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Impact Assessment (SWD (2016) 35 final) (SWD (2016) 36 summary), accompanying a Commission proposal for a 
Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on the recognition of professional qualifications in inland 
navigation and repealing Council Directive 91/672/EEC and Council Directive 96/50/EC (COM (2016) 82 final) 

 

Background 

This note provides an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission's Impact 
Assessment (IA) accompanying the above proposal, which was adopted on 18 February 2016 and has been referred to 
Parliament's Committee on Transport and Tourism. The proposed Directive should repeal and replace the existing 

Directives on the harmonisation
1
 and on the mutual recognition

2
 of the conditions for obtaining national boatmasters' 

certificates. Both these Directives include provisions on boatmasters' certificates for the carriage of goods and 
passengers by inland waterway. In particular, Directive 91/672 establishes a principle for the reciprocal recognition of 
national boatmasters' certificates for inland navigation between Member States, whilst Directive 96/50 sets the 

conditions to harmonise the minimum requirements for obtaining boatmasters' certificates.
3
 

Therefore, the new European Commission initiative builds on almost twenty years of implementation of two distinct 
Directives, whose remit is, however, limited to the mutual recognition of boatmasters operating on EU inland 

waterways other than the Rhine River, and does not stretch beyond the level of boatmaster.
4
 Navigation on the Rhine 

– including professional qualifications – is regulated through rules adopted by the Central Commission for Navigation 
on the Rhine (CCNR), since the requirements included in the CCNR regulation do not necessarily correspond to those 
included in the 'Boatmaster' Directives. As highlighted in the EPRS Implementation Appraisal on the 'Recognition and 
modernisation of professional qualifications in inland navigation', this creates, de facto, a double system of regulation, 
although since 2008 the CCNR applies a policy of recognition of non-Rhine boatmasters' certificates, based on 
equivalent certification for a number of European countries.  

According to the Commission, the full contribution of Inland Waterway Transport (IWT) to the Internal Market goals - 
and to trade efficiency in particular - would be partially hampered by limitations to labour mobility and by persisting 
vacancies/skills mismatches, which loom large despite the attempts made through bilateral and multilateral 
agreements to compensate for these difficulties. The main objective of the proposal under analysis is therefore to 
extend the scope of recognition of professional qualifications beyond the level of boatmaster, to all crew involved in 
the operation of vessels, including on the Rhine river. This would also include measures to harmonise the recognition 
of qualifications with standards for the assessment of competences, training programmes and the monitoring and 
evaluation of certifications and training.  
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Problem definition 

The IA offers an extensive presentation and analysis of the problem requiring EU action, identifying the potential 
negative consequences that would arise should the current framework regulating the inland waterway transport 
sector remain unchanged. Three main elements are deemed as hampering future development of the inland 
waterway sector: scarce labour mobility, persistent vacancies and skills mismatches. According to the IA analysis, the 
current organisational structure and legal frameworks governing the sector have proven a major obstacle to 
addressing the problem of an ageing skilled workforce and the difficulties in recruiting young people. Difficulties 
related to labour mobility could not be solved by the sector alone, since these impact both individual workers – 
barriers to free movement; and the European level – integrated market and regional differences in supply and 
demand of workers. The analysis of the problem requiring EU action – as specified in the IA report (IA, p. 8) – is 
restricted to the issue of labour mobility, and thus does not address aspects linked to the lack of either qualified staff 
or sector attractiveness.  

The main negative consequences of the existing framework regulating the inland waterway navigation sector are 
considered as on one hand, the risk of recruiting personnel without the necessary skills, which may lead to the 
profession suffering reduced attractiveness to new entrants, reduced safety levels for inland waterway transport, and 
in the long run, reduced competitiveness for the sector. On the other hand, the current situation of the inland 
waterway transport sector limits its full contribution to the European industrial base; recent studies mentioned in the 
IA report

5
 show that the €2.2 billion turnover in the IWT sector – leading to a total added value of €13.2 billion – 

represents a rather underexploited potential. Thus, investments and innovation are considered the most urgent needs 
for sector development; however, they will only bring their full benefits if the market-sided barriers are also tackled, 
including barriers to labour mobility (IA, p. 12). 

The IA therefore highlights two main problem drivers: 

1. Workers’ difficulties with mutual recognition of professional qualifications; 

2. Knowledge of specific situations
6
 may create unnecessary difficulties for boatmasters operating on certain 

river stretches. 

