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On 28 March 2011 the Commission decided to conthdt European Economic and Social
Committee, under Article 304 of the Treaty on thwétioning of the European Union, on the

White Paper — Roadmap to a Single European Trarispoea — Towards a
competitive and resource efficient transport system
COM(2011) 144 final.

The Section for Transport, Energy, Infrastructund the Information Society, which was responsible
for preparing the Committee's work on the subjadbpted its opinion on 7 October 2011.

At its 478" plenary session, held on 26 and 27 October 20EEtjny of 26 October), the European
Economic and Social Committee adopted the follovapinion by 168 votes to 3. with 8 abstentions.

1. Conclusions and recommendations

1.1 The European Economic and Social Committee (EE®63dby welcomes the Roadmap to a
Single European Transport Area (White Paper) (hefaar referred to as the Roadmap). The
strategies presented in the Roadmap are to adagree in line with what the Committee has
stated in earlier opinions. Nonetheless, the Cotamitas reservations in a number of areas.

1.2 The EESC agrees that the 2050 vision goal of anpaese gas (GHG) reduction of 60% in
the transport sector, although very challengingn kne with the EU's overall climate policy
aims and that it strikes a reasonable balance betvwike need for quick reductions of
greenhouse gases and the time needed to optimésgyeafficiency in a single European
Transport Area and develop new and sustainables faletl propulsion systems in order to
reduce dependence on fossil fuels.

1.3 The EESC observes an important gap between thetgig, the ways in which they would
be achieved and the financing required to achibeent The EESC recommends a better
articulation between the Roadmap's strategic measiup to 2050) and the more practical
and immediate measures (2020 and 2030).

1.4 As the Roadmap rightly states, a higher marketesbfalternative modes requires significant
investment in infrastructure. The document, howgeweainly deals with financing of the
future TEN-T core network and indicates a numbgpasfsible ways of raising at least part of
the required funding. Charging and private fundarg not feasible solutions everywhere.
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These observations also apply to infrastructurgeneral, including the still-needed road
infrastructure and maintenance. The EESC recomm#ratssufficient financial means be

allocated to transport infrastructure in the Multiaal Financial Framework post-2013.

Future projects require better coordination betwistmber States and the EU institutions
regarding criteria for planning and prioritisatiand must also include the modernisation of
existing infrastructure.

The EESC supports developing a strategy to prokigi®pe with transport that is efficient
and genuinely sustainable and which takes econaeniiyonmental and social challenges
into consideration. Developments in all modes afs$port must take greater account of social
dialogue and strengthen it. The EESC notes theemde to "minimum service obligations" in
the Roadmap. This is however a matter for collechargaining in each EU Member State.
The EESC shares the Commission's view that so@#bglie is essential to prevent social
conflicts, fully respecting workers' rights of aadtive action, in accordance with Article 151
of the Treaty on the Functioning of the Europeainbin

In addition to the emphasis placed on the needeate favourable conditions for quality jobs
in the transport sector, measures should be pwafadr to strengthen training and assist
market players in their recruitment efforts. Ovkrtile social dimension of the roadmap is
weak.

The Roadmap is quite pessimistic as regards thsilplity of decarbonising road freight
transport. Perhaps it should consider, in additonpromoting the development of new
propulsion systems and fuels, giving even more sdfp measures capable of optimising the
use of such transport and reducing the numberushg@ys while at the same time maintaining
overall capacity through e-freight measures, bétigistics and vehicles and development of
Green Corridors.

Although the Roadmap relies on combining modesawfdport (one aspect of co-modality), it
also proposes specific modal shift objectives fmadr freight transport (i.e. 30% of road
freight over 300 km to shift to other modes suchasor waterborne transport by 2030 and
more than 50% by 2050). This proposed "one-sizediit' approach lacks adequate scientific
basis and neither the White Paper nor the impa#sasment explain the rationale of this
threshold.

