Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management
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02. Capacity Strategy

Coordination among Infrastructure Managers (objective) - Results should be binding or at least a deviation
from agreed planning processes should be explained with transparent and important reasons.Justification: RUs
need reliable and international harmonised capacity with high quality to be competitive to road. Capacity
Strategy is the basis for all following process steps. Later changes should be possible if reality differs from
expectations, but they should be justified and harmonised across borders. If they aren "t binding, changes
might be unharmonised.
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02. Capacity Strategy

First Consultation of operational stakeholders on the draft Capacity Strategy - input gathering by X- 58
(Objective) - The obligations for infrastructure managers regarding the feedback on comments provided by
operational stakeholders should be clearly specified. Justification: For a transparent feedback process, it is
important to know which observations have been incorporated and to provide reasoning in cases where they
have not. This ensures clarity, accountability, and trust in the consultation procedure.
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02. Capacity Strategy

Question / comment

First Consultation of operational stakeholders on the draft Capacity Strategy - input gathering by X- 58 -
Confidentiality of inputs by stakeholders should be ensured Ports and other important facility managers should
be consulted The consultation with stakeholders should be continuous and not be limited to the compulsory
consultation phases
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02. Capacity Strategy

First Consultation of operational stakeholders on the draft Capacity Strategy - input gathering by X- 58
(method) - Changes regarding PSO traffic will not only be handled by Ministries of Transport but also by other
competent authorities, depending on the Member State. Justification: The EFCM should take into account the
differences across Member States with respect to which authorities are responsible for PSO matters, ensuring
that the framework reflects the actual administrative structures involved.
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02. Capacity Strategy

Question / comment

Second consultation of operational stakeholders on the draft Capacity Strategy — input gathering by X-39
(method) - Both consultation processes have to be aligned and there must be a link in the process description.
Justification: Avoiding unnecessary duplication of work.
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02. Capacity Strategy

Question / comment

If coordination shall effectively reconcile the capacity needs of different market segments and in particular
facilitate better cross-border services, it must be based on sufficiently concrete timetable concepts. Despite
the fact, that there is always a risk of changing circumstances requiring adaptions of such concepts, they are
needed as a the basic matter of coordination, in order to allow infrastructure managers to assess, which
services of different market segments (including high-quality cross-border services) are mutually compatible
and fulfil the requirements of strategic guidance, where provided. This level of certainty about the feasibility and
compatibility is needed before the conclusion of framework agreements in order to avoid, that either framework
agreements are too vague to fulfil their purpose (a stable business basis for better rolling stock financing, e.g.
by giving certainty about the required number of rolling stock for a certain service frequency and rough travel
time) or that framework agreements lead to unpleasant surprises concerning impacts on the feasibility of other
services, especially specific timetable designs required in the strategic guidance of member states. Therefore,
itis necessary that such concrete concepts are used from the beginning of strategic capacity planning, in other
words, already in the phase of the preparation of the capacity strategy. The proposals in the coordination &
harmonisation lines of part 2 (Capacity model) and part 3 (Capacity supply) seem very suitable for the more
detailed coordination and harmonisation, but as this will happen after the allocation of capacity through
framework agreements, something concrete is required already earlier in the process.

We consider the capacity concept of the EuroLink working group of RNE as the best available basis to be used
as a such areference concept for the purpose of the coordination among infrastructure managers.
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Topic

03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Temporary Capacity Restrictions-planning principles - Principles for border lines should be harmonised with
neighbouring IMs and specifically described
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Temporary Capacity Restrictions-planning principles (objective) - The wording here is ambiguous when the
Network Statements should clearly set out the general approach to managing situations where a line is affected
by a TCR. Justification: Whereas the principle-process can be linked to or from the Network Statement, it is
important that the specific approaches, such as determining which lines must remain open when another line
is closed for a TCR, are included within the document in a consistent and comparable format. This should cover
not only already planned TCRs but also the general rules and methods (e.g. “if a TCR occurs here, then...”).
Establishing these approaches in advance ensures clarity and supports harmonised handling of TCR impacts
across the network.
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Topic

03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Granularity/Format and Harmonisation - The EFCM should explicitly clarify that the Capacity Strategy is to be
done on an annual basis. Justification: As for the Capacity Model and the Capacity Supply Plan, the Capacity
Strategy is a document forming part of strategic capacity planning, and it is prepared with reference to a
specific timetable year. Therefore, it must be published and updated on an annual basis to ensure consistency.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Granularity/Format and Harmonisation (methods) - User friendliness is a crucial component for the cross-
market success of the objective. Justification: To ensure fast adoption and reduce errors, the new
documents/IT-tools must be easy to navigate in and visually clear. ENIM should obtain stakeholder user
feedback early to validate usability.
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Topic

03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Geographical scope of the Capacity Strategy (objectives) - The Capacity Strategy shall be applicable to all
lines to avoid any potential friction between them. Justification: A Capacity Strategy limited to TEN-T and
selected lines optimises parts of the network, but not the system as a whole. A strategy covering all lines
ensures that: the network functions as an integrated system, no new bottlenecks are created, all market
participants are treated fairly, implementation is simpler and more robust. The provisions of the Capacity
Strategy are reflected in the Capacity Model and the Capacity Supply Plan. It is therefore necessary to cover all
lines from the outset to enable well-balanced market segmentation and the proper consideration of Capacity
Needs Announcements. TTR Process Description 1.1: “Geography: The capacity strategies shall be prepared for
the complete network with the exception of regional lines/feeders/outflows with a single applicant. However,
IMs are encouraged to prepare the capacity strategies for these lines as well.”
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Geographical scope of the Capacity Strategy (methods) - The geographical scope cannot rely solely on a map;
a comprehensive list of all lines, including their line IDs and routes, is essential. Justification: Including only a
map does not provide sufficient precision to clearly define the geographical scope of the Capacity Strategy. A
detailed list of all lines, together with their line IDs and corresponding routes, ensures full clarity and avoids
ambiguity or uncertainty.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Planned development of physical infrastructure (Objectives) - The timing of when additional or removed
capacity becomes effective must be clearly defined. This includes specifying when track works for capacity
enhancement are completed and for which timetable year the resulting additional capacity will be available.
Justification: Providing clear information on the timing of capacity changes enables applicants to understand
the expected capacity situation and plan accordingly. This transparency reduces uncertainty, supports reliable
planning processes, and ensures applicants can align their operational decisions with the effective dates of
capacity adjustments.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Planned development of physical infrastructure (Objectives) - Not only pure infrastructural information should
be provided, but also information about the extra services possible thanks to new infrastructure (possible
convoy characteristics, volume) or restrictions to services due to closures / decommissioning, so that the
information is really useful to stakeholders
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Rail transport services used for the purposes of strategic capacity planning (methods) - It should be clarified
that the Network Coordinator is responsible for deploying the consultation system for both the ERP and
operational stakeholders, and that the Network Coordinator must also define the procedure for submitting
collective and individual replies. Justification: A structured and transparent consultation process is essential
for effective market involvement. Clear guidance on how and when stakeholders—both applicants and
potential applicants—can provide input ensures that all parties understand the consultation framework and
canreactin a timely and appropriate manner.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Forecasted development of demand for rail transport services (methods) - It is positive that any divergences
must be explained. Justification: Requiring clear explanations for divergences strengthens transparency and
ensures that all stakeholders understand the reasoning behind deviations, which supports trust and
accountability in the process.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Forecasted development of demand for rail transport services (methods) - Demand from applicants should
be part of the forecast of transport development and there should be a possibility to provide this input;
Justification: In some cases applicants may know their business plans and which traffic they would like to run.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

The strategic guidance by the Member States, where Member States have provided such guidance (methods) -
The limits of the strategic guidance should also be explicitly mentioned, including aspects such as the level of
granularity and the areas where guidance is possible or not possible. Justification: Ensuring transparency about
the scope and limitations of the strategic guidance makes it clear what is covered and what is not, helping
stakeholders understand the boundaries of the document and avoid misinterpretation.
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Topic

03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Capacity allocated in framework agreements (methods) - Proposal: Information on capacity allocated through
FA should be provided in a structured and standardised format (e.g. tables), ensuring comparability across IM.
For FA requested significantly in advance (e.g. up to 5 years prior), only the general characteristics of the
requested capacity should be made publicly available in order to allow coordination and ensure equal
competitive conditions, while preserving confidentiality of commercially sensitive information. Justification:
Providing structured information ensures transparency and usability for capacity planning without requiring
complex IT solutions at this stage. At the same time, FA—particularly in open-access markets—may contain
commercially sensitive information. Full transparency of detailed FA content could distort competition. A
balanced approach is therefore required: publishing general information on early FA requests enables other
applicants to react and supports coordination between IMs, while avoiding disclosure of detailed business
strategies. This approach is consistent with the need to accommodate long-term investment planning (e.g.
rolling stock) while maintaining fair and non-discriminatory access to infrastructure.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Capacity allocated in framework agreements (methods) - Proposal: The method for computing the consumed
capacity, which shall be harmonised and used by every IM in Europe, needs to be alighed and further detailed
among the IMs. Justification: The implementation of FAs and RP across Europe requires a common and aligned
procedure, as well as fixed timelines, to avoid a patchwork approach and allocation issues.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Capacity that may be required to provide transport services under public service contracts (methods) - The
relation between input from PSO authorities and the strategic guidance should be clearly defined.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Information about the availability and utilisation of railway infrastructure, including infrastructure declared
highly utilised or congested (objective) - Providing initial information on the expected utilisation is crucial for
effective long-term capacity management, particularly for guiding investment decisions and the development
of new railway infrastructure. Justification: Providing this information early on is an important benefit the

Capacity Strategy provides.
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Topic

03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Information about the availability and utilisation of railway infrastructure, including infrastructure declared
highly utilised or congested (methods) - Principles for border lines should be harmonised with neighbouring
IMs and specifically described. Justification:Article 18 states that “The infrastructure manager shall adopt a
capacity strategy that sets out expectations on future developments of demand and supply of railway
infrastructure capacity and its vision on how to accommodate those developments.” Therefore, the Capacity
Strategy should not be limited to the observation that a line is congested but also explain how to cope with it.
Developing approaches to mitigate situations on highly utilised and congested lines is essential.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Information about the availability and utilisation of railway infrastructure, including infrastructure declared
highly utilised or congested (objective) - It is essential to provide initial information on the expected utilisation
for each line individually, ensuring that the Capacity Strategy reflects line-specific conditions. Justification: The
relevant information must be available at the level of the respective lines, as aggregated or averaged values
may not deliver the intended added value and may obscure important differences in utilisation.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Capacity planning approaches ( objective) - Applicants should be involved in the assessment of alternative
methods for managing capacity on congested lines. Justification: As users of the infrastructure, applicants form
an essential part of the sector and should be involved in decisions that shape concepts for capacity usage on
highly utilised or congested lines.
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03. Capacity Strategy
(Template)

Question / comment

Contingency Planning (objective) - Contingency Planning in the EFCM must become a jointly-owned and jointly
developed process, inclusive of Railway Undertakings, with clear access rights, defined transparency
obligations, and structured cross-border coordination standards - fully reflecting the requirements of Article 19
of the Capacity Regulation. Justification:Contingency cases directly disrupt Railway Undertakings’ operations
and applicants’ ability to provide services. Therefore, they should be included in the procedures to increase
efficiencies and better outcomes as referred to in Art 19 of the Capacity Regulation. Joint ownership and
development of contingency processes ensures decisions reflect operational realities and legitimate
commercial interests. Clear access rights, transparency obligations, and structured cross-border coordination
provide predictable information and compatible responses across borders. It should also include an
information exchange standard for the contingency planning phase, specifying: (1) what RUs receive access to
in the contingency plan; (2) when that access is granted; (3) how updates are communicatedJustification: This
is essential to allow RUs to prepare their own business continuity and customer information plans. The EFCM
should ensure a harmonised approach to Contingency Planning across the full SERA space - whether
integrated within both the Capacity Model and Capacity Supply, anchored in the Capacity Model alone, or
reflected solely in the Capacity Supply.Justification: A consistent European-level methodology is essential to
avoid fragmentation and ensure that contingency plans remain mutually compatible across networks.
Proposal: Add a sub-topic under Contingency Planning or TCRs that addresses how contingency plans are
activated when late or emergency TCRs exceed the normal TCR process. This should include: criteria for
triggering contingency plan activation, notification obligations to RUs, and the interface with the disruption
management framework.

