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Member State-level include visa restrictions, the provision of financial compensation or legal assistance, and
the exclusion of an operator from the EU financial market. Conversely, respondents deemed that a response
at EU-level would be more appropriate for targeted commercial restrictions and exclusion from the EU public
procurement market, mostly due to competence, increased impact and efficiency, as well as the need to
ensure harmonised implementation and to avoid circumvention.

When it comes to the manner in which additional deterrent or counteracting measures should be imposed,
respondents had mixed opinions, with some supporting measures that would be primarily complaint-driven
or at the initiative of the European Commission, or at the request of Member State. Respondents
largely disagreed with automatic imposition.

Finally, when it comes to the timing of the imposition of deterrent or counteracting measures, a large
number of respondents indicated that they should be imposed immediately. With regard to the duration of
additional deterrent or counteracting measures, a relative majority of respondents indicated that they should
be imposed as long as the third country applies those sanctions extra-territorially, and would only
be lifted when it is certain that the effects have ceased. Many other respondents linked the duration of the
measures with that of specific situations causing breaches of the Blocking Statute.

4. Streamlining of the application of the Blocking Statute and reduction the administrative burden

Regarding the streamlining of the application of the Blocking Statute and the reduction of the administrative
burden, respondents indicated that policy action could be considered in all areas/provisions of the
regulation. However, they noted that it is most needed for the prohibition to comply with extra-territorial
sanctions, the exchange of information between the European Commission and the Member States, the
damages (‘clawback’) clause, penalties, and the authorisation procedure.

When it comes to the prohibition to comply, respondents indicated that it should be streamlined mainly by
further clarifying the scope of the Blocking Statute, i.e. the foreign laws and regulations listed in the Annex.
In addition, several respondents called for the exclusion of specific sectors from the prohibition, for instance
the financial sector, in particular payments.

With regard to the authorisation procedure, a large group of respondents indicated being in favour of
having an automatic authorisation if certain objective criteria are met, or if a time limit has expired from the
time the application was submitted. Respondents also called for more detailed criteria for the assessment of
authorisation requests. Respondents were mostly opposed to having more stringent conditions to the
granting of authorisations. Other suggestions included having authorisations for broad categories of
transactions, clarifying the procedure, and leaving the procedure to Member States’ authorities.

When it comes to the obligation to notify, respondents generally favoured greater automation of
notifications (including by digitalisation), and clear indications on the expected content of notifications, such
as the minimum amount of information to be submitted. One public authority also suggested having a
standard template for reporting. In addition, many respondents were in favour of combining notifications
and authorisations, or supported the idea that notifications could automatically become authorisation
requests. However, a number of respondents indicated that notifications should not become a precondition
for authorisation.






occur if a third country were to take countermeasures. Several business associations mentioned that a hasty
use of the Blocking Statute could lead to an unnecessary escalation of political and diplomatic tension
instead of deterrence. Nevertheless, several citizens, NGOs and public authorities expressed the belief that
the benefits ultimately outweigh the risks and that the EU should take action.

6. Compatibility with other instruments

On the specific question of the compatibility of the revised Blocking Statute with the Anti-Coercion
Instrument (ACI), a large number of respondents indicated that both instruments should be triggered in
parallel. Respondents across all groups considered that using both instruments would achieve the best

results, since they are complementary. They acknowledged nevertheless that there is a need for coordination
and for a clear definition regarding the cases for which each tool is going to be used.





stock.adobe.com

