.  

 
Threats: 

 European rail operators are currently focussing on their domestic demand and have 
few incentives to provide integrated ticketing for long-distance international 
services. Persisting technical and regulatory barriers that prevent or delay the entry 
of new players into the EU rail market will prolong this situation.  

 

5.1.3. Results for ferry-rail integration 
 
Table 24:  SWOT analysis of ferry-rail integration 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

 Ferry-rail through-ticketing easy to 
purchase when rail ticket is ordered 
via the shipping company.  

 Attractive flat rate pricing for the rail 
segment of the trip. 

 Through-ticketing rail-sea applies only 
to the ferry link. 

 Operators’ responsibility is limited to 
their segment of the intermodal 
journey. Costly rebooking in case of 
travel delays. 

 E-ticketing is not available. 

OPPORTUNITIES THREATS 

 Development towards more complex 
travel products and inclusion in travel 
packages. 

 Limited number of ferry routes where 
through-ticketing is available. 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

Strengths: 
 It is easy for travellers to purchase a ferry-rail through ticket when the 

corresponding rail ticket is ordered via the shipping company.  

 Pricing is generally attractive, as a flat rate is applied to the rail segment. 

 
Weaknesses: 

 Ferry-rail through-ticketing only works through the website of the ferry operator, 
but not through the rail operator’s website. This implies that no through ticketing is 
available for combined rail-ferry-rail trips.  

 Moreover, combined ticketing booked via the Internet is not available with a home 
print option.  

 The degree of guarantee that passengers can benefit from is limited as each 
operator is only responsible for its part of the intermodal trip. At present, rebooking 
of the ferry segment (because of delayed trains) is particularly costly. 
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Opportunities: 
 Possible development of combined ferry-rail ticketing towards more complex travel 

products which, as for air-rail intermodality, may be included in travel packages 
offered by tour operators and travel agents. This may increase acceptance and 
usage among travellers. 

 
Threats: 

 Small number of ferry links offering this service.  

 

5.1.4. Results for rail-local public transport integration 
 
Table 25:  SWOT analysis of rail-PT integration 

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

 Fare and ticketing integration.  Difficult to use for occasional travel. 

OPPORTUNITIES THREATS 

 Intermodal products and services offer 
competitive travel arrangements. 

 Need for tailored bilateral or 
multilateral agreements on intermodal 
cooperation. 

 PTOs may be reluctant to serve as 
multimodal “mobility providers”. 

Source: TRT elaboration. 

Strengths: 
 Fare and ticketing integration is the major strength, as passengers are able to reap 

benefits from the opportunity to use a single travel document integrating both a 
long-distance service and the local/regional public transport system. Specifically in 
relation to the Dutch OV-chipkaart, integration takes the shape of a multi-modal 
smartcard enabling users to purchase and combine a wide range of different 
transport products operated by different Public Transport Operators (PTOs). 
Moreover, this is also available via the Internet. 

 
Weaknesses: 

 Difficulties for travellers using public transport only occasionally. This particularly 
applies to ticketing schemes working through smartcards (as in the case of the OV-
chipkaart) where users are required to purchase an e-purse-based card even for one 
single journey. 

 
Opportunities: 

 Intermodal products and services may offer competitive travel arrangements. 

 
Threats: 

 Need for tailored bilateral or multilateral agreements on intermodal cooperation. 

 PTOs may be reluctant to provide smooth connections to private modes of transport 
and to serve as a multimodal “mobility provider”. 
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5.2. Drivers and barriers for future developments 
 
The major challenges to ticketing integration on long-distance trips have been set out in 
Section 2.4. The following Table 26 summarizes the main prerequisites and obstacles 
that would affect the development of integrated ticketing in the future. 
 
Table 26:  Summary of main drivers and barriers for the future development of 

long-distance integrated ticketing 

DRIVERS BARRIERS 

 EU policies for the promotion of 
sustainable intermodal passenger 
transport across Europe as a more 
sustainable alternative to private modes 
of transport. 

 Limited size of the potential market for 
long-distance integrated ticketing. 
Intermodal products need a high volume 
of passengers to be economically and 
financially viable. 

 Capacity increase realized through the 
completion of the high-speed rail 
network. 

 Cooperation between air and rail 
operators is restricted by the fact that 
air and rail operate in very different 
ways, relying upon different business 
models which are not easy to integrate. 

 Air-rail cooperation as a promising 
opportunity to free slots at capacity 
constrained airports. 

 High investment costs for building the 
new infrastructures (e.g. high-speed rail 
at major airports). 

 Full deployment of the TAP-TSI is 
expected to make the creation of a 
common platform possible where rail 
and air reservation systems (the GDS) 
may communicate, thus allowing the 
reservation and issuance of integrated 
tickets. 

 Passengers’ rights are a major issue 
while compensation and reimbursement 
are possible only for the air and the rail 
segment separately. 

 If the infrastructure and level of service 
are adequate (i.e. the train station 
within the airport is served by long-
distance, high-frequency train service) 
passengers will use trains and planes in 
a complementary way. 

 Differences amongst Member States in 
terms of rail market organisation; 
though all national networks are 
virtually interconnected,  the network 
remains un-coordinated at a European 
level. 

 The opening of the market might create 
a push towards ticketing integration. 
Integrated ticketing would allow a 
seamless use of all the services provided 
along a route. 

 High investment costs needed to 
harmonise the different operators’ 
systems and philosophies: technical 
standardisation and costs of adapting 
new standards, IT interfaces, processes, 
etc. 

Source: TRT elaboration. 
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6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This study analyses current schemes of ticketing integration for long-distance passenger 
services in order to detect the major challenges and shortcomings related to their 
development and implementation. 
 
Above all, the study highlights the complexity of these issues. Integrated ticketing schemes 
are faced with a number of difficulties which result from the fact that many different 
transport environments need to be coordinated. As operators of the various modes of 
transport each have their own business model, it is very difficult to introduce a universally 
integrated ticketing scheme. Furthermore, there is insufficient statistical evidence on long-
distance passenger transport and intermodal travel, making it hard to gain a clear picture 
of the main characteristics and size of the market. 
 
Against this background, the study seeks to provide an in-depth analysis of current 
practices. These have been divided into four intermodal groups: air-rail, rail-rail, ferry-rail 
and rail-PT. The results of the analysis are of a predominantly qualitative nature, since the 
operators who were consulted were unwilling to disclose quantitative data for confidentiality 
reasons.  
 
In addition, a stakeholders’ consultation was carried out which provided a comprehensive 
overview of the main challenges and drawbacks to further enhancing the use of integrated 
ticketing on long-distance services.  
 

6.1. The policy framework 
 
With regards to the policy framework, the study provides evidence that even though 
ticketing integration on short and long-distance travel has been supported by the EC over 
the last decade, it still remains an ambitious objective.  
 
Indeed, integrated ticketing, in particular air-rail integration, has featured strongly in a 
large number of EU policy documents since the adoption of the White Paper on transport 
policy in 2001. On the one hand, the concept is connected to the EU’s broader commitment 
towards the promotion of sustainable intermodal passenger transport across Europe, as a 
more sustainable alternative to private modes of transport. On the other hand, it relates to 
a better use of existing capacity. This second aspect is particularly relevant for long-
distance transport and is notably linked to the capacity increase that will be realised on 
completion of the high-speed rail network. 
 
The poor results accomplished in this respect in recent years are probably linked 
to the size of the potential market. Even though the overall picture of EU long-distance 
travel demand is not complete, the impression, which is also supported by the 
stakeholders’ survey, is that the potential market for integrated ticketing is small. 
For rail-rail this is due to the strong competition with airlines for journeys of over four 
hours. For air-rail this is due to the limited number of airports connected with the high-
speed rail network. 
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6.2. Air-rail integration 
 
Cooperation between air and rail has shown some progress over the last decade and has 
enjoyed quite a lot of interest at EU level. As illustrated in this study, many air-rail 
agreements  usually include one incumbent rail operator and a flag carrier, with the rail 
segment usually operating as a domestic high-speed service. The strength of air-rail 
intermodality therefore lies in the hub-airports concept. Only the “Rail&Fly” product offered 
by DB via airlines and tour operators and covering all larger airports in Germany has a 
wider base of incorporated stakeholders. 
 
