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1. Introduction 

The Marco Polo programmes aimed to relieve congestion on road networks and improve the environmental 
performance of Europe's freight transport system by providing financial assistance to use alternative 
methods of transport with lower environmental impacts, in particular railways, inland waterways and short 
sea shipping. The Marco Polo programmes were mostly performance based and provided funding to the 
transport and logistics sector to support certain actions aiming to shift transport off the road.  

The first Marco Polo1 programme (2003 to 2006), had the objective of contributing to maintaining the 
distribution of freight between the various transport modes at 1998 levels by helping to shift the expected 
aggregate increase in international road freight traffic to other transport modes. Marco Polo I made available 
€102 million out of which €73.8 million were committed to 55 grant agreements signed. At the end of the 
programme €41.8 million were paid. The modal shift expected by the selected actions amounted to 47.7 
billion tonne – kilometres (tkm), which was approximately equal to the overall target established for the 
programme (48 billion tkm). Eventually, the actions achieved an actual modal shift of 21.9 billion tkm. This 
figure represents around 46% of the overall modal shift target2.  

Its successor, Marco Polo II3 (2007-2013) had the overall objective of avoiding or shifting 143.5 billion tonne-
kilometres (tkm) 4 of freight transport from road to alternative modes of transport5. This modal shift was 
needed to compensate the expected increase of EU freight transport over the same period. However, the EU 
freight market decreased thus making the economic context less favourable to the targets of the Programme. 
A total budget of €435 million was available to fund five types of actions: modal shift; catalyst; common 
learning; motorways of the sea and traffic avoidance. A total of €315.5 million was awarded to 168 actions 
initially aiming to shift or avoid from the roads 113.9 billion tkm. Upon its completion, the Programme had 
absorbed €130.9 million and shifted or avoided from the roads 41.9 billion tkm. This corresponds to 3.5 billion 
tonnes of CO2 emissions avoided, an important achievement in environmental terms despite the adverse 
freight market conditions. All in all every euro spent by the Marco Polo II programme produced approximately 
€3 of environmental benefits.  

The first and second Marco Polo programmes in total provided EU support in the order of €173 million which 
led to a modal shift of 63,8 billion tkm. 

The former EACI (Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation) (now EASME - Executive Agency for 
Small and Medium-sized Entreprises) implemented the Marco Polo II Programme through annual competitive 
calls for proposals.   

In 2014 the former EACI transferred the implementation of the Programme to INEA (Innovation and Networks 
Executive Agency), in order to concentrate all transport grant schemes in a single Executive Agency. The 
transferred portfolio included 98 out of 168 actions6 (the remaining were already closed or terminated before 
the contractual date foreseen for completion). As of May 2020, INEA has closed or terminated all the 98 
actions. 

                                                 
1 Regulation 1382/2003 
2 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee 
of the Regions -    The Marco Polo programme – results and outlook COM(2013)278 of 14.05.2013  
3Regulation 1692/2006. 
4"Tonne-kilometre" (tkm) means the transport of a tonne of freight, or its volumetric equivalent, over a distance of one kilometre; 
5 The Marco Polo II programme was based on the forecast that in the absence of any action the EU freight transport would grow by 20.5 billion tonne-
kilometres per year between 2007 and 2013, therefore 143.5 billion tonne-kilometres for the 7-year period. Marco Polo II was expected to shift a 
substantial part of this growth. 
6 Of which 26 at the stage of grant agreement preparation following the last Marco Polo II call for proposals  
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This report presents the main facts and figures stemming from the implementation of the Marco Polo II 
programme and includes an outlook on the results achieved. The information used in this report comes from 
the database of INEA, the feedback provided by beneficiaries as well as an ex-post calculation of external 
benefits of the programme elaborated by the Joint Research Centre7.  

 

Logport Project 
©Duisburg_Oliver Tjaden  

The Logport action aimed at shifting freight from road to train and inland waterway services between an 
inland logistic platform in Duisburg to the ports of Zeebrugge and Antwerp (Belgium) and the port of 
Rotterdam (the Netherlands). The project operated train and barge services for several clients. The most 
important ones in terms of volumes transported were for the car manufacturing industry (Audi and 
Volkswagen). 2 months of extension were provided and the project ultimately achieved 293,610,756 tkm 
representing 90 % of the initial target. 

2. Action portfolio 

2.1 Results of the calls  

The former EACI launched seven calls for proposals between 2007 and 2013, with a total indicative budget 
of €435 million. Over the 7 years, 437 proposals were submitted, which requested €886 million in Marco 
Polo funding. Ultimately 168 grant agreements were signed corresponding to an initial funding of €315.5 
million (73% of the indicative budget). As a result of the closure and termination of all the grant agreements, 
the final funding was €130.9 million (30% of the indicative budget). Figure1 below shows the distribution 
of the available budget over the years and therefore per call as well as the initial funding allocated and the 
final funding absorbed by the actions. 

                                                 
7 The JRC is the European Commission’s science and knowledge service which employs scientists to carry out research in order to provide 

independent scientific advice and support to EU policy (www.ec.europa.eu/jrc/en) 
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Figure 1: Absorption of available budget per Marco Polo II Call (€ million) 

 

Despite the efforts8 of the Commission to increase the appeal of the programme in comparison to Marco Polo 
I, the responsiveness to the seven calls for proposals was low. Additionally, not all selected proposals resulted 
in signed grant agreements because a number of applicants withdrew during the grant agreement 
preparations. 

The transfer of the programme to INEA took place immediately after the evaluation of the proposals 
submitted under the last call in 2013. The last Marco Polo II action was closed in May 2020. 

2.2 Operational overview 

The highest number of grant agreements (83%) concerned actions in the area of modal shift. Similarly, modal 
shift actions absorbed the largest share of funding (67%) followed by those pertaining to motorways of the 
sea (11%). 

Figure 2: Number of signed actions and final funding (€ million) by action type 

 

                                                 
8 Marco Polo II had a much higher budget than Marco Polo I, in absolute figures and per year, longer duration (7 years versus 4 years) and included two 

new types of actions, namely Motorways of the Sea and traffic avoidance. Furthermore, it introduced other changes that were expected to facilitate 
wider participation: a wider geographical scope, modified funding rules for certain types of actions, a new definition of eligible applicants and a new 
approach to ancillary infrastructure. 
In 2009 Marco Polo II was reviewed in order to facilitate participation by small and micro enterprises and to simplify procedures. In addition, the funding 
intensity was doubled from €1 to €2 for each 500 tkm shifted off the road. (Communication “The Marco Polo programme – results and outlook” 
COM(2013)278 of 14.05.2013) 
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Table 1 below shows the Programme portfolio divided broadly by transport mode, with the exception of Traffic 
Avoidance and Common Learning actions because these cannot be assigned to any specific transport mode. 
Actions belonging to the rail transport mode dominate the portfolio (94 actions), followed by maritime (Short 
Sea Shipping – 29 actions) actions and mixed actions (16 actions). 

Table 1: Number of actions by transport mode and status 

Type of Action 
Total  

Marco Polo II portfolio 

Terminated 

actions 

Implemented and 

Closed Actions 

Rail  94 30 64 

Maritime (Short Sea Shipping) 29 6 23 

Inland Waterways (IWW) 10 6 4 

Mixed  16 7 9 

Traffic Avoidance Actions 4 0 4 

Common Learning Actions  15 0 15 

Total 168 49 119 

 

2.3 Budget Absorption 

The actions funded by the Marco Polo II programme have clearly underperformed in terms of financial 
absorption, which in most cases was capped either by the modal shift or traffic avoidance achieved 9. In 
practice, the very low performance of modal shift actions has also led to a budgetary underperformance of 
the Programme, with an absorption rate of 42% (final funding/initial funding). Common Learning actions, 
which are not assessed in terms of modal shift but instead in terms of milestones achieved, have a higher 
rate of budget absorption at 80%. In terms of the total budget made available for the programme, the final 
part absorbed is only 30%. 

