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What GAO Found 
The Economic Growth and Regulatory Paperwork Reduction Act of 1996 
(EGRPRA) requires the federal banking agencies to solicit and review public 
comments on their regulations to identify and eliminate outdated, unnecessary, 
or unduly burdensome regulations on insured depository institutions, as 
appropriate.  

How Federal Banking Agencies Conduct Decennial EGRPRA Reviews  

 

Outcomes from the EGRPRA reviews are often difficult to identify, and their 
connection to subsequent regulatory actions is often unclear. As a result, it can 
be difficult to determine the extent to which actions described in the EGRPRA 
report were driven by the review itself. For example, some actions described in 
the 2017 EGRPRA report were initiated in response to other statutory 
requirements, while other actions were initiated before or concurrently with the 
review. Representatives from six of eight organizations GAO interviewed said the 
reviews do not often lead to actions to modify or eliminate unnecessary 
regulations, and a public interest group representative noted that it is difficult to 
connect the EGRPRA reviews with concrete regulatory changes. 

Another reason EGRPRA reviews’ outcomes are unclear is that the agencies do 
not have documented procedures for identifying outdated or unnecessary 
regulations or determining whether issues raised in the reviews warrant action. 
Two agencies have draft procedures that could help address these gaps, but 
they have not yet been fully developed or demonstrated in practice. 
Implementing documented procedures would help ensure that issues identified 
through the review are systematically evaluated and lead to clear determinations 
about whether they warrant action and, where appropriate, regulatory changes. 
Having documented procedures also is important given the long time frame 
between EGRPRA reviews. 

Additionally, the agencies’ EGRPRA review processes reflect some leading 
practices for retrospective regulatory reviews, such as coordinating across 
agencies and soliciting public input, but do not fully reflect others. In particular, 
the agencies have not incorporated practices related to prioritizing which rules to 
analyze, conducting cost-benefit analysis, and assessing the combined burden of 
multiple regulations. As a result, they may not consistently focus on the most 
significant issues, assess regulatory impacts and trade-offs, or understand how 
multiple regulations collectively affect regulated entities. 

Why GAO Did This Study 
EGRPRA requires the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, and Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency to review 
their regulations at least once every 10 
years and submit a joint report to 
Congress. As of July 2026, the 
agencies were conducting their third 
such review.  

The Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform 
and Consumer Protection Act includes 
a provision for GAO to report annually 
on financial services regulations. This 
report examines (1) how the federal 
banking agencies have conducted their 
EGRPRA reviews, (2) the outcomes of 
those reviews, and (3) the extent to 
which they reflect leading practices.  

GAO reviewed reports by federal 
agencies; examined available 
documentation from the previous and 
current EGRPRA reviews, guidance, 
and regulations issued by the federal 
banking agencies; and interviewed 
agency officials and eight organizations 
selected because they submitted 
EGRPRA comments in the previous 
and current reviews. 

What GAO Recommends 
GAO is making six recommendations, 
specifically that each federal banking 
agency should (1) implement 
procedures for identifying outdated, 
unnecessary, or unduly burdensome 
regulations and taking actions to 
address them during their EGRPRA 
reviews; and (2) incorporate into these 
reviews a framework for prioritizing 
rules for retrospective analysis, cost-
benefit analysis, and assessment of 
cumulative regulatory burden. While the 
agencies outlined some actions they 
have taken, they neither agreed nor 
disagreed with the recommendations. 
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441 G St. N.W. 
Washington, DC 20548 

July 23, 2026 

Congressional Committees 

Regulation is one of the principal tools the federal government uses to 
implement public policy. Following the 2007–2009 financial crisis, federal 
financial regulators issued hundreds of regulations to promote market 
stability and protect consumers, including 520 final rules from 2010 
through 2016.1 Although regulations may produce substantial benefits, 
they also can impose significant costs and, without careful oversight once 
implemented, may become outdated or create unnecessary burdens. 

Retrospective regulatory reviews are a formal way for agencies to 
evaluate whether regulations have had their intended effects and whether 
changes may be warranted to better achieve benefits or reduce burden 
on regulated entities. The Economic Growth and Regulatory Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1996 (EGRPRA) directs the Federal Financial 
Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) and the federal banking 
agencies to review their regulations at least once every 10 years to 
identify and eliminate outdated, unnecessary, or unduly burdensome 
regulatory requirements imposed on insured depository institutions.2 
EGRPRA requires the agencies to solicit and review public comments on 
all their regulations and to identify ways to reduce regulatory burden while 
maintaining the safety and soundness of financial markets. The agencies 
are also required to report to Congress on the results of the reviews. The 
most recent completed EGRPRA review was in 2017 and a current 
review, expected to be completed in 2027, is underway. 

Section 1573(a) of the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing 
Appropriations Act, 2011, amending the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform 
and Consumer Protection Act, includes a provision for us to annually 
review aspects of financial services regulations, including efforts to avoid 

 
1See GAO, Financial Services Regulations: Procedures for Reviews Under Regulatory 
Flexibility Act Need to Be Enhanced, GAO-18-256 (Washington, D.C.: Jan. 30, 2018).  

2Pub L. No. 104-208, div. A, tit. II, § 2222, 110 Stat. 3009, 3009-414 (codified at 12 U.S.C. 
§ 3311). FFIEC is an interagency body composed of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, National Credit Union 
Administration, Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau, and the Chair of the State Liaison Committee, that promotes consistency in 
examination activities.  
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duplicative or conflicting rulemakings.3 This report examines (1) how the 
federal banking agencies conduct their EGRPRA reviews, (2) the 
regulatory outcomes of the EGRPRA reviews, and (3) the extent to which 
the agencies’ EGRPRA processes reflect leading practices for 
retrospective regulatory reviews. The agencies in the scope of our review 
were the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (Federal 
Reserve), the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), and the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC). 

To address our first objective, we analyzed documentation related to the 
agencies’ current and most recently completed (2017) EGRPRA reviews. 
This included Federal Register notices soliciting public comments, 
planning documents and transcripts related to public outreach meetings, 
progress updates to agency management, summaries of public 
comments, documentation of interagency coordination, draft sections of 
the 2017 EGRPRA Joint Report to Congress, and draft agency 
rulemakings. We also developed a data collection instrument to gather 
and analyze information from the 2017 report, including how agencies 
evaluated and responded to public comments and determined 
appropriate regulatory actions. We assessed the agencies’ coordination 
during the EGRPRA review against our leading practices for interagency 
collaboration.4 In addition, we reviewed prior GAO reports and a report 
from the Department of the Treasury’s Office of Inspector General on the 
degree to which OCC’s 2017 review complied with the statutory 
requirements of EGRPRA.5 

 
3Pub. L. No. 112-10, §1573(a), 125 Stat. 38, 138-39 (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5496b).  

4GAO, Government Performance Management: Leading Practices to Enhance 
Interagency Collaboration and Address Crosscutting Challenges, GAO-23-105520 
(Washington, D.C.: May 24, 2023). The leading practices that we identified and applied in 
our review were: define common outcomes, ensure accountability, bridge organizational 
cultures, identify and sustain leadership, clarify roles and responsibilities, leverage 
resources and information, and develop and update written guidance and agreements. We 
chose not to apply the leading practice of including relevant participants because the 
participants of the EGRPRA review are mandated in statute. 