Baltijas Ekspresis

04. Capacity Model

deadlines and values in hours and minutes- Provide that, in single network and national cases, infrastructure
managers may apply shorter deadlines adapted to national operational realities, provided this does not impair
cross-border coordination or discriminate against other applicants.
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Granularity/Format and Harmonisation - What does “on an hourly basis” mean? Does it mean that every hour of
the day is defined, or just a sample hour?
If it refers to just a sample hour, then a sample hour must be created for peak hours and another for off-peak

SBB 04. Capacity Model

hours.

This applies also to the “Harmonization” section at the bottom of page 10.

In any case, this needs to be clarified.

CNA - RUs must be able to submit a complete new order of capacity needs each year (not just changes). If only

changes are permitted to be communicated, this requires that RUs have access to the current version of the

capacity model (electronically).

Required fields: What kind of contracts are we talking about here?

. Since CNAs are neither binding on RUs nor do they entail consequences or benefits, the procedure must be

SBB 04. Capacity Model . . . . . . . ;

simple and require minimal effort; otherwise, there is a risk that RUs will not submit CNAs.

Make CNAs simple and quick: only essential fields (RU, contact, year, origin/destination node(s), rough route,

traffic type, requested frequency, rolling stock type, contract status). RUs must be able to view the current

Capacity Model. Allow one-click confirmation of last year’s CNAs and easy edits. Use a central web form with
SBB 04. Capacity Model |[CNA - If the CNA fails the plausibility check or is rejected, a justification is required.




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

[ARNE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

SBB

04. Capacity Model

Question / comment
Scope representative day: If the needs vary significantly from day to day, multiple representative days are
needed, such as weekdays and weekends.

Define clear, practical rules for allowable deviations from applicants’ submitted needs to avoid unpredictable
changes. For the “representative day” scope: require multiple representative days when demand patterns differ
(e.g., weekday, weekend, holiday). Specify measurable deviation thresholds (e.g., time shifts in minutes, stop
pattern changes, frequency variance as % of requested services) so applicants know limits and IMs apply
changes consistently. Keep deviations minimal for capacity-sensitive services (long-distance, freight corridors)
and allow larger tolerance for local/regional services. Communicate any applied deviations in a machine-
readable reply with reasons.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
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04. Capacity Model

Capacity Model - Similar to the Capacity Strategy there should be subpoints of ,,process” and
»template“.Justification: This clustering of topics greatly improves legibility.Proposal: Within Capacity Model
there should be subpoints on ,,process“-related and ,template or content“-related topics; ,,IT“ might be
another subpoint.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Granularity/Format (method) - Description of market needs: Traffic volumes in 2 hours pattern (peak) and 24
hours (TEN-T requirement) Time transit requested by RUs Stations / freight facilities End-to-end description (not
only between operational points) Train typology: weight, length, gauge, locomotive type (categories)
Deliverable: Before CNAs: catalogue of end-to-end capacity objects in 2 hours pattern (peak) and 24 hours (TEN-
T requirement) taking into account routine TCRs + focus on time periods with major and high TCRs ; After CNAs:
adjustments taking CNAs into account + major and high TCRs drafts The precise timetables The precise number
of possible paths per traffics category Possible splitting in regional models for large networks but obligation of
internal coordination Consultation of RUs on market needs taken into account and on deliverables
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Granularity/Format (method) - See general comment on IT landscape at the end of this document:

General Remark to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a
massive impact on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be
described in a separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here
is the question of how the interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps
are handled in which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs should not wait until
December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the EFCM consultation.
IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and expectations of all applicants
and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in September). Otherwise, RUs
implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the necessary strategic planning
steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is aligned with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

NeE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

Topic

04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Coordination among the Infrastructure Managers (method) - Capacity harmonisation must focus on
end-to-end capacity rather than being limited to handover points alone. Capacity should be planned at least up
to the next matching node where corresponding capacity is available, ensuring seamless alignment across
networks. Justification:It must be ensured that capacity is planned seamlessly from end to end across
operational points and not only between them. If planning is restricted to handover or cross-border points, the
resulting Capacity Model variants may become ineffective because pre-planned capacity could terminate
without a matching continuation on the neighbouring network. Railway undertakings require coordinated,
harmonised, multi-network capacity objects that function beyond handover points, enabling continuous
end-to-end flows and supporting the proper functioning of what is often a weak point for international traffic.
Proposal:Capacity Models should not focus solely on handover points (including cross-border points). For both
handover and cross-border locations, capacity should be planned at least up to the next matching node to
ensure fully aligned, end-to-end capacity objects. Coordination between infrastructure managers must include
harmonised multi-network volumes, alignment of capacity objects on both sides of the handover, and
consultation of RUs throughout the harmonisation process.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Coordination among the Infrastructure Managers (objective) - Common train characteristics used for
calculation of capacity objects on lines with international traffic, needs to be defined after consultation with
operational stakeholders.
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04. Capacity Model

Harmonisation (method) - Ensuring that this approach remains beneficial for freight RUs is essential, as there is
arisk that it may result in simple hour-by-hour copy-paste without reflecting real operational needs.
Justification: While the approach must remain feasible for infrastructure managers, it must also provide clear
added value for freight RUs, who may otherwise lose out if a simplified scheduling method fails to capture the
variability and specificity of freight operations.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Harmonisation - Proposal: The harmonisation of Capacity Model volumes at handover points should include
transparency and coordination regarding capacity reserved for FAs. IMs should ensure that such capacity
reservations are aligned across borders and based on prior consultation with neighbouring IMs. Justification:
Capacity reserved for FA has a direct impact on the volumes available for other capacity products and therefore
affects the ability to achieve matching Capacity Model volumes at handover points. Without proper
coordination and transparency, discrepancies may arise between neighbouring networks, undermining the
objective of seamless cross-border capacity. As foreseen in Article 31(3), neighbouring IMs are required to
coordinate their strategic capacity planning, particularly with regard to cross-border FAs. Ensuring such
coordination is essential to achieve consistent and harmonised capacity volumes.
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04. Capacity Model

Harmonisation (method) - The point of harmonisation should be defined by infrastructure managers in
consultation with applicants, ensuring that the Capacity Model matches on both an hourly and a 24-hour basis
at handover points, that major and high-impact TCRs are well coordinated across networks, and that traffic
flows are considered end-to-end rather than only at the handover locations.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Stakholders “Consultation (method) - There should be a continuous consultation on TCRs, carried out also at
international level for TCRs affecting cross-border traffic, with applicants actively involved in developing the
traffic solutions, and this process must start early; well before any decisions on TCRs are made.Justification:
Applicants are the ones who maintain direct contact with the end customer, and they possess essential
operational expertise and knowledge that must not be missing when traffic solutions are discussed.
Continuous consultation will facilitate the best possible outcome, and it is crucial that applicants are involved
before infrastructure managers make irreversible decisions.
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04. Capacity Model

Stakholders “Consultation (method) - The CNA process should also be explicitly mentioned here under
stakeholder consultation, as it is an important instrument for determining the sector’s expected capacity
needs. Justification: The CNA process provides essential insights into applicants’ transport demands. Since
applicants are the ones directly aware of market needs and customer requirements, their input via the CNA is
crucial for establishing a realistic picture of future capacity needs.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Stakholders “Consultation (method) - The aim should be to rely on systematic IT tools rather than using Excel
files or similar manual solutions. Justification: Automated tools are easier to navigate and reduce the risk of

human error.
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04. Capacity Model

Stakholders “Consultation (method) - Transparency is critical since the number of alternative timetable
solutions is infinite. Justification: To increase trust in the overall process, transparency is crucial.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - See general comment on IT landscape at the end of this
document:

General Remark to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a
massive impact on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be
described in a separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here
is the question of how the interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps
are handled in which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs should not wait until
December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the EFCM consultation.
IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and expectations of all applicants
and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in September). Otherwise, RUs
implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the necessary strategic planning
steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is aligned with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - Which traffics are admissible for Capacity Need
Announcements will be defined in Network Statements but should be framed in the EFCM so that we have a
European harmonization
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04. Capacity Model

Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - Itis crucial for the market that all CNAs placed before the
X-24 deadline must be considered in the Capacity Model and Capacity Supply.Justification: Art. 17 (1): The IM
shall establish a CM that refines CS ... including in the form of CNAs ...“
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ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS, 04. Capacity Model »IMs shall ensure that applicants can request, in a single place and in a single operation, railway infrastructure
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe, capacity rights and the service facilities using the one-stop shop established under Article.”To ensure the full
PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo applicability by the applicants, to request their real needs, it is necessary, that applicants can also request their

Express, Renfe necessary SF for parking, shunting, marshalling, terminal -slots, ports, etc..
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - Proposal: RP and FA contracts are not currently addressed
in the EFCM Scoping Document and should therefore be included. In addition, CNAs will be used in the future
for service-related requests and to support the partitioning of capacity. Applicants should be able to use the
CNA tool to submit their business requirements for both existing contracts (FA/RP) and for FA/RP contracts that
have not yet been concluded. Mandatory CNA fields should therefore also include relevant contractual and
operational information, such as the type of traffic (e.g. international or domestic) and, in the case of
international services, whether contractual arrangements exist with third-party PTAs or IMs. Justification: CNAs
are expected to play a key role in capturing demand and supporting capacity planning. This includes not only
general traffic needs, but also structured requirements linked to FA and RP contracts. For example, FA
contracts that require a regular pattern (e.g. every 20 minutes or every 2 hours) can be submitted via CNA.
Similarly, applicants may use CNAs for RP contracts to specify operational requirements, such as shunting
time at a given location or required terminal slots within defined time windows. In addition, distinguishing
between types of traffic (e.g. international vs. domestic) and indicating the existence of cross-border
contractual arrangements improves transparency and supports better coordination between IMs. This is
particularly important for multi-network capacity planning and the development of harmonised Capacity
Models.

Baltijas Ekspresis

04. Capacity Model

Will a safeguarded share of capacity be established?
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - A solution should be considered that RUs may but are not
required to submit CNAs already including TCR Variants. Importantly, alternative Traffic Solutions must be
provided for all affected capacity, and not only for those requested by RUs until x-24.
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04. Capacity Model

Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - Feedback being foreseen for each CNA is positive,
however IMs must always provide a reason. “Simply not included” should not be a possible answer.
Justification: CNAs should not be accepted or rejected arbitrarily. Applicants should be able to review decisions
in order to verify that there is no discrimination and to take the reasons for rejection into account when
submitting future CNAs.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - It should be possible to see whether a CNA is connected,
without revealing the identity of the applicant. Since the information concerns traffic volumes used in the
Capacity Model, this level of transparency should not create any issues and would be comparable to the
visibility of PaPs on the Rail Freight Corridors, which are likewise publicly visible. Justification: This
transparency helps applicants gain a better understanding of the pre-planned capacity and supports more
informed planning decisions, without compromising confidentiality.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - See general comment on IT landscape at the end of this
document:

General Remark to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a
massive impact on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be
described in a separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here
is the question of how the interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps
are handled in which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs should not wait until
December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the EFCM consultation.
IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and expectations of all applicants
and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in September). Otherwise, RUs
implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the necessary strategic planning
steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is alighed with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance
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Topic

04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants”™ input received during consultation (method) - There is
currently no alignment between RUs and IMs regarding the maximum deviation permitted in FA contracts,
leading to potential issues, and the same reasonable limitations should apply consistently across all involved
IMs, particularly in the case of multi-network FAs. Justification: Allowing individual deviations may reduce
flexibility and lead to a fragmented timetable, as the consistency of regular train paths could be affected. For
example, where PSO contracts or other services are covered by FAs, the maximum deviation should be very
limited (e.g. 1-5 minutes). Applying uniform limitations across all relevant IMs ensures coherence and avoids
inconsistencies for services operating across multiple networks.
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04. Capacity Model

Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants™ input received during consultation (method) - The
maximum deviation of the requested ATT shall be measured in minutes, not hours, and the deviation in the ATT
shall be strictly limited and clearly specified per train path to ensure that the originally requested timing
remains largely preserved and that no cumulative or excessive deviations occur across operational points;
deviation of several hours will not work for most freight services and should therefore be avoided. Justification:
In several Network Statements the maximum deviation of requested ATT paths is already specified (e.g. in
Germany, the IM may deviate by +5 minutes). A deviation of several hours would significantly weaken planning
certainty for RUs and undermine the reliability needed for freight operations.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants”™ input received during consultation (method) -
Proposal: A clear and transparent procedure should be defined to ensure a balanced partitioning of capacity
between FA, RP, ATT, and ad-hoc capacity. This procedure should explicitly consider applicants’ requests
submitted via the CNA tool. In addition, capacity allocation should be based on historical traffic data and
supported by structured consultation with applicants, for example through anonymised surveys. Justification:
Without a defined methodology, there is a risk of unbalanced capacity partitioning, which may not reflect actual
market needs. Relying solely on internal assumptions could lead to inefficient allocation and reduced usability
of capacity. Incorporating applicants’ input via CNAs, combined with historical data analysis and systematic
consultation, would ensure that the 24h Capacity Model reflects real demand patterns. This would improve
transparency, increase planning reliability for applicants, and support a more efficient and market-oriented
capacity allocation.
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04. Capacity Model

Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants™ input received during consultation (method) - For an
IM to be able to judge the “business needs” of applicants, clear and objective definitions must be included, and
the consultation of applicants is essential when assessing their business needs. Justification: With no
guidelines, how can the IM objectively judge the business needs of an applicant? Applicants must be
consulted, as they are the only ones who can accurately explain and justify their operational and commercial
requirements.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants™ input received during consultation (method) - It
remains unclear what concrete outcomes are expected from the formalised dialogues. In addition, the
Infrastructure Manager should not be deemed to comply with the applicable limits where the quality of the
allocated path is significantly degraded. Such qualitative parameters should also be duly taken into account.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Planning of Rolling Planning in Capacity Model preparation (new volumes) - Definition of train characteristics
taken into account for the capacity reservation for rolling planning, with international harmonization for cross-
border lines and consultation of operational stakeholders
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Inclusion of pre- or already allocated Rolling Planning capacity in Capacity Models (methods)- The overview of
already allocated and available multi-annual RP capacity must not be used exclusively by IMs. Proposal:
Information on already allocated and available multi-annual Rolling Planning (RP) capacity should be made
transparently accessible to all stakeholders and must not be restricted to Infrastructure Managers (IMs).
Harmonised tools should be used by IMs and Railway Undertakings (RUs) to provide up-to-date, real-time
visibility of RP capacity. Justification: RP requests, including multi-annual requests, may be submitted between
T-4 (120 days) and T-1 (30 days) prior to the first day of operation. As a result, the availability of RP capacity in
the Capacity Model is subject to continuous change. Without transparent and real-time access to this
information, applicants may base their planning on outdated data, leading to inconsistencies, inefficient
capacity requests, and a fragmented allocation process. Providing unrestricted access to up-to-date RP
capacity information, supported by harmonised tools, ensures transparency, improves planning reliability, and
facilitates a more efficient and coordinated use of capacity across stakeholders.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Partitioning (general) (methods) - Allocated capacity rights through FAs is not sufficient, Rolling
Planning capacity and ad-hoc capacity must also be considered as safeguarded capacity.Justification: Limiting
safeguarded capacity to allocations derived from Framework Agreements (FAs) does not adequately reflect
actual market needs. A significant share of freight demand is addressed through Rolling Planning (RP) and ad-
hoc requests, which are essential to ensure flexibility and responsiveness to short- and medium-term transport
needs. If RP and ad-hoc capacity are not considered as safeguarded capacity, there is a risk that these
segments will be systematically disadvantaged during capacity partitioning. This could lead to reduced
availability of capacity for non-FA traffic, limiting market access and negatively affecting the competitiveness of
rail freight. Furthermore, many operational use cases (e.g. traffic affected by Temporary Capacity Restrictions
(TCRs), spot market demand, or irregular flows) rely on RP and ad-hoc capacity. Ensuring that these capacity
types are explicitly safeguarded contributes to a balanced and non-discriminatory allocation process across all
market segments. Therefore, including RP and ad-hoc capacity as safeguarded capacity is necessary to ensure
fair access, operational flexibility, and an efficient utilisation of the overall network capacity
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Partitioning (general) (methods) - Proposal: Allocated capacity rights through FAs alone are not
sufficient. RP and ad-hoc capacity must also be considered as safeguarded capacity. In addition, capacity
allocated through FAs should be aligned with defined thresholds and coordination procedures, ensuring that FA
allocations do not preclude access to infrastructure for other applicants or services. Justification: Limiting
safeguarded capacity to allocations derived from FAs does not adequately reflect actual market needs. A
significant share of freight demand is addressed through RP and ad-hoc requests, which are essential to ensure
flexibility and responsiveness to short- and medium-term transport needs. If RP and ad-hoc capacity are not
considered as safeguarded capacity, there is a risk that these segments will be systematically disadvantaged
during capacity partitioning, reducing market access and negatively affecting the competitiveness of rail freight.
At the same time, the share of capacity allocated through FAs should be limited and coordinated in line with
existing regulatory frameworks (e.g. 2016/545 and Capacity Regulation Article 33(6) -> old 31(4)). Without such
limits, excessive allocation of capacity to FAs could restrict access for other capacity products. A balanced
approach, combining limits on FA capacity with safeguarding RP and ad-hoc capacity, is necessary to ensure
fair access, operational flexibility, and efficient utilisation of the network.
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04. Capacity Model

Stakholders “Consultation (method) - The languages to be used for the consultation process should be clearly
defined in advance, ensuring that all stakeholders understand in which officially accepted languages they can
submit input and receive information throughout the consultation. Justification: This is a relevant point that

must not be overlooked, as clarity on consultation languages is essential for effective participation and
transparent communication.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,
PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

04. Capacity Model

Capacity Partitioning of infrastructure declared as being highly utilised and congested (objective) - The
partitioning shall be based on operational, socio-economic and environmental criteria. Justification: The legal
basis for the capacity partitioning is described in the Capacity Regulation.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Publication of Capacity Models - The publication of Capacity Models should be done hourly and for 24 hours.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Publication of Capacity Models (objective, method) - See general comment on IT landscape at the end of this
document: General Remark to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs,
as it has a massive impact on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT
should be described in a separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular
importance here is the question of how the interaction between national and central European systems works,
and which steps are handled in which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs
should not wait until December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the
EFCM consultation. IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and
expectations of all applicants and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in
September). Otherwise, RUs implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the
necessary strategic planning steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is alighed with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance
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Topic

04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Model variants / consideration of Temporary Capacity restrictions (objective) - It is important to
define the expected deliverables for the Traffic solutions. Justification: For all Major TCRs and selected High
TCRs included into Capacity Model the expected deliverables as outputs from the Capacity Model Process in
terms of Traffic Solutions must be clearly defined. These results will be used by IMs and all operational involved
stakeholders to prepare the Capacity Supply starting from x-18.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

04. Capacity Model

Stakholders “Consultation (method) - It needs to be clarified which body shall be addressed for international
harmonisation topics, whether ENRRB or to both relevant Regulatory Bodies.Justification: Close cooperation
among regulatory authorities is necessary when harmonisation issues arise and can potentially be resolved on
both sides of the border. According to the Regulation, Regulatory Bodies may refer complaints to the ENRRB,
but the scope remains unclear, as Article 65(4) specifies that operational stakeholders may inform the ENRRB
only on issues affecting access to or use of rail infrastructure in more than one Member State. This raises the
question of whether complaints can only be addressed when they concern multinetwork cross-border capacity.
Clearly defining the respective responsibilities and escalation pathways therefore helps speed up
decision-making and ensures that issues can be addressed efficiently and appropriately at the correct level.
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Topic

04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Capacity Model variants / consideration of Temporary Capacity restrictions (methods) - Capacity models for re
routing will be a major improvement for freight traffic. Justification: At the stage of the Capacity Model, IMs and
RUs need to jointly define all possible re-routing options, including all feasible technical parameters of the lines
(such as gradient, profile, train typology, and other operational constraints). They must also estimate the
additional capacity required for diverted trains and identify all other operational measures necessary to run the
services, such as night-time opening hours or temporary operational arrangements. These common decisions
and agreements between all involved parties, developed during the Capacity Model phase, will form the basis
for elaborating the precise train paths between X-18 and X-12 through iterative processes between IMs and RUs
within the Capacity Supply stage.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

04. Capacity Model

Capacity Model variants / consideration of Temporary Capacity restrictions (methods) - For major and
high-impact TCRs, quantitative limits should be established that define when rerouting is acceptable to RUs
(e.g., maximum additional time, permissible extra distance, and limits related to train weight and length). If any
of these limits would be exceeded, a mandatory consultation with affected RUs must take place
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Question / comment

. IT Tools (objective)(methods) - This part should explicitly include that the approach must be not just be
04. Capacity Model .
transparent but also useful, and customer-oriented.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,
PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

04. Capacity Model

IT Tools (objective) (methods) - See general comment on IT landscape at the end of this document.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Reasonable limits of differing from the applicant’s input received during consultation (in particular in part 2 —
capacity model):

The proposed limits seem reasonable in the light of the possibilities of member states to ensure clock-face
timetabling via strategic guidance (otherwise “same hour” for regional services usually running at least hourly
would be inappropriate). There should be also provisions about maximum eligible increase of travel time
compared to the travel time theoretically possible without consideration of capacity conflicts and operational
constraints, plus the possibility to add a reasonable number of stops in order to make the train fit into a specific
timetable design. This amendment would help to find better compromises between open access interests for
point to point travel times and the requirements of specific timetable designs for connectivity of regions
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants™ input received during consultation (method) - There is
currently no alignment between RUs and IMs regarding the anchoring of timetable capacity across successive
periods. Proposal: FTE/RUs propose using the first allocated timetable (1st TT) as the single anchor point for all
subsequent timetable periods. The 1st TT should remain the reference for the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th TT periods.
Under this approach, subsequent TTs may deviate from the 1st TT by a maximum of, for example, £30 or 60
minutes, without allowing cumulative deviations over time. Justification: RNE/IMs propose using the previously
allocated timetable as the anchor point for each subsequent period (e.g. 1st > 2nd, 2nd - 3rd, etc.), allowing
deviations of £30 or +60 minutes per period. This approach may lead to cumulative deviations of up to £180
minutes by the 4th TT. Such cumulative deviations would create uncertainty for RUs, reduce reliability towards
customers, and negatively impact the availability and coordination of slots in SFs. By contrast, anchoring all
subsequent timetable periods to the 1st TT ensures stability, predictability, and consistent capacity planning,
thereby supporting reliable operations and efficient use of service facilities.




