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EACB comments on  
SRB operational guidance for banks on resolvability self-assessment 

 

 

General comments 

The EACB welcomes the SRB initiative to enhance the transparency of supervisory policies’ development with 
this operational guidance for banks on resolvability self-assessment. We highly appreciate the open 
consultation of the industry. Having a clearer view of the supervisory expectations in this area will foster a 
more conducive dialogue with the authority and help structuring processes internally. Although we recognise 
the SRB's efforts to put in place a clear and harmonised framework across the sector, we would like to 
emphasize that the current proposal needs to be reviewed on several major aspects, as presented in our 
comments. 

The current text shows several ambiguities and outlines expectations that might reveal particularly challenging 
to implement. In particular, the operational guidance presents new and revised requirements that are not 
adequately defined in the text and are difficult to demonstrate or assess in practice. For example, the SRB has 
expressed its negative view regarding issuing MREL eligible liabilities and own funds (other than CET1) to retail 
customers when it achieved a “significant concentration” without hinting at any indicative measure or 
definition of the term. Similar considerations might be made also for the definition of “material liabilities".  

The SRB proposes a series of new far-reaching expectations that appear to hint to the MREL policy as part of 
this consultation. Most of the proposed changes raise serious methodological questions and have far reaching 
consequences for the industry, also considering that the self-resolvability assessment influences the MREL 
calibration. New considerations around the quality of MREL (2.4.3.2 Management buffer, 2.4.4.2 Reliance on 
deposits) and new discretionary options for authorities (2.4.4.5 Contagion risk) further complicate the risk 
assessment and valuation of bail-in debt for investors. Rewarding banks to meet their entire MREL Target with 
subordinated liabilities (2.4.4.4 Subordination) might be cause of cost disadvantage for those banks operating 
under an OpCo model. At the same time, the advantages to hold such a capacity beyond what is necessary to 
ensure NCWO compliance are not clear.  

The current Excel-based template leaves limited room for banks to provide meaningful comments on the 
content, as described in Q1. At the same time, the proposal creates new burdens for banks with the 
introduction of an additional capability level and the increase of required documentation for each individual 
capability. Regarding specific columns, column H of the template outlines activities and timeframes for 
achieving full compliance in areas where gaps exist. However, such information is already captured in the 
resolvability annual program, causing redundancy and unnecessary burden for the banks, at a time when 
rationalization of reporting requirements is a legislative priority. Column G should be populated with 
information regarding test(s) performed by the resolvability entity in each specific area. However, we are of 
the opinion that this expectation should not be applied across all capabilities. Instead, assessments should be 
conducted at a less granular level to better reflect the diversity of operational contexts, giving a more realistic 
and informative picture of the activities conducted by banks. It would be beneficial to specify this point in the 
operational guidance to avoid unnecessary and unrealistic expectations. In addition, there is a lack of clarity 
on whether banks are expected to achieve full compliance with all points or if a general level of compliance 
would suffice (“best effort basis”).   
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From a practical point of view, the usability of the Excel file for end-users could be improved by including the 
definitions of the four-point resolvability self-assessment scale (i.e. “compliant, broadly compliant, materially 
non-compliant, and non-compliant”). Moreover, the fact that certain principles have to be assessed on a two-
point scale, instead of four, introduces unnecessary complexity into the process. It would be preferable to 
have a single, consistent rating scale.  We also encourage the SRB to work on improving the user-friendliness 
of its online portal IRIS as it is a source of additional administrative work for the institutions. Finally, we would 
like to stress that our assessment remains partial given that future SRB guidelines will affect the expectations 
and processes in populating the dimensions of the current template, in particular dimensions 6 
(“Communication”) and 7 (“Separability and restructuring"). It is concerning that banks have not yet been 
consulted on these aspects, casting doubts about their applicability for next year. 

 

Answers to selected questions 

Q1. Is the Excel format adequate for the bank to provide the information needed to assess the resolvability of 
the bank to provide justification? If not, please suggest alternatives. 

No 

The current “self-assessment template” leaves limited room for banks to provide meaningful comments on 
the content. We would envisage the possibility of including an additional column to ensure the possibility of 
adding valuable information that is not contemplated in the other columns. In addition, the SRB might consider 
the possibility of complementing the Excel template with a Word/PDF document to synthesise the most 
relevant findings and develop the information that did not find its proper place in the new template but 
contributes to a good understanding of the bank's level of resolvability. This is also in line with the concept 
that the template should fulfil the function of enlightening and enriching the dialogue with the IRT.  
Given the additional level of granularity required, the format might need to be reconsidered or completed. 
The level of detail could challenge the principle of proportionality for certain dimensions or resolvability 
principles. For this reason, we envisage the necessity to specify how the IRTs should apply the principle of 
proportionality in the operational guidance. It might also be helpful to clearly state that the IRTs should 
reconcile the assessment of the new template with former self-resolvability assessment exercises to 
objectively evaluate the progress a bank has individually made on its resolvability (in spite of the change of 
the document format and submitted information). More detailed recommendations and expectations might 
avoid disparity of treatment across institutions and improve the cooperation between IRT and bank. 
 

Q3. Are the envisaged scope of application (at the resolution group level, covering also non-resolution entities) 
and frequency (yearly) for the submission of the self-assessment report well calibrated? 

