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Summary
The aim of his study was to estimate with some precision the annual 
costs of the administrative burdens imposed on banks, which result from 
compliance with banking regulations. The quality or the importance 
of the regulations for securing financial stability was not the object of 
this analysis. An administrative burden may be caused by reporting 
duties, information obligations, and obtaining concessions, permits, 
creating trade documentation, etc. The costs of administrative burdens 
are part of the non-interest costs of banking. Employee remuneration 
constitutes the highest percentage of these operating costs. 

We have analysed three selected acts from among the 75 that 
regulate the Polish banking sector (the Banking Act, the Act on the 
National Bank of Poland and the Act on securities and mortgage 
banks). The group we studied comprised 26 commercial and 
cooperative banks (including mortgage banks), in operation in 
2006. The test group was highly representative, as it stood for 
42,6% of the sum of the assets of the banking sector in the year 
of the study. The data was gathered from the banks for 2006.

The first part of the study was a survey on a representative sample, in 
accordance with the Standard Cost Model (SCM) method. The survey 
gathered information on the number of administrative burdens, the 
time spent on performing those actions that lead to the completion 
of the requirement classified as an administrative burden, and finally, 
the hourly rate of employees performing each task. The data gathered 
allowed us to estimate the total costs resulting from the three analysed 
acts. The annual costs of administrative burdens resulting from 
only three acts analysed with the use of the SCM method came to 
303,7bln PLN, which is equivalent to 1,6% of the sum of the banks’ 
operating costs, and is comparable to the sum of the taxes paid by the 
banking sector (such as property tax and other - also 1,6% of a bank’s 
operating costs) and four times higher than the sum of payments 
made to the Bank Guarantee Fund (0,4%). The results fulfil the 
criteria of base measurement under the SCM methodology and may 
form the basis of other studies and actions aimed at limiting costs of 
administrative burdens for the banking sector. Having the statistical 
data for banks allowed us to estimate the sum of the annual costs 
of administrative burdens for the entire banking sector using other 
methods. A comparison of these methods shows large discrepancies, 
with the most popular SCM method yielding the highest result. The 
proportional method is the most precise and trustworthy, since it is 
based on a representative sample of banks and the high correlation 



Summary

between the administrative burdens’ costs and the banks’ operating 
costs used in estimations. It is, however, only possible to use this 
method on such business populations where data on the operating 
costs are documented as precisely as they are for the banking sector. 
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Introduction
Law and regulation, which are an element of the institutional 
environment of economy, are perceived as important, though not fully 
recognized, determinants of economic growth. Comparative studies 
show great diversification of the quantity and quality of regulation and 
its influence on entrepreneurship (Djankov, McLiesh, Ramalho, 2006). 
Conclusions are made on the excess and low quality of regulation, 
the high costs of compliance, and the need to simplify the laws of 
many countries (World Bank, 2007). In Poland, the last two decades 
have seen unprecedented growth in the number of legal acts, both 
as a result of the mass reversing of the backwardness of the previous 
political culture and the European integration process, as well as due 
to poor legislative procedures. The issue of better regulation became 
pivotal in public debate, and the solution, improving the quality of 
regulation, a real challenge (Paczocha, Rogowski, 2006, s. 203).

Answering this, as a team of authors we have been involved in 
numerous studies on the level of regulation of the economy, the 
methods for improving the quality of regulation, and the costs incurred 
by entrepreneurs obliged to fulfil legal-administrative requirements 
(Paczocha, Rogowski 2005; Rogowski, Socha, 2005; Paczocha, 
Rogowski, Kłosiewicz, 2007; Szpringer, Rogowski et al., 2007).

The pilot study of the costs of administrative burdens in banks for 
2004 has shown that it is possible to use the Standard Cost Model 
(SCM) to estimate the costs of regulation compliance, in the entire 
banking system, with all acts effective in Poland (Paczocha, Rogowski, 
Kłosiewicz, 2007, p. 9). The estimation of costs of the Banking Act 
has shown that the costs of administrative burdens were a crucial 
problem for the banks, as reflected in their comments and opinions 
and the overall positive attitude towards the arduous study. 

Having demonstrated the usefulness of the methodology in the pilot, 
the next logical step was to widen the scope of the study from one 
to three acts that regulate the functioning of the banking sector in 
Poland, and to estimate the costs of administrative burdens based 
on a group that was representative of the entire banking sector.  

The aim of the present study was to use the Standard Cost Model to 
estimate the level and structure of the costs of administrative burdens 
in the banking sector, which are incurred through compliance with 
the selected acts. The report starts with a section that presents the 
influence of public administration on the costs incurred by business 

Pilot study

Aims
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and the process of better regulation, which include the implementation 
of one of the instruments aimed at improving the quality of regulation 
– the measurement of administrative costs (1). Following this, is a 
description of the sector under study, the acts that regulate it (2) 
and the methodology used (3). Next, we provide the results of the 
study and an estimation of the cost of administrative burdens for the 
entire banking sector (4). The report concludes with a discussion 
of our results (5), which involves comparing them with the results 
of the other methods possible to apply to the banking sector. Two 
alternative estimation methods were used to further assess the 
result of applying the SCM method. Furthermore, we present the 
experiences of other countries and advancements in the field, and we 
formulate conclusions as to the future and practical use of the study.

The study fulfils the base measurement criteria, and its 
results should be helpful in potential amendments of the 
analysed acts, which are aimed at limiting (in number) and 
simplifying the required administrative obligations.

The appendices supplement the report by presenting the classification 
and evidence of administrative burdens in the analysed acts.
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1.    The growth and limiting of 
bureaucracy

Public administration is an element of the structures of a state 
or supranational organisations, such as the European Union. 
Entrepreneurs also depend on their own business administration. Public 
administration is financed from public budgets and from payments 
(taxes) made by the entities and persons it is aimed to serve. The 
public administration is defined by law and acts in accordance with 
legal principles. Its functioning yields social and individual benefits to 
citizens and entrepreneurs, at the same time, however, it is connected 
with the costs they incur (such as the costs of complying with the 
law and the costs of reporting to administrative organs, etc.). Due 
to the complexity of the public administration structure and the 
difficulties in measuring its effectiveness, defining its optimum 
breadth and scope remains a current topic (European Commission, 
2003; Mises, 2005; IMD, 2008, p. 342). The difference between 
the optimal (Pareto) administration costs and the actual costs of its 
functioning may be interpreted as a social loss that is determined 
by, among other things, pathologies in administrative organizations, 
weaknesses and low effectiveness of supervision systems, as well 
as the limitations in the political system (Bozeman, 1993). 

Similar losses, resulting from excessive bureaucratization, can also 
occur in business administration, since it also encounters such 
problems as ineffective management. The clearly defined goals of 
business activity and the more efficient ways of comparing results 
to expenditure (than is the case in public administration) result, 
however, in minimizing the administration costs, and in the case of 
external pressure (such as lower demand, and innovation pressures, 
etc.) allow for a more flexible reduction of a company’s administration. 
Hardly any such mechanisms operate in the public administration. 

The regulative environment is different in each country, so it would 
be difficult to set one common level and scope of regulation for all. 
The laws governing business activities, having their benefits, are 
also a source of costs for entrepreneurs, through the administrative 
burdens. Business organisations often protest about the inadequacy 
and overload of regulation, as well as the excessive and growing 
costs of compliance (IPSOS, 2004; KPP, 2007; Lewiatan, 2008). 
International comparative studies demonstrate large discrepancies in 
costs of the administrative burdens between countries, and prove the 
relationship between relatively low bureaucratic pressures on business 

Breadth and scope
of regulation



in a given country and its higher level of economic development and a 
higher rate of economic growth (see: OECD, 2001, 2003; World Bank, 
2005 Afonso & Furceri, 2008; IMD, 2008). Studies have shown that 
reform aimed at simplifying the rules of doing business, which result 
in an upwards shift in the ranking from the last to the first quartile 
of the studied population of countries, correlate with additional 
economic growth of 2.2 percentage points (World Bank, 2005).

Frame 1.    Bureaucratic costs (the cost of administrative  
burdens) 

Apart from the inescapable costs that result from the functioning 
of the state, which include the cost of public administration upkeep, 
society at large incurs other burdens, which result from the need 
to comply with changing regulation and its day-to-day application. 
In the economy, the state imposes additional duties on companies, 
which can significantly increase their operating costs. These so-called 
‘regulatory costs’ can be divided into direct, or primary costs, which 
result from direct compliance with legal duties, and indirect, or 
secondary costs, which are a result of economic changes caused 
by the law (KPMG, 2008, s. 6). Focusing on the direct costs, it 
should be stressed that apart from the overt financial or material 
costs (resulting from expenses incurred to purchase equipment and 
renovations, etc., in order to comply with legal regulations) there 
are also the hidden costs of adhering to the law (see: Diagram 1).

These are the costs of fulfilling the administrative (bureaucratic) 
burdens (obligations) set by the law. According to the Dutch 
Taxonomy Project, an administrative obligation (burden) 
could be, for example, the need to obtain a permit to conduct 
business, information and reporting duties, the documentation of 
production processes, documentation relating to the inspection 
and repair of machines and equipment, and the appropriate 
labeling, etc. (Bonke, Dickmann, 2004). Costs of administrative 
burdens (CAB) have been identified as the yearly costs incurred 
by an entrepreneur (or a self-financed organization) through 
compliance with legal obligations. These bureaucratic barriers 
are also known as paperwork, or “red tape.” The latter became 
a derogatory term for administration that makes the lives of 
citizens and businesses difficult (Kałużyńska, 2008).

The growth and limiting of bureaucracy

Cost of administrative
burdens
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Diagram 1.    Administrative burdens in the structure of legal costs

 

Costs of law

Public sector
1. Costs of creating normative acts
2. Costs of explications, binding  
     interpretations
3. Costs of execution 

Private sector

Citizens Businesses

Financial costs AB costs

1. Taxes
2. Duties
3. Admin fees
4. Civil law payments
5. Fines

1. Taxes
2. Duties
3. Admin fees
4. Civil law payments
5. Fines

1. Information/reporting 
obligation costs
2. Permit and concession 
costs
3. Admin fees
4. Civil law payments
5. Fines

Overt costs Hidden costs

Material costs

Source: own compilation, based on Bonke, Dickmann, 2004 & Torriti, 2008 

Bureaucratic burdens on businesses are seen as barriers to 
entrepreneurship. In recent years, they have become the subject 
of studies aimed at recognising them, creating an inventory of 
possible burdens, and constructing a method for lowering them. 
The differentiation in the type of barriers to business in economies 
may have a cultural source, and it may also be the result of a 
given country’s economic policy. As some examples show (the 
US, Holland, Denmark, Sweden, the UK and the Czech Republic), 
it is possible to ascertain the actual costs of bureaucratic burdens 
and to estimate their breadth on the scale of the entire economy 
(European Commission, 2009). It also transpires that reducing 
these burdens is not all that simple, as some examples prove.

1.1.    How the costs of administrative burdens could be 
diminished

The problem of the irritating costs of administrative burdens on 
entrepreneurs was revealed in the United States in the 1970s. This led 
to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, which obliges federal agencies 
to minimize the obligation for citizens and companies to fill out paper 
reports, information forms, and surveys, etc. The act has speeded up 
the computerization of public administration, but it has also created a 

The growth and limiting of bureaucracy

Regulation reform



specialist administrative structure and administrative procedures aimed 
at controlling the level of administrative burdens on a nation-wide 
scale. The studies have shown that the annual costs of administrative 
burdens on citizens and businesses from federal law alone are around 
2,2% of the GDP of the United States (Jacobs, Coolidge, 2006). 
These costs evolve, they differ between branches of the economy, 
and they also depend on the size of the business that carries the 
burdens. In small businesses (with fewer than 20 employees) the cost 
of administrative burdens per employee proved to be twice that of 
large companies (with more than 500 employees) (Hopkins 1996). 

A system for monitoring, based on the Act and implemented by a 
dedicated institution, the Office of Information on Regulatory Affairs 
- OIRA, has led in the initial years of its functioning (1980-1989) to 
a lowering of these costs; however, since 1989 the costs have been 
on the increase. The Act has reduced the rate at which new costs 
appear; however, it did not reduce the overall level of administrative 
burdens. The American government planned to achieve a 35% 
decrease in bureaucratic burdens in 1995-2001, but it achieved a 
17% increase in relation to 1995. The majority of the costs were 
generated by federal laws (80%); especially the tax regulations. 

In parallel to the federal programme of monitoring administrative 
burdens, a system for assessing the social and economic impact of all 
new regulations has been in place since the 1980s. It encompasses 
the annual reports and reviews on the efficiency of laws in operation, 
as well as performance budgeting in administration. As it turns out, 
even the use of these methods does not prevent the growth of the 
administration and the rise in costs for businesses and citizens. The 
limited results of monitoring administrative burdens, estimating the 
impact of regulation, and performance budgeting, could be a result 
of a lack of political determination and decisiveness in eliminating 
ineffective elements. It should be stressed, however, that American 
law is simple enough for the USA to place itself in the top countries 
regarding the ease of starting a business (fewer time-consuming 
procedures. Doing Business puts the US third, after Singapore and New 
Zealand; World Bank, 2009). This could mean that the potential to 
reduce administrative burdens in the USA is actually relatively small.

The first decade of the 21st Century saw Holland make great progress 
in minimizing administrative costs. The analysis of efforts in limiting 
the scope and cost of bureaucracy started in 1994,1 and proved that 
in order to efficiently manage the process it is necessary to establish 
a quantifiable monetary indicator of all the administrative obligations 
that apply to all branches of the administration and economy. 

The growth and limiting of bureaucracy

Administrative 
costs in the US

Monitoring aministrative
burdens
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Although only one type of cost occurs in the relationship between 
the administration and businesses, the understanding was that it 
would allow the joint burdens and costs of regulation to be measured. 
Research has proven that for business this could be achieved by 
assessing the sum of the costs of administrative burdens on companies. 

A “measurement” of the “indicator costs” incurred by entrepreneurs 
shows where in the economy the administrative burdens are highest, 
and allows us to see which branches of the law and administration are 
particularly irritating to business. The assumption is that a precise 
definition of indicator costs might be used to reflect the actions of the 
government on deregulation – they will allow verification of whether the 
reforms undertaken really lead to an easier climate for entrepreneurs.

The Standard Cost Model – SCM, can be defined in three steps. The 
first is an in-depth analysis of legislation that results in the need for 
contact between the administration and the entrepreneur, which may 
include data and document transfers. It allows for the identification 
of administrative burdens (AB) – actions, data reports, information 
obligations - set up by the regulation. The second step is to check the 
amount of time required to complete the administrative activity and 
the price of it in terms of wage costs plus overheads for administrative 
activities performed internally, or the hourly costs for external services. 
Finally, the costs for the population studied are compiled and further 
estimated for all the businesses affected (OECD, 2003, s. 45). The 
methodology allows for international comparisons, as it is much easier 
to compare the monetary cost of the administrative burdens of each 
country than to compare regulation items of individual countries. 