The Roadmap recommends extending the policy ofgdémdon, particularly within the rail
sector. The EESC members request that a balansedsasent be carried out of the reforms
implemented in the various Member States, partiulthe arrangements regarding the
separation between infrastructure management and aperations, and their impact on
increasing passenger numbers and railway use,ysafshployment, service quality,
production costs and the affordability of pricimy passengers.
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The Roadmap suggests making it compulsory for pugivice contracts to be awarded on
the basis of competitive tendering only. The EE®Qds that, before presenting proposals on
this matter and no more than six months after 3ebwer 2014, the European Commission
produces a report on the implementation of ReguigicC) No 1370/2007, as provided for in
Article 8(2) of that document.

The Committee wishes to emphasise the major isbwgban public transport as part of a
sustainable transport policy. There is a huge rieedevelop urban public transport that is
effective, safe, affordable and competitive in canmgon with private transport. This is all the
more important because of the obvious benefitsefaissions, noise and congestion. The
Committee therefore supports the aim of the Eunopéion, whilst showing due regard for
the principle of subsidiarity, to set targets foe tMember States for developing urban public
transport and to harness Structural Funds and @whEsnds to help develop and modernise
this form of transport, at the same time boostihg #ctivities of the urban mobility
observatory.

Lastly, the Roadmap brings up urban goods transpattin a way that is too low key and

defensive. The relevance and possibility of devielppa common line of action and

proposing mandatory legislation in this domain doliive been explored, given that urban
last mile distribution is vital for the free movemef goods within the internal market and
for encouraging sustainable modal choices.

Introduction

The 1992 and 2001 White Papers largely aimed atngakansport more sustainable, through
for instance a modal shift from road toward morgimmmentally friendly transport modes
such as sea, inland waterways or rail, by promoéngironmentally friendly solutions by
making transport pay its real costs to societyughointernalisation of external costs, but also
through endeavouring to reduce the need for trabhtirough efficient planning.

Over time, and in particular with the 2006 Mid-tereview of the European Commission's
2001 Transport White Paper a change of emphasisd@sred, in that more emphasis has
been placed on co-modality, efficient multimodalngport chains, and the need for adequate
infrastructure and support systems, as a meangdoce the environmental footprint of
transport.

The Roadmap differs from earlier White Paperssrsitope, since it is based on a vision over
four decades, up to 2050, with some aims set ciaséme, in 2020 and 2030, and in clearly
stating that curbing mobility is not an option. Netheless, the Roadmap sets ambitious aims
as regards sustainability, particularly in termseakrgy efficiency, reduced dependence on
oil, reduced greenhouse gas emissions and techcalagvelopment.
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General comments

The EESC welcomes the Roadmap as a valuable catidribto the development of an
efficient and sustainable transport system in Eeirdjne strategies presented in the Roadmap
are to a large degree in line with what the Coneaitias said in its earlier opinions.

It is to be regretted that the list of proposed sneas contains very few timing indications. It
may be possible to infer some such indications ymaring the list of ten goals under
Section 2.5 in the Roadmap, but this would be guesswork. In practice, the Roadmap does
not clearly relate to strategic measures (up tadOR0&th tactical measures (which may be
adopted immediately). In particular, the Roadmapu&houtline a more precise work plan for
the period 2013-2020.

The EESC recognises the vital role of transpo# &sctor for competitiveness and prosperity,
the need to create an integrated European transpsteém, as well as the need to improve
sustainability and promote low carbon transport espdenergy and resource efficiency,
security and independence of supply and the restudf traffic congestion. The EESC can
approve the emphasis put on optimised multimodgist chains and a more efficient use of
transport infrastructure. It also supports the Raagls strategy to make use of a larger share
of market-driven measures compared to previousoresof the White Paper.

In earlier opinions, the EESC has also asked &archnd concrete measures adapted to reach
the aims sought. On a number of points the Roadooajd be seen as an important step
forward in this regard starting with the generatament in para. 13 that a "business as usual"
approach will not lead to adequate results in teofnslependence on oil, G@missions,
accessibility and the social costs of accidentsramsk.

Most of the planned initiatives are directed towdh# implementation of a co-modal
transport system within a Single European Transfigt. The emphasis put on co-modality
is appreciated. The EESC stresses that the co-ityodpproach upon which the Roadmap is
based means optimisation of all modes of trangmowell as between them. A number of the
planned measures warrant comments, however.

