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Use of vehicles hired without drivers
for carriage of goods by road

Impact assessment (SWD(2017) 196, SWD(2017) 197 (summary)) of a Commission proposal for a directive of the
European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2006/1/EC on the use of vehicles hired without drivers for

carriage of goods by road (COM(2017) 282)

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, submitted on 31 May 2017 and referred to
Parliament's Committee on Transport and Tourism. The proposal forms part of the 'Europe on the move'
mobility package. By revising Directive 2006/1/EC on the use of vehicles hired without drivers for the carriage of
goods by road, the Commission seeks to support the further integration of the road transport sector in the EU
and increase the efficiency and competitiveness of this sector.1

Problem definition
The IA starts by stating that the single market is not complete in the sector of hired vehicles for the carriage of
goods, as 'Member States can restrict the use of hired vehicles in certain market segments and under certain
conditions' (IA, p. 5). To contextualise the problem, the IA provides statistics on goods vehicles, split between
light commercial vehicles (LCVs) and heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) (IA, pp. 5 and 20).

Table 1: Goods vehicles in the EU (2014)
EU Goods vehicles LCVs (< 3.5

tonnes)
HGVs (> 3.5

tonnes)
Total

Stock of goods vehicles in EU-28 (in million) 29.8 6.1 35.9
Of which total hiring (i.e. renting and leasing) (in million) 2.5 1 3.5
Share of total hiring in total stock (%) 8.4 % 15.6 % 9.6 %
Of which renting and operating leasing 2 (in million) 1.42 0.33 1.75
Share of renting and operating leasing in total stock (%) 4.7 % 5.4 % 4.9 %
Source: IA, authors.

These statistics, summarised in table 1 above, show that almost 10 % of goods vehicles circulating in the EU are
rented or leased. As regards road freight transport, the IA indicates that the proportion of international road
freight transport in total road freight transport in the EU has increased from 28 % in 2000 to almost 36 % in 2014
(IA, p. 16).

1 See A. Dinu, 'The use of hired vehicles without drivers for the carriage of goods by road', Implementation Appraisal, EPRS, April
2017.
2 This category, excluding financial leasing, is used for the baseline scenario (IA, p. 19).

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1507736210100&uri=CELEX:52017SC0196
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1507736210100&uri=CELEX:52017PC0282
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/modes/road/news/2017-05-31-europe-on-the-move_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/598617/EPRS_BRI(2017)598617_EN.pdf
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The IA indicates the following four problems, reflecting the ex-post evaluation of Directive 2006/1/EC:
 Problem 1: 'Own account operators in certain Member States cannot use hired goods vehicles [above

6 tonnes] and take advantage of the benefits associated with their use' (IA, pp. 7-8)
The IA points out that four Member States (Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal) restrict the use of hired
goods vehicles with a maximum mass above 6 tonnes for own account transport activities.3 As a result,
many own account operators use their own vehicle(s), which tend to be underutilised due to empty
runs. Some quantification of this problem would have been useful (especially regarding the percentage
of own account operators buying vehicles above 6 tonnes, and figures on empty runs).

 Problem 2: 'Vehicle hiring markets in Member States with restrictions remain underdeveloped' (IA,
pp. 9-10)
Based on an indicator showing the 'share in EU GDP and in EU turnover in renting and leasing of trucks
in 2014' for 21 Member States, the IA suggests that the absence of restrictions on the use of hired
vehicles for own account operations seems to be a necessary condition for a strong development of the
sector. More specific information on the importance of the 6 tonne vehicle sector would have been
desirable in this context.

 Problem 3: 'Patchwork of restrictions and uncertainty concerning the use of hired goods vehicles in
different Member States' (IA, pp. 10-11)
The IA suggests that the divergent rules on the use of hired vehicles in the EU Member States are
confusing for operators, can generate fines and cause uncertainty. To illustrate the differing rules in
place at EU level, the IA presents a useful table summarising the restrictions on the use of hired vehicles
registered in another Member State.

