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Highlights of the Basel III monitoring exercise as of 31 December 2016

All banks in the sample meet Basel III minimum and target CET1 capital requirements as agreed up to end-2015

All G-SIBs meet both fully phased-in liquidity minimum requirements

To assess the impact of the Basel III framework on banks, the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision monitors the effects and dynamics of the reforms. For this purpose, a semiannual monitoring framework has been set up on the risk-based capital ratio, the leverage ratio and the liquidity metrics using data collected by national supervisors on a representative sample of institutions in each country. This report is the 12th publication of results from the periodic Basel III monitoring exercise1 and summarises the aggregate results using data as of 31 December 2016. The Committee believes that the information contained in the report will provide relevant stakeholders with a useful benchmark for analysis.

The report includes special features on the results on the impact of the revised minimum capital requirements for market risk and the final standards on securitisation including the simple, transparent and comparable transactions.

Information considered for this report was obtained by voluntary and confidential data submissions from individual banks and their national supervisors. Data were provided for a total of 200 banks, including 105 large internationally active (“Group 1”) banks and 95 other (“Group 2”) banks.2 Members’ coverage of their banking sector is very high for Group 1 banks, reaching 100% coverage for some countries, while coverage is lower for Group 2 banks and varies by country.

In general, this report does not take into account any transitional arrangements such as phase-in of deductions and grandfathering arrangements. Rather, the estimates presented generally assume full implementation of the Basel III requirements as agreed up to end-2015 based on data as of 31 December 2016. The main part of this report does not reflect any standards agreed since the beginning of 2016, such as the revisions to the market risk framework which are presented separately in a special feature. No assumptions have been made about banks’ profitability or behavioural responses, such as changes in bank capital or balance sheet composition, either since this date or in the future. Furthermore, the report does not reflect any additional capital requirements under Pillar 2 of the Basel II framework, any higher loss absorbency requirements for domestic systemically important banks, nor does it reflect any countercyclical capital buffer requirements.

[image: Overview of results]

•Compared with the previous reporting period (June 2016) the average Common Equity Tier 1 (CET1) capital ratio under the fully phased-in Basel III framework has increased from 11.9% to 12.3% for Group 1 banks while is stable for Group 2 banks.

•All Group 1 banks would meet the CET1 minimum capital requirement of 4.5% and the CET1 target level of 7.0% (ie including the capital conservation buffer). This target also includes the G-SIB surcharge where applicable.

•There is no CET1 capital shortfall for Group 2 banks both at the minimum and target levels.

•Applying the 2022 minimum requirements, 12 of the 25 G-SIBs reporting total loss-absorbing capacity (TLAC) data have a combined shortfall of €116.4 billion, compared with €318.2 billion at the end of June 2016.

•Group 1 banks’ average Liquidity Coverage Ratio (LCR) improved by 5.0 percentage points to 131.4%, while the average Net Stable Funding Ratio (NSFR) increased from 114.0% to 115.8%. For Group 2 banks, the LCR and NSFR are more stable.

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III capital ratios continue to increase]

•CET1 capital ratios for Group 1 banks have increased by 5.1 percentage points from 7.2% to 12.3% since June 2011, total capital ratios have increased by 6.6 percentage points from 8.7% to 15.3%.

•Tier 1 capital ratios improved from 7.4% to 13.5%, mainly driven by increases in capital which more than offset a slight overall increase in risk-weighted assets (RWA).

•In 2011 Tier 1 capital ratios were more than two percentage points lower in Europe and the Americas compared with the rest of the world. However, this relationship has reversed in the meantime. The reasons are twofold. First, the increase in capital since June 2011 was lower in Europe as compared to the other regions. Second, RWA fell for European Group 1 banks while RWA increased for banks in the Americas and, in particular, the rest of the world.

[image: Analysis of share of MRC by asset class according to current rules shows increase in operational risk MRC and decrease in credit risk MRC]

•As of end-December 2016, credit risk continues to compose the dominant portion of overall MRC, with this category on average comprising 65.4% of total MRC for Group 1 banks. However, the share of credit risk has declined significantly from 74.6% at the end of June 2011.

•Conversely, the share of operational risk MRC which increased from 7.8% at the end of June 2011 to 16.4% at end-2016.

•Among the credit risk asset classes, the share of MRC for corporate exposures increased from 31.0% to 36.5% while the share of MRC for securitisation exposures declined from 7.2% to 1.7%.

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III leverage ratios continue to increase]

•The average fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios are 5.8% for Group 1 banks and G-SIBs and 5.5% for Group 2 banks.

•Basel III leverage ratios have increased by 2.3 percentage points since June 2011 for Group 1 banks, driven by Tier 1 capital increases which more than offset an overall increase in the exposure measure.

•Three out of 87 Group 2 banks with an aggregate shortfall of €2.0 billion would not meet a fully phased-in minimum Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio of 3%, while all Group 1 banks meet the requirement.

•Leverage ratios are lower in Europe as compared to the Americas and the rest of the world, although the gap has narrowed slightly over time.

[image: Fully phased-in regulatory capital increased by 75.9% since 2011]

•From June 2011 to end-December 2016, the level of Group 1 banks’ CET1 capital has increased by 75.9% from €2,125 billion to €3,738 billion.

•While CET1 capital has more than doubled in both the Americas and the rest of the world, the increase in Europe was more limited at 56.8%.

•The rise in overall CET1 capital among Group 1 banks appears largely due to profits generated, with particularly large profits shown by banks in the United States and China (combined accounting for more than 50% of all profits reported in Group 1).

•Group 1 banks’ profits after tax have increase to around €200 billion per half year since the second half of 2014. Dividend payout ratios for Group 1 banks are typically around one third.

[image: Since 2011, European banks raised 60% of the CET1 capital raised by the Group 1 bank sample but only generated 20% of the profits after tax]

•Since 2011, annual profits after tax have always been higher in the Americas and the rest of the world than in Europe.

•Overall, around 20% of the profits have been generated by Group 1 banks in Europe, more than 30% in the Americas and almost half in the rest of the world.

•Conversely, almost 60% of the CET1 capital raised has been raised by Group 1 banks in Europe.

[image: All G-SIBs and around 90% of Group 1 and Group 2 banks meet fully phased-in liquidity coverage ratio and net stable funding ratio]

•The average LCR for Group 1 banks is 131.4% and for Group 2 banks 159.3% while at the end-of June 2016, it was 126.4% and 157.5%, respectively.

•The average NSFR is 115.8% for Group 1 banks and 114.1% for Group 2 banks at end-December 2016 compared to 114.0% and 114.9% respectively, at end-June 2016.

•Some 90.7% of Group 1 banks and 95.9% of Group 2 banks in the sample already meet or exceed the final LCR minimum requirement of 100%. All Group 1 and Group 2 banks have LCRs that are at or above the 70% minimum requirement applicable since January 2016.

•Some 94.2% of Group 1 banks and 88.0% of Group 2 banks meet or exceed the 100% minimum NSFR requirement, with all Group 1 banks and 96.4% of Group 2 banks at an NSFR of 90% or higher as of end-December 2016.

[image: LCR, NSFR and related shortfalls at a 100% minimum requirement continue to improve]

•For a consistent sample of Group 1 banks, the aggregate LCR shortfall at a minimum requirement of 100% declined from €430.6 billion at end-December 2012 to €13.2 billion at end-December 2016.

•The aggregate NSFR shortfall was €29.5 billion for Group 1 banks and €20.8 billion for Group 2 banks at the end-December 2016 compared to €108.6 billion and €8.6 billion at end-June 2016.

[image: LCRs by region gradually converge, NSFR remains lower in Europe and the Americas]

•The weighted average LCR at end-December 2016 for Group 1 banks is in excess of 120% for each of the three regions.

•While Group 1 banks in Europe and the Americas had initially lower average LCRs compared with the rest of the world, the average LCRs in Europe and the rest of the world and, to a lesser degree, the Americas have tended to gradually converge. The regions with lower end-2012 average ratios saw important increases in particular between end-2012 and June 2014.

•The weighted average NSFR at end-December 2016 for Group 1 banks in each of the three regions is well in excess of 100%.

•The average NSFR for Group 1 banks in Europe and the Americas at around 110% at end-2016 is lower than in the rest of the world at 122.8%. NSFRs have improved in all three regions over the past four years, in particular in the Americas.

1A list of previous publications is included in the Annex.

2Group 1 banks are those that have Tier 1 capital of more than €3 billion and are internationally active. All other banks are considered Group 2 banks. Not all banks provided data relating to all parts of the Basel III framework.


Detailed results of the Basel III monitoring exercise as of 31 December 2016

1.      General remarks

At its 12 September 2010 meeting, the Group of Governors and Heads of Supervision (GHOS), the oversight body of the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, announced a substantial strengthening of existing capital requirements and fully endorsed the agreements it had reached on 26 July 2010.1 These capital reforms, together with the introduction of two international liquidity standards, responded to the core of the global financial reform agenda presented to the Seoul G20 Leaders summit in November 2010. Subsequent to the initial comprehensive quantitative impact study published in December 2010, the Committee continues to monitor and evaluate the impact of these capital, leverage and liquidity requirements (collectively referred to as “Basel III”) on a semiannual basis.2 This report summarises the results of the latest Basel III monitoring exercise using 31 December 2016 data.3

The report does not reflect any standards agreed since the beginning of 2016, such as the revisions to the market risk framework which are analysed separately in a special feature.

1.1     Scope of the monitoring exercise

All but one of the 27 Committee member countries participated in the Basel III monitoring exercise as of 31 December 2016. The estimates presented are based on data submitted by the participating banks and their national supervisors in reporting questionnaires and in accordance with the instructions prepared by the Committee in February and revised in March 2017.4 The questionnaire covered components of eligible capital, the calculation of risk-weighted assets (RWA), the calculation of a leverage ratio and components of the liquidity metrics. The final data were submitted to the Secretariat of the Committee by 5 July 2017.

The purpose of the exercise is to provide the Committee with an ongoing assessment of the impact on participating banks of the capital and liquidity standards set out in the following documents:

•Revisions to the Basel II market risk framework5 and Guidelines for computing capital for incremental risk in the trading book;6

•Enhancements to the Basel II framework7 which include the revised risk weights for re-securitisations held in the banking book;

•Basel III: A global framework for more resilient banks and the banking system as well as the Committee’s 13 January 2011 press release on loss absorbency at the point of non-viability;8

•Capital requirements for bank exposures to central counterparties;9

•Global systemically important banks: updated assessment methodology and the additional loss absorbency requirement as well as the updated list of G-SIBs published by the Financial Stability Board in November 2016;10

•Total Loss-Absorbing Capacity (TLAC): Principles and Term Sheet;11

•Basel III: the Liquidity Coverage Ratio and liquidity risk monitoring tools;12

•Basel III: the net stable funding ratio;13 and

•Basel III leverage ratio framework and disclosure requirements.14

The report reflects the impact of TLAC holdings on Group 1 and Group 2 banks’ eligible capital and RWA of the revised regulatory capital treatment for securitisations, including simple, transparent and comparable (STC) securitisations, to the extent data were available.15

1.2     Sample of participating banks

Data were provided for a total of 200 banks, including 105 Group 1 banks and 95 Group 2 banks.16 Group 1 banks are those that have Tier 1 capital of more than €3 billion and are internationally active. All other banks are considered Group 2 banks. Banks were asked to provide data at the consolidated level as of 31 December 2016. Subsidiaries are not included in the analyses to avoid double-counting. For Group 1 banks, members’ coverage of their banking sector was very high, reaching 100% coverage for some countries. Coverage for Group 2 banks was lower, and varied across countries.

For a small number of banks data relating to some parts of the Basel III framework were unavailable. Accordingly, these banks are excluded from individual sections of the Basel III monitoring analysis due to incomplete data. In certain sections, data are based on a consistent sample of banks. This consistent sample represents only those banks that reported necessary data at the June 2011 (labelled “H1 2011”) through December 2016 (“H2 2016”) reporting dates, in order to make more meaningful period-to-period comparisons. The consistent sample differs for the various analyses; typically it includes around 92 Group 1 banks, of which 30 are G-SIBs, and around 58 Group 2 banks. The 30 banks in the G-SIB time series analyses are those banks which have been classified as G-SIBs as of November 2016, irrespective of whether they have also been classified as G-SIBs previously.

The Committee appreciates the significant efforts contributed by both banks and national supervisors to this ongoing data collection exercise.

1.3     Methodology

Unless otherwise noted, the impact assessment was carried out by comparing banks’ capital positions under fully phased-in Basel III as agreed up to end-2015 (hereinafter: fully phased-in Basel III) to the transitional Basel III framework as implemented by the national supervisor (ie with phase-in arrangements). The fully phased-in Basel III results are calculated without considering transitional arrangements pertaining to the phase-in of deductions and grandfathering arrangements set out in the Basel III framework. However, banks in some countries had difficulties providing fully phased-in Basel III capital amounts; in such cases, the capital amounts according to the fully phased-in national implementation of the Basel III framework were used instead.

Consistent with previous reports, this report does not reflect any additional capital requirements under Pillar 2 of the Basel II framework, any higher loss absorbency requirements for domestic systemically important banks, nor does it reflect any countercyclical capital buffer requirements.

Reported average amounts in this document have been calculated by creating a composite bank at a total sample level, which effectively means that the total sample averages are weighted. For example, the average common equity Tier 1 capital ratio is the sum of all banks’ common equity Tier 1 (CET1) capital for the total sample divided by the sum of all banks’ RWA for the total sample. Similarly, the average fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio is the sum of all banks’ fully phased-in Tier 1 capital for the total sample divided by the sum of all banks’ Basel III leverage ratio exposures for the total sample.

To preserve confidentiality, some of the results shown in this report are presented using box plot charts. The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box. The upper and lower end points of the thin vertical lines show the range of the entire sample unless noted otherwise. Finally, weighted averages are represented by dots.

1.4     Data quality

For this monitoring exercise, participating banks submitted comprehensive and detailed non-public data on a voluntary and best-efforts basis. As with the previous studies, national supervisors worked extensively with banks to ensure data quality, completeness, and consistency with the published reporting instructions. Also particular attention has been paid on the reconciliation of reported data with existing data from supervisory reporting systems. Banks are included in the various analyses below only to the extent that they were able to provide data of sufficient quality to complete the analyses.

1.5     Interpretation of results

The following caveats apply to the interpretation of results shown in this report:

•When comparing results to prior reports, sample differences as well as minor revisions to data from previous periods need to be taken into account. Sample differences also explain why results presented for the December 2016 reporting date may differ from the H2 2016 data point in graphs and tables showing the time series for the consistent sample of banks as described above.

•The actual impact of the new requirements will almost certainly be less than shown in this report given the phased-in implementation of the standards and interim adjustments made by the banking sector to changing economic conditions and the regulatory environment. For example, the results do not consider bank profitability, changes in capital or portfolio composition, or other management responses to the policy changes since 31 December 2016 or in the future. For this reason, the results are not comparable to industry estimates, which tend to be based on forecasts and consider management actions to mitigate the impact, as well as incorporate estimates where information is not publicly available.

•The Basel III capital amounts shown in this report assume that all common equity deductions are fully phased in and all non-qualifying capital instruments are fully phased out (ie it is assumed that none of these capital instruments will be replaced by eligible instruments). As such, these amounts underestimate the amount of Tier 1 capital and Tier 2 capital held by a bank as they do not give any recognition for non-qualifying instruments that will actually be phased out over six years.

•The treatment of deductions and non-qualifying capital instruments also affects figures reported in the section on the Basel III leverage ratio. The assumption that none of these capital instruments will be replaced by eligible instruments will become less of an issue as the implementation date of the Basel III leverage ratio nears.


Box A

Phase-in provisions for capital ratios

The Basel III framework includes the following phase-in provisions for capital ratios:

•Regulatory adjustments (ie possibly stricter sets of deductions that apply under Basel III) will be fully phased in by 1 January 2018;

•An additional 2.5% capital conservation buffer above the regulatory minimum capital ratios, which must be met with CET1 capital, will be phased in by 1 January 2019; and

•The additional loss absorbency requirement for G-SIBs, which ranges from 1.0% to 2.5%, will be fully phased in by 1 January 2019. It will be applied as an extension of the capital conservation buffer and must be met with CET1.

Annex A includes a detailed overview of the Basel Committee’s phase-in arrangements.



2.      Regulatory capital, capital requirements, capital shortfalls and TLAC

Table 2 shows the aggregate capital ratios under the transitional and fully phased-in Basel III frameworks and the capital shortfalls if Basel III were fully phased-in (“view 2022”), both for the definition of capital and the calculation of RWA, as of December 2016. Details of capital ratios and capital shortfalls are provided in Section 2.1 and Section 2.2.

[image: Aggregate capital ratios and (incremental) capital shortfalls]

2.1     Capital ratios

As compared with transitional CET1, the average CET1 capital ratio of Group 1 banks would have fallen from 12.6% to 12.3% (a decline of 0.3 percentage points) when Basel III deductions and RWA are fully taken into account. For Group 2 banks, the CET1 capital ratio declines from 14.0% under transitional rules to 13.4% as a result of the full phasing-in of Basel III (a reduction of 0.6 percentage points). Results continue to show significant variation across banks as shown in Graph 9 for the transitional Basel III rules and Graph 10 for the fully phased-in Basel III framework. The reduction in CET1 ratios is driven by the full application of the new definition of eligible capital instruments, deductions that were not previously applied at the common equity level of Tier 1 capital in most countries (numerator),17 and by increases in RWA (denominator). Since all countries in the sample have already implemented Basel III as of end-June 2015 the overall change in RWA is very limited and mainly due to different national phase-in plans.

Tier 1 capital ratios of Group 1 banks would on average decline 0.4 percentage points from 13.8% to 13.4%, and total capital ratios of this same group would decline on average by 1.0 percentage points from 16.3% to 15.3%. Group 2 banks show similar declines in Tier 1 capital ratios (from 14.6% to 13.9%) and total capital ratios (from 16.7% to 15.6%). The stronger decline of total capital ratios is caused by the phase-out of Tier 2 instruments which will no longer be eligible in 2022.

[image: Transitional Basel III CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios]

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios]

Graph 11 shows that, out of the 105 banks in the Group 1 sample, all show a CET1 ratio under fully phased-in Basel III that is above both the 4.5% minimum capital requirement and the 7.0% target ratio (ie the minimum capital requirement plus the capital conservation buffer). Of 89 banks in the Group 2 sample, all report a CET1 ratio equal to or higher than 4.5%, while only one does not achieve the target of 7.0%.

[image: Distribution of fully phased-in Basel III CET1 ratios]

Graph 12 below shows the average capital ratios under transitional Basel III rules for a consistent sample of Group 1 and Group 2 banks for the periods end-June 2011 through end-December 2016. Transitional capital ratios have not changed greatly.

[image: Transitional Basel III CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios]

Graph 13 below shows the average capital ratios under transitional Basel III rules for a consistent sample of Group 1 banks for the periods end-June 2011 through end-December 2016 by region. All regions have shown consistent growth in capital ratios over this 5.5-year period. CET1 ratios are in line among all regions, however total capital ratios for Europe are at least two percentage points above those of the other two regions as at December 2016.

