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Initial qualification, periodic training and minimum age of 

professional drivers of certain road vehicles  
 

Impact Assessment (SWD (2017)27,  SWD (2017)26 (summary)) of a Commission proposal for a Directive of the 

European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2003/59/EC on the initial qualification and periodic 

training of drivers of certain road vehicles for the carriage of goods or passengers and Directive 2003/126/EC on 

driving licences (COM (2017)47) 

 

Background 

This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission's 

impact assessment (IA) accompanying the above proposal, adopted on 1 February 2017 and referred to 

Parliament’s Committee on Transport and Tourism.  

 

As part of the overall effort to increase safety on European roads, Directive 2003/59/EC defines the initial 

qualification and periodic training requirements for professional drivers of trucks and buses. Human error has 

been identified as being by far the main cause of accidents involving professional trucks or buses, relevant in 

around 85 % of accidents (IA, p. 35). By establishing a common level of effective and accessible training, the 

current directive aims to promote risk awareness, danger recognition and cross-border movement of drivers in 

the EU. All Member States transposed and implemented it by the required deadlines, but the Commission's 2012 

report on the implementation of the directive1 identified a number of shortcomings regarding its effectiveness. 

These were subsequently confirmed by the ex-post evaluation2 undertaken in 2014. The proposal for the 

revision of the directive was included in Annex II (REFIT initiatives) of the Commission's 2017 work programme. 

With a view to ensuring consistency with other EU legislation, both the proposal and the IA also cover the 

amendment of Directive 2006/126/EC on driving licences. 

 

The IA notes that, amongst other things, the very flexible approach of Directive 2003/59, which leaves it to the 

Member States to decide how to implement the provisions, has prevented its effective implementation (IA, p. 8-

22). Major differences remain between the various national training systems, and training content is not always 

relevant or up-to-date. In particular, cross-border recognition of training often does not work in practice. Eight 

Member States3 do not issue the 'Driver Qualification Card' (DQC) provided for in the directive, but instead 

simply mark 'code 95'4 on the driving licence to recognise that the relevant training has been followed. This can 

                                                           
1 Report from the European Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social 
Committee and the Committee of the Regions, on the implementation of Directive 2003/59/EC relating to the initial 
qualification and periodic training of drivers of certain road vehicles for the carriage of goods or passenger, COM (2012) 385. 
2 Study on the effectiveness and improvement of the EU legislative framework on training of professional drivers (ex- post 
evaluation), Panteia et al., 2014. See also Remac, M., Training of professional drivers, EPRS, European Parliament, November 
2016.  
3 Austria, Germany, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands and Poland. 
4 ‘Code 95’ is the harmonised, structured way Member States confirm that the training obligations have been fulfilled; it has 

to be mutually recognised throughout the Union. 

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/10102/2017/EN/SWD-2017-27-F1-EN-MAIN-PART-1.PDF
http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/1/2012/EN/1-2012-385-EN-F1-1.Pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/facts-fundings/evaluations/doc/2014_ex_post_evaluation_study_training_drivers_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/587346/EPRS_BRI(2016)587346_EN.pdf


only be done in the driver's country of residence where the licence is issued, but not if a driver works (and is 

trained) in another country. Even on the driver's return to the country of residence, the Member States are not 

obliged to recognise training undergone in another Member State. The other Member States either indicate the 

code on the driving licence or on a separate DQC, or both (IA, p.11). There are yet other differing practices 

between Member States concerning the 'attestation' for non-EU resident drivers employed or used by an 

undertaking established in a Member State (IA, p. 12-13). Besides these issues, legal uncertainties regarding 

exemptions (IA, p. 16-18) and the organisation of training courses (IA, p. 20-22), as well as different minimum 

ages for drivers,5 have added inconsistencies to the implementation (IA, p. 18-19), making it difficult for drivers 

to access training in another Member State and for the road haulage sector to develop cross-border activities.  

