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ACEA comments on impact assessment to CO2/cars strategy 

In Brief 
 

 
• The impact assessment’s problem definition is misleading, which causes a mismatch 

between the real challenge and the proposed solutions. 
 
• The impact assessment has left out crucial parts, concerning the societal costs and 

the economic consequences amongst others, which were part of the original version 
of the document that served to prepare the Commission’s CO2 Communication from 
February 7.  

o The impact assessment reports “no perceptive impact on employment”. This 
contrasts with the original version of the impact assessment, which stated 
explicitly that “car exports decrease and car imports increase” as a result of 
the proposed policy, that “some shifting of jobs and production outside the 
EU is happening especially within the small car segment”, that Russia “could 
be an interesting new product location for European volume brands” and 
that “at the supplier industry, additional job cuts have to be expected”. 

o The impact assessment acknowledges that the proposed policy will have 
unintended consequences on car segments, including a shift from diesel to 
gasoline cars. What is not reported anymore, contrary to the previous text, is a 
reduction of the number of small cars and an increase in the number of 
large cars. “This is because the scenario implemented corresponds to an 
increase of purchase costs by more than 10% for small cars”, and even “+18% 
for small petrol cars” below 1.4l. 

 
• The EU has espoused the principle of cost-effectiveness. According to the 

Commission’s ECCP consultant, the proposed measures on vehicle technology are 
not cost-effective. More can be done for the environment at lower costs to society. 

 
• The impact assessment does not report the costs industry and consumers face: 

while the Commission’s ECCP consultant calculated societal costs of €132 to 233/t 
CO2 abated for going from 140g/km to 120g/km, the impact assessment brings the 
costs significantly down, deviating from independently established figures.  

 
• The impact assessment ignores important measures and policy options from the 

outset (such as eco-driving, infrastructure measures, some biofuels), thus denying 
larger cost-effective CO2 reductions 

 
• The impact assessment admits that the proposed policy will lead to an increase in 

kilometres driven because of the “rebound effect” of installing expensive technology 
that, once a car is bought, makes driving cheaper in day-to-day use. This again shows 
the shortcomings of the current focus on vehicle technology/new cars, whereas most 
CO2-emissions come from increased mileage. 

 
 
 

----------------------------
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Background 
 

1. Misleading problem definition 
On page 4, the impact assessment reports rising road transport CO2 emissions. The figures 
used are those of road transport as a whole, not of passenger cars. This is misleading, firstly 
because passenger car CO2 emissions have been stable or even declined in key EU markets 
over recent years, and secondly because the proposed future policy does not focus on road 
transport as a whole, but on new passenger cars and light commercial vehicles.  
 

On page 4, the charts show emissions from the transport sector as a whole, i.e. also including 
air transport. This misrepresents the nature of the issue, and tries to legitimise the suggested 
policy focus on passenger car engine technology. Of course, an integrated approach 
(combining efforts involving vehicle technology, fuels, taxation, infrastructure and driving 
style) to CO2 reductions would have the advantage of affecting overall road transport. 
However, DG ENVI has excluded measures such as eco-driving and infrastructure 
adjustments from its policy proposal.  
 

On page 4, the impact assessment states that the situation in the transport sector makes it 
“harder for the EU to meet its Kyoto commitments”. This contrasts strongly with the 2006 
Commission Communication on CO2/cars (COM(2006) 463 final), which concludes that the 
car industry, through its CO2 Commitment, has “delivered a sizeable contribution to the EU 
strategy for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and to its Kyoto reduction objectives”. Indeed, 
the average emissions form new cars have decreased by 13% since 1995. 
 

The misleading problem definition leads to a mismatch between challenge and solution: 
On page 8, the impact assessment correctly states that “improvements in car technology have 
delivered the bulk of the reduction”, while the impact of labelling and fiscal measures has 
been negligible (see page 18). Instead of refocusing on the demand side, and realise the true 
“joint endeavour” of the existing EU strategy’s 3 pillars (Commitments, taxation, labelling), 
DG ENVI proposes to regulate supply, continuing the current imbalanced situation at high 
costs.  
 

2. Economic impact 
The impact assessment reports “no perceptive impact on employment”. This contrasts strongly 
with the previous version, which summarised macroeconomic effects of the proposed policy 
on pages 33/34. The following are quotes from the original impact assessment: 
• “Transport demand, GDP and real consumption are slightly affected with a downward 

trend”; 
• “Car imports and exports in the EU experience the largest changes of all macroeconomic 

variables. This is due to the fact that the assumed increases in car purchase costs make 
European cars more expensive than those from other world regions. Consequently, car 
exports decrease and car imports increase”; 

• “Some shifting of jobs and production outside the EU is happening especially within the 
small car segment” due to “rising technology costs”; 

• “Especially Russia as an emerging market could be an interesting new product location for 
European volume brands”; 

• “At the supplier industry, additional job cuts have to be expected”. 
 

