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Impact assessment (SWD(2020) 346/2, SWD(2020) 347 (summary)) accompanying a Commission proposal for a 
Regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on guidelines for trans-European energy infrastructure and 

repealing Regulation (EU) No 347/2013 

This briefing provides an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European 
Commission's impact assessment (IA) accompanying the above-mentioned proposal,1 adopted on 
15 December 2020 and referred to Parliament's Committee on Industry, Research and Energy (ITRE). 
The proposal seeks to amend Regulation (EU) No 347/2013 on guidelines for trans-European energy 
infrastructure (TEN-E)2 with a view to ensure that the existing framework is consistent with, and 
contributes to, the new 2030 EU climate target,3 set out in COM(2020) 562, commonly known as the 
2030 EU climate target plan, with the ultimate objective of achieving an economy with net-zero 
greenhouse gas emissions (i.e. climate neutrality) by 2050, and in line with the Commission 
communication on the European Green Deal, COM(2019) 640.  

Problem definition 
On the basis of the evaluation of the TEN-E Regulation carried out in parallel ('back to back') with the 
IA, and several other sources, the IA identifies two problems (IA, pp. 9-19):  

1 type and scale of cross-border infrastructure developments are not fully aligned 
with EU energy policy objectives, in particular with regard to the climate neutrality 
objective IA (pp. 9-11). According to the IA (p. 10), trans-European cross-border energy 
infrastructures should contribute more towards achieving the EU-wide net greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions reduction target of at least 55 % by 2030 against 1990 levels, from 
an earlier target of 40 %, with the ultimate objective of climate neutrality by 2050;  

2 delays in project implementation (IA, p. 15). The IA states that delays in implementing 
projects of common interest (PCIs), i.e. key cross border infrastructure projects that link 
the energy systems of EU countries, would 'jeopardise' the change in the energy system 
required for achieving the 55 % GHG emissions reduction target by 2030 and the 
objective of net climate neutrality by 2050.  

According to the IA, without changing the current regulation, the required investments 'will happen 
in a sub-optimal, uncoordinated manner at a higher cost' (IA, p. 19). This statement appears to be 
supported by the analysis provided for the underlying drivers. In addition, the IA states (p. 20) that 
without reviewing the regulation, there would be a risk of 'increasing incoherence' with the 
Taxonomy Regulation (EU) 2020/852, which establishes a framework to facilitate sustainable 
investments. However, the IA would have benefited from explaining this second statement better 
and from providing an assessment of the likely impact of the aforementioned incoherence. The IA 
illustrates the practical implications of the proposal for the target groups identified in Annex (IA, 
pp. 92-95).  

  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020SC0346R(01)
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020PC0824
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32013R0347
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0562
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52019DC0640
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/topics/infrastructure/projects-common-interest_en?redir=1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32020R0852
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The IA identifies three underlying drivers for problem 1, namely (pp. 11-15): 
1 TEN-E infrastructure categories do not sufficiently reflect the [climate neutrality 

objective of the] European green deal and technological progress: according to the 
IA, the current regulation does not take into account the technological progress made 
since the regulation entered into force in 2013, preventing the uptake of PCIs required 
for achieving the 55 % GHG emissions reduction target by 2030 and the objective of 
climate neutrality by 2050; 

2 lack of a mandatory sustainability criterion in the selection process of PCIs: 
Article 4 of the current regulation defines general and specific criteria for assessing 
projects that could be eligible for PCI status. Specific criteria, which depend on the 
category of energy infrastructure considered, include market integration, sustainability, 
security of supply, and competition (for electricity transmission and storage projects, 
and for gas projects). Additional specific criteria apply to electricity smart grid/oil 
transport/carbon dioxide transport projects. Electricity and gas PCI candidate projects 
need to contribute significantly to at least one of the four aforementioned specific 
criteria, meaning that a project may obtain PCI status even if it does not demonstrate 
benefits in terms of sustainability. The IA states that, according to some stakeholders, 
this would pose a risk that 'PCIs may not be on track to achieve EU energy and climate 
policy objectives'; 

