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Overarching comments: 

We welcome the EBA consultation updating the Finrep framework for NPLs, and we would like to take the 

opportunity, before answering to the questions proposed in the document, to raise a number of concerns we have 

on the reporting framework as a whole and on its overall consistency.  

1. First of all, as a general principle, we deem important to grant a uniformity in all the information provided by 

the institutions with respect to the NPLs issue. Therefore we call for an alignment of the information requested 

in FINREP Revision, NPE Quarterly reporting1 and Pillar III Review2 in order to avoid misalignment of 

information. In particular:  

We identified a misalignment, first in the scope of application of the three reporting templates. For instance, 

the scope  of new FINREP templates are in some cases the financial asset at Fair Value and Amortised Cost (F18 

and F19), and in some other new templates the scope is the Loans and Advances (F23, F24 and F26), while the 

Quarterly scope of the templates are the Loans and Advances at Amortised Cost, and, finally in Pillar III the 

scope changes according to the template required (templates 2 and 6 only Loans and Advances; templates 1, 

3, 4 and 5 Financial Asset at Fair Value and Amortised Cost, templates 7 and 8 Loans and Advances at Amortised 

Cost). 

2. Moreover, with particular regard to the misalignment between the information requested in the Finrep 

evolution and the Pillar 3 on NPLs, we noticed that the latter includes more information than what is requested 

elsewhere. For instance, Pillar III 'Template 3 - Credit quality of NPEs by past due days' requests the detail on 

'of which impaired' for non-performing exposures, and 'Template 5 – Quality of NPEs by geography' requests 

details on provision (i.e. IFRS 9 vs IAS 37) and impairment (section C). However, we would consider that the 

information provided for regulatory and accounting disclosure should be sufficient also to the market. Including 

more detailed information for public disclosure may increase the risk of erroneous interpretations. As for the 

timing of reporting the information, as the revised framework includes also a quantities of management 

information which are not readily available in  accounting systems,  a quarterly collection of data might not  be 

realistic, and we would suggest a semi-annual/annual reporting requirement that would reduce the burden for 

institutions and increase the overall quality of the reporting.  

3. We support strongly the reduced reporting requirement for institutions that do not have a significant NPL 

portfolio. However, it should be considered that in case of increasing NPL percentages, institutions are required 

                                                             
1The NPE quarterly reporting template requires key information related to the non-performing and at total portfolios, with focus on 
Households, Non-Financial Corporations and Collateral obtained by taking possession. (2018 ECB NPE Quarterly data collection-Instruction) 
2 The consultation includes enhanced disclosure requirements on NPEs, forbearance, foreclosed asset (EBA Consultation paper “Draft 
Guidelines on disclosure of non-performing and forborne exposures” -27 April 2018) 
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to report templates F 23, F 24, F 25, F 26 and F 47 from the next reporting reference date where the threshold 

has been exceeded on two consecutive reporting reference dates. This entails that institutions may be required 

to implement reporting processes for templates F 23, F 24, F 25 and F 26 within half a year after breaching the 

threshold for the first time. Given the short timeframe, in combination with the extensive and detailed 

reporting requirements as laid down in templates F 23, F 24, F 25 and F 26, it is deemed very difficult (if not 

impossible) to implement the appropriate reporting processes on time should the institution breach the 

threshold. This results in a scenario that institutions that currently have a very low NPL ratio will be required to 

implement all or a large part of the appropriate reporting processes for these templates, despite not having to 

report Module 2. So effectively, the ITS amendments require institutions (except ‘small and non-complex’) to 

also implement Module 2. This does not seem proportional. 

4. We consider that reporting on forbearance should be structured in a way that provides genuine deeper insight 

into forbearance management strategies and is proportionate, taking into account existing regulatory and 

accounting disclosures. It is our view more widely that including more detailed information for public disclosure 

may increase the risk of erroneous interpretations. 

5. The inclusion of cash balances at central banks and other demand deposits and the total alignment with criteria 

used in the draft EBA Guidelines on management of non-performing and forborne exposures is not clear for us. 