A methodology for measuring the administrative burdens of 
businesses, based on the idea outlined, has been prepared by IPAL 
(Interdepartmental Project Directorate for Administrative Burdens of 
the Dutch Ministry of Finance) and is based on the following formula: 

Cact = ∑n
i=1 [(CABi x Pi)x Q] = ∑n

i=1[((Pi x Ti)x Fi)x Q] ; [$$/year]

where: 
  CAB is the cost of an administrative   
  activity identified as a burden; [$$], 
   P is the price: wage costs plus overheads for administrative   
  activities performed internally, or hourly costs for external   
  services [$$/h], 
  T is the time required to complete the administrative activity 

Standard Cost Model

The growth and limiting of bureaucracy



  F is the frequency at which the activity must be carried out   
  each year [1/year], 
         Q is the size of the population of businesses affected.

The methodology was implemented in 2000-2003. The baseline 
measurement of the annual costs(for 2002)of administrative burdens 
on entrepreneurs has shown that, on the scale of the entire Dutch 
economy, businesses have carried costs of up to 16,4 b EUR, which 
was equal to 3,6% of the GDP (Government of the Netherlands, 2004, 
s. 10). A functional split has revealed that the majority of costs were 
generated by regulations originated by the Ministry of Finance (27%, 
ca. 3,47 bln EUR in 2006), the Ministry of Health (20%), the Ministry 
for Social Affairs (15,5%) and the Ministry of Justice (15,4%). 
The “costliest” act proved to be the Annual Accounts Act – 9,2% of 
all costs, followed by the Turnover Tax Act – 8,6%, and finally the 
Commodities Act –7,4% (www.compliancecosts.com – 2.10.2008).

Knowing the structure and level of costs generated by administrative 
burdens was not an end in itself, but part of a larger program for 
improving the competitiveness of Dutch entrepreneurs through 
lowering their operating costs Nijland, 2008, p. 37). A reduction in 
administrative burdens became part of the political programme of the 
Dutch PM, who later delegated the implementation to those ministries 
responsible for the costly administrative duties. The reduction 
programme was applied to laws in operation and to laws being created 
(net balance approach). The programme for 2003 laid plans for a 
25% decrease in administration costs on 2002 baseline measurement 
levels in 2004-2007. The ambitious plan assumed the following:

∑CAB for the economy = 0,75(∑CAB for the economy)   
 t+4         t

where:
∑CAB for the economy  is the cost of all AB placed on entrepreneurs, and
t, t + 4  is the number of years spent on reducing the CAB.

The biggest reduction occurred in the third and fourth year (2006-
2007) of the programme (Government of the Netherlands, 2007).

It is unclear if the plan was actually completed. The Dutch government 
report states that in that period the reduction in the sum of costs 
was 25,9% on the 2002 estimates, which would indicate a decrease 
of 4,25 bln EUR in the sum of administrative costs. The Advisory 
Board on Administrative Burdens (ACTAL), an independent body 
that oversees the process of measuring and reducing administrative 

The Dutch model

The growth and limiting of bureaucracy
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burdens, claims, however, that it was 3,23 bln EUR, which would be 
an administrative burden reduction of approx. 20%  (ACTAL, 2008, 
p. 15). Despite these discrepancies, the results are substantial and 
important. The use of the SCM method meant that the administration 
had to increase its spending; however, in the opinion of Dutch 
experts the economic gains from the reduction of burdens on 
entrepreneurs far exceeded one-off costs (Torriti, 2008, p.71).

The success of the so-called “Dutch model” relies not only on the 
strong coordinating unit IPAL and the independent monitoring unit 
ACTAL, but also on the direct connection between the programme 
and its results, with the state budget and the political support for 
it, through the continued leadership of Jan K. Belkende (Konvitz, 
2007, p. 4). The positive effects of the first cycle of administrative 
burden reduction in 2003-2007, resulted in the programme’s scope 
being widened to include reducing costs in local governance as well 
as the burdens carried by non-business units (citizens, NGOs).

In 2008, another SCM baseline measurement of the administrative 
burdens for entrepreneurs was carried out (based on the improved 
SCM textbook “To Measure Is To Know”).2 The experiences and 
methodology progress of the program of reduction of administrative 
burdens resulted in the program being raised to the status of 
“reduction of regulatory pressure.” The term comprises all regulation 
that affects citizens, enterprises and institutions, which results from 
the existing law, changing law and new law, and the process of its 
implementation and application. It encompasses not only administrative 
burdens, but also the problems of regulation transparency, 
cohesion with other regulations, restrictions in legal provisions 
(no alternatives), and the quality of law implementation (ACTAL, 
2008, p. 12, 47). For the project’s 2007-2011 term, a steering 
committee was set up, which was chaired by the PM and comprised 
the secretary of state for finance, the secretary of state for internal 
affairs, the minister of foreign trade and the minister of justice.

The coordinating body IPAL was substituted by a coordinating 
group on regulatory pressure; its members being the 
coordinators from the ministries of finance and foreign trade. 
This move, however, is seen as a weakening of the coordinator’s 
function, as the aims of the new administrative structures 
were defined with little precision (ACTAL, 2008, p. 13).

The positive evaluation of the methodology and the Dutch 
administration’s progress in creating an inventory and causing a 
reduction of the administrative burdens, as well as the effective 

The growth and limiting of bureaucracy
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promotion of the programme, resulted in 2004-2008 in similar studies 
being conducted in 17 European countries (Boeheim et al., 2006, 
p. 4). The European Union, having in mind the improvement of its 
competitiveness, undertook the creation of a more entrepreneur-
friendly legal environment, which was aimed at reducing the cost of 
entrepreneurial activity and removing administrative burdens under 
the “Lisbon Strategy” created by the Council in March of 2000 in 
Lisbon (see table 1). The Strategy resulted in a long-term Better 
Regulation programme, which, in its initial phase, following the OECD 
actions, focused on ex ante regulation impact assessment (RIA).

Table 1.   Timetable of EU actions to reduce administrative 
burdens resulting from EU regulation

23-24.03. 
2000

Advice on activities aimed at reducing business costs, which include the 
removal of excessive bureaucratic burdens. Conclusions of the Council of 
Europe (the Lisbon Strategy). 

26.01.  
2004

The joint Irish, Dutch, Luxembourg and British initiative on regulatory 
reform (2004 – 2005 presidencies):
1)  The obligation to act for a common method of estimating the 

administrative costs of regulation, 
2) The promise of action to simplify the costliest acts.

2.02. 
2005

The promise of a new initiative aimed at reducing administrative burdens 
for business. European Commission Communication “A new start for the 
Lisbon Strategy” (COM (2005) 24) 

16.03. 
2005

1.  The decision to conduct a pilot measurement of administrative costs. 
2.  A proposal regarding an EU methodology for estimating administrative 

costs.  
European Commission Communication “Better Regulation for Growth 
and Jobs in the European Union” (COM (2005) 97) and appendix (SEC 
(2005) 175)

15.06. 
2005

Criteria on Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA). Appendix no 10. A 
description of the EU methodology for regulation cost assessment (RCA). 
European Commission document (SEC (2005) 791)

15.03. 
2006

Criteria for regulatory impact assessment, and for legal amendments.  
Appendix no 10. Revised methodology for regulation cost assessment. 
European Commission document (SEC (2005) 791), amendment.

24.01. 
2007

1.  Defining the scope and goal for the reducing of administrative costs by 
25% until 2012. 

2.  Calling upon the member countries to establish national levels for 
reducing the costs of regulation and to present annual reports.  

European Comission Communication „Action Programme for Reducing 
Administrative Burdens in the European Union” (COM (2007)0023)

31.01. 
2008

Report: „Reducing administrative burdens in the European Union 2007 
progress report and 2008 outlook” European Commission working 
document (COM(2008) 35)

The growth and limiting of bureaucracy

Lisbon Strategy
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10.03. 
2008

Plan: „Fast Track Actions to reduce administrative burdens in the 
European Union” EC  (COM(2008) 141)

28.01. 
2009

1. Report: „Reducing Administrative Burdens in the EU” 
2.  Appendix 10. National levels and dates for reducing administrative 

burdens – as on 31.12.2008. 
3.  Appendix 11. Assessment of costs of regulation in EU countries – on 

31.12.2008. 
4.  Appendix 13. Regulation costs assessment – starter kit.  
EC „Reducing Administrative Burdens in the European Union Annex to 
the 3rd Strategic Review on Better Regulation” (COM (2009) 16) with 
apps.

Source: own compilation.

A breakthrough in the estimation and reduction of administrative 
burdens established by law was the joint initiative of four countries 
(the Republic of Ireland, Holland, Luxembourg, and the United 
Kingdom), who took successive presidencies of the EU in 2004-
2005, which was continued further by two consecutive presidencies 
(Austria and Finland). Based on the Dutch experiences with the SCM, 
these countries have led the creation of a European methodology for 
assessing the costs of regulation (ACR), based on the SCM (Boenheim 
et al., 2006, p. 26). The reduction of regulation costs was introduced 
to the “renewed” Lisbon Strategy (2005). In 2005-2006, a pilot study 
was carried out on selected European legislation, which, similar to 
the Dutch results, proved that there was great potential for reduction 
in the studied regulations (Boenheim et al., 2006). In 2007, the 
EU introduced an administrative costs reduction programme for EU 
regulation aimed to reach 25% by 2012 (ex post control), which called 
on all member countries to follow with national regulation in a similar 
vein. The programme has been set in motion, although varying levels of 
involvement by countries are being reported (European Commission, 
2008). The EU has put in place a fast-track legislative change for 
regulations previously proven to be burdensome for business. The 
importance of ACR is also increasing, since the EU Parliament obliged 
the Commission to apply it, not only to existing regulations, to reduce 
burdens, but also, starting in 2008, to all planned regulation (ex ante).

1.2. Bureaucratic costs in banking

Banking is probably one of the most regulated types of business 
activity (Guiso, Sapienza, Zingales, 2003, p. 1). The role of regulation 
is to ensure adequate security for deposits and financial stability. 
An important question in regulating banking is the equilibrium 
between the safety of the deposits and the banks’ effectiveness; 
in other words, a balance between protection from insolvency and 
increasing competitiveness (Szpringer, 2001, p. 34). Less restrictive 
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regulation regarding banking activity reduces the resistance of 
the banking system to potential interference. The introduction 
of regulations regarding the permits necessary for the banking 
business, effective corporate governance and the monitoring of bank 
ownership, may all contribute to the development, stability, and 
effectiveness of the banking system (Barth et al., 1999). Moreover, 
studies have shown that countries supporting the competitiveness 
of the banking sector are less likely to succumb to a banking crisis 
(Roubini, Bilodeau, 2008). Recent European and US experiences 
show, however, that the optimal level of regulation for the banking 
sector is difficult to set. The existing laws have not managed to 
protect the system from a major crisis and incurring the cost of 
overcoming it. Even the best regulations cannot protect the system 
from fraudulence, stupidity and greed. The crisis falsifies the existing 
regulation and becomes an incentive for change and improvement.

The law places certain obligations on banks, the fulfilment of which 
may result in gains (financial stability), but also in costs, known as 
regulation costs, which comprise the actual costs of fulfilling legal 
obligations, and potential costs known as opportunity costs, which are 
the result of banks not entering into profit maximising activity (for 
example lost opportunity through maintaining obligatory reserves) 
(Elliehausen, 1998, p. 3). The actual costs may be divided into the 
one-off-costs incurred when a bank is being created or transformed, as 
well as regular costs, such as information duties, reporting to governing 
authorities, and the costs of employing compliance officers, etc.

An attempt to estimate the costs incurred by banks, their owners and 
other stakeholders, as a result of banking sector regulation was first 
made in the US in the late 1970s. A study of representative groups 
of banks has shown that banking regulation costs can be estimated 
at 12-13% of the operating costs (non-interest costs) or 0.36-0.44% 
of the banks’ net income (Elliehausen, 1998, p. 13, 19, 29). It 
has shown the weight of these costs and the variation of burdens in 
selected acts (the banking sector is regulated by several acts, but the 
highest costs are generated by the Truth in Lending Act), but it has 
also highlighted discrepancies, depending on the methodology used. 
An economy of scale was also observed – a 1% rise in the banks assets 
reduced the costs of adhering to regulations by 0.6 – 0.8% (Elliehausen, 
1998, p. 15, 27). Due to their specificity and nature (differences in 
the legal systems that regulate banking activity) the results of these 
studies are not directly comparable with those of other studies.

The growth and limiting of bureaucracy
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2.    Administrative burdens in the 
Polish banking sector

2.1.  Polish banking sector in 2006

In Poland, the mechanism of financial services is based on the banking 
system, which forms the biggest part of the financial system. In 
the year of the study, 2006, its assets constituted 67% of all Polish 
financial sector assets. Since the pilot study, the banking sector’s 
share in the market has dropped by 3,3%, due to the growth in 
investment and retirement funds (Banking Supervision Authority 
2007, p.7). Fifty per cent of Polish households’ savings are located 
in banks. Furthermore, banks are some of the largest business 
entities in Poland.3 A positive economic trend in 2004-2006 and 
the growing ability to process debt meant that lending was on the 
rise. In 2006, interest rates were reduced to their lowest point 
since 1989 (GUS Chief Statistics Office, 2008). The non-financial 
sector’s debt to banks increased by 25% on the previous year. 

The time between the pilot study and the present study (2004-
2006) was a time of dynamic growth for the Polish banking sector. 
The assets of the banking sector were 20% higher than in 2004; 
the growth being notably higher in commercial banks than in 
cooperative banks (Banking Supervision Authority, 2007, p. 40).

Figure 1.   The dynamics of change in assets and costs 
of the banking sector in 2004 - 2007
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Operating costs Assets total Banks’ running costs 

Source: NBP data, own compilation
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All efficiency indicators were up and the net financial result of 
the sector in 2006 was the highest since 1990 and 17% higher 
than in the previous year. The net financial result for the banking 
sector in 2006 was around 10,6 bln PLN (of which 10,1bln 
PLN belongs to commercial banks), and was approximately 
45% higher than in 2004. Commercial banks increased their net 
profit by nearly 50%, and cooperative banks increased theirs 
by only 7% (Banking Supervision Authority, 2007, p. 43).

2.2.  Costs of operating a bank

Cost is defined as the expenditure necessary in normal operating 
circumstances, within economically justified limits. Banking accountancy 
differentiates, amongst other things, the costs of operations with other 
financial institutions, non-financial ones and government institutions 
(including the costs of interest on deposits – interest costs), operating 
a bank and amortisation. The non-interest costs of banks include, 
amongst other things, employee remuneration, other employment 
benefits, insurance costs, rental and upkeep of buildings, taxes and 
payments, which include the regular payments to the Bank Guarantee 
Fund (BGF) and other substantial costs (Popowska, Wąsowski, 2008, 
p. 354). In 2002-2007, the costs of operating banks and the operating 
costs index (the sum of the costs of operating banks and amortisation, 
to the banks’ assets) fell, mainly due to the rapid increase in assets 
and the effects of restructuring (Kulińska-Sadłocha, 2008, p. 297).

Figure 2.    The structure of the costs of operating 
commercial banks in Poland*
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In 2006, the non-interest costs of operating all the banks in Poland 
came to 18,9bln PLN. The nominal increase was 14,9% on 2004. The 
costs of remuneration and other employee benefits constituted 55% 
of the banking costs (see: figure 2). In the cooperative sector, these 
costs constituted 73% of the costs of running a bank; while in the 
commercial sector, this was 53%. The administrative burdens under 
study here generate costs mainly in the personnel costs segment. 
In 2006, the non-interest costs of banks in the Polish banking system 
constituted 2,8% of its total assets (Banking Supervision Authority, 
2007). These costs were higher in the cooperative banks (4,1%), 
and slightly below average in the commercial banks (2,7%). In 
the population under study, the costs were slightly higher than 
average and came to 2,86% of the assets of the studied banks. 
Again, the costs were higher in the cooperative banks (3,44%), 
though they came below the average for co-ops in general.
The analysis of individual costs of commercial banks shows 
a high co-relation between the non-interest costs of a bank 
and the size of its assets (R2=0,937) – see: Figure 3.

