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Part 1: Answers to the questions Q1 - Q18

General

Q1. What are the respondents’ views on the overall amendments and clarifications
made to the revised guidelines (across Titles 2 - 12)?

We welcome the update of the SREP guidelines and the associated efforts to increase the
transparency and clarity of the SREP. The consolidation and clarification of the requirements
are helpful for planning purposes and for the dialogue with the supervisory authority. However,
we generally would like to see greater simplification, less complexity, and elimination of
parallel requirements, i.e. a more holistic, principle-based supervisory approach including a
limitation of regulatory "layers", with a focus on efficiency and proportionality (see our
discussion paper on competitiveness from November 2025).

In supervisory practice, greater attention should be paid overall to reducing the operational
burden and costs of supervision for institutions as well. Despite the stronger emphasis on the
principle of proportionality, there is a risk that the burden for institutions will increase again
due to the large number of referenced regulatory requirements that need to be integrated by
supervisors. We question therefore whether the numerous references to EBA guidelines are
necessary (e.g. paragraphs 76, 127, 163, 195, 248, 365) or simply create an additional
impediment for proportionality.

In our view, the principle of proportionality still lacks sufficient specificity and operationalization,
while the reviewed SREP guidelines remain highly detailed. Although the number of pages was
reduced, the content has been expanded in some areas. Many requirements continue to be
tailored to larger institutions, which further limits the practical relief for smaller institutions.
Practicality and proportionality should be consistently applied in supervisory practice.

For all institutions, there remain a number of ambiguities and redundancies that should be
clarified or removed. In order not to overload our answers to the questions asked, we have
moved some comments on individual text passages to an appendix (see part 2).

Regarding the supervisory scoring: With regard to the level of ambition for a score of 1, the
general question arises as to whether it makes sense to define a “degree of perfection” that is
rarely or never achievable in practice. This means that the best scores must be basically
achievable in all supervisory view areas (Table 20) for an overall SREP score of 1. In addition,
the derivation of the overall SREP score from the individual sub-scores should be specified in
more detail, i.e., how the overall SREP score is calculated.

Regarding the presentation of potential supervisory measures: Some of the tables contain
proposals that would interfere with business and risk policy decisions. However, the strategies
are the responsibility of the institution and its management body. The supervisory authority
may issue specific intervention measures in exceptional cases only. The tables in question
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(3,5,7,9, 11, 13, 16, and 18) should therefore be omitted and be replaced by more general
references to the supervisory powers under Article 104 CRD to avoid unnecessary complexity
of the guideline or be clarified in that respect.

Q2. What are the respondents’ views on the integration of ESG risks and factors
across the existing SREP elements in the revised guidelines?

The integration of ESG risks into the SREP process is fundamentally understandable and in line
with regulatory developments.

However, there are considerable challenges in terms of feasibility and proportionality given the
demanding requirements of the CRD and the CSRD. The integration of ESG risks into the SREP,
on the other hand, must not entail any additional challenges. This said, supervisory attention
to E, S, and G factors should be phased in line with the availability of robust data, and only
where these factors have a demonstrable impact on the institution’s financial risk profile. In
any case, ESG risks should be integrated into the existing risk assessment as risk drivers
without special weighting. In addition, clearly defined proportionate requirements for less
significant institutions (LSIs) and particularly for small institutions would help to enhance SREP
efficiency in the supervisory practice. It is important to exercise sound judgment: ESG risks
should be treated like other risk drivers and not be addressed in excessive detail without risks
being material or established as a separate "special pillar"; methodological maturity levels
(data/methods) must be taken into account, in particular for small institutions.

The integration of ESG risks must not lead to disproportionate capital add-ons and supervisory
expectations must be transparent and comprehensible. Proportionality should of course apply
to any supervisory measures, ensuring that interventions are commensurate with the
materiality of the financial risks arising from ESG factors and the impact of ESG-related
deficiencies on individual SREP scores should be limited to cases where there is clear evidence
of material financial risk to the institution. In this respect, it should also be clarified that only
material ESG risks are concerned throughout the guidelines in any case:

Para. 149:
~When assessing the impact of material ESG factors and ESG risks ..."