Concerning the first 'problem driver', national boatmasters' certificates issued on the basis of the existing EU Directive 

are not automatically recognised for navigation on the Rhine. Although the mutual recognition process initiated by the 

CCNR has to a significant extent enhanced labour mobility for boatmasters in the EU, it does not allow the full mutual 

recognition of boatmasters' certificates across the EU's inland waterway network, and the system is difficult to adapt 

to developments in the sector. The CCNR in fact recognises certificates issued by other EU countries, based on a 

system of bilateral agreements functioning via voluntary requests submitted by the countries involved.
7
 Moreover, 

the current system for the recognition of certificates is considered severely limited by the additional conditions 

imposed for the certificates to be valid on the Rhine, by the lengthy procedures based on individual requests, as well 

as by the legal uncertainty regarding the provisions for the recognition of EU certificates on the Rhine, since the CCNR 

is free to withdraw the granted recognition. Furthermore, the legal frameworks currently in application (based on the 

Regulation for Rhine navigation personnel and Directive 96/50/EC) are considered insufficiently focused on proven 

skills. In fact, they do not require a practical examination to obtain a navigation licence, but do require respectively a 

minimum of five and four years of recorded sailing experience as entry conditions. According to the analysis, a 

competence-based approach applied to boatmasters’ examinations would offer greater flexibility for entrants, 

regardless of their background. Currently – the IA underlines – there is no EU sectoral legislation covering operational 

workers (other than boatmasters) and there are limitations to the CCNR system. To date, the CCNR recognises Service 

Record Books issued by other EU countries, via a multilateral Administrative Arrangement, again based on voluntary 

requests submitted by the participating countries. Additionally, some Member States may require boatmasters to 

obtain a certificate that attests their knowledge of the local situation (Knowledge of Specific Situations KSS) – the 

second problem driver – in order to navigate on certain river stretches in Europe (Art. 8.2 of Directive 96/50/EC). 
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Regarding this aspect, the external study
8
 commissioned in preparation of the IA under analysis concluded that 28% of 

total IWT performance in Europe is subject to KSS, with a burden cost of around €8 million in 2011 (IA, p.17). The 

application of KSS is deemed to (negatively) affect labour mobility due to the unclear criteria for the definition of KSS 

on the one hand, and the uncertainty regarding the examination requirements to obtain a KSS certificate on the other.  

Building on a range of studies in the sector,
9
 the IA presents an informed 'evolution scenario' for the problem at stake, 

based on the baseline scenario. In particular, it points out that regional differences in the demand and supply of 
workers between different corridors are expected to increase in the long term (IA, p.20). Contextually, it is likely that 
the obstacles to the mutual recognition of professional qualifications of boatmasters and operational crew will 
persist.  

Therefore, the analysis, in the presentation of options to tackle the policy problems outlined in the above section, 
focuses on three different categories of workers in the sector: boatmasters, operational workers and workers from 
outside the sector, and on the question of 'knowledge of specific situations'. 

 

Objectives of the legislative proposal 

The section on the definition of the objectives of the legislative proposal, building on the explanation of the policy 
context and on the definition of the problem at stake, is rather limited. The general objective of the proposed EU 
action is to 'improve the functioning of the IWT labour market to help ensure the sector can play its role in 
contributing to EU energy efficiency, growth and industrial development goals' (IA, p. 23). Following this, the specific 
objective of the proposal is to facilitate labour mobility in the IWT sector by ensuring that qualifications of skilled 
workers are aligned with the competencies needed on board. According to the IA, the general and specific objectives 
lead to two sets of operational objectives: 

 ensuring mutual recognition of professional qualification of workers; and 

 ensuring that Knowledge of Specific Situations (KSS) requirements are proportionate to their safety goal and 
do not unnecessarily hamper labour mobility.  

Although the suggested objectives coherently follow the problem definition and embrace the main elements that the 
proposed directive is meant to tackle, the definition of operational objectives does not offer any real operational 
detail of how the objectives will be translated into specific actions and the practical measures that will be taken to 
tackle the policy problem at stake.  

 

Range of options considered 

Two main policy options have been retained besides the 'baseline scenario': 

 policy option A: Baseline scenario 

 policy option B: Initiatives taken by the IWT sector with EU support 

 policy option C: Recognition of professional qualifications based on minimum competence requirements for 
boatmen and boatmasters 

o C1: including examination standards for training and education institutes  

o C2: excluding examination standards for training and education institutes.  

