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Abstract 

Much has been written about the Basel III agreement on capital and liquidity 
requirements for internationally active banks. Far less attention has been paid 
to the status of international efforts to implement Basel II. In particular, there 
have been many questions about the slow pace of Basel II implementation in 
the United States compared to countries in Europe and Asia. Accordingly, this 
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INTRODUCTION 
Much has been written about the Basel III agreement on capital and liquidity requirements 
for internationally active banks. Far less attention has been paid to the status of 
international efforts to implement Basel II. In particular, there have been many questions 
about the slow pace of Basel II implementation in the United States compared to countries 
in Europe and Asia. Accordingly, this paper summarises the status of US implementation of 
Basel II.  

As discussed below, the US issued the legally binding regulations necessary to implement 
Basel II with respect to the very largest US banks that are active internationally in late 
2007 (effective as of 1 April 2008). Now US supervisors — primarily the Federal Reserve 
Board and the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC) — must individually approve 
each of these banks as having adequate systems to reliably run the complex models 
necessary for the “advanced approaches” of Basel II.  

To date, US supervisors have not provided that approval for any US bank, and it is not 
clear when such approvals will occur. As a result, although US banks have raised over USD 
300 billion in new equity capital since the start of the financial crisis in 2007, they remain 
subject to the Basel I capital requirements, not Basel II. 
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1. BACKGROUND OF BASEL ACCORDS 

In the 1980s, bank regulators in the G-10 countries increasingly began to impose minimum 
capital requirements where riskier types of banking assets required higher amounts of 
capital — the so-called “risk weighting” of assets. However, there was “considerable 
variation” in the type and details of capital regulation among these countries.1 In addition, 
capital levels of large banks had declined for several decades.2 Such low capital levels 
posed risks to the stability of the global financial system and raised competitive issues 
among banks in different countries.3 These concerns led bank regulators to adopt uniform 
international capital standards for large, internationally active banks based on the relative 
riskiness of their assets.4 Ultimately, the Basel Committee on Bank Supervision adopted 
three such risked-based capital agreements, commonly known as Basel I, Basel II, and 
Basel III. 

1.1 Basel I 

Bank regulators from leading industrialised countries worked through the Basel Committee 
to reach an agreement in 1988 on the International Convergence of Capital Measurement 
and Capital Standards, more commonly known as the Basel Accord or Basel I.5 Under 
Basel I, a bank’s risk-based capital ratio was calculated by dividing a bank’s capital (the 
numerator) by the bank’s risk-weighted assets (the denominator).6 The Basel 
Committee established simple risk “buckets” to determine the denominator of risk-weighted 
assets: the riskier the asset, the higher the risk weight. For instance, cash, foreign 
currency, and government debt were weighted at 0% because (in theory) these assets 
have little credit risk.7 Residential mortgage loans were weighted at 50%, while loans to 
private borrowers were weighted at 100%.8 

Each of the countries that negotiated Basel I adopted national implementing rules for its 
banks by 1990, and the rules generally became effective by 1992.9 Other countries with 
internationally active banks voluntarily adopted and implemented the Basel I minimum 
capital ratio rules as well.10 However, bank regulators soon discovered that the simple risk 
buckets in Basel I posed significant problems. For example, a bank was required to hold the 
same percentage of capital for all commercial loans — whether to highly rated corporations 
or much riskier distressed companies — because all such loans received the same 100% 
risk weight rating.11 In essence, supervisors were concerned that banks were required to 
hold too little capital against the riskier assets within each risk bucket.12 This and other 

                                                 
1 Tarullo, p. 45. 
2 Ibid, pp. 31-32. 
3 Ibid, p. 45. 
4 Basel I; Tarullo, pp. 45, 53. 
5 Basel I. 
6 Ibid, pp. 3-8 (capital calculation), pp. 8-13 (risk-weighted asset calculation), p. 14 (target ratio); see also Macey 
et al., p. 287. 
7 Basel I, pp. 9-10; see Macey et al., p. 283; Tarullo, pp. 58-59, Box 3.2. 
8 Basel I, pp. 12-13; see Macey et al., pp. 58-59 Box 3.2. 
9 Tarullo, pp. 65-66.  
10 Ibid, p. 65. 
11 Ibid, p. 80; GAO Report, p. 15. 
12 See Jones, pp. 35-36. 
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problems caused the Basel Committee to develop a revised capital framework that was 
intended to be much more “risk-sensitive”. 

