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This briefing is one of a series of implementation appraisals produced by the European 
Parliamentary Research Service (EPRS) on the operation of existing EU legislation in practice. 
Each briefing focuses on a specific EU law that is likely to be amended or reviewed, as envisaged 
in the European Commission's annual work programme. Implementation appraisals aim at 
providing a succinct overview of publicly available material on the implementation, application 
and effectiveness to date of specific EU law, drawing on input from EU institutions and bodies, 
as well as external organisations. They are provided by the Ex-Post Evaluation Unit of EPRS to 
assist parliamentary committees in their consideration of new European Commission proposals, 
once tabled. 

SUMMARY 
When it comes to road safety, the EU is the world leader by far. Over the past 20 years, the number 
of people killed on roads has decreased by 60 %, from around 51 400 in 2001 to around 20 600 in 
2022. However, since 2014, this decrease has stagnated, with hardly any drop in the number of road 
fatalities in the years between then and 2020. Moreover, improvements in road safety have not been 
significant enough to meet the EU's 2010 and 2020 objectives for reducing road death numbers. 
Much more will need to be done to achieve the EU's ambitious objectives of halving fatalities in road 
transport by 2030 and reducing them to close to zero by 2050. 

While enforcement of traffic rules contributes to road safety, many non-resident road offenders have 
long enjoyed impunity in the EU. In 2011, to improve enforcement of financial penalties for traffic 
offences committed by non-resident drivers, the EU adopted a directive on facilitating cross-border 
exchange of information on road safety-related traffic offences (Directive 2011/82/EU). Its successor, 
Directive (EU) 2015/413 (the 'CBE Directive') pursued two main goals: to improve road safety – 
helping Member States' authorities to prosecute offenders by allowing the person behind the 
vehicle's registration to be disclosed – and to ensure equal treatment for resident and non-resident 
drivers. 

In 2016, an ex-post evaluation carried out by the European Commission pinpointed major 
shortcomings of both the CBE Directive and its implementation: while the directive had helped 
remove the anonymity of foreign offenders by increasing significantly the number of cross-border 
cases investigated, it was considered insufficient for removing the offenders' impunity. To tackle this 
issue, the Commission adopted a proposal amending the CBE Directive on 1 March 2023. 

  



EPRS | European Parliamentary Research Service 

2 

Background 
This briefing examines the implementation of Directive (EU) 2015/413 of 11 March 2015 facilitating 
cross-border exchange of information on road safety-related traffic offences (the 'CBE Directive'), in 
the context of the directive's forthcoming revision, and following on from the European 
Commission's proposal for amending the directive by the European Commission of 1 March 2023. 
The briefing provides an overview of the current situation (in terms of road safety and cross-border 
enforcement of penalties imposed on non-resident traffic offenders), the main features of the CBE 
Directive, and the most significant shortcomings of both the directive and its implementation. 

EU roads – A safe place to drive? 
In 2022, the number of deaths due to road traffic accidents varied significantly between EU Member 
States, with fatality rates ranging from 21 per million in Sweden and 26 per million in Denmark, to 
78 per million in Bulgaria and as many as 86 per million in Romania. Nevertheless, with an average 
46 road deaths per million inhabitants, the EU is the world leader by far when it comes to road 
safety. Furthermore, over the past 20 years, the number of road fatalities has fallen by 60 %, from 
around 51 400 in 2001 to around 20 600 in 2022.  

Since 2014 this decrease in the number of road fatalities has stagnated, however, with hardly 
any drop in the number of road fatalities in the years between then and 2020 (see Figure 1). In 2022, 
an estimated 20 600 people were killed on EU roads – a 3 % increase compared with 2021 as traffic 
levels recovered after the coronavirus pandemic (representing nevertheless 2 000 fewer fatalities 
compared with the pre-pandemic year 2019). In 2021, road fatalities increased by 9 % compared 
with 2020. This followed an unprecedented fall of 17 % between 2019 and 2020, which was mostly 
due to the significant drop in road traffic volumes during the coronavirus pandemic.1 

Figure 1 – Downward trend in the number of road traffic fatalities in the EU 

 

Source: European Commission. 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32015L0413&from=EN
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/background/road-safety-statistics-2022-more-detail_en
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Moreover, improvements in road safety have not been sufficient to meet the EU's objectives to 
decrease the number of road deaths by 50 % between 2001 and 2010, and by additional 50 % 
between 2011 and 2020. Much more will need to be done to achieve the EU's objectives of halving 
fatalities (and serious injuries) in road transport by 2030 compared with 2019 and reducing them to 
close to zero by 2050.  

