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Single digital gateway

Impact Assessment (SWD(2017) 213, SWD(2017) 214 (summary)) of a Commission proposal for
a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on establishing a single digital gateway to provide

information, procedures, assistance and problem solving services and amending Regulation (EU) No 1024/2012
(COM(2017) 256)

Background
This note seeks to provide an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission's
Impact Assessment (IA) accompanying the above proposal, submitted on 2 May 2017 and referred to
Parliament's Committee on Internal Market and Consumer Protection. The initiative seeks to reduce as much as
possible the additional administrative burden that EU citizens and businesses face when they expand their
activities to other Member States.1 To achieve this, the IA explains that the single digital gateway should provide
access to the national rules, requirements and procedures that citizens and businesses from other Member
States need to know about and comply with. To assist the user with this journey, the gateway should cover three
layers, namely information, procedures and assistance services. The REFIT Platform Government Group
confirmed the significance of a 'user journey approach' (IA, p. 5).

The proposal on the single digital gateway is one of the initiatives falling under the Commission's 2015 single
market strategy. The proposal also forms part of the 'compliance package', which, alongside the single digital
gateway, sets out a single market information tool2 and the SOLVIT action plan. In addition, the REFIT Platform
(consisting of business stakeholders and Member State representatives) published an opinion in June 2016
recommending the establishment of a single entry point with clear information and coordinated services for
businesses in each Member State to assist companies operating in the single market, and the definition of
minimum common quality criteria for content.3

Problem definition
The IA identifies six problems and four underlying problem drivers, and presents these together with the
consequences in a problem tree (IA, p. 10). The six problems identified are: the lack of online information; the
lack of quality of information and assistance from services; the lack of online procedures; the lack of awareness
and online findability; the lack of accessibility for foreign users; and the lack of an overview of single market
problems (IA, pp. 13-21). Overall, the problems are well explained. The IA provides detailed problem
descriptions providing information based on various Eurobarometers, surveys and studies (IA, Annex 5) and a
gap analysis of national online information and procedures (IA, Annex 4).

1 For further information, see C. Scheinert, Single digital gateway, Briefing, EPRS, September 2017.
2 See C. Karakas, Single market information tool (SMIT), Briefing, EPRS, July 2017; V. Vikolainen, Single Market Information Tool,
Initial appraisal of a European Commission Impact Assessment, EPRS, October 2017.
3 REFIT Platform Opinion on the submission by the Danish Business Forum and Businesseurope on the point of single contact,
adopted 27/28 June 2016.

http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/10102/2017/EN/SWD-2017-213-F1-EN-MAIN-PART-1.PDF
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52017PC0256
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/single-market/strategy_en
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/single-market/strategy_en
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17-1086_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/solvit/index_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/overview-law-making-process/evaluating-and-improving-existing-laws/reducing-burdens-and-simplifying-law/refit-platform_en
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/608659/EPRS_BRI%282017%29608659_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/608634/EPRS_BRI(2017)608634_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/610985/EPRS_BRI(2017)610985_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2017/610985/EPRS_BRI(2017)610985_EN.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/opinion_internal_market_5a.pdf
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Objectives of the legislative proposal
The general objective of the Commission proposal is to facilitate the efficient functioning of the single market by
reducing or removing existing barriers to cross-border business activity and the mobility of citizens. The idea is
that helping citizens, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and start-ups to benefit from the single market
will boost competition, jobs and growth (IA, p. 25).

The IA defines the following six specific objectives:
1) making sure information is available online regarding the EU rights, national rules and procedures that

citizens and businesses need in order to exercise their single market rights;
2) ensuring that information, assistance services and procedures meet minimum quality standards;
3) ensuring that core national procedures are available online;
4) making sure that information and procedures are fully accessible for cross-border users;
5) raising awareness about the services on offer and information and ensuring that assistance services are

easy to find and well-coordinated;
6) gathering feedback from citizens and businesses systematically and analysing it so as to improve service

quality and detect single market obstacles (IA, p. 25).

