
PE 494.455   November 20121

Initial appraisal of a European Commission Impact Assessment

European Commission proposal on the      

'Roadworthiness Package'

Impact Assessment (SWD (2012) 206 final, SWD (2012) 207 final (summary)) for a Commission 

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on periodic 

roadworthiness tests for motor vehicles and their trailers and repealing Directive 2009/40/EC

(COM (2012) 380)

Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the technical 

roadside inspection of the roadworthiness of commercial vehicles circulating in the Union and 

repealing Directive 2000/30/EC (COM (2012) 382)

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Council 

Directive 1999/37/EC on registration documents for vehicles (COM (2012) 381)

 Background

This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European 
Commission's Impact Assessment (IA) accompanying the three proposals contained in its
'Roadworthiness Package', communicated in July 2012. 

 Objectives of the legislative proposals

In July 2010, the Commission adopted policy orientations on road safety for 2011-2020, with the 
target of halving the number of road deaths in the EU during this decade. The 2011 White Paper 
on Transport adds the goal of moving to zero fatalities in road transport by 2050. The general 
objective of the proposed 'Roadworthiness Package' is to contribute to the achievement of these 
goals, through measures aimed at increasing the quality of and better coordinating, periodical 
technical inspections (PTI) of motor vehicles and roadside inspection systems. A second general 
objective of the Commission proposals is to contribute to the reduction of the emissions of 
greenhouse gas and air pollutants.

These general objectives are translated into two 'specific' objectives: i) increasing the scope and 
the level of requirements for roadworthiness testing and roadside controls across the EU; and ii)  
creating the appropriate framework for a seamless flow of information between actors and 
Member States involved in the enforcement of PTI results. The Commission also identifies the 
following two 'operational' objectives: i) reducing the number of fatalities caused by technical 
defects by as close as possible to 1,100 yearly; and ii) moving towards eliminating the 'gross 
emitting' vehicles from the fleet in use.

 Identification of the issue at stake

The IA identifies the issues at stake, and describes the problem in clear, logical steps. Based on 
data from Member States and on its own 2010 Report on technical roadside inspection, the 
Commission states that there are too many vehicles with technical defects on the road. These 
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vehicles cause accidents, injuries and fatalities. According to the Commission, on average 6% of 
accidents are caused by technical defects and 'more than 2,000 fatalities per year in the EU may 
be linked to technical defects of vehicles.  Based on available studies, between 900 and 1,100 of 
these could be avoided if adequate improvements to the roadworthiness testing system were
put in place.'  The Commission states that there is a link between higher roadworthiness 
requirements and a better average technical condition of vehicles and that the technical 
condition of vehicles impacts on road safety. Moreover, as vehicle defects also increase 
emissions, by identifying those vehicles that have maintenance problems and requiring that 
they are repaired, average vehicle emissions could be reduced 'substantially'.

According to the Commission, the underlying drivers of this problem could be that the scope of 
EU legislation is too narrow and that the level of requirements it sets are too low; and that 
information and data vital for the effectiveness of testing and enforcement of test results is not 
exchanged between concerned actors.

The Commission also presents an interesting description of the likely evolution of the problem, 
in the event that no further EU action on PTI requirements is taken (baseline scenario). The 
vehicle fleet is likely to increase in the future, increasing equally the risk of accidents occurring. 
At the same time, ambitious policies on road safety are put in place and the current downward 
trend in fatalities is expected to be maintained. However, partly due the increased complexity 
of on-board electronic equipment, which under the present conditions is difficult to test, 'it is 
probable that the share of accidents caused by technical defects will rise from the current 6%.'
(IA, p. 21)

Whereas this presentation of the problem in need of EU action is easy to understand, logically
and well presented, the quality of the arguments depends largely on the robustness of the 
scientific evidence underlying the assumptions and logical relations made (see below, 'Quality 
of data, research and analysis'). 

