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INTRODUCTION
1. Following the publication in April 2006 of CEBS’ Guidelines on the implementation, validation and assessment of Advanced Measurement (AMA) and Internal Ratings Based (IRB) approaches (hereafter “the Guidelines”), CEBS decided at its December 2007 meeting to conduct a peer review of the implementation of the Guidelines, both from a home and host perspective. 
2. This topic, on which special emphasis has been put by supervisors during the last couple of years, was deemed appropriate for a non controversial test of the peer review mechanism, focusing on methods and lessons to learn.
3. This document presents a summary of the factual results of the first phase implied by CEBS decision, namely the self-assessment by CEBS members of whether they have or not implemented the Guidelines. The individual self-assessments are being published alongside this document.  It should be noted that the answers provided by the 27 EU banking authorities have not yet been challenged by the Review Panel. This will follow in a second phase, during which members’ assessments will be assessed by their peers, the results of which will be published later this year. This exercise is being conducted in accordance with the Methodology and Protocol
 published on 15 October 2007.

4. The self-assessment questionnaire targets cases of validation of advanced approaches that entail a cross border dimension. Therefore, the assessment of the Guidelines concerns those supervisory authorities that supervise credit institutions and/or investment firms that have already applied for implementation of AMA and/or IRB approaches under the Capital Requirements Directive (CRD). In practice, this exercise is restricted to validation of central models applicable also to entities of the group located in other European countries or to local models that have been validated in total or in part for consolidation purposes. 

5. In application of Articles 6-16 of the Methodology, a self-assessment questionnaire was prepared (please see Annex). It focuses on the main steps of the validation process as set up in Annex 1 of the Guidelines, i.e. on :

· step 3 (Model assessment), 

· step 4 (Decision) and 

· step 5 (Implementation). 

Step 6 (Ongoing review) was ruled out de facto as the advanced approaches have only been implemented since 1 January 2008. 

6. For each step, guidelines were broken down into assessment criteria and corresponding key questions, and where deemed necessary, further request for information. For each step, benchmarks were established for the purpose of determining whether or not a member was applying the corresponding guidelines, and overall benchmarks were defined to assess the extent to which members were considered to have implemented the set of guidelines as a whole, taking into account notably home-host cooperation.

7. Two sets of questions were prepared, one for consolidating supervisors, the other for host supervisors. Depending on their supervisory responsibilities towards the institutions that have applied for advanced approaches, some supervisors have provided answers only as host supervisors while others have provided answers both as consolidating and host supervisors. 
Supervisory authorities were asked to give only one general response to each question (rather than providing a separate set of answers for each agreement taken in application of Article 129 of the Capital Requirement Directive, or for each relationship with another supervisory authority). Therefore, the explanations provided to support each aggregated response are of particular relevance since supervisors may have gone through different cases of validation, which in turn would have led to different answers.

8. The benchmarks have been assigned on the basis of the answers and possible complementary information provided as of 28 March 2008. 

SUMMARY OF THE SELF-ASSESSMENT OF THE GUIDELINES

9. This summary of CEBS members’ self-assessments of their implementation of the Guidelines is divided into 3 sections, each of them focusing on one of the three main steps identified in Annex 1 of the guidelines: model assessment, decision and implementation.

10. Each section sets out the requirements of the corresponding guidelines, the benchmarks that were established for each of them and the results of the self-assessments. For each step, two tables summarizing the answers provided and the related benchmarks are available for respectively consolidating supervisors and host supervisors. Similarly, two tables presenting overall benchmarks for consolidating and host supervisors are available below. When a question was deemed “not applicable” by a supervisor, this has a neutral effect on the related benchmark.
11. For the present self-assessment exercise, the 27 completed questionnaires can be broken down as follows :

- 12 countries provided answers as consolidating and host supervisors (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxemburg, The Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom);

- 15 countries provided answers as host supervisors only (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia).
12. As of end March 2008, 32 banking groups have been through a validation process, which lead to 38 decisions (positive or negative) taken by the consolidating supervisor, among which 34 joint decisions.

