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Summary 
 

Transparency and comparability of bank account fees: adopt EU legislation 
requiring standardisation of all terminology linked to current accounts; develop 
glossaries of terms covering all the terminology linked to current accounts; fully 
standardise the presentation of the lists of fees: terminology used in these lists 
must be exactly the same as those provided in the glossary; prevent banks from 
levying any fees and charges not stated in the lists of fees; develop regularly 
updated independent price comparison websites accessible to all consumers. 

 

Switching between payment account providers: adopt EU legislation on 
switching and ensure its proper enforcement and supervision; allow cross-border 
switching of bank accounts; set up an account number portability system to achieve 
a seamless and hassle-free switching experience for all European consumers; take 
into account existing best practices to improve the switching service; provide better 
information and training of bank staff.  

 

Access to a basic payment account: adopt EU legislation to ensure access to a 
basic payment account for all of Europe’s consumers (a significant number of 
consumers experience difficulties in opening bank accounts at national and cross-
border level; past experience in different Member States shows that self-regulation 
is not proving effective; the Commission Recommendation adopted last year has 
not led to significant changes at Member State level); ensure that basic payment 
accounts are accessible to all consumers, including those who do not need 
additional services attached to a conventional account; harmonise the 
interpretations of anti-money laundering and anti-terrorist financing rules at the EU 
level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

3 

BEUC welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the European Commission 
consultation on bank accounts. Financial inclusion, transparency and comparability 
of bank fees and account switching are among BEUC’s priority topics. We also invite 
you to read our previous contributions to public consultations, hearings and 
workshops organised by the European Commission and Parliament1. 
 
We appreciate the fact that the obvious link between the three topics have been 
taken into account by the Commission to ensure coherence between the policy 
measures which should follow the consultation.  
 
The Commission consultation document summarises very well the expectations of 
consumer organisations with respect to bank accounts: “Consumers should have 
access to bank account services anywhere in the EU, whatever their Member State 
of permanent residence is, and should be able to easily switch bank account 
providers, including on a cross-border mode. All this requires transparent and 
comparable information on fees related to bank accounts.”  
 
It is widely acknowledged that in order to live a normal life, integrate into society, 
and reap the benefits offered by the Single Market, any consumer needs to be able 
to open a payment account with all the essential services attached to it, such as a 
debit card, credit transfer, direct debit, account statement, online banking, cash 
depositing and withdrawal both at the counter and ATM; etc. Furthermore, in most 
cases consumers do not even have a choice as salaries, social security benefits and 
pensions are usually paid into bank accounts, in the same way as taxes are 
increasingly paid out electronically. Basic ‘no-frills’ (i.e. low-cost) payment services 
may potentially meet the needs of a large number of consumers who do not 
necessarily make use of all the services included in conventional (and often 
expensive) packaged offers.   
 
There is also plenty of evidence of non-transparent and difficult to compare bank 
tariffs, where most people do not know how much they are paying for banking 
services, packages and additional services not included in the package, various 
penalty charges, where information is often not consumer friendly and timely. 
Furthermore, in the absence of the transparency and comparability of offers across 
providers within national boundaries, as well as across-border, markets cannot be 
competitive and consumers cannot be expected to shop around for better deals.  
 
Last but not least, if all the obstacles to account switching are not removed so as to 
achieve a harmonised, seamless and hassle-free switching experience for all 
European consumers, comparability of offers will have only a marginal effect.  
 
Please find below BEUC’s responses to the consultation questions which contain 
national examples and survey figures carried out by BEUC members. 

                                           
1 BEUC position papers and studies are available here 

http://beuc.eu/Content/Default.asp?PageID=2143
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1. Transparency and comparability of bank account fees 
 
Question 1: Do you consider that the information provided by banks on bank 
account fees is presented to consumers in a sufficiently clear manner and easy 
to compare between banks? What good practices could you identify? What are 
the persisting shortcomings? Do you think that amendments to the transparency 
obligations in the Payment Services Directive (2007/64/EC) could address those 
shortcomings? 
 
BEUC answer 
 

For many years, consumer organisations have pointed to a lack of transparency 
of bank fees. On several occasions, BEUC has provided examples of bank 
practices in different countries and how those practices harm consumers2. We 
are pleased to see the European Commission data confirm those of consumer 
organisations3.  
 
On 18 March 2010, the Commission organised a workshop to discuss the causes 
of the lack of transparency and incomparability of fees and what measures 
should be taken to enable consumers to shop around for better deals and spur 
competition.  
 
The main causes identified by BEUC were as follows: 
 

• Complex and variable business models of banks across countries; 
• Cross-subsidisation; 
• Existence of packaged offers; 
• The level of charges and charging structures; 
• Useless innovations and varying terminology across banks; 
• Lack of a clear legislative framework. 

 
As a follow-up to the workshop, in August 2010 Commissioner Barnier invited 
the European Banking Industry Committee (EBIC) to develop and implement 
appropriate solutions to ensure proper understanding and comparability of bank 
fees throughout the EU. The Commission requested that consumer 
representatives be closely associated with this project. Regrettably, almost two 
years after the kick-off meeting and numerous technical meetings between 
EBIC, BEUC and the Commission, the banking industry has failed to deliver an 
acceptable proposal which meets the requests of BEUC and of the European 
Commission4. This decision did not come as a surprise to us, considering the 
failures of self-regulation in the financial services area in the past.  
 

                                           
2 BEUC comments to the workshop are mentioned in the Commission consultation paper.  
3 See DG SANCO study in 2009 
4 See BEUC requests with regard to the “transparency and comparability of bank account fees”, Oct 2011   

http://www.beuc.org/Content/Default.asp?PageID=2143
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Below are some examples of the situation at national level: 
 
France 
 
Since 2005 banks are obliged to provide consumers with free access to their lists 
of fees at their premises. However, an UFC-Que Choisir study in 2010 showed 
that 40% of banks did not comply with this obligation. Moreover, the lists of fees 
are not at all readable: around 20 pages, with more than 300 fees! Consumers 
cannot easily determine which service is the most suitable5.  
 
Since the 1st of January 2011, French banks have agreed to provide a list of 10 
basic fees and details on bank account fees actually paid annually (since 2009) 
and monthly (since 2011). However, there are persistent shortcomings: 
 

• The consumer is unaware of what he actually pays (fees are debited from 
his bank account without prior information); as he doesn’t know the 
amount of the bank fees, he cannot anticipate the debit. In addition, it is 
extremely difficult to challenge an unlawful fee ex-post, which would 
become easier if information was provided to the consumer prior to the 
debit. 
 

• There is no harmonised way of informing consumers about bank fees, i.e. 
each bank chooses its particular way to do it and even within the same 
bank, the way to present fees varies according to the service provided. In 
the same prices list, fees can be presented in 5 different ways: monthly, 
for a quarter, for a semester, annually and for each operation. As a 
result, it is very difficult for consumers to compare prices. 

