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Brussels, 2nd July 2013 
 
 
Re: Contribution to the Consultation on the Structural Reform of the Banking 

Sector 
(Identification number in the EU Transparency Register: 22169245489-60) 

 

The European Federation of Financial Advisers and Financial Intermediaries 
(FECIF) has been set up in 1999 to represent and defend the interest of financial 
intermediaries in Europe. Today FECIF represents more than 200,000 financial 
intermediaries (insurance & investment agents, brokers and consultants). 

 

Fecif welcomes the opportunity to take part in this interesting consultation and is pleased 
to address the below comments to the European Commission. 
 

1. Can structural reform of the largest and most complex banking groups address 
and alleviate these problems?  
In the European Union there are many medium-sized enterprises that play an important 
role for the development of local business activities whose work is not monitored.   
 

2. Do you consider that an EU proposal in the field of structural reform is 
needed? What are the possible advantages or drawbacks associated with such reforms?  
We believe that the proposed structural reform is necessary to avoid arbitrage and obtain a 
real harmonization. It is essential to avoid an uneven application of the rules at national 
level. Several reforms of the banking sector have already been undertaken at national 
level. We think there are no drawbacks.  
 

3. Which of the four definitions is the best indicator to identify systemically risky 
trading activities? If none of the above, please propose an alternative indicator.  
We deem the third definition represents the best indicator, as it focuses on gross volume 
(the fourth definition is an integral part of the third option).  
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4. Which of the approaches outlined above is the most appropriate? Are there any 
alternative approaches?  
In our view, the approach that envisages an ex ante separation is the most appropriate, 
coupled with a relatively low separation threshold. 
 

5. What are the costs and benefits of separating market-making and/or 
underwriting activities? Could some of these activities be included in, or exempt from, 
a separation requirement? If so, which and on what basis?  
We believe that the third option is the most adequate. It is necessary to implement a 
specialisation of the activities to enhance development. Increased costs are offset by 
growth and safeguard of market and consumers.  
 

6. Should deposit banks be allowed to directly provide risk management services 
to clients? If so, should any (which) additional safeguards/limits be considered?  
No, we believe that they should not be allowed to directly provide risk management 
services to clients.    
 

7. As regards the legal dimension of functional separation, what are the costs and 
benefits of regulating intra-group ownership structures? 

8. What are the relevant economic links and associated risks between intra-group 
entities? 

9. As regards full ownership separation, what are the associated costs and 
benefits?  
We believe that the second option, i.e. functional separation, is the most appropriate. 
Ownership separation is difficult to implement. Functional separation should be sufficient 
to ensure better transparency, reduce conflicts of interest, and ensure accurate governance.   
 
 
 

Please do not hesitate to contact us for any further information.  

 

With kindest regards,                   

        Vincent J. Derudder 

FECIF Chairman 

 

 