1.2 Basel II 

In 2004, the Basel Committee adopted the Revised Framework on International 
Convergence of Capital Measurement and Capital Standards, commonly known as 
Basel II.13 This agreement was intended to strengthen the denominator of the risk-based 
ratio by making it much more sensitive to different types and amounts of risk than the 
simple risk buckets of Basel I — not just for credit risk, but for operational risk as well.14 
Basel II also introduced a so-called 'three Pillars' approach: Pillar 1 addresses the enhanced 
regulatory capital requirements; Pillar 2 imposes a supervisory review process; and Pillar 3 
requires enhanced disclosures to improve transparency and market discipline. 

Under Pillar 1 for credit risk, Basel II established three approaches that vary in complexity:  

 First, the standardised approach — the simplest of the three — augments the 
simple risk-bucket approach of Basel I with further gradations in risk-weights of 
particular credit exposures based on, among other factors, credit rating agency 
ratings; for example, the higher the credit rating of a company that receives a loan, 
the lower the amount of capital that a bank is required to hold against that loan.15 

 Second, the foundation internal ratings based approach (F-IRB) is a models-
based credit risk calculation, with regulators supplying both the models and the 
assumptions to be used for inputs into the models for losses in the event of default 
of particular credits (“loss given default”).16  

 Third, the most complex and sophisticated approach is the advanced internal 
ratings based approach (A-IRB). This modelling approach also relies on a risk 
model supplied by regulators, but unlike the foundation approach, the A-IRB allows 
banks themselves to determine certain assumptions used by the model for default 
and other key credit risk-characteristics, including but not limited to loss given 
default, subject to regulatory approval.17 Only the largest banks with the resources 
to develop complex models can use the A-IRB approach.  

Under Pillar 1 for operational risk, Basel II also established three approaches that vary in 
complexity:  

 the basic indicator approach, 

 the standardised approach, and  

 the advanced measurement approaches (AMA).18 

The A-IRB for credit risk and the AMA for operational risk together are referred to as the 
“advanced approaches”.19 

                                                 
13 Basel II. 
14 Ibid, p. 2. Operational risk is “the risk of loss resulting from inadequate or failed internal processes, people, and 
systems or from external events”; ibid, p. 144. In addition, Basel I had evolved to include a capital charge for 
market risk — the 1996 Market Risk Amendment — that was carried over into Basel II; ibid, p. 2. 
15 See ibid, pp. 19-51. 
16 See ibid, pp. 59-60; Herring, pp. 414-15. 
17 See Basel II, pp. 59-60; Herring, p. 414. 
18 See Basel II, pp. 144-56. 
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The Basel II agreement allowed a bank to choose which of the new credit risk and 
operational risk approaches would apply to it, although in practice it was expected that 
larger and more complex banks would be subject to the A-IRB, the advanced approach for 
credit risk. However, because of the complexity of the advanced approaches and their 
uncertain effect on an individual bank’s capital, Basel II required a transitional “parallel 
run” period before any bank would be allowed to adopt at least the A-IRB. That is, at the 
same time that a bank was subject to Basel I, it would be required to run the Basel II 
A-IRB on a trial basis for a minimum of one year to demonstrate that it could successfully 
operate under the new and much more complex system for calculating capital.20 The bank 
would not be allowed to leave parallel run and replace its Basel I calculation with the 
Basel II calculation until it received supervisory approval to do so.  

1.3 Basel III 

Following the global financial crisis in 2007 and 2008, the Basel Committee negotiated a 
new agreement, Basel III, to strengthen the global prudential framework.21 Basel III does 
not replace Basel II, although it does make some changes to the denominator of the 
risk-based capital ratio that had been the focus of Basel II.22 Instead, the main focus of 
Basel III is to strengthen the numerator of the risk-based ratio by improving the quality of 
capital, primarily by requiring a higher percentage of capital to be common equity, and by 
raising the overall levels of required capital.23 Basel III also establishes a global liquidity 
framework intended to ensure that banks have enough liquid assets, and the right kinds of 
such assets, to withstand “run” pressures caused by financial crises.24 

