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•• Business model Business model basedbased on on MIFsMIFs•• ShouldShould MIFsMIFs bebe regulatedregulated? If ? If yesyes, how?, how?•• What are the What are the likelylikely effectseffects of of regulatingregulating MIFsMIFs??–– LowerLower number of transactions?number of transactions?–– HigherHigher dddd feesfees for for consumersconsumers ??–– HigherHigher generalgeneral bankbank accountaccount feesfees??
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Business model Business model basedbased on on MIFsMIFs per transactionper transaction
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Business model Business model basedbased on on MIFsMIFs per transaction (II)per transaction (II)MIFsMIFs per transaction per transaction onlyonly in place in 6 MS, trend in place in 6 MS, trend towardstowards reductionreduction//eliminationelimination•• MIFsMIFs restrictrestrict competitioncompetition betweenbetween payeespayees’’ banksbanks inflatinginflating theirtheir feesfees•• Restrictive Restrictive ‘‘by by objectobject’’ underunder competitioncompetition rulesrules•• ‘‘IncentiveIncentive’’ to to consumersconsumers to use to use dddd not not necessarynecessary sincesince payeespayees cancan provideproviderebatesrebates•• CompetitionCompetition analysisanalysis: : MIFsMIFs per transactionper transaction are are prohibitedprohibited underunder Article 101 Article 101 TFEUTFEU•• MIFsMIFs for for RR--transactionstransactions maymay howeverhowever bebe justifiedjustified underunder certain conditionscertain conditions•• EconomicEconomic analysisanalysis: : MIFsMIFs per transactionper transaction replace replace competitioncompetition by by payerspayers’’ banksbankswithwith guaranteedguaranteed source of revenues source of revenues indirectlyindirectly paidpaid by by consumersconsumers whowho are are 
unawareunaware•• Lack of transparency, lack of choice for payers and payees, lackLack of transparency, lack of choice for payers and payees, lack of level playing of level playing field, lack of innovationfield, lack of innovation..
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ShouldShould MIFsMIFs bebe regulatedregulated??•• NeedNeed for for clarityclarity to to stimulatestimulate proactive proactive behaviourbehaviour, , investmentsinvestments, network , network effectseffects•• ClarityClarity providedprovided by Commission and ECBby Commission and ECB–– Dialogue, speeches, Dialogue, speeches, presspress releases, joint statement Commissionreleases, joint statement Commission--ECB, ECB, RegulationRegulation 924/2009, Commission 924/2009, Commission WorkingWorking PaperPaper•• ContinuedContinued calls for calls for clarityclarity–– IndustryIndustry, Council, European , Council, European ParliamentParliament•• RiskRisk of of lacklack of of levellevel playingplaying fieldfield in absence of in absence of acrossacross the the 
boardboard regulationregulation–– WithWith and and withoutwithout guidance application of guidance application of competitioncompetition lawlaw requiresrequires full full 

case by case case by case assessmentassessment thatthat maymay preventprevent levellevel playingplaying fieldfield..•• NeedNeed to to achieveachieve efficientefficient, , innovativeinnovative EU EU widewide direct direct debitdebit marketmarket.. 5
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How How shouldshould MIFsMIFs bebe regulatedregulated??

•• UnilaterallyUnilaterally impose positive MIF?impose positive MIF?–– SameSame negativenegative effectseffects as as privatelyprivately agreedagreed MIFsMIFs + drawbacks of + drawbacks of pricepriceregulationregulation..•• Impose cap for Impose cap for MIFsMIFs??–– SameSame effecteffect as as imposedimposed MIF.MIF.•• RegulateRegulate IFsIFs per transaction per transaction and Rand R--transactions in transactions in accordance accordance withwith guidance guidance providedprovided.  .  
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What are the What are the likelylikely effectseffects of of regulatingregulating
MIFsMIFs??•• Positive Positive effectseffects of SEPA in of SEPA in generalgeneral: more : more competitioncompetition, , scalescaleeffectseffects•• LikelyLikely positive positive effectseffects in MIFin MIF--countries: countries: –– TransparencyTransparency, , competitioncompetition basedbased on on visiblevisible feesfees–– LowerLower feesfees for for payeespayees–– Direct Direct rebatesrebates by by payeespayees–– InterchangeInterchange feesfees for Rfor R--transactions transactions basedbased on on ‘‘whowho causedcaused the the errorerror’’, , costcostof of mostmost efficient efficient playerplayer, no double , no double chargingcharging.  .  •• MagitudeMagitude of of positivepositive effectseffects dificultdificult to to quantifyquantify
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LikelyLikely effecteffect:  :  LowerLower number of transactions?number of transactions?

• Countries with MIF per transaction: Spain (3 cents), France (12 cents), Sweden (10 cents), 
Belgium (2 cents) Portugal (23 cents) and Italy (25 cents). • No correlation between the existence of a MIF per transaction and a higher usage of dd. 8

Direct Debit as % share in total EU

Germany; 39,45%

France; 15,29%

United Kingdom; 
14,75%

Spain; 11,39%

Netherlands; 
5,96%

Austria; 3,94%

Belgium; 1,22%
Portugal; 1,04%

Ireland; 0,59%
Denmark; 0,84%

Sweden; 1,13%

Italy; 2,70%

Direct Debit per capita in EU Countries for 2009
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LikelyLikely effecteffect: : HigherHigher dddd feesfees for for consumersconsumers ??

•• Compare Compare reviewreview Reg. 2560/2001: Reg. 2560/2001: –– fearfear thatthat charges for charges for ‘‘nationalnational’’ paymentspayments wouldwould increaseincrease to offset the to offset the reducedreduced revenues revenues fromfrom cross border cross border paymentspayments. . –– ReviewReview 2006: 2006: ‘‘Reg. Reg. broughtbrought hugehuge decreasedecrease of charges for cross border of charges for cross border 
paymentspayments withoutwithout provokingprovoking significantsignificant increasesincreases on charges for national on charges for national 
paymentspayments’’..
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LikelyLikely effecteffect: : HigherHigher dddd feesfees for for consumersconsumers (II) ?(II) ?

• No conclusions can be drawn on relationship between MIFs charged for direct debits and fees
charged directly to consumers per transaction and for R-transactions 
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LikelyLikely effecteffect: : HigherHigher dddd feesfees for for consumersconsumers (III)?(III)?

11
• Table taking into account relative weight of R-transactions (up to 3% on average)
• No conclusions can be drawn concerning relationship between no/ low MIFs and 

consumer fees.

DD fees
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LikelyLikely effecteffect: : HigherHigher generalgeneral bankbank accountaccount feesfees??

• No relationship between high MIFs and low bank accountfees 12
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ConclusionConclusion

•• Proposed regulation should regulate interchange Proposed regulation should regulate interchange feesfees–– by prohibiting by prohibiting per transaction per transaction feesfees–– allowing allowing ““RR”” transaction interchange fees under certain conditionstransaction interchange fees under certain conditions–– And, in order to maintain And, in order to maintain level playing fieldlevel playing field, prescribing the same , prescribing the same approach for bilateral and unilateral interchange fees.approach for bilateral and unilateral interchange fees.
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