Figure  3.   The relationship between the costs of running a bank 
and the size of its assets, commercial banks, 2006
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The importance of the costs of running a bank in its balance is 
clear when these are compared with the bank’s financial results. 
In the Polish banking sector in 2006 the non-interest costs of 
operating banks were 68% higher than the total net profit. Amongst 
the banks there were institutions in which the said costs were 6, 
14, or even 22 times that of the financial result (net profit). At 
the same time, in six banks, including mortgage banks, the net 
profit was similar or slightly higher than the non-interest costs.

Administrative burdens in the Polish banking sector

Cost of
running banks



From the above, we can conclude that reducing the costs 
of operating a bank may have a significant effect on its 
financial result, the dividend and value to shareholders, and 
the security of the banking sector. A significant part of these 
costs may be attributed to administrative burdens.

2.3.  Analysed acts

Polish banking regulations are relatively detailed, as banks are a special 
type of enterprise with greater operating risk that is qualitatively 
different from the risks of running other businesses. Banks not only 
risk their own capital (that of their owners) or the profits they 
produce, but through their operations they put at risk the capital of 
other entities and persons (Krzyżewski, 1997; Kaszubski, 2006).
The functioning of banks in Poland in the year of the study (2006) 
was regulated by 75 Acts (see appendix 1). Some of these acts 
regulate general questions that are applicable to all categories of 
bank. Others are only applicable to specific categories (cooperative or 
mortgage banks). There are also acts pertaining to a unified subject 
matter, such as subsidies to certain types of loan (Ofiarski, 2005, 
p. 28). The basic act that regulates the banking activity in Poland 
is the Banking Act. This is why, in the pilot in 2005, we decided to 
choose this act to measure the administrative burdens it created 
in 2004 (Paczocha et. al., 2007). The present study is a repeated 
study for this act (costs for 2006), while its scope has also been 
widened to include the Act on the National Bank of Poland (NBP) 
and the Act on securities and mortgage banks (see: Scheme 2).
The Act on the NBP was chosen because it grants the NBP the right 
to demand information on the financial situation of banks, which 
creates administrative burdens for those entities. Based on this 
act, the NBP has issued two regulations: on the rules and means of 
data transfers from the banks to the NBP, necessary to define the 
monetary policy and for the periodic assessment of the monetary 
situation of the state, the financial situation of the banks and the 
risks of the banking sector,4 and on the rules and means of data 
transfers from the banks to the NBP necessary for the payments 
balance and for defining the international investment position5

Administrative burdens in the Polish banking sector
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Scheme 2.  Selection of acts to study

Legislation 
pertaining to the 
banking sector:
1.  The Commercial 

Companies Code
2.  The Bills Of Exchange

  Act
3. The Cheques Act
4. Banking Act
5. The Act on the NBP
6.  The Act on Mortgage 

Bonds and Mortgage 
Banks

7. The Foreign Currency 
         Act
8. The “Money 
laundering” Act 
9. ...
.
75.  Accountancy Acts

Selection criteria:

1. Regulations pertaining to   
 banks
2. Regulations with many   
 information duties
3. Regulations pertaining to   
 specialized banks

Banking Act

Act on the 
NBP

Act on 
Mortgage 
Bonds and 
Mortgage 

Banks

Source: own compilation

To allow the NBP to assess the functioning of monetary transactions 
and interbank transfers, the banks have also been obliged to provide 
the NBP with data regarding the number and value of transactions 
carried out by their clients using transfers, cash payments into 
accounts, direct debits, checking accounts, and other forms of cash-
free transactions.6 It has to be noted that the Banking Supervision 
Authority did not have a separate statutory right to oblige banks to 
provide it with the information necessary to evaluate the financial 
situation and risk incurred by the banking sector. Reports on 
information, such as balance and non-balance data, gain and loss, 
and data on the currency position, assets balance to risk and the 
solvency coefficient, were all received by the NBP, within which an 
executive organ for banking governance was functioning. After its 
extraction from the NBP on 1 January 2008 and the creation of the 
Polish Financial Supervision Authority (PFSA), the information is still 
received in the same way and transferred by the NBP to the PFSA.

The inclusion of the Act on Securities and Mortgage Banks in the study 
was mainly aimed at including the full spectrum of specialist banks. The 
act governs the functioning of mortgage banks, which operate through 
mortgage-secured credit by issuing mortgage-backed securities.

Administrative burdens in the Polish banking sector
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An assessment of the functioning of regulation is not a straightforward 
task, as it may be carried out from both an economic and a legal 
point of view. The Banking Act is ranked among the most important 
acts that regulate the functioning of the financial system, and has for 
many years been at the centre of interest for both practitioners and 
academics. Until now, evaluations of the Act were based on the issue 
of its constitutionality (such as the problem of NBP issuing executive 
regulations (Kosikowski, 1998; Sobczak, 2001)), its accordance 
with EU laws (Daniluk, Niemierka, 1998; Kawulski, Smykla, 2003; 
Czech, Werner, 2005; Fojcik-Mastalska, 2006; Srokosz, 2007), or the 
rules on effective banking governance issued by the Basel Committee 
(EBRD, 2005; Kaszubski, 2006). Prior to Polish accession to the EU, 
the evaluation of the Banking Act was connected with the negotiations 
underway. The European Committee has formally commented on the 
the high consistency of Polish laws with EU regulations. At the same 
time, it had been stressed that Poland must take action to protect 
lenders in terms of legal protection for the satisfaction of their demands 
from securities (Feldman R.A. et al., 2002). The World Bank issued 
similar recommendations in the “Doing Business 2007” study (Djankov 
et al., 2007), which pointed to some deficiencies in Poland in terms 
of protecting creditors, including banks; however, although the legal 
aspects of the quality of Polish Banking Act and its compatibility 
with EU law are widely discussed, the social and economic aspects 
of the existing regulation, and especially the bureaucratic burdens 
resulting from it for banks, have not yet been analysed (Paczocha 
et al., 2007). Another question (raised rather infrequently as it is 
difficult to settle), is the possibility that banking regulation might be 
a barrier to the development of banks, by creating excessive business 
operating costs. This problem is crucial to both bank owners and their 
clients. Adhering to the law usually generates some cost. The question 
is, are these costs too high relative to the financial effect, or – as in 
the case of banks – to their stability and safety? An estimation of the 
costs incurred by banks that adhere to the regulations pertaining to 
the banking system in Poland and a comparison with other systems 
may give us a clue as to how this question ought to be approached.

Administrative burdens in the Polish banking sector
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3. Methodology
3.1.  Standard Cost Model

This study was conducted based on, amongst other things, the Dutch 
Standard Cost Model (SCM) method. The authors used it for the first 
time in the pilot study (Paczocha et. al., 2007), in which the costs 
incurred by the banking sector for 2004, which resulted from the 
Banking Act, were estimated. The SCM method builds from detail to 
a more general overview; hence, it starts by identifying in an act all the 
administrative burdens (AB) contained in it, through listing the 
administrative activities (AA) that are necessary to fulfil a given AB 
(see: Scheme 3).

Scheme 3.  Identifying administrative burdens in an act

 

Source: own compilation

The cost of single administrative activities (AA) in a business is then
estimated. The total cost of these activities, as per the administrative 
obligation, is equal to the cost of a single administrative burden (AB) 
(see Scheme 4).

If the bureaucratic requirement has to be repeated in a given year, then 
the cost of AB is multiplied by the number of times it is repeated (R.). 
The sum of these values constitutes the annual cost of all administrative 
burdens that a given act creates for an individual entrepreneur. The next 
step is to multiply the result by the number of entities (N) who need to 
fulfil this, which gives us the annual cost of the administrative burdens 
of a given act, which all entrepreneurs covered by the said act carry.
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Scheme  4.   Formulae for estimating the cost of the 
administrative burdens of an act

 

Ca=∑Can

Can1=
CanAB1 x N

Can=
CanABn x N

CAB1 = CAA

CanAB1 = 
CAB1 x R

CABn = CAA

CanABn = 
CABn x R

CAA1 = rate x time

CAAe = rate x time

CAA1 = rate x time

CAAf = rate x time

AA Cost in 1 bank AB Cost in 1 bank AB Cost in banks Cost of an act

Source: own

The total annual costs that result from burdens in all 
acts give us the annual administrative (bureaucratic) 
cost that burdens the economy of a given country. 

The present study consisted of several steps. The first step was to 
analyse the chosen acts to identify the regulation that placed specific 
administrative obligations that create an administrative burden on the 
addressee (AB). To ease the study and analysis, and in accordance with 
the SCM methodology, the complex legal language had been simplified 
into a description of each AB. Not only does that make matters easier, 
it is also quite often a necessity, as given AB’s have to be picked from 
among interrelated passages of an act. The second step was to choose a 
representative group of banks, and provide training on the instruments 
that the study used, and to harvest the information on the costs of 
the AB, which resulted from the application of the three chosen acts 
(see a description of the survey calculator of regulation costs in the 
Instruments section). The third step consisted of summing up the 
results and extrapolating them to give an estimate of the costs incurred, 
as a result of AB, on the entire population of banks obliged to follow the 
acts. It would only be natural to have a step 4, where an interpretation 
of the extent and structure of costs revealed in the study would result in 
a simplification, connected to a lowering of costs, of the analysed acts..  

An important element in the first step was making the connection 
between the ABs and the respective sets of single AA, in accordance 
with the SCM. The second step involved receiving the annual 
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costs of AAs in the test group of banks, through the calculator of 
regulation costs (CRC), which worked automatically during the 
survey process (Picture 1, Instruments). In the same way, the 
calculator would sum up the costs of all AA necessary for each AB, 
which gave us the cost of each AB in an analysed act. When the R 
(the number of times an action is repeated in a year) of each AB 
was set, the calculator gave the annual costs of those ABs and their 
sum, i.e., the total of AB costs incurred by a given bank through an 
act (see Scheme 4). In the third step, the mean values gathered 
through the survey were multiplied by the number (N) of those 
banks that were obliged to fulfil the identified ABs, which gave us 
the annual cost of the analysed acts in all the banks in Poland. 

The survey tool used – the CRC – is interactive and as such it allowed 
the user inputting the data to see the steps in the SCM method, and the 
totals calculated for their bank. A single AA cost equals the hourly rate 
of the employee of the bank multiplied by the time it takes to complete 
the task. The surveyed bank filled in the respective calculator fields 
(Picture 1, Instruments) next to the description of the AA – the active 
fields were the time spent on the AA and the employee rate. Some 
activities might be performed by several employees, with different 
rates of pay, as well as by external contractors, which is why the cost 
of an AA may be the sum of the “internal” and “external” costs:

CCA = Cii + Cie = (Rti x Ti) + (Rte x Te); [PLN], 

where 
  CAA is the individual cost of a single AA in a given bank,
 Rt is the rate (Rti – internal, Rte – external); [PLN/h],
  Rti is the  rate for the employees conducting the AA (rate pre 

tax + costs of employment * material costs + general costs),
 Rte is the  external contractor’s rate
 T is the time it takes to complete an AA [h],
  Ti is the time it takes the employees of the bank 

to do their duties relating to the AA
 Te is the  time it takes the external contractor.

The cost of an individual administrative burden (AB) in a bank 
is the sum of the costs of each AA that makes up that AB:

CAB = CAA; [zł], 

The annual cost (Can) of an AB in a bank equals the cost of that AB 
multiplied by the number of times it is repeated in a given year:

Methodology
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CanAB = CAB x R; [PLN/year], 

where
  R  is the number of times an AB is repeated; [1/year].

Since the survey tool sums up all the costs as one goes through 
the survey, the bank surveyed has the added benefit of being 
able to see the individual and total costs of the AAs, the costs 
of given ABs and their annual cost, as well as the growing 
annual cost it has to incur as a result of a given act.
The annual cost of an act that the surveyed bank has to cope with 
is the sum of the annual costs of all ABs in an act it has to fulfil: 

CanAct = CanAB [pln/year]

The annual cost of a single AB in all the banks that 
have to follow it is the annual cost per bank, multiplied 
by the number of banks obliged to fulfil it:

CanABN = CanAB x N [pln/year]

where 
  N is the number of banks under the obligation to fulfil a given 
   AB.

Similarly, the total annual cost of an act is the sum of 
the costs of all ABs in that act in all the banks:

CanActN = canABN [pln/year]

Obviously, the formula is a simplification. The most important is 
the assumption that all the banks fulfil their obligations in their 
entirety. The other simplification lies in the assumption that the pay 
rates are more or less the same in all the banks and that it takes 
their employees approximately the same time to fulfil an obligation. 
These simplifications are needed when an extrapolation is made of 
the test group results on the entire population. In the case of the 
present study, the banks were able to input up to three different 
hourly rates and different times to complete a given activity within a 
specific administrative burden. This allowed us to improve the quality 
of the survey data, making it more representative and credible.

Methodology

Survey tool



29

3.2.  Instruments

The quality of the result of a study depends on the sample - how 
representative it is, as well as on the instruments used to measure the 
object of the research. An electronic calculator of administrative burden 
costs – the computer-based survey method, being filled out by a large 
and representative group of banks, means that the data gathered from 
the test group is detailed and credible enough to ensure a result that 
approximates the true values. A telephone interview, often used in 
EC surveys, offers simplicity, but at the same time may also carry the 
highest probability of mistake, which is a result of the method itself – the 
time pressure and anonymity of the respondent. There is, however, no 
scientific analysis that compares the use of such diverse instruments. 

In accordance with the methodology described above, the formulae 
used for the study allowed for great simplification and for the 
automation of the survey, through a tool designed specifically by 
the authors for the purpose of this study. The survey calculator 
was constructed based on a relational database, using MS 
Access 2003. The database contained predefined elements – the 
three acts and the respective article numbers, which create 
administrative burdens. Each such article was further described 
in terms of the AB it created. These were then further divided 
in to the AA to be performed in order to fulfil it, in accordance 
with the Dutch SCM (Picture 1, LHS of the user interface).
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Having chosen from the menu one of the acts and the article 
number, which contained an AB, the user would then see on their 
screen a list of the identified AAs that need to be performed to 
fulfil the AB. They would then be able to input the rate for each AA 
(active fields). If needed, a drop-down menu on the RHS of each 
AA allowed the user to input up to three different rates applicable 
to it. A VBA macro automatically calculated the costs of a given 
AB. Inputting the number of times the AB occurred in a given 
year, resulted in the calculator displaying the annual cost of the 
AB, as well as the growing annual cost of the act for the bank. The 
automatic visualisation of the sums and total cost of the act was 
an additional motivator for the bank to partake in the survey.

The surveys completed by the banks were imported into the 
main database, where the data was verified for formal accuracy 
(potential gaps, and oversights, etc.). It was also at this stage that 
the necessary reports were produced. These were then further 
analysed in pivot tables of an MS Excel spreadsheet (Picture 2).

