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Q1: PLEASE INSERT HERE ANY GENERAL OBSERVATIONS OR COMMENTS THAT YOU WOULD LIKE TO 

MAKE ON THIS CALL FOR EVIDENCE, INCLUDING ANY RELEVANT INFORMATION ON YOU/YOUR 

ORGANISATION AND WHY THE TOPICS COVERED BY THIS CALL FOR EVIDENCE ARE RELEVANT FOR 

YOU/YOUR ORGANISATION. 

 

Amundi welcomes the opportunity to reply to this Call for evidence. We would like to take the chance to reiterate 

some of the concepts we have already expressed in our reply to the consultation of the European Commission on its 

future Retail Investment Strategy that was held last summer. 

 

1. While we share the EC’s objective to give to retail investors the highest level of protection, this latter should be 

calibrated (in terms of information provided and how they are provided) to avoid investors (i) to face a huge amount 

of information not always relevant and useful; and (ii) to have the perception that financial products are more risky 

than beneficial compared also to keeping their saving in deposits or investing in real estate assets. The framework is 

robust, but complex and difficult for stakeholders to understand. Without consistency and homogeneity amongst 

the various definitions of the regulatory texts ahead of their implementation, and the disclosure provisions investors 

find themselves having to read and understand a plethora of documents, not often understandable. 

 

2. Financial Education. This shall become a priority and tangible actions should be taken in this respect. The best 

way to increase investor protection is to develop financial education. To this end, in addition to including basic finance 

principle in school curricula and facilitate education initiatives at different levels, it is very important to (i) incentivize 

direct experience in investing (e.g. develop employee share ownership (“ESO”) and extend employee saving & 

retirement plans) and (ii) increase the awareness of the benefit of long-term savings for households, along with 

raising the importance of the pension challenge and the need to save more for retirement. 

 

3. Disclosures. The regulatory framework on disclosures and transparency requirements should be consistent – 

to the extent possible – and focus on being simple and meaningful (e.g. able to help investors to appreciate costs 

and risks and objectives of a relevant product without discouraging retail investors from investing). In this respect, a 

balance should be achieved in presenting both the risks and the benefits of investing (investors should be protected 

but protection is also achieved by giving them the opportunity to benefit from long term opportunities). A one-size fit 

all approach is not appropriate. Disclosures requirements should move away from trying to compare products that 

are by nature not comparable.  

 

5. Complexity of products. We strongly believe the regulators should neither develop a “simpler” or “very 

complex” product category nor a “simple product” label for retail investors. What matters is whether the product is 

suitable to each investor’s need (e.g. risk diversification), and whether retail investors are correctly informed and can 

all access to proper guidance from financial advisers. It is not whether the product meets standards of simplicity 

which by essence would be pointless and cumbersome to define. 

 

6. Inducements and quality of advice. This matter requires a very careful and holistic 

assessment of existing provisions before taking any additional measures that, in the end, would 

be penalizing not only retail investors, but also the Commission’s objectives of having more retail 

participation, more long term investments and more ESG investments. Lack of financial 

education and lack of advice will most likely have the consequence to discourage retail investors 

to invest in financial products or (even worse) may cause them to invest in heavily risky products 

(like cryptos) on the conviction that important gains could be realized. 

 

 

Q2: ARE THERE ANY SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF THE EXISTING MIFID II DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS 

WHICH MIGHT CONFUSE OR HAMPER CLIENTS’ DECISION-MAKING OR COMPARABILITY BETWEEN 

PRODUCTS? ARE THERE ALSO ASPECTS OF THE MIFID II REQUIREMENTS THAT COULD BE AMENDED 

TO FACILITATE COMPARABILITY ACROSS FIRMS AND PRODUCTS WHILE BEING DRAFTED IN A 

TECHNOLOGY NEUTRAL WAY? PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

We do not believe that comparing very different investment products could provide a clear comparison and thus being 

beneficial to retail investors. Indeed, the exercise of comparing products that from their nature are different and 

subject to different rules, proves to be extremely difficult and the outcome of the exercise is that some pieces of 

information are of no added value and difficult to be understood by the retail investors. On the other end, comparison 

should be achieved for products of the same nature and such comparison will certainly facilitate retail investors’ 

understanding. 

 

Q3: ARE THERE SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF EXISTING MIFID II DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS THAT MAY 

CAUSE INFORMATION OVERLOAD FOR CLIENTS OR THE PROVISION OF OVERLY COMPLEX 

INFORMATION? PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS. 

 

The concern is that by multiplying the regulatory texts, without striving for consistency and homogeneity amongst the 

various definitions and the disclosure provisions of the regulatory texts ahead of their implementation, investors find 

themselves having to read and understand a plethora of documents, not often comprehensible (and this even for the 

those with a good financial education). The new pre-contractual documents for example mainly point out the 

negatives aspects of the products. It is hard to doubt that this approach has all the potential of dissuading investors 

from investing in collective management products, to the detriment of the overall economy and even more importantly 

investors’ interests. To this is added the subject of the lack of knowledge of investors. 

