COMITE PERMANENT DES MEDECINS EUROPEENS
STANDING COMMITTEE OF EUROPEAN DOCTORS ¢

CPME/AD/EC/09112018/060_Final/EN

On 9 November 2018, the CPME Executive Committee adopted the 'CPME response to public
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Contribution ID: 33a527¢0-07d4-41e8-8150-8030f7ed7108
Date: 22/10/2018 11:03:03

Stocktaking of the Commission's 'better
regulation' approach

[ Fields marked with * are mandatory. }

Introduction

The European Commission is committed to being 'big on big things' and smaller on things where EU
action does not add value. To help to deliver on this commitment, the Commission has put in place a
‘better regulation’ agenda based on three key pillars: stakeholder engagement throughout the policy
cycle; evaluation to ensure that the current body of EU law remains fit for purpose; and impact
assessment to ensure that new proposals reach their policy goals in the most efficient way without
imposing unnecessary burdens.

Since 2015, the Commission has revamped the ‘better regulation’ framework to make it more effective. The
results of this revision include:

® further efforts fo increase the transparency, legitimacy and accountability of our work, in particular
as regaras the consuliation process throughout the policy cycle, including the possibility for the
general public and interested parties to provide feedback on proposals, and increased avaiability of
languages

® an independent Regulatory Scrutiny Board which checks the quality of the Commission’s impact
assessments and major evaluations

® a new online tool — ‘Lighten the Load’— which enables those affected by EU legisiation to put
forward their views, plus any criticisms and ideas for improvement they may have, so as to simplity
and improve existing EU laws

®  aplatform of experts including representatives of NGOs, interest groups and national governments
— the ‘REFIT platform’ — fo aavise the Commission on how fo make EU laws simpler and less costly
without watering down the intended objectives

The Commission is aware that further improvements can be made. We would like to hear your
views on those aspects of the better regulation framework that work well and those where you
think it should be improved.

The results of this public consultation will inform the Commission stocktaking of its better regulation
framework which it will publish in Spring 2019.

The questionnaire is divided into 7 short sections. Most questions are optional. You can upload a position
paper at the end should you so wish.

Relevant links:

® the Commission’s 2017 communication on ‘Completing the Better Regulation Agenda: Better
solution for better results’
® the Commission’s better regulation agenda



https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/completing-the-better-regulation-agenda-better-solutions-for-better-results_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/completing-the-better-regulation-agenda-better-solutions-for-better-results_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how_en

the Commission's better regulation guidelines and toolbox
the Commission’s central consultation page (‘Have your say’)

Regulatory Scrutiny Board
the Commission’s REFIT Programme

REFIT platform
Task Force on Subsidiarity, Proportionality and ‘Doing Less More Efficiently’

About you

*1 You are replying
©) as an individual in your personal capacity
@ in your professional capacity or on behalf of an organisation

*8 Respondent's first name

Sarada

*9 Respondent's last name

Das

*10 Respondent's professional email address

sarada.das@cpme.eu

*11 Name of the organisation

Standing Committee of European Doctors (CPME)

*12 Postal address of the organisation

Rue Guimard 15
1040 Brussels

*13 Type of organisation
Please select the answer option that fits best.
©) Private enterprise
@ Professional consultancy, law firm, self-employed consultant
@ Trade, business or professional association
) Non-governmental organisation, platform or network
) Research and academia

©) Churches and religious communities


https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/regulatory-scrutiny-board_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/evaluating-and-improving-existing-laws/refit-making-eu-law-simpler-and-less-costly_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/evaluating-and-improving-existing-laws/refit-making-eu-law-simpler-and-less-costly/refit-platform_en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/priorities/democratic-change/better-regulation/task-force-subsidiarity-proportionality-and-doing-less-more-efficiently_en

) Regional or local authority (public or mixed)
) International or national public authority
@ Other

*16 Please specify the type of organisation.
) Chamber of commerce
) Business organisation
© Trade Union
@ Represenative of professions or crafts
© Other

*22 |s your organisation included in the Transparency Register?

If your organisation is not registered, we invite you to register here, although it is not compulsory to be registered to reply to this
consultation. Why a transparency register?

@ Yes
.:::. No

' Not applicable

*23 If so, please indicate your Register ID number.

