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EBF RESPONSE TO EBA CONSULTATION PAPER ON 
DRAFT IMPLEMENTING STANDARDS AMENDING 
IMPLEMENTING REGULATION (EU) No 680/2014 WITH 

REGARD TO FINREP 

 
General remarks 

- We welcome the principle of proportionality, but its implementation is too narrow. The 
new data requirements for NPLs are excessive and we question in what extent they 

respect the principles of BCBS 239. The module 1 and 2 is far too heavy for banks 
whose NPL levels are low. In particular, the calculations of inflows and outflows for 

NPLs portfolios will be very burdensome to implement. Especially related to NPL 
exposures in module 2, this requires bank to be able to slice and dice data collected 

for different purposed like client, forbearance, legal status, collateral and accounting 

information and we consider that these templates will result in an increase of data 
quality issue that are not easy to solve. Additionally, when including more and more 

risk management information about NPL in FINREP, the question can be raised as what 
the objective of FINREP is and what the objective of COREP reporting is. In our view, 

FINREP should be related to accounting information but is now used to include more 

and more risk based COREP information. 

- A lot of the requested data must also be submitted in other reports. This results in 
greater interdependency of reporting regimes and requires greater coordination, which 

makes the process of compiling reports even more difficult. This difficulty is further 

increased through slight differences in scoping and definitions in the information 

requested (refer to the alignment comments below). 

- There is a tendency in the proposed changes to extend FINREP far beyond its objective 

to date. This applies, for instance, to the inclusion of remuneration data (F 44.04, 

F 48.00) and additional information (F 48.00). FINREP should continue to focus on 

financial information. We see no reason to supplement, or overload, FINREP with data 

on other matters (cf. our replies to question 6 and question 8).  

- FINREP changes must be implemented at the same time as the introduction of CRR II, 

this creates logjams in IT implementation. Furthermore, we consider it wise to assess 

the data and reporting requirements in line with the NPL back stop regulation currently 
finalized in Brussels. Combined with that the legislation is not yet final and the 

suggested implementation date is very short. 
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- The increase in requirements means that information which is currently not available 
in banks’ systems must be captured and recorded for the first time. This applies above 

all to requests for data concerning security. 

- This FINREP proposal introduces new data requirements which appear more statistical 

in nature than accounting. We question whether these changes to the FINREP 
schedules are still aligned with the original intent for FINREP reporting as described in 

the applicable legislation. 

 

FINREP regarding IFRS 16 

- A transition period for the year 2019 is required. IFRS 16 replaces IAS 17 from 1 
January 2019 onwards while the first reference date for the updated FINREP templates 

is foreseen to be 31 March 2020. Because that 31 March 2020 submission includes a 
number of movement schedules that means institutions will have to be ready by Q4 

2019 already. 

- In addition, it is our view that the lease liability should be included in “other liabilities” 

(F 1.2. – 208) instead of “other financial liabilities” (F.8.1. – 445). Lease liabilities are 

not in the scope of IFRS 9 but IFRS 16. Hence, they should not be shown as financial 

instruments/liabilities. 

- The depreciation of the right of use assets should be shown in “depreciation – property, 
plant and equipment” (F2 – 400) instead of “administrative expenses” (F2 – 360 

respectively F 16.8 – 100). In general depreciation are shown in a separate P&L line 
item in FINREP instead of administrative expenses. Hence, this should also be the case 

for the depreciation of the assets to be recognized according to IFRS 16.  

 

Targeting high NPL institutions  

5% threshold NPL ratio 

− At the EBA’s public hearing held on 3 October 2018, it was mentioned by EBA officials 

that the 5% threshold is to be calculated at the consolidated level. This statement 
should be made public for transparency and clarity. The NPL ratio as defined in the 

page 9 (including footnotes #1 and #2) of the consultation paper is not clear as to 
whether the ratio should be calculated only for consolidated level or at individual level 

too. Furthermore, taking account of interactions between subsidiaries in a group, this 

ratio would have to be evaluated at the highest level of consolidation. And we consider 
that the threshold would have to be calculated on a net basis to take into account the 

level of coverage of doubtful loans by provisions. 

