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Background 

This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the methodological strengths and weaknesses of the European 

Commission's impact assessment (IA) accompanying five proposals reforming banking legislation, submitted on 

24 November 2016 and referred to Parliament's Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs. To this end, it also 

provides a brief overview of the IA, complementing the Commission's own summary (SWD(2016)378). Despite 

significant progress since the financial crisis, the overhaul of the financial regulatory framework remains a major 

area of the European Commission's work. The IA covers five proposals (see table 1, below) included in the 2017 

Joint Declaration on the EU's legislative priorities, for which the EU institutions want to ensure substantial 

progress. The proposals aim at: aligning EU rules with internationally agreed standards, drawn up by the Basel 

Committee on Banking Supervision, and amending the current EU bank resolution framework. 

Table 1: Overview of the banking reform package's proposals 

COM 

number 

Amending Acronym Reference EP rapporteur Additional 

information 

(2016)850 Capital 

Requirements 

Regulation 

CRR 

 

Regulation 

No 575/2013 

 

Peter Simon 

(S&D), Germany) 

CRR and CRD 

International 

financial reporting 

standard (IFRS) 9 

(2016)851 Single Resolution 

Mechanism 

Regulation 

SRMR 

 

Regulation 

No 806/2014 

Gunnar Hökmark, 

(EPP, Sweden) 

SRMR and BRRD  

Insolvency 

ranking 

(2016)852 Bank Recovery 

and Resolution 

Directive 

BRRD 

 

Directive 2014/59/EU 

(2016)853 

(2016)854 

 

Capital 

Requirements 

Directive 

CRD Directive 2013/36/EU Peter Simon (S&D, 

Germany) 

See CRR above 

Sources: European Commission, European Parliament, EPRS 

Problem definition 

An essential strategic decision in this impact assessment is the choice of what to analyse, and to what extent. The 

IA analyses 21 areas, listed in table 2, below. Areas in bold relate to the Capital Requirements Regulation. 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=SWD:2016:0377:FIN:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=SWD:2016:0378:FIN:EN:PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52016PC0850
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2017)599385
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=&reference=2016/0360B%28COD%29#tab-0
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=&reference=2016/0360B%28COD%29#tab-0
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=&reference=2016/0360B%28COD%29#tab-0
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52016PC0851
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2017)603958
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2017)599335
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2017)599335
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52016PC0852
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1503302568915&uri=CELEX:52016PC0853
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1503302621022&uri=CELEX:52016PC0854


 According to the IA, nine main areas 'are expected to have the largest impact on EU [banking] institutions' 

(IA, p. 7). These are analysed in more depth in the core text, suggesting a number of solutions.  

 The IA suggests one solution for 12 additional areas that contain measures whose introduction, according 

to the Commission IA, 'is seen as largely uncontroversial and straightforward and would generally have a 

limited impact' (IA, p. 7). These areas are analysed in less depth in an annex.  

Table 2: areas analysed in the Commission impact assessment 

Areas analysed in more depth Areas analysed in less depth 

1. Excessive reliance on short-term funding; 

2. Excessive leverage; 

3. Inadequate calibration of risk weights for 

SMEs exposures; 

4. Weaknesses in the regulatory framework for 

loss absorption and recapitalisation capacity; 

5. Inappropriate level of capital requirements 

against trading activities; 

6. Problems with remuneration rules; 

7. Insolvency ranking; 

8. Lack of effectiveness of the current rules on 

moratorium; 

9. Insufficient proportionality of the current 

rules. 

1. Counterparty credit risk framework; 

2. Disclosure; 

3. Supervisory reporting; 

4. Pillar 2 additional capital;1 

5. Equity investments into funds; 

6. Bank financing of infrastructure projects; 

7. Large exposure framework; 

8. Exemptions on large exposures; 

9. Rules on exposures to central counterparties 

(CCPs); 

10. Contractual recognition of bail-in (Article 55 

BRRD); 

11. Changes to minimum requirement on own 

funds and eligible liabilities (MREL); 

12. Application of international financial 

reporting standard (IFRS) 9 by EU banks. 

Source: European Commission, EPRS 

This IA clearly makes a considerable effort to analyse extensive changes made in a very complex policy area. 