Para. 202:
“Competent authorities should assess the impact of material ESG risks ...”
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Title 2: SREP framework

Q3. What are the respondents’ views on the enhanced simplification and
proportionality aspects?

We welcome the efforts to strive for further simplification and proportionality as part of the
SREP guidelines. This is indeed a very positive development, as the ever-increasing granularity
of regulatory and supervisory requirements carries the risk of losing sight of the principles of
risk-based supervision.

The proposed measures, such as the extended review cycle and the risk-focused approach,
create additional flexibility and make it possible to take low-risk business activities into account
to a more appropriate extent when planning and implementing supervisory intensity.?

However, we observe that the approach to proportionality relies predominantly on a reduced
frequency of supervisory assessments. While paragraph 2.4 rightly clarifies that proportionality
should also apply to the level of detail and scope, this perspective is only partially reflected in
the remainder of the draft guidelines. There are no concrete proposals for how proportionality
can be operationalised in practice - beyond the aspect of frequency. As a result, the intended
purpose is overshadowed by numerous, highly detailed lists of elements that competent
authorities are expected to assess.

New regulatory requirements (e.g., ESG, DORA) are even leading to considerable additional
costs despite the low relevance for small institutions with low-risk business models in terms of
financial stability. The implementation of new regulatory requirements also poses the risk that
small and non-complex institutions in particular will receive higher capital add-ons as a result
of worse sub-scores if they do not fully meet the requirements. In our view, adjustments
regarding simplifications and proportionality aspects do not go far enough.

Hence, the guidelines could emphasize more clearly which topics can be scoped out for small
institutions, e.g., due to a low-risk business model that may be subject to less intensive
assessments (and how those could be achieved, i.a. due to associated lower information
requests). Finally, the entire section contains no or too few exceptions for small institutions
and therefore does not operationalize proportionality sufficiently, which would be required to
enhance efficiency of the SREP for small banks.

Overall, the approaches to simplification and proportionality are fundamentally positive, but are
neither specific nor sufficient to provide noticeable relief for small institutions. Consistent
implementation in supervisory practice and clear operationalization are crucial to upholding the
principles of risk-based supervision. Introducing a set of concrete examples for SIs/LSIs and/or
small banks would help to illustrate how to implement proportionality by competent
authorities.

! Note that the DK calls for an EU small bank regime with substantial simplifications to increase the efficiency of supervision for small
banks, refer to our discussion paper on competitiveness from November 2025.
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At the same time, for very large institutions, a wider perspective of the supervisory analysis
may even be necessary. This applies where they are in competition with peers, the fairness of
which must also be enshrined in the SREP assessment.

Para. 13

If the SREP uses peer comparisons and regulatory developments, it should include peers and
developments in countries outside the EU/EEA where the supervised institution operates, to
ensure a level playing field with cross-border groups. Paragraph 13 should be amended as
follows:

“Competent authorities should consider the SREP as an ongoing process that integrates the
outcome of all the supervisory activities and all available sources of information into a
comprehensive supervisory overview of an institution. The SREP should include consideration
of the following: [...]

k. peer comparisons, including third-country groups active in the EU/EEA and relevant peers in
countries outside the EU/EEA where the supervised institution operates.

|. regulatory developments, including in countries outside the EU/EEA, to ensure a level playing
field with cross-border groups.”

Q4. What are the respondents’ views on the introduction of a high-level escalation
framework?

We welcome the introduction of a high-level escalation framework.

The proposed structure contributes significantly to transparency and clarity in the SREP
process. A clear communication of the escalation mechanisms to the institution in question,
including escalation triggers and timelines, is fundamentally sensible and creates planning
certainty for institutions, which should hence be informed of the respective possible escalation
path. The broader use of structured escalation paths instead of ad hoc measures is also
welcomed in the interests of transparency and constructive supervisory dialogue.