Figure 3: Evolution of funding in all stages of the programme (€ million) 

 

 

                                                 
9 For modal shift actions, each 500 tkm actually shifted were funded with €1 (2007-2008 Calls) or €2 (as of 2009 Calls). For traffic avoidance actions, 

the same funding rate was available for every actual avoidance of 25 vehicle-kilometres on the roads or its equivalent in tkm (at a rate of 20 tonnes 
per vehicle). The actions were also subject to two other funding rates, which in most of the cases resulted in much higher funding ceilings: a maximum 
of 35% of eligible costs and a maximum of the losses incurred by the action during the eligibility period.  
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Steel Iberexpress was a modal shift action proposed 
to develop a new rail freight service to transport steel 
scrap from Spain to Portugal and steel rod (produced 
from this steel scrap) on the way back. Before the 
action, both flows of the single customer of the action 
were transported by trucks. The action was very 
successfull reaching 101.5 % of the expected modal 
shift. Indeed the utilisation of the train was almost 
fully optimised with a loading factor ranging from 98 
to 100%. This is due to the nature of the service based 
on one customer fully committed to use the trains as 
foreseen.  

 

Steel Iberexpress Project 

© Transfesa 

 

 

3. Management of the portfolio/Programme 

After the programme was transferred to INEA, its management has been adapted to the prevailing practice 
for other programmes managed by this Executive Agency. As for other programmes, INEA has based the 
management of the Marco Polo II programme on three main features, with the following results: 

 Monitoring progress of on-going actions: Since the transfer of the programme 232 action reports 
have been approved and 87 on-site visits performed. Furthermore, any non-performing actions have 
been terminated.  

 Amending grant agreements when necessary in order to maximise the potential of on-going actions. 
In this respect, a total of 60 amendment requests were approved since the transfer of the 
programme. Amendment requests to Marco Polo actions mostly concerned administrative aspects: 
payment options, change of legal representative, starting date of the Action, name or address of the 
beneficiary, withdrawal of co-beneficiaries or addition of new co-beneficiaries. Additionally, in 
justified cases and in order to maximize the impact of the concerned actions, INEA has awarded 24 
extensions of action implementation periods with the last action ending on 30 September 2019. 

 Respecting the EU Financial Regulation time limits for payments: In this respect 100% of the 
payments have been made within the time limit foreseen in Article 92. The average time to pay has 
varied yearly from 26.1 days (as compared to 31 days for the TEN-T programme) in 2015 to 58.4 
days (as compared to 49.2 for CEF transport programme) in 2018, the latter reflecting the particular 
difficulties of the financial aspects of the last Marco Polo II actions. In any case it was aligned with 
the respective values for the other Programmes managed by INEA. 
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4. Performance of the Programme 

The Marco Polo II programme (2007-2013) aimed at decreasing the environmental footprint of freight 
transport in Europe by promoting a shift to cleaner transport modes (modal shift) and the reduction of the 
overall transport activity required for the movement of the same volume of goods (traffic avoidance), as well 
as a number of additional support actions. Action proposals, except for common learning actions, had to be 
accompanied by an estimate of the expected external cost benefits that the action would bring, based on the 
total transport activity shifted between modes. The performance of the programme is measured by the modal 
shift achieved as compared to the initial targets. The modal shift is expressed in tkm.  

4.1 Modal Shift 

The overall target of the Programme as defined in Regulation 1692/2006 was to shift 20.5 billion tkm 
annually, or 143.5 billion tkm during the entire duration of the programme. The initially foreseen impact10 of 
all signed grant agreements was a modal shift in the range of 113.9 billion tkm (or 79% of the target set in 
the Regulation). By the end of the Programme 41.9 billion tkm were shifted off the road, i.e. 29% of the target 
(figure 4 below).  

 

Figure 4: Modal shift Impact of the Programme (billion tkm)  

  

Due to problems in their implementation, 49 actions were terminated well before their foreseen end date. 
Consequently, these actions have very low achievement rates (only 5% of their initially foreseen impact), 
especially when compared to closed actions, which on average achieved 50% of their initially foreseen target.  
The terminations were mostly related to infrastructure unavailability, unforeseen interoperability obstacles, 
unexpected changes in market conditions and withdrawal of key partners (see also sections 4.2 and 5). 

4.2 Performance per transport mode 

The performance in terms of modal shift is not evenly distributed across transport modes involved in the 
Marco Polo II actions.  

                                                 
10 The modal shift impact as foreseen in the initial grant agreement. 

143.5

113.9

41.5

Target in Regulation Initially foreseen impact Final impact
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Figure 5 compares the level of achievement by transport mode based on 153 out of the 168 closed actions 
with modal shift figures11. This summary of the level of achievement by transport mode shows that the 
situation changes substantially depending on the transport mode, for example more than 20% of rail and 
traffic avoidance actions achieve more than 80% of the initially foreseen objectives as compared to only 
10% for maritime actions. On the other hand, 75% of the traffic avoidance actions achieved less than 40% 
of their objectives, against 55% of the rail actions having achieved a similar level of results. 

Figure 5: Number of actions by % of achieved objectives   

 

Figure 6 depicts the contribution of each transport mode to the achieved objectives of the Marco Polo II 
programme, namely shifting freight off road. The figures provided reflect the tkm shifted or avoided, in 
absolute numbers and in percentage of the total achieved number of tkm per transport mode. 

Figure 6: Final impact of the Programme - number of billion tonnes kilometres shifted off the road (% total) 

 

                                                 
11 Excluding the 15 closed Common Learning actions. 
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A more detailed analysis of the Programme by transport mode is shown in table 2. It is based on the results 
of all closed and terminated actions.  

 

Table 2: Operational Implementation by transport mode 

Rail actions – final impact 19.5 billion tkm shifted off the road 
(94 actions and €67.6 million of final Marco Polo funding) 

The 94 rail actions achieved a modal shift of 19.5 billion tkm, 39% of the actual foreseen impact. 

30 actions were terminated and 64 actions were closed. 23% of the closed actions achieved at least 80% 
of their objectives in terms of modal shift. On the other hand 24% reached less than 20% of their modal 
shift objectives. 

The relative success of the closed rail actions as compared to other Marco Polo actions is often linked to 
specific commercial arrangements, which allow the flexibility of operating with slots and single wagons 
instead of booking a complete train. Furthermore, a number of actions are focused on niche markets with 
stable clients and volumes.   

On the other hand, the termination of a high proportion of actions (32%) has been the result of a number 
of factors mostly related to infrastructure availability, infrastructure management obstacles, 
interoperability problems or comparatively lower road transport prices. This led to customers considering 
the rail transport mode unreliable and choosing to go back to road transport in many cases. 

Even if rail actions have proven difficult to materialise, as shown by the high rate of terminations, they 
have shown the highest success rate in terms of number of closed actions having achieved more than 
80% of the modal shift objectives planned.  

 

 

 

Maritime (Short Sea Shipping) actions – final impact 14.8 billion tkm shifted off the road 
(29 actions and €30.4 million of final Marco Polo funding) 

The 29 maritime actions achieved a modal shift of 14.8 billion tkm, 37 % of the initially foreseen impact. 

6 actions (21%) were terminated and 23 actions were closed. 10% of the closed actions achieved more 
than 80% of their objectives in terms of modal shift. On the other hand, 21% reached less than 20% of 
their modal shift objectives. 

The high volume and the length of the transport leg needed to make shipping financially viable were the 
main factors behind the lower number of SSS actions as compared to rail and the bigger average size of 
the actions as compared to rail and IWW (Inland Waterways) Marco Polo modal shift projects. 

The relatively lower flexibility of the SSS services as compared to rail in terms of the volumes needed to 
reach financial viability and the relatively long distance needed to be able to compete efficiently with road 
transport alternatives, were factors behind the lower success rate of the SSS actions versus rail actions 
shown above.  
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Inland Waterways actions – final impact 0.7 billion tkm shifted off the road  
(10 actions and €1.8 million of final Marco Polo funding) 

The 10 inland waterways actions achieved a modal shift of 657.2 million tkm, 21% of the initially foreseen 
impact. 

6 actions (60%) were terminated and 4 actions were closed. The overall performance of these actions was 
low, with only 1 achieving more than 60% of its objectives, all the others significantly less.  

The main reasons behind the lower level of success of inland waterway actions are unstable water levels, 
infrastructure limitations and strong competition by the road sector since the distances involved were 
relatively short. 