Ensuring effective cross-border enforcement of financial penalties 
through EU action 
Improving road safety is a prime objective of the EU's transport policy designed to improve road 
safety with the objective of reducing fatalities, injuries and material damage. An important element 
of that policy is the consistent enforcement of sanctions for road traffic offences committed in the 
EU that jeopardise road safety considerably.2 

Drivers committing an offence under the highway code in a car registered in another EU country 
were, with very few exceptions, not prosecuted, because of the difficulty of identifying them or 
being able to check the address to which the vehicle was registered. This led the Commission to 
adopt, in 2004, a recommendation on how Member States should improve their traffic law 
enforcement policies. Under the recommendation, countries were advised to set up national 
enforcement plans containing a strategy on enforcement activities in at least three areas of non-
compliance: speeding, drink-driving, and failure to wear a seatbelt. In 2011, the EU adopted a 
directive on facilitating cross-border exchange of information on road safety-related traffic 
offences (Directive 2011/82/EU). The adoption of the directive was one several measures included 
in the 2011-2020 policy orientations on European road safety towards meeting the objective of 
halving the number of road fatalities in the EU by 2020. 

In the impact assessment accompanying the proposal for the above-mentioned directive, the 
Commission estimated in 2008 that non-resident drivers accounted for about 5 % of road traffic in 
the EU (in terms of vehicle-kilometres) but committed around 15 % of speeding offences (and even 
more in some transit countries and during peak tourist periods).3 Non-resident drivers were thus 
relatively more likely to commit speeding offences than resident drivers. According to the 
Commission, the possible reason for this was that non-residents perceived themselves less likely to 
be sanctioned when driving in a Member State where they did not reside, and less likely to face 
judicial action if they did not pay fines imposed by foreign authorities. 

Further to the annulment of the (first) directive by the European Court of Justice (ECJ) in 2014 on 
grounds of its invalid legal basis (see more details in the following section), Directive (EU) 2015/413 
on cross-border exchange of information on road safety-related traffic offences (the CBE 
Directive) was adopted in 2015. 

CBE Directive: Current legislation and reporting and review clauses 
The CBE Directive was adopted on 11 March 2015. It replaces its predecessor, Directive 2011/82/EU, 
which the ECJ had annulled in May 2014 on account of its legal basis (Article 87(2) of the Treaty on 
the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) – police cooperation) being deemed invalid.4 In line 
with the ECJ ruling, the CBE Directive is based on Article 91(1)(c) TFEU (transport). Except for the 
legal basis, the 2015 directive is, regarding content, identical to the 2011 directive. 

The CBE Directive pursues two general objectives: first, to increase road safety, thereby further 
reducing fatalities, injuries and material damage. Second, to ensure consistent enforcement of 
sanctions for road traffic offences in the EU in order to provide equal treatment for resident and 
non-resident drivers (and ultimately increase road safety in the EU).  

Accordingly, the directive's first specific objective is to facilitate cross-border exchange of vehicle 
registration data in order to facilitate the enforcement of sanctions for traffic offences committed 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2004:111:0075:0082:EN:PDF
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32011L0082&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52010DC0389&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52008SC0351
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by drivers of a car registered in an EU Member State different from that where the offence was 
committed (Article 1). To achieve this goal, Member States are required to designate a national 
contact point for cross-border exchange of vehicle registration data, and grant access to relevant 
databases through an interoperable and secure electronic tool (Article 4). This access is particularly 
useful where a traffic offence is detected by automatic checking equipment or without stopping the 
vehicle, enabling the authorities of the Member State in which a traffic offence took place to identify 
(and prosecute) the presumed offender. 

The second specific objective is to raise citizens' awareness both of traffic rules and of the 
applicability of sanctions in all EU Member States by providing information on the rules in force.  

The directive covers eight types of traffic offence: speeding, drink-driving, driving under the 
influence of drugs, non-use of a seat belt, not wearing a safety helmet, failing to stop at a red light, 
illegal use of a cell phone while driving, and illegal use of emergency lanes (Article 2). Through the 
use of an electronic information system (European vehicle and driving licence information system – 
Eucaris) as the preferred IT platform for electronic exchange of vehicle registration data, Member 
State authorities should be able to access each other's vehicle registers. This means that, to identify 
the presumed offender, the Member State in which a road traffic offence was committed can access 
information from the Member State in which the vehicle is registered. This access is useful where a 
traffic offence is detected by automatic checking equipment or without stopping the vehicle, with 
no possibility of enforcing the sanction on the spot. 

Once the owner/holder of the vehicle or the person suspected of having committed a road safety-
related traffic offence is identified, the Member State in which the offence was committed decides 
whether to initiate follow-up proceedings. Article 5 of the CBE Directive lays down how the offence 
is to be communicated to the person concerned (providing a non-mandatory template of the letter 
to be sent, and requiring the letter to be drafted in the language of the registration document or in 
one of the official languages of the Member State of registration). A reply form should be included 
in this communication in order to give the owner the opportunity to identify the driver of the vehicle 
if they were not the one driving when the offence occurred. 