 Problem 4: 'Undertakings active in the vehicle rental / leasing business and transport operators
cannot make the most efficient use of their fleet (e.g. by moving vehicles around to respond to
temporary demand peaks)' (IA, pp. 11-12)
The IA emphasises that due to existing restrictions, vehicle-hiring firms cannot use their vehicles
registered in one Member State to meet demand in other Member States. As regards road transport
operators, the IA indicates that they are limited in their options of hiring vehicles from other Member
States (for example, operators who wish to hire vehicles that are cheaper to rent in another Member
State than in their country of establishment). The description of this problem does not seem to take
account of the fact that eight Member States have currently no restrictions on the use of hired vehicles
in another Member State (IA, table 1, p. 10). The IA admits that 'in the absence of any clear data, it is
very difficult to describe the magnitude of the problem' (IA, p. 12).

The IA provides a problem tree diagram showing rather clearly the causal links between problem drivers,
problems and impacts (IA, p. 55). The Commission identifies three problem drivers (IA, p. 13).4 The problem
definition as presented in the IA is not always clear and could, at times, have been better underpinned with
statistics.5

Objectives of the legislative proposal

The general policy objective of the Commission proposal is to support the further integration of the road
transport sector in the EU and increase the efficiency and competitiveness of this sector (IA, p. 17).

3 Article 3(2) of Directive 2006/1/EC explicitly allows Member States to introduce this restriction.
4 The problem drivers are: (1) the use of hired vehicles with a maximum mass above 6 tonnes can be restricted for own account
operations; (2) the use of goods vehicles that have been hired outside the hiring operator's Member State of establishment can be
restricted; (3) the rules related to the use of vehicles hired in another Member State differ from one Member State to another.
5 This relates in particular to problems 1 and 2.
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The specific objectives are the following (IA, p. 17):
 Specific objective 1: Ensure equal access to the hired vehicles market for transport operators EU-wide.
 Specific objective 2: Ensure harmonised regulatory framework across the EU.
 Specific objective 3: Enable transport operators to perform their activities as efficiently as possible.
 Specific objective 4: Reduce the negative effects of road transport by heavy goods vehicles.

According to the Commission's own guidelines, objectives should be SMART (specific, measureable, achievable,
realistic and time-bound).6 The above-defined objectives are not time-bound, and measuring 'specific objective
3' and 'specific objective 4' might prove challenging. Also, the objectives could have been formulated more
specifically, in particular 'specific objective 3'.

Range of options considered
The IA assesses three options (see table 2), against the baseline, and discards three other options (IA, pp. 21-22).

Table 2: Policy options assessed
Options assessed Option description
'Option 0: Issue guidelines
and recommendations' (IA,
p. 23)

Issuance of guidelines and recommendations 'to promote a common approach
in terms of the restrictions applied at national level concerning the use of
hired goods vehicles' (IA, p. 23)

'Option 1: Targeted legislative
amendments' (IA, pp. 23-25)

'Option 1a: Allowing the use of hired goods vehicles [above 6 tonnes] for own
account operators throughout the EU' (IA, p. 23)
'Option 1b: Allowing the use of goods vehicles which an operator established
in one Member State has hired in another Member State for a certain period
of time (3-4 months)' (IA, p. 23)
Option 1c: Combination of Option 1a and Option 1b.

'Option 2: Same rules for
hired vehicles and for owned
vehicles' (IA, p. 25)

The use of hired vehicles is under the same legal framework as the use of
vehicles owned by the operators, meaning that the rules applying to a vehicle
hired in another Member State are the same as those applying to a vehicle
bought in another Member State (IA, p. 25).

Source: IA, authors.

The proposed policy options seem appropriate to tackle the problems identified. The IA indicates that option 1a
would address problems 1 and 2, while option 1b would address problems 3 and 4 (IA, p. 23). As regards option
2, the IA mentions that it includes option 1a (IA, p. 25), but it is not clearly stated which problems would be
addressed by option 2. The Commission's preferred option is option 1c (IA, p. 38), which is the combination of
options 1a and 1b. Table 3 below indicates which Member States would be affected by the different options.

Table 3: Member States affected by the policy options
Option Restriction lifted by the option Member States currently applying the restriction
1a Restriction 1: Own account operators

are prohibited from hiring goods
vehicles with a maximum mass above 6
tonnes

Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal (IA, p. 7)

1b Restriction 2: A vehicle that has been
hired abroad has to be registered within
3 months 7

Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Greece, Croatia,
Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta, Portugal,
Finland, Austria, Poland, Latvia, Romania (IA, p. 24)

1c Restriction 1 + Restriction 2  Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal (Restriction 1)
 Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Croatia,

6 See Tool #16 of the Better Regulation Guidelines Toolbox on 'how to set objectives'.
7 The IA indicates the maximum lengths of use by residents per Member State (table 4, p. 24)

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/file_import/better-regulation-toolbox-16_en_0.pdf
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Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta, Finland,
Austria, Poland, Latvia, Romania (Restriction 2
without double counting)

2 Vehicles hired abroad need to be
registered earlier than vehicles bought
abroad by a resident + Restriction 1

 Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal (IA, p. 25)
 Greece, Spain (Restriction 1 without double

counting)
Source: IA, authors.