The operational objectives are set out in Section 8 on monitoring and evaluation (IA, Table 8.1, p. 74).

Range of options considered
The IA presents three policy options in addition to the baseline option. It is pointed out that all three options are
designed to address each of the six problems identified. Table 5.1 provides an overview of how the three options
would tackle the various problems (IA, p. 26). Annex 7 of the IA contains an overview comparing problem
drivers, problems, objectives, and options.

Baseline option: status quo (IA, pp. 22-24)
The baseline option would not envisage further action beyond action that is already agreed or ongoing. This
would entail inter alia that the provision of information for businesses and citizens is likely to improve at national
level but mostly within the silos of specific policy areas, depending on the specific considerations of the
information provider, with more information services available at national than at regional or local levels. Also,
improvements in the quality of online information and services would depend largely on national agendas and
priorities. The level of knowledge about the existing services would remain low and promotion efforts for the
portals, contact points and assistance services are likely to continue in a largely uncoordinated way between the
national and EU level.

Option 1: Nationally centralised business and citizens' portals (IA, pp. 27-30)
This option prescribes a central information structure via single portals on national and EU level, but takes a soft
law approach with regard to the rollout of online procedures. This option envisages no EU solution for accepting
documents and data from other Member States. Each Member State should merge the three main business
contact points for services, products and construction products.

Option 2: EU-coordinated approach (IA, pp. 30-33)
Option 2 provides for Member States to choose where they provide the required information online. Member
States would need to provide the links to the relevant websites on a central Commission repository, from which
a common search facility would pick them up and present them to the user in reply to a search. As part of this,
an 'assistance service finder' would be developed to guide users to the right assistance service. The search
facility would be limited to the gateway content, and could be integrated on EU and national information portals
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and webpages. Under Option 2, Member States have to make the 10 most important procedures for businesses
and for citizens, respectively, fully available online.4

Option 3: EU-wide fully centralised approach (IA, pp. 33-35)
Under this option, the Commission would provide all EU and national-level information through a central
database at EU level. The option would not prescribe putting the 20 core procedures online, but would envisage
the establishment of a special IT tool to allow the back office cooperation of home and host country authorities
to accommodate the needs (mainly in terms of submission of evidence) of the foreign user. 'Findability' of
information and procedures would be easy on the central database. A common assistance finder (same as
option 2) would help find assistance services.

The Commission compares the three options against effectiveness, efficiency and coherence and scores them (1
for low, 2 for medium and 3 for high). The overall scores are expressed as a percentage of the maximum score
for the relevant criterion (IA, pp. 65-68). The Commission's preferred option is option 2, because this option 'is
most likely to achieve the objectives efficiently and in a proportionate way, while maximising the benefits for
stakeholders. At the same time, this option is best aligned with the ideas and wishes expressed by the Member
States so far. Broad support is key for the successful implementation of this ambitious project' (IA, p. 68). For
effective, step-by-step implementation of the various requirements of the preferred option, the Commission
emphasises that it will need to work together very closely with the Member States. Annex 12 of the IA sets out
an outline and project plan in this regard.

It appears that the Commission never really considered the baseline option as an option since it is not included
in the aforementioned tables/overviews nor discussed other than in Section 2.5 on 'how would the problem
evolve – what is the baseline case' (IA, pp. 22-24). However, taking into account the results of the evaluation, it
becomes clear that the baseline would not offer a solution to the identified problems. In addition, it seems that
the Commission does not suggest a non-regulatory option, whereas this is a requirement in the 2017 Better
Regulation Guidelines (see pp. 21-22 thereof). The executive summary of the IA states in this regard that 'the
evaluation of the existing information and assistance services shows that the current mix of legally and non-
legally binding instruments is not efficient. A regulation based on Articles 21(2), 48 and 114 of the Treaty is the
most suitable instrument to achieve the goals of this initiative' (executive summary, p. 2).