 

A good example of the above is the regulatory provisions on sustainable finance that often require a deep 

knowledge of specific concepts and complex mechanisms. It should be carefully assess to which extent retail 

customers are able to understand all the subtleties around the definitions of sustainable investments and risks, ESG 

metrics etc.  

 

Against this background, there is clearly a need to focus more on the efficiency of the information provided ensuring 

that it is fit for purpose (i.e. readable, comparable and meaningful). 

 

 

Q4: ON THE TOPIC OF DISCLOSURES, ARE THERE MATERIAL DIFFERENCES, INCONSISTENCIES OR 

OVERLAPS BETWEEN MIFID II AND OTHER CONSUMER PROTECTION LEGISLATION THAT ARE 

DETRIMENTAL TO INVESTORS? PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS. 

 

There are numerous and substantial inconsistencies between the various regulations.  

 

For example there are inconsistencies between PRIIPS and MiFID II in regards to the OGC.  

 

PRIIPS define OGC as the sum of sub-aggregate costs "Transaction costs" and "Other OGC", where for MiFIDII, 

"Transaction costs" are a separate costs aggregate, which are excluded from the OGC. 

Transaction costs are by nature the costs to access the financial markets which is not the same as the OGC that are 

recurring costs. Doing so, "Other OGC" from PRIIPS are then equal to the "OGC" aggregate from MiFIDII which is 

confusing.   

 

This regulatory inconsistencies should be cured either through very targeted amendments of Level 1 (as we are not 

in favor of reopening level 1 in general) or Level 2 measures.  

 

In a sense, overarching frameworks like MiFID and IDD should provide the overall cost disclosure points and 

methodologies, which can be simply inserted into Key Information Documents. 

 

We believe that if the aim is to increase retail participation while preserving the level of protection, the focus should 

be in providing retail investors with readable, meaningful and comparable (amongst products of the same type) 

information. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Generally speaking, we believe that when disclosing risk information the same principle should apply and therefore 

risks shall be calculated and presented to (retail) investors in a consistent manner. 

 

Also regarding the disclosure of performance information, substantial inconsistencies exist between the 

various legislations: 

 

- MiFID II (through its delegated acts) requires to provide investors with an explanation on the “functioning and 

performance of the financial instrument in different market conditions, including both positive and negative 

conditions”. If past performance is shown it must carry a clear warning to investors highlighting that past performance 

does not constitute future returns. 

 

- PRIIPs RTS allow funds to provide product performance scenarios based on historical instead of future scenarios.  

Consistently with our position that the information provided to the investors shall be meaningful, we would suggest 

to provide retail investors only with past performance information (with the necessary disclaimers), as past 

performance is, at least, based on historical data and is presented in a standardized way that shows how the fund is 

run and allows for easy comparisons. 

 

 

Q5: WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER TO BE THE VITAL INFORMATION THAT A RETAIL INVESTOR SHOULD 

RECEIVE BEFORE BUYING A FINANCIAL INSTRUMENT? PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS. 

 

The different types of retail investment products information are of various importance. Products objectives and main 

features, costs, guaranteed returns, capital protection, risks associated and ease with which the product can be 

converted into cash are essential to investors when considering a retail investment product.  

 

 

Q6: WHICH ARE THE PRACTICAL LESSONS EMERGED FROM BEHAVIOURAL FINANCE THAT SHOULD 

BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT BY THE COMMISSION AND/OR ESMA WHEN DESIGNING REGULATORY 

REQUIREMENTS ON DISCLOSURES? PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS AND PRACTICAL EXAMPLES. 

 

Investors need to understand if a product is in line with their lives objectives in terms of timing and risk profile. A 

focus only on costs and risk may have the detrimental effect of discouraging investors from investing. Investors need 

to be guided through the investment process and the amount of information available to have the opportunity to 

appreciate what is the best product for them. 

 

 

Q7: ARE THERE ANY CHALLENGES NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED BY MIFID II ON THE TOPIC OF 

DISCLOSURES THAT IMPEDE CLIENTS FROM RECEIVING ADEQUATE INFORMATION ON INVESTMENT 

PRODUCTS AND SERVICES BEFORE INVESTING? PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS. 

 

As mentioned in the previous answers we believe that effort should be put in: 

- Avoiding information overload by focusing on meaningful information. 

- Curing discrepancies through a harmonization of the definition. 

- Focusing on financial education. 

 

 

Q8: IN CASE OF POSITIVE ANSWER TO ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE QUESTIONS, ARE THERE 

SPECIFIC CHANGES THAT SHOULD BE MADE TO THE MIFID II DISCLOSURE RULES TO REMEDY THE 

IDENTIFIED SHORTCOMINGS? PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS. 