Picture 2.  Functional diagram of data transfers
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3.3.   Test group

The pilot study of administrative burdens was carried out on five banks, 
of which two were cooperatives. The banks under study represented 
together 17,4% of the sum of the assets of the Polish banking sector 
in 2004. The small number of entities studied was a result of the 
need to directly cooperate with the banks on the analysis of the 
law and accounting rules applicable to banks. With the data being 
gathered and processed by hand, there was no possibility to include 
any more banks than this. The fewer banks in the test group in the 
pilot meant that it was relatively easy to estimate the total cost of 
administrative burdens on the banking sector from the Banking Act; 
however, the results probably carried a higher possibility of error. 

The present study, which was aimed at a base measurement of the 
costs of administrative burdens in banks, had the benefit of a far 
more representative test group. The choice of banks was based on 
the balance data as at 31.12.2005. There were 62 commercial 
banks in Poland, including branches of foreign banks, and 588 
cooperative banks. A multi-criterion selection method was applied. 
The choice was based on the balance sum, own funds, the solvency 
coefficient, the sum of all costs, and the costs of operating, but also 
based on being part of twinning groups, as well as the ownership 
structure (Banking Supervision Authority, 2006, p. 27).

Figure 3.   Test group against the balance sums 
of commercial banks (2006)
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Applying a histogram in accordance with variables (balance sum, own 
funds, “solvency” coefficient, sum of the bank costs, and operating 
costs) a selection was made from each identified sub-group. Extreme 
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cases in each group were rejected. There were 14 groups of banks 
categorised in accordance with their net assets, and 10 groups 
categorised in accordance with the ratio of costs of operation to net 
assets. Of each group, at least one bank was selected, and in the 
larger groups, two or three banks. The bank classification used by the 
NBP, which is based on the similarity of their characteristics, divides 
commercial banks into nine groups. Taking into account the size of 
these groups (between 1 and 15 banks in each group) and assuming 
the proportional representation of each group, 22 commercial banks 
were selected for the test group, which represented eight twinning 
groups. Four cooperative banks were added and a group of 26 banks 
represented the following bank sub-groups: banks with a majority 
share belonging to the National Treasury, banks that partially belong 
to the Treasury, banks with a majority of private capital, banks 
being associations of cooperatives, banks 100% owned by foreign 
capital (including a mortgage bank and an ‘autobank’), banks with a 
majority share of foreign capital, banks that partially belong to foreign 
investors, branches of foreign lenders, and banks with a minority of 
foreign capital, which included banks listed on the stock exchange.

All the banks that took part in the pilot study were also included 
(Paczocha, Rogowski, Kłosiewicz, 2007). In the case of costs 
resulting from the administrative obligations imposed by the Act on 
Mortgage Bonds and Mortgage Banks, the test group encompassed 
all the mortgage banks in operation in 2006 (4). The net assets of 
the banks in the test group (without the cooperatives) were equal 
to 51% of all commercial banks’ net assets in Poland, and 48,5% of 
the sum of the net assets of the banking system as at 31.12.2005.
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4.  Results
In 2006, 63 commercial banks were operating in Poland, of which 
12 were branches of lending institutions, and 584 cooperative banks 
(Banking Supervision Authority, 2007, p. 3). Out of the 26 banks 
chosen for the test group, the survey was completed and sent back 
by 24 banks, of which 20 were commercial banks (which included 
branches of foreign entities) and 4 cooperatives. The return rate 
was, therefore, 93,2%; however, in the mortgage and cooperative 
banks groups, the return rate was 100%, which meant that all the 
required respondents replied. The sum of the assets of the banks 
that replied was 283,7 bln PLN at the end of 2006, which was 41.6% 
of the banking sector’s total assets. Due to the large number and 
lesser differentiation in the cooperative banks subgroup, the share of 
the assets of this part of the test group was 4,1% of the cooperative 
sub-sector’s total assets. As regards the net profit, the test group 
represented 45.5% of the banking sector’s total net profit. In the 
operating costs category, the test group represented 42.8% of the 
banking sector’s costs, which amounted to 8.12 bln PLN. These figures 
mean that the group was indeed representative of the banking sector.

4.1.    Results of the regulation analysis for administrative 
burdens

The analysis of the three chosen acts for regulations that result in 
administrative burdens revealed 91 such obligations in the Banking 
Act, six in the NBP Act and 12 in the Act on Securities and Mortgage 
Banks. In proportion to the number of articles, the largest number of 
burdens identified was in the Banking Act – 47% of the articles result 
in administrative burdens. There are fewer burdens in the other acts.

The identified burdens can be divided into one-time occurrences 
– such as those obligations that arise at the creation of a bank 
(start-up costs, and emission of bonds), and repeated ones, which 
are connected with a bank’s normal functioning (ongoing costs), 
such as quarterly reports and other cyclical activities and duties, 
as well as obligations that arise in exceptional situations (e.g., a 
reparations programme). In the Banking Act, the majority of burdens 
are a result of one-time obligations (84,5%), while the NBP Act 
contains mainly repeating obligations (66,6%). The Act on Securities 
contains eight one-time obligations (67%) and four repeating ones.

The results have shown that in the analysed year (2006) not all of the 
obligations were fulfilled. In the case of 52% of the burdens resulting 
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from the Banking Act, the banks have not shown any costs. Among the 
47 AB that were cost-free, some were one-time costs (bank creation, 
bank restructuring, or capital restructuring, etc.), some related to 
precautionary procedures being introduced (requirement for own 
funds, or limit on non-financial contributions, etc.), and some related 
only to unusual circumstances (balance loss, reparation programmes, 
or the instituting of an administrator, etc.). In the Act on Mortgage 
Bonds and Mortgage Banks, of the twelve ABs identified, three proved 
cost-free. The mortgage banks did not need to get the opinion of the 
Regional Audit Chambers as to the solvency of local government units, 
or inform of the non-adherence to certain limits and the non-compliance 
with the recommendations of a trustee. In the NBP Act, of the six 
identified ABs, the ‘releases from the obligation to keep the mandatory 
reserves during reparatory proceedings’ were not needed. The type 
and structure of the ABs that did not need to be performed shows 
that in 2006 the sector was relatively stable. The banks’ structures 
did not change drastically, there was no expansion to other markets, 
and no significant supervisory interference was needed. Moreover, no 
reparatory or liquidation procedures were in place in the test group.

4.2.    Results of cost estimation for administrative 
burdens in the banking sector

4.2.1.  Results in the test group 

The cost of administrative burdens in the three analysed acts for 
the test group of commercial and cooperative banks came to a 
total of 75.18 mln PLN in 2006, and was between 35.6 mln PLN 
for the largest bank of the population and 12 thousand PLN in the 
smallest. The costs of administrative burdens from the surveys 
came to 0.93% of banks total costs. The burdens on the mortgage 
banks were greatest (where the share of bureaucratic costs 
was 1.58%) and lowest in the cooperative banks (0.79%).

The survey showed that the highest costs related to the Banking 
Act (2/3 of costs), and the smallest costs related to the Act on 
Mortgage Bonds and Mortgage Banks (0.5% of total costs); however, 
these costs are only carried by the mortgage banks, for which they 
represented 38.6% of their bureaucratic costs (see Table 2). The 
commercial banks and the cooperative banks that carried the costs 
of the Banking Act and the NBP Act did show similar cost levels, 
although the costs resulting from the NBP Act are slightly higher in 
the cooperative banks than in the commercial banks (by about 5%).
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Table 2.    The costs of administrative burdens 
in test group by act

A. in PLN

Banks Tested Commercial banks Cooperative Banks

Banking Act 50 927 474,9 50 620 222,0 307 252,9

NBP Act 23 840 592,6 23 687 025,6 153 567,0

Act on Mortgage Bonds 
and Mortgage Banks 

406 938,3 406 938,3 ľ0,0

Total 75 175 005,7 74 714 185,8 460 819,9

B. percentage

Tested 
banks 

Commercial banks Cooperative 
banks

in total Mortgage 
banks

Auto-
banks

Polish Foreign Total

Banking Act 67,75% 41,49% 86,11% 73,77% 57,51% 67,75% 66,68%

NBP Act 31,71% 19,93% 13,89% 26,23% 41,03% 31,70% 33,32%

Act on 
Mortgage 
Bonds and 
Mortgage 
Banks

0,54% 38,58% 0,00% 0,00% 1,46% 0,54% 0,00%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: own, NBP data

4.2.2.  Costliest provisions of the law

The costs of the administrative burdens of the Banking Act are 
concentrated mainly in a few articles. The costs of the three most 
expensive articles (in 91 identified burdens) represent 2/3 of all the 
administrative costs of the Banking Act. For commercial banks, the 
most expensive was the carrying out of the administrative activities 
related to article 105 passage 2 in conjunction with article 110, which 
obliges the banks to provide, free of charge, specific information that 
falls under banking privacy (secrecy) at the request of authorised 
external entities. The provisions of the Banking Act preclude the 
possibility of charging for this information. The article relates to:

 – courts, as part of a criminal case or fiscal case
 – public prosecutor in criminal cases or fiscal case and in  
 connection with suspected money laundering cases
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–   Banking Supervision Authority and persons authorised by 
it (currently  the Financial Supervision Authority),

 –  General Inspector for Tax Investigation, the director of the 
tax investigation authority, or the head of the IR office,

 – national security services.

Of the provisions of the NBP Act, the one that generated the 
highest costs (11.2 mln PLN, 53.5% of the bureaucratic costs of 
the act) is article 23 passage 3 which obliges banks to provide 
the NBP with the data necessary for monitoring the financial 
situation of the banks and financial sector’s risks. Cooperative 
banks demonstrated that the costliest provision (2,3 mln PLN, 55% 
of their bureaucratic costs) was the same as for the commercial 
banks – article 23 passage 3, which obliges them to provide the 
NBP with the data necessary to set the monetary policy and 
periodic reviews of the monetary situation of the state.

In the Act on Mortgage Bonds and Mortgage Banks, which regulates 
the activities of mortgage banks, the highest costs resulting from 
a single article was 0,24 mln PLN (60% of the total cost of the 
act); article 6 of the act defines the administrative obligations 
connected to the release of mortgage-backed securities.

The highest costs of administrative burdens in banks with a majority of 
Polish capital resulted from the Banking Act (74%), while banks with a 
majority of foreign capital shareholders (including branches of foreign 
banks), which also have to shoulder the administrative burdens that 
result from the regulations of their mother countries, revealed that the 
main share of their costs resulted from compliance with the NBP Act 
(41%). Data analysis shows that the administrative costs of burdens 
are highly concentrated. The costs of the ‘top ten’ most expensive 
articles – those that generate the highest compliance costs – in all three 
acts constituted  90% of all those costs in the test group (see Table 3).

Table 3.   Top 10 articles that generate administrative 
burdens for the test group banks

Act Article Type of obligation [wording in the 
act - PL] 

Percentage 
of cost 

Banking Act

Art. 105 
passage 1 in 
conjunction 
with art. 110

Information obligation (“Obowiązek 
nieodpłatnego udzielania określonych 
informacji objętych tajemnicą bankową 
na żądanie uprawnionych podmiotów 
zewnętrznych”)

27,9%
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NBP Act 
Art. 23 
passage 3

Data requirement (“Przekazywanie 
NBP danych niezbędnych do oceny 
sytuacji finansowej banków i ryzyka 
sektora bankowego na żądanie NBP”)

15,0%

Banking Act
Art. 105 
passage 2a

Information obligation (“Obowiązek 
nieodpłatnego udzielania określonych 
informacji objętych tajemnicą bankową 
na żądanie ZUS”)

11,6%

NBP Act
Art. 23 pass. 2 
point 1

Data requirement multiple 
(“Przekazywanie NBP danych 
niezbędnych do ustalania polityki 
pieniężnej i okresowych ocen sytuacji 
pieniężnej państwa na żądanie NBP”)

11,4%

Banking Act
Art. 106a 
pass. 1

Information obligation (“Informowanie 
prokuratora o uzasadnionych 
podejrzeniach wykorzystywania banku 
do ukrywania określonych działań 
przestępczych”)

6,2%

NBP Act 
Art. 23 pass. 2 
point 2

Data requirement (“Przekazywanie 
NBP danych niezbędnych do 
sporządzania bilansu płatniczego oraz 
międzynarodowej pozycji inwestycyjnej 
państwa”)

5,1%

Banking Act

Art. 6c pass. 1 
point 1, pass.2 
in conjunction 
with art. 6a 
pass. 1 

Information obligation “Informowanie o 
zawieraniu, każdej zmianie, rozwiązaniu 
i wygaśnięciu umowy outsourcingu”)

4,8%

Banking Act

Art. 133 
pass. 3 in 
conjunction 
with art.131

Assistance to external control 
(“Obsługa czynności kontrolnych 
prowadzonych przez inspektorów 
nadzoru bankowego”)

3,9%

Banking Act
Art. 134 pass. 
2 

Reporting duty (“Przekazywanie KNB 
jednostkowych i skonsolidowanych 
sprawozdań finansowych wraz 
z opiniami i raportami biegłych 
rewidentów oraz odpisami uchwał 
o zatwierdzeniu sprawozdań 
finansowych”)

2,4%

Banking Act
Art. 106b 
pass.1

Information obligation (“Informowanie 
prokuratora w zakresie objętym 
tajemnicą bankową - w przypadkach nie 
objętych art. 105 i 106 - na podstawie 
postanowienia wydanego na jego 
wniosek przez właściwy miejscowo sąd 
okręgowy”)

1,9%

 
Source: own compilation.

4.2.3. Cost model of the Banking Act

The applied method allows for a fresh look at the analysed acts, and 
allows for a functional analysis of administrative burdens in these 
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acts. In the case of the Banking Act, the results show that the largest 
costs were a result of compliance with the articles in the chapter 8 of 
the act (70.2%), on the “particular obligations and rights of banks” 
(see: Surma, 2008). These articles relate to a plethora of information 
obligations for banks. Another cost-generating chapter is chapter 
11 on banking supervision. Significant costs also arise from the first 
chapter, which establishes the general rules. At the same time, half of 
the chapters of the Banking Act impose no administrative burdens.