[image: Transitional Basel III CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios, by region]

After full phasing in of Basel III (Graph 14), the CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios for this consistent sample of Group 1 banks improved by 0.3, 0.6 and 0.6 percentage points over the previous six months, respectively. For Group 2 banks, the improvement in risk-based capital ratios over the reporting period was 0.0, 0.1 and 0.2 percentage points, respectively. The general improvement in fully phased-in Basel III capital ratios for both groups is due to Basel III-eligible capital added and, to a lesser extent, lower levels of deductions that reduce CET1, in spite of slightly higher overall RWA.

After full phasing in of Basel III (Graph 15), all tier levels of capital ratios for this consistent sample of Group 1 banks for all regions improved over the previous six months. For Americas and the rest of the world, there were marginal improvements on all levels of capital ratios at just 0.3 and 0.2 percentage points. Europe on the other hand had improvements that were significantly higher and different at each level at 0.7, 1.2 and 1.7 percentage points for the CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios, respectively.

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios]

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios, by region]

Graph 16 shows the main drivers for the fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 capital ratio, ie whether it is driven by a change in Tier 1 capital or RWA for a consistent sample of banks over a 5.5-year period. For Group 1 banks, Tier 1 ratio, RWA and Tier 1 capital have increased by 0.5, 2.3 and 6.5 percentage points from the previous reporting period. In this case the increase in the Tier 1 ratio is a result of an increase in Tier 1 capital, similarly for G-SIBs. For Group 2 banks, the Tier 1 ratio also slightly increased by 0.1 percentage point mainly driven by decrease in RWA of 1.3 percentage points a, even though there was a decrease of 0.5 percentage points in Tier 1 capital which was not sufficient to result in the drop in the Tier 1 ratio.

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 capital ratios and changes in RWA and Tier 1 capital]

Graph 17 is similar to Graph 16 except that it shows only a sample of Group 1 banks by region. The rest of the world has experienced stronger growth in both RWA and Tier 1 capital of 6.3 and 8.3 percentage points from the end of June 2016 which has resulted in a more stable Tier 1 ratio with only 0.2 percentage point increase from the previous period. The Americas have also seen a more subdued increase in the Tier 1 ratio of 0.4 percentage points, driven by an increase in Tier 1 capital. Europe saw a steeper increase in the Tier 1 capital ratio of 1.2 percentage points driven by both factors, ie decreasing RWA and increasing Tier 1 capital at −3.2 and 5.1 percentage points, respectively. It is noted also that the biggest changes of over 10 percentage points in both RWA and Tier 1 capital took place in H2 2014 and H1 2015 for the Americas and the rest of the world.

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 capital ratios and changes in RWA and Tier 1 capital, by region]

2.2     Capital shortfalls

This section shows the capital shortfalls for the Group 1 and Group 2 bank samples assuming full phasing in of the Basel III requirements based on data as of 30 December 2016 and disregarding transitional arrangements. The shortfalls presented are measured against different minimum capital ratio requirements (ie 4.5% CET1, 6.0% Tier 1 and 8.0% total capital) as well as against the target level, which includes the 2.5% capital conservation buffer and capital surcharges for 30 G-SIBs as applicable.

Graph 18 and Graph 19 below as well as Table 2 above provide estimates of the amount of capital that Group 1 and Group 2 banks would need based on data as of 30 December 2016 in addition to capital already held at the reporting date, in order to meet the minimum and target CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios under Basel III assuming fully phased-in requirements and deductions. Under these assumptions, there are no capital shortfalls for Group 1 or Group 2 banks with respect to the CET1, Tier 1 or total capital minimum requirements.

For a CET1 target of 7.0% (ie the 4.5% CET1 minimum plus the 2.5% capital conservation buffer) plus any capital surcharge for G-SIBs as applicable according to the updated list of banks published by the Financial Stability Board in November 2016, the Group 1 and Group 2 banks also have no and virtually no shortfall, respectively.

Group 1 banks have no shortfalls at either the CET1 or Tier 1 capital target ratios of 8.5% (ie the 4.5%/6.0% Tier 1 minimum plus the 2.5% CET1 capital conservation buffer) plus the surcharges on G-SIBs as applicable. Group 2 banks would need an additional €1.1 billion of additional Tier 1 or higher-quality capital to meet the target ratio.

Group 1 banks only require €0.3 billion of Tier 2 or higher-quality capital to meet the total capital target ratio of 10.5% (ie the 8.0% Tier 1 minimum plus the 2.5% CET1 capital conservation buffer) plus the surcharges on G-SIBs as applicable. Group 2 banks would need an additional €1.2 billion of Tier 2 or higher-quality capital to meet the total capital target ratio.

As indicated above, no assumptions have been made about bank profits or behavioural responses, such as changes in balance sheet composition that would serve to reduce the impact of capital shortfalls over time. As a point of reference, the aggregate sum of after-tax profits prior to distributions for the six-month period ending 30 December 2016 for Group 1 and Group 2 banks was €239.5 billion and €5.6 billion, respectively.

[image: Estimated capital shortfalls at the minimum level]

At the CET1 target level of 7.0% plus the surcharges on G-SIBs as applicable, the aggregate CET1 shortfall of Group 1 banks remained zero over the six-month period ending 31 December 2016 (see Graph 19). Among Group 2 banks the CET1 shortfall at the 7.0% target level is virtually zero since December 2015.

[image: Estimated capital shortfalls at the target level]

2.3     Level of capital

Graph 20 shows the development of the level of CET1 capital of banks in the consistent sample of banks assuming full implementation of Basel III for Group 1 banks, Group 2 banks as well as G-SIBs separately. From end-December 2015 to end-December 2016, the level of Group 1 banks’ CET1 capital has increased by €215 billion (or 6.1%) to €3,738 billion. More than half of this increase, €140 billion, can be attributed to the G-SIBs in the Group 1 sample which collectively held €2,574 billion of CET1 capital at end-December 2016. Group 2 banks’ CET1 is €177 billion and thus only slightly lower than at end-December 2015.

[image: Level of capital after full phasing in of Basel III]

The rise in overall CET1 capital among Group 1 banks appears largely due to profits generated, with particularly large profits shown by banks in the United States and China (combined accounting for more than 50% of all profits reported in Group 1). Furthermore, G-SIBs contributed more than two-thirds of the profits generated during H2 2016 for Group 1 banks.

Graph 21 shows the evolution in fully phased-in Basel III capital for a consistent sample of Group 1 banks over the past 5.5 years grouped by region. CET1 capital has grown for all regions with the rest of the world recording the highest growth of over 100% from 2011 and also has the highest current holdings of €1,647 billion compared to Europe at €1,121 billion and Americas at €970 billion. Additional Tier 1 capital has been stable and flat until the first half of 2014 and thereafter it has grown for all regions, however the additional Tier 1 holdings are relatively small compared to CET1 at only €133, €124 and €90 billion for Americas, Europe and the rest of the world, respectively. The highest growth in percentage terms was from the rest of the world, however from a low base of €6 billion. Tier 2 capital has been volatile for all regions with the Americas seeing a decrease between 2011 and 2014. Generally, Tier 2 capital grew for all regions since 2014 to holdings of €278, €153 and €143 billion for Europe, Americas and the rest of the world, respectively (for further details see Table C.12).

[image: Evolution of fully phased-in Basel III capital, by region]

Graph 22 depicts the evolution of profits, dividends, CET1 capital raised and the dividend payout ratio over time. Here, no clear trend or distinctive feature can be identified for CET1 capital raised over time on global level. Group 1 banks’ profits after tax have increased to around €200 billion per half year since the second half of 2014. Dividend payout ratios for Group 1 banks are typically around one third. The dividend payout ratio for Group 2 banks increased significantly in the current period due to higher dividend payments compared to prior periods combined with a small number of banks incurring losses that are very significant relative to the profits of all other Group 2 banks.

[image: Profits, dividends, CET1 capital raised and dividend payout ratio]

Graph 23 provides the regional breakdown for Group 1 banks. Since 2011, annual profits after tax have always been higher in the Americas and the rest of the world than in Europe. Overall, around 20% of the profits have been generated by banks in Europe, more than 30% in the Americas and almost half in the rest of the world. Conversely, almost 60% of the CET1 capital raised has been raised by banks in Europe.

[image: Profits, dividends, CET1 capital raised and dividend payout ratio, by region]

Over the second half of 2016, 62 out of the 105 Group 1 banks in the sample raised capital, regarding CET1 the total amount equals €24.6 billion (see Table 3). Of this amount, almost 80% was raised by the G-SIBs in the sample.

[image:  Capital raised during H2 2016]

It is noticeable that Group 1 banks primarily raised Tier 2 capital (38.5%) and additional Tier 1 (34.3%) rather than CET1 (27.3%) which could indicate that banks are now focussing on the remaining, not yet fully phased in capital requirements such as the leverage ratio, TLAC and presumably the additional requirements stemming from Pillar 2 as for those regulations CET1 is not necessarily the exclusive form of eligible capital. For Group 2 banks, CET1 seems still more in the focus (64.0%) while the share of additional Tier 1 and Tier 2 are significantly lower (9.3% and 26.7% respectively).

Graph 27 depicts the evolution of capital raised over time. Here, no clear trend or distinctive feature can be identified for CET1 raised over time on global level. However, for additional Tier 1 and Tier 2 capital, the time series for Group 1 banks and G-SIBs show a significant and lasting increase in the amount of capital raised starting from the second half of 2013.

[image: Capital raised externally]

2.4     Composition of capital

The graphs below show the composition of total capital under transitional Basel III rules (Graph 25) and after fully phased-in Basel III (Graph 26). As expected and as observed for previous reporting dates, CET1 capital is the predominant form of capital with an average share of more than 80% for both banking groups. Under transitional rules, it is slightly lower with 77%. This difference is largely due to the disallowed eligibility of transitional Basel III additional Tier 1 or Tier 2 instruments for banks in many countries under Basel III (eg those that do not meet the requirements set out in the Committee’s 13 January 2011 press release on loss absorbency at the point of non-viability).

[image: Structure of regulatory capital under transitional Basel III rules]

It is noticeable that for Group 1 banks under the fully phased-in Basel III standards, the positive trend of increasing the share of CET1 capital which had been observed during the first years of the monitoring exercise reversed in 2014 (Graph 25). Since then a decline in the share of CET1 (from 85.4% at the beginning of 2014 to 80.2% of the end of 2016) can be observed simultaneously with a slightly increase of additional Tier 1 elements (3.5% in 2014 and 7.4% at the end of 2016), suggesting that banks are shifting their focus from the risk based capital requirements (which no longer cause a capital demand for most banks) to the leverage ratio requirement.

For Group 2 banks, a strong positive trend can be observed over time for the share of CET1 capital: it increases from 74.8% in 2011 to 83.8% in 2016 which corresponds to a cutback of Tier 2 elements in a similar magnitude (a reduction from 20.8% to 12.4%). Here, it has to be mentioned that Group 2 banks started from a different level as regards to Tier 2, with its share equalling more than 20% in H1 2011 (Group 1: 14.1%).

[image: Structure of regulatory capital under fully phased-in Basel III]

With regard to the composition of Basel III CET1 capital itself, paid-in capital and retained earnings continue to comprise the overwhelming majority of CET1 outstanding. For Group 1 banks, paid-in capital and retained earnings make up more than 90% of outstanding CET1 on average. On a bank-by-bank basis, 29 banks in the Group 1 sample report negative overall balances in AOCI. Meanwhile, CET1 from recognised subsidiaries continues to provide minimal support to Group 1 banks’ outstanding CET1 balances in most countries. For Group 2 banks, the overall structure of CET1 capital is very similar to Group 1.

2.5     Regulatory adjustments

For the current period, regulatory adjustments reduce overall gross CET1 (ie CET1 before adjustments) for Group 1 banks by 16.0% (see Table B.2). The largest driver of Group 1 bank CET1 adjustments continues to be goodwill (9.0%) followed by deductions for intangibles and combined deferred tax asset (DTA) deductions (2.3% and 1.9%, respectively).

The impact of regulatory adjustments on Group 2 banks is nearly as high as for Group 1 banks, on average being at around 14.9% (see Table B.3). However, this result is driven by a limited number of large Group 2 banks. Without taking these banks into account the overall impact of CET1 deductions would decline considerably.

2.6     Components and determinants of capital requirements

2.6.1  Share of different risk types in overall MRC

Graph 27 shows the share of different asset classes in overall minimum required capital (MRC) for a consistent sample of Group 1 banks.18

As of end-December 2016, credit risk continues to compose the dominant portion of overall MRC, with this category on average comprising 65.4% of total MRC for Group 1 banks. However, the share of credit risk has declined significantly from 74.6% at the end of June 2011. Conversely, the share of operational risk MRC which increased from 7.8% at the end of June 2011 to 16.4% at end-2016. The share of market risk declined slightly from 6.2% to 5.3% while the share of “other” risk increased somewhat from 11.4% to 12.9%. Among the credit risk asset classes, the share of MRC for corporate exposures increased from 31.0% to 36.5% while the share of MRC for securitisation exposures declined from 7.2% to 1.7%.

[image: Share of MRC by asset class according to current rules]

Table 4 provides data on relative sizes of asset classes in terms of exposures as well as minimum required capital (MRC) for both Group 1 and Group 2 banks according to current rules at the reporting date. The sample differs considerably from the consistent sample used for the time series above, resulting in differences for the end-2016 reporting date.

Additionally, the MRC per exposure suggests the relative riskiness of the different asset classes as measured by the current framework. Both the numerator (MRC) and the denominator (exposure amounts) of this ratio include exposures under the IRB and standardised approaches for credit risk.19 Broadly speaking, an MRC per exposure figure of 8% is comparable to a 100% risk weight. Since a common exposure measure for credit, market and operational risk does not exist, the size in terms of exposure and the MRC per exposure are only defined for asset classes subject to a credit risk treatment.

Looking at Table 4 for Group 1 banks, it is observed that while the corporate, retail, sovereign and CVA asset classes comprise the overwhelming majority of exposures, their relative riskiness as measured by MRC per exposure is rather low in comparison to other asset classes. In particular, for related entities and equity exposures the MRC per exposure is 22.6% and 14.3%, respectively. For Group 2 banks, corporate, retail and sovereign asset classes also comprise the overwhelming majority of exposures. However, unlike for Group 1 banks, the size of the CVA asset class in terms of exposure is materially lower while the share of the bank asset class is moderately higher. With regard to MRC per exposure, asset classes with higher relative riskiness for Group 2 banks include equity exposures (15.9%) and other assets (8.3%). Interestingly, while Group 1 banks as a whole have a rather large share of exposure to CVA (14.2%), the MRC per exposure is very small (0.4%). In contrast, for Group 2 banks, the share of CVA exposure is negligible at 0.2% but the MRC per exposure is considerably higher (15.0%) compared to Group 1 banks overall.

[image: Average asset class size and MRC per exposure]

2.6.2  Credit risk

Share of credit risk exposure by asset classes

Graph 28 shows the evolution of exposure for the six major asset classes for a consistent sample of 36 Group 1 banks. In general the share of sovereign exposures has increased steadily in recent years from 12.4% to 19.6% while partial use, bank and other credit exposures have declined slightly.

[image: Share of credit exposure]

Risk parameters by IRB asset classes

This section presents IRB risk parameters for a sample of Group 1 banks only. Graph 29 and Graph 30 illustrate weighted average probability of default (PD) and loss-given-default (LGD) for Group 1 banks’ exposures subject to the internal ratings-based (IRB) approaches respectively. For Group 1 banks, average PDs are generally highest for retail and corporate portfolios (1.5% and 0.9% respectively) while PDs for bank and sovereign portfolios are considerably lower (0.2% and 0.0%, respectively). Looking further, it is observed that average PDs and LGDs do not differ materially between portfolios primarily being measured using the foundation IRB and advanced IRB approaches.20 For corporate portfolios measured under the foundation IRB approach, PDs and LGDs are slightly higher relative to those measured under advanced IRB. For retail and bank portfolios the opposite is true, PDs and LGDs are moderately higher under the advanced IRB approach. Furthermore, sovereign PDs remain very low under either IRB approach, while average LGDs for sovereigns are generally higher under foundational IRB.

[image: Exposure-weighted average PD for non-defaulted exposures by main asset classes]

[image: Exposure-weighted average LGD after credit risk mitigation for non-defaulted exposures by main asset classes]

[image: Exposure-weighted average risk weights for non-defaulted exposures by main asset classes]

[image: Exposure-weighted average risk parameter values for retail sub-asset classes]

2.6.3  Market risk

The left panel of Graph 33 shows the distribution of the share of market risk MRC in total MRC. On average, the share of market risk MRC is 3.9% of total MRC for Group 1 banks and 2.3% of total MRC for Group 2 banks. However, there is significant dispersion across banks from zero to more than 25% in both groups. The average share for all bank groups is at a similar level as at end-June 2011. However, as can be seen in the right panel of Graph 33, Group 1 banks and in particular the G-SIBs among them experienced a significant peak at the end of 2011, and the share of market risk in total MRC has gradually decreased since then.

[image: Share of market risk MRC in total MRC ]

Graph 34 below shows the time series of the share of the components of MRC for market risk in total MRC for market risk for Group 1 and Group 2 banks as well as for G-SIBs separately. The time series starts at the end-June 2015 reporting date and uses a consistent sample of banks. For Group 1 banks and in particular the G-SIBs among them, the internal models approach contributes around two thirds to overall market risk MRC. The share of value-at-risk (VaR) and stressed VaR has increased since June 2015 while the shares of the incremental risk capital charge and MRC for correlation trading portfolios have decreased. For Group 2 banks, the internal models approach is much less relevant at only around 20% of market risk MRC, and correlation trading portfolios are negligible. Almost 80% of Group 2 banks’ market risk MRC have been calculated using the standardised approach.

[image: Components of minimum capital requirements for market risk]

Graph 35 below shows the relation of the 10-day stressed VaR to the current 10-day 99% VaR under the revised market risk framework in the Group 1 sample using a consistent sample of Group 1 banks. The left panel shows the time series since end-2011 for a sample of 23 banks. Under this consistent sample, the ratio of stressed VaR to VaR has fluctuated around 200% with a peak in H1 2014 and a significant increase to 289.1% in H2 2016. The right panel shows the same ratio for a sample which includes 33 additional banks whose data are available since end-June 2015. For this larger sample, the spike in H2 2016 is much less pronounced.

[image: Stressed value-at-risk in relation to current value-at-risk]

2.6.4  Operational risk

As depicted in Graph 36 below, MRC for operational risk has continuously increased over the past six years. For Group 1 banks and G-SIBs, most of which use the Advanced Measurement Approaches (AMA) as the primary method for the calculation of operational risk capital, this increase is largely explained by the surge in the number and severity of operational risk events during and after the financial crisis, which are factored into the calculation of MRC for operational risk under the AMA. For Group 1 banks and G-SIBs, the share of capital under the AMA has increased from 59.0% to 67.9%, while the share of operational risk MRC as a percentage of total MRC is 13.8% for Group 1 banks and 15.6% for G-SIBs.

The increase in MRC for operational risk for Group 2 banks, most of which calculate operational risk capital requirements under the Framework’s non-model-based approaches,21 is largely explained by an increase in business volume, which is a factor captured by the financial statement-based components of the standardised approaches. For Group 2 banks, the share of operational risk MRC as a percentage of total MRC is 8.1%.