 

Please refer to our replies above. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q9: ON THE TOPIC OF DISCLOSURES ON SUSTAINABILITY RISKS AND FACTORS, DO YOU SEE ANY 

CRITICAL ISSUE EMERGING FROM THE OVERLAP OF MIFID II WITH THE SUSTAINABLE FINANCE 

DISCLOSURE REGULATION (SFDR) AND OTHER LEGISLATION COVERING ESG MATTERS? 

 

Notwithstanding the necessary time for the market and the retail clients to get familiar with the EU regulatory 

framework of ESG products, there are significant sequencing issues arising from the different time at which the 

various pieces of legislation become effective.  

 

Notably, the entry into application of MiFID and IDD’s delegated acts on the integration of clients’ 

sustainability preferences as of August 2nd, 2022 is inconsistent with the timeline applying to financial 

products and instruments under SFDR and Taxonomy regulation. Indeed, MiFID and IDD’s criteria for 

sustainability rely on:  

 

• Pre-contractual and periodic disclosures in relation to the percentage of sustainable investments as defined 

under SFDR for Article 8 and 9 SFDR products - The obligations prescribed under the SFDR level 2 measures have 

been deferred to 1 January 2023  

 

• Pre-contractual and periodic disclosures in relation to the percentage of environmentally sustainable investment 

under the Taxonomy Regulation – These disclosure obligations of Article 8 and 9 SFDR financial products start on 1 

January 2022 in respect to the first two environmental objectives (mainly on a qualitative basis) and from 1 January 

2023 in respect of the remaining four environmental objectives. However, the undertakings (investee companies, 

issuers) invested by such SFDR financial products are due to report the necessary KPIs to assess the taxonomy 

alignment in 2023 (on financial year 2022) for non-financial undertakings and in 2024 (on FY 2023) for financial 

undertakings. This means that a fund would only be able to accurately provide the proportion of its taxonomy-

alignment in 2024 at the earliest for a reporting period of 2023. 

 

• Pre-contractual and periodic disclosures in relation to PAI consideration at the product required under Article 

7(1) SFDR – These obligations will only be implemented from 30 December 2022 (i.e. before investee companies 

start reporting on Taxonomy alignment in 2023). Before that date, the standardised annexes to pre-contractual 

disclosures for Article 8 and Article 9 SFDR products will only contain a brief indication of whether PAIs are taken 

into account as part of the investment strategy.  

 

Against this background, it is of paramount importance to cure this sequencing issue in order for the industry to 

properly translate the new standards into understandable client preferences and to align the target market 

assessments with the new client sustainability preferences categories. 

 

 

Q10: ARE THERE ANY OTHER ASPECTS OF THE MIFID II DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS AND THEIR 

INTERACTIONS WITH OTHER INVESTOR PROTECTION LEGISLATIONS THAT YOU THINK COULD BE 

IMPROVED OR WHERE ANY SPECIFIC ACTION FROM THE COMMISSION AND/OR ESMA IS NEEDED? 

 

We believe that the PRIIPs regulation adds complexity and inconsistencies to the MiFID disclosure obligations. This 

relates more particularly to: 

- The categorization of cost. 

- The cost over time & reduction in Yield methodology. 

- The performance scenarios, which are inappropriate for linear products under PRIIPs. 

 

 

Q11: DO YOU HAVE ANY EMPIRICAL DATA OR INSIGHTS BASED ON ACTUAL CONSUMERS USAGE AND 

ENGAGEMENT WITH EXISTING MIFID II DISCLOSURE THAT YOU WOULD LIKE TO SHARE? THIS CAN BE 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BASED ON E.G., CONSUMER RESEARCH, RANDOMIZED CONTROLLED TRIALS AND/OR WEBSITE 

ANALYTICS. 

 

 

Q12: DO YOU OBSERVE A PARTICULAR GROUP OR GROUPS OF CONSUMERS TO BE MORE WILLING 

AND ABLE TO ACCESS FINANCIAL PRODUCTS AND SERVICES THROUGH DIGITAL MEANS, AND ARE 

THEREFORE DISPROPORTIONATELY LIKELY TO RELY ON DIGITAL DISCLOSURES? PLEASE SHARE 

ANY EVIDENCE THAT YOU MAY HAVE, ALSO IN FORM OF DATA. 

 

According to a survey conducted by WeSave (a company belonging to Amundi) and Deloitte in 2017, younger people 

are more likely to invest digitally. 27% of the 25-34 year-old and 23% of 35-49 year-old were likely to invest through 

a digital player, while the share of the 50-64 year-old only amounted to 13%, and even less (12%) for the 65-75 year-

old range. 

However, despite the result to the survey we believe that many retails clients still need to receive physical advice in 

order to be willing to invest as the trust relationship with an advisor is more and more fundamental in context of low 

investor education and therefore, both digital and physical should coexist.  