In our view, the proposed escalation framework, which focuses on dialogue before imposing
immediate capital surcharges, is a sensible approach and increases acceptance of the SREP
results. The principle-based nature of the framework is welcomed and should be firmly
anchored in the SREP. The introduction of a high-level escalation framework is an important
step towards strengthening transparency and improving supervisory practice. We support the
proposed structure and recommend further operationalizing the principles to ensure consistent
application.?

2 Note that the DK calls for transparency regarding discrepancies between ICAAP and SREP and clear justifications for P2R/P2G decisions
to increase acceptance, effectiveness, and accountability, see also our discussion paper on competitiveness from November 2025.



Page 6 of 18

Comments Draft revised Guidelines on SREP and supervisory stress testing
(EBA/CP/2025/21)

Please note the comment on the measures listed in Tables 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 16, and 18, some
of which interfere with business policies of the institutions and need to be critically reviewed

(see Q1).

Paras. 22 & 23

Some of the wording (in particular *... all available quantitative and qualitative measures
should be used in a way that allows to best address the risk level and/or deficiencies” in
paragraph 23) is misleading and should be reconsidered. Supervisory measures should not be
applied according to the maximum principle, but only to the extent necessary and appropriate
in each specific case. Nor is it always necessary to identify an escalation path from the outset.

Para. 25 f.
We suggest clarifying that measures ordered should be specifically explained and justified to
the respective institution.

Title 3: Monitoring of key indicators

Q5. Do you consider the coverage and level of detail of this Title appropriate for its
intended purpose?

Title 4: Business model analysis

Q6. Do you consider the coverage and level of detail of this Title appropriate for its
intended purpose?

We consider the coverage and level of detail of the proposed design to be appropriate in
principle, particularly in the context of risk-oriented supervision. We welcome the focus on
materiality as this supports targeted and efficient supervisory practice. The option of using
previous year's assessments, provided that no significant changes have occurred, is sensible
and helps to reduce the burden on institutions.

The focus on materiality and efficiency should be further strengthened through targeted
adjustments to the text. These include defining material assessment areas, deleting or
clarifying unclear terms and redundancies, and providing specific guidelines on the use of
results from previous audits, provided there are no material changes, and on the use of
financial reporting as a basis, provided that information can be derived from it.

Para. 56

The assessment should be focused on the safeness and soundness of the system and not on
value generation above a hurdle rate (principles-based instead of micro-specifications). CoE
calculation is prone to differ across methodologies and institutions creating inconsistencies.
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Moreover, institutions may face one-off issues or restructuring during particular periods of time
impacting RoE. Hence, references to the measurement of returns based on RoE and CoE should
be removed:

"This title specifies criteria for the assessment of the business model and strategy of the
institution. [...]. Following this assessment, competent authorities should determine:
a. the viability of the institution’s current business model, measured by its ability to generate

acceptable returns {e-g—interms-ofreturnon—equity-higherthanthe cost of equityand
commensurate-to-theriskittakeson) over the next 12 months

b. the sustainability of the institution’s strategy, based on of its ability to generate acceptable

returns {e-g—interms-of returnon—ecquity higherthanthecostefequity) over a forward-looking

period of at least three years, as derived from its strategic plans and financial projections."

Para. 62

The wording on changes in the business in comparison to the prior supervisory review should
also make reference to divestment or exit of existing business. In the absence of material
changes, the prior assessment should be used as the baseline. We suggest the following
amendments:

"... In forming such a view, competent authorities should in particular consider whether there
have been relevant changes in the following areas of the institution:

[...]

C. governance and operations, including acquisition or merger or divestment of other entities,
the opening of new business lines / geographies or the exit of existing business lines and
changes to IT infrastructure.