The dominance of indicator-based properties found in the standardised approaches for operational risk reflect the size of a bank rather than its risk exposure, which explains the limited variance of MRC for most Group 2 banks. For Group 2 banks, the variance in MRC for the 25th and 75th quantile is around 3 percentage points, while it is approximately 7 percentage points for Group 1 banks and 14 percentage points for G-SIBs. The outliers among Group 2 banks are mostly fee business-specialised banks in the sample where operational risk is virtually an exclusive risk, while outliers among Group 1 banks and G-SIBs are banks using AMA in which past loss events influence future operational risk exposure.

[image: MRC for operational risk]

2.7     Leverage ratio

Key results

The results regarding the Basel III leverage ratio are provided using the two following measures of Tier 1 capital in the numerator:

•Transitional Basel III Tier 1, which is Tier 1 capital eligible under the national implementation of the Basel III framework in place in member countries at the reporting date, including any phase-in arrangements; and

•Fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 capital.

Graph 37 presents summary statistics related to the distribution of Basel III leverage ratios based on transitional Basel III Tier 1 and fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 capital for Group 1 banks, G-SIBs and Group 2 banks. The weighted average transitional Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios would be 6.0% for Group 1 banks and for G-SIBs, while it would amount to 5.7% for Group 2 banks. The weighted average fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios are 5.8% for Group 1 banks and G-SIBs, and 5.5% for Group 2 banks. Group 2 banks show a greater dispersion compared to Group 1 banks.

Under both the transitional and the fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios, three banks in the sample would not meet the 3% ratio level, all of them being Group 2 banks, with an aggregate incremental shortfall of €2.0 billion.22


Box B

Basel III leverage ratio framework

Under the January 2014 Basel III leverage ratio framework,[image: image] the Basel III leverage ratio exposure measure (the denominator of the Basel III leverage ratio) includes:

•on-balance sheet assets, excluding securities financing transactions (SFTs) and derivatives;

•SFTs, with limited recognition of netting of cash receivables and cash payables with the same counterparty under strict criteria;

•derivative exposures at replacement cost (net of cash variation margin meeting a set of strict eligibility criteria) plus an add-on for potential future exposure based on the current exposure method (CEM);

•written credit derivative exposures at their effective notional amount (net of negative changes in fair value that have been incorporated into the calculation of Tier 1 capital) reduced by the effective notional amount of purchased credit derivatives that meet offsetting criteria related to reference name, level of seniority and maturity;

•off-balance sheet exposures, obtained by multiplying notional amounts by the credit conversion factors in the standardised approach to credit risk, subject to a floor of 10%; and

•other exposures as specified in the Basel III leverage ratio framework.

[image: image] Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Basel III leverage ratio framework and disclosure requirements, January 2014, www.bis.org/publ/bcbs270.htm. The Committee proposed revisions to the leverage ratio framework in April 2016, see Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Revisions to the Basel III leverage ratio framework, consultative document, April 2016, www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d365.htm.



[image: Transitional Basel III Tier 1 and fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios]

Graph 38 shows how the fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios have evolved over time for a consistent sample of 93 Group 1 banks (including 30 G-SIBs) and 54 Group 2 banks, all of which provided leverage ratio data for all reporting dates from June 2011 to December 2016. For Group 1 banks and G-SIBs, there was an increase in the leverage ratio for the current period of 0.2 percentage points, for both. The increase in both instances was driven by a positive change in Tier 1 capital, however for G-SIBs the increase was also due to a negative change of 0.9% in the exposure measure. Group 2 banks saw a minor drop of 0.1 percentage point largely driven by a decrease in Tier 1 capital of 1.7% as well as a small increase in the exposure measure.

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios]

Graph 39 shows the same information as Graph 38 however only for a consistent sample of Group 1 banks and grouped by region. Overall the leverage ratio for all regions has been growing over the past 5.5 years. In Europe, leverage ratios started from a low base of 2.7% and increased to 5.0% at end-December 2016. In the Americas and the rest of the world, ratios increased from slightly above 4% in 2011 to more than 6% as at December 2016. In the current period, Europe had a sizeable increase of 0.4 percentage points compared to a 0.1 percentage point increase for Americas and the rest of the world. The contributing factors to such an increase in Europe were an increase of 7.2% in Tier 1 capital together with a drop of 2.4% in the exposure measure.

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios, by region]

Graph 40 shows the evolution of the components of the risk-based capital and leverage ratios over time for a consistent sample of banks, ie banks that have consistently been providing the four data series for the period June 2011 to December 2016. The four components are Basel III Tier 1 capital, RWA and the leverage ratio exposure measure, all assuming full implementation of Basel III, as well as accounting total assets. For Group 1 banks, RWA and Tier 1 capital steadily increased over the period, whereas leverage ratio exposures followed a similar pattern until end-2012 and remained relatively stable thereafter. Furthermore, since June 2012, changes in accounting total assets and RWA have been relatively modest, with a slight increase noticeable in the first half of 2016. For Group 2 banks, RWA and leverage ratio exposures tracked more closely until end-2015. Since then, RWA increased slightly while leverage ratio exposure decreased.

[image: Tier 1 capital, RWA, leverage ratio exposure and accounting total assets]

Relationship between the Basel III leverage ratio and risk-based capital requirements

Table 5 below shows the migration of banks from bounded to non-bounded after Tier 1 capital rising to meet the target Tier 1 risk-based capital ratio.23 It shows in particular that 1.6% of the banks in the sample do not meet the minimum Basel III leverage ratio of 3%, even after increasing Tier 1 capital to meet the target risk-based Tier 1 capital requirements.

[image: Share of banks meeting the fully phased-in Basel III leverage ratio before and after capital raising to meet the risk-based target Tier 1 ratio]

Separate results for the Group 1 and Group 2 banks in the sample are included in Table B.4 and Table B.5 in Annex B, respectively.

Graph 41 below shows the interaction between the fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratios (horizontal axis) and the fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 risk-weighted capital ratios (vertical axis). Ratios of Group 1 banks are marked with red dots and those of Group 2 banks with blue dots. The dashed horizontal line represents a Tier 1 target risk-based capital ratio of 8.5%,24 whereas the dashed vertical line represents a Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio of 3%.

The diagonal line represents points where an 8.5% fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 target risk-based capital ratio results in the same amount of required fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 capital as a fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio of 3%. By construction, it also represents a multiple of 8.5%/3%≈2.83 between RWA and the Basel III leverage ratio exposure measure. Therefore, for banks plotted above the diagonal line, the Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio requires more Tier 1 capital than the Tier 1 risk-based capital ratio (ie the Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio becomes the constraining requirement).25 For banks plotted below the diagonal line, the target Tier 1 risk-based capital ratio requires more capital than the leverage ratio (ie the Tier 1 capital ratio remains the constraining requirement).

As shown in Graph 41, three Group 2 banks do not meet the minimum fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio of 3% (plotted left of the vertical dashed line). All of these banks meet the Basel III Tier 1 target capital ratio of 8.5%. This graph also shows that the fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio is constraining for 67 banks out of 191, including 36 Group 1 and 31 Group 2 banks (plotted above the diagonal line).

[image: Fully phased-in Basel III Tier 1 risk-based capital and leverage ratios]

Pending settlement transactions

Different accounting options for pending settlement transactions related to the regular purchase or sale of financial assets under IFRS and US GAAP, respectively Japanese GAAP have raised level playing field concerns across banks. IFRS gives entities the option to apply trade or settlement date accounting for regular purchases or sales of financial assets.26 US GAAP and Japanese GAAP require trade date accounting for banks and broker-dealers; broker-dealers may also offset the receivables and payables associated with pending settlement transactions.

The Committee received 163 valid submissions on the treatment of pending settlement transactions.27 Table 6 shows the current distribution between Group 1 and Group 2 banks. According to this table, results differ across bank groups. Group 2 banks tend to apply settlement date accounting, while the majority of Group 1 banks apply trade date accounting. Banks using the trade date accounting with netting are mostly Group 1 banks.

[image: Total number of banks by group and accounting treatment]

2.8     Interaction of risk-based and leverage ratio requirements

Overall, as shown in Table 2, the inclusion of applicable Basel III Tier 1 leverage ratio shortfalls has no impact on the capital shortfalls at the minimum or target levels for Group 1 banks which are purely driven by the €0.3 billion Tier 2 capital shortfall. However, it increases the Tier 1 capital shortfall for Group 2 banks by €2.0 billion at the minimum level and at the target level (from zero to €2.0 billion and from €2.4 billion to €4.4 billion, respectively).

Graph 42 below shows the share of banks in a consistent sample bound28 by the different regulatory capital constraints, the risk-based Tier 1 capital requirements at the minimum level, the risk-based Tier 1 capital requirements at the target level and the Basel III leverage ratio requirement. In June 2011, 18.5% of Group 1 banks were bound by both the risk-based Tier 1 minimum and leverage ratio requirement; since December 2013, all Group 1 banks meet these requirements. Another 34.8% of Group 1 banks were initially bound by the risk-based Tier 1 requirements at the target level but not the leverage ratio, and it took until the end of 2016 that all banks in the sample also meet these requirements. There have been no banks in the consistent sample which have only been bound by either the risk-based minimum requirement only or the leverage ratio requirement only. For the G-SIBs among those banks, the share of banks initially not meeting the risk-based Tier 1 capital minimum and leverage ratio requirements was higher at 30.0%, and the share of banks not meeting the risk-based Tier 1 capital target requirement was even higher at 50.0%. However, the adjustment process was faster such that G-SIBs already started meeting all requirements in June 2015.

Among Group 2 banks, 12.7% were bound by both the risk-based Tier 1 minimum and leverage ratio requirement in June 2011; since June 2015, all Group 2 banks meet these requirements. Another 1.8% of Group 2 banks were initially bound by the risk-based Tier 1 minimum capital requirement but not by the leverage ratio. 38.2% of Group 1 banks were initially bound by the risk-based Tier 1 requirements at the target level but not the leverage ratio, and 5.5% of Group 2 banks are still bound by this requirement at the end of 2016. The banks which contribute to the additional leverage ratio-driven shortfall at the end-2016 reporting date are not included in this consistent time series.

[image: Share of banks bound by the different constraints]

2.9     Total loss-absorbing capacity requirements for G-SIBs

The Committee also collected data on additional total loss-absorbing capacity (TLAC) for G-SIBs. Of the 26 G-SIBs which will initially be subject to these requirements,29 25 participated in the exercise. Overall, applying the 2019 minimum requirements, five of the 25 G-SIBs in the sample have an incremental30 TLAC shortfall of up to 2.1% of RWA, totalling €19.7 billion (see Graph 43). Applying the 2022 minimum requirements, 12 of the 25 G-SIBs in the sample have an incremental shortfall of up to 4.5% of RWA, totalling €116.4 billion.

The incremental shortfalls to the 2019 requirements were up to 7.2% of RWA and €131.4 billion, and the incremental shortfalls to the 2022 requirements were up to 9.9% of RWA or €318.2 billion at the end-June 2016 reporting date. Therefore, the incremental shortfalls have continued to decrease significantly (by around 85% relative to the 2019 minimum requirements and by almost 63% relative to the 2022 minimum requirements) from those reported six months earlier for the end-June 2016 reporting date.

[image: Distribution of incremental TLAC surplus and shortfall]

3.      Liquidity

3.1     Liquidity Coverage Ratio

One of the two liquidity standards introduced by the Committee is the 30-day Liquidity Coverage Ratio (LCR), which promotes short-term resilience against potential liquidity disruptions. The LCR requires global banks to have sufficient high-quality liquid assets to withstand a stressed 30-day funding scenario specified by supervisors. The LCR numerator consists of a stock of unencumbered, high-quality liquid assets (HQLAs) that must be available to cover any net outflow, while the denominator comprises cash outflows minus cash inflows (subject to a cap at 75% of outflows) that are expected to occur in a severe stress scenario.

The LCR was revised by the Committee in January 2013 and came into effect on 1 January 2015. The minimum requirement is set at 70% in 2016 and will continue to rise in equal annual steps of 10 percentage points to reach 100% in 2019.

Overall, 97 Group 1 and 58 Group 2 banks provided sufficient data in the end-December 2016 Basel III monitoring exercise to calculate the LCR according to the revised standard.31 The weighted average LCR was 131.4% for Group 1 banks and 159.3% for Group 2 banks (see Graph 44 and Table C.42), which compare to average LCRs of 126.4% and 157.5% for Group 1 banks and Group 2 banks, respectively, as of end-June 2016.

The aggregate numbers under the revised LCR standard do not speak to the range of results across participating banks. Graph 44 below also gives an indication of the distribution of banks’ liquidity positions. Some 90.7% of all Group 1 banks and 95.9% of Group 2 banks in the Basel III monitoring sample already meet or exceed the final LCR minimum requirement of 100%. All Group 1 and Group 2 banks have LCRs that are at or above the 70% minimum requirement applicable as of January 2016. These results compare to 87.9% and 92.5% of Group 1 and Group 2 banks, respectively, that met the 100% minimum requirement and all Group 1 and Group 2 banks that met the 70% minimum requirement applicable since 1 January 2016.

[image: Liquidity Coverage Ratio]

Basel III monitoring results show a shortfall (ie the difference between high-quality liquid assets and net cash outflows) at a 100% minimum requirement of €15.1 billion for Group 1 banks and €1.6 billion for Group 2 banks as of end-December 2016. This compares to a shortfall of €26.6 billion and €3.1 billion as of end-June 2016. This number is reflective only of the aggregate shortfall for banks that are below an LCR minimum requirement of 100% and does not reflect surplus liquid assets at banks above a 100% requirement. At the relevant minimum requirement of 70% the aggregate shortfall was zero for both Group 1 and Group 2 banks at end-December 2016 comparable also to no shortfall at end-June 2016.

The key components of outflows and inflows are shown in Table 7. Group 1 banks show a notably larger percentage of total outflows, when compared with balance sheet liabilities, than Group 2 banks. This can be explained by the relatively greater contribution of wholesale funding activities and commitments within the Group 1 sample, whereas Group 2 banks, as a whole, are less reliant on these types of activities.

[image: LCR outflows and inflows (post-factor) as a percentage of balance sheet liabilities]

75% cap on total inflows

As at end-December 2016, no Group 1 bank and four Group 2 banks reported inflows that exceeded the 75% cap. Of these four Group 2 banks, all exhibit LCR ratios above the minimum requirement of 100%.

Composition of high-quality liquid assets

The composition of high-quality liquid assets (measured after application of the LCR haircuts) currently held at banks is depicted in Graph 45. The majority of Group 1 and Group 2 banks’ holdings, in aggregate, are comprised of Level 1 assets, however, the sample as a whole shows diversity in their holdings of eligible liquid assets. Within Level 1 assets, 0% risk-weighted securities issued or guaranteed by sovereigns, central banks and public sector entities, and cash and central bank reserves comprise the most significant portions of the qualifying pool for Group 1 banks (together accounting for 83.1% of all eligible liquid assets). While these particular Level 1 assets represent a significant portion of eligible liquid assets for Group 2 banks as well (together accounting for 75.4% of eligible liquid assets), Group 2 banks also hold a significant portion of Level 1 non-0% risk-weighted securities issued or guaranteed by sovereigns, central banks and public sector entities (accounting for an additional 18.8% of eligible liquid assets compared to an additional 2.5% for Group 1 banks). Within the Level 2A asset class, the majority of holdings for Group 1 banks comprises 20% risk-weighted securities issued or guaranteed by sovereigns, central banks or public sector entities, while the majority of holdings for Group 2 banks comprises covered bonds (rated AA- or better). Eligible non-financial common equity shares comprise the majority of holdings of Level 2B assets for Group 1 banks. For Group 2 banks, the majority of holdings of Level 2B assets comprise a roughly even mix of residential mortgage-backed securities, non-financial institution corporate bonds (rated BBB- to A+) and non-financial common equity shares.

[image: Composition of holdings of eligible liquid assets]

Caps on Level 2B and Level 2 assets

Due to the 15% Level 2B cap and the 40% overall Level 2 cap, €2.0 billion of Level 2 assets are excluded from high-quality liquid assets. In total, four banks are constrained, of which two banks are constrained only by the Level 2B cap and two banks are constrained only by the Level 2 cap. No bank is constrained by both caps. Of the four total banks that are constrained, one fails to meet an LCR minimum requirement of 100%.

Comparison of liquid assets and inflows to outflows and caps

Graph 46 combines the above LCR components by comparing liquidity resources (pool of high-quality liquid assets and inflows) to outflows. Note that the €2.66 trillion Group 1 gross surplus shown in the graph differs from the €15.1 billion gross shortfall at an LCR minimum requirement of 100% that is noted above, as it is assumed here that excess assets at one bank can offset those at another. In practice the aggregate position in the industry is likely to lie somewhere between these two numbers depending on how efficiently banks redistribute liquidity around the system. Similarly, the gross surplus for Group 2 banks was €0.19 trillion.

[image: Comparison of HQLA pool and inflows to outflows and caps]

3.2     Net Stable Funding Ratio

The second liquidity standard introduced by the Basel III reforms is the Net Stable Funding Ratio (NSFR), a longer-term structural ratio designed to reduce funding risk over a longer time horizon by requiring banks to fund their activities with sufficiently stable sources of funding in order to mitigate the risk of future funding stress.

Overall, 104 Group 1 and 83 Group 2 banks provided sufficient data in the end-December 2016 Basel III monitoring exercise to calculate the revised NSFR according to the standard issued by the Committee in October 2014. Some 94.2% of Group 1 banks and 88.0% of Group 2 banks already meet or exceed the 100% minimum NSFR requirement, with 100% of Group 1 banks and 96.4% of Group 2 banks at an NSFR of 90% or higher as of end-December 2016. This compares to 84.0% of Group 1 banks and 86.0% of Group 2 banks which met or exceeded the 100% minimum standard and 97.9% of Group 1 banks and 96.0% of Group 2 banks that had an NSFR 90% or higher in the end-June 2016 period.

The weighted average NSFR was 115.8% for Group 1 banks and 114.1% for Group 2 banks at end-December 2016 compared to 114.0% and 114.9% respectively, at end-June 2016. Graph 47 shows the distribution of results for Group 1 and Group 2 banks; the red line indicates the 100% minimum requirement, the black horizontal lines inside the boxes indicate the median for the respective bank group. Finally, the dots represent weighted averages.

[image: Net stable funding ratio]

Banks in the sample had a shortfall of stable funding32 at the 100% requirement of €80.9 billion at end-December 2016 compared to €143.4 billion at end-June 2016. This number is reflective only of the aggregate shortfall for banks that are below the 100% NSFR requirement and does not reflect any surplus stable funding at banks above the 100% requirement. For the 104 Group 1 banks in the sample, the shortfall, as described above, is €44.5 billion at end-December 2016 compared to €108.6 billion at end-June 2016. For the 83 Group 2 banks in the sample, the shortfall, as described above, is €36.5 billion at end-December 2016 compared to €34.8 billion at end-June 2016.

Stable funding sources

Deposits from retail and small business customers (ie “stable” and “less stable” deposits, as defined in the LCR) accounted for a significant portion of stable funding for banks in the sample, representing just under half of total weighted available stable funding for both Group 1 banks (46.8%) and Group 2 banks (47.1%). To a lesser degree, banks in the sample utilised funding from financial counterparties, which represented roughly 14.2% of total weighted available stable funding for Group 1 banks and 23.5% for Group 2 banks. By comparison, funding from non-financial corporate counterparties accounted for a greater proportion of total weighted available stable funding for Group 1 banks (14.5%) relative to Group 2 banks (5.9%).