In terms of monitoring and reporting, Article 6 of the directive requires Member States to submit a 
report on the effectiveness of sending vehicle registration data to the Commission every second 
year. The CBE Directive also includes a review provision: under Article 11, the Commission is, by 
7 November 2016, required to submit a report on the application of the directive to the European 
Parliament and the Council. In its report, the Commission should, in particular, assess (and, as 
appropriate, make a proposal on) the following aspects: the need to add other traffic offences to the 
scope of the directive; the directive's effectiveness in reducing the number of road fatalities; and the 
need for common criteria for follow-up procedures by Member States in the event of non-payment 
of financial penalties. Of note, the CBE Directive only covers some steps of the cross-border 
enforcement chain. If the offender refuses to pay the financial penalty, this is covered by Council 
Framework Decision 2005/214/JHA on the application of the principle of mutual recognition to 
financial penalties (providing the conditions are met). 

Importantly also, the directive neither harmonises the (administrative/criminal) nature of the 
offence nor the penalties to be imposed (to be decided under the national law of the country where 
an offence is committed). Moreover, the CBE Directive only deals with financial penalties, while other 
penalties (such as penalty points linked with a driving licence or withdrawal of a driving licence) are 
not regulated under the directive. 

Evaluating the CBE Directive with a view to its revision 
Based on the results of a 2016 ex-post evaluation, and building on the strong political momentum 
of the Valletta declaration on road safety, adopted by EU transport ministers in 2017, the 
Commission announced that it would start assessing options to improve the directive's 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32005F0214
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32005F0214
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2016-11/swd20160355.pdf
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9994-2017-INIT/en/pdfhttps:/data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-9994-2017-INIT/en/pdf
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effectiveness by the end of 2018.5 In its March 2019 inception impact assessment, the Commission 
outlined the following main problems to be tackled by a future revision: 

 inadequate investigation to enforce financial penalties (e.g. in the event of issues with 
the vehicle detection by automatic checking equipment or with vehicle registers);  

 inadequate recognition of decisions on financial penalties because of unsuited 
procedures (while existing EU procedures for mutual recognition of Member States' 
administrative or judicial decisions are designed for serious criminal offences, they are 
not tailored to the enforcement of millions of financial penalties for – usually 
administrative – road traffic offences) and different levels of fundamental rights 
protection (such as different deadlines for non-residents and residents as regards the 
submission of penalty notices by Member States, insufficient information on appeal 
procedures in the information letter, and missing translation of follow-up documents);  

 other issues (such as a lack of data because of insufficient reporting, issues with the 
directive's effectiveness and efficiency, and the need to adjust its provisions to new data 
protection rules). 

In view of these findings, it is not surprising that, according to the latest figures available for 2019, 
some 40 % of cross-border offences were committed with impunity in the EU.6 

On 1 March 2023, the Commission adopted a proposal for amending the CBE Directive (see 
details in the section on the new proposal). The proposal forms part of a road safety package that 
also included a proposal for the revision of Directive 2006/126/EC on driving licences 7 and a 
proposal for a directive on the EU-wide effect of certain driving disqualifications. 

EU-level reports, evaluations and studies 
Ex-post evaluation of Directive (EU) 2015/413 (May 2015 to 
November 2016) 
On 16 November 2016, the Commission presented, in line with Article 11 of the CBE Directive, the 
results of an ex-post evaluation launched in 2015, followed shortly after by a report on the 
application of the directive (which was adopted on 29 November 2016 and included the same 
findings as the evaluation). The evaluation's findings were based mainly on the results of an external 
support study and a range of targeted consultation activities (including a stakeholder meeting in 
October 2015 and several targeted online surveys). In an open public consultation from 
November 2015 to February 2016, the Commission received only very little feedback.  

The evaluation presents several limitations. According to the evaluation report, a complete 
assessment had not been possible because of the evaluation's early timing (considering that the 
evaluation report was due within 18 months of the directive's entry into application in most Member 
States, and already before its application in a few others). Moreover, a lack of data made it impossible 
to draw any firm conclusions in some areas; this was linked, among other things, to the fact that at 
the time of the evaluation, some Member States did not collect certain data, such as on the number 
of detected offences. 

In line with the Better Regulation Guidelines,8 the Commission assessed the performance of the 
directive against the evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, EU added value and 
coherence. Moreover, the directive's sustainability was assessed. 

As to the directive's relevance, the evaluation concluded that the CBE Directive's scope was 
adequate, as it covered the most important traffic offences (i.e. those cases in which the vehicles did 
not need to be stopped for the offence to be detected). However, additional offences such as not 
keeping a sufficient distance from the vehicle in front, dangerous overtaking and dangerous 
parking – which made up a rather low proportion of offences at the time of the evaluation but for 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/2131-Cross-border-enforcement-of-road-traffic-rules_en
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-03/COM_2023_127.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52023PC0128&from=EN
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2016-11/swd20160355.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:52016DC0744
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2016-09/2016-03-16-evaluation-study-application-cross-border-final-report.pdf
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which automatic checking equipment was increasingly being used, and which were nevertheless 
relevant for road safety – could be included under the directive. As to citizens' awareness of traffic 
rules in force in different Member States, no conclusions could be drawn, given that there was no 
evidence on drivers' and road users' views. 