 

Therefore, the Commission proposes to amend the current legislation in order to raise the standard of new 

drivers and continuously update the skills of existing ones, in particular their awareness of risks and the ways to 

reduce them.6 Moreover, the Commission argues that as the transport sector faces difficulties to find and recruit 

new drivers, a validation of the profession by training standards could increase its attractiveness, while a 

common minimum age for drivers could increase its accessibility. Finally, it considers that optimising driving 

skills and behaviour would contribute to reduced fuel consumption and thereby transport CO2 emissions.  

 

Problem definition 

The IA clearly identifies the nature and the cause of the problems. These relate either to the lack of effectiveness 

of the legal provisions or to uncertainties stemming from unclear or incoherent rules. The IA defines the 

following five main problem areas (IA, p. 7-22 and Annex 8): 

  

1) Difficulties for drivers (both EU residents and non-EU residents) to benefit from a recognition of 

completed/partial training undergone in a Member State other than their country of residence; 

2) Content of initial and periodic training varies widely between Member States and seems only partially 

relevant for drivers' needs as regards road safety and free movement; 

3) Uncertainty regarding the possibility to combine professional drivers' training with other training required 

under EU law (training on dangerous goods, on disability awareness and on animal welfare), and regarding the 

use of ICT in training courses; 

4) Difficulties and legal uncertainties with the interpretation of the list of drivers exempted from the 

requirements of the directive; 

5) Inconsistencies of minimum age requirements between Directive 2003/59/EC on training of professional 

drivers and Directive 2006/126/EC on driving licences. 

 

The problem definition builds on the ex-post evaluation and the Commission’s own implementation report. It 

follows a logical train of thought and is presented in a balanced way. Each problem is elaborated in a separate 

chapter, highlighting the differences between the respective national choices allowed for in the original 

directive, and their consequences. The IA describes who is directly affected and how, with various groups 

concerned (professional truck and bus drivers, road transport companies, all other road users, training 

institutions, Member State authorities), depending on the problem (IA, Annex 3). The diversity of 

implementation throughout the EU is clearly evidenced – from access to the profession through to training and 

certification. In addition, the IA explains why some other aspects linked to the identified problems, such as the 

structure of training courses, the quality of trainers or the differences in training costs, are not covered in the 

analysis. These issues either fall under the competence of the Member States, or are linked to various other 

policy areas, namely labour policies and education and vocational training, and the isolated effect of this 

proposal on them could not be evaluated on the basis of the available data (IA, p. 8).  

 

                                                           
5 Directive 2003/59/EC establishes the age of 18 or 21 for truck drivers (depending on their initial qualification) and 21 or 23 
for bus drivers, whereas Directive 2006/126/ stipulates 21 for truck and 24 for bus drivers. 
6 The proposal includes changes to the Annex of Directive 2003/59 featuring the content of training courses. 



The IA stresses that although the sheer numbers of drivers and road haulage enterprises concerned by the 

problems might seem low - an estimated 1.4 % of the total 3.6 million drivers – the magnitude of the problems is 

expected to increase considerably after the expiry of the last deadline for the recognition of completed periodic 

training. In fact, the last transitional arrangements regarding mutual recognition expired in September 2016, 

and, given the need to repeat periodic training at least once every five years, the complications linked to mutual 

recognition could affect up to 103 000 drivers by 2020 (IA, p. 11). 

 

Objectives of the legislative proposal 

Under the umbrella of two general objectives – the contribution to road safety and to the free movement of 

drivers in the internal market (IA, p. 6) – the IA develops three categories of specific objectives to tackle the 

above problem areas and to be achieved by the proposed amendments of the two directives: 

 

1) More effective procedures in view of mutual recognition of training for drivers in all Member States (for EU 

and non-EU residents); 

2) Improved and up-to-date content of the initial qualification and of the periodic training for drivers with a 

focus on road safety and other relevant topics, such as fuel efficiency; 

3) Clarification of legal uncertainties regarding exemptions, as well as regarding the minimum age of access to 

the profession and the possibility to combine training under Directive 2003/59 with other forms of training 

required by EU law. 

