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Question 1 
 
Beyond the five priority areas identified for short term action, what other areas 
should be prioritised ?   
 
Polish Bank Association shares the opinion expressed in the Green Paper on five 
priorities listed there. We would like to suggest following supplements: 
 

1. In order to avoid fragmentation of the European markets it is also necessary 
for  the CMU activities to concentrate on providing  uniform implementation 
and application of the new legislation for  all Member States. Particularly in the 
case of implementing rules governing financial sector we have observed a lot 
of hidden/informal “national options” included in domestic law which provoked    
differences between EU markets 

 
2. The advisable course of action should be to reanalyse European legislation. In 

order to use the full potential of the European banking sector it is 
recommended to review the previously published European legislation, for 
example, in the context of the risk weights (or investment limits) related to 
particular categories of investments made by banks or insurance companies. 
Another area that needs assessment  is reporting requirements  to the 
European or local authorities (such as central banks, supervisory authorities, 
trade repositories). We agree that immediate access to reliable market data  is 
crucial for proper decision taking and systemic risk management by the above 
mentioned institutions. However, necessity to deliver this information loads 
financial institutions with permanently growing duties and frequently  
overlapping obligations, creating additional costs for market participants. To 
reduce this burden, deeper coordination, optimisation and streamlining of 
reporting channels should be implemented. 
 

3. Banks should have full and direct access to regulated markets in all Member 
States. In predictable future banks will continue to provide liquidity to the 
markets (especially the bond markets) and therefore the future success of 
CMU will partially depend on efficient involvement of banks in the process of 
developing capital markets. 

 
4. As a non-legislative goal of the CMU that need to be pointed out is to improve 

image of the European financial markets and ensure a wide educational 
campaign for potential individual investors about the merits and risks of 
investing in the capital market. It should also be noted that the loss of trust in 
the capital market is, among others, one of the reasons for the consumers to 
withdraw from this market. 
 

5. Due to some irregularities noticed in the capital markets in the previous years, 
which were widely commented in the media, a more extensive promotion of   
professionals and standards as well as best practices of corporate  
governance in companies (issuers) is needed to protect minority shareholders/ 
retail investors.   
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6. It is of extreme importance – especially in  the preparatory  phase of CMU – to 
set appropriate benchmarks and criteria for evaluation of the outcomes of the 
entire project. In this context one has to think about such issues as for 
example the competitive position of the European capital market towards other 
financial centres, expected role of both retail and institutional as well as  
domestic and foreign investors, ways to attract new investors and issuers,  
weak and strong sides of the European financial markets and methods to 
achieve  desired improvement. 
 

7. To cover a wide range of necessary issues, the CMU founding document 
should also address issues that are usually decided at political level in the 
European Union, like at least partial harmonisation of fiscal provisions or 
incentives for  listed companies. 

 
Question 2 
 
What further steps around the availability and standardisation of SME credit 
information could support a deeper market in SME and start-up finance and a 
wider investor base? 
 
Certainly, the idea of promoting credit scoring for SMEs deserves the support from 
the financial industry. Nevertheless, the following key points need further clarification: 
 

 the sources of SME credit information – delivery of such information by the 
SMEs themselves would mean additional costs to them, 

 availability of such information – should access to the SME database be 
limited to financial institutions and investors, or open to every interested 
person? 

 
The most efficient solution would probably consist of establishing databases 
collecting such information at national level and creation of legal means to ensure the 
cooperation between them. Mostly, in the case of small and micro enterprises, one 
has to consider the local legislation on data protection as sometimes it is difficult to 
distinguish between company and household figures. 
 
Creation of such databases and standardisation of the reports on European level  
would undoubtedly be one of the greatest challenges ahead of the CMU Project  and 
it will take more than one legislative term of the Commission. Similar opinion is 
expressed by many stakeholders in Poland. 
 
Question 3 
 
What support can be given to ELTIFs to encourage their take up? 
 
