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This talk draws on our recent report:

Making the Bank Securitisation Capital
Rules Work for Europe

What Could be Improved in the June 17% Proposals?

Michael Bennett! Georges Duponcheele Fernando Gonzilez
Arch Insurance (EU) dac Munich RE Miranda. QCB
Jérémy Hermant Véronique Ormezzano William Perrandin
Alantra VYGE Consulting Risk Centrol
Frédéric Zana
CACIB

This verston: 1% October 2025
Abstract

This report assesses the European Commission’s 17% June 2025 proposals for reforming bank

securitisations capital mules. While we welcome the intended goal of unlocking bank issuance and

mvestments in securitisation, and the direction of the proposed mule changes, we believe that some
further prudent targeted technical adp to the proposals should be made to improve the impact
on real economy financing in Europe and contmbute to z level plaving field across asset classes and

EU Member States, while improving risk-sensitivity and preserving financial stability. We suggest

that the authorities:

(1} Use as the scale '.znable in ﬂle pmposed Secmm_.:mun Internal Rahng -Based Approach
(SEC-IRBA) and Securi d Approach (SEC-54) n itive Risk Weight
Floor (RWF) the Standardised Approach (SA) capital, Kga.,

(i} Modify the definition of resilience (a) to allow non-originater banks to invest m resilient
positions, (b) to clarify that (re)insurers can provide cover in the resilient position market, (c) to
use Ky (or Kjpg) a5 seale variable in the SEC-IRBA minimum attachment point, and (d) to
remove the attachment pomt critenia m SEC-ERBA since it is dependent on the external rating,

(in) Alter the scalars and absohite value floors in the EWF to make them consistent with the nzk
dimensions and thereby to enhance banks’ incentives to structure deals satisfying STS and
resilient position requirements, and introduce an absolute value cap in the EWF for consistency
with non-semor tranches,

(iv) Simularly, alter the p-factor parameters to make them consistent with the risk dimensions,

(v) Align the Securitisation-External Ratings Based Approach (SEC-ERBA) with (ir) & (u).

" Michasl Bennett is Chief Underwriting Officer at the Mortzage Division of Arch Insurance (EU) dac; Dr. Georges
Traponchesle is a Senior Credit Portfolio Manager at Great Lakes Insurance SE (part of Munich BE); Dr. Femando Gonzalez
Miranda iz a Senior Advisor at Qatar Central Bank and vmtil recently was a Senior Advisor at the European Central Bank
(ECE); Jerémy Hermant is Semior Advisor to Alanera; Dr. William Perraudin is the Managing Direcror of Risk Control
Limited: Véronique Ormezzano is Director of VY'GE Consulting; Dr. Fredéric Zam is Head of Quantitative Stractaring at
CACIB. Al authers can be contacted via LinkedIn The views expressed are the authors” own and not negessarily these of
their finms.

? The authors thank these who provided comments inchiding Sephie Asselot, Raffaela Baechler, Alexander Batchvarov, Ian
Bell, Ralf Fischer zu Cramburg. Jo Goulbourne Ranero, Tamar Joulia-Paris, Michael Heckl, Sara Millard, Harry Noutsos,
Eric Fossignol. Stephan Tilke, Laurent Vanoverberghe, Anszar West, Eirk Willison. Yves Zerkovitz. Any emars remain
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1. Introduction (1/2)
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alignment of regulatory capital and risk:
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1. Introduction (2/2)

» These and other studies of securitisation capital can be found in the Insights area of the
Risk Control website: www.riskcontrollimited.com

SUERF)

SUERF Policy Briof

No 976, September 2024

afme/ RisKcoNTROL

Research Note

ABS and Covered Bond Risk

and Solvency II Capital Charges

ands | European Ceotral Bask

Fermando Goazalez Mir
William Perradia | Risk Control
Alessindro T

39| Buropean Investmest Fusd

Exceutive summary

b -l

Kepwords: Competitveness securtisation. rog|
JEL codes: G15,G20.G23, 04, E44
Abstract

