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This briefing provides an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European 
Commission's impact assessment (IA) accompanying the above-mentioned proposal,1 submitted on 
14 December 2021, and referred to the European Parliament's Committee on Transport and Tourism 
(TRAN). The proposal seeks to amend Directive 2010/40/EU on the framework for the deployment 
of intelligent transport systems (the 'ITS Directive' 2) in order to address the slow and fragmented 
deployment of ITS services. It proposes measures that intend, for example, to improve 
interoperability and continuity of ITS applications, services and systems, and to ensure the 
availability of certain crucial data in a digital format and the provision of essential ITS services. 
Besides seeking to increase the deployment of ITS services, the proposal aims to improve road 
safety, and make the transport system more efficient. It would also help achieve connected and 
automated multimodal mobility, which is necessary to make transport more sustainable, as stated 
in the European Commission's sustainable and smart mobility strategy. The initiative is included in 
2021 Commission work programme and the joint declaration on EU legislative priorities for 2022. 

Problem definition 
The IA summarises the main findings of the ITS Directive's evaluation, which was carried out in line 
with the 'evaluate first' principle. The IA mentions that the ITS Directive has had positive impact on 
ITS deployment in the EU Member States; 'many' priority actions included in the ITS action plan and 
identified in the ITS Directive have been completed, as reported in 2019. Nevertheless, the 
evaluation found shortcomings in implementation, linked to a lack of coordination and slow ITS 
deployment, and considered that the deployment of ITS services and infrastructure has been 
incomplete and limited geographically. According to the evaluation, there 'remains a clear need for 
further action at EU level on interoperability, cooperation and data sharing to enable seamless, 
continuous ITS services across the EU' (IA, p. 5).  

Drawing in particular on the evaluation and stakeholder consultation, the IA has defined as the main 
problem the 'slow and fragmented deployment of ITS services, hampering also the uptake of 
emerging ITS services' (IA, p. 7). The IA explains that the problem exists in particular 'beyond TEN-T 
[trans-European transport networks] and including urban areas', which could have been explained 
in a more detailed manner. As regards uneven deployment of ITS services, the IA mentions for 
example that in the TEN-T, in terms of ITS information-gathering infrastructure, the coverage rate is 
57 % for 14 Member States, and in relation to traffic management and control, it is 18 % for 
11 Member States (IA, pp. 7-9) The IA defines and explains three problem drivers: D1) 'lack of 
interoperability and continuity of applications, systems and services hinders the development of a 
common ITS market'; D2) 'lack of concertation and effective stakeholder cooperation'; and 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52021SC0474
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=COM:2021:813:FIN
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https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0789
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2021-commission-work-programme-key-documents_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/211215-joint_declaration_2022_working_document_updated_clean.pdf
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/intelligent-transport-systems/road/action-plan-and-directive_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=SWD%3A2019%3A373%3AFIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02013R1315-20190306
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D3) 'limited data availability and access, lack of data quality and limited exchange and usage of data' 
(IA, pp. 10-17). 

The IA explains that the defined problem leads to i) the limited usage of ITS services, with negative 
impacts on road safety, congestion, transport system efficiency, and greenhouse gases (GHG) and 
pollutant reduction; ii) the limited development of services such as mobility as a service (MaaS) and 
cooperative, connected and automated mobility (CCAM), resulting in missed opportunities to build 
an inclusive multimodal transport system; and iii) limited internal market development (for vehicles 
and infrastructure), limited competition and consumer choice. The IA neither explains nor illustrates 
the first and third consequence with concrete examples. Concerning the second consequence, the 
IA refers to a study from the Commission's Joint Research Centre (JRC) pointing to lower levels of 
innovation development in the area of CCAM because of a slow investment rate in ITS infrastructure, 
and long delays from the emergence of new solutions to their implementation (10 to 20 years). The 
IA also mentions issues with MaaS deployment, as it would need multimodal travel information 
service (MMTIS) data, the availability of which is limited (only around 52 % availability of such data 
in eight Member States).  

Overall, the IA provides an evidence-based problem description and a convincing justification for 
revising the ITS Directive. However, the evaluation's findings have been explained rather briefly, and 
would have benefited from a more detailed description. Moreover, the problem definition section 
partly lacks concrete examples. The IA discusses the expected evolution of the problem in fairly 
general terms (it considers only that the problem drivers are likely to persist), and does not discuss 
further the possible consequences mentioned in the IA, relating for instance to impacts on internal 
market development or road safety. 