	Countries of Consolidating Supervisors
	AT
	BE
	DK
	FR
	DE
	IE
	IT
	LU
	NL
	ES
	SE
	UK

	Number of groups
	2
	3
	1
	3
	9
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	4
	4

	Number of decisions
	2
	4
	1
	3
	11
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	4
	6

	Number of joint decisions
	2
	3
	1
	3
	8
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	4
	6


13. The overall benchmarks summarise the degree of application of the three steps of AMA and IRB approaches in the different authorities. In principle, a “fully applied” benchmark means that the three steps (model assessment, decision and implementation) are applied. In the other cases, the overall benchmark is “Partially applied” if one or more of the steps is “partially applied”. If one of the steps is “not applied” or “not contributing”, the overall benchmark will be “Not applied”. However, this automatic computation has to be adjusted, if needed, on the basis of the qualitative information provided as a complement to the answers. This should ensure that the overall benchmarks provide an adequate overview of supervisors’ overall compliance with the main steps of GL10. 
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Table 1: Overview of consolidating supervisors’ benchmarks
	Countries
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Table 2: Overview of host supervisors’ benchmarks
	Countries
	AT 
	BE
	BG
	CY
	CZ
	DK
	EE
	FI
	FR
	DE
	GR
	HU
	IE
	IT
	LV 
	LT
	LU
	MT
	NL
	PL 
	PT
	RO
	SK
	SI
	ES
	SE
	UK 
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	Decision
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	Overall benchmarks
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


14. Regarding home-host cooperation, and more specifically the division of tasks and information sharing, some countries have indicated having involved the relevant colleges of supervisors. In general, the participation of host supervisors focused on validation of locally developed and used models, when any, as well as in the assessment of centralised models playing a major role at local banks. On top of formal written exchange of information, joint teams have been established in some cases, participation of the consolidating supervisors to on-site visits with relevant host supervisors to host entities have also been mentioned.
I – MODEL ASSESSMENT
15. Set out below is a summary of how CEBS members have assessed themselves as applying the step of the Guidelines related to model assessment.
A) Consolidating supervisors
16. Implementation of the guidelines underpinning model assessment requires that :
· There is a clear allocation of tasks for central and local model assessment, including the group and local entity governance, central and local model aspects, the Use Test, Information and Communication Technology (ICT), Data Quality and reporting, agreed by the consolidating and host supervisors.

· The consolidating supervisor takes the lead in relation to the assessment of centralised models and some local models (where agreed) and the group's governance and centralised risk management functions.

· The consolidating supervisor assesses compliance with the Use Test for central models and local models, where agreed.

· The self-assessment and roll-out plan (where applicable) are assessed by the consolidating supervisor.

· Progress reports are collated and an assessment is made of the overall level of progress.

· An assessment is made as to whether the supervisory plan requires to be changed.

· Overall progress is reported to the relevant host supervisor/s in accordance with the agreed supervisory plan.

17. There were 8 questions asked in relation to this step and the benchmarks for the assessment were :

· Full application requires that all 6 of the following requirements are met :
· the consolidating supervisor has agreed with the relevant host supervisor(s) a clear division of tasks in relation to local and group models’ assessment;

· this agreement has been reached on a timely basis;

· the consolidating supervisor has assessed the centralised models (and local models, if so agreed), governance and risk management functions, role of the Board and Senior Management, ICT and internal audit;

· the consolidating supervisor has assessed the Use Test for centralised models (and local models if so agreed)

· the consolidating supervisor has assessed the self-assessment and if applicable the roll-out plan

· the consolidating supervisor has reported the overall progress to host supervisors in accordance with the agreed supervisory plan.

