Template for comments
Public consultation on the draft addendum to the ECB guidance to banks on non-performing loans
Please enter all your feedback in this list.
When entering feedback, please make sure that:
- each comment deals with a single issue only;
- you indicate the relevant article/chapter/paragraph, where appropriate;
- you indicate whether your comment is a proposed amendment, clarification or deletion.
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Detailed comment

Amendment

it should be made clear that backstops are
"Finally, the backstops are applicable at a minimum to
applicable only to new NPEs classified as
new NPEs classified as such from January 2018 onward.
such from January 2018 onward, "at a
"
minimum" should be deleted

Publish

Amendment

there is a risk of level playing if only
applicable of SI, the SSM should clearly
"In line with the NPL Guidance, this addendum applies to requires NCA to apply similar rules to LSI.
Besides, the scope of application should be
all significant banks directly supervised by the ECB "
clarified notably for subisdiaries of SSM
banks located outside the eurozone

Publish

Clarification

it would be worth that the SSM clarify to
what extent it may consider that an
" If the applicable accounting treatment is not considered accounting treatment is not prudent. In such
prudent from a supervisory perspective"
cases could the SSM clarify that banks will
be asked to apply own funds deduction in
accordance with CRR article 3 ?

Publish

Clarification

the SSM should explicit the calibration of its
backstops since it does not fit current legal
proceedings of collateral realisation in some
countries

Publish

"…and, crucialy, the NPE vintage category."

Concise statement as to why your
comment should be taken on board

Name of
commenter

Personal data

2 - General
5
Concept

2.3

6

Clarification

"deviations from the backstops are poss ble[…] and on
the basis on acceptable evidence[…]payments
amounting to a significant portion…[…]the application of
backstop is not reasonable in justified circumstances"

could the SSM clarify how it will assess: that an evidence will be considered as
acceptable or not ?
- what a significant portion is (20% ? Others
?)
- which kind of circumstances are
envisaged ?

Publish

Publish

6 3 - Definitions

3.1

7

Clarification

"Thus, the vintage count for “unlikely to pay” and “past
due” exposures is the same, and for exposures moving
from “unlikely to pay” to “past due” the counting
continues and is not reset"

NPE is related to status of default, which is
by the way related to the default materiality
threshold and not harmonised so far
(common materiality threshold will only
apply as of 2021). Until that date could the
SSM provide guidance for a common
threshold to be used for NPE designation ?

7 3 - Definitions

3.2

7

Clarification

"This is based on the principle that the prudential regime
has to deviate from the accounting treatment if that
treatment is not considered prudent…"

same statement as for ID 3

Publish

Amendment

"All types of immovable property collateral"

It should be made clear that guarantees
that secured residential loans are
considered collateral as well, an
amendment is desirable to explicit it.

Publish

Amendment

Article 108(2) of CRR states that institutions
"other elig ble collateral[…]that fulfil the criteria…of
may use CRM in accordance with Chapter 3
Chapter 4 of the CRR, irrespective of whether an
for A-IRB exposures. Hence 3.2b should be
institution uses the standardised approach or the internal
amended as follows "…Chapter 3 and 4 of
ratings-based approach."
the CRR irrespective of whether…"

Publish

Clarification

"the collateral value should be regularly reviewed…"

could the SSM clarify what is an appropriate
frequency of review from a supervisory
perspective (excluding immovable property)
?

Publish

The SSM is not entrusted to adopt binding
regulation for all banks. Accordingly it is not
supposed to require full provisioning. An
amendment is desirable : replacing required
by would be expected.

Publish

8 3 - Definitions

9 3 - Definitions

10 3 - Definitions

4 - Prudential
11 provisioning
backstop

4 - Prudential
12 provisioning
backstop
4 - Prudential
13 provisioning
backstop

3.2a)

3.2b)

3.3

7

7

9

4.1

10

Amendment

"This means that full prudential provisioning is required
after seven years"

4.1

10

Deletion

"it is immaterial whether the
delays in realising the security were due to reasons
beyond the banks control"

4.2

11

Deletion

"banks should assume at least a linear path for the
backstop"

This provision should be removed as it
seriously marginalised the concept of risk
mitigation
There is no valid reason to require banks to
apply any prudential backstop linearly for
fully secured exposures

Publish

Publish

5 - Related
14 supervisory
reporting

5

12

Clarification

"…with regard to the newly classified NPE after 1 january This provision contradicts paragraph 2.1.
2018"
See our statement ID 1

5 - Related
15 supervisory
reporting

5

12

Deletion

"a public disclosure of NPE coverage by vintage"

Prior to any disclosure requirement, the
SSM should carefully assess the risk of
potential side effects of undesired disclosure

Publish

Clarification

"The JSTs will provide banks with further details
regarding this process, and the related templates,
sufficiently in advance"

The SSM has to ensure that data will not be
redondant with data already required
otherwise. Moreoever any templates has to
be provided to banks sufficiently in advance
in order for them to be prepared.

Publish

5 - Related
16 supervisory
reporting

5

12

Publish