It seems that EBA is aiming to modify the calculation methodology of the NPL ratio and to amend EU regulation 

n° 680/ 2014, by excluding central banks deposits and demand deposits: 

• The proposed amendment of Article 1 (2) indicates that cash balances at central banks and other demand 
deposits “shall be excluded both from the denominator and the numerator”. The footnote 1 of paragraph 
27 recalls the Article 1(2) disposals. 

 

• However, this amendment refers to the definition of non-performing exposures as presented in Annex 3 to 
the CP on Finrep (which complements the consultation paper) in section 17 Part 2 of Annex V to Regulation 
N°680/2014, which includes central bank deposits and demand deposits.  
 
o In fact, in annex 3 to the consultation in section 17, § 2.217 indicates that “for the purpose of template 

18, ‘exposures’ shall include all debt instruments (debt securities and loans and advances, including 
also cash balances at central banks and other demand deposits) and off-balance sheet exposures, 
except those held for trading exposures”. 
 

o This proposal in the consultation is fully aligned with the current Regulation N°680/2014, Part 2 of 
Annex V (In section 29, § 149 defines, for the purpose of template 18, ‘exposures’ as including all debt 
instruments (loans and advances and debt securities) and off-balance sheet exposures, except those 
held for trading exposures. In section 5, BREAKDOWN OF LOANS AND ADVANCES BY PRODUCT it is 
detailed in §41: “The ‘carrying amount’ of loans and advances shall be reported by type of product net 
of allowances due to impairment. Balances receivable on demand classified as ‘Cash, cash balances at 
central banks and other demand deposits’ shall also be reported in this template independently of the 
‘accounting portfolio’ in which they are included shall be allocated to the following products:… ”) 

 

• Finally, the Consultation Paper (§ 27) indicates “The threshold of 5% aligns the reporting criteria with the 
criteria used in the draft EBA Guidelines on management of non-performing and forborne exposures”. § 21 
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of the EBA Consultation Paper on the Draft Guidelines  (EBA-CP-2018-13 August 2018) makes reference 
to  rows 070, 191 and 221 of F18 that currently include cash balances at central banks and other demand 
deposits. The inclusion has been confirmed in the final guidelines in § 12 (EBA/GL/2018/06 31 October 
2018). 

 
We recommend therefore that the EBA maintains an unchanged NPL ratio definition (including cash balances 
at central banks and other demand deposits both on the denominator and the numerator) to be implemented 
by the banks on which NPL ratio monitoring is based.  
 
Thus, the last sentence of the proposed amendment of Article 1 (2) and the last sentence of the footnote 1 of 
paragraph 27 – “For the purpose of this calculation, loans and advances classified as held for sale, cash balances 
at central banks and other demand deposits shall be excluded both from the denominator and the numerator.” 
- shall be deleted. 
 
As any modification of the NPL ratio calculation methodology could be so impacting and important, because of 
its transversal nature to many EU regulations, including those still under negotiation, it should require an ex 
ante impact assessment, and open discussions with the industry.” 

As a final general comment, it would be useful for the EBA to clarify the EBA’s expectations in relation to the 

application of IFRS and in it particular that it should be reported throughout 2019, while the DMP 2.9 will become 

applicable for reporting periods from March 2020. More widely, we would support the alignment of the 

implementation of the EBA’s IRBA repair work which includes the definition of default with the implementation of 

the BCBS changes in January 2022. We would mention also our view that the NPL threshold should be considered 

only at a consolidated level. 

In addition, we would like to note that the NPL disclosure recommendations the ECB raised in their guidance on 

Non-Performing Loans (annex 7) deviate from the NPL disclosure requirements envisaged by the EBA in relation to 

FINREP and Pillar 3. These additional and deviating requirements will create an additional reporting burden for SSM 

banks unless the ECB accepts the EBA Pillar 3 requirements instead. We would value the EBA’s support in reaching 

this alignment. 

 

Answers to the consultation and focus on specific templates 

TABLE FR_2 “ Statement of profit or loss” 

Q1. Do respondents agree with the proposed FINREP representation of “Contributions to resolution funds and 

deposit guarantee schemes” as part of “other operating expenses”? 

If not, which representation would you suggest? 