· Non application means that one of the following applies :
· the consolidating supervisor has not agreed with the relevant host supervisor(s) a clear division of tasks in relation to local and group models’ assessment;

· the consolidating supervisor has not assessed the centralised models (and local models, if so agreed), governance and risk management functions, role of the Board and Senior Management, ICT and internal audit;

· the consolidating supervisor has not assessed the Use Test for centralised models (or local models if so agreed)

· the consolidating supervisor has not assessed the self-assessment and if applicable the roll-out plan.
· Partial application refers to all other cases.
18. Table 1 above shows that all consolidating supervisors have fully applied the guidelines on model assessment, according to their self-assessments. The table below, where “√” stands for “yes” and “O” stands for “Not applicable”, provides the detailed answers for each question. 

Detailed benchmarks per question for consolidating supervisors:

	Questions
	AT
	BE
	DK
	FR
	DE
	IE
	IT
	LU
	NL
	ES
	SE
	UK

	1
	Have you agreed with the relevant host supervisor/s a clear division of tasks in relation to local and group models’ management (design, monitoring, review, and validation), governance, risk management functions, ICT and internal audit?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2
	Has such agreement been reached on a timely basis?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	3
	Did you assess the centralized models (and local models, where it was agreed that these would be assessed by the consolidating supervisor), governance and risk management functions and role of the Board and Senior Management, ICT and internal audit? 
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	4
	Did you assess the Use Test for centralized models (and local models, where it was agreed that these would be assessed by the consolidating supervisor)? 
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	5
	Did you assess the self-assessment and, if applicable, the roll-out plan? 
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	6
	Did you collate the progress reports and form an assessment of the overall level of progress?  
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	7
	Did you assess whether, as a result, the supervisory plans needed to be changed?    
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√

	8
	Did you report the overall progress to host supervisors in accordance with the agreed supervisory plan? 
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√


B) Host supervisors
19. Implementation of the guidelines underpinning model assessment requires that :
· Where agreed, the host supervisor takes the lead in relation to the assessment of the following local aspects: governance, locally developed models (full quantitative and qualitative assessment), model management (design, monitoring, review, and validation), local risk management functions and internal audit, Information and Communication Technology (ICT), data quality and local reporting.
· The host supervisor assesses compliance with the Use Test with respect to local models and the local use of centrally developed models not led by the consolidating supervisor.
· The host supervisor provides the consolidated supervisor with progress reports on the work in accordance with the agreed supervisory plan.

· The host supervisor informs the consolidated supervisor immediately of any significant failings it identifies in the model application process and/or if it perceives that there is a risk that deadlines will not be met.
20. There were 7 questions asked in relation to model assessment and the benchmarks for the assessment were :

· Full application requires that all 5 of the following requirements are met :
· The host supervisor has assessed local models, where agreed with the consolidating supervisor (off site and/or on site);
· The host supervisor has assessed the governance of the local entities and local risk management functions, local model management, ICT and local internal audit;
· The host supervisor has assessed compliance with the Use Test with respect to local entity models;
· The host supervisor has provided the consolidating supervisor with progress reports in line with the timescales and content agreed in the supervisory plan;
· The host supervisor has informed the consolidating supervisor immediately in the event that significant failings in the model application are identified.
· Non application means that one of the following applies :

· The host supervisor has not assessed local models, where agreed with the consolidating supervisor (off site and/or on site);

· The host supervisor has not assessed the governance of the local entities and local risk management functions, local model management, ICT and local internal audit;
· The host supervisor has not assessed compliance with the Use Test with respect to local entity models.
· Partial application refers to all other cases.
21. Table 2 above shows that all 27 host supervisors have fully applied this step, according to their self-assessments. The table below provides the detailed answers for each question. “√” stands for “yes”, “O” stands for “Not applicable and “X” for no.
Detailed benchmarks per question for host supervisors:
	Questions
	AT 
	BE
	BG
	CY
	CZ
	DK
	EE
	FI
	FR
	DE
	GR
	HU
	IE
	IT
	LV
	LT
	LU
	MT
	NL
	PL
	PT
	RO
	SK
	SI
	ES
	SE
	UK