3 sectoral bottom-up approach to infrastructure planning: the IA states (p. 13) that the 
evaluation of the TEN-E Regulation highlighted shortcomings in the current bottom-up 
approach to infrastructure planning, where electricity and gas networks are planned 
mostly independently from each other via an EU-wide 10-year network development 
plan (TYNDP), which represents the starting point for selecting PCIs. The IA also states 
that the current incremental approach used for the identification of onshore 
infrastructure projects is not appropriate for the identification and development of 
offshore wind networks, as it is too fragmented and nationally focused, and would lead 
to a less rational offshore wind development (IA, p. 14). However, the IA would have 
benefited from a better explanation of why following the current approach 'would not 
bring along many new offshore wind parks at the required speed', as stated (IA, p. 15); 

The IA identifies two underlying drivers for problem 2, namely (pp. 15-18): 
1 long permitting procedures: based on a 2020 Agency for the cooperation of energy 

regulators (ACER) report, the IA states (p. 15) that the average duration of the permit 
granting process is four years for electricity PCIs and 3.1 years for gas PCIs, with some 
PCIs requiring 'substantially longer' than the 3.5 years envisaged by Article 10 of the 
TEN-E Regulation. The IA states that public opposition by local communities, 
landowners and citizens living near to potential installations and routing of PCIs is one 
of the key factors explaining lengthy permit granting processes, which can be further 
delayed in those cases where public opposition leads to court claims, although this 
claim is not substantiated. The IA identifies insufficient or late use of participatory 
processes as being the reason behind public opposition; 

2 sub-optimal implementation of PCIs and insufficient use of cost-sharing tools and 
regulatory incentives: the IA states that the provisions introduced by the TEN-E 
Regulation to facilitate the implementation of PCIs, for instance cross-border costs 
allocation (CBCA), remained underutilised. The IA focuses on the role played by CBCA, 
stating that CBCA provisions have been used rarely by project promoters as intended 
to reduce or eliminate the financing gap, and that national regulatory authorities 
(NRAs) have approached decisions regarding CBCA in a 'very diverse manner'. The IA 
highlights (p. 17) how important it would be to implement correctly the ACER 
recommendation on good practices for the treatment of investment requests, 
including CBCA, to support the development of projects for offshore renewables, 
although the IA would have benefited from illustrating more clearly why this is the case. 

https://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Publication/Consolidated%20Report%20on%20the%20progress%20of%20electricity%20and%20gas%20Projects%20of%20Common%20Interest%20%282020%29.pdf
https://www.acer.europa.eu/Official_documents/Acts_of_the_Agency/Recommendations/ACER%20Recommendation%2005-2015.pdf
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Based on the text provided in the IA, the analysis illustrating these drivers appears to be well 
developed, and supported by a satisfactory number of recent evidence, as well as by the back to back 
evaluation with the IA. The IA provides several quantifications regarding the magnitude of the 
identified problems, at the same time providing some estimates regarding the amount of investments 
needed for contributing to the achievement of the ultimate objective of net climate neutrality by 2050.  

Subsidiarity / proportionality 
The IA states (p. 20) that Article 172 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU) 
provides the legal basis for action. According to the IA, the evaluation of the TEN-E Regulation shows 
that it has provided additional value compared to what could have been achieved at national or 
regional level alone, improving the integration of Member States' networks, stimulating energy 
trade, and contributing to ensure the EU security of supply of gas and electricity (IA, p. 8). As regards 
proportionality, the IA deals with this when comparing the policy options. The explanatory 
memorandum includes a detailed subsidiarity grid in its Annex 7. No reasoned opinions were 
submitted by national parliaments within the deadline of 11 March 2021. 

Objectives of the initiative 
The IA distinguishes the general objective of the proposal into two components ('parts'), namely: 
1. to facilitate the timely development of adequate energy infrastructures across the EU and in 
its neighbourhood to enable delivering on the EU energy and climate targets, including the 
climate-neutrality objective of the European green deal, as well as market integration, 
competitiveness, and security of supply; 2. to facilitate the timely development of adequate 
cross-border energy infrastructures across the EU at least cost to consumers and businesses (IA, 
pp. 21-23). Four specific objectives are identified by the IA, namely (p. 22): 

1 enable the identification of the cross-border projects and investments across the EU, 
and with its neighbouring countries, that are necessary for the energy transition [of the 
economy] and for achieving its climate targets; 

2 improve infrastructure planning for energy system integration and offshore grids; 
3 shorten permitting procedures for PCIs to avoid delays in projects that facilitate the 

energy transition; 
4 ensure the appropriate use of cost sharing tools and regulatory incentives. 