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

[ARNE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Planning of Rolling Planning in Capacity Model preparation (new volumes) (methods) - Transparent and
specific criteria will be critical to the success of Rolling Planning, as they form the basis for trust, predictability,
and acceptance among applicants. Justification: Rolling Planning is an essential request method for freight
traffic, and its effectiveness depends on stakeholders’ confidence in how decisions are made. Clear and
specific criteria ensure that the process is understandable, reliable, and applied consistently.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Planning of Rolling Planning in Capacity Model preparation (new volumes) (objective) - For Rolling Planning, a
shared vision from the sector is required. The key requirements from applicants are published in 20251010_RP-
Requirements_V2.0.pdf and applicants stand ready to participate actively in the discussion and joint
elaboration of Rolling Planning together with infrastructure managers. Justification: Rolling Planning is a new
request method with several open questions. The market side has developed requirements it considers
essential for making Rolling Planning a success. Applicants are prepared to discuss these requirements with
infrastructure managers and to work jointly on developing a commonly agreed and effective approach.
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Planning of Rolling Planning in Capacity Model preparation (new volumes) (methods) - A minimum capacity
threshold for RP shall be defined to ensure sufficient flexibility in route planning and to enable the identification
of alternative routes (e.g. in the case of highly saturated lines or TCRs). This would safeguard the reliable
availability of RP capacity. Justification: Freight RUs are concerned that, without a defined minimum threshold,
RP capacity may be insufficient in practice. IMs (based on the Capacity Regulation) have indicated that RP
capacity could also be requested on non-pre-planned sections and subsequently converted into RP capacity
after allocation. However, this approach does not guarantee the availability of RP capacity when needed and
therefore does not fully address the concern. To ensure a reliable and market-oriented provision of RP capacity,
IMs and applicants should jointly identify and define all freight corridors and connections, including links to
terminals, ports, handover points, and cross-border sections, as well as relevant alternative routes.
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Topic

04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Planning of Rolling Planning in Capacity Model preparation (new volumes) (methods) - Proposal: RP capacity
volumes should be coordinated and aligned across borders. Where a certain share of capacity is offered as RP
on one network, corresponding RP capacity should be ensured on adjacent cross-border sections to enable
consistent end-to-end path planning for international traffic. Justification: A mismatch of capacity models
across borders (e.g. RP on one network and ATT on another) creates significant operational uncertainty for RUs.
International traffic requires consistent capacity products along the entire route. For example, if a high share of
capacity is offered via RP on the Betuweroute, but the connecting section (e.g. Emmerich-Oberhausen) does
not provide a corresponding RP share, RUs may be forced to request ATT capacity on one part of the route while
depending on RP allocation on another. This leads to planning inconsistencies and timing risks, as RUs cannot
rely on receiving a matching path across borders. Without alignment, applicants face uncertainty regarding
path continuity, which may result in inefficient planning, reduced attractiveness of rail freight, and potential
loss of traffic.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

04. Capacity Model

Planning of Rolling Planning in Capacity Model preparation (new volumes) (methods) - A maximum Rolling
Planning volume should be defined for each line to ensure that a minimum level of capacity remains available
for other capacity needs beyond Rolling Planning. Justification: Defining a line-specific maximum for Rolling

Planning provides transparency and certainty for applicants and infrastructure managers
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04. Capacity Model

Question / comment

Planning of Rolling Planning in Capacity Model preparation (new volumes) (methods)) - RP volume must be
planned on all line sections related to freight traffic, including lines to ports, marshalling yards, terminals, etc.
Justification: This would avoid a patchwork model and fragmentation of lines, significantly hindering RUs and
the market as a whole.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

04. Capacity Model

Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants’ input received during consultation (model) - To judge
whether “business needs” of applicants are fulfilled a dialogue with the applicant is needed. Justification: The
experience and expertise of applicants is needed when judging whether their business needs are fulfilled.
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ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS, 05. Capacity Supply Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants™ input received during consultation (model) - This should

Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe, include further parameters of the train run, e.g. the requested weight of a train also on a re-routed line

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo

Express, Renfe

JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL | 05. Capacity Supply
CARGO

Effective access to objectively unused infrastructure capacity is critical; reserved but unused capacity should
be made available to other market participants to avoid inefficiencies and competitive distortions.

capacity supply plan - Amend Article 20 to include a clear obligation to separately, transparently, and verifiably
indicate all non-pre-planned, actually unused, and unrequested infrastructure capacity that is potentially
available for operational allocation via ad hoc and other short-term requests, and to clearly identify and justify
any reservation, withholding, or diversion of such capacity.

Baltijas Ekspresis 05. Capacity Supply
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Capacity Supply - A maximum deviation of 30 minutes is stated. For some long-distance and international
service models such a value can be devastating (especially for train concepts with shorter distances and faster
turnarounds, where vehicles are tightly linked to the tender/contract).

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

05. Capacity Supply

Granularity/Format (methods) - All volumes should be considered for the Capacity Supply plan.Justification:
How can the muti-network be detailed if the rest isn’t and how does is this reconciled with the Geographical
Scope in the line before? Written like this, it creates a risk for the multi-network capacity objects to be
questioned later.
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ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

05. Capacity Supply

Granularity/Format (objective) - “...and stakeholders/applicants”. The common understanding of the
preplanning should not only be among infrastructure manages but also further stakeholders such as

applicants. Justification: The Capacity Supply Plan is an important document for the entire sector and not only
for infrastructure managers

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

05. Capacity Supply

Granularity/Format (methods) - A clear, harmonised set of eligibility criteria must define which capacity is
included in the Capacity Supply. All infrastructure managers should apply the same criteria for the same traffic
types to ensure consistent treatment across the network. Justification:Without uniform eligibility rules,
identical trains or services may be treated differently by different IMs (e.g., included by IM A but excluded by IM
B). This would create fragmentation and a risk for the Capacity Supply Plan.
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Granularity/Format (methods) - Other publication formats must be defined in agreement with RUs in order to
have a clear O/D overview. This request is even more relevant if the preplanned capacity from the supply has an
effect on priorisation in annual allocation. Thus the Capacity Supply Plan has to be machine readable
Justification: The time/space capacity diagram is one possible format to publish the data, but it is not sufficient.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

05. Capacity Supply

Characteristics of capacity planning objects - Definition from TTR Process Description (8 3.1 and 3.2) is very
clear and should be used: This will resultin a feasible timetable 365-days capacity diagrams that show all the
elements in the capacity diagram TCRs, maintenance windows, pre-planned paths, bandwidths and empty
spaces for tailor-made requests. All objects shall be harmonised between IMs
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Coordination among the In- frastructure Managers (method) - IMs must deliver international well coordinated
products from Origin to Destination; the procedure must not be defined by IMs at bilateral level, but EFCM must
define clear mandatory rules on how the IM-IM coordination must take place (Art 14(1)), including an obligation
of origin — destination coordination of capacity objects, allowing for seamless end-to-end capacity objects, and
an effective operation of handover yards (no trains parked for long periods). Justification: Seamless products
from origin to destination are a key promise from the Capacity Regulation. Therefore, offering seamless product
well coordinated across networks is a key task for infrastructure managers.
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Stakeholders’ Consultation (method) - The process shall explicitly allow for the submission of specific,
concrete questions related to capacity requests (e.g. reasons for routing choices or path availability). In
addition, a clearly identified, manned one-stop-shop contact person or unit shall be designated and
communicated, serving as the single point of contact for consultation and clarification throughout the process.
All responses, in particular in cases of refusal or when the outcome differs from the original request, shall
include complete, transparent, and comprehensible information addressed to the applicant. Justification: The
current formulation is ambiguous and overly vague, potentially excluding legitimate and specific questions (e.g.
“why is there only one remaining RP path between A and B?”). A dedicated, accessible contact pointis
therefore essential to ensure meaningful consultation, certainty, and transparency for stakeholders, especially
when requests are refused or substantially modified.
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Stakeholders’ Consultation (method) - See the general IT remark at the end of this document: General Remark
to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a massive impact
on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be described in a
separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here is the question
of how the interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps are handled in
which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs should not wait until December to
be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the EFCM consultation. IMs/ENIM (with
the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and expectations of all applicants and discuss a
first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in September). Otherwise, RUs implementation
efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the necessary strategic planning steps because of
lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is aligned with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Stakeholders’ Consultation (method) - TCR planning must be a continuous, iterative process involving IMs,
RUs, MTOs and SF to jointly define the traffic solutions that will be reflected in the Capacity Supply.

Justification: A continuous and iterative process will be needed and all involved stakeholders should be part of
it.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,
PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

05. Capacity Supply

Stakeholders’ Consultation (method) - Given the subsequent resolution via regulatory authorities, is X-13 not
too late? Will all of this be completed before the start of submitting annual ATT applications (X-8.5)?
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Topic

05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Stakeholders’ Consultation (method) - Applicants should be able to submit observations for a train run in which
they are involved also to IMs in which another involved (=partner) applicant runs.Justification: It increases
efficiency if all involved applicants in a train run may submit observations to any part of the train run.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

05. Capacity Supply

Stakeholders’ Consultation (method) - It is important that during the Consultation of the draft Capacity Supply
the IMs shall deliver already the international harmonized capacities and the Consultation shall not take place
only on "national" Capacity Supply plans. Justification: It is not sufficient that each IM separately gives
feedback to its own customer as long as international harmonization problems are concerned. A coordinated
common answer of the affected IMs is needed - perhaps by definition of one lead IM. But this IM has to inform
all involved RUs and not only its own customer up to the border. If ERP is consulted, ERP should also receive
feedback. This communication should be described in the EFCM.
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Stakeholders’ Consultation (method) - Given that this framework is intended for the 2030s, reliance on
unstructured tools (e.g. Excel) should be avoided; the focus must be on robust, automated IT tools and
interoperable systems.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

05. Capacity Supply

Updated Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - This ,enforcing of the original channel® is
extremely old style and outdated; with modern interfaces, all data should be synchronized in any relevant
system and an update should be possible via any other channel too.
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Updated Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs) (method) - Delete: “can”

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

05. Capacity Supply

Late Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs)/Input gathering after X-24 (for new capacity needs)
(objective) - The Capacity Partitioning is a direct output of the Capacity Model. The rule that 'new needs shall
not result in a significant modification of the partitioning' must also apply to capacity used for TCRs. BUT: how
can this approach be ensured if High Impact TCRs 2nd consultation is only finished at x-13.5 and Medium
Impact TCRs are published for the first time at x-13.5
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. Late Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs)/Input gathering after X-24 (for new capacity needs) (method)
05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

- A brief reasoning should be provided on why late CNA could be not considered
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05. Capacity Supply

Late Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs)/Input gathering after X-24 (for new capacity needs) (method) -

A definition of "timetable structure” will be needed, since additional services will often lead to one or more
adjusted paths.
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Topic

05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Late Capacity Need Announcements (CNAs)/Input gathering after X-24 (for new capacity needs) (method)
- As it reads now, after X-18 additional inputs from applicants concerning the CNA would not be taken into
account (i.e. changes after the main TCR consultations, etc. cannot be included in the CNA). The process
should be more agile and allow certain late changes beyond applicants’ control to be taken into account. There
is still room for adjustments between x-18 and x-14, and enabling consideration or at least discussion of late
changes will reduce the risk of pre-constructed paths becoming mismatched to RUs’ needs. This flexibility also
benefits infrastructure managers by reducing wasted effort building pre-constructed paths that no longer fit
operators’ requirements and by improving the overall match between Capacity Supply and market needs.
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05. Capacity Supply

Reasonable limitation of differing from the applicants’ input received during consultation (model) - Rigidity is
needed here, as there is currently no alignment between RUs and IMs regarding the maximum deviation
permitted in FA contracts. Justificiation: Allowing individual deviations may reduce flexibility and lead to a
fragmented timetable, as the consistency of regular train paths could be affected. For example, when PSO
contracts are covered by Framework Agreements, the maximum deviation should be very limited (e.g. 1-5
minutes).
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Topic

05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Planning of Rolling Planning in Capacity Supply preparation (objective) - The maximum capacity for RP should
be determined for entire freight traffic flows, including connections to terminals, ports, customer facilities, and
cross-border sections. The definition of RP capacity must be based on historical traffic data and the
requirements submitted by applicants through the CNA process. Justification: Limiting RP planning to
individual line sections would risk creating structural gaps in the network. In practice, freight RUs would then be
forced to request RP capacity on non-pre-planned sections in order to reach terminals, ports, or industrial
customers. Such an approach would lead to fragmentation of the process and reduce planning reliability.
Therefore, RP capacity planning should ensure coherent end-to-end traffic flows rather than isolated capacity
elements.
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05. Capacity Supply

Publication of Capacity Supply Plan (method) - The Capacity Supply Plan should not only be published in a
central tool and, where applicable, in national tools, but must also be made available via a standardised
interface that ensures consistent access from any source. Justification: It is important that the information is
accessible through a standardised interface to guarantee interoperability, ensure equal access for all
stakeholders, and enable automated use of the data.
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Inclusion of pre-allocated Rolling Planning capacity in Capacity Supply (method) - Proposal: Already allocated
Rolling Planning (RP) capacity should be made visible through up-to-date, real-time information in the Capacity
Supply Plan. In addition, RP capacity should be requestable on sections that are not pre-planned as RP. Where
such requests are accepted by Infrastructure Managers (IMs), the allocated capacity should be converted into
RP capacity for the full duration of the respective RP contract. Justification: The availability of RP capacity is
dynamic, as requests may be submitted and allocated continuously. Therefore, static or outdated
representations of already allocated RP capacity do not provide sufficient transparency for applicants.
Providing real-time visibility ensures that applicants can make informed planning decisions and reduces the
risk of submitting requests based on outdated or incomplete information. Furthermore, allowing RP requests
on non-pre-planned sections increases flexibility and better reflects actual market demand. Converting such
allocated capacity into RP capacity for the full contract duration ensures consistency, planning reliability, and
equal treatment of RP capacity across the network. Overall, these measures contribute to a more transparent,
flexible, and efficient capacity allocation process.
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Substantial divergencies between Capacity Model and Capacity Supply Plan (objectives) - Justifications
should always be specific and therefore must not be standardised. Justification: Divergences should remain
exceptions rather than the norm, and standardised justifications are unlikely to capture the specific
circumstances of individual cases.
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05. Capacity Supply