This contrasts sharply with the current impact assessment’s assertion on page 9 that the 
proposed measures are “in line” with the Lisbon strategy. Moreover, it is unclear if costs of 
other policy measures are considered in this economic analysis. The significant costs due to 
Euro 5 and Euro 6 obligations are only one example of a cumulative impact of requirements. 
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2.1 Impact on car segments 
The impact assessment acknowledges that the proposed policy will have unintended 
consequences on car segments, including a shift from diesel to gasoline cars. What is not 
reported anymore, contrary to a previous draft, is a reduction of the number of small cars and 
an increase in the number of large cars. “This is because the scenario implemented 
corresponds to an increase of purchase costs by more than 10% for small cars”, and even 
“+18% for small petrol cars” below 1.4l. Such a dramatic price increase would have dramatic 
consequences for the automotive industry. It shows that the policy focus is incorrect. 
 
 

3. Cost Effectiveness 
The EU has espoused the principle of cost-effectiveness. Those measures should be taken, that 
will achieve a target at lowest societal costs. According to the Commission’s ECCP (European 
Climate Change Programme) consultant, the proposed measures on vehicle technology are not 
cost effective. The impact assessment tries to give the impression that they are by 1) arbitrarily 
reducing vehicle costs, deviating form the consultant’s independent calculations, and 
2) excluding a large number of cost-effective measures from the cost comparison, both in 
relation to the transport sector (such as eco-driving and infrastructure adjustments) and to non-
transport sector measures. 
 

3.1 Costs of vehicle technology according to ECCP 
Within ECCP2, a consultant for the Commission, TNO, assessed costs and reduction potential 
of different measures (Task A)1. The study concludes that costs of lowering average CO2 
emissions from 140g/km to 120g/km through vehicle technology would translate into societal 
costs of €132 - €233/t CO2 abated.  
 

3.2 Costs of other transport measures 
A full Integrated Approach could help achieve CO2 reductions at lower societal costs by 
including alternative fuels, eco-driving, tyre pressure and infrastructure. Within ECCP2, the 
Commission’s consultant concluded that eco-driving allows CO2 reductions at negative costs 
(cost savings) to society. ECCP2 confirmed that alternative fuels allow significant CO2 
reductions at lower societal costs than vehicle technology. Unfortunately, DG ENVI excluded 
infrastructure from this analysis from the outset. Other studies demonstrate their potential. In 
fact, Japan counts 28.3Mt of CO2 reductions in its Kyoto implementation plan. Japan has 
announced new CO2 targets for passenger car emissions last year to be applied with by 2015, 
accounting 52% to infrastructure adjustments and 48% to vehicle technology, leading to an 
average limit value for cars of 138 gCO2/km by 2015. 
 

3.3 Costs of other sectors 
CO2 Abatement costs of other industries are demonstrably much lower. In 2001, the European 
Climate Change Programme (ECCP) identified CO2 reduction options, concluding that the 
potential exists to reduce twice the Kyoto target at below €20/t CO2. This is the relevant 
benchmark for policy. 
 
 

4. The impact assessment does not report the costs industry and 
consumers face 

The Commission’s ECCP consultant calculated a retail price increase of €3650 for reaching 
120g/km. The impact assessment greatly lowers this through a series of operations: 
 

4.1 Biased Assumptions on Weight Increase 
The impact assessment gives the impression that two scenarios have been considered as 
regards the future evolution of weight of cars. This misrepresents the ECCP report (Task A), 
                                                 
1 http://forum.europa.eu.int/Public/irc/env/eccp_2/library?l=/light-duty_vehicles&vm=detailed&sb=Title 
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where three (!) scenarios are considered, namely the central estimate (1.5% weight increase 
p.a.) and two additional scenarios with decreasing and increasing weight changes (shown on 
page 77 of the ECCP report). The impact assessment simply ignores the higher scenario and 
deviates from the central estimate, which the consultant says has “the danger of projecting 
desired developments”. The effect of this bias is large: a 19% reduction in costs compared to 
the consultant’s central estimate is assumed. Moreover, the higher estimate, which would 
increase costs by 21% compared to the central estimate, is completely ignored.  
 
