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Background 

This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission’s 

Impact Assessment (IA) accompanying its proposals for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the 

Council introducing a European services e-card and related administrative facilities and for a directive of the 

European Parliament and of the Council on the legal and operational framework of the European services e-card 

introduced by Regulation ... [ESC Regulation] ..., submitted on 10 January 2017 and referred to Parliament’s 

Committee on the Internal Market and Consumer Protection (the same IA covers both proposals). 

 

The proposed measures are part of a service ‘package’ included in the Commission’s priorities, which seeks to 

create a deeper and fairer internal market,1 and they are also listed in the 2016 Commission work programme. 

With this initiative, the Commission aims to facilitate the cross-border provision of services for companies and 

professionals. The objective is to ensure a better application of the current services rules because, according to 

the Commission, evidence suggests that implementing them to their full potential would provide a significant 

boost to the EU economy. The Commission highlights that discussion on the Services Directive2 is not reopened, 

but that the proposals seek to facilitate the application of some of its provisions. 

Problem definition 

The IA identifies the problem as a continued lack of internal market integration among an important number of 

business services as well as the construction sector. Business services and construction particularly show little 

cross-border trade and investment when compared to other sectors (IA, pp. 7-12 and Annex 5). This lack of 

internal market integration has a negative impact on the competitiveness of the sectors concerned. Given the 

weight of these service sectors in the economy of all Member States (covering 18 % of EU GDP and 20 % of total 

employment), this is a cause for concern. The IA points out that, in addition, there are wider spill-over effects to 

other sectors that need to be taken into account. The performance of the services sector is of importance to the 

economy at large due to its interlinkages with other sectors in the economy. This is particularly the case for 

                                                           
1 M. Szczepański, Understanding the Single Market for services, Briefing, EPRS, September 2016; M.I. Godel and others, Reducing 
costs and barriers for businesses in the Single Market, Study for the IMCO Committee, European Parliament, DG Internal Policies, 
April 2016. 
2 Directive 2006/123/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 December 2006 on services in the internal market. 

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/10102/2016/EN/SWD-2016-437-F1-EN-MAIN-PART-1.PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/work-programme-commission-key-documents-2016_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2016/586673/EPRS_BRI(2016)586673_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2016/578966/IPOL_STU(2016)578966_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2016/578966/IPOL_STU(2016)578966_EN.pdf


business services, which provide key inputs to the manufacturing sector. Finally, the IA underlines that more 

integrated markets enhance cross-border competition, leading to increased choice for consumers and lower 

prices (IA, pp. 9-13). 

The IA identifies four underlying problem drivers, which relate to: (1) uncertainty and administrative complexity 

faced by service providers when going cross-border; (2) the lack of well-structured cooperation mechanisms 

under the Services Directive; (3) the insurance coverage in cross-border situations; (4) national regulations in key 

business services with negative spill-over effects to other sectors (IA, pp. 13-30).3 

Objectives of the legislative proposal 

The general objectives of this initiative are to enhance market integration in business services and construction 

and improve productivity growth in both sectors. The IA defines the following three specific objectives of the 

initiative: (1) Make it easier and less costly for companies to provide services in other Member States; (2) Inject 

more confidence in the market towards foreign service providers by increasing transparency and information 

available; (3) Enable increased market dynamics and competition leading to more choice and value-added for 

customers (linked to problem drivers 1 and 4) (IA, pp. 31-32).  

 

Range of options considered 

The IA outlines a number of policy options, some of which have sub-options, and combines the options 

subsequently in different ‘packages’ (IA, p. 34 and table, pp. 52-53). The IA emphasises that it does not look into 

options which would amend any of the following provisions of EU law: the Posting of Workers Directive (subject 

to a proposal for amendment) and the related 2014 Enforcement Directive4; the Regulation on the coordination 

of social security systems (also subject to a proposal for amendment) and the Implementing Regulation 

987/2009;5 the Professional Qualification Directive and its subsequent 2013 amendment introducing the 

European Professional Card (EPC).6 Instead, the IA analyses ‘the concrete administrative steps that these 

provisions require service providers to take when they have access to the market and intend seconding staff to 

other Member States’ (IA, p. 11). The following policy options are presented:7 

 

Baseline option: status quo (IA, pp. 30-31 and 34) 

This option implies that no new action would be taken at EU level and that the problem and problem drivers 

would remain largely in place. It also implies continuing the recent active enforcement policy against the most 

restrictive requirements. 

