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This note is prepared in view of an ordinary public hearing with the Chair of the Single Resolution Board (SRB), 
Elke König, which will take place on 13 July 2022. 
During the hearing, the Chair of the SRB will notably address the institution’s 2021 annual report, published on 
27 June 2022. This briefing also addresses the Sberbank resolution case, developments on MREL build-up and in 
relation to the Banking Union, and it presents a summary of some recent institutional policy papers relevant for 
resolution. 

1. The SRB 2021 work programme and the 2021 annual report: what has been 
achieved on resolvability and operationalisation of the Single Resolution Fund  

The 2021 Single Resolution Board (SRB) work programme is part of its 2021-2023 multiannual work 
programme published on 25 June 2021. On 27 June, the SRB published its annual report covering the 
institutions’ activities in 2021.  

The 2021-2023 work programme sets 5 priorities for SRB’s actions: (1) Achieving resolvability for banks under 
its purview and for less significant institutions; (2) fostering a robust resolution framework; (3) preparing and 
carrying out effective crisis management; (4) operationalising the Single Resolution Fund (SRF) and; (5) 
addressing the SRB as an organisation. The 2021 work programme builds and develops on those priorities, 
further specifying what SRB expects to achieve. Considering the length and depth of the documents, this 
briefing focuses on two specific aspects of SRB work programmes. An earlier EGOV briefing presents more 
in detail the SRB’s 2021-2023 work programme.  

The first one is resolvability. For 2021, the SRB proposed to further harmonise and integrate its assessment 
of banks resolvability in a “heat map”. The contours of such heat map are depicted in one of SRB’s blogs 
(here); the SRB recognised in its 2021 annual report that it was unable to finalise the heat map in 2021 (and, 
by the 8 July, it had yet to be published). It is, in fact, one of the two activities in strategic areas where the 
SRB’s own performance assessment established that “some progress is needed” (the other underperforming 
activity is “deep-dives and on-site inspections”). 

The heat map will “classify banks in accordance with progress made on each resolvability condition [notably 
defined in the SRB resolvability expectations for banks] and the relative impact this progress has on the 
feasibility of the preferred resolution strategy.” (SRB 2021 annual programme, p. 43). The SRB also points out 
that “In order to enhance public confidence, the SRB will consider various means of communication of how 
successfully banks progress on removing barriers to resolvability” (2021-2023 work programme, p. 21).  

https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/27-06-2022_SRB-Annual-Report-2021.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/2020-11-30%20SRB%20Multi-Annual%20Work%20Programme%202021-2023.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/2020-11-30%20SRB%20Multi-Annual%20Work%20Programme%202021-2023.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/work-programme
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/27-06-2022_SRB-Annual-Report-2021.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2020/659624/IPOL_BRI(2020)659624_EN.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/srbs-new-heat-map-approach-enhances-resolvability-assessment
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/27-06-2022_SRB-Annual-Report-2021.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/expectations-banks
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Indeed, better understanding how banks (and the SRB) are ensuring resolvability is of paramount 
importance. External briefings commissioned in the past highlighted challenges to achieving resolvability 
(see here the summaries of such external papers; the four papers can be found here) around (a) the 
confidentiality of the resolution plans; (b) overall limited transparency around resolution planning; (c) high 
dependence on banks to remove the impediments and limited information transmitted to the European 
Banking Authority (EBA).  

The SRB has been somehow hesitant in the past to follow through with the formal procedures of triggering 
a “substantive impediments procedure” (see an earlier EGOV briefing in this respect). In the blog mentioned 
above, the SRB clarifies that its resolvability assessment “result(s) from a holistic assessment” and that it will 
consider “the measures available to the SRB to address them and the circumstances in which each measure may 
be applied in accordance with the European Banking Authority guidance (and) bank measures, as set out in their 
(multi-) annual work programmes, that are reasonably expected to adequately reduce or remove the impediment 
within a short timeframe. Where the SRB, after consulting the competent authorities, including the European 
Central Bank, determines that there are substantive impediments to the resolvability of the bank, it shall notify 
this determination to the bank and make a recommendation on the appropriate measures to address those 
impediments.”.  