 

 

Q13: WHICH TECHNICAL SOLUTIONS FOR DIGITAL DISCLOSURES (E.G., SOLUTIONS OUTLINED IN 

PARAGRAPH 27 OR ADDITIONAL TECHNIQUES) CAN WORK BEST FOR CONSUMERS IN A DIGITAL – AND 

IN PARTICULAR SMARTPHONE - AGE? PLEASE PROVIDE DETAILS ON SOLUTIONS ADOPTED AND 

EXPLAIN HOW THESE HAVE PROVEN AN EFFECTIVE WAY TO PROVIDE INFORMATION THAT IS CLEAR 

AND NOT MISLEADING. 

 

Some solutions directed to improve digital disclosures can be found below:  

- Clear rules to prescribe presentation formats (e.g. readable font size, use of designs/colors, etc.). 

- Certain key information (e.g. fees, charges, information relative to performance, etc.) is displayed in ways that 

highlight the prominence. 

- Format of the information is adapted to use on different kind of devices (for example through the use of layering). 

As regards the format and layout, we are certain that a clear structure helps investors to understand the information 

(e.g. graphics/charts/narratives).  

- Appropriately labelled and relevant hyperlinks are used to provide access to supplementary information 

- Use of hyperlinks is limited (e.g. one click only – no cascade of links). We believe that the layering of information 

(and the use of hyperlinks) can help in finding a balance between disclosing key information while at the same time 

allowing for more details if required by the investor. 

- “Compliance by design”, i.e. not being able to go further in a digital journey unless the information has been read 

and understood. For example, in digital onboarding to open a portfolio, the buttons “continue” cannot be clicked until 

certain requirements have been checked. It goes from the most basic (clicking “I have read and understood the 

potential gains and losses”) to the most elaborate (dynamic simulation where the simulator automatically suggest 

correction to make a goal feasible). 

 

Q14: WOULD IT BE USEFUL TO INTEGRATE ANY OF THE APPROACHES SET OUT IN PARAGRAPH 27 

ABOVE IN THE MIFID II FRAMEWORK? IF SO, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHICH ONES AND WHY. 

 

 

Q15: SHOULD THE RELEVANT MIFID II REQUIREMENTS ON INFORMATION TO CLIENTS BE ADAPTED IN 

LIGHT OF THE INCREASED USE OF DIGITAL DISCLOSURES? IF SO, PLEASE EXPLAIN HOW AND WHY. 

 

Consumers are adequately protected by the current EU rules. However, it is highly important that these rules are 

systematically applied whatever the means of disclosures (digital, etc.). 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q16: DO YOU SEE THE GENERAL NEED FOR ADDITIONAL TOOLS FOR REGULATORS IN ORDER TO 

SUPERVISE DIGITAL DISCLOSURES AND ADVERTISING BEHIND ‘PAY-WALLS’, SEMI-CLOSED FORUMS, 

SOCIAL MEDIA GROUPS, INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THIRD PARTIES (I.E., FINFLUENCERS), ETC? 

PLEASE EXPLAIN AND OUTLINE THE ADAPTIONS THAT YOU WOULD PROPOSE. 

 

 

Q17: TO FINANCIAL FIRMS: DO YOU OBSERVE INCREASED INTEREST FROM RETAIL INVESTORS TO 

RECEIVE INVESTMENT ADVICE THROUGH SEMI-AUTOMATED MEANS, E.G., ROBO-ADVICE? IF YES, 

WHAT AUTOMATED ADVICE TOOLS ARE MOST POPULAR? PLEASE SHARE ANY AVAILABLE 

STATISTICS, DATA, OR OTHER EVIDENCE ON THE SIZE OF THE MARKET FOR AUTOMATED ADVICE. 

 

Our experience with using of robo-advisors (regarding exclusively employee savings plans), shows that it helps 

savers to better diversify their savings and to better take into account their investment horizon.   

. A robo-advice makes it possible to show a concrete allocation and investment choices in a simple way. In fact, it 

plays an indirect but real role in the savers financial education. In a more general way, thanks to the possibility of 

proposing progressive paths and targeting the user's profile, a digital universe favors learning process and pedagogy. 

 

In addition our direct experience with WeSave – an Amundi Group Company - is to have a hybrid robo-advice, 

meaning that the macro-economical views of the in-house human management team are being taken into account 

by the algorithm. Also, human financial advisor can be reached at all time of the day through telephone, chat, and in-

person meetings. 

 

Against the above background, although we see the growing opportunities and the benefits of developing robo-

advisor, we are nonetheless of the view that robo-advisor should only be an additional possibility to retail investors 

and that physical advice remains key to boost participation of retail clients to capital markets. Clients with a low 

investor education will need to build trust and also need a degree of flexibility that cannot always achieved by a 

machine. 