A1. Currently, these expenses are classified within the other administrative expenses at row 380; therefore, in order 

to grant consistency through time, we would rather suggest having “Contributions to resolution funds and deposit 

guarantee schemes” as part of “other administrative expenses”.  
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TABLE FR_4.3.1 “Financial assets at fair value through other comprehensive income” and 4.4.1 “Financial assets 

at amortised cost” 

The detail of SME inserted both in table FR_4_3_1 and in table FR_4_4_1 seems to add little information to the 

whole FinRep framework. In fact this information in already included in table 18.00 where both (i) the breakdown 

by assets at amortized cost and assets at FVtOCI and (ii) the detail by stage is provided (new detail required in DMP 

2.9). This leaves the only additional information as the detail of Write off for SME which is costly to determine from 

an operational point of view. 

Furthermore in FINREP Evolution the field “Accumulated write-off” would be represented net of debt forgiveness 

(as already in place in all other FinRep tables where this detail is already collected) in alignment with Pillar III, but 

differently from what is currently foreseen in NPE Quarterly reporting. 

We suggest to align NPL Quarterly to Finrep and Pillar III. 

TABLE FR_13_1 “Breakdown of collateral and guarantees by loans and advances other than held for trading” 

We believe that row 060 “of which: Credit for consumption” is only applicable for columns 031 “Movable property”, 

032 “Equity and debt instruments”, 041 “Rest” and 050 “Financial guarantees received”. Therefore we ask that  

columns 010, 020 and 030 in this row are blanked. 

Q2. ‘Accumulated negative changes’ tries to capture, in a generic manner and independently from the type of 

collateral, the accumulated decrease in the value of a collateral item obtained, where the value of the collateral 

decreased since it was obtained by the institution (i.e. cases of increases in the collateral value are excluded). In 

this regard, 'accumulated negative changes' captures the net impact of changes in market prices, impairments and 

reversals of impairments, write-offs, depreciation and appreciation, change of accounting policies and similar on 

the carrying amount of an individual collateral item, where the difference between the value at initial recognition 

and carrying amount, as influenced by this factors, is negative.  

The comparison between value at initial recognition and the carrying amount at the reference date shall be done 

for each collateral item separately. In order to obtain the aggregate figure that is reported in the template, only the 

negative differences shall be aggregated, while cases of positive differences are to be neglected. 

Is this definition clear? 

A2. We consider that the information requested is burdensome and difficult to provide and this would lead to poor 

data quality. Therefore, we suggest a revision of the table, at least eliminating columns 005 “Value at initial 

recognition” and 020 “Accumulated negative changes”. 

We suggest renaming row 020 in “Investment property” and that this row shall become the sum of rows 030, 040 

and 050 (to be renamed “other movable property”), and that row 060 and 070 contribute to the total 080 together 

with row 010 and 020. 

The considerations above apply both to table 13.2.1 and to table 13.3.1. 

Instruction for both table 13.2.1 and 13.3.1 clarifies that the scope of these templates is not limited to assets 

pledged as collateral but rather includes “assets that were not pledged by the debtor as collateral, but were 
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obtained in exchange for the cancellation of debt, whether on a voluntary basis or as part of legal proceedings.” 

We wish thus to understand whether also debt-to-equity operations – that is the case when an entity becomes 

consolidated after debt restructuring agreements – need to be reported as foreclosure. 

TABLE FR_18 “Information on performing and non-performing exposures” 

Instructions related to columns 215 and 220, clarify that “An exposure that is reclassified multiple times from non-

performing to performing or vice versa during the period shall be taken into account multiple times for the purposes 

of the determination of the amount of inflows and outflows, taking into account the respective gross carrying 

amounts at the time of the reclassification”. This creates an inconsistency with table 12.2 where instructions clarify 

that “For the reporting of the transfers that have taken place during the financial year, financial assets or off-balance 

exposures that have changed multiple times the impairment stage since the beginning of the financial year or their 

initial recognition shall be reported as having been transferred from their impairment stage at the opening of the 

financial year or initial recognition to the impairment stage in which they are included at the reporting reference 

date.” 