The second priority to highlight is the operationalisation of the Single Resolution Fund (SRF). The SRB 
proposed to focus on three areas: (a) contributions; (b) investments and (c) funding and financing. The 2021 
annual report concludes that these priorities were successfully implemented in 2021 (see p. 15), marked as 
being “achieved” (regarding contributions and investments), or at least “partially achieved” (regarding 
funding). 

The level and the methodology for collecting contributions has been questioned in the past, and has even 
been successfully challenged in court. On one hand, the industry tried to suspend contributions on the back 
of the damaging effects of COVID-19. The SRB 2021 annual report signals that the annual target will take 
into account “the phase of the business cycle and the impact that pro-cyclical contributions may have on the 
financial position of contributing institutions.” (see p. 49). On the other hand, the methodologies followed by 
the SRB - on the basis of EU legislation - were (and still are) questioned in Court (see a previous briefing 
ahead on an SRB hearing in ECON). On 15 July the SRB issued a statement on the European Court of Justice 
decision on a number of cases 1 that partially supported SRB’s decisions, noting it will “carefully consider the 
content of the judgment in order to determine the next steps in cooperation with the European Commission and 
the relevant National Resolution Authorities”. The 2021 annual report indicates that “given the material 
changes already implemented in the 2021 contribution cycle, the SRB will only need to introduce minor 
modifications in the next contribution cycle in 2022.” (see p. 48). For the 2022 cycle, the SRB disclosed an 
expected timeline (available here) outlining the various steps of the process.  

In April 2022, the SRB adopted a decision on the calculation of the 2022 contributions. For the current year, 
the total amount of ex-ante contributions to be transferred to the SRF is EUR 13.7 billion (in 2021 that 
amount was of EUR 10.4 billion).This will bring the SRF to EUR 66 billion, with a projected size of around €80 
billion at the end of the transitional period in 2023; contributions should level off after the last year of build 
in contributions (2023). The SRB press release can be found here.  

2. Resolution cases  
The briefing for the last hearing of Ms König in April 2022 elaborated mainly on the situation of Sberbank 
Europe group that had been declared failing-or-likely-to-fail just two weeks before that hearing, making 
use of the publicly available information at that time. The briefing set out that the Sberbank Europe banking 
group – headquartered in Austria, with legally separate bank entities in the euro area, the EU, and third 
countries – suffered from the reputational impact of Russia’s military attack on Ukraine and experienced 

                                                             
1 The ECJ decision authenticated the legality of Commission Delegated Regulation 2015/63, setting aside the General Court’s judgment of 23 

September 2020 (on this issue, see an earlier EGOV briefing). It annulled the SRB’s decision on the 2017 ex-ante contributions of Landesbank 
Baden-Württemberg on the basis that the reasoning was inadequate. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/689434/IPOL_BRI(2021)689434_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/research/advanced-search?textualSearch=resolvability&contributors=egov&startDate=&endDate=&sort=RELEVANCE&firstCameToPage=false
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2020/645729/IPOL_BRI(2020)645729_EN.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/27-06-2022_SRB-Annual-Report-2021.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/27-06-2022_SRB-Annual-Report-2021.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/689429/IPOL_BRI(2021)689429_EN.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/srb-statement-european-court-justice-judgment-2017-single-resolution-fund-contribution
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/ANNEX%20I%20-%202022%20Kick-off%20letter_0.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/2022-srf-levies-ex-ante-contributions
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/single-resolution-fund-grows-eu104-billion-reach-eu52-billion-0
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/single-resolution-fund-grows-eu137-billion-reach-eu66-billion
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2022/689435/IPOL_BRI(2022)689435_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/689429/IPOL_BRI(2021)689429_EN.pdf
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significant deposit outflows that eventually led to the group’s collapse. The mother company in Austria as 
well as the subsidiaries in the Czech Republic and in Hungary entered into insolvency proceedings and 
closed their operations, while the national competent authorities in Croatia, Slovenia, Serbia, and Bosnia 
and Herzegovina found buyers for the subsidiaries, making the case that in those countries a continuation 
of the banking activities under a new ownership was in the public interest. The analysis showed that the 
decision to take (or not to take) resolution action was in broad terms plausible when considering the 
market shares held (see figure 1). 