5See, for example, GAO, Financial Services Regulations: Improvements Needed to 
Policies and Procedures for Regulatory Analysis, GAO-24-106206 (Washington, D.C.: 
July 18, 2024); GAO, Community Banks and Credit Unions: Regulators Could Take 
Additional Steps to Address Compliance Burdens, GAO-18-213 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 
13, 2018); and Department of the Treasury, Office of the Inspector General, Financial 
Regulation and Oversight: OCC Complied with Section 2222 of the Economic Growth and 
Regulatory Paperwork Reduction Act of 1996, OIG-18-039 (Washington, D.C.: Feb. 22, 
2018).  

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-23-105520
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-23-105520
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-24-106206
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-18-213
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To address our second objective, we reviewed Federal Register notices 
that cited EGRPRA, agency documentation, and the 2017 EGRPRA Joint 
Report to Congress. We used these sources to identify regulatory actions 
taken on issues identified as significant in the report and to assess the 
extent of explanation and analysis supporting those actions. We identified 
relevant Federal Register notices by searching for final rulemakings 
published by the banking agencies from January 2014 through December 
2023 that cited EGRPRA.6 After removing duplicates and irrelevant 
results, we identified 41 notices meeting these criteria. 

To address our third objective, we identified key leading practices for 
retrospective regulatory reviews based on recommendations from the 
Administrative Conference of the United States, Executive Orders 13610 
and 13563 on identifying and reducing regulatory burden, and the Office 
of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Circular A-4, Regulatory Analysis.7 
Of the leading practices, we selected six that we determined were 
relevant to the types of reviews and determinations required under 
EGRPRA. We then developed a scorecard to compare the three 
agencies’ EGRPRA-related activities against these practices. 

We requested and reviewed documentation from the banking agencies on 
their review processes, including any analyses conducted for the 2017 
and current EGRPRA reviews. Because the current review is ongoing and 
available documentation was limited, we primarily relied on 
documentation from the 2017 EGRPRA review to assess the extent to 
which agency processes reflected leading practices. 

To address all objectives, we interviewed officials from the Federal 
Reserve, FDIC, and OCC on their processes for conducting EGRPRA 
reviews and actions taken as a result. We also interviewed 
representatives from six industry and professional associations and two 
public interest groups that submitted public comments in the current and 

 
6We selected this time frame to include the first full year of the previous EGRPRA review 
cycle through the last full year prior to the current cycle.  

7Office of Management and Budget, Regulatory Analysis, OMB Circular No. A-4 
(Washington, D.C.: Sept. 17, 2003). Executive Order 14094, issued on April 6, 2023, 
directed the Director of the Office of Management and Budget to revise Circular A-4 to 
implement certain changes to Executive Order 12866. OMB issued the revised Circular A-
4 on November 9, 2023. On January 20, 2025, the President issued Executive Order 
14148, which rescinded Executive Order 14094. Additionally, the President issued 
Executive Order 14192 on January 31, 2025, rescinding the changes made to Circular A-
4 in 2023 and reverting the circular to the prior version issued in 2003.  



 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 4 GAO-26-108027  Bank Regulatory Burden 

previous EGRPRA reviews.8 We discussed their perspectives on the 
agencies’ EGRPRA reviews. 

We conducted this performance audit from January 2025 to July 2026 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that 
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

 

 

EGRPRA requires the federal banking agencies to conduct a decennial 
review in which they categorize their regulations by type and solicit public 
comments to identify outdated, unnecessary, or unduly burdensome 
regulations. 

After collecting public comments, the agencies must 

• publish a summary of the comments received in the Federal 
Register, 

• identify and comment on significant issues raised in the public 
comments, and 

• eliminate unnecessary regulations as appropriate. 

EGRPRA directs the agencies to submit to Congress a report that (1) 
summarizes significant issues that were raised in public comments and 

 
8We selected third parties for interviews based on the type of entity submitting comments 
and the extent of participation in the current and previous EGRPRA reviews. First, we 
identified professional organizations, such as industry, trade, and consumer groups, and 
individual companies, such as banking organizations. Second, we selected organizations 
that submitted comments in both the 2017 and current EGRPRA reviews. This criterion 
allowed us to select organizations that were familiar with potential differences in the 
agencies’ administration of the EGRPRA reviews and that were more likely to have 
institutional knowledge and familiarity with the EGRPRA process. Eleven organizations 
met our selection criteria, of which we were able to interview eight. Of the eight, the six 
industry or professional associations were the American Association of Bank Directors, 
Appraisal Institute, Independent Community Bankers of America, American Bankers 
Association, Bank Policy Institute, and Community Bankers of Illinois. The two public 
interest groups were Better Markets and the National Consumer Law Center. 

Background 

EGRPRA Mandate 
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the relative merits of those issues and (2) analyzes whether the banking 
agencies can address the issues through regulatory action or whether 
legislative changes are needed.9 

The National Credit Union Administration (NCUA) is not an appropriate 
federal banking agency and thus is not required to participate in the 
EGRPRA review process. However, in both 2007 and 2017, NCUA 
elected to participate and conducted parallel reviews of its regulations. 
NCUA’s reports were included as a separate addendum in the previous 
EGRPRA reviews. The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), 
although a member of FFIEC, is also not required to participate in the 
review process and has not contributed to the three EGRPRA reviews.10 

Retrospective regulatory reviews provide a formal way to assess the 
effects of existing rules. These reviews are intended to help agencies 
evaluate how regulations have performed and whether changes may be 
warranted. 

EGRPRA is one example of a statutorily required retrospective review. 
Other retrospective reviews include those required under section 610 of 
the Regulatory Flexibility Act. That act calls for independent and other 
regulatory agencies to review, within 10 years of publication, final rules 
assessed as having a significant economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. The purpose of these reviews is to determine 
whether such rules should be maintained, amended, or rescinded to 
minimize their impact on small entities. 

Section 553 of the Administrative Procedure Act sets out requirements for 
what is commonly referred to as notice-and-comment rulemaking, the 
process used for promulgating most federal regulations. Under this 

 
9EGRPRA does not define how agencies should determine the significance of issues 
raised in comments. For the 2017 EGRPRA report, the agencies identified significant 
issues based on the regulatory topics that received the greatest number of public 
comments.  

10CFPB is required to conduct its own reviews of regulations after they are implemented. 
Section 1022(d) of the Dodd-Frank Act requires CFPB to assess each significant rule or 
order adopted by the agency under federal consumer financial law. CFPB must publish a 
report of the assessment not later than 5 years after the rule’s effective date. The 
assessment must address, among other relevant factors, the rule’s effectiveness in 
meeting the purposes and objectives of title X of the Dodd-Frank Act and specific goals 
identified by CFPB. The assessment also must reflect available evidence and any data 
that CFPB reasonably may collect. Before publishing a report of its assessment, CFPB 
must invite public comment on recommendations for modifying, expanding, or eliminating 
the significant rule or order. 

Retrospective Regulatory 
Reviews 
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process, agencies publish a notice of proposed rulemaking in the Federal 
Register and provide an opportunity for public comment, generally 30 to 
60 days. 