Subsidiarity / proportionality 
The IA explains that the initiative is based on Articles 90-91 (Common Transport Policy) and 170-171 
(Trans-European Networks) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) (IA, 
p. 19). Given the differences in national and regional approaches to the deployment of ITS services, 
and the need to avoid a fragmented market, the IA considers that EU action is necessary to improve 
EU-wide and continuous deployment of ITS services, including ensuring compatibility between 
vehicle solutions and infrastructure. According to the IA, this would also contribute to both the 
functioning of the EU internal market and the EU's competitiveness. The IA does not present a 
dedicated subsidiarity grid, as recommended by the Task Force on subsidiarity, proportionality and 
'doing less more efficiently'. The policy options are compared against proportionality, as required 
by the Better Regulation Guidelines, and the IA discusses proportionality aspects to some extent 
also in the context of policy measures and the preferred option (IA, pp. 26, 32, 53-54). No reasoned 
opinions had been submitted by the deadline of 21 March 2022 for the subsidiarity check by 
national parliaments.  

Objectives of the initiative 
According to the IA, the general objective is to 'increase the deployment and operational use of ITS 
services across the EU, to improve road safety, increase the efficiency of the transport system as a 
whole and help linking all transport modes to foster a multimodal transport system and, in doing 
so, to reduce the negative external effects of transport' (IA, p. 20). The IA also identifies three specific 
objectives (SOs), which are linked to the three problem drivers: SO1) 'Increase interoperability and 
cross-border continuity of applications, systems and services supporting a common ITS market'; 
SO2) 'establish a clear and effective coordination and concertation process for all ITS stakeholders 
(including stakeholders relevant in the multimodal context of the Directive'; and SO3) 'ensure 
improved data availability, access and quality standards used, and facilitate the exchange and usage 
of data supporting ITS services' (IA, pp. 20-21). With regard to the SMART criteria (specific, 
measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound) for defining the objectives, the objectives appear 
to be specific, achievable and relevant, but not time-bound. Moreover, contrary to the Better 

https://maas-alliance.eu/homepage/what-is-maas/
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/intelligent-transport-systems/cooperative-connected-and-automated-mobility-ccam_en
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC116644
https://joinup.ec.europa.eu/collection/elise-european-location-interoperability-solutions-e-government/inspire-support-multi-modal-travel-information-services
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=SWD:2021:0395:FIN:EN:PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/report-task-force-subsidiarity-proportionality-and-doing-less-more-efficiently_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/report-task-force-subsidiarity-proportionality-and-doing-less-more-efficiently_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/better-regulation-guidelines.pdf
https://ipexl.europarl.europa.eu/IPEXL-WEB/document/COM-2021-813
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Regulation Guidelines, the IA does not present operational objectives – defined in terms of the 
deliverables of specific policy actions after the selection of the preferred option – which weakens 
measurability of the objectives. 

Range of options considered 
The IA explains measures that are retained and discarded, based on the stakeholder consultation, 
independent research and experts' meetings. The measures retained are linked to the specific 
objectives and problem drivers. The IA presents three policy options (POs) against the baseline. 
However, as they are cumulative – i.e. PO1 is included in PO2, and PO2 in PO3 – they are not clearly 
real alternatives. Overall, the IA describes the policy options sufficiently and in a balanced manner. 
The IA refers to the stakeholder views in the context of policy measures, but does not indicate the 
views of various stakeholder groups on the policy options (IA, pp. 22-36). 

Baseline: no further EU action. 