Considering that only parts of the Sberbank Europe group were treated as “resolution cases” that required 
intervention by the authorities, while other parts of the group were treated as “non-resolution cases” and 
entered into insolvency proceedings, one may argue that the handling of the overall situation was a more 
serious test case for the SRB’s effectiveness than the only other resolution case that has occurred until 
then (that of Banco Popular, a bank that was declared failing-or-likely-to-fail in June 2017). In comparison to 
the size and complexity of many other significant banking groups in the Banking Union, the Sberbank 
Europe group would still classify as rather small and straightforward. Yet, the handling of the situation 
will still allow the SRB to draw conclusions for potential future cases. 

Figure 1: Approximate market shares of Sberbank Europe banking group subsidiaries, in terms of 
total assets and branches (data as of 4Q 2020) 

 
Source: EGOV analysis, based on data from the Sberbank Europe AG’s consolidated financial statements for 2020, the Statistical Data  
Warehouse of the ECB, the National Bank of Serbia, the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina Banking Agency, and the Banking Agency 
of Republika Srpska; * “total assets” means on-balance gross exposures, as at 31 Dec 2020, in EUR thousand. 

On 10 June 2022, the SRB published further details on its actions regarding those entities in the banking 
group that fall into its remit, i.e. the Sberbank entities in Austria, Slovenia and Croatia, publishing the 
related non-confidential versions of the resolution decision, the valuation 1 reports (providing information 
about the failing-or-likely-to-fail assessment), and the valuation 2 reports (providing an estimate of the value 
that may be offered for the bank/subsidiary by a potential purchaser in a fair auction process; there is no 
such valuation 2 report for the mother company in Austria). The SRB has not published that information for 
the other parts of the group, those in the non-euro area and in third countries. 

On substance, the publication of those documents allows to get at least a glimpse on the preparations 
that the SRB and the banking group had agreed on in the resolution plan, which in the Banking Union are 
not public, unlike in the US, where the Federal Reserve Board and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
make the public sections of large domestic banks' resolution plans available. In any case, the resolution 
decision for Sberbank Europe AG cites from the 2020 resolution plan, and it turns out that the assumptions 
in the planning scenario were very different from the actions actually taken later on: According to the 
2020 Resolution Plan, “applying national insolvency proceedings to the Institution was not considered credible” 
– though this is what actually happened – and “it was considered unlikely that the subsidiaries could survive a 

https://www.sberbank.at/sites/default/files/pdf/Consolidated%20Financial%20Statements%202020%20-%20Sberbank%20Europe%20AG.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/2022-06-10_SRB-Non-confidential-version-of-the-decision-in-respect-of-Sberbank-Europe-AG.pdf?destination=/en/admin/content/media
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/2022-06-10_SRB-Non-confidential-version-of-the-decision-in-respect-of-Sberbank-Europe-AG.pdf?destination=/en/admin/content/media
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sudden separation from their Austrian parent due to their high degree of dependence to the Institution”, while in 
fact five subsidiaries of the group found buyers and continued their operations, despite the short timeline 
of events. The resolution plan hence expected to see the application of bail-in at the level of the group, 
which de facto did not happen either. 