Market participants frequently raise the opinion that the current ELTIF regulation 
does not comply with the needs of typical retail investors in terms of investment 
horizon. Taking into account  the ongoing discussion on the efficiency of the pension 
system in many countries and the anxiety of many European citizens concerning their 
life quality after reaching retirement age, we would like to suggest to expand the 
scope of the ELTIF to long term savings. 
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Due to demographic statistics of the European Union related to the ageing of the 
population (decrease in fertility and mortality rate,  higher life expectancy), it seems to 
be necessary to approach long term investments primarily in terms of long-term 
savings linked to the building of financial resources of the EU population related to 
the retirement security purposes, the elderly and health care. 
 
Debate on this topic may also limit negative effects of adverse changes in the 
demographic structure of the European societies. The European Commission's active 
role as an initiator and promoter of this approach in the EU Member States seems to 
be essential, because it is often that strategic objectives lose competition with current 
and short-term budget targets. 
 
Question 4 
 
Is any action by the EU needed to support the development of private 
placement markets other than supporting market-led efforts to agree common 
standards? 
 
 
In our opinion the private placement market (seen as the access channel to 
financing) currently combines features of capital market and bank credit because 
typical capital market financial products are sold to relatively small number of 
selected investors as a way of raising capital. Investors involved in private 
placements are usually large banks, mutual funds, insurance companies and pension 
funds. As a result, private placement is often used as a legal tool for financing 
transactions within one capital group or other similar business ventures – we can 
observe such situation on the Polish market. The pressure to make private placement  
more transparent and standardised would rather lead to impediments for both sides 
of transactions: issuers and investors. 
 
The CMU should focus on the removal of any existing obstacles that could prevent 
institutional investors from investing on this market. 
 
Question 5 
 
What further measures could help to increase access to funding and 
channelling of funds to those who need them ? 
 
The formal existence of financial markets (including regulated markets) cannot be 
seen as a goal in itself. What has to be considered is the efficient funding of the 
development of the European entrepreneurs, and the proper functioning of the whole 
economy. Therefore, the preparation of an action plan should be preceded by a 
thorough research on the needs of the companies and  their expansion plans (within 
and outside the EU) in order to adapt the financial tools to their expectations. Without 
such an approach, the CMU Project is likely to fail as it relies on wrong basic 
assumptions and its final outcome can turn out counterproductive or can even slow 
down the economic development of the particular Member States.  
To make the capital market more attractive as a platform for raising and investing 
capital, the following activities should  be considered: 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Total_fertility_rate
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mortality_rate
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Life_expectancy
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 Elimination of unequal taxation on equity and debt instruments between the 
EU Member States, 

 Introduction of incentives for private pensions savings, 

 Harmonisation of rules governing shareholders rights in order to strengthen  
retail investors’ confidence in capital markets, 

 Improvement of corporate governance and ethical standards of managers in 
listed companies, 

 Full and direct access of banks to regulated markets, 

 Promotion of trade on organised trading platforms with higher standards of 
transparency and clearing obligation in a CCP mitigating systemic risk. 

 Further  unification of procedures applied by national supervisory authorities. 
Currently the supervisory institutions work accordingly to different legal and 
organisational models, and follow different procedures. Excessively strict 
regulations, complex procedures,  obligation to use the official language of the 
Member State or additional reporting duties can also discourage issuers or 
investors from public offers. 

 Extending competence of the supervisory authorities to all financial markets 
participants in order to avoid arbitrage between institutions that are subject to  
independent supervision and those which enjoy more flexible regulations. 
Providers of similar financial services should face similar supervision 
obligations. 

 
Question 6 
 
Should measures be taken to promote greater liquidity in corporate bond 
markets, such as standardisation? If so, which measures are needed and can 
these be achieved by the market, or is regulatory action required? 
 
Polish Bank Association is in favour of the Commission’s approach to promote 
corporate bonds markets and to improve of their liquidity.  
 
However, it is also necessary to take into account the fact that such well-functioning 
markets already operate at the European and national levels, and we suggest to take 
the maximum advantage of the existing best practices and market driven initiatives 
developed until now. 
 