The Roadmap sets very ambitious goals relatingpeéogteening of the transport system, but
lacks realism on how this will be achieved and mouch this will cost. The EESC is worried
about the gap between the objectives, the wayshichamhey should be achieved and the
financing required to achieve them.

The long term goal of minus 60% G®missions from the transport sector in 2050 i®y v
challenging objective that could be very centraténhnical and policy development in the
transport sector if it is left standing for thedeeeable future.
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The EESC agrees that the emissions goal is inwitiethe EU's overall position on climate
protection and that it has struck a balance betwien need for quick reductions of
greenhouse gases in society and the possibilitsflly using alternative fuel sources for the
important work of the transport sector in the Urscgconomy. The Committee suggests that
this long-term roadmap objective be accompanied bymber of more specific measurable,
medium-term objectives for reducing oil dependenoése and atmospheric pollution.

The EESC notes the clear and important statemepiaiagraph 18 in the Roadmap that
"curbing mobility is not an option”. It is in theoBmittee's view important that this statement
is not misinterpreted as being against any measureake transport more energy efficient
and emission saving through e.g. transport optioisaf packages, better logistics to gain
higher loading factors, promoting public transpaptions. These are listed in the Roadmap
and are generally welcomed. It encourages changehaviour and consumption. Striking a

balance between achieving the emission goals edtlin the Roadmap and continuing to
meet EU society's mobility needs will obviously\ssy challenging. That is why EESC finds

the statement in paragraph 18 important.

Regarding road freight transport, the EESC suppibrsneed to efficiently use available
resources by coordinating smaller consignments puatling in place optimal logistic
multimodal "green corridors" through cooperationtween public and private actors.
However, the EESC notes that the ambitious dec#imgnobjective (-60% C¢& might
require a broader and bolder range of measures.

The Roadmap considers the need to enhance the tieemass of alternative modes to road
transport. The Committee supports this aim, as lasgit is done by promoting higher
capacity and quality in rail, inland waterways asttbrt sea shipping as well as efficient
intermodal services, and not by hindering develapned efficient and sustainable road
services within the EU.

While actively promoting alternative transport msdéhe European Commission and the
Member States should also make every effort to miake transport more sustainable, in
economic, ecological and social terms. The EESCoiscerned at the tensions that have
occurred owing to diverging social protection anage levels in the road haulage market.
The Committee stresses the importance of soci@giia in this sector, and on the efficient
implementation of the surveillance measures pralifbe in the road transport package, to
enter into force on 4 December 2011. The EESC dppethe Commission to follow closely
the implementation of that package by Member Stated for the Commission and Member
States to allocate all necessary resources to camf@nt and control of the road transport
acquis. The EU should also take measures to erfairecompetition, decent working
conditions and enhanced road safety, includingrodgg access to the inner transport market
by third-country road haulage operators and thsiptesrisks of market distortion.
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As the Roadmap rightly states, a higher marketesb&the alternative modes requires major
infrastructure investments, including investment noad transport infrastructure. The
document does not, however, provide clear indioatie to how this is to be financed. The
general recourse to private investments and imfretstre charging cannot be considered as a
panacea. The Committee is, as stated in a numbeeadfer opinions, in favour of
internalisation in the transport sector. The Corteritagrees that according to the concept of
"polluter pays", economic instruments are to reftee true cost of transport for our societies,
so as to influence market behaviour in a sustagndblkction. In this respect, the revenues
from these additional charges should be earmariadketvelop sustainable transport and to
optimise the whole transport system in order tdea@ha genuine sustainable mobility policy.
They should also be kept separate from chargesatbagstablished for a financing purpose,
that is according to the "user pays" principle.

Regarding the internalisation of external costs,EESC reiterates that this measure must be
applied to all modes of transport aftkén a recent opinion the EESC concluded that the E
must implement a gradual substitution of existiages in the transport sector by more
efficient market-based instruments in order to rimiise external costs into the pricing
structure.