Therefore we suggest removing from this table these columns (i.e. “Inflows to non-performing exposures” and “(-) 

Outflows from non-performing exposures”) as their implementation in term of breakdowns by all counterparty 

categories and additional “of which” would be significantly burdensome. Moreover a comprehensive view on the 

flows of non-performing exposures is already requested in table “24.1 Inflows and outflows of non-performing 

exposures - loans and advances”. 

If the EBA considers it necessary to have this breakdown in FR 18, we would suggest keeping it only in relation  to 

the counterparty breakdown and not detailed by SME, CRE and LTV as this would appear to add little information 

but severely increase the operative effort needed to produce data, leading in the end to the risk of poor data quality. 

As for FVTP&L portfolios, since the Gross Carrying amount corresponds to the Fair Value plus the negative variation 

in credit risk, we wish to understand how a possible variation in credit risk shall be reported in these columns. 

Q3. The ESRB recommendation defines CRE as follows:  

‘Commercial real estate’ (CRE) means any income-producing real estate, either existing or under development, and 

excludes   

(a) social housing;  

(b) property owned by end-users;  

(c) buy-to-let housing.   

If a property has a mixed CRE and RRE use, it should be considered as different properties (based for example on 

the surface areas dedicated to each use) whenever it is feasible to make such breakdown; otherwise, the property 

ca be classified according to its dominant use. 

‘Commercial reals estate (CRE) loan’ means a loan aimed at acquiring a CRE property (or set of CRE properties) or 

secured by a CRE property (or set of CRE properties). 

‘Income-producing real estate’ means all immovable properties with income generated by their rents or profits 

from their sale. 
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Is this definition clear? To which extent is compatible with, for example, your internal classification? Which 

challenges with regard to the practical application of this definition do you envisage? 

A.3 We suggest removing from this table the additional breakdown of Real Estate identified as income-producing 

and keeping only the already existing reference to the CRE loan secured by a real estate property.  A view of CRE as 

collateralised by real estate would be more coherent with the other table contents, while the value of a breakdown 

related to the purpose of the loan seems unclear. Moreover, we suggest the deletion of the rows 132 and 135 as 

their contents overlap to a large extent with those of table “23.3 Loans and advances: Commercial Real Estate loans 

by counterparty sector”.  

In addition, the level of granularity requested by the ‘of which’ categories under the new F.18.00 template including 

the breakdowns requested in relation to residential immovable property, SMEs and LTVs would be difficult and 

costly to obtain in comparison to the possible benefit they would deliver. 

Q4. The ESRB recommendation defines the current loan-to-value ratio as follows: 

‘Current loan-to-value ratio’ (LTV-C) means the sum of all loans or loan tranches secured by the borrower on a 

property at the reporting date relative to the current value of the property; 

‘Current value of the property’ means the value of the property as assessed by an independent external or internal 

appraiser; if such assessment is not available, the current value of the property can be estimated using a real estate 

value index sufficiently granular with respect to geographical location and type of property; if such real estate value 

index is also not available, a real estate price index sufficiently granular with respect to geographical location and 

type of property can be used after application of a suitably chosen mark-down to account for the depreciation of 

the property; 

Is this definition clear? Which challenges with regard to the practical application of this definition do you envisage? 

A.4 The definition is neither sufficiently clear, nor easily applicable. In particular, it is not clear how, in case of a loan 

secured by more than one type of collateral (i.e. and immovable property and other guarantee) this shall be taken 

into account. Also, it is not clear if the value of the property shall be re-assessed on a quarterly basis that is at each 

reporting date. As this information is not available within accounting systems  there could be significant implication 

issues. 

FINREP Evolution requires the LTV breakdown on the base of FINREP definition of CRE as loans collateralized by real 

estate property, whilst the NPE Quarterly reporting requires the LTV breakdown on the base of CRE as income-

producing real estate. We suggest aligning the definitions to the one we consider more straightforward and easier 

to implement, i.e. CRE as loans collateralised by real estate property.  We suggest therefore the deletion of rows 

142 and 143 because they overlap with the table “23.2 Loans and advances to households: Loans collateralized by 

residential immovable property” 

The same consideration applies also for table FR_19 “Information forborne exposures”. 
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TABLE FR_22_01 “Fee and commission income and expenses by activity” 

We suggest deleting the new proposed row 051 “Corporate finance” and related breakdown as this, (i) seems to 

overlap with the ‘other’ breakdown and (ii) leads to high operative costs and would appear toadd little value to the 

framework.  

