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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A) Context 

The Marco Polo programme is governed by Regulation (EC) No 1692/2006 of 24 
October 2006; its political background is set by the European Council Conclusions of 
Gothenburg (2001), where it was declared that shifting the balance between the modes of 
transport is at the heart of the sustainable development strategy. The Commission White 
Paper on the Common Transport Policy of September 2001 stressed the development of 
inter-modality as a practical and effective means to achieve a balanced transport system, 
and proposes not only the development of Motorways of the Sea, high-quality integrated 
intermodal maritime options, but also more intensive use of rail and inland waterway 
transport as key elements in this strategy. The legal bases of the initiative are Art 71 and 
80 of the Treaty. 

The IAB issued an Opinion on the previous version of the IA on 18 July 2008, in which it 
asked DG TREN to submit a revised version to the Board. 

(B) Positive aspects 

In the revised version of the report, the problem description is now clearer as far as the 
identification of the main problem is concerned, and in the options section the arguments 
for discarding the option of full programme revision are better presented. 

(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

The recommendations below are listed in order of descending importance. Some more 
technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to 
be incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report. 
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General recommendation: 

The recommendations made by the Impact Assessment Board in its previous 
opinion have only been partly addressed. In the revised report, the problem 
description should still explain better the causes for lack of success of the 
programme. The operational objectives should set clear targets that should be 
attained as a consequence of the proposed changes. The report should provide more 
clarity about the expected costs and benefits. 

(1) The problem description should still be strengthened. The report should be more 
specific than just listing possible causes, and should produce clear indications of the 
relative importance these factors (on the basis of evaluation results and stakeholder 
consultation). The problem description should be clearer about the synergies and 
possible overlaps with other Community policies and actions (e.g. 'greening of 
transport'; Euro vignette). 

(2) The definition of the specific and operational objectives should be clarified. In 
the revised report two specific objectives are labelled operational, but they lack a 
clear statement about the result that should be achieved by the proposed changes to 
the legal provisions. More generally, it should be clarified whether this proposal 
presupposes a modification of the ambition level, the scope or the specific objectives 
of the original Marco Polo programme. 

(3) The report should provide more clarity about costs and benefits of the 
programme. It should clarify to what extent ex ante estimates of costs and benefits 
have proven to be correct or needed to be revised, and explain what impact the 
operational changes, envisaged for 2009, and the proposed legislative changes are 
likely to have. If administrative costs are independent of size, the text should analyse 
how support for more small projects affects aggregate administrative costs. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

It appears that all necessary procedural elements have been complied with. 
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