[image: Aggregate available stable funding (ASF) by counterparty]

Funding requirements

The NSFR generally assumes short-dated (ie maturing in less than one year) and higher quality assets require a smaller proportion of stable funding relative to longer term and lower quality assets. Indeed, much of the stable funding requirement across all banks in the sample was the result of longer-term assets such as loans. Loans with longer terms, including mortgages, represented roughly half of the stable funding requirement across all banks (48.3% for Group 1 banks and 53.3% for Group 2 banks). By comparison, HQLA securities represented 4.5% of the total stable funding requirement for Group 1 banks and 3.3% for Group 2 banks.

[image: Aggregate required stable funding (RSF) by counterparty]

3.3     Liquidity Coverage Ratio and Net Stable Funding Ratio shortfalls over time

Graph 50 below displays the weighted average LCR, weighted average NSFR and shortfalls associated with each standard for a consistent sample of banks across reporting periods since end-December 2012.33 Given the different samples of banks, results for the end-June and end-December 2016 periods in this section may differ from the ones in Sections 3.1 and 3.2.

Group 1 banks that have reported LCR data for each of the reporting periods since end-December 2012 show ratios in recent periods that have increased from ratios reported in earlier periods. The weighted average LCR for these banks was 131.9% at end-December 2016. The ratio was 126.8% and 125.6% at end-June 2016 and end-December 2015, respectively, compared to 116.8% and 121.4% at end-June 2013 and end-December 2012, respectively. While Group 2 banks that have reported LCR data for each of the reporting periods since end-December 2012 show ratios that have trended lower for several periods, the weighted average LCR of 155.5% for these banks at end-December 2016 represents the highest ratio since the end-December 2012 reporting period. Additionally, the overall level of ratios for Group 2 banks remains higher than the level observed for Group 1 banks.

The graph also displays NSFRs since end-December 2012.34 Group 1 banks that have reported NSFR data for each of the reporting periods since end-December 2012 show ratios in recent periods that have increased from ratios reported in earlier periods. The weighted average NSFR was 115.5% at end-December 2016 and 114.0% at end-June 2016 and 114.1% at end-December 2015, compared to 99.9% and 99.7% at end-June 2013 and end-December 2012. Although Group 2 banks that have reported NSFR data for each of the reporting periods since end-December 2012 show a ratio at end-December 2016 which is higher than the one in end-June 2016, ratios have been increasing from end-December 2012 to end-December 2015. The weighted average NSFR for these banks was 115.4% at end-December 2016, 114.9% at end-June 2016 and 115.2% at end-December 2015, compared to 101.5% and 100.2% at end-June 2013 and end-December 2012.

The aggregate shortfall at the 100% LCR minimum requirement was €13.2 billion for Group 1 banks and €1.6 billion for Group 2 banks at end-December 2016. This compares to shortfalls of €24.0 billion for Group 1 banks and €3.1 billion for Group 2 banks at end-June 2016. While the shortfall observed for both bank groups increased slightly between end-June 2015 and end-December 2015 reporting periods, shortfalls observed in the current reporting period have strongly decreased since end-December 2015 (by €41.0 billion for Group 1 banks and by €5.6 billion for Group 2 banks, respectively).

The aggregate shortfall for Group 1 and Group 2 banks that do not meet the 100% NSFR requirement has generally declined for each of the respective standards since end-June 2012. The aggregate shortfall at the 100% NSFR minimum requirement was €29.5 billion for Group 1 banks and €20.8 billion for Group 2 banks at end-December 2016. This compares to shortfalls of €108.6 billion for Group 1 banks and €8.6 billion for Group 2 banks at end-June 2016, shortfalls of €180.2 billion and €8.2 billion at end-December 2015 and €1,666.6 billion and €136.5 billion at end-December 2012.

[image: LCR, NSFR and related shortfalls at a 100% minimum requirement]

Graph 51 displays the regional breakdown of the weighted average LCR and the weighted average NSFR35 for a consistent sample of Group 1 banks across reporting periods since end-December 2012. The weighted average LCR at end-December 2016 for each of the three regions was in excess of 120%. While Europe and the Americas had initially lower average LCRs compared with the rest of the world, the average LCRs of Europe and the rest of the world and, to a lesser degree, the Americas have tended to gradually converge. The regions with lower end-2012 average ratios saw important increases in particular between end-2012 and June 2014. Interestingly the rest of the world has had fluctuations in the LCR which has seen it drop to levels around 125% and back up to levels closer to 2012 at 136%.

The weighted average NSFR at end-December 2016 for Group 1 banks in each of the three regions was well in excess of 100%. Europe and the Americas at around 110% at end-2016 have lower average NSFRs compared with the rest of the world at 122.8%. NSFRs have improved in all three regions over the past four years, in particular in the Americas.

Graph 52 displays the share of banks, in a consistent sample, that meet the 100% minimum LCR and NSFR requirements. The share of Group 1 banks meeting both requirements has increased from 66.7% at end-December 2012 to 89.3% at end-December 2016, while the share of Group 2 banks meeting both requirements increased from 69.2% to 87.2% during the same period. The share of G-SIBs meeting both the LCR and NSFR 100% minimum requirements has increased from 58.3% to 100.0% during that period.

[image: LCR and NSFR by region]
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Graph 53 displays the weighted average LCR for a consistent sample of banks across reporting periods since end-December 2012, along with a breakdown of the period-to-period changes of the LCR into changes in HQLA and changes in net outflows. This decomposition shows that the increases in weighted average LCR for Group 1 banks, G-SIBs, and Group 2 banks is mainly driven by continuous increases in HQLA, partially offset by increases in net outflows.

[image: LCR and change in HQLA and net outflows]

Graph 54 provides a breakdown by region of the results in Graph 53 for Group 1 banks. It displays the weighted average LCR for Group 1 banks located in each of the three regions. This graph also displays a decomposition of period-to-period LCR changes into changes in HQLA and net outflows. This decomposition indicates in each of the three regions, changes in HQLA have been a slightly more important driver of changes in the weighted LCR, although both sources of changes have played a significant role.

[image: LCR and change in HQLA and net outflows, by region]

Graph 55 compares the trend in liquidity resources (ie HQLA and inflows) to outflows for a consistent sample of banks reporting LCR data since end-December 2012. This comparison displays the extent to which liquidity resources (ie HQLA and inflows) offset outflows for these banks. The balance of HQLA and inflows has exceeded the balance of outflows for all periods since end-December 2012 for both Group 1 and Group 2 banks. This difference reached €2.63 trillion and €0.14 trillion for Group 1 and Group 2 banks, respectively, at end-December 2016, which is the largest difference across all reporting periods since end-December 2012.

[image: High quality liquid assets and inflows versus outflows over time]

Graph 56 below depicts the percentage change in ASF and RSF over time. For all bank groups, there were significant positive changes in ASF of around 10 percentage points for the end-December 2013 reporting period and this led to increases in the NSFR across the board of also over 10 percentage points.

[image: NSFR and change in ASF and RSF]

Graph 57 illustrates a regional breakdown of the evolution of the weighted average NSFR and changes in ASF and RSF for Group 1 banks over time. For all regions, figures in 2013 reflect changes to the definition of the NSFR standard. The main impact of the definitional changes was an increase in ASF for most banks. For the rest of the world, the denominator has on average been increasing since 2014 to 2015 which led to a decrease in the NSFR, while in Europe the increase in NSFR is driven mainly by the decrease in the RSF. In the Americas, the change in ASF had experienced a downward trend from 2013 through 2015, but has increased over 2016. In general, and for most periods, the positive change in ASF exceeds the increase in RSF indicating that the NSFR ratio has increased.

[image: NSFR and change in ASF and RSF, by region]
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30The shortfall is incremental to any risk-based and leverage ratio shortfall discussed above.

31As with the end-June and end-December 2015 reporting periods, LCR analysis for the end-June 2016 reporting period reflects a sample that excludes all banks from one jurisdiction due to data quality limitations.

32The shortfall in stable funding measures the difference between balance sheet positions after the application of available stable funding factors and the application of required stable funding factors for banks where the former is less than the latter.

33Data for Graph 50 reflects only those banks reporting LCR and NSFR data for each reporting period since end-December 2012. LCR and NSFR samples are different.

34This graph depicts the NSFR as calculated under different versions of the NSFR framework (released in December 2010, January 2014 and October 2014, respectively). Calculations performed according to the final standard approved by the Committee in October 2014 start with the end-December 2014 reporting period. See Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Basel III: the net stable funding ratio, October 2014, www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d295.htm.

35This graph depicts the NSFR as calculated under different versions of the NSFR framework (released in December 2010, January 2014 and October 2014, respectively). Calculations performed according to the final standard approved by the Committee in October 2014 start with the end-December 2014 reporting period.
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Impact of the revised minimum capital requirements for market risk

This special feature analyses the impact of the revised minimum capital requirements for market risk for the end-December 2016 reporting date. The final revised market risk standard was published by the Committee in January 2016. QIS data for market risk represent best efforts and are less robust than in other areas of the QIS owing to the large number of trading positions at individual banks that require, and will require, numerous manual adjustments until systems reflecting the revised minimum capital requirements for market risk are available. The caveats with regard to data quality apply to both internal models and the revised standardised approaches.

Furthermore, although participating banks were instructed to treat trading desks currently subject to internal models as trading desks eligible for the internal models approach (IMA), the data ultimately reported and included in this analysis may reflect some banks’ judgement with regard to IMA eligibility for their trading desks. The ultimate determination of a bank’s eligibility to use the IMA for specific trading desks will depend on both the bank’s ability to model those trading desks and supervisory approval. Given that at the reporting date banks had not yet implemented the revised standard, they may have reported data based on the standardised approach for desks which will become subject to the IMA, or vice versa. Also, evidence from previous reforms to the market risk capital framework has shown that banks have progressively changed their overall trading book positions as a response to changes in capital requirements and the resulting impact has been lower than initial estimates.

A total of 89 banks from 20 countries, of which 71 Group 1 banks and 18 Group 2 banks, have provided data on the revised minimum requirements for market risk at the end-December 2016 reporting date (see Table B.6).

As of end-December 2016, the percentage increase of market risk minimum required capital (MRC) due to the revised market risk standard was significant, with a weighted average overall increase of 51.7%, 51.4% and 106.0% in market risk MRC for Group 1 banks, G-SIBs and Group 2 banks, respectively. As of end-June 2016, the percentage increase was higher, with a weighted average overall increase of 67.2%, 75.9% and 87.4% of current market risk MRC for Group 1 banks, G-SIBs and Group 2 banks, respectively. The left panel of Graph 1 shows a wide dispersion of the isolated impact of the revised market risk standard relative to current market risk MRC. The standardised approach for market risk appears to be a main driver of the large increases. Banks that reported an increase in market risk capital requirements above 100% applied the standardised approach to all or most of their trading book positions. Conversely, banks that reported decreases in MRC used the revised market risk standards’ internal model approach (IMA) for most or all of their positions.

A significant change in market risk MRC does not necessarily result in an equivalent effect on overall MRC, because the impact on overall MRC also depends on the share of market risk MRC relative to overall MRC. The impact on total MRC for Group 1 banks and G-SIBs is indeed more muted, with weighted average increases of 2.1% and 2.0%, respectively, at end-December 2016. The weighted average 1.8% increase in overall MRC for Group 2 banks is slightly lower than the respective increases seen for Group 1 banks in spite of the higher average standalone increase. As the sample size for Group 2 banks continues to be relatively small at 18 banks, these results should be interpreted with caution.

The right panel of Graph 1 shows a wide dispersion of the impact of the revised minimum capital requirements for market risk on overall MRC but in a different proportion and pattern than the impact relative to current market risk MRC. Generally, banks with less material trading book positions have in some instances reported significant increases in market risk capital requirements, but the relative impact of those changes on overall MRC may be relatively small. This means that banks with small trading books do not disproportionately influence the results relative to current overall MRC.

[image: Impact of revised minimum capital requirements for market risk on MRC]
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Impact of the revised securitisation framework

General overview securitisation framework

This special feature explores the impact of the revised securitisation framework.1 The main changes of the revised framework in comparison to the current framework are:

•Harmonisation of the treatment of banks operating under the standardised or IRB approaches;

•Adjustment of the hierarchy of approaches in order to avoid the mechanistic reliance on external ratings;

•Inclusion of additional risk drivers and better recognition of existing risk drivers;

•Introduction of preferential risk weights for simple, transparent and comparable (STC) securitisations; and

•Complete recalibration of all available approaches and increase of the risk weight floor from currently 7% to 10% and 15% for STC exposures and for non-STC exposures, respectively.

The revised framework provides banks with three approaches to calculate RWAs. However, in terms of the application of the approaches, a defined hierarchy has to be followed – the three approaches have to be applied in the following sequence:

•Securitisation Internal-Ratings Based Approach (SEC-IRBA);

•Securitisation External-Ratings Based Approach (SEC-ERBA);2

•Securitisation Standardised Approach (SEC-SA).

Data description

A total of 106 banks submitted data on securitisation exposures, which includes up to 75 Group 1 banks (of which 23 G-SIBs) and 31 Group 2 banks. The sample of Group 1 banks represents between 86.3 and 90.9% of total securitisation exposures of all Group 1 banks while the sample of Group 2 banks represents between 67.1 and 70.4% of total securitisation exposures of all Group 2 banks in the Basel III monitoring sample. The total securitisation exposures and RWA of all Group 1 banks were €1.4 trillion and €428.4 billion respectively, while total exposures and RWA for all Group 2 banks were €42.2 billion and €11.9 billion respectively.

Banks are included in the analyses below only to the extent that they were able to provide data of sufficient quality to complete the analysis. Accordingly, 18 banks have been excluded from certain sections of the analysis. This may imply that in that the results reported in the following sections should be based on different sample sizes.

Even for banks that were included in the sample, some data biases exist which might affect the results. Two significant sources of bias are:

•The classification of securitisations as being STC or non-STC. In light of the relatively recent publication of the STC criteria3 in July 2015, not all banks have a well-defined process in place to classify a securitisation exposure as STC. This has implied that 52 banks (59%) reported no STC exposures and nine banks (10%) reported all exposures as STC exposures. Given the larger number of banks which reported having no STC exposures, it is further possible that directionally, the share of STC-eligible securitisation exposures has been underestimated, leading to an overestimation of the capital increase under the final standards.

•Allocation of RWA under the current and revised frameworks. The risk-weighting approaches under the current and revised frameworks cannot be mapped nicely; the current framework includes four ratings-based approach look-up tables and two approaches for non-rated exposures, while the revised framework introduced a new hierarchy with the three different approaches (SEC-IRBA, SEC-ERBA and SEC-SA). In this regard, not all banks might have allocated the RWA under the current and revised frameworks in the same way, making direct comparison of the impact by approach impossible.

In both instances, quantification of the potential impact of the bias was not possible based on the data collected.

Further, it is worth noting that the exercise did not consider the Committee’s consultation to allow exposures to asset-backed commercial paper conduits to qualify for STC treatment. This means that depending on the outcome of the consultation, capital requirements stemming from the revised framework could be further reduced.

Overview of securitisation exposures

Share of securitisation exposures by role

For banks reporting information related to their role in the securitisation transactions, exposures arising from investor positions4 dominate, contributing 61% to the total exposure of €1.32 trillion – the remaining exposures are evenly split between originator and sponsor positions. The relative breakdown of a jurisdiction’s overall exposure according to the role of the bank differs significantly across jurisdictions, given the heterogeneity among securitisation markets and the different strategies applied by banks.

Share of securitisation exposures by STC/non-STC

One of the key changes of the revised securitisation framework was the introduction of the distinction between STC and non-STC exposures. For the monitoring exercise banks reported 20% of their exposures as STC-eligible (Graph 1). However, if the share of STC exposures is analysed on an individual bank level, the STC share fluctuates significantly and it can be observed that 59% of the number of banks reported all of their exposures as non-STC and only 22% reported a share of STC exposures of more than 50%. This is because several banks were not yet in the position to make a reasonable classification regarding the STC eligibility. The numbers are therefore subject to a level of data uncertainty. Overall it is reasonable to expect that the amount of STC exposures has been underestimated.

Share of securitisation exposures by approach

Another key change of the revised securitisation framework was the introduction of a new hierarchy with the three different approaches (SEC-IRBA, SEC-ERBA and SEC-SA) to calculate risk weights. In line with the hierarchy of approaches set out under the revised securitisation framework, most of the exposures (40%) are subject to the SEC-IRBA followed by the SEC-ERBA5 (37%) and the SEC-SA (23%) (Graph 1). However – similar to the situation of the share of STC exposures – analysing the contribution of the different approaches by jurisdiction or by role of the bank delivers a heterogeneous picture.

[image: Securitisation exposure amounts by approach]

The extent of the application of SEC-IRBA significantly depends on the role of the bank. Jurisdictions with a high proportion of originator positions also tend to have a high proportion of their exposures subject to the SEC-IRBA. Such an observation could be because for an originator it is possible to determine the necessary inputs to the SEC-IRBA (such as PDs and LGDs for the underlying exposures) as those exposure are coming from its own balance sheet – whereas an investor, in most cases, will not have sufficient information on the underlying assets to assess the PD and/or LGD.

Impact of the revised framework

Table 1 shows the securitisation exposures and the related RWA under the current and revised frameworks. The impact of the revised framework on total EAD is negligible – no significant change in total exposures was observed.6 However, a limited number of banks classified their securitisation exposures for the current framework according the Basel II standards. Therefore, some changes in exposure amounts are present as a result of the said reporting issue.

The impact of the revised framework on total RWA shows an increase of €196.4 billion, mainly driven by an increase of the RWA for non-STC exposures which contributes 82% to the overall securitisation exposures. This is mainly the result of the combined effect of the overall more conservative calibration of senior securitisation exposures including the introduction of a floor to the risk weight of 15% and the necessary reclassification of some exposures following the Committee’s decision to standardise the hierarchy of approaches.7

Further, the table shows a significant increase in the RWA for non-STC securitisation exposures across the different approaches (SEC-IRBA, SEC-ERBA and SEC-SA); this has to be read in light of the earlier explanation regarding data quality. It might be that several banks, while correctly calculating the RWA under the current and the revised frameworks, have incorrectly allocated them in the reporting template, making the direct comparison of the impact by approach impossible.

Lastly, the increase of €11.3 billion (175%) for STC RWA under the SEC-ERBA is mainly the result of inconsistent data reported by three banks. It is worth highlighting that for EU banks, when risk weighting the exposures that, according the national framework are currently deducted from Tier 1 capital, the result is a decrease in RWA of €3.5 billion.

[image: Total amounts and change of securitisation exposures and RWAs under the current national rules and the final standards]

The average RWA increase is 59%. Some countries show significant variations, mainly related to the differences in risk profiles of the participating banks. For example, for banks with a portfolio of highly rated securitisation exposures the RWA will increase significantly due to the increase of the risk weight floor. For example, for a AAA-rated securitisation exposure that does not qualify for STC treatment with a maturity of five years, the risk weight will increase from 7% to 20% which corresponds to a relative increase of 185%. On the other hand, banks holding a securitisation portfolio consisting mainly of sub-investment grade exposure might even experience a RWA decrease. Overall the observed results are in line with the objective of the revised securitisation framework to address the flaws of the Basel II securitisation framework, where highly-rated securitisation exposures had excessively low risk weights and low-rated securitisation exposures had excessively high risk weights.