The IA illustrates in its Figure 4 (p. 22) how the identified problems, and their underlying drivers, 
relate to the general and specific objectives of the proposal. These objectives appear to be clear and 
consistent with the manner in which the two problems have been defined. In addition, they appear 
to be relevant, achievable and sufficiently measurable, though not time bound. The operational 
objectives were defined once the retained options had been selected (IA, p. 73), in line with the 
Commission's Better Regulation Guidelines (tool #16, p. 100). 

Range of options considered 
The IA considers, in addition to the baseline, several options regarding four (out of five) key elements 
characterising the TEN-E Regulation: scope; governance/infrastructure planning; permitting and 
public participation; regulatory treatment. The fifth element, financing, was not considered as the 
evaluation did not cover specifically the EU's funding through the Connecting Europe Facility (CEF) 
instrument (IA, p. 105). The options retained for further assessment represented in the table below 
are illustrated in Table 1 of the IA (pp. 23-35). Additional options retained for further assessment are 
excluded from Table 1, but are discussed extensively and comprehensively in Annex 9 of the IA 
(pp. 140-147). The choice of considering two sets of retained options separately in two distinct parts 
of the IA, the main text and the Annexes, is quite unusual, although the IA seems to justify this when 
it states that these additional options 'propose changes or improvements of mainly technical nature 
and are considered non-essential in view of their potential to address the problem drivers' (IA, p. 24).  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/better-regulation-guidelines.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/better-regulation-toolbox-16_en
https://ec.europa.eu/inea/en/connecting-europe-facility
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Option Description Decision 

(A) SCOPE 

A.1 Smart electricity grids and electricity storage 
A.1.0 Baseline: the current TEN-E Regulation would not be modified  RfA 

A.1.1 Update of eligibility criteria [i.e. broadened scope to reflect technological developments] P 

Sub-option: inclusion of non-mechanical [electricity] storage RfA 

A.2 Gas infrastructure, hydrogen networks and power-to-gas (P2G) facilities* 

A.2.0 Baseline: the current TEN-E Regulation would not be modified [with regard to natural gas (methane) infrastructure] RfA 

A.2.1 Exclude all natural gas [methane] infrastructure but include hydrogen and P2G infrastructures RfA 

A.2.2 Exclude natural gas [methane] infrastructure but include hydrogen, P2G and smart gas grids for low-carbon and renewable gases 
[typically biogas and biomethane] infrastructures 

P 

Sub-option: [include] natural gas (methane) infrastructure [PCIs] projects for integrating renewable and low-carbon gases into the existing 
natural gas (methane) transmission network 

RfA 

Sub-option: [include] natural gas (methane) infrastructure [PCIs] projects at an advanced implementation stage [as defined in the IA, p. 
29] 

RfA 

A.3 Projects of mutual interest (PMIs) 

A.3.0** Baseline: the current TEN-E Regulation would not be modified [i.e. only projects that can demonstrate to bring socio-economic benefits 
for at least two EU Member States are eligible for PCI status] 

RfA 

A.3.1 Include PMIs in the revised regulation [i.e. projects that are able to demonstrate significant net socio-economic benefits for at least two 
EU Member State and at least one third country] 

P 

(B) GOVERNANCE / INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING 

B.1 Offshore grids for renewable energy 

B.1.0 Baseline: the current TEN-E Regulation would not be modified RfA 

B.1.1 Integrated offshore development plans [i.e. strengthen the cooperation among Member States in offshore infrastructure planning and 
implementation] 

P 

B.1.2 Regional Independent System Operator/Joint Undertaking [i.e. assign the task of offshore grid planning and the implementation of 
offshore grids, including the responsibility regarding the process of cross-border cost allocation, would be given to a new entity (i.e. a 
regional independent system operator or a Joint Undertaking) 

