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EBF response to EBA Draft Guidelines on disclosure 

of non-performing and forborne exposures 
 

I. General remarks  

EBF welcomes the EBA proposal, as it provides a clear and detailed disclosure framework on NPLs. Nonetheless, we 
are concerned about the number of overlapping and misaligned disclosure requirements which are being undertaken 
by EU institutions in relation to this topic. Overall, we would urge for EU institutions to reflect on the plethora of 

overlapping initiatives on disclosures…. under the NPL action plan and on how they could be better streamlined and 

coordinated to minimise the associated operational burden and maximise their benefits.  

We would welcome clarity on the relation and whether there will be alignment of the EBA Guidelines with the ECB 

templates on NPL disclosure from March 2017. As drafted, we welcome the EBA approach, in particular in relation 
to the proportionality, which is in contrast to the ECB approach, which imposed the same high disclosure 
requirements on all banks under its NPL Guidance.  We therefore recommend that once the EBA Guidelines 

on disclosure have been completed, as per the European Council’s action plan mandate, credit 
institutions in compliance with the future EBA Guidelines should also be considered in full compliance 
with the ECB-SSM Guidance. We understand that the ECB participates to the EBA working group and that 
this will ensure full alignment between EBA guidelines and ECB guidance. Concerning the relation between these 

guidelines and those of the ECB-SSM it remains to be clarified whether these guidelines, once approved, supersede 
the ECB-SSM Guidance to banks on NPLs. It is reasonable to assume that the current consultation driven by the EBA 
aims to be aligned with the ECB-SSM Guidance, meaning that complying with the first implies compliance with the 

latest.  
 

Although we strongly support the inclusion of proportionality in the guideline, the proposed two-layer 
proportionality principle (“significant” and “other”) is not aligned with the ongoing work on CRR2, which 

is building on a three-layer proportionality principle (“large”, “small and non-complex” and “other”)[1]. 
Introducing four new disclosure templates would result in an undue increase in administrative burden. 

We suggest that institutions under specific conditions, i.e. a NPL ratio < 8%, should be exempted. The 

definition of a threshold should, in any case, be substantiated on solid economic arguments (see e.g. 
EBA Risk Dashboard). 
 

                                          
[1] European Parliament draft. 
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Separately, we also consider the EBA should reconsider implementation of the templates in relation to 
those that will be mandated under Article 442 of CRR2 which is yet to be agreed and will only be 
applicable as of January 2021. As the EBA intends to implement their Guidelines as of 1 January 2019, and that 
they apply from 31 December 2019, the overlap should be taken into consideration and any duplication mitigated 

where possible. Clarification on this alongside the publication of final templates would be welcomed. We recommend 
that these future EBA final guidelines should be perfectly aligned with the EBA draft implementing technical standards 
specifying uniform disclosure formats mandated by the European Commission in Article 434a of the CRR2, in order 

to avoid disclosure frameworks changes between Dec 2019 and Jan 2021 and to be aligned with underlying 
key concepts such as the definition of default. 
 

Finally, we would highly appreciate confirmation that the future EBA Guidelines will replace from 31 December 
2019, the current EBA GL/2016/11 (CR1-B, CR1-C, CR1-D and CR1-E).  
 

Introducing four templates only for NPLs would generally contradict CRR efforts to reduce disclosure burdens and 

not be in line with the European Parliament’s draft which, for some kind of banks, only foresees the annual disclosure 

of key metrics. Consequently, for certain institutions some reliefs shall be implemented: institutions with a low NPL 

level, i.e. below ~8 % (in line with the Dec. 2017 EBA risk dashboard p.10, tables “Dispersion” and “Country 

Dispersion”), should be exempted. The definition of a threshold should, in any case, be substantiated on solid 

economic arguments. Some of the key principles of Pillar III disclosure set by the Basel Committee (BCBS), EBA and 

the Enhanced Disclosure Task Force (EDTF) are that information should be clear, comprehensive and meaningful. In 

this sense, quality of information should prevail over quantity. We would like to express an overall concern about 

the quantity and granularity of information that the EBA is in general recommending disclosing in the Pillar III report 

(not only related to NPLs but also in the EBA GL/2016/11 published in December 2016 -Guidelines on disclosure 

requirements under Part Eight of Regulation (EU) No 575/2013- and other guidelines).  