	1
	Have you agreed with the relevant home supervisor a clear division of tasks in relation to local models’ management (design, monitoring, review, validation), governance, risk management functions, ICT and internal audit?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	X
	√

	2
	Did you assess local models, where agreed with the consolidating supervisor (off site and/or on site)? 
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√

	3
	Did you assess the governance of the local entities and local risk management functions, local model management, ICT and local internal audit? 
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	4
	Did you assess compliance with the Use Test with respect to local entity models? 
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√

	5
	Did you provide the consolidating supervisor with progress reports in line with the timescales and content agreed in the supervisory plan? 
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√

	6
	In the event that you identified significant failings in the model application did you inform the consolidating supervisor immediately? 
	O
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√

	7
	In the event that you identified a risk that deadlines would not be met, did you inform the consolidating supervisor immediately?
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√


22. Some countries have four or more “not applicable” answers, generally because no local model has been implemented yet in their jurisdictions.
23. The attention is drawn to the questions 6 and 7, which received respectively 11 and 14 “not applicable” answers, due to the fact that most countries have not identified significant failures in the model application.
II – DECISION
24. Set out below is a summary of how CEBS members have assessed themselves as applying the step of the Guidelines related to decision.
A) Consolidating supervisors
25. Implementation of the guidelines underpinning the decision making process requires that :
· The validation decision was reached in a timely fashion and as a joint decision.

· The authorities have agreed on the necessary steps for handling the roll-out and the implementation of the decision.

· The home authority has produced a satisfactory decision document.

· The home supervisor has organised an exchange of views and discussion of the issues and gaps (Ts&Cs) at group level.

· The home authority has prepared a final conclusion on group level.

· The home authority has presented a joint decision proposal to the applicant.

26. There were 8 questions asked in relation to this step and the benchmarks for the assessment were :

· Full application requires that all 4 of the following requirements are met :

· The consolidating supervisor has reached the decision within the 6 months time limit;

· The consolidating supervisor has ensured that there was clarity between itself and the host authorities when on the handling of the roll-out;
· In reaching this decision, the consolidating supervisor had taken into account the input from host supervisors, or else had provided reasons for not doing so?

· The consolidating supervisor has ensured that the document used to communicate the decision to the institution/group is fully reasoned with (1) a commentary on the application, (2) an assessment of the application and (3) milestones and, where applicable, recommended or mandatory remedial actions as well as suggestions for the improvement of any deficiencies.

· Non application means that one of the following applies :

· The consolidating supervisor has not reached the decision within the 6 months time limit;

· The consolidating supervisor has not ensured that there was clarity between itself and the host authorities when on the handling of the roll-out;

· The consolidating supervisor has not ensured that the document used to communicate the decision to the institution/group is fully reasoned with (1) a commentary on the application, (2) an assessment of the application and (3) milestones and, where applicable, recommended or mandatory remedial actions as well as suggestions for the improvement of any deficiencies.

· Partial application refers to all other cases.
27. Table 1 above shows that all consolidating supervisors but one have fully applied the guidelines on the decision making process, according to their self-assessments. The table below provides the detailed answers for each question.“√” stands for “yes” and “X” for “no”.
Detailed benchmarks per question for consolidating supervisors:
	Questions
	AT
	BE
	DK
	FR
	DE
	IE
	IT
	LU
	NL
	ES
	SE
	UK

	1.1
	Was the decision reached within the 6 months time limit?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	1.2
	In reaching this decision, did your authority take into account the input from host supervisors, or else provide reasons for not doing so?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	1.3
	Did you ensure full consultation with host authorities?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.1
	Did your authority ensure that there was clarity between yourself and the host authorities when on the handling of the roll-out?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.2
	Did your authority coordinate a timeframe for the implementation of the decision?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	3.1
	Is the document used to communicate the decision to the institution/group fully reasoned with (1) a commentary on the application, (2) an assessment of the application and (3) milestones and, where applicable, recommended or mandatory remedial actions as well as suggestions for the improvement of any deficiencies?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	3.2
	Are any terms and conditions clearly stated and fully reasoned?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	3.3
	Does the decision document contain references to the applicable legal framework and the application document?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√



B) Host supervisors
28. Implementation of the guidelines underpinning the decision making process requires that :

· The validation decision was reached in a timely fashion and as a joint decision.