The Administrative Conference of the United States (ACUS) is an entity in 
the executive branch charged with, among other things, identifying and 
promoting improvements in the efficiency, adequacy, and fairness of 
federal administrative procedures. These procedures include how federal 
agencies conduct regulatory programs, administer grants and benefits, 
protect the public interest, and perform other essential governmental 
functions. ACUS has published recommendations identifying leading 
practices for retrospective regulatory reviews, such as assessing whether 
regulations are achieving their intended goals and conducting cost-benefit 
analysis.11 

In addition, Executive Orders 13563 and 13610 direct executive branch 
agencies to follow certain practices when conducting regulatory reviews, 
such as considering the cumulative effect of regulatory burden.12 

The three federal banking agencies are responsible for ensuring the 
safety and soundness of the institutions they oversee, protecting federal 
deposit insurance funds, and promoting stability in financial markets (see 
table 1). The agencies promulgate rules to implement banking laws, 
supervise banks to help ensure compliance with those rules, and take 
formal and informal enforcement actions against those that do not 
comply. The purpose of these activities is to help ensure that banks 
operate in a safe and sound manner and comply with applicable federal 
laws and regulations. 

 

 

 
11Administrative Conference of the United States, Recommendation 2014-5, 
Retrospective Review of Agency Rules, Adoption of Recommendations, 79 Fed. Reg. 
75114 (Dec. 17, 2014); and Administrative Conference of the United States, 
Recommendation 2021-2, Periodic Retrospective Reviews, Adoption of 
Recommendations, 86 Fed. Reg. 36075 (July 8, 2021).  

12Exec. Order No. 13563, Improving Regulation and Regulatory Review, 76 Fed. Reg. 
3821 (Jan. 18, 2011); and Exec. Order No. 13610, Identifying and Reducing Regulatory 
Burdens, 77 Fed. Reg. 28469 (May 14, 2012).  

Federal Banking Agencies 
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Table 1: Federal Banking Agencies and Their Basic Regulatory Functions  

Agency Basic regulatory function 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System Supervises state-chartered banks that opt to be members of the 

Federal Reserve System, as well as bank and savings and loan 
holding companies. Also supervises certain other entities, 
including the U.S. operations of foreign banks. 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation Supervises insured state-chartered banks that are not members of 
the Federal Reserve System, state-chartered savings 
associations, and insured state-chartered branches of foreign 
banks. Also has backup supervisory responsibility for all federally 
insured depository institutions related to its role in insuring the 
deposits of all banks and thrifts approved for federal deposit 
insurance. 

Office of the Comptroller of the Currency Supervises national banks and federally chartered savings 
associations, as well as federally chartered branches and 
agencies of foreign banks. 

Source: GAO.  |  GAO-26-108027 

FFIEC is an interagency body established by Congress in the Federal 
Financial Institutions Examination Council Act of 1978.13 It is required to 

• establish uniform principles, standards, and report forms for 
examining financial institutions; 

• recommend additional ways to make supervision more uniform 
across agencies; 

• develop uniform reporting systems for federally supervised 
financial institutions, their holding companies, and certain 
subsidiaries; and 

• provide training for examiners and assistant examiners. 

FFIEC seeks to harmonize the auditing principles and supervisory 
decisions of the various financial regulatory agencies but does not itself 
regulate financial institutions. 

FFIEC comprises the Federal Reserve, FDIC, OCC, NCUA, CFPB, and 
the State Liaison Committee. Its chairmanship rotates among the five 
federal member agencies, each for a 2-year term. FFIEC holds regular 
meetings at least twice per year, and additional meetings may be 
convened by the chair or four or more members. 

 
13Pub. L. No. 95-630, § 1004, 92 Stat, 3641, 3694 (codified as amended at 12 U.S.C. § 
3303).  
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As of May 2026, the agencies had completed two EGRPRA reviews and 
were in the process of completing their third. The agencies completed the 
first review in December 2006 and issued the Joint Report to Congress in 
July 2007. The agencies began their second review in summer 2014 and 
issued the corresponding report in March 2017. 

The agencies issued the first Federal Register notice soliciting public 
comments for the current EGRPRA review in February 2024. As of May 
2026, they had issued all four planned Federal Register notices and had 
held four public outreach meetings. The Federal Reserve, as the lead 
agency since April 2025, is generally responsible for the administrative 
aspects of the interagency coordination of the current review.14 Each 
agency coordinates its own internal review of public comments relating to 
regulations it has issued. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The agencies’ EGRPRA reviews consist of three primary components: 
soliciting comments and conducting public outreach, summarizing and 
reviewing comments, and preparing the final report to Congress (see fig. 
1). To describe these processes, we relied primarily on documentation 
from the agencies’ most recently completed review in 2017 because 
documentation from the current review was largely unavailable while that 
review was ongoing.15 However, officials from each agency said the 
current review generally follows the same processes used in 2017. 

 
14Prior to April 2025, OCC served as the lead agency of the current EGRPRA review.  

15Federal Reserve staff provided a high-level framework document for the current 
EGRPRA cycle. FDIC provided a list of EGRPRA review comments received as of June 
2025, an EGRPRA template for subject-matter expert reviews, and a short planning 
document. OCC provided planning documents related to the agencies’ public outreach 
meetings.  

History of EGRPRA 
Reviews 

Agencies’ EGRPRA 
Reviews Have Relied 
on Public Comments, 
Interagency 
Coordination, and 
Reporting of 
Significant Issues 

Agencies Have Conducted 
EGRPRA Reviews by 
Soliciting and Reviewing 
Public Comments and 
Preparing a Final Report 
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Figure 1: Federal Banking Agencies’ Decennial Economic Growth and Regulatory Paperwork Reduction Act (EGRPRA) 
Review Process 

 
Note: For the purposes of EGRPRA, the federal banking agencies are the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation, the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, and the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency. 

Soliciting comments and conducting public outreach. The agencies 
begin the EGRPRA reviews by publishing the first of four Federal 
Register notices soliciting formal, written public comments on 12 broad 
regulatory categories. In these notices, the agencies request commenters 
to identify areas of regulations that are outdated, unnecessary, or unduly 
burdensome. In the 2017 and current reviews, the agencies issued four 
notices, each covering three of the regulatory categories:16 

 
16The order in which the agencies issued these notices differed slightly between the two 
EGRPRA cycles. During the 2017 review, the agencies solicited comments on banking 
operations, capital, and the Community Reinvestment Act in the second notice. During the 
current review, they solicited comments on these regulatory categories in the final notice.  
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• Applications and Reporting; Power and Activities; International 
Operations 

• Banking Operations; Capital; the Community Reinvestment Act 
• Consumer Protection; Directors, Officers, and Employees; Money 

Laundering 
• Rules of Procedure; Safety and Soundness; Securities 

For the 2017 report, the agencies issued these Federal Register notices, 
each with a 90-day comment period, over the course of 1 to 2 years. For 
the current review, the agencies issued the first notice soliciting 
comments in February 2024 and the final notice in July 2025, with the 
final comment period concluding in October 2025. The agencies have 
made public comments received in response to their solicitations 
available at Regulations.gov and the Federal Reserve’s and FDIC’s public 
websites. 