 

Option 1: A European services e-card attesting legal establishment (IA, pp. 34-38) 

Under this option, Member States would create a system of standardised electronic certificates (European 

services e-cards) for service providers with the objective of attesting their Member State of legal establishment. 

                                                           
3 See also the problem tree, IA, p. 15 (figure 1). 
4 Directive 96/71/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 December 1996 concerning the posting of workers in the 
framework of the provision of services and Directive 2014/67/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 May 2014 on 
the enforcement of Directive 96/71/EC concerning the posting of workers in the framework of the provision of services and 
amending Regulation (EU) No 1024/2012 on administrative cooperation through the Internal Market Information System.    
5 Regulation (EC) No 883/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2004 on the coordination of social 
security systems and Regulation (EC) No 987/2009 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16 September 2009 laying 
down the procedure for implementing Regulation (EC) No 883/2004 on the coordination of social security systems. 
6 Directive 2005/36/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 7 September 2005 on the recognition of professional 
qualifications and Directive 2013/55/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 November 2013 amending Directive 
2005/36/EC on the recognition of professional qualifications and Regulation (EU) No 1024/2012 on administrative cooperation 
through the Internal Market Information System (‘the IMI Regulation’). 
7 The Commission discarded some options because they seemed either too far-reaching (IA, p. 49); did not gather ample support 
from service providers, while encountering strong opposition from the insurance industry (IA, p. 49); or could undermine the 
impact of other Member State information obligations in points of single contact under the Services Directive (option 3.2b, see IA, 
pp. 50-51). 

 



The certificates would have to be accepted as proof of establishment in any other Member State in which the 

service provider would like to expand operations, temporarily or through a secondary establishment. However, 

host Member States would still be able to impose those requirements under its national law that apply in line 

with the Services Directive on service providers. The certificate would be a voluntary tool, which a service 

provider may or may not decide to use. Regarding the scope, the certificate would be offered to service 

providers in business services and construction, which are currently governed by the Services Directive and are 

not subject to other specific EU legislation pertaining to internal market integration. It would be available to 

both natural and legal persons. 

 

Option 2A: A European services e-card for a more ambitious administrative simplification (IA, pp. 38-48) 

Option 28 would build on the certificate presented under option 1, but with more ambition. The European 

services e-card should not only attest, throughout the Union, to the legal establishment of its holder in the home 

Member State, but also provide a tool to support service providers who intend to expand operations in their 

relations with host Member States. In contrast to option 1, the European services e-card would offer additional 

legal certainty to service providers, within a short timeframe, about whether or not they are deemed to comply 

with any requirements that may apply before they can expand activities to another Member State. The 

European services e-card should prove this compliance vis-à-vis authorities and service recipients on the 

territory of the host Member State. The certificate would provide a voluntary tool for service providers, and the 

scope would be the same as under option 1 relating to cases of temporary cross-border provision and secondary 

establishment. More generally, the host Member State would not be allowed to use this initiative to introduce 

new prior controls that are not in line with EU law. Service providers would benefit from a number of 

simplifications. Under this option, technical facilities regarding the secondment of staff could also be made 

available. 

 

Option 2B: Action to address regulatory obstacles for providers in key business services seeking to set up 

foreign branches and agencies (IA, pp. 48-49) 

This policy option would function as an add-on to policy option 2A. It aims to address possible cases of 

disproportionality regarding certain regulatory restrictions. Policy option 2B would introduce rules on how the 

host Member State should apply the principle of proportionality for the set-up of branches or agencies when 

assessing requirements in the context of the European services e-card procedure for secondary establishment 

(as outlined in policy option 2A). However, this option has raised stakeholder concerns regarding unequal 

treatment and risk of circumvention. This policy option would be offered to selected business services only 

where these regulatory obstacles are widespread across different Member States and would apply to legal 

persons. 

 

Option 3: Actions to facilitate access to insurance in a cross-border context (IA, pp. 49- 51) 

Policy option 3 is sub-divided into two categories. First, option 3.1 concerns cases where the service provider 

already has an insurance policy in the home Member State: the insurer could provide a certificate indicating the 

main aspects of the mandatory or voluntary coverage (option 3.1a), and/or a right for policy holders could be 

introduced, so that they could at any time request a statement from their insurers about their claims history 

(‘track record’) over a given period, in relation to both mandatory or voluntary coverage (option 3.1b). 