In the absence of any material changes, the prior supervisory assessment will be used as the
baseline for the BMA"

Para. 63

The wording is too unspecific with regard to the definition of "peers". We would like the EBA to
explicitly include third-country groups active in EU/EEA and relevant peers in countries outside
the EU/EEA where the supervised institution operates:

"Competent authorities should carry out a materiality assessment of the institution’s business
lines to determine the key areas for the BMA to focus on. When performing this assessment,
competent authorities should take into account: [...]

e. peer comparisons — whether a business line has performed atypically (been an outlier)
compared to peers, where such information is available to competent authorities. To identify
relevant peers for the BMA, competent authority should consider the rival product/business
lines targeting the same source of profits/customers, also including third-country groups active
in the EU/EEA and relevant peers in countries outside the EU/EEA where the supervised
institution operates."
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Further, the assessment of the business lines should be in line with the current external
reporting of segments and geographies by the institution:

"Competent authorities should carry out a materiality assessment of the institution’s business
lines to determine the key areas for the BMA to focus on. When performing this assessment,
competent authorities should take into account: [...]

a. the relevance of the business lines in line with current external reporting of segments and
geographies by the institution. The relevance will be assessed in terms of generating profits/
losses, including the segments and geographies, subsidiaries/branchesand-preductdines that
are most material based on their contribution to the overall revenues/costs in the P&L, risk
(e.g. based on TREA or other measures of risk) and/or organisational/statutory priorities
(e.g. specific obligations for public sector banks to offer specific products);"

Para. 64
The reference to risk appetite and tolerance levels should be removed given titles 6, 8 and 11
are focused on risks and stress testing with further granular details:

“Competent authorities should perform an analysis of quantitative features of the institution’s
current business model to assess its ability to generate acceptable profits in the short, medium
and long term, given the institution’s risk appetite and its funding and capital structures. Areas
for analysis by competent authorities should include:

Para. 65

The reference to competitive advantage should be removed as this is highly qualitative, open
ended and judgement driven. Focus should be on factual based and measurable characteristics
which measure the strength of the business as stated in para. 64:

"Competent authorities should perform an analysis of qualitative features of the institution’s
current business model to understand its success drivers and key dependencies. Areas for
analysis by competent authorities should include: [...]

Para. 66
The reference to management track record should be removed as it is back dated and might
unduly penalize institutions despite changes in the business environment, management etc.:

"Competent authorities should complement the analysis by carrying out a forward-looking
analysis (both quantitative and qualitative) of the institution’s financial projections and
strategic plan to understand the underlying assumptions and dependencies, plausibility and
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riskiness of its business strategy. Areas for analysis by competent authorities should include:
[...]

c. execution capabilities, by assessing management'strackrecord-on-deliveringprevieus
strategies-and-forecasts;as-wellas the overall ability of the institution to make use of
competitiveadvantagesand success drivers in carrying out its business and to generate

returns in an effective way.[...]"

Para. 66

Points (i), (ii) and (iii) should be removed, given that cost allocation, fund transfer pricing and
revenue sharing frameworks are covered by the relevant accounting standard under audit and
would hence be covered in the analysis of the financial information.

Para. 67/68

References to crypto-asset activities in the BMA section should be removed as details on
crypto-assets are covered in the risks section later (Operational risk (6.4; Para. 200) and
Liquidity risk (8.2; Para. 379)) and as it points out a single product whereas institutions have
multiple other products:

“In the analysis, competent authorities should consider any indications that the business model

and activities give rise to increased ML/TF risks, including-erypto—assetactivities e.g. deposit

taking or establishment or use of legal entities in high-risk third countries, as identified in [...]

”

And in para. 68

"Competent authorities should assess the resilience of the institution’s business model to
external shocks and its adaptability to structural changes in terms of its capacity to absorb
them and adapt to exogenous factors that could threaten business and strategic objectives.
Areas for analysis by competent authorities should include: [...]