− The proposed changes require institutions to report “Module 2” from the next reporting 

reference date where the 5% threshold has been exceeded on two consecutive 
reporting reference dates. Effectively that means that institutions would have to report 

the “Module 2” templates within half a year after breaching the threshold for the first 
time. Given the extensive and detailed reporting requirements of “Module 2” and that 

much of this detailed information is not readily available in a structured manner in the 

core accounting and prudential applications, implementing all the required changes to 
ensure completeness and accuracy of the reported information is considered very 

difficult (if not impossible) within that timeframe. This means that institutions will most 
likely be required to implement all or a large part of the “Module 2” reporting even 

without breaching (or even being near) the 5% NPL threshold. This therefore does not 

seem proportional. 
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− Finally, 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 due to some contradictions in the 
items of the Consultation Paper. We strongly advocate EBA to maintain the NPL ratio 

definition (including cash balances at central banks and other demand deposits both 
on the denominator and the numerator) 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.” should be deleted. 

− Furthermore, the EBA should clarify that the threshold of 5% of the NPL ratio should 
apply only for EU banks because in most emerging countries such figure is totally 

normal and cannot be considered a high level of NPL assets. 

 

Alignment with FINREP 

− It is very important that there be 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, the NPL backstop 
regulation currently finalized in Brussels and the Pillar III review2 to avoid 

misalignment of information. In particular:  

o We identified a misalignment 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). 

o Moreover, regarding the misalignment between the information requested in the 

FINREP evolution and the Pillar 3 report on NPLs, we noticed that the latter includes 
more information than that 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 deem that the information provided for regulatory and 
accounting disclosure should be enough also for the market. On the contrary, 

including in the disclosure framework more information can lead to useless or even 

misleading interpretation.  

− Most of the information related to NPLs that is now being requested under these draft 
Implementing Standards is already reported under the scope of the NPE action plans 

requested by the SSM. If FINREP is to collect similar information, then it is important 

to ensure that the same or similar request is not duplicated i.e. information given to 

                                          
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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supervisors for those plans should be discontinued or waivers should be granted for 

banks that already report it in FINREP. The same argument can be used for P&L values. 

 

Taxes and duties 

− What exactly is meant by taxes and duties? Does it include VAT? Since VAT to a large 
extent is not tax deductible for banks, it is usually disclosed together with the 

underlying expense and not as a separate line item. It would therefore be very difficult 

to report VAT as “taxes and duties” in the template F16:8 (row 040). And if so, it will 

also differentiate from other expense disclosures. 

 

Additional information 

− We question the collection of information within the FINREP framework that is neither 
financial accounting nor prudential data. Because of the nature of the additional 

information items, they are not directly available in the accounting general ledgers, 

they are not managed by accounting staff and are not covered by accounting process 
and calendars. They can only be provided through database systems that are not 

accounting e.g. very detailed level of information related to for example detailed 
product type level, number of instruments, information on salaries and on number of 

staff by category (human resources information) and information on management 

data. 

− Template F23 also requests information for loans and advances that are in either pre-
litigation of litigation. Such information is not readily available in a database that would 

make it easily reportable, having to set this up would be very burdensome and in our 

view not what BCBS 239 envisioned. When not taking these remarks into account we 
envision an increase of data quality issue that are not easy to solve. On top of 

monitoring of stage 3 information the added value of such information we believe is 

questionable.   

− We question the rationale to collect such information within the FINREP framework 
since it is not in the scope of FINREP and most of the data are already collected under 

other regulations.  

 

Several guidelines  

− It is important to align definitions and concepts which are highly correlated of EBA 
guidelines on the application of the definition of default, EBA guidelines on disclosure, 

EBA consultation paper on amendments to FINREP - regarding non-performing and 
forborne exposures or related to. This will contribute to reducing redundancies between 

the different reporting as far as possible. 

 

More time for implementation 

− Given the operational burden associated with the new information requests, and in 
some cases, a higher frequency of reporting, we consider that more time should be 

given to assure a timely implementation. Specifically, with the combined burden of 
module 1, module 2 and IFRS 16 changes, following on a host changes that were 

required for IFRS 9, the FINREP changes require a large change capacity. We also note 
that the requirements as this stage are not yet final, which also hampers planning of 

the changes to be implemented. To ensure qualitatively sound regulatory reporting we 

believe the timelines suggested should be pushed back. 



 

 

 

5 
 

www.ebf.eu 

 

 

Questions raised in Annex 3 to the consultation paper 
(Annex V to the draft ITS) 

 
Question 1 (on template F 02.00) 

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? 