Option 1 (Strengthened coordination and deployment principles) proposes a 'light-touch 
approach', which would – in relation to D1 and SO1 – amend the ITS Directive to allow it to take into 
account new developments in the transport field, and cover emerging ITS services. This would 
include an adjustment of the directive's scope (e.g. multimodal digital mobility (MDM) services 
providing travel information from different transport modes), renewal of the standardisation 
mandate, standards for in-vehicle-generated data for road operation, revision of real-time traffic 
information (RTTI) specifications, and new specifications for C-ITS services. This option would also 
update the ITS Directive as regards priority areas of MDM and CCAM services, as well as enhanced 
traffic and mobility management. With regard to D2 and SO2 to improve stakeholder coordination, 
Option 1 would continue coordination of national access points (NAPs) in a non-binding format. It 
would also set up a 'more formal' format (which could have been explained in greater detail in the 
IA) for stakeholder participation in both the implementation of the ITS Directive and the preparation 
of delegated acts. Moreover, reporting requirements for implementation and delegated acts would 
be streamlined, and common key performance indicators (KPIs) would be used. To address D3 and 
SO3, Option 1 would update common principles for specifications and deployment of ITS services 
(e.g. accessibility of information, data privacy), and for the non-discriminatory sharing of in-vehicle 
data for asset and traffic management purposes. Option 1 also proposes that the European C-ITS 
trust model3 would be implemented to increase trust in C-ITS services. This option would ensure 
coherence with the existing legislation (e.g. the General Data Protection Regulation, GDPR) and 
other EU policy initiatives (revision of the TEN-T, European mobility data space) (IA, pp. 33-35). 

Option 2 (Mandate the collection and availability of crucial data) would include the measures 
under Option 1. In addition, to address D1 and SO1 as well as D3 and SO3, Option 2 would make 
data collection and sharing (which is considered crucial for the operation of essential services 
regarding the priority areas of MMTIS, RTTI, and safe and secure truck parking) mandatory, with the 
aim of improving data availability, quality, access exchange and usage. Option 2 would include 
specific delegated acts for priority areas to develop data quality standards and the definition of 
essential services, crucial data, the geographical scope, and time-horizon for the data mandate. As 
regards D2 and SO2, Option 2 would introduce legal provisions on the governance and facilitation 
of national and EU wide operational coordination of NAPs (IA, pp. 33-35). 

Option 3 (Mandate the provision of essential services) (preferred option) would include the 
measures of Option 2 and, in addition, mandates for the deployment of essential services through 
delegated acts. In relation to D1 and SO1, this option would develop a mandatory standard for in-
vehicle-generated data for road operation services (asset and traffic management), which would 
facilitate their sharing and integration in ITS services. As regards D1 and SO1 as well as D3 and SO3, 
Option 3 would mandate the availability of data necessary for essential services and their 
deployment. According to the IA, this mandate would concern road safety services and cover the 
safety-related traffic information (SRTI) and Day 1 C-ITS services. To support this deployment, 
mandatory equipment of new vehicles with specific C-ITS stations from 2028 onwards would be 

https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/intelligent-transport-systems/cooperative-connected-and-automated-mobility-ccam_en
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/intelligent-transport-systems/road/action-plan-and-directive/national-access-points_en
https://road-safety.transport.ec.europa.eu/statistics-and-analysis/data-and-analysis/key-performance-indicators-kpis_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2016/679/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=COM%3A2021%3A812%3AFIN
https://digital-strategy.ec.europa.eu/en/events/workshop-common-european-mobility-data-space
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included. Option 3 does not comprise new measures to address D2 and SO2 (beyond Option 2) (IA, 
pp. 33, 36). 

Assessment of impacts 
The IA assesses the main economic, social and environmental impacts of the policy options. In the 
economic assessment, the IA estimates impacts regarding ITS deployment, investment and 
operating costs between 2021 and 2040. For public authorities, the IA estimates costs relating for 
instance to roadside infrastructure (PO1 €6.9 billion, PO2 €9.2 billion and PO3 €9.3 billion) and ITS 
service providers, e.g. for in-vehicle systems (PO1 €22.5 billion, PO2 €22.5 billion and PO3 
€31.8 billion). On administrative costs, the IA explains that the costs for reviewing and updating the 
national policy frameworks and reporting on implementation are not different from the baseline, 
whereas monitoring costs (compliance) might increase 'to some extent' (not quantified). The IA 
refers to a study (RTTI support study) according to which administrative costs for the data collection 
mandate (PO2 and PO3) would be around €18 million for 2021-2030 (EU-28). The IA also notes that 
some measures (e.g. alignment of reporting) would simplify processes and reduce costs; however, 
these costs and cost reductions are difficult to quantify, according to the IA (reported costs could 
not be compared, and costs were not granular enough) (IA, pp. 37-39, 56). 