Mixed modal shift actions – final impact 3.3 billion tkm shifted off the road 
(16 actions and €8.1 million of final Marco Polo funding) 

The 16 mixed actions achieved a modal shift of 3.3 billion tkm, 29% of the initially foreseen impact. 

7 actions (44%) were terminated and 9 actions were closed. Three actions achieved more than 80% of 
their objectives in terms of modal shift, while 12.5% achieved less than 20% of their objectives.  

In general terms, mixed actions had difficulties to achieve their goals since the beneficiaries needed to 
organize the transport chain involving more than one single transport mode. Lack of interoperability had 
been the factor behind the failure or low modal shift achievement of many of these actions. 

Traffic Avoidance actions – final impact 3.6 billion tkm shifted off the road  
(4 actions and €13.3 million of actual Marco Polo funding) 

Even if unsuccessful in terms of number of proposals submitted under the seven Marco Polo calls launched, 
3 actions reached between 34% and 38% of their objectives while the remaining one reached 82%. 

All traffic avoidance actions funded by the Marco Polo II programme included internal reorganisation of 
transport services within big manufacturing companies, aiming at increasing their truck load factor. This 
was the reason behind the big size of this actions and their relative success as compared to other Marco 
Polo actions since the whole transport chain is under the control of one entity.  

Common Learning actions  
(15 actions and €9.6 million of final Marco Polo funding) 

All 15 actions selected for funding were closed. Almost 53% of the actions have absorbed more than 80% 
of the grant allocated. This represents a higher success rate in comparison with the rest of the programme. 
The reason of this success is mostly related to the fact that these actions have their objectives defined in 
terms of milestones and did not have as direct objective the achievement of a specific level of modal shift, 
which can be very much affected by changing market conditions, and therefore the payment was 
conditional on the achievement of those milestones. 
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4.3 Environmental performance 

Improving the environmental performance of freight transport was one of the key objectives of the Marco 
Polo II programme. Its ultimate environmental goal was to offset most of the projected freight traffic growth 
by shifting it off road. This traffic growth was estimated in 20.5 billion tkm per year for the period 2007 to 
2013, therefore a total of 413.5 billion tkm for the whole lifetime of the programme. Unlike this assumption, 
freight traffic decreased by 8.33% over this period, which represents 302 billion tkm 12 . And yet the 
programme achieved the shift or avoidance of 41.9 billion tkm over its entire life time. In other words, despite 
the adverse conditions Marco Polo II shifted off the road the equivalent of more than 2 years of expected 
traffic growth.  
 
The achieved modal shift expressed in tkm was transformed in monetary terms into environmental benefits, 
using an external costs calculator13 that each action had to use when applied for funding. The calculator 
produced an economic valuation for different modes and sub-modes of transport based on external cost 
coefficients provided for environmental impacts (i.e. air quality, noise, climate change) and socio-economic 
impacts (accidents, congestion).  
 

The estimated external costs saved by the Marco Polo II actions are presented in table 3 below. The 
calculations have been based on the new version of the 2019 Handbook of External Costs of Transport14. In 
this Handbook two additional external costs were added and they have been included in the calculation of 
the last column of the table.  

Table 3. External cost reduction of Marco Polo II actions using 2019 Handbook (in € millions)15 

 

 External cost 

reduction- 6 

externalities 

 

External cost 

reduction- 8 

externalities 
 

Rail 132.6 130.7 

Maritime 88.8 97.7 
Mixed 19.8 21.8 

Inland waterways 4.2 4.6 
Traffic avoidance 140 154.1 

Total 385.4 408.8 
 

Therefore, the savings produced by the programme in terms of external costs avoided range between €385.4 
million and €408.8 million, depending on the methodology used. In either case the amount of savings is 
substantially higher than the total amount of the grants provided (€131 million) and means that each euro 
spent produced €2.9-3.1 of environmental benefits. Therefore, it can be established that the programme 
produced clear environmental benefits notwithstanding its underperformance compared to the initial target.  
 
Finally, the result of the Marco Polo II actions as regards the avoidance of CO2 emissions is also remarkable, 
with the total estimated at 3.5 million tonnes of CO2 (Table 4)16.   
 
 

                                                 
12 https://ec.europa.eu/transport/facts-fundings/statistics/pocketbook-2018_en, section 22 

13 The calculator was developed by the European Commission  
14 https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/studies/internalisation-handbook-isbn-978-92-79-96917-1.pdf 
15 Source : JRC/EC 
16 Source: JRC/EC 

https://ec.europa.eu/transport/facts-fundings/statistics/pocketbook-2018_en
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/studies/internalisation-handbook-isbn-978-92-79-96917-1.pdf
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Table 4: Total CO2 emissions avoided by Marco Polo II actions (in thousand tons of CO2) 

 

 
The CO2 avoided represent climate change avoidance that would cost €348 million in the short and medium 
term or €936 million in the long term17. 
 
In illustrative terms the 41.9 billion of tkm shifted or avoided can be translated in 2.3 million of full trucks 

avoided on a distance such as between Rotterdam and Genoa18. 
 
 

 
 
Mars Goes Intermodal Project 
© Mars Incorporated 

 
The Mars Goes Intermodal action aimed to improve the intermodal distribution network of MARS' products 
through rail, inland waterway and short sea shipping services. It introduced and enhanced sustainable means 
of transport of MARS cargo to Western European distribution centres and in the end to the final customers. 
The action achieved 148 % of the planned modal shift involving partners in 5 Member States.  

                                                 
17 Central values, in 2016 prices and method provided in 2019 Handbook of External Costs of Transport 
18 A full track transporting 18 tons of goods over a distance of 1,000 km. 

 CO2 emissions 

avoided 

Rail 1,936 
Maritime 819 
Mixed 239 
Inland waterways 66 
Traffic avoidance 421 
Total 3,481 
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5. Lessons learnt from the implementation of the programme 

The findings presented in this section rely on the experience acquired by INEA during the implementation of 
the programme as well as on the input provided in reply to a questionnaire addressed to all beneficiaries in 
spring 2020. The full overview of the compiled replies is in Annex 1. 

Actions with objectives set in terms of effective modal shift performed much worse than those aiming to 
accomplish other objectives measured in terms of milestones achieved, i.e. Common Learning Actions. The 
most frequent kind of horizontal problems in achieving the modal shift objectives set in the programme are: 

1. Overestimation of demand in the applications: Implementation of the modal shift and traffic 
avoidance actions supported by the Marco Polo ΙΙ programme came with two inherent risks, one linked 
to the estimation of future transport market conditions and the second one to the feasibility of realising 
a modal shift. These estimations proved in many cases optimistic. And given that one of the criteria for 
the selection of proposals was based on the amount of modal shift foreseen and the fact that the 
maximum EU funding was limited to €2 per 500 tkm shifted, it could be expected from the start that 
many of the actions selected were actually assuming a relative high risk.  

2. Infrastructure limitations: A number of rail, SSS and IWW actions have mentioned infrastructure as 
an obstacle to develop the service. Some of these obstacles could have been foreseen and others were 
more difficult to detect before actually implementing the actions. According to the beneficiaries 
infrastructure related issues caused additional costs, decreased quality, longer transit times and delays. 
The issues mentioned by the respondents include: limited rail infrastructure (Hungary, Poland, Germany, 
The Netherlands);  hinterland connections (e.g. Spain; rail infrastructure in the Orlean region (Les Aubrais 
- Boigny), France); bottlenecks (Belgium); flooding and warping of track surfaces; poor synchronisation 
with third parties (carriers, cargo railway stations operators, railway operators etc.); rail gauge (Polish-
Lithuanian border) and short rail length (Austria).  

3. Lack of interoperability and lack of cooperation from the side of the infrastructure managers led 
often to unreliability of the service and a loss of customers as a result, especially in the absence of any 
alternative to rail transport. In some cases, Marco Polo II services were also compromised by issues in 
cross-border sections, inadequacy of IT systems and administrative problems, i.e. strikes. 

4. Changing market conditions had a direct impact on the success of the actions that were all business 
and service oriented and therefore sensitive to market and economic conditions. As a result, the economic 
downturn observed since 2008 19  had an adverse impact on the uptake and effectiveness of the 
programme and the viability of actions. Moreover, lower fuel prices or relocation of manufacturing 
centres, often resulted in cancellation of key commercial agreements. This explains largely the fact that 
29% of the grant agreements were terminated. 