 
Italy  
 
The Bank of Italy has intervened several times on the issue of transparency and 
comparability. As of January 1 2010 it has introduced a synthetic indicator of the 
cost (ISC) of different packaged accounts for six different user profiles (seven, 
considering the ordinary account). For each profile, two ISC are indicated, with 
transactions made mainly at the bank counter and online. However, this ISC 
current account has limitations and cannot be considered a comprehensive 
indicator of the account cost. For example, it does not consider tax burdens 
(stamp duty), interest income or interest expense.  
 
The Bank of Italy has also introduced a standard prices list, with the same items 
mentioned in the same order, to facilitate comparison between different offers6. 
All dated and updated prices lists must be available to the public at bank 
branches and on the websites. 

                                           
5« Tarifs et mobilité bancaire: Le désolant palmarès des banques », UFC-Que Choisir, octobre 2010 
6 http://www.bancaditalia.it/vigilanza/normativa/norm_bi/disposizioni-
vig/trasparenza_operazioni/Allegato-4A.pdf  

http://image.quechoisir.org/var/ezflow_site/storage/original/application/961abc610b3b1f8bd82e9ad5ed117a5f.pdf
http://www.bancaditalia.it/vigilanza/normativa/norm_bi/disposizioni-vig/trasparenza_operazioni/Allegato-4A.pdf
http://www.bancaditalia.it/vigilanza/normativa/norm_bi/disposizioni-vig/trasparenza_operazioni/Allegato-4A.pdf
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Belgium 
 
In general, the information on fees provided by the banks is insufficiently clear 
and transparent. It is not at all easy to compare offers between different banks. 
There are numerous fees and it is often difficult or even impossible for a 
consumer to predict how much it will cost to use an account. Indeed, this 
depends on the customer profile, from those making several small cash value 
withdrawals or those taking fewer but larger withdrawal amounts; printing 
account statements at self-bank or receiving them by post; withdrawing money 
from your bank or other banks’ ATMs, etc. 
 
Moreover, account statements do not indicate the fees corresponding to each 
operation. The consumer's attention is not drawn to these accumulating costs. 
Even based on yearly account statements, it is difficult for consumers to draw 
conclusions and adapt their behaviour accordingly. If information on costs was 
provided at the right time (e.g. when making a withdrawal) or in the right form 
(appropriate account statements), it would help consumers to reduce their costs. 
 
The packages proposed by banks make comparison even more difficult. For 
example, with packages which include 36 free withdrawals from other banks’ 
ATMs, the consumer is not informed when he goes over the limit of free 
withdrawals and he is unaware that further withdrawals will cost him 0.50 Euros 
(see e.g. ING packages). 
 
In addition, sometimes banks deliberately make their terms unreadable (see 
Test-Achats’ letter to ING in Annex 1). 
 
Portugal 
 
Currently, information is provided in a harmonised manner by all banks. In their 
leaflet ‘Fees and Expenses’, banks indicate the maximum fees of products and 
services which can be charged to consumers. This document is subject to 
supervision by the Portuguese Authority – Banco de Portugal. Banks cannot 
charge any fees not included in this leaflet.  
 
Our Portuguese member DECO reports a large disparity between banks as 
regards the level of fees. In addition, banks are not always able to provide 
information about the existence or not of a real equivalence between a fee and 
the cost of this service – which leads to non-transparent fees. It has also been 
observed that, within the defined model of the leaflets, each institution 
determines its own fees and its designation. So, despite the established 
framework, a lack of consistency certainly still exists among some concepts, e.g. 
the same services have different names. 
 
Germany 
 
It is not easy to compare the prices of bank accounts and related services in 
Germany. A lot of offers bundle services, some even for ‘free’, but often these 
offers carry conditions – mainly a minimum amount of money to be credited to 
the account per month - otherwise monthly fees apply. 
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A huge set of extra fees, which may be quite specific to each group or 
institution, may be charged either occasionally like extra fees for repeated bank 
account statements, additional charges for using different bank cards and credit 
cards at third party ATMs with partner networks of varying dimensions, fees for 
the use of non-Euro payments etc. While some fees are high and only apply 
occasionally, others may be small but frequent. Terms and conditions may differ 
strongly creating a first barrier to comparability. Practices also vary widely. For 
example, while some institutions charge only postage for re-sending a bank 
account statement, others cash in up to 15 Euros per single bank statement. 
 
Prices lists are not accessible in the same way everywhere. A recent sweep 
study showed that only 52% of financial institutions actually published at least 
some basic prices lists on their web page7. Often only the general fees of the 
bundled offers are indicated, without the extra costs. Some institutions referred 
to the price lists at their local branches, but it might be difficult even there to 
find a list and get a copy to compare different offers8. 
 
United Kingdom 
 
In the UK, 85% of consumers hold a current account that is fee-free when in 
credit9. However, an investigation by the OFT in 2008 found that charges levied 
by banks for unauthorised overdrafts were excessive, with banks generating 
£2.5 billion in insufficient funds charges and a further £450 million in arranged 
overdraft charges10. In addition, banks also generated £4.1bn from interest 
foregone. An updated study published in 2010 found that banks had generated 
£2.52bn in insufficient funds charges in 200911.  
 
In the period between the studies, the OFT tried to address the causes leading 
to the outcome of the study by working with industry and consumer groups to 
make these charges more transparent. Although consumer groups contributed to 
this work they always made it clear that they were not convinced that 
transparency alone would resolve the issue, but that the regulator also needed 
to be in a position to address the level of charges.  
 
The outcome of the second study published in September 2010 showed that 
despite a significant number of changes introduced by banks to make the 
charges more transparent, this did not result in a significant reduction of 
insufficient funds charges.  
 
Which?, our UK member, carried out consumer testing on the transparency of 
charges in November 2011 and published an article in February 2012. In the 
test, 12 consumers, including someone studying for a PhD in mathematics, were 

                                           
7http://www.verbraucher.de/mediabig/190871A.pdf 
http://www.verbraucher.de/UNIQ133216930523242/link1041971A.html  
8 See also a survey run by Stiftung Warentest on fees applied by 1610 banks by December 2011 
9 Mintel: Packaged and Current Accounts – UK, June 2011. 
10 OFT: Personal current accounts in the UK – a market study. 
11 OFT: Personal current accounts in the UK Progress update September 2010 

http://www.verbraucher.de/mediabig/190871A.pdf
http://www.verbraucher.de/UNIQ133216930523242/link1041971A.html
http://www.test.de/themen/geldanlage-banken/test/Girokonto-Deutschlands-Konten-im-Test-4320188-4328806/
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asked to calculate the overdraft charges levied by four different banks for a 
specific scenario. Consumers only managed to accurately calculate the charges 
for 7 out of the 48 calculations (see Which? article in Annex 2)12.  
 