For example, there is already the pan-European debt market with the legal and 
business standards, but for obvious reasons it is dedicated for large companies. At 
the moment it is difficult to find substantive reasons to change this situation as, after 
all, the typical institutional investor will look for opportunities in emissions of the 
relevant volumes enabling to achieve liquidity in the market. However, this means 
that the CMU Project will not be available for most SMEs (especially micro and small 
enterprises), even if it would be implemented at the national level and would include 
local conditions.  
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Question 7  
 

Is any action by the EU needed to facilitate the development of standardised, 
transparent and accountable ESG (Environment, Social and Governance) 
investment, including green bonds, other than supporting the development of 
guidelines by the market? 
 
The idea of green/socially responsible investing is relatively new. Until now it 
developed dynamically, but on the other hand it targeted to a small group of socially 
aware investors. It is difficult to predict  whether this segment will expand in the next 
years. It needs to be remembered  that the EC strategic decisions taken on political 
level are not always the only factor that determines the conduct of particular investors 
who simply seek for higher returns.  
 
Nevertheless, a successful promotion of ESG to new target groups of investors would 
be easier when the offered bonds/instruments would meet the habits and 
expectations of markets participants, which has been recognised to date. This rule 
applies to both – retail and institutional investors.  
 
Question 8 
 
Is there value in developing a common EU level accounting standard for small 
and medium-sized companies listed on MTFs? Should such a standard become 
a feature of SME Growth Markets? If so, under which conditions. 

 
At present, there are already a few standards used by SMEs (and any other kind of 
companies), such as International Financial Reporting Standards or national GAAP. 
The creation of an additional accounting regime would rather lead to increase of 
administrative burdens for micro and small companies without the expected positive 
effect. The Commission should rather focus on simplification and harmonisation of 
the reporting requirements across the Union. 
 
Question 9 
 
Are there barriers to the development of appropriately regulated crowdfunding 
or peer to peer platforms including on a cross border basis? If so, how should 
they be addressed? 
 
The idea of a crowdfunding platform is relatively new and – as far as we know – most 
likely limited to the particular domestic markets, so there is no standardisation and 
harmonisation between the EU Member States. There are also often questions raised 
concerning their legal status and the application of various rules (like MIFID, PRIIPS 
or investor protection schemes). The particular platform has to adapt to the legal  
environment in the particular Member State, as well as to the tradition of investorship. 
 
In the opinion of the Polish Bank Association,  the increase in cross-border activities 
of crowdfunding  platforms depends on the new integrated European framework 
indicating a minimum standard for transparency, disclosure of most important risk 
factors, information on the particular investments and their outcome in order to 
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protect retail investors. Due to their upcoming role in the financial system,  these 
platforms should be also subject to an independent supervision. 
 
Question 10 
 
What policy measures could incentivise institutional investors to raise and 
invest larger amounts and in a broader range of assets, in particular long-term 
projects, SMEs and innovative and high growth start-ups? 
 
Please consider the list of suggestions we made in our response to question 5.  
 
We would like to add that the restriction to homogeneous approach and the 
unification of legislative instruments would not be the right approach, and it should be 
limited to the level of largest issuers which are really recognizable in the single 
European market. In the opinion of the PBA, this assumption is not contrary to the 
idea of the CMU as a whole, but only requires a diversification of the package of 
legislative solutions proposed by the European Commission. It is obvious that “one 
size fits all” approach will fail, because SMEs raise different needs depending on their 
own development strategies. 
 
We would also like to point out that the real support from the Government authorities 
could be understood by the market participants only if it becomes a part of the fiscal 
policy in the particular Member States – via tax incentives to invest in SMEs and 
innovative Start-ups, for example, via funds for retail and institutional investors 
(special tax and legal vehicles). 
 
Question 13 
 
Would the introduction of a standardised product, or removing the existing 
obstacles to cross-border access, strengthen the single market in pension 
provision? 
 