Europeer pobymakers have crgued thot Curog|
agende and genercte. hgher producenty an|

approochex seclading streamining and uni|

RISK CONTROL

Calibration of a Securitisation
Capital Floor

1. Introduction

o T e —— |

ion

sk of Aset Backed Securities
e Solvency L. he prodestial
ot

A

| Ere——

« Studies focussed on SMEs (even
Spanish ones) can also be found

RISKK CONTROL

The impact of MIiFID II on
SME and fixed income
investment research

Tan-dauwm and Performance-
P i o n PD Estimates
k Data

Predicting Default for UK

e
Hhe ariginal libetion of Sohven

-
R

R
xtent, within et casses. Other hingscual. this varabilty n sk s nberite] by Lhe tranched pastons. S,
lomiag e Bocs b depend o the pos) W sppears fosied

Prasmapic o the da o Apel]

el gt i i
i b

s s
e ey
R——
(o the nderios
= i (554) T
ot
p r . |
o
e
et e
T i o R

Consental ©Copyright Bk Conta Liniod 2024

Research Report

Impact of the SA Output
Floor on the European
Securitisation Market

[ —

SMEs Using Companies House
Data

1. Introduction

T date e puby vadable e o of XA el B, b

© Risk Control Limited 2025


https://www.riskcontrollimited.com/insights/abs-and-covered-bond-risk-and-solvency-ii-capital-charges/
https://www.riskcontrollimited.com/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/Calibration-of-a-Capital-Floor-for-Securitisations-24-37a-07-03-24-v10.pdf
https://www.riskcontrollimited.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/Impact-of-the-SA-Floor-on-European-Securitisation-22-65a-14-6-22-v68-Revised.pdf
http://www.riskcontrollimited.com/

2. The EU’s Securitisation Package:
“[...] the Commission has identified that some aspects of A Policy Shift

the existing rules are hindering market developments.”
EC, 17-Jun-2025

Securitisation Package

= Level1
1.  Capital Requirements Regulation (CRR)
2. Securitisation Regulation (SECR)
= Level 2
3. Liquidity Coverage Ratio (LCR) Delegated Act
4. Solvency II Delegated Act
9

European | am
- Commission | j

o)

“Basically, this is an instrument

that we are trying to revitalise.
What we know is that its use in Europe is much
lower than in other jurisdictions. And we think
[the Securitisation Package] can actually help
significantly in reviving our markets.”

Commissioner Albuquerque, 17-Jun-2025 y

© Risk Control Limited 2025 5



Asset losses Asset payments
—) < ——

3. Actual Risk
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3. Current Calibration Framework

SEC-IRBA

1250%

SEC-IRBA: Minimum p of 0.3 and up to 1.5 for high quality retail pools

Out-of-control for high
quality retail assets;
need for a p-cap

Risk Weight (%)

—x: Pool Capital Cliff
——SSFAp=1.5
; 0 — - SSFAp=1.0
\ i — SSFAp=0.3
. N
N .
\-\ AN o D-floor to avoid
- T the cliff-effect
e e
x1 x2 ‘ x3 x4 x5 x6

Risk Scale = Pool Capital Multiplier

SEC-SA

p-factor
Calibration dependent on seniority and asset class
Absurdly high for Not a risk
retail assets factor

1
pIRBA=<A+B*N+C*KIRB+D*LGD+E*MT)

Prloor = 0.3
Non-STS

Psec—irBa = MAaX[Prioor; Pirpal

STS

Psec—IrRBA,STS = MAXx [PFioor X * DirBal

1250%

1000%

750%

Risk Weight (%)

§
H

250%

SEC-SA (p=1.0)and STS (p=0.5)

—x: Pool Capital Cliff

R - - SSFAp=1.0

\ N ——SSFA p=0.5

N
N
N
N
<
S

X0 x1 x2 x3 xa x5 X6

Risk Scale = Pool Capital Multiplier

p-scaling factor x = 0.5

Non-STS

Psec-sa = 1.0
STS

Psec-sasrs = 0.5

Note, there is a direct analogy with the p-scaling
factor in IRB, with x = 0.5

PsEc—sA,sTs = X * PSEC-SA

Risk Weight Floor

A fixed value that has severe market
distortion consequences, depending
on the ratio RWF / Pool capital (K)