As regards the directive's effectiveness, the evaluation found that the electronic information 
system used for the exchange of vehicle registration data (Eucaris) worked well, and that users were 
very satisfied with the system. Moreover, Eucaris ensured the secure and confidential exchange of 
vehicle registration data. However, the system had not been used to its full potential. In this context, 
Member States' authorities pinpointed as a major obstacle the fact that many Member States were 
not connected at the time of the evaluation.9  

In 2015, almost half of the detected road traffic offences committed by non-residents were not 
investigated. Moreover, sanctions for approximately 50 % of offences that had been investigated 
could not be enforced successfully, with almost all offences where offenders refused to pay financial 
penalties not enforced (i.e. all successfully enforced penalties were due to voluntary payments).10 
This, in turn, negatively influenced the CBE Directive's deterrent effect, expected to improve non-
resident road users' compliance with road traffic rules, leading to a decrease in the number of road 
fatalities and fatal accidents.  

In this context, the evaluation could neither establish a clear correlation between the CBE Directive 
and non-resident road users' compliance with road traffic rules in force nor provide clear evidence 
of the directive's positive impact on road safety. Accordingly, data provided by 13 Member States 
show that the number of detected offences committed by both residents and non-residents in 2013 
and 2014 decreased neither in the Member States that implemented the directive in 2014 nor in 
those that did not.11  

Consequently, the evaluation found that the directive had been relatively effective in removing the 
anonymity of offenders who committed traffic offences abroad, but inadequate to remove their 
impunity. 

A lack of data meant that the possibilities for assessing the directive's benefits over the related costs 
(efficiency) were limited. In most Member States, data on or estimates of the costs of implementing 
the CBE Directive, as well as data on the revenue generated by fines paid by non-resident offenders, 
were not available at the time of the evaluation. Based on, among other things, estimates made 
during the impact assessment of the proposal on the (first) CBE Directive in 2008, the evaluation 
comes to the conclusion that the costs relating to cross-border exchange of vehicle registration data 
and follow-up procedures under the CBE Directive are moderate, and offset by the revenue 
generated by the payment of fines. However, the wider benefits, in particular those relating to the 
achievement of the directive's objectives (e.g. the benefits of increased road safety in terms of 
decreased costs relating to loss of life, medical expenses and loss of labour capacity), could not be 
quantified. 

In addition, the evaluation found that the CBE Directive had EU added value, in that the shift to an 
electronic exchange of vehicle registration data at EU level had increased the number of road traffic 
offences followed up. Moreover, for the same effect to be achieved, Member States would have had 
to conclude 378 (mutually compatible) bilateral agreements, which did not seem to be an effective 
approach. In addition, owing to their limited coverage and conditions, multilateral agreements in 
force could not fully replace the directive. 

As regards the directive's coherence with other EU regulatory instruments (external coherence), the 
evaluation found that the CBE Directive contributed to a more consistent EU legal framework for 
road safety by complementing other instruments such as Directive 2006/126/EC (the 3rd Driving 
Licence Directive). The directive's two specific objectives of the directive – to facilitate the 
enforcement of road traffic rules through cross-border exchange of vehicle registration data, and 
raise citizens' awareness of road traffic rules – fully complemented each other (internal coherence). 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32006L0126
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Lastly, the evaluation assessed the directive's sustainability (i.e. whether application of the CBE 
Directive without any modifications or follow-up initiatives would still be appropriate in 5 years and, 
if not, which aspects would need to be reinforced). It concluded that, in the medium term, 
application of the CBE Directive could be affected by, in particular: a lack of resources in the Member 
States (resulting in a low number of detected road traffic offences and limited use of the electronic 
information exchange system); a lack of mutual assistance and cooperation between Member States 
after exchanging vehicle registration data (entailing a low number of investigated road traffic 
offences committed by non-residents and a low enforcement rate for sanctions); and the fact that 
decisions issued by Member States in cases of non-payment of a financial penalty for these offences 
often do not fall under Council Framework Decision 2005/214/JHA (resulting in low enforcement of 
such sanctions). 

To maximise the directive's potential to improve road safety, the Commission suggests, in its report 
on the CBE Directive's application, 'a holistic approach to create a synergy with other instruments, 
namely those related to mutual assistance and cooperation between Member States in 
investigating road traffic offences and mutual recognition to financial penalties'. 

European Parliament position / MEPs' questions  
European Parliament resolutions 
The European Parliament has highlighted the importance of cross-border enforcement of penalties 
in several past resolutions. 