The IA monetises urban travel time savings (PO1 €43 billion, PO2 €138.8 billion and PO3 
€144.5 billion), and fuel cost savings (PO1 €0.6 billion, PO2 €2.1 billion and PO3 €2.4 billion) resulting 
from expected increased use of ITS services. The IA explains that there would be no significant 
impact on passenger transport activity, while freight transport activity would increase to some 
extent relative to the baseline (PO1 0.02 %, PO2 0.09 % and PO3 0.09 % by 2040). In terms of impacts 
on gross domestic product (GDP), the IA projects an increase of 0.03 % in PO1, 0.11 % in PO2 and 
0.12 % in PO3. The IA considers that all policy options would have a positive impact on the 
functioning of the internal market, as they would prevent market fragmentation and generate a 
level playing field. Impacts on innovation are also considered qualitatively (no quantified estimates); 
the IA finds that the measures relating to mandatory standards for in-vehicle-generated data and 
C-ITS systems in new vehicles (PO3), and the measures on improved data availability (data mandates 
in PO2) would benefit the development of innovative services (IA, pp. 40-42). 

When assessing social impacts, the IA discusses impacts on road safety, and expects a reduction of 
accidents in all policy options (e.g. fatalities reduced in PO1 by 1.0 %, in PO2 by 1.5 % and in PO3 by 
4.5 % by 2040), and estimates savings in external costs of accidents relative to the baseline (PO1 
€6.7 billion, PO2 €12.3 billion and PO3 €29.5 billion). According to the IA, reduced transport costs 
(e.g. reduced fuel costs) would lead to cost savings in transport services (PO1 by 0.3 %, PO2 by 0.9 % 
and PO3 by 0.9 % by 2040 relative to the baseline). The IA expects positive impacts on health not 
only because of reduced air pollution, but also 'from the increased use of active modes in the context 
of multimodality as promoted by the deployment of MaaS and mobility management services' (IA, 
p. 44). The latter could have been explained in more detail, as it is not clear what is meant. The IA 
considers that PO2 and PO3 would benefit people with reduced mobility, as both would make it 
mandatory to provide accessibility-related data for essential services, which supports the 'potential 
development' of MMTIS. According to the IA, positive employment effects would be expected – 
because of the data requirements, and increased production of ITS systems and vehicle equipment – 
in all policy options, for instance in terms of direct average employment. An increase is estimated in 
PO1 at 2000-2800, in PO2 at 3000-4100 and in PO3 at 3800-5400 (the average employment ranges 
in full-time equivalents, FTEs) during 2031-2035 (IA, pp. 42-46). 

In the assessment of environmental impacts, the IA has monetised CO2 emission values to present 
savings relative to the baseline. The savings would result for example from improved real-time 
information on roadworks and incidents, which is expected to decrease fuel consumption and CO2 
emissions, since travel time would be shortened and the use of multimodal transport increased. For 
example, in PO1, the expected savings would be €0.6 billion, in PO2 €2.1 billion and in PO3 
€2.4 billion between 2021 and 2040. The IA also considers other emissions, such as nitrous oxides 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/043ee22b-643b-11eb-aeb5-01aa75ed71a1
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(NOx), with similar impacts as for CO2 emissions. The IA discusses openly uncertainties in assessing 
impacts on volatile organic compounds (VOC) and particulate matter (PM). It estimates that 
cumulative emissions would be reduced (in PO1 by 14 070 tonnes, in PO2 by 21 222 tonnes and in 
PO3 by 24 319 tonnes), and savings in external costs of air pollution (in PO1 €169.1 million, in PO2 
€226.4 million and in PO3 €254.8 million) would be reached in all options by 2040. According to the 
IA, impacts on noise production would be minimal. In the environmental assessment, the IA does 
not indicate whether the expected increase in freight transport, mentioned in the economic 
assessment, would have any environmental impacts (IA, pp. 46-48). 

The IA discusses impacts of policy options on data protection only in the context of assessing 
coherence. It states that all policy options would specifically seek to improve the ITS Directive's 
coherence with the GDPR, e-Privacy Directive and passenger rights rules by introducing 'appropriate 
references to the provisions of these regulations' (IA, p. 52).4  

The IA does not discuss territorial impacts; however, this would have been useful, given the 
evaluation's findings (such as limited geographical deployment of ITS services), the defined problem 
pointing out the fragmented deployment, and the objectives to increase the deployment of ITS 
services across the EU.  