Finally, Basel III includes a new required leverage ratio to “provide an extra layer of 
protection against model risk and measurement error”.25 The leverage ratio is a simple 
calculation of the proportion of Tier 1 capital26 to total assets, with no risk-weighting 
applied to the assets.27 Most countries had not previously required a minimum leverage 
ratio in addition to risk-based capital requirements, and neither Basel I nor Basel II 
imposed such a requirement. However, the United States and Canada have unilaterally 
required a separate minimum leverage ratio for many years.28 The Basel Committee 
decided to include a separate leverage ratio requirement in Basel III to guard against the 
possibility that the more complicated risk-based requirements failed to work as intended to 
capture important risks to the banking system.29 

                                                                                                                                                            
19 Basel II US Final Rule, p. 69289. 
20 Basel II, p. 62. 
21 Basel III. 
22 Ibid, p. 3. 
23 Ibid, p. 2. 
24 Ibid, pp. 8-9. Liquidity risk is the risk that a bank will not be able to pay its obligations when they become due 
because it is not able to liquidate assets or obtain adequate funding. GAO Report, p. 9, tbl. 1. 
25 Basel III, p. 2. 
26 Tier 1 capital is considered the most stable and most available type of capital, such as common stock. See, e.g., 
Macey et al., p. 284. 
27 See ibid, pp. 280-81. 
28 D’Huster, pp. 2-3; see also 12 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) § 3.6 (US leverage ratio regulation). 
29 See generally Basel III, pp. 61-63. 
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2. Implementation of Basel II in Europe 

Although the Basel Agreements are intended to apply only to internationally active banks, 
the European Parliament approved all three Basel II approaches for all European Union 
banks in 2005 and formally adopted the agreement in 2006.30 As result, a bank in Europe 
may choose any of the three options — standardised, foundation, or advanced — to meet 
its capital adequacy requirement, although many Member States effectively require their 
very largest banks to adopt at least the advanced approach for credit risk (A-IRB). National 
regulators across Europe have approved many European banks as having the necessary 
systems to operate under Basel II, and as having successfully completed their one-year 
parallel run. In fact, the EU implemented the standardised and foundation approaches as 
early as 2007 and the advanced approaches by 2008.31 

                                                 
30 Directive 2006/48/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 June 2006 relating to the taking up 
and pursuit of the business of credit institutions (recast), OJ L 177 of 30.6.2006, p. 1; Recital 6 “The scope of 
those measures should therefore be as broad as possible, covering all institutions whose business is to receive 
repayable funds from the public.”); Directive 2006/49/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 
June 2006 on the capital adequacy of investment firms and credit institutions (recast), OJ L 177 of 30.6.2006, p. 
201; see also CEPS Task Force Report, pp. 20, 62, 64-65. 
31 CEPS Task Force Report, p. 63. 
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3. Implementation of Basel II in the US 

3.1 Background on the US banking system 

The United States has a unique and complicated system of regulated depository institutions 
that in most cases are owned by holding companies, which are also regulated. The 
depository institutions include commercial banks, which provide all types of loans, and thrift 
institutions, which focus on residential mortgage lending.32 Commercial banks and thrift 
institutions that receive their charters from the national government (national banks and 
federal thrifts) are regulated by the Office of the Comptroller of the Currency (OCC).33 
Commercial banks and thrift institutions that receive their charters from individual state 
governments (state banks and state thrifts) are regulated both by state banking regulators 
and by either the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) or the Federal Reserve 
Board (FRB).34 The holding companies that own any type of commercial bank or thrift 
institution are separately regulated by the FRB.35 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The three federal regulators of these depository institutions and their holding companies — 
the OCC, FRB, and FDIC (the “federal banking agencies”) — jointly issue capital regulations 
that apply to each of the types of institutions they regulate. These regulations are generally 
identical for the different types of depository institutions; very similar for holding 
companies that own banks; and somewhat different for holding companies that own thrifts. 
Each of the federal banking agencies is represented on the Basel Committee, and by 
tradition, all must agree to the terms of agreements negotiated at the Basel Committee, 
and to US regulations implementing those agreements.  