Substantial divergencies between Capacity Model and Capacity Supply Plan (methods) - Remove
“should.”Justification: Using “should” leaves unnecessary ambiguity and allows undue flexibility; removing it
provides clearer obligation and strengthens the precision of the requirement.
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05. Capacity Supply

Substantial divergencies between Capacity Model and Capacity Supply Plan (methods) - Replace by “is
required.”Justification: Clarity
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05. Capacity Supply

Substantial divergencies between Capacity Model and Capacity Supply Plan (methods) - Replace “should be
selected” by ,,is selected.“Justification: Using “should” leaves unnecessary ambiguity and allows undue

flexibility; replacing it with a firm “is" provides clearer obligation and strengthens the precision of the
requirement.
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

IT Tools (Interfaces) (methods) - See general comment on IT landscape at the end of this document: General
Remark to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a massive
impact on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be described
in a separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here is the
question of how the interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps are
handled in which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs should not wait until
December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the EFCM consultation.
IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and expectations of all applicants
and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in September). Otherwise, RUs
implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the necessary strategic planning
steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is alighed with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance
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05. Capacity Supply

Question / comment

Specialised infrastructure (methods) - This should be subject to the approval of the national Regulatory Body.
Justification: On this question, the possibility of oversight should be granted to the national Regulatory Body.

SCHIG

05. Capacity Supply

Conversion of capacity specifications: It should not be just a range in +/- XX minutes, but there should be also
considered rolling stock demand (related to turnaround times) and interchange connections. Both can make
the same number of minutes much more critical in some cases and much less problematic in other cases. This
issue could also be solved by appropriate terms in framework agreements.

JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL
CARGO

05. Capacity Supply

Early and inflexible capacity reservation entails significant financial risks, particularly in the Latvian context,
and may impose disproportionate cost burdens if demand changes.
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Topic

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Consideration of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (objectives) - CM Regulation Annex I-3 describes Major and
High impacts TCRs must be integrated into Capacity Supply. The challenge is: how to integrate High TCRs if the
2nd Coordination IM-IM and Consultation IM-RU must be finished by x-13.5. Before starting any elaboration of
traffic solutions IMs/RUs must have the guarantee that the scheduled TCRs is confirmed. BUT: This rule should
change to have a more flexible approach, based on TCRs criteria to be applied by IMs in agreement with RUs
avoiding to integrate "by law" all TCRs categorized as Major and High into CS / ATT. Selected High and Medium
TCRs having multi network impacts must be considered based on TCR criteria to be applied by IMs in
agreement with all operational stakeholders
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Consideration of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (methods) - It is required to put in place the iterative
process IM-RU-MTO between X-18 and X-12 to design the traffic solutions.




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

[ARNE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Consideration of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (methods) - 2nd Coordination IM-IM and Consultation IM-
RU for Major TCRs must be finished by x-18

SBB

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Alternative planning and definition of impact for Temporary Capacity Restrictions based on the request of
Applicants - tis important that the alternative planning is developed jointly by IM and RU.

Alternatives must be developed jointly by IM and RU. Add clear roles, deadlines and minimum content for
alternatives (timing/slots, partial vs full closure, diversion routes, replacement services, estimated capacity
loss). Require the initiating IM to provide at least two feasible alternatives by X-25 on request, include
assessment vs KPlIs (punctuality, traffic volume, cross-border impacts) and ensure multi-network coordination.
IM responses must be timely, standardized and justified in the central IT tool.
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Question / comment

06. Temporary Capacity|Classification of Temporary Capacity Restrictions - Capacity restrictions resulting from degraded

infrastructure could be specifically addressed (cf. Article 11 of the regulation)

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,
PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

’

Classification of Temporary Capacity Restrictions - Support redefining and taking into account the cumulative
effect of repeated restrictions of the same scope, for example long daytime closures on working days over

several weeks, a series of night restrictions over several days, etc., which currently fall through the filter for
inclusion in the long-term TCRs.

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Classification of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (methods) - A simple and transparent method for calculation
is needed. Justification: Due to the classification having signhificant consequences for the subsequent process,
itis essential that the method used is transparent and clearly understandable.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Classification of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (methods) - Relevant line sections should not be determined
by IMs alone; RUs must also be consulted, including for lines that are “indirectly” affected. Justification: TCRs
often have wider operational impacts that extend beyond the directly affected line and influence traffic on
neighbouring or alternative routes. Applicants operating on these indirectly impacted lines may face
consequences in capacity, routing, or reliability, and therefore must be included in the consultation process to
ensure that all operational effects are properly considered.
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Topic

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Classification of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (methods) - Clarity is needed on what exactly the “secondary
effects” of TCRs on other line sections entail. The effect on secondary lines may include diverted trains, and it is
essential that IMs agree on these secondary impacts. Misalignment can lead to operational problems (such as
different train numbers being used on each side of a border) which can disrupt cross-border operations.
Applicants must be consulted as well, including for lines experiencing these secondary effects. Justification:
The cumulative effects of several TCRs occurring on different but interconnected lines are complex to manage
when developing appropriate traffic solutions. An integrated, network-wide approach is needed to capture the
full range of operational implications. Since diverted trains and other secondary effects can significantly impact
applicants operating on these lines, their involvement in the consultation process is essential to ensure
feasibility, operational consistency, and reliable solutions.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Classification of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (methods) - The concept of “consecutive days” should not
be re-introduced in the EFCM, as this would risk artificially splitting TCRs into smaller segments and
misrepresenting their true duration and impact. Justification: Legislators deliberately removed the
consecutive-days principle from the Capacity Regulation to prevent long or recurring TCRs from being divided
into smaller periods in order to shift them into a different category. Short gaps of limited traffic, even only a few
hours, should not interrupt the continuity of a TCR when the operational effect remains essentially ongoing. For
example, repeated weekend works may appear as isolated five-day periods despite spanning multiple weeks,
and nightly closures may leave freight services effectively unable to run even if the total daily impact stays
below 30%.
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Topic

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Coordination among IMs and role of ENIM/NC - Clear obligations for high-quality and transparent information
are required, including a defined process for assessing and communicating operational impacts on RUs,
criteria to ensure stability and monitor changes, and a precise description of how the Network Coordinator
represents and protects RU interests, and full clarity on what the “international discussion” entails: who is
involved, which elements are addressed, when it takes place, how agreements are handled, and what
decision-making mechanism applies if IMs cannot reach a joint solution, as misalignment cannot be an option
Justification: Coordination of TCRs is key; therefore, it is essential to clearly describe the processes and
responsibilities that ensure this coordination is carried out effectively.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Alternative planning and definition of impact for Temporary Capacity Restrictions based on the re- quest
of Applicants (only for major impact) - It should be mandatory for infrastructure managers to provide
alternatives to applicants (RUs should not have to request them) and, in the case of major and high-impact
TCRs, at least two alternative scenarios should be assessed. Furthermore, a transparent assessment method

is required that reflects the real effects on applicants, including impacts on capacity, journey time, costs, and
overall operational feasibility. Justification: This is a crucial element of TCR planning. Alternatives and
scenarios must be analysed in a structured and transparent way, taking into account the actual impact on
applicants and the affected traffic. Without a clear assessment method and mandatory provision of
alternatives, the quality and relevance of proposed solutions cannot be reliably evaluated, and the objectives of
RU-friendly TCR handling would not be met.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Alternative planning and definition of impact for Temporary Capacity Restrictions based on the request
of Applicants (only for major impact) - This should be extended to other TCR categories. Justification The
affected traffic could be a better indicator as the TCR category: e.g. a “minor” TCR between Offenburg und
Freiburg has significantly more impact than a “major” TCR on a remote mountain line.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Alternative planning and definition of impact for Temporary Capacity Restrictions based on the request
of Applicants (only for major impact) (methods) - A clear procedure is needed for situations where no
alternative route is available during a TCR, including how extra costs and lost revenue are handled for affected
applicants. Moreover, when alternatives are available, the routes proposed by the IM should, as far as possible,
match the operational parameters of the originally requested route; and if an alternative involves the network of
a neighbouring IM, its feasibility must be ensured through prior coordination so that the proposed solution is
realistic and implementable. Justification: In cases where an alternative route cannot be offered, the
operational and financial impacts on applicants can be significant, requiring transparent rules and mitigation
measures. Where alternatives are available, they must be operationally equivalent and pre-coordinated across
IMs to ensure that diverted traffic can actually run. This is essential for maintaining reliability, planning
certainty, and fair treatment of applicants during TCR periods.
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Topic

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Alternative planning and definition of impact for Temporary Capacity Restrictions based on the request
of Applicants (only for major impact) (methods) - X-27 is far too late. The preliminary consultation should start
at X-36 Justification If starting only at X-27, there is little chance to reach a satisfactory consultation this close
to the start of such important works.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Consultation of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (national level) - Transparent and standardised criteria are
needed to compare the alternatives offered by IMs, enabling a clear quantification of the impact of each option.
RUs’ feedback must be meaningfully considered and should lead to a balanced compromise, particularly
where incompatibilities are identified. In case of disagreement, an escalation process involving bodies such as
RBs, ENIM, or ERP is required. Justification: A consistent and transparent assessment framework allows
applicants to understand and evaluate the operational implications of each proposed alternative. Ensuring that
RU feedback can influence the outcome, especially when incompatibilities arise, strengthens the quality and
practicality of the solutions. Where agreement cannot be reached, a defined escalation mechanism is essential
to guarantee fair, transparent and feasible resolution.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Consultation of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (national level) (objectives)- TCRs should be consulted on an
international level, with the consultation taking place in a single system containing all relevant data, and
international impacts must not be treated in isolation but assessed together to ensure coordinated
cross-border solutions. Justification: For international traffic, it is essential that TCRs are considered in a
cross-border context. In particular, for lines leading to borders, it must be verified whether alternative routes
are TCR-free, and the combined international impacts must be analysed collectively rather than separately.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Consultation of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (national level) (methods) - IMs must also explain why
consultation feedback and proposed alternatives did or did not result in changes, ensuring full transparency
regarding how applicants’ input has been considered. Justification: Transparency is essential; applicants must
be able to understand to what extent their feedback has been taken into account and the reasons why certain
suggestions were accepted or not.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Discussion of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (multi-network) (methods) - There should be a requirement to
update information with an obligation to ensure proper coordination, and IMs must address any identified lack
of coordination without waiting for a later consultation phase. Justification: If RUs identify coordination issues,
it should be the responsibility of the IMs to act and introduce any necessary changes to fulfil their obligations.
When the “discussion” phase takes place before the “consultation” phase, stakeholders’ feedback is likely to
remain the same in both stages; therefore, IMs should already take this early feedback into account rather than
postponing consideration until the formal consultation
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Discussion of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (multi-network) (objectives) - More flexibility to point out
international problems during the consultation process is needed. Justification: Not all international problems
are solved in advance; An iterative process between IMs and Applicants is needed.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

Publication of TCRs (objectives, methods) - For international consultation and alignment of TCRs across
borders it is essential, that TCRs are published in the same system (one harmonised TCR-Tool for Europe).
Same type of date, same time and same format are is the precondition but not the final aim. Justification: It is
difficult to verify whether detour routes are TCR-free if this requires cross-referencing data from different
national systems.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Late TCRs (methods) - ‘Late TCRs’, understood as TCRs introduced outside the standard capacity process,
must be treated as exceptional, not normal, events. They are not foreseen in the Capacity Regulation. This new
concept should be discussed with TCR experts of applicants to develop a well-aligned sector approach. In any
case, they need clear deadlines, must respect the frozen zone, require enhanced consultation with affected
RUs, and be subject to compensation when they cause significant traffic impact. Justification:While late TCRs
should be avoided, they are a realistic possibility. Normalising them would undermine planning stability and
undermine incentives to adhere to the planning schedule. Requiring strict procedural limits (including
adherence to the frozen zone), mandatory consultation with applicants and timely decision deadlines
preserves timetable integrity and fairness. Because late TCRs often have disproportionate operational and
commercial consequences, compensation provisions are necessary to protect affected applicants and to
incentivise IMs and other actors to minimise such disruptions.
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