5. Persistent attractiveness of road transport, in particular for services for relatively short distances. 
This was particularly the case when the transport market shrunk substantially as a consequence of the 
2008 economic crisis. In general, road transport operators have lower fixed operational costs compared 
to rail or shipping, which allowed them a substantial margin for price reductions as compared to 
alternative transport solutions.  

The vast majority of Marco Polo II beneficiaries having replied to the questionnaire confirmed that their 
actions and services were very successful. Even more importantly, they consider the Marco Polo II programme 
as instrumental in their decision to set up a new service (most of the actions concerned a new service). The 

                                                 
19In the freight transport sector there was an overall decrease of the transport volumes. More specifically, in the period 2007-2013 the EU freight 
traffic decreased from 3,624.10 bn tkm in 2007 to 3,311.91 in 2013 (https://ec.europa.eu/transport/facts-fundings/statistics/pocketbook-2019_en). 

 

https://ec.europa.eu/transport/facts-fundings/statistics/pocketbook-2019_en
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most recurrent underlying reason for the success is that the financial support helped to increase their business 
capacity and minimise the financial risks. However, as reported by some stakeholders, this came with 
overcomplicated administrative procedures and cumbersome requirements in particular in recording costs. 

The programme had sustainable impact given that 97% of the services supported continued their operations 
after the end of the grant and became self-sustained financially. Moreover, the programme had a spill-over 
effect as it was used by many beneficiaries (60% of the respondents) as a model for the development of 
similar services, not supported by grants. These Marco Polo II inspired services have been largely successful 
according to their promoters. 

For almost all responding beneficiaries the benefits of Marco Polo II are wider than the modal shift itself and 
include improved market conditions, optimised load factors, more opportunities for rail transport, a more 
stable and efficient supply chain, improved know-how in the area of intermodal transport and enhanced 
collaboration between ports across countries. 

Finally, the responding beneficiaries consider that the co-funding (€2 per 500 tkm shifted) was broadly 
adequate.  

6. Conclusion 

The Marco Polo II programme was set up to remove 143.5 billion tonne-kilometres (tkm) of freight transport 
from road to alternative modes of transport with a total budget of €435 million made available in the 2007-
2013 Financial Framework. The target of the programme was equal to the expected increase of the EU freight 
transport in the same period. Instead, during the same period, mainly due to the 2008 recession, the sector 
decreased (from 3,624.10 billion tkm in 2007 to 3,311.91 billion tkm in 2013) which made the market context 
less favourable than anticipated.  

Following yearly Calls for Proposals, a total of 168 grant agreements were signed for a total budget of €315.5 
million, all of which are now closed.  

From a budgetary point of view, 30% of the available budget for the programme was absorbed while 29% 
of the initial modal shift target has been reached. Despite these low performance indicators, the Marco Polo 
II Programme has nevertheless achieved an estimated modal shift of 41.9 billion tkm and a very positive 
result in saving external costs that would have arisen in the absence of the programme. In other words: 

✓ 2.3 million of full trucks avoided on a distance such as between Rotterdam and Genoa  

✓ 3.5 billion tonnes of CO2 avoided 

✓ Each euro spent by the programme produced approximately €3 of environmental benefits.  

In managing the Marco Polo II programme together with the TEN-T legacy and the CEF programme, INEA 
used the already acquired transport knowhow and expertise in project management. This maximised the 
efficiency in the management of these actions and facilitated valuable synergies between Marco Polo II and 
the CEF programme, within the EU transport policy.  

Most of the traffic concerned by the programme was shifted to rail and maritime transport. Despite its 
difficulty to achieve the original target, the Marco Polo II programme has been instrumental in setting up new 
freight services that would not exist without the initial grant support. Since most of them continue after the 
end of the grant, it can be concluded that the EU freight market benefitted from sustainable improvements 
and new operational concepts.  

While the EU decided not to prolong the Marco Polo II programme, it integrated its concept and objectives in 
the TEN-T policy through the Core Network Corridors. The Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) supports a 
sustainable transport policy, including a freight transport priority that has some similarities with Marco Polo 
II. In that respect, CEF has exploited efficiently synergies between infrastructure funding priorities and has 
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given support to making the use of infrastructure more sustainable. Under this priority, CEF supports 10 
Actions with €49 million that resulted from 2 calls from proposals. 

In the context of the European Green Deal20 and when designing a new EU transport policy, the lessons learnt 
from Marco Polo II will be conducive to shape new and more efficient instruments in support of shifting 
freight transport off the road. Implementation will remain a key factor to the success of this policy in an area 
that is prone to changing market conditions. 

 

                                                 
20 Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the European Council, the Council, the European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of the Regions - The European Green Deal, COM(2019) 640 final of 11 December 2019. 
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Annex 1 Compilation of beneficiaries’ replies to questionnaire 

Marco Polo Questionnaire – Overview on replies 

 
 

 Date of publication: 27 March 2020 

 Deadline: 15 June 2020 

 Total number of valid contacts: 85  

 Total number of contributions: 30 

 
 

 
The Marco Polo questionnaire, consisting of 15 questions addressed to the beneficiaries and consultants of 
the programme, was published on 27 March 2020. Invitation emails were initially sent to 145 email contacts, 
out of which around 60 were no longer valid. By the initial end date set for the questionnaire (30 April 2020), 
20 respondents registered their contributions on the EUSurvey portal and one contribution was received by 
email. On 26 June 2020, the deadline for the questionnaire was extended until 15 June 2020, collecting 9 

additional replies by the new deadline. In total, the questionnaire gathered 31 contributions. 
 
The majority of contributions (25; 83%) were submitted by Marco Polo beneficiaries while only 5 consultants 
(17%) participated in the survey. 

 

 
 

 
Beneficiaries and consultants from 11 EU Member States participated in the survey. The largest number of 
contributions came from Germany (7) and Spain (5), followed by The Netherlands (4) and Italy (3). The 
remaining contributions were submitted by consultants from Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria (two responses from 
each country), Croatia, Czech Republic, France, Poland, Sweden (with one response per country). 
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1. Did the Marco Polo II grant support to a new project/service or upgrade of an existing one? 
Two thirds of respondents (19; 63%) confirmed that Marco Polo programme granted support to a new 
project/service while the remaining one third (11; 37%) said that it offered an upgrade to an already existing 

project/service. 
 

 
 

2 & 3. Was the Marco Polo II project/service successful during the Marco Polo II support? and  What 

were the reasons/circumstances for the success or lack of it? 
The wider majority of respondents (27; 90%) sustained that the Marco Polo II project/service had been 
successful during the Marco Polo II support. Only three respondents said that it had been partially successful 
while there is no record of an unsuccessful case. 
 
The most quoted reason for the success of a project/service is the Marco Polo financial support, which helped 
to increase the business capacity and minimize the financial risks. Other reasons mentioned in the 
questionnaire include the accuracy and flexibility of the programme planning, favorable market environment, 
constructive communication with the EC programme officers, increased visibility of intermodal services and 
environmental awareness. 
 
While there is no record of an unsuccessful project/service, three respondents explained that they had not 
been able to fully achieve their objectives due to unrealistic goals set at the beginning, high costs of rail 
services and changes in the market environment. 
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Figure 3. Responses to question 1
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4. Has the project/service continued after the end of the Marco Polo support? 
The majority of respondents (29; 97%) reported that their projects/services are still in operation and function 
independently now. Only one beneficiary replied that “the ‘common learning action’ was not continued as such 
but business entities which came together during the action have continued to collaborate also after the 
project period.” 
 