In turn, each of the proposed options is composed of a series of policy measures addressing the problem drivers as 
presented above. As specified in the report 'alternative combinations of these policy measures are limited as the 
nature of the EU intervention is different (via legal act or not) and coherence of the new system is to be ensured' (IA, 
p.27). While under Option A, no new EU action is proposed, under Option B the emphasis would be placed on 
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initiatives taken by the sector, with EU support on matters of mutual recognition and 'knowledge of specific 
situations'. The suggested measures under this option would allow the sector to address the labour problems itself, 
within the existing organisational and legal framework. Option C consists of a regulatory intervention for mutual 
recognition of professional qualifications for IWT workers at EU level, with minimum competence requirements for 
boatmen and boatmasters. Whilst Option C1 would entail both administrative authorities and education and training 
institutes carrying out examinations to assess the required competence-based standards, Option C2 would only 
envisage a mandatory administrative examination.  

 

Figure 1 – Policy measures of proposed options 

POLICY MEASURES Option 
A 

Option 
B 

Option 
C1 

Option 
C2 

Boatmasters  

1. Business as usual X X   
2. Competence-based (c) EU wide minimum requirements (a + b) for boatmaster 

certificates tested through theoretical and practical exams (d) by an administrative 
authority for candidates accessing the profession through the experience path (d') 
(and for candidates using the education path (d'') – only for Option C2) plus mutual 
recognition of boatmaster certificates 

  

a, 
b, 
c, 
d 

a, 
b, 
c, 

d'+ d'' 

3. EU-wide minimum competence-based standards for examination of future 
boatmasters in education and training institutes, implying mutual recognition of 
their diplomas and certificates 

  X  

Operational workers   
4. Business as usual  X    
5. Extension of the CCNR system of multilateral agreement   X   

6. Use of new instruments under Directive 2005/36/EC (CTT and CTF)  X X X 
7. EU-wide minimum requirements for harmonised qualifications and mutual 

recognition    X X 

8. EU-wide competence-based (a) minimum requirements for candidate-boatmen 
tested through exam by an administrative authority for candidates accessing the 
profession through the experience path (b') (and those using the education path (b'') 
– only for Option C2). 

  
a, 
b' 

a, 
b', 
b'' 

9. EU-wide minimum competence-based standards for examination of candidate-
boatmen in education and training institutes necessary for mutual recognition of 
their diplomas and certificates  

  
 

X 
 

 

10. Harmonisation of required information in SRBs/logbooks plus mutual recognition   X X 

Workers from outside the sector   

11. Business as usual  X X   
12. Mutual recognition of a third path with practical exam that may be introduced by MS   X X 

Knowledge of specific situations (KSS)   
13. Business as usual  X    
14. Commission Recommendation on KSS  X   
15. Binding EU criteria framing the use of KSS but leaving the main responsibility to MS    X X 
16. All MS can organise exams and issue authorisation for all KSS in Europe   X X 

Source: elaboration from IA report. 

The analysis gives examples of a number of options that were discarded because they would have represented only 
minor variations of the retained policy options, or because they would not have been consistent with the principle of 
subsidiarity (IA, p.28-29). Although the proposed policy measures within the four main domains of proposed action 
(i.e. boatmasters, operational workers, workers from outside the sector, knowledge of specific situations) are 
explained in their rational and intervention logic, no systematic reference to the principles of subsidiarity and 
proportionality is made in the analysis (IA, pp. 23-29) (see also subsidiarity section below). 

 

Scope of the Impact Assessment 

The IA analyses the policy options (B and C1/C2) in terms of their economic, environmental and social impacts against 
the baseline scenario (A). The assessment of impacts is carried out in a detailed way for each of the dimensions 
considered in the elaboration of options (measures on mutual recognition of professional qualifications and 
knowledge of specific situations, as well as by focusing on the different types of professions interested by the new 
proposed measures, i.e. boatmasters, operational workers, workers from outside the sector). However, the report 



specifies that the quantitative estimates presented in the analysis only indicate trends and figures and need to be 
interpreted with caution. This is due – the IA continues – to the nature and diversity of the IWT sector and the lack of 
quantitative data, thus to the necessity to aggregate the calculation and generalise some of the assumptions 
underpinning the analysis (IA, p. 30). 