In this sense, it is necessary to ensure a level playing field at international level on disclosure. We consider that the 

EBA disclosure templates should be aligned with the BCBS templates in order to ensure comparability and 

consistency with the information provided at international level, without implying an additional burden for banks. 

Promoting market discipline is an objective of Pillar III disclosures. Bearing in mind that the users of the related 

information are also small investors and the general public (not exclusively institutional investors or rating agencies), 

the information to be disclosed should be clear and comprehensive enough to all of them. 

The disclosure requirements in these guidelines are additionally burdensome. From an international perspective, the 

BCBS has issued in February 2018 a consultative document on the third phase of Pillar III disclosure requirements 

including a new standardised template about additional disclosure related to prudential treatment of problem assets. 

In order to maintain consistency with international banks and aiming not to jeopardise the level playing field, the 

EBA templates should thus seek homogeneity and alignment with those of the BCBS. 

From our experience with investors/analysts and other users, we firmly believe that the increase on granularity 

disclosures is in most cases not adding proper value but transforming the report into a large, complex document 

hard to be interpreted. We stress that it is counterproductive to make public disclosure increasingly complex, as not 

all end-users have the time to read and to properly analyse it. We also remind that rating Agencies have the 

possibility to obtain detailed information directly from banks, through due diligences for instance. 

Moreover, it is noteworthy that the disclosure templates proposed in this consultation will be directly affected and 

thereby amended according to: 

• The EBA guidelines on management of non-performing and forborne exposures, which will apply from 1 January 

2019. 

• The EBA guidelines on the application of the definition of default and Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 

2018/171 on materiality threshold, which will apply from 1 January 2021. 

• The future revision on the supervisory reporting data requirements, but no implementation date is provided. 
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The use of different definitions and criteria for disclosure in a short timeframe could create confusion for investors. 

Therefore, we suggest aligning not only the definitions and criteria but also the implementation dates of 

all these 4 consultations which are highly correlated. In this sense, the proposed implementation date of this 

RTS would be extremely challenging for banks. Given the operational burden that banks are facing to implement all 

these regulatory standards, we consider that a more realistic timeframe for banks to comply with these 

disclosure requirements would be from 1 January 2021, which is the implementation date of the EBA 

guidelines on the application of default and the Commission Delegated Regulation on materiality 

threshold. This would ensure consistency and stability of the information to be disclosed to the market participants 

while reducing the operational burden for banks. 

In this sense, this increase of information could entail: 

• Higher complexity which could lead to misinterpretation of the information and to draw inaccurate conclusions 

by market participants: 

i. the templates include a mix of accounting information with prudential information, however, the 

criteria/concepts are different within these both perimeters, entailing a risk of misunderstanding of the 

information disclosed. 

ii. the templates are not aligned with the BCBS consultation on the third phase of Pillar III disclosure, which 

includes a template related to the disclosure of the prudential treatment of problem assets. 

• An overburden for institutions that have to comply with different disclosures templates at international and 

European level. A transitional period should also be considered when the bank’s NPL ratio exceeds the 

threshold. 

 

The information is for the most part already covered in the regulatory reporting or transparency exercises. Moreover, 
the proposed templates seem to rely on prudential data, therefore the inclusion in financial statements could mislead 

readers since it will be combining public and regulatory data with different scopes (e.g. insurance companies). 