Since the introduction of high-speed rail services, air and rail have been in competition on 
short-haul distances. At the same time, air-rail cooperation has become a promising 
opportunity to free slots at capacity constrained airports. According to the observations 
made in the case studies, these air-rail agreements may also be regarded as a way for both 
operators to limit mutual competition and hinder the growth of third operators, namely low-
cost airlines35. 
 
The air-rail examples investigated in this study have shown full integration of fares, 
booking procedures and ticketing. Nonetheless, full air-rail compatibility is far from being 
achieved, and due to the low number of practices in existence (the study has identified four 
cases in Europe and one in the US) it is difficult to present a successful business model.  
 
Thus, most air-rail products are still “niche products” which are offered by few operators. In 
reality, cooperation between air and rail operators is restricted by the fact that air and rail 
travel are two very different concepts, relying upon different business models which are not 
easy to integrate (the issue of GDS and distribution channels clearly shows this difficulty). 
Furthermore, this type of intermodal product needs a high volume of passengers to be 
economically and financially viable. 
 
Stakeholders suggest that the potential for this market exists, that it may become 
important over a longer period, but that it is difficult to make an exact prediction 
in this respect. Before developing such a market, a careful cost-benefit analysis should be 
performed, balancing the benefits against the potential rise in cost of travel and any new 
barriers that could hamper completion of this development. 
 
The main strength of air-rail integration lies in high-speed train lines serving hub airports. 
However, this also represents a weakness because it limits the number of airports 
concerned and requires large investments. But more importantly, the high-speed rail links 
to the airports also have to be integrated with the rest of the short-distance and long-
distance network. This needs to be done in order to make airports not only accessible but 
also a core and functional part of the network as a whole. This would then present an 
opportunity for rail and air operators to offer combined intermodal services in a sustainable 
way.  
 
It has been highlighted that full air-rail integration is complex and expensive, especially 
when including additional services, like the through-check of baggage. Other solutions 
providing limited integration of the two modes, however, such as the “Rail&Fly” 
cooperation, are easier and less costly to achieve. With several million users per year, this 
is the only scheme that has achieved a clear market penetration, which means that it is no 
longer a niche product. 

                                                 
35  For further literature on this topic see Givoni & Rietveld (2009) and Givoni & Banister (2006). 
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Passengers’ rights are also a major issue, as are compensation and reimbursement, which 
are available only for the air or the rail segment separately, while no compensation is 
awarded for the intermodal trip as a whole. Air and rail operators may agree to take mutual 
responsibility for travel disruption but this depends upon the cooperation concept they 
decide to set up. 
 
As confirmed by the interviews with stakeholders, distribution channels and distribution 
systems are another very important issue as they play a key role in the debate on whether 
the inclusion of information about rail services in the GDS could be feasible, with the 
subsequent opportunities and limitations this would bring.  
 
In the long run, a full deployment of the TAP-TSI is expected to allow the creation of a 
common platform where rail and air reservation systems (the GDS) can communicate to 
allow the reservation and issuing of integrated tickets. 
 

6.3. Rail-rail integration 
 
Evidence from the rail-rail case studies shows that the long-distance rail market is not fully 
open yet and competition is still limited. This is also evidenced by the low number of 
practices found in this study. In addition, stakeholders  argue that the potential market for 
long-distance rail-rail integration is limited.  
 
Moreover, the focus so far has primarily been on the achievement of technical 
interoperability improvements among domestic networks. Up to now, inadequate attention 
has been paid to the integration of booking and ticketing schemes for trips involving more 
than one operator. At present, important differences exist in the way the rail markets are 
organized in the Member States; though all national networks are virtually interconnected, 
overall the network remains un-coordinated at the European level.  
 
Insufficient transparency of market conditions and a poorly functioning institutional 
framework hampers competition between railway undertakings by creating major 
impediments for new entrants willing to provide competitive rail services. New service 
providers are often at a disadvantage in relation to the conditions of access to the 
infrastructure (slot allocation and charging). This is very evident when observing the 
current market conditions for the long-distance segment of a journey (including cross-
border rail traffic). This segment is still dominated by the state-owned incumbent in most 
countries, a service provider who used to be (and in many countries still is) the only 
operator. In this context, integrated ticketing, which would allow a seamless use of all the 
services provided along a route, could be a way to allow new-comers to enter the market. 
 
The most important high-speed rail operators in the EU have joined the Railteam alliance, 
which aims at securing seamless international rail services across Europe. So far the 
alliance has only been successful with regard to timetable integration. Further steps 
towards real fare and ticket integration are hampered by the high investment 
costs needed to harmonise the different operators’ systems and philosophies as 
well as by the relatively restricted potential market. 
 
It is worth pointing out that it is not easy to predict how the scenario described may evolve 
in a market where real competition amongst high-speed rail service providers is allowed 
along the same route. It is very likely that an increase in competition would make the 
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bilateral agreements that are currently in place no longer possible, but whether this would 
lead to multilateral ticket integration or not is difficult to foresee.  
 
Finally, the future of rail-rail integration is also closely tied to, on the one hand, future EU 
policies aimed at further opening the rail market and, on the other hand, the outcome of 
the implementation of the TAP-TSI, with its expected progress in establishing a common 
platform to enhance integration of the rail market. This last aspect is crucial because if the 
market is really opened up to more operators, the future development of rail-rail ticketing 
integration should also involve the domestic market, and not only the international market. 
 

6.4. Recommendations and role of the EU 
 
In the light of the characteristics of intermodal ticketing integration for the long-distance 
passenger sector as described in this study, some new EU initiatives might be envisaged, 
either in the form of regulatory measures or in the form of incentives. 
 
With regard to the air-rail sector in particular, it should be carefully investigated to what 
extent current practices could be developed further. At present, this intermodal cooperation 
operates through alliances  between individual operators (one individual air carrier and one 
individual rail undertaking respectively). It is quite likely that an EU intervention will 
become necessary once the actual opening of the rail market has eventually been achieved 
and new rail operators enter the market. 
 
Indeed, new market conditions with a higher number of competing rail operators could 
make the overall ticketing system more complex, with legal (e.g. passengers’ rights or 
agreements between the various operators) and technical (e.g. distribution channels and 
booking systems) issues potentially increasing. Importantly, this would also determine 
whether ticketing integration should merely remain a policy objective or whether legislative 
measures are required here. 
 
The recommendations for an EU intervention are as follows: 

 Better qualitative and quantitative information about the long-distance 
passenger transport market within Europe should be gathered, covering volumes, 
characteristics, trends, etc. 

 Real air-rail ticket integration can support and push forward intermodal 
travelling but it is not a prerequisite per se. If the infrastructure and level of 
service are adequate (i.e. the train station within the airport is served by long-
distance trains with a high frequency) passengers will use trains and planes in a 
complementary way. 

 Priority should be given to introducing real rail-rail fare integration 
(particularly where huge investments are planned on cross border high-speed lines). 
Only as a second stage should steps towards integration between different transport 
modes be taken.  

 With appropriate policy measures in place, the opening of the market might push 
towards ticketing integration. Increased rail competition should then be 
accompanied by specific compulsory or non-compulsory measures to make 
integration of ticketing schemes mandatory. For this purpose, procedures should 
be introduced, which allow the market to be monitored effectively in order 
to prevent monopolistic practices by the major players. 
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 Passengers’ rights should not be limited to a “unimodal approach”. It is 
necessary to identify a basic set of passengers’ rights which shall apply to the 
intermodal journey as a whole and not only to each distinct segment. The recently 
adopted Communication on Passengers’ Rights in all transport modes (EC, 2011e) is 
a major step forward in this respect but rules need to be made easily 
understandable and a consolidation of the current legislative framework is required 
to achieve a common approach across modes.  

Firstly, this could be done by interpreting and applying the rules on passengers’ 
rights across the EU member States in the most uniform way possible. This is 
necessary in order to overcome the differences that still exist between the transport 
modes, namely in terms of: (i) scope of application, (ii) exemptions, (iii) right to 
assistance, (iii) amounts of compensation available.  

Secondly, there is a need to strengthen the enforcement efforts based upon greater 
cooperation (i.e. the exchange of best practices, information, statistical data, etc.) 
among the National Enforcement Bodies (NEBs) and all relevant stakeholders.  