 

 

Q18: DO YOU CONSIDER THERE ARE BARRIERS PREVENTING FIRMS FROM OFFERING/DEVELOPING 

AUTOMATED FINANCIAL ADVICE TOOLS IN THE SECURITIES SECTORS? IF SO, WHICH BARRIERS? 

 

 

Q19: DO YOU CONSIDER THERE ARE BARRIERS FOR (POTENTIAL) CLIENTS TO START INVESTING VIA 

SEMIAUTOMATED MEANS LIKE ROBO-ADVICE CAUSED BY THE CURRENT LEGAL FRAMEWORK? IF SO, 

PLEASE EXPLAIN AND OUTLINE WHAT YOU CONSIDER TO BE A GOOD SOLUTION TO OVERCOME 

THESE BARRIERS. 

 

The risk is to give an excessively standardized advice, whereas the goal of the robo-advisor is - on the contrary - to 

personalize the advice according to objective criteria. 

 

 

Q20: IN CASE OF THE EXISTENCE OF THE ABOVE-MENTIONED BARRIERS, DO YOU HAVE EVIDENCE OF 

THE IMPACT THAT THEY HAVE ON POTENTIAL CLIENTS WHO ARE INTERESTED IN SEMI-AUTOMATED 

MEANS? FOR INSTANCE, DO THEY INVEST VIA MORE TRADITIONAL CONCEPTS OR DO THEY NOT 

INVEST AT ALL? 

 

From our experience based on several websites designs, requiring an early contract signature deterred people from 

going further and actually taking knowledge of the robo-advice offer. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q21: DO YOU CONSIDER THE POTENTIAL RISKS AND OPPORTUNITIES TO INVESTORS SET OUT ABOVE 

TO BE ACCURATE? IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY AND SET OUT ANY ADDITIONAL RISK AND 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR INVESTORS. 

 

 

Q22: DO YOU CONSIDER THAT THE EXISTING MIFID REGULATORY FRAMEWORK CONTINUES TO BE 

APPROPRIATE WITH REGARD TO ROBO-ADVISERS OR DO YOU BELIEVE THAT CHANGES SHOULD BE 

ADDED TO THE FRAMEWORK? IF SO, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHICH ONES AND WHY. 

 

We believe that current regulation (in particular MiFID rules) is sufficient to regulate robo-advisors and automated 

services in general. 

 

 

Q23: DO YOU THINK THAT ANY CHANGES SHOULD BE MADE TO MIFID II (E.G., SUITABILITY OR 

APPROPRIATENESS REQUIREMENTS) TO ADEQUATELY PROTECT INEXPERIENCED INVESTORS 

ACCESSING FINANCIAL MARKETS THROUGH EXECUTION ONLY AND BROKERAGE SERVICES VIA 

ONLINE PLATFORMS? IF SO, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHICH ONES AND WHY. 

 

 

Q24: DO YOU OBSERVE BUSINESS MODELS AT ONLINE BROKERS WHICH POSE AN INHERENT 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST WITH RETAIL INVESTORS (E.G., DO ONLINE BROKERS MAKE PROFITS FROM 

THE LOSSES OF THEIR CLIENTS)? IF SO, PLEASE ELABORATE. 

 

 

Q25: SOME ONLINE BROKERS OFFER A WIDE AND, AT TIMES, HIGHLY COMPLEX RANGE OF 

PRODUCTS. DO YOU CONSIDER THAT THESE ONLINE BROKERS OFFER THESE PRODUCTS IN THE 

BEST INTEREST OF CLIENTS? PLEASE ELABORATE AND PLEASE SHARE DATA IF POSSIBLE. 

 

We do think that it is possible to design a suitable offer on line, but then relate to comment on “same level of investor 

protection”. 

 

 

Q26: ONE OF THE ELEMENTS THAT INCREASED THE IMPACT ON RETAIL INVESTORS IN THE 

GAMESTOP CASE WAS THE WIDESPREAD USE OF MARGIN TRADING. DO YOU CONSIDER THAT THE 

CURRENT REGULAR FRAMEWORK SUFFICIENTLY PROTECTS RETAIL INVESTORS AGAINST THE RISKS 

OF MARGIN TRADING, ESPECIALLY THE ONES THAT CANNOT BEAR THE RISKS? PLEASE ELABORATE. 

 

 

Q27: ONLINE BROKERS, AS WELL AS OTHER ONLINE INVESTMENT SERVICES, ARE THINKING OF NEW 

INNOVATIVE WAYS TO INTERACT AND ENGAGE WITH RETAIL INVESTORS. FOR INSTANCE, WITH 

“SOCIAL TRADING” OR CONCEPTS THAT CONTAIN ELEMENTS OF EXECUTION ONLY, ADVICE, AND 

INDIVIDUAL PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT. DO YOU CONSIDER THE CURRENT REGULATORY 

FRAMEWORK (AND THE TYPES OF INVESTMENT SERVICES) TO BE SUFFICIENT FOR CURRENT AND 

FUTURE INNOVATIVE CONCEPTS? PLEASE ELABORATE. 