Para. 68 point d

The wording relating to geopolitical events only mentions risks to the resilience of the
supervised institution's business model. We would like the EBA to also consider its capacity to
absorb the risks:

“"Competent authorities should assess the resilience of the institution’s business model to
external shocks and its adaptability to structural changes in terms of its capacity to absorb
them and adapt to exogenous factors that could threaten business and strategic objectives.
Areas for analysis by competent authorities should include: [...]

d. geopolitical eventsrisks, by assessing the source of geopolitical uncertainties and its
inclusion in the business strategy, as well as its financial impact on the institution’s current and
future profitability; and considering the institution's capacity to absorb uncertainties e.g. by
means of its geographical and business profile diversification; and [...]
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Para. 69c

The time horizon for the viability of the institution to be assessed is — according to the possible
horizons of ESG risks materializing — 10 years and longer. Notwithstanding that such time
horizons may be necessary to incorporate ESG risks properly into the risk management
framework, planning and analysing business models for such horizons is not sensibly feasible.
It should also be possible to use qualitative assessments as well instead of detailed resilience
assessments.

Para. 71 table 3 (points D and H)

The business model and strategies are in the responsibility of the institution and its
management body. The supervisory authority may issue specific measures only in exceptional
cases, although this is not clear from the wording. The table should therefore be omitted. A
general reference to the supervisory powers under Article 104 CRD would be sufficient.

Title 5: Assessing internal governance

Q7. What are the respondents’ views on the updated section 5.7 “ICT systems, risk
data aggregation and risk reporting”?

Title 6.2: Assessment of credit and counterparty risk

Q8. Do you consider the coverage and level of detail of this Title appropriate for its
intended purpose?

The title's coverage is generally comprehensive, but the proposed expansion of the scope of
the assessment leads to a considerable level of detail. Title 6.2 includes a significant expansion
of the requirements for the competent supervisory authorities, including regarding ESG and
climate risk factors, and more granular reviews of credit processes and stress tests.

This expansion could lead to a one-sided focus on documentation requirements, which would
dilute the principle of a risk-based supervisory approach. The risk-based approach of the SREP
should also be emphasized more strongly in Title 6.2 to ensure that the requirements do not
lead to a disproportionate expansion of audit and documentation obligations. Clear
prioritization based on materiality is crucial. In our view, the proposed level of detail is only
appropriate if it is applied in a consistently risk-oriented manner. As recommend with regard to
Question 1 the guideline should be clarified accordingly and the principles of proportionality
and materiality should be clearly operationalized.



Page 11 of 18

Comments Draft revised Guidelines on SREP and supervisory stress testing
(EBA/CP/2025/21)

Title 6.3: Assessment of market risk

Q9. Do you agree with the treatment proposed to account for transfer pricing risk in
the context of trading book activities? Please elaborate.

Title 6.4: Assessment of operational risk

Q10. What are the respondents’ views on the integration of the EBA GL on ICT risk
assessment under the SREP (EBA/GL/2017/05) and DORA aspects?

The integration of ICT risks and DORA aspects into the SREP guidelines is generally welcomed,
as it underscores the importance of digital resilience. Competent authorities are able to utilize
an array of supervisory instruments to inform their SREP and determine the ICT risk in a
financial institution. However, it is unclear how these instruments feed into each other, lead to
the SREP score, and how they are chosen throughout a year. The SSM can force a financial
institution to submit an ITRQ, a DORA RMF Review and/or a substantive Request for
Information via a Deep Dive or a targeted review request. This could include a further On-Site
Inspection, a DORA Threat-Led Penetration Test and participation in a Cyber Stress Test. A
competent authority is required to ensure that the SREP is proportionate to the risk in a
financial institution and, while there are numerous instruments available, they should not all be
utilized throughout a single year. Financial institutions, in addition, do not have transparency
concerning how each instrument respectively influences their SREP score and would welcome
more transparency concerning their role in a competent authorities’ risk assessment.
Therefore, more aspects of the ICT-related SREP should be open for industry consultation.
While the EBA Guidelines provide transparency regarding considerations for risk, they do not
account for how SREPs are operationalized by competent authorities. RFIs, ITRQs, CSTs all
could benefit from increased input from the industry and the use of cybersecurity expertise
within financial institutions to increase their effectiveness. Financial institutions would welcome
an additional level of engagement before SREP scores are provided and the ability to speak to
Joint Supervisory Teams if there are aspects of misinterpretation. Financial institutions are
often caught unaware of risks perceived by the JST and expressed with supervisory letters.