Views differ among banks. For some banks, these contributions are indeed part of “other 

operating expenses”, but other banks include this item in “administrative expenses”, 
“other administrative expenses”, as part of “tax expenses” according to IFRIC 21 or within 

the net interest income in the IFRS accounts. Also, “interest expenses” occurs based on 

national FSA guidelines. We believe that attention should be put on coherence between 
representation in financial statements and representation within FINREP templates. 

Consequently, to take account the different accounting rules, these specified lines would 

be located under “Profit or Loss before tax from continuing operations”. 

We generally believe it is superfluous to show this line separately because these 
contributions should already be known to supervisory authorities. If the EBA keeps hold of 

a separate presentation of the contributions to resolution funds and deposit guarantee 

schemes, we suggest a separate line item. 

 
Question 2 (on templates F 13.2.1 and F 13.3.1) 

‘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? 

While the definition is clear, we believe the information requested is burdensome and 

difficult to provide leading 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 also 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. 
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The considerations above apply both to table 13.2.1 and to table 13.3.1. Instruction for 
both tables 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 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. 

Other comments on particular tables: 

− 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”. 

In case the EBA deems it necessary to have this breakdown in FR 18, we suggest 

keeping it exclusively in relation to the counterparty breakdown and not detailed by 
SME, CRE and LTV as this adds little information but severely increase the operative 

effort needed to produce data, leading in the end to 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. 

 
Question 3 (on several templates, see F 18.00) 

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 can be 

classified according to its dominant use. 
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‘Commercial real 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. 

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? 

The definition for commercial real estate is not the same as that used in COREP. The EBA 

definition (stemming from the ESRB recommendation) defines CRE as “income producing” 
real estate.  However, “income producing” is not a criterion used currently in COREP. This 

will create confusion among data users and will add unnecessary complexity to reporting 
institutions. This notion is introduced in ‘Basel IV’ agreements and would be probably 

included in the European transposition. We thus highly recommend EBA to keep the 

current definition. 

Furthermore, since COREP data already includes information on exposures secured by 
commercial real estate, we recommend not to include this data requirement in FINREP. 

The same rationale refers to RRE loans as well. 

Moreover, we suggest deleting rows 132 and 135 as their content are mainly overlapping 
with those of table “23.3 Loans and advances: Commercial Real Estate loans by 

counterparty sector”. 

 
Question 4 (on several templates, see F 18.00) 

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? 

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 the accounting system, implementation 

would require substantial time and costs. 

FINREP evolution requires the LTV breakdown on the basis of the FINREP definition of CRE 
as loans collateralized by real estate property, whilst the NPE quarterly reporting requires 
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the LTV breakdown on the basis of CRE as income-producing real estate. We suggest 
aligning the definitions to the one we consider more straightforward and easier to be 

implemented, i.e. CRE as loans collateralized by real estate property. Thus, we suggest 
deleting rows 142 and 143 because overlap with table “23.2 Loans and advances to 

households: Loans collateralized by residential immovable property”. 

The same consideration above applies also for table FR_19 “Information forborne 

exposures”. 

 
Question 5 (on F 40.01, F 40.02) 

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? 

The frequency of these templates should remain annual since we see no benefit in a more 

frequent collection of the data. Group structures do not change often with data remaining 
fairly stable over time; more frequent reporting will thus not bring any additional benefit 

to supervisors. Also, COREP (template C6.00) includes similar data on a semi-annual basis; 

these data could be used instead. 

Furthermore, these tables are highly costly and burdensome since reporting involves a 

high amount of manual input.  

Other comments on particular tables: 

− 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 the accounting system and the implementation will require 
major efforts, both in time and money, due to the need for restructuring the data 

generation process from sources external to the accounting environment. 

− FR_44.04 “Staff expenses by category of remuneration and category of staff” 

We 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.   

 
Question 6 (on F 44.04, F 48.00) 

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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The data is already collected in the EBA/GL/2014/08 (remuneration benchmarking 
exercise). The data should be excluded from FINREP as otherwise this would be regarded 

as double reporting, redundant and disproportionate. 

Furthermore, the data required on salaries and staff are not accounting information but 

rather human resources information. We question the rationale to collect such information 
within the financial reporting framework. Accordingly, FINREP should only be designed for 

application by banks when preparing their consolidated supervisory financial reporting 

under IFRS standards, without adding any other nature of information. 

