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Dear Sirs,
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On behalf of the National Research University Higher School of Economics (NRU HSE), and
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We hope our comments would be of use for further development of the prudent international
regulatory framework.
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Comments

p. 3 - Principle 8 states that national authorities should document the methodologies and

considerations used to calibrate the level of HLA and the principle 9 says that the HLA

requirement imposed on a bank should be commensurate with the degree of systemic

importance.

We would propose that HLA requirements should be unified between the countries, i.e. like
for GSIBs the most systemically important domestic bank is to receive 2.5% capital buffer
add-on disregarding the country of its origin. Otherwise when HLA requirements differ
there arise:

1. competition violation; and

2. capital arbitrage leading to banking capital reallocations. On overall the implication is

international destabilization of banking system.

p. 3 - Principle 5 states the proposed criteria for DSIBs identification (including size,

interconnectedness, substitutability, complexity and country-specific indicators).

In our opinion to preserve competition and avoid capital arbitrage Central Banks of all
countries presented in BCBS at least should agree on the threshold (e.g. share of the banking
system in terms of banking assets) to be considered to be DSIBs.

For example, we consider 30% of the banking system in terms of assets to be a reasonable
criterion for DSIBs identification. It means that TOP-banks ranked by assets that in total
sum up to 30% of the banking system are considered DSIBs.

If the amount of banking systems assets limit for DSIBs is not established, we might come
to a situation where all banks in a country are systemically important domestically (the
situation is to happen if the following criterion is proposed: the bank is considered DSIB is
inter alia it forms more than 5% of the banking system assets). Then for oligopoly-type
banking systems (having several players in the banking market) all of such players (banks)

would be considered DSIBs.

p. 6 - Paragraph 24 referring to the Principle 6 gives an example of GSIBs evaluation run

on a ‘global sample that is largely unchanged for three years’.

For the purpose of DSIB identification it is proposed to explicitly write down that domestic
sample is to include all the banks in a country, not limited to some initial set. Respectively
no time duration for this domestic sample should be established, as it is expected that all

banks are reviewed regularly.