 

 
 

 

5. Did you start other services (successful or not) aiming at modal shift taking into account the 

experience gained with the Marco Polo funded project?  
18 respondents representing 60% of total contributions said that they had started other services aiming at 
modal shift (e.g. shipments by rail from Hungary to Germany via the Netherlands, more intense use of rail 
traffic, additional services connecting to North Africa (Morocco) and Northern Europe (Belgium), new 
intermodal corridor between Spain and Portugal, new intermodal service between Romania and Bulgaria and 
another project between Romania and Poland, new destinations in Benelux and multi-stops in Germany, 
transalpine connection, etc.). Most of them claimed that those services had been successful while only two 
of them reported that their services had registered only partial success due to lower frequency of new services 
and due to increased competition. 
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6. Apart from the modal shift, were there other benefits (i.e. improved load factors, emission 
reductions) resulting from the implementation of the project?  
The majority of respondents (28; 93%) reported that there were other benefits apart from the modal shift 
resulting from the implementation of the project, such as reduced CO2 emissions, increased business capacity 
(i.e. more shipments, new services, larger volumes) and improved load factors, more opportunities for rail 
transport, a more stable and efficient supply chain, better and more flexible service, improved know-how and 
publicity. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
7. Which features of the programme do you consider particularly important and useful? 
The respondents mostly appreciated the financial and professional support received; programme’s structure 
(budget, tasks, approach), planning and funding mechanism (e.g. direct co-financing of losses, reduction of 
financial risks at the set-up stage) as well as its transparency and flexibility; transport shift from road to rail; 
better collaboration between ports in different countries; improved knowledge of intermodal transport and 
higher awareness of the MoS concept. 
 
 

8. In your opinion, what were the most important shortcomings in the: a) design and b) 

implementation of the programme? 
While nine respondents found no significant shortcomings neither in the programme implementation nor in 
its design, others reported the following drawbacks: rigid requirements of the programme (e.g. strict eligibility 
criteria, lengthy and strenuous application process), limited scope of the programme (i.e. no encouragement 
of new services and cooperation with third countries), excessive bureaucracy exacerbated during the 
programme’s transition from EACI to INEA, cumbersome upgrade of an existing initiative and complicated 
accounting/costs calculation method. That is, most of the shortcomings pointed out by the respondents relate 
to the programme design rather than to its implementation mainly due to a heavy administrative load. 
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9. Did the service experience infrastructure related issue(s) (i.e. bottleneck, missing link, gauge, 

train length, hinterland connections, etc.) during and/or after the Marco Polo II support? 
Almost half of the respondents (14 out of 30; 47%) confirmed that their service had experienced 
infrastructure related issues, causing additional costs, decreased quality, longer transit times and delays. The 
issues mentioned by the respondents include: limited rail infrastructure (Hungary, Poland, Germany, The 
Netherlands);  hinterland connections (e.g. Spain; rail infrastructure in the Orlean region (Les Aubrais - Boigny), 
France); bottlenecks (Belgium); flooding and warping of track surfaces; poor synchronization with third parties 
(carriers, cargo railway stations operators, railway operators etc.); rail gauge (Polish-Lithuanian border) and 
short rail length (Austria).  
 

 

 
 

 

10. Did the service experience other issue(s) unrelated to infrastructure (i.e. border crossing, ITs, 

governance, lack of interoperability, etc.) during and/or after the Marco Polo II support?  
While more than half of respondents (18; 60%) stated that their service had not experienced any issues 
unrelated to infrastructure, 7 responses revealed that their services had been hindered by difficulties in border 
crossing; lack of alternative (back-up solution) solutions to rail transport; challenging economic conditions; 
administrative issues mostly related to documentation; difficulties with IT systems; and strikes (e.g. Spain). 
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11. Would your organisation have launched the service without the Marco Polo support?  
While the majority of respondents admit that Marco Polo programme offered great support in the 
implementation of their initiatives, particularly in terms of financial security and risk minimisation, half of 
them claim that they might have also launched their services without the EU support depending on their 
economic feasibility and market conditions (e.g. prices, demand). Nevertheless, they assume that, without 
Marco Polo support, their initiatives would have faced more risks and difficulties, and would have been 
implemented at a significantly lower scale.  A beneficiary suggested that other sources of funding would have 
been sought if there had not been Marco Polo programme. According to some responses, intermodal services 
cannot survive without the necessary investment. Another beneficiary pointed out that they would not have 
launched the service at all without the Marco Polo support due to overly high costs and uncertainty at the 
early stages of implementation. 
 

 
 

 
 
12. Did the project/service receive any other public support? 
Only 10% of respondents revealed that their projects/services had received additional public support (e.g. 
state aid by France and Spain). 
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13. Was the funding for modal shift (€2 per 500 tkm shifted) adequate?  
The majority of respondents found the funding rate adequate, however a few replies suggested that  actual 
costs were higher than what was covered by the programme and that a higher funding rate (around 3-5€ per 
500 tkm) would have been more appropriate. 
 

 

 
 

 

 

14. If there was a programme to support your organisation to shift freight from road to more 

sustainable modes, would you apply again for funding? 
All respondents unanimously confirmed their will to apply for further funding in a similar programme. A 
beneficiary added that they would apply for funding in order to increase their competitiveness and “avoid 
that they [rival companies] gain a financial aid - and we not”. 
 
 

15. What do you think would be the best way for the EU to support modal shift from road to more 
sustainable modes? 
All survey participants provided their views on how to support modal shift, unknowingly converging in several 
popular ideas, namely: 

- Establishment of more subsidy programmes similar to Marco Polo to support the development of rail 
and maritime transport, inland waterways and the infrastructure of rail terminals, especially in less 
developed Member States. Such programmes should have a clear and accessible design with a 
minimum amount of administrative procedures, and give preference to smaller private companies 
(e.g. loading companies); 

- Development of a more uniform European railway network with less border regulations and less time 
spent on locomotive changes; 

- Stronger environmental commitment – the best way to help the climate would be by giving preference 
to cleaner technologies, decreasing the costs for sustainable transport modes (rail, maritime) and 
increasing the price for CO2 emissions (road transport). However, a respondent suggested that: “it is 
not the best policy to raise costs for an efficient mode of transport such as road” as it will “lead to 
shifting more jobs from Europe to Asia or elsewhere”. 

Several respondents also suggested that it is necessary to: 
- Continue support of successful projects and at the same time help developing less privileged 

initiatives;  
- Increase adaptability to unforeseen events (e.g. pandemics, major macro-economic circumstances, 

regulatory frameworks, industry or country specific circumstances, etc.); 
- Widen the scope of EU programmes similar to Marco Polo by including third countries, for instance; 
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- Combine the Marco Polo grant calculation method with the CEF blending funding scheme to cater for 
all additional costs incurred, potentially adding some consumer/prosumer co-funding possibilities. 

Finally, numerous respondents expressed their gratitude for Marco Polo programme and support for a new 
similar EU initiative. However, as a beneficiary pointed out, “the EU is already supporting the modal shift by 
European programmes such as TEN-T and CEF. Also the Member States, regions and others are supporting 
the modal shift by investing in infrastructure, rolling stock and vehicles and other support schemes. In this 
patchwork of schemes it is hard to consider one additional EU programme.” 
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Annex 2 List of actions 

 No 
Transport 

Mode 
Year Type Acronym Terminated 

 Initial 

funding  

 Final 

Funding  

% Funding 

(final vs 

initial) 

 Initial TKm   Final TKm  

%  TKm  

(final vs 

initial) 