In 2005 and 2007 respectively, Parliament condemned the unsatisfactory cross-border enforcement 
of road traffic legislation, and called on the Commission to present a proposal on cross-border 
enforcement. It considered that the EU's objectives for reducing the number of road fatalities 
significantly could not be attained without enforcement of Member States' legislation, as better 
compliance by road users would bring about significant improvements in road safety. In a 2011 
resolution on European road safety, Parliament thus welcomed the adoption of the (first) directive 
on cross-border enforcement. 

In an October 2021 resolution on the 2021-2030 EU road safety policy framework, Parliament noted 
that – although progress had been made in setting up a framework for cross-border enforcement 
of traffic offences since 2015 – the CBE Directive did not ensure adequate investigation of the 
offences in order to enforce penalties. Parliament affirmed its conviction that improved cross-border 
enforcement of road traffic rules would result in increased compliance with those rules and act as a 
deterrent, thereby reducing dangerous behaviour and improving road safety. It called on the 
Commission to address current shortcomings in the future review of the directive, assess the issue 
of mutual recognition of driving disqualifications and penalty points, and revise the directive's scope 
to include toll enforcement in order to prevent dangerous driving and maintain the quality of 
infrastructure.12 

Selected written questions 
Since the CBE Directive entered into force in 2015, Members from across the political spectrum have 
been interested in issues relating to the directive's implementation. In written questions addressed 
to the Commission, Members inquired, in particular, about the status of transposition and 
implementation in the Member States, up-to-date statistics on road fatalities and enforced cross-
border offences, and the status of cooperation between Member States' judicial and administrative 
authorities. Several Members also wanted to have the Commission's views on EU-level 
harmonisation of sanctions for road traffic offences committed by non-residents. 

In a written question of December 2022, for example, Stefania Zambelli (ID) inquired about the 
Commission's intentions to enhance judicial cooperation between Member States and harmonise 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-6-2005-0366_EN.html?redirect
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-6-2007-0009_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-7-2011-0408_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2021-0407_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2021-003786_EN.html
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sanctions for road traffic offences committed by nationals of one Member State on the territory of 
another. This came against the backdrop of former Italian cycling champion Davide Rebellin being 
hit and killed by a German truck driver in the province of Vicenza in November 2022. Similarly, 
Lara Comi (EPP), in a written question tabled in 2015, asked about the possible criminalisation of 
road traffic homicide in order to ensure that sanctions imposed by the Member States were 
harmonised and proportionate to the offence, and that they reduced the number of fatal incidents 
significantly. She also inquired whether the Commission was supporting awareness‐raising 
campaigns, and wanted to know about up-to-date studies and statistics on road traffic accidents. In 
a written question of July 2021, Peter Jahr (EPP) asked about the possibilities for Member States to 
recover fines imposed at municipal level in other Member States. 

As to Member States' cooperation, the Commission referred to Council Framework Decision 
2005/214/JHA on the application of the mutual recognition principle to financial penalties, which 
enabled judicial or administrative authorities to transmit a financial penalty directly to an authority 
in another Member State. This decision applied in situations where a fine was imposed on a person 
who was not a resident of the Member State where the offence was committed, who failed to pay 
the fine, and then left that country's territory. According to the Commission, this EU cooperation 
mechanism could also be applied to financial penalties imposed by municipal authorities for 
infringement of road traffic regulations. In addition, there were several EU instruments supporting 
cooperation between law enforcement authorities to fight cross-border crime (such as the Prüm 
Decisions on cross-border cooperation in combating terrorism and cross-border crime,13 
Directive 2014/41/EU on the European Investigation Order, and the Convention on Mutual 
Assistance in Criminal Matters 14). Several EU instruments also existed in the area of mutual legal 
assistance. 

With regard to harmonising sanctions for road traffic offences (including road traffic homicide), the 
Commission explained that the EU was empowered to adopt minimum rules concerning the 
definition of criminal offences and sanctions in view of ensuring effective implementation of EU 
policies that had been subject to harmonisation measures. However, in the absence of such 
harmonisation measures in the context of the transport policy, there was no legal basis to establish 
a common definition of road traffic homicide under Article 83(2) TFEU. The Commission supported 
the development of an adequate level of civic responsibility among citizens including through 
awareness‐raising campaigns (e.g. through the European Road Safety Charter). Road safety 
information including studies and statistics were available on the Commission website.15 

As to shortcomings in the directive's implementation, in a written question tabled in February 2019, 
several Slovenian Members from different political groups (Patricija Šulin (EPP), Romana Tomc (EPP), 
Tanja Fajon (S&D), Milan Zver (EPP), Franc Bogovič (EPP), Alojz Peterle (EPP), Igor Šoltes 
(Greens/EFA) and Ivo Vajgl (ALDE)) complained about the fact that a number of Slovenian nationals 
had received notification of traffic offences committed in Italy or Austria written in Italian or German 
respectively. Considering this to be an infringement of fundamental rights and a breach of the CBE 
Directive, they wanted to know how the Commission was planning to follow-up. Moreover, in a 
written question of 2018, Seán Kelly (EPP) inquired about the implementation (and status of 
transposition) of the CBE Directive, and asked about statistics on cross-border exchange of data on 
road safety-related traffic offences since the directive's entry into force. 