Scope of the Impact Assessment
The IA presents economic impacts based on a model estimating the impacts for the year 2030 compared to the
baseline (IA, pp. 19-21). The IA starts with the estimation of cost savings for road transport operators under the
different options. Table 4 indicates the model assumptions for each option (detailed in Annex 4 of the IA, pp. 53-
54) and the estimated cost savings for the year 2030. The IA indicates that in view of the costs of the sector,
estimated at €280 billion, the expected costs savings are rather low (IA, p. 29).

Table 4: Economic impact of policy options on EU road transport operators – cost savings
Option Model assumptions Estimated cost savings

(2030)8

0 Operators are not expected to change their behaviour None (no impact on the
use of hired vehicles)

1a 1) 34 960 additional vehicles hired in the four Member States restricting
the hiring of HGVs above 6 tonnes (see table 4)
2) Each hired vehicle replaces 1.1 vehicles owned by operators due to
greater use of hired vehicles (34 960 x 1.1 = 38 456 HGVs replaced)
3) Each HGV replaced generates €825 annual savings for transport
operators and €1 100 in fuel savings (5 % fuel savings scenario)

€75 million = €32 million
(38 456 HGVs x €825) +
€43 million (38 456 HGVs x
€1 100)

1b 1) 10 % of fleet vehicles owned by operators are replaced by hired
vehicles, which means 10 % increase in net savings per vehicle replaced
(€50 for LCVs and €83 for HGVs – IA, p. 53)
2) Yearly fuel savings (5 % scenario): €500 per LCV and €1 100 per HGV
3) Number of vehicles replaced above the baseline: 9 000 LCVs and
4 000 HGVs

€83 million = €45 million
(€50 x 900 000 LCVs) + €29
million (€83 x 350.000
HGVs) + €4.5 million (€500
x 9 000 LCVs) + €3.6 million
(€1 100 x 4 000 HGVs)

1c Sum of impacts of Option 1a and Option 1b €158 million = €75 million
+ €83 million

2 1) Option 2 fully covers option 1a (savings: €75 million)
2) The less restrictive re-registration rules would  apply to Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg and Portugal (cost savings expected: €17 million for LCVs
and €10 million for HGVs)
3) Fuel savings (5 % scenario): €2 million for LCVs

€105 million = €75 million
+ €17 million + €10 million
+ €2 million

Source: IA, authors.

The IA estimates the economic impacts on the vehicle hire sector, detailed in table 5. The IA suggests that the
removal of barriers should have a higher impact on the hire sector, compared to the impact on the road
transport (IA, p. 29). However, as the model results are not compared with current profit figures for the sector, it
is difficult for the reader to assess what these additional estimated profits represent in terms of the sector.

8 Please note that some figures are rounded up or down.



5

Table 5: Economic impact of policy options on EU vehicle hire sector – additional gross profits
Option Model assumptions Estimated additional gross

profits (2030)
1a 1) 38 500 extra HGVs replaced

2) Annual cost per HGV (fuel excluded) = turnover per HGV in the hiring
sector = €17 000 (turnover = €650 million = 38 500 HGVs x €17 000)
3) Profit in the vehicle hire sector = 10 % of turnover

€65 million = 10 % x €650
million

1b 1) 4 000 additional HGVs and 9 000 additional LCVs
2) annual cost per HGV (fuel excluded) = turnover per HGV in the hiring
sector = €17 000 (turnover = €68 million = 4 000 HGVs x €17 000)
3) annual cost per LCV (fuel excluded) = turnover per LCV in the hiring
sector = €10 000 (turnover = €90 million = 9 000 LCVs x €10 000)
4) Profit in the vehicle hire sector = 10 % of turnover

€16 million = 10 % x (€68
million + €90 million)

1c Sum of impacts of Option 1a and Option 1b €81 million = €65 million +
€16 million

2 1) Option 2 fully covers option 1a (savings: €65 million)
2) The less restrictive re-registration rules would  apply to Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg and Portugal (cost savings expected: €7 million)

€72 million = €65 million +
€7 million

Source: IA, authors.