At the time, the SRB decided to transfer all shares of the Sberbank Europe banking group’s subsidiary in 
Croatia (Sberbank d.d.) to the Croatian Postbank Hrvatska Poštanska Banka, and all shares of the group’s 
Slovenian subsidiary (Sberbank banka d.d.) to Nova ljubljanska banka. The valuation 2 reports that the SRB 
published on 10 June are meant to provide an estimate of the value that may be offered for the 
bank/subsidiary by a potential purchaser in a fair auction process. The non-confidential versions thereof, 
however, do not disclose those estimates, the relevant numbers have been censored, stripping the reports 
of their main informational purpose. 

Valuation Report 2 Sberbank d.d. (Croatia), valuation outcome (p. 10): “The estimated value of the 
shares of SBHR is in the range between […].” 

Valuation Report 2 Sberbank banka d.d. (Slovenia), valuation outcome (p. 10):”The estimated value of 
the shares of SBSI is in the range between […].”” 

One may note in this context that DG Competition has a different approach when publishing decisions 
that contain information that cannot be fully disclosed: In that case, DG Competition strives to paraphrase 
the non-disclosed information or indicates a range of magnitude or size, so as to assure the 
comprehensibility and coherence of the decision (see Commission communication C(2003) 4582). 

Both Valuation Reports 2 now published by the SRB mention that there was “limited access to relevant data”, 
and set out what the main informational source for their assessment was. The individual financial 
statements for those entities as of 31 December 2021 were essentially the starting point in the assessment, 
which was broadened to take other important developments into account, in particular the reputational 
damage suffered in between, as well as the liquidity situation and restructuring costs.  

An issue that is not covered in those Valuation Reports 2 (and that is admittedly not required by the 
underlying EBA Regulatory Technical Standards on valuation) is the question to what extent the actual 
negotiations were expected to come close to the “ideal scenario” of an open, fair, and competitive auction 
process with several, equally well-informed potential buyers – economic theory at least would suggest that 
a market situation in which there is, for example, only one potential buyer, that buyer would have a 
significant competitive advantage. 

3. MREL: Evolution of stock and shortfalls 
Following the regulatory framework amendments in 20192, which had a direct impact on the minimum 
requirement for own funds and eligible liabilities (MREL)3, and also taking into account the experience 
obtained during the 2020 resolution planning cycle, the SRB published an updated MREL policy paper in 
June 2022. More specifically, the paper focuses on the calibration of MREL requirements, subordination 
requirements for resolution entities, internal MREL treatment of non-resolution entities, as well as minimum 
MREL requirements for cooperative groups, eligibility criteria that should be met, and transitional 
arrangements before 1 January 2024, when MREL requirements will become fully binding (as of 1 January 
2022 banks have to comply with binding intermediate targets and in 2023 will receive informative targets). 
Compared to the earlier version of the MREL policy paper, the SRB provides more complementary 
information regarding the MREL waivers (more particularly, the operationalisation of guarantees to the 

                                                             
2  Amendments to the EU Bank Recovery and Resolution Directive 2014/59/EU (BRRD); Regulation 806/2014/ EU establishing a Single Resolution  

Mechanism (SRMR); and the Capital Requirements Regulation (CRR) and Capital Requirements Directive (CRD) (the Banking Package). 
3 MREL, the minimum requirements for own funds and eligible liabilities, marks the buffer that each bank must hold in case it fails, and it is 

composed of two parts, a loss-absorption amount and a recapitalisation amount. Banks have different MREL targets, depending on their size, 
risk density and liability structure. 

https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/2022-06-10_SRB-Non-confidential-version-of-Valuation-2-Report-Sberbank-d.d._1.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/2022-06-10_SRB-Non-confidential-version-of-Valuation-2-Report-Sberbank-banka-d.d._0.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52003XC1209(02)&from=EN
https://www.eba.europa.eu/sites/default/documents/files/documents/10180/1853532/88566587-ff6f-4116-a08e-282eb4ea2f78/Final%20draft%20RTSs%20on%20valuation%20in%20resolution%20%28EBA-RTS-2017-05%20%26%20EBA-RTS-2017-06%29.pdf?retry=1
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/2022-06-08_MREL_clean.pdf
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subsidiaries by the parent entity, for which the SRB may grant MREL waivers) and some other updates and 
clarifications. 

