
The European Parliament Special Committee on Financial Crimes, Tax Evasion and Tax 

Avoidance 

Question 1: 

Would the strengthening of European Banking Authority’s (EBA) competence and role in 

anti-money laundering supervision of the financial sector allow it to react quicker and more 

effectively to prevent episodes of money laundering similar to those of Danske Bank, ING, 

ABLV and Pilatus Bank? 

Following the recent anti-money laundering scandals involving banks in the EU, in May 2018, 

the European Commission set up a working group bringing together the European Supervisory 

Authorities, the European Central Bank and the Chair of the Anti-Money Laundering Committee, 

which prepared a reflection paper.   

On this basis, the Commission proposed in September 2018 targeted amendments to the founding 

regulations of the European Supervisory Authorities, the EBA in particular, so that the EBA has 

the ability to act effectively on anti-money laundering supervision across the financial sector. The 

EBA will acquire a few more specific tasks such as: 

 •     enhancing the quality of supervision through common standards, periodic reviews of 

national supervisory authorities and risk-assessments; 

 •     collecting information on AML risks and trends and facilitating exchange of such 

information between national supervisory authorities (data hub); 

 •     facilitating cooperation with third countries on cross-border cases; 

  •     establishing a new permanent committee gathering the Heads of the national AML 

supervisory authorities (replacing the current AMLC subcommittee); 

•      requesting national AML supervisors to investigate possible breaches of EU legislation 

and taking decisions (such as sanctions) in specific cases, so as to give it binding 

mediation powers. 

This should allow the ESAs to contribute to greater convergence in AML supervision, achieve 

greater cooperation and information exchange between AML and prudential supervisors and 

strengthened enforcement.  

 

The Commission has also adopted a Communication on measures to improve the cooperation 

between prudential and anti-money laundering supervisors, which outlines the Commission’s 

strategy for seamless supervisory cooperation. In addition to the measures included in the 

legislative proposal, the Commission also advocates further enhancing the prudential framework 

for banks by improving information exchange and reinforcing the duty of cooperation between 

prudential and anti-money laundering authorities and bodies: the Capital Requirements Directive 
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is currently under negotiation between the Council and the European Parliament. The 

Commission also requests the ESAs, and in particular the EBA, to develop certain guidelines for 

the competent authorities of the Member States. In the longer term, the Commission invites 

consideration as to whether the current distribution of supervisory tasks is conducive to a 

coherent and viable AML system in the Union, and whether the current minimum harmonisation 

Anti-Money Laundering Directive should be transformed into a Regulation, directly applicable in 

all Member States. The Commission will reflect on these matters in a report that it will deliver in 

June 2019. 

 

We believe that the combination of the measures we proposed in the legislative proposal, the 

non-legislative measures, and the correct transposition and application of the 5
th

 Anti-Money 

Laundering Directive will contribute substantially to avoiding such cases in the future. 

 

Question 2: 

What additional human and material resources would EBA need to carry out efficiently the 

new tasks assigned in the proposal?  

As far as human resources are concerned the Commission's September proposal on AML 

amending the review of the ESAs' assigns 7.8 full-time staff ("FTEs") to the EBA for the newly 

assigned AML tasks from 2020.  In detail:  

 in 2019, 2 Establishment Plan (Temporary Agent) posts and resources for 2 Contract Agents 

would be made available for EBA; 

 in addition to the 2019 posts, in 2020 a further 2 Establishment Plan (Temporary Agent) posts 

and resources for 1.8 contract Agents would be made available for EBA. 

This will come in addition to the existing resources the ESAs already devote to direct AML 

issues (2.2 FTEs).  The total number of FTEs working at the ESAs on AML issues, including the 

existing and new resources - once the AML proposal goes through and provided the proposed 

resources are not modified - would therefore be 10. 

In terms of material resources, 2 million euros have been allocated for IT. The allocation 

concerns the setting up and maintaining the database for information gathering and exchanges in 

relation to AML-relevant findings in the financial sector. 

The financial fiche attached to the proposal provides the above mentioned information.  

 

 

 



Question 3: 

 

How much staff in DG JUST works in the field of Anti-money laundering? 

The Unit responsible in DG JUST for anti-money laundering issues is the Financial Crime Unit, 

B3. The staff of this Unit has been reinforced in the last two years, from a task force of 5 FTEs, 

to 12 FTEs and will reach 14 FTEs at the end of this year. 

How much staff in DG FISMA works in the field of Anti-money laundering? 

The competence for anti-money laundering issues lies with DG JUST.  FISMA has no full-time 

resources for anti-money laundering.  It currently has a project team of some 8 persons working 

with the proposal and the follow-up to the Communication, in addition to their other day to day 

tasks. 

 

Question 4:   

What is the level of resources invested by Member States in their financial supervisory 

activities?   

The Commission does not know the level of resources each Member State invests in their 

financial supervisory activities.  It must be assumed however that Member States are ensuring 

that competent authorities have the expertise, resources, operational capacity and powers 

necessary to carry out the functions that Union law requires. 

The Commission is aiming to measure the level of resources of the various anti-money 

laundering supervisors in the context of a study that it will launch next year regarding the 

implementation of the 4
th

 Anti-Money Laundering Directive. 

Do national supervisory authorities consider money-laundering criteria when carrying out 

their supervisory functions? 

The current financial services framework in principle requires financial supervisors to consider 

money laundering/terrorist financing aspects with respect to a number of their prudential 

supervisory functions. 

However in practice, it seems that financial supervisors may often not sufficiently consider such 

aspects.  One reason is due to the fact that EU prudential rules are not always sufficiently precise, 

which leads to differing transposition and to divergent supervisory practices across Member 

States, but there are also no detailed provisions in financial services legislation on cooperation 

obligations between prudential and AML supervisors which could facilitate timely and regular 

input of money laundering and terrorist financing related findings into the activity of financial 

supervisors. 



This gap is one of the reasons that the Joint Working Group chaired by representatives of the 

Commission’s Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers, and the Directorate-General for 

Financial Stability, Financial Services and Capital Markets Union, and including representatives 

of the European Central Bank, and of the three European Supervisory Authorities, and the Chair 

of the ESAs Joint Committee Anti-Money Laundering sub-committee proposed that a mapping 

should be carried out of  relevant money laundering and terrorist financing risks and best 

prudential supervisory practices to address them. 

 

Question 5 

 

What is the current quality and interconnection of IT systems for information sharing and 

communication between supervisory authorities? Is it adequate for the specific needs of 

these institutions? What improvements can be expected in this area? 

 

There is currently no unified IT system for information sharing and communication between 

supervisory authorities. Supervisors in Member States use their existing channels of 

communication for such communications. 

 