 

These objectives derive from the problems identified by the IA and appear to be consistent with the EU's road 

safety policy,7 the aim to reduce CO2 emissions and the promotion of the internal market. The IA does not 

distinguish between specific and operational objectives, as the analysis focuses mainly on the policy measures. 

 

Range of options considered 

While the IA identifies, analyses and presents the problems and objectives in a comprehensive way, the 

description of the options is rather confusing. The IA does not clearly list, as required by the Better Regulation 

(BR) Guidelines, a range of options that should indicate and explain distinctly which measure falls under which 

policy option. Instead, it first presents, but only in a table (IA, p. 26), 11 'policy measures' retained after a 

'preliminary assessment' that is not further explained (IA, p. 25). According to the table, these measures 

correspond to eight problem drivers; however, in the text, they are then structured according to the three 

specific objectives (IA, pp. 30-31), with no screening of 'options' as such. Options – understood as combinations 

of measures in three 'policy packages' – can only be deduced from yet another table (IA, pp. 31-32), which 

indicates the link between options and measures at the end of the section. The baseline scenario is not 

described in this context despite the fact that the BR guidelines clearly require that it should always be used as 

the benchmark for each alternative option.  

 

Due to inconsistent use of terminology and partial omissions,8 it is not easy to follow this part of the IA, from 

'three sets of policy options' that seem to relate to all three specific objectives, to 'three main policy solutions' 

and 'twelve sub-options' mentioned without explanation under specific objective 1, to 'policy packages' referred 

to only under specific objectives 2 and 3. All in all, it is not clear when the text refers to a (sub-)option, a (policy) 

measure or a policy package. The details of the composition of the packages are only addressed in a selective 

way and, compared to the other parts of the IA, the analysis is very short, scattered and lacking in coherence, 

                                                           
7  See communication from the European Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and 
Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, Towards a European road safety area: policy orientations on road 
safety 2011-2020, COM (2010) 389 final. 
8 For instance: 'PPA' first, 'policy package' later on; confusing use and numbering of (sub-) options, sets of options, packages. 
Although much information is only to be found in the two cited tables, acronyms are not explained (PPA, PM; +-0), number 
of measure 1 in table 5 is missing. The grey shadows in table 4 are not explained either. 



consisting of just two tables and one and a half pages of text (IA, p. 25-26 and p. 30-32); even the text on the 

discarded policy measures is more comprehensive and much longer (IA p. 26-30).  

 

The IA explains in detail why a number of potential policy measures were discarded at the early stage of the IA 
process. Underlining on the one hand the repeated failure of non-legislative actions, in particular as regards the 

mutual recognition of training (IA, p. 12-13 and p. 23),9 the IA stresses on the other hand national prerogatives 
and the importance of avoiding new burdens and costs for stakeholders (IA, pp. 27, 29). Therefore, neither 
measures related to detailed assessments of future scientific or technological progress or of a common training 
system, nor details of training structures and content were retained for analysis (IA, p. 28). The IA also explains 
why the RESPER system was preferred over the TACHOnet network for a possible automatic exchange system on 
training information: the former is already used for information on driving licences, whereas the latter is used 
for driving and resting time and would have to be completely revamped (IA, p. 27). Finally, regarding the current 
incoherent rules on exemptions, a full alignment with Regulation (EC) No 561/2006 on the harmonisation of 

certain social legislation relating to road transport was considered disproportionate (IA, p. 27-28).10 
 

The retained measures 1, 2 and 3 for objective 1 concern three ways to achieve the mutual recognition of 

qualification and training of drivers: 1) By a standardised attestation document for all, 2) by issuing a certificate 

(DQC) for drivers from other Member States or 3) by the exchange of information through the RESPER system. 

Measures 4 and 5 recognise non-EU resident drivers' attestation either with (measure 5) or without (measure 4) 

'code 95' on the driving licence. Measures 6 to 11, considered to meet objectives 2 and 3, concern the revision 

of training content, the use of ICT and the options to combine different training courses. They also cover legal 

clarifications and the harmonisation with other EU legislation, in particular with the directive on driving licences 

in terms of the minimum age for drivers of trucks and buses.  