RfA 

B.2 Cross-sectoral infrastructure planning 

B.2.0 Baseline: the current TEN-E Regulation would not be modified RfA 

B.2.1 Strengthened governance and sustainability [i.e. improve the Commission and ACER oversight over the 10-year network development 
plans (TYNDPs). This option would also require the inclusion of a mandatory sustainability criterion for all gas infrastructure categories] 

P 

B.2.2 New governance setup [and expansion of scope (and role) of the TYNDPs, in order to integrate energy system-wide cost-efficiency, with 
the Commission (or ACER) taking a leading role in the TYNDPs development. The aforementioned sustainability criterion for all gas 
infrastructure categories would also be required] 

RfA 

(C) PERMITTING 

C.1 Permitting 

C.1.0 Baseline: the current TEN-E Regulation would not be modified RfA 

C.1.1 Accelerating the project implementation [i.e. use of urgent court procedures: Member States, which already have urgent court procedures 
under national legislation in other domains, would have to ensure that these accelerated litigation procedures are applicable to PCIs 
should public opposition lead to court claims] 

P 

C.1.2 Accelerating the permitting process: one-stop shop per sea basin for offshore renewable infrastructure projects [that would issue the 
comprehensive decisions for the infrastructure elements for offshore projects by coordinating all the national and regional permits] 

P 

(D) REGULATORY TREATMENT 

D.1 Regulatory treatment 

D.1.0 Baseline: the current TEN-E Regulation would not be modified (with regard to the current CBCA provisions) RfA 

D.1.1 Inclusion of full investment costs [i.e. all investment costs would be included in full in the national tariffs, followed by (if necessary) an 
assessment of affordability issues (if any) regarding the increase in tariffs due to the inclusion of the aforementioned costs] 

P 

The preferred options are indicated in grey RfA=Retained for assessment 
P=Preferred 

* The policy options for gas policy options and infrastructure categories are further detailed in Table 2 of the IA (p. 29) 
** This policy option is referred to as A.3.0 in Table 1 of the IA (p. 24), but it is referred to as A.5.0 when it is explained (IA, p. 30). This discrepancy in the 

numbering might be the result of options that were discarded. Accordingly, option A.3.1 in Table 1 is indicated as A.5.1 when it is explained in the main body 
of the IA 

Source: author, based on IA (Table 1, p. 24 and Table 4, p. 69). 
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According to the IA (p. 25), under the baseline option the current regulation would be likely to 
continue bringing positive effects and having some shortcomings as summarised in the problem 
definition (IA, pp. 7-8) and explained, more comprehensively in Annex 5 (IA, pp. 104-131) and in the 
report supporting the retrospective evaluation of its effectiveness and policy coherence. Overall, 
seven options suggested by stakeholders were discarded 'at an early stage' (IA, pp. 35-36) for 
reasons that the IA substantiates and illustrates in a sufficiently clear way. Based on the analysis 
performed, the IA identifies a package of policy options as best suited to achieve the specific 
objectives identified, as no single option appears to be sufficient to meet the identified objectives. 
In addition to those that are highlighted in grey in the previous table, additional 'technical options', 
not included in Table 1 of the IA but analysed in great detail in its Annex 9 (pp. 140-147), would be 
part of the policy package, namely: D.1.2; D.1.3; D.1.4. Based on the explanations provided by the IA 
(pp. 143-145), it is not immediately apparent that the insufficient or late use of participatory 
processes, which was mentioned as the reason behind public opposition to PCIs, explaining lengthy 
permit granting processes (i.e. one of the two underlying drivers for problem 2) would also be 
addressed in the aforementioned options package. The IA provides a detailed and comprehensive 
comparison among the identified policy options with respect to the Better Regulation criteria of 
effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, and proportionality (IA, pp. 60-68). Overall, it can be concluded 
that from a purely formal point of view, the IA would have benefited in clarity from presenting all 
the options retained for further assessment in a single table, instead of splitting them across the 
main text and the annexes. Finally, the IA would have benefited from better explanation of the 
different options retained for further assessment, at least in the main text, as the explanations 
provided are sometimes difficult to follow, also given the complexity of the issues at stake. The range 
of options appears to be, in general, satisfactory for each of the four key areas considered. 