****** 
 
As mentioned in the Commission consultation paper, the Payment Services 
Directive (PSD) does not contain specific provisions as to the manner of 
presentation of information to the consumer, notably as regards price 
information. Furthermore, the PSD does not cover all services linked to a current 
bank account. Amendments to the transparency obligations in the PSD would 
not be sufficient: there is a need for detailed legislation, as this is the only 
means to ensure the information is adapted to consumer needs, at both the pre-
contractual stage to help consumers choose their bank, and later on13. 
 
 
Question 2: Do you think that standardising bank account fee terminology could help to 
provide more transparent and comparable information on fees? If terminology were to be 
standardised, should that standardisation cover all fees or only some of them? If only 
some of them, on the basis of which criteria should they be chosen? Should terminology 
be standardised at national or EU level? 
 
BEUC answer 
 

Varying terminology among banks to describe the same products and services is 
one of the main reasons why it is difficult for consumers to understand and 
compare prices. In France for example, “frais de tenue de compte” vs. “frais de 
services bancaires“; “commission d'intervention“ vs. “commission de forçage”. In 
Portugal, different names are also used for the same fee: dossier fee, process 
fee, contract fee. In Belgium, an interest rate which includes penalty charges is 
called an interest charge by ING. This bank also uses a double definition of 
electronic transactions (see Annex 1). 
 
Varying terminology is also used by banks to avoid the application of court 
rulings. That is what happened in France with the “frais de forçage” and 
“commission d’intervention” further to a Court of Cassation’s judgment 
forbidding the application of “frais de forçage” in instances of overdraft and 
stating that such a fee should be directly integrated in the overdraft rate. Banks, 
in order to avoid this ban have changed the terminology and replaced “frais de 
forçage” by “commission d’intervention”, whereas the operation is strictly the 
same.  
 
Therefore, standardisation of terminology would definitely help provide more 
transparent and comparable information on fees. The scope should cover all the 
fees linked to a current account. Otherwise, financial institutions will always find 

                                           
12 Which? Money, February 2012 “Bank charges: how clear are they?” 
13 See BEUC response to the PSMEG consultation on the review of the Payment Services Directive 
and of the Regulation 924/2009 on cross-border payments, Apr 2012.  
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a way to circumvent the rules by dissimulating various fees and charges which 
would jeopardise the outcome of the whole initiative.  
 
Moreover, even if a majority of consumers in a particular country use the same 
services, all consumers, including the most atypical, are entitled to access clear 
and comparable information for the services they use. 
 
In each Member State, only one name must apply to each service or product and 
technical and legal terms and jargon must be avoided as much as possible. 
Consumer testing of the terminology must be carried out to verify their 
understanding and improve the terminology if necessary.  
 
Standardisation of the terminology at EU level should be set as medium to long 
term goal to achieve the Single Market for financial services and enable 
consumers to shop around at cross-border level. Nevertheless, taking account of 
differences among the Member States and even within each country as regards 
current bank account offers, the first step should be to standardise the 
terminology at national level. Next step should be to standardise or approximate 
the terminology at EU level.  
 
 
Question 3: Do you think that glossaries of terms and standardised lists of bank fees 
would facilitate comparability? If so, what format and content should this information 
have? What body/forum would you consider appropriate to develop such a 
glossary/standardised list of fees? 
 
BEUC answer 
 

Standardised glossaries of terms must be developed in each Member State 
with gradual harmonisation at EU level. Glossaries must include all the 
terminology linked to current accounts, be simple, short and clear. Glossaries 
are already available in many Member States (e.g. Denmark, France, Portugal, 
Belgium, etc.). However they are not always considered by consumer 
organisations as really helpful to consumers (e.g. Belgium and France). In 
France, a glossary exists since 2005, but not by law: it is the outcome of an 
agreement between banks and consumer associations. However, this glossary is 
very difficult to find at bank branches and on the internet. Moreover, banks’ 
information leaflets do not include the glossary. In Belgium, a glossary proposed 
by Febelfin (Belgian Financial Sector Federation) was discussed at the 
Consumption Council. The discussion has ultimately been interrupted at the 
request of Febelfin. In Italy, the glossaries currently found in contracts and 
information sheets provided by banks are also considered too complicated.  
 
The presentation of lists of bank fees must also be fully standardised (text 
format, organisation of fees into chapters, highlighting) and terminology used in 
these lists must be exactly the same as provided in the glossary. Unit prices 
(e.g. direct debit, credit transfer, debit card, credit card, overdraft fees, etc.) 
must appear at the top of the tariff brochure, i.e. before packages. It would be a 
way to inform consumers that they have a choice between à la carte services 
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and packages. Tariff brochure must not be a commercial document but only 
serve informational purpose.  
 
Currently at Member State level, lists of fees vary in size and presentation 
format, making them difficult to compare.  
 
Standardisation should cover all fees, including insurance premiums linked 
with some bank services (e.g. overdraft insurance, credit card insurance) and 
interest paid on credit balances. Banks should not be allowed to levy any fees 
and charges not stated in the lists of fees. This is the only way to ensure that 
consumers receive timely information on all fees and charges before entering a 
contract and during the contractual relationship. For example, an overdraft fee 
(and its level) should never be a surprise to the consumer.  
 
Partial standardisations would not be acceptable, as this would not address the 
issue of comparability. For example, in France as an initial step towards full 
standardisation of the tariff list as of 1st January 2011 banks have to provide a 
standard list of 10 services. Industry representatives argue that the list is 
composed of the 10 most used services. It is however doubtful that account 
balance information by SMS is among most requested services.  
 
We strongly refute the argument that full standardisation would stifle financial 
innovation. Indeed, current bank account offers with all the products and 
services attached (payment cards, direct debit, credit transfer, ATM withdrawal, 
internet and mobile banking, overdraft facility, etc.) are among the simplest 
financial products and are quite similar across banks. Applying different names 
to the same services and fees with the purpose of dissimulating those fees is not 
a socially useful innovation. Furthermore, with full standardisation banks will not 
be prevented from using ‘brand names’ next to the standard names of each 
service.  
 
Relevant national public authorities must lead the project at each national level. 
The national authorities must consult consumer representatives and the financial 
sector and carry out consumer testing of glossaries and lists of fees to ensure 
they are user-friendly and deliver on consumer expectations. Account must be 
taken of existing best practices when developing the glossaries and standardised 
lists of fees. Work carried out at national level should be coordinated by the 
European Commission in order to achieve future harmonisation at EU level. 
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Question 4: In order to further increase bank account fee transparency and 
comparability, which of the following tools should be considered: 
 
i) comparison websites managed by public authorities 
ii) standardised cost simulations to be provided by banks 
iii) standardised representative examples to be provided by banks 
iv) surveys by consumer organisations/financial ombudsman 
v) any other tools you consider relevant? 
 