 

Second, option 3.2 concerns cases where the service provider needs a new insurance policy in the host Member 

State: insurers could be obliged to take service providers’ track record with the previous insurer in the home 

Member State on a non-discriminatory basis into account (option 3.2a). All sub-options would apply to business 

services and construction services, as set out in policy options 1 and 2A. The sub-options are not mutually 

exclusive but operate as supplements to options 1 and/or 2.  

                                                           
8 The IA explains that the European services e-card (policy options 1 and 2A) draws inspiration from the European Professional Card 
(EPC) system. While acknowledging similarities between both systems, the IA emphasises that there are also some important 
differences (IA, pp. 58-59). 



Option 4: Harmonisation of requirements for certain business services (IA, pp. 51-52) 

Under this policy option, which would introduce a harmonisation instrument, more than a third of the Member 

States would be obliged to amend one or more regulations on legal form, shareholding/voting rights 

requirements, management restrictions and multidisciplinary activities for domestic service providers, as well as 

foreign service providers setting up a subsidiary (a separate legal entity to be incorporated) in their territory. The 

purpose of this option is therefore to drive more domestic reform in the Member States. The scope of sectors 

covered under policy option 4 is the same as under policy option 2B. In line with problem driver 4, the option 

would target selected business services only (architectural, engineering and accounting services). This option 

would also be limited to service providers which are legal persons including incorporated partnerships. The 

option also covers domestic service providers (in contrast with options 1 to 3). 

 

The scope of sectors addressed by options 1, 2A and 3 is business services and construction. These options focus 

on administrative simplification. Options 2B and 4 have a more narrow scope, focusing on a limited number of 

regulatory obstacles in certain business services (accountants, architects and engineers). The options were 

combined in four packages:9 

 

Source: IA, pp. 52-53  

 

The Commission prefers package 2, which introduces a European services e-card for temporary provision of 

services and secondary establishment. It also includes technical facilities on secondment of staff as regards 

professional qualifications and – upon Member State request – for the electronic submission of prior 

declarations for the posting of workers through a platform connected to the internal market information system 

(IMI). Package 2 envisages a one-stop shop for providers in the business services and construction sectors, 

reducing costs for companies while increasing legal certainty about the requirements applicable to them, thus 

enhancing cross-border trade and investment. The package also enhances administrative cooperation between 

Member State authorities. Over time, it is expected that Member States will gain a better knowledge of their 

respective regulatory frameworks in the sectors covered by the European services e-card that should lead to 

enhanced mutual trust (IA, pp. 74-75). 

Scope of the impact assessment 

The IA details the impact of each package on the three specific objectives; the economic impacts (encompassing 

the impacts on operating costs and administrative burden for business, on the single market, on competitiveness 

and SMEs, on consumers and households, as well as the macroeconomic impact, the impacts on Member States, 

and on the Commission); and social impacts. According to the Commission, none of the policy options would 

have any considerable impact on the environment or on fundamental rights (IA, p. 59). It appears that the IA 

does not identify specific territorial impacts, although it states that ‘the actual cost reductions related to reduced 

administrative burden will depend on the situations today which are significantly different from one Member 

State to the other’ (IA, Annex 7, p. 170). The main impacts identified are of an economic nature: for package 1, it 

                                                           
9 The combinations of options were chosen ‘to explore complementarity of options and achieve largest effect in terms of meeting 
the objectives of this initiative’ (see explanations, IA, p. 53). 



is estimated that the reduction of administrative costs for companies going cross-border would only be 5-10 %10 

and the macroeconomic impact, as well as the impact on consumers and households, would be minor (IA, pp. 

61-62). For package 2, it is estimated that the reduction of administrative costs for companies going cross-

border would be 50-75 %. Under this package, more companies could be expected to go cross-border, which 

could increase market dynamics and competition levels, and lower prices (IA, pp. 65-66). 