 Both policy support and funding should be secured for the further 
implementation of the Technical Specifications for Interoperability for 
Telematic Applications for Passenger (TAP-TSI), which will establish the 
foundations for pan-European rail passenger journey planning and ticketing. 

 Ticketing integration might take advantage of the promotion of a “mobility 
culture” towards inter/multimodality. The latter should be encouraged by 
increasing travellers’ confidence in multimodal choices which could be achieved by 
increasing their awareness and knowledge about intermodality on long-distance 
trips. Efforts could either be made to improve the branding of services and modes, 
or to carry out information campaigns at EU level (the multi-modal journey planner 
is a remarkable tool in this respect). Finally, efforts should also be made to 
encourage a higher degree and quality of institutional cooperation among all 
relevant stakeholders.  
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Websites 

 “AIRail” 

http://www.lufthansa.com/de/en/AIRail-just-like-flying  

 Association of the European Rail Industry (CER) 

www.cer.be  

 Association for the railway supply industry (UNIFE) 

www.unife.org  

 Continental Airlines 

www.continental.com  

 Deutsche Bahn (DB) 

www.deutschebahn.de  

 European Consumers’ Organisation (BEUC) 

www.beuc.org  

 European Low Fares Airline Association (ELFAA) 

www.elfaa.com  

 European Passengers Federation (EFP) 

www.epf.eu  

 European Railway Agency (ERA) 

www.era.europa.eu  

 European Regional Airlines Association (ERAA) 

www.eraa.org  

 Eurostar 

www.eurostar.com  

 European Technology and Travel Services Association (ETTSA) 

www.ettsa.eu  

 “Flyrail” 

www.flyrail.se  

 Group of National Travel Agents’ and Tour Operators’ Associations within the EU 
(ECTAA) 

www.ectaa.org  

 International Air-Rail Organisation (IARO) 
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www.iaro.com  

 International Rail Transport Committee 

www.cit-rail.org  

 International Services for Rail Passenger 

www.railpassenger.info  

 International Union of Railways (UIC) 

www.uic.org  

 Lufthansa 

www.lufthansa.de  

 MÁV Magyar Államvasutak (MÁV) 

www.mav.hu  

 “Rail&Fly” 

http://www.bahn.com/i/view/GBR/en/prices/germany/rail_and_fly.shtml 

 Schweizerische Bundesbahnen (SBB) 

www.sbb.ch  

 Scandinavian Airlines (SAS) 

www.flysas.com  

 Société nationale des chemins de fer français (SNCF) 

www.sncf.fr  

 “tgvair” 

http://www.voyages-sncf.com/guide/voyageurs/tgvair/ 

 Thalys 

www.thalys.be  

 Trenitalia 

www.trenitalia.it  
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ANNEX A: ANALYSIS OF EUROPEAN AIRPORTS 
INTERCONNECTED WITH RAIL LINKS 

A.1. Scope 
For the purposes of this study, an airport is regarded as being equipped with a rail link and 
is included in Figure 2 (European airports by traffic flows and interconnectivity with rail 
modes) if a public transport station using rails is reachable in less than ten minutes by foot 
or using an automatic people mover system, from at least one terminal of the airport. If 
automatic people mover systems were excluded from this definition, airports like 
Düsseldorf Airport (DUS) for example, would have to be classified as being served only by 
local heavy rail services. Using this definition, Paris Orly (ORY) has been included as the 
“Orlyval” automatic metro provides a connection from station “Anthony” of the RER line B 
to the terminals of the airport within 6 minutes. The airports of Nice (NCE) and Strasbourg 
(SXB) have railway stations within a walking distance of ten minutes. We have therefore 
considered these airports as being equipped with rail links even if these stations were not 
explicitly built because of the airports. In contrast, London Luton Airport (LTN) is connected 
by a bus service with a specific time-table to Luton Airport Parkway railway station. We 
have therefore considered London Luton not to be connected with a rail link. 

A.2. Definitions 
 Tram/metro/light rail: modes of transport using a separate rail network, which 

are technically (gauge, voltage, etc.) not capable of running on classic nationwide 
railway lines. 

 Local heavy rail: train services with vehicles capable of running on classic railway 
lines. Note: dual-voltage vehicles, e.g. the trains used on the RER line B int Paris, 
which run on the network of the local RATP in Paris as well as on tracks of French 
state owned railway operator SNCF, are considered as heavy rail and not as light rail 
services. 

 Conventional long-distance trains: trains with a top speed below 250 km/h, 
mainly used on conventional railway lines. In some cases conventional trains are 
capable of using high speed lines (e.g. like the “InterCity” trains in Germany). 
Nevertheless, they are considered to be conventional trains due to their limitation of 
speed. Note that all airports with conventional long-distance services are also served 
by local heavy rail. 

 High speed trains: trains with a top speed of 250 km/h or more, irrespective of 
whether this speed applies to the whole route of the train services or not. 

 Long-distance: services that directly connect the railway station of an airport with 
cities over 100 kilometres away are considered to be long-distance services, 
irrespective of the train category used by the operator for these lines. E.g. the trains 
from Ulm (Germany) to Basel (Switzerland), serving the airport of Friedrichshafen 
(FDH), are called “RegionalExpress”, although Basel is more than 200 kilometres 
away from this airport. 

 Frequent / some services: Train services offered at least seven times per day and 
direction (which roughly equals one service every two hours) are considered as 
“frequent services”; services operated less often are mentioned as “some services”. 
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ANNEX B: SCHOLARLY LITERATURE ON AIR-RAIL 
INTERMODALITY 

 
Though not very extensive, scientific and consulting research has started to investigate and 
discuss the intermodal relationship between air and rail in more detail. In this respect, 
Friederiszick et al. (2009) argue that such research work has primarily sought to get an 
insight into “the degree with which intermodal competition occurs, […] concluding that rail 
and aviation have increasingly converged into one market, both in the perception of 
customers with respect to travel time as well as in the strategic interaction between train 
and plane operators”. Table B.1 provides an overview of the main scholarly literature 
produced since 2003 on air-rail integration in addition to Friederiszick et al. above.  
 
Table B.1:  Overview of scholarly literature on air-rail integration 

STUDY MAIN AREAS OF RESEARCH 

IATA (2003) Scope: extensive data on the development and promotion of 
enhanced linkages between European high-speed rail services and air 
transport. 
Main conclusion: air to rail transfer potential is greatest in relation to 
journey distances between 100 and 800 km. 

Lopez-Pita and 
Robuste-Anton 
(2003, 2005) 

Scope: focus on slot scarcity at airports. 
Main conclusion: trains are likely to succeed planes as the dominant 
means of transportation when market share increases from the 
current 11% to 50-60%. 

Steer Davies 
Gleave (2006) 

Scope: analysis of the competition between high-speed trains and 
airplanes on eight different European lines as well as several 
domestic connections in France, Spain, and the United Kingdom. 
Main conclusion: presence of low-cost carriers on specific routes 
prompts fare reductions among the incumbent airlines and in some 
cases affects the pricing schemes of rail operators. 

De Rus (2008) Scope: analysis of high-speed rail projects at the level of individual 
links. 
Main conclusion: high-speed rail may be justified where densely 
populated origin-destination pairs exist. 

Adler et al. 
(2008) 

Scope: analysis of high-speed rail projects at the level of the 
European network of high-speed rail connections. 
Main conclusion: the TEN-T network produces net benefits (and 
higher benefits than an all-air network), at least when access charges 
are based on short-run marginal costs. 

Source: TRT elaboration. 
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ANNEX C: THE TAP-TSI: AN OVERVIEW 
The Technical Specifications for Interoperability of Telematic Applications for Passenger 
services (TAP-TSI) were adopted by the European Commission in 2011 (Commission 
Regulation (EU) No 454/2011). Their purpose is to establish harmonisation and 
standardisation of travel data, messages and procedures for ticket reservation, so that 
these can be exchanged between: (i) the systems of the railway companies, (ii) the 
infrastructure managers and (iii) the ticket vendors that operate on the European Union 
railway network. At present, the project named “TAP-TSI implementation phase I” is 
expected to pave the way for the first applications by 2016. In 2012, the EC will elaborate 
an additional regulation to guide railway companies and ticket distributors in adapting their 
IT systems for the implementation of EU standards. Table C.1 presents the technical 
documents prepared by ERA on a range of issues. 
 