 Range of the options considered

The IA analyses a broad range of options: 

0) 'Do nothing' option, maintaining the present EU legal framework for PTI and 

roadside inspections (Directives 2009/40/EC and 2000/30/EC);

1) Soft law approach. This would consist in a better implementation, and better 

monitoring of the application, of existing legislation by increased use of peer reviews 

and screening;

2) Legislative approach. This option is broken down into three sub-options, according 

to the level of requirements and mandatory standards for the roadworthiness system, -

Option Two A representing a 'moderate' increase, Option Two B an 'advanced' increase 

,and Option Two C the 'highest' increase in minimum standards and system for data 

exchange.

3) Combination of soft law and legislative approaches, again broken down into three 

sub-options, following the three levels of requirements identified in Option Two.

Because of the high cost-efficiency of soft law measures (Option One) but the much higher 

effectiveness of the legislative approach (Option Two), the Commission's preferred option is the 
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combination of both approaches (Option Three). Within Option Three, the IA would point to 

Option Three B (advanced increase of standards) as the option offering the highest reduction in 

fatalities, still with a positive cost-benefit ratio (see 'Scope of the Impact Assessment'). However, 

the Commission indicates that 'depending on the relative preference for road safety on the one 

hand, and cost minimisation on the other, options 3a and 3c constitute viable alternatives'. (IA, 

p. 62)

 Scope of the Impact Assessment

The IA assesses the economic, social and environmental impacts of the retained options, using a 
partial cost-benefit analysis. This means that net quantified costs and benefits are confronted with a 
qualified assessment of some other benefits. All the costs of the assessed options are presented in 

a monetised form. Also impacts related to road safety and environment are quantified as far as 
possible. The Commission acknowledges very clearly that some expected benefits could not be 
monetised: for example, the likely increase in the detection rate of defects thanks to better 
training of inspectors and supervision of PTI centres.

The IA also briefly examines the expected impacts on (commercial) vehicle owners and 
operators, on citizens and on public administration. Under the preferred option, the additional 
yearly cost to public administrations would be 112.5 million euro. The direct benefits would 
relate to the availability of more reliable statistical data. 

The impact of the proposals on competition in the internal market is said to be negligible, since 
the technical condition of the vehicles within the scope of the proposed legislation would 
typically not be an element of competition.

According to its estimates, the preferred option of the Commission would have an overall cost 
of (annually) 3,347 million Euro, and could reduce the number of fatalities by 1,282 on a yearly 
basis, create 1,200 additional jobs, avoid congestion, and reduce CO2 emissions by 18,2 million 
tons and NOx equivalent by 6,979 tons. Overall, the monetised cost-benefit ratio would be 
1.73:1 (1.73 euro benefit per each euro invested).

However, the analysis of the Commission is one for all vehicle types and does not distinguish, 
for example, between cars and motorcycles (that would be included for the first time in the 
scope of this legislation).

 Quality of data, research and analysis

The Commission explains very clearly the assumptions and methodologies used for calculating 
the benefits of the policy options (IA, Annex 13). It also provides for a brief sensitivity analysis, 
comparing results in terms of costs and benefits under different assumptions (taking, for 
example, a higher or lower percentage of accidents caused by technical defects, a higher or 
lower detection rate of defects at PTI, or a varying cost of traffic congestion).

The Commission underlines that the chosen methodology provides rather cautious estimates, 
notably on the number of fatalities caused by technical defects. The monetised benefits in terms 
of increased road safety are based on the Commission's 2008 Handbook on The estimation of 
external costs in the transport sector, estimating the cost saved for each life saved at 1,500, 000 
euro, with 195,000 euro for each serious injury avoided, and 15,000 euro for each slight injury 
avoided.
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For calculating the cost of additional staff for more roadside inspections, the Commission uses a 
standard cost model. 