IT Tools (objectives) - The official consultation process for Major / High TCRs having big impacts on international
lines should not be carried out only using national IM channels. Justification: How can IMs/RUs and all affected
operational stakeholders get the overview of the observations formulated by RUs and answers given by IMs
related to "TCRs with international impacts" during the consultation process?
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

IT Tools (objectives) - As in other processes there must be the possibility to connect to the tool via interfaces;
Moreover see general it remark at the end of this document:

General Remark to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a
massive impact on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be
described in a separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here
is the question of how the interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps
are handled in which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs should not wait until
December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the EFCM consultation.
IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and expectations of all applicants
and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in September). Otherwise, RUs
implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the necessary strategic planning
steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is alighed with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance
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Topic

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

IT Tools (objectives) - Information has to be available in real time in national tool, central tool and via interface;
Moreover see general IT remark at the end of the document:

General Remark to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a
massive impact on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be
described in a separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here
is the question of how the interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps
are handled in which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs should not wait until
December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the EFCM consultation.
IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and expectations of all applicants
and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in September). Otherwise, RUs
implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the necessary strategic planning
steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is alighed with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance
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06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Question / comment

IT Tools (methods) - How will IMs ensure consistency between national tools and central tool if different status
can be defined? Regarding the last sentence “it should be possible to define different status for the TCR in the
central IT Tool” : details will have to be provided on that as the status of the TCR shouldn’t be linked to the
quality of the coordination and the consultation, especially after X-11

JSC BALTUIAS TRANZITA 06.T C ity|Infrastruct k dt it tricti f tly ch in durati di t; theref
. Temporar ity|Infrastr re wor nd temporar ity restrictions fr n nge in duration and im ; therefore,
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL e Po.ay apacity as‘l'que orks a e p‘oaycapa'c y restrictio s e‘que yc? ange . uratio .a pac erefore
CARGO Restrictions (TCR) |the ability to reschedule and dispatch trains at short notice is essential to avoid excessive delays.
JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA

SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL
CARGO

06. Temporary Capacity
Restrictions (TCR)

Insufficient flexibility in case of TCRs may lead to increased wagon idle time and higher operational costs for
railway undertakings.
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07. Annual Allocation
Process

Question / comment

Allocation of multi-network capacity rights (art.28) (methods) - See general IT Remark at the end of this
document
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PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

07. Annual Allocation
Process

Allocation of multi-network capacity rights (art.28) (methods) - IT tools alone are not enough; a staffed
one-stop shop must be established to provide hands-on consultation.




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

[ARNE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

07. Annual Allocation
Process

Question / comment

Allocation of multi-network capacity rights (art.28) (methods) - Minimum harmonisation requirements must be
defined precisely in consultation with applicants. All infrastructure managers should be required to respect
this minimum, which must enable the allocation of harmonised capacity rights.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

07. Annual Allocation
Process

Annual Timetable (New request for capacity rights) (methods) - Remark: The ATT process does not describe the
step "pre-acceptance" of the offer
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Question / comment
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07. Annual Allocation

Consideration of TCRs - There is no deadline specifying the latest point after X-11 by which a TCR may still be
Process

additionally taken into account (or updated).

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,

Consideration of TCRs (objectives) - The TCR categories included at this stage must be further clarified and
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe, Process agreed between IMs and applicants within a coordinated sector approach.
PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo

07. Annual Allocation

Express, Renfe
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Topic

07. Annual Allocation
Process

Question / comment

“Feasibility Assessments”: Before formally requesting capacity (according to Articles 26(1);27, 28(5);34, 62 as
mentioned in part 5), operators may contact infrastructure managers in order to obtain information about the
probability that their intended train services will be feasible from an operational and capacity point of view,
respectively which concessions must probably be made or which changes in the timetable, routing and
stopping pattern concept would increase the feasibility. For this reason, Article 9 (3) of the draft regulation
states: “At the request of applicants, infrastructure managers shall provide the information referred to in
paragraph 1 on the basis of concrete specifications of commercial and operational needs (‘feasibility
assessments’). For cross-border services, infrastructure managers shall receive and answer to such requests
in a single place and single operation or via a single interface.” The procedure for that should be defined in the
EFCM similarly to the sub-topic “Allocation of multi-network capacity rights” in part 5 of the document.

JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL
CARGO

07. Annual Allocation
Process

In several freight segments, transport rights are awarded through tender procedures close to the operational
period, making early capacity reservation structurally impractical and reinforcing the need for late and adaptive
capacity allocation.

JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL
CARGO

07. Annual Allocation
Process

Operational flexibility is a key strength of the current capacity allocation system in Latvia and is essential for
efficient infrastructure utilisation and responsiveness to changing market conditions.
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Topic

09. Conversion of
Capacity Specs

Question / comment

Conversion of Capacity Specifications (methods) - Clarity on how the conversion of FA capacity specifications
will be defined necessary.Justification: The current exclusion of Framework Agreements (FAs) from the
definition of conversion methods (en bloc vs. periodic conversion) creates a lack of clarity regarding how FA-
related capacity specifications are to be operationalised. Without a clearly defined conversion approach, there
is arisk of inconsistent implementation across Infrastructure Managers (IMs), which may lead to differing
interpretations, reduced transparency, and potential inefficiencies in capacity allocation. Furthermore, FA
capacity represents a significant share of long-term and recurring traffic. The absence of defined conversion
rules may negatively affect planning reliability for applicants, particularly where alignment with Rolling Planning
(RP) and Annual Timetable processes is required. Providing clear and harmonised rules for the conversion of FA
capacity specifications would ensure consistency across networks, improve predictability for applicants, and
support an efficient and coordinated capacity allocation process.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

09. Conversion of
Capacity Specs

Conversion of Capacity Specifications (methods) - Proposal: A harmonised and standardised conversion
process should be applied across the Single European Railway Area (SERA). There should be no national
deviations. Justification: Allowing different national approaches in the conversion of capacity specifications
would lead to a fragmented system and reduce transparency for Railway Undertakings. RUs operate across
multiple networks and rely on consistent and predictable processes. Diverging national rules and deviations
may result in uncertainty regarding allocated capacity, reducing planning reliability and making rail services
less attractive for customers. A harmonised approach across SERA ensures consistency, improves
predictability, and supports efficient cross-border traffic operations.




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

[ARNE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

Topic

09. Conversion of
Capacity Specs

Question / comment

Conversion of Capacity Specifications (methods) - Clarity on how IMs will define minimum quality criteria for
the conversion of capacity specifications needed.Justification: The absence of clearly defined minimum quality
criteria for the conversion of capacity specifications into train paths creates a risk of inconsistent
implementation across Infrastructure Managers (IMs). Without harmonised criteria, the resulting train paths
may differ significantly in quality, particularly with regard to key operational parameters such as timing
accuracy, path stability, and alignment with slots already allocated in Service Facilities. This may lead to
inefficiencies, reduced usability of capacity, and increased need for re-coordination. Furthermore, a lack of
transparency on quality requirements reduces predictability for applicants and may undermine confidence in
the conversion process, especially in a multi-network context. Clearly defined and harmonised minimum
quality criteria would ensure a consistent level of service across networks, improve interoperability, and
support efficient and reliable capacity allocation for all stakeholders.
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Topic

09. Conversion of
Capacity Specs

Question / comment

Conversion of Capacity Specifications (methods) - Proposal: The role of SF capacity as an anchor point in the
conversion of capacity specifications into train paths should be clearly defined and limited to relevant
operational contexts (e.g. terminals or sidings). The use of slots in passenger stations as anchor points should
be avoided, as this may negatively impact the overall capacity allocation process. Instead, applicants’
requirements submitted via the CNA process should be systematically considered in the conversion.
Justification: The current wording lacks clarity regarding which types of Service Facilities are intended to serve
as anchor points. Without clear definition, there is a risk of inconsistent interpretation and application across
IMs. In particular, using slots in passenger stations as anchor points may introduce unnecessary constraints
and reduce flexibility in capacity allocation, potentially leading to suboptimal results and conflicts with
passenger traffic. By contrast, focusing on operationally relevant facilities such as terminals or sidings ensures
that capacity conversion reflects actual freight needs. Furthermore, incorporating applicants’ requirements
expressed via the CNA process ensures that the conversion is demand-driven and aligned with real operational
constraints. This improves planning accuracy, transparency, and overall efficiency of the capacity allocation
process.
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Topic

09. Conversion of
Capacity Specs

Question / comment

Conversion of Capacity Specifications (methods) - The conversion of Rolling Planning (RP) capacity
specifications into train paths shall take place between X-5 and X-2.5 prior to the start of the new timetable.
This timeline should be harmonised with the process for altering capacity specifications and should not be
aligned with the Annual Timetable (ATT) preparation phase. Justification: Early conversion of RP capacity during
the Annual Timetable (ATT) preparation phase would reduce operational flexibility and may lead to unnecessary
adjustments at a later stage. In addition, the introduction of penalties for changes to allocated capacity
increases the importance of performing the conversion at a stage where capacity data is sufficiently stable.
Converting RP capacity too early may result in avoidable modifications and associated costs for RUs.
Furthermore, the proposed timeline (X-5 to X-2.5) is already aligned with the TTR process description, which
foresees the conversion of slots into paths within this timeframe. Ensuring consistency with the agreed TTR
framework supports harmonisation and avoids conflicting processes. Finally, the removal of previously defined
earlier timelines in the draft Capacity Regulation indicates that earlier conversion stages (e.g. X-9.5 to X-7.5) are
no longer considered appropriate. This further supports a later and more operationally stable conversion
window.

SCHIG

10. Framework
Agreements

Shall framework agreements be defined and concluded upon the initiative of the infrastructure manager or
upon the initiative of operators or shall both be possible following which criteria?
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Question / comment

SCHIG Shall there be certain deadlines or cut-off dates for the conclusion of framework agreements?
Agreements
10. Framework How shall be dealt with the possibility of capacity conflicts between different requests for framework
SCHIG i agreements - first-come-first-serve (seems applicable only if on initiative of the operators and without

Agreements

deadlines or cut-off-dates) or other which other criteria?
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10. Framework
Agreements

Question / comment

Capacity allocated in framework agreements - Process description of how FA capacity will be developed and
allocated is missing. Timelines for FA requests by applicants, contract signing between applicants and IMs,
optimisation, etc., are missing. Justification: Art. 33(9) states that FAs can be concluded for up to 15 years.
Considering the need for security for investors and banks, as well as the time required to build rolling stock, an
application and contract-signing procedure between IMs and applicants should be developed. Applicants
should be able to submit requests for FAs up to 5 years in advance, including requests for longer durations of
up to 15 years. Contracts should be signed between IMs and applicants approximately 4.5 years prior to the
first timetable of operation. The level of FA commitment should remain sufficiently general to allow for
optimisation of capacity utilisation and coordination with later FA requests. FAs with a standard duration of 5
years should be signed between applicants and IMs at X-24. There should also be the possibility for applicants
to submit “late FA” requests. Given that freight applicants operate in a demand-driven market, a later stage for
submitting FA requests should be developed and safeguarded within the Capacity Model (e.g. through the
partitioning of traffic segments).

Baltijas Ekspresis

11. Rolling Planning
(Running TT)

mismatch between rolling planning and supply plan - Add that, in the case of freight transport, seasonal flows,
and late-arising demand, a mismatch with the supply plan in itself must not be a sufficient ground for refusal if
the actual infrastructure capacity allows the service to be provided without disproportionate impact on other
requests.