The EESC is very doubtful about the appropriaternésbe specific modal shift goal of the

Roadmap: i.e. 30% of road freight over 300 km tiftdlo other modes such as rail or

waterborne transport by 2030 and more than 50%089.2This proposed "one-size-fits-all"

approach lacks adequate scientific basis and meithe White Paper nor the impact

assessment explain the rationale of this threshdloteover such vision, if implemented,

would place a heavy burden on many peripheral Mer8tetes, undermining the principle of
regional cohesion. The EESC calls on the Commisigmay close attention to this matter,
providing all the necessary explanations. The EBS8®ever also notes that around 85% of
freight volumes in the EU is short-haul below 158, kwhere no real alternative to road
transport is likely to emerge in the coming decades

The same is also true regarding the aim that trakielld largely shift to rail on medium
distances. More public transport with buses seemnde a valuable option that is not
considered in the Roadmap.

Specific comments

The EESC supports the trans-European transporoneivprogramme. It notes that the needs
of the enlarged Europe in the field of transpoftastructure have grown and some thought

EESC opinion on thimternalisation of External Cost®©J C 317, 23.12.2009, p. 80 (CESE 1195/2009).
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has to be given to the matter of how to adapt egspolicy and instruments of its
implementation to the forthcoming challen?ges

The EESC supports the creation of a single Europkgnwhich is a fundamental factor for
ensuring the competitiveness of the European awiasiector on the global market. The
Committee calls for a stronger commitment from aklation stakeholders to ensure the
complete and rapid implementation of the EU's aimlit targets for the safety, cost
efficiency, capacity and sustainability of its ansport sector.

The EESC notes that the creation of a Single Eanofailway Area is necessary to enable
sustainable competition with other modes of trartspbhe EESC stresses the need to
establish conditions which ensure market and fimgnaconditions that are as equal as
possible between the modes

The EESC recalls that establishing a single Eumopadway area is heavily dependent on
progress in technical interoperabiﬁiy

The Roadmap recommends extending the policy of gdéation within the rail sector.
However, before any other steps in that direction taken, including structural separation
between services and infrastructure, the EESC stgjtleat a balanced assessment be carried
out of their impact on rail competitiveness, sesviuiality, employment and production cost,
in order to take due account of the fact that theedences of different reforms among
Member States tend to vary to a large extent.

The EESC recalls the needftod new sources of funding for railway infrastruicet, based on
objective and comparative cost/benefit analyisieefers in this regard to its recent opinion on
the single European rail area, in which it proposarying out studies into incentives for
investing, in proposals No X&ncouraging the creation of project bonds to ficaEuropean
projects)and 16(explore measures with the potential to encourageafe investment —
particularly in the long term — to make a more waeticontribution towards achieving the
objectives of the Europe 2020 Strate@gyy}he communicatioifowards a Single Market Act
The EESC can endorse the setting-up of a singbspat fund only if that fund is neutral and
ensures a level playing-field with respect to i@hsport modées

The Roadmap suggests making it compulsory for pudirvice contracts to be awarded on
the basis of competitive tendering only. The EE®@ds that, before presenting proposals on
this matter and no more than six months after 3eDder 2014, the European Commission

EESC opinion onSustainable development of the EU transport podiog planning for TEN-Tnot yet published in the
0OJ (CESE 1007/2011).

EESC opinion on th8ingle European Railway Are®J C 132, 3.5.2011, p. 99 (CESE 540/2011).
EESC opinion on th8ingle European Railway Are®J C 132, 3.5.2011, p. 99 (CESE 540/2011).
EESC opinion on th8ingle European Railway Are®J C 132, 3.5.2011, p. 99 (CESE 540/2011).
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will produce a report on the implementation of Ragan (EC) No 1370/2007, as provided
for in Article 8.2 of that document.

The EESC emphasises that European shipping ishalglader and is active in many areas
of the maritime sector. The global nature of smgpmhould be taken into account in all areas
such as free market access, the competitive posificcU shipping, safety, the environment
and labour markets.

The EESC notes that EU Member States are urgedtitp the Maritime Labour Convention

(MLC) of the International Labour Organization (Il.Qo have a level playing field

internationally, without prejudice to any highearstlards which may exist in the EU. EU
legislation should be completely in line with imational legislation, particularly the MLC
and the Standards of Training and CertificationSefafarers Convention (STCW) of the
International Maritime Organization (IMO).