 

Despite the incomplete presentation of the policy options, the 11 measures retained for the analysis seem 

reasonable and balanced in view of the objectives. When it comes to their combination in three packages, 

according to table 5, measures 4 or 5 and 6 to 11 feature in all packages (IA, p. 32). Thus, the real choice of the 

IA is limited to the selection of either measure 1, 2 or 3 on training recognition. The IA's comparison against the 

criteria of effectiveness, efficiency and coherence concludes that all 11 retained measures are more effective 

than the baseline scenario and contribute equally to a coherent approach to the objectives. The decisive factor 

for the choice of the preferred option, i.e. package of measures, is the cost comparison between measures 1, 2 

and 3. The preferred option is considered the most efficient. It combines the recognition of training, through the 

provision of the DQC to drivers from other Members States, with the possibility for non EU-resident drivers to 

receive an attestation without 'code 95' (measures 2 and 4). With measures 6 to 11, the package also includes 

better training, legal clarifications and the application of the lower minimum age for truck and bus drivers.  

 

Scope of the impact assessment 

The IA assesses the retained policy measures for their social, economic and environmental impacts. The 

economic impacts are calculated in terms of regulatory costs and savings for the period 2018-2030, among three 

categories of stakeholders: enterprises, drivers and public administrations, taking into account implementation 

and compliance costs, in line with the BR guidelines (IA, Annex 4, p. 17). The IA points out that all three packages 

ensure mutual recognition and suggests estimated cost savings, compared to the baseline scenario, of €2.3 

million for drivers and €6.7 million for businesses for the period 2018-2030 (IA, p. 33).11 The packages differ, 

however, in their implementation costs: while for specific objectives 2 and 3 the costs of all options seem to be 

                                                           
9 The Member States did not manage to resolve the recognition issue despite several attempts in the framework of the 
Certificate for Professional Competence (CPC) committee. 
10 Idem for a repeal of Directive 2003/59, without replacing it, or for the extension of its scope to taxis and vans, see Annex 6 
of the IA, p. 39. 
11  The IA does not refer to the numbers provided by the ex-post evaluation, estimating the potential benefit of Directive 
2003/59 to be as high as €7.424 million to €10.740 million per year, through reduced costs of accidents, fuel use and 
emissions, see ex-post evaluation, p. 14.  



the same and are considered marginal and transitional,12 decisive differences concern measures 1 to 3, retained 

to meet specific objective 1. The total costs of measures 1 and 2, affecting the eight Member States that 

currently do not issue a DQC, are estimated at maximum €6.3 million for 2018-2030, with measure 1 being more 

burdensome for drivers (IA, p. 33).13 Measure 3 (use of the RESPER system) was dismissed due to estimated 

costs of €11.14 million for all 28 Member States (IA, Annex 4, p. 31). Finally, an obligation to mark 'code 95' on 

the driver attestation would have entailed additional costs, in particular for Romania, Poland and the 

Netherlands, so measure 4 was preferred over measure 5 (IA, p. 33). Based on this, the preferred package of the 

IA combines the more efficient measures 2 and 4 with measures 6 to 11. The methodology used to quantify the 

total benefits (cost savings) of the three packages indicated above is not explained to the same degree as that 

used for the cost calculations in the IA; information on more detailed savings, for example in terms of reduced 

costs for training, remains vague and general (IA, p. 37). Benefits for public administrations are not quantified 

and it seems unclear which costs administrations might reallocate to drivers. The IA acknowledges the difficulty 

of quantifying the social impacts, such as better road safety, fewer accidents, improved driver mobility and 

better access to the profession, citing the general problem of missing data (see below), as well as the relevance 

of other polices (employment, education) (IA, p. 35). Under this caveat, the IA refers to rather dated literature 

(some of which from 2002) estimating the potential effect of training on danger recognition to equate to a 2 % 

reduction in accidents. 