 

 

Q28: ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE PRACTICES OF PAYMENT FOR ORDER FLOW (PFOF)? IF YES, 

PLEASE SHARE ANY INFORMATION THAT YOU CONSIDER MIGHT BE OF RELEVANCE IN THE CONTEXT 

OF THIS CALL FOR EVIDENCE. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q29: HAVE YOU OBSERVED THE PRACTICE OF PAYMENT FOR ORDER FLOW (PFOF) IN YOUR MARKET, 

EITHER FROM LOCAL AND/OR FROM CROSS BORDER MARKET PARTICIPANTS? HOW WIDESPREAD IS 

THIS PRACTICE? PLEASE PROVIDE MORE DETAILS ON THE PFOF STRUCTURES OBSERVED. 

 

 

Q30: DO YOU CONSIDER THAT THERE ARE FURTHER ASPECTS, IN ADDITION TO THE INVESTOR 

PROTECTION CONCERNS OUTLINED IN THE ESMA STATEMENT WITH REGARDS TO PFOF, THAT THE 

COMMISSION AND/OR ESMA SHOULD CONSIDER AND ADDRESS? IF SO, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHICH ONES 

AND IF YOU THINK THAT THESE CONCERNS CAN BE ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED WITHIN THE CURRENT 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK OR DO YOU SEE A NEED FOR LEGISLATIVE CHANGES (OR OTHER 

MEASURES) TO ADDRESS THEM. 

 

 

Q31: HAVE YOU OBSERVED THE EXISTENCE OF “ZERO-COMMISSION BROKERS” IN YOUR MARKET? 

PLEASE ALSO PROVIDE, IF AVAILABLE, SOME BASIC DATA (E.G., NUMBER OF FIRMS OBSERVED, SIZE 

OF SUCH FIRMS AND THE GROWTH OF THEIR ACTIVITIES). 

 

 

Q32: DO YOU HAVE ANY INFORMATION ON “ZERO-COMMISSION BROKERS” BUSINESS MODELS, E.G., 

THEIR MAIN SOURCES OF REVENUE AND THE INCIDENCE OF PFOF ON THEIR REVENUE? IF SO, 

PLEASE PROVIDE A DESCRIPTION. 

 

 

Q33: DO YOU SEE ANY SPECIFIC CONCERN CONNECTED TO “ZERO COMMISSION BROKERS”, IN 

ADDITION TO THE INVESTOR PROTECTION CONCERNS SET OUT IN THE ESMA STATEMENT THAT THE 

COMMISSION AND/OR ESMA SHOULD CONSIDER AND ADDRESS? PLEASE EXPLAIN AND PLEASE ALSO 

SHARE ANY INFORMATION THAT YOU CONSIDER MIGHT BE OF RELEVANCE IN THE CONTEXT OF THIS 

CALL FOR EVIDENCE. PLEASE ALSO EXPLAIN IF YOU CONSIDER THAT THE EXISTING REGULATORY 

FRAMEWORK IS SUFFICIENT TO ADDRESS THE CONCERNS LISTED IN THE ESMA STATEMENT 

REGARDING ZERO-COMMISSION BROKERS OR DO YOU BELIEVE CHANGES SHOULD BE INTRODUCED 

IN THE RELEVANT MIFID II REQUIREMENTS. 

 

 

Q34: ONLINE BROKERS SEEM TO INCREASINGLY USE GAMIFICATION TECHNIQUES WHEN 

INTERACTING WITH CLIENTS. THIS PHENOMENON CREATES BOTH RISKS AND POTENTIAL BENEFITS 

FOR CLIENTS. HAVE YOU OBSERVED GOOD OR BAD PRACTICES WITH REGARDS TO THE USE OF 

GAMIFICATION? PLEASE EXPLAIN FOR WHICH OF THOSE A CHANGE IN THE REGULATORY 

FRAMEWORK CAN BE NECESSARY. DO YOU THINK THAT THE COMMISSION AND/OR ESMA SHOULD 

TAKE ANY SPECIFIC ACTION TO ADDRESS THIS PHENOMENON? 

 

 

Q35: THE INCREASED DIGITALISATION OF INVESTMENT SERVICES, ALSO BRINGS THE POSSIBILITY TO 

PROVIDE INVESTMENT SERVICES ACROSS OTHER MEMBER STATES WITH LITTLE EXTRA EFFORT. 

THIS IS EVIDENCED BY THE RAPID EXPANSION OF ONLINE BROKERS ACROSS EUROPE. DO YOU 

OBSERVE ISSUES CONNECTED TO THIS INCREASED CROSS-BORDER PROVISION OF SERVICES? 

PLEASE ELABORATE. 