Non-STS:
15% RW for senior
15% RW for non-senior

STS:
10% RW for senior

15% RW for non-senior

Same as above

© Risk Control Limited 2025



4. Proposed Reforms: Targeted
SEC-IRBA SEC-SA Reductions

Changes to the p-factor Changes to the p-factor
) Introdu;tign fOfT pl—\(I:ap STS — 10 Will lead to incrfeased Will lead to increased
- y default (Non-STS), pcqp = 1. .~ issuance of retail issuance of traditional
*  Except STS, pcap = 0.5 securitisations securitisations and =
SRT from SA banks
* Psec-1rBA = min{max [pFlOOT; X * pIRBA];pCap} ° Dsec-sa = X * 1.0 /.’
/- .
—  Bydefault, pgjpor = 0.3;x = 1.0; — By default (Non-STS), x = 1.0 \4 Pre
* Except Originator / Senior, x = 0.7 + Except Originator / Senior, x = 0.6 /./""'
Too aggressive for a
—  Except STS, prioor = 0.3;x = 0.5; correlatioil risk? —  Except STS, x = 0.5 \;
«  Except Originator, pgjpor = 0.2;<-— — + Except Originator, Senior, x = 0.3
— Except Senior, x = 0.3
« Except Investor, Senior / Resilient + Except Investor, Senior / Resilignt, x=0.3
= ey = N
- pFloor_O-Z’x_O-?’ '\-\
_Nomore major \
Changes to the RW Floor / distortion Changes to the RW Floor New concept
\'
. For senior tranches, introduction of a risk-sensitive RW floor . Same as changes for SEC-IRBA, except pool capital is K,

(RSRWF), proportional to the pool capital K;zg

° RWFSEC—IRBA = max[RSRWF, RWFlOOT]
_  Bydefault, RSRWF = 15% * K * 12.5 T —
*  Bydefault, RWpio0r = 12% Looks complicated as a decision tree (as
»  Except Originator, Resilient, RWp;y0r = 10%); described in the law in Article 2 43).
—  Except STS, RSRWF = 10% * K;pp * 12.5
*  Bydefault, RWpp0r = 7% It is a lot easier to read in table format...
»  Except Resilient, RWg;,0r = 5%; /\_/—\/

© Risk Control Limited 2025



4. New concept: ‘Resilient Positions’

Resilient (senior) position has Our comment:
5 criteria in the Proposed CRR Only 3 criteria are valid

1 Sequential amortisation (or pro rata with Like STS
performance triggers)

2  Minimum granularity (max 2% Like STS
concentration) (but minimum granularity could be decreased to
N = 25 (threshold in the IRB p-factor calibration))

3  Minimum Attachment Point ‘Modified K;z5' wrong concept

 SEC-IRBA: * AP;zp in the LCR? = fake liquidity
AP = 1.1 % (UL + Initial WAL = EL)) * AP, in SEC-ERBA? (Why? the
meaning AP;zg = 1.1 = 'Modified K;zp' rating methodology already limits
* SEC-SA and SEC-ERBA: AP, = 1.5 * K, the AP for the top ratings)
4  Only for Originator / Sponsor, This should not be a criteria, but a risk
except Investor STS dimension to be calibrated
5 Synthetic senior position is resilient only if This is plain absurd.

non-senior tranches are collateralised in cash ~ Thankfully, it is only mentioned in the Explanatory
or eq Memorandum of the Proposed CRR; it is neither in

the recitals nor in the articles (i.e., it’s not in the
proposed law). Occam’s razor: a ‘copy-paste’ from
(Déja vu: will insurers be unable to participate in ‘resilient’?) 2022 JC report, or something else?

© Risk Control Limited 2025



4. Proposed Reforms Impact:

On average portfolios, across the major IRB lenders, the Securitisation Package S EC_ I RBA
is Originator/Sponsor friendly (IRB banks use mainly SEC-SA or

SEC-ERBA as Investor)
Numerical impact of RW Senior Tranche, IRB Resilient Attachment Point, for SEC-IRBA
Mod. IRB Current Proposed
Attach- Originator / Sponsor Investor

Credit KIRB ment STS |Non-STS STS Non-STS STS Non-STS

quality Asset Class (RW) Point Resilient |Non-resi. Resilient |Non-resi. Resilient |Non-resi. Resilient |Non-resi.
Corporate 52.59 4.83 10.14  21.48 5.28 7.00 13.30 13.30 5.28 10.14 N/A 2148
SME 5822 558 1000 19 51 5.82 7.00 11.43 12.00 5.82 9.54 N/A 19.51
Residential mortgage 19.40 1.94 10.00 18.79 5.00 7.00 11.99 12.00 5.00 7.00 N/A 15.37