Table 4.   Banking Act in 2006 – administrative burdens and 
their costs as a result of compliance with the act

Paragraph no. Title Share of 
administrative 
costs of act

1 General Provisions 8,7%

2 Creating and organising banks, their branches and 
branches of foreign entities 

2,9%

2a Undertaking and conducting banking activity by local 
entities on national territory 

0,0%

3 Bank accounts 0,0%

4 Monetary transactions conducted through banks 0,0%

5 Loans and credit, and the rules regulating the 
concentration of commitment 

0,3%

6 Bank guarantees, securities, and letters of credit 0,0%

7 Issuing of bonds and securities 1,2%

8 Particular obligations and rights of banks 70,2%

9 Organisation and integration of banks into groups 2,4%

10 Own funds and the financial management of banks 1,0%

11 Banking supervision 9,7%

11a Supervision over lending entities 0,0%

11b Consolidated supervision 3,0%

12 Remedial actions, liquidation and bankruptcy 
proceedings 

0,5%

13 Civil and criminal liability 0,0%

14 Transitional regulations, changes in existing 
regulations, concluding provisions 

0,0%

Total 100,0%

Source: own compilation

4.2.4. Cost estimate for the entire banking sector

An estimation of the total annual costs of the administrative burdens 
carried by all the businesses under the obligation to fulfil the  
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administrative obligations, may be performed by using several methods. 
Due to the size of the population of businesses and due to the cost of 
conducting the study itself, they are normally based on a calculation 
of the costs in a representative group and a further extrapolation to 
the entire population of businesses. The Dutch Standard Cost Model is 
based on the mean costs of particular ABs for an entrepreneur in the 
population of the test group and the number of entrepreneurs obliged 
to comply with those ABs. The mean values from the survey of the test 
group, or the average annual costs of particular ABs, were multiplied 
by the number (N) of banks that have to fulfil those obligations. To 
arrive at the total annual cost of an act, it was necessary to sum up all 
the costs of the ABs in that act (Dutch Ministry of Finance 2003, p.26). 
The total cost of the three analysed acts in the Polish banking system, 
which at the end of December 2006 comprised 63 commercial banks 
(including branches of foreign banks) and 584 cooperative banks, 
came to 303,74 mln PLN, or 1,6% of the sum of the non-interest costs 
of operating the banks in the analysed year. The average cost per bank 
of the three acts came to 3,74 mln PLN for commercial banks and 0.12 
mln for cooperative banks. The cost for 2006 of complying with the 
Banking Act in an average commercial bank came to 2,53 mln PLN, 
and 78 thousand PLN for a cooperative bank. The cost of the NBP Act 
for an average commercial bank was 1.18 mln PLN (39 thousand for a 
cooperative bank), and for the Act on Mortgage Bonds and Mortgage 
Banks, the average cost per mortgage bank was 263,7 thousand PLN.

Table 5.   Annual costs of administrative burdens in the  
Polish banking sector (SCM) 

Sector Banks

Commercial Cooperative

Banking law Act 205 766 074,8 159 453 699,3 45 596 212,2

Act on the NBP 96 324 924,1 74 614 130,5 22 789 284,3

Securities 1 644 183,1 1 281 855,6 0,0

Total costs 303 735 182,0 235 349 685,4 68 385 496,6

Share of sub-sectors in the AB 
of the sector

100% 77,49% 22,51%

Source: own calculation

The SCM methodology assumes that the estimates of the annual 
AB costs of any given act will remain the same for the following 
years provided that there are no important prerequisites to a new 
estimation. These may be: assessments of planned amendments 
to acts, which are aimed at reducing the costs of AB (RCA ex 
ante), the assessment of amendments that limit the bureaucracy in 
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regulations (RCA ex post), as well as other objective reasons that 
could make the data on the estimated costs significantly outdated 
(such as major shifts in the number of businesses which have to 
comply with a given regulation, changes in the hourly rates of 
personnel responsible for fulfilling the obligation, automation that 
reduces the time spent on each duty, or a wider amendment of acts, 
although not aimed directly at reducing the costs of AB). Treating 
the results as valid for a number of years is possible and acceptable 
(with the above-mentioned exceptions), since the SCM is based 
on the gross rates of the employees involved and the number of 
entities that need to comply with a given administrative obligation.

Based on this, the data will be valid for a number of years, or can 
be extrapolated on the costs of the AB in banks, if we provide for 
corrective factors. After the Polish regulations were adapted to EU 
standards (NBP, 2004), it may be said that the 2004-2008 period 
was a time of relative stability with regard to both the regulations and 
the number of banks that had to comply with it. When accounting for 
inflation levels, we can assume that the necessary correction would 
be based on the financial sector salaries growth index, of the Central 
Statistical Office. Thus, a credible extrapolation of the estimated 
results for 2006 to 2004-2005 and 2007-2008, would assume that 
between 2004-2008 the annual costs of AB in the banking sector 
increased by 272,51 mln PLN to 358,95 mln PLN (see: Table 6).  

Table 6.   Extrapolation of AB costs based on the study  
results for 2006 

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Annual cost of administrative 
burdens in the three analysed acts 
(mln PLN)

275,5 288,5 303,7 331,9 358,5 395,0

Source: own compilation

In the context of the proposed extrapolation of results to 2007-
2008, it would also be important to note that 2007 saw some 
changes in the regulations pertaining to the banking sector, the 
consequences of which are not yet fully visible (Narodowy Bank 
Polski, 2008). These changes are connected with the introduction 
into Polish law of the Capital Requirements Directive.7, which 
contains new reporting duties placed on banks. Moreover, to provide 
for data convergence between the supervisory institutions of the 
member countries, the Committee of European Banking Supervisors 
created EU standards for financial reporting - FINREP (Financial 
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Reporting Framework) and cautionary practices - COREP (Common 
Reporting Framework), to allow for a common format of reports.
In Poland, the introduction of the same standard for individual 
and consolidated statements was part of the introduction of a new 
technology, based on the XBRL standard. Since late October 2007, 
the banks have been reporting to the NBP using the new standard, 
as defined by the amended resolution of the NBP in conjunction with 
art. 23 pass.3 of the NBP Act. The data from the banks are the basis 
for the studies and analysis performed by employees of the National 
Bank of Poland and the Polish Financial Supervision Authority (PFSA). 
The data allows for, amongst other things, the analysis of factors 
that pose potential threats to the stability of the banking sector, and 
the supervising authority has the opportunity to regularly monitor 
compliance with cautionary provisions. When analysing the scope of 
data received from the banks in the transition period between the 
“old” and “new” reporting duties, one could assume a doubling of 
costs, as a result of compliance with the key article (the 23 art. of 
the NBP act), but at the same time we need to take into account that 
this would only perhaps be true for the last two months of 2007, 
and that these costs will fall, as the procedures become unified and 
dedicated IT systems are used in banks. We can assume, however, that 
the costs of AB in the banking sector for 2008, which result from the 
three analysed acts, may be higher than those presented in Table 6.
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5.  Discussion of results
The result of the study could first be compared with the result of 
the pilot study. The pilot, which centred on the Banking Act, was 
conducted in 2005 and was based on a sample of five banks, the 
operating costs of which came to 20% of the costs of the banking 
sector (see Table 7). The estimate of the proportions of AB costs 
to running cost in the pilot study came to 50,9 mln PLN (total costs 
of administrative burdens). The sum of AB costs calculated with the 
SCM came to 233,9 mln PLN, which seemed an exaggerated sum, 
due to the overrepresentation of larger banks in the test sample. In 
the current study, where the sample was far more representative, 
the costs of the AB of the Banking Act came to 205,28 mln PLN, 
using the SCM, and 119,8 mln PLN, using the proportional method.

Table 7.    Comparison of results for the Banking act (pilot study 
AB costs for 2004 and base measurement AB costs 
for 2006)

2004 2006

Commercial banks population  57 63

Cooperative banks population 596 584

Test group (sample) 5 24

Operating costs, commercial banks (mln PLN) 14 952,9 17 233,0

Operating costs, cooperative banks (mln PLN) 1 544,9 1 742,3

Operating costs, total (mln PLN) 16 497,8 18 975,3

Sample share in the total operating costs of banks 20,31% 42,8%

AB costs in the test group (sample) (mln PLN) 1,9 51,2

Cost estimate proportional method (AB costs to 
operating costs) (mln PLN)

50,9 119,8

SCM estimate (mln PLN) 234,1 205,9

Source: own compilation

The comparison of the results shows the sensitivity of method to the 
size of the population studied – enlarging it reduces the overestimation 
in the SCM method, and the underestimation in the proportional 
method. Provided that the sample size is adequate, the proportional 
method is a credible method for the banking sector. As international 
comparisons are needed, it is, however, the SCM that ought to be 
used, particularly as it is compatible with EU-wide methodology. 
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The relatively large sample size and its representativeness for 
the entire population, together with the vast amount of statistical 
data available for the banking sector, which reflect its condition, 
allows for the use of other methods to calculate the total costs 
of administrative burdens in the sector. A comparison of the 
results allows for an even better assessment of the SCM result.

One of those additional methods is the approximation of cost in 
twinning groups, using the average cost of administrative burdens 
for banks in a twin group. The average cost of AB in each twin group 
can be multiplied by the N of each group and then the results may be 
totalled. Using this method, the AB in the commercial banks’ sub-sector 
were estimated at 233,21 mln PLN. Due to the special characteristic of 
cooperative banks (584 banks with approx. 6% of the net assets of the 
banking sector), the average cost of AB in the sample cooperatives can 
be multiplied by the overall number of cooperative banks, which gives 
a cost totalling 68,39 mln PLN. The sum of the AB costs estimated 
using this method is 300,3 mln PLN. The result of the method of 
average costs in twin groups is similar to the result of the SCM 
method (for commercial banks it is 98,54% convergent). Similarity 
of estimates would prove the correctness of assumptions of the Dutch 
methodology and the good representativeness of the sample used.

Figure 5.   Relationship between administrative burdens costs  
and non-interest costs of operating commercial  
banks in the test group 2006
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Another way to estimate the costs of AB is the method that involves the 
proportion of costs of the AB to the costs of operating banks. This is 
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possible in the banking sector, where the exact number of entities and 
their costs and assets, etc., are known. Thanks to the characteristics 
of the banking sector (small, closely supervised, wider reporting 
duties, and larger and more detailed statistics, etc.) the non-interest 
costs of banks’ operations (CBO) are known for the entire sector and 
for its sub-sectors (commercial and cooperative banks), as well as 
in particular banks (branches of foreign banks). Because the costs 
of administrative burdens form part of the costs of operating a bank, 
to estimate the cost of administrative burdens in the banking sector 
it is possible to use the proportion of costs of administrative burdens 
in the test group to the costs of operations for all the banks. Because 
of the relationship between the costs of AB, revealed in the study, to 
the costs of operating banks (see Figure 5), it is possible to assume 
that using the proportion method, correct estimates are achieved 
of the annual sums of administrative burden costs. The total cost of 
AB in the sample was 75,1 mln PLN, which was 0,93% of the costs 
of operation. Assuming that the sample represents 42,8% of the 
costs of operations for the banking sector, by using the proportion 
method, we estimate that the costs of administrative burdens in 
the banking sector could have come to approx. 175,6 mln PLN. 

Table 8.   Changes in the estimated costs of administrative 
burdens (AB) of the three acts by method

Method Estimated cost 

1.  Standard Cost Model  303,73 mln zł

2. SCM twinning groups 300,30 mln zł

3. Proportional method – costs of AB to operating costs 175,60 mln zł

Source: own compilation

The comparison of the results from various estimation methods 
shows great discrepancies, with extreme results differing by 42%.

The popular SCM yields the costliest result. The proportional 
method may be said to be the most precise and credible, since 
it is based on data from a highly representative sample and the 
high relation between AB costs and the CBO used in the estimate. 
This method, however, may only be used for such populations of 
businesses, where precise data on the operation costs are known 
(as is the case with the banking sector). It would, therefore, be a 
marginal method, the results of which cannot be compared with 
those of other sectors of the economy, or with foreign estimates.

Discussion of results

Proportional
method



The costs of the administrative burdens of only three acts estimated 
with the SCM are equal to 1,6% of the sum of the banks’ operating 
costs, and are comparable to the sum of the taxes paid by banks 
(1,6% of costs) and four times more than the sum of the premiums 
and payments to the Bank Guarantee Fund (0,4%) (see Figure 2). 
The result of the proportional method puts the costs of AB at a low, 
175,6 mln PLN, level, making it 0,93% of the sum of the banks’ 
operating costs; nevertheless, it represents a significant sum, as 
it is twice the payments made to the Bank Guarantee Fund.

The results of the present study show that the costs of the 
administrative burdens of only three acts are (depending on the 
method used) 0,9% to 1,6% of the non-interest costs of operating 
banks. A comparison with the overall structure of the costs of 
running banks (see the chapter on Costs) shows that bureaucratic 
costs are several times higher than the premium requirements of 
the Bank Guarantee Fund, which is meant to maintain financial 
stability and guarantee the safety of deposits. Reducing these 
burdens on the scale recommended by the EC, i.e., by 25%, would 
create savings that could be used, with a benefit to the depositors 
and the sector itself (for example, 50% of the savings could be 
used to reduce the banks’ costs, and the other 50% to increase the 
payments to the BGF, in order to strengthen deposit guarantees).

The estimation of the costs of administrative burdens that result from 
compliance with regulations is only the first step in a wider process of 
reducing administrative burdens. Despite some limitations, the ultimate 
goal of using the methodology for estimating the costs of bureaucracy 
that result from regulation is to reduce  burdens on businesses 
(European Commission, 2009). A similar goal could be set for the 
study of AB costs in the banking sector. For the sake of the competence 
and effectiveness of further actions (such as simplifying and reducing 
the costs of complying with law) it is necessary to first know the entire 
costs that burden banks as a result of compliance with the law.

The present study has allowed us to estimate the costs of only three 
acts out of the 75 that pertain to banking as a line of business. Without 
a closer inspection of the remaining 72 acts, for regulation as the 
source of further administrative burdens, it is impossible to estimate 
with great precision the overall costs of bureaucracy in the banking 
sector. By using the SCM, which averages the costs of ABs in the 
analysed acts, and by knowing that on average the cost of one act for 
2006 was about 101,2 mln PLN, we could, however, attempt such an 
estimation. If we assume that in the remaining 72 acts the occurrence 
of administrative burdens is reduced by 50% (as many apply to the 
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sector in their entirety), this would give us a rough estimate of 3,8 
bln PLN for the costs of all 75 acts, making the costs 20,1 % of the 
non-interest-related costs of running a bank. These amounts may 
seem rather large, but during the survey the banks’ administrative 
staff mentioned the many other administrative obligations they had 
to comply with, which were not part of the acts analysed here. To get 
a fuller picture of all the costs of the bureaucratic burdens on the 
banking sector we would also have to see the costs resulting from 
the Commercial Companies Code, the Accountancy Act, the Act on 
Cooperative Banks, and the Act on Preventing the Circulation of 
Financial Values from Unlawful or Undisclosed Sources, or the Act on 
the Prevention of Funding Terrorism, etc. The hypothesis on the weight 
of bureaucratic burdens for the banking sector could be verified in 
further studies, by defining the number of administrative burdens in 
the other acts and the regularity with which banks have to incur them. 
Only this would form the full base measurement for the banking sector.

All of the administrative burdens placed on banks by the three analysed 
acts have their source in the obligation to guarantee the safety of bank 
deposits, and to provide transparency of banking activity; however, as a 
result of the many years of amendments being added (implementation 
of new regulations and AB), these were never properly verified with 
regard to how adequate they are for the goals they have to meet 
(the goals of the amendments), and the proportion of the legislative 
measures used and their effectiveness. This is why we believe that the 
results of the present study ought to be used as one of the criteria 
for assessing and reviewing banking regulations, with a view to their 
potential simplification and reducing the costs of compliance.