Should any of them be made compulsory? What would be the likely costs? 
 
BEUC answer 
 

Regularly updated comparison websites accessible to all consumers should be 
made compulsory. The websites should be run by public bodies or in cooperation 
between public bodies and consumer organisations so that information reaches 
as many consumers as possible. Banks should be bound to regularly provide 
data on bank accounts so as to ensure their responsibility for the reliability of 
the data. 
 
The comparison websites should offer two types of information:  
 

• General information - lists of fees of individual banks;  
• Personalised information based on the needs of individual consumers. 

Consumers would be asked several questions to identify their needs in 
relation to current accounts, e.g. monthly number of payment 
transactions through debit card, credit transfer, debit card, etc. Account 
must be taken of existing best practices. Such tools are already in place 
in several Member States, e.g. Spain, Belgium, Slovenia, Italy, as 
identified by the Commission inventory, including the databases run by 
consumer organisations14.  

 
A centralised EU website must provide links to the national comparison 
websites. Information should be provided for people on the move (students, 
workers), as well as for consumers who would like to open accounts in a country 
where they do not live or work. Possibilities for comparative testing should be 
examined.  
 
Extensive and continuous information campaigns must be run by financial 
institutions, EU and national authorities and consumer organisations to raise 
consumer awareness of the comparison websites. The websites must also be 
promoted together with account switching services in order to help consumers 
who would like to switch their bank accounts to find better deals elsewhere.  
 
As regards cost simulations to be provided by banks, they would raise the 
question of the methodology used: banks would include their most competitive 

                                           
14 “Market study of the current state of play in Member States regarding initiatives in bank fee 
transparency and comparability in personal current bank accounts”, European Commission, Jan 2012 

http://ec.europa.eu/consumers/rights/docs/1912012_market_study_en.pdf
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services in their simulations. A harmonised questionnaire to be used by all banks 
would not be a solution either as it can be easily diverted: banks would probably 
change their pricing structure so that they can appear cheaper than their 
competitors with regard to the fees included in the questionnaire. In tandem, 
they would increase fees not covered by the questionnaire, e.g. overdraft fees.  
 
Standardised representative examples to be provided by banks would be 
biased, as a representative client does not exist. This could mislead consumers 
who are not in a position to clearly see whether the example provided could be 
transposed to their own situation. If the lists of fees are made fully standardised, 
they would become more consumer-friendly and more usable for independent 
comparison databases.   
 
In the UK, banks agreed to provide standardised representative examples of 
unauthorised overdrafts. However, so far no evidence has been provided that 
the provision of these examples has enabled consumers to choose the right bank 
account. UK consumer groups raised concerns that without the provision of data 
on a consumer’s bank account usage, most consumers would find it difficult to 
identify the scenario which applied to them 
 
 
Question 5: What level of detail should the information on actual fees paid have and how 
frequently should it be provided to the account holder? Would having comparable 
information on the fees actually paid encourage consumer mobility, including on a cross-
border basis? 
 
BEUC answer 
 

Transparent and comparable information is needed at both pre-contractual and 
post-contractual stages. Indeed, very few consumers know how much they pay 
for bank fees on a yearly basis. This may include the price for packaged 
accounts; additional services not included in the package, such as ATM 
withdrawals abroad, exchange rate charges, interest and penalties for authorised 
and unauthorised overdrafts, etc. Therefore, consumers are not in a position to 
assess whether their bank is cheaper or more expensive in comparison to other 
offers available on the market.  
 
Hence, consumers must receive monthly and annual fee statements free of 
charge. These statements must have standard format for presentation of all fees 
and charges the consumer has paid during the past period. Account must be 
taken of existing best practices.  
 
The annual fee statement must also include foregone interest income based on a 
best performing savings account that consumers ‘lose’ by keeping high credit 
balances on their current account. In fact, net interest revenue constitutes an 
important source of banks’ income in certain Member States, e.g. the UK15. This 
information would warn consumers about potential revenue they could earn by 
e.g. depositing their excessive credit balance on a savings account.  
                                           
15 See OFT study on “Personal current accounts in the UK”, July 2008 

http://www.oft.gov.uk/shared_oft/reports/financial_products/OFT1005.pdf
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Question 6: What other measures/instruments should be considered in order to improve 
the transparency and comparability of bank fees? Please describe and indicate at which 
level (national or EU) you consider they should be taken. 
 
BEUC answer 
 

As enforcement of legislation is essential to really protect consumers, we 
consider that all national financial supervisors should be equipped with sufficient 
resources and powers in order to ensure an appropriate level of supervision of 
future legislation on bank accounts16. 
 
 
2. Switching between payment account providers  
 
Question 7: Do banks in the Member State where you have a bank account offer a 
switching service? If yes, is it in line with the Common Principles on bank account 
switching described above? Is information on the conditions of switching presented in a 
consumer friendly manner? 
 
Question 8: If a switching service in line with the Common Principles is offered by banks 
in the Member State where you have a bank account, does it remove all obstacles to 
bank account switching? If not, what obstacles remain? Provide examples of good 
practices and persisting obstacles encountered. 
 
Question 9: Should the Common Principles remain voluntary? What do you consider are 
the advantages or disadvantages of making them compulsory at EU level? What would be 
the likely costs? 
 
Question 10: Should switching principles/measures also cover cross-border switching of 
bank accounts? 
 
Question 11: According to you, how important is the risk of having receipts, bills and 
payments misdirected when switching bank accounts? What measures could be 
considered to make the switching process safer? 
 
Question 12: What obstacles, if any, are still faced by account providers that are smaller 
or established in another Member State to expand their client base or to enter new 
markets? Are these connected to problems with switching facilities? 
 
Question 13: What other measures should be considered to improve bank account 
switching? Please describe. 
 
  

                                           
16 See BEUC study and position paper “Financial supervision – Protecting consumer interests in the 
retail financial services area: need for independent and efficient national supervisors everywhere in 
the EU”, December 2011 

http://www.beuc.org/Content/Default.asp?PageID=2143
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BEUC answer 
BEUC has been actively involved in the account switching issue since the 
development of the Common Principles for Bank Account Switching by the 
European Banking Industry Committee (EBIC) in 2008. This code-of-conduct was 
an excellent opportunity for the banking sector to demonstrate that self-
regulation in the financial services sector achieves the objectives set and is a 
preferable alternative to binding legislation, as is usually claimed by industry 
stakeholders.  
 