. Retail - other 45.27 4.49 18.39  45.13|) __840 840 2893 2893 840 _14869 N/A 37.31
High™=Corporate 4787 -30.94 -3806 -38.06] -47.87)[ 0.00 N/A 0.00
» SME Percentage change -41.78 -30.00 -4140 -38.49| -41.78 -4.59 N/A 0.00 ‘

Residential mortgage versus current RWs -50.00 -30.00 -36.15 -36.12| -50.00)] -30.00 N/A  -18.20
Retail - other \ -54.33 -54.33 -35.88 -35.88| -54.3 -20.11 N/A  -17.37\
Corporate 80.50 7.60 1432  28.19 8.05 8.05 16.76 16.76 8.05 14.32 N/A  28.19
SME 89.29 9.44 10.14  20.06 8.93 8.93 13.39 13.39 8.93 10.14 N/A  20.06 |
Residential mortgage 28.93 3.03 10.00 25.35 5.00 7.00 15.76 15.76 5.00 8.04 N/A 21.90
Retail - other 69.07 7.60 18.72  53.82 6.92 7.00 3224 3224 6.92 17.62 N/A 5133 Pcap

Al Corporate 4380 -4380 -4054 -4054| -4380 000  N/A 0.0
SME Percentage change -11.93 -11.93 -33.24 -33.24| -11.93 0.00 N/A 0.00
Residential mortgage versus current RWs -50.00 -30.00 -37.81 -37.81| -50.00 -19.63 N/A  -13.61
Retail - other -63.03 -62.60 -40.09 -40.09] -63.03 -5.84 N/A -4.63
Leveraged Loans 223.68  23.31 31.89 3574 2237 2237 3355 33,55 2237 31.89 N/A 3574

Special Lev. Loans withw 253.75 2786/ 3050 30.50f 2538 2538 38.06 38.06] 25.33 30.50 N/A  38.06

case Leveraged Loans Percentage change -29.86  -29.86 -6.12 -6.12| -29.86 0.00 N/A 0.00
Lev. Loans with w versus current RWs -16.79  -16.79 24.81 24.81] -16.79 0.00 N/A 24.81

Source: “Making the Bank Securitisation Capital Rules Work for Europe” available on Risk Control website

© Risk Control Limited 2025
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4. Proposed Reforms Impact:

On average portfolios, across the major IRB lenders, the Securitisation Package is S EC_ SA
not Investor friendly for traditional securitisations assessed in SA, except STS
and Resilient

Numerical impact of RW Senior Tranche, SA Resilient Attachment Point, for SEC-SA

KA-based Current Proposed
Attach- Originator / Sponsor Investor
Credit KA ment STS |[Non-STS STS Non-STS STS Non-STS
quality Asset Class (RW) Point Resilient |Non-resi. Resilient |Non—resi. Resilient |Non-resi. Resilient |Non-resi.
Corporate 70.00 8.40 14.06  46.35 7.00 7.00 19.93 19.93 7.00 14.06 N/A  46.35
SME 85.00 10.20 17.41 57.41 8.50 8.50 24.68 24.68 8.50 17.41 N/A  57.41
Residential mortgage 35.00 4.20 10.00 22.16 5.00 7.00 10.00 12.00 5.00 7.00 N/A 22.16
) Retail - other 75.00 9.00 15.16  49.99 750 750 2149 2149
High~—FGrporate 5020 -50.20 -57.01 -57.01
SME Percentage change -51.18 -5118 -57.01 -57.01
Residential mortgage versus current RWs -50.00 -30.00 -54.87 -45.85
Retail - other \ -50.53 -50.53 -57.01 -57.01 .
Corporate 81.10 9.73 16.53  54.49 8.11 8.1 2343 2343 8.11 16.53 N/A 5449
SME 106.60 12.79| 2248 7414 10.66 10.66  31.87  31.87 10.66  22.48 N/A 7414
Residential mortgage 37.95 4.55 10.00 24.12 5.00 7.00 10.37 12.00 5.00 7.31 N/A 2412
Retail - other 91.50 10.98 18.91 62.34 9.15 9.15 26.80 26.80 9.15 18.91 N/A  62.34
Al Corporate 5093 -50.93 -57.01 -57.01] -50.93  0.00 N/A_ 0.00
SME Percentage change -52.59 -5259 -57.01 -57.01| -52.59 0.00 N/A 0.00
Residential mortgage versus current RWs -50.00 -30.00 -57.01 -50.24| -50.00 -26.86 N/A 0.00
Retail - other -51.60 -51.60 -57.01 -57.01] -51.60 0.00 N/A 0.00
Leveraged Loans 150.00 18.00f 33.65 110.83 15.00 15.00 47.70 47.70 15.00 33.65 N/A 110.83
Special Lev. Loans withw 17850 2142 41.78 137.22 17.85 17.85 59.23  59.23 17.85  41.78 N/A  137.22
case Leveraged Loans Percentage change -55.42 -5542 -56.96 -56.96| -55.42 0.00 N/A 0.00
Lev. Loans with w versus current RWs -57.28 -57.28 -56.84 -56.84| -57.28 0.00 N/A 0.00