Table C.1:  Technical documents  

TECHNICAL DOCUMENT DESCRIPTION 

ERA Technical Document B.1  
(tariffs messages) 

Computer generation and exchange of tariff data meant 
for international sales (“open time tickets”- NRT). 

ERA Technical Document B.2 
(tariffs messages) 

Computer generation and exchange of tariff data meant 
for international and foreign sales (IRT tickets). 

ERA Technical Document B.3 
(tariffs messages) 

Computer generation and exchange of data meant for 
international or foreign sales – special offers (Rail Pass 
Tickets, RPT). 

ERA Technical Document B.4 
(timetable messages) 

Implementation guide for EDIFACT (Electronic Data 
Interchange For Administration, Commerce and 
Transport) messages covering timetable data ex-change. 

ERA Technical Document B.5 
(reservation messages) 

Electronic reservation of seats/berths and electronic 
production of travel documents. 

ERA Technical Document B.6 
(ticketing) 

Electronic seat/berth reservation and electronic 
production of transport documents (RCT2 standard). 

ERA Technical Document B.7 
(A4 home print ticketing) 

International rail ticket for home printing. 

ERA Technical Document B.8 
(coding of RUs/IMs) 

Standard numerical coding for railway undertakings, 
infrastructure managers and other companies involved in 
rail-transport chains. 

ERA Technical Document B.9 
(coding of rail locations) 

Standard numerical coding of locations. 

ERA Technical Document B.10 
(PRM assistance requests) 

Electronic reservation of assistance for persons with 
reduced mobility (exchange of messages). 

ERA Technical Document B.30 
(RU/IM train messages) 

Schema (messages/datasets catalogue needed for the 
RU/IM communication of TAP TSI). 

Source: ERA. 
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ANNEX D: DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED CASE 
STUDIES 

D.1. “AIRail”: a cooperation of Lufthansa and Deutsche Bahn 
 
The “AIRail” service, launched in 2001, is the successor of a concept of integration between 
air and rail transport modes that, though being suspended twice, first in 1992 and again in 
1995 due to unsatisfactory passenger loads and profitability, dates back to 1982. At that 
time, German railways started to run special Business Class-only trains (“Lufthansa-Airport-
Express”) on a wet-lease base for Lufthansa, to connect Düsseldorf, Cologne/Bonn and 
later Stuttgart with Frankfurt Airport. The completion of the high-speed rail line between 
Cologne and Frankfurt represented a major boost for this product and provided an incentive 
for passengers to increasingly opt for the high-speed rail link to reach Frankfurt Airport 
(instead of using an ultra short-haul feeder flight as they had done in the past).  
 
As described in Chapter 3, since the opening of “AIRail” in 2001, air passenger numbers on 
the Frankfurt-Stuttgart route declined by 50%, while on the Frankfurt-Cologne route they 
fell by 100%. A greater seat capacity was offered on “AIRail” trains: from 46 seats on each 
of the six trains per day and direction, to up to 58 seats (of which 10 are dedicated to 
business-class passengers) in up to 16 trains per day and direction on the Frankfurt-
Cologne link. The capacity per train on the route between Frankfurt and Stuttgart increased 
similarly, while the number of trains dedicated to the “AIRail” services remained at seven 
per day and direction. At the same time, the frequency of Cologne-Frankfurt flights 
decreased from seven to four daily return flights, with an average of 75 seats offered 
instead of 125, until the closure of this flight route in 2007. 
 
It is important to mention that the dramatic reduction of air traffic on the two routes cannot 
be attributed only to “AIRail”, as other aspects also played a role: 

 many passengers to/from Cologne and Stuttgart flying into Frankfurt opted to take 
the train outside the “AIRail” scheme instead of the plane; 

 the number of destination choices available at Cologne and Düsseldorf (40 km from 
Cologne) airports has increased within the last ten years. 

 

D.1.1. Analysis of legal and organisational issues 
 
ICE trains that cover the rail segment of the “AIRail” service serve multiple cities within 
Germany and run on the lines Dortmund-Cologne-Frankfurt Airport-Stuttgart-Munich (every 
hour), and Hamburg-Frankfurt-Frankfurt Airport-Stuttgart (every two hours). It is possible 
for all train passengers to use these trains and only a certain number of seats in one coach 
of each train is reserved for “AIRail” passengers on the route sections from Cologne and 
Stuttgart to Frankfurt. 
 
Availability of such dedicated seats is governed by a long-term contract between DB and 
Lufthansa in which the two partners agree a block seat allocation in specific trains. The 
number of seats allocated for “AIRail” may vary between the trains and days of operation 
and may be adjusted in the short term to the predicted amount of demand. The adjustment 
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range is between ten and sixty-four, which roughly equals the number of seats in a regional 
jet aircraft typically used on such ultra short-haul feeder links. 
It is important to note that these allocated seats on each train are treated by the airlines’ 
booking system like a flight with a distinct flight number. Furthermore, they are divided 
into business/economy seats in separate sections of the coach dedicated to “AIRail”. This is 
a major difference (from an airline’s point of view) compared to quite open and flexible 
systems like, for instance, the “Flugzug” product offered between Basel and Zurich Airport 
as a feeder for the flights operated by SWISS from this airport. 
 
The Swiss “Flugzug” system works without any predefined contingent for air passengers in 
a distinct train. The airline books the train segment for the passenger, but although the 
airline suggests the usage of a specific train, which is entered into the airlines booking 
system with a distinct ”flight number”, the passenger is free to use an earlier train than the 
one suggested if this fits in better with his travel needs.  
 
Consequently, there is no dedicated personnel for the air passengers on board of such 
trains, only at the railway station for check-in. From the railway company’s perspective, 
however, this system allows only for limited planning consistency. This is an issue for trains 
with high loads like those running on the Cologne-Frankfurt link. 
 
On trains which are part of the ”AIRail” service, DB provides staffing on behalf of Lufthansa 
and follows the airlines’ guidelines for flight attendants, i.e. the service during the rail trip 
is similar to that provided on an actual flight and includes beverages and snacks being 
offered. “AIRail” passengers are issued a separate boarding pass for the train segment of 
their trip when they check in with Lufthansa (which they can do online, at check-in desks or 
at machines at a train station or airport) for the whole of their intermodal trip. 
 
In order to provide the traveller with an experience similar to air transport, the railway 
stations of Cologne and Stuttgart are equipped with (staffed) check-in facilities, while 
entering “AIRail” at Bonn-Siegburg is possible only after using online or mobile check-in. 
When checking in, the passengers get their boarding pass for the train segment as well as 
for the flight segment of the intermodal trip. This is also valid for inbound travel, i.e. when 
checking in at Tokyo Airport the passenger receives not only the boarding pass for the 
Frankfurt flight but also for the “AIRail” segment from Frankfurt to Cologne. 

D.1.2. Analysis of technical issues 
 
Technically, the train schedules offered by DB for the “AIRail” services are integrated as 
flights with their own flight number in the booking system of the airline, including the 
agreed number of seats available and the seating layout for business and economy 
passengers.  
 
To identify the railway stations, these have been allocated IATA air transport three-letter 
codes as used for airports in the booking system36. This makes it possible for such an 
intermodal trip to be booked via all distribution channels available for Lufthansa flights, in 
the same way as a typical air trip involving a change of planes at an intermediate airport. 
This works for both inbound and outbound flights.  

                                                 
36  IATA-codes exist for many railway stations in Europe. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_IATA-

indexed_train_stations. Therefore, the railway stations that are part of the “AIRail” service have their own 
codes: ZWS for Stuttgart main station, QKL for Cologne main station and ZPY for Siegburg-Bonn railway 
station. Importantly, these codes are different from the ones of the actual airports of the respective towns to 
avoid any misinterpretation. 
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Adjusting the number of allocated seats for “AIRail” on the dedicated trains requires a close 
connection and interoperability of the different IT systems in use by the airline and the 
railway company. This is particularly important for ensuring that any change in the way the 
allocation of seats is technically managed is automatically transferred from one system to 
the other. 
 
