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(C) What to improve

(1) As most Member States have enhanced the level of consumer protection by adopting
measures that go beyond the Directive’s current requirements, the report should better
demonstrate the necessity for EU action. It should show that national legislation cannot
sufficiently protect consumers when the number and type of cross-border providers of
consumer credit is increasing or is likely to increase.

(2) The report should better explain some of the expected impacts. It should provide
reasonable justification for the assumed effectiveness of individual measures, thus
clarifying its upward revision since the previous submission.

(3) The analysis of the options should discuss the extension of the scope of the Directive
to pawn shops and the removal of the upper threshold. The conclusion not to include these
measures in the final option for subsidiarity reasons should be based on this analysis.

(4) The report should better justify the composition of the preferred option. In particular,
it should consistently explain why it adds individual measures from other options to the
preferred option. In addition, the report should analyse the overall impact of the final
combination of measures in the preferred option. It should explain why a full pass on of the
costs for business to the consumers is not expected. It should demonstrate the
proportionality of the preferred option, given its high costs compared to its benefits. The
report could include the final preferred option as an additional option to increase the
logical flow of the analysis.

(5) The annex on procedural information (Annex 1) should indicate how it has integrated
the recommendations from the Board’s first opinion.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred options in this initiative,
as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

(D) Conclusion
The DG may proceed with the initiative.

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings before
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
tables to reflect this.

Full title Impact Assessment on a proposal to revise Directive
2008/48/EC on Credit Agreements for Consumers

Reference number PLAN/2020/6978

Submitted to RSB on 26 March 2021

Date of RSB meeting Written procedure
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ANNEX: Quantification tables extracted from the draft impact assessment report

The following tables comtain information on the costs and benefits of the initiative on
which the Board has given its opinion, as presented above.

If the draft report has been revised in line with the Board’s recommendations, the content
of these tables may be different from those in the final version of the impact assessment
report, as published by the Commission.
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(C) What to improve

(1) The report should analyse with more granularity the expected evolution of the
consumer credit market. It should identify the risks associated with new types of credit
(e.g. peer-to-peer lending) or credit providers (e.g. internet platforms). For each of these, it
should demonstrate that EU intervention could be needed and justified. The report should
demonstrate the cross-border potential of types of credit that it considers adding to the
scope of the Directive (e.g. pawn shops). It should more clearly indicate why the EU
should create a harmonised market for types of loans that are considered risky for
vulnerable consumers.

(2) Given current low levels of cross-border consumer credits, the report should provide a
clear rationale for the internal market dimension of the Directive. It needs to demonstrate
more convincingly the respect of the principle of subsidiarity, as it is not clear that the EU
is better placed than Member States to act in the absence of a developing single consumer
credit market.

(3) The intervention logic should be updated if its hypotheses conflict with the outcomes
of the impact analysis. It should consider if the evidence base of the evaluation preceding
the impact assessment might have changed. For example, the impact analysis shows that
removing credit thresholds for the Directive does not protect consumers.

(4) The report should critically review the benefit estimates. Before applying scoring
schemes and weighting of aggregate costs and benefits, the impact analysis should check
the plausibility of what the different measures contribute. For example, the report should
analyse in a more nuanced way to what extent credit providers could pass on their higher
costs to consumers.

(5) The multi-criteria analysis should better balance the weights of costs and benefits in
the efficiency analysis and in its overall comparison of options. It should discuss how the
sensitivity analysis affects the ranking of options.

(6) The report should better justify the composition of the preferred option. In particular, it
should give reasons for adding measures with strong negative net benefits to the preferred
option, and for not adding a measure with strong positive net benefits. The report should
explain the proportionality of the preferred option, given its high costs compared to its
benefits. The report should present a clear summary assessment of the costs and benefits of
the various combinations of options in the comparison section.

(7) The report does not sufficiently develop the scope for simplification and cost
reduction. In line with the REFIT Platform opinion, the report should better integrate the
potential for simplification of advertisement obligations, without harming the consumer
protection objective.

Some more technical comments have been sent directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings and resubmit
it for a final RSB opinion.

Full title Impact Assessment on a proposal to revise Directive
2008/48/EC on Credit Agreements for Consumers
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