Source: “Making the Bank Securitisation Capital Rules Work for Europe” available on Risk Control website

© Risk Control Limited 2025 11



p-factor (Securitisation Package)

5. Calibration Inconsistencies in the
Proposal on the p-factor

3 inconsistencies

. . yd N\ m
Case ! 1 2 3 4 11 5 6 7 8
Originator TR v v v ool ox x x x
STS % v x x i v v x x
Resilient position % x v Ly x v x
p-scaling factor | 0.3 0.7 | 0.3 0.5 N/A 1.0
SEC-IRBA p-factor formula : p-scaling factor * (A+B/N+ G *KIRB +D * LGID + E * MT)
p-floor ! 0.2 0.3 02 | 03 N/A 0.3
p-cap : 0.5 - 1.0 - — —05- - L _N/A. | 10,
SEC-SA  p-factor i 0.3 0.6 I {\ 0.3 05 J| NIA 1.0 |

1) Cases1and 2, Cases 3 and 4, Cases 7 and 8 have the same

pair-wise calibration, respectively. Resilience has no impact
on the p-factor, except for Cases 5 and 6 (Investor / STS)
which have different calibration.

2) The p-scaling factor of Originator / Non-STS in SEC-IRBA

(0.7) differs from the p-factor (0.6) in SEC-SA.

3) The distance STS / Non-STS for Originators in SEC-SA is
0.3 but 0.7-0.5 for Investors.

In a readable table format... the

inconsistencies are easily apparent

© Risk Control Limited 2025
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5. Fixing the Framework

A Consistent Calibration — the p-factor

p-factor (Our Calibration) The 3 inconsistencies have been remo%
y .- N\
Case K 2 3 4 i 5 6 ) 7 8
Originator % v v v 1| x x x x
STS ! v v x x ! v v x x
Resilient % x v x 1| v x v x
p-scaling factor : 0.3 0.6 : 0.4 0.7
p-factor formula : p-scaling factor " (A+ B /N + G *KIRB +D *LGD + E * MT)
SEC-IRBA p-floor i 0.2 0.3 i 0.2 0.3
p-cap ! 05 ___o5__ _Il___10 __.
SEC-SA  p-factor l 0.3 | 0.6 n\l 0.4 ) 0.7 }
e e e e e T o e e e e e e -

» Cases 5 and 6 are ‘merged’ at the mid-point, leading to consistency with other cases
(1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8) where the notion of ‘Resilient position’ has no impact on the p-factor
(a notion relevant only to the RW Floor)

» Calibration between IRB and SA (Cases 3, 4) is made consistent

» (Calibration distances between STS (Cases 1, 2, 5, 6) and Non-STS (Cases 3, 4, 7, 8)
are made consistent.

© Risk Control Limited 2025
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RW Floor (Securitisation Package)

5. Calibration Inconsistencies
in the Proposal on the RW Floor

5 inconsistencies

Case L 2 3 4 1 5 6 7 8
Originator TR v v v ] x x x x
STS : v v x x : v v x x
Resilient position J I x __\/____’i_\j___‘/____’i_ A N
Scalar ' 10% 10% 15% | 15% § 10% | 10% N/A 15% |
RW formula : Scalar XrJ;<.x 125 _ _ _ _ _ I
Absolute floor (RW) || 5% 7% 10% 12% |V 5% | 7% |l NA|] 12% 1
. g . | |
%f;’fgozegg(’) ‘;’gw) | 50% || 70% | 67% | 80% | 50% | 70% || NA || 80%
Absolute cép (RW) ’ l | N'/A

1) Case 7 (Investor / Non-STS / Resilient) exists and is
not calibrated — it is assimilated to Case 8.