Graph 2 shows that under the current framework the total average risk weight for STC exposures and non-STC exposures remains unchanged, which reflects the fact that the current framework does not have any preferential treatment for STC exposures. However, under the revised framework even if for both – STC and non-STC exposures – an increase can be observed, the increase for non-STC is significantly higher; this is in line with the objective to establish a preferential treatment for STC exposures.

[image: Average risk weight by approach]

Overall, the share of securitisation MRC in overall MRC is expected to increase by 0.9 percentage points from 1.8% to 2.7%.

1Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Revisions to the securitisation framework, amended to include the alternative capital treatment for “simple, transparent and comparable” securitisations, July 2016, www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d374.htm.

2National supervisors are provided with a national discretion to not implement the SEC-ERBA.

3Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, Criteria for identifying simple, transparent and comparable securitisations, July 2015, www.bis.org/bcbs/publ/d332.htm.

4The bank could assume three different roles: (i) originator that securitises assets from its own balance sheet, (ii) sponsor which securitise assets from balance sheet of its client, (iii) investor which buys third-party transactions.

5Including the Internal Assessment Approach.

6In order to have comparable data, each bank was requested under the exercise to classify their securitisation exposures following the revised framework also for its corresponding classification under the current framework.

7In addition, one bank, while calculating the securitisation RWA under the current framework, has reclassified part of its exposures as re-securitisation, which under the revised framework receives a higher risk weight.


Annex A: Basel III phase-in arrangements
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Annex B: Sample statistics and additional results

[image: Number of banks for which data have been provided]

[image: CET1 regulatory adjustments]

[image: CET1 regulatory adjustments]

[image: Share of banks meeting the fully phased-in Basel III leverage ratio before and after capital raising to meet the risk-based target Tier 1 ratio]

[image: Share of banks meeting the fully phased-in Basel III leverage ratio before and after capital raising to meet the risk-based target Tier 1 ratio]

[image: Number of banks for which data on the revised minimum capital requirements for market risk have been provided]


Annex C: Statistical Annex
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Capital raised during H2 2016

Full sample of banks, gross amounts, in billions of euros Table 3

Number of Number of CeT1 Add. Tier 2
banks banks that Tier 1
raised capital

Group 1 banks 105 62 246 309 347
Of which: AM 2 16 48 53 87
Of which: EU 37 23 174 96 143
Of which: RW 46 23 24 160 17
Of which: G-SIBs 30 23 195 141 234
Group 2 banks 88 32 55 08 23

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Average asset class size and MRC per exposure

In per cent Table 4
Group 1 Group 2
size Size MRC MRC per Size Size MRC MRC per
exposure exposure exposure exposure

Corporate 282 411 47 20.1 310 50
Sovereign 186 24 04 265 36 04
Bank 7.0 46 21 112 56 16
Retail 208 150 23 312 204 21
Equity 07 30 143 11 53 159
Purch. receivables 01 01 29 00 00 49
Securitisation 19 13 22 10 04 14
Related entities 01 08 226 00 00 01
Past-due items 01 01 91 06 17 93
Other assets 49 52 34 14 37 83
Not assigned® 35 62 57 67 90 44
CVA 142 19 04 02 11 150
Trading book CCR? 0.1 00

Market risk 38 23

Other trading book 01 00

Operational risk 137 81

Reg. difference® -23 03

Floor adjustment 23 69

Other* 03 05

Total 100.0 100.0 32 100.0 100.0 32

! The "not assigned" asset class only includes those exposures subject to partial use of the standardised approach which could not be
assigned to one of the other asset classes. 7 Counterparty credit risk in the trading book. * Includes shortfall (positive) or excess
(negative) of provisions over expected loss amounts for exposures subject to the IRB approach for credit risk as well as general
provisions (negative) for exposures subject to the standardised approach for credit risk to the extent they are recognised in Tier 2
capital. * Includes the reconciliation asset class and other Pillar 1 capital requirements.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Overview of results Table 1

30 June 2016 31 December 2016
Groupl = Ofwhich: Group2 = Groupl = Ofwhich: = Group2

G-SIBs G-SIBs
CET1 ratio (%) 119 11.8 134 123 123 134
Target capital shortfalls (€ bn); of which: 4.8 0.9 79 03 00 44
CET1 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00
Additional Tier 1 14 0.0 39 0.0 0.0 31
Tier 2 34 09 4.0 03 0.0 12

TLAC shortfall 2022 minimum (€ bn) 3182 3182 1164 1164
Leverage ratio (%) 56 56 5.6 5.8 5.8 55
LCR (%) 1264 125.6 1575 1314 1286 159.3
NSFR (%) 114.0 1164 1149 115.8 1173 1141

All data provided on a fully phased-in basis. See Section 1.1 for details on the scope of the exercise and Table A2 for the target level
capital requirements.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.






OPS/images/tab2.jpg
Aggregate capital ratios and (incremental) capital shortfalls

Table 2

Fully implemented

Basel Ill capital ratios,

Risk-based capital

Combined risk-based

requirement, in per cent shortfalls, capital and leverage
in per cent in billions of euros ratio shortfalls,
in billions of euros"
Min Target’  Transitional Fully Min Target? Min Target®
phased-in®
Group 1 banks
CET1 capital 45 7.0-95 126 123 00 00 00 00
Tier 1 capital® 60  85-110 138 134 00 00 00 00
Total capital® 80  105-130 163 153 00 03 00 03
sum 00 03 00 03
Of which: G-SIBs
CET1 capital 45 80-95 125 123 00 00 00 00
Tier 1 capital* 60  95-110 139 135 00 00 00 00
Total capital® 80  115-130 163 154 00 00 00 00
Sum 00 00 00 00
Group 2 banks
CET1 capital 45 70 140 134 00 00 00 00
Tier 1 capital® 60 85 146 139 00 11 20 31
Total capital® 80 105 167 156 00 12 00 12
sum 00 24 20 44

* The shortfall is calculated as the sum across individual banks where a shortfall is observed. The calculation includes all changes to RWA
(eg definition of capital, counterparty credit risk, trading book and securitisation in the banking book). The Tier 1 and total capital
shortfalls are incremental assuming that the higher-tier capital requirements are fully met. * The target level includes the capital
conservation buffer and the capital surcharges for 30 G-SIBs as applicable. > This is as agreed by the Basel Committee up to end-
2015. * The shortfalls presented in the Tier 1 capital row are additional Tier 1 capital shortfalls. * The shortfalls presented in the total
capital row are Tier 2 capital shortfalls

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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All G-SIBs and around 90% of Group 1 and Group 2 banks meet fully phased-in
liquidity coverage ratio and net stable funding ratio*

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks Graph 6
Liquidity coverage ratio® Net stable funding ratio

Per cent Per cent
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Group 1banks  Of which: G-SIBs  Group 2 banks Group 1 banks ~ Of which: G-SIBs ~ Group 2 banks

! The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the thin vertical lines show the range of the entire sample. * The sample is capped at 400%, meaning
that all banks with an LCR above 400% were set to 400%. The dots represent weighted averages. The horizontal lines represent the 70%
minimum (2016, blue dashed line), the 80% minimum (2017, red dashed line) and the 100% minimum (2019, red solid line).

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, See Table C.42 for underlying data and sample size.
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LCR, NSFR and related shortfalls at a 100% minimum requirement*

Consistent sample of banks, exchange rates as at the reporting dates Graph 50
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
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! As described in the text, the NSFR time series depicts data reflecting NSFR standard released in December 2010, January 2014 and
October 2015.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.48 for underlying data and sample size.
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LCR, NSFR and related shortfalls at a 100% minimum requirement continue to improve

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks," exchange rates as at the reporting dates Graph 7
LCR, NSFR and related shortfalls LCR and change in its determinants NSFR and change in its determinants
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! As described in Section 3.2, the NSFR time series depicts data reflecting NSFR standard released in December 2010, January 2014 and
October 2015.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.48, Table C.51 and Table C.54 for underlying data and sample size. Table C.49,
Table C.52 and Table C.55 provide additional regional breakdowns for Group 1 banks.
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* The regional grouping to which a country is assigned is included in brackets. AM denotes Americas, EU Europe and RW the rest of the
world.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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LCR and NSFR by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks Graph 51
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! As described in the text, the NSFR time series depicts data reflecting NSFR standard released in December 2010, January 2014 and
October 2015.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.49 for underlying data and sample size.
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! As described in the Section 3.2, the NSFR time series depicts data reflecting NSFR standard released in December 2010, January 2014 and

October 2015.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.49 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.50 for underlying data and sample size.
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Transitional Basel IIl CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios* Graph 9
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! The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the vertical lines generally show the range of the entire sample. In some cases, arrows at the top of the
vertical line indicate banks with capital ratios outside the range shown in the graph. The dots represent weighted averages.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.1 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C51 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.52 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.53 for underlying data and sample size.
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! As described in the text, the NSFR analysis is based on NSFR standard released in December 2010, January 2014 and October 2015.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.54 for underlying data and sample size.
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! As described in the text, the NSFR analysis is based on NSFR standard released in December 2010, January 2014 and October 2015,

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.55 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Table B.4

Target Tier 1 ratio binding
(<8.5% + G-SIB surcharge)?

Total after capital
raising to meet

Yes No Total target Tier 1 ratio
Leverage ratio Yes 00 00 00 00
binding (<3%)? No 00 1000 100.0 100.0

Total 00 1000 1000 1000

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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CET1 regulatory adjustments

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks, in per cent of CET1 capital prior to adjustments Table B2
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* DTAs are the deferred tax assets that are deducted in full under
differences, which are only deducted when they exceed a threshold).

separately exceed the 10% category thresholds but in the aggregate exceed the 15% basket threshold.

additional Tier 1 capital to the extent they exceed a bank's additional Tier 1 capital.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.

Basel IIl (je they exclude DTAs that are related to temporary
2 Excess above 15% pertains to significant investments in the
common shares of unconsolidated financial institutions, mortgage servicing rights, and DTAs due to timing differences that do not
? Other includes adjustments
related to investment in own shares, shortfall of provisions to expected losses, cash flow hedge reserves, cumulative changes in fair value
due to changes in own credit risk, net pension fund assets, securitisation gains on sale, mortgage servicing rights and deductions from
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CET1 regulatory adjustments

Consistent sample of Group 2 banks, in per cent of CET1 capital prior to adjustments Table B.3
5 = 3 2 2o 2
32 03 % oz % 82 :x oz oz
ES ¢ 5 e g £ §° O .
z = L o+ 5
H1 2011 57 -159 -38 -04 41 -44 -23 4.5 -352
H2 2011 57 -10.0 =37 -0.5 43 -23 -15 4.5 -26.6
H1 2012 57 -91 -33 -04 41 -24 -15 4.4 -25.0
H2 2012 57 -83 -32 -09 44 -24 =12 44 -249
H1 2013 57 -83 -31 -12 -4.4 -18 -12 -51 -25.0
H2 2013 57 6.6 -32 -0.7 -35 -04 -0.7 -5.5 -20.8
H1 2014 57 5.6 -3.0 -0.7 =21 0.0 -0.3 21 =13E)
H2 2014 57 4.7 =31 -1.0 -29 04 -0.5 =25 =G
H1 2015 57 43 29 -09 =27 0.2 -0.5 =20 =35
H2 2015 57 43 29 -11 =25 -0.1 -01 23 =iz
H1 2016 57 4.2 -3.2 -14 -21 0.0 -01 -21 =i
H2 2016 57 -40 -33 22 -3.0 -04 -04 -1.8 -149

* DTAs are the deferred tax assets that are deducted in full under BaselIIl (ie they exclude DTAs that are related to temporary
2 Excess above 15% pertains to significant investments in the
common shares of unconsolidated financial institutions, mortgage servicing rights and DTAs due to timing differences that do not
? Other includes adjustments
related to investment in own shares, shortfall of provisions to expected losses, cash flow hedge reserves, cumulative changes in fair value
due to changes in own credit risk, net pension fund assets, securitisation gains on sale, mortgage servicing rights and deductions from

differences, which are only deducted when they exceed a threshold).

separately exceed the 10% category thresholds but in the aggregate exceed the 15% basket threshold.

additional Tier 1 capital to the extent they exceed a bank's additional Tier 1 capital.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Structure of regulatory capital under transitional Basel Il rules®

Consistent sample of banks,” in per cent

Table C.19

H1 2011
H2 2011
H1 2012
H2 2012
H1 2013
H2 2013
H1 2014
H2 2014
H1 2015
H2 2015
H1 2016
H2 2016

Group 1 banks

Of which: G-SIBs

Group 2 banks

CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2 CET1 Add. Tier1  Tier2 CET1 Add. Tierl  Tier2
719 93 189 69.7 114 18.8 701 6.7 232
731 8.8 181 711 109 181 718 6.0 222
750 79 170 736 9.8 16.6 739 42 219
753 74 173 743 92 16.5 735 4.0 224
75.0 7.0 179 754 74 172 743 38 218
757 6.8 175 76.0 71 17.0 74.7 35 218
76.8 55 177 76.8 59 173 76.8 3.0 20.2
76.5 6.1 174 76.1 68 17.1 779 35 186
76.8 66 16.6 76.3 74 163 79.5 36 169
76.7 71 16.2 76.1 81 158 80.3 39 159
769 73 157 76.7 83 15.0 80.7 39 154
771 76 154 76.8 85 14.8 81.0 39 15.0

* Before the implementation of the Basel IIl framework, results have been calculated on the basis of the relevant national regulatory

frameworks in place at the reporting dates.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.

2 Group 1 includes 92 banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 58 banks.
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Capital raised externally, by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks, exchange rates as of 31 December 2016,
in billions of euros

Table C.18

H12011
H2 2011
H1 2012
H2 2012
H1 2013
H2 2013
H1 2014
H2 2014
H1 2015
H2 2015
H1 2016
H2 2016

Europe Americas Rest of the world

CET1 Add.Tierl  Tier2 CET1 Add.Tier1  Tier2 CET1 Add. Tier1  Tier2
212 14 9.1 99 31 39 38 0.0 00
142 34 11 52 14 51 88 0.1 10
213 0.0 33 54 31 89 18 0.0 16
150 13 6.7 37 33 8.6 105 16 00
149 0.0 87 57 55 37 44 21 00
224 111 203 35 63 72 4.7 31 11
250 26.5 247 5.0 117 18 28 20 185
75 148 120 34 99 163 86 220 240
77 148 266 44 164 143 9.6 136 6.7
101 107 226 3.0 6.2 125 78 159 16.5
4.6 91 216 71 97 139 11 84 96
174 77 13.0 43 38 87 24 15.1 117

! Europe includes 32 banks, the Americas include 20 banks and the rest of the world includes 39 banks. Source: Basel Committee on
Banking Supervision.
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Capital raised externally

Consistent sample of banks,* exchange rates as of 31 December 2016, in billions of euros Table C.17
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

CET1 Add. Tier1  Tier2 CET1 Add. Tier1  Tier 2 CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2
H12011 349 45 13.0 112 13 59 55 15 33
H2 2011 283 5.0 72 9.8 34 11 44 00 32
H12012 285 31 138 200 09 29 14 15 03
H2 2012 292 6.2 15.2 14.2 34 76 47 0.0 20
H12013 25.0 76 124 126 438 108 0.8 0.0 19
H2 2013 30.6 205 286 135 159 187 21 13 10
H1 2014 328 402 45.0 175 28.0 163 49 14 16
H2 2014 194 467 524 63 427 39.2 35 10 05
H1 2015 217 447 476 124 359 374 17 03 16
H2 2015 208 328 51.6 113 269 349 0.8 0.6 20
H1 2016 127 272 451 79 16.0 221 32 1.0 17
H2 2016 241 26.6 334 19.5 123 223 2.7 0.6 20

* Group 1 includes 91 banks, G-SIB includes 29 banks and Group 2 includes 55 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Profits, dividends and dividend payout ratio’, by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks, exchange rates as of 31 December 2016,

in billions of euros Table C.16
Europe Americas Rest of the world
Profit Common  Dividend Profit Common  Dividend Profit Common  Dividend
after tax share payout | after tax share payout | after tax share payout
dividend  ratio (%) dividend  ratio (%) dividend  ratio (%)
H1 2011 539 163 373 89 551 335
H2 2011 83 5.8 355 454 95 223 65.6 185 431
H1 2012 385 125 46.6 112 56.6 36.9
H2 2012 9.7 74 414 479 123 248 1129 104 279
H1 2013 504 16.7 59.0 124 69.2 493
H2 2013 -0.5 51 438 50.8 134 236 96.2 111 36.5
H1 2014 398 219 472 140 727 520
H2 2014 372 10.6 423 55.6 156 289 100.5 191 410
H1 2015 56.2 16.2 69.9 163 95.7 574
H2 2015 420 133 30.0 61.9 174 255 104.5 179 376
H1 2016 456 23.0 614 171 85.7 529
H2 2016 26.1 78 429 749 21.0 279 93.2 17.1 39.1

* The dividend payout ratio is calculated based on profits after tax and common share dividends for a full calendar year to improve
comparability across countries with different dividend payment patterns. 2 Europe includes 32 banks, the Americas include 20 banks
and the rest of the world includes 39 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Fully phased-in Basel III capital ratios continue to increase

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks Graph 1
CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios" Determinants of changes Tier 1 ratios by region2
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15 15 15
10 10
5 5
0 0
Cr e B S e b e b b 1S
4 N m ot 1 o T T T ) 48 Mm% 0
2 3 3 3 2 2 = 8 2 3 5 2 =3 23 3 3 3
3 2 % 8 3 S S 5 8 8 & g 3 3 & &8 & B8
] 1 ] ] ] R & & ]/ /& | R ] 8 R /& R’ R
. CET1 — Tier 1 capital ratio — Europe
W Tier 1 W Change in Tier 1 —— Americas
~ Total I Change in RWA ~— Rest of the world

! The solid lines depict the relevant minimums, the dotted lines the minimums plus the capital conservation buffer. See Table A2 for the
relevant levels. ? See Table B.1 for the composition of the regions.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.5, Table C.6 and Table C.7 for underlying data and sample size.
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Analysis of share of MRC by asset class* according to current rules shows increase
in operational risk MRC and decrease in credit risk MRC

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks Graph 2
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* The category “other” includes capital requirements for other assets; the current Basel I-based output floor; Pillar 1 capital requirements in
member countries for risks not covered by the Basel framework; reconciliation differences; and additional capital requirements due to
regulatory calculation differences and general provisions. The latter item can lead to negative capital requirements in cases where there is
an excess in provisions which can be recognised in a bank's Tier 2 capital. Furthermore, for banks which apply the standardised approach,
general provisions may to some extent be recognised as Tier 2 capital; consequently, MRC is reduced by this amount. The term
“reconciliation differences" refers to the difference between MRC reported at the entire bank level and the sum of MRC reported for the
individual portfolios. Exposures subject to partial use of the standardised approach for credit risk which cannot be assigned to a specific
portfolio, as well as past-due items under the standardised approach, are listed separately as “partial use.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.21 for underlying data and sample size.
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Fully phased-in Basel IIl leverage ratios continue to increase

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks Graph 3
Leverage ratios and their determinants Leverage ratios by region
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.36 and Table C.37 for underlying data and sample size.
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Fully phased-in regulatory capital increased by 75.9% since 2011

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks, exchange rates as of 31 December 2016 Graph 4
Level of capital Change in CET1 by region Profits, dividends and CET1 capital
raised externally
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.11, Table C.15 and Table C.17 for underlying data and sample size. Table C.12,
Table C.16 and Table C.18 provide an additional regional breakdown for Group 1 banks.
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Since 2011, European banks raised 60% of the CET1 capital raised by the Group 1
bank sample but only generated 20% of the profits after tax

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks, exchange rates as of 31 December 2016 Graph 5
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The dividend payout ratio is calculated as common share dividends divided by profits after tax, both for a full calendar year to improve
comparability across countries with different dividend payment patterns.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.16 and Table C.18 for underlying data and sample size.
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Tier 1 capital, RWA, leverage ratio exposure and accounting total assets®

Consistent sample of banks, exchange rates as of 31 December 2016 Graph 40
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
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! Tier 1 capital, RWA and leverage ratio exposure assume full implementation of Basel Ill. Note that the data points for H1 2013 use an
approximation for the 2014 definition of the Basel Il leverage ratio exposure where gross instead of adjusted gross securities financing

transaction values are used.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.38 for underlying data and sample size.
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Fully phased-in Basel IIl Tier 1 risk-based capital and leverage ratios

Consistent sample of banks, in per cent Graph 41
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Share of banks bound by the different constraints

Fully phased-in Basel III, consistent sample of banks Graph 42
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.39, Table C40 and Table C:41 for underlying data and sample size.
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Distribution of incremental TLAC surplus and shortfall*

Fully phased-in Basel Il Graph 43
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! Surplus is indicated as positive and shortfall as negative.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Liquidity Coverage Ratio Graph 44
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* The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the thin vertical lines show the range of the entire sample. The sample is capped at 400%, meaning that
all banks with an LCR above 400% were set to 400%. The dots represent weighted averages. The horizontal lines represent the 70%
minimum (2016, blue dashed line), the 80% minimum (2017, red dashed line) and the 100% minimum (2019, red solid line).