PBA is in favour of any activity promoting products relating to pension provisions and 
contributing to the long-term solution of this problem. Although, the idea of the 
standardisation of such products designed for the single European market seems for 
us to be unclear and not founded in research (or any other reliable statistical data)  
from this area. Therefore, the preparation of a detailed proposal should be preceded 
by a thorough feasibility study in this area. The potential new solution should also 
take into account: different currencies in the Union, different average income levels 
and variety of the current national pension systems. 
 
Question 15 
 
How can the EU further develop private equity and venture capital as an 
alternative source of finance for the economy? In particular, what measures 
could boost the scale of venture capital funds and enhance the exit 
opportunities for venture capital investors? 
 
Undoubtedly, the development of private equity and venture capital as an alternative 
source of financing will play a crucial role for the innovative segment of the European 
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economy and can be seen as one of the biggest challenges. However, to achieve 
this goal stimulating actions of different levels are necessary.   
 
The obvious ideas to expand the availability of venture capital funding  are additional 
tax benefits for investors for taking higher risk. Any kind of support should be limited 
to funds providing high risk financing in the early stages of development of a 
business, not investing in mature enterprises with longer credit history which can also 
obtain bank credit.  
 
On the other hand, one should also take care of initiating satisfactory projects started 
in the European Union by encouraging scientists/universities to commercialize the 
effects of their research, and young entrepreneurs to launch new businesses in one 
of the Member States. Without satisfactory investment possibilities the interested 
investors will seek for new ideas in markets outside the EU. Promotion of 
entrepreneurship in the respective target group should be one of parts of the future 
CMU Action Plan.  
 
Question 18 
 
How can the ESAs further contribute to ensuring consumer and investor 
protection? 
 
In the last years a lot of EU rules were issued covering different aspects of retail 
investors protection, for example MIFID, MIFID II, IMD or PRIIPS, so there is no need 
for another regulatory intervention at the European level. Moreover, creation of 
another bureaucratic and reporting burdens for issuers and investors will increase  
costs and discourage them from their activity on regulated markets. 
 
The regulatory issues should be addressed in a similar way. There is more than one 
point of view that needs to be taken into account. For example, we have witnessed 
repeated appeals for liberalization of obligations for public companies to facilitate the 
access to regulated markets by reducing information requirements on the primary 
and secondary markets. On the other hand, the majority of investors seek for higher 
level of security understood also as a profound information on listed companies. 
However, providing higher level of investor’s protection usually creates the need for 
extended supervision, which in turn generates additional operational costs and 
multiplies bureaucratic burdens for financial institutions that result from their 
obligations towards supervisory authorities. If the European Commission gives 
preference to only one of the above mentioned options, the CMU Project is likely to 
fail in the long period, or at least it will need frequent corrections. 
 
Taking into consideration the expectations created by the debate on the CMU, it 
would be reasonable that every Member State designates one central body 
responsible for the implementation of the particular sub-initiatives. 
 
Question 19 
 
What policy measures could increase retail investment? What else could be 
done to empower and protect EU citizens accessing capital markets? 
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Polish Bank Association would like to suggest following directions that should 
increase the interest of European citizens in the capital markets as investment  and  
saving opportunity: 
 

 Implementation of solutions encouraging long-term savings and investing, for 
example, for private pension savings – even through quasi-mandatory 
requirements and support by the State (tax reliefs or subsidies)  to popularise 
this form of saving, 

 Reassessment of the whole European legislation regulating information duties 
(prospectus, MIFID II, PRIIPS, IMD II etc.) to coordinate the obligatory 
contents of documents to be delivered to retail investors to reduce the 
bureaucratic burden imposed on the relation between investment firms and 
consumers,  

 Harmonisation of rules governing shareholders rights to improve trust in the 
capital markets by retail investors, 

 Improvement of corporate governance and ethical standards of managers in 
listed companies, 

 Full direct access of banks to regulated markets because banks also maintain 
stable relations with many retail consumers, who can be interested in more 
profitable investments, 

 Fostering of independent advice services  in order to create the market offer 
on the area of “guidance” for retail investors in the capital markets, 

 Promotion of trade on organised trading platforms with higher requirements of 
transparency and clearing obligation in a CCP, which mitigates systemic risk. 