The IA acknowledges that from a macroeconomic perspective, the economic impacts are rather low (IA, p. 29).
However, it underlines that the preferred option should have specific territorial impacts, as it would bring
greater advantage to countries currently applying restrictions and to territories where operators are more likely
to use cross-border hiring, namely border regions across the EU and small Member States (IA, p. 29).

As regards social impacts, the IA indicates in very precise numbers that the preferred option (option 1c) is
expected to create 2 900 additional jobs in the vehicle leasing sector (of which 2 100 in the Member States with
restrictions: Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain) and 1 700 news jobs in the road haulage sector by 2030 (IA, p. 32).
Also, road safety should slightly improve due to the use of newer and better-maintained vehicles (IA, p. 33).

Concerning environmental impacts, the IA estimates that the preferred option could result in an emission
reduction of 0.04 % compared to the baseline. The IA takes into account CO2 emissions and pollutant emissions
(including nitrogen oxide and particulate matter); its calculation of emission reductions are based on a number
of key assumptions, which are difficult for the reader to understand (IA, p. 34).

Subsidiarity / proportionality
The legal basis of the proposal is Article 91 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU). The
IA indicates that in the absence of EU action, transport operators and vehicle renting and leasing firms would
continue to be confronted with diverging restrictions across the EU, and that 'Member States would not provide
the level playing field that is needed in the internal market' (IA, pp. 15-16). Therefore, according to the IA, only
EU action could address the current patchwork of national rules and create the level playing field, which requires
'harmonisation of the framework conditions across Member States' (IA, p. 16). All options were assessed
regarding proportionality. According to the Commission, the preferred option (1c) is proportionate, because it
would not go beyond what would be needed to solve the issues at stake, while addressing them all (IA, p. 38).
No reasoned opinions were submitted by national parliaments by the deadline of 4 September 2017.

Budgetary or public finance implications
The IA explains that the Member States fear that, by allowing the use of a vehicle hired in another Member
State, they would foster tax optimisation and hence lose tax revenues (IA, p. 12). However, the IA indicates that
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this tax optimisation should be mitigated by several measures, one of them being that the hiring period would
be limited to four months. The IA adds that 'Member States just would have to make sure that a cross-border
hiring contract is not renewed all the time' (IA, p. 25). The IA estimates that the creation of a register dedicated
to vehicles hired in another country, which would ensure that cross-border hiring is temporary and not done to
optimise taxation or hide illegal practices, would cost €500 000 per year EU-wide (IA, pp. 31-32). The IA indicates
that an alternative to the creation of a new register is the use of existing enforcement systems, such as the
European Register of Road Transport Undertakings (ERRU), which should limit the additional costs (IA, p. 31).
Overall, the preferred option (option 1c) is expected to lower vehicle tax revenues by €11 million, as fewer
goods vehicles would be needed, and to increase corporate tax revenues by €38 million, due to improved
profitability of the hire sector, hence a net increase of €27 million in tax revenues in 2030 (IA, p. 31).

SME test / Competitiveness
The IA indicates that almost all companies (99 %) active in the road haulage sector and in the rental sector are
SMEs. As regards own account operators, the proportion of SMEs is unknown (IA, p. 25). The Commission
conducted an SME test (see Annex 5 of the IA). The IA estimates that option 1a should be beneficial to those
SMEs in Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain carrying goods on own account or belonging to the road haulage
sector, as they will have the possibility to rent a goods vehicle instead of buying one that would be underutilised.
The IA indicates that option 1b – which gives the flexibility to address demand peaks – may be more beneficial to
bigger companies than SMEs, but that SMEs 'benefit from the greater choice in renting a vehicle that Option 1b
offers them' (IA, p. 32). As regards the rental sector, it should benefit from increased profitability (see table 5
above). The IA indicates that the preferred option should not result in a disproportionate burden for SMEs; thus,
there is no need for specific measures (IA, p. 63).