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.42 for underlying data and sample size.
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Composition of holdings of eligible liquid assets Graph 45
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.43 and Table C.44 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.45 for underlying data and sample size.
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Level of capital after full phasing in of Basel Il standards

Consistent sample of banks," exchange rates as of 31 December 2016, in billions of euros Table C11
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

CET1 Add.Tier1  Tier2 CET1 Add. Tier1  Tier 2 CET1 Add.Tier1  Tier2
H12011 2,125 90 386 1,469 77 299 111 7 31
H2 2011 2,250 80 382 1,551 65 290 113 8 31
H1 2012 2,451 74 345 1,700 60 263 118 12 25
H2 2012 2,589 68 357 1,796 53 265 118 9 23
H12013 2,723 70 387 1,884 54 295 118 10 26
H2 2013 2913 88 399 2,022 70 283 137 10 27
H1 2014 3,090 131 391 2,142 106 255 158 4 28
H2 2014 3228 179 446 2,246 150 313 159 5 22
H1 2015 3,404 222 490 2,361 184 349 174 6 22
H2 2015 3,523 260 523 2434 214 375 179 6 24
H1 2016 3628 290 541 2,506 230 370 181 7 26
H2 2016 3,738 347 574 2,574 268 398 177 8 26

¥ Group 1 includes 92 banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 58 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Net stable funding ratio* Graph 47
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* The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the thin vertical ines show the range of the entire sample. The dots represent weighted averages. NSFRs
above 200% are not shown in the graph. The red line is set at 100% (minimum NSFR level).

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.42 for underlying data and sample size
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Estimated capital shortfalls at the target level

Fully phased-in Basel IIl standards, sample and exchange rates as at the reporting dates,

in billions of euros Table C.10
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

52 . oo oo EY o oo on Bf n omo ow

E2 § 2F &g E3 B TE EF E32 B 2E g

R E zZ%
H1 2011 107 4856 2217 2236 30 4259 1632 1588 104 324 164 112
H2 2011 107 3841 2265 2324 30 3439 1736 1625 102 217 117 82
H1 2012 106 1979 1971 2244 30 1752 1593 1517 99 16.0 73 116
H2 2012 106 1150 1592 1717 30 97.5 1283 1120 110 255 7.0 14.2
H12013 107 57.5 104.5 1439 30 418 84.8 951 | 113 277 75 121
H2 2013 107 151 488 954 30 118 417 625 108 94 69 83
H1 2014 103 39 186 7838 30 39 143 646 109 21 57 57
H2 2014 103 00 65 39.7 30 0.0 38 296 103 15 59 55
H1 2015 105 00 29 130 30 0.0 0.0 116 109 02 29 56
H2 2015 105 0.0 33 52 30 00 00 18 107 0.2 15 4.7
H1 2016 105 0.0 14 34 30 00 00 09 100 0.0 10 4.0
H2 2016 105 0.0 00 03 30 00 00 00 89 0.0 11 12

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.






OPS/images/gra48.jpg
Aggregate available stable funding (ASF) by counterparty Graph 48
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.46 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.47 for underlying data and sample size.
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Profits, dividends and dividend payout ratio

Consistent sample of banks,” exchange rates as of 31 December 2016, in billions of euros Table C15
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
profit Common  Dividend Profit Common  Dividend Profit Common  Dividend
ot Share  payout %0 share payout | P share  payout
dividend  ratio (%) dividend  ratio (%) dividend  ratio (%)
H1 2011 146.3 58.7 919 416 6.2 14
H2 2011 1193 338 348 812 175 341 0.8 13 384
H1 2012 1417 60.6 90.0 413 46 14
H2 2012 1704 301 29.0 106.8 13.0 276 13 13 447
H1 2013 1786 784 1155 54.7 52 16
H2 2013 146.6 296 332 94.0 128 322 47 1.0 264
H1 2014 159.6 879 95.1 64.1 6.7 18
H2 2014 1933 453 377 1240 198 383 37 0.8 25.8
H1 2015 2219 89.8 149.8 60.8 85 23
H2 2015 208.5 486 322 136.7 224 29.0 9.6 13 196
H1 2016 1927 93.0 1319 63.3 34 25
H2 2016 194.2 458 359 1164 18.0 32.8 38 19 62.0

* The dividend payout ratio is calculated based on profits after tax and common share dividends for a full calendar year to improve
comparabilty across countries with different dividend payment pattems.  Group 1 includes 91 banks, G-SIB includes 29 banks and
Group 2 includes 55 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Evolution of fully phased-in Basel III capital

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks," June 2011 = 100 Table C.14
Europe Americas Rest of the world

CET1 Add.Tier1 — Tier2 CET1 Add. Tier1  Tier2 CET1 Add. Tier1  Tier2
H12011 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
H2 2011 105.7 105.2 96.9 1190 90.0 107.3 1197 1510 1309
H1 2012 1168 841 889 1324 90.1 95.9 1314 1229 1357
H2 2012 1177 57.0 1164 1358 88.8 85.4 1411 87.8 1310
H12013 1234 53.0 1484 1371 922 76.1 1453 1011 1582
H2 2013 130.7 90.2 165.0 1390 98.2 65.0 146.6 1458 164.0
H1 2014 1389 2138 189.3 147.7 1303 58.6 154.9 1883 1334
H2 2014 1434 279.0 1835 169.8 169.9 69.4 180.3 547.5 2532
H1 2015 1529 3494 2154 1915 2237 76.9 207.8 8277 300.7
H2 2015 1529 4296 2242 1974 2422 82.0 213.6 1,057.9 317.7
H1 2016 153.0 4594 2353 204.8 2618 894 2177 1,206.0 2941
H2 2016 156.6 640.2 2679 2142 2843 90.2 2343 1,486.9 304.4

? Europe includes 33 banks, the Americas include 19 banks and the rest of the world includes 40 banks. Source: Basel Committee on
Banking Supervision,
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Basel Il phase-in arrangements

Shading indicates transition periods - all dates are as of 1 January. Table A1
2016 2017 2018 As of 2019
Parallel run until 1
Leverage ratio Jan 2017 Migration to
g Disclosure started Pillar 1
1Jan 2015
Minimum CET1 ratio 45% 45% 45% 45%
Capital conservation buffer 0625% 125% 1875% 250%
G-SIB surcharge Phase-in 10%-2.5%
Minimum common equity plus capital s 125% 575% 6375% 0%

conservation buffer

Phase-in of deductions from CET1
(including amounts exceeding the limit 60% 80% 100% 100%
for DTAs, MSRs and financials)

Minimum Tier 1 capital 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0%
Minimum total capital 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%

Minimum total capital plus capital

: 8.625% 9.25% 9.875% 10.5%
conservation buffer
Capital instruments that no longer qualify Phased out over 10 year horizon beginning 2013
as Tier 1 capital or Tier 2 capital
Liquidity coverage ratio 70% 80% 90% 100%
Introduce
Net stable funding ratio minimum

standard
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Evolution of fully phased-in Basel III capital

Consistent sample of banks,! June 2011 = 100 Table C.13
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2 CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2 CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2
H12011 1000 1000 100.0 100.0 1000 1000 100.0 1000 1000
H2 2011 1142 99.2 1074 1155 92.7 106.7 103.6 1201 1023
H1 2012 126.0 91.2 99.5 1286 87.2 99.4 1100 1757 80.8
H2 2012 1309 80.2 102.2 1327 723 99.1 108.2 1374 752
H1 2013 1349 824 1116 1387 73.8 1131 105.2 149.0 824
H2 2013 1387 100.1 1119 1431 92.7 105.0 1187 149.5 85.8
H1 2014 1471 157.6 1119 1514 146.5 96.7 1388 65.5 88.2
H2 2014 163.7 2309 1333 1720 2270 1275 1414 812 714
H1 2015 1829 308.1 154.6 1934 3013 1522 158.1 98.8 736
H2 2015 186.5 360.9 162.6 1980 3516 162.2 160.3 96.0 783
H1 2016 189.8 394.0 166.7 2002 370.2 157.0 161.5 103.8 837
H2 2016 199.7 480.7 179.2 2102 4416 171.0 159.7 1205 85.1

* Group 1 includes 92 banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 58 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Minimum and target risk-based capital and leverage ratio requirements

Fully phased-in Basel IIl, in per cent Table A2
Fully implemented risk-based requirement Fully implemented leverage ratio requirement
Minimum Targetnon-  Target G-SIBs Minimum and target
G-SIBs
CET1 capital 45 70 7.0-95
Tier 1 capital® 60 85 8.5-11.0 3.0

Total capital® 80 105 10.5-13.0
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Level of capital after full phasing in of Basel IIl standards

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks, exchange rates as of 31 December 2016,

in billions of euros Table C.12
Europe Americas Rest of the world

CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2 CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2 CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2
H1 2011 715 19 104 453 47 169 703 6 47
H2 2011 756 20 100 539 42 182 841 9 62
H1 2012 835 16 92 599 42 163 923 7 64
H2 2012 842 11 121 615 41 145 992 5 62
H1 2013 883 10 154 621 43 129 1,021 6 74
H2 2013 935 17 171 629 46 110 1,031 9 77
H1 2014 994 41 196 669 61 99 1,089 1 63
H2 2014 1,026 54 190 769 79 118 1,268 33 119
H1 2015 1,094 68 223 867 104 130 1,461 50 141
H2 2015 1,094 83 232 894 113 139 1,502 64 149
H1 2016 1,095 89 244 927 122 151 1530 73 138
H2 2016 1121 124 278 970 133 153 1,647 90 143

* Europe includes 33 banks, the Americas include 19 banks and the rest of the world includes 40 banks. Source: Basel Committee on
Banking Supervision.
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! The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the vertical lines generally show the range of the entire sample. The dots represent weighted averages.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.24 for underlying data and sample size.
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! The median value s represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the vertical lines generally show the range of the entire sample. The dots represent weighted averages.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.25 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.26 for underlying data and sample size.
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The upper and lower end points of the vertical lines generally show the range of the entire sample. The dots represent weighted averages.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.27 and Table C.28 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.29, Table C.30 and Table C.31 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.32 for underlying data and sample size.
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! The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the vertical lines generally show the range of the entire sample. The dots represent weighted
averages. * Some banks started reporting operational risk RWAs under the Basic Indicator Approach in 2013 and eventually migrated to
the Standardised Approach in 2014. This change increased the reported MRC in the sample by about 19%. Without this change, the overall
capital increase would be around 100% instead of 138% and the share of AMA banks would increase up to about 80% in 2016.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.33 and Table C.34 for underlying data and sample size.
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The upper and lower end points of the vertical lines generally show the range of the entire sample. Banks with Basel II leverage ratios above
12% are included in the calculation but are not shown in the graph. The dots represent weighted averages. The blue line is set at 3%
(minimum leverage ratio level).

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.35 for underlying data.
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! Note that the data points for H1 2013 use an approximation for the final definition of the Basel Il leverage ratio exposure where gross
instead of adjusted gross securities financing transaction values are used.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.36 for underlying data and sample size.
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* Note that the data points for H1 2013 use an approximation for the final definition of the Basel Il leverage ratio exposure where gross

instead of adjusted gross securities financing transaction values are used.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.37 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.11 for underlying data and sample size. Table C.12 provides an additional
regional breakdown for Group 1 banks.
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LCR outflows and inflows (post-factor) as a percentage of balance sheet liabilities Table 7
Category Group 1 of which:  Group 2
G-SIBs
Outflows to...
Unsecured retail and small business customers 25 26 28
Unsecured non-financial corporates 49 53 20
Unsecured sovereign, central bank, public sector entities (PSEs) and multilateral 1.0 11 0.8
development banks (MDBs)
Unsecured financial institutions and other legal entities 51 51 25
Other unsecured wholesale funding incl. unsecured debt issuance 10 09 04
Secured funding and collateral swaps 18 24 02
Collateral, securitisations and own debt 07 08 06
Credit and liquidity facilities 20 21 08
Other contractual and contingent cash outflows including derivative payables 29 32 18
Total outflows’ 214 231 114
Inflows from...
Financial institutions 19 19 08
Retail and small business customers, non-financial corporates, central banks and 13 13 19
other entities
Secured lending and collateral swaps 20 25 03
Other cash inflows including derivative receivables 11 11 04
Total inflows™ 6.3 6.8 3.2

! May contain rounding differences. 2 The 75% cap is only applied to the “total inflow” category, which leads the sum of the individual
inflow categories for Group 2 banks to exceed the total inflow contribution on account of banks that report inflows that exceeded the

cap.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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! The strong percentage increases in additional Tier 1 capital are driven by the low absolute levels in 2011, in particular for the rest of the

world region.
Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.14 for underlying data and sample size.
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! The dividend payout ratio is calculated as common share dividends divided by profits after ta, both for a full calendar year to improve
comparability across countries with different dividend payment patterns.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.15 and Table C.17 for underlying data and sample size.
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Share of banks meeting the fully phased-in Basel III leverage ratio before and
after capital raising to meet the risk-based target Tier 1 ratio

In per cent Table 5

Target Tier 1 ratio binding

Total after capital
(<8.5% + G-SIB surcharge)?

raising to meet

Yes No Total target Tier 1 ratio
Leverage ratio Yes 00 16 16 16
binding (<3%)? No 10 974 984 974

Total 10 990 1000 990

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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 The dividend payout ratio is calculated as common share dividends divided by profits after tax, both for a full calendar year to improve
comparability across countries with different dividend payment patterns.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.16 and Table C.18 for underlying data and sample size.






OPS/images/tab6.jpg
Total number of banks by group and accounting treatment Table 6

Settlement date accounting Trade date accounting Trade date accounting with
without netting netting®
Group 1 28 42 18
Group 2 43 26 6
Total 71 68 24

* Four out of the 24 banks that have reported using trade date accounting with netting have also reported to be IFRS banks, which may
imply application of conditional netting under IFRS (see IAS 32) despite instructions for the reporting of this item to not reference such
conditional netting.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.17 for underlying data and sample size. Table C.18 provides an additional
regional breakdown for Group 1 banks.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.19 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.20 for underlying data and sample size.
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* The category "other” includes capital requirements for other assets; the current Basel I-based output floor; Pillar 1 capital requirements in
member countries for risks not covered by the Basel framework; reconciliation differences; and additional capital requirements due to
regulatory calculation differences and general provisions. The latter item can lead to negative capital requirements in cases where there is
an excess in provisions which can be recognised in a bank's Tier 2 capital. Furthermore, for banks which apply the standardised approach,
general provisions may to some extent be recognised as Tier 2 capital; consequently, MRC is reduced by this amount. The term
“reconciliation differences” refers to the difference between MRC reported at the entire bank level and the sum of MRC reported for the
individual portfolios. Exposures subject to partial use of the standardised approach for credit risk which cannot be assigned to a specific
portfolio, as well as past-due items under the standardised approach, are listed separately as “partial use”.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.21 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.22 for underlying data and sample size,
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! The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the vertical lines generally show the range of the entire sample. The dots represent weighted averages.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.23 for underlying data and sample size.
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LCR and NSFR, by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks," in per cent Table C.49
Europe Americas Rest of the world
LCR NSFR LCR NSFR LCR NSFR
2012 H2 108.9 95.7 106.9 89.5 1386 1094
2013 H1 1039 96.7 1107 899 1291 1085
2013 H2 109.5 1015 1143 102.1 1321 1288
2014 H1 1153 1023 1212 103.6 1294 1245
2014 H2 126.5 1021 1249 1114 1264 1211
2015 H1 1249 104.2 1184 1105 126.2 1201
2015 H2 1305 106.4 1209 1121 1254 1221
2016 H1 130.6 107.1 1252 109.7 125.6 1223
2016 H2 1337 109.5 122.7 110.6 135.6 122.8

1 For LCR Europe includes 27 banks, the Americas include 18 banks and the rest of the world includes 42 banks. For NSFR Europe
includes 32 banks, the Americas include 18 banks and the rest of the world includes 41 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Share of banks bound by the different constraints

Fully phased-in Basel Il consistent sample of G-SIBs Table C.40

Risk-based Risk-based Risk-based Risk-based Leverage ratio None

Tier L minimum  Tier1minimum  Tierltarget  Tier 1 target only
and leverage only and leverage only

2011 H1 300 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0 200
2011 H2 233 0.0 0.0 533 0.0 233
2012 H1 16.7 0.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 233
2012 H2 6.7 0.0 0.0 633 0.0 300
2013 H1 33 0.0 0.0 56.7 0.0 40.0
2013 H2 0.0 0.0 00 333 0.0 66.7
2014 H1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100 0.0 90.0
2014 H2 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 933
2015 H1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
2015 H2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
2016 H1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
2016 H2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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! The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the vertical lines generally show the range of the entire sample. In some cases, arrows at the top of the
vertical line indicate banks with capital ratios outside the range shown in the graph. The dots represent weighted averages.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.2 for underlying data and sample size.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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! Before the implementation of the Basel Il framework, results have been calculated on the basis of the relevant national regulatory
frameworks in place at the reporting dates.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.3 for underlying data and sample size.
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! Before the implementation of the Basel Il framework, results have been calculated on the basis of the relevant national regulatory

frameworks in place at the reporting dates.
Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.4 for underlying data and sample size.
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Composition of holdings of level 2A and 2B assets