Scope of the Impact Assessment
The Commission assesses, in its own words, the 'main' impact of the three proposed options (IA, pp. 35-65). The
IA focuses on the economic impact of the various elements of each option, while also analysing the impact of,
for example, information coverage within single information portals and a single EU portal, minimum quality
criteria and voluntary roll-out procedures. The IA provides a cost-benefit analysis for each option, along with
tables listing the advantages and disadvantages of each option for Member States, the Commission and users.
Table 1 below provides a comparative overview of the costs and savings per option, which the IA does not
include in this compact form, allowing for a direct comparison between options.

4 As identified in studies and in the public consultation, see Annexes 2 and 16 of the IA.

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/10102/2017/EN/SWD-2017-350-F1-EN-MAIN-PART-1.PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/10102/2017/EN/SWD-2017-350-F1-EN-MAIN-PART-1.PDF
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Table 1 – Costs and savings per option in €5

Per Member State European Commission

Initial cost Annual running cost Savings Initial cost Annual running cost
Option 1 3 010 666

N.B. for DE and
IT, the cost
would be
4 510 666

212 000 2 000 000 3 150 000 1 559 000

Option 2 5 823 366 212 000 4 000 000 Between
4 265 000 and
4 765 000

2 236 000

Option 3 106 000 150 166 37 000 103 865 000 8 562 600

Source: IA, author.

The IA notes that the savings of all three options are purely indicative and that certain savings (such as savings
from putting information online, instead of personalised assistance) were impossible to calculate and were
therefore not included (IA, pp. 44, 55, 62). The IA assesses cost-effectiveness under 'efficiency' when comparing
the options: option 1 scores 65 %, option 2 by comparison 93 % and option 3 scores 62 % (IA, pp. 65-68).

Considering territorial impacts, it becomes apparent from the IA that under option 1, the Member States that do
not currently have a portal to host the content required under the single digital gateway (namely Germany and
Italy) would incur higher costs (IA, pp. 36 and 44, see Table 1 above). Options 1 and 2 would imply additional
costs for Member States that do not currently have much information available via national portals (IA, pp. 35
and 46). Annex 4 of the IA provides a gap analysis of national online information and procedures.

The IA summarises the social impact (it appears for all three options) in one paragraph briefly: 'By facilitating
cross-border trade in goods and services, and by facilitating citizens' ability to work and study in other Member
States, the single digital gateway has the potential to enhance labour mobility and support citizens' fundamental
right to free movement in the EU. Lower barriers to mobility can improve educational opportunities and social
cohesion. These have second-order effects on patterns of economic development, productivity and mobility for
work and living' (IA, p. 64).

The explanatory memorandum states that the proposal complies with and promotes the rights enshrined in the
EU Charter of Fundamental Rights, in particular the right to move and reside freely within the territory of the
Member States (Article 45); to study (Article 14), and to seek employment, work, exercise the right of
establishment and to provide services in any Member State (Article 15). In addition, it is pointed out that the
proposal 'addresses discrimination, even indirect, of nationals of other Member States in comparison with own
nationals since it takes measures so that the information available through the gateway could be accessible in a
language other than the national language [two in total] and the online procedures should be made available for
users from other Member States (Article 21(2) of the Charter and Article 18 of the Treaty on the Functioning of
the European Union (TFEU))' (explanatory memorandum to the proposal, p. 14).

The IA does not mention environmental impact, but the inception impact assessment indicates that 'some
positive impacts can be expected in the form of reduced paper use from more digitalised procedures and less
travelling currently sometimes required for procedures' (see p. 12). Finally, all three proposed options envisage

5 See Annex 19 of the IA on the methodology for the benefit and cost calculation.
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coordinated promotional efforts of the services covered by the single digital gateway to increase visibility (IA,
pp. 38-39, 50 and 58-59).

Subsidiarity / proportionality
The legal basis for the proposal is provided by Articles 21(2), 48 and 114(2) TFEU. The IA points out that the main
objective of the single digital gateway is to improve the functioning of the single market.