1 Rail 2007 Catalyst actions OCRA Y 
        

5.049.349  
             

518.270  10% 
             

288.120.000  
                    

3.644.730  1% 

2 Rail 2007 Modal shift actions ITABEL EXPRESS Y 
        

1.934.682  
             

303.396  16% 
             

967.341.245  
              

151.698.025  16% 

3 Rail 2007 Modal shift actions RO-MO-NET N 
        

2.326.132  
             

369.563  16% 
         

1.163.065.779  
              

184.781.258  16% 

4 Rail 2007 Modal shift actions RUBY Y 
        

1.500.000  
             

119.992  8% 
             

765.766.040  
                 

59.995.909  8% 

5 Rail 2007 Modal shift actions SEEIS N 
            

992.623  
             

679.470  68% 
             

504.410.880  
              

330.186.206  65% 

6 Rail 2007 Modal shift actions SIRIUS 1 N 
            

560.000  
             

547.086  98% 
             

340.913.616  
              

273.542.758  80% 

7 Rail 2007 Modal shift actions VIKING RAIL N 
        

1.082.762  
             

263.222  24% 
             

541.381.043  
              

131.610.760  24% 

8 Rail 2008 Catalyst actions FGI System N 
        

3.000.000  
         

2.799.947  93% 
             

495.586.367  
              

257.277.566  52% 

9 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions AUTOROM N 
            

850.000  
                             

-             -    
             

551.063.250  
              

592.810.043  108% 

10 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions CARES Y 
        

1.320.000  
                

54.625  4% 
             

664.428.574  
                 

27.312.628  4% 

11 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions CORAT N 
            

767.045  
             

606.379  79% 
             

383.522.607  
              

303.189.307  79% 

12 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions Euro Reefer Rail N 
        

2.128.948  
                

47.430  2% 
         

1.086.464.475  
                 

23.715.155  2% 

13 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions FerroChem Italia Y 
            

977.000  
                

35.256  4% 
             

488.770.000  
                 

17.627.920  4% 

14 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions 
Gateway to 
Moscow 

Y 
        

1.010.000  
                             

-             -    
             

507.428.444  
                                         

-            -    

15 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions HÖDI Y 
        

1.245.475  
                

65.426  5% 
             

622.737.676  
                 

32.712.935  5% 

16 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions KTS N 
        

1.125.701  
             

176.398  16% 
             

562.850.832  
                 

88.199.171  16% 

17 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions OFE Y 
            

817.690  
                             

-             -    
             

408.844.800  
                                         

-            -    

18 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions PROXAL-2 Y 
            

535.000  
                             

-             -    
             

268.702.656  
                                         

-            -    

19 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions ROLBAL N 
            

572.645  
                

82.089  14% 
             

464.646.000  
                 

41.044.505  9% 

20 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions TOVAL Y 
            

762.418  
                             

-             -    
             

381.209.069  
                                         

-            -    
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No 
Transport 

Mode 
Year Type Acronym Terminated 

Initial 

funding 

Final 

Funding 

% Funding 

(final vs 

initial) 

Initial TKm Final TKm 

%  TKm 

(final vs 

initial) 

21 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions 
Train to Spain… 
and Back 

Y 
            

859.000  
                

17.078  2% 
             

429.578.457  
                    

8.538.869  2% 

22 Rail 2008 Modal shift actions 
Zakarpattya 
Express 

Y 
            

500.000  
                             

-             -    
             

255.329.958  
                                         

-            -    

23 Rail 2009 Catalyst actions ESTRaB N 
        

5.415.900  
         

1.934.250  36% 
             

476.546.462  
                                         

-            -    

24 Rail 2009 Modal shift actions ARCON Y 
        

4.320.438  
             

738.874  17% 
         

1.080.109.440  
              

184.718.583  17% 

25 Rail 2009 Modal shift actions BFI N 
        

4.134.668  
         

3.319.438  80% 
         

1.033.666.920  
              

830.915.600  80% 

26 Rail 2009 Modal shift actions Euro Car Shuttle Y 
        

1.466.701  
             

185.894  13% 
             

505.719.780  
                 

46.473.399  9% 

27 Rail 2009 Modal shift actions ITAFRA Shuttle Y 
        

2.063.625  
                

60.986  3% 
         

1.026.127.813  
                 

15.246.430  1% 

28 Rail 2009 Modal shift actions NG-WP N 
        

1.217.347  
             

885.450  73% 
             

403.866.000  
              

221.362.460  55% 

29 Rail 2009 Modal shift actions Rail2 N 
        

3.304.946  
             

951.813  29% 
             

937.175.500  
              

237.953.252  25% 

30 Rail 2009 Modal shift actions RKE N 
            

971.081  
             

971.081  100% 
             

305.933.058  
              

261.459.863  85% 

31 Rail 2009 Modal shift actions S.I.S.T.E.R. N 
        

1.960.000  
             

883.908  45% 
             

490.779.500  
              

220.976.980  45% 

32 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions 
2D2C Shuttle 
project 

N 
        

1.250.000  
             

750.894  60% 
             

314.122.170  
              

187.723.470  60% 

33 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions ACE Green Y 
        

2.882.013  
                             

-             -    
             

778.334.665  
                                         

-            -    

34 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions B2E N 
        

2.368.642  
             

754.123  32% 
             

593.705.631  
              

194.062.275  33% 

35 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions BARCETOULOUSE Y 
            

823.420  
                             

-             -    
             

205.885.087  
                                         

-            -    

36 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions 
Bettembourg - 
Lübeck Shuttle 

N         
1.747.332  

                
97.485  6% 

             
436.833.180  

              
138.094.453  32% 

37 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions CONVECTOR N 
        

1.145.800  
             

554.534  48% 
             

286.450.000  
              

138.633.373  48% 

38 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions C-Trail Y 
        

1.350.000  
                             

-             -    
             

496.492.606  
                                         

-            -    

39 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions East-West Hödi N 
        

2.497.793  
         

2.428.777  97% 
             

725.183.469  
              

607.194.335  84% 

40 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions 
EU South-North 
Corridor 

N 
        

2.910.000  
             

850.189  29% 
             

864.934.560  
              

212.547.280  25% 

41 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions FRESH N 
        

2.728.743  
             

199.509  7% 
             

682.185.790  
                 

49.877.133  7% 

42 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions KoKaTrain Y 
        

1.392.868  
                             

-             -    
             

348.217.000  
                                         

-            -    
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No 
Transport 

Mode 
Year Type Acronym Terminated 

Initial 

funding 

Final 

Funding 

% Funding 

(final vs 

initial) 

Initial TKm Final TKm 

%  TKm 

(final vs 

initial) 

43 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions MONDI-PAPER Y 
        

1.180.505  
             

244.606  21% 
             

295.376.504  
                 

61.151.531  21% 

44 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions OPRA N 
        

2.398.962  
         

2.348.202  98% 
             

619.627.890  
              

587.050.476  95% 

45 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions PALCARGO N 
            

997.104  
             

971.354  97% 
             

313.043.355  
              

268.604.064  86% 

46 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions TESS'10 N 
            

539.102  
             

539.102  100% 
             

411.644.188  
              

304.286.180  74% 

47 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions Trentino Shuttle N 
        

3.215.864  
         

2.240.322  70% 
             

803.966.071  
              

560.080.399  70% 

48 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions WETRI N 
        

3.372.694  
         

1.045.094  31% 
             

862.959.004  
              

261.273.436  30% 

49 Rail 2010 Modal shift actions WOODRAIL N 
        

1.265.248  
         

1.265.248  100% 
             

345.375.360  
              

330.421.567  96% 

50 Rail 2011 Catalyst actions AgroTainer N 
            

476.880  
             

433.575  91% 
             

119.219.892  
              

108.393.782  91% 

51 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions AIT N 
            

773.006  
             

773.006  100% 
             

194.942.517  
              

206.406.495  106% 

52 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions 
Bettembourg 
Trieste Shuttle 

N         
2.964.939  

         
2.395.062  81% 

             
741.967.182  

              
598.765.467  81% 

53 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions FREEZERR N 
        

1.708.407  
             

433.724  25% 
             

427.101.762  
              

108.430.928  25% 

54 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions KTV Shuttle N 
        

2.199.780  
             

975.357  44% 
             

549.945.076  
              

558.818.412  102% 

55 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions 
MAGYAR 
CORRIDOR 

Y 
        

3.000.000  
         

2.033.318  68% 
         

1.120.410.565  
              

508.329.291  45% 

56 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions MOVER N 
        

2.152.909  
             

614.361  29% 
             

538.227.379  
              

153.590.352  29% 

57 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions PERLS N 
        

1.853.774  
             

715.923  39% 
             

463.443.541  
              

178.980.668  39% 

58 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions ScandSEE Y 
        

2.977.999  
                

50.013  2% 
             

967.865.900  
                 

12.503.145  1% 

59 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions SCOTCH Y 
        

2.787.537  
                

41.360  1% 
             

696.884.300  
                 

10.340.085  1% 

60 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions SIWALOC N 
        

1.459.722  
         

1.459.722  100% 
             

690.401.691  
              

688.427.731  100% 

61 Rail 2011 Modal shift actions TERGI Y 
        

1.995.630  
                             

-             -    
             

498.907.578  
                                         

-            -    

62 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions ADRIATIC N 
        

2.885.398  
             

397.158  14% 
             

721.349.608  
                 

99.289.606  14% 

63 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions ALSACE Shuttle N             
790.555  

