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Annex 7 
 

European Commission Amplifying Questions 
EU regulatory context and feedback on recommendations 

 
Please refer to this report as follows: 

Marot, L. Delhaye, A. (2015), European Commission Amplifying Questions - EU regulatory 

context and feedback on recommendations, Annex 7 of the EC/MOVE/C4 project RIDERSCAN. 
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D1: Training, testing and licencing 

 

Deliverable outcome: Report on existing schemes, problems encountered, good practices, 3rd 

Driving Licence Directive implementation, recommendations for 4th Driving Licence Directive. 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Ivan Lukac, Espen Rindedal, Casto Lopez Benitez 

Organisation/Department: European Commission, DG MOVE, Dir. C Innovative and 

Sustainable Mobility, Unit 4 Road safety 

Date of the interview: 26/02/2015 

 

 Presentation RIDERSCAN 

 Presentation training, testing and licencing “EMF 2015 - session 2” 

 

With regard to current EC work on DLD: 

 Transposition checking: legal and administration checking of 3DLD national 

implementation, with an ongoing list of mistakes/small issues to be resolved by a non-

negligible number of countries (18infringement cases as of today) 

 In general, 3DLD transposition/implementation was done in a reasonable way in all 

countries; 

 For L-category vehicles, most implementation issues are minor issues or issues dating 

from 2DLD, for which changes are ongoing;  

 Any analysis of the 3DLD effects can only follow this first stage; the 3DLD, for once, 

requires the EC to report not earlier than 2018. The report would take into account the 

effects of the Directive as well as the evolution of road safety figures generally speaking 

and for PTWs more specifically, in addition to the serious injury figures to be coming, 

which are expected to have a significant impact on PTW statistics. 

 

With regard to Member States / Motorcycle Community identified concerns: 

As regards the recommendations issued by both the Motorcycling Community and Member 

States in the project, there are several possibilities for action according to the legal provisions of 

the issues raised: 

1. Member State flexibility: the 3DLD allows a certain flexibility that MS can use to adapt 

the licencing system in their own country specificities (e.g. training content) 

http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/riderscanproject_overview.pdf
http://www.fema-online.eu/riderscan/IMG/pdf/emf_workshop_-_session_2.pdf
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2. Continuous work on 3DLD annexes: technical details can be amended - for instance with 

regard to scientific progress - if they are not integrated in the main provisions of the 

directive (e.g. content of the test or testing vehicles) 

3. Changing the main provisions of the Directive: amending the main provisions of the 

directive requires a legislative proposal, at the earliest after the report is published (not 

before 2018) (e.g. minimum age) 

4. Proposing a completely new legislative initiative (e.g. traffic rules/ EU code, which 

currently only refer to the Vienna Convention) 

 

% motorcycling community recommendations  

1) Training content: could be addressed by either MS flexibility on 3DLD and best practice 

exchange, or a legislative proposal (at the earliest after the report mentioned above). 

2) Lowering the minimum age: can only be addressed by a revision of the directive’s main 

provisions, hence at the earliest after the report mentioned above  

3) Harmonizing the minimum age: can only be addressed by a revision of the directive’s 

main provisions, hence at the earliest after the report mentioned above or through 

voluntary MS commitment. 

4) More harmonization of the licencing scheme: can only be addressed by a revision of the 

directive’s main provisions, hence at the earliest after the report mentioned above or 

through voluntary MS commitment 
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5) Harmonization of the driving rules: new legislative initiative (new directive). This would 

go way beyond driving licences, and no initiative is considered.  

 

% Member States recommendations 

1) Training framework: can be addressed through a legislative proposal (at the earliest after 

the report mentioned above),  

2) Trike access: is part of the main provisions of the 3DLD on “three wheels”, however, it 

can be addressed with national flexibility, with restriction to the national territory 

3) Detailed evaluation of the changes: already addressed by the existing DLD, as from 2018 

D3: Infrastructure 

 

Deliverable outcome: Report on problems, existing solutions and standardization needs; 

Recommendations for the development of a European road safety assessment programme for 

motorcycling 

 

Contacts with DG ENTR — Enterprise and Industry – Dir B Sustainable Growth and EU 2020 – 

Sustainable Industrial Policy and Construction – Sustainable Construction (Mr. Tapani Mikkeli, 

Head of Sector - Coordination of the construction sector and legislation) have been made on 

several occasions to discuss the recommendation to improve CEN standards, with unsuccessful 

results in terms of meeting within the project timeframe. 

 

D2-4: Data collection and statistics / Accident reporting 

 

Deliverable outcome: Report on available and missing data, proposals for harmonization of data 

collection related to motorcycling. 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Maria-Teresa Sanz Villegas, Casto Lopez Benitez 

Organisation/Department: European Commission, DG move, Dir. C Innovative and Sustainable 

Mobility, Unit 4 Road safety 

Date of the interview: 06/05/2014 

 

3 different types of data are necessary: 

 Accident 

o Conditions 
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o Causation: often multiple causes. Not gathered by the EU 

 Transport 

 Injuries:  

o Often forgotten on national databases 

 

About police accident reports 

For accident statistics, recommendations have to be made to the police directly. The police fill in a report, 

which is more or less the same in the EU. 