                                                 
32 See generally Macey et al., pp. 27-28, 34-35.  
33 See 12 U.S.C. § 21 et seq. (OCC authority over national banks); Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 
Protection Act, Pub. L. No. 111-203, 124 Stat. 1376 § 312(b)(2)(B) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5412(b)(2)(B)) 
(transferring authority over thrifts from the Office of Thrift Supervision to the OCC). 
34 See generally Macey et al., pp. 71-72. 
35 See ibid at 71; Dodd-Frank Act, Pub. L. No. 111-203, 124 Stat. 1376 § 312(b)(1) (codified at 12 U.S.C. 
§ 5412(b)(1) (transferring authority over thrift holding companies from the Office of Thrift Supervision to the 
FRB). 
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N.B. Credit unions are another type of US depository institution. These are generally very 
small, mutually owned institutions that focus on consumer loans of all types.36 They are 
subject to an entirely different regulatory regime than banks and thrifts, and have never 
been subject to the Basel Agreements.37 

3.2 Basel I 

US bank regulators adopted regulations implementing the risk-based capital requirements 
of Basel I that became effective in 1992 for all US banks and thrifts.38 In addition, as 
discussed above, such institutions continue to be subject to a separate minimum leverage 
ratio requirement.39 Moreover, a different regulatory regime of “prompt corrective action” 
was adopted by US legislation in 1991; this resulted in capital regulations issued by the 
federal banking agencies that effectively required US banks to, among other things, hold a 
buffer of risk-based capital above the amount required by Basel I in order to be deemed 
“well capitalised”.40 The combination of the separate leverage ratio and “well capitalised” 
requirements, along with other enhancements to national capital rules adopted by the 
federal banking agencies, ensured that US banks held more capital than would otherwise 
be required by Basel I alone. 

3.3 Basel II 

US implementation of Basel II has been much slower than implementation of Basel I. The 
federal banking agencies did not adopt a final regulation applying Basel II to banks in the 
US until late 2007,41 and the regulation did not become effective until 1 April 2008.42 

Unlike the European Directive, the US final rule only adopts parts of the Basel II standards 
and only applies those standards to some US banks. Specifically, the federal banking 
agencies chose not to apply Basel II to all US banks. Instead, the US rule only applies to 
the very largest, internationally active “core” US banks.43 With respect to Pillar 1, the US 
does not provide core banks with the option of adopting either the standardised, foundation 
or advanced approaches; instead, it requires these banks to adopt both of the advanced 
approaches (the A-IRB for credit risk and AMA for operational risk).44 Other US banks may 
choose to adopt the advanced approaches, but if they do not, they must stay on Basel I.45 

                                                 
36 See Macey et al., p. 28. 
37 See e.g., the Proposed Interagency Guidance—Funding and Liquidity Risk Management, Federal Register Vol. 74 
no. 127 of 6 July 2009, p. 32035; available at http://www.occ.treas.gov/news-issuances/federal-
register/74fr32035.pdf, in particular footnote 3 on p. 32038: “Federally-insured credit unions are not subject to 
principles issued by the Basel Committee”. 
38 Risk-Based Capital Guidelines, Federal Register Vol. 54 of 27 January 1989, p. 4177 (codified at 12 C.F.R. Part 3 
app. A). 
39 Minimum Capital Ratios, Federal Register Vol. 55 of 21 September 1990, pp. 38797, 33880 (codified at 12 
C.F.R. § 3.6(c)). 
40 Federal Deposit Insurance Act of 1991, Pub. L. 102-242, 105 Stat. 2236 (1991) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 1831o); 
see also 12 C.F.R. Part 6. 
41 Basel II US Final Rule. 
42 Ibid, p. 69288. 
43 Ibid, p. 69397, Part I Section 1(b) (codified at 12 C.F.R. Part 3 app. C). 
44 Ibid, pp. 69292-94; see also Herring, p. 416. 
45 See Herring, p. 416. 
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Unlike as in Europe, the standardised and foundation approaches have not been adopted in 
the US.46  

Banks subject to the Pillar 1 advanced approaches also must comply with the supervisory 
review requirements of Pillar 2 and the public disclosure requirements of Pillar 3.47 

The federal banking agencies provided several reasons for this partial adoption of Basel II. 

