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(A) Context 

Road transport is one of the few sectors with rapidly rising greenhouse gas emissions: 
between 1990 and 2008 emissions from the sector increased by 26%. According to the 
Commission's Roadmap for moving to a competitive low carbon economy in 2050 and 
Transport White Paper, transport has to significantly reduce its C02 emissions by 2050. 
Heavy Duty Vehicle (HDV) C02 emissions, that represent about one quarter of road 
transport C02 emissions, are currently not regulated, contrary to car and van emissions. 
In view of increasing freight volumes in the EU, these emissions have been rising in spite 
of some improvements in vehicle fuel consumption and C02 performance. In June 2007 
the Council invited the Commission "to develop and implement policy instruments and 
measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from those [HVD] vehicles". The 
Commission, in its April 2010 Communication on "A European strategy on clean and 
energy efficient vehicles", announced that it would propose a strategy targeting fuel 
consumption and C02 emissions from HDVs. The present Impact Assessment 
contributes to the preparation of this strategy and examines the possible policy options 
for curbing HDV C02 emissions from both passenger and freight transport. 

(B) Overall opinion: POSITIVE 

The report has been improved to a certain extent in line with the Boards 
recommendations, but needs further work in a number of respects. Firstly, it should 
further elaborate the market barriers for the up-take of cost-efficient technologies. 
In doing so, it should explain: (i) if and under what conditions the conclusions 
regarding the market barriers are applicable to SMEs, micro-enterprises and 
owner-drivers; (ii) why companies do not believe that innovations that deliver 
significant fuel savings and C02 emission reductions are cost-effective solutions; 
and (iii) why a strategy for reducing HDV fuel consumption and C02 emissions 
needs to be defined before the completion of the simulation tool to measure the 
HDV C02 emissions. Secondly, the report should further clarify the objectives, in 
particular, why setting a longer-term quantitative constraint on C02 emissions 
from HDV transport to achieve emission reductions is an operational objective at 
this stage. Thirdly, when first presenting the options the report should clearly 
distinguish between the short and long term options, as well as clarify whether the 
short term options in any way limit or predetermine the type of action to be taken in 
the long term. 
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(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Strengthen the problem definition. While the report now describes in more detail 
the main drivers of the HDV C02 emissions, it should also clarify the main sources of 
emissions (e.g. engine, aerodynamics of trailer, manufacturing or operating HDVs) as 
that determines the scope of potential measures to address these emissions. It should 
explain why a strategy for reducing HDV fuel consumption and C02 emissions needs to 
be defined before the completion of the simulation tool to measure the HDV C02 
emissions. The report should further elaborate the analysis on market barriers for the up
take of cost-efficient technologies. For example, it should better explain why companies 
do not believe that innovations that can deliver significant fuel savings and C02 emission 
reductions are cost-effective. Similarly, it could consider to what extent the prevailing 
contracting terms between trucking companies and their customers incentivise or 
discourage fuel consumption reduction (automatic indexation of the fuel component of 
the transport tariff). Furthermore, the report should state if and under what conditions the 
conclusions of the market barriers study are applicable also to SMEs, micro-enterprises 
and owner-drivers, which were not well represented among the respondents, but 
constitute a significant part of the fleet operators. It should also clarify if some market 
barriers are more important than others (e.g. knowledge gaps) and therefore need to be 
addressed with a higher level of priority. Finally, the report should describe how the 
stated market barriers would develop over time in the absence of EU action limiting the 
HDV fuel consumption and C02 emissions. 

(2) Clarify the objectives as well as monitoring and evaluation arrangements. The 
report should clarify why setting a longer-term quantitative constraint on C02 emissions 
from HDV transport to achieve emission reductions is an operational objective if it is not 
addressed in all the options and given the uncertainty with respect to the baseline 
development. It should also indicate what medium and long term implies in operational 
terms (e.g. 2020, 2050). While the report now lists quantifiable indicators for each policy 
objective, it should also describe desired effects of each objective even though 
quantitative targets may not be possible at this stage. Monitoring and evaluation 
arrangements should clarify how it will be judged if the VECTO simulation tool has been 
successful and explain what fall-back options exist should the development of this tool be 
delayed or the result not satisfactory. 

(3) Better design, assess and compare options. The report should clarify upfront (when 
first presenting the options) which options require immediate decision and which option 
can only be considered in the longer term, as well as describe any logical sequencing of 
the options. It should also better describe how different options will be implemented in 
practice, for example by clarifying whether emission ceilings would apply to individual 
vehicles or fleets or how limits on HDV C02 emissions would be set (e.g., separate 
limits for road tractor and trailer components, or some other method). While the report 
clearly indicates that any subsequent legislative proposal will be subject to a more 
specific impact assessment once the necessary evidence is available, it should (in table 8) 
assess and compare all feasible combinations of options (e.g. also 1+3, 1+2+3) against 
the baseline scenario. While the report lists other climate-related measures that address 
different problem drivers, it should also clarify how different options interact with these 
measures and if there is a risk of overlap. Where significant, the report should provide a 
more balanced analysis of economic, environmental and employment impacts, including 
presenting evidence on skill shortages and taking into account interaction with other 
relevant policy initiatives (e.g. legislation on cabotage, road charges, and weights and 
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dimensions). 
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. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

The report should be shortened by relegating technical aspects to the annexes. 

(E) IAB scrutiny process 

Reference number 2013/CLIMA/001 

External expertise used No 

Date of IAB meeting Written procedure 

This opinion concerns a resubmitted draft IA report. 

The first opinion was issued on 30 January 2013. 
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