The results of the Commission monitoring report three years after the entry into 
force of the EBIC code evidenced the opposite conclusion. We share the 
statement made by Commissioner Barnier on the day of the report’s publication:  
 
“The results of the study published today explain why consumers change their 
banks so rarely.  If consumers are not able to easily switch bank accounts, they 
cannot take advantage of better and cheaper banking services on offer 
elsewhere.  The single market is thus deprived of the competitive drive that 
leads to innovation, cost savings and better quality banking services. This, in the 
long-run, can prove to be an obstacle to growth.”17 
 
It is worth mentioning that mystery shoppers were instructed to switch at least 
one standing order from an old bank account to a new bank account. However, 
in practice consumers often have more than one standing order and direct debit 
with their account. This means the risk of unsuccessful switching of direct debits 
and standing orders is higher.  
 
The results of the Commission’s mystery shopping study basically replicated 
BEUC’s earlier findings. In 2010, BEUC and its members carried out a monitoring 
of banks’ compliance with the Common Principles for Bank Account Switching in 
a selected number of Western and Eastern European countries. The monitoring 
consisted of the following three steps: monitoring of bank websites (covering the 
EU27 and Norway), collecting consumer testimonies about their recent switching 
experience and ‘mystery shopping’ exercises. Non-compliance by banks with the 
Common Principles was found in many countries with regard to the availability of 
consumer information on bank websites and at bank branches, bank staff 
preparedness to inform and help consumers with the switching service; transfer 
of direct debit mandates between banks and switching delays18.  
 
More recently, a survey carried out in France found out that 40% of French 
consumers have problems when switching bank accounts: the time gap for 
switching credit transfers and direct debits (29%), errors made by the new bank 
(13%), and cheques drawn on the old account (10%)19. 31% of consumers did 

                                           
17 The European Commission press release “Consumers: Switching bank accounts – 8 out of 10 
mystery shoppers faced difficulties”, 24 Feb 2012 
18 “Easy switching? – A long way to go”, BEUC Monitoring Report of the Common Principles for Bank 
Account Switching”, Jan 2011  
19 In France, the old bank is not obliged to inform the consumer in case a transaction is done on his 
old bank account, whereas the consumer has switched to another bank.  

http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=IP/12/164&
http://www.beuc.org/Content/Default.asp?PageID=2143
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not finalise the switch (33% considered the process to be too long or too 
complicated, 18.7% felt trapped by their mortgage)20.  
 
In Italy, one of the main problems is related to the delayed transfer of the 
account balance from the old account to the new one and late closure of the old 
account. This could result in payment incidents on the old account and 
unjustified account management fees charged by the old bank. Furthermore, 
according to Altroconsumo’s survey of consumers who switched accounts in the 
past 10 years, 44% did experience difficulties, of which 15% of cases were 
related to the transfer of direct debits.  
 
In January and February 2012, our Belgian member Test-Achats ran an online 
survey to assess whether the situation had changed since their last survey 2 
years before. 1004 persons responded to the survey. The responses were rather 
positive: 72% of respondents who had switched considered switching as easy or 
very easy and a little less than 10% think the process is difficult or very difficult. 
The most frequently stated problems were linked to the transfer of direct debits 
and standing orders, very long switching periods, lack of cooperation by the old 
bank, and charges imposed by the old bank. The overwhelming majority of 
consumers were in favour of account number portability, which would make the 
switching process much easier and seamless (see article by Test-Achats in 
Annex 3).  
 
As reported by our Portuguese member DECO, since the EBIC code is not 
subject to public authority supervision, few banks have signed up to it, e.g. 
Caixa Geral de Depósitos, one of the most important banks in Portugal. DECO’s 
inquiry has identified the following main reasons for mobility problems: slowness 
imposed by the old bank, delays in the restoration of the services on the new 
account, the transfer of standing orders and debit cards and delayed closure of 
the old account.  
 
In Germany, one of the major potential hassles for consumers when switching 
accounts is the transfer of all direct debits from the old account to the new one. 
Given that direct debit is among the most popular means of payment among 
German consumers, account switching implies informing numerous third parties 
about the new account credentials.  
 
BEUC requests in relation to bank account switching are below. Most of them 
were already provided in our Monitoring Report of the EBIC code and are further 
substantiated by the Commission’s mystery shopping study: 

                                           
20 « La portabilité, une attente de 61% des consommateurs à prendre en compte », UFC-Que Choisir, 
March 2012 

http://www.quechoisir.org/argent-assurance/banque-credit/service-bancaire/communique-mobilite-bancaire-la-portabilite-une-attente-de-61-des-consommateurs-a-prendre-en-compte
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• Adopt binding legislation on switching and ensure its proper 

enforcement and supervision 
 

The monitoring of the EBIC switching code shows that almost 3 years after its 
entry into force many financial institutions in several Member States still do not 
comply with it. This is not surprising since the code is not binding and does not 
foresee any penalty in case of non-compliance. Therefore, legislation is the most 
appropriate way of addressing the switching issue. The relevant national 
competent authorities should supervise and take appropriate measures in case 
of non-compliance. In this respect, all national financial supervisors should be 
endowed with sufficient resources and power in order to better protect 
consumers21. 
 
• Allow cross-border switching of bank accounts 
 
The scope of the EBIC code is limited to switching bank accounts at national 
level. If the Commission’s ultimate goal is to build a Single Market for financial 
services, promote competition, offer wider choice, better quality and more 
competitive prices to consumers, if basic payment accounts become available to 
all consumers at cross-border level, cross-border switching should also become 
possible. One may argue that implementation of the SEPA End-Date Regulation 
allows consumers to use their national payment accounts for all national and 
international payments in Euro22. However, SEPA will not open up national 
payment account markets to EU-wide competition, which can only be achieved 
by the removal of obstacles to cross-border consumer mobility. Furthermore, the 
SEPA project is limited to Euro currency transactions, whilst cross-border 
account opening and switching would cover all EU Member States and 
currencies.  
 
• Establish account number portability 
 

One of the main reasons for consumers’ painful switching experiences and their 
unwillingness to switch is the fear of losing some incoming and outgoing 
payments to the ‘new’ account. This issue obviously goes beyond the consumer-
bank relationship and involves creditors (e.g. utility companies, lenders) and 
debtors (e.g. employers, fiscal authorities) who often fail to update new account 
credentials in their databases in a timely manner. Ultimately, recurring 
payments continue to come out of the old account which may be insufficiently 
provisioned or the old account may have been closed. As a result, the consumer 
may temporarily lack funds to pay bills and also incur high overdraft charges and 
penalties.  
 