The IA compares the policy options against both the defined objectives and the Better Regulation 
criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, coherence and proportionality (IA, pp. 48-57). When assessing 
effectiveness, the IA also takes into account indicators of success, for instance relating to 
deployment levels and increased interoperability of data generated by all modes. The IA finds that 
PO3 is the most effective option, owing to its service mandates and the standards for in-vehicle data 
sharing. In terms of efficiency, PO2 would be the most efficient option, as it would provide the best 
benefit-cost ratio. The IA points out that, although PO3 would have the highest net benefits, it would 
also have the highest costs (because of in-vehicle system costs), which would result in a lower 
benefit-cost ratio compared with that of PO2. The IA does not provide scoring for the options in 
terms of the efficiency criteria, only a comparative table presenting costs and benefits 
(administrative costs are not included owing to uncertainties explained in the IA, p. 39).   

While, according to the IA, all policy options would be coherent with the existing legislation (e.g. 
the GDPR) and the legislative proposals already adopted (e.g. TEN-T), PO3 would contribute more 
than other options to achieving the goals of transport policy and the ITS Directive, in particular as 
regards the continuity of services (service mandates) and road safety. It is not clear from the IA which 
option is best from the proportionality point of view, and the options have not been scored. The 
IA appears to deem all options proportional, stressing in particular that the costs are proportional to 
the benefits. The proportionality aspect could have been explained in more detail, as the IA refers 
to 'considerable compliance costs' (IA, p. 58), 'the high potential cost burden that may fall on the 
public sector' (IA, p. 56), and to challenges for 'smaller municipalities as they might lack the know-
how and resources, leading to increased coordination costs' (IA, p. 39). Moreover, while stating that 
there is 'wide support' from stakeholders for the options (without specifying which stakeholders 
these are), the IA explains that those options that include mandates 'trigger some reservations', and 
whilst mandatory equipment of vehicles to deliver C-ITS services is 'well-supported', views diverge 
regarding technologies and technical details (IA, pp. 53-54). The IA does not explain which 
stakeholder groups have doubts, to which extent the views diverge, and whether all stakeholders 
find the measures of the policy options proportional. 

According to the IA, PO3 is the preferred option, as it would be the most effective option in ensuring 
swift deployment of ITS services, and providing considerable safety-related benefits (a 140 % higher 
increase than in PO2). Although the benefit-to-cost ratio is better in PO2, the ratio in PO3 would be 
positive, and the IA points out that PO3 would contribute to a higher level of automation of 
connected vehicles, and positive impacts on the EU automotive and ITS industry. The IA provides 
the summary of the estimated costs (partially quantified) and benefits (partially quantified) of the 
preferred option (Option PO3) in a dedicated Annex 3 (IA, pp. 68-70).  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32002L0058&qid=1654621428212
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R0782&qid=1654622086285
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SMEs / Competitiveness 

According to the IA, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 'are not a specific target group of the 
policy measures and there is no indication that a differentiated impact can be expected to companies 
of different sizes' (IA, p. 42). The IA explains that this initiative would benefit SMEs, as it aims to 
harmonise the market and help them operate on an equal basis with larger companies. The IA states 
that, in a fragmented market, larger companies may have a 'comparative advantage'; this could have 
been discussed in greater detail. For example, the aspect of a level playing field was discussed in the 
problem definition section only very broadly, without mentioning SMEs. The IA considers that the 
initiative improves the level playing field, in particular through new specifications that prevent market 
fragmentation, and improved data availability. The IA refers to the global competition (p. 2), and 
considers that the accelerated deployment of C-ITS of the preferred option would 'give the European 
automotive and ITS industry an advantage, leading to higher levels of new business opportunities and 
job creation, and more significant research and innovation impacts' (p. 57). The EU's competitiveness 
on the world market could have been addressed in more detail.  