Simplification and other regulatory implications
Directive 2006/1/EC currently governs the use of hired goods vehicles in the EU (IA, p. 6). It is closely linked to
the regulations concerning access to the profession of road transport operator and to the international road
haulage market respectively,9 which are also the subject of a REFIT initiative.10 These three acts provide the legal
framework under which road hauliers in the EU operate (IA, p. 4). The IA assesses the coherence of the proposed
policy options with two strategic policy documents of the Commission – the 'President Juncker's political
guidelines' and the 2011 white paper on transport policy (IA, p. 36; see also Annex 6). Overall, the policy options
appear to be coherent with other key EU priorities except for option 0, which is neutral. Likewise, the impact on
modal shift11 can be considered neutral (IA, pp. 36-37, table 6).

Quality of data, research and analysis
The Commission had recourse to outside experts (Ricardo), who produced a study on the ex-post evaluation of
Directive 2006/1/EC in January 2016, to which the IA refers extensively, as well as an impact assessment study in
March 2017. Annex 1 of the IA contains a list of references (IA, pp. 43-44). The IA provides basic information on
two of the sectors affected by the proposal, namely road freight transport services for hire and reward and own
account transport (IA, p. 65), but apparently not on the goods vehicle hire sector, which is the sector supposed
to benefit the most from the proposal, according to the IA (IA, p. 29). A thorough description of these three

9 Regulation (EC) No 1071/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009 establishing common rules
concerning the conditions to be complied with to pursue the occupation of road transport operator and repealing Council Directive
96/26/EC; Regulation (EC) No 1072/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009 on common rules for
access to the international road haulage market.
10 There does not appear to be any specific reference to the new Commission proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament
and of the Council amending Regulation (EC) No 1071/2009 and Regulation (EC) No 1072/2009 with a view to adapting them to
developments in the sector. For further details on the impact assessment accompanying the proposal, see V. Kononenko, Adapting
road haulage market to developments in the sector: road transport operators and access to the market, initial appraisal of a
European Commission impact assessment, EPRS, October 2017.
11 Modal shift actions take freight off the roads and transfer it to other modes of transport, such as rail or inland waterways.

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/publications/president-junckers-political-guidelines_en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/publications/president-junckers-political-guidelines_en
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/themes/strategies/2011_white_paper_en
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/facts-fundings/evaluations/doc/2016-ex-post-evaluation-of-directive-2006-1-ec-final-report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/facts-fundings/evaluations/doc/2016-ex-post-evaluation-of-directive-2006-1-ec-final-report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/2017-03-support-study-ia-revision-hired-vehicles-annex.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1507737384991&uri=CELEX:52017PC0281
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1507275889189&uri=CELEX:52017SC0194
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2017)610991
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2017)610991
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sectors, with a breakdown per Member State, would have been useful to better contextualise the problem and
give a perspective on the impacts calculated by the model. This is true in particular for vehicles above 6 tonnes.

Table 6: Statistics provided on two of the sectors affected by the proposal (EU level)
Sector Annual turnover Number of companies Persons employed
Road freight transport services for
hire and reward

≈ €300 billion ≈ 600 000 ≈ 3 million

Own account transport NA NA 500 000 to 1 000 000
Source: IA, authors.

A model was elaborated to evaluate the economic, social and environmental impacts of the options for the year
2030, elements of which are presented at Annex 4 (IA, pp. 53-62). The model assumes that the policy options
will start to take effect in 2020 with a full impact (100 %) from 2023 onwards (IA, p. 26), and the impacts
presented refer solely to the situation in 2030. The model results could have been presented from 2023, when
the policy options are supposed to be fully operational, which would have given a view of the cumulated impacts
for the period 2023-2030. In addition, it would have been desirable to explain both the assumptions and
limitations used in the modelling approach more in depth. In particular, it is difficult to assess whether some of
these assumptions will still be valid in 2030.12

At times, the IA appears to lack precision and references.13 While the IA quantifies in some instances, on other
occasions more efforts to quantify (or, alternatively, explanations as to why quantification was impossible)
would have been useful. Also, the key assumptions of the various models could have been better explained.