These police accident reports are sent to the European Commission, to DG MOVE. On the Internet, hard 

copies are available. 

Several variables are taking into account for accidents: scene of accident characteristics (time, condition, 

signalization, etc.); vehicle characteristics; victims characteristics. 

These reports give a lot of information about accident conditions, but not about accident causation. 

Because of data protection, some information cannot be exchanged at European level (e.g.: alcohol level, 

etc.) 

Sometimes, there is not enough information on the police accident report; above all because there is only 

one report, for all vehicles and for all conditions of accident. For urban areas or secondary roads, the 

report is the same, though complementary information would be necessary for an urban area accident.   

There is a lack of information about the conditions of the accident and about social and societal data: 

traffic, km driven, usage data and weather conditions. These data are basically about risk.  

 

About CARE 

All Member States (+ Switzerland, Norway, Iceland) share their information within CARE (except 

Lithuania at present). 

Member States are free to use the CADAS structure or not. The European Commission organises the 

information gathered in a homogeneous way to allow comparison. 

The national police accidents reports adopted more or less the same structure in line with the structure 

recommended by the Commission; but details of collected information are up to each country. 

 

In-depth analysis 

A solution for fatal accidents would be to have in-depth investigations with much more information 

collected to be able to establish accident causation. But it is expensive and thus difficult to make 

mandatory. 

A good point would be also to cross information about injuries (following the AIS structure) with hospital 

data. 
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Statistical data 

For statistical data, see the booklet “EU Transport”. Some information is not coming from Eurostat and 

we need to be careful studying it because it cannot be as homogenous as Eurostat data.  

For example, ACEM data on the active PTW stock are not always comparable because the way of 

collecting these data varies from one country to another, or the method used can change over the years. 

D8: National strategies 

 

Deliverable outcome: Overview and analysis of existing national strategies in Member States, 

implementation and results, recommendations; Recommendations for the development of a 

European Motorcycle Safety Performance Index 

 

Interviewee details: 

Name of the respondent: Susanne Lindahl, Casto Lopez Benitez 

Organisation/Department: European Commission, DG move, Dir. C Innovative and Sustainable 

Mobility, Unit 4 Road safety 

Date of the interview: 17/12/2013 

 

 Presentation of the RIDERSCAN project 

 

National road safety strategies 

After we presented the deliverables of the RIDERSCAN project, Susanne Lindahl kindly 

accepted to share with the project the English versions of national road safety strategies from 

different Member States. 

Here is the list of road safety strategies provided by the European Commission: 

 Austria, Federal Ministry for Transport, Innovation and Technology, Austrian Road 

Safety Programme 2011-2020, published in 2011. 

 Bulgaria, National strategy for improving road safety in Bulgaria for the period 2011–

2020. 

 Croatia, Ministry of the interior of the Republic of Croatia Police Academy, National 

Road Safety Programme of the Republic of Croatia 2011-2020, published in 2011. 

 Estonia, Estonian National Road Safety Programme 2003–2015. 

 Finland, Ministry of Transport and Communications, From objectives to Outcomes. Road 

Safety Plan until 2014, published in February 2012. 
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 Germany, Federal Minister of Transport, Building and Urban development, Road Safety 

Programme 2011. 

 Hungary, Ministry of National development, Ministry of Interior, Road Safety Action 

Programme 2011-2013, published in 2011. 

 Ireland, Road Safety Authority, Road Safety Strategy 2013-2020, published in March 

2013. 

 Latvia, Road Traffic Safety Directorate, Road Traffic Safety Programme for 2007-2013, 

published in 2007. 

 Lithuania, Ministry of Transport and communications of the Republic of Lithuania, 

National road safety development programme for 2011-2017, published in September 

2012. 

 The Netherlands, Ministry of Transport, Public Works and Water Management, Road 

Safety Strategic Plan 2008-2020, published in June 2009. 

 Portugal, Autoridade Nacional de Segurança Rodoviária, National Road Safety Strategy 

2008-2015, published in March 2009. 

 Slovakia, Ministry of Transport, Construction and Regional Development of the Slovak 

Republic, Road safety enhancement strategy in the Slovak Republic in the years 2011 to 

2020, published in December 2011. 

 Spain, Traffic Department, Road Safety Strategy 2011-2020, Executive Summary. 

 

Member States Amplifying Questions 

After we presented the wish of the RIDERSCAN project to interview Member States’ safety 

authorities with regard to the 8 safety topics covered by the project, Susanne Lindahl also 

provided us with the list of transport attachés and members of the High Level Group on Roads in 

order to identify appropriate experts to interview by deliverables in each country. 

 