As for the scope of application, it is specified that the guidelines apply to credit institutions that are subject to all or 

part of the disclosure requirements specified in Part Eight of Regulation (EU) No 575/2013 (CRR) in accordance with 

articles 6, 10 and 13 of the CRR. The guidelines should specify that the scope of application is the same as 

the rest of the Pillar III disclosure requirements (e.g.: If a credit institution, based on article 13 is only required 

to disclose information on a consolidated basis, it should also only disclose NPL templates on a consolidated basis). 

SSM banking supervisors might require institutions to report at a different level (e.g. sub-consolidated 

or solo levels) wherever deemed more appropriate, depending on the particular circumstances faced by 

the in-scope institutions 

We would also propose to align the requirements as much as possible with the FINREP reports. We understand that 

a public consultation on reporting is announced for this summer. For instance, we believe the templates containing 

the same information as FINREP templates #18 and #19 should be better aligned with the FINREP templates so as 

to reduce the reporting burden without adding value. The amount of information included in the FINREP templates 

is sufficient for users of financial information, e. g. for time buckets for past due items, which is more granular in 

the proposal compared to FINREP template #18. Similarly, in template four, EBA is asking for a collateral split of 

performing and non-performing exposures whereas in FINREP template #18 this information applies only to non-

performing exposures. 

There will be significant data challenges in achieving the proposed additional information for December 2019 

reporting, both from a data capture and a timing of data perspective, due to e.g. regulatory submissions and financial 

reporting submissions having different working timelines. It would require an overall increase in the level of 

investment to meet extended disclosure requirements, data enhancements and to streamline timings across multi-

system platforms.  

Finally, we support the principle of proportionality embedded in this consultation, however, we consider that the 

definition of significant credit institution of this consultation and the definition of significant bank of the ECB NPL 
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guidance, should be aligned with the definition of large institution that will be included in the revised CRR. In this 

sense, the European Parliament has proposed a large institution’s definition1. 

 

Going through the EBA risk dashboards on NPL ratios by countries, we can understand that high NPL level areas are 

limited to a few countries within the EU. Therefore, in order to improve the proportionality criteria and meet the ECB 

and EBA objectives we recommend: 

1. introducing an additional criterion on the conditions of the respective geographical area in order to enable 

investors to have a higher level of information for institutions with tough local macro-economic conditions.  

2. setting a standard rate which would help investors to better focus on high NPL entities (at least a 7.9% rate 

defined on Dec. 2017 EBA risk dashboard p.10, tables “Dispersion” and “Country Dispersion”) 

  

Please find below the EBF responses to the questions raised in the consultation paper. 

 

 

 

II. Questions  
 

Question 1: Could you provide your views on whether adding an “of which” column to column “f” of template 1 – 
“Credit quality of forborne exposures”, including the information on non-performing forborne exposures that are 
impaired (i.e. “of which impaired”) would be useful? 

No, it would not add any more relevant information.  From a general point of view, we would like to emphasize that 
the current financial information is already far too complex to be analysed by a very large part of investors. 
The tables presenting the technical typologies of exposures (including multiple “of which …”  columns) can 

be useful for the supervisors. However, they are complex and confusing for most of the investors that do 
not have the full risk and accounting knowledge to understand all the subtleties of tables. Therefore, we 
recommend not adding any additional column, but also deleting from public disclosures (all the templates in 
this consultation) the distinction between “defaulted” and “impaired” representing very similar information. 

Moreover, a review of the existing EBA Pillar 3 CR1-E template is welcome as the Template #1 and CR1-E present 
very similar information. We also recommend that Template #1 should be kept aligned with Finrep 19. 

 

 

Question 2: Could you provide your views on whether adding the columns with the breakdown of provisions for 
non-performing exposures by buckets of the number of days that the exposure has been past due to template 3 – 

“Credit quality of performing and non-performing exposures by aging of past due days” would be useful? 