Although train usage on an intermodal trip is fully integrated into the booking system of the 
airline, one difference to a classical transfer connection involving two flights does exist. 
Until 2007 check-in at rail stations included the possibility to check-through baggage to the 
airport of destination and also in the opposite direction baggage was checked through 
directly to the railway station where the trip ended and the passenger received the 
baggage. This service was discontinued mainly for the following reasons:  

 Security: The processes necessary to guarantee “sterile” baggage check-in at rail 
stations (similarly to direct check-in at the airport) and secure transport on public 
trains, where the baggage could potentially be interfered with by another passenger, 
were considered too complex and costly. 

 Increased travel time: Baggage check-in at railway stations requires a longer 
check-in time, as the baggage has to be checked by customs, transported to the 
train and stored there. A passenger could therefore save one hour of travel time 
when travelling by train to Frankfurt Airport without using the AIRail service, 
especially when using online check-in and travelling with carry-on baggage only. The 
discontinuation of baggage check-in at stations resulted in a check-in deadline at the 
railway stations of just 15 minutes. 

 Baggage handling in case of disruptions: Delayed trains or planes at Frankfurt 
Airport sometimes resulted in passengers reaching their connection, while their 
through-checked baggage did not. Even though this was rare, it involved a big 
additional effort to be undertaken for the delivery of such luggage. Increasing the 
minimum connecting times to avoid this problem was considered an inappropriate 
solution, as this would put intermodal trips in a less competitive position compared 
to all-air travel as far as overall travel time was concerned.  

 Block seating in trains by “AIRail”: The baggage checked in at railway stations 
was transported on the train using a separate section which otherwise could have 
accommodated ten travellers.  

 
For the current demand,37 it is less costly for the airline to pay for a block seat allocation on 
a train than to provide short-haul flights or running special trains exclusively for air 
passengers with a comparable frequency (hourly or at least every two hours). Even if these 
routes were served by 50-seat aircraft (which Lufthansa has actually just decided to 
eliminate from its fleet in favour of 70 or 90 seaters for reasons of lower operating costs), 
this would still mean unsatisfactory loads or a level of service with frequencies too low or 
ticket prices too high to be accepted by the customer. 
 
With regard to long-distance trains, DB considers there should be at least 150-200 
passengers per train to break even, so the current demand is far too low to run special 
trains for air passengers, irrespective of the operator. Compared to this, around twenty 
additional passengers on a long-distance train do not raise any capacity issues (given that 

                                                 
37  Such demand amounts on average to about 20 passengers per train (2005 numbers from unofficial source) 

which is running anyway for non-airport related train travel. 
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ICE trains that are typically used on the lines serving Frankfurt Airport have 700 – 800 
seats). 
 
As outlined in the previous section, “AIRail” works on the principle of allocated block space 
seating in the trains dedicated for “AIRail”. Lufthansa pays DB for this allocated block space 
depending on its size and demand situation (peak/off-peak), irrespective of the actual 
numbers of “AIRail” passengers using the train.  
 
After a successful start with increasing passenger figures in the initial years, the limited 
cost advantages of “AIRail” for Lufthansa, compared with the feeder flights it replaced, 
became more evident. The problems encountered with adjusting the seat allocation at short 
notice to reflect the actual “AIRail” demand (which was something the airline had wanted), 
resulted in a relatively low “AIRail” load factor compared with the typical values of the 
airline industry. Thus, the number of trains dedicated for “AIRail” was reduced on both the 
Cologne-Frankfurt and Stuttgart-Frankfurt routes. 
 
It has to be noted that not all passengers who previously used the feeder flights have 
started using the “AIRail” trains yet, meaning revenues from “AIRail” passengers are less 
than expected. Additionally, the start-up costs for bringing a new “AIRail” link into the 
airlines’ IT system are significant38. In the interview, Lufthansa refused to give any exact 
figures and disclosed neither the number of users of “AIRail”, nor the costs of 
implementation. 
 
According to the agreement between Lufthansa and DB, DB has to pay compensation to 
Lufthansa in cases of service disruption, if DB is responsible for the delay of a train. The 
compensation due is based on the costs actually incurred by Lufthansa. Meanwhile, when a 
plane is delayed and passengers miss the next train for their onward journey, Lufthansa 
rebooks passengers onto the next available train dedicated for “AIRail”, within the block 
seat allocation contracted.  
 
Rebooking onto other trains, or in excess of the block seat allocation contracted, requires 
compensation from Lufthansa to DB, in line with the general agreement made between 
both partners concerning train usage with a flight ticket in case of disruptions. 
 
The transferability of a concept like “AIRail” to other routes served by plane would be 
possible, provided the following conditions are fulfilled: 

 the air link is used mainly by transfer passengers, while local demand is poor; 

 the airport is connected to the railway network by its own railway station; 

 the airport’s railway station is served by fast long-distance trains; 

 the travel-time needed for trains running parallel to a flight route is not significantly 
longer than 90 minutes (i.e. the typical time of short-haul flights plus check-in 
time); 

 the existing demand for rail travel is sufficient to run these trains; special trains 
exclusively for air passengers must be offered at a frequency level that allows 
attractive average transfer times to/from connecting flights; 

 capacity constraints at the airports push airlines towards the substitution of short-
haul flights. 

                                                 
38  Roughly, such costs are estimated at about 0.5 million euros for each additional “AIRail” segment. 
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For the time being Lufthansa and DB continue to offer the “AIRail” product. The 
forthcoming enlargement of capacity at Frankfurt Airport and the financial and 
organisational aspects involved deter Lufthansa from offering additional “AIRail” routes.  

D.1.3. Analysis of issues related to the provision of passenger information and 
to distribution 

 
The following screen shots show KLM’s offer for a flight from Cologne to New York as it is 
presented via KLMs’ website and via the Lufthansa website, including the pop-up for flight 
details for the Cologne – Frankfurt rail segment of the trip. These screen shots have been 
included as a demonstration that this product is presented to the customer similar to a pure 
flight connection.  
 
The responsibility for the whole transport chain at “AIRail” lies with the airline. The train 
used for travelling to/from the airport is considered part of the air travel and is booked via 
the airline. The airline is also responsible to provide the required customer care in case of 
disruptions, such as rebooking passengers onto other flights or arranging free overnight 
accommodation when necessary.  
 
Figure D.1:  Screen shot of KLM website for Cologne-New York bookings 
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Figure D.2:  Screen shot of Lufthansa website for Cologne-New York bookings 
with “AIRail” 

 

D.2. “Rail&Fly”: a cooperation between Deutsche Bahn and 
airlines/tour operators 

 
To promote intermodal rail-air travelling, DB offers special discounted tickets in cooperation 
with domestic and international airlines and tour operators. These tickets can be used in 
combination with a flight to or from airports in Germany and Amsterdam Schiphol and 
Basel-Mulhouse airports. 
 
This offer was introduced by the Deutsche Bundesbahn in the early 1990s. In the 
beginning, tickets for this offer were sold through German travel agencies and through DB’s 
own ticket counters at railway stations. The tickets were valid only when presented on 
board of the train together with a ticket for an international flight and they enabled the 
traveller to use any train connection between the starting point of his journey and the 
airport of departure/arrival either on the day of his flight or one day earlier or later 
respectively.  
 
These tickets were available for first or second-class travel and there were different prices 
for journeys under or over 300 kilometres. Accompanying travellers paid an even cheaper, 
flat rate and a further reduction applied for children. This tariff scheme was intended as 
competition for car travel to/from an airport. As an add-on, “Rail&Fly” tickets of this first 
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generation included free use of local public transport between railway station and airport in 
all cases where the airport was not equipped with its own railway station. 
Over the last twenty years, “Rail&Fly” has evolved from a simple special discounted rail 
tariff to a more sophisticated travel product that better matches the changes which have 
occurred in the travel market. In this new travel market, air travel is no longer sold only via 
classic travel agencies but more often through direct sales of airlines and tour operators, 
via call centres or the Internet. At present, almost seventy tour operators39 and eighty 
airlines40 offer “Rail&Fly” tickets with different conditions and forms of distribution.  
 
One example for such a cooperation is “Rail&Fly” for customers of the tour operator TUI. 
TUI has included free rail travel to/from the airport in its package tours. Two planes from 
TUI’s own fleet have been painted to look like a DB train in order to promote this offer. 
 