The Commission has made use of external expertise. The IA is largely based on research done 
by Europe Economics, and on the following external studies: the AUTOFORE study (Working 
Paper 700), providing for the methodology for calculating the impact of increasing test 
frequency, and a study by FITSA / Universidad Carlos III Madrid / Applus Idiada (2008), 
covering the effects incorporating electronic safety components in PTI. 

The quality of the IA directly depends heavily on the robustness of the scientific data 
underlying the assumptions. The Commission acknowledges this and is transparent in 
indicating that some data could be unreliable. For example, the CARE database, containing the 
assessment of the causes of accidents, is used as empirical evidence for the link between defects 
and road safety. The Commission indicates that the data are typically generated by policemen 
without technical expert knowledge, on the spot, and therefore are not fully reliable. The only 
further basis for calculating the percentage of accidents caused by technical defects is a 
literature review.

Whereas the larger part of the data used by the Commission seem to be sufficiently robust, the 
basic assumption that better and more frequent technical inspections would lead to fewer
defects in vehicles seems not to be supported by evidence at all. Moreover, the further link 
between fewer defects in vehicles and the avoidance of accidents also seems less firmly 
established. With regard to motorcycles, the Commission's assumption that 8% of accidents 
involving motorcycles are caused by technical defects is based on a single DEKRA Motorcycle 
Road Safety Report (2010). This seems to be contradicted by other OECD and European 
Commission statistics, indicating that such a clear relationship between motorcycle fatalities 
and technical testing of motorcycles might not exist.

At the request of the Commission's IA Board, DG MOVE has added a table setting out the 
correlation between fatalities per million inhabitants for each Member State (as a proxy for road 
safety) and the test-quality requirement in that Member State. Although the table indicates a 
possible correlation between test standards and the number of fatalities, the results are not 
conclusive.

 Subsidiarity and proportionality

The proposals are based on Article 91 TFEU. The IA is rather succinct on the subsidiarity issue, 
pointing to the evident cross-border element and varying levels of roadworthiness control in 
the Member States. According to the Commission, the taking into account of the soft law option 
also is related to subsidiarity considerations.

By 30 October 2012, the national parliaments from the following Member States have issued a 
reasoned opinion: the Netherlands, Sweden, Cyprus, France and the United Kingdom, raising 
problems with respect to the subsidiarity principle.

The Commission's IA Board had requested DG MOVE to strengthen the subsidiarity argument, 
but this request seems not to have been followed-up.
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 Budgetary or public finance implications

The IA calculates the costs, for each policy option, to Member States' authorities, - for example
for increased supervision of testing centres or setting up a system of data exchange. 

 SME test

The IA contains a separate analysis of the impacts on SMEs in the PTI sector. These costs will 
mainly relate to additional equipment, hiring additional staff and training. Of course, the 
proposed system would also create additional business opportunity. According to the IA, the 
cost-benefit ration would be positive, for all three variants of Options 2 and 3.

 Stakeholder consultation

A public consultation about the possible reform of PTI systems in the EU was held in the 
summer of 2010. However, the results of this public consultation are hardly discussed in the IA, 
neither are they annexed to the IA report.  The Commission only states that it showed 'relatively 
strong support for changes in the PTI system, notably in what concerns the inclusion of 
additional types of vehicles and the enhanced exchange of data between Member States'.

The Commission suggests that a campaign by FEMA (the Federation of European Motorcyclists' 
Associations) has resulted in 5,000 identical or similar responses, all against the inclusion of 
motorcycles into PTI.

 Commission Impact Assessment Board

The Commission's IA Board considered the draft IA and formulated recommendations for its 
improvement. As a consequence, DG MOVE within the Commission has improved the 
transparency of the assumptions underlying the quantitative estimates, has presented an 
estimation of the costs for vehicle owners, and has added an SME test.

However, the criticism of the IA Board that the subsidiarity argument was not sufficiently 
developed, seems not to have been followed-up.

 Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA 

The legislative proposals and IA submitted by the Commission appear to correspond. The former does 

not contain substantive elements that have not been addressed in the latter.
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