Individual aspects of the new guidelines go beyond the requirements of DORA, e.g.: para. 216
i), para. 218 (the required assessment of potential impacts is not provided for in DORA, where
assessment only takes place in the event of specific incidents) and para. 219 (the
subcategorization of material risks (Annex III ICT risk) is not defined in DORA, which leads to
classification and delimitation problems).

We recommend greater harmonization of the SREP guideline with DORA to avoid double checks
and room for interpretation.
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Q11. What are the respondents’ views on the introduction of operational resilience
(section 6.4.5)?

The EBA plans to introduce operational resilience as a subchapter within the SREP Guidelines
despite no existing operational resilience regulatory framework within the EU. The introduction
of new regulatory concepts in supervision, without any basis in regulation or legislation, is
inappropriate and should be subject to Commission legislation or consultation with industry
participants. Furthermore, the application of a holistic operational resilience approach to the
banking sector only would not reflect that covering insurance, pensions, capital markets, asset
management, asset management, financial market infrastructures, credit rating agencies,
benchmarks or crypto-asset providers would not be supervised on this basis. A banking sector
and supervision-only introduction of operational resilience does not follow the standard practice
for the development of policy within the EU and we encourage its deletion from the SREP
Guide.

Even if there was a regulatory framework to leverage on, the implementation within the SREP
guidelines should not lead to additional requirements, particularly for smaller, less complex
institutions with a low risk profile and limited resources and e.g. a central service provider. We
therefore recommend that clearer proportionality measures are included in paragraph 244 and
specific proportionality examples are provided to ensure that operational resilience
requirements remain adequate for small institutions (focusing on controlling disruptions instead
preventing each individual risk). More generally, we call for a proportional scope, using existing
elements (e.g. BCM, third-party risk, incident management) and avoidance of additional
reporting/testing burdens beyond DORA also as part of the SREP on operational resilience.

Title 6.5: Assessment of IRRBB and CSRBB

Q12. What are respondents’ views on the additional section on CSRBB and the
combined score for IRRBB and CSRBB?

The combination of IRRBB and CSRBB into a single score is fundamentally understandable and
can contribute to simplification. CSRBB methodologies are typically less mature, therefore we
call for a pragmatic and proportionate approach, without mechanistic link to capital add-ons;
focus should be given to controllability and consistency with existing IRRBB processes.
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Title 7: SREP capital assessment

Q13. What are the respondents’ views on the proposed assessment of the interaction
between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 requirements and on the proposed approach for
operationalizing concerning cases where an institution becomes bound by the output
floor?

Whilst the draft guidelines contain some elementary recognition of interaction and double
counting between P1R and P2R in case institutions become bound by output floor, this is not
sufficient to cover the complexity of the topic.

The draft guidelines identify only one possible case of double counting, namely that of model
deficiencies, but it is unclear if there are other possible cases of double counting, as P2R is still
not transparent to institutions. We are therefore in favour of the integration of the EBA Opinion
on the output floor and the more general provision on the interaction between P1R and P2R
(Moption 2"). Yet, there needs to be more transparency on general interaction between P1R and
P2R and how competent authorities determine the P2R in the light of output floor and beyond.
To ensure institutions have a clear understanding of the SREP assessment and the interaction
between P1R and P2R, considering the output floor, the components of P2R need to be
transparent to institutions in the SREP assessment. To this end, we welcome and emphasize
the EBA's addition in paragraph 297, which states that competent authorities should assess the
impact of relevant changes to the regulatory framework for determining P1R on P2R. To further
strengthen this principle, the SREP methodology could be more comprehensively revised to
embed the avoidance of double counting throughout the framework, rather than addressing it
in isolated/individual paragraphs.