 The largest banks had the resources and sophistication to adopt the complex advanced 
approaches. Therefore, the federal banking agencies thought the largest banks should 
be required to adopt them — not only to enhance their safety and soundness, but also 
to improve their risk management.48 

 Smaller banks, however, did not have the same level of complexity or resources as the 
larger banks, making the advanced approaches inappropriate for them.49 

 In addition, the federal banking agencies did not believe that either the standardised or 
foundation approaches would result in better capital requirements for smaller banks 
than the existing US combination of Basel I, leverage ratio, and “well capitalised” 
requirements.50 

 In addition, because smaller banks did not compete internationally (also not with 
Europe), the Basel Accords did not require the application of the new Basel standards 
to them.  

For all these reasons, the federal banking agencies decided not to apply the Basel II 
standards to smaller banks that operated only in the United States. 

Even for the largest internationally active banks, however, the decision to adopt a final 
regulation subjecting them to the advanced approaches took a considerable amount of time 
— the final rule was not adopted until late 2007, as opposed to the European Directive that 
was adopted in 2006. The primary reason for the delay in the United States was the very 
strong concern that the advanced approaches of Basel II would result in significantly lower 
capital requirements than Basel I for the very largest US banks. This caused both safety 
and soundness and competitive concerns that were voiced by regulators, members of 
Congress, and smaller US banks.51 Member countries of the Basel Committee, including the 
US federal banking agencies, conducted Quantitative Impact Studies on the likely effect of 
the new standards in 2005, and these findings reinforced US concerns about potentially 
significant reductions in required capital.52 

                                                 
46 Although the federal banking agencies proposed a standardised approach that would apply to any bank not 
subject to the advanced approaches rule, this rule was never adopted in final form and has not been implemented. 
See, e.g., Risk-Based Capital Guidelines; Capital Adequacy Guidelines; Standardized Framework, Federal Register 
Vol. 73 of 20 July 2008, p. 43982, in particular pp. 44025-26. 
47 Basel II US Final Rule, pp. 69294, 69384-88 (codified at 12 C.F.R. Part 3 app. C § 71); Supervisory Guidance: 
Supervisory Review Process of Capital Adequacy (Pillar 2) Related to the Implementation of the Basel II Advanced 
Capital Framework, Federal Register Vol. 73 of 31 July 2008, p. 44620. 
48 See, e.g., GAO Report, p. 53. 
49 See GAO Report, pp. 31-32. 
50 See ibid, pp. 32-33. 
51 See, e.g., Development of the New Basel Accord, Hearing Before the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs of the United States Senate, 10 November 2005, 109th Cong.; statement of John C. Dugan, 
Comptroller of the Currency; statement of Susan Schmidt Bies, Member of the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System; statement of John M. Reich, Director of the Office of Thrift Supervision; statement of Senator 
Paul S. Sarbanes. 
52 See, e.g., GAO Report, p. 26; Interagency News Release, Summary Findings of the Fourth Quantitative Impact 
Study, available at http://www.occ.gov/news-issuances/news-releases/2006/nr-ia-2006-23a.pdf. 
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To address these concerns, the federal banking agencies eventually adopted additional 
safeguards in the final US rule, beyond those required by Basel II, to prevent significant 
capital reductions resulting from its adoption. In particular, the final rule initially included a 
longer period of temporary “floors” than required by Basel II that would limit the amount of 
any capital reductions that might otherwise occur in the initial years after a US bank began 
operating under the advanced approaches.53 These floors were based on the Basel I 
requirements. For example, once a bank was approved to operate on Basel II, its minimum 
capital requirement during the first three years thereafter could not decline below what 
would have been required under Basel I by more than 5% in the first year; 10% in the 
second year; or 15% in the third year.54 More recently, as the result of a provision adopted 
in the Dodd-Frank legislation,55 an amendment to the final rule has been adopted that 
effectively prevents a bank operating under Basel II from having a minimum capital 
requirement that is less than 100% of what it would be required to hold under Basel I.56 