 

Environmental impacts are only expected as regards measures for specific objective 2, through reduced fuel 

consumption and CO2 emissions thanks to improved driver skills. Based on research, but without further 

explanation, the IA mentions a general potential effect of 2 to 10 % improved fuel efficiency and reduced 

emissions in this area, even though other factors play a role, meaning that, again, the effects of this measure 

alone could not be calculated (IA, p. 37).  

 

Although around 33 % of all journeys made by heavy goods vehicles in the EU are cross-border (a tendency 

which is increasing),14 and in some countries 20 % of the drivers are from another Member State, the IA does not 

provide an assessment of the territorial impacts of the proposal, only mentioning them under social and 

economic impacts (IA, p. 33 and 39). The European Economic and Social Committee is preparing an opinion 

focusing on the territorial impacts;15 the Committee of the Regions will consider the issue at a later stage.  

 

Subsidiarity / proportionality 

The IA highlights that the problems identified stem to some extent from the wide flexibility of Directive 2003/59, 

which prevents its effective implementation. It explains which issues cannot be solved by soft law, and where 

European added value can be achieved through EU intervention (IA, pp. 8, 31). Issues that fall under the 

Member States' competence, such as training systems and their costs, were left out of the scope of the 

assessment. The aspect of proportionality was consistently taken into account, namely in the comparison of the 

policy measures, discarding from the start disproportionate potential solutions and selecting those which the 

analysis suggested would entail the least administrative changes and costs for the relevant stakeholders. 

 

No reasoned opinion under Protocol 2 TFEU had been received from national parliaments by the deadline of 17 

April 2017. 13 parliaments had considered the proposal in their respective committees, without indicating any 

concern in terms of subsidiarity or proportionality; the Romanian Senate provided a positive contribution.16   

 

                                                           
12 Up to €14.1 million for changes to the content of training courses, including the possibility for e-learning, and legal 
clarifications. The IA, p. 32 specifies that it was not possible to quantify the effect of the latter. See also IA, p. 36: 'Training 
institutes say that costs for initial training would not exceed 5 %'.  
13 The regulatory costs calculated for a DQC per driver is assumed to be €65, see IA, Annex 4, p. 26. 
14 Explanatory memorandum of the proposal, pp. 3 and 33. See also ex-post evaluation, pp. 52 and 130 -131. 
15 Debate scheduled May/June 2017. 
16 10 April 2017. Also, the Belgian Chambre des Représentants, Cellule d’analyse européenne, p.3, underlines the broad 
consultation process preceding the presentation of this proposal which might have contributed to its smooth reception. 



Budgetary or public finance implications 

The explanatory memorandum notes that the proposal will have no implications for the EU budget. The IA 

expects limited transitional costs for Member States, to be mitigated by the medium- and long-term benefits of 

the proposed measures.  

 

SME test / Competitiveness 

Since between 65 and 95 % of transport enterprises falling under the scope of this proposal are SMEs, the IA 

considered a potential exemption for them (IA, p. 29). However, this was quickly discarded as research shows no 

reduced road safety risks for SMEs compared to bigger companies. Therefore the IA assesses that, on the 

contrary, all professional drivers working for SMEs must be covered by the proposal in order for it to have an 

effect on road safety across the EU. The IA expects a positive impact on the competitiveness of the sector, 

namely through risk reduction and validation of the drivers' profession (IA, p. 36). 

 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

As part of the REFIT initiative for 2017, the proposal is seen as having considerable potential for simplification by 

harmonising and simplifying administrative practices for mutual recognition of training and common rules for 

the access to the profession. It enhances coherence and clarification of rules, with estimated cost savings for 

stakeholders of €9 million over the period 2018-2030. Furthermore, the effectiveness of the training systems in 

the area of road safety, as well as environmental benefits, are expected to mitigate the transitional costs 

occurring during the first four years of implementation (IA, p. 36f). Moreover, the amendment of the two 

directives should improve consistency of EU legislation, by alignments with, inter alia, Regulation (EC) 561/2006 

on social legislation in road transport and the European Qualifications Framework. 