It must be noted that this approach is not only questionable from a procedural or modelling 
point of view. The impact assessment states, page 14, that “new exhaust emission regulations 
will be largely met with system optimisation rather than new, additional systems”. This is 
factually incorrect, as DG ENVI knows well. For example, Euro 5 and Euro 6 legislation 
require the installation of diesel particulate filters and NOx after-treatment systems. Moreover, 
the consultant stated explicitly that its policy would require large-scale hybridisation, which 
would add further weight.  
 

4.2 Biased Assumptions on Cost Curve Methodologies 
On page 14/15, the impact assessment states that “two options are envisaged” as far as the cost 
curve methodology is concerned. This misrepresents the ECCP report, where three (!) 
scenarios are considered: the central, higher and lower cost curve. The impact assessment 
simply ignores the higher cost curve! The effect of this bias is large: a 17% reduction in costs 
compared to the consultant’s central estimate. Moreover, the higher estimate, which would 
increase costs by 17% compared to the central estimate, is completely ignored.  
 

4.3 Leaving aside costs to reach the baseline 
The impact assessment considers only the costs of moving from 140 tot 120 gCO2/km by 
2012, completely disregarding the costs of reaching 140g/km from the actual situation today. 
It thus ignores the letter and spirit of the Commitments negotiated with the associations: 
ACEA, JAMA and KAMA have submitted detailed data to the Commission showing the 
negative impact on their CO2- emission reduction efforts of external factors for which they 
cannot be held accountable. These include regulation, market changes and other factors such 
as scattered taxation schemes, the weak economic environment, and others. A key factor is the 
persistent weak demand for fuel-efficient cars and related solutions. Such external factors are 
explicitly mentioned in the 1998 Commitment and related official documents, in agreement 
that they need to be considered when evaluating industry’s performance under the 
Commitment, and when revising the EU strategy on cars towards a new policy framework. 
Obviously, leaving aside costs to reach the baseline is to the detriment of vehicles in the cost-
effectiveness analysis. 
 

4.4 Leaving aside costs to maintain the baseline 
As the consultant explains clearly, costs are associated with maintaining the 2008 target of 
140g/km over the following years. This is due to the projected weight increase, which entails 
an average cost of €245 per vehicle (see page 15 of final ECCP report). The impact 
assessment seems to leave out this cost.  
 

4.5 High overall Bias distorts Cost-Effectiveness Analysis 
The biased assumptions mutually reinforce each other. All of the divergences from the final 
ECCP report lower cost estimates for vehicles. 
 
 

5. The impact assessment ignores important measures 
On page 25, the impact assessment admits that “imports of Brazilian ethanol, that presents 
higher WtW benefits, have not been taken into consideration”. This is surprising if the 
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objective of policy is CO2 reductions – or cost-effectiveness: Brazilian ethanol was assessed to 
be highly cost-effective in the ECCP final report. There is no justification for their exclusion. 
 

On page 27, the impact assessment states that “the inclusion of eco-driving… is not possible 
due to the lack of monitorability and accountability”. This contrasts with the fact that an EU-
sponsored project (ECODRIVEN) monitors and quantifies reductions through eco-driving and 
includes many stakeholders interested in participating in an EU-wide eco-driving campaign. 
Moreover, it fails to point out that technology improvements may be monitorable, but that 
driver behaviour and infrastructure issues need to be considered when translating technology 
performance into CO2 emitted. Therefore, building an opposition between vehicle technology 
(“monitorable”) and eco-driving (“non-monitorable”) is misleading. On page 28, the impact 
assessment admits “limitations of the current version of TREMOVE for the modeling” of 
taxation. In other words: as the impact assessment is unable to use an appropriate model for 
assessing the CO2 impact of taxation, the only option is regulatory… 
 

On page 11/12, the impact assessment states that several options “have been discarded at an 
early stage”, including fuel taxation and infrastructure measures. This is surprising as fuel 
taxation could be an effective means of stimulating demand for CO2 efficient vehicles, 
encourage drivers to use their cars responsibly, and pull CO2 saving alternative fuels into the 
market. Again, this shows a focus on command-and-control measures from the start. Similarly, 
the justification for excluding infrastructure measures – the fact that transport policy initiatives 
are part of the recent review of the Transport Policy White Paper – does not convince. The 
Transport Policy White Paper also refers to EU ambitions in terms of road safety. Obviously, 
nobody would use this fact to argue against further specific measures on road safety. 
 

 
6. Rebound Effect 

The impact assessment admits that the preferred options, all focussing on new car technology, 
lead to an increase in kilometres driven. This is because of the “rebound effect” of installing 
expensive technology that makes driving cheaper in day-to-day use. This again shows the 
shortcomings of DG ENVI’s policy approach, which leaves out important measures on the use 
of vehicles (e.g. eco-driving, infrastructure measures, some alternative fuels). 
 
 
 

** * 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




