As concluded by EBA, there is no assurance that on the EU level, competent authorities have
comparable or aligned practices in assessing the P2R.3 Therefore, more transparency and
guidelines on P2R components for large institutions should be put in place going forward.

Title 8: Assessing risks to liquidity and funding and SREP liquidity and
funding assessment

Q14. What are the respondents’ views on the merger with the ‘SREP liquidity
assessment’ and the merger of the scores into a combined liquidity and funding
adequacy score?

The combination of the two assessments into a single score is generally viewed positively, as it
offers the opportunity to reduce the audit burden and to simplify supervisory practices. An
integrated assessment of liquidity and refinancing adequacy can create synergies and avoid
duplication.

3 EBA’s report on convergence of supervisory practices in 2023: https://www.eba.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2024-07/84952d29-
8217-4a06-9ea2-f05be3898f06/2023%20Convergence%?20Report.pdf
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However, the combination should be designed in such a way that the transparency of the
individual assessments is maintained to ensure a clear traceability for the institutions. We
recommend clearly defining the methodology of the combined score and ensuring that the
weighting of the two components (liquidity and refinancing) is transparent and risk oriented.

Title 9: Overall SREP assessment and communication

Q15. What are the respondents’ views in relation to enhanced communication
aspects?

The proposed improvements to communication between supervisors and institutions are highly
welcome. Clear, structured, and timely communication is crucial to ensuring transparency and
planning certainty for institutions. Improved communication supports the traceability of
supervisory expectations and facilitates the implementation of requirements. Early and clear
communication on escalation triggers, timelines, and assessment logic contributes to the
acceptance of SREP results and reduces room for interpretation.

In order to get a clear and comparable picture of the assessment outcome and taking into
account the various components that are included in SREP assessment and P2R determination,
institutions should be given an adequate level of transparency on the composition of P2R, so
that they can effectively steer their efforts to remediate deficiencies and understand its drivers,
also in the light of a highly complex capital stack.

Paras. 450/451

The Guidelines should be clearer regarding the granularity (elements and sub-elements) and
detail (+/- qualifiers) of scores competent authorities should share with the institution. This is
vital for understanding on the side of the institution where exactly it stands in terms of each of
the four main SREP elements as well of each of the sub elements. In the spirit of transparency,
we therefore believe that optionality should be removed from the text such that competent
authorities will communicate not only scores for all elements and sub elements but also
qualifiers for each of the (sub-)scores.

Title 10: Application of the SREP to cross-border groups

Q16. Do you consider the coverage and level of detail of this Title appropriate for its
intended purpose?
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Title 11: Supervisory stress testing

Q17. Do you consider the coverage and level of detail of this Title appropriate for its
intended purpose?

The coverage and level of detail of the title are generally considered appropriate. The
streamlining is positive.

The proposed adjustments are a step in the right direction towards strengthening the principles
of proportionality and practicability. Supervisory stress tests still cause high costs for
supervisors and institutions, which are not always proportionate to the insights gained. Title 11
should include additional guidance on how to achieve greater proportionality. We recommend
that these approaches be consistently implemented and further expanded in supervisory
practice. In doing so, it must be made transparent to institutions at all times how their
respective results are arrived at, i.e., supervisory stress tests must not be a black box. We
generally recommend a top-down approach instead of resource-intensive bottom-up approach
for small institutions, stronger proportionality in scenario complexity, and the avoidance of
overlaps with ICAAP stress testing to reduce unnecessary complexity.4

Title 12: Assessing third-country branches

Q18. Do respondents consider the guidance for the assessment of third-country
branches appropriate and sufficiently clear?

4 See also our discussion paper on competitiveness from November 2025.
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Part 2: Additional important notes on the text

Para. 9

The definitions "AML/CFT supervisors" and "Money laundering and terrorist financing (ML/TF)
risk" need to be aligned to the new EU AML package for the time as of 10 July 2027. The
current draft SREP guidelines (still) point to AMLD5, not to new EU AML package.