· The authorities have agreed on the necessary steps for handling the roll-out and the implementation of the decision.

29. There were 3 questions asked in relation to this step and the benchmarks for the assessment were :

· Full application of step 4 requires that all 2 of the following requirements are met :

· The host supervisor has reached the decision within the 6 months time limit

· The host supervisor had adhered to the agreed timeframe in implementing the decision

· Non application of step 4 means that one of the following applies :

· The host supervisor has not reached the decision within the 6 months time limit

· The host supervisor had not adhered to the agreed timeframe in implementing the decision

· Partial application of step 4 refers to all other cases.

30. Table 2 above shows that all 27 host supervisors have fully applied this step, according to their self-assessments. The table below provides the detailed answers for each question.“√” stands for “yes” and “O” stands for “Not applicable.
Detailed benchmark per question for host supervisors:
	Questions
	AT 
	BE
	BG
	CY
	CZ
	DK
	EE
	FI
	FR
	DE
	GR
	HU
	IE
	IT
	LV
	LT
	LU
	MT
	NL
	PL
	PT
	RO
	SK
	SI
	ES
	SE
	UK

	1.1
	Was the decision reached within the 6 months time limit?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√

	1.2
	To reach this decision, did your authority provide documented and timely input?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.2
	Did your authority adhere to the agreed timeframe in implementing the decision?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	O
	√


III - Implementation

31. Set out below is a summary of how CEBS members have assessed themselves as applying the step of the Guidelines related to implementation.
A) Consolidating supervisors
32. Compliance with the guidelines underpinning implementation of a decision relating to model validation requires that :

· The terms and conditions of the decision have been effectively implemented in due time and in accordance with national legislation.
· The credit institution concerned complies with the roll-out plan.

· An on-going information exchange between consolidating and host supervisors is ensured.

33. There were 13 questions asked in relation to this step and the benchmarks for the assessment were :

· Full application requires that all 9 of the following requirements are met :

· The decision document or specific transposition act that governs the implementation process included the terms and conditions referred to in the decision;

· The decision document or specific transposition act that governs the implementation process included the agreed timeframe for the completion thereof;
· The decision document or specific transposition act that governs the implementation process included the roll-out plan;

· The consolidating supervisor has monitored the fulfilment of the decision’s terms and conditions at group level;

· The consolidating supervisor has ensured that terms and conditions are met by the group according to the agreed time-frame;
· The consolidating supervisor has informed the host supervisors about relevant findings concerning the implementation of the terms and conditions;

· The consolidating supervisor has monitored the implementation of the roll out plan;
· Including with respect to the governance and Use Test;

· The consolidating supervisor has had a regular exchange of information on relevant facts which formed the basis or prerequisites for the decision.
· Non application means that one of the following applies :

· A special transposition act, necessary in the consolidating supervisor’s jurisdiction to ensure that the decision is legally binding, has not been adopted;
· The consolidating supervisor has not monitored the fulfilment of the decision’s terms and conditions at group level;

· The consolidating supervisor has not ensured that terms and conditions are met by the group according to the agreed time-frame;

· The consolidating supervisor has not informed the host supervisors about relevant findings concerning the implementation of the terms and conditions;

· The consolidating supervisor has not monitored the implementation of the roll out plan;
· The host supervisors have not been kept informed on relevant findings or events concerning the roll-out plan by the consolidating supervisor;
· The consolidating supervisor did not have a regular exchange of information on relevant facts which formed the basis or prerequisites for the decision.
· Partial application refers to all other cases.
34. Table 1 above shows that all consolidating supervisors, but one, have fully applied this step, according to their self-assessments. The table below provides the detailed answers for each question. “√” stands for “yes”, “O” stands for “Not applicable and “X” for no.
Detailed benchmarks per question for consolidating supervisors:
	Questions
	AT
	BE
	DK
	FR
	DE
	IE
	IT
	LU
	NL
	ES
	SE
	UK