As to the translation of information letters sent to presumed offenders, the Commission confirmed 
that these had to be written in the language of the registration document for the vehicle with which 
the offence had been committed, or in one of the official languages of the Member State of the 
vehicle's registration (independently of whether the letter was issued by the local, regional and 
federal authorities). While the Commission stood ready to launch infringement procedures, at the 
time of writing, no official complaints had been registered against the implementation of the 
directive in Italy or Austria.16  

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-8-2015-005391_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2021-003786_EN.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32005F0214
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32005F0214
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014L0041&from=EN
https://road-safety-charter.ec.europa.eu/
https://road-safety.transport.ec.europa.eu/statistics-and-analysis_en
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/P-8-2019-000898_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-8-2018-005969_EN.html
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According to the Commission, the directive's implementation had generally been improving 
gradually since 2016: 27 Member States had transposed the directive and were connected to an 
electronic information system for automated exchange of vehicle registration data. In 2014, 
Member States had carried out about 1 800 000 automated searches on offences committed on 
their territory by vehicles registered abroad. In 2015, the number of searches rose to about 
4 400 000. This indicated that the directive had had a positive effect on the cross-border 
enforcement of road traffic rules. Nevertheless, Member States still needed to exploit the system's 
potential more effectively, by more active investigation of road traffic offences committed by non-
residents.17 

European Court of Justice 
EJC case law exists in relation to Council Framework Decision 2005/214/JHA on the application of 
the principle of mutual recognition to financial penalties. 

In a reference for a preliminary ruling of October 2021 (C‐338/20), the ECJ acknowledged a Member 
State's authority's right to refuse to execute a financial penalty for a road traffic offence, in a case 
where the decision on the penalty was notified to the addressee without the decision's essential 
elements being translated in order to enable him or her to understand the charge and exercise his 
or her rights of defence fully. 

In another preliminary ruling of December 2019 (C‐671/18), the driver of a vehicle registered in 
Poland had committed a traffic offence in the Netherlands. In view of the different liability regimes 
applicable in Poland and the Netherlands respectively – with the actual driver liable for a traffic 
offence in Poland (driver liability), and the holder of a car liable in the Netherlands (holder liability) – 
the Polish Court inquired whether it was entitled to execute a fine imposed by the Netherlands 
under the presumption of the car holder's liability. Given that, under Dutch legislation, the 
presumption of the holder's liability could be rebutted, the ECJ considered that Polish authorities 
were not entitled to refuse to execute a financial penalty imposed on the car holder.  

European Economic and Social Committee 
In its 2008 opinion on the Commission proposal for the (first) enforcement directive, the European 
Economic and Social Committee (EESC) welcomed the proposal, stressing, however, that it would 
need to be accompanied by effective and efficient checks and penalties. The Council and the 
Member States were called on to make urgent improvements in this respect. The EESC also 
considered that, to make the directive more effective, the list of offences should be expanded to all 
offences having a bearing on improving road safety. Moreover, existing electronic networks (such 
as Eucaris) should be used in order to keep the costs low. Finally, the Committee did not see any 
added value to be gained from the model notification form. Rather than setting out the format of 
the template, the directive should focus on its content. Consulted again on the proposal for the 
(current) CBE Directive in 2014, the EESC unreservedly endorsed the proposal in its entirety. 

Citizens' views on enforcement and traffic violations 
According to an e-survey on road users' attitudes in relation to enforcement and traffic violations 
(ESRA), carried out between 2018 and 2020 and covering 48 countries (including 20 EU Member 
States)18 across several continents, citizen support for enforcement is high.19 In particular, over 
70 % of respondents said traffic rules and penalties should be stricter for drink-driving, with only 
21 % deeming them too severe. Percentages were similar for sanctions relating to driving while on 
a mobile phone. Moreover, 68 % of the respondents felt that traffic rules for speeding were not 
being sufficiently enforced.  

Based on these findings, the survey recommends that drink-driving and speeding should remain 
the top priorities for traffic enforcement on four continents (Europe, America, Asia/Oceania and 

https://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=247061&pageIndex=0&doclang=en&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=2597281
https://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=221325&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=2603381
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/our-work/opinions-information-reports/opinions/facilitating-cross-border-enforcement-field-road-safety
https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/our-work/opinions-information-reports/opinions/road-safety-related-traffic-offences
https://www.vias.be/publications/ESRA2%20Thematic%20report%20Nr.%206%20(updated)%20Enforcement%20and%20traffic%20violations/ESRA2%20-%20Enforcement%20and%20traffic%20violations.pdf
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Africa). A new challenge for traffic enforcement worldwide was the frequent use of (hand-held) 
smartphones by drivers, cyclists and pedestrians. The fairly high reported violation rates of road 
users other than drivers – moped riders, motorcyclists, cyclists and pedestrians – indicated that 
these groups should not be ignored in road infrastructure (planning), traffic education, or traffic 
enforcement planning. According to the survey, being both vulnerable and engaging in risky 
behaviour may make motorcyclists, moped riders and cyclists ideal target groups for special road 
safety campaigns or enforcement actions. Although pedestrians were likely not a high-risk group, 
they should not be completely ignored when thinking about campaigns and enforcement. 