Adding the columns with the proposed additional breakdown would introduce further complexity. This information 
can be already found in FINREP template #18 but with a slightly different breakdown. Since the information is the 
same, it would be more useful to either remove the breakdown by buckets in this template or to align the buckets 

                                          
1 ‘large institution’ means an institution that meets any of the following conditions: 

(a) the institution has been identified as a global systemically important institution (G-SII) in accordance with Article 131(1) 

and (2) of Directive 2013/36/EU; 

(b) the institution has been identified as another systemically important institution (O-SII) in accordance with Article 131(1) 

and (3) of Directive 2013/36/EU; 

(c) the institution is, in the Member State in which it is established, one of the three largest institutions in terms of total value 

of assets; 

(d) the total value of the institution's assets on the basis of its consolidated situation is equal to or larger than EUR 30 billion; 

(e) the ratio of its total assets relative to the GDP of the Member State in which it is established is on average equal to or larger 

than 20 % over the four-year period immediately preceding the current annual disclosure period; 
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with FINREP template #18. Additionally, if the purpose is to disclose information reported in FINREP templates, there 
already exist transparency exercises made by the EBA each year where some regulatory information is disclosed. If 
entities also need to disclose them as part of financial statements or Pillar III disclosures, wouldn’t this imply 
duplicating sources of the same public information? 

It should also be made clear that Template #3 will replace CR1-D which presents similar information; we propose 
once again to delete column m “of which impaired” (cf. question 1). 

 

Question 3: Could you provide your views on whether the breakdown between “on balance sheet exposures” and 
“off-balance sheet exposures” included in template #5 – “Quality of Non-performing exposures by geography” is 

useful? 

This breakdown is not even required in the supervisory reporting package (COREP) nor in the BCBS consultative 
document mentioned above. Therefore, we believe that the breakdown is of little value to users and at a higher cost 
to credit institutions since the information is not subtracted directly from existing reports. 

Moreover, it seems that template #5 is simply an adaptation of EU CR1-C (which has already entered into force. 
EBA GL/2016/11) due to IFRS9 by substituting concepts such as defaulted exposures by non-performing exposure, 
thus, further breakdown should be avoided in order to maintain consistency between reports. We would appreciate 

confirmation that the future guidelines will replace CR1-C when they will be implemented. Also, in Template # 6 
information requested are already those of the existing template EU CR1-B. The EBF emphasizes the need of a 
consistent disclosure framework which avoids undue duplications. 

 

Question 4: Could you provide your views on whether the information on loans and advances secured with 
immovable property with a loan-to-value higher than 60 % and lower than 80 % included in row 3 of template #7 
– “Collateral valuation” – Loans and advances at cost or amortised cost” is useful? 

We propose to delete template #7 as the information required is very detailed, in particular w.r.t. NPL delinquencies 

as it may lead to extrapolations to the existing NPL stock of the capital requirements that would result 
from the eventual application of the prudential backstop to it (independent from the European 

Commission’s proposal being only applicable to new loans that become non-performing).. Further, not all 

jurisdictions use Loan-To-Value ratios.  

Question 5: Do you agree with the overall content of these guidelines and with the templates proposed? In case of 
disagreement, please outline alternatives that would help to achieve the purpose of guidelines. 

 

Overall, the EBF suggests to harmonise disclosure requirements already requested by EBA for Pillar 3 
disclosure and with BCBS requirements. The proposed disclosure of detailed templates based on a 
specified NPL condition (which is yet to be in force as it is still subject to public consultation) is in principle 

considered adequate. Nevertheless, as previously mentioned, the use of a single threshold for the identification 
of institutions with high NPL levels may in same cases not be appropriate as it does not consider the existence of 
significantly different economic conditions within the EU countries or any additional risk mitigating factors (e.g. 

coverage levels, expected credit loss, supervisory backstops, ...). 

It would be appreciated if more institution specific and country specific characteristics could be taken into 
consideration. From an EU-perspective, it would be more cost effective to implement regulatory NPL-actions in EU 

countries and for institutions where it is actually needed, based on supervisory evaluation, SREP, etc. In particular, 
more clarity is sought on whether these guidelines of disclosure should be in line with CRR requirements or with 
FinRep requirements.  