9276943405-41

*24 Country of organisation's headquarters
@ Austria
@ Belgium
© Bulgaria
© Croatia
© Cyprus
) Czech Republic
© Denmark
© Estonia
© Finland
© France
O Germany
© Greece
©' Hungary
© Ireland
O Italy
© Latvia
© Lithuania
' Luxembourg
@ Malta
© Netherlands
© Poland
© Portugal


https://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/ri/registering.do?locale=en
http://ec.europa.eu/transparencyregister/public/staticPage/displayStaticPage.do?locale=en&reference=WHY_TRANSPARENCY_REGISTER

' Romania

' Slovak Republic
' Slovenia

D Spain

' Sweden

' United Kingdom
' Other

*26 Your contribution,

Regulation (EC
N°1049/2001

@ can be published with your organisation's information (I consent the publication of all information in my
contribution in whole or in part including the name of my organisation, and | declare that nothing within my response is unlawful or
would infringe the rights of any third party in a manner that would prevent publication)

' can be published provided that your organisation remains anonymous (I consent to the publication of any
information in my contribution in whole or in part (which may include quotes or opinions | express) provided that it is done
anonymously. | declare that nothing within my response is unlawful or would infringe the rights of any third party in a manner that

would prevent the publication.

1. The Commission and better regulation — general questions

THhis section focuses on the Commission’s general aoproach to improving regulation (later sections will go
/nto more aetar).

*27 Are you informed about the Commission’s plans early enough to be able to take part in the
policy-making process?
7 Yes, fully
" Yes, mostly
@ Sometimes
7 No, not usually
' No, not at all
' Don't know

*28 Are you satisfied with how the Commission involves members of the public, businesses, non-
governmental organisations and other interest groups?

" Yes, very satisfied
' Yes, satisfied
) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
@ No, dissatisfied
) No, very dissatisfied
7 Don't know

*29 Does the Commission provide enough evidence (e.g. evaluations, impact assessments) to
back up its proposals?

7 Yes, always

@ Yes, mostly


http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/PDF/r1049_en.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/PDF/r1049_en.pdf

@ Partially

' No, not usually
" No, not at all
' Don't know

*30
Does the Commission take environmental and social impacts sufficiently into account when
putting forward policy proposals (in addition to economic impacts)?
7 Yes, always
" Yes, mostly
@ Partially
7 No, not usually
7 No, not at all
' Don't know

*31 Does the Commission take subsidiarity and the role of national, regional, and local authorities
sufficiently into account when putting forward policy proposals?

" Yes, always
7 Yes, mostly
@ Partially
' No, not usually
' No, not at all
' Don't know

*32 Are you satisfied with the Commission’s efforts to simplify existing EU laws and to reduce
costs where possible (REFIT)?

" Yes, very satisfied
' Yes, satisfied
@ Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
' No, dissatisfied
7 No, very dissatisfied
' Don't know

33 Please feel free to explain your answers. We would like to know what works well (and should
be kept) and what doesn’t (and needs review).
3000 character(s) maximum

- CPME sees a trend for stakeholders to be increasingly excluded from expert groups whose activities
and commentary are relevant to policy formation. In some cases, those groups are dissolved, e.g. the DG
SANTE Expert Group on Patient Safety and Quality of Care.

- Much of the background data presented is analysed from the point of view of its impact on economic
growth. Other factors, such as social and health related impacts are not taken into account sufficiently.
Where policy proposals diverge from widely accepted recommendations, e.g. WHO ‘best buys’ for
combatting non communicable disease, there is insufficient justification offered.

2. Consulting the public and interested parties



https://eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/subsidiarity.html

When preparing new or revising existing laws and regulations, the Commission asks interested parties
for their ideas and views as well as for factual information. The idea is to give those likely to be affected
by EU policies an opportunity to be heard.

Members of the public and representatives of interest groups can provide input throughout the
policymaking process in a number of ways (all of which you can find on the Commission’s central
consultation page, Have Your Say). They can:

® comment on roadmaps and inception impact assessments (these documents present the
Commission’s initial ideas, announce the launch of an impact assessment process or explain its
absence and also provide an overview of the planned public and targeted consultations)
participate in public consultations
comment on legislative proposals
comment on draft delegated or implementing acts (these acts complement existing laws to update
them or to help implement them)

® suggest ways to improve existing laws, via the ‘Lighten the Load’ tool

Individual Commission departments also regularly hold targeted consultations of stakeholders through
events, working groups, or questionnaires published on the respective department’s web page or sent to
experts.

The aim of this section is to identify what parts of the stakeholder consultation processes are working well
and find out how the Commission can improve them further.

*34 Are roadmaps and inception impact assessments useful to help you prepare your participation
in the policy-making process?