Also, we kindly ask for a clarification of the meaning of “prepayment fees” as no normative reference is provided. 

As for “payment services” both income (row 131) and expenses (row 255), we wish for clarification of how this 

relates to table FR 22_2 row 120 and in particular what is expected to be reported in this row. We would welcome 

clarification also as to what is considered ‘payment services’. 

Q5. The information included in the two group structure templates is currently collected on an annual basis. 

Without prejudice to notification obligations under national laws, a more frequent collection (quarterly) would 

improve the timely reflection and awareness of changes to institutions’ group structures. Which benefits and 

challenges with regard to the compilation and reporting of this information on a more frequent basis do you 

envisage? 

We would question the notion that more frequent reporting of templates F 40.01 and F 40.02 would be necessary 

to improve timely reflection and awareness of changes to institutions’ group structures. Institutions are in 

continuous contact with their respective competent authority. Material changes to institutions’ group structures 

are an essential part of this interaction. Indeed, templates F 40.01 and F 40.02 provide a comprehensive overview 

of institutions’ group structures, which is useful information for competent authorities. However, an increase of 

reporting frequency would typically have little added benefit to the activities of the respective competent 

authority. 

TABLE FR_44_03 “Staff expenses by type of benefits” 

We believe that the identification of staff expenses for IT STAFF, row 031, may not be readily available within 

accounting systems and the implementation may require major effort. 

TABLE FR_44_04 “Staff expenses by category of remuneration and category of staff” 

We kindly ask for a clarification of the relationships of columns 020 “of which: Identified staff” with columns 030 

“of which: Management body (in its management function) and senior management” and 040 “of which: 

Management body (in its supervisory function)” as we interpret it to be the sum of columns 030 and 040.   

Q6. Some of the items included in templates F 44.04 and F 48.00 are also collected for the purposes of 

benchmarking in accordance with EBA’s Guideline on the remuneration benchmarking exercise (EBA/GL/2014/08). 

The items requested in FINREP are of high-level nature and full alignment has been sought to keep the reporting 

burden limited. What is your view on the inclusion of this information in FINREP? Do you see any inconsistencies 

between this data and the data collected in accordance with the GL on remuneration benchmarking exercise that 

impact the reporting burden? 
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A6. We believe that the integration in FINREP of the items included in template F 44.04 and F 48.00 is indeed 

impactful. The information may not be readily available within accounting systems and the implementation will 

require significant investment. 

TABLE FR_23 “Loans and advances – Additional Information” 

Q7. The following templates (templates F 23, F 24, F 26, F 47) request information on loans and advances subject 

to definition of non-performing and forborne exposures (with the exception of loans and advances classified as held 

for sale), in contrast to F 18 and F 19 that cover ‘exposures’ in a broader sense, e.g. also debt securities. The rationale 

behind applying these additional templates to loans and advances only is that the majority of exposures in credit 

institutions’ balance sheets that turned non-performing are loans and advances. To have risk based focus to 

monitor evolution of asset quality and to balance reporting burden the templates focus on loans and advances only. 

Are the definitions and instructions on the definition of the scope clear? 

A7. The scope is clear. However, FINREP has not previously defined types of forbearance. We consider that the 

requirement to report by specified forbearance type (template 26) should be removed as it is not meaningful to 

seek to apply standard forbearance strategies across different banks: 

• the list of forbearance treatments in template 26 is inconsistent with the provisions of the EBA paper on non-

performing loans which permit each bank to apply the types of forbearance measures it considers consistent 

with its credit practices. 

• market participants should be free to evolve treatments that meet customer needs and manage risk, rather 

than being driven by regulatory prescription. It’s not clear what understanding is gained through classification 

by the specified treatment type. If further reporting is required, a simple split into either a temporary or a 

permanent classification would give more insight.  