In per cent Table C.44
Group 1banks  Of which: G-SIBs ~ Group 2 banks

Level 2A 20% risk weight sovereigns, central banks and PSEs 735 717 292
Level 2A non-financial corporate bonds (AA- or better) 98 97 41
Level 2A covered bonds (AA- or better) 69 47 408
Level 2B residential mortgage-backed securities 0.5 04 78
Level 2B non-financial corporate bonds (BBB- to A+) 37 31 79
Level 2B non-financial common equity shares 5.0 4.1 77
Level 2B sovereign or central bank debt securities 0.6 03 24
(BBB- to BBB+)

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.5 for underlying data and sample size.
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In per cent

Table C43

Level 1 cash and withdrawable central banks reserves
Level 1 non-zero risk weight

Level 1 zero risk weight

Level 2A

Level 2B

Total

Group 1 banks

Of which: G-SIBs

Group 2 banks

423
25
408
130
14
100.0

424
15
40.1
148
13
100.0

345
188
409
42
15
100.0

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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! Before the implementation of the Basel Ill framework, results have been calculated on the basis of the relevant national regulatory

frameworks in place at the reporting dates.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.6 for underlying data and sample size.
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Liquidity coverage ratio and net stable funding ratio

In per cent Table C.42
Liquidity coverage ratio Net stable funding ratio
Groupl  Ofwhich:G-SIBs  Group 2 Groupl  Of which:G-SIBs  Group 2
Max 4588 1742 13345 1599 1416 4475
75th percentile 1416 1396 204.2 1203 1207 1302
Median 1276 1252 1515 1129 1130 1209
25th percentile 1177 1216 1249 106.1 104.9 1084
Min 842 1123 772 907 1009 875
Weighted average 1314 1286 1593 1158 1173 1141

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.7 for underlying data and sample size.
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Share of banks bound by the different constraints

Fully phased-in Basel III, consistent sample of Group 2 banks Table C41

Risk-based Risk-based Risk-based Risk-based Leverage ratio None

Tier L minimum  Tier L minimum  Tier Ltarget  Tier 1 target only
and leverage only and leverage only

2011 H1 127 18 0.0 382 00 473
2011 H2 164 18 0.0 309 00 50.9
2012 H1 73 18 00 40.0 0.0 509
2012 H2 91 18 00 29.1 0.0 60.0
2013 H1 91 18 00 29.1 0.0 60.0
2013 H2 73 18 00 236 0.0 67.3
2014 H1 18 0.0 0.0 20.0 00 782
2014 H2 18 0.0 0.0 18.2 00 80.0
2015 H1 00 0.0 0.0 127 00 87.3
2015 H2 00 0.0 0.0 145 00 85.5
2016 H1 00 0.0 0.0 91 00 909
2016 H2 00 0.0 0.0 55 00 94.5

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Fully phased-in Basel IIl Tier 1 capital ratios and changes in RWA and Tier 1
capital, by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks Graph 17
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Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.8 for underlying data and sample size.
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LCR, NSFR and shortfalls at a 100% minimum requirement

Consistent sample of banks," exchange rates as at the reporting dates Table C.48
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
Ratio (%) Shortfall (€ bn) Ratio (%) Shortfall (€ bn) Ratio (%) Shortfall (€ bn)
LCR

H2 2012 1214 430.6 1268 156.5 1453 96
H1 2013 116.8 4014 1228 104.8 149.2 104
H2 2013 1205 2784 126.0 444 1428 157
H1 2014 1231 2196 1271 163 1435 142
H2 2014 126.0 88.8 1276 00 139.0 180
H1 2015 1239 477 1239 57 13838 54
H2 2015 125.6 54.2 1241 00 1486 72
H1 2016 126.8 240 1257 00 1533 31
H2 2016 1319 132 1289 00 155.5 16
NSFR

H2 2012 99.7 1,666.6 1018 926.4 100.2 136.5
H12013 99.9 1579.0 1028 866.3 1015 1195
H2 2013 1113 634.6 1143 3618 1126 250
H1 2014 1108 483.2 1137 2541 1126 307
H2 2014 1115 4295 1141 2418 1129 428
H1 2015 1121 3341 1149 187.6 1136 273
H2 2015 1141 180.2 1169 782 1152 82
H1 2016 1140 108.6 1165 273 1149 86
H2 2016 1155 295 117.3 00 1154 20.8

! Consistent sample across periods; for LCR, Group 1 includes 87 banks, G-SIBs include 25 banks and Group 2 includes 43 banks; for
NSFR, Group 1 includes 91 banks, G-SIBs include 26 banks and Group 2 includes 55 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Estimated capital shortfalls at the minimum level®

Fully phased-in Basel III, sample and exchange rates as at the reporting dates Graph 18
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
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! The height of each bar shows the aggregated capital shortfall considering requirements for each tier (ie CET1, Tier 1 and total) of capital.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.9 for underlying data and sample size.
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Aggregate required stable funding (RSF) by category

In trillions of euros

Table C47

Cash and central banks reserves
Loans to financial institutions
HQLA

All residential mortgages
Loans, < 1 year

Other loans, > 1 year, risk weight
<35%

Loans, risk weights > 35%
Derivative

All other assets

Off balance sheet

Total

Group 1 banks

Of which: G-SIBs

Group 2 banks

Unweighted ~ Weighted = Unweighted ~Weighted = Unweighted ~Weighted
RSF RSF RSF RSF RSF RSF
69 00 4.9 00 02 00
7.0 21 4.8 14 04 02
98 15 6.5 10 06 01
73 52 38 27 09 07
75 38 4.9 25 05 02
13 09 06 04 03 02
119 100 72 6.1 08 07
19 10 14 07 01 00
95 82 64 55 09 08
05 03 00
63.0 333 405 20.7 4.7 30

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Estimated capital shortfalls at the target level*

Fully phased-in Basel IIl, sample and exchange rates as at the reporting dates Graph 19
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* The height of each bar shows the aggregated capital shortfall considering requirements for each tier (ie CETL, Tier 1 and total) of capital.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, See Table C.10 for underlying data and sample size.
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Aggregate available stable funding (ASF) by counterparty

In trillions of euros Table C.46
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
Unweighted ~ Weighted = Unweighted ~ Weighted | Unweighted ~ Weighted
Capital 56 56 37 37 03 03
Retail and small business 196 180 124 114 17 16
Non-financial corporates 110 56 76 39 03 02
Central banks 15 05 10 04 02 02
Sovereigns/PSEs/MDBs/NDBs 27 16 17 10 02 01
Financials (other legal entities) 153 55 90 29 13 08
Other liabilities 63 16 43 10 05 02
Total 620 385 397 242 46 34

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Comparison of pool of high-quality liquid assets to outflows and cap

In trillions of euros Table C45
Total liquid assets and inflows Group 1 Of which: G-SIBs Group 2
Level 1 assets 9.95 6.80 048
Level 2A assets (post-factor) 151 120 0.02
Level 2B assets (post-factor) 0.16 010 0.01
Inflows (post-factor, after cap) 373 261 012
Total 1535 1072 0.63
Outflows and impact of cap

Outflows (post-factor) 12,69 8.92 044
Cap on Level 2 assets 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cap on Level 2B assets 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 12,69 8.92 044

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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LCR and change in HQLA and net outflows

Consistent sample of banks," in per cent Table C.51
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
Change Change Change

LCR HQLA  Net outflows LCR HQLA  Net outflows LCR HQLA  Net outflows
H2 2012 1214 126.8 1453
H1 2013 1168 -22 17 1228 -17 14 149.2 02 -24
H2 2013 120.5 03 -29 126.0 02 24 142.8 -36 07
H1 2014 1231 54 32 1271 59 5.0 1435 85 8.0
H2 2014 126.0 129 103 1276 122 119 1390 11 43
H1 2015 1239 122 14.2 1239 105 138 1388 22 23
H2 2015 1256 0.2 -12 1241 -0.7 -0.9 148.6 71 01
H1 2016 126.8 28 19 1257 21 0.8 1533 37 05
H2 2016 1319 7.2 30 1289 57 31 155.5 37 23

! Group 1 includes 87 banks, G-SIB includes 25 banks and Group 2 includes 43 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.






OPS/images/tab-C50.jpg
Share of banks meeting the LCR and NSFR requirements

Consistent sample of banks,* in per cent Table C.50
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

LCR NSFR Both LCR NSFR Both LCR NSFR Both
H2 2012 701 429 66.7 76.0 46.2 583 69.8 60.0 69.2
H1 2013 724 40.7 63.1 84.0 50.0 583 791 655 744
H2 2013 782 703 738 88.0 577 62.5 76.7 89.1 87.2
H1 2014 8238 758 774 96.0 69.2 708 837 873 846
H2 2014 874 79.1 75.0 100.0 769 79.2 76.7 836 769
H1 2015 85.1 813 798 96.0 846 917 814 836 795
H2 2015 86.2 813 786 100.0 846 875 814 873 795
H1 2016 897 835 821 100.0 885 917 90.7 90.9 821
H2 2016 920 94.5 89.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.0 89.1 87.2

* Group 1 includes 87 banks reporting LCR, 91 reporting NSFR and 84 for both ratios. G-SIBs includes 25 banks reporting LCR, 26
reporting NSFR and 24 for both ratios. Group 2 includes 43 banks reporting LCR, S5 reporting NSFR and 39 for both ratios.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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NSFR and change in ASF and RSF, by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks," in per cent Table C.55
Europe Americas Rest of the world
Change Change Change
NSFR ASF RSF NSFR ASF RSF NSFR ASF RSF
H2 2012 957 89.6 1096
H12013 96.7 -17 28 90.1 05 0.0 1086 13 22
H2 2013 1014 101 51 1022 171 32 1289 81 -89
H1 2014 1022 12 04 1033 19 08 1246 42 77
H2 2014 102.0 0.1 03 1112 134 54 1212 104 135
H1 2015 104.1 63 42 1103 89 98 1202 128 137
H2 2015 106.3 -0.6 -2.6 1118 12 -0.2 1222 -04 -2.0
H1 2016 107.0 -14 -21 109.6 18 39 1223 23 22
H2 2016 109.5 13 -1.0 110.6 6.0 50 122.8 86 82

! Europe includes 32 banks, the Americas include 18 banks and the rest of the world include 41 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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NSFR and change in ASF and RSF

Consistent sample of banks,* in per cent Table C.54
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBS Group 2 banks
Change Change Change
NSFR ASF RSF NSFR ASF RSF NSFR ASF RSF
H2 2012 99.7 101.8 100.2
H1 2013 99.9 -0.1 04 102.8 14 04 1015 -25 -3.8
H2 2013 1113 105 -0.8 1143 116 04 1126 9.0 -18
H1 2014 110.8 26 30 1137 22 27 1126 07 0.7
H2 2014 1115 69 6.2 1141 78 75 1129 -3.8 4.0
H1 2015 1121 96 9.1 1149 112 104 1136 73 67
H2 2015 1141 -0.1 -19 1169 -0.2 -19 115.2 -0.1 -15
H1 2016 1140 09 0.9 1165 0.1 04 1149 07 10
H2 2016 115.5 49 36 117.3 4.7 41 1154 13 0.9

! Group 1 includes 91 banks, G-SIB includes 26 banks and Group 2 includes 55 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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High quality liquid assets and inflows versus outflows over time

Consistent sample of banks,! exchange rates as at the reporting dates, in trillions of euro Table C.53
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBS Group 2 banks
HQLA and inflows Outflows HQLA and Outflows HQLA and inflows Outflows
(post-factor, (post-factor) inflows (post- (post-factor) (post-factor, (post-factor)
after-cap) factor, after-cap) after-cap)

H2 2012 10.00 8.67 7.04 5.90 040 030
H12013 1013 9.07 722 623 039 028
H2 2013 1015 8.89 729 620 038 029
H1 2014 1078 932 763 643 041 031
H2 2014 11.88 10.07 852 715 041 032
H1 2015 13.09 11.20 9.26 791 042 032
H2 2015 12.96 10.95 9.06 771 045 033
H1 2016 1371 1157 9.59 815 047 034
H2 2016 1443 11.80 9.98 831 0.50 036

1 Group 1 includes 87 banks, G-SIBs include 25 banks and Group 2 includes 43 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.






OPS/styles/page-template.xpgt
 

	 
	 
		 
	
	
	 
		 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
		 
	

	 
		 
	

	 
		 
		 
	

	 
		 
			 
			 
		
	

	

	 
	 
	





OPS/images/tab-C52.jpg
LCR and change in HQLA and net outflows

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks,* in per cent Table C.52
Europe Americas Rest of the world
Change Change Change
LCR HQLA Net LCR HQLA  Net Outflows LCR HQLA Net
Outflows Outflows

H2 2012 108.5 107.0 1385
H12013 103.6 -59 -14 110.8 72 35 1290 -39 31
H2 2013 109.1 32 -20 1143 29 -03 1320 -26 4.8
H1 2014 1150 49 -05 1212 87 25 1293 42 63
H2 2014 1263 84 -13 1249 190 155 1264 124 151
H1 2015 1247 99 113 1183 45 103 1263 179 180
H2 2015 1303 37 -0.8 1210 -03 2.5 1253 -14 -0.6
H1 2016 1304 06 05 1252 01 -32 1255 55 53
H2 2016 1337 33 07 122.7 5.1 72 135.6 110 28

1 Europe includes 27 banks, the Americas include 18 banks and the rest of the world include 42 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Average risk weight by approach

In per cent Table C.57
IRBA ERBA 1AA SA Total
STC securitisations
Current framework 245 100 531 276
Final standard 306 228 531 334
Non-STC securitisations
Current framework 182 26.7 113 418 279
Final standard 351 454 295 64.2 457

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Impact of revised minimum capital requirements for market risk

End-December 2016 reporting date, in per cent Table C.56
Change relative to total current market risk MRC Change relative to total current MRC
Group 1 Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 Group 1 Of which: G-SIBs Group 2
Max 184.4 184.4 17351 22.8 159 233
95% percentile 155.7 1483 14328 129 125 143
75th percentile 99.4 85.9 2584 37 36 38
Median 55.1 55.1 153.8 18 23 15
25th percentile 184 195 73.7 04 0.8 0.8
5th percentile -344 254 239 -0.7 -03 0.5
Min -65.8 -36.8 182 -17 -0.6 03
Weighted average 517 514 106.0 21 20 18

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Components of minimum capital requirements for market risk under the
current rules

Group 1 banks, consistent sample of banks, in per cent Table C.29
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H1 2015 104 59 75 75 08 488 105 16 151 23
H2 2015 104 6.5 70 76 09 50.9 94 17 131 28
H1 2016 104 70 6.8 86 09 532 94 14 97 29
H2 2016 104 63 70 9.1 06 54.1 87 21 93 28

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Share of market risk MRC in total MRC

Consistent sample of banks, in per cent Table C.28
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
H1 2011 59 73 22
H2 2011 9.1 116 26
H1 2012 95 123 23
H2 2012 79 9.9 22
H12013 89 112 24
H2 2013 81 101 27
H1 2014 7.8 9.5 24
H2 2014 7.2 87 30
H1 2015 6.8 82 30
H2 2015 6.0 71 28
H1 2016 56 6.6 28
H2 2016 53 64 18

' Group 1 includes 36 banks, G-SIB includes 14 banks and Group 2 includes 22 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Distribution of share of market risk MRC in total MRC

In per cent Table C.27
Group 1 banks of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
Max 273 173 26.6
95th percentile 132 146 108
75th percentile 52 6.5 20
Median 29 35 06
25th percentile 13 19 00
5th percentile 00 11 00
Min 00 0.0 00
Weighted average 39 41 23

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Impact of revised minimum capital requirements for market risk on MRC*

End-December 2016 reporting date Graph 1
Relative to current market risk capital requirements Relative to current overall capital requirements
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! The median value is represented by a horizontal line, with 50% of the values falling in the 25th to 75th percentile range shown by the box.
The upper and lower end points of the thin vertical lines show the range of the entire sample. The dots represent weighted averages.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See Table C.56 for underlying data and sample size.
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Total amounts and change of securitisation exposures and RWAs under the

current national rules and the final standards Table 1
Exposure RWA
Current Final Change ~ Current Final Change
framework  standards (%)  framework  standards (%)
(€ bn) (€ bn) (€bn) (€ bn)

Non-STC securitisations: SEC-IRBA 3759 3898 37 68.5 1369 1000
Non-STC securitisations: SEC-ERBA 28655 255.1 -11.0 765 1157 51.2
Non-STC securitisations: IAA 1466 1360 -7.2 165 401 1424
Non-STC securitisations: SEC-SA 2257 2251 -03 943 1445 53.2
Of which: resecuritisation 134 141 57 189 326 73.0
Non-STC securitisations: total 1,034.7 1,006.0 -28 255.8 437.1 709
STC securitisations: SEC-IRBA 90.9 1043 147 223 319 432
STC securitisations: SEC-ERBA 64.2 778 213 64 17.7 1754
STC securitisations: SEC-SA 55.1 56.9 32 293 302 32
STC securitisations: total 210.2 239.0 13.7 58.0 79.8 37.7
Others (1250% RW) 21 15 -30.5 202 133 -340
Total 1,247.1 1,246.5 0.0 333.9 5303 58.8
Deducted (EU only) 11 10 -55 136 10.1 -257

" The sample consists of 88 banks. Under the EU national framework banks are allowed, in alternative to risk weight an exposure to
1250%, to deduct it from Tier 1 capital. According to the final standards these exposures cannot be deducted and will be risk weighted.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Share of credit exposure

Group 1 banks, consistent sample of banks, in per cent of total exposure Table C.22
5 @ c £ o §
A T
a
H1 2011 36 278 276 124 107 129 49 36 100.0
H2 2011 36 282 274 135 9.8 133 44 35 1000
H1 2012 36 283 276 143 9.7 127 42 33 100.0
H2 2012 36 285 283 149 9.2 114 46 31 100.0
H1 2013 36 285 28.0 154 9.0 117 45 29 100.0
H2 2013 36 287 287 159 87 10.8 45 27 100.0
H1 2014 36 301 28.0 179 88 105 20 27 100.0
H2 2014 36 304 278 185 85 102 19 26 100.0
H1 2015 36 30.8 279 184 81 103 19 27 100.0
H2 2015 36 311 281 189 75 9.9 16 28 100.0
H1 2016 36 309 279 194 71 100 20 28 100.0
H2 2016 36 30.7 284 196 6.8 9.8 19 2.8 100.0

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Share of MRC by asset class’

Group 1 banks, consistent sample of banks, in per cent of total MRC Table C.21
L w -
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H12011 34 310 35 11 18.6 28 72 104 00 62 78 114 1000
H2 2011 34 30.7 32 11 183 22 58 115 00 9.6 81 9.5 1000
H1 2012 34 318 34 12 182 20 44 119 00 101 86 85 1000