7 Yes, fully

@ Yes, mostly

' Partially

' No, mostly not

" No, not at all
' Don’t know

35 Please feel free to explain your answer.
2000 character(s) maximum



36 Are you satisfied with the following opportunities to contribute to the policy-making process?

Yes, , L | am not aware
Yes, Neither satisfied No, No, very .
very - . - : . . L Don't of this tool /
o satisfied nor dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied ,
satisfied know opportunity
*Opportunity to comment on roadmaps and @
inception impact assessments -
* Public consultations © © @
*Opportunity to comment on draft delegated @
and implementing acts -
*Opportunity to comment on Commission @
legislative proposals -
*Opportunity to suggest ways to improve @

existing laws (Lighten the Load)



37 Please feel free to explain your answer.
2000 character(s) maximum

Though CPME welcomes the opportunity to comment on roadmaps, inception impact assessments etc. it is
unclear how this feedback is used by the Commission or what its impact on the final proposal is. We ask the
Commission to clarify the actual process around these consultations.



38 Are you satisfied with the following aspects of the Commission's pub/ic consultations?

Yes, very Yes, Neither satisfied nor No, No, very Don't
satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied know

* Clarity of questionnaires (5] @ @

* Length of questionnaires @ © © @

*Neutrality of questionnaires © ® @ @

* Opportunity to make relevant comments or provide @

supporting material '

* Availability of different language versions ® @

*Length of consultation period (12 weeks) @ ® © @



39 Please feel free to explain your answer.
2000 character(s) maximum

- The public consultation questionnaires are frequently drafted in an abstract way which prevents detailed
input on a specific dimension of a proposal. In some cases, questions are leading and do not allow for an
unbiased response.

- The technical effort required to use the feedback tools, is sometimes a deterrent (e.g. EXPH consultations
at DG SANTE).

- There are frequently problems with the timing of consultations. In particular where the collide with holidays,
the schedules of consultations can act as deterrent. The same is true for several consultations on a similar
issue if scheduled at the same time, as these are also an excessive strain on resources. For organisations
such as CPME whose input is based on current input from its membership, the 12 week period is not
sufficient to provide real expertise in such cases.

*40 Are you satisfied with how the Commission reports on the results of its public consultations
and the other opportunities to comment?

' Yes, very satisfied
' Yes, satisfied
' Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
@ No, dissatisfied
7 No, very dissatisfied
' Don't know

41 Please feel free to explain your answer.
2000 character(s) maximum

There is often little time between the publication of the report on the public consultation and the publication
of the proposal, therefore it is not clear if the input received thus was taken into account. It is necessary to
improve the process and increase transparency.

42 Do you have any other ideas for improving the Commission’s stakeholder consultation
practices? We would like to hear examples of good practice from both EU and non-EU countries.
3000 character(s) maximum

3. Evaluating existing EU laws

The Commission regularly assesses how well existing EU measures - laws, policies, and financial
programmes, for instance — are working.

An assessment of existing EU measures is called an ‘evaluation’ (and, where several EU measures are

10



examined collectively, a ‘fitness check’). Assessments enable the Commission to decide whether
particular EU measures are still justified, or whether they need to be simplified or improved (e.g. to cut out
unnecessary regulatory costs or inconsistencies, adapt measures to take account of new developments,
make them work better, or even repeal them).

The REFIT programme and the REFIT platform help the Commission identify the areas where it needs to

focus its efforts, to simplify legislation and reduce any burdens caused by EU action. The state of play of
such initiatives are tracked by the REFIT Scoreboard.

11



43 Are you satisfied with the following aspects of the Commission's evaluations?

Yes,
Yes,
very o
o satisfied
satisfied

*Transparent assessment of what works and what doesn’t
*Usefulness of evaluations for policy-making

*Transparent information about all relevant impacts (benefits
and costs) of existing legislation

*Focus on simplification and cutting unnecessary costs
(‘REFIT programme’)

Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied

No,
dissatisfied

No, very
dissatisfied

Don't
know

12



44 Please feel free to explain your answer.
2000 character(s) maximum

*45 |s the REFIT platform effective in identifying areas where legislation can be simplified and
unnecessary costs cut while preserving policy objectives?