 

Quality of data, research and analysis 

Work on the IA started back in April 2013 and is based on a wide range of both internal and external expertise, 

including an IA support study, conducted under the same contract as the ex-post evaluation.17 The bulk of the 

research and the evidence used dates from 2014 or earlier. 

 

The main challenges for the IA are the lack of reliable statistical data and the difficulty to quantify certain social 

impacts. Both issues were also noted by previous research and are openly acknowledged in the IA (IA, pp. 7, 9, 

35). There seems to be no coherent documentation on the implementation of Directive 2003/59 by the Member 

States. This means that, surprisingly, even basic data, such as numbers of relocated drivers or non-national 

drivers in the Member States, accident statistics or problematic cases of training recognition between Member 

States, are missing or limited, and some estimations are based on small samples (IA, Annex 4, p. 21, 23).18 

Another more general challenge is the quantification of social impacts, especially in view of the complexity of 

road safety where a multitude of factors affect different aspects of the problem. The IA addresses these 

challenges in the text and in annexes.19 Considering the relevance of human error for accidents as established by 

research, the IA indicates an estimated effect of 2 % reduction through danger recognition training for drivers, 

without providing further information (IA, Annex 7, p. 41). It cites the CARE database as an evidence-base for the 

assumption that the lower minimum age for drivers does not affect road safety.20 

 

Other sources used by the IA come mainly from the Labour Force Survey 2014 carried out by Eurostat;21 these 

cover various relevant aspects and are recent enough to enable calculations and estimations for the years 2018-

                                                           
17 The distinction between the two is not clear, references in the IA are incoherent. IA, p. 17, note 36 refers to a support 
study title not featured in the list of all consulted publications in Annex 1 of the IA, and it seems not be published. 
18 See also ex-post evaluation, p. 125 'Main data limitations'. 
19 Methodological Guide in Annex 4 and Annex 7 on social impacts. 
20 Community Database on Accidents on the Roads in Europe (since 1993), integrating national data. 
21 Footnotes 6 and 7 featured in the text in Annex 4 of the IA, p. 18, are missing at the bottom of the page. 



2030. The quantitative assessment of the regulatory costs, decisive for the IA's preferred policy package, appears 

to follow the BR guidelines. Altogether, the IA made considerable efforts to compensate for missing evidence by 

collecting quantitative data through extensive stakeholder consultations. Nevertheless, the need for 

improvement in terms of data collection and sharing in the area of road safety and cross-border implementation 

of EU legislation in this context is obvious throughout the IA. 

 

Stakeholder consultation 

The IA addresses all stakeholder groups affected by the problem and the proposed solutions, describing their 

respective situation, as well as the main expected impacts of the preferred policy package (IA, Annex 3). It cites 

three main categories of stakeholders: enterprises, drivers and public administrations. 

 

Before the proposal was drafted, an internet-based open public consultation took place between 17 July and 25 

October 2013, receiving 395 contributions (202 from the UK alone, mainly private individuals) (IA, Annex 2). The 

results were discussed at a stakeholder conference on 6 March 2014 and at several events in the framework of 

the social dialogue with the road transport social partners. There was also intense consultation of the Member 

States, with an informal workshop on 23 January 2014, debates of the Certificate of Professional Competence 

(CPC) committee in 2014 and 2015, and three rounds of additional questionnaire surveys conducted by the 

contractors of the support study of the IA, providing additional quantitative information on the implementation 

of Directive 2003/59 in general and on the recognition of training in another Member State in particular.22 These 

consultations confirmed the problems of the status quo and led the IA process to further explore certain issues, 

for instance on the content of training where the indications of stakeholders were not clear. 

 

In the framework of the REFIT platform, both the stakeholder and the government groups looked into the 

problems of the implementation of Directive 2003/59 and discussed suggestions for improvement.23 The IA 

mentions a draft opinion from the REFIT government group, questioning the need for provisions on the initial 

qualification test for professional drivers, arguing that the national systems in place were sufficient.24 After 

consideration, the Commission concluded that the problems of the current implementation proved the added 

value of EU intervention in this area, which is why the IA did not consider in more detail the removal of the 

requirement for initial qualification training (IA, p. 8). 

