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The TUC is the national trade union centre, with 59
affiliated trade unions and just over 6.2 nillion nenbers.
Qur nenbership includes a | arge nunber of professiona
drivers who will be directly affected by any changes to the
| egi sl ation. W have consulted all our affiliates on this

i ssue before replying, since it is clear that ensuring the
saf e operation of tachograph vehicles is an inportant goa
affecting all road users.

The TUC believes that the ensuring road safety nust always

be given a very high priority indeed. Therefore, we support
t he general aims of the consultation, which we see as naking
di gital -tachographs nore reliable, secure and user-friendly.

The remai nder of this paper sets out our coments on the
consultation questions.

The consultation questions

Question 1 - Is it inportant that equipment of different
manuf acturers functions in exactly the same way? O shoul d
| egi sl ation focus on essential requirenents and give

manuf acturers nore freedomto devel op sol utions and inprove
t he equi prent ?

The key considerations are reliability, security, and ease
of use.

It is inmportant that the equi prment of different

manuf acturers functions in exactly the same way for ease of
use, understanding and for transparency reasons for
transport workers and their enployers.

Havi ng a nunber of different designs sinply causes confusion
and can nmake equi prent |ess effective.

Sone nodels are currently showi ng separate in-work breaks as
a total aggregated on screen, whilst others do not. This
practice of displaying breaks in sumnmakes it harder to
understand the true nature of the drivers work pattern

In addition, a standard design would rule out the
possibility that sone enployers could to put pressure on
manuf acturers to design different types of equi pnent in ways
that might reduce the effectiveness of the tachograph as a
saf eguard
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Question 2 - Should the |egislation on the tachograph
already foresee the integration of the digital tachograph
into an open in-vehicle platforn? If so, what other

regul atory applications should be integrated in this
platform (e.g. e-toll, recorder for accident investigation
e-call, speed control) and why? Wuld it be interesting for
fl eet managenent or other applications related to safety or
security of transport, or to |law enforcenent, to have a
real -time "tracking and tracing” function?

There could be nerits in building in to tachographs new
functions that would aid accident investigation

However, there is serious concern anongst drivers that
extendi ng the functions of the digital tachograph into an
open in-vehicle platformwuld inevitably | ead to enpl oyers
abusing the use of the information that applications can
provi de.

Real -time “tracking and tracing” functions woul d be bound to
be used as a system of work nonitoring by enployers, and the
i nformation that they could provide would be used in
attenpts to discipline transport workers. Using the
tachograph for reasons other than ensuring safety could have
a serious effect on how drivers on how drivers viewthis
equi pnent, which could end up underm ning the safety
functions of the system

Sone of the suggested applications nmust al so be weighed in
the light of a workers right to privacy at work.

Therefore the raft of suggested regul atory applications
shoul d not just be inplenented in the way proposed. If

enpl oyers wi sh to introduce new applications they nust
follow the norrmal workpl ace negotiating process and consult
with their workforce in order to determ ne what are the
appropriate nonitoring systenms needed for that particular
wor kpl ace

Question 3 - Should renmote downl oad of the digita

t achograph be encouraged? Is a regul atory approach deened
appropriate in order to facilitate wi despread introduction?
Devel opi ng nmeasures to all ow renote downl oadi ng coul d

i nprove the efficiency of tachograph operations. However,
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such operations nust be both secure and proof agai nst
systens failure so that data cannot be | ost.

In addition, it is vital that drivers will still be able to
downl oad data manual |y thensel ves so that they have easy
access to the information that they need in order to ensure
that their working patterns are safe. This is particularly
important in the case of drivers who work for nore than one

enpl oyer.

Question 4 - What is your practical experience? Are there
any obstacles for speedy downl oad of data?

Downl oadi ng i nformati on can be slow in cases where a variety
of different cards have to be used in the process.

Question 5 - How could the equi prent be changed in order to
nmake controls nore efficient? Should the nobile control of

novi ng vehi cl es be envisaged in order to reduce

adnmi ni strative burden for industry and enforcenent bodi es?

Al'l owi ng enforcement bodies to draw information

el ectronically fromtachographs in nmoving vehicles could be
used to inprove the coverage and efficiency of enforcenent
however this techni que should not be used to replace random
checks that involve stopping vehicles; otherwise the quality
of enforcenment will suffer. Tachograph checks on novi ng
vehi cl es shoul d be additi onal

Rel yi ng on noving vehicle checks would not identify one
conmon abuse of the tachograph rules, nanmely cases where a
driver uses sonmeone else’'s card in an attenpt to get round
working tine restrictions.

Question 6 - Is the current security |evel proportional? Can
and shoul d there be other sources of notion? Could the

aut henti cated tine/ speed/ positioning data provided by the
future European "GPS' system Galileo, be used as a second
and i ndependent source of notion to ensure security of data?

There are no phil osophical objections to suing Galileo as a
back-up i ndependent source of notion to ensure security of
dat a.

However, there nust be safeguards in place in order to
ensure that request for data fromGalileo to back up
tachograph informati on can only be used for the purpose of
denonstrating and ensuring conpliance with the tachograph
rul es.

To be explicit, enployers nust not be able to use such
i nformation for the purposes of disciplinary inquiries that
do not relate to breeches of the tachograph rules.
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Question 7 - In case a vehicle is only occasionally used in
the scope of Regulation (EC) No 561/2006, for exanple when
exceeding fromtime to tinme the radius set in sone
exceptions, should it be possible to use different nmeans of
recording activities?

No. this would create a significant |oophole that would be
expl oi ted by unscrupul ous enpl oyers.