Also, to illustrate the progress made regarding the achievement of MREL targets, outstanding stock and 
respective shortfalls, the SRB publishes since December 2020 the so-called “MREL Dashboard”, summary 
statistics at aggregated level that are based on bank data reported to the SRB. Its most recent version has 
been published on 28 April 2022, with data for the fourth quarter of 2021. 

As regards the average MREL binding intermediate target is 21.5% of the total risk exposure amount (TREA) 
and 24.97% when considering the combined buffer requirement (CBR) for 2022 for resolution entities under 
the SRB remit. “The overall increasing trend in the level of MREL requirements reported in the quarter was mostly 
driven by the annual recalibration of MREL requirements as well as by the increase of the sample of entities and 
to a minor extent by the evolution of banks’ balance sheet ... All remained broadly stable”. 

It should be noted that resolution entities were compliant with the 2022 binding intermediate target and 
the MREL shortfall against the final 2024 targets continued decreasing “reaching the value of EUR 16.6 bn, 
corresponding to 0.23% TREA (or EUR 32.6 bn and 0.45% TREA when considering the CBR)”.  

The shortfalls for resolution entities are, if measured in relation to the respective size of the banks 
concerned (i.e. as a percentage of their total risk exposure amount, TREA), not equally distributed across 
geographies (see Figure 2). If measured in terms of size, “non-Pillar 1 banks” (that are the smaller banks, with 
total assets of less than EUR 100 bn) remained the entities with the highest proportion of the MREL shortfall. 
The MREL Dashboard notably differentiates between MREL shortfalls and MREL subordination 4 shortfalls. 

Figure 2: BRRD 2 MREL shortfall for resolution entities (of which subordination) against final 
targets, as percentage of the total risk exposure amount (TREA) 

 

Source: SRB MREL Dashboard Q4 2021 

As regards the banks’ funding and bond issuance activities, the MREL Dashboard points out that, despite 
uncertainty over the inflation and monetary policy rates outlook, which caused volatile and uncertain 
markets, volumes of issuances were high at the beginning of the year. Due to deteriorating market 
conditions and seasonality factors, issuance activity of bank bonds declined in early February and fully 
stopped with the outbreak of the war. The volume of issuance resumed in late March despite uncertainty 
relating to the war.  

                                                             
4 Requiring subordination of the liabilities used to meet MREL means that banks must have adequate equity instruments and debt instruments 

that are subordinated, i.e. ranking below traditional senior debt - in case there is a shortfall, banks must replace part of their current funding 
with new subordinated liabilities. Banks are allowed to successively build up the volume of required subordinated liabilities until 2024. 

https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/single-resolution-board-publishes-mrel-dashboard-q42021
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/20220425_SRB-MREL-Dashboard-Q4.2021.pdf
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As regards market conditions in the first quarter of 2022, the SRB’s MREL Dashboard shows that the cost of 
funding has recently increased due to the geopolitical situation, energy prices and inflationary pressure, but 
stayed at levels well below the spike in March 2020, when Covid was declared to be a pandemic (see figure 
3). 

Figure 3: Cost of funding (SRB, based on iTraxx Europe Financials) 

 
Source: SRB MREL Dashboard Q4 2021 

4. Banking Union developments 
The question whether the Banking Union needs to entail and to what extent a common European deposit 
guarantee scheme has been controversially discussed for a decade, with little if any progress in recent years. 
Being tasked on the Euro Summit in December 2020 to prepare, on a consensual basis, a stepwise and time-
bound work plan to complete the BU on all outstanding elements, however, the President of the Eurogroup 
(PEG) noted an increased sense of urgency after the invasion of the Ukraine and reported from the discussion 
in the Eurogroup meeting of 14 March that “Recent events have strengthened our resolve to agree on this 
long-standing project. We agreed the Banking Union can contribute to both short term goals and longer-term 
priorities and that more than ever we need better functioning banking and capital markets to rise to the 
opportunities and responsibilities that lie ahead.” (our emphasis) 