3.4 The Need for Supervisory Approval of Individual US Banks 

Now that the US has adopted a final Basel II rule, the only remaining hurdle for large 
internationally active US banks to implement all three pillars of Basel II is to demonstrate 
to their US regulators — primarily the Federal Reserve Board and the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency — that they have been able to effectively run their Basel II 
systems for the parallel run period of one year. Specifically, the US final rule requires banks 
to pass a three-stage “qualification process”.57 First, the bank’s board of directors must 
approve an “implementation plan” that sets forth how the bank will implement the 
advanced approaches.58 Second, the bank must operate in its parallel run period for at 
least four consecutive quarters, and that period could be extended indefinitely if the bank’s 
regulators are not satisfied that the bank complies with all of the rule’s qualification 
requirements.59 Moreover, during parallel run, the bank must comply with the supervisory 
requirements of Pillar 2, and it must begin reporting to regulators — but not the public — 
the types of disclosures required by Pillar 3.60 Finally, the bank must maintain capital in 
excess of its Basel I-related floor.61 

The large internationally active banks that are required to comply with the advanced 
approaches — the core banks — were directed to submit an implementation plan by 
1 October 2008.62 Under the terms of the final rule, Basel II banks could have started 

                                                 
53Basel II US Final Rule, p. 69406, Part III Sec. 21(e). 
54 Ibid, p. 69406, Part III Sec. 21(e). 
55 Dodd-Frank Act, Pub. L. No. 111-203, 124 Stat. 1376 § 171(b) (codified at 12 U.S.C. § 5371(b)). 
56 Risk-Based Capital Standards: Advanced Capital Adequacy Framework—Basel II: Establishment of a Risk-Based 
Capital Floor, Fed. Reg. Vol. 76 of 28 June 2011, p. 37620 (The floor could evolve to something other than Basel I 
over time). 
57 Basel II US Final Rule, p. 69300 (codified at 12 C.F.R. Part 3 app. C Part III); see also Interagency Statement—
U.S. Implementation of Basel II Advanced Approaches Framework (2008), available at 
http://www.federalreserve.gov/boarddocs/srletters/2008/SR0804a1.pdf. 
58 12 C.F.R. Part 3 app. C Part III Sec. 21(a), (b). 
59 Ibid, Sec. 21(c). 
60 12 C.F.R. Part 3 app. C Sec. 21-22 (internal capital adequacy assessment process, a part of the supervisory 
review process, must be part of the implementation plan); Basel II US Final Rule, p. 69388 (providing that banks 
must begin to report certain information to regulators during the parallel run period).  
61 Risk-Based Capital Standards: Advanced Capital Adequacy Framework—Basel II: Establishment of a Risk-Based 
Capital Floor, Fed. Reg. Vol. 76 of 28 June 2011, p. 37626. 
62 Remarks of John C. Dugan, Comptroller of the Currency before the Institution of International Bankers, 3 March 
2008. 
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parallel run as early as 1 April 2008.63 All core banks were supposed to have completed 
parallel run and received approval to begin operating under the advanced approaches by 
April 2011.64 By 2009, however, only one bank had entered parallel run, and other banks 
did not do so until 2010.65 Moreover, to date, US regulators have yet to approve any core 
bank for exit from parallel run to begin operating in compliance with the advanced 
approaches of Pillar 1, the supervisory review process of Pillar 2, and the public disclosure 
requirements of Pillar 3.  

Part of this further delay is due to the fact that the US final rule did not become effective 
until late 2008, just as the financial crisis intensified. The implementation required by US 
regulators to comply with Basel II’s advanced approaches is extremely resource intensive, 
both for banks and their supervisors.66 The strain of the financial crisis on resources made 
it difficult for many banks to meet the demand for additional resources to comply with 
Basel II.67 In addition, some in the industry believe that US regulators have set a very high 
standard for approving a bank’s operation under the advanced approaches. 

4. Conclusion 

In sum, US regulators have issued the final regulation necessary to implement Basel II with 
respect to its largest internationally active banks, although they did so later than their 
counterparts in Europe. However, as a supervisory matter, US regulators have not 
approved any of these individual banks as being ready, in compliance with the final 
regulation, to operate under the advanced approaches of Basel II. It is not clear at this 
time when any such approvals will be made. 

                                                 
63 12 C.F.R. Part 3 App. C Part III Sec. 21(b), (c). 
64 Ibid, Sec. 21(a). 
65 See IMF Report, p. 8. 
66 GAO Report, pp. 53-57, pp. 66-68. 
67 See, e.g., CEPS Task Force Report, pp. 106, 121 app. 1. 
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