                                           
21 See BEUC study and position paper “Financial supervision – Protecting consumer interests in the 
retail financial services area: need for independent and efficient national supervisors everywhere in 
the EU”, December 2011 
22 Regulation (EU) No 260/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 March 2012 
establishing technical and business requirements for credit transfers and direct debits in euro and 
amending Regulation (EC) No 924/2009 

http://www.beuc.org/Content/Default.asp?PageID=2143
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2012:094:0022:0037:EN:PDF
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An effective remedy to this issue would be full account number portability, to 
enable consumers to keep the same account number when they move, similar to 
mobile phone number portability. Account number portability (ANP) would avoid 
significant inconvenience to consumers and would reassure them that no 
payment will be lost while switching accounts. Thus, warnings like the following 
would become unnecessary: “Make sure you ask for your credits to be redirected 
after your transfer date (We'll let you know when this is). To avoid overdraft 
charges on either account, try to keep sufficient funds in both accounts until 
your transfer date to pay bills/settle payments as they become due.”23 

 
In different countries ANP has been considered in the past. The main argument 
usually used by the opponents of ANP is the alleged huge cost of such a project. 
For example, the Dutch banking sector considers the cost of ANP in the 
Netherlands (€300-500 million) to be disproportionally high when compared to 
the expected benefits24. So, in 2003 they introduced the Interbank Switch 
Support Service (Overstapservice), which enables a 13 month automatic re-
routing to the new account of all direct debits and credit transfers destined for 
the old account25. This allows sufficient time for creditors and debtors to update 
their databases and ensures a seamless switching experience. According to 
BEUC’s Dutch member Consumentenbond, 80-100,000 use the service each year 
and the satisfaction rate is 8.5 on a scale from 0 to 1026.  
 
In Norway, a working group appointed by the Ministry of Finance assumed that 
implementing a full ANP would be too costly (up to €500 million), and rather 
considered cheaper alternatives, such as the shell model, where the extended 
number would be hidden for the customer, and will only be used within the 
infrastructure, thus working as a shell. In this model all transactions must pass 
through a central entity27. 

 
A solution similar to the Dutch one will be implemented in the UK. Following the 
report of the Independent Commission on Banking (ICB), which provided 
recommendations on how to improve the account switching service and 
consumer experience in this respect28, the UK banking community has taken the 
commitment to improve the switching service by adopting measures which will 
be implemented before September 2013. The measures match the 
recommendations within the ICB report and include establishing a ‘redirection 
service’ for all direct debits and standing orders from the old account to the new 
account during a 13 month period to ensure that incoming and outgoing 
payments are not lost when making the switch29. Our UK member Which? 
believes the recommendations by the ICB do not go far enough.  
 
                                           
23 Switching information provided by Lloyds TSB: 
24 http://www.simonl.org/docs/Thedutch.pdf   
25 http://www.nvb.nl/publicaties/switchsupportmay20061.pdf  
26 World Consumer Rights Day 2012, Campaigning for a ‘real choice’ in financial services, p. 5  
27 “Switching packs: An outline of country experience”, OECD, January 2009, p. 10 
28 Final Report, Recommendations, Independent Commission on Banking, September 2011, pp 2018-222 
29 The UK Payment Council’s response to Independent Commission on Banking’s Consultation on 
reform options, July 2011 
 

http://www.lloydstsb.com/current_accounts/switching_bank_account_to_ltsb.asp
http://www.nvb.nl/publicaties/switchsupportmay20061.pdf
http://www.consumersinternational.org/media/894988/wcrd%202012%20-%20member%20briefing%20on%20competition%20in%20financial%20services.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=DAF/COMP/WP2%282007%292/REV1&docLanguage=En
http://bankingcommission.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/07/ICB-Final-Report.pdf
http://www.paymentscouncil.org.uk/files/payments_council/payments_council_response_to_banking_commission_options_paper_july.pdf
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For the time being, the only portable number system is the Swedish Bankgiro 
system. Bankgiro is not really an account number, but an address that points to 
a bank account. All participating banks provide their customers with a universal 
Bankgiro number, which can be linked to any bank account and functions as a 
reference point to direct transactions. Companies that change their banking 
relationship do not need to inform all their business partners about the new 
account credentials. For the time being, the service is available only to corporate 
customers. There are however no technical barriers which would prevent the 
service from being extended to consumers30.  
 
To our knowledge, at European level there is no feasibility study into ANP. The 
Commission Communication in 2003 simply referred to the studies carried out 
by the banking sector in the Netherlands and the UK, concluding that “the 
balance between the practical problems which would need to be solved and the 
advantages which would arise for the Payment Service User does not justify a 
portability solution.”31 It stated that ANP implementation would not be 
compatible with the IBAN and BIC system and would therefore prove excessively 
costly. On the other side, the Communication suggested that the IBAN and BIC 
numbering system is complicated and may need to be simplified in the long-run. 
It should be mentioned here that implementation of the SEPA End-Date 
Regulation will phase-out the use of BIC by consumers by February 201632. In 
response to a Parliamentary question in September 2011, the Commission 
pointed out that the cost of an EU-wide ANP system is estimated at 14.7 billion 
Euros, which is deemed disproportionately high relative to the objective of 
enhancing customer mobility and reducing the transaction costs of the payments 
switching process33. However, it is unclear whether all the potential benefits of 
such a system were considered by the Commission and factored into the 
calculation. BEUC recommends that an EU-wide ANP system be implemented. 
We call on the Commission to launch an in-depth feasibility study to assess all 
the stated barriers (compatibility of ANP with IBAN system, lack of a central 
routing system i.e. clearing house, the necessity to close the old account before 
opening the new one because of a single account number, huge costs, etc.) and 
the expected benefits (hassle-free switching, enhanced competition, cheaper 
prices, etc.). The implementation of an ANP system would in the long run allow 
cross-border account switching, which is outside the scope of the EBIC code. As 
a viable alternative, the Swedish model could be considered (it would also be 
compatible with the IBAN/BIC standards34), while the Dutch re-routing system 
could be an intermediary solution. We fully support the recommendation made in 

                                           
30 Comment on the report from the Expert Group on customer Mobility in relation to Bank Accounts, 
BGC, August 2007 
31 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament concerning a 
New Legal Framework for Payments in the Internal Market (Consultative Document), 
COM/2003/0718 final 
32 Regulation (EU) No 260/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 March 2012 
establishing technical and business requirements for credit transfers and direct debits in euro and 
amending Regulation (EC) No 924/2009, Art 16  
33 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=E-2011-005875&language=ET  
34 Comment on the report from the Expert Group on customer Mobility in relation to Bank Accounts, 
BGC, Aug 2007, p. 5 

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/finservices-retail/docs/baeg/reply-corp-se-bgc_en.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52003DC0718:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2012:094:0022:0037:EN:PDF
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=E-2011-005875&language=ET
http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/finservices-retail/docs/baeg/reply-corp-se-bgc_en.pdf
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this respect by the consumer experts within the Commission Expert Group on 
Customer Mobility in Relation to Bank Accounts35.  
 