Concerning the social dimension, a first distinction is made between impacts on labour mobility due to the measures 
on mutual recognition of professional qualifications, and impact on labour mobility due to KSS measures. As to the 
former, Option B would have no effect for boatmasters and workers entering the profession from outside, whereas it 
would trigger a positive impact on the mobility of operational workers. Option C is said to significantly (positively) 
affect boatmasters' mobility, especially due to the recognition of EU boatmasters' certificates on the Rhine. According 
to the figures presented, 6.6% of the total boatmaster workforce, and around 15% of the number of boatmasters 
working on the Rhine corridor, could benefit from an automatic recognition of qualifications if EU certificates were 
recognised on the Rhine. Variant C1 – which would introduce recognised diplomas or certificates issued by education 
and training institutes – would trigger higher effects in this sense. As for operational workers, the impact of Option(s) 
C is expected to be positive for all Member States and on all rivers; the effect of this option on the mobility of 'new 
workers in the sector' are, however, considered difficult to quantify, although they are expected to be positive. KSS 
measures would result in increased labour mobility in the case of Options C1 and C2, whilst the effects of Option B are 
uncertain. The impact on access to the profession is considered positive for Option C and potentially positive for 
Option B. Option B would have only limited impact on the safety of the IWT sector, whereas Option C would produce 
positive effects (both alternatives), which have been monetised to a magnitude of €73 million for 2030 and 
€183 million for 2050 (IA, p. 35) for boatmasters and €4.2 million and €11.8 million in the case of operational workers. 
Option C1 is considered to trigger the highest positive impacts on job quality; the effects of the proposed options on 
labour cost is considered unclear, since other external factors play an important role in wage levels (IA, p. 40). Option 
C would have a positive impact on employment (impact of Option B potentially positive), although no quantification is 
provided in the report.  

Regarding economic impacts, Option C (both variants) would trigger positive effects as to the contribution of IWT to 
the European industrial base and to European transport energy efficiency, whilst the effects of the measures under 
Option B would be negligible. Both options are considered as producing no impacts on the transport costs and on 
final consumer prices of goods (IA, p. 41). The provisions under Option B would imply relatively low investment costs 
(upfront costs necessary to implement a measure), in particular for national administrations and training institutes (IA, 
p. 41); the costs under the variants of Option C would be more significant. These are estimated at €8 million for sub-
option C1 and €5.6 million for sub-option C2 (a detailed breakdown of investment costs for Option C is presented in 
Annex 13, IA part 2, pp.101-03). Regarding administrative costs, the variants under Option C would imply 
administrative savings (detailed in Annex 14, IA part 2, pp. 104-07), whereas Option B would not generate any 
significant saving, since no measure tackling medical check-ups for boatmasters is planned in this case.  

Under the 'economic impacts' section, and in line with the requirements of the new Better Regulation guidelines, the 
IA report focuses on the impact of the proposed measures on different regions. Thus, in terms of mobility, the 
countries that are party to the Central Commission for Navigation on the Rhine (the Netherlands, Germany, France, 
Belgium) and Romania will benefit more, as will the countries from outside the CCNR, thanks to the mutual 
recognition of professional qualifications. Concerning safety, the competence-based qualification system should 
guarantee more safety benefits for workers from non-CCNR countries. In terms of costs, Option C would imply cost for 
those countries which currently do not hold such examinations; under sub-option C1, Member States with more 
education/training programmes will face higher costs for their recognition (i.e. Romania, the Netherlands, France, 
Belgium, Germany). Option C would also reduce the administrative burdens of the CCNR countries and the countries 
with which the CCNR has concluded administrative arrangements (Austria, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, 
Poland, Romania, Slovakia), because of the abolition of these recognition agreements.  

The analysis affirms that, while an increased use of inland waterway transport will contribute to the overall energy-
efficiency of the whole transport system, the policy options proposed in the IA are not expected to have a significant 
impact on modal shift and thus on the environment.  

Options are compared for their effectiveness, efficiency and coherence (IA, pp. 48-50), but not for their 
proportionality. The analysis assumes that Option A (baseline scenario) would have a 'neutral impact' in terms of 
effectiveness, efficiency and coherence, whereas Option B would produce only a low positive effect. In this case, 
Option C bears the higher potentials in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and coherence. Overall, Option C, in the C1 



variant, is judged to be slightly more effective and efficient than sub-option C2. However, the IA does not specify a 

preferred policy sub-option under Option C.
10

  

 

SME test/Competitiveness 

The IA does not embark on a specific small and medium sized-enterprise (SME) test, but specifies that, since the large 
majority of enterprises working in the IWT are SMEs, the proposed measures will impact considerably on SMEs  and 
micro-enterprises, especially those in the countries more involved in the IWT sector. In particular, under Option C1, 
significant benefits for SMEs would be expected in terms of reduced administrative burdens; savings are estimated in 
the range of €2.8 million and €4.4 million for 2030 and 2050 respectively (IA part 2, Annex 15).  