The "Blue Belt" concept, the common European nmadtspace promoted by the Roadmap,
aims at the reduction of administrative burdensostoms procedures in intra-EU maritime
transport. This is to be welcomed. As it does eberrto social standards, the EESC expects
that social maritime standards will be given a bdbsough the imminent application and
enforcement of the Maritime Labour Convention 2006 the International Labour
Organization (ILO) by the EU Member States. The ERfges the European Commission to
put in place the necessary measures to ensure d@hmohisation of social standards
concerning intra-EU traffic, bearing in mind al$eetneed for an international level playing
field in this respect.

As regards the creation of an EU register and arfl&ifor maritime and inland waterway
transport, the feasibility of an EU register sholddcarefully assessed. It would be difficult —
if not impossible — to link the EU register to aefid system that provides benefits (e.g.
reduction in port dues, lower insurance costs duced inspections). Indeed, many issues are
covered by international agreements between the Hlember States that include a "national
treatment" clause. Establishing an EU register dioefuire common economic governance
at EU level, which does not currently exist.

Like the EU register, the idea of a European caastiservice is a recurring theme. This is
primarily an issue for the EU Member States, dgeg within their exclusive competence.
Since coastguard-related activities are dealt diffierently in the various EU Member States,
the creation of a European coastguard service wappear to be unnecessary or premature at
this stage. Efforts should instead be directed tdwacloser cooperation between the
coastguard services of the individual Member Stagadicularly with regard to issues such as
illegal immigration and drug trafficking. Where $ucooperative arrangements already exist,
efforts should be made to improve them.
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The need for innovation is important when it correeBnproving the environmental record of
shipping. There might be reasons for the EU toemevthe application as from 2015 of
dedicated rules in the Baltic and the North Sethersulphur content of marine fuel, and how
to address the distorting effects on competitiothsf measure, as well as possible effects on
modal shift.

The Roadmap outlines financing road infrastructwith "user pays" and "polluter pays"
charges. While it might certainly be a good businEtea to operate a road under such
conditions in the central parts of Europe that haigh transit traffic etc., this type of
enterprise would appear to be more risky in the yraeripheral Member States. Likewise,
high road charges would particularly affect freiffotm or to peripheral areas and may risk
distorting competition, especially among industresnpeting on a global market. It should
be emphasised that infrastructure financing shooltnally be the business of the State, or
the European Union, but that this rule may be dedidrom when conditions for private
financing are in place under conditions that arasoeable for the user (including
economically and physically vulnerable individuals)

The EESC notes the will to introduce more libetadés concerning road cabotage. Of course,
the Committee agrees that the current limitatiomdedd to lower loading factors and more
empty running and is thus not in line with the gaheolicy of optimising resources outlined
in the Roadmap. On the other hand, the Committaddnike to stress that the sector is far
from having reached the level of social and fis@monisation and enforcement that would
be needed for a total opening-up of the marketedalising cabotage could accentuate the
problems linked to diverging wage and social prib@clevels. Social dialogue and adequate
monitoring in accordance with the road transportkpge to become applicable as of
4 December 2011 could help remedy such problemshaiould also be addressed in the
work of the current high-level group on road traorsptasked by the Commission to review
the workings of this market. The EESC underlinesribed for complete enforcement of the
provisions of the posted workers' directive, intigatar in the case of road transport
cabotagg

The EESC attaches high importance, as a mattexaditéting the free movement of goods
and the free provision of international transpogrvies, to adequate and efficient
implementation of the European Road Charging Sydteah avoids the multiplication of
on-board units and contracts. The EESC favoursration of an adequate single focal point
for users.

The White Paper sets the goal of halving road ifealby 50% by 2020 and by 100% by
2050. However, the recently published Policy Gurgs on Road Safety 2011 — 2020 do not
address commercial road transport. The Committeemeends that: 1) the European

EESC opinion orHow EU policies have impacted on the job opportesijtthe training needs and the working conditiohs
transport workergexploratory opinion) not yet published in the (QESE 1006/2011).
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Commission address all factors that have a negatipact on road safety, including driver
fatigue; 2) harmonised and thorough statistics gogemultiple aspects of road accidents are
produced to tackle the real causes of the high toadsport accident rates; 3) there is
adequate support and investment in safe, securessible and affordable parking areas and
rest facilities for professional drivers; 4) roadfety is a primary objective in all future
legislative acts adopted at the European level.

