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Tons and ton-km
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Steel, metal and metal goods
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Domestic freight by trucks
- mostly local

• 375 miljon tons  

• 43 % within same municipality

• 71 % within same county

• 28 miljon transports

• 58 % within same municipality

• 81 % within same county
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Total tons
transported
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Potential to shift per commodity type
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Cumulative distribution of transported tons, domestic) by truck

• Various curvatures
• Some deviations over 

the years, but mostly in 
volumes
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Wood and products of wood and 
cork (except furniture)

Grouped goods: 
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Potential to shift from road?

• What commodity types are transported by what mode?
• Different commododities dominate different modes. Low degree of overlap

• Long transports between which regions?
• Between major cities and along the east coast, north of Stockholm

• Locations of harbours and terminals?
• Terminals are located in southern Sweden close to urban areas. 

• Congestion on rail on possible routes?
• V. & S. Stambanan high usage. Hard to add more freight

• Capacity allotment for rail transports?
• Freight is less prioritized in the allotment process

• Road (dom.) 1% = 3,75 milj. ton = 10% rail = 33% inland sea
12



International comparison

• ITF – Mode Choice in Freight Transport (2022)

• 40 years
• 3 countries reported a modal split from road to other

modes
• Slovenia and Austria - to rail
• Italy - to coastal shipping

• Other shifts from non-road to other non-road
• In 44 of 51 countries road has increased its chare

(tonkm)
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https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php?title=Freight_transport_statistics_-
_modal_split#Modal_split_in_the_EU



Rentability on total capital
(Net investments as share of total assets for 7 freight industries) 
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Public infrastructure investments
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Person km 
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Person km (rail)

17

0

2 000

4 000

6 000

8 000

10 000

12 000

14 000

16 000

18 000

20 000

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

M
ilj.

 P
km

Järnväg Tunnelbana Spårväg

Rail Subway Tram



Person km (road)
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Person km (road)
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Person km (road)
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Do people travel diffently based on socio-economics?

• Based on Socio-economic factors we divided all SAMS into:
• 14 groups. For example:

• B: Urban young, high educ. in co-op flats
• N: Elderly and retired in countryside

• Additionally we used
• 6 groups (The Swedish Agency for Economic and Regional Growth - Tillväxtverket)
• 3 groups (Brå)
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Number of trips per week and mode for selected groups
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Correlation between possibilities
and trips by public transport
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Correlation – car ownership & drivers license
and trips by car
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Correlation public transport and car ownership

26

A

B CD

E

FG

H

I

J

K

L
M

N

10

1112

21
22

33

EjU

U-EjSUO

U-SUO

0,4

0,5

0,6

0,7

0,8

0,9

1

1,1

0,3 0,5 0,7 0,9 1,1

An
de

l a
v 

be
fo

lk
ni

ng
en

 m
ed

 
ko

lle
kt

iv
tra

fik
av

gå
ng

ar
 i 

sa
m

m
a 

km
-ru

ta
 

so
m

 b
os

ta
de

n

Andel hushåll med bil

Mosaic

Kommuntyp

SUO

A

B

C

D

E

F
G

H
I

J K
L

M

N10111221
22

33

EjU

U-EjSUO
U-SUO

-500

0

500

1 000

1 500

2 000

2 500

3 000

3 500

0,3 0,5 0,7 0,9

G
en

om
sn

itt
lig

t a
nt

al
 k

ol
le

kt
iv

tra
fik

av
gå

ng
ar
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Travel possibilities per group and travels per week. 
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Conclusions

• A Swedish transport system is a stable system

• It will take much dedication and long term initiatives to realise a shift to rail (freight)
• Examples of case studies on shift to rail/sea are most welcomed. 

• Passenger transport: Social factors + the transport system can change travel
patterns

• Is there too much focus on a shift to rail? Electricity on the move. 
Why not focus on efficiency?
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Thank you!

• https://www.trafa.se/globalassets/rapporter/2016/rapport-2016_7_godstransporter-
i-sverige---en-nulagesanalys.pdf

• https://www.trafa.se/globalassets/rapporter/2018/rapport-2018_17-perspektiv-pa-
resor-och-mojligheter-att-resa.pdf

• https://www.trafa.se/globalassets/rapporter/2022/rapport-2022_2-godstransporter-
och-konkurrenskraftens-utveckling.pdf
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https://www.trafa.se/globalassets/rapporter/2016/rapport-2016_7_godstransporter-i-sverige---en-nulagesanalys.pdf
https://www.trafa.se/globalassets/rapporter/2018/rapport-2018_17-perspektiv-pa-resor-och-mojligheter-att-resa.pdf
https://www.trafa.se/globalassets/rapporter/2022/rapport-2022_2-godstransporter-och-konkurrenskraftens-utveckling.pdf