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

NeE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

Topic

11. Rolling Planning
(Running TT)

Question / comment

Rolling Planning (Running Timetable) - The mandatory parameters of pre planned RP-capacity must be
defined, so that the RP will be applicable and it shall be ensured, that the RP-process is in all countries the
same. Justification: For one RP request, the involved IMs shall have in all countries the same RP request and the
same Capacity Model. If the RP differs from the mandatory parameters (e.g. speed in the tailor-made RP
request -> 100 km/h instead 120 km/h) a tailor made RP Capacity shall be possible. How wil the standard
paramters be defined? The definition of 4-5 standard trains per market segment shall be pre defined and allignd
within the RUs/applicants/market. To avoid inconsistent regulation in the ATT, any onward travel involving RP
must be submitted as RP capacity. This does not preclude submitting RP requests as ad hoc traffic
(applications under M-1). Available residual capacity must be usable for path construction. Not every feeder or
outflow section will receive RP, so tailor-made RP requests must be possible. Offers must include the full train
run — RP capacity plus the remaining path

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

11. Rolling Planning
(Running TT)

Rolling Planning (Running Timetable) (methods) - The current proposal lacks a finalized timeline (notably for
RP requests at M-2 and M-1). Proposal: The interval from request submission to acceptance of the final offer
should be no more than 15 calendar days. Justification: Current response times are long compared with
modern IT capabilities. They may be acceptable during initial implementation but will be insufficient in the
medium term. The proposed M-1 schedule is impractical: the current proposal allows up to a 44-day gap
between the M-1 request deadline and acceptance of the final offer. A streamlined timeline for M-2 to M-1
requests is needed to ensure timely, responsive processing.
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11. Rolling Planning
(Running TT)

Question / comment

Rolling Planning (Running Timetable) (methods) - The RP will only succeed if applicants are involved in its
design; applicants are willing to collaborate on this. Justification:This new request procedure requires market
trust and must meet users’ practical needs. Involving RUs and customers in the design process ensures the
method is user-centric, increases acceptance, and reduces implementation risks.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
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12. Rolling Planning
(Upcoming TT)

Rolling Planning (Upcoming Timetables) - In general, it is important to ensure, that the capacity of long-
distance traffic is continuously ensured, e.g., when diversions due to construction sites lead to new route
alignments further along the route. Furthermore, it is important to describe how conflicts and conflict
resolution are handled, if the conflicts do not exist throughout the entire traffic period
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Rolling Planning (Upcoming Timetables) (objects) - There is currently no alignment between RUs and IMs
regarding the anchoring of timetable capacity across successive periods. Proposal: FTE/RUs propose using the
first allocated timetable (1st TT) as the single anchor point for all subsequent timetable periods. The 1st TT

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH, should remain the reference for the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th TT periods. Under this approach, subsequent TTs may
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo, deviate from the 1st TT by a maximum of, for example, +30 or +60 minutes, without allowing cumulative
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS, 12. Rolling Planning |deviations over time. Justification: RNE/IMs propose using the previously allocated timetable as the anchor
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe, (Upcoming TT) point for each subsequent period (e.g. 1st > 2nd, 2nd > 3rd, etc.), allowing deviations of 30 or 60 minutes per
PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo period. This approach may lead to cumulative deviations of up to £180 minutes by the 4th TT. Such cumulative
Express, Renfe deviations would create uncertainty for RUs, reduce reliability towards customers, and negatively impact the

availability and coordination of slots in SFs. By contrast, anchoring all subsequent timetable periods to the 1st
TT ensures stability, predictability, and consistent capacity planning, thereby supporting reliable operations
and efficient use of service facilities.
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Topic

12. Rolling Planning
(Upcoming TT)

Question / comment

Rolling Planning (Upcoming Timetables) (objects) - Proposal: Clear and harmonised rules should be defined
for handling Rolling Planning (RP) capacity in cases where Temporary Capacity Restrictions (TCRs) extend
across timetable years. For such cases, the conversion of RP Capacity Specifications into paths should take
place within a defined timeframe (e.g. between X-5 and X-2.75 prior to the timetable change). In addition,
predefined deviation thresholds (e.g. 30 or 60 minutes, subject to agreement) should be applied. Where the
first timetable year serves as the anchor point, any RP capacity adjustments due to TCRs should not exceed a
defined maximum deviation (£XX minutes) in order to avoid cumulative deviations across timetable years.
Justification: TCRs that span across timetable changes introduce additional complexity and uncertainty in the
planning and allocation of RP capacity. Without clearly defined and harmonised rules, Infrastructure Managers
(IMs) may apply different approaches, leading to inconsistencies and reduced predictability for Railway
Undertakings (RUs). Defining a specific timeframe for the conversion of RP Capacity Specifications ensures
alighment with the timetable planning process and provides applicants with sufficient planning certainty ahead
of timetable changes. Furthermore, the application of predefined deviation thresholds prevents excessive
adjustments of allocated capacity and avoids cumulative deviations over successive timetable years.
Anchoring RP capacity to the first timetable year strengthens stability and ensures that capacity remains
reliable and predictable, even in the presence of long-lasting TCRs. Overall, these measures enhance
transparency, harmonisation, and planning reliability in the handling of RP capacity under multi-annual TCR
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12. Rolling Planning
(Upcoming TT)

Question / comment

Rolling Planning (Upcoming Timetables) (objects) - This section is incompatible with the Capacity Regulation.
Justification: Capacity Regulation Art. 33(6) is clear: Repetetive character shall not be refused, cause RP
requests do not meet the timeline for FA application

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
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12. Rolling Planning
(Upcoming TT)

Rolling Planning (Upcoming Timetables) (methods) - Proposal: The conversion of Rolling Planning Capacity
Specifications into paths for multi-annual requests shall take place between X-5 and X-2.75, instead of
between X-9.5 and X-7.5. Justification: The proposed timeframe (X-9.5 to X-7.5) is not aligned with the jointly
agreed TTR process and does not adequately reflect the need for up-to-date and reliable capacity planning. RUs
should be able to order good quality paths on short notice and therefore reduce modifications. Converting a
path too early will lead to more modifications. Then there is no significant benefit compared to an ATT request.
A later conversion window (X-5 to X-2.75), as agreed between IMs and RUs within the development of the TTR
process description, ensures that more accurate and stable input data can be used. This is particularly
important in view of ongoing changes such as TCRs, evolving demand, and updates from applicants. Aligning
the conversion process with the agreed TTR framework also ensures consistency across processes, avoids
duplication or conflicting timelines, and improves overall planning reliability for all stakeholders.
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Baltijas Ekspresis

13. Ad-hoc Requests

Question / comment

Will ad hoc capacity availability be ensured at least at the current level?

Baltijas Ekspresis

13. Ad-hoc Requests

What will be the specific response times for ad hoc requests?

Baltijas Ekspresis

13. Ad-hoc Requests

How will operational accessibility be ensured?

Baltijas Ekspresis

13. Ad-hoc Requests

How will disproportionate outcomes under the “First In First Out” principle be prevented?




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

[ARNE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

Baltijas Ekspresis

13. Ad-hoc Requests

Question / comment

ad hoc unused capacity - Clarify that, within the ad hoc process, the market must have practical access to the
maximum possible share of actually unused capacity, i.e. the portion of capacity not used in the annual
timetable, rolling planning, framework agreements, or other pre-planned capacity products.

Baltijas Ekspresis

13. Ad-hoc Requests

repeated ad hoc requests - Specify that repeated, but insufficiently predictable demand should not be
automatically excluded from the ad hoc approach. In single network and national cases, greater flexibility and
faster processing should be provided.

Baltijas Ekspresis

13. Ad-hoc Requests

train does not depart at scheduled time - Add a clear provision that a train which, due to extended
infrastructure works, delays in repairs, technical operations, or other operational disruptions, does not depart
as planned, must be reassigned as promptly as possible to the nearest available time slot, rather than
effectively postponed to the next day or a later period.
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13. Ad-hoc Requests

Question / comment

Ad hoc (objectives) - If there is an additional explanation for a BUSINESS PROCESS for multi-network capacity,
than the whole ECFM has failed. Multi-network has to be the same process (timing, TCR reference...) as for the
single-network. Only for the IT/data handling, additional provisions are required.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

13. Ad-hoc Requests

Ad hoc (methods) - RP should be predictable and accommodate services currently ordered at short notice
without replacing the 'ad-hoc' product (train journeys ordered less than 30 days before departure). Capacity
planning — in the Capacity Strategy, Capacity Model, and Capacity Supply Plan — must take into account that
some existing ad-hoc traffic will be switched to RP. Proposal: A single request (capacity request in less than 30
days, shall be done via the ad-hoc process. If this ”ad-hoc” traffic is reccurent, the other capacity ahall be
requested via the RP procedure, or each one via single ad-hoc. Justification: A significant share of current ad-
hoc requests reflects recurring demand and should be handled via RP. This prevents overloading the ad-hoc
process and ensures it remains available for genuinely short-notice needs. A clear distinction between RP and
ad-hoc improves efficiency and planning reliability.
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14. Route Compatibility
Check

Question / comment

Technical check of the requests of capacity rights for military — defence purposes - The proposal of a rapid
check using Register of infrastructure will in variouses cases lead to a refusal, and a specific exceptional
transport study will be necessary (this is at least what can be expected in France!). Should there not be here a
proposal for a specific short track exceptional transport process for military purposes?

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

15. Preplanned
Capacity Objects

Consistent requests with preplanned capacity objects (objects) - This point requires clearer explanation.
Importantly, it should be restated that RUs are not obliged to request the pre-constructed path published in the
Capacity Supply plan at x-11.
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15. Preplanned
Capacity Objects

Question / comment

Priority over consistent versus tailor made requests (Objectives) - Tailor-made requests must continue to be
accepted. The relationship between tailor-made requests and pre-planned capacity in tendering and planning
processes should be clearly defined. Justification:Operators often require capacity solutions to respond to
market needs, commercial opportunities or operational constraints that standard pre-planned slots cannot
accommodate. Preserving the option for tailor-made requests ensures flexibility, market responsiveness and
fair access. Clarifying how these requests interact with pre-planned is needed and ensures transparent,
predictable treatment for all applicants.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

15. Preplanned
Capacity Objects

Priority over consistent versus tailor made requests (Methods) - This requires that the supply information is
made available via TSI compliant interface, so that applicants can incorporate it into their own planning
systems prior to requesting capacity Justification: ATSI-compliant interface ensures standardized,
machine-readable data exchange that enables railway undertakings to incorporate supply information into their
planning tools reliably and efficiently.
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18. Modification of
Allocated Rights

Question / comment

Modification (of capacity specification) (methods) - Iterative solution cycles should still be possible.
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20. Coordination
among IMs

Question / comment

Changes to capacity rights after allocation (Articles 39(8);40 (3), 41(1); 41(2)) - Key market inputs FTE published
and presented “RU Vision for Commercial Conditions v3.0”, we ask to reflect the market-needs stated in this
document, since existing RNE handbooks have not reflected them, especially: Differentiation criteria between
RU cancellation, major and minor modification (we do welcome that the document differentiate these 3
categories, but criteria must be market orientated) Differentiation criteria between IM path withdrawal,
significant (major) and minor alteration.
https://www.forumtraineurope.eu/fileadmin/TTR/RU_Vision_for_Commercial_Conditions_v3.0.pdf The "Pre-
Cooking" shall be a preliminary and iterative phase between all involved stakeholders as Railway Undertakings
(RU), Multi-Transport-Operators (MTO) and Infrastructure Managers (IM) to define together the replacement
concept before starting the Path Alteration process. The results and work of the FTE TCR workshops with IMs
shall be used as basis for developing the process solution. What is missing? Commercial Condition scope:
The regulation does not limit EFCM to include also other needed elements, which are of customer interest,
namely we ask for extension of the scope also to compensation measures and traction support measures, as
indicated in the RU Vision, but also RNE-FTE common understanding on compensation measures from 5 June
2025. https://www.forumtraineurope.eu/fileadmin/Downloads/RNE-FTE-Common-Understanding-on-
Compensation-Measures.pdf Minor alterations: is Path Alteration used in all cases, even if no commercial
impact on timetables? Compensation: If infrastructure managers fail to follow this process, applicants must
receive swift, automated compensation.
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20. Coordination
among IMs

Question / comment

Coordination among nfrastructure Managers - All infrastructure managers must use identical milestones and
deadlines for capacity-rights changes during the annual timetable. IMs should also share the same deadline to
provide final answers; compliance must be monitored and enforced with meaningful penalties to create strong
incentives. IMs must begin pre-cooking early and hold dedicated coordination meetings with all affected
applicants. Justification:Inconsistent deadlines across IMs cause fragmentation and delays. A harmonised
timeline with enforceable sanctions ensures predictability and fairness for applicants.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

20. Coordination
among IMs

Differentiation between minor and significant modification (methods) - Who is responsible for distinguishing
minor from significant alterations? Again, IMs and RUs do not share the same perspective on what constitutes
an impact. The discussions should take place within a WG with RUs with no unilateral decisions that do not
take into consideration the perspective of the stakeholders
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20. Coordination
among IMs

Question / comment

Modification (path) - Emphasis is needed for the coordination regarding multi-network traffic: deadlines for the
handling the request and the answer

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
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20. Coordination
among IMs

Modification (path) (objectives) - It should be more clearly defined what constitutes a major change and what is
a minor change. If an RU submits a modification to a request (which normally leads to allocation as a "late
request" with a higher fee for track capacity), and that modification is caused by a change on another line due
to the IM (for example a necessary shift in time position for circulation reasons), it is currently treated as a late
request. There should be a more precise assessment of the justification for charging the more expensive
product because of a change after the deadline (when the higher fee is and is not justified). Every year this
causes substantive disputes with IMs.