 

 

Q36: DO YOU OBSERVE AN INCREASING RELIANCE OF RETAIL CLIENTS ON INFORMATION SHARED ON 

SOCIAL MEDIA (INCLUDING ANY INFORMATION SHARED BY INFLUENCERS) TO BASE THEIR 

INVESTMENT DECISIONS? PLEASE EXPLAIN AND, IF POSSIBLE, PROVIDE DETAILS AND EXAMPLES. DO 

THOSE IMPROVE OR HAMPER THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS FOR CLIENTS? 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q37: WHAT ARE, IN YOUR OPINION, THE RISKS AND BENEFITS CONNECTED TO THE USE OF SOCIAL 

MEDIA AS PART OF THE INVESTMENT PROCESS AND ARE THERE SPECIFIC CHANGES THAT SHOULD 

BE INTRODUCED IN THE REGULATORY FRAMEWORK TO ADDRESS THIS NEW TREND? 

 

 

Conflict of interest plus given the black-box algorithm that in other contexts are suspected to be manipulative, seems 

very dangerous to apply it to the financial sphere. 

There are some discussion about ruling social network – transparency on how the algorithm works, even for no 

regulated entities. Transparency is in our view key. 

 

 

Q38: ARE YOU AWARE OF THE PRACTICES BY WHICH INVESTMENT FIRMS OUTSOURCE MARKETING 

CAMPAIGNS TO ONLINE PLATFORM PROVIDERS/AGENCIES THAT EXECUTE SOCIAL MEDIA 

MARKETING FOR THEM, AND DO YOU KNOW HOW THE QUALITY OF SUCH CAMPAIGN IS BEING 

SAFEGUARDED? 

 

 

Q39: HAVE YOU OBSERVED DIFFERENT CHARACTERISTICS OF RETAIL CLIENTS, SUCH AS RISK 

PROFILES OR TRADING BEHAVIOUR, DEPENDING ON WHETHER THE RESPECTIVE CLIENT GROUP 

BASES THEIR INVESTMENT DECISION ON INFORMATION SHARED ON SOCIAL MEDIA VERSUS A CLIENT 

GROUP THAT DOES NOT BASE THEIR INVESTMENT DECISION ON SOCIAL MEDIA INFORMATION? 

PLEASE ELABORATE. 

 

 

Q40: DO YOU HAVE ANY EVIDENCE THAT THE USE OF SOCIAL MEDIA (INCLUDING COPY/MIRROR 

TRADING) HAS FACILITATED THE SPREADING OF MISLEADING INFORMATION ABOUT FINANCIAL 

PRODUCTS AND/OR INVESTMENT STRATEGIES? PLEASE ELABORATE AND SHARE DATA IF POSSIBLE 

 

 

Q41: HAVE YOU OBSERVED INCREASED RETAIL TRADING OF ‘MEME STOCKS’, I.E. EQUITIES THAT 

EXPERIENCE SPIKES IN MENTIONS ON SOCIAL MEDIA? PLEASE SHARE ANY EVIDENCE OF SUCH 

TRADING AND, IF POSSIBLE, STATISTICS ON OUTCOMES FOR RETAIL INVESTORS TRADING SUCH 

INSTRUMENTS. 

 

 

Q42: DO YOU CONSIDER THAT THE CURRENT REGULATORY FRAMEWORK CONCERNING WARNINGS 

PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION FOR RETAIL INVESTORS? IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN AND PLEASE 

DESCRIBE WHICH CHANGES TO THE CURRENT REGULATORY FRAMEWORK YOU WOULD DEEM 

NECESSARY AND WHY. 

 

 

Q43: DO YOU BELIEVE THAT CONSUMERS WOULD BENEFIT FROM THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN ‘OPEN 

FINANCE’ APPROACH SIMILARLY TO WHAT IS HAPPENING FOR OPEN BANKING AND THE PROVISION 

OF CONSUMER CREDIT, MORTGAGES, ETC? PLEASE EXPLAIN BY PROVIDING CONCRETE EXAMPLES 

AND OUTLINE ESPECIALLY WHAT YOU BELIEVE ARE THE BENEFITS FOR RETAIL INVESTORS. 

 

As wealth is being transferred from the Baby Boomer generation to the Millennials, it is clear that the way this new 

generation wants to buy financial services is different. They expect a better customer experience centered on their 

needs and much more digital that what is available today. They will also look at simplifying and speeding up the 

process of buying financial services as well as look at them from a different angles (more ESG oriented for instance). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Open Finance, as open banking today to a certain extent, should help (and certainly should aim) to meet those 

requirements. 

 

Concretely, Open Finance should considerably enhance the digital experience of consumers simplifying access, 

giving 360° views, lightened administrative burden and make services cheaper. 

 

However, as explained above, although we see the tremendous opportunities offered by digital, we also believe that 

it should be an additional choice available to clients, but not the only choice. We see a lot of merit in keeping also 

both physical disclosure and physical advice in order to involve in capital markets also retail investors with a low 

financial and/or digital education. 