For the banking sector, despite the differences in the measurements 
of administrative costs, with the use of SCM and other methods that 
would be possible to use, the advantage of the SCM lies in its being 
used in other studies in Poland and abroad. The wider international 
experiences with the SCM have shown its benefits and shortcomings. 
Its weak points are often the low statistical representativeness of the 
samples of entrepreneurial groups, the low adequacy and stability 
of the results and the changes in the method itself (due to its fast 
development) (Torritti, 2008, p.72). The assumptions of the method 
are also often criticised, e.g., that the resources saved as a result 
of eliminating or reducing  administrative burdens will be used in 
a productive way (eliminating the filling in of a few forms may not 
change the companies’ expenditure structure). Also, the assumption 
of full compliance by businesses is often criticised. The studies show 
that practice is much worse, and in some sectors, businesses follow 
less than 50% of the existing legislation (meaning that they carry 
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only 50% of the burdens). This optimistic assumption influences 
the result and makes it only an estimate. The question of how the 
benefits of using the SCM could be measured is often raised.
Despite all these shortcomings, the SCM is being used in an 
increasing number of countries. Holland has already carried out a 
full base measurement of all regulations that place administrative 
burdens on entrepreneurs, and it then underwent the process of 
reducing the costs by 25% on the scale of the entire economy. 
Other EU countries are undertaking similar efforts; assuming 
the SCM to be a good operational economic policy tool, which 
allows for the simple identification of AB, the estimation of their 
costs, and then the monitoring of progress in limiting these. 

The European Commission leads in this respect, and is effectively 
managing the process of reducing the costs of EU regulation AB, as 
well as coordinating and monitoring the actions of member countries 
in this respect. It has to be stressed that, from the onset, the EC has 
limited the scope of the programme to 13 priorities (see Table 9).

At the end of 2008, seven countries had undergone a full base 
measurement of AB costs in the 13 priority sectors, and on this basis 
initiated reduction and simplification programmes. The most advanced 
countries are those that formed the initial coalition on the priority of 
measuring costs during their presidencies, (Holland, Great Britain, 
and Austria), while the other countries (Ireland, Luxembourg and 
Finland) only underwent partial estimations. The advances made in 
2006-2008 also show Denmark, Sweden, the Czech Republic and 
Germany making great progress. At the same time, France, Belgium and 
Estonia have started estimating some priority areas (see Table 9).
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In many cases the work is either still ongoing or we only know 
partial results. For now, the differences in legal systems and public 
administration systems differentiate the scope of studies. This 
currently makes comparisons difficult. In international studies, the 
costs of administrative burdens are often aggregated based on the 
ministry responsible (i.e. the costs of regulation for which the ministry 
of finance is responsible), branches of the economy or groups of 
entities (i.e. small business), which is why it is now difficult to relate 
the results of the present study to international comparisons.

Only a wider survey, which would encompass the entire scope of 
regulations that place bureaucratic burdens on banks and other 
financial institutions, and would sample representative groups 
of all types of financial institution (insurance companies, stock 
brokers, and trusts, etc.), will give a result that can be compared 
with the EU-wide studies of the financial services sector. 

At present, it is possible to show selected results of the estimations of 
costs of administrative burdens in other countries only to inform the 
reader and to show the potential of estimations, which can be used 
when a full base measurement is performed for the entire economy 
or for a particular sector/market (e.g., the financial sector).

In Poland, the costs incurred by the banking sector as a result of 
the three main acts that regulated the sector in 2006, constituted 
1.6% of the banks’ operating costs. This can be compared to 
Holland, where in 2003 the costs of administration in the financial 
sector were estimated at 678,4 mln EUR, and the costs of the 
Banking Act itself were estimated at 1,42% of the banks’ operating 
costs (Bonke, Dickmanm, 2004, p.44). In the United Kingdom, in 
2005, the costs of administrative burdens on financial institutions 
supervised by the FSA constituted 0,86 bln GBP (which represented 
6,1% of the total identified costs of administrative burdens on the 
British economy, which was 14 bln GBP) (Torritti, 2008, p. 97). 
The most expensive administrative duties in the financial sector in 
the UK (the study encompassed 16 types of financial institution) 
were those that pertained to the Money Laundering Act, and 
they represented 42,8% of all estimated cost (Real Assurance 
Risk Management, 2006, p. 5). In Germany, the estimation of 
only 2/3 of the information requirements identified in legislation 
totalled 34,7 bln EUR (10,500 information requirements were 
identified - Nationaler Normenkontrollrat, 2008, p. 18).

The US administration has the longest track record in measuring and 
reducing administrative burdens on both businesses and citizens. 
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In 2006, complying with federal law cost the American economy 
8,92 bln working hours, which represented an 8,3% increase on the 
previous year. Over 80 % of this increase was due to adjusting to 
changes in estimates to account for changes in demographic, economic 
and other factors. The administrative burdens’ increasing trend has 
been in effect since at least 2000 (Trick, Ernst, 2008, p. 116).

In the EU, the SCM is used as an operational method. At present, 
we are approaching the end of the base measurement phase of AB 
costs, which should provide estimates for the administrative burdens 
of 42 acts (356 administrative burdens have been identified) in 
the 13 priority areas. Initial estimates show that those 42 acts may 
result in administrative burdens totalling approximately 115 to 
130 bln EUR. The largest reduction possibilities exist in taxes and 
duties (60% of costs), the Commercial Companies Code (20%), 
food safety, working environment, agriculture and transport 
(European Commission, 2009, p. 4). As a result of its actions, 
the European Commission has already proposed conclusions 
regarding changes in 26 out of the 42 acts in the action programme. 
These actions could bring annual savings of over 30 bln EUR.

In Poland there have so far been estimates of administrative costs 
only in parts of the five areas related to the economy (car transport, 
banking sector, fiscal law (VAT Act), labour law, the environment). 
Despite this, Poland has agreed to reduce its costs by 25% by the end 
of 2010 (European Commission, 2009, s. 4). Estimates based on 
Dutch studies and studies in other EU and OECD countries (Djankov 
et al., 2002; Nicoletti, Scarpetta, 2003) with respect to the relative 
size of the economy, show that Polish businesses were likely to have 
incurred total costs of approximately 7,8 – 9,97 bln USD, or 4 – 5 % of 
the GDP. For other countries, the estimates range from 1,2% of the GDP 
(Sweden, Finland, UK) to 6,6% (Hungary, Greece) (Kox, 2005, p. 14).

To sum up, it is worth noting that we have only come closer to 
knowing the scope of administrative burdens on banks and their 
cost. To fully ascertain the size of banking sector bureaucracy, the 
actual number of the administrative duties that create burdens in 
the remaining 72 acts that regulate the functioning of banks needs 
to be established, and next, the data from a sample can be used to 
estimate the total cost of bureaucracy for the entire bank sector. 
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Endnotes

1  The initiative to devise an efficient methodology to reduce the 

administrative burdens for business was been taken up by Prime 

Minister Wim Kok, after he was elected in August 1994. In 2002, the 

idea was developed into an effective tool under PM Jan K. Balkende.

2  As at the day this report went to press, the results were not known.

3  Among the 100 top companies in Poland in 2006, seven were 

banks. See: Rzeczpospolita, 2007, Lista 500, p. 41.

4  Journal of Regulations of the National Bank of Poland, 

2003, no 16, item: 26, with amendments

5  JoR NBP, 2003, nr 21, pos. 36, with amendments

6  Ordinance of the Ministry of Finance dated April 23rd 2004 on the 

means, scope, and deadlines for entities taking part in monetary 

transfers and interbank clearing to transfer data required by 

the National Bank of Poland to assess the functioning of said 

operations (Journal of Laws 2004, no 107, item: 1139).

7  In the EU, the New Capital Deal was introduced through two directives, 

known jointly as the CRD: Directive 2006/48/EC of the European 

Parliament and of the Council of 14 June 2006 relating to the taking 

up and pursuit of the business of credit institutions  (Official Journal 

of the EU, L 177/1) Directive 2006/49/EC of the European Parliament 

and of the Council of 14 June 2006 on the capital adequacy of 

investment firms and credit institutions (OJEU L 177/201).

 8  Resolution 20/2007, dated June 14th 2007, of the NBP 

Management, which amended the resolution on the ways and rules 

for data transfers from banks to the NBP, which are necessary for 

the national monetary policy, and the periodic assessment of the 

monetary situation of the state, the financial condition of the banks 

and banking sector risks (JoR NBP 2007, no 7, item: 18).

9  As of December 13th 2008, in accordance with art. 3 pas. 

2 point 6a of the 29/08/1997 NBP Act (unified text JoL 

2005, no 1, item: 2, with amendments), the NBP is obliged 

to act for the stability of the national financial system.

10 The method is discussed in detail below.

11 Meaning the taxes that burden the bank - property tax, and such. Income tax 

calculated from the financial result is not part of a bank’s operating costs.
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Appendix 
Appendix  1.  Legal acts that regulate the functioning of 

the banking sector in Poland

No. Title of the act

1 Ustawa z dnia 28 kwietnia 1936 r. - Prawo wekslowe 
(Dz.U. z 1936 r., nr 37, poz. 282 z późn. zm.).

2 Ustawa z dnia 28 kwietnia 1936 r. - Prawo czekowe 
(Dz.U z 1936 r., nr 37, poz. 283 z późn. zm.).

3 Ustawa z dnia 14 czerwca 1960 r. - Kodeks postępowania administracyjnego 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2000 r. nr 98, poz. 1071 z późn. zm.).

4 Ustawa z dnia 14 czerwca 1964 r. – Kodeks cywilny 
(Dz.U. z 1964, nr 16, poz. 93 z późn. zm.).

5 Ustawa z dnia 17 listopada 1964 r. - Kodeks postępowania cywilnego 
(Dz.U. z 1964 r., Dz.U. z 1964, nr 43, poz. 296 z późn. zm.).

6 Ustawa z dnia 17 czerwca 1966 r. o postępowaniu egzekucyjnym w administracji 
(Dz. U z 2005 r., nr 188, poz. 1848 z późn. zm.).

7 Ustawa z dnia 16 września 1982 r. – Prawo spółdzielcze 
(tekst jedn. Dz. U. z 2003 r., nr 188, poz. 1848 z późn. zm.).

8 Ustawa z dnia 15 lutego 1992  r. o podatku dochodowym od osób prawnych 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2000 r., nr 54, poz. 654 z późn. zm.).

9 Ustawa z dnia 3 lutego 1993 r. o restrukturyzacji finansowej przedsiębiorstw 
i banków oraz o zmianie niektórych ustaw 
(Dz.U. z 1993 r., nr 18, poz. 82 z późn. zm.).

10 Ustawa z dnia 16 kwietnia 1993 r. o zwalczaniu nieuczciwej konkurencji 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2003, nr 153, poz. 1503 z późn. zm.).

11 Ustawa z dnia 29 września 1994 r. o rachunkowości 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2002 r., nr 76, poz. 694 z późn. zm.).

12 Ustawa z dnia 13 października 1994 r. o biegłych rewidentach i ich samorządzie 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2001 r., nr 31, poz. 359 z późn. zm).

13 Ustawa z dnia 14 grudnia 1994 r. o Bankowym Funduszu Gwarancyjnym 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2007 r., nr 70, poz. 474 z późn. zm).

14 Ustawa z dnia 5 stycznia 1995 r. o dopłatach do oprocentowania niektórych 
kredytów bankowych (Dz. U. z 1995 r., nr 13, poz. 60 z późn. zm.).

15 Ustawa z dnia 29 czerwca 1995 r. o obligacjach 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2001 r., nr 120, poz. 1300 z późn. zm.).

16 Ustawa z dnia 26 października 1995 r. o niektórych formach popierania 
budownictwa mieszkaniowego 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2000 r., nr 98, poz. 1070 z późn. zm.).

17 Ustawa z dnia 30 listopada 1995 r. o pomocy państwa w spłacie niektórych 
kredytów mieszkaniowych, udzielaniu premii gwarancyjnych oraz refundacji 
bankom wypłaconych premii gwarancyjnych 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2003 r., nr 119, poz. 1115 z późn. zm.).

18 Ustawa z dnia 14 grudnia 1995 r. o spółdzielczych kasach oszczędnościowo-
kredytowych (Dz.U. z 1996 r., nr 1, poz. 2 z późn. zm.).

19 Ustawa z dnia 14 czerwca 1996 r. o łączeniu i grupowaniu niektórych banków 
w formie spółki akcyjnej (Dz.U. z 1996 r., nr 90, poz. 406 z późn. zm.).
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20 Ustawa z dnia 6 grudnia 1996 r. o zastawie rejestrowym i rejestrze zastawów 
(Dz.U. z 1996 r., nr 149, poz. 703 z późn. zm.).

21 Ustawa z dnia 8 maja 1997 r. o poręczeniach i gwarancjach udzielanych przez 
Skarb Państwa oraz niektóre osoby prawne 
(Dz.U. z 2003 r., nr 174, poz. 1689 z późn. zm.)

22 Ustawa z dnia 6 czerwca 1997 r. - Kodeks karny 
(Dz.U. z 1997 r., nr 88, poz. 553 z późn. zm.).

23 Ustawa z dnia 30 lipca 1997 r. o państwowym przedsiębiorstwie użyteczności 
publicznej ”Poczta Polska” (Dz.U. z 1997 r., nr 106, poz. 675 z późn. zm.).

24 Ustawa z dnia 20 sierpnia 1997 r. o Krajowym Rejestrze Sądowym 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2007 r., nr 168, poz. 1186 z późn. zm.)

25 Ustawa z dnia 28 sierpnia 1997 r. o organizacji i funkcjonowaniu funduszy 
emerytalnych (tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2004 r., nr 159, poz. 1667 z późn. zm.).

26 Ustawa z dnia 29 sierpnia 1997 r. o komornikach sądowych i egzekucji 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2006 r., nr 167, poz. 1191 z późn. zm.).

27 Ustawa z dnia 29 sierpnia 1997 r. o Narodowym Banku Polskim 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2005 r., nr 1, poz. 2 z późn. zm.).

28 Ustawa z dnia 29 sierpnia 1997 r. Prawo bankowe 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2002 r., nr 72, poz. 665 z późn. zm.).

29 Ustawa z dnia 29 sierpnia 1997 r. o listach zastawnych i bankach hipotecznych 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2003 r., nr 99, poz. 919 z późn. zm.).

30 Ustawa z dnia 29 sierpnia 1997 r. o ochronie danych osobowych 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U z 2002 r., nr 101, poz. 926 z późn. zm.).

31 Ustawa z dnia 29 sierpnia 1997 r. – Ordynacja podatkowa 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2005 r., nr 8, poz. 60 z późn. zm.).

32 Ustawa z dnia 17 lipca 1998 r. o pożyczkach i kredytach studenckich 
(Dz.U. z 1998 r., nr 108, poz. 685 z późn. zm.).

33 Ustawa z dnia 30 czerwca 2005 r. o finansach publicznych 
(Dz. U z 2005 r., nr 249, poz. 2104 z późn. zm.).

34 Ustawa z dnia 2 marca 2000 r. o ochronie niektórych praw konsumentów oraz 
o odpowiedzialności za szkodę wyrządzoną przez produkt niebezpieczny 
(Dz.U. z 2000, nr 22, poz. 271 z późn. zm.).

35 Ustawa z dnia 9 września 2000 r. o podatku od czynności cywilnoprawnych 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2007, nr 68, poz. 450 z późn. zm.).

36 Ustawa z dnia 15 września 2000 r. Kodeks spółek handlowych 
(Dz.U.z 2000, nr 94, poz. 1037 z późn. zm.).

37 Ustawa z dnia 26 października 2000 r. o giełdach towarowych 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2005 r., nr 121, poz. 1019 z późn. zm.).

38 Ustawa z dnia 16 listopada 2000 r. o domach składowych oraz o zmianie 
Kodeksu cywilnego, Kodeksu postępowania cywilnego i innych ustaw 
(Dz.U. z 2000 r., nr 114, poz.1191 z późn. zm.).