	1.1
	If a special transposition act is necessary in your jurisdiction to ensure that the decision is legally binding, has it been adopted?  
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√
	O
	O
	√
	O
	√

	1.2
	Does the above document (decision document or specific transposition act) that governs the implementation process include the terms and conditions referred to in the decision?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	1.3
	Does the above document (decision document or specific transposition act) that governs the implementation process include the agreed timeframe for the completion thereof?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	1.4
	Does the above document (decision document or specific transposition act) that governs the implementation process include the roll-out plan?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	1.5
	Do you monitor the fulfillment of the decision’s terms and conditions at group level?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	1.6
	Do you ensure that terms and conditions are met by the group according to the agreed time-frame?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	1.7
	Do you inform the host supervisors about relevant findings concerning the implementation of the terms and conditions?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.1
	Do you monitor the implementation of the roll out plan?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.2
	Including with respect to the governance and Use Test?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.3
	Do you keep an agenda to supervise that the group is compliant with the roll-out plan?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.4
	Do you remind host supervisors of the agenda of the roll-out plan?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√

	2.5
	Do you keep the host supervisors informed on relevant findings or events concerning the roll-out plan?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√

	3.1
	Do you have a regular exchange of information on relevant facts which formed the basis or prerequisites for the decision?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	X
	√
	√
	√


35. The attention is drawn to question 1, which received a high number of “Not applicable” answers, generally because no special administrative act (“permission” as defined in paragraph 85 of the Guidelines) is necessary for the decision of the consolidating supervisors to be legally binding upon the credit institutions established in their jurisdictions 
B) Host supervisors
36. Compliance with the guidelines underpinning implementation of a decision relating to model validation requires that :

· The terms and conditions of the decision have been effectively implemented in due time and in accordance with national legislation (For host supervisors: as regards the subsidiary in their jurisdiction and pursuant to the collaborative framework agreed with the consolidating supervisor).

· The credit institution concerned complies with the roll-out plan (For host supervisors: the subsidiary in their jurisdiction).

· An on-going information exchange between consolidating and host supervisors is ensured.
37. There were 12 questions asked in relation to this step and the benchmarks for the assessment were :

· Full application requires that all 9 of the following requirements are met :

· The consolidating supervisor’s decision document, when self-executing in the host supervisor’s jurisdiction, or a specific domestic transposition act that governs the implementation process has included the terms and conditions referred to in the decision;
· The consolidating supervisor’s decision document, when self-executing in the host supervisor’s jurisdiction, or a specific domestic transposition act that governs the implementation process has included the agreed timeframe for the completion thereof;

· The consolidating supervisor’s decision document, when self-executing in the host supervisor’s jurisdiction, or a specific domestic transposition act that governs the implementation process has included the roll-out plan;

· The host supervisor has monitored the fulfilment of the decision’s terms and conditions at the solo level (for the credit institutions established in its jurisdiction);

· The host supervisor has ensured that terms and conditions are met according to the agreed time-frame by the credit institution at a solo level;
· The host supervisor has informed the consolidating supervisor about relevant findings concerning the implementation of the terms and conditions;

· The host supervisor has monitored the implementation of with the roll out plan at the local level;

· Including with respect to the governance and Use Test;

· The host supervisor had a regular exchange of information on relevant facts which formed the basis or prerequisites for the decision
· Non application means that one of the following applies :

· If the consolidating supervisor’s decision or transposition act of the decision is not self-executing, a specific domestic transposition act has not been adopted;
· The host supervisor has not monitored the fulfilment of the decision’s terms and conditions at the solo level (for the credit institutions established in its jurisdiction);