 
Question 21 
 
Are there additional actions in the field of financial services regulation that 
could be taken ensure that the EU is internationally competitive and an 
attractive place in which to invest? 
 
First of all, when creating the CMU Action Plan the Commission should not aim at 
attracting all the investors classes at any stake. The priority should be given to long-
term investors (not speculative or short-term funds), which invest in industries 
bringing some additional value to the European economy as a whole in such areas 
as innovative technologies or jobs creation. 
 
Question 23 
 
Are there mechanisms to improve the functioning and efficiency of markets not 
covered in this paper, particularly in the areas of equity and bond market 
functioning and liquidity ? 
 
The advisable course of action should be to reanalyse the European legislation that  
imposes on banks additional obligations related to capital allocation for different kinds 
of risk-weighted activities (such as mortgage credits or capital markets investments). 
The intention of the European legislation was to transform banks into universal 
institutions that create minimal risk for deposits. However, such approach lowered the 
capability for financing economy by the banking sector. The CMU Project gives the 
opportunity to deeply analyse the optimal structure of the European financial market 
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as well as the relationship between different channels of generating funds for 
investments and development. The role of banks or investors, market makers and 
distribution channels is crucial for the development especially in the corporate bond 
markets.  
 
Question 24 
 
In your view, are there areas where the single rulebook remains insufficiently 
developed? 
 
The CMU Project should imply the deep coordination in various sectors of activities, 
and so it should also include the possibly widest range of financial services 
institutions. It would be a huge mistake to use the CMU to impose further burdens on 
operators already subject to the supervision of national authorities, while deregulating 
other financial institutions that generating a higher risk for customers and market 
stability, in many respects can improve their competitive position due to the lack of 
activities monitoring by the relevant national authorities. Other task of CMU should 
therefore be to significantly reduce the phenomenon of the so called shadow banking 
and prevent its further development. 
 
Question 26 
 
Taking into account past experience, are there targeted changes to securities 
ownership rules that could contribute to more integrated capital markets within 
the EU? 
 
In order to ensure better transparency over the chain of ownership of securities in the 
EU, the recommended solution should be opening segregated accounts through the 
chain of intermediaries enabling the identification of the beneficiary at the final 
intermediary in the market as long as the appropriate level of efficiency is maintained 
(i.e. for natural persons it may not be always efficient). Such segregated account 
through the chain should be always considered the clients assets owned by an 
identified beneficiary and thus enabling a recovery of assets in case of insolvency of 
an intermediary. The recommended segregation must not entail any documentation 
burden and KYC controls for financial intermediaries licensed in EU (i.e. one KYC 
check at the beginning of the chain would be sufficient). 
 
Question 27 
 
What measures could be taken to improve the cross-border flow of collateral? 
Should work be undertaken to improve the legal enforceability of collateral and 
close-out netting arrangements cross-border?  
 
From the PBA point of view it is necessary to consider whether the EC should 
commence working on the Directive that will regulate the enforceability of the netting 
arrangements as this matter is still controversial across many jurisdictions. On the 
other hand, the enforceability of the collateral arrangements are properly regulated 
by the Collateral Directive and we are not sure whether the further work on this 
matter is required. 
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But when analysing question 27 it needs to be noted that one of the fundamental 
barriers to an efficient collateral market in Europe is the lack of a pan-European 
close-out netting framework, and a lack of harmonisation between the EU’s netting 
and collateral regimes. Indeed, the EC had been intending to propose such 
legislation until relatively recently, but it slipped down the order of priorities for the 
Financial Market Infrastructure unit of the EC.  

Most European Member States have netting legislation. However, rules are by no 
means consistent across jurisdictions. This patchwork of netting legislation, or lack of 
it, is a significant impediment to the reduction of counterparty credit and systemic 
risk, the efficiency of collateral, and ultimately cross border capital flows. 