Interestingly, the survey also found gender differences in relation to road safety. Women appear 
to be more concerned about risks on the road and road safety then men, with this gender difference 
being larger in Europe than in other regions of the world. In all regions, male car drivers reported 
more unsafe behaviours in traffic than female ones. Similarly, male moped riders or motorcyclists 
generally engage more in unsafe behaviour than female riders. As to social and personal 
acceptability of unsafe behaviour, both are, in general, higher among men than among women. In 
all regions, men have riskier attitudes towards road safety than do women. The same is true for 
perceived behaviour control. Men more often perceive they can control the car after drinking 
alcohol or while speeding or using a mobile phone. As to traffic law enforcement, male drivers tend 
to report a higher likelihood of being checked for traffic violations than do female drivers in all 
regions. Finally, women tend to be more supportive of road safety measures than do men.20 

New Commission proposal 
On 1 March 2023, the Commission adopted a proposal for amending the CBE Directive. The proposal 
introduces measures to improve mutual assistance procedures between Member States for the 
cross-border investigation of road safety-related traffic offences. In particular, the proposal:  

 extends the responsibilities and competences of national contact points (to ensure 
better cooperation with the enforcement authorities involved in the investigation of 
offences);  

 specifies the data to be exchanged for a successful investigation of traffic offences; 
 allows access to information in multiple data registers through a single system (to 

increase the efficiency of investigations); and 
 creates a digital investigation tool to identify the driver/liable person more effectively, 

and allows Member States to apply national rules (such as the vehicle owner/holder's 
duty to cooperate with authorities on identifying the person liable).  

Moreover, the proposal aims to protect non-resident drivers' fundamental rights more 
effectively. It therefore includes specific provisions on the content and delivery of penalty notices, 
such as harmonised time limits for sending and establishing mandatory minimum content of 
notices, a consistent communication language regime for drivers and authorities, and more 
information provided to drivers on applicable appeal procedures and methods of fine payment, for 
instance. The Commission also suggests aligning the CBE Directive with EU legislation on personal 
data protection. 

To ensure that extremely serious traffic offences (such as excessive speeding or driving under the 
influence of alcohol or drugs) result in driving disqualification with EU-wide effect, the Commission 
also put forward a proposal for a directive on driving disqualifications.21 

 

 

 

 

https://transport.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-03/COM_2023_126_0.pdf
https://transport.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2023-03/COM_2023_128.pdf
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ENDNOTES 

1  For details, see the European Commission road safety statistics 2022. 
2  'Cross-border enforcement' means pursuing and sanctioning traffic offences committed with a car that is 

registered in another Member State than the Member State where the offence has taken place. See also How traffic 
law enforcement can contribute to safer roads, PIN Flash Report 42, March 2022, European Transport Safety 
Council. 

3  According to the 2008 Commission impact assessment, in some transit countries such as France, speeding offences 
committed by foreign vehicles reached approximatively 25 % of the total number of speeding offences 
committed, with the figure going up to between 40 % and 50 % during peak tourist periods.  

4  In its ruling on Case C‐43/12, the Court found that the measures proposed under Directive 2011/82/EU did not 
concern 'prevention of crime' as defined under the police cooperation rules, but rather road safety, which was a 
transport issue. While annulling Directive 2011/82/EU, the Court granted a one-year transition period, maintaining 
the directive's effects until May 2015, when Member States had to transpose the provisions of Directive 2015/413. 
Note that the co-legislators had chosen Article 87(2) TFEU (police cooperation) as legal basis in order to allow 
Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom to opt out of applying the directive. While Directive 2015/413 covered 
all Member States, it allowed for a longer transposition period (until May 2017) for the three Member States that 
had not been subject to Directive 2011/82/EU. 

5  More specifically, the Commission made this announcement in a 2018 action plan, followed by the 2021-2013 EU 
road safety policy framework, adopted in 2020 as part of the third mobility package. 

6  According to the Commission, in 2019, the last year for which detailed figures are available, some 14.5 million 
traffic offences – committed with a vehicle registered abroad and by a driver not identified on the spot – were 
detected. Around 8.2 million payments were made for the offences (8 million voluntarily, some 200 000 following 
successful enforcement). Around 6.3 million offences resulted in the offender not being held accountable. 