" Yes, fully

7 Yes, mostly

" Partially

7 No, not usually
' No, not at all
@ Don't know

46 Please feel free to explain your answer.
2000 character(s) maximum

47 Do you have any further ideas about how to improve the Commission’s evaluations? Please
feel free to share examples of good practice from both EU and non-EU countries.
3000 character(s) maximum

4. Assessing new Commission proposals

Impact assessments support the Commission's policy proposals. They assess:

® the pros and cons of a range of policy options designed to address one or more problems, using

evidence from previous evaluations and consultations

conformity with the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality

potential for simplifying existing legislation and cutting any unnecessary regulatory costs, in line
with the Commission’s REFIT programme.

13


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/subsidiarity.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/proportionality.html

All impact assessments are published on a central web page. Members of the public and people with a
special interest in the issue at hand can comment on impact assessments accompanying legislative
proposals.

14


http://ec.europa.eu/transparency/regdoc/?fuseaction=ia&language=en

48 Are you satisfied with the following aspects of the Commission's impact assessments?

Yes,
very
satisfied

Yes,
satisfied

*Transparent information about all the relevant impacts
(benefits and costs) of different policy alternatives

* Assessment of the potential for simplifying existing legislation
and cutting unnecessary costs

*Usefulness to inform the Commission's decision-making

*Usefulness to inform the European Parliament’s and the
Council’s decision-making

Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied

No,
dissatisfied

No, very
dissatisfied

Don't
know

15



49 Please feel free to explain your answer.
2000 character(s) maximum

50 Do the Commission’s impact assessments analyse the most relevant and important issues? (e.
g. impacts on SMEs via the SME test, etc.)

2000 character(s) maximum

As mentioned above, the economic dimension of analyses often overshadows or even crowds out any
assessment of other impacts, such as the health dimension. Data and conclusions based thereon are
transferred from one sector to another without taking into account specificities.

51 What more can the Commission do to justify its proposals with regard to subsidiarity and propo
rtionality?

2000 character(s) maximum

52 Do you have any further ideas about how to improve the Commission’s impact assessments?
Please feel free to share examples of good practice from both EU and non-EU countries.
3000 character(s) maximum

5. Scrutinising the quality of impact assessments and evaluations

The Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) became operational in 2016. It is appointed by the President of the
Commission. It has 7 full-time members, of which 3 are externally recruited. The Board quality controls
impact assessments and major evaluations. It ensures that facts and stakeholder views are fairly
presented to decision-makers. Its opinions are published.

53 Please indicate the level of your agreement with each of the following statements:

16


https://eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/subsidiarity.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/proportionality.html
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/proportionality.html

|
strongly
agree

I am familiar with the Regulatory Scrutiny
Board.

There is sufficient regulatory scrutiny of
EU impact assessments and evaluations.

Regulatory scrutiny adds value to the
overall regulatory process.

The Regulatory Scrutiny Board is impartial.

The Regulatory Scrutiny Board opinions
are informative.

The Regulatory Scrutiny Board opinions
promote evidence-based policies.

The Regulatory Scrutiny Board increases
the quality of Commission proposals.

The Regulatory Scrutiny Board increases
transparency of Commission policy-making.

The Regulatory Scrutiny Board increases
accountability of Commission policy-
making.

54 Do you have any comments on the Regulatory Scrutiny Board?

3000 character(s) maximum

6. Final questions

tend
to
agree

| tend
to
disagree

I
strongly
disagree

Don't
know

55 Please select up to three areas where the Commission has made (relatively more) progress

since 2014, if any.
at most 3 choice(s)

[ Transparency of the policy-making process
[C] Consultation
[T Evaluation
[Tl Impact assessment
[ Scrutiny of regulatory proposals
[Z] How the different ‘better regulation’ tools work together

17



[] Other

57 Please select up to three areas where the Commission should make improvements in the
future.

at most 3 choice(s)
Transparency of the policy-making process
[Tl Consultation
Evaluation
[Tl Impact assessment
[ Scrutiny of regulatory proposals
[Z] How the different ‘better regulation’ tools work together
[T Other

59 How could the Commission simplify its better regulation approach to ensure the timely
development of proposals while ensuring that these continue to be based on evidence?
3000 character(s) maximum

Proactive involvement of relevant stakeholders in transparent meetings

7. Document upload and final comments

60 Please feel free to upload a concise document, such as a position paper. The maximum file
size is TMB.

Please note that the uploaded document will be published alongside your response fo the questionnaire
which is the essential input to tis public consultation. The document is optional and serves as addlitional
background reading fo better understand your position.

61 If you wish to add any further information relevant to this questionnaire, please feel free to do
so here.

3000 character(s) maximum

Contact

SG-BR-STOCK-TAKING@ec.europa.eu

18
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