We also suggest improving the articulation of these guidelines with GL 2016/11 ("Guidelines on disclosure 

requirements under Part Eight of CRR 575/2013"), in particular, for the quantitative information templates 
mentioned in point 4.8 in order to avoid duplication of mandatory disclosure on the same topics. Confirmation by 
EBA that the future guidelines will replace the current ones will be upmost welcome as it will provide visibility for 

banks.  

Regarding template #5 - Quality of NPEs by geography and template #6 - Quality of loans and advances by 
industry, we would appreciate confirmation that they will replace current CR1-E and CR1-C from 31 December 2019. 
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Similarly, template #1 should replace CR1-E template #3 should replace CR1-D, template #4 should replace CR1- 
E and template #8 should replace CR2-B.  

Regarding template #4, we have some additional comments on column m “accumulated partial write-offs”. We 

believe that it should be deleted as  

- it will not help investors comparing write-off amounts from institutions based in different jurisdictions 
mainly due to significant differences in terms of tax treatment  

- moreover, the disclosure of the stock of write off amounts may be relevant for supervisors having a good 
knowledge of the institutions’ background, but it is misleading for the large part of investors as they confuse write 
off with provisions and impairments. Accumulated write off amounts will not impact the future financial performance 
of the institutions, and therefore is not useful for investors.  

- Write off amounts are more relevant when they are related to a period to explain the variation of the stock 
of non-performing exposures (cf. Template 8). 

 

Regarding template 2, the information does not seem relevant for an investor. First of all, forbearance policies 

depend on an institution’s business model, hence related information may lead investors to a wrong interpretation 

of this information regarding the institution’s risk profile. Secondly, forbearance is a complex concept for the vast 

majority of the investors, with technical information such as the exit criteria and long probation periods. At best, 

they will not use this information, at worst, they will be mistaken and will not be able to compare institutions. 

For these reasons, we suggest keeping this template for supervisors only, who can fully understand the quality of 

an institution’s forbearance methodology.  

 

Specifically in relation to template #7, we have serious reservations with regards to the prevalent content. This 

template provides for the disclosure of very detailed information about the NPL’s delinquencies and, for this reason, 
may lead to extrapolations to the existing NPL stock of the capital requirements that would result from the eventual 
application of the prudential backstop to it (independent from the European Commission’s proposal being only 
applicable to new loans that become non-performing). 

 

Regarding template #9, the detailed disclosure on collateral obtained by taking possession does not propose any 

valuable information to investors, but, on the contrary many misleading interpretations, with the following 

unintended consequences: 

- Bank image / reputation risk as residential houses, autos, SMEs properties…. Takings are very unpopular 

- Difficult Benchmarking as the takings systems in Europe are different across jurisdictions 

- Wrong negative interpretation of the figures as there is no link either with the risk management policy 

when the bank grants the loan or with the recovery policy;  

- For instance, the reader could wrongly interpret low amount figures as the bank runs laxest processes 

when granting the loan or when selling the collateral, whereas in reality the bank runs its business in a 

jurisdiction where a huge share residential loans is guaranteed by an insurance scheme and not by 

residential properties or the bank loan policy is based on income to value and not on loan to value.  

- Finally, in the case of low NPL institutions (representing the majority of the case), institutions help the 

customer to sell himself the asset given as collateral, in order to limit the cost and timing of legal 

procedure and to preserve the potential future relationship with this customer. Therefore, if this template 

would be maintained as public disclosure, we strongly recommend that it becomes mandatory only for high 

NPL entities. 