Assessment of impacts 
The IA considers the main environmental, economic, and social impacts, and transparently 
acknowledges that the assessment is largely based on a qualitative approach. According to the IA, 
it was not possible to quantify the impacts of all retained options as this would have required the 
availability of information regarding the specifications of future PCIs, which is 'particularly 
challenging for new or emerging infrastructure categories' (IA, p. 37). To overcome this problem, the 
IA states that sectoral studies have been used to provide a quantitative assessment of some impacts, 
although their scope was not limited to PCIs. Annex 3 of the IA (pp. 95-101) includes summary tables 
quantifying, wherever possible, the costs and benefits associated with the preferred options. As 
regards the social impacts covered, the IA considers employment, for instance, under the preferred 
option B.1.1, quantifying the expected increase in jobs for people working in offshore wind facilities. 
Impact on consumers is sometimes referred to, for instance for the aforementioned option, with the 
IA stating that large investments in offshore grids 'can lead to a tariff increase, to the detriment of 
consumers', although no quantification is provided (IA, p. 53). Environmental impacts are assessed 
qualitatively in some depth and sometimes quantified. Whenever considered appropriate by the IA, 
the administrative burden is also considered and assessed qualitatively, while it is quantified in just 
one case, for option D.1.3. To conclude, it would appear that the IA has succeeded in providing a 
satisfactory picture of the economic and environmental impacts of the retained policy options, 
which are supported by very recent evidence and have been quantified whenever possible, while 
the assessment of the social impacts appears to be very limited. However, an overall assessment of 
the package of preferred policy options, where impacts are assessed individually, is missing. 

SMEs / Competitiveness 

The IA neither includes a dedicated section on the overall impact of the preferred options on small 
and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) nor mentions SMEs throughout the analysis, which appears 
rather strange, as it might be reasonable to expect that some of them, e.g. those involved in the 
supply chain, could be affected by the policy options envisaged. This absence is also contrary to the 
Commission's Better Regulation Guidelines stating that 'the potential impacts on SMEs should be 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/19bec11f-5f86-11eb-b487-01aa75ed71a1
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/better-regulation-guidelines.pdf
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considered and reported systematically in all impact assessment reports' (tool #22, p. 155). As 
regards competitiveness, the IA states that the evaluation of the current regulation has shown that 
it has contributed to improving integration of Member States networks, stimulated energy trade 
and thereby contributed to EU competitiveness, which the IA states is shown in the evidence on 
energy prices and their convergence across the EU (IA, p. 8 and p. 119). The IA states (p. 63) that the 
analysis carried out when assessing the impact of the policy options (IA, pp. 37-60) has shown that 
cross-border smart electricity grids constitute an important infrastructure category to enable the 
achievement, inter alia, of competitiveness, although this statement does not appear to be clearly 
substantiated in the text. Overall, based on the text provided, the analysis in the IA appears to have 
provided just an indication of the impact on competitiveness and could perhaps have been made 
more precise and better substantiated. As regards SMEs, the IA could have explained and justified 
why SMEs were not considered in the analysis performed. 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

The IA states (p. 71) that in order to simplify and improve the efficiency of the current regulation, certain 
measures, which are detailed in Annex 10 (pp. 148-151), have been identified to reduce compliance and 
regulatory costs, namely: reduced reporting obligations; reduced monitoring by ACER to once every two 
years; pre-consultation with local communities and stakeholders affected by the construction of a PCI to 
become optional; and simplified inclusion in TYNDP for existing PCIs. According to the IA (p. 95), the 
simplification measures envisaged would generate direct benefits through reduced existing recurrent 
direct costs related to administrative burden, as a result of reduced monitoring and reporting 
obligations. These benefits would be mainly private and regard certain stakeholders, such as project 
promoters. Overall, the IA would appear to have succeeded in illustrating clearly, and with a satisfactory 
level of detail, the benefits brought about by the envisaged simplification measures. 