39 Ustawa z dnia 16 listopada 2000 r. o przeciwdziałaniu wprowadzaniu do 
obrotu finansowego wartości majątkowych pochodzących z nielegalnych lub 
nieujawnionych źródeł oraz o przeciwdziałaniu finansowaniu terroryzmu 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2003 r., nr 153, poz. 1505 z późn. zm.).

40 Ustawa z dnia 29 listopada 2000 r. o objęciu poręczeniami Skarbu Państwa 
spłaty niektórych kredytów mieszkaniowych 
(Dz.U. z 2000 r., nr 122, poz. 1310 z późn. zm.).

41 Ustawa z dnia 7 grudnia 2000 r. o funkcjonowaniu banków spółdzielczych, ich 
zrzeszaniu się i bankach zrzeszających (Dz.U. z 2000 r., nr 119, poz. 1252 z późn. zm.).
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42 Ustawa z dnia 16 lutego 2007 r. o ochronie konkurencji i konsumentów 
(Dz.U. z 2007 r., nr 50, poz. 331 z późn. zm.).

43 Ustawa z dnia 25 maja 2001 r. o skutkach wprowadzenia w niektórych 
państwach członkowskich Unii Europejskiej wspólnej waluty euro 
(Dz.U z 2001 r., nr 63, poz. 640 z późn. zm.).

44 Ustawa z dnia 8 czerwca 2001 r. o dopłatach do oprocentowania kredytów 
eksportowych o stałych stopach procentowych 
(Dz.U. z 2001 r., nr 73, poz. 762 z późn. zm.).

45 Ustawa z dnia 20 lipca 2001 r. o kredycie konsumenckim. 
(Dz. U z 2001 r., nr 100, poz. 1081 z późn. zm.).

46 Ustawa z dnia 24 sierpnia 2001 r. o ostateczności rozrachunku w systemach 
płatności i systemach rozrachunku papierów wartościowych oraz zasadach 
nadzoru nad tymi systemami (Dz.U. z 2001 r., nr 123, poz. 1351 z późn. zm.).

47 Ustawa z dnia 24 sierpnia 2001 r. o dopłatach do oprocentowania kredytów 
udzielanych lekarzom, lekarzom stomatologom, pielęgniarkom, położnym oraz o 
umarzaniu tych kredytów (Dz.U. z 2001 r., nr 128, poz. 1406 z późn. zm.).

48 Ustawa z dnia 18 września 2001 r. o podpisie elektronicznym 
(Dz.U. z 2001 r., nr 130, poz. 1450 z późn. zm.).

49 Ustawa z dnia 18 lipca 2002 r. o świadczeniu usług drogą elektroniczną 
(Dz. U z Dz.U. z 2002 r., nr 144, poz. 1204 z późn. zm.).

50 Ustawa z dnia 25 lipca 2002 r. Prawo o ustroju sądów administracyjnych 
(Dz.U. z 2002 r., nr 153, poz.1269 z późn. zm.).

51 Ustawa z dnia 27 lipca 2002 r. Prawo dewizowe 
(Dz.U. z 2002 r., nr 141, poz. 1178 z późn. zm.).

52 Ustawa z dnia z dnia 30 sierpnia 2002 r. Prawo o postępowaniu przed sądami 
administracyjnymi (Dz.U. z 2002 r., nr 153, poz. 1270 z późn. zm.).

53 Ustawa z dnia 12 września 2002 r. o elektronicznych instrumentach płatniczych 
(Dz.U. z 2002 r., nr 169, poz. 1385 z późn. zm.).

54 Ustawa z dnia 28 października 2002 r. o odpowiedzialności podmiotów 
zbiorowych za czyny zabronione pod groźbą kary 
(Dz. U. z 2002 r., nr 197 poz.1661 z późn. zm.).

55 Ustawa z dnia 5 grudnia 2002 r. o dopłatach do oprocentowania kredytów 
mieszkaniowych o stałej stopie procentowej 
(Dz.U. z 2002 r., nr 230, poz. 1922 z późn. zm.).

56 Ustawa z dnia 14 lutego 2003 r. o udostępnianiu informacji gospodarczych 
(Dz.U. z 2003 r., nr 50, poz. 424 z późn. zm.).

57 Ustawa z dnia 28 lutego 2003 r. Prawo upadłościowe i naprawcze 
(Dz.U. z 2003 r., nr 60, poz. 535 z późn. zm.).

58 Ustawa z dnia 14 marca 2003 r. o Banku Gospodarstwa Krajowego 
(Dz.U. z 2003, nr 65, poz. 594 z późn. zm.).

59 Ustawa z dnia 22 maja 2003 r. o działalności ubezpieczeniowej 
(Dz.U. z 2003 r., nr 124, poz. 1151 z późn. zm.).

60 Ustawa z dnia 22 maja 2003 r. o pośrednictwie ubezpieczeniowym 
(Dz.U. Nr 124 z 2003 r., poz. 1154 z późn. zm.).

61 Ustawa z dnia 12 grudnia 2003 r. o Funduszu Rozwoju Inwestycji Komunalnych 
(Dz.U. z 2003 r., nr 223, poz. 2218).

62 Ustawa z dnia 11 marca 2004 r. o podatku od towarów i usług 
(Dz.U. z 2004 r., nr 54, poz. 535 z późn zm.).

63 Ustawa z dnia 19 marca 2004 r. Prawo celne 
(Dz. U. z 2004 r., nr 68, poz. 622 z późn. zm.).
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64 Ustawa z dnia 2 kwietnia 2004 r. o niektórych zabezpieczeniach finansowych 
(Dz.U. z 2004 r., Nr 91, poz. 871 z późn. zm.).

65 Ustawa z dnia 16 kwietnia 2004 r. o Funduszu Poręczeń Unijnych 
(Dz.U. z 2004 r., nr 121, poz. 1262 z późn zm.).

66 Ustawa z dnia 20 kwietnia 2004 r. o indywidualnych kontach emerytalnych 
(Dz.U. z 2004 r., Nr 116, poz. 1205 z późn. zm.).

67 Ustawa z dnia 27 maja 2004 r. o funduszach inwestycyjnych 
(Dz.U. z 2004 r., Nr 146, poz. 1546 z późn. zm.).

68 Ustawa z dnia 2 lipca 2004 r. o swobodzie działalności gospodarczej 
(tekst jedn. Dz.U. z 2007 r., nr 155, poz. 1095 z późn. zm.).

69 Ustawa z dnia 15 kwietnia 2005 r. o nadzorze uzupełniającym nad instytucjami 
kredytowymi, zakładami ubezpieczeń i firmami inwestycyjnymi wchodzącymi 
w skład konglomeratu finansowego (Dz.U. Nr 83, poz. 719 z późn. zm.).

70 Ustawa z dnia 29 lipca 2005 r. o ofercie publicznej i warunkach wprowadzania 
instrumentów finansowych do zorganizowanego systemu obrotu oraz o spółkach 
publicznych (Dz.U. z 2005 r., z Nr 84, poz. 1539 z późn. zm.).

71 Ustawa z dnia 29 lipca 2005 r. o nadzorze nad rynkiem kapitałowym 
(Dz.U. z 2005 r., Nr 183, poz. 1537 z późn. zm.).

72 Ustawa z dnia 29 lipca 2005 r. o obrocie instrumentami finansowymi 
(Dz.U. z 2005 r., Nr 183, poz. 1538 z późn zm.).

73 Ustawa z dnia 21 lipca 2006 r. o nadzorze nad rynkiem finansowym 
(Dz.U. z 2006 r., nr 157, poz. 1119 z późn. zm.).

74 Ustawa z dnia 8 września 2006 r. o finansowym wsparciu rodzin w nabywaniu 
własnego mieszkania (Dz.U. z 2006 r., nr 183, poz. 1354 z późn zm.).

75 Ustawa z dnia 16 grudnia 2005 r. o Funduszu Kolejowym 
(Dz.U. 2006 r., nr 12, poz. 61).

Source: Banking Supervision Authority, 2006,
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Appendix 2.   Classification of administrative burdens 
(AB) – individual actions, data requirements, 
etc.

1. Information on transactions.
 Gathering data.
 Creating information.
 Presenting information to the correct authority.
 Storing information.

2. Getting permits of all kinds related to business.
 Communicating the intention to apply for a permit.
 Gathering data.
 Drafting the permit application.
 Presenting/submitting the permit application.
 Receiving and filing/storing the permits.

3. Getting certificates of compliance/quality in production  
 process. Employee reference and diploma storage. 
 Preparing procedures and guidelines for quality assurance.
 Preparing a certificate application.
 Applying for a certificate.
 Receiving and storing/filing of certificates.

4. Registration/carrying out of measurements to document   
 the production process. Design of measurement systems.
 Implementation, assembly, and mounting of equipment  
 for registering, measuring and/or analysis of processes.
 Registering data.
 Storing data.
 Presenting data to authorities, periodically or upon request.
 Consultation of measurement results.

5.  Carrying our studies, which include periodic reviews, 
complex measurements. The measurements/
reviews are usually aimed at gathering the data 
necessary for other administrative obligations. 

 Preparing for review.
 Carrying out measurement.
 Drafting results.
 Creating reports from reviews.

6.  Reporting, which includes periodic reports from the production 
process. Annual reports, and environmental reports, etc. 

 Gathering data.
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 Working on data.
 Preparing reports.
 Presenting and storing reports.
 Discussing report results.

7.  Checking machines and equipment that present 
a potential threat to health and safety or to the 
environment, and checking employee qualifications. 
Reviews carried out by special accredited units.

    Preparing for review, delivering or granting access 
to the equipment and/or machinery, with relevant 
documentation; preparing personnel data. 

 Employee qualifications check or machinery/equipment tests.
 Working on data to present test results.
 Drafting result reports.
 Certificate release and storage.

8.  Obtaining permits to carry out certain activities or 
applications to be released from permit obligations.

 Drafting applications.
 Presenting applications.
 Permit release and storage.

9.  Updating plans and programmes, which include 
emergency plans, demanded by specific authorities. 
Instructions, emergency plans, etc. 

 Drafting plans and emergency instructions.
 Evaluating existing plans.
 Consulting with employees and other stakeholders.
 Updating existing plans.
 Distribution in the workplace, storage/filing of plans/instructions.

10.  Cooperating with auditors/inspectors/controllers in 
delivering data and assisting external entities that carry out 
audits, inspections or controls of adherence to the law.

  Gathering data required for audit/inspection/control.  
  Assisting external agents (usually one own 

employee to two external officers).
 Discussing findings.
 Delivering additional information.
 Drafting reports.
 Presenting to authorities and filing/storing of reports.

11.  Labelling of products or equipment with information for users. 
  Gathering data to be printed on labels.
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  Designing labels.
  Application and use of labels.

12.  Information to users delivered in forms 
other than labels, i.e.  in leaflets .

  Gathering data to be printed.
  Preparing documents.
  Delivering information and storage.

13.  Issuing/presenting documents needed in trade activities, 
usually for identifying persons or goods (i.e.  copies 
of trade registers, shipment letters, etc.). 

   Preparing documents/applying for documents.
  Issuing/presenting of documents.

14.  Following changes in legislation. This concerns, in particular, 
information on amendments and updates, especially where 
they are frequent or concern executive decisions.

  Gathering data on new/changed legislation.
  Analysing legislation.
   Distributing information on the effects of 

changes within the company. 

15. Appeals and complaints on the decisions of authorities.
  Preparing appeal/complaint.
  Lodging complaint/appeal.
  Preparing subsequent appeals.
  Following up the appeals procedure.

16. Preparing procedures and dealing with complaints.
  Setting up procedures for complaints.
  Setting up committees to deal with complaints.
  Making procedures public.
  Dealing with complaints in 3-person committees.

17. Registration process (for various registers).
  Gathering required information.
  Registering.
  Obtaining, filing and archiving of proofs or copies of registration.

Source: own compilation
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Appendix 3.   Administrative burdens, per act, in studied 
acts

3 a.   Administrative burdens resulting from the Banking Act 
(for 2006)

No. Article Administrative obligations (in Polish)

1 4a pass. 3 Odwołanie od decyzji KNB o uznaniu podmiotu za dominujący 
lub za podmiot posiadający bliskie powiązanie z bankiem.

2 6a pass.3 in 
com. with 6a u.1 
p. 1 l. k

Uzyskiwanie zezwolenia KNB na zawarcie innych umów 
outsourcingu.

3 6c pass.1 p. 1, 
pass.2
in com. with 6a 
pass.1

Informowanie KNB o zawieraniu, każdej zmianie, rozwiązaniu 
i wygaśnięciu umowy outsourcingu.

4 6d u.1 in com. 
with 6a u.1

Uzyskiwanie zezwoleń KNB na zawieranie, zmiany, rozwiązanie, 
wygaśnięcie umów outsourcingu z przedsiębiorcami 
zagranicznymi nie mającymi stałego zamieszkania lub nie  
posiadającymi siedziby na terytorium państwa członkowskiego.

5 17 pass.3 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na powołanie prezesa i jednego 
członka zarządu banku państwowego.

6 19 Uzyskiwanie opinii KNB w sprawie statutu oraz zmian statutu 
banku państwowego.

7 20 pass.2 Sporządzanie statutu banku spółdzielczego w formie aktu 
notarialnego.

8 22 pass.3 Informowanie KNB o składzie oraz o zmianach w składu rady 
nadzorczej.

9 22a pass.2 Informowanie KNB o składzie i zmianach składu zarządu banku.

10 22b pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zezwoleń KNB na powołanie prezesa i jednego 
członka zarządu na wniosek rady nadzorczej.

11 22c pass.2 Przekazywanie KNB protokołów z walnych zgromadzeń  
w terminie 14 dni od dnia zakończenia walnego zgromadzenia.

12 25 pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zezwoleń KNB na wykonywanie prawa głosu na 
WZA oraz na udział w kapitale zakładowym banku w wyniku 
każdorazowego przekroczenia określonego progu głosów.

13 25 pass.6 Uzyskiwanie zezwoleń KNB na wykonywanie prawa głosu na 
WZA oraz na udział w kapitale zakładowym banku w wyniku 
każdorazowego przekroczenia określonego progu głosów.

14 25 pass. 9 Informowanie KNB o każdorazowym zamiarze zbycia 
określonych pakietów akcji.

15 26b Informowanie o nabywaniu lub zbywaniu obligacji 
zamiennych na akcje, kwitów depozytowych i innych papierów 
wartościowych, z których wynika prawo lub obowiązek 
nabycia akcji banku.

16 28 pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zezwoleń KNB na zbycie akcji imiennych banku 
w okresie roku, licząc od daty wpisania banku do rejestru 
przedsiębiorców.

17 30a Uzyskiwanie zezwoleń KNB na utworzenie banku w formie 
spółki akcyjnej lub banku spółdzielczego.
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18 31 pass.4 Sporządzanie pełnomocnictwa w formie aktu notarialnego 
przez założycieli banku, których liczba przekracza 10.

19 34 pass.2 Uzyskiwanie zezwolenia KNB na zmianę statutu banku  
w wyliczonych przypadkach.

20 36 pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zezwolenia KNB na rozpoczęcie działalności 
bankowej.

21 39 pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zezwolenia KNB na utworzenie za granicą banku 
przez bank krajowy lub otwarcie oddziału banku krajowego za 
granicą.