• Take existing best practices into account 
 

The switching service can be improved on the basis of existing best practices. 
For example, while the EBIC code provides for 14 working days switching, the 
UK Payments Council has taken the commitment to reduce the switching time to 
7 working days, which takes into account the provision of debit card, PIN, 
chequebook, activation of the re-routing service, and transfer of the account 
balance to the new bank36. This commitment provides evidence that switching 
time can be considerably shorter. Another aspect of the switching service that 
needs improvement is the role of the new bank. The EBIC code provides 
consumers with the option to choose the new bank as their primary contact 
point, in which case the new bank takes charge of the switching process. Some 
consumers however face difficulties due to the ambiguous nature of this option. 
For example: 
 

(i) They are not always informed about the option;  
(ii) They often do not know which tasks the new bank must perform37.  

 
In our view, the primary contact point role of the new bank should be the default 
option, which would provide clarity and improve the switching experience.   
 
• Provide better information and training to bank staff 
 

The EBIC code monitoring demonstrated that the consumer experience in 
relation to bank account switching depends on the level of staff preparedness 
and training of a particular bank branch, whilst all banks must comply equally 
with the same guidelines. Accordingly, better information and better training of 
bank staff would benefit banks and reduce the random variable which impacts 
on consumer experiences of switching and, more generally, the relationship 
between banks and their customers.  
 
We believe that the adoption of binding legislation would be decisive in obliging 
banks to better train their staff and offer consumers a harmonised switching 
experience across financial institutions. That being said, if an ANP system is 
implemented, the impact of human factors on the consumer switching 
experience would be considerably lessened.  
 
  

                                           
35 Report, Expert Group on Customer Mobility in Relation to Bank Accounts, June 2007, p. 33 
36 
http://www.paymentscouncil.org.uk/files/payments_council/improving_current_account_switching_-
_oct_2011.pdf  
37 For example, according to the EBIC code, the new bank is not obliged to inform third parties about 
new account credentials.  

http://ec.europa.eu/internal_market/finservices-retail/docs/baeg/report_en.pdf
http://www.paymentscouncil.org.uk/files/payments_council/improving_current_account_switching_-_oct_2011.pdf
http://www.paymentscouncil.org.uk/files/payments_council/improving_current_account_switching_-_oct_2011.pdf
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3. Access to a basic payment account 
 
To a large extent, BEUC agrees with the Commission analysis in the consultation 
paper:  
 
• Without access to basic financial services, consumers cannot enjoy all the 

benefits of the internal market. Without access to a basic payment account, a 
great deal of important financial services remains inaccessible. Moreover, bill 
payments can be more time-consuming and costly without a payment 
account, while charges can be higher for basic financial transactions such as 
cashing cheques. People without access to various means of payment are 
unable to take advantage of the lower prices of goods and services that 
internet sales can offer. 

• Financial exclusion may be caused by supply and demand factors. Certain 
consumers can decide not to have a bank account because they do not need 
one. Consumer freedom should not be limited in this respect: access to a 
basic payment account should be a right, not an obligation. Therefore, 
removing barriers to accessing a basic payment account both at national and 
cross-border level should be the central issue.  

• The barriers are most often faced by vulnerable consumers (low-income 
consumers, people with disabilities, etc.) and mobile individuals going across 
borders (students, migrant workers, etc.). This suggests that the number of 
financially excluded persons in the EU is potentially much higher than 30 
million38. 

 
Question 14: Do you dispose of information on consumers encountering difficulties in 
access to a basic bank account? What types of obstacles are signalled by the consumers 
preventing them from having access to a basic bank account? 
 
BEUC answer 
 
Barriers to accessing a basic payment account may be of different natures: 
 
• Access to a basic payment account could be limited by rules on the 

prevention of the use of the financial system for the purpose of money 
laundering and terrorist financing. Interpretation of anti-money laundering 
legislation varies across countries, thus leaving room for the exclusion of 
financially unattractive clients39. Therefore, we see an urgent need for 
harmonising the interpretation of anti-money laundering legislation.  
 

• Recent research carried out in the UK into the most vulnerable consumers 
and their exclusion from banking showed that identification requirements 
remain a barrier for some people from marginalised groups to become a 
client at a bank. This was particularly the case for new migrants, but also for 

                                           
38 This figure is often stated by policymakers and different stakeholders.  
39 See BEUC response to the Commission consultation on access to a basic payment account, Nov 2010 

http://beuc.eu/Content/Default.asp?PageID=2143
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ex-offenders and homeless people who do not have a fixed address and were 
not in receipt of welfare benefits40. 

 
 
Question 15: Are you aware of any measures taken by banks or other institutions in the 
Member State where you have your residence to facilitate access to a basic payment 
account? Have these initiatives been successfully enforced? 
 
BEUC answer 
 
France, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, The Netherlands and Italy have passed 
legislation providing for access to a basic account.  
 
In France and Belgium the decision to adopt laws granting universal access to a 
basic account followed self-regulation which did not live up to expectations. In 
France, the law was adopted in 1998. According to a study by CREDOC, 99% of 
French consumers have a bank account41. However, according to French BEUC 
members, the legal right exists only on paper and does not work in practice: 
 

• Not all people are provided with a real bank account with all the needed 
basic services. Sometimes they only have the basic savings account 
(called ‘Livret A’), where consumers can only withdraw money and issue 
bank cheques. But these consumers have to pay around 10 Euros for 
each cheque! 

• More than 2 million French people need a basic bank account, but only 
35,000 use this right each year. 

• There is no communication available at bank branches regarding the legal 
right to a bank account. 

• According to the law, when the bank account is denied, the bank has to 
provide the consumer with a certificate of refusal so that the consumer 
can submit his request to the Banque de France. However, in practice, 
banks are rarely providing such a document, thus depriving consumers of 
the possibility of accessing a bank account.  

 
In Belgium, the law was adopted on 24 March 200342 and the level of financial 
inclusion is close to 100%.  
 
In The Netherlands, citizens have a right to a bank account as a result of an 
agreement between the banks and the authorities. In Sweden, a legislated right 
to a deposit account exists, however it does not provide for electronic 
payments43. 
 