 

For package 3, the impact on administrative burden for businesses would be similar to under package 2. Under 

this package, an indicative estimate of the potential macro-economic effects in the three business services 

where regulatory simplification is pursued11 (engineering, architectural and accounting services), could 

potentially lead to increased entry rates in the different sectors, lower prices for consumers of these services, 

and increased allocative efficiency levels (IA, pp. 68-69 and Annex 9). For package 4, the impact on 

administrative burden for businesses would be similar as under packages 2 and 3. The IA points out that 

empirical research has established a link between increased cross-border activities by companies as well as new 

entry of domestic firms and a better allocation of resources and overall productivity growth. The effects are 

expected to be slightly higher compared to package 3 (IA, pp. 71-72). 

 

Generally speaking, the IA considers that there are no social impacts. For packages 2, 3 and 4, the IA specifies 

that they would simplify certain procedural aspects related to secondment of staff (including posting formalities) 

in order to reduce administrative burden. The underlying rules on secondment of staff and related obligations 

for companies would nevertheless remain unchanged. It would also not force Member States to change their 

current processes for implementing Article 9 of the 2014 Enforcement Directive. The IA subsequently compares 

the packages in terms of their effectiveness, efficiency and coherence, visualises the comparison in a table (IA, 

pp. 72-73, Table 6), and comes to the conclusion that package 2 is the preferred package (IA, pp. 74-75).  

Subsidiarity/proportionality 

Concerning the legal base, the IA states that ‘depending on the policy option chosen, this initiative could 

propose that the Union takes legislative action in accordance with Article 4(2)(a) TFEU in order to facilitate the 

free movement of services within the single market, further developing and implementing the general principles 

of right of establishment and freedom to provide cross-border services enshrined in Articles 49 and 56 TFEU, 

respectively, as well as in the Services Directive’ (IA, p. 31). The IA concludes that the initiative could be 

comprised of a directive, introduced under Articles 50(1) and 53(1) TFEU, and a regulation, introduced under 

Article 114 TFEU, (IA, pp. 31, 75 and Annex 10).  

 

The IA emphasises that ‘there is value added in addressing the problems described at EU level rather than 

through individual Member States’ actions’ (IA, p. 31). The IA explains that the current situation is characterised 

by insufficient common trust and that, as a result, Member States continue to impose their domestic 

requirements on service providers with little or no regard to the regulatory framework already imposed on the 

service provider in the Member State of establishment. The IA points out that EU action would ensure that 

service providers can benefit from a less divergent approach across Member States when expanding across 

borders. Also, the European Council and the Competitiveness Council called for targeted solutions to simplifying 

access to services sectors (IA, p. 31). 

 

The IA assesses the subsidiarity and proportionality of the preferred package, and concludes that ‘EU 

intervention is the only way to establish the envisaged EU level procedure to issue a European services e-card 

(option 2A). The insurance issues highlighted under policy option 3 have a cross-border dimension and are 

closely related to the establishment of a certificate under option 2A. The package proposed is proportionate to 

achieve its objectives. It entails only a limited increase in terms of administrative burden for Member States and 

                                                           
10 For more detail of the administrative burden reductions, see IA, Annex 7. 
11 The IA stresses that this estimation takes into account other improvements to the overall regulatory framework, which are not 
the object of the harmonisation exercise (IA, p. 69). 



the Commission. This is largely driven by the reliance on the existing IMI structure’ (IA, pp. 75-76). Two reasoned 

opinions were submitted by the German Bundestag and the Austrian Bundesrat (the submission deadline was 

20 March 2017).12 Both reasoned opinions challenge the compatibility of the proposals with the principle of 

subsidiarity and the principle of proportionality, respectively.  

Budgetary or public finance implications 

The IA indicates the budgetary implications for each package:  

 package 1 would entail certain additional, but limited costs for Member States’ authorities and have a 

minor impact on the EU budget (IA, p. 62);  

 package 2 would also entail certain additional costs for Member States’ authorities (higher than under 

package 1 but still limited), and costs for the EU are expected to stay below €5 million (IA, pp. 66-67);  

 package 3 would entail similar costs as under package 2, both for the Member States and the EU since 

harmonisation action would not require any (direct) costs (IA, p. 69); 

 package 4 would entail similar costs for Member States’ authorities and the EU as under packages 2 and 

3 (IA, p. 72). 

 

The IA states that the European services e-card procedure will require additional efforts from Member State 

authorities and that Member State authorities are at this stage unable to give reliable estimates of potential 

costs to set up and operate as coordinating authorities in the European services e-card procedure (IA, pp. 55-57 

and Annex 8, which provides further information regarding the administrative costs for authorities). According to 

the Commission, the proposal is expected to have implications for the EU budget to the extent that the future 

European services e-card will use the internal market information system (IMI) as its operational backbone (see 

explanatory memorandum to the proposal, p. 11). 