22 40 pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zezwolenia KNB na utworzenie oddziału banku 
zagranicznego w kraju.

23 40 pass.8 Uzyskanie zezwolenia KNB na zmianę regulaminu oddziału 
banku zagranicznego w kraju.

24 40a pass.2 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na powołanie dyrektora i jednego 
zastępcy dyrektora oddziału banku zagranicznego.

25 42 pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na otwarcie w Polsce 
przedstawicielstwa banku zagranicznego lub zagranicznej 
instytucji kredytowej.

26 44 Uzyskiwanie opinii KNB przed przekształceniem banku 
państwowego w spółkę akcyjną.

27 48c Informowanie KNB o zamiarze utworzenia oddziału banku  
w państwie należącym do EOG.

28 48e Informowanie KNB o zmianach w utworzonym oddziale banku 
za granicą (w wyliczonych przypadkach).

29 48f Informowanie KNB o zamiarze prowadzenia działalności 
transgranicznej przez bank krajowy.

30 48h pass.2 and 
2a

Uzyskiwanie zaświadczenia KNB o spełnieniu wymogów przez 
instytucje finansowe z siedzibą w kraju na wykonywanie 
wyliczonych czynności na terytorium państwa goszczącego.

31 48h pass.3 Informowanie KNB o zamiarze utworzenia oddziału lub 
prowadzenia działalności transgranicznej przez instytucje 
finansowe na terytorium państwa goszczącego.

32 48l pass.3 Informowanie KNB o zamiarze dokonania zmian w zakresie 
działalności oddziału instytucji kredytowej (w wyliczonych 
przypadkach).

33 71 pass.6 Informowanie KNB o każdorazowym przekroczeniu 
granicy 10% funduszy własnych banku w odniesieniu do 
wierzytelności banku lub udzielonych przez bank zobowiązań 
pozabilansowych obciążonych ryzykiem jednego podmiotu 
lub podmiotów powiązanych.

34 79b pass.1 Informowanie KNB o fakcie udzielenia kredytu, pożyczki, 
gwarancji bankowej lub poręczenia członkowi zarządu lub 
rady nadzorczej, osobie zajmującej stanowisko kierownicze  
w banku, akcjonariuszowi oraz podmiotowi powiązanemu  
z nimi kapitałowo lub organizacyjnie.

35 89 pass.1 Emitowanie bankowych papierów wartościowych.

36 89 pass.1 Informowanie potencjalnych nabywców o planowanej emisji 
bankowych papierów wartościowych.

37 89 pass.2 Informowanie Prezesa NBP o zamierzonej emisji bankowych 
papierów wartościowych na 30 dni przed terminem emisji.
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38 89 pass.3 Uzyskiwanie zgody Prezesa NBP na emisję bankowych 
papierów wartościowych (obowiązek nie jest wykonywany 
z powodu nie wydania fakultatywnego zarządzenia 
wykonawczego).

39 105 pass.1
in com. with 110

Obowiązek nieodpłatnego udzielania określonych informacji 
objętych tajemnicą bankową na żądanie uprawnionych 
podmiotów zewnętrznych.

40 105 pass.2a Obowiązek nieodpłatnego udzielania określonych informacji 
objętych tajemnicą bankową na żądanie ZUS.

41 106a pass.1 Informowanie prokuratora o uzasadnionych podejrzeniach 
wykorzystywania banku do ukrywania określonych działań 
przestępczych.

42 106b pass.1 Informowanie prokuratora w zakresie objętym tajemnica 
bankową - w przypadkach nie objętych art. 105 i 106 - na 
podstawie postanowienia wydanego na jego wniosek przez 
właściwy miejscowo sąd okręgowy.

43 111 pass.1 Ogłaszanie oferty banku i podstawowych informacji o banku.

44 111 pass.2 Ogłaszanie oferty jak w 111 u.1 oraz ogłaszanie obszaru 
działania banku i nazwy banku zrzeszającego (dotyczy 
banków spółdzielczych).

45 122 pass.3 Informowanie KNB o zamiarze zrzeszania się z innymi bankami.

46 124 pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zezwolenia KNB na połączenie z innym bankiem.

47 124a Uzyskiwanie zezwolenia KNB na nabycie przedsiębiorstwa 
bankowego lub jego zorganizowanej części.

48 124c pass.2 Uzyskiwanie zezwolenia KNB na podział banku będącego 
spółką akcyjną.

49 127 pass.3 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na uznanie określonych środków za 
fundusze uzupełniające banku (w wyliczonych przypadkach).

50 127 pass.4 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na wcześniejszy zwrot zobowiązań 
podporządkowanych, uznanych wcześniej za fundusze 
uzupełniające.

51 127 pass. 7 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na uznanie określonych środków 
za fundusze własne w wyliczonych przypadkach (dotyczy 
banków spółdzielczych).

52 128 pass.2 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na stosowanie metod statystycznych 
do obliczania wymogów kapitałowych banku.

53 128 pass.4 Powiadamianie KNB o nie spełnieniu wyliczonych wymogów 
dotyczących wysokości funduszy własnych banku  
i współczynnika wypłacalności.

54 128 pass.5 Informowanie o respektowaniu uchwał KNB dotyczących norm 
ostrożnościowych, określających dopuszczalne ryzyko  
w działalności banku, określonych inaczej niż wymogi kapitałowe.

55 128 pass.6 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na przekroczenie limitu dotyczącego 
wielkości wkładów niepieniężnych.

56 128a Udzielanie KNB informacji dotyczących struktury funduszy 
własnych i spełnienia norm określonych w art. 128  
(na żądanie KNB).

57 128c Informowanie KNB o zamiarze nabycia pakietu akcji lub 
udziałów, którego wartość będzie przekraczała 5% funduszy 
własnych banku.
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58 129 pass.3 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na przeznaczenie do podziału między 
akcjonariuszy kwoty przekraczającej zysk za ostatni rok 
obrotowy, pomniejszony o niepokryte straty, akcje własne oraz  
o kwoty, które nie mogą być przeznaczone na wypłatę dywidendy.

59 133 pass.3
in com. with 131 

Obsługa czynności kontrolnych prowadzonych przez 
inspektorów nadzoru bankowego.

60 134 pass.2 Przekazywanie KNB jednostkowych i skonsolidowanych 
sprawozdań finansowych wraz z opiniami i raportami biegłych  
rewidentów oraz odpisami uchwał o zatwierdzeniu 
sprawozdań finansowych.

61 135 pass.1 Powtórne badanie sprawozdań finansowych w razie 
stwierdzenia nieprawidłowości przez KNB.

62 139 pass.1 pkt 1 Informowanie KNB o podjęciu i zaprzestaniu działalności przez 
banki oraz oddziały i przedstawicielstwa banków zagranicznych.

63 139 pass.1 pkt 3 Informowanie KNB o środkach podjętych przez banki oraz 
oddziały i przedstawicielstwa banków zagranicznych w celu  
usunięcia nieprawidłowości stwierdzonych przez nadzór bankowy.

64 140 Informowanie KNB o podjęciu lub zaprzestaniu działalności 
oddziału lub przedstawicielstwa banku krajowego za granicą.

65 141a pass.5
in com. with 
pass. 2 i 3

Odwoływanie się instytucji kredytowych od decyzji KNB  
w zakresie ingerencji nadzorczych.

66 141b pass.3
in com. with 
pass.1.

Odwoływanie się banków od decyzji KNB w zakresie ingerencji 
nadzorczych.

67 141g pass.1 Przekazywanie KNB sprawozdań finansowych przez banki 
krajowe działające w wyliczonych holdingach.

68 141g pass.2 Przekazywanie KNB dodatkowych skonsolidowanych 
sprawozdań finansowych pierwotnego podmiotu 
dominującego w holdingu przez banki krajowe działające  
w wyliczonych holdingach.

69 141g pass.3
in com. with 
pass.1 i 2.

Przekazywanie KNB tłumaczeń sprawozdań finansowych 
przez banki krajowe działające w wyliczonych holdingach.

70 141g pass.5 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na nieskładanie sprawozdań 
finansowych lub ograniczenie ich zakresu (w tym na 
nieskładanie lub ograniczenie tłumaczenia ww. sprawozdań) 
przez banki krajowe działające w holdingach.

71 141h pass.1 Obsługa czynności kontrolnych prowadzonych przez 
inspektorów nadzoru bankowego lub innych upoważnionych 
przez KNB osób w celu sprawdzenia uzyskanych informacji.

72 141h pass.3 Badanie sytuacji finansowej podmiotów zależnych lub 
podmiotów posiadających bliskie powiązania z bankiem 
krajowym, działających w holdingu, na zlecenie nadzoru 
bankowego, kwestionującego rzetelność zatwierdzonych 
sprawozdań finansowych.

73 141i pass.1 Informowanie KNB o działalności banku krajowego będącego 
podmiotem dominującym w krajowym holdingu bankowym, 
o działalności podmiotu dominującego w holdingu 
finansowym, holdingu o działalności mieszanej lub w holdingu 
hybrydowym, a także o działalności pozostałych podmiotów 
wchodzących w skład holdingu.
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74 141i pass.4 Informowanie KNB przez bank krajowy działający w holdingu 
mieszanym o każdej znaczącej transakcji z podmiotem 
dominującym oraz podmiotami zależnymi w holdingu.

75 141l Zgłaszanie i aktualizacja zgłoszeń o holdingach do KNB 
(dotyczy wyliczonych rodzajów holdingów).

76 142 pass.1 Informowanie KNB o stratach bilansowych bądź groźbach ich 
wystąpienia albo o groźbach powstania niebezpieczeństwa 
niewypłacalności.

77 142 pass.3 Przekazywanie KNB programów postępowań naprawczych 
wykonywanych z własnej inicjatywy.

78 142 pass.2 Przekazywanie programów postępowań naprawczych 
wykonywanych z inicjatywy KNB.

79 144 pass.1 Obsługa czynności kuratora, nadzorującego wykonanie 
programu naprawczego, ustanowionego przez KNB.

80 144 pass.5 Odwoływanie się do sądu administracyjnego od decyzji KNB  
o ustanowieniu kuratora.

81 145 pass.4 Odwoływanie się do sądu administracyjnego od decyzji KNB  
o ustanowieniu zarządu komisarycznego.

82 145 pass.5 Uzyskiwanie zgody KNB na wdrożenie programu naprawczego 
przez zarząd komisaryczny.

83 145 pass.5 Informowanie KNB o wynikach realizacji programu 
naprawczego przez zarząd komisaryczny.

84 145 pass.6 Zgłoszenie zarządu komisarycznego - ustanowionego przez 
KNB - do rejestru danego banku w rejestrze przedsiębiorców.

85 147 pass.3
in com. with 1 i 2

Odwoływanie się od decyzji KNB o likwidacji banku lub  
o przejęciu banku przez inny bank.

86 154 pkt 2 Uzyskiwanie zatwierdzenia KNB dla bilansu otwarcia likwidacji,  
programu likwidacji, oraz rachunku z przeprowadzonej likwidacji.

87 154 pkt 3 Przekazywanie KNB i wierzycielom sprawozdań z przebiegu 
procesu likwidacji banku.

88 155 pass.2 Przekazywanie KNB oraz sądowi rejestrowemu sprawozdań 
likwidacyjnych banku w celu wykreślenia banku z rejestru 
przedsiębiorców.

89 156a pass.1 Informowanie KNB o decyzji o dobrowolnej likwidacji banku.

90 156a pass.1 Uzyskiwanie zatwierdzenia KNB programu dobrowolnej 
likwidacji banku.

91 158 pass.1 Informowanie KNB o zaistnieniu sytuacji, w której aktywa 
banku nie wystarczają na zaspokojenie jego zobowiązań.

Source: own compilation

3 b.   Administrative burdens that result from the Act on 
securities and Mortgage Banks (as for 2006)

No. Article Administrative obligations (in Polish)

1 3 pass.4 Uzyskiwanie opinii Regionalnej Izby Obrachunkowej 
o możliwości spłaty kredytu lub wykupu papierów 
wartościowych przez jednostkę samorządu terytorialnego.

2 6 Emitowanie hipotecznych listów zastawnych.
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3 22 pass.5 Uzyskiwanie zatwierdzenia regulaminu oraz zmian 
regulaminu  banku hipotecznego przez KNB.

4 24 pass.2 Rejestracja w księgach wieczystych wierzytelności 
wpisywanych do rejestru zabezpieczenia listów zastawnych.

5 24 pass.3 Uzyskiwanie zgody powiernika (powoływanego przez KNB) 
na dokonanie czynności rozporządzającej wierzytelnością 
wpisaną do rejestru zabezpieczenia listów zastawnych.

6 26 Informowanie o łącznej kwocie nominalnych wartości 
wyemitowanych listów zastawnych, a także o łącznej kwocie 
wierzytelności banku hipotecznego i środków wpisanych do 
rejestru zabezpieczenia listów zastawnych (ogłoszenia  
w Monitorze Sądowym i Gospodarczym).

7 30 p.3 in com. 
with 18 pass. 
1-3

Informowanie KNB o nieprzestrzeganiu przez bank limitu 
wartości listów zastawnych znajdujących się w obrocie, limitu 
dochodu z tytułu odsetek od wierzytelności zabezpieczonych 
hipoteką, a także limitu emisji hipotecznych listów 
zastawnych na podstawie posiadanych środków własnych 
(obowiązek powiernika).

8 31 pass.2 Udostępnianie KNB odpisów miesięcznych wpisów do rejestru 
zabezpieczenia listów zastawnych (obowiązek powiernika).

9 31 pass.3 Uzyskiwanie zgody powiernika (powoływanego przez KNB) 
na wykreślenie wpisu w rejestrze zabezpieczenia listów 
zastawnych.

10 32 pass.1 Obsługa czynności kontrolnych powiernika (powoływanego 
przez KNB).

11 32 pass.2 Informowanie KNB o niewykonaniu przez bank hipoteczny 
zaleceń powiernika (powoływanego przez KNB).

12 33 Współpraca z powiernikiem powołanym przez KNB.

Source: own compilation

3c.   Administrative burdens that result from the NBP Act (as 
for 2006)

No. Article Administrative obligations (in Polish)

1 23 pass.2 p. 1 Przekazywanie NBP danych niezbędnych do ustalania polityki 
pieniężnej i okresowych ocen sytuacji pieniężnej państwa na 
żądanie NBP.

2 23 pass.2 p. 2 Przekazywanie NBP danych niezbędnych do sporządzania 
bilansu płatniczego oraz międzynarodowej pozycji 
inwestycyjnej państwa.

3 23 pass.2a Przekazywanie NBP danych niezbędnych do dokonywania 
ocen funkcjonowania rozliczeń pieniężnych i rachunków 
międzybankowych na żądanie NBP.

4 23 pass.3 Przekazywanie NBP danych niezbędnych do oceny sytuacji 
finansowej banków i ryzyka sektora bankowego na żądanie NBP.

5 39 pass.3 Uzyskiwanie zgody zarządu NBP zwalniającej bank  
z obowiązku utrzymywania rezerwy obowiązkowej w okresie 
realizacji programu postępowania naprawczego.

6 41 u.3 Uzyskiwanie zgody zarządu NBP zwalniającej bank z obowiązku 
uiszczania odsetek od brakującej kwoty rezerwy obowiązkowej, 
gdy bank jest w stanie zawieszenia, likwidacji albo upadłości.

Source: own compilation
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