However, first, it is arguable whether some areas analysed in less depth would have only a limited impact. One 

such example is the application of international financial reporting standard (IFRS) 9 by EU banks. On 

6 October 2016, the European Parliament adopted a resolution which, among others, underlined 'the need to gain 

a better understanding of the impact of IFRS 9' (P8_TA(2016)0381, section 4). The European Banking Authority 

presented its first impact assessment of IFRS 9 on 10 November 2016 and results from its second IA on 13 July 

2017. The Commission IA recommended taking transitional arrangements to mitigate the impacts of IFRS 9 (IA, 

p. 36), which Parliament is discussing at the time of writing. Second, among the missing areas that are not 

analysed, it is worth highlighting those the IA acknowledges:   

 'Given the fact that the Basel is performing a comprehensive review of the treatment of sovereign 

exposures, it would seem reasonable to wait for its conclusions' (IA, p. 57); 

 'This impact assessment does not include measures stemming from a strategic review of Basel III on 

the methods used to calculate the risk-based capital requirements for credit risk and operational risk 

as those changes are still under discussion at the BCBS level. The review is expected to be completed 

by the end of 2016. The Commission will consider whether and how to implement those measures 

once they are adopted at international level.' (IA, p. 8). 

                                                           
1 Pillar 2 capital refers to capital requirements that competent supervisors may impose on banks on a case-by-case basis; Pillar 1 

capital requirements, by contrast, are minimum requirements applicable to all banks, laid down in law. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2016-0381+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
https://www.eba.europa.eu/documents/10180/1360107/EBA+Report+on+impact+assessment+of+IFRS9
https://www.eba.europa.eu/documents/10180/1720738/EBA+Report+on+results+from+the+2nd+EBA+IFRS9+IA.pdf


In the IA, a useful correlation table links the amendments proposed by the Commission to the areas analysed (IA, 

pp. 168-193). Simplifying the IA information into table 3, below, allows one to draw two conclusions. First, most of 

the analysed areas – all but four – relate to the Capital Requirements Regulation. This is unsurprising, as this is the 

largest proposal, containing most amendments. Second, for the Single Resolution Mechanism Regulation, the IA 

analyses only one area in less depth – the changes to the minimum requirement on own funds and eligible 

liabilities.2 

Table 3: Simplifying the links between areas, legislation and volume of amendments 

Legislative text Areas analysed 

in more depth 

Areas analysed 

in less depth 

Areas Amendments 

proposed by 

the 

Commission 

(no of pages) 

CRR 7 See italicised items in 

Table 2, above 

10 See italicised items in 

Table 2, above 

17 240 

SRMR 0 1 Changes to MREL 1 15 

BRRD 2 - Moratorium 

- Insolvency ranking 

2 - Contractual recognition 

of bail-in 

- Changes to MREL 

4 30 

CRD 2 - Trading activities 

- Remuneration 

 

2 - Supervisory reporting 

- Pillar 2 additional capital 

4 30 

Total 26 315 

Source: Commission, EPRS 

Within these boundaries, the IA clearly identifies the problems, their drivers and consequences. The drivers (or 

causes) relate to the policy areas analysed in depth, listed in table 2. At least one driver corresponds to each of the 

nine areas analysed in more depth. Three areas (loss absorption and recapitalisation capacity; short-term funding; 

and remuneration) have two causes. One area (trading activities) has four (IA, p. 29), making a total of 15 drivers. 

A few causes relate directly or indirectly to one of the most important changes being proposed, that is the 

integration of the total loss absorption capacity (TLAC) standard into the current minimum requirement on own 

funds and eligible liabilities (MREL). The MREL is set by the Bank Recovery and Resolution Directive, which – like 

the Capital Requirements Regulation and Directive – applies to all banks in the EU (over 6 500 banks).3 The BRRD 

introduced the bail-in tool, a system in which shareholders and certain creditors bear the burden of a bank failure, 

as opposed to taxpayer supported bail-out. In bail-in, to restore the viability of the bank, debt claims or other 

liabilities are written down or converted into equity. Therefore, a bank needs to maintain a sufficient amount of 

liabilities available for bail-in. For this purpose, currently, competent resolution authorities set a minimum 

requirement on own funds and eligible liabilities (MREL) that financial institutions have to meet. This is set on a 

case-by-case basis, based on each bank's characteristics (the Pillar 2 requirement). The Commission is now 

updating EU banking legislation to the TLAC standard, issued by the Financial Stability Board in 2015. The new 

TLAC standard shares the same purpose as MREL, but has a different scope, as it applies only to globally 

systemically important institutions (G-SII): 13 EU banks, out of 30 global banks. For additional elements see the 

European Parliamentary Research briefing Amending the bank resolution framework – BRRD and SRMR.  