The Committee welcomes the fact that the globaltexdnin which the transport sector
operates has been taken into account and that emple placed on the need for
environmental standards to be as global as possible

As regards the European Transport research, inieovahd deployment strategy, its aim to
support the development and deployment of cleandrraore energy-efficient propulsion
systems, support systems for transport operatidriagistics seem promising.

The Committee welcomes the initiative to develdptiaategic Transport Technology plan, in
close cooperation with the existing Strategic Epergchnology plan, to ensure the rapid
deployment of research results and supports thiatines already being implemented, such
as the Green Cars initiative and the 2010 strdimgthe development of clean vehicles.

The promotion of technological development and messsto influence travel behaviour and
freight operation planning are the two main aspettie second strand of the Commission’s
proposed strategy. The measures planned are cdepatith the development of a free

market and are thus appreciated.

The Committee stresses that the measures propos#el/€lop new behavioural patterns in
terms of both goods and passenger transport milsttreeal transport demand and, in the
case of public transport, social realities. Fornepke, while intermodal passenger ticketing
might be a useful initiative, the Committee belietieat it would be more efficient to proceed
with the state-of-the-art ticketless mobile phorehhology, enabling the use of different
transport carriers thanks to mobile phones thaeqrepped with Near Field Communication
(NFC) cards or chips. A swift standardisation of QNEechnology in Europe should be
considered, with the aim of permitting smooth tilivg across transport carriers and country
borders. Attention will have to be paid to reducihg cost of transport through the new
measures adopted.

As regards goods transport, the Committee regaelsdlue of the planned single electronic
transport document as positive if it helps to redan already too-abundant supply of
contractual forms.

The emphasis on the need to create favourable tcammglfor quality jobs is an important and
positive element for the future development of thensport industry. Measures should

TEN/454 — CESE 1607/2011 EN/o .



4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

-11 -

therefore be put forward that strengthen trainind assist market players in their recruitment
efforts, across all transport modes.

The EESC refers to its recent opinion on the Saspkcts of EU transport policy in which it
recommends attracting women and young workers tpla@ment opportunities in the
transport sector with measures which improve empby quality across all modes of
transport, working conditions, training and LifelgrLearning (LLL), career opportunities,
operational and occupational health and safety awthich contribute to a better
work-life-balancé.

The EESC recommends a better and stricter useaté 3id Guidelines (SAG) schemes in
the maritime sector, in particular examining thegbility of strengthening the link between
the granting of public subsidies or tax exemptiand employment guarantees and training
obligations.

The EESC also endorses the need to establish aalSdfinployment and Training
Observatory in the transport sector.

Overall, the social dimension of the roadmap iskvéa particular, the document makes no
headway on the issue of social and wage dumping;hwiepresents a serious problem for at
least three sectors: road haulage, inland wateraagianaritime transport. Adequate working
conditions and a level playing field can be ensubsd pursuing social dialogue and
introducing minimum working conditions, as suggdsite the Roadmap. However, specific
measures, such as dedicated state aid measurebenmegessary for sectors that are directly
exposed to low-cost competition. The upcoming nevief state aid guidelines for the
maritime transport sector will provide an initighgortunity to use this aid to encourage the
development of employment and training for EU aBthEitizens.

It is useful that the urban transport of both pagses and goods is highlighted in the

Roadmap, as more and more people in Europe arg limi urban areas. The Roadmap notes
that urban transport is outside the EU's legistathandate and that this limits the possibilities
for policy measures. However, at least as far@glit is concerned, it might in fact be worth

considering the extent to which urban last mileggort is linked to and relevant for the free

movement of goods within the internal market. ThHESE suggests that the European
Commission explore the possibility of introducingamdatory EU policy measures in this

field, if necessary. The Committee again notes thatRoadmap takes up a number of the
suggestions made by the Committee in its earligriops regarding urban transport, such as
coordination systems for passenger transport agigtio centres for freight.