No 

The yearly frequency is well-calibrated. Regarding the scope of application, it might be beneficial to add some 
specifications to clarify the role of non-resolution entities in preparing the self-assessment report. For banks 
under an MPE strategy, it would be important to specify how the ultimate parent entity is required to 
coordinate the RSA for all RGs, complementing the expectations indicated on page 11. Similarly, the 
recommendations included on page 12 are vague and might be cause of misunderstandings between banks 
and supervisors’ expectations. For this reason, we suggest the following add-on (in italics): 

“While recognising that this operational guidance primarily focuses on the resolution entity, it is essential to 
ensure the readiness to support the execution of the group resolution strategy at the level of non-resolution 
entities with the requested quantitative and qualitative information requested by the resolution entity, 
particularly outside of the home jurisdiction.” 
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Q5. Is the overall content and the number of capabilities described in the self-assessment template sufficiently 
detailed and comprehensive to cover the spectrum of progress made by banks?  

No 

We would like to stress that the template must be adaptable to the bank's specific needs. The new self-

assessment instrument seems excessively granular and the levels not well differentiated, which makes it 

difficult to understand the additional capabilities required on a more advanced level. As example, it could be 

compared data points 5.2.2.2 and 5.2.3.1, and data points 5.3.3.1 and 5.3.4.1 on “Principle 5.2 – MIS 

capabilities to produce the necessary information for valuation”. 

 

Q7. Level 4 represents advanced capabilities providing more granularity on the extent to which certain banks 
demonstrate their crisis preparedness. How can these capabilities be set out best to support banks’ work on 
ensuring resolvability? Would you recommend that additional capabilities be added to Level 4? 

Currently, the text remains ambiguous and uncertain regarding the application and the scope of level 4. It is 
not clear if this level should be applied to all banks, if the applicability be decided on a case-by-case basis by 
the bank or by the IRT. We find it problematic that a new category is introduced which at least partially goes 
beyond the requirements of the law (see especially Level 4 capabilities of 2.2 MREL template). According to 
the operational guidance, the Level 4 capabilities will not “in principle” trigger “the identification of 
substantive impediments in case a given capability is not fully met”. Therefore, it would be appropriate to 
clearly state that the substantive impediments procedure cannot be initiated. 

 

Q8. In order to assess progress on the operationalisation on the variant strategy, would you prefer to reflect 
such progress in one single column of the self-assessment template covering both Preferred Resolution Strategy 
(PRS) and Variant Resolution Strategy (VRS) (if applicable) or in two separate columns of the same template? 
Please explain. 

Following the experiences in the US and Switzerland and considering the ongoing review of the Crisis 

Management and Deposit Insurance Framework, the SRB should enable partial transfer strategies as preferred 

resolution strategy also for larger banks, including for top-tier banks and global significant banks. 

 

Regarding the resolution template, “Preferred Resolution Strategy” (PRS) and “Variant Resolution Strategy” 

(VRS) should be kept separate. Capabilities for PRS and VRS could differ, so separate columns but identical 

capabilities might not be appropriate for the scope of the assessment. 

 

Q9. In your view, which resolvability capabilities included in the self-assessment template are the most relevant 
for assessing the operationalisation of the VRS as compared to the PRS? 

Under the assumption that PRS is open bank bail-in and VRS is the application of a transfer tool, all capabilities 

listed under 7.1 and 7.2. seem more relevant for the VRS. 
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Q10. What level of detail would you consider useful for benchmarking (e.g. by business model or bank size or 
by country)? 

All the categories: by business model, bank size and by country. We envisage the importance of several levels 
of comparison in order to obtain a more detailed picture than G-SIB and non-G-SIB. It might be appropriate to 
propose a classification by country (including national specificities) or groups of countries, as well as by size 
and business model, in order to refine the comparative analysis. 

 

Q11. Banks remain free, at their discretion, to disclose information on their resolvability progress and related 
activities and/or to make reference to potential authorities’ publications. Would you envisage such disclosures, 
if applicable, for your bank? If not, what considerations/concerns do you have in this regard? 

NA 

 

Q12. Do you agree that the self-assessment could be completed under different scenarios or crisis events (e.g. 
defined by the resolution authority) to achieve better preparedness? Please comment. 

We do not see the need for a scenario-based assessment. The crisis preparedness (and, in fact, resolution 
planning as such) should be understood as the ability to respond to different types of crisis events. The 
preparedness to address different crisis scenarios should be evaluated against the work done for the seven 
dimensions of the “Expectations for Banks”. For these reasons, a self-assessment against a choice of generic 
crisis events will not contribute to resolution preparedness. 

 

Q13. Is the self-assessment template adequate to identify the areas that have been tested/ to be tested? If not, 
please explain.  

No 

Column G should be populated with information regarding test(s) performed by the resolvability entity in each 

specific area. However, we are of the opinion that this expectation should not be applied across all capabilities. 

Instead, assessments should be conducted at a less granular level to better reflect the diversity of operational 

contexts, giving a more realistic and informative picture of the activities conducted by banks. In addition, 

testing usually refers to entire dimensions and/or principles. Having a separate cell for every single capability 

does not seem practicable and/or useful for transparency. 
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