According to the IA, the result is that banks: use too much short-term finance to finance long-term activities; are 

over-leveraged; face relatively high capital requirements for financing some SMEs; face inappropriate capital 

                                                           
2 Table 3 lists 26 areas, instead of 21, as previously stated, as, according to the IA, five areas relate to two pieces of legislation. 
3 The Single Resolution Mechanism Regulation, on the other hand, applies only to banks in euro area Member States. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2017)603958


requirements against trading activities; run the risk of failing, if systemically important; face excessive compliance 

and administrative costs; and, finally, compete in an uneven playing field.  

The consequences are: 1) significant risks to financial stability; 2) taxpayers are likely to continue to support the 

failure of 'too-big-to-fail' banks; and 3) risk to sustainable bank financing for the economy. (IA, p. 29) 

Objectives of the legislative proposal 

The IA presents a hierarchy of aims that is coherent with the problem definition. The three general objectives are: 

'contributing to financial stability, reducing the likelihood and the extent of taxpayers' support in bank resolution 

as well as contributing to the sustainable financing of the economy' (IA, p. 30). The IA then introduces five specific 

objectives listed below (IA, p. 30): 

 'Enhance risk-capturing (incl. risk-sensitivity) of the prudential framework so that it better reflects all the 

different risks embedded in the banking activity (S-1);  

 increase proportionality of rules that lead to unnecessary administrative burden and compliance costs 

(S-2);  

 enhance the level playing field and reduce risk arbitrage opportunities (S-3);  

 enhance capacity of loss-absorption and recapitalisation of G-SIBs worldwide (S-4); 

 enhance legal certainty and coherence (S-5)'.  

Finally, there are 15 operational objectives, corresponding to the 15 problem drivers identified. Options are built 

to meet each of the operational objectives and are all scored against the relevant specific objectives. 

Methodologically, this way of dealing with objectives can be considered a strength of the IA, as it introduces a sort 

of triangulation. 

Range of options considered 

As table 4 shows, the Commission analysed 29 options in more depth. The number of options varies according to 

the area. 

 The single areas where the IA provides most options is insolvency ranking (area 7), where, beyond the 

status quo and the Commission's chosen approach, there are two other options. 

 Usually, the IA consider one alternative to the chosen solution and the status quo. For instance, for areas 

related to Basel standards (areas 1, 2 and 5 above), the IA considers the standard itself and the possibility 

of adjusting it to take into account EU specificities: the latter is the Commission's preferred solution.  

 On the other hand, the only alternative provided to the requirement to pay out part of the variable 

remuneration of identified staff in shares (area 6 above), is the possibility to use share-linked instruments. 

For the 12 areas analysed in less depth, there is only one chosen solution. The IA therefore considers a total of 41 

areas overall.  



Table 4: Range of options analysed in depth and Commission's preferred options 

Area Options Preferred option(s) in the IA Amending 

1. Excessive reliance on short-term 

funding 

3 A single net stable funding ratio requirement as 

per Basel with some adjustments for all banks 

CRR 

2. Excessive leverage 3 A single leverage ratio as per Basel for all 

institutions 

CRR 

A leverage ratio differentiated for business 

models or adjusted for exposure types 

CRR 

3. Inadequate calibration of risk 

weights for SMEs exposures 

3 Introducing additional capital reduction for SME 

exposures above €1.5 million 

CRR 

4. Weaknesses in the regulatory 

framework for loss absorption and 

recapitalisation capacity 

3 Integrate the total loss-absorbing capacity 

(TLAC) standard in the minimum requirement on 

own funds and eligible liabilities (MREL) for 

globally systemically important institutions (G-

SIIs) 