EESC opinion orHow EU policies have impacted on the job opportesijtthe training needs and the working conditiohs
transport workergexploratory opinion) not yet published in the GESE 1006/2011).
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The EESC takes favourable note of the attentioargio the deployment of electric vehicles
and the necessary infrastructure to recharge ttand the standardisation issues related
thereto. The Committee has already, in its opinbonthis matte¥, expressed its strong
support for moves toward the wider uptake of electehicles, and in particular of electric
cars.

The Roadmap speaks in general terms of the nebitw rules on weights and dimensions
to optimise resource efficiency. One of the isstineg then arises is the scope for using the
European modular system (EMS) for maximum 25.25@nkeing road vehicle combinations.
This system is already accepted in national tramspoan increasing number of Member
States. The Committee is well aware of the ongalabate about the usefulness of such
vehicle combinations and regrets that this issusoisclearly addressed in the Roadmap. It
considers that the current ban on cross-bordespi@h involving such vehicles between
Member States that already permit them in natiamahsport is clearly a regulatory
bottleneck, which constitutes a barrier to the frevement of goods across borders and that
is not consistent with the aim of enhancing tranisptficiency and sustainability through a
co-modal approach. The Committee consequently ulge€ommission to take the initiative
to lift this ban. In a longer perspective, it islie assessed whether the use of longer road
vehicles operating with new fuels etc., could beéd to the development of multimodal
corridors envisaged in the Roadmap as part of thhe TEN-T network. The same goes, of
course, for the introduction of longer and heatiiains in the EU to enhance capacity in the
rail links of such multimodal corridors. The Comted is aware that the prerequisite for a
positive assessment of any change to load weight®ads is that this change should not
have any negative repercussions on the multimodal af transport units, in particular
combined rail/road transport. Any additional infrasture costs caused by longer or heavier
vehicles or trains must of course be accuratelyuet@d and shared appropriately by users
benefiting from the change.

The EESC regrets the absence in the White Papanyfeference to the problem of more
efficient and sustainable solutions for the Alppeasses. Existing rail and road infrastructure
do not have enough capacity to meet transport deérf@anthe coming decade. The EESC
would like to draw the Commission's attention tis thatter.

The Roadmap asserts the usefulness of coordinétargsport planning by operators to
optimise resource utilisation. In this respect, BiESC wonders whether guidelines should be
issued by the Commission to minimise the risk afflict with current competition rules.

In the light of the process of demographic charlye,ageing population and the fact that
people with disabilities represent 15% of the tg@pulation, the Committee recognises that
mobility will never be achieved unless every link the travel chain (including the built

EESC opinion onToward the wider uptake of electric vehiclésxploratory opinion), OJ C 44, 11.2.2011, p 47
(CESE 989/2010).
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environment, means of transport, different typesaiipment, information systems, booking
systems, services etc.) is accessible to everyidme Committee therefore fully supports the
European Commission's plans to propose a Europee@saibility Act.

However the Committee recognises that despite thedRap’'s many positive aspects, the
document has overlooked the practical aspects efbdity. Key concepts such as
sustainability and safety are discussed without ingakany mention of the issue of
accessibility. The Committee believes that in ortlerachieve better accessibility, it is
essential for all stakeholders to work togetheprimduce standards that are fully compatible
between all modes of transport to create genuibatyier-free transport. The regulations on
passengers’ rights also need further clarificatiod harmonisation in a number of areas, such
as denied boarding in the case of persons withbilitges, the right to take mobility
equipment and assistive devices on board, the goovof information etc.

The Committee proposes that the multi-annual firrftamework include accessibility as a
funding requirement. No EU TEN budget or other Buhd such as the structural funds
should be provided unless the projects in questanply with the Design For All principle.
To facilitate freedom of movement for people wiikabilities, the Committee also proposes
the adoption of a European Mobility Card, which Idoopen the door to a number of
harmonised concessions in EU countries.

Brussels, 26 October 2011.

The President
of the

European Economic and Social Committee

Staffan Nilsson
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