Question 8 - Wich option (out of 3 options for
conpatibility/ interoperability set out in the condoc.) do
you prefer? In case you prefer option 2: Wat are the nost

i nportant issues for conpatibility between a new generation
of tachographs and the current digital tachograph, and what
ot her parts of the equi pnent, apart fromdriver cards,
shoul d be conpatible in your view?

It seenms nost likely that it will be possible to inprove

upon the current technology. It follows that option 2,
whi ch includes “backwards conpatibility” to allow driver
cards fromthe current systemto be used as well, would be

favoured option. Anything else would lead to the effective
establ i shment of nore than one tachograph regine at a tine,
with all the negative inplications for enforceability and
efficiency that would entail.

Question 9 - Should the |egislation specify how new

equi pnent has to be introduced in the field? Should a
retrofit be possible, mandatory or take place in case of
repl acenment of defective equipnent? What are the essential
steps for the introduction of new equi pment? Should type
approval for tachographs fall under the general type
approval schene for vehicles?

Retrofits should be nandatory, as this would be the only way
to maintain effective and efficient enforcenent of al
t achograph vehi cl es.

Retrofitting should be tightly regulated so there is no room
for msinterpretation of how retrofits should be carried
out.

The rul es should specify that defective equi prment should be
repl aced wi thin 24 hours.

Question 10 - Should it be possible to carry out field tests
bef ore type approval is requested, while naintaining the
sane security standards? How should field test be limted
(geographi cal ly, nunber of equipnents, duration of the field
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test, etc.)?

Field testing is an inportant step in making sure that
t achograph equi prent wor ks as i ntended.

This nmust be read in the context of our answer to question
1, which was that it is inportant that the equi pnent of

di fferent manufacturers functions in exactly the same way
for ease of use, understanding and for transparency reasons
for transport workers and their enpl oyers.

Question 11 - Wich option do you prefer and if you prefer
option 2 or 3 (for type approval of new equi pment not
currently foreseen), for which parts: seals, downl oadi ng
equi pnent, control equi pnent, calibration tools, etc.?

Comunity legislation (option 3) would be the only effective
way to maintain reliability, security and ease of use

Question 12

Is the current way of updating the specifications on the
tachograph satisfying? Wio should be responsible for the
updating of the technical requirements? Wat is your
preferred option?

The regul ati ons should set the essential requirements for
t he equi pnent. A technical body shoul d be responsible for
updating the technical requirenents.

Question 13 - Should the trustworthiness of workshops be

i mproved? If so, how? How can conflicts of interest be

avoi ded for workshops that are living fromdelivering
services to individual clients but play at the sane tinme an
inmportant role in the security of the recordi ng equi pment?

Clearly the security of the tachograph systens could be
seriously underm ned by poor work or corrupt practices.
Therefore it is inperative that workshops shoul d be nmade as
trustworthy as possible. There should be an EU comunity-
wi de standard for workshops, on a quarterly basis.

Question 14 - Wat kind of data should be entered nanually

by the driver? Wat kind of information should be recorded

automatically by the recording equipnment? Is it appropriate
to record nore precisely the location (via GPS or GNSS for

exanpl e) ?

If Galileo could record | ocations then that is a possible
option. Using a satellite systemcould help give

st andar di sati on and perhaps deal with the problem of nanua
i nputting not being specific enough

However, any standardi sed equi pnent rmust not stop worKking
when the engine is off or the vehicle stationary because
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when a driver is at the wheel they are at work.

Furthernore, there would still need to be a provision that
allows the driver to enter data nmanually.

Question 15 - Should the Regul ation explicitly foresee the
use of electronic data exchange on cards that are issued
bet ween card issuing authorities?

Yes. It is vitally inportant to ensure that the enforcenent
authorities in each nenber state can enforce the tachograph
rules for drivers fromother menber states.

Question 16 - Should the Regul ation explicitly foresee

warni ngs for the driver in order to enhance conpliance with
the legislation on driving tinmes and rest periods? Should it
be up to manufacturers' choice to offer such warnings as an
optional tool, including additional warnings for other
aspects than the continuous driving tine?

The digital tachograph fitted to vehicles manufactured from
May 2006 onwards al ready includes warnings on the driving
tine limts both 15 minutes before and at the end of the
permitted driving time period.

We al so strongly support, in principle, the idea that the
next generation of tachos should not only warn the driver
when they exceed the driving tine limt, but should al so
warn when drivers fail to conply with any other requirenment
of EC561/ 2006,

However, we would like to be consulted in nore detail before
the technology is commi ssioned. There are sone concerns
about the practicalities of responding (or not respondi ng)
to a broader range of tacho warnings. These issues need to

be discussed in nore detail if we are to be sure that these
warnings will inprove safety in the way that we hope will be
possi bl e.

In the event of future changes to legislation it should be a
nmandat ory obligation on the enployer to re-calibrate the
tachograph its warnings at the earliest opportunity.

Changes in legislation may nean that there will be short
peri ods when the wrong information may be displayed. A
strong duty on the enployer to recalibrate would mnimse
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| this period.

Question 17 - Do you have any other conmments or suggestions
whi ch you consi der should be taken into account during the
revi sion of the European | egislation on recording equi pnent?

Sone tachographs wongly register vehicles that are
stationary because they are queuing in traffic as being
engaged non-driving “other work” even though the driver is
still at the controls.

Question 18 - Wuld you like to propose other nmeasures to
make the recordi ng equi pnment nore user-friendly and to
improve the reliability of controls?

The tachograph equi prent di splay should be illum nated
because inputting is often done in the dark. The

swit ches/buttons on the equi prent display should also be lit
up. The switches/buttons on the equi pnent display should be
nmade bi gger then at present in order to inprove ease of use.
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