                             
-             -    

             
197.652.265  

                                         
-            -    
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64 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions BOLTIRS N 
1.800.600     834.747  46% 1.161.557.850      208.686.688  18% 

65 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions 
Connect 
 

N 
        

2.346.900  
 

             
678.316  

 
29% 

 

             
587.416.578  

 

              
169.579.124  

 
29% 

 

66 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions East-West Hödi 2 Y 
        

2.415.273  
             

772.125  32% 
             

613.350.596  
              

193.261.472  32% 

67 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions Europe Asia Rail Y 
        

1.435.417  
                             

-             -    
             

358.854.300  
                                         

-            -    

68 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions Go rail - Go green N 
        

1.048.181  
             

444.865  42% 
             

262.045.228  
              

112.229.611  43% 

69 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions GYPSUM TRAIN N 
        

1.005.645  
             

424.477  42% 
             

280.656.830  
              

106.119.367  38% 

70 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions HOLDE N 
        

2.022.817  
         

2.022.817  100% 
             

507.347.320  
              

649.541.140  128% 

71 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions KAI N 
        

2.389.586  
         

2.228.013  93% 
             

597.396.400  
              

557.003.344  93% 

72 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions Lucas N 
        

2.940.273  
         

1.542.992  52% 
             

735.068.336  
              

385.747.885  52% 

73 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions NL-Poland Shuttle N 
        

4.942.155  
         

3.071.770  62% 
         

1.884.979.418  
              

767.942.615  41% 

74 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions NORITA N 
        

1.856.281  
         

1.856.281  100% 
             

464.070.298  
              

914.861.693  197% 

75 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions Pet Food by Rail N 
            

529.620  
                

91.295  17% 
             

132.405.003  
              

100.049.306  76% 

76 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions RailFreight PT Y 
        

3.488.256  
             

739.801  21% 
             

985.284.552  
              

184.950.180  19% 

77 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions Shuttle4Trailers N 
            

756.851  
             

756.851  100% 
             

454.107.118  
              

320.636.510  71% 

78 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions Slovak Shuttle N 
        

1.223.854  
             

205.066  17% 
             

307.385.472  
                 

51.266.468  17% 

79 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions SWETRIGA N 
        

1.601.994  
             

876.135  55% 
             

400.498.560  
              

417.541.281  104% 

80 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions Tran X.com N 
            

450.779  
             

369.816  82% 
             

112.694.659  
                 

92.454.001  82% 

81 Rail 2012 Modal shift actions VELOX N 
        

2.032.626  
         

1.408.375  69% 
             

508.156.520  
              

352.093.780  69% 

82 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions ECO COMBI N 
        

1.790.000  
         

1.637.026  91% 
             

447.735.000  
              

409.256.433  91% 

83 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions EcoWoodExpress Y 
            

758.440  
                             

-             -    
             

189.674.269  
                                         

-            -    

84 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions GRAIN TRAIN N 
            

923.748  
             

910.835  99% 
             

303.661.233  
              

259.805.290  86% 
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85 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions KaMel N 
        

1.185.055  
             

265.338  22% 
             

296.263.696  
                 

66.334.565  22% 

86 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions LHT Intermodal N 
            

737.755  
             

672.062  91% 
             

184.438.686  
              

168.015.423  91% 

87 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions Logport N 
        

1.284.993  
         

1.174.081  91% 
             

321.248.229  
              

293.610.756  91% 

88 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions N.E.S.T.L.E. N 
            

827.590  
             

142.116  17% 
             

206.897.400  
                 

35.528.993  17% 

89 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions NORNED Y 
        

3.392.091  
                

11.843  0,3% 
             

848.022.773  
                    

2.960.771  0,3% 

90 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions Paper rail N 
        

1.253.038  
         

1.253.038  100% 
             

317.503.005  
              

371.740.231  117% 

91 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions 
STEEL IBER 
EXPRESS 

N 
        

1.131.218  
         

1.028.406  91% 
             

331.985.360  
              

337.215.394  102% 

92 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions T.R.E.N.D. N 
            

823.160  
             

499.146  61% 
             

205.790.000  
              

124.786.511  61% 

93 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions 
TRANSPYRENAEI 
RAIL 

Y 
        

1.107.119  
                

54.475  5% 
             

292.454.200  
                 

17.285.077  6% 

94 Rail 2013 Modal shift actions WOODRAIL II N 
            

437.953  
             

437.953  100% 
             

279.376.564  
              

183.502.237  66% 

95 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2007 Modal shift actions ALBATROSSS N 

        
4.847.392  

         
3.095.809  64% 

         
2.423.696.082  

          
1.567.150.073  

65% 
 
 
 

96 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2007 Modal shift actions 

CERAMICA 2 
 

Y 
        

4.000.000  
 

                             
-    

                             
-    

         
3.235.798.800  

 -    -    

97 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2007 Modal shift actions GULF STREAM N 

            
870.877  

             
747.644  86% 

             
435.438.683  

              
373.822.079  86% 

98 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2007 Modal shift actions NETHPOLA N 

        
1.037.357  

             
877.624  85% 

         
2.163.536.592  

          
1.727.411.725  80% 

99 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2007 Modal shift actions REEFER EXPRESS N 

        
1.714.711  

         
1.630.970  95% 

             
857.355.432  

              
824.942.103  96% 

100 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2007 Modal shift actions RIGAMODAL N 

        
1.241.961  

             
194.264  16% 

         
1.849.542.596  

              
707.154.333  38% 

101 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2007 Modal shift actions 

THE WESTMED 
BRIDGE 

N 
        

4.500.000  
         

1.722.514  38% 
         

2.250.425.340  
              

861.256.908  38% 

102 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2007 

Motorways of the seas 
actions 

RORO PAST 
France 

N 
        

6.800.000  
         

5.806.920  85% 
         

8.404.734.000  
          

2.903.459.823  35% 

103 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2008 Modal shift actions AVELINE N 

        
1.778.126  

             
982.737  55% 

             
964.062.546  

              
491.368.527  51% 

104 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2008 Modal shift actions KOBALINK N 

        
2.041.251  

                
37.286  2% 

         
1.022.673.803  

                 
14.900.608  1% 

105 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2008 Modal shift actions KOTCAR Y 

        
1.040.000  

                
91.648  9% 

             
521.325.000  

                 
45.824.132  9% 
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106 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2008 Modal shift actions OBSTE N 

        
1.304.606  

                             
-             -    

             
675.186.825  

                                         
-            -    

107 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2008 Modal shift actions SCADAE N 

        
1.289.300  

             
911.559  71% 

             
644.649.788  

              
455.779.289  71% 

108 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2008 Modal shift actions ULYSSES N 

        
1.124.000  

             
301.526  27% 

             
566.745.760  

              
150.762.854  27% 

109 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2009 Modal shift actions DanNed N 

        
1.321.560  

             
160.913  12% 

             
330.390.000  

                 
40.228.228  12% 

110 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2009 Modal shift actions FreshExpress Y 

        
7.527.428  

                             
-             -    

         
1.954.831.657  

                                         
-            -    

111 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2009 Modal shift actions VEGETIS Y 

        
3.500.000  

                             
-             -    

             
878.787.748  

                                         
-            -    

112 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2009 

Motorways of the seas 
actions 

FRESMOS N 
        

4.171.450  
                             

-             -    
         

1.119.432.240  
              

948.229.363  85% 

113 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2010 Modal shift actions AAS Y 

        
1.296.294  

                
53.741  4% 

             
324.073.512  

                 
13.435.312  4% 

114 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2010 

Motorways of the seas 
actions 

GULFSTREAM.MOS N 
        

5.570.957  
         

5.570.957  100% 
         

2.115.312.147  
              

789.870.551  37% 

115 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2011 Modal shift actions ScanBalt N 

        
1.128.533  

             
488.376  43% 

             
282.133.290  

              
122.094.115  43% 

116 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2011 Modal shift actions STEEL N 

            
777.036  

             
325.626  42% 

             
400.963.700  

                 
81.406.387  20% 

117 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2012 Modal shift actions M.I.S.T.R.A.L. N 

        
1.967.100  

                             
-             -    

             
491.774.947  

              
277.675.272  56% 

118 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2012 Modal shift actions OPTICARGO I N 