 

Monitoring and evaluation 

Against the backdrop of the indicated data limitations, the IA announces that even before implementing the 

revised directives (IA, p. 43), another small survey/study might be launched to collect data on the current state 

of play. It seems doubtful, however, that this will bring substantial progress if the wide range of research and 

consultation in the years 2013-2016 did not deliver it. Therefore, the future thorough monitoring of the 

implementation of the measures seems all the more important, in order to ensure an effective and efficient 

achievement of the objectives. Yet, the IA does not envisage any new data collection or reporting arrangements. 

Instead, it stresses the importance of continuous cooperation with Member States, stakeholders and social 

partners, citing the CPC committee as an 'excellent forum' (IA, p. 43). 

 

To support future evaluation, a list of indicators is presented (IA, pp. 43-45). Even though the IA puts forward a 

preferred option/package, these indicators do not refer to this option, but to the three specific objectives.25 The 

                                                           
22 The targeted surveys seem to have been the most effective tool, providing additional evidence on recognition practices 
and the number of exempted drivers, while the replies to the public consultation and the interviews often lacked 
quantitative information, see Annex 2 of the IA, p. 11-12. 
23 Minutes of the REFIT Platform Government Group Meeting on 25 May 2016, p.7-8. Also REFIT platform, Stakeholder 
suggestions (no date), p. 6-7. 
24 This draft opinion was based on UK reflections; it did not find support in the following meeting and was not adopted by 
the REFIT platform. 
25 The BR guidelines, p. 30, advise that the indicators should refer to the preferred option. 



sources for all indicators consist of targeted questionnaires to stakeholders. However, as experience with this 

legislation has shown, this method is rather uncertain in terms of feedback and does not appear to guarantee 

better quantitative evidence collection than in the past. Furthermore, there seems to be an imbalance between 

the indicators proposed by the IA: two indicators for objective 1, five for objective 2 and three for objective 3 . 

Considering that the most complex part of the IA was clearly the analysis of the mutual recognition issue, two 

monitoring indicators for this area might seem insufficient. Also, the timing of the data collection, once in five 

years for all indicators, could possibly be problematic if the aim is to secure a solid evidence base. The evaluation 

of the implementation is not further elaborated in the IA. 

 

Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 

The Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) issued a positive opinion on 22 July 2016 with three major 

recommendations for further improvement. While most of the demands to improve the draft IA seem to have 

been taken on board in the final version,26 the request to clarify and shorten the options chapter was not dealt 

with successfully, since it led, apparently by restructuring and cutting a number of explanatory parts, to 

increased confusion as regards the composition and comparison of policy packages. The RSB also criticised the 

incoherence of the impact analysis, providing another indication that in the final IA, substantial parts were 

deleted or transferred from the options part to the analysis of the impacts.  

 

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA  

The legislative proposal largely follows the IA recommendations and seems to reflect the preferred combination 

of policy measures. The monitoring and evaluation arrangements remain under-developed, being only briefly 

mentioned in the explanatory memorandum of the proposal, and without even featuring the indicators 

presented in the IA. A detailed ex-post 'transposition assessment' is announced, without further elaboration. 

 

Conclusions 

Considerable efforts have gone into preparing this IA, with several years of research, evaluation and 

consultations to address the challenge of missing data and quantitative evidence. The IA admits that these 

efforts were only partly effective, but does not assess any specific solutions for comprehensive data collection. 

In general, the clear screening of the retained options to achieve policy objectives is significant for the credibility 

of any IA – in this case, it is the weakest section of the report, together with the part on monitoring. 

Notwithstanding, the analysis of the problems, objectives and measures is pertinent and balanced, and supports 

the case of the Commission to amend the two directives without creating excessive burdens for stakeholders.  
 

This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the European Parliament's Committee on Transport and Tourism, 
analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission’s own Better Regulation 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.   
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26 Regarding explanations of the wider policy context, justifications why certain options were not retained for analysis and 
future perspectives of the baseline scenario and the EU legislation. 
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