7  See Revision of Directive 2006/126/EC on driving licences, EPRS, European Parliament, March 2023. 
8  See the Commission's Better Regulation Guidelines and Toolbox. 
9  According to the evaluation (p. 13), only 23 out of 28 Member States were connected to Eucaris. 
10  Unsuccessful enforcement was, according to the evaluation (p. 23), either linked to a lack of mutual assistance and 

cooperation between Member States or to the fact that decisions issued by Member States in cases of non-
payment of a financial penalty often did not fall under Council Framework Decision 2005/2014/JHA. Procedures 
that apply in cases of non-payment of a financial penalty covered by the CBE Directive did not appear to be 
adapted to the situation where millions of road traffic offences covered by the CBE Directive should have been 
detected each year. 

11  While the proportion of detected offences committed by non-residents decreased in France and Poland in the 
2014 to 2015 period, the opposite happened in Hungary and the Netherlands, where this proportion increased. A 
significant increase (60 %) in the number of detected offences committed by non-residents was also seen in 
Belgium and France between 2013 and 2014. According to the Commission (p. 16 of the evaluation, footnote 23), 
this was, paradoxically, due to better enforcement, as France had installed additional automatic checking 
equipment, and both Belgium and France started following road traffic offences very closely at that time, under 
strengthened bilateral cooperation, detecting a huge number of road traffic offences. 

12  As regards tolling offences (i.e. non-payment of tolls), the ex-post evaluation (p. 14) considered that their inclusion 
in the scope of the CBE Directive might raise issues with the directive's internal and external coherence, in 
particular as regards the legal basis and the directive's main objective of improving road safety (similar to illegal 
parking linked to non-payment of municipal charges or taxes, and to the violation of municipal orders that were 
not related to road safety). Note, however, that in 2019, specific EU legislation was adopted (Directive (EU) 
2019/520 on the interoperability of electronic road toll systems and facilitating cross-border exchange of 
information on the failure to pay road fees in the Union). 

13  The 'Prüm Decisions', adopted on 23 June 2008, consist of Council Decision 2008/615/JHA on the stepping up of 
cross-border cooperation, particularly in combating terrorism and cross-border crime, and Council Decision 
2008/616/JHA on the implementation of Decision 2008/615/JHA on the stepping up of cross-border cooperation, 
particularly in combating terrorism and cross-border crime. 

14  The 2000 Convention on Mutual Assistance in Criminal Matters between the Member States of the European Union 
aims to encourage and facilitate mutual assistance between judicial, police and customs authorities on criminal 
matters, and improve the speed and efficiency of judicial cooperation. 

15  See Written answer by Ms Bulc on behalf of the European Commission, 20 June 2015; Written answer by Ms Vălean 
on behalf of the European Commission, 14 October 2021; and Written answer by Mr Reynders on behalf of the 
European Commission, 7 February 2022. 

16  See Written answer by Ms Bulc on behalf of the European Commission, 1 April 2019. 

                                                             

https://transport.ec.europa.eu/background/road-safety-statistics-2022-more-detail_en
https://etsc.eu/wp-content/uploads/ETSC_PINFLASH42_v2TH_JC_FINAL_corrected-060522.pdf
https://etsc.eu/wp-content/uploads/ETSC_PINFLASH42_v2TH_JC_FINAL_corrected-060522.pdf
https://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=151775&pageIndex=0&doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=533422
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar%3A0e8b694e-59b5-11e8-ab41-01aa75ed71a1.0003.02/DOC_2&format=PDF
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/d7ee4b58-4bc5-11ea-8aa5-01aa75ed71a1
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/d7ee4b58-4bc5-11ea-8aa5-01aa75ed71a1
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_23_1146
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2023)740224
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32019L0520
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32019L0520
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32008D0615&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32008D0616&from=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32008D0616&from=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:02000A0712(01)-20000712&from=EN
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-8-2015-005391-ASW_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2021-003786-ASW_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2022-003952-ASW_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/P-8-2019-000898-ASW_EN.html
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17  See Written answer by Ms Bulc on behalf of the European Commission, 28 January 2019. 
18  Belgium, Bulgaria, Czechia, Denmark, Germany, Ireland, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Luxembourg, Hungary, the 

Netherlands, Austria, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom. 
19  ESRA (E-survey of road users' attitudes) is a joint initiative of road safety institutes, research centres, public services, 

and private sponsors from all over the world. It is coordinated by Vias Institute (known until recently as BRSI/Belgian 
Road Safety Institute), a Belgian knowledge centre established in 1986 by the Belgian government, but fully 
independent since 2016. The aim is to collect and analyse comparable data on road safety performance, in 
particular road safety culture and road users' behaviour. In each ESRA country, about 1 000 road users (with a few 
exceptions) participated in the survey, among which about 800 car drivers. 

20  See also ESRA2 Thematic report Nr. 13 on gender issues, which aims to explore the cultural effect on gender 
differences in reported risky behaviours while driving. 

21  For details, see the European Commission's Directorate-General for Mobility and Transport (DG MOVE) website. 
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