 

Q44: WHAT ARE, IN YOUR OPINION, THE MAIN RISKS THAT MIGHT ORIGINATE FROM THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF OPEN FINANCE? WHAT DO YOU SEE AS THE MAIN RISKS FOR RETAIL INVESTORS? 

PLEASE EXPLAIN AND PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW THESE RISKS COULD BE MITIGATED AS PART OF THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF AN OPEN FINANCE FRAMEWORK. 

 

There are several potential risks that could be associated with Open Finance: 

 

- Data related risks 

 

As consumer data is shared between actors, it will be important to make sure that consumer approval is properly 

obtained, maintained and that consumers can have access to their data removing sharing approval or correcting 

mistakes. 

Data will need to be properly secured, as more data are stored on consumers, risks of leakage, fraud could increase 

as well as their consequences. 

Level playing access to data: as Open Finance potentially covers various areas of the financial industry, it will be 

important to allow fair and equivalent access to / by all actors in the different parts of the finance industry. 

 

- Financial literacy of consumers 

 

Among the main issues related to Finance in various European countries, is the problem of consumer education. 

It will be key, as Open Finance is implemented and as innovations are hopefully brought to the market, that consumer 

financial education is improved at the same time in order for them to understand the pros and cons of those new 

products. 

 

- Non regulated actors 

 

Another risk associated to Open Finance is the fact that non regulated actors could start entering certain areas of the 

market without providing consumers with the same level of protection / security of the established firm. This could 

create unfair advantages to those actors to capture market share because of a lower cost base and potentially lead 

to a loss of confidence in the system by consumers should a problem arise. 

 

- Winner takes all / platform effect 

 

While this problem is probably some years away, the potential objective of participants in the Open Finance markets 

could be to create Financial Platforms / Ecosystems of solutions that could ultimately dominate large part of the 

industry benefiting from the platform effect and the difficulty for smaller actors / consumers to find alternatives. It is 

not impossible that an open Finance concept could in some years evolve the way the internet has with a few large 

firms dominating the market. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q45: WHICH CLIENT INVESTOR DATA COULD BE SHARED IN THE CONTEXT OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

AN OPEN FINANCE FRAMEWORK FOR INVESTMENTS (E.G., PRODUCT INFORMATION; CLIENT’S 

BALANCE INFORMATION; CLIENT’S INVESTMENT HISTORY/TRANSACTION DATA; CLIENT’S 

APPROPRIATENESS/SUITABILITY PROFILE)? 

 

All investment data should be shared provided that the consumer has agreed to it. 

 

 

Q46: WHAT ARE THE MAIN BARRIERS AND OPERATIONAL CHALLENGES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

OPEN FINANCE (E.G., UNWILLINGNESS OF FIRMS TO SHARE DATA FOR COMMERCIAL REASONS; 

LEGAL BARRIERS; TECHNICAL/IT COMPLEXITY; HIGH COSTS FOR INTERMEDIARIES; OTHER)? PLEASE 

EXPLAIN. 

 

While Open Banking is now a reality with the introduction of DSP2 in 2018, it is still centered around a very small part 

of the industry mainly payments and account aggregation. 

 

Removing legal barriers and ensuring an EU wide integration and harmonization between countries will be key to 

create the right environment for Open Finance to take off. 

 

 

Q47: DO YOU SEE THE NEED TO FOSTER DATA PORTABILITY AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 

PORTABLE DIGITAL IDENTITY? PLEASE OUTLINE THE MAIN ELEMENTS THAT A DIGITAL IDENTITY 

FRAMEWORK SHOULD BE FOCUSING ON. 

 

Data portability and development of a digital identity will be key to sustain the raise of Open Finance. The framework 

should be centered on the consumer who has to remain easily in control of its data. This is the only way to create the 

trust necessary for consumer acceptance of that new model. 

 

 

Q48: DO YOU CONSIDER THAT REGULATORY INTERVENTION IS NECESSARY AND USEFUL TO HELP 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF OPEN FINANCE? PLEASE OUTLINE ANY SPECIFIC AMENDMENTS TO MIFID II OR 

ANY OTHER RELEVANT LEGISLATION. 

 

Yes, the regulator should ensure that a proper level playing field exists between industry participants and that 

consumers can benefit from the same level of protection. 

 

 

Q49: WHAT DO YOU CONSIDER AS THE KEY CONDITIONS THAT WOULD ALLOW OPEN FINANCE TO 

DEVELOP IN A WAY THAT DELIVERS THE BEST OUTCOMES FOR BOTH FINANCIAL MARKET 

PARTICIPANTS AND CUSTOMERS? PLEASE EXPLAIN. 

 

The key conditions for the success of Open Finance are the ones developed in the answers from Q43 to Q48: 

 

- Consumer financial literacy. 

- Consumer controls over their data. 

- Competitive level playing field between industry participants. 

- Harmonization of implementation between EU countries. 

 


