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Commission communication
on the action taken on opinions and resolutions adopted by Parliament at the March I and II 2009 part-sessions
CO-DECISION procedure - First reading
European Parliament legislative resolution on the proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 1999/62/EC on the charging of heavy goods vehicles for the use of certain infrastructures
1.
Rapporteur: Saïd EL KHADRAOUI (PSE/BE)
2.
EP reference number: A6-0066/2009 / P6-TA_PROV(2009)0113
3.
Date of adoption of the resolution: 11 March 2009
4.
Subject: According to the proposal, Member States would be permitted to levy differentiated tolls on heavy goods vehicles in order to internalize the costs of local air pollution, noise and congestion. Tolls would vary according to the environmental performance of vehicles, the time period travelled, and the type of roads used. The precise amount would be determined by Member States using a common method for the calculation of costs and maximum values. The revenue from the proportion of tolls corresponding to the external costs would have to be earmarked to finance projects for sustainable mobility.
5.
Inter-institutional reference number: 2008/0147(COD)
6.
Legal basis: Article 71 EC Treaty
7.
Competent Parliamentary Committee: Committee on Transport and Tourism (TRAN)
8.
Commission's position: The Commission can accept certain amendments.
The Commission can accept the following amendments: AM 1, 2 (except last sentence which lacks clarity), 3, 7 (first and second parts), AM 8, AM 11 (except last sentence), AM 12, 14, 15, 16, 18, 20 to 24, 31, 36, 42, 44 to 47, 50, 55, 56 (if earmarking is not limited to road transport), 58, 69, 73.
The Commission can accept the following amendments subject to re-drafting:
AM 4 after linguistic redrafting and once the part related to maritime transport is brought in line with the Commission's policy line and the part related to rail infrastructure is completed with "inter alia", AM 5 and 6 after linguistic redrafting, AM 10 by focussing on the importance of converging calculation methods to allow transparency in charging schemes, AM 17 if the date for the introduction of an interoperable tolling system is brought in line with the one in the ITS action plan, AM 19 once the promotion of sustainable mobility is added as one of the main uses of earmarking of revenues from external cost charges, AM 34 and 41 after clarification of the table referred to, AM 51: reject last part of amendment since no discount is possible for external cost charges, AM 53: needs to be redrafted so that full coherence with the provisions of Directive 2004/52/EC and the comitology decisions implementing this Directive is guaranteed. As it does not set out a legal rule, it also needs to be converted into a recital, AM 54: vehicle taxation is not related to the internalisation of external costs and therefore not the subject of the on-going revision of the Directive, AM 57: the minimum annual increase dedicated to TEN-T projects should preferably be specified, AM 61: unclear reference to external borders with third countries should be deleted, AM 63: last part needs redrafting so as not to prejudge the Commission's right of initiative. AM 76 needs to make clear that regulatory charges, which are an external cost charge without any maximal values fixed in the directive, are allowed in urban areas, but not on any roads outside urban areas.
The Commission can accept the following amendments in principle: AM 43: the Commission recognises the need for Member States to be able to vary tolls, as long as it does not lead to unjustified differentiation.
The Commission cannot accept the following amendments: AM 9: the directive only aims to internalise three external costs and does not provide unit values for any others, AM 12: would produce legal uncertainty, AM 25: introduces an unclear definition of scope of application which would create legal uncertainty, AM 26: restricts MS flexibility in applying tolls and vignettes on different categories of vehicles, AM 28 and 29: go against gradual introduction of directive and could deter Member States from applying it, AM 32: the bulk of safety costs are already covered by the infrastructure cost charge, AM 35: there is no link between EURO emission standards and application of external cost charges for noise and congestion, AM 37: adding a "conurbation mark-up" might lead to double-charging, AM 38 and 39: might result in European priority projects being neglected in favour of less complex national projects, AM 40: combining the mark-up and an external cost charge would lead to double-charging, AM 48: the amendment would introduce a too narrow definition of the European interest and alter the compromise reached in 2006 to secure the commercial viability of certain very peculiar infrastructure, AM 49: The amendment would allow Member States to discriminate based on other characteristics of technical or administrative nature, AM 52: Member States wishing to apply external cost charges should be allowed to do so in the interim period whilst setting up an interoperable electronic tolling system, AM 59: would create further constraints for MS wishing to apply external cost charges, AM 60: not related to internalisation of external costs, AM 62: prejudges the right of initiative of the Commission, AM 64, 65 and 66: leave too much discretion to Member States, AM 67 and 68: vehicle class can be different from Euroclass. AM 71, 72 and 76 deleting the definition, maximal values and calculation method of congestion cost would create a great legal uncertainty as congestion costs remain chargeable costs.
9.
Outlook for amendment of the proposal: In order to facilitate the on-going work in the Council, the Commission has informed the Council working group orally of its position on the EP amendments immediately after the adoption of the opinion of the EP in first reading.
10.
Outlook for the adoption of the proposal: The Czech Presidency held a political debate during the Transport Council of 30 March 2009. Following this debate, the prospects for a rapid adoption of a common position appear limited. No significant progress is expected in Council under the Swedish and Spanish presidencies.
The second reading will take place under the new Parliament; an adoption in second reading or in conciliation is currently envisaged for the Belgian, Hungarian or Polish presidency in 2010/2011.