The agencies also solicited public comments on regulations at outreach 
meetings, which allow members of the public to present their views 
directly to agency senior management. During the previous EGRPRA 
review, the agencies held six meetings across the country. These 
meetings were livestreamed via a public webcast. For the current review, 
as of April 2026, the agencies had held four such meetings. 

Reviewing and summarizing comments. Each agency reviews 
EGRPRA public comments following a similar, though not identical, 
process. Staff from all three agencies told us that the review process is 
iterative and not always documented at each step. 

After receiving comments, agency staff review and summarize both 
written and oral comments by rule. Each agency is responsible for 
reviewing comments related to agency-specific rules. For the 2017 
review, the agencies created a document assigning responsibilities 
among the agencies for drafting preliminary summaries of interagency 
rules and relevant comments. 

Once comments are organized, agency subject-matter experts evaluate 
the comments in their area of expertise and prepare narrative summaries. 
They may also draft agency responses, request input from additional staff 
(such as legal counsel), and assess the viability of regulatory changes 
proposed in the comments. 
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After subject-matter experts complete their summaries, agency staff said 
they provide them, along with any recommendations for regulatory or 
other changes, to senior management or agency leadership for review. 
Agency leadership provides feedback and makes final decisions on staff 
recommendations, according to agency staff. 

Preparing the final report. To produce the 2017 EGRPRA report to 
Congress, the Federal Reserve (as the lead agency for FFIEC during the 
final stages of the review) incorporated FDIC, OCC, and interagency 
comment summaries into a consolidated draft. Federal Reserve staff then 
provided the draft to OCC and FDIC staff for review. Once the agencies 
reached consensus, the Federal Reserve submitted the report to FFIEC 
members for a notational vote.17 Finally, with approval from its members, 
FFIEC issued the EGRPRA Joint Report to Congress and published it in 
the Federal Register. 

The three federal banking agencies have coordinated their roles and 
responsibilities over the course of the EGRPRA reviews: 

• Comment solicitation and public outreach. Staff from the three 
agencies worked together and coordinated with other FFIEC 
member agency staff to develop and review a plan for the current 
EGRPRA cycle. FDIC and Federal Reserve staff said the 
agencies hold weekly or biweekly meetings to coordinate 
activities, plan joint outreach meetings, and draft interagency 
Federal Register notices, among other activities. The agencies 
signed a cost-sharing agreement for outreach meetings during the 
previous EGRPRA review, and FDIC documentation indicates the 
agencies worked to draft a new agreement for the current cycle. 
Senior leadership from at least one of the agencies attended each 
of the outreach meetings. 

• Summarization and review of comments. During the previous 
EGRPRA review, the agencies divided the task of summarizing 
and assessing public comments on interagency rules. For the 
current review, they have used a file-sharing site to draft comment 
summaries and document changes, according to FDIC officials. 
These officials said the agencies reviewed the comments 
independently and worked together on each interagency rule 
comment summary. OCC staff similarly said the agencies 

 
17A notational vote occurs without a meeting. The Federal Reserve circulated the report to 
FFIEC members, who then indicated their approval or disapproval in writing.  

Agencies Have 
Coordinated Activities 
Across All Phases of the 
EGRPRA Reviews 
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regularly shared information and consulted with one another on 
these comments. 

• Preparation of the final report. The agencies work together to 
reach consensus on the final EGRPRA report. During the previous 
EGRPRA review, OCC staff shared comment summaries with 
Federal Reserve and FDIC staff to reconcile recommendations. 
As noted previously, the Federal Reserve, as the lead agency, 
incorporated FDIC, OCC, and interagency comment summaries 
into a single draft report. OCC staff said the agencies hold 
meetings to resolve disagreements that cannot be addressed 
through email. 

The agencies’ actions during EGRPRA reviews generally reflected 
applicable leading practices for interagency collaboration that we have 
previously identified.18 For example, the agencies ensured accountability 
by tracking the status of comment summaries for interagency rules. In 
addition, agency documentation and staff interviews indicate that the 
agencies worked together frequently and clarified roles and 
responsibilities over the course of the review. 

The EGRPRA statute requires the agencies to summarize significant 
issues raised in public comments and evaluate the relative merits in their 
final report. The agencies’ 2017 EGRPRA report summarized written 
comments submitted in response to Federal Register notices, as well as 
oral comments from public outreach meetings, with a focus on issues the 
agencies deemed significant. The report contains dedicated sections for 
each of these issues, summarizing relevant comments and presenting 
associated agency views. 

The agencies identified significant issues for the 2017 EGRPRA review 
based on the regulatory topics that received the greatest number of public 
comments. The 2017 report identified the following issues as significant: 
capital rules, financial condition reporting (Call Reports), appraisal 
requirements, frequency of safety and soundness examinations, the 

 
18See GAO-23-105520.  

Agencies Have 
Summarized and 
Responded to Comments 
in the EGRPRA Report, 
Focusing on Significant 
Issues 

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-23-105520
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Community Reinvestment Act, and the Bank Secrecy Act.19 For the 
current review, agency staff said they are identifying significant issues 
based on the number and salience of comments received on a particular 
topic, among other criteria. 

In addition to comments on significant issues, the 2017 EGRPRA report 
also summarized comments on other rules, including agency-specific 
rules, and described agency initiatives to update their rules and reduce 
regulatory burden. It also identified actions the agencies stated they had 
taken or planned to take in response to public comments and to address 
unnecessary regulatory burden.20 

The connection between EGRPRA reviews and subsequent regulatory 
actions is often unclear. Based on our review of the 2017 Joint Report to 
Congress and Federal Register notices for rulemakings purportedly 
connected to the EGRPRA review, it can be difficult to determine the 
extent to which actions described in the EGRPRA report were driven by 
the review itself. As a result, outcomes of the EGRPRA reviews and their 
connection to subsequent regulatory actions are often difficult to identify. 

First, although the 2017 EGRPRA report documents agency actions to 
address regulatory burden, many of these actions were taken either prior 
to or concurrently with the review. For example, in a report section 
highlighting agency efforts to address issues raised by commenters, OCC 
noted that it issued guidance clarifying expectations for certain savings 
associations and their examiners regarding risk assessments and 
corporate governance. OCC issued the guidance in July 2014, prior to the 
end of the comment period for the agencies’ first EGRPRA comment 
solicitation. 

Similarly, some actions described in the EGRPRA report may have been 
initiated in response to other statutory requirements. For example, the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act requires that the agencies review the 

 
19Institutions submit Consolidated Reports of Condition and Income (Call Reports) on a 
quarterly basis to the bank regulatory agencies for use in monitoring the condition, 
performance, and risk profile of individual institutions and the industry as a whole. The Call 
Report is to be prepared in accordance with federal regulatory authority instructions; 
signed by the Chief Financial Officer; and attested to by not less than two directors for 
state nonmember banks and three directors for state member banks, national banks, and 
savings associations.  

20The 2017 report also presents the results of NCUA’s concurrent efforts to obtain and 
respond to comments as part of the EGRPRA process.  

Outcomes from the 
EGRPRA Reviews 
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information required in Call Reports and reduce or eliminate items 
deemed no longer necessary or appropriate every 5 years.21 FDIC 
officials noted that this requirement overlapped with the 2017 EGRPRA 
review and that the final report described actions taken to address burden 
associated with Call Report requirements. 

