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problem statement (problem 2.2.1 on risks, driver 2.3.1 and 2.3.2) and in the 
presentation of the options, and in particular options 2 and 3 where these 
issues are also addressed through legislative measures.  

 With regard to enforcement and supervision in option 3, this will essentially 
build on the risk management and auditing obligations on very large platforms, 
analyzed by the competent digital services coordinator. Further inspections are 
possible if triggered by an insufficient reporting on risk assessed and 
mitigated.  

The report should also explain what kind of data access rights would be given to public 
authorities and how these would be aligned with those envisaged under the parallel ex-
ante / competition tool initiative. The report should clarify which researchers (public 
interest based?) would be able to access data.  

 We are further clarifying the parameters for these provisions in the 
presentation of the options. In brief: 

 The options include two types of data access for authorities: first, when 
competent authorities supervise the underlying service intermediated by a 
platform (e.g. holiday accommodations offered online), the cooperation 
requirements would allow authorities to request data strictly limited to their 
supervisory competence, as specified in national law. Second, the competent 
digital services coordinator will be able to request further data from the very 
large platform strictly for supervising its compliance with the due diligence 
obligations. Both such obligations are designed in compliance with the 
General Data Protection Regulation, and in observance of the service 

 
 In the third option, the vetted researchers will be permitted data access in 

compliance with criteria set by the EU Board. The set-up requires a case-by 
case approach, depending on the risks at stake and data security and privacy 
concerns. 

The report should further specify the proposed supervision framework set out in the 
options. How would the Digital clearing house be set up, by whom, what functions and 
powers would it have? What would be expected from the national Digital coordinators? 
How would they link to Digital clearing house? What would be the added value of a new 
EU body? Why was no alternative considered to an independent agency (e.g. expert group, 
other kind of EU network or platform)? How would this structure link or delineate with 
CPC authorities or other related supervisory functions? Could the new Board integrate the 

 

 We are revising and further explaining the architecture and components of each 
option in the revised IA. This is further detailed in the main note. 

 As regards the integration of supervisory responsibilities of the Board with the new 
Commission powers under the Digital Markets Act, this option does not meet the 
independence requirements and would not address a main objective for the Board 
in establishing a smooth cooperation and assistance across digital services 
coordinators. Further details can be found in the main note. 

respond to European Parliament's legislative 
initiative resolutions, the report should further clarify to what extent the options align or 
deviate (and if so, why) to the EP reports on the single market, illegal 
content, protection fundamental rights.  
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table 5 links and is coherent with table 3 on impacts. 

 We will include the insights from Table 3 into the comparison section, in particular 
with a view to inform the presentation on the effectiveness criterion and efficiency 
criterion (in particular the presentation of costs on companies and 
administrations). 

The scoring on efficiency should include a separate score for comparing costs. Showing 
only scores for the cost-benefit estimate hides the differences in costs and mainly repeats 
the effectiveness scores. 

 We will amend the table to include clearly the scoring on costs, in a cumulative 
presentation compared to the more granular Table 3. 

The report should clarify how the efficiency and proportionality scores should be 
interpreted (e.g. the more +++ the worse the option scores?) 

 This will be revised, also in light of the cost presentation. In the current 
presentation, +++ means more efficient (ratio effectiveness/costs); similarly, +++ 
indicates a better assessment on the proportionality criterion. 

The report is written towards the preferred option (option 3) and leads the reader towards 
pre-set conclusions. The report should present all options more objectively.  The 
superiority of option 3 as opposed to option 2 should be better argued. It should explain to 
what extent it would be supported by stakeholders and how potential concerns have been 
addressed. 

 With the further precisions explained above on the specific design of the options, 
we can more clearly substantiate throughout the comparison of options the precise 
distinctions, in particular in light of the more granular calculations on costs.  

 The third option will continue to be overall the most effective option. It entails a 
series of cost savings for service providers linked to the legal clarity and 
predictability (e.g. regarding key concepts such as the liability exemption) as well 
as for authorities (i.e. the more important administrative costs for the supervisory 
system does not reflect the efficiency gains and the mutual assistance across 
Member States, compared to the current system). 

 Overall, the third option is also the most expensive in terms of direct costs  on 
supervisory authorities, at EU level, and for very large platforms. We have 
computed additional cost estimates for very large platforms and are revising the 
report along these lines. 

 We are also expa
per box 5). 

The coherence analysis could explore possibilities to align governance mechanisms 
between this initiative and the parallel digital markets act.  

 The two proposals follow different approaches as to the governance systems put in 
place for the supervision of the respective services in scope. This follows from the 
different objectives they pursue:  

 In the Digital Services Act, the EU level coordination aims at setting up a 
system for smooth cooperation in a context where the main competence and 
responsibility for the supervision of digital services (including very large 
platforms) remains with the country of origin. The system allows other 