The development of a pan-European Netting Directive, along with harmonising the 
EU regimes for netting and collateral, should create level playing fields for financial 
market participants, lower systemic risk, and go a long way to improving the 
efficiency of both collateral and derivatives markets. 

While Members States would likely be able to retain existing national legislation on 
netting if such a Directive was proposed as a minimum harmonisation measure, this 
would not be the case if the Directive was proposed as a maximum harmonisation 
measure (or as a Regulation). In such an instance Member States would be required 
to repeal any existing national legislation that was not in line with the 
Directive/Regulation. Furthermore, even if a Directive is originally proposed as a 
minimum harmonisation measure, it could easily be changed to a maximum 
harmonisation measure at any point before the text is finalized. 

Question 28 
 
What are the main obstacles to integrated capital markets arising from 
company law, including corporate governance? Are there targeted measures 
which could contribute to overcoming them? 
 
In this aspect the CMU should focus on unification of different shareholder 
participation and minority shareholder protection schemes that are already in place in 
Europe. Especially in case of retail investors a „protection mechanism” guarding them  
against disproportionately high risks can lead to draconian legislation limiting strict 
investors’ activities or investments possibilities. 
 
Question 29 
 
What specific aspects of insolvency laws would need to be harmonised in 
order to support the emergence of a pan-European capital market ? 
 
Usually, company and insolvency law frameworks are rooted in particular countries’ 
legal tradition, history and other procedures. Therefore, such a legislation is 
characterised by considerable diversity and complexity. Every successful attempt to  
harmonise these rules within the Union would certainly contribute to the CMU.  As 
possible areas of harmonisation PBA would like to raise are, for example, different 
management systems of insolvency processes, rankings of claimants  in different 
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countries, segregation and identification of client assets, the moment of insolvency of 
multi-national companies. 
 
 
Question 30 
 
What barriers are there around taxation that should be looked at as a matter of 
priority to contribute to more integrated capital markets within the EU and a 
more robust funding structure at company level and through which 
instruments? 
 
In this context it is worth to recall the outcome of work of the Giovannini Group from 
2001 which contained a list of tax barriers for a single European capital market. The 
majority of them was not removed or even discussed in the past.  
 
It is important to highlight the damaging impact of the Financial Transaction Tax on 
the CMU Project (its introduction is still being considered in some Member States) as 
well as tax treatment of securisation, tax consequences of the sale of credit portfolio 
by banks to issuers of covered bonds – all these barriers would rather discourage 
investors from the CMU. 

Please note that standardization of tax reclaims process with strong emphasis on 
standardization of documentary requirements that may vary now widely across the 
markets should be looked at deeply. 

Abolishing requirement to provide Certificate of Residence for EU residents while 
applying reduced Double Taxation Treaty withholding tax rates should be taken into 
account as one of efficient elements aimed at strengthening of capital markets – as 
well as abolishing CoR requirement that be coupled with creation of a single solution 
fed by Member State Tax Authorities that would allow withholding tax agents/ 
remitters to verify tax residence of EU residents quickly, reliably and in an automated 
manner. 

Unification of statutory withholding tax rates (currently set in bilateral Double Taxation 
Treaties) at least for dividends and interest payments across 28 markets in all 
Member States is also a key issue. 

 
Question 31 
 
How can the EU best support the development by the market of new 
technologies and business models, to the benefit of integrated and efficient 
capital markets? 
 
The more difficult part of the problem related to promotion of  new technologies and 
business models is on the demand side of the market. Please see our answer to 
question 15. 
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Question 32  
 
Are there other issues, not identified in this Green Paper, which in your view 
require action to achieve a Capital Markets Union? If so, what are they and 
what form could such action take? 
 