The IA highlights the fact that citizens and businesses will still need to comply with national rules whenever they
exercise their single market rights in areas that are not covered by harmonised rules. The Commission argues
that it is essential for the functioning of the single market that citizens and businesses can easily find out what
these rules in any of the Member States are. Moreover, the procedures for compliance with such rules should
not entail a significant additional regulatory burden for foreign users. The Commission takes the view that these
objectives cannot be achieved sufficiently without action at EU level: 'The current system of information and
assistance services lacks coherence since the instruments, which were created by EU level action, are not
sufficiently linked up and not sufficiently user-friendly' (IA, p. 24).

According to the IA, 'the EU added value of the single digital gateway is that it will reduce fragmentation by
expanding the good practices already established in many areas to the overall service package to be provided to
EU citizens and businesses. The initiative will not touch the substance of the policy areas for which information
needs to be provided, it will only require Member States to create full transparency about their applicable rules.
This is an essential requirement for letting EU citizens and businesses do business, work, study and travel in the
single market' (IA, pp. 24-25).

In the Commission's view the preferred option (option 2) strikes a careful balance between the need to leave
ownership and responsibility for national information and national procedures with the Member States, and the
need to address the obstacles that have occurred over time for citizens and businesses trying to exercise their
single market rights (IA, p. 71). No reasoned opinions were submitted by national parliaments by 27 July 2017,
the deadline for submission.

Budgetary or public finance implications
The costs and savings each option would entail for Member States and the Commission were indicated above in
Table 1. The explanatory memorandum to the proposal states that the costs of implementing the regulation
would be €109 million in initial investment costs and around €8 million in annual running costs for all Member
States and the Commission together. 'The initial investment costs would be partially offset in one year by savings
of cross-border businesses in additional translation and certification fees and consultancy costs of an estimated
€86 million. For the countries that have the fewest procedures online, digitalising the remaining procedures
would cost €6.6 million. To put this expense in context, this is about 2 to 4 % of the 2014-2020 ESIF funding they
have allocated to e-government' (explanatory memorandum to the proposal, p. 14).

SME test / Competitiveness
The IA states in general terms that the single digital gateway would facilitate SMEs' access to the single market
by significantly reducing the transaction costs for providing services or selling goods in other Member States.
The IA argues that 'better access to the single market will lead to greater economies of scale and scope and thus
enhanced firm-level competitiveness and cost efficiencies' (IA, p. 64). The Commission points out that lower
entry barriers for businesses in other Member States would increase the volume of trade and competition in the
single market. In addition, businesses from third countries would benefit from increased availability of
information and procedures, which could translate in higher number of exports to the EU market and more
investment (IA, pp. 64-65).
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Simplification and other regulatory implications
According to the Commission, the single digital gateway would 'expand, improve and streamline all information,
assistance and problem solving services needed to operate efficiently across borders, enabling users to complete
the most frequently used national procedures online' (IA, p. 5). The single digital gateway forms part of the EU e-
government action plan6 and supports the Commission's digital transformation objective building a streamlined
web presence. In accordance with the Public Document Regulation (EU) 2016/1191, Member States will have to
accept a number of documents from citizens without further verification and translation by the end of 2018.7 In
addition, the IA highlights that the single digital gateway is fully compatible with complementary action, such as
the e-justice portal and the VAT information portal (IA, pp. 7-8). Annex 9 provides a list of related initiatives that
will not fall under the single digital gateway, and Annex 10 provides a visualisation of links with other initiatives,
such as the European Professional Card, the e-justice portal and VAT information portal.

Quality of data, research and analysis
The IA is underpinned by a wide variety of research, data, reviews, surveys and studies. Two external studies
were commissioned, one on the administrative formalities of important procedures and the administrative
burden for businesses (conducted by Ecorys), and the other on the information and assistance needs of
businesses operating cross-border within the EU (conducted by Ernst&Young).8 The IA lists the external
references and Commission reports used for the IA (IA, Annex 1).

Annex 3 of the IA contains an evaluation of existing policies relevant for the single digital gateway. This
evaluation provided the basis for the impact assessment accompanying the legislative initiative for a single
digital gateway (IA, Annex 3, p. 94). The IA pinpoints the problems identified in the evaluation, including a lack of
effectiveness, efficiency and coherence when it comes to services for citizens and businesses (IA, pp. 8-9).