Figure D.3:  TUIfly aircraft with ICE-livery promoting “Rail&Fly” 

 

D.2.1. Analysis of legal and organisational issues 
 
There are three main types of “Rail&Fly” tickets: 

a.  “Rail&Fly” as part of a package tour. In this option, travel documents are 
issued by the tour operator and contain a voucher to be presented on board of the 
train. This option has been chosen e.g. by tour operator TUI for its standard 
package tours where train usage to/from the airport is included in the price of the 

                                                 
39  “Rail&Fly” can be booked via the following tour operators: 1-2-Fly, 5 vor Flug, AIDA Kreuzfahrten, Airtours, 

Aldiana, Alltours, ATT Touristik, Attika Reisen, Berge & Meer, BigXtra, Bucher Reisen, BUND Naturschutz, 
Clevertours, Club Méditerranée, Clubreisen Stumböck, DERTOUR, Dokan Air, Dr. Koch Reisen, Dynares! UG, 
ECC Studienreisen, Ecco-Reisen GmbH, ETI Express Travel Int., Fox Tours, F T I, FTS Fly & Travel Service 
GmbH, GeBeCo / Tigges, GBFR Reisen, Hanseat Reisen, H&H TUR Touristik, Hermes Touristik, Holiday & Co., 
ITS Reisen, ITC International Travel Concept, Jahn Reisen, Kopp Tours, Leiserowitz Reiseatgentur GmbH, 
Lernidee Erlebnisreisen, L’TUR, Linzgau Reisebüro Pfullendorf, Marco Polo Reisen, Maritim Hotel-Reisedienst 
GmbH, Medico Weltreisen, Mediplus, Meier’s Weltreisen, Miller-Reisen, MISR Travel Aegyptische AG, MSC 
Kreuzfahrten, Neckermann Reisen, New 2 go, OFT Reisen, Öger Tours, Pep Express, Phoenix Reisen, Pul 
Express GmbH, Reisekultouren, Schauinsland-Reisen GmbH, Sprachcaffe Reisen, Studien Kontakt Reisen, 
Studiosus Reisen, Team Fernreisen GmbH, Thomas Cook Reisen, Tjaereborg, Tour Vital, TUI, Urlaubshop 
GmbH, Vestischer Reisedienst, Wikinger Reisen, Wolters Reisen. Source: Deutsche Bahn website 
(www.bahn.de), correct as at August 2011. 

40  “Rail&Fly” can be booked via the following airlines: Aeroflot, Aerosvit Ukrainian Airlines, Air Astana, airberlin, 
Air China, Air India, Air Malta, Air Mauritius, Air Moldova, Air Namibia, Air Transat, Alitalia, American Airlines, 
ANA, Asiana, Belavia, Bulgaria Air, Cathay Pacific Airways, China Airlines, China Eastern Airlines, Condor, 
Croatia Airlines, Cyprus Airways, Deutsche Lufthansa, Egyptair, El Al Israel Airlines, Emirates, Ethiopian 
Airlines, Etihad Airways, Finnair, Germanwings, Gulf Air, Hainan Airlines, Iberia, Icelandair, Iran Air, Japan 
Airlines, JAT Airways, Korean Air, Kuwait Airways, LAN Airlines, Mahan Air, Malaysia Airlines, MIAT Mongolian 
Airlines, Middle East Airlines, Oman Air, Pakistan International, QANTAS Airways, Qatar Airways, Rossiya 
Airlines, Royal Air Maroc, Royal Jordanian Airlines, SATA Internacional, Siberia S 7, Singapore Airlines, South 
African Airways, SriLankan Airlines, Syrian Arab Airlines, TAM Linhas Aéreas, TAP Portugal, Tarom, Thai 
Airways, Transaero, TUIfly.com, Tunisair, Turkish Airlines, Ukraine International, US Airways, Uzbekistan 
Airways, Vietnam Airlines, Yemenia. The airlines for which “Rail&Fly” will also be offered via their respective 
homepages are shown in italics. “Rail&Fly” is also offered for flights departing from Amsterdam and in 
cooperation with: China Airlines, China Southern Airlines, Eva Airways. Source: Deutsche Bahn website 
(www.bahn.de), correct as at August 2011. 
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whole trip. Depending on the price, the destination of the trip or the brand chosen, 
this voucher is valid either for first or second-class trains. 

b. “Rail&Fly” available on demand (and for extra payment) by the traveller 
when booking a package tour. The tour operator is responsible for setting the 
price for such “Rail&Fly” tickets. For its last minute travel brand or its discount travel 
brand, TUI sells “Rail&Fly” for an adult fare of 22 Euros one way, or 33 Euros return, 
while accompanying children travel free irrespective of the length of the train 
journey.  

c. With Internet sales on the increase, ticketless travelling is becoming more and 
more popular. The tour operator deals with “Rail&Fly” bookings through Global 
Distribution Systems (GDS). For “Rail&Fly” tickets booked via this distribution 
channel, travellers are given a booking reference number, which allows them to 
retrieve the rail ticket from DB ticket machines available at most railway stations. 

 
In all of the above cases, “Rail&Fly” tickets are valid for a trip between any railway station 
in Germany and the airport of departure or vice versa and valid on all trains. 
 
The price for the customer is fully independent from the contracted payment between the 
tour operator and DB. During the interviews, DB declined to provide any financial details 
concerning its long-term contracts with tour operators, in which the prices for the tickets, 
minimum sales figures, etc. are agreed. It is estimated, however, that the price for the 
“Rail&Fly” tickets charged by DB to airlines and tour operators is significantly lower than 
the full second-class fare. The price may be close to one DB’s own special discounted fares, 
which are subject to availability (“Sparpreis”) and start from 19 euros. 
 
The three variations of “Rail&Fly” described above can be used by airlines as well. However, 
a further three options are available to airlines: 

d. For passengers arriving by plane from abroad and interested in booking dedicated 
trains as a connection from/to their flights to a German airport, some airlines have 
incorporated DB train connections that fit in with their schedules into the 
GDS. This enables them to present their customers with multiple, selected 
destinations within Germany as part of their flight network, without the necessity of 
offering actual flights to these destinations. At first sight, this “Rail&Fly” product 
seems identical to the “AIRail” concept described in this study. The difference is that 
the passengers here have no reserved seats in a dedicated section of the train, but 
instead just take a seat wherever available. Furthermore, there is no special airline 
staff on board to provide special service and information to these air passengers. 

e. A direct link from the airline’s website to that of DB: after flight booking, one 
click leads to the railway’s website with all necessary pre-settings to book a 
corresponding rail ticket (railway station of airport, date of travel, number of 
passengers, suggestion of arrival time for the train at the airport station), including 
a special price scheme applying for “Rail&Fly”. 

f. Similar to solution e), the booking of the train ticket together with the flight is made 
via the airline’s website. The advantage of this solution for the customer, 
compared to solution e), is that only one booking process is required, meaning that 
only one identification method has to be indicated for the rail and the air segment of 
the trip and that both these segments are paid for within one procedure. 
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It is worth pointing out that, for the time being, only very few airlines (six) have enabled 
through-ticketing in line with solutions e) and f), while some others have enabled “Rail&Fly” 
via their website by using the GDS (solution d). 
 
Tour operators and airlines usually apply the same range of prices for a “Rail&Fly” product. 
Airlines either include “Rail&Fly” in the total costs of a ticket (especially airlines from other 
continents), or charge an extra cost ranging from 25 euros (e.g. Lufthansa, home print 
ticket) to 39 euros (e.g. Iberia, via GDS and pick-up by reference booking number) for a 
one-way ticket. This variation in pricing gives an idea of the costs that apply if a GDS is 
involved in the booking process. 
 
This price level means a significant discount when comparing it with standard train tickets. 
From the railway company’s point of view, this offer certainly creates additional sales. 
Surveys show that the use of rail transport for airport access/egress was up to 46%, 
depending on the type of tour package/air trip booked and the “Rail&Fly” price offered. The 
highest proportion of rail transport to/from the airport applies on intercontinental travelling 
and for tour packages of low cost brands.  
 