SME test/Competitiveness 

The IA points out that the initiative is particularly important for SMEs, which may not have the resources to 

overcome significant administrative burdens associated with cross-border expansion (IA, Annexes 3 and 9). The 

IA specifies the impact on SMEs and competitiveness for each package. For package 1, it is expected that there 

will only be a small increase in SMEs going cross-border, because of the (slight) decrease in administrative 

burden. Overall, no large impact is expected on competitiveness (IA, p. 62). Packages 2, 3 and 4 would 

particularly benefit SMEs, which are currently most affected by a heavy administrative and regulatory burden. 

Package 3 would also provide additional opportunities for domestic providers to enter the market, benefiting 

from less restrictive conditions to setting up a primary establishment. Generally, the initiative is expected to 

increase market dynamics (more new firms entering the market) for both cross-border and domestic providers, 

and therefore have a positive impact on competitiveness/productivity growth (IA, pp. 68-69). With regard to 

Package 4, the IA highlights that empirical evidence largely shows that companies expanding cross-border 

generate positive effects on competitiveness as, on average, they demonstrate higher turnover and employment 

growth, as well as stronger innovation activity. The competition effects are expected to be slightly higher 

compared to package 3 (IA, p. 71). 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

The IA points to a number of related planned Commission initiatives, with which consistency would be ensured. 

These initiatives include, among other things, the electronic exchange of social security information (EESSI) 

system, which aims to simplify social security formalities, including transmission of A1 forms to host Member 

States; initiatives on the interconnection of company registers (BRIS), which offer wider access to company data; 

the extension of the mini one-stop shop for VAT (VAT MOSS), which aims to reduce costs for foreign service 

providers in the area of VAT formalities as of 2021 onwards. In addition, the Commission highlights a few 

                                                           
12 See the Platform for EU Interparliamentary Exchange (IPEX) regarding the proposed directive and the proposed regulation.   

http://www.ipex.eu/IPEXL-WEB/dossier/document/COM20160823.do
http://www.ipex.eu/IPEXL-WEB/dossier/document/COM20160824.do


complementing actions announced in the single market strategy, including the single digital gateway (SDG), 

which seeks to improve access to online information for all cross-border situations business and citizens face in 

the single market; reform recommendations for regulation in professional services; and the envisaged 

proportionality assessment of national rules on professional services (IA, pp. 32-34 and Annex 6). 

 

The Commission states that several provisions of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights will be implemented by 

this initiative, referring to Article 8 (protection of personal data), Article 15(2) (facilitate the rights of 

establishment and the right to provide services in any Member State), Article 21(2) (non-discrimination on 

grounds of nationality), Article 41 (the EU-level procedure is envisaged, to put an impartial, fair and reasonably 

speedy procedure in place, also in regards to Commission participation), and Article 54 (prohibition of abuse of 

rights, namely of the freedom to provide service, shall be duly considered) (see IA, Annex 6). 

Quality of data, research and analysis 

The IA is based on a number of internal and external studies, surveys, and research evaluating the 

implementation of the Services Directive, and the functioning of the services markets in general (IA, Annexes 1 

and 5; see also references in the footnotes on pp. 8-30). The Commission carried out a concise evaluation of the 

Services Directive, mostly based on previous documents, which is included in Annex 4. The IA states that where 

possible, quantitative estimations are provided of the impacts of reducing administrative burden and/or 

regulatory obstacles, but underscores that there are nevertheless many different factors, which influence the 

levels of cross-border trade and investment in services. ‘In view of this, the impacts of the different packages are 

complicated to assess. The quantifications provided should therefore be considered as indications to understand 

better the differences in impact between the packages’ (IA, p. 59). 