 

In addition, collateral taking possession policy is bank proprietary and confidential information.  Disclosing it publicly 

would undermine banks competitive position. 
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Regarding template #10, the above concerns remain valid If important stocks of foreclosed assets are publicly 

disclosed in specific geographical areas, it could lead to a negative pro-cyclical effect with price decreases and 

difficulties for institutions to sell their foreclosed assets. Therefore, disclosing template 10 would go against both 

institutions’ economic interest and the action plan released by the Council of the European Union aiming at reducing 

the stock of NPL in institutions’ balance-sheets. From an operational point of view, the template is very burdensome 

to build as it is not related to any FINREP / COREP.  

The same concern applies to template #8, column “Related net cumulated recoveries” from the lines 5 to 12 that 

could provide to potential buyers of non-performing loans portfolios sensitive information such as the price/discount 

the institution is ready to accept for the sale. 

Templates #9 and #10 should only be submitted to supervisors and potential buyers of NPL portfolios, 

but not disclosed to the public. The reason for doing so is that this information may be particularly sensitive or 

even confidential and of limited use to the public. As mentioned above, the information that these 

templates entail are better suited for regulatory usage. Therefore, it could be detrimental to the sale of NPLs.  

 

Please find comments to particular templates presented in the consultation paper in the annex. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

8 
 

www.ebf.eu 

 

 

Annex 

Additional questions and remarks to specific templates 

- The information needs to be publicly disclosed. Is there specific guidance on when and how the information 

needs to be disclosed?  

- Do we need to expect any validation rules to be applied? 

- Do we need to disclose the information for the IFRS or the CRR scope? 

- Template #1: Is it correct that there is no column ‘g’? 

- Template #1: Column I - Of which: Collateral and financial guarantees received on non-performing 
exposures with forbearance measures. This column is added compared to FINREP template #19. For 

reconciliation purposes it is better to align this template with the FINREP. 

- Template #2: If a client succeeded the 12-month probation period to become performing but has a non-
performing trigger (Default or > 30 days past due) during the performing period, does this client need to be 
reported in row 3: Non-performing forborne loans and advances that failed to meet the non-performing exit 

criteria? 

- Template #3: The columns H-I are more granular past due buckets than in the FINREP. For reconciliation 
purposes it is better to align this template with the FINREP. 

- Template #4: row 7: of which: SMEs: In FINREP the full name is used for the row. 

- Template #4: Why are the columns under the main information items “of which” columns b + c and e + f 
etc. This suggests the more can be disclosed in total. For example, in column a performing exposure are shown, 

in column b: stage 1 and in column c: stage 2. Do we expect a= b + c. 

- Template #5: Column c: of which: subject to impairment is not in line with template #20.4 in the FINREP. 
In Template #5 the of which is positioned under non-performing, but in the FINREP this information is on a total 

level. For reconciliation purposes it is better to align this template with the FINREP. 

- Template #6: Row 105 (K Financial and insurance activities) of template #6.1 is not part of this template. 
Why not? For reconciliation purposes it is better to align this template with the FINREP. 

- Template #6: Column c: of which: loans subject to impairment is not in line with template #6.1 in the 

FINREP. In Template #6 the of which is positioned under non-performing, but in the FINREP this information is 
on a total level. For reconciliation purposes it is better to align this template with the FINREP. 

- Template #7: The columns do not have letters. Please add them. 

- Template #8: From reconciliation purposes it is more logical to use the same movements as used for the 
impairments. Could this be aligned? 

- Template #9: The valuations used here (value at initial recognition/ accumulated impairment) is not equal 
to the carrying amount used in template #13.2 of FINREP. For reconciliation purposes it is better to align this 

template with the FINREP. 

- Template #9: The row split is more granular than the split used in template #13.2 of FINREP. For 
reconciliation purposes it is better to align this template with the FINREP. 

- Template #10: The valuations used here (value at initial recognition/ accumulated impairment) is not equal 
to the carrying amount used in template #13.2 of FINREP. For reconciliation purposes it is better to align this 
template with the FINREP. 

- Template #10: The row split is more granular than the split used in template #13.2 of FINREP. For 
reconciliation purposes it is better to align this template with the FINREP. 
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