Monitoring and evaluation 
The IA states that the European Commission would monitor the impact of the proposed new 
regulation through a set of indicators based on 'the specific policy objectives to be achieved with 
the legislation' (IA pp. 72-73). At the same time, the IA states that operational objectives (and 
corresponding indicators) have been identified based on the preferred policy options (IA, p. 73). The 
indicators appear to be consistent with the stated operational objectives, except for the 'reduced 
curtailment of renewable energy' indicator, whose link with the corresponding operational 
objective is not clear. In addition, the source of data (ACER, very likely) is not indicated, and the 
targets envisaged appear to be missing for one of them. The IA would have benefited from 
explaining the rationale better for identifying two sets of indicators, one for the specific objectives 
and a second for the operational objectives, based on the preferred options. As such, the monitoring 
framework envisaged could have been clearer. The IA states (p. 72) that a review of the effectiveness 
of the new legislation could take place in 2026, when the selection process of the PCIs under the 
new framework should have been completed. 

Stakeholder consultation 
The Commission carried out a comprehensive consultation, based on an online public consultation 
(OPC), a targeted online survey, (46) in-depth interviews, and (four) online stakeholder webinars (IA, 
p. 82). A stakeholder mapping exercise was carried out with a view to identifying the main 
stakeholders involved in and affected by the regulation, as outlined in Table 1 of Annex 2 (IA, 
pp. 82-84). The OPC, seeking contributions for both the evaluation and the revision of the TEN-E 
Regulation, was shortened from the customary 12 weeks to 8 weeks and ran from 18 May to 
13 July 2020, although the IA does not provide an explanation, while a specific survey targeted 
stakeholders with specialist knowledge of the regulation. The OPC obtained 103 replies: 30 from EU 
and non-EU citizens (30 %), and 47 from businesses associations/organisations (45 %). In addition, 
169 emails were received via a functional mailbox, although the majority (129) were represented by 
identical replies coming from citizens. The four webinars were focused on key elements of the 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/better-regulation-toolbox-22_en
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inception impact assessment (IA, p. 87). The outcomes of these consultations are exhaustively, 
comprehensively and analytically described in Annex 2 of the IA (pp. 82-91), which appears to report 
on the contributions of the different categories of stakeholders in satisfactory detail. Feedback 
received from stakeholders is frequently mentioned throughout the IA, especially when discussing 
the policy options. In this regard, the IA states that seven options suggested by stakeholders were 
discarded 'at an early stage' (IA, pp. 35-36), providing adequate justification. Member States' views 
appears to be missing, very likely because the targeted consultation addressed specifically, inter alia, 
regional and local governments (IA, p. 88). 

Supporting data and analytical methods used 
The analysis performed in the IA is based on an evaluation of the TEN-E Regulation carried out 
between January 2019 and September 2020, in parallel with the IA, the results of which were not yet 
publicly available at the time of writing. The evaluation was supported by a study carried out by an 
external contractor. In addition, the analysis carried out in the IA was supported by studies carried 
out by external contractors, working papers/position papers and analyses carried out by different 
stakeholders, all of which are referenced in Annex 1 of the IA (pp. 79-81); all the references listed 
(except the last one) are publicly available. The IA transparently acknowledges that several 
challenges and limitations were identified in the process of data collection and analysis such as, for 
instance, a fragmented quantitative information on specific PCI technical data; they are summarised 
in Annex 4 of the IA (pp. 117-119). To quantify the benefits resulting from the implementation of the 
current regulation, in the field of electricity and gas, the European Commission used two proprietary 
models developed by REKK (regional centre for energy policy research), EEMM (European electricity 
market model for the electricity sector) and EGMM (European gas market model for the gas sector), 
which are explained briefly (IA, pp. 102-103). Their 'key outcomes' were 'cross-checked' with the 
METIS model run by the Joint Research Centre (JRC), which is illustrated very briefly (IA, pp. 102-103). 
Of note, the EEMM and EGMM models are not mentioned in the modelling inventory and knowledge 
management system of the European Commission, MIDAS (JRC report, online database), while 
MIDAS provides an explanatory factsheet for the METIS model. 