Para. 10

The implementation of the new EU AML package requirements implies tremendous efforts for
both the new authority, but certainly for the obliged entities in the EU. An additional challenge
for obliged entities is that most standards and guidance are yet to come. These aspects should
be considered for any SREP assessment in calendar year 2027 and close alignment needs to be
ensured with the (new) AML/CFT authorities on common understanding what to consider as a
material finding/shortcoming.

Title 5: Assessing internal governance

The integration of diversity is recommended. However, for small and non-complex institutions,
a diverse composition of the management body often poses a challenge. A “lack of diversity”
should therefore not necessarily lead to a worser assessment and, if applicable, to a capital
add-on (according to paragraph 110, the institution must at least take measures to achieve a
diverse composition; if necessary, clarification that this is sufficient for “compliance” and that
the latter is not based on the actual composition of the management body).

Para. 76

EBA guidelines that are addressed exclusively to supervisory authorities (Guidelines on ICAAP
and ILAAP information) do not have to be complied with by the institutions and should
therefore be removed from the table.

Para. 104
In the last sentence, “validated” should be replaced with “reviewed,” as it does not refer to
validation activities in the strict sense.

Para. 105

The guidelines should clearly point out the need for close coordination of remedies between
SREP competent authorities and the (new) AML/CFT supervisors for cross-cutting deficiencies
to avoid conflicting or duplicative supervisory measures, i.e. current SREP guidelines and the
new draft SREP guidelines do not draw a clear picture to avoid "double-counting",
duplications/a clear understanding of competences.
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Para. 127
EBA announcements that are addressed exclusively to supervisory authorities (Supervisory
handbook for the validation of IRB systems) should be removed from the table.

Para. 136
The information provided there should mainly refer to IRBA institutions only. This should be
clarified accordingly.

Para. 163

EBA statements that are addressed exclusively to supervisory authorities (RTS on the
assessment methodology to verify an institution’s compliance with the IMA) should be removed
from the table.

Para. 170
We recommend the following clarification: “... competent authorities should consider at least
the relevance of the following subcategories”

Paras. 174 & 177
The explanations regarding the determination of the P2R do not fit directly into this section. If
they are retained here, references to them should at least be added to paragraph 303.

Para. 210
The term “Legal Risk” should be replaced with "Compliance Risk”.

Para. 216 pointi

The recommendation that authorities consider the "level of adoption and integration of digital
technologies" is unclear regarding what is expected and what is the baseline regulatory
requirement. The point should be deleted.

Para. 246
The wording of “simple/resilient/agile” ICT is highly unclear and should be deleted.

Para. 297

The guideline recognizes a potential impact from new requirements (CRR3, output floor) and
the need to assess the interaction between P1R and P2R. What is missing is the
acknowledgement that because of a potential double counting of risks between P1R and P2R,
P2R can also decrease; proposal to add the wording:

“This assessment may conclude that there are risks in the P1R that are already covered via
previous P2R assessment and therefore should be removed following the supervisors’
assessment.”
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Para. 320
For institutions to be able to reconcile the elements in point b of 320 it is necessary to have
visibility on P2R components; proposal to add the following wording:

“The amount of P2R attributable to model deficiencies should be made transparent to
institutions.”

Para. 325
The specific period of two years has no legal basis in the CRD and should be deleted. The notes
on responding to breaches of P2G in section 9.5 appears to be sufficient.

Para. 351
The sole focus of P2G on CET1 continues to lack a legal basis in the CRD. We consider the
reasoning given under “Background and rationale” (para. 25) to be invalid.

Para. 434

The understanding of the applied benchmarks is of high importance for the institution to
understand the outcomes. Therefore, at the request of the institutions, the authorities should
be required to provide detailed information on the benchmarks within the necessary
confidentiality framework.