        
2.802.415  

         
2.049.419  73% 

             
700.603.806  

              
512.354.630  73% 

119 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2012 Modal shift actions RORO TO Russia N 

        
1.800.000  

             
536.897  30% 

         
1.588.128.431  

              
134.224.316  8% 

120 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2013 Modal shift actions AIT MARE N 

        
1.495.948  

             
329.732  22% 

             
373.986.956  

                 
82.432.992  22% 

121 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2013 Modal shift actions ALBA.IT N 

        
2.238.606  

         
1.535.582  69% 

             
559.651.486  

              
383.895.390  69% 

122 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2013 Modal shift actions WagRoro Y 

        
3.904.061  

                             
-             -    

         
1.063.790.544  

                                         
-            -    

123 
Maritime 

(SSS) 
2013 

Motorways of the seas 
actions 

ATLANTICA N 
        

3.000.000  
         

3.000.000  100% 
         

2.054.962.025  
          

1.296.099.129  63% 

124 
Inland 

Waterway 
2007 Catalyst actions DANUBE-BYPASS Y 

2.776.900  36.020  1% 545.460.000  -   - 

125 
Inland 

Waterway 
2007 Modal shift actions 

VIA DANUBE 
 

N 
        

1.033.665  
 

             
660.372  

 
64% 

 

             
517.803.740  

 

              
330.186.206  

 
64% 

 

126 
Inland 

Waterway 
2009 Modal shift actions EcoDanube Y 

        
2.630.797  

                
66.056  3% 

             
657.699.242  

                 
16.514.056  3% 

127 
Inland 

Waterway 
2010 Modal shift actions A.R.T.S Y 

            
313.200  

                             
-             -    

                
78.300.000  

                                         
-            -    
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128 
Inland 

Waterway 
2010 Modal shift actions BFPB Y 

            
171.954  

                             
-             -    

                
42.988.390  

                                         
-            -    

129 
Inland 

Waterway 
2010 Modal shift actions HELO1 Y 

        
1.502.764  

                
54.120  4% 

             
375.691.120  

                 
13.530.079  4% 

130 
Inland 

Waterway 
2010 Modal shift actions TIREX Y 

            
645.676  

                
32.472  5% 

             
168.459.825  

                    
8.117.956  5% 

131 
Inland 

Waterway 
2012 Modal shift actions MoSTMalt N 

        
1.579.572  

             
475.873  30% 

             
397.853.000  

              
171.928.915  43% 

132 
Inland 

Waterway 
2013 Modal shift actions Biolinks N 

        
1.147.953  

             
329.200  29% 

             
286.988.156  

                 
82.299.990  29% 

133 
Inland 

Waterway 
2013 Modal shift actions FFCL N 

            
363.413  

             
207.940  57% 

                
78.955.289  

                 
34.656.749  44% 

134 Mixed 2007 Modal shift actions SLO-UK-COMBI Y 
        

1.062.790  
                

22.500  2% 
             

579.884.639  
                 

11.250.120  2% 

135 Mixed 2008 Modal shift actions COPVIT Y 
        

1.377.814  
                             

-             -    
             

688.906.810  
                                         

-            -    

136 Mixed 2008 Modal shift actions 
Dutch Russian Lo 
Lo 

Y 
        

1.232.733  
                             

-             -    
         

1.268.274.150  
                                         

-            -    

137 Mixed 2008 Modal shift actions 
ENERCON Tri 
Modal 

N 
        

1.268.577  
                             

-             -    
             

662.590.032  
              

328.343.604  50% 

138 Mixed 2008 Modal shift actions IGOR N 
        

1.520.108  
             

718.804  47% 
             

760.070.780  
              

359.402.214  47% 

139 Mixed 2008 Modal shift actions Ka.tra.sys/Intrasys Y 
        

1.976.148  
                             

-             -    
             

988.074.000  
                                         

-            -    

140 Mixed 2009 Catalyst actions Glasstainer Y 
        

2.400.000  
                             

-             -    
             

213.795.500  
                                         

-            -    

141 Mixed 2009 Modal shift actions G2G@2XL Y 
        

2.190.539  
                             

-             -    
         

1.641.174.248  
                                         

-            -    

142 Mixed 2009 Modal shift actions The Juice Vessel Y 
        

1.695.138  
                             

-             -    
             

423.784.443  
                                         

-            -    

143 Mixed 2010 Modal shift actions Modal-PET N 
            

994.032  
             

994.032  100% 
             

315.414.000  
              

404.228.834  128% 

144 Mixed 2011 Modal shift actions NORDIX N 
            

818.702  
             

256.546  31% 
             

206.846.875  
                 

64.136.444  31% 

145 Mixed 2013 Modal shift actions B2S N 
            

492.520  
             

328.963  67% 
                

83.267.174  
                 

90.864.655  109% 

146 Mixed 2013 Modal shift actions B2UK N 
        

2.380.561  
         

1.156.621  49% 
             

595.140.218  
              

289.155.182  49% 

147 Mixed 2013 Modal shift actions 
Binderholz goes 
rail 

N 
        

4.271.190  
             

575.509  13% 1.481.305.000  
              

149.433.450  10% 

148 Mixed 2013 Modal shift actions Flipper N 
        

1.493.657  
             

788.208  53% 
             

373.414.240  
              

197.052.123  53% 

149 Mixed 2013 Modal shift actions 
Mars Goes 
Intermodal 

N 
        

3.280.977  
         

3.280.977  100% 
             

955.794.992  
          

1.413.050.106  148% 
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150 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2007 Common learning actions COMBINET N         
1.326.650  

         
1.032.618  78% -  -   - 

151 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2007 Common learning actions EWITA N             
756.445  

             
600.761  79% -  -   - 

152 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2008 Common learning actions AGORA N             
665.579  

             
590.316  89% -  -   - 

153 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2008 Common learning actions GLAD N 
        

1.355.152  
             

978.503  72% -  -  

  
 
 
 
- 

154 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2009 Common learning actions 
Hinterport 
 

N 
        

1.121.319  
 

         
1.080.596  

 
96% 

  - - 

155 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2009 Common learning actions 
Intermodality E-
80 

N             
374.000  

             
296.397  79%  -  -  - 

156 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2010 Common learning actions ARTEMIS N         
1.172.325  

         
1.034.714  88%  -  -  - 

157 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2010 Common learning actions LIFE Logistics N         
1.338.011  

         
1.075.150  80%  -  -  - 

158 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2010 Common learning actions SYNTHESIS N             
396.000  

             
364.202  92%  -  -  - 

159 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2010 Common learning actions X-Posse N             
491.483  

             
317.621  65%  -  -  - 

160 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2011 Common learning actions COSMOS N             
393.194  

             
370.705  94%  -  -  - 

161 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2011 Common learning actions DESTINY N             
441.643  

             
409.017  93% 

                                        
-    

                                         
-      

162 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2012 Common learning actions CASE 2 N         
1.166.377  

             
647.399  56% 

                                        
-    

                                         
-     - 

163 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2013 Common learning actions eKnow IT N             
285.235  

             
283.341  99%  -  - -  
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164 
Common 
learning 
actions 

2013 Common learning actions 
On the Mosway 
Network 

N             
712.250  

             
508.645  71%  -  -  - 

165 
Traffic 

avoidance 
actions 

2009 Traffic avoidance actions 
Double Loading 
Network 

N         
5.082.051  

         
2.598.932  51% 

         
1.270.512.840  

              
480.004.740  38% 

166 
Traffic 

avoidance 
actions 

2009 Traffic avoidance actions SIRIUS 2 Crating N         
5.030.000  

         
3.788.736  75% 

             
935.370.000  

              
768.323.200  82% 

167 
Traffic 

avoidance 
actions 

2010 Traffic avoidance actions LCC N         
4.190.570  

         
1.241.113  30% 

         
1.047.642.520  

              
384.644.460  37% 

168 
Traffic 

avoidance 
actions 

2011 Traffic avoidance actions EVEREST II N         
5.700.000  

         
5.700.000  100% 

         
5.802.181.134  

          
1.995.378.000  34% 

  
Grand 
Total      

  315.513.702 130.994.119   113.990.703.573 41.932.555.613 
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