Stakeholder consultation 

The IA considers the problems and the proposed options affect the following stakeholders: service providers, 

national authorities, customers of service providers (notably industry clients but also consumers in the key 

services sectors covered), and the Commission (IA, Annex 3); insurers are not listed. The IA states that the 

Commission consulted extensively with stakeholders (IA, p. 54), which is required by the Better Regulation 

Guidelines. The Commission consulted stakeholders on the proposal to introduce a European services e-card and 

address regulatory barriers in the construction and business services sectors, and on possible action to address 

barriers in the insurance sector. The IA indicates that the aim of the consultation was to seek the views of 

stakeholders regarding the effect on the ground of practical difficulties encountered by service providers in a 

cross-border context, in particular of an administrative and regulatory nature. According to the IA, the 

consultation was a means to test different policy options, including their potential impact (IA, Annex 2). 

 

The Commission conducted an online public consultation from 3 May to 26 July 2016, for a period of 12 weeks, 

to collect stakeholder views. In total, 179 responses were received, as well as 27 position papers, mostly from 

organisations and individual Member States. Different stakeholders contributed, mostly from the business 

services sectors (accountants, architects, engineers, tax advisors), and to a lesser extent from the construction 

and the insurance sector: service providers, organisations representing certain sectors such as chambers of 

professionals, chambers of commerce (some considered as public authorities), organisations, Member States, 

regional development authorities, or individual citizens (IA, Annex 2). 

 

The Commission also held meetings and workshops from 2014 to 2016 with different stakeholders, such as from 

the construction and business services sectors, EU and national associations, representatives of social partners, 

as well as with Member States in the context of the Experts Group on the implementation of the Services 

Directive (IA, p. 14 and Annex 2). The IA details stakeholder views and concerns (IA, pp. 54-55); except for 

package 4 (‘package 4 risks having strong opposition from stakeholders’ (IA, p. 72)), stakeholder support for the 

options or packages is not readily apparent from the IA. 

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/docs/swd_br_guidelines_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/guidelines/docs/swd_br_guidelines_en.pdf


Monitoring and evaluation 

The Commission underscores that it would follow closely how service providers experience the proposal and 

that it would encourage Member States to use it (IA, p. 76). The Commission would also ‘pursue its regular 

dialogue with Member States’ representatives in the existing expert groups, as well as with relevant 

stakeholders, to see how to facilitate the transition to the new rules, and it would organise workshops and 

conferences within the framework of the Single Market Forum. According to the IA, ‘an evaluation report could 

be issued three years after the end of the transposition period’ (IA, p. 76). In Annex 11, the main indicators for 

monitoring progress are presented and linked with the specific and operational objectives (the latter objectives 

were not earlier mentioned in the IA). The main indicators include the cost of commencing cross-border 

provision of services and setting up a secondary establishment; experience of service providers on ease of cross-

border service provision; statistics on the usage of the European services e-card procedures via IMI; and the 

level of regulatory barriers in Member States (IA, Annex 11). The IA also provides possible sources of data and 

information. 

Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 

The Commission’s Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) first issued a negative opinion on a draft version of the IA on 

20 September 2016. The RSB identified shortcomings concerning, inter alia, the problem analysis, including 

experience with the European Professional Card (EPC); the design of the options, such as in light of sector 

coverage, and how they would tackle the identified problems; the quantification of costs that Member States 

and companies would have to bear; the presentation of the different stakeholder views, and how the measures 

would address key problems raised by stakeholders. The Commission’s Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) issued a 

positive opinion recommending some further improvements on a resubmitted draft version of 25 October 2016. 

It seems that the IA generally addressed the RSB’s comments in the final IA report (see IA, Annex I, pp. 78-80). 

Coherence between the Commission’s legislative proposal and IA  

It appears that the legislative proposal of the Commission follows the recommendations expressed in the IA.  

Conclusions 

The overall impression is that the IA provides a thorough analysis of the current problems encountered. The IA 

indicates the likely costs and benefits of the proposed options, which are grouped into four packages. The 

Commission makes clear that, where possible, quantitative estimations were provided of the impacts of 

reducing administrative burden and/or regulatory obstacles, but underscores that there are nevertheless many 

other factors which influence the levels of cross-border trade and investment in services. While stakeholder 

consultation was broad, stakeholder support for most options is not readily apparent from the IA. 

 

This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the European Parliament’s Committee on Internal Market and 

Consumer Protection (IMCO), analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission’s own Impact Assessment 

Guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by the Parliament in its Impact Assessment Handbook, appear to be met by the 

IA. It does not attempt to deal with the substance of the proposal. It is drafted for informational and background purposes to assist 

the relevant parliamentary committee(s) and Members more widely in their work. 
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