• the value of reporting by prescribed forbearance type is not clear, particularly given the extent of other 

reporting of forbearance in FINREP, disclosure reporting and Pillar 3. It creates additional operational 

complexity and burden for market participants and potential confusion for audiences. 

AFME and its members’ view is that a measure is only forbearance when it represents a concession to the customer 

in financial difficulties and is offered for the purpose of putting them back onto a sustainable footing. The 

understanding of what constitutes a concession is key. Generally this is regarded as being when the treatment is 

not commercially available and is offered specifically to collections customers. 

As the BCBS noted[1] when considering forbearance it is essential to consider two perspectives: good and bad 

forbearance. Continuing to report accounts as forborne once they have been moved into Recoveries is misleading 

and may create the impression of greater ‘bad’ forbearance, when in fact a bank has moved from forbearing to 

'foreclosing'. Accounts which have been placed in Recoveries are no longer forborne: no concession is being made, 

                                                             
[1] https://www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d403.pdf para 123 

https://www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d403.pdf
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there is no realistic prospect of returning the customer to order and the normal banking relationship has ceased. 

On the same basis, accounts that are in litigation would not be considered as forborne. 

Where a customer goes into arrears without contacting the bank, they are not reported as forborne. Adopting the 

same rationale, we do not therefore regard as forbearance those instances where a customer (who is either not in 

arrears or is in early stage arrears) contacts the bank to agree a short term payment arrangement whereby arrears 

to continue to accrue based on the original contractual monthly payment. Again, there is no concession.  

With regard to the proposed treatment classification (in paragraph 361 of the reporting instructions) of ‘(h) 

Rescheduled payments’, as there is no change in instalment amounts, no noteworthy grace period and no debt 

forgiveness we would question what concession the Regulator sees as having been offered. 

Again, with reference to paragraph 361 - and particularly for Retail exposures - where multiple treatments have 

been applied to an exposure it is not practical to calculate the NPV of each measure and then categorise by the one 

with the highest impact. 

[1] https://www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d403.pdf para 123 

TABLE FR_48 “Additional information” 

We would request clarification in relation to row 060 Average number of staff at retail branches. In particular, it is 

not clear if you wish to be reported here i) the Average number of staff working in each retail branch or ii) the 

Average number of staff at retail branches taking into consideration the average value of all the staff working in 

retail branches over a given timeframe. 

Regarding the Number of online accounts, row 070, we would request the definition of  a stricter perimeter of when 

an account can be defined online accounts (e.g. if a physical account that can be accessed remotely can be 

potentially counted as online account) 

Q8. The information collected in this template is different in nature from the information collected in the remainder 

of FINREP, i.e. it is mostly of non-financial nature. It is valuable as contextual information to understand core 

elements of fixed costs of institutions. Similar information, where applicable potentially with regard to a different 

scope of consolidated entities, is collected, for example, by monetary authorities. Which benefits and challenges 

with regard to the compilation and reporting of this information do you envisage? 

A8. As this is mainly management information, it can be difficult to find within accounting systems and some might 

not be readily available within banks’ systems. Therefore, we believe that the implementation processes needed 

to obtain this data would require some time.  

OTHER COMMENTS 

We would like to take the opportunity to mention some inconsistencies in term of details required in Pillar III or 

NPE Quarterly reports that are not included  in FINREP – neither in the current version, nor in the proposed revision. 

https://www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d403.pdf
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Since those details are not considered  relevant for FINREP Revision purpose, we would question as to whether they 

should be considered relevant for other reporting or disclosure purposes.  

In particular, we would summarise that: 

- In Pillar III it is expected to report information not included in FINREP Revision, in terms of breakdown of provisions 

(i.e. IFRS 9 vs IAS 37) and impairment detail required in (section C) in “Template 5 – Quality of NPEs by geography”; 

- In terms of  Collateral by taking possession the FINREP evolution does not require the breakdown by vintage for 

“Collateral obtained by taking possession classified as Property Plant and Equipment (PP&E)”, whilst it is required 

for both for NPE Quarterly and Pillar III.  

We would consider it appropriate to remove those inconsistencies by eliminating these requirements from the 

respective NPE Quarterly or Pillar III frameworks. 
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