                                           
40 Consumer Focus research, UK, June 2010  
41 « Les conditions d’accès aux services bancaires des ménages vivant sous le seuil de pauvreté », 
Rapport réalisé par le CREDOC pour le Comité consultatif du secteur financier, février 2010 
42 
http://www.belgium.be/fr/economie/commerce_et_consommation/protection_du_consommateur/servi
ces_financiers/service_bancaire_de_base/  
43 “Basic banking services”, European Parliament, Internal Market And Consumer Protection, 2011 

http://www.consumerfocus.org.uk/publications/on-the-margins
http://www.banque-france.fr/ccsf/fr/telechar/publications/rapport_credoc_etude_conditions_acces_services_bancaires_pauvrete.pdf
http://www.belgium.be/fr/economie/commerce_et_consommation/protection_du_consommateur/services_financiers/service_bancaire_de_base/
http://www.belgium.be/fr/economie/commerce_et_consommation/protection_du_consommateur/services_financiers/service_bancaire_de_base/
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/document/activities/cont/201111/20111118ATT31909/20111118ATT31909EN.pdf
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Germany provides another notable example in favour of a binding legislation. 
More than half a million people in this country do not have a bank account44. 
Seven Federal States grant legal access to basic bank accounts for their 
inhabitants through Sparkassen (Municipal savings banks). BEUC’s German 
member VZBV has reported many fewer problems in accessing a basic account 
in those seven Federal States compared to other States, which merely rely on a 
code of conduct adopted by bank associations in 199545. Previously, a 
nationwide bank account service had been run by Post Offices which were open 
to everyone as part of a state-run service. Today Postbank is a private bank 
owned by Deutsche Bank.  
 
In Italy, the newly-adopted law provides for a universal right to a basic bank 
account46. The account includes essential products and services (debit card, cash 
withdrawals at the counter and from ATMs, bill payments, cash and cheque 
payments, account statements, etc.) and must be available as of June 2012. It 
will be offered free of charge and without stamp duty to consumers with an 
annual income of less than 7,500 Euros. For others there will be a 
comprehensive fee that will be defined independently from the bank or the post 
office, be reasonable and take into account the financial inclusion objective. If 
the average account balance is greater than 5,000 Euros, stamp duty of 34.20 
Euros will also apply. However, the legislation does not contain specific 
requirements to banks and post offices to promote the basic account and inform 
consumers about their right. It is therefore likely that the product will remain 
unknown to most consumers.   
 
In countries where there is no legal right to a bank account we do not expect 
substantial changes as a result of implementation of the Commission 
Recommendation on access to a basic payment account adopted last year. Our 
expectations have been confirmed by the Commission at the conference on 
financial inclusion organised by the European Financial Inclusion Network on May 
25th. At present, around 50% of Member States do not comply with the 
Recommendation, 25% comply partially and the remaining 25% fully comply, 
but their measures were already in place before the adoption of the Commission 
Recommendation (but see above the remarks made by our members on existing 
measures).  
 
 
Question 16: Do these measures also facilitate access to a basic payment account for 
non-residents? 
 
BEUC answer 
 
Non-residents face difficulties in accessing basic payment accounts. In France, 
for example, the opinion of the Consultative Committee of the Financial Sector 
(CCSF, Comité consultatif du secteur financier) on the Commission 

                                           
44 IFF report on overindebtedness, 2011 
45 See VZBV response to the Commission consultation on access to a basic payment account, 
November 2010 
46 Article 12 paragraph 3 of Decree-Law 201/2011 converted by Law 214/2011  

http://www.iff-ueberschuldungsreport.de/media.php?id=4364
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Recommendation on access to a basic payment account stated that “CCSF has 
reservations about extending the right to an account to non-residents, given the 
legal and technical difficulties unresolved to date.”47  
 
Non-residents may face difficulties when trying to open bank accounts in 
Belgium due to the need to provide a valid ID recognised in Belgium. The issue 
arises because of varying interpretations by banks of anti-money laundering 
rules48. 
 
There are also cases of EEA nationals who are resident in the UK, struggling to 
open bank accounts.  
 
Other witnesses equally suggest that non-resident consumers face difficulties 
and refusals on behalf of banks49. This is all the more reason to harmonise at EU 
level the interpretations of anti-money laundering and anti-terrorist financing 
rules. 
 
 
Question 17: If consumers still have difficulties in opening a bank account, what are the 
reasons for that? 
 
BEUC answer 
 
According to the information from organisations whose specific aim it is to 
represent various groups of vulnerable consumers, the following issues cause 
problems:  

• Lack of appropriate identification. For example, in the UK and Belgium, ID 
cards and passports do not show the address of the individual. Therefore 
the identification and verification of addresses can be a challenge. 

• Lack of acceptance by banks of identification. Although, there are 
guidelines as to what documents constitute acceptable proof of ID, not all 
banks apply the guidelines in the same way.  

• Lack of knowledge by individual bank staff; 
• Consumers who should have a basic payment account are upsold to a 

fee-paying account. These consumers still end up with a bank account, 
but because it is so costly there is a risk that they will drop out of the 
system again.  

• Lack of residence; requirement to have several years of residence in the 
country.   

  

                                           
47 Avis du Comité consultatif du secteur financier sur la recommandation de la Commission 
européenne relative au compte de paiement de base, 24 February 2012   
48 Rapport Inclusion Financière 2011, Réseau Financement Alternatif, p. 17 
49 http://europa.eu/youreurope/citizens/shopping/banking/opening-bank-account/index_en.htm  

http://www.banque-france.fr/ccsf/fr/publications/telechar/avis_r/avis_%20ccsf_compte_%20paiement%20%20base_24fevrier2012.pdf
http://www.ecosocdoc.be/static/module/bibliographyDocument/document/002/1987.pdf
http://europa.eu/youreurope/citizens/shopping/banking/opening-bank-account/index_en.htm
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Question 18: If more needs to be done what additional measures should be envisaged? 
Should the problem be tackled at national or EU level? 
 
BEUC answer 
 
BEUC favours the adoption of EU legislation in this area. We are disappointed by 
the fact that after the previous two public consultations in 2009 and 2010 the 
Commission merely adopted a non-binding Recommendation. BEUC and several 
of our members did send letters to the Commission to express our concerns and 
urge the Commission to reconsider its decision.  
 
To a large extent, we support the content of the Commission Recommendation, 
which should be improved and could serve as the basis for draft legislation50. In 
this regard, we would like to mention that the legislation should take different 
national specificities into consideration. For example, in Greece there are two 
kinds of current accounts: accounts opened on the initiative of a company 
wishing to pay salaries through current accounts; and deposit accounts opened 
by consumers themselves. Thus, both types of accounts should be included in 
the definition of a ‘basic payment account’ and fall under the scope of the 
upcoming legislative proposal.  
 
BEUC also supports the main provisions of the European Parliament’s legislative 
own-initiative report on access to basic banking services.  
 
END 

                                           
50 See BEUC recommendations in our response to the Commission consultation on access to a basic 
payment account, November 2010 
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ANNEX 1 
Test-Achats’ letter to ING regarding  

non-transparent information 
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ANNEX 2 
Article by Which? “Bank charges: how clear are they?” 
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ANNEX 3 
Article by Test-Achats “Soyez infidèles” 
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