Annex 19 of the IA provides information on the cost and benefit calculation. Costs and benefits are calculated
based on a number of estimates and key assumptions, for example, the assumption was made that, overall, the
IT effort necessary for merging the three contact points would be cost-neutral, as the initial costs would be
offset by the expected savings. It is indicated that 'where possible, studies that estimated costs for comparable
tasks have been used' and that 'other cost assumptions were made by relevant Commission staff, based on their
many years of experience with running portals and assistance services and dealing with IT issues'. The
Commission admits that 'these assumptions are nevertheless very imprecise and may in practice vary a lot'. In
addition, the Commission states that 'certain costs turned out to be very difficult to estimate' and that 'benefits
for national administrations from digitalising procedures proved difficult to assess' (IA, Annex 19, p. 259). These
estimates, limitations and key assumptions, which fed the costs and benefits analyses, should have been
indicated more distinctly in the IA.

Finally, the Commission states that, according to its internal research, 'a minimum of 1.5 million hours are lost
every year by citizens trying to find where information is available on their rights and obligations in order to live,
study or retire in another Member State' (IA, p. 12). The Commission calculated the figure of 1.5 million hours
based on a series of key assumptions9 that could have been highlighted directly in the IA. As explained in the

6 European Commission, EU e-government action plan 2016-2020, COM(2016) 179, 19 April 2016.
7 Regulation (EU) 2016/1191 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 6 July 2016 on promoting the free movement of
citizens by simplifying the requirements for presenting certain public documents in the European Union and amending Regulation
(EU) No 1024/2012.
8 Study about administrative formalities of important procedures and administrative burden for businesses, Ecorys, 2017; Study on
information and assistance needs of businesses operating cross-border within the EU, including gap and cost analysis, Ernst&Young,
2017.
9 According to the Commission's own research (see Annex 4 for details), finding information on procedures, such as registering a
change of address or signing up for social security benefits, takes an average of 100 minutes (simple average across Member
States) for a citizen who speaks at least three languages and is already aware of a variety of information sources (IA, Annex 12,
p. 267).

https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/communication-eu-egovernment-action-plan-2016-2020-accelerating-digital-transformation
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32016R1191
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/newsroom/cf/itemdetail.cfm?item_id=9134&lang=en
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/newsroom/cf/itemdetail.cfm?item_id=9142&lang=en
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/newsroom/cf/itemdetail.cfm?item_id=9142&lang=en
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methodology for the gap analysis, with 'mystery shopping'10, the Commission aimed to assess the coverage of
information on the topics to be covered by the single digital gateway, as well as on selected procedures available
online in each Member State (IA, Annex 4).

Stakeholder consultation
The IA identifies the stakeholders affected by the problem. These are citizens and businesses, public
administrations, and EU policy makers (IA, p. 21).It appears that the Commission consulted widely for this IA, the
overall consultation process began in November 2015 and closed in December 2016. The consultation process
included a stakeholders' workshop, an open public online consultation, meetings with stakeholder
representatives, and also exchanges with Member States. The Commission emphasised that 'considering the
scope of and responses to these activities it was decided not to launch a specific consultation targeting SMEs
and start-ups' (IA, Annex 2, p. 86).

A stakeholders' workshop was organised in March 2016 with representatives of the points of single contact,
chambers of commerce and national authorities. According to the workshop participants, many problems exist
in terms of access to information, availability of e-procedures and access to assistance services. Further
meetings and exchanges with business and citizens stakeholders took place (IA, Annex 2, pp. 86-87; 89-91). The
open public online consultation ran from 28 August to 28 November 2016 and a total of 367 replies were
received (45 % from businesses,11 45 % from citizens and 10 % from public authorities). The Commission
emphasised the strong consensus among business and citizens concerning the need for online information about
rules and procedures in other EU countries, access to e-procedures and access to services providing assistance
upon request (IA, Annex 2, pp. 87-89; Annex 16).