Another reason why DB promotes “Rail&Fly” is the attention this offer attracts from 
travellers who usually never use trains as a mode of transport. During the interview, DB 
stated that “Rail&Fly” most definitely brought in a larger number of new customers than 
other marketing strategies (e.g. selling train tickets via discount shops) and annual two 
digit growth rates for “Rail&Fly” sales were measured in the last few years41. On the other 
hand, tour operators use “Rail&Fly” as a marketing instrument, not only to set themselves 
apart from other competitors acting in this market, but also to promote classic package 
tours. 
 
Finally, “Rail&Fly” enables airlines to offer through-ticketing to thousands of railway 
stations all over Germany. This allows them to better compete against other carriers, 
especially against those which offer connecting flights from the hub they serve from abroad 
to regional airports at an attractive price. Consequently, in order to compete, the German 
flag carrier Lufthansa (including its affiliates) offers “Rail&Fly” for its passengers travelling 
to or from cities in Germany that are not equipped with an airport. 

D.2.2. Analysis of technical issues 
 
For solutions a) and b), as set out in the previous section, no special technical features are 
necessary as a prerequisite. For solutions c) and d), “Rail&Fly” has to be brought into the 
GDS used by the airline industry. While the “Rail&Fly” ticket of solution c) does not specify 
the railway stations and trains for which it is valid, the “Rail&Fly” ticket in solution d) is 
linked to a specific train to/from a specific railway station. Furthermore, for both solutions 
c) and d), an interface had to be built to channel bookings from the GDS to the railway 
company’s booking network, at the same time as generating the booking reference number 
to be used for retrieving “Rail&Fly” tickets from the railway company’s ticket machines. 
Solution e) requires more or less just a small adaption of the existing functionalities of the 
railway company’s website to include a link to the airline’s website. Finally, for solution f) 
Deutsche Bahn has developed a special web-client interface enabling direct bookings of 
“Rail&Fly” without the necessity to leave the airlines’ websites. This means that an airline 
just has to enable its own website to communicate with this interface.  
                                                 
41  Although explicit figures on “Rail&Fly” usage are not published and were not disclosed during the interviews, 

based on the number of 1.6 million “Rail&Fly” passengers at Frankfurt Airport in 2005, it is estimated that, 
currently, more than three million passengers per year use “Rail&Fly”. 
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D.2.3 Analysis of issues related to passenger information and distribution 
 
As “Rail&Fly” tickets are mainly flat rate tickets for flexible use on specific dates on any 
train, they are issued without specific information about train schedules. For this reason, 
the following points are the travellers’ responsibility: (i) to be informed about train 
schedules, (ii) to make seat reservations for the train if desired (to be paid for separately), 
(iii) to be at the airport by the check-in deadlines and (iv) to obtain information about 
alternative train connections in case of the late arrival of an airplane42.  
 
Only when booking specific trains equipped with an airline code through the GDS database 
(“Rail&Fly” solution d), are the airlines responsible for ensuring a seamless continuation of 
the trip in case of disruptions. This covers, for example, issuing a new “Rail&Fly” ticket for 
the next available train in case of the late arrival of planes, as well as rebooking of flights 
when a customer misses the flight originally booked43 due to the late-running of a train the 
customer was booked on to get to the airport.  
 
There have been several court decisions in Germany which back the approach taken by DB, 
airlines and tour operators towards liability in principle. Only in cases where a tour operator 
has not explicitly stated in its terms and conditions that “Rail&Fly” is not part of the 
package tour or has advertised that “Rail&Fly” is part of it, did the tour operator have to 
bear the additional costs for rebooking of flights, overnight accommodation or 
compensation for a curtailed holiday stay.  
 
With regard to these cases of liability for disruptions, DB clearly stated during the interview 
that they did not feel they were in a position to provide such compensation on the existing 
revenues received per “Rail&Fly” ticket. DB said that this was because only a minor part of 
the total price paid by the consumer for a package trip including a flight actually goes to DB 
for the rail segment (between 20 euros and 30 euros).  
 
Any obligation on behalf of DB for compensation would lead to a change in conditions for 
“Rail&Fly”, resulting in the abolition of the free use of any train with this ticket. Customers 
would be bound to use specific trains, leading to long layover times at the airports and DB 
having to charge a higher price for the “Rail&Fly” ticket to airlines and tour operators. This 
would make the offer less attractive in relation to total travel time and costs44.  
 
“Rail&Fly” does not include a baggage-handling service. Nevertheless, it is possible to use 
DB’s baggage service, which is organized via a national private parcel service. This service 
delivers luggage from its point of departure to the final destination as a door-to-door-
service, or alternatively from one of the local drop-off points of this parcel service within 
Germany and also to some neighbouring countries.  
 

                                                 
42  This point is crucial, because it also applies to extra costs for rebooking of flights or overnight accommodation 

in case of disruptions between the train and air segment of an intermodal journey. This is because airlines and 
DB are only in charge of executing their part of the trip. This also applies to tour operators, as they usually 
only act as agents for handing out the “Rail&Fly” ticket to the customer. The “Rail&Fly” ticket is not part of the 
package tour, irrespective of whether it is sold separately or presented as an add-on for free. 

43  This customer care may include overnight accommodation at the airport in cases where continuation of the trip 
on the same day is impossible due to schedules or lack of availability of alternative flights. 

44  One solution for the issue of liability in case of disruptions could be insurance arranged by either the traveller 
or one of the involved partners offering the intermodal journey. Such a product already exists for air travel for 
travellers using separate tickets for each segment of a flight trip undertaken. An example for that is 
www.viaberlin.com. This website offers insurance for travellers who miss their flights when changing at one of 
Berlin’s airports. Another example is the product offered by the German low cost carrier Germanwings for 
situations where a passenger misses a connecting flight due to the delay of a Germanwings flight. 
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Instead of sending the baggage to its final destination, it can be sent to a special baggage 
checkroom, provided at the airports of Berlin, Frankfurt, Hamburg, Hanover, Leipzig and 
Munich. The fee for this is 16.80 euros per item and three working days need to be allowed 
for transportation. The service has to be booked separately by the traveller and is not part 
of the “Rail&Fly” offer.  

D.3 The Thalys-ICE experience: the missing link in rail-rail 
integration 

 
Thalys (www.thalys.com) is an international high-speed train operator originally built for 
the high-speed line between Paris and Brussels; its network stretches to Ostend, Antwerp-
Rotterdam-Amsterdam and Liège-Aachen-Cologne. Its system is operated by Thalys 
International whose main shareholders are SNCF (62%), SNCB (28%) and DB (10%). Table 
D.1 shows the different routes on which the company’s services are most frequently used. 
 
The InterCityExpress (ICE) is a system of high-speed trains operated by DB and 
predominantly running in Germany and neighbouring countries, serving Belgium four times 
daily by trains running the route Frankfurt–Cologne–Aachen–Liège–Brussels.  
 
Table D.1:  Ticket revenues on Thalys routes 

ROUTE  ROUTE’S SHARE ON REVENUES 

Paris-Brussels 55.6% 

Paris-Belgium (outside Brussels) 8.9% 

Paris-Belgium-Netherlands 21.3% 

Paris-Belgium-Germany 11.8% 

Others 2.4% 

 

D.3.1 Analysis of legal and organisational issues 
 
Both Thalys and ICE serve the same rail link from Cologne to Brussels by guaranteeing a 
clock-face timetable. This means they provide services that depart at regular intervals and 
at the same number of minutes past each hour, therefore allowing hourly connections on 
this route, though with some gaps. Integration of the services stops at that point, as Thalys 
and ICE compete for the same passengers and apply different tariff structures. A ticket 
booked for a Thalys journey, for instance, is valid neither on board of the ICE nor on 
conventional Intercity or regional trains running the segments Brussels–Liège, Liège–
Aachen and Aachen–Cologne.  
 
Standard ICE-tickets, on the other hand, are not valid on board of Thalys trains, but are 
accepted on the conventional trains of DB and SNCB. Furthermore, international train 
tickets issued by any operator under the common European Rail Tariff (TCV) for 
conventional trains on this stretch can be used on the ICE but not on the Thalys. Thalys 
and ICE agree that tickets bought for trains of one of the companies are valid on trains of 
the other company and vice versa only in case of disruptions. 
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D.3.2 Analysis of technical issues 
 
The reason for such an inconvenient situation lies in the different tariff philosophies under 
which both trains are operated. While Thalys trains follow the Integrated Reservation Ticket 
(IRT) scheme, ICE trains and the classic trains of DB and Belgian railways (SNCB) are 
priced under the Non Reservation Tickets (NRT) scheme, which calculate tariffs according to 
the train routing45. Indeed, the majority of Thalys demand is generated by passengers 
travelling point-to-point from Paris to Brussels and such point-to-point relations are dealt 
with perfectly by tickets under the Thalys IRT scheme.  