In addition, in some cases, the agencies did not directly respond in the 
report to summarized public comments, including for issues deemed 
significant. For example, although the agencies summarized public 
comments on issues such as capital ratios, short-term trade financing, 
and the role of the Community Reinvestment Act in merger applications, 
they did not provide a specific assessment of the merits of the comments 
raised on these issues or make determinations on the need to address 
them. 

The 2017 report to Congress also includes statements about issues the 
agencies may consider in the future to address unduly burdensome 
regulations without specifying what actions would be taken or when. For 
example, regarding multiple, overlapping disclosure requirements for 
mortgage loan appraisals, the agencies noted that such requirements can 
create confusion and that they would consider ways to clarify them. 
However, the report did not provide details on potential actions or time 
frames for determining whether unnecessary regulations should be 
addressed. 

Between January 2014 and December 2023, the federal banking 
agencies issued 41 final rulemakings that cited EGRPRA in the Federal 
Register notices. However, our review found that just seven of these 41 
rulemakings (17 percent) specifically cited comments received during the 
EGRPRA review, indicating that the review was not commonly identified 
as a basis for subsequent rulemakings. For the remaining 34 rulemakings 
(83 percent), the agencies either did not explain the connection to 
EGRPRA, or stated that the rulemaking was consistent with the spirit of 
EGRPRA or complemented its goals, without describing how work 
performed for the EGRPRA review contributed to the action. 

FDIC staff told us it is difficult to isolate outcomes attributable to EGRPRA 
from other regulatory actions because rulemakings may be prompted by 
multiple factors. For example, when agencies receive comments on 

 
21Financial Services Regulatory Relief Act of 2006, Pub. L. No. 109-351, § 604, 120 Stat. 
1966, 1980, amending section 7(a) of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (codified at 12 
U.S.C. § 1817(a)(11)).  



 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 15 GAO-26-108027  Bank Regulatory Burden 

issues for which they already have separate ongoing initiatives, subject-
matter experts may combine those efforts into a single workstream. 
Similarly, OCC and Federal Reserve staff told us that actions taken in 
response to the EGRPRA review can be hard to separate from other 
actions. 

Stakeholder perspectives were generally consistent with these 
observations. Representatives from six of the eight organizations we 
spoke with said EGRPRA does not often lead to actions to modify or 
eliminate unnecessary regulations, although representatives of four 
organizations said the agencies’ process for collecting public comments is 
effective.22 

Representatives from one industry group also noted some benefits of the 
requirement for the agencies to conduct the review. For example, 
submitting comments provides an opportunity to revisit positions on 
regulations that have not been addressed by recent rulemakings. 
However, they also said their organization believes EGRPRA leads to 
incremental regulatory updates rather than meaningful burden reduction 
or modernization. A representative from a public interest group said that 
while the EGRPRA report itself is informative, it is difficult to connect the 
review with concrete regulatory changes. 

 

 

 

 

 

The federal banking agencies have not implemented written procedures 
for identifying outdated, unnecessary, or unduly burdensome regulations 
through EGRPRA reviews. The agencies’ existing process includes steps 
for soliciting public comments and compiling them into the report for 
Congress. However, it does not include procedures to help agencies 
determine which issues identified in the public comments warrant 

 
22Representatives from one industry group we spoke with said EGRPRA had produced 
mixed results. Representatives from a public interest group said EGRPRA was not 
effective because the agencies have not focused on the interests of consumers.  
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regulatory action. All three agencies provided us with documentation from 
the 2017 EGRPRA review—such as comment summaries, draft report 
sections, and planning documents for outreach events—but did not 
provide documentation reflecting whether or how staff made 
determinations on whether regulations were outdated, unnecessary, or 
overly burdensome. 

As noted above, the 2017 EGRPRA report sometimes notes actions that 
agencies say they plan to take or may consider in the future regarding 
unnecessary or unduly burdensome regulations. However, these 
descriptions often do not include details on when or under what 
circumstances they may take such actions or how the agencies reached 
their decisions. 

FDIC also provided us with a high-level outline of its approach to soliciting 
and analyzing EGRPRA comments during the 2017 review. But the 
outline does not describe procedures or guidelines for determining 
whether regulatory changes or other actions are appropriate based on 
FDIC’s analysis of issues raised in the public comments. FDIC also 
issued a 2013 statement of policy on developing and reviewing 
regulations that identifies general factors agency staff should consider 
when determining whether regulations should be revised or eliminated. 
These factors include the continued need for the regulation; opportunities 
to simplify the regulation; the need to eliminate duplicative and 
inconsistent regulations; and the extent to which technology, economic 
conditions, and other factors have changed in the area affected by the 
regulation or policy. However, FDIC did not provide documentation 
demonstrating whether or how these factors were applied during its 
EGRPRA review. 

The Federal Reserve provided a framework document developed for the 
current EGRPRA review outlining key objectives, inputs, deliverables, and 
project oversight roles, and a process for obtaining internal stakeholder 
views. The framework calls for staff to prepare policy option 
memorandums summarizing public comments and provide their views on 
options for addressing unnecessary regulations. However, it does not 
include procedures or factors for assessing issues raised in the 
comments or determining needed regulatory changes. 

Agency representatives said decisions to initiate rulemakings to address 
such issues would occur through the agencies’ individual rulemaking 
processes, generally under the direction of agency leadership. However, 
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the agencies do not have procedures for determining during the EGRPRA 
review whether a rulemaking is warranted. 

In March and April 2026, the Federal Reserve and FDIC provided us with 
draft policies and procedures that, if finalized and implemented, could 
address some of these deficiencies. The Federal Reserve’s draft policies 
and procedures include questions agency subject-matter experts should 
consider when identifying outdated, unnecessary, or overly burdensome 
regulations; a methodology for determining significant issues; and a 
process for identifying regulatory categories with the greatest potential for 
reducing burden. 

The steps described in the document could allow Federal Reserve staff to 
better identify outdated or unnecessary regulations by directing staff to 
consider the clarity and effectiveness of regulations and whether they 
may be obsolete or disproportionately affect smaller institutions. Further, 
the document provides staff with factors to consider when developing 
policy option memorandums, which could establish a systematic process 
for recommending actions to agency policymakers that could reduce 
regulatory burden. However, the Federal Reserve did not indicate the 
degree to which its draft policies and procedures were being followed in 
the current EGRPRA review. Additionally, because agency staff said most 
workpapers for the current review were still in development and thus 
generally unavailable to us, we could not verify the extent to which these 
processes have been incorporated into the current EGRPRA review. 