 

Subsidiarity/proportionality 

It is striking that the IA report does not feature a specific section on subsidiarity and proportionality, despite the fact 
that this is required by the Better Regulation guidelines. The need for EU action is nevertheless mainly justified by the 
necessity to guarantee greater harmonisation of the rules governing the IWT sector. In a situation where the various 
operators in the sector have different implementation mechanisms, according to the IA, only the EU would be entitled 
to adopt binding rules which are valid for the entire inland waterway network in the EU (IA, p. 4).  

Some reference is made to the proportionality principle; the preferred options are considered proportional since 
competence-based EU minimum requirements – verified through examinations – are only planned for skilled crew (i.e. 
boatmen and boatmasters). In addition, the possible introduction of an intensive training programme is considered 
proportional as its introduction is made optional; the same would apply to the measures to certify training 
programmes under Option C1, since it does not interfere with the national curricula on general subjects and exempts 
those who have completed an approved training programme in the EU from taking additional examinations. The 
introduction of common criteria for establishing requirements for Knowledge Specific Situations is deemed necessary, 
as the establishment of such requirements should be justified on safety grounds, and the knowledge required should 
be proportional to the safety issue at stake (IA, p. 51). No reasoned opinion has been issued by national parliaments at 
the time of writing (the subsidiarity deadline expired on 18 May 2016).  

 

Budgetary or public finance implications 

The implications for the EU budget are not analysed in the IA itself, but the explanatory memorandum accompanying 
the proposal states briefly that it will not have any budgetary implications.  

 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

The proposal brings together two existing Directives which already regulate partial aspects relevant to the sector (i.e. 

reciprocal recognition of certificates and minimum requirements for certification), thus simplifying the regulatory 

environment for the recognition of professional qualifications in inland navigation. The impact analysis of every option 

includes a reference to administrative burdens on businesses and competent authorities. Detailed information on 

investment costs and administrative costs are provided for Option C in the Annex section, IA part 2, pp. 101-09). In 

particular, administrative savings and costs are broken down for each of the proposed measures under the two 

variants of Option C (IA part 2, Annex 15). Overall administrative costs are estimated between €3.7 and €7 million for 

alternative C1 and €2.4 and €5.4 million for alternative C2. 

 

Relations with third countries 

The 'relation with third countries' is analysed in the section on impacts (IA, p. 47). Thus, some countries (i.e. 
Switzerland, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina) would need to adapt their legislation were the new measures foreseen 
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under Options B and C to be endorsed, since such provisions are not currently in place in their administrative systems. 
Additionally, the impact on third countries in terms of administrative costs would be positive, due to the introduction 
of the mutual recognition of professional qualifications; these would range between €0.6 million for medical check-
ups and €2.1 million due to the competence-based approach for boatmasters' qualifications. The measures related to 
KSS are, however, considered to have little impact on third countries.  

 

Quality of data, research and analysis 

Overall, the analysis carried out by the European Commission (Directorate General for Mobility and Transport) in the 
context of this impact assessment appears to rely on a solid background of information, and the assumptions are 
based on extensive analysis. The evidence provided is mainly based on the external expertise used to evaluate the 

legal framework on professional qualifications in inland navigation,
11

 on the external impact assessment support study 

launched prior to the publication of the impact assessment report which is the subject of this analysis,
12

 as well as on 

an external study contributing to the definition of the problem justifying EU action.
13

 While the analysis offers a 
quantification of the costs of the proposed measures – particularly for Option C – in the report, the limitations of such 
an exercise are explicitly recognised. In fact, the quantification of impacts mainly concerns administrative and 
investment costs, but does not stretch as far as the impact on labour mobility, on the workers supply-demand gap and 
on labour costs. 