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

As regards the REFIT savings (simplification and improved efficiency), the IA expects savings in 
administrative costs for Member States from the updated and streamlined reporting requirements, 
and from the mandate reporting based on the common format and KPIs. Moreover, the IA estimates 
that improved coherence with the existing and forthcoming legislation is due to bring 
administrative and compliance cost savings to all stakeholders. However, the IA presents a table of 
cost savings without quantified estimates, so the expected benefits are not clear. It can be noted 
that, when assessing the economic impacts of the policy options, the IA openly discusses and 
explains difficulties in quantifying administrative costs and savings (IA, pp. 39, 58). According to the 
IA, the initiative would be in line with the objectives of the European Green Deal, the sustainable 
and smart mobility strategy and the European strategy for data, as it would contribute to the EU 
goals of decarbonisation, digitalisation, and greater resilience in transport infrastructure. 
Furthermore, the IA explains how the initiative would relate to the existing legislation (e.g. GDPR, 
e-Privacy Directive, Regulation on rail passengers' rights and obligations) and the legislative 
proposals adopted (e.g. revision of the TEN-T Regulation). Nevertheless, the IA could have explained 
further the other transport initiatives that were adopted at the same time as the proposal to revise 
the ITS Directive, such as the one on urban mobility, which is referred to in the IA (pp. 3-5, 35, 52).  

Monitoring and evaluation 
The IA presents briefly the monitoring and evaluations plans. Monitoring of the implementation is 
linked to the specific objectives and six progress indicators that appear relevant. No operational 
objectives have been presented, contrary to the Better Regulation Guidelines. The IA mentions the 
data sources, such as the Member State reports and the projects funded through the Connecting 
Europe Facility (CEF). The IA explains that the Commission would report every three years to the 
European Parliament and the Council on the implementation of the directive and its delegated acts.  

Stakeholder consultation  
In accordance with the Better Regulation Guidelines, the IA provides a separate annex, which 
describes the Commission's consultation activities. The inception impact assessment (IIA), which 
requested feedback on problem drivers, received 34 replies (two additional replies were received 
separately) between 8 October 2020 and 19 November 2020. The Commission launched an open 
public consultation (OPC) to enquire about the IA's main elements (e.g. problem definition, 
options, impacts) between 3 November 2020 and 2 February 2021, meeting the necessary 12-week 
requirement under the Better Regulation Guidelines. The OPC gathered 149 replies, of which the IA 
presents a geographical distribution and a breakdown by stakeholder group (such as business 
associations, companies, public authorities, academia, and consumer organisations). The 
Commission also undertook targeted consultations of public authorities, industry stakeholders, EU 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/evaluating-and-improving-existing-laws/refit-making-eu-law-simpler-less-costly-and-future-proof_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2019%3A640%3AFIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0789
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0789
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0066
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32002L0058&qid=1654621428212
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021R0782&qid=1654622086285
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_21_6776
https://ec.europa.eu/inea/en/connecting-europe-facility
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12534-Intelligent-transport-systems-review-of-EU-rules-_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12534-Intelligent-transport-systems-review-of-EU-rules-/public-consultation_en
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public bodies, civil society, and researchers; this includes an online survey on expected impacts, 
which gathered 36 replies between 15 February 2021 and 26 March 2021. Six key stakeholders 
(explained in the IA) were interviewed between November and December 2020, in particular to 
'refine' the problem definition and policy options. Moreover, 53 interviews were conducted 
between 16 February 2021 and 6 May 2021 to collect views on expected impacts. Finally, six 
stakeholder workshops were organised between December 2020 and June 2021, as well as two 
meetings with the ITS committee on 17 December 2020 and 28 June 2021. Overall, although the IA 
does include an annex presenting an overview of the consultations carried out, which appear 
extensive, the description of the consultation results is limited (IA, pp. 62-67). Instead of informing 
about stakeholder views, the IA refers to the IA supporting study; this is neither a reader-friendly nor 
a transparent way of presenting stakeholders' views, all the more so as the supporting study is not 
publicly available (not published at the time of writing). Moreover, the IA does not clearly inform 
about different stakeholder groups' views on the policy options. 

Supporting data and analytical methods used 
The evaluation of the ITS Directive (published); the external supporting study (Ricardo et al., 2021, 
Impact Assessment Support Study for the revision of the Intelligent Transport System Directive 
(2010/40/EU), referenced but without a hyperlink, is still not published at the time of writing); 
stakeholder consultations; and other reports and studies in this policy field have fed into the IA's 
preparation. The data sources have been duly referenced and generally linked. The IA explains the 
analytical methods used in an extensive Annex 4 (pp. 71-175), for example the modelling of the 
baseline and impacts of the policy options, including the assumptions and data inputs, with the 
PRIMES-TREMOVE, ASTRA and TRUST models, which are described in detail in the European 
Commission's modelling inventory and knowledge management system (MIDAS). The IA provides 
both a qualitative and quantitative assessment, and openly explains uncertainties and limitations in 
the analysis for example regarding estimates of administrative costs, impacts between pollutants, 
and impacts of automation (IA, pp. 39, 47-48, 52).  