Follow-up to the opinion of the Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 
On 21 October 2020, the European Commission's Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) adopted a 
negative opinion, which is not available on the RSB website, on a draft version of the IA report 
submitted on 25 September 2020, although its remarks and remedy measures are illustrated in 
Annex 1 of the IA (pp. 76-77). On 1 December 2020, the Commission RSB adopted a second positive 
opinion with reservations on a draft version of the IA report submitted on 9 November 2020, 
acknowledging the improvements with respect to the first version of the report, notably as regards 
the context description and the intervention logic, but noting the presence in the report of 
'significant shortcomings' regarding, inter alia, the absence of a clear justification for the need to 
establish separate sustainability criteria for assessing candidate PCI projects that differ from the 
Taxonomy Regulation and the unclear explanation regarding the extent to which the initiative could 
shorten delays in the permitting process, considering that the problem's drivers are largely under 
national control. The final version of the IA summarises the RSB's recommendations in its Annex 1 
(pp. 76-79), as well as how they have been addressed with regard to both opinions (pp. 48-50), in 
line with the Better Regulation Guidelines. Based on the explanations provided in the Annex, the IA 
does appear to have addressed the RSB's recommendations.  

Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA 
The proposal appears to be aligned with the analysis carried out in the IA. As regards the reporting 
and evaluation elements included in the proposed Article 22, it would appear that a discrepancy 
exists between the indicators envisaged to be included in the report regarding the implementation 
of PCIs, to be published by the Commission no later than 31 December 2027, and the set of 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12382-Revision-of-the-guidelines-for-trans-European-Energy-infrastructure
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/19bec11f-5f86-11eb-b487-01aa75ed71a1
https://rekk.hu/modeling
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/c3e63ebe-180d-11eb-b57e-01aa75ed71a1
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/44aa8ee3-707a-11e9-9f05-01aa75ed71a1
https://web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/policy-model-inventory/
https://webgate.ec.testa.eu/midas-ii/discovery/midas/index.php#factsheet/model/1062
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/?fuseaction=ia&year=2020&serviceId=10226&s=Search
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/2/2020/EN/SEC-2020-431-1-EN-MAIN-PART-1.PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/rep/2/2020/EN/SEC-2020-431-1-EN-MAIN-PART-1.PDF
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indicators envisaged in the IA to monitor and evaluate the actual impact of the proposed legislation 
(IA, pp. 72-73). In addition, the set of indicators concerning the criteria for PCIs and PMIs included in 
Annex IV of the proposal appears to be much more developed and comprehensive with respect to 
those mentioned in the IA. The same applies to the guidelines for transparency and public 
participation, which appear to be more detailed compared to the text included in the IA. 

The IA defines the problems to be addressed and their underlying drivers clearly. The objectives 
appear to be clear and consistent with the manner in which the problem has been defined. In 
addition, they appear to be relevant, achievable, and sufficiently measurable, although not time 
bound. The range of options appears to be, in general, satisfactory, although the IA would have 
benefited in clarity by gathering the retained options together in one single table, whereas to the 
contrary, they have been partially placed in the main text and partially in one of the annexes. The 
assessment of economic, social, and environmental impacts is largely based on a qualitative 
approach, which the IA transparently acknowledges. The IA appears to have provided only an 
indication of the impact on competitiveness and this could perhaps have been made more precise 
and better substantiated. As regards SMEs, the IA would have benefited from explaining and 
justifying why SMEs were not considered in the analysis performed. A wide number of stakeholders 
were consulted and their opinions have been satisfactorily reported. The IA appears to have 
addressed the RSB's recommendations. As regards the legislative proposal, it would appear that the 
indicators identified in the IA and those included in the legislative proposal are not fully aligned. 
 

ENDNOTES 
 

1  See A. Wilson, Revision of the TEN-E Regulation: EU guidelines for new energy infrastructure, briefing, EPRS, European 
Parliament, 2020 

2  See A.I. Dinu, Revision of the TEN-E Regulation, briefing, EPRS, European Parliament, 2020.  
3  See L. Jensen, EU climate target plan: raising the level of ambition for 2030, briefing, EPRS, European Parliament, 2020.  
 
This briefing, prepared for the ITRE committee, 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. 
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