CRR 

5. Inappropriate level of capital 

requirements against trading 

activities 

3 Adopt fundamental review of the trading book 

(FRTB) Basel standards, with some adjustments 

to reflect European specificities and a revised 

regime for small trading book businesses 

CRR-

CRDIV 

6. Problems with 

remuneration rules 

Deferral 

and pay-out 

in 

instruments 

3 Exempt small and non-complex institutions and 

staff with low variable remuneration from the 

rules on deferral and pay-out instruments, based 

on harmonised exemption criteria defined at EU 

level 

CRDIV 

Payment in 

shares 

2 Allow listed institutions to use share-linked 

instruments in addition or instead of shares in 

fulfilment of the requirement under 

Article 94(1)(l)(i) CRDIV 

CRDIV 

7. Insolvency ranking 4 Creation of a non-preferred senior debt category BRRD 

8. Lack of effectiveness of the 

current rules on moratorium 

2 Further harmonise moratorium tools in the EU BRRD 

9. Insufficient proportionality of 

the current rules 

3 Ad hoc reporting and disclosure requirements 

for small institutions and IT tool (plus tailored 

prudential requirements and limited 

exemptions) 

CRR 

Total number of options 

considered 

29 

Source: Commission, EPRS 

Scope of the impact assessment 

The impact assessment is based on a structured approach, which analyses both economic and social impacts 

satisfactorily, to the extent that these can be considered two sides of the same coin. The 'Cumulative impacts of 

the entire package' section actually only covers the three in-depth areas related to Basel standards: the net stable 



funding ratio; the leverage ratio; and the fundamental review of the trading book. Benefits and costs are 

quantified with two different models (see 'Quality of data, research and analysis' below).  

International impacts are particularly important in the banking field and for this proposal in particular, which seeks 

to align EU legislation with internationally agreed standards. The IA mentions the alignment with Basel standards 

issued from December 2013 to April 2016. For areas analysed in depth, Basel standards are relevant to the 

following three areas: excessive reliance on short-term funding; excessive leverage; and inappropriate level of 

capital requirements against trading activities (respectively IA, pp. 11, 13 and 18). For areas analysed in less depth, 

Basel standards are relevant for the following seven areas: calculation of derivatives exposures in the 

counterparty credit risk framework; disclosure; Pillar 2 additional capital; equity investment into funds; large 

exposure framework; rules on exposures to central counterparties; application of IFRS 9 by EU banks (respectively, 

IA, pp. 107, 110, 114, 116, 121, 127 and 135). 

Subsidiarity/proportionality 

The IA argues that the objectives pursued by these proposals cannot be sufficiently attained by Member States 

alone and can be better achieved by the EU. Reasons provided are, for instance: the existing body of EU law; the 

need to implement international commitments; and the cross-border nature of the banking industry (IA, p. 34). 

The subsidiarity deadline for national parliaments expired in March 2017. The Swedish Parliament issued a 

reasoned opinion related to the proposals amending the Capital Requirements Regulation and Directive. Despite 

sharing the objectives behind the proposals, it argued that Pillar 2 capital should still be used to cover systemic or 

macro-prudential risk. No Parliaments issued reasoned opinions on the remaining proposals.  

Proportionality is one of the main problems addressed in the IA. According to the Commission, the limited 

proportionality of the current framework leads to a compliance and administrative burden for banks. Coherently, 

increasing proportionality is one of the specific objectives (S-2) used to score all options, where relevant, i.e. for 

most areas. 

Budgetary or public finance implications 

One of the general objectives behind the banking reform package is to reduce the likelihood and extent of 

taxpayers' support in bank resolution (IA, p. 6). The European Commission has performed a simulation, which 

indicates that some of the proposed measures should contribute to achieving these benefits. Based on a number 

of assumptions, this simulation tests what would happen with the new rules established by the fundamental 

review of the trading book and by the new leverage ratio, if the existing safety net in EU legislation is insufficient 

to help a bank in trouble. The Commission finds that such rules should decrease the public costs due to bank 

defaults and recapitalisation needs (IA, p. 161. See 'Quality of data, research and analysis' for more details). The 

European Parliamentary Research Service has also analysed the resilience of the resolution framework in its 

analysis, Testing the resilience of Banking Union: Cost of Non-Europe report. EPRS found that the current 

resolution framework is insufficient to prevent public bail-outs. 