FDIC officials noted that the agency’s new draft policies and procedures 
for conducting the EGRPRA review will not be finalized until after the 
completion of the review. The draft policies and procedures provide an 
overview of the agency’s review process, including relevant stakeholders, 
interagency meetings, and the solicitation of public comments. They also 
include a template for subject-matter experts to complete during their 
reviews of public comments, including considerations such as whether 
rules have overlapping or potentially duplicative requirements. However, 
neither the draft policies and procedures nor the template describe how 
staff should identify or act on outdated, unnecessary, or overly 
burdensome regulations, such as how to apply relevant evaluation 
factors, evaluations to perform, or steps for developing policy 
recommendations for consideration by agency leadership. As the agency 
continues to develop its draft policies and procedures, including such 
details could strengthen the effectiveness of future EGRPRA reviews. 
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OCC did not provide updated or draft policies and procedures for how 
agency staff should conduct their review, and agency officials did not 
indicate that they had plans to develop such documents. OCC officials 
noted that they generally follow the process established by the lead 
agency of the EGRPRA review. However, although EGRPRA is an 
interagency effort, each agency is responsible for its own internal review. 

The EGRPRA statute directs agencies to “identify outdated or otherwise 
unnecessary regulatory requirements imposed on insured depository 
institutions” and to “eliminate unnecessary regulations to the extent that 
such action is appropriate.”23 In addition, federal internal control 
standards state that management should implement control activities 
through policies and procedures. The policies are to be documented at 
the appropriate level of detail to allow for effective management review.24 

Staff at all three agencies said they review their regulations on an 
ongoing basis, including outside the EGRPRA cycle, and that EGRPRA 
provides an additional opportunity to solicit comments and collect 
information. For example, Federal Reserve staff said the primary purpose 
of EGRPRA is to solicit public comments on regulatory burden to evaluate 
what regulations should be modified or eliminated and to gather 
information from the banking industry and other members of the public. 

EGRPRA requires the agencies to identify outdated or unnecessary 
regulations and take actions to address them, to the extent that such 
action is appropriate. However, the agencies do not have documented 
policies and procedures for how to do so. As discussed earlier, outcomes 
from the EGRPRA reviews are often difficult to identify. This underscores 
the importance of procedures to help ensure that issues identified through 
the review are translated into clear decisions and, where appropriate, 
regulatory changes. Having documented procedures also is important 
given the long time frame between EGRPRA reviews. 

By implementing a systematic process for identifying outdated or 
unnecessary regulations, the three agencies that are jointly responsible 
for executing EGRPRA would be better able to ensure that issues 
identified through the review are systematically evaluated and lead to 
clear determinations about whether regulatory actions are warranted. 

 
23See 12 U.S.C. § 3311.  

24GAO, Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAO-25-107721 
(Washington, D.C.: May 2025).  

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-25-107721
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-25-107721
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Such a process could increase the likelihood that EGRPRA reviews will 
result in meaningful regulatory changes. 

The agencies’ EGRPRA review processes are not fully aligned with 
selected leading practices for retrospective regulatory reviews. We 
assessed the agencies’ review processes against six selected leading 
practices identified by the Administrative Conference of the United States 
(ACUS) and executive orders related to retrospective review.25 We 
selected these practices based on their relevance to EGRPRA reviews. 

As shown in table 2, the agencies were fully aligned with three of the six 
leading practices for retrospective review. They were not aligned with 
practices related to prioritizing rules for review, conducting cost-benefit 
analysis, and assessing cumulative burden. 

 

 
25See Administrative Conference of the United States, Recommendation 2014-
5, Retrospective Review of Agency Rules, Adoption of Recommendations, 79 Fed. Reg. 
75114 (Dec. 17, 2014). Administrative Conference of the United States, Recommendation 
2021-2, Periodic Retrospective Review, Adoption of Recommendations, 86 Fed. Reg. 
36075 (July 8, 2021). Executive Order 13610, Identifying and Reducing Regulatory 
Burdens, 77 Fed. Reg. 28469 (May 14, 2012). These sources include a range of 
practices, some of which we did not select because they are less relevant to our 
assessment of how the agencies conduct EGRPRA. For example, ACUS recommendation 
2014-5 says that agencies should consider regulations adopted by key trading partners, 
which we determined to be unrelated to our objectives. 

Agencies’ EGRPRA 
Processes Do Not Fully 
Reflect Leading Practices 
for Retrospective Reviews 
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Table 2: Alignment of Federal Banking Agencies’ EGRPRA Processes with Selected Leading Practices for Retrospective 
Regulatory Reviews 

Key practice Federal Reserve FDIC OCC 
Adopt a framework for prioritizing rules for retrospective 
analysis ○ ○ ○ 
Conduct cost-benefit analysis ○ ○ ○ 
Leverage outside expertise ● ● ● 
Explain how the review was conducted ● ● ● 
Coordinate retrospective reviews ● ● ● 
Consider cumulative regulatory burden ○ ○ ○ 

● = Fully aligned ◑ = Partially aligned ○ = Not aligned 
EGRPRA = Economic Growth and Regulatory Paperwork Reduction Act; FDIC = Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation; Federal Reserve = Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System; OCC = Office of the Comptroller of the Currency 

Source: GAO analysis of FDIC, Federal Reserve, and OCC documentation and interviews with agency officials.  |  GAO-26-108027 

Notes: The first three practices are based on Administrative Conference of the United States (ACUS) 
Recommendation 2014-5, Retrospective Review of Agency Rules, Adoption of Recommendations, 79 
Fed. Reg. 75114 (Dec. 17, 2014). The next two practices are based on ACUS Recommendation 
2021-2, Periodic Retrospective Review, Adoption of Recommendations, 86 Fed. Reg. 36075 (July 8, 
2021). The final practice is based on Executive Order 13610, Identifying and Reducing Regulatory 
Burdens, 77 Fed. Reg. 28469 (May 14, 2012). 

The agencies’ actions fully aligned with ACUS Recommendations 2021-2 
and 2014-5, which state that agencies should leverage outside expertise, 
such as regulated parties, and integrate relevant information from the 
public when reassessing existing regulations. During the previous 
EGRPRA cycle, the agencies received over 230 comment letters from 
insured depository institutions, trade associations, consumer and 
community groups, and other interested parties in response to the 
Federal Register notices. They received additional comments from 
participants during public outreach meetings. The agencies have similarly 
requested comments and held outreach meetings during the current 
EGRPRA cycle. Federal Reserve staff said the addition of virtual 
meetings has helped to solicit participation across a wider geographic 
area. 

The agencies fully aligned with ACUS Recommendation 2021-2, which 
states that agencies should coordinate their periodic retrospective 
reviews with other agencies that have issued related regulations. For 
example, internal documents indicate that the agencies identified a lead 
agency, shared information, and established clear roles and 

Leverage Outside Expertise 

Coordinate the Review 
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responsibilities. As discussed earlier, we also found that the agencies 
generally adhered to our leading practices on interagency collaboration. 

The agencies fully aligned with ACUS Recommendation 2021-2, which 
states that agencies should publish documents explaining how a periodic 
retrospective review was conducted, what information was considered, 
and what public outreach was undertaken. The agencies’ Federal 
Register notices explain how they solicit public comments, identify 
regulatory categories for review, and state that comments will be 
evaluated to determine whether action is appropriate. The notices also 
provide links to additional information on public outreach meetings. The 
2017 EGRPRA report similarly provides an overview of how comments 
were solicited and notes that these comments form the basis of the final 
report. 

The agencies did not align with ACUS Recommendation 2014-5, which 
states that, given resource constraints, agencies should publicize a 
framework for prioritizing rules for retrospective analysis. The 
recommendation notes that such a framework should articulate selection 
criteria that enable the public to understand why the agencies prioritized 
certain rules for review. 