2) The scalar is not risk-sensitive to the notion of

‘Resilient position’.

3) Only the floor of the RW floor is fully risk-sensitive
and progressive, but its calibration makes no

difference to Originator / Sponsor and Investor status.

4) The ratio floor to scalar (or IST, the level of the
pool RW below which the floor of the RW floor
applies) generates an inversion in Cases 2 and 3.

5) The RW floor is never capped, creating situations
where the senior tranche has a higher risk-weight
than the non-senior tranche in a given
securitisation.

© Risk Control Limited 2025
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5. Fixing the Framework:
A Consistent RW Floor

RW Floor (Our Calibration) The 5 inconsistencies have been removed
Case I 2 3 4 1 5 6 7 8
Originator 4 v v v | x x x x
STS : v v x x : v v x x
Resilient position R x | _v____x_t_v__|__x_ 1l L[__%x__
Scalar 6% 8% 10% 12% | 8% 10% 4| 12% || 15%
RW formula I Scalarx KSAx125_ _ _ _ _ |- _ _ L _ _ _ _ .
Absolute floor (RW) | 3% 5% 7% 9% | 5% | 7% || 9% || 12%
: —— ] !
%f;’:gozegfg(’) ‘;’gw) i 50% || 63% | 70% | 75% I 63% | 70% ||75% || 80%
Absolute cap (RW) | 20%

*  Originator / Sponsor (1, 2, 3, 4) parameters better than Investor (5, 6, 7, 8)

«  STS parameters (1, 2, 5, 6) better than Non-STS (3, 4, 7, 8)

* Resilient (1, 3, 5, 7) parameters better than Non-Resilient (2, 4, 6, 8)

«  Calibrated distances between risk dimensions are consistent and anchored in the EC’s calibration.

«  We suggest a cap to the RW Floor at 20% RW, and for consistency purpose, an increase of non-senior
RW Floor from 15% RW to 20% RW, as a fixed value.

«  Also, for simplification purpose, the scalar should be multiplied with Kg, for all banks (not Kz or K,)
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Conclusion

To use a housing analogy for the Securitisation Package: the architecture is sound, the structure is solid,
but the finishes may not satisfy those who have to live in it. More work is needed on the finishing touches.

In the Securitisation Package, introducing a risk-sensitive RW floor is the
most significant step forward for the EU Savings and Investments Union. It is
the flagship element of the proposal. All asset classes will now be able to access the
market without the real-economy distortions created by a fixed-value RW floor.

Calibration

—  The concept of a ‘Resilient Position’ offers potential benefits, but only if it is well defined. Currently, the incoherent
aspects of the proposal urgently need to be addressed.

—  To be truly effective, the calibration must be fit for purpose. If the Commission wants a market with more ‘resilient
positions’, it must ensure that prudential benefits consistently favour resilient over non-resilient positions. The same
applies for Originator/Sponsor vs. Investor if issuance of bank-originated assets is to be incentivised. This is not the
case under the proposed calibration in the Securitisation Package.

—  Our paper “Making the Bank Securitisation Capital Rules Work for Europe” proposes a solution for a clearer
definition of the “Resilient Position” concept, along with a consistent calibration of the p-factor and the risk-sensitive
RW floor in SEC-IRBA and SEC-SA, and their implications for SEC-ERBA (and IAA).

Miscellaneous:

— Grandfathering is essential. Much of the resistance to the current proposal stems from applying new rules to existing
trades. As a matter of principle, legacy transactions should be assessed under the rules in place when the portfolio
became ‘static’. This would allow the industry to focus on the future landscape implied by the new rules, rather than
primarily on the impact on existing positions.

—  Finally, the upcoming review — flagged well in advance in Article 506d — represents an important opportunity for
industry and regulators to develop a robust evidence base, technical tools, and capital formulas that permit a simpler
and more scientific approach to securitisation capital than has so far been achieved. Ideally, this should be adopted
jointly at EU and BCBS levels.
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