In particular, we refer to: 

− Information on salaries and on number of staff by category (human resources 

information) 

o IT staff wages and salaries (F44.3r031)  

o Fixed and variable remuneration (F44.4r010and020) 

o Fixed and variable remuneration of "Management body (in its management 
function) and senior management”, “Management body (in its supervisory 

function)" and "other identified staff" (F44.4c020to040) 

o Number of staff: Total, "Management body (in its management function) and senior 

management”, “Management body (in its supervisory function)" and "other 

identified staff" (F48r010to040) 

− Information on management data 

o Average number of staff at retail branches (F48r060) 

 
Question 7 (on several templates, see F 23.01 – F 23.03) 

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? 

According to the consultation paper (paragraph 35 on page 11) the opening balance is not 

the former closing balance. Instead the opening balance needs to be adjusted. We 
therefore propose that opening balance should not be reported. It should be enough to 

report only inflows, outflows and closing balance separately.  

Regarding FINREP template 26 and the wording in Annex V regarding that template:  

− Please change the short description (definition) in FINREP template 26 Column 090 

from "of which: having been granted forbearance measures during the period" to "of 
which: having been granted forbearance measures during the present financial year", 

if the definition in Annex V page 364 is to be used instead of the current column 

heading (or amend the wording in Annex V if the template heading is to be followed).  
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− The wording "... This includes originally forborne exposures that exited the forborne 
status (cured forborne exposures), but were granted new forbearance measures after 

that;" in Annex V, page 363(a)(i) can be read as "only include exposures having 
fulfilled the exit conditions between the implemented forbearance measures" or 

"include both exposures having, and not having, fulfilled the exit conditions between 
the implemented forbearance measures". Please update the wording in Annex V, page 

363(a)(i) in order to fully explain and make it clear what exposures to include. 

− The wording "...forborne exposures under probation to which forbearance measures 

were applied in addition to forbearance measures granted at an earlier point..." in 

Annex V, page 363(a)(ii), does it mean only to include exposures where the additional 
forbearance measure(s) results in the borrower getting additional (accumulated) 

financial reliefs in the cash flow being paid to the bank, i.e. do not include forborne 
exposures where the same type of short term financial relief is made repeatedly after 

the maturity date for the previous short term forbearance measure, resulting in the 
same "prolonged" financial relief  and not any additional (accumulated) financial relief 

in the cash flow being paid by the borrower to the bank (for example a prolongation of 
a short term "Deferment of payment", a second “extension of maturity" etc)? Or should 

exposures be included in FINREP template 26 row 160 no matter the type of 

forbearance measure being implemented to an exposure in a FINREP Forbearance 
Probation Period? The wording should be updated in Annex V, page 363(a)(ii) in order 

to fully explain and make it clear what exposures to include. 

Furthermore, revision to the reporting on non-performing and forborne exposures raise 

the following concerns: 

− We believe that there is a strong need to align disclosures requirements and the FINREP 

templates, on the same items, regarding non-performing and forborne exposures. A 
strict alignment would provide clarity of the definitions used, it would limit the burden 

of collecting information, it would avoid overlapping of collecting and reporting similar 

information and it would facilitate consistency between disclosures and prudential data.  

Several guidelines regarding non-performing and forborne exposures or related topics 

have been issued or will be issued with different implementation dates. The EBA 
guidelines on the application of the definition of default and Commission Delegated 

Regulation (EU) 2018/171 on materiality threshold will apply from 1 January 2021. 
The first reference date for the amended FINREP templates about the consultation 

paper is foreseen to be the 31 March 2020. The EBA guidelines on disclosure of non-
performing and forborne exposures will apply from 31 December 2019. In such 

context, we would like to stress that alignment of definitions and scope which are 

highly correlated is important to reduce redundancies between the different reporting, 

and to allow smooth implementation of these various reporting requirements. 

− Request to distinguish between loans and advances that are in pre-litigation status or 
litigation status. This is a risk nature information which adds to the existing supervisory 

requests and which creates a new concept. As the information that is highly granular 
is not native in the financial system and not requested by accounting standards, it 

would imply additional IT development to be collected. Also, we question the rationale 

to collect information on pre-litigation situations that will not result in disputes. 

− 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 reveal some contradictions in the following items: 
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o 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” 

o However, this amendment refers to “the definition of non-performing exposures as 

presented in section 17 of Part 2 of Annex V to Regulation N°680/2014. In this 
section, paragraph 2.217 indicates that debt instruments include also cash balances 

at central banks and other demand deposits. 

o The Consultation Paper (paragraph 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”. Paragraph 21 of these Guidelines 
refers to rows 070, 191 and 221 of F18 that currently include cash balances at 

central banks and other demand deposits. 