 

Monitoring and evaluation  

Although the section on monitoring and evaluation is rather limited, the report specifies the core progress indicators 
(not included in the proposal) that will be used to monitor the implementation of the measures envisaged by the 
proposal and that will be used for its evaluation (IA, p. 52). An evaluation of the initiative will be carried out at the 
latest seven years after the end of the transposition period. This is reflected in the proposal (art. 26), where a 
provision states that Member States shall carry out evaluations at intervals of no more than five years. Member States 
shall likewise ensure the appropriate monitoring of activities, training and the application of quality standards in the 
field (art. 25). 

 

Stakeholder Consultation 

The IA reports extensively on the views and position of stakeholders, and on their specific opinion on each of the areas 
of proposed regulatory modification. The online public consultation took place between April and -March 2013, and 
was based on 90 questions concerning the 'problem to be addressed', the 'problem drivers', 'policy objectives', and 
'policy options'. A total of 94 replies were received from representatives of 10 different stakeholder groups (i.e. 
education and training organisations, entrepreneurs, shipping companies, Member States, other public authorities, 
workers' organisations, river commissions and ports), representing a total of 16 countries (IA part 2, Annex 1). 
Concurrently to the online public consultation, the Commission created a Common Expert Group on professional 
qualifications and training standards in inland navigation, which met 11 times between September 2012 and 
November 2014. Additionally, the Sectoral Social Dialogue Committee for Inland Waterway Transport at European 
level was informed of progress in the framework of the Common Expert Group meetings.  

Concerning the retained policy options, the IA highlights the support received by the Common Expert Group and 
stakeholders, especially for Option C, and thus for a regulatory competence-based approach. In particular, the 
respondents showed little support for maintaining the current scheme of bilateral/multilateral agreements managed 
by the Central Commission for Navigation on the Rhine (Option B). Around 90% of respondents showed support for EU 
mandatory requirements for professional qualifications and training standards (Option C1).  

 

Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) 
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The Regulatory Scrutiny Board issued a first negative opinion on the impact assessment in January 2015; the negative 
assessment was mainly due to the lack of clarity as to the justification for an intervention at EU level, and more 
specifically because of the poor explanation of the problem requiring EU regulatory action. Additionally, the RSB 
pointed out that the options initially devised would require further analysis, in particular concerning their comparison 
as to the costs and the possible administrative burdens for SMEs, a point that remains underdeveloped in the final 
version of the IA. A positive opinion on the resubmitted version of the IA report was given by the RSB in July 2015; on 
this occasion the Board produced further recommendations for improvements. These concerned better explanation of 
how the proposed policy measures contribute to increased labour mobility in the sector, further elaboration on the 
policy measures that should make the options operational and their potential impacts, and a more detailed 
presentation of the opinions expressed by stakeholders and the possible discarding of measures supported by 
stakeholders.  

The IA report appears to have taken the majority of the Board's recommendations into consideration. As specified in 
the report (IA, p. 5), in the final version a number of sections were added in order to better address the remaining lack 
of clarity; however the request for more precise quantitative projections remains partially unanswered due to the 
declared lack of quantitative data and the diversified nature of the IWT sector (IA, p. 5). 

 

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and the IA  

The legislative proposal of the Commission generally seems to follow the recommendations expressed in the IA. 
Although sub-option C1 was judged overall as slightly more effective and efficient than sub-option C2, the proposed 
directive follows the path of alternative C2, since it would imply lower administrative burdens for those applicants 
having already acquired the necessary skills, due to the fact that it avoids the need to take additional exams.  

 

Conclusions 

The IA clearly identifies and defines the problems, demonstrating that EU action is necessary to address them. The 
analysis emphasises that, in this case, EU action is further justified by the limited provisions offered by the existing EU 
legislative framework and potential offered by the IWT sector towards the objectives of the Single Market. Although 
the legislative proposal is limited to aspects of labour mobility, the analysis presents a wide array of policy measures 
that can be adopted to tackle the main problem drivers as presented in the impact assessment, and provides an 
explanation for the measures that were discarded prior to the analysis. Some criticism can be made concerning the 
weak quantification of impacts. This is recognised through the analysis, and justified on the basis of the high regional 
diversification of the sector concerned by the EU action, and the difficulties linked to the monitoring and data 
collection processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the European Parliament's Committee on Transport and Tourism 
(TRAN) of the European Parliament, analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission’s own Impact Assessment 
Guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by the Parliament in its Impact Assessment Handbook, appear to be met by the 
IA. It does not attempt to deal with the substance of the proposal. It is drafted for informational and background purposes to assist 
the relevant parliamentary committee(s) and Members more widely in their work. 

To contact the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit, please e-mail:   
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