SME test/Competitiveness 

One of the implicit aims of the package of measures is to increase lending to SMEs. Currently, if a bank lends more 

than €1.5 million to an SME, it gets a 24 % discount on its capital requirements for this exposure. The IA quotes 

empirical evidence from Germany and France provided by the European Banking Authority, according to which, 

when this €1.5 million threshold is crossed, lending does not become riskier. Hence, the IA suggests that the 

higher capital requirements for larger loans might have discouraged lending to SMEs. The IA considers two 

alternatives to the status quo and suggests introducing a 15 % discount on the exposure tranche above 

€1.5 million, without upper limit. However, the IA also states: 'At the same time, the EBA analysis suggests that 

the systematic risk may increase for SME exposures above €2.5 million' (IA, p. 44). This finding does not seem to 

have been taken into account in the proposal, to the extent that an upper limit to the discount is not envisaged. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_STU(2016)558778


Simplification and other regulatory implications 

Simplification was one of the areas on which stakeholders were consulted between July and October 2015. The 

banking industry supported simpler rules, but broadly speaking differed on how to achieve this (IA, p. 86). Some 

simplification measures may fall under the heading of proportionality, analysed above. However, overall, it can be 

argued that these proposals do not simplify this complex regulatory framework.  

The IA accompanies five proposals interacting with the following files on which the European Parliament is 

currently working: 

 European Market Infrastructure Regulation – review of central counterparties (CCPs) supervisory 

framework; 

 Recovery and resolution of financial institutions other than banks/central counterparties; 

 Business insolvency; 

 Amending the prudential requirements (CRR) for securitisation. 

Quality of data, research and analysis 

After an initial appraisal, it can be concluded that overall this IA is a thorough piece of work, based on sound 

research and analysis. Providing one impact assessment related to five proposals seems reasonable. However, at 

times there could have been more clarity on which proposal was being assessed and on the links between them. 

The IA ties in with relevant international and EU-wide research, namely from: the Basel Committee on Banking 

Supervision; the Financial Stability Board; the European Banking Authority; and academics. The bibliography lists 

relevant and up-to-date studies (IA, pp. 166-167). 

Publications by the financial industry do not feature prominently among the IA sources, but were rather an input 

to the consultation process, which is analysed below. The Commission's departments have carried out their own 

research, such as for the cumulative impact assessment. The financial industry has long called for such an analysis. 

This piece of research shows the interests, and the necessary limitations, of such an endeavour. Far from covering 

all the areas, this cumulative IA analyses three, basically the Basel areas analysed in depth: the net stable funding 

ratio, the leverage ratio and the fundamental review of the trading book. The main strength of the benefits' 

quantification is that it uses recent (post-2014) balance sheets data, covering 83 % of EU total assets. One 

unavoidable weakness however is that an essential parameter, the actual amount of bail-in-able liabilities held by 

banks, is not known. However, this is acknowledged transparently, and the simulation assumes that each bank has 

bail-in-able liabilities equal to the minimum amount of capital (IA, p. 161). 

More analysis could have been devoted to the areas analysed in less depth. There are approximately 30 pages 

devoted to these areas. The average for each area is 2 to 3 pages. The counterparty credit risk framework is an 

exception, however, at 5 pages. 

The IA acknowledges when data are missing transparently, for instance in relation to the following areas: 

 Equity investment into investment funds: 'at this stage, we do not have the relevant data to quantify the 

shortcomings of the current EU approach' (IA, p. 116). 

 'As concerns the use of the standardised approach for measuring exposure at default for counterparty 

credit risk (SA-CRR), it was not possible to gather information concerning the impact of this change on the 

large exposure regime. A data collection on simulated data would need to be conducted given that the 

SA-CRR is not yet implemented in the CRR' (IA, p. 123). 