1. Defining the future structure of the CMU is undoubtedly the greatest challenge 
ahead of the Project. The structure should sustainably meet the interests of all 
stakeholders: issuers (large companies  and SMEs), investors  interested in 
equity or debt, market infrastructure, as well as the European and national 
supervisory authorities. The regulatory issues should be addressed in a similar 
way. There is more than one point of view that needs to be taken into account. 
For example, we have witnessed repeated appeals for liberalization of 
obligations for public companies to facilitate the access to regulated markets 
by reducing information requirements on the primary and secondary market. 
On the other hand, the majority of investors seek for higher level of security 
understood also as a profound information on listed companies. However, 
providing higher level of investor’s protection usually creates the need for 
extended supervision, which in turn generates additional operational costs and 
multiplies bureaucratic burdens for financial institutions that result from their 
obligations towards supervisory authorities. If the European Commission gives 
preference to only one of the above mentioned options, the CMU Project is 
likely to fail in the long period, or at least it will need frequent corrections. 

 
2. Another crucial decision to be taken by the EC with regard to the CMU Project 

is to answer the following question: should the Project be addressed to all 
segments of the capital market or rather focus on chosen areas that promise 
faster development or bridge widest gaps between the current commercial 
offer and demand from the companies (for example: selected groups of 
investors/issuers or financial instruments). Resolving  this dilemma should be 
preceded by a thorough debate on the optimal structure of the EU economy in 
10-20 years and best sources of its funding. 

 
3. The CMU (or at least parts of it) can support funding large cross-border 

infrastructure projects and could be included into other large European 
endeavour, namely the European Fund For Strategic Investments which is 
currently being planned and discussed.  This issue has to be tackled during 
the discussion. Combining diversified sources of financing that derive from 
different European capital markets and active involvement of large number of 
individual investors could turn out to be one of the most important 
achievements of the CMU in longer horizon. 

 
4. The CMU Project should not be presented in the public debate as an initiative 

aimed against the banking sector. Moreover, the actual role of banks should 
not be ignored. In the predictable future, banks will continue to provide liquidity 
to the markets, therefore a stable and profitable banking sector is in fact one of 
the pre-conditions for the success of the CMU. 

 
5. The CMU draft should be designed for the whole EU in the way that all 

potential stakeholders in each Member State could benefit from it. In Europe, 
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currently there are markets of different levels of development, with more or 
less extensive infrastructure, which are point of interest of foreign investors. 
However, the objective of the European Commission should not be to create 
and support a single European capital market center. Furthermore, especially 
in the case of medium-sized enterprises, the geographical accessibility to 
entities serving the entrance to the capital market is a very important criterion 
while deciding on financing options. 

 
6. Important issue is also the relationship between institutions/funds derived from 

private investors or activated by state authorities (state aid). When creating 
new solutions, public financial institutions/banks that have a budget within 
government programs to support selected segments of the capital market or 
individual issuers, need to be taken into account. However, it should be noted 
that this activity is only to complement or develop – in the desired direction – 
offer of private entities, but not substitute the real free market. Thus, for 
example, relevant determination of pricing policy of services provided by these 
institutions is very important in order to unable to displace independent 
financial institutions from the market. 
 

7. The CMU Project should imply the deep coordination in various sectors of 
activities, and so it should also include the possibly widest range of financial 
services institutions. It needs to be emphasized once again that it would be a 
huge mistake to use the CMU to impose further burdens on operators already 
subject to the supervision of national authorities, while deregulating other 
financial institutions that generating a higher risk for customers and market 
stability, in many respects can improve their competitive position due to the 
lack of activities monitoring by the relevant national authorities. Other task of 
CMU should therefore be to significantly reduce the phenomenon of the so 
called shadow banking and prevent its further development. 

 
8. It is also recommended to take into account that physical securities in bearer 

form are mandatorily immobilized (or dematerialized) when certain threshold is 
reached i.e. number of shareholders exceeds 20 or so. Moreover, 
standardization of methods according to which entitlements are determined 
(transition from Ex-Date driven markets to Record Date driven markets etc.) 
would also be an efficient element aimed at strengthening of capital markets. 

 
 
Warsaw, 12 May 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