· The host supervisor has not ensured that terms and conditions are met according to the agreed time-frame by the credit institution at a solo level;

· The host supervisor has not informed the consolidating supervisor about relevant findings concerning the implementation of the terms and conditions;

· The host supervisor has not monitored the implementation of with the roll out plan at the local level;

· The host supervisor did not have keep the consolidating supervisor informed on relevant findings or events concerning the roll-out plan
· The host supervisor did not have a regular exchange of information on relevant facts which formed the basis or prerequisites for the decision
· Partial application refers to all other cases.
38. Table 2 above shows that 26 host supervisors have fully applied this step, according to their self-assessments, and that one supervisor has partially applied it. The table below provides the detailed answers for each question.
39. Attention should be drawn to the relatively high number of “not applicable” answers. At least 50% of the answers provided by 8 respondent countries are “not applicable” answers. More particularly, question 1 received 19 “not applicable answers”. This is due to the fact that in the concerned jurisdictions, the decisions of the consolidating supervisors and/or joint decisions are self-executing. Therefore in such cases no specific transposition act or “permission”, in the sense of paragraph 85 of GL10, is necessary for the decision to be determinative and legally binding on the competent host authorities and to come into force in their respective legislation. 
Detailed benchmarks per question for host supervisors:

	Questions
	AT 
	BE
	BG
	CY
	CZ
	DK
	EE
	FI
	FR
	DE
	GR
	HU
	IE
	I
T
	LV
	LT
	LU
	MT
	NL
	PL
	PT
	RO
	SK
	SI
	ES
	SE
	UK

	1.1
	If the consolidating supervisor’s decision or transposition act on the decision is not self-executing, has a specific domestic transposition act been adopted? 
	O
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√

	1.2
	Does the consolidating supervisor’s decision document, when self-executing in your jurisdiction or a specific domestic transposition act that governs the implementation process include the terms and conditions referred to in the decision?
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√

	1.3
	Does the consolidating supervisor’s decision document, when self-executing in your jurisdiction or a specific domestic transposition act that governs the implementation process include the agreed timeframe for the completion thereof?
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√

	1.4
	Does the consolidating supervisor’s decision document, when self-executing in your jurisdiction or a specific domestic transposition act that governs the implementation process include the roll-out plan?
	√
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√

	1.5
	Do you monitor the fulfillment of the decision’s terms and conditions at the solo level (for the credit institutions established in your jurisdiction)?
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√

	1.6
	Do you ensure that terms and conditions are met according to the agreed time-frame by the credit institution at a solo level?
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√

	1.7
	Do you inform the consolidating supervisor about relevant findings concerning the implementation of the terms and conditions?
	√
	√
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√

	2.1
	Do you monitor the implementation of with the roll out plan at the local level?
	√
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.2
	Including with respect to the governance and Use Test?
	√
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.3
	Do you keep an agenda to supervise that the credit institution is compliant with the roll-out plan?
	√
	O
	O
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	X
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	2.5
	Do you keep the consolidating supervisor informed on relevant findings or events concerning the roll-out plan?
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√

	3.1
	Do you have a regular exchange of information on relevant facts which formed the basis or prerequisites for the decision?
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	X
	√
	√
	√
	O
	√
	√
	√
	√


� These documents are available on CEBS website at :


� HYPERLINK "http://www.c-ebs.org/documents/PeerreviewMethodology15102007.pdf" ��http://www.c-ebs.org/documents/PeerreviewMethodology15102007.pdf� and 


� HYPERLINK "http://www.c-ebs.org/documents/ReviewPanelProtocol15102007.pdf" ��http://www.c-ebs.org/documents/ReviewPanelProtocol15102007.pdf� 


� This table shows the number of decisions taken for AMA and / or IRB approaches among the different groups, focusing on the number of joint decisions. Inside a same group, the AMA and/or IRB could have been taken jointly or separately at different period of the year. That is why it is possible to have more decisions than groups in some cases.
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