As regards concrete steps forward, the President of the Eurogroup also highlighted that “Our discussions got 
into the substance of a work plan that our leaders have asked us to deliver. I put forward a phased approach 
with four work streams and I am happy to report that overall my colleagues confirmed that this approach is a 
credible basis for further discussions.” (our emphasis) 

In her last appearance in the ECON committee in March 2022 and in line with many previous statements on 
that matter, Ms König has been very clear about her support for EDIS. Referring to the experience made in 
the Sberbank Europe case (see section 2), Ms König said in her introductory statement: “The second point I 
would highlight is the need for EDIS. Customers of these banks needed to be assured that their savings or deposits,  
are protected up to 100,000 euro, so long as the national or regional-backed DGS can pay out. It would be much 
better to have a European scheme to provide reassurance to depositors. It is important we can communicate with 
confidence in a time of crisis. At present, the set-up is not yet optimal. So, we saw quite some tension building 
up in at least one member state as citizens were questioning the safety of their deposits also in other 

https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/20220425_SRB-MREL-Dashboard-Q4.2021.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/47298/11-12-20-euro-summit-statement-en.pdf
https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2022/03/14/remarks-by-paschal-donohoe-following-the-eurogroup-meeting-of-14-march-2022/
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/srb-chair-elke-konig-econ-committee-march-2022
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banks. We have to be able to instil confidence at a time of crisis, and a proper EDIS would help to do this. Let’s be 
honest; deposits are only protected insofar as the DGS can pay out. A European layer of protection is required. 
I repeat my words of last December: the time for talking is over – we lack EDIS and we need to treat all depositors 
equally at least throughout the Banking Union.” (emphasis added) 

Despite the discussions, the Eurogroup (EG) failed to reach an agreement on a stepwise and time-bound 
work plan to complete the BU on all outstanding elements. A statement published on 16 June outlines the 
broad agreement reached on a two-step approach - first, to strengthen the common framework for bank 
crisis management and national deposit guarantee schemes (CMDI framework) and, as a second step, 
“review the state of the Banking Union and identify in a consensual manner possible further measures with 
regard to the other outstanding elements to strengthen and complete the Banking Union.” (emphasis 
added) 

The following elements, as agreed by the EG, shall underpin the CMDI framework:  

• A clarified and harmonised public interest assessment; 

• Broadened application of resolution tools for smaller and medium-sized banks, where the resolution 
funding needed is available, notably through MREL and industry-funded safety nets; 

• Further harmonisation of the use of national deposit guarantee funds in crisis management (e.g. via 
a harmonised least-cost test, when using DGS funds outside pay-out to covered depositors); 

• Harmonisation of targeted features of national bank insolvency laws. 

The EG statement further clarified that the revised CMDI framework will “take due account of the specificities 
in the national banking sectors, including by preserving a functioning framework for institutional protection 
schemes to implement preventive measures” (our emphasis)5. The EG invited the Commission to bring 
forward proposals to that end and the co-legislators to agree on such proposals before the end of the 
current parliamentary term (2024). The second phase would only start afterwards6.  

The Commission has been working on reinforcing the CMDI for some time now (see a previous EGOV 
briefing with the state of play as of October 2021) and launched a consultation in early 2021. 

5. Publications 
i) SRB Staff working paper: Estimating liquidity needs in resolution in the Banking Union 

In March 2022, the SRB published its first Staff Working Paper (Estimating liquidity needs in resolution in the 
Banking Union) that provides a methodology for the ex-ante estimation of the potential liquidity needs that 
banks might see in resolution. The paper “is meant to foster the debate on liquidity needs in resolution, and 
suggests, given the magnitude of such liquidity gaps, that more liquidity tools could be beneficial to strengthen 
financial stability in the Banking Union.” The question whether the current arrangements for the provision of 
liquidity in resolution are sufficient has already been discussed for quite some time (see in this context also 
a previous EGOV briefing, published in 2019, as well as external research papers requested by ECON that 
were published in 2018, see here, here, and here). 