Therefore, we strongly advocate EBA to maintain the NPL ratio definition (including 

cash balances at central banks and other demand deposits both on the denominator 

and the numerator) 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.”  

should be deleted. 

 
Question 8 (on F 48.00) 

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? 

Since some of the data related to number of staff, branches and payment services (also 

in table F 22.00) are already collected under the ECB Payments Statistics Regulation, we 
do not see any reason to collect the same information twice. The EBA should get the 

relevant data from the ECB directly. 

Furthermore, we see no benefits to collect statistical information within financial templates 

with no link with accounting. On the contrary, we see great challenges resulting from the 
IT development costs needed to collect the information that would outweigh the benefits. 

Moreover, we are sceptical regarding the relevance of the information and the objective 
of FINREP to provide information on key aspects of the consolidated financial reporting for 

supervisors. 

Finally, overlapping of reportings - similar information requested regarding a different 
scope of consolidated entities and collected by different authorities – should be avoided. 

Hence, authorities should be attentive not to increase the number of reports and to 

rationalise all the reporting frameworks that are applicable to banks. 

Other comments on particular tables: 

− TABLE FR_48 “Additional information” 
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Clarification is required about row 060 “Average number of staff at retail branches”. In 
particular, it is not clear what should 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, a stricter perimeter should be 

defined of when an account can be defined an online account e.g. if a physical account 
that can be accessed remotely can be potentially counted as online account. This 

should align with the ECB definition in the payment statistics regulation: “accounts 

which the account holder can access and use electronically via the internet or with PC 

banking applications via dedicated software and dedicated telecommunication lines. 

 
Question 9 

Are the scope of application of the revised reporting requirements as set out in 

the draft ITS above, the reporting templates as set out in Annexes 1 and 2 to this 
Consultation Paper (Annexes III and IV to the ITS) and the related instructions 

in Annex 3 to this Consultation Paper (Annex V to the ITS) sufficiently clear? In 
case of uncertainties with regard to scope of entities subject to the reporting 

obligation or the information that shall be reported, please provide clear 
references to the applicable provision respectively the relevant columns/rows of 

a given template as well as specific examples that highlight the need for further 

clarifications. 

Concerning changes to FINREP about IFRS 16, we understand that lease liabilities are 

reported on a specific row under financial liabilities. It should be noted that these liabilities 
representing lease payments will be considered as leasehold debts rather than financial 

debts, and thus, classified as other liabilities in banks’ financial communication, causing 

differences in presentation between financial statements and FINREP templates. 

In some cases, the very detailed level of information that corresponds to a detailed product 
type level or that consists of several items is not directly available in the accounting 

general ledgers. It can only be provided through database management systems. For 

these cases, as we do not believe that the role of FINREP templates is to follow up 
additional detailed statistical or management data, we question the rationale to collect 

such information within the financial reporting framework.  (question 6).   

We refer to:  

• Very detailed level of information that corresponds to a detailed product type level 

(management control information) 

o IT outsourcing charges (F16.8r020) 

o Fine granularity of payment service fee products: Current accounts, Credit cards, 

Debit cards and other card payments, Transfers and other payment orders 

(F22.1r131to135) 

o Fee and commission expenses by activity: Payment services - Credit, Debit and 

other Cards (F22.1r256) 

• Number of instruments concerned by some information (statistical information) 

(F23.1to23.3r010to030; F26r010) 

In addition, the information should be reported at the highest level of the group 

consolidation. Thus, “IT sourcing” expenses are related to the use of external service 
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providers. External service providers shall be understood as provided by external entities 

outside the scope of the entire group. 

 

Other comments on tables not addressed by the above questions: 

− 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 is 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 DPM 
2.9). This means the only additional information to be provided is 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 aligning NPL quarterly reporting with FINREP and Pillar III. 

− 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 to close column 010, 020 and 

030 in this row. 

− FR_22.01 “Fee and commission income and expenses by activity” 

We suggest deleting the new proposed row 051 “Corporate finance” and the related 
breakdown as this, (i) seems to be overlapping with other breakdowns and (ii) leads 

to high operational costs to determine and (iii) adds little value to the framework. Also, 

we 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 

what the EBA expects to be reported in this row. 

 

 

*** 

 