D.3.3 Analysis of issues related to passenger information and distribution 
 
A significant difference also emerges when investigating the way tickets are booked and 
sold: 

 Via its website (www.thalys.be), Thalys sells only tickets for its trains on a point-to-
point basis with roughly a dozen different tariffs, each available only for a through-
train serving one segment of their network. For example, when travelling from 
Cologne via Brussels to Antwerp (changing between two Thalys trains), one has to 
book a ticket for each segment separately and, therefore, no attractive price scheme 
can be applied for the whole trip. Through-ticketing is possible only for those cases 
in which travellers continue their trip within Belgium by using conventional trains 
before or after Thalys. This entitles them to get a special “toutes gares belges” 
tariff, meaning the traveller is charged a flat rate for continuing his travel within 
Belgium without any differentiation by destination. So one price applies, irrespective 
of whether the traveller is continuing the trip e.g. coming from Cologne at Brussels 
Midi station to Ostend or just needs to take a local train for a few kilometres e.g. to 
reach the EU offices situated close to the railway station of Brussels Schuman. 

 The international website of French railways SNCF (www.tgv-europe.com) sells all 
tariffs for the Thalys trains as well as standard full fare tickets for the ICE trains. It 
also offers ticketing to destinations not served by ICE or Thalys trains e.g. in 
Germany, but allowing only a standard full fare for all segments where Thalys or 
SNCF trains are not used by the traveller. On this website, only rail cards or 
discounting schemes used within France can be chosen by the customers. So for 
through-ticketing e.g. from Brussels to Dortmund with a Thalys to Cologne and then 
an ICE to the final destination, the DB BahnCard50 50% discount on the Cologne-
Dortmund stretch cannot be applied. 

 On the website of Deutsche Bahn (www.bahn.de) it is possible to buy a ticket for the 
ICE train Cologne-Brussels, also in combination with an add-on for the German rail 
network and/or to other Belgian stations not served by ICE trains. Discounts 
available for holders of German rail cards are also bookable. But when opting for a 
Thalys train, only full fare tickets are available and it is not possible to get a ticket 
combining Thalys with other trains in Belgium or Germany. The situation slightly 
improves when passengers buy a ticket at the ticket counter of a German railway 
station, where separate tickets for the Thalys (including some but not all discounts 
available for Thalys trains) and other trains can be issued. 

                                                 
45  This strongly differs, for example, from the integration achieved by SNCF and DB on the Paris-Frankfurt link, 

where the two rail operators have been able to combine these two different ticketing schemes successfully. 
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ANNEX E: LIST OF CONSULTED STAKEHOLDERS 

NAME ACRONYM COUNTRY 
TRANSPORT 

MODE 
COVERED 

TYPE 

Association of the 
European Rail Industry 

CER Belgium Rail 
EU-wide 

association 

Association for the 
railway supply industry 

UNIFE Belgium Rail 
EU-wide 

association 

Continental Airlines COAIR 
United 
States 

Air Air carrier 

Deutsche Bahn 
(German railways) 

DB Germany Rail Rail operator 

European Consumers’ 
Organisation 

BEUC Belgium All 
EU-wide 

association 

European Low Fares 
Airline Association 

ELFAA Belgium Air 
EU-wide 

association 

European Passengers 
Federation 

EFP Belgium All 
EU-wide 

association 

European Railway Agency ERA France Rail EU agency 

European Regional 
Airlines Association 

ERAA 
United 

Kingdom 
Air 

EU-wide 
association 

Eurostar - 
United 

Kingdom 
Rail Rail operator 

European Technology & 
Travel Services 
Association 

ETTSA Belgium Air 
EU-wide 

association 

Group of National Travel 
Agents’ and Tour 
Operators’ Associations 
within the EU 

ECTAA Belgium All 
EU-wide 

association 

International Air Rail 
Organisation 

IARO 
United 

Kingdom 
Rail/Air 

Worldwide 
air/rail 

association 

International Union of 
Railways 

UIC France Rail 
Worldwide 

rail 
association 

Lufthansa - Germany Air Air carrier 
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List of consulted stakeholders (continued) 

NAME ACRONYM COUNTRY 
TRANSPORT 

MODE 
COVERED 

TYPE 

MÁV Magyar 
Államvasutak 
(Hungarian railways) 

MÁV Hungary Rail Rail operator 

Meridiana fly - Italy Air Air carrier 

Railteam - Belgium Rail 
Rail 

organisation 

Schweizerische 
Bundesbahnen 
(Swiss railways) 

SBB Switzerland Rail Rail operator 

Scandinavian Airlines SAS 
Scandinavian 

area 
Air Air carrier 

Société nationale des 
chemins de fer français 
(French railways) 

SNCF France Rail Rail operator 

Thalys - Belgium Rail Rail operator 

Trenitalia 
(Italian railways) 

- Italy Rail Rail operator 
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ANNEX F:  SAMPLE OF THE QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO 
THE STAKEHOLDERS 

 
POLICY ISSUES 
Question #1 
Passenger intermodality is being put into practice across Europe and integrated ticketing on 
long-distance journeys (air/rail, rail/rail) is being viewed as a major issue in this respect. 
From a broad perspective, and based on your experience, how would you value the scope 
of the EU policy work made so far in this respect?  
 
Question #2 
In your opinion, could EU financial supporting schemes (specifically designed for integrated 
ticketing or more generally designed for fostering the concept of seamless journeys) be 
recommended in this respect? 
 
 
TICKETING INTEGRATION BETWEEN AIR AND RAIL 
Question #3 
Are you aware of any particular successful/unsuccessful examples (including outside Europe 
as well, if applicable)? If so, could please provide some inputs or sources of information? 
 
Question #4 
In your opinion how would value the potential for this market, and which factors are key?  
 
Question #5 
If any, which are in your opinion the main barriers preventing/drivers fostering a greater 
development and deployment of ticketing integration between air/rail products? Does 
integrated ticketing play an important role in this respect? 
 
Question #6 
Competition vs integration. In your opinion, which of them may feature the best the 
relationship between air and rail services, especially as far as short-haul flights and high-
speed rail services are concerned? 
 
Question #7 
Are distribution channels and reservation systems major issues in this respect? Could the 
incorporation of information on rail services into the GDS be envisaged as a feasible 
solution, and which would be the opportunities/limitations in this respect? 
 
Question #8 
If any, which are in your opinion the specific implications on passengers’ rights of 
integrating air with long-distance rail passenger services? 
 
Question #9 
Are there in your opinion any specific elements (for instance, checked baggage transport 
and handling, making passengers and sales agents aware of air/rail offers, etc.) that could 
facilitate ticketing integration between air and rail? 
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TICKETING INTEGRATION BETWEEN RAIL AND RAIL ON LONG-DISTANCE 
PASSENGER SERVICES (INCLUDING HIGH-SPEED SERVICES) 
 
Question #10 
Are you aware of any particular successful/unsuccessful examples (including outside Europe 
as well, if applicable)? If so, could please provide some inputs or sources of information? 
 
Question #11 
In your opinion how would value the potential for this market, and which factors are key?  
 
Question #12 
If any, which are in your opinion the main barriers preventing/drivers fostering a greater 
development and deployment of ticketing integration between long-distance rail passenger 
services? Does integrated ticketing play an important role in this respect? Is also 
distribution of the rail offer on long-distance services a key issue in this respect? 
 
Question #13 
If any, which are in your opinion the specific implications on passengers’ rights of 
integrating long-distance rail passenger transport services? 
 
Question #14 
In your opinion, how would you value the opportunity to extend integrated ticketing on 
long-distance services in order to include local public transport as well? Is this technically 
feasible? 
 
Question #15 
Are you aware of any studies/surveys, etc. investigating how passengers perceive the 
possibility to have an unique ticket for their entire (air/rail and rail/rail) long-distance 
journey, especially when compared to aspirations in terms of quality of interchanges, 
consistent and regular travel information, etc.? 
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