SCHIG

21. Alteration Types

Definition between minor and significant modification — same as above: need for differentiation concerning the
impact on rolling stock demand and interchange connections.
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21. Alteration Types

Question / comment

Differentiation between minor and significant alteration (methods) - Applicants should be consulted in defining
criteria that distinguish between minor and significant alterations, as they possess essential operational
knowledge and practical experience on the impact. Justification:Applicants directly experience the operational
consequences of TCR decisions and engage with end customers. Involving them in setting impact criteria
ensures that the categorisation reflects real-world effects, improves accuracy and increases legitimacy of the
defined criteria.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

21. Alteration Types

Alteration & optimisation (capacity specification) (methods) - Different parameters (e.g. time window) for
alteration of path and alteration of capacity specification might be useful
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21. Alteration Types

Question / comment

Alteration & optimisation (capacity specification) (methods) - Clarity needed on the “alteration process not
needed, could be solved by path alteration” since this appears to be an oxymoron? Or is it meant “...could be
solved by Path Optimisation Process”?

Baltijas Ekspresis

22. Alteration &
Optimisation

infrastructure works and alternative capacity - Clarify that the assessment of alternative capacity must take
into account not only formal availability but also commercial usability: departure time, routing, crew feasibility,
terminal availability, and the overall impact of delays on the performance of customer contracts.
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22. Alteration &
Optimisation

Question / comment

Alteration & optimisation (path) (methods) - RUs and IMs should work together regarding path alteration
process. This is particularly relevant where a path alteration forces an applicant to replace the path order which
will lead to penalties

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
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22. Alteration &
Optimisation

Modification (of capacity specification) (methods) - Also for modification requests covering less than one year
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22. Alteration &
Optimisation

Question / comment

IT Tools (methods) - See general comment on IT landscape at the end of this document:

General Remark to IT Landscape: The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a
massive impact on the workload, costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be
described in a separate chapter of the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here
is the question of how the interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps
are handled in which system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems. RUs should not wait until
December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of the EFCM consultation.
IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and expectations of all applicants
and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in September). Otherwise, RUs
implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the necessary strategic planning
steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting: a clear description of deliverables, roles and involved stakeholders;

"IM national tool" with common interface is aligned with Telematics TSI;

no distinction between domestic / single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity is made in terms of
handling and IT interfaces. That includes that all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the
same interfaces. ;

An implementation timeline per function is required (per IM, best all the same);

the specification of the interface(s) to allow implementation on the RU side should be included - for September
2026 this should cover overall architecture for all process steps and dedicated specifications for CNA and
capacity model. Dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP...) can follow in 2027. ; a test
environment needs to be provided in due time ahead of production.

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and allow for implementation and migration, any future
developments on IM (including Network Coordinator)-side have to be backwards compatible announced at
least 12 months in advance
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23. Service Facilities

Question / comment

Service Facilities and cooperation with their operators (Article 29) - It might be useful to add a subtopic about
the very definition of service facilities, as this definition may differ from one country to the other.There has to be
a list or better a (common) IT tool managed by IMs displaying all service facilities connected to their networks,
including either SF managed by IMs or by third parties. This process should be a topic of the abstract.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
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23. Service Facilities

Cooperation between IMs and operators of SFs (part of the TENT-T Net- work) for the publication of available
capacity (Strategic Capacity Planning) (objectives) - Limiting geographical scope to TEN-T is not sufficient
Justification: Scope of included Service Facilities is one of the key points, that the SERAF SG claims to be
aiming to adress. Regardless of SERAF SG, there must be an obligation atleast to align capacity with the most
traffic served SF outside TEN-T, both for the IMs and SFOs. To map out the in-/out-bound TEN-T traffic to nearby
SF shall be easily adressable. Proposal: Step-wise integration. An important goal of the Regulation is to
strengthen freight traffic. This is severely at risk if not all Service Facilities will be included
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23. Service Facilities

Question / comment

Cooperation between IMs and operators of SFs (part of the TENT-T Net- work) for the publication of available
capacity (Strategic Capacity Planning) (methods) - It is important to align TCR planning on the network and at
service facilities (SF). To ensure coordinated path allocation and SF access, either the infrastructure manager
and SF operators must follow an aligned TCR planning process, or SF operators must commit to synchronizing
their TCR planning TCR already scheduled on the network. Justification:Without a synchronised TCR planning it
will lead to conflicts, last-minute adjustments, and/or unavailability of SF capacity. Establishing aligned
processes or formal obligations for SF to synchronize with network TCRs ensures predictable planning and
reduces operational disruption.
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23. Service Facilities

Cooperation between IMs and operators of SFs (part of the TENT-T Net- work) for the publication of available
capacity (Strategic Capacity Planning) (methods) - The TCR must not 'cut off' service facility locations from the
network. If operational constraints imposed by TCR activities make access to a SF impractical, a clear
compensation framework must be established to cover additional costs arising from extended service train
runs or alternative arrangements. Justification:Service facilities are essential for train operations. Excluding or
impeding access to SFs through TCRs can create significant practical and financial burdens for operators.
Requiring TCRs to avoid blocking SF access or to compensate objectively for unavoidable extra costs protects
operational viability, ensures fairness, and incentivises coordinated planning that incorporates SF needs.
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23. Service Facilities

Question / comment

Cooperation between Infrastructure Managers and operators of Service facilities in the allocation of capacity
rights (Scheduling and allocation) (Objectives) - There is uncertainty regarding availability of capacity data for
service facilities outside the TEN-T network. These should also be included avoiding the risk of gaps in planning
and coordination. Regarding the single coordinated request and answer: This will only be possible if TCR are
coordinated as mentioned above Justification: It is important to include service facilities outside the TEN-T
network in the coordination process, including in the situation of capacity being affected by TCRs.

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
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23. Service Facilities

Cooperation between Infrastructure Managers and operators of Service facilities in the allocation of capacity
rights (Scheduling and allocation) (Methods) - Integration of SFOs into TCR Planning, atleast Major and High,
should be made a requirement. Justification: These TCRs may easily require intense pre-planning of the SF
Capacity, potentially resulting in looking for alternative SF by RUs, Forwarders and end Customers. Without
thorough inclusion of SF into all the aspects of Capacity Planning may the Regulation goals not be achieved.

Baltijas Ekspresis

Legal

How will cross-border cases involving countries outside the EU regulatory scope be handled?




Early-Phase Stakeholder Engagement on the Abstract of the Scope Definition: European Framework for Capacity Management

[ARNE

RailMetEurope

Organisation

ALLRAIL, ERFA, FTE, UIRR, RCH,
DB Cargo, RCA, Green Cargo,
ZSSK, DB Fernverkehr AG, NS,
Metrans, Rail Logistics Europe,

PKP Cargo, CD Cargo, Leo
Express, Renfe

Stakeholder
Involvement

Question / comment

The design of future IT-eco-system is of great importance to RUs, as it has a massive impact on the workload,
costs, and efficiency of the new processes for RUs. Therefore, IT should be described in a separate chapter of
the EFCM, covering the entire process chain. Of particular importance here is the question of how the
interaction between national and central European systems works, and which steps are handled in which
system / that RUs can handle each step in any of these systems.

RUs should not wait until December to be informed about the details of the planned IT applications as part of
the EFCM consultation. IMs/ENIM (with the help of RNE) should promptly gather the IT requirements and
expectations of all applicants and discuss a first draft with them prior to the December consultation (e.g. in
September). Otherwise, RUs implementation efforts cannot match the timeline set by the Regulation for the
necessary strategic planning steps because of lack of IM information.

Applicants are expecting:

¢ clear description of deliverables, roles, and involved stakeholders

¢ the “IM national tool” with a common interface is aligned with Telematics TSI

* no distinction is made between domestic/single-network and cross-border/multi-network capacity in terms of
handling and IT interfaces; all single- and multi-network capacities can be handled via the same interfaces

¢ an implementation timeline per function is required (ideally aligned across all IMs)

¢ the specification of the interface(s) required for RU-side implementation should be included; for September
2026, this should cover the overall architecture for all process steps, as well as dedicated specifications for
CNA and the capacity model; dedicated specifications for later steps (Supply, ATT, RP, etc.) may follow in 2027
* a test environment should be provided sufficiently in advance of production deployment

As a general requirement to safeguard investments and enable implementation and migration, any future
developments on the IM side (including the Network Coordinator) must be:

* backwards compatible
e announced at least 12 months in advance
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JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA Stakeholder engagement to date has been limited and has focused mainly on procedural aspects and
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL timelines, with insufficient attention to the concrete impact on freight operations, market flexibility, and
CARGO competition in Latvia.
JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA The Latvian freight rail market is characterised by demand that often materialises shortly before operations,
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL reflecting short-term contracting practices and customers’ limited ability to provide reliable long-term
CARGO forecasts.
JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA e . . s . _ .
Reduced flexibility in accessing or adjusting capacity risks lower infrastructure efficiency, despite more
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL structured planning processes
CARGO PRI '
JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA

Increased administrative complexity or reliance on centralised procedures may reduce responsiveness to
customer needs and favour larger or more stable market participants.

SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL
CARGO
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JSC BALTUIAS TRANZITA Latvia’s rail network is predominantly freight-oriented, with comparatively low passenger traffic, and capacit
Vi i work i i ight-ori , Wi iv W ic, i
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL P e . o p Y P & pacty
management approaches should reflect these national specificities.
CARGO
JSC BALTUAS TRANZITA A significant sh f Latvian freight fl is linked to int ti Lt t chains involvi EU tri
significant share of Latvian frei ows is linked to international transport chains involving non-EU countries,
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL & . & . . p . g.
CARGO where demand timing depends on external factors and is often incompatible with early planning models.
JSC BALTIJAS TRANZITA Further development of the EFCM should ensure a balanced approach between structured planning and the
SERVISS and LLC EURO RAIL preservation of operational flexibility, including effective access to unused capacity, adaptability to real-time
CARGO conditions, and proportionate cost mechanisms.
RailCom From a regulatory perspective, the future capacity management framework must ensure non-discrimination,
transparency, and verifiability from the outset through well-designed procedures.
RailCo Consultation, coordination, and decision-making processes should remain clearly distinguishable, with
ailCom

transparent allocation of responsibilities among all stakeholders throughout the process.
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Question / comment

Particular importance should be given to consistent and coordinated application of the framework on

RailCom ) ) .
cross-border sections, where multiple stakeholders are involved.
RailCom Where discretion or deviations are permitted within the framework, the relevant criteria should be predefined,
i
applied consistently, and documented in a clear and comprehensible manner.
RailCom Clear communication and adequate justification are especially important when handling subsequent changes,
i
capacity restrictions, or updates.
RailCom Transparency and equal treatment should be ensured while appropriately safeguarding legitimate
confidentiality interests.
RailCom Digital tools supporting the capacity management process should allow for sufficient traceability and
auditability.
RailCom These procedural and governance-related elements are considered essential for a transparent, consistent, and

non-discriminatory implementation of the future capacity management framework.