The authors differentiate between a standard (baseline) scenario, and early intervention. Should the 
liquidity support be needed once the bank has passed a certain trigger point, concretely when a bank’s net 
liquidity position drops below the minimum operating needs for the following week, the average liquidity 
needs are estimated to correspond to between 5 and 9% of the total assets of a bank, or up to EUR 178bn in 
absolute numbers for the failure of one of the largest banks considered. The authors conclude that the 
                                                             
5 At the request of the ECON Committee, EGOV commissioned a number of external papers assessing the institutional protection schemes. Those 

can be found here, here, here and here.  
6 A Commission proposal for an European insurance guarantee scheme is pending agreement and is identified in the Commission’s 2022 

workplan as a priority proposal (see here).  

https://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2022/06/16/eurogroup-statement-on-the-future-of-the-banking-union-of-16-june-2022/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/659632/IPOL_BRI(2021)659632_EN.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/659632/IPOL_BRI(2021)659632_EN.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/staff-working-paper-estimating-liquidity-needs-resolution-banking-union
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/20220328%20SRB%20staff%20working%20paper%20Estimating%20liquidity%20needs%20in%20resolution%20in%20the%20Banking%20Union%20FINAL_0.pdf
https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/20220328%20SRB%20staff%20working%20paper%20Estimating%20liquidity%20needs%20in%20resolution%20in%20the%20Banking%20Union%20FINAL_0.pdf
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available funds (i.e. the Single Resolution Fund and the European Stability Mechanism backstop) may not 
be sufficient in the case of the failure of a G-SIB or of several medium-sized banks failing at the same time.  

An early-intervention scenario, on the other hand, “would decrease liquidity needs in resolution in the 3 to 
6% range of total assets of a bank, with a maximum peak of EUR 132bn. While this could seem to be a more 
comfortable situation, it would require resources that would be overall equal to the resolution liquidity facilities 
of the Banking Union.” The authors in any case point out that the average needs (between €8 to 10bn) are 
much smaller than the worst case scenario, which is driven by a few outliers. 

ii) EBA resolvability guidelines (January 2022) 

On January 2022, the EBA published the final version of its resolvability guidelines. Resolvability assessment 
is an essential part of resolvability preparation as it ensures a bank is resolvable. It allows determining 
whether impediments exist and how to remove them. The EBA guidelines address a number of areas 
relevant for resolvability assessment (operational continuity in resolution, access to financial market 
infrastructures (FMIs), funding and liquidity in resolution, bail-in execution, business reorganisation and 
communication) and complement (or are complemented by) other guidance (a table in the EBA text 
provides additional details on additional relevant guidelines and rules on resolvability). Most of the 
guidance is addressed to institutions, but part of it targets resolution authorities7. The guidelines should 
apply from 1 January 2024, to give institutions and authorities enough time to prepare.  

The guidelines establish minimum requirements institutions should consider in the areas covered. It also 
requires specific senior officials to be responsible and have oversight of resolvability. It notably requires firms 
to ensure sufficient financial resources are available to facilitate operational continuity of critical functions 
and core business lines in resolution, covering both stabilisation and restructuring phases; human resources 
able to deal with resolution and post resolution phases; retain data of costumer portability, among various 
other elements.  

EBA publicly consulted on a draft proposal for three months (from 17 March to June 2021). Eight responses 
were received and published on the EBA website. 

 

 

  

 

                                                             
7 Resolution authorities had until 8 June to report to the EBA whether they would comply with the guidelines. A compliance table is available in 

EBA’s website (here). All respondent authorities (some are still missing) are either already compliant (including the ECB and the SRB) or intend 
to comply with the guidelines.  
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