The IA specifies that Member States were consulted through the Services Directive Expert Group, the Mutual
Recognition Committee, and through bilateral meetings with national authorities and their representation
offices in Brussels; some Member States also submitted position papers in response to the online public
consultation. In addition, 17 Member States issued a position paper calling for a network of digital single
gateways (fully functioning e-government portals) to help businesses to start up, scale up and trade across
borders by providing all the information needed to operate in another Member State (IA, pp. 91-92).

While it appears that there is broad support by stakeholders regarding the overall aims of the initiative (IA,
Annex 2, p. 93), it is not always readily apparent from the IA which stakeholder favours which specific option.
Regarding the preferred option (option 2), the IA notes it is 'based on strong support from the Member States
and stakeholders' (IA, pp. 69-70).

Monitoring and evaluation
The IA includes a series of monitoring indicators, which aim to measure whether the single digital gateway will
succeed in meeting the defined objectives. Table 8.1 links each indicator to a specific and an operational
objective (IA, Table 8.1, p. 74). The IA stresses the importance of monitoring and evaluation based on direct user
feedback on the quality, availability and findability of the services offered, as well as the use of a feedback tool
to report problems. The IA considers that the planned governance structure will help in bringing all Member
States up to speed, and thus mitigate the risk that Member States lagging behind today in making information
and procedures available online will have difficulties in catching up. The Commission plans to conduct a full
evaluation four years after the entry into force of the regulation (IA, p. 74).12

10 The Cambridge Dictionary defines mystery shopping as 'the activity of pretending to be a normal customer when you are
employed by a company to check how its products or services are being sold'.
11 Of the companies that replied to the public consultation, 93 % were SMEs (IA, Annex 16, p. 231).
12 According to Article 33 of the proposal, the Commission will review the application of this regulation and submit an assessment
report on the functioning of the gateway and on the functioning of the internal market on the basis of the statistics and feedback
collected within four years of the entry into force of the regulation and once every two years after that.

http://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/newsroom/cf/itemdetail.cfm?item_id=8896
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Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board
On 1 January 2017, the Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) issued a negative opinion on a draft version
of the IA. The RSB identified five major shortcomings, including (1) not precisely identifying what the single
digital gateway portal should cover; (2) not explaining why and how this initiative will be more successful than
similar earlier initiatives; (3) not matching problems with objectives and options; (4) options not being true
alternatives, with confusing design; (5) estimates being seemingly on the low side and not differentiating across
Member States. Subsequently, on 7 March 2017, the RSB issued a positive opinion on a revised version of the IA.
In this latter opinion, the RSB recognises the modifications undertaken, while calling for improved problem
analysis, more details regarding the options, and more refined calculations of the costs that the preferred option
would entail. The final IA report details the modifications made in a table in Annex 1 in response to both the
negative and the positive opinions. The RSB's comments appear to have been addressed in the final IA report.

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and the IA
In general terms, the Commission's legislative proposal appears to follow the recommendations expressed in the
IA. It should be noted that option 2, the Commission's preferred option, envisages that Member States will
provide 20 procedures (ten for citizens and ten for businesses) fully online (IA, pp. 31 and p. 7, Table 1.2). The
proposed regulation, however, lists only 13 procedures in Annex II of the proposal on 'procedures referred to in
Article 5(2)'. The procedures that were dropped concern mostly taxation-related matters, but also the
recognition of professional qualifications and university enrolment.

Conclusions
The IA explains the underlying problems well and uses a wide variety of research and data. It would have been
useful if the IA had been clearer when indicating the estimates, limitations and key assumptions upon which the
cost-benefit analyses for each option were based (in particular considering that there are quite some limitations
and assumptions as Annex 19 of the IA reveals). While it appears that there is broad support from stakeholders
regarding the objectives of the initiative, it is not always readily apparent from the IA which stakeholder favours
which specific option. The legislative proposal of the Commission generally seems to follow the
recommendations expressed in 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 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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