The agencies do not have a framework for prioritizing rules for further 
analysis as part of the EGRPRA review. Specifically, they do not have a 
system for determining which rules warrant additional review after 
receiving public comments. For example, Federal Reserve staff said that 
although they consider factors such as materiality and urgency, they do 
not use a formalized set of criteria outside the Federal Reserve’s ordinary 
rulemaking process. However, having a framework for prioritizing certain 
rules for further analysis could help the agencies better determine if and 
when to initiate a rulemaking. 

FDIC provided us with a draft management tool that agency staff said 
could be used for prioritizing rules for further analysis. The tool is a 
spreadsheet listing regulations, recent rulemaking actions, current or 
planned actions, and whether related regulations exist at other federal 
financial regulators. However, it does not identify which regulations have 
been prioritized for further analysis during the EGRPRA review or 
describe how such determinations are made. 

In its draft procedures document, the Federal Reserve provided guidance 
on selecting priority topics—broad subject areas or regulatory 
categories—to focus resources on areas with the greatest potential for 

Explain How the Review Was 
Conducted 

Prioritize Rules for 
Retrospective Analysis 
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reducing burden. According to the document, priority areas are based on 
the volume of public comments, estimated regulatory burden, impact on 
institutions, and leadership priorities. However, the document does not 
describe how specific regulations within these areas would be prioritized 
for analysis. 

OCC officials said the agency does not have an established system for 
prioritizing regulatory analysis or potential actions in response to 
EGRPRA and instead uses an iterative process based on professional 
judgement. 

Because applying retrospective analysis to every issue raised in 
comments may be impractical, a prioritization framework could help 
agencies direct finite resources toward the most important issues. Without 
such a framework that sets forth selection criteria for prioritizing certain 
rules or groups of rules for review, the agencies may not consistently 
focus on the regulations that present the greatest burden, and issues 
identified through the EGRPRA review may not be systematically 
evaluated or advanced for potential action. 

 

The agencies’ EGRPRA process does not align with ACUS 
Recommendation 2014-5, which calls for agencies to use statistical tools, 
as appropriate and to the extent that resources allow, to identify the 
impacts of regulations, including their costs and benefits, to help 
determine how to make regulations more effective. This recommendation 
is consistent with other sources of leading practices, such as OMB 
Circular A-4, which identifies cost-benefit analysis as the primary 
analytical framework for regulatory analysis.26 The circular recognizes 
that some important benefits and costs may be inherently too difficult to 

 
26Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-4. 

Conduct Cost-Benefit Analysis 
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quantify given current data and methods. For these cases, it recommends 
a careful analysis of qualitative benefits and costs.27 

The agencies did not conduct or report quantitative analyses during the 
2017 EGRPRA review, and the 2017 report does not cite examples of 
cost-benefit analyses used to inform regulatory actions prior to 
rulemaking. Additionally, the agencies did not provide internal 
documentation showing that they conducted cost-benefit analysis in 
response to issues raised in public comments.28 

Federal Reserve staff provided us with a document discussing possible 
approaches for quantitative analysis for the EGRPRA review. The 
document describes challenges in quantitatively analyzing regulatory 
burden and approaches for determining when compliance costs may 
outweigh policy objectives. Implementing such approaches could help the 
Federal Reserve incorporate cost-benefit analysis, either quantitative or 
qualitative, in its EGRPRA review process. However, as previously noted, 
documentation from the current review demonstrating the implementation 
of such analysis was not provided, and staff did not indicate to what 
extent they are using these approaches in the current review. 

FDIC provided an EGRPRA template document that includes a section 
for staff to summarize and analyze data, to the extent possible. FDIC 
subject-matter experts use the template when reviewing public comments 
and assessing regulatory burden for a particular rule. However, FDIC did 
not provide completed templates demonstrating the extent to which staff 
used them to incorporate cost-benefit analysis in the current EGRPRA 
review. 

OCC officials provided a policy document describing the role of the 
agency’s Policy Analysis Division in conducting retrospective reviews. 
The document states that the division may, as needed, provide 
quantitative analysis to strengthen the rigor and transparency of the 

 
27In prior work, we identified similar challenges to quantifying benefits and costs, such as 
limited or unavailable data, and potential solutions for overcoming these challenges. See 
GAO, Dodd-Frank Regulations: Regulators’ Analytical and Coordination Efforts, 
GAO-15-81 (Washington, D.C.: Dec. 18, 2014). We also found that regulators could more 
effectively consider costs and benefits of regulatory action by drawing on multiple data 
sources, such as data from other regulators. See GAO, Dodd-Frank Regulations: 
Agencies’ Efforts to Analyze and Coordinate Their Recent Final Rules, GAO-17-188 
(Washington, D.C.: Dec. 29, 2016). 

28OCC provided one briefing document on real estate appraisal and evaluation issues that 
contained pros and cons of various potential actions.  

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-15-81
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-17-188
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-17-188
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EGRPRA process. However, the agency did not indicate to what extent 
the division has contributed such analysis to the current review, and we 
did not receive documentation corroborating that such analysis has been 
performed. 

Staff from each agency said empirical analysis generally occurs as part of 
the rulemaking process. However, such analysis typically evaluates 
specific proposed regulatory changes after an agency has decided to 
issue or change a rule. In contrast, incorporating cost-benefit analysis into 
the retrospective EGRPRA review could inform earlier decisions about 
whether issues raised in public comments warrant further analysis or 
action. In this way, analysis conducted during EGRPRA could 
complement, rather than duplicate, rulemaking analysis. 

For the current review, the agencies—in response to a recommendation 
we made in a 2018 report on bank regulatory burden—requested in 
Federal Register notices that commenters provide quantitative analyses 
and data on the impact of rules, where available.29 While such information 
could be informative, it does not substitute for agency-led analysis within 
the EGRPRA process. 

By incorporating cost-benefit analysis into the EGRPRA review, the 
agencies could better assess regulatory impacts and trade-offs and 
determine whether regulations justify their costs and whether regulatory 
actions may be warranted. Without such analysis, the agencies have 
limited ability to distinguish between more and less significant concerns or 
to evaluate the cost and benefit trade-offs associated with potential 
changes. As a result, the EGRPRA review may be less effective in 
informing decisions about whether and how to revise or eliminate 
regulations. 

The agencies’ EGRPRA process does not align with Executive Order 
13610, which states that agencies should consider the cumulative effects 
of their regulations, including cumulative burdens, when conducting 

 
29See GAO-18-213. We recommended that each of the agencies develop plans to 
conduct quantitative analysis and evaluate opportunities to streamline bodies of 
regulations. The agencies agreed with and implemented the recommendation by making 
plans to solicit quantitative data and information on cumulative burden.  