Follow-up to the opinion of the Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 
The Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) adopted a positive opinion with reservations on a draft version 
of the IA report on 27 September 2021. The RSB draws attention to 'significant shortcomings', calling 
for a clarification of the main focus of the initiative, the most important problems and their scale, 
and the presentation of the policy options. The RSB also points to the need to further elaborate on 
the assessment of impacts (administrative burden, benefits), and to better substantiate the choice 
of the preferred option, including its proportionality aspects. The RSB also finds that the 
stakeholders' views and results of the OPC have not been presented adequately in the IA. Contrary 
to the usual practice, the IA does not provide an annex explaining how the points raised by the RSB 
have been addressed in the IA, which makes it difficult to ascertain to what extent the 
recommendations have been taken into account, given also that the previous draft IA is not publicly 
available. It appears that the IA has taken the RSB's concerns into account only partially, as the 
problem definition would still have benefited from a more detailed explanation, and the 
proportionality of the policy options, particularly that of the preferred one, would have required 
further clarification. The IA also does not duly report on the results of the stakeholder consultation 
in the dedicated annex, nor does it present the views of different stakeholder groups on the fully 
fledged policy options.  

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and the IA 
The legislative proposal appears to follow the preferred option of the IA. 

 

 

https://transport.ec.europa.eu/transport-themes/intelligent-transport-systems/road/action-plan-and-directive_en
https://web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/policy-model-inventory/explore/ias/ia-a6bf04d12cfcae485d28adee9e143442
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=PI_COM:SEC(2021)436&from=EN
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The IA provides a qualitative and quantitative assessment, which is based on the evaluation of the 
existing ITS Directive, the external supporting study, extensive stakeholder consultations, and 
various data sources. The IA informs openly about uncertainties and limitations in the analysis, for 
instance regarding estimates of administrative costs. The problem definition would have benefited 
from a further description of the expected consequences and evolution of the problem, and it would 
have been useful if the findings of the evaluation had been explained in more detail. The IA 
comprehensively presents three policy options, which are cumulative and not actual alternatives. 
With regard to substantiating the preferred option, a further clarification of proportionality aspects, 
and more detailed information on the stakeholders' views would have been useful. Stakeholder 
views are referred to in the context of policy measures, but the views of different stakeholder groups 
on the fully fledged policy options have not been presented. The IA refers to 'wide support' of 
stakeholders, while pointing to 'some reservations', without however explaining which stakeholder 
groups have doubts, to which extent the views diverge, and whether all stakeholders find the 
measures of the policy options proportional. Moreover, the description of the stakeholder 
consultation results is limited, with the IA referring to the IA supporting study, which does not 
appear to be publicly available. Overall, this transparency issue weakens the IA's quality.  

 

ENDNOTES
1  See also N. Hahnkamper-Vandenbulcke, Review of the Intelligent Transport Systems Directive, EPRS, November 2021; 

M. Pape, Intelligent road transport systems, EPRS, May 2022; D. Frizberg, Revision of the Trans-European Transport  
Network (TEN-T) Regulation, EPRS, May 2022. 

2  Examples of ITS services include information services on real-time traffic, multimodal travel, parking and pricing. 
3  The IA explains the C-ITS Trust model: ‘C-ITS connects all road users … Exchanging messages requires trust … This 

trust comes from digitally signing all messages, but for that to be possible all C-ITS stakeholders need to be part of the 
same trust model, i.e. agree to a common set of security requirements. Other than ensuring (cyber)security the trust 
models also help addressing data protection issues by pseudo-anonymising all messages' (IA, p. 35). 

4  The EDPS stated in his opinion of 2 March 2022 that the data types and services should be specified in the legislative 
proposal instead of in delegated acts, and stressed that the legislative proposal should include the provisions relating 
to the principle of purpose specification and data minimisation as well as a maximum storage duration for the data 
concerned. The EDPS also recommended that the Commission conducts a data protection IA 'before enabling the 
deployment of ITS services that are likely to result in a high risk to the rights and freedoms of natural persons'.  

 

 

This briefing, prepared for the Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN), 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. 
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