Stakeholder consultation
The IA identifies the stakeholders affected by the problem and the proposed solutions, listing own account
operators,14 road haulage operators for hire and reward, and vehicle hiring firms. The IA points out that other
stakeholders could be affected to a lesser extent, namely national authorities, firms making use of transport
services and society (IA, pp. 13-14 and p. 52, Annex 3). A series of stakeholder activities were organised. The
Commission held several meetings with stakeholders and Member States in 2015 and 2016 (IA, p. 45, Annex 2).
33 interviews were also conducted with different stakeholders. A 12-week online open public consultation was
organised from 11 August to 4 November 2016. The IA specifies that 'in order not to create too much
consultation fatigue, it was decided to carry out a back-to-back consultation that would gather views from the
public related to both the ex-post evaluation [...] and related to a subsequent impact assessment on possible
revision of the Directive [...]' (IA, p. 46). It is noticeable that the participation rate was very low, with only 27
respondents, from a total of 15 Member States (IA, p. 46, Annex 2). An SME panel survey was conducted from
22 September to 11 November 2016, since most companies affected by the directive are SMEs (IA, pp. 46-47,
Annex 2). The IA details the stakeholder support for each option. The stakeholder feedback regarding option 0
was largely negative. While option 1a had greater support than option 0, there were also mixed opinions. Option
1b received broad support, suggesting that this option would have the greatest effect on the level of
competition, growth and job creation in the vehicle-leasing sector. Only very few respondents felt that this
option would have a negative impact on any of the factors considered. Option 2 was felt to entail some positive
impacts, however, it was suggested that it would also increase the competitive pressure on SMEs (IA, pp. 49-50,
Annex 2). The Commission admits that 'it was not possible to get much quantitative information from the
consultation process'. However, it considers that the qualitative information gathered was 'of great value for this
impact assessment as the feedback received was fairly consistent and plausible' (IA, p. 51).

12 For example, possible future technological developments might invalidate the 5 % fuel reduction assumption.
13 For instance, the IA notes that 'many own account operators choose the option of buying their own vehicle' (IA, p. 8), without
providing figures to support this statement.
14 Own account operators are 'companies coming from a range of economic sectors that carry their own goods around' (IA, p. 13).

https://ec.europa.eu/transport/modes/road/consultations/2016-review-hired-vehicles-carriage-goods_en
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Monitoring and evaluation
As regards monitoring, the IA emphasises the importance of the correct transposition of the directive and its
implementation. It notes that national law should be adapted within a given time period and that Member
States should be required to inform the Commission accordingly. The IA proposes to evaluate the directive five
years after its transposition.15 The IA identifies a number of operational objectives and links them to the
respective monitoring indicators. However, neither the objectives nor the indicators seem to be time-bound.
Also, the monitoring indicators do not appear to have been included in the proposal (IA, pp. 40-41, see table 8).

Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board
On 24 March 2017, the Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) issued an opinion on a draft version of the IA report,
which was 'positive with reservations'. The RSB criticised that (1) the policy context and the problem were not
clearly explained; (2) the IA report failed to substantiate the case for considering the extension of the scope of
the directive to the use of hired coaches and buses; (3) the impact analysis did not sufficiently assess potential
risks, and quantitative data on reduction of potential administrative burden was insufficiently developed; (4) the
reporting on stakeholder consultation was insufficient. The final IA report lists in Annex 1 the RSB's main
recommendations along with the improvements undertaken (IA, p. 42), as required by the Better Regulation
Guidelines. However, this section is rather short. Some of the RSB's comments have been addressed, but the
magnitude and urgency of the problem, for instance, could still have been better explained and underpinned.

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA
Overall, the legislative proposal of the Commission seems to follow the general recommendations expressed in
the IA, apart from the absence of the specific monitoring indicators identified there.

Conclusions
The IA is compact and well-structured. A series of stakeholder activities were conducted, and efforts have been
made to integrate stakeholder input throughout the IA (even though the public consultation only received 27
responses). It is difficult, however, to obtain an overview of the current situation of the three sectors most
directly concerned and to fully understand the potential impacts of the proposal on those sectors. At times, the
IA lacks precision (for example, with regard to the problem definition) and the reader has to make deductions,
for instance concerning which countries are impacted by the different options. Finally, although the proposal
appears to be beneficial for the goods vehicle hire sector, the IA does not provide extensive information on that
particular sector itself or on the scale of the expected benefits.

This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the European Parliament's 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. 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: EPRS-ImpactAssessment@europarl.europa.eu
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15 See article 5a of the proposal.

http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/other/SEC-2017-276-1-EN-0-0.pdf
mailto:EPRS-ImpactAssessment@europarl.europa.eu
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank
http://www.epthinktank.eu/
http://www.eprs.sso.ep.parl.union.eu/