According to the Commission's Better Regulation Guidelines, 'the IA report should be written with non-expert 

readers in mind' (Guidelines, p. 31). One can conclude that this standard is not fully respected. Whilst 

acknowledging the sheer complexity and high degree of technicality of the subject, fewer acronyms throughout 

the text, shorter sentences, and prioritising and clarifying links between areas would have increased readability. 

The length of the IA seems reasonable: approximately 80 pages for the core text and 110 pages of annexes. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2017/0136(COD)&l=en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2017/0136(COD)&l=en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2017)599345
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?reference=2016/0359(COD)&l=en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document.html?reference=EPRS_BRI(2016)586625


Stakeholder consultation 

The IA analyses the impact of the nine main policy areas identified on different groups of stakeholders. It does so 

qualitatively, using a scale of six possibilities ranging from strongly positive (++) to strongly negative (– –), 

including 'marginal/neutral' impact and 'uncertain' outcomes. The three groups of stakeholders analysed are 

banks; companies and households; and supervisors. In some cases, a more detailed breakdown is introduced, for 

instance between banks using the standardised approach (SA-CCR) and those using the internal ratings based 

approach (IRB) (IA, pp. 42 and 45). Consultation is a relative strength of this IA, to the extent that interest groups 

and stakeholders had several possibilities to provide input. Consultation was performed through international fora 

such as the Basel Committee and the Financial Stability Board; the European Commission itself; and the European 

Banking Authority. Focusing on the Commission, the executive performed the following online public 

consultations, respecting the mandatory 12 week period. 

Table 5: Online public consultations performed by the Commission 

Consultation Period Number of replies received 

Financing of the economy, including 

SME lending and long-term 

financing 

July 2015 to October 2015 84 

Call for evidence: EU regulatory 

framework for financial services 

September 2015 to January 2016 288 

Remuneration October 2015 to January 2016 35 

The IA acknowledges that the financial industry provided most responses (IA, p. 83, 87 and 93). Targeted 

consultation complemented those online and were performed notably for: 

 the net stable funding ratio (IA, p. 89);  

 the fundamental review of the trading book (IA, p. 90); and 

 the introduction of the standardised approach for counterparty credit risk (SA-CCR), (IA, p. 91). 

Monitoring and evaluation 

The monitoring arrangements are one of the strengths of this impact assessment and can be considered as good 

practice, insofar as they provide clearly identified benchmarks that can be used in an ex-post evaluation. The IA 

contains nine relevant indicators for the nine areas analysed in depth. For each of these, the IA very clearly lists: a) 

the indicator; b) the target; c) the source of data (IA, pp. 78-79). This information is also used in the explanatory 

memoranda to the proposals amending the Capital Requirements Directive and Regulation, but not in the actual 

provisions. On the other hand, no indicators are provided for the other areas, for instance the 12 areas analysed in 

less depth. 

European Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 

The Regulatory Scrutiny Board analysed this IA twice. The first time, it issued a negative opinion. The European 

Commission Directorate General for Financial Stability, Financial Services and Capital Markets Union (DG FISMA), 

took nine days to resubmit a new version, which received a full positive opinion (meaning without any 

reservation).  

Coherence between the European Commission's legislative proposal and IA  

The legislative proposals of the Commission generally follow the recommendations expressed in the IA.  

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/impact/ia_carried_out/docs/ia_2016/sec_2016_0491_en.pdf


 

Conclusions 

The Commission's services have delivered a single impact assessment covering five proposals in the banking field. 

This approach seems reasonable, even though at times it is unclear which proposal is being assessed. On the basis 

of an initial analysis, the main strengths of the IA appear to be: the thorough research, which ties in with relevant 

international work strands, notably by the Basel Committee, the Financial Stability Board and the European 

Banking Authority; the extensive consultation process; the structured approach; and the monitoring indicators, 

which should help evaluation. The main weaknesses are that this impact assessment was not written with a non-

expert reader in mind and may be difficult to follow, even for 'insiders'; and the limited analysis devoted to 

12 apparently important areas, which are relegated to an annex spanning 30 pages. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the European Parliament's Committee on Economic and 
Monetary Affairs (ECON), analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission's own Better Regulation 
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. 

To contact the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit, please e-mail:  EPRS-ImpactAssessment@europarl.europa.eu 
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