Assess Cumulative Burden 

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-18-213
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retrospective regulatory reviews.30 In addition, we previously reported that 
congressional intent in tasking the banking agencies with the EGRPRA 
reviews was to review all regulations that could be creating undue burden 
on the institutions they regulate.31 

During the previous EGRPRA review, the agencies did not assess the 
cumulative burden on regulated parties. In response to a 
recommendation we made in 2018, the agencies requested information 
from the public in Federal Register notices for the current EGRPRA cycle 
on the cumulative effects of regulation on insured depository institutions 
and holding companies.32 However, they have not established plans for 
assessing cumulative burden within the EGRPRA process itself. For 
example, FDIC staff said they are still determining how they will 
incorporate comments on cumulative regulatory burden into their review. 
Although FDIC’s template contains questions for subject-matter experts to 
identify potentially overlapping or duplicative requirements, the document 
does not include a process for evaluating any associated cumulative 
burdens.  

As we noted in making our 2018 recommendation, researchers often 
acknowledge that assessing cumulative burden is difficult.33 However, 
without assessing cumulative burden, where feasible, as part of the 
EGRPRA process, the agencies may not fully understand how multiple 
regulatory requirements collectively affect regulated entities or the overall 
level of burden they face. As a result, the EGRPRA review may be less 
effective in identifying areas where the combined effects of regulations 
warrant changes to reduce unnecessary burden. 

Regulations are a principal instrument for implementing public policy and 
can produce substantial benefits, but they also may impose significant 
costs. Retrospective regulatory reviews are a key tool for helping 
agencies evaluate regulations’ effectiveness and whether rules should be 

 
30Exec. Order No. 13610, 77 Fed. Reg. 28469 (May 14, 2012). The order notes that it is 
important for agencies to conduct retrospective analyses of existing rules to examine 
whether they remain justified and whether they should be modified or streamlined in light 
of changed circumstances.  

31See GAO-18-213.  

32See GAO-18-213.  

33See GAO-18-213.   

Conclusions 

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-18-213
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-18-213
https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-18-213
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eliminated or modified to better achieve intended benefits or minimize 
burden on regulated entities. 

However, the outcomes intended by EGRPRA—eliminating unnecessary 
regulations, as appropriate—are difficult to identify. By developing 
documented procedures for identifying outdated or unnecessary 
regulations and determining appropriate actions to address them, the 
agencies would help ensure that they systematically evaluate issues 
identified through the review and that the review leads to clear 
determinations about whether regulatory changes are warranted. This 
could improve the likelihood that EGRPRA reviews result in meaningful 
actions to reduce unnecessary burden while maintaining the safety and 
soundness of the institutions the agencies oversee. 

In addition, the agencies’ EGRPRA review processes are not fully aligned 
with three leading practices for retrospective reviews: prioritizing rules for 
analysis, conducting cost-benefit analysis, and assessing cumulative 
regulatory burden. Draft documentation provided by the Federal Reserve 
and FDIC could help address these gaps but has not yet been fully 
developed or demonstrated in practice. Incorporating these leading 
practices into EGRPRA reviews, to the extent practicable, would help the 
agencies focus analytical resources on the most significant issues, better 
assess regulatory impacts and trade-offs, and understand how multiple 
regulations collectively affect regulated entities. 

We are making a total of six recommendations, two each to the Federal 
Reserve, FDIC, and OCC: 

The Chair of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
should complete the development and implementation of documented 
procedures for identifying outdated, unnecessary, or unduly burdensome 
regulations and taking action to address them during the EGRPRA 
review. (Recommendation 1) 

The Chair of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
should incorporate into the agency’s EGRPRA review, to the extent 
practicable, (1) a framework for prioritizing rules for retrospective 
analysis; (2) cost-benefit analysis; and (3) an assessment of cumulative 
regulatory burden, where feasible. (Recommendation 2) 

The Chairman of FDIC should complete the development and 
implementation of documented procedures for identifying outdated, 
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unnecessary, or unduly burdensome regulations and taking action to 
address them during the EGRPRA review. (Recommendation 3) 

The Chairman of FDIC should incorporate into the agency’s EGRPRA 
review, to the extent practicable, (1) a framework for prioritizing rules for 
retrospective analysis; (2) cost-benefit analysis; and (3) an assessment of 
cumulative regulatory burden, where feasible. (Recommendation 4) 

The Comptroller of the Currency should develop and implement 
documented procedures for identifying outdated, unnecessary, or unduly 
burdensome regulations and taking action to address them during the 
EGRPRA review. (Recommendation 5) 

The Comptroller of the Currency should incorporate into the agency’s 
EGRPRA review, to the extent practicable, (1) a framework for prioritizing 
rules for retrospective analysis; (2) cost-benefit analysis; and (3) an 
assessment of cumulative regulatory burden, where feasible. 
(Recommendation 6) 
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We provided a draft of this report to FDIC, the Federal Reserve, and OCC 
for review and comment. They each provided technical comments, which 
we incorporated as appropriate.  

The agencies neither agreed nor disagreed with our recommendations. In 
its written comments, reproduced in appendix I, FDIC stated that it has 
taken a number of steps to remove unnecessary regulatory requirements 
and streamline regulations, while continuing to promote safety and 
soundness at supervised institutions. FDIC also stated that it consistently 
documents the steps it takes to carry out the current EGRPRA review, 
including its procedures for identifying outdated, unnecessary, or unduly 
burdensome regulations and making recommendations for the next 
EGRPRA review.   

As stated in our report, while FDIC provided us with draft policies and 
procedures that provide an overview of the agency’s review process and 
a template for staff to use in conducting reviews, these documents do not 
describe key processes, such as evaluations to perform or steps for 
developing policy recommendations for agency leadership to consider. 
FDIC also noted that it has developed a prioritization tool that provides 
staff with information about the regulatory burdens that are not captured 
in public EGRPRA comments. As stated in our report, the draft tool FDIC 
provided us does not identify regulations to be prioritized for further 
analysis during the EGRPRA review or describe how the review would 
inform such determinations. Completing the development of documented 
procedures for how FDIC will identify and act on unnecessary regulations 
would help to make the EGRPRA process more effective in reducing 
unnecessary regulatory burden while maintaining the safety and 
soundness of financial institutions. 

In its written comments, reproduced in appendix II, the Federal Reserve 
stated that it is reviewing our recommendations as part of a broader 
assessment of cost-benefit analysis and retrospective reviews of the 
agency’s regulations. The Federal Reserve noted that it will consider our 
recommendations and provide feedback in due course. 

In its written comments, reproduced in appendix III, OCC stated that to 
address our recommendations, it will continue to rely on its current 
processes and also will document its practices to help inform future 
EGRPRA organizers and consider whether further changes to its 
processes are warranted. As we note in our report, implementing a 
systematic process for identifying outdated or unnecessary regulations 
would increase the likelihood that EGRPRA reviews will result in 
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meaningful regulatory changes. Likewise, incorporating leading practices 
into EGRPRA reviews could help OCC focus analytical resources on the 
most significant issues, better assess regulatory impacts and trade-offs, 
and understand how multiple regulations collectively affect regulated 
entities. 

We are sending copies of this report to the appropriate congressional 
committees, Chairman of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, 
Chair of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
Comptroller of the Currency, and other interested parties. In addition, the 
report is available at no charge on the GAO website at 
https://www.gao.gov. 

If you or your staff have any questions about this report, please contact 
me at clementsm@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of 
Congressional Relations and Media Relations may be found on the last 
page of this report. GAO staff who made key contributions to this report 
are listed in appendix IV. 

 
 

Michael E. Clements 
Director, Financial Markets and Community Investment 
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