H2 2012 34 319 34 12 179 14 39 128 00 83 98 94 1000
H12013 34 325 36 14 179 18 37 67 02 94 110 117 100.0

H2 2013 34 324 35 13 175 17 41 7.2 02 85 119 117 1000
H1 2014 34 347 42 25 163 17 23 16 31 78 134 124 1000
H2 2014 34 348 38 25 16.0 17 21 15 32 72 140 132 1000
H1 2015 34 355 35 26 161 16 20 14 29 6.9 143 131 1000
H2 2015 34 36.7 33 26 157 14 19 15 28 6.1 16.2 120 1000

H1 2016 34 372 32 28 15.8 13 17 16 3.0 56 163 114 1000
H2 2016 34 36.5 29 26 16.5 11 17 15 25 53 164 129 1000

1 The category “other” includes capital requirements for other assets; the current Basel I-based output floor; Pillar 1 capital
requirements in member countries for risks not covered by the Basel framework; reconciliation differences; and additional capital
requirements due to regulatory calculation differences and general provisions. The latter item can lead to negative capital requirements
in cases where there is an excess in provisions which can be recognised in a bank's Tier 2 capital. Furthermore, for banks which apply the
standardised approach, general provisions may to some extent be recognised as Tier 2 capital; consequently, MRC is reduced by this
amount. The term “reconciliation differences” refers to the difference between MRC reported at the entire bank level and the sum of
MRC reported for the individual portfolios.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Structure of regulatory capital under fully phased-in Basel IIl standards

Consistent sample of banks, in per cent Table C.20
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2 CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2 CET1 Add. Tier 1 Tier 2
H1 2011 827 32 141 80.7 40 153 748 45 208
H2 2011 837 28 135 823 33 144 744 52 204
H1 2012 86.0 24 116 847 29 124 769 74 15.7
H2 2012 864 20 115 855 23 121 788 6.0 15.2
H1 2013 858 20 121 846 22 131 76.8 6.5 16.7
H2 2013 85.8 24 118 853 27 119 784 59 157
H1 2014 854 35 111 85.5 41 104 83.0 23 146
H2 2014 838 46 117 829 54 117 85.1 29 119
H1 2015 827 54 120 815 6.3 122 857 32 111
H2 2015 817 6.1 122 804 71 125 854 31 116
H1 2016 813 6.5 122 80.6 74 120 846 33 122
H2 2016 80.2 74 123 794 83 123 838 38 124

* Group 1 includes 92 banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 58 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Exposure-weighted average risk parameter values by sub-asset classes of retail

exposures

Group 11RB banks, in per cent

Number of banks

non-defaulted

Retail residential mortgages 61
Other retail 65
Retail QRE 54

Table C.26
Share of defaulted Average LGD
exposures non-defaulted
exposures
23 241
34 456
05 85.5

The results in this table include only banks from countries where data for defaulted exposures are available separately by retail sub-asset

classes.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Exposure-weighted average risk weights for non-defaulted exposures by main
asset classes

In per cent Table C.25
Corporate Sovereign Bank Retail
FIRE AIRB Al FIRB AIRB Al  FIRB ARB Al FIRB ARB Al
Number of banks 20 45 67 18 42 62 20 45 67 20 42 64
Max 744 938 938 139 380 380 303 572 572 359 1090 1090
95th percentile 722 646 719 114 150 139 266 426 425 340 415 448
75th percentile 664 525 575 48 95 86 231 293 285 243 287 301
Median 547 473 482 25 34 31 182 234 215 185 211 206
25th percentile 438 416 426 17 19 17 147 187 171 149 180 171
Sth percentile 386 321 321 11 08 07 120 70 89 67 107 93
Min 243 222 222 00 02 00 92 48 48 55 92 55

Weighted average 53.0 455 464 17 39 35 180 221 213 151 262 259

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision






OPS/images/tab-C24.jpg
Exposure-weighted average LDG for non-defaulted exposures by main asset
classes

In per cent Table C.24
Corporate Sovereign Bank Retail
FIRB AIRB Al FIRB ARB Al FIRB ARB Al FRB ARS8 Al
Number of banks 20 45 67 18 42 62 20 45 67 20 42 64
Max 439 763 763 455 843 843 436 636 636 510 753 759
95th percentile 432 475 472 451 459 456 427 592 577 496 663 683
75th percentile 427 387 421 450 367 450 366 452 430 393 383 407
Median 420 347 371 450 264 339 310 376 341 296 264 279
25th percentile 404 318 323 443 94 158 251 247 250 190 218 199
Sth percentile 326 263 271 422 48 68 210 111 140 132 167 152
Min 302 207 207 412 21 21 185 00 00 125 138 125
Weighted average 403 350 354 447 293 311 292 324 318 211 372 368

Source: Basel Comittee on Banking Supervision
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Exposure-weighted average PD for non-defaulted exposures by main asset
classes

In per cent Table C.23
Corporate Sovereign Bank Retail
FIRB  AIRB  All FIRB  AIRB  All FIRB  AIRB  All FIRB AIRB  All
Number of banks 20 45 67 18 42 62 20 45 67 20 42 64
Max 24 28 28 03 03 03 0.7 11 11 17 6.9 6.9
95th percentile 17 22 22 0.2 02 0.2 04 0.6 06 17 5.0 36
75th percentile 14 13 13 0.0 01 0.1 01 03 03 10 19 17
Median 10 10 10 0.0 00 0.0 01 0.2 02 0.7 12 11
25th percentile 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.0 00 0.0 01 0.1 01 05 10 0.8
5th percentile 03 0.5 04 0.0 00 0.0 01 0.1 01 04 07 0.5
Min 03 0.2 02 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.1 00 0.2 06 0.2
Weighted average 10 0.9 0.9 0.0 00 0.0 02 03 0.2 11 15 15

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Share of banks bound by the different constraints

Fully phased-in Basel III, consistent sample of Group 1 banks Table C.39

Risk-based Risk-based Risk-based Risk-based Leverage ratio None

Tier L minimum  Tier L minimum  Tier Ltarget  Tier 1 target only
and leverage only and leverage only

2011 H1 185 0.0 00 34.8 00 46.7
2011 H2 120 0.0 00 391 00 489
2012 H1 76 00 0.0 359 0.0 56.5
2012 H2 33 00 0.0 359 0.0 60.9
2013 H1 22 00 0.0 283 0.0 69.6
2013 H2 0.0 00 0.0 174 0.0 826
2014 H1 00 0.0 00 54 00 94.6
2014 H2 00 0.0 00 6.5 00 935
2015 H1 00 0.0 00 11 00 989
2015 H2 00 0.0 00 11 00 989
2016 H1 00 0.0 00 11 00 989
2016 H2 00 0.0 00 0.0 00 100.0

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Tier 1 capital, RWA, leverage ratio exposure and accounting total assets

Consistent sample of banks," exchange rates as of 31 December 2016

Table C.38

Group 1 banks

Of which: G-SIBs

Group 2 banks

: % %, %8 ® ® §., %8 ¥ ® %, 8

< < <
H12011 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
H22011 1052 984 1029 1026 1045 969 1031 1024 1026 1014 1027 1025
H12012 1140 970 1064 1065 1139 946 1063 1059 1102 990 1049 1038
H22012 1200 950 1110 1059 1196 917 1110 1048 1077 991 1063 1045
H12013 1262 96.7 1090 1069 1254 930 1098 1053 1085 986 1019 1050
H22013 1356 963 1053 1057 1353 921 1047 1031 1246 96.6 987 1022
H12014 1454 969 1079 1097 1453 928 1066 1067 = 1409 964 1006 1038
H22014 1539 981 1076 1121 1550 939 1057 1091 1392 94.3 99.7 1042
H12015 1641 1000 1103 1148 1651 950 1074 1109 1529 959 1021 1058
H22015 1709 1008 1088 1137 1713 951 1047 1087 1567 960 1023 1054
H12016 1769 1025 1120 1194 1770 968 1080 1147 = 160.0 955 1042 1076
H22016 1844 1026 1120 1190 1839 959 1070 1135 1573 930 1045 1073

" Group 1 includes 93 banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 54 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Transitional CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios

In per cent Table C.1
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total
Max 292 292 338 186 209 25.0 46.9 57.6 57.6
75th percentile 143 159 191 136 16.0 19.6 187 19.6 20.8
Median 12.8 137 157 129 147 175 137 13.8 156
25th percentile 116 125 146 117 130 151 117 119 138
Min 8.6 91 113 103 110 130 74 82 104
Weighted average 126 138 16.3 125 139 16.3 14.0 14.6 16.7

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Fully phased-in Basel Ill CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios

In per cent Table C.2
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total
Max 29.6 296 343 186 213 264 469 576 576
75th percentile 144 152 181 134 154 185 185 187 20.7
Median 124 134 147 123 139 16.2 133 135 149
25th percentile 110 121 135 115 125 139 113 114 127
Min 82 88 101 97 110 121 69 73 88
Weighted average 123 134 153 123 135 154 134 139 156

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Securitisation exposure amounts by approach

All banks* Graph 1
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! The sample consists of 88 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See also Table 1.
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Average risk weight by approach

All banks® Graph 2
STC securitisations Non-STC securitisations
Per cent Per cent
60 60
50 50
40 40
30 30
20 20
10 10
] 0 l 0
ERBA Total IRBA ERBA Total
 Current framework [ Final standard

* The sample consists of 88 banks. Total under non-STC securitisations includes deductions for EU and securitisations subject to a 1250%
risk weight.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision. See also Table C.57.
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Distribution of share of MRC for operational risk in total MRC under the
current rules’

In per cent Table C.33
Group 1 banks of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
Max 447 44.7 935
95th percentile 305 389 194
75th percentile 140 236 95
Median 9.6 122 80
25th percentile 69 9.2 6.2
5th percentile 4.5 6.1 38
Min 28 50 20
Weighted average 138 156 81

Source: Basel Comittee on Banking Supervision
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Estimated capital shortfalls at the minimum level

Fully phased-in Basel IIl standards, sample and exchange rates as at the reporting dates,

in billions of euros Table C.9
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

22 o oo o B oo oo v BE o oo o

EZ2 B 2F &g E3 B TE EF E3 B 2E g

2% E zZ%
H1 2011 107 388 66.6 1195 30 317 526 879 104 86 73 53
H2 2011 107 119 325 107.8 30 76 226 862 102 76 21 4.0
H1 2012 106 37 16.2 61.8 30 01 112 504 99 4.8 16 5.0
H2 2012 106 22 102 46.0 30 00 59 361 110 114 23 85
H12013 107 33 6.9 186 30 00 18 130 113 124 3.0 84
H2 2013 107 0.1 14 36 30 00 00 02 108 20 0.7 4.0
H1 2014 103 0.0 0.0 00 30 00 00 00 109 0.1 03 35
H2 2014 103 00 00 0.0 30 0.0 0.0 00 103 00 04 18
H1 2015 105 00 00 0.0 30 0.0 0.0 00 | 109 00 00 03
H2 2015 105 0.0 0.0 00 30 00 00 00 107 0.0 0.0 0.2
H1 2016 105 0.0 0.0 00 30 00 00 00 100 0.0 0.0 0.0
H2 2016 105 0.0 0.0 00 30 00 00 0.0 89 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Stressed value-at-risk in relation to current value-at-risk

Consistent sample of banks," in per cent Table C.32

Group 1 banks

Banks reporting since end-2011 Banks reporting since June 2015
H2 2011 1981
H1 2012 170.7
H2 2012 199.7
H12013 1912
H2 2013 203.8
H1 2014 2479
H2 2014 1816
H1 2015 2149 197.0
H2 2015 1933 1717
H1 2016 2118 2159
H2 2016 289.1 2483

* The consistent sample of banks reporting since end-2011 consists of 23 banks, while the consistent sample of banks reporting since
June 2015 consists of 56 banks,

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Components of minimum capital requirements for market risk under the

current rules

Group 2 banks, consistent sample of banks, in per cent Table C.31
2 Standard measurement method Internal models approach o
c ©
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) 25 SED & o ES @ g £8
£l &% = xe- § %53 gv § ¢% 095
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H1 2015 93 291 16.7 277 6.2 182 19 0.0 02 0.0
H2 2015 93 271 173 213 173 151 18 0.0 02 00
H1 2016 93 267 181 241 173 123 14 0.0 02 00
H2 2016 93 17.2 16.4 301 153 197 10 0.0 02 00

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.






OPS/images/tab-C7.jpg
Fully phased-in original Basel IIl Tier 1 capital ratios and changes in RWA
and Tier 1 capital

Consistent sample of banks," in per cent Table C.7
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
Change Change Change

Tier 1 RWA Tier 1 Tier 1 RWA Tier 1 Tier 1 RWA Tier 1

ratio capital ratio capital ratio capital
H1 2011 74 70 76
H2 2011 80 59 137 76 57 145 78 27 45
H1 2012 88 -01 938 85 =12 10.6 86 -16 8.7
H2 2012 94 -36 35 9.2 =5 25 84 -0.6 -34
H1 2013 9.7 -03 31 9.5 0.5 45 85 =30 =20
H2 2013 105 43 32 104 -47 37 9.8 =37 119
H1 2014 112 0.6 74 111 04 75 109 12 118
H2 2014 117 78 127 117 95 155 113 -13 25
H1 2015 122 8.2 129 123 84 137 122 39 121
H2 2015 127 -08 29 128 -07 34 125 -11 13
H1 2016 129 0.6 23 129 01 15 127 -13 10
H2 2016 134 23 6.5 135 15 6.2 12.8 -13 -05

* Group 1 includes 93 banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 57 banks. Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Components of minimum capital requirements for market risk under the
current rules

G-SIBs, consistent sample of banks, in per cent Table C.30
© Standard measurement method Internal models o
S approach bl
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H1 2015 30 33 56 37 04 533 10.2 22 183 31
H2 2015 30 38 53 4.7 05 54.5 9.2 23 16.1 37
H1 2016 30 33 57 53 05 57.7 9.1 20 124 4.0
H2 2016 30 30 59 56 02 58.8 84 24 117 39

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Fully phased-in original Basel IIl Tier 1 capital ratios and changes in RWA
and Tier 1 capital, by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks,* in per cent Table C.8
Europe Americas Rest of the world
Change Change Change

Tier 1 RWA Tier 1 Tier 1 RWA Tier 1 Tier 1 RWA Tier 1

ratio capital ratio capital ratio capital
H1 2011 6.8 6.8 89
H2 2011 71 14 57 76 34 164 23 144 20.0
H1 2012 81 -38 9.6 84 0.5 105 99 38 94
H2 2012 86 -6.2 0.2 91 -5.0 24 10.5 0.6 %1
H1 2013 94 4.2 47 94 -24 12 103 53 30
H2 2013 105 4.2 6.6 104 -76 17 106 -19 12
H1 2014 113 11 88 11.0 21 81 113 -09 58
H2 2014 119 -12 43 115 106 162 117 143 182
H1 2015 124 38 76 125 53 145 120 137 16.1
H2 2015 131 4.2 14 126 32 37 125 -0.8 36
H1 2016 133 -11 0.6 13.0 0.6 43 126 17 24
H2 2016 145 -32 51 134 21 &1 128 6.3 83

* Europe includes 33 banks, the Americas include 20 banks and the rest of the world includes 40 banks. Source: Basel Committee on
Banking Supervision.
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Fully phased-in original Basel IIl leverage ratios and component changes,
by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks," in per cent Table C.37
Europe Americas Rest of the world
Change Change Change
Leverage Tier 1 Exposure = Leverage Tier1 Exposure = Leverage Tier 1 Exposure
ratio capital  measure | ratio capital  measure | ratio capital  measure
H12011 27 4.2 41
H2 2011 28 27 -11 41 58 9.1 42 71 38
H12012 30 86 25 43 78 22 44 85 54
H2 2012 29 08 41 43 6.0 67 46 87 26
H12013 32 58 -52 43 08 02 49 79 12
H2 2013 37 77 73 438 77 -47 51 71 23
H1 2014 4.0 83 13 52 75 02 52 6.3 57
H2 2014 4.2 18 =25 55 49 -10 55 9.8 25
H1 2015 44 4.7 0.7 59 64 0.0 57 83 6.0
H2 2015 4.7 13 -53 6.0 31 01 6.0 6.9 15
H1 2016 4.6 26 39 6.2 47 18 6.0 35 29
H2 2016 5.0 7.2 -24 63 13 -04 6.1 4.1 24

1 Group 1 includes 93 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Fully phased-in Basel Il CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios

Consistent sample of banks," in per cent

Table C.5

Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks

CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total
H12011 72 74 87 67 7.0 83 72 76 96
H2 2011 77 8.0 9.2 73 76 89 73 78 9.8
H12012 85 88 99 82 85 97 78 86 102
H2 2012 9.2 94 10.6 89 92 104 7.8 84 99
H12013 9.5 97 111 93 95 110 7.8 85 101
H2 2013 102 105 119 100 104 118 9.1 9.8 117
H1 2014 108 112 126 106 111 124 10.6 109 127
H2 2014 111 117 133 110 117 132 109 113 128
H1 2015 115 122 139 114 123 14.0 117 122 137
H2 2015 118 127 145 117 128 14.6 120 125 141
H1 2016 120 129 147 119 129 147 123 127 145
H2 2016 123 135 153 123 135 154 123 128 14.7

! Group 1 includes 91banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 57 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.






OPS/images/tab-C36.jpg
Fully phased-in Basel IIl Tier 1 leverage ratios and component changes

Consistent sample of banks, in per cent Table C.36
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
Change Change Change
Leverage  Tierl Exposure = Leverage  Tierl Exposure = Leverage  Tierl  Exposure
ratio capital  measure ratio capital  measure ratio capital  measure
H1 2011 35 34 35
H2 2011 36 52 29 34 4.5 31 35 26 27
H1 2012 38 83 33 36 9.0 31 37 75 21
H2 2012 38 53 43 37 51 44 36 =23 13
H12013 4.1 51 -18 39 48 -11 38 08 41
H2 2013 4.5 75 -34 44 79 4.6 45 14.8 -3.2
H1 2014 4.7 73 25 46 74 18 5.0 131 19
H2 2014 50 58 -03 50 66 -0.8 50 -12 08
H1 2015 52 6.7 25 52 6.5 16 53 99 24
H2 2015 55 4.1 -13 56 37 -25 54 25 0.1
H1 2016 56 36 3.0 56 33 31 54 21 19
H2 2016 5.8 4.2 00 5.8 39 -09 53 -17 03

! Group 1 includes 93 banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 54 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Fully phased-in original Basel Il CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios, by region

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks," in per cent Table C.6
Europe Americas Rest of the world

CET1 Tier1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total
H1 2011 6.6 6.8 78 6.1 6.8 9.1 88 89 95
H2 2011 6.9 71 80 71 76 100 92 93 10.0
H1 2012 79 8.1 9.0 78 84 105 98 99 105
H2 2012 85 86 929 85 9.0 110 104 105 111
H1 2013 93 9.4 111 88 94 112 102 103 11.0
H2 2013 103 105 124 96 103 120 105 106 114
H1 2014 109 113 135 100 11.0 124 112 113 120
H2 2014 113 119 140 104 115 131 114 117 12.8
H1 2015 116 124 147 112 125 142 116 120 131
H2 2015 122 131 157 112 126 143 120 125 137
H1 2016 123 133 16.0 115 131 150 120 126 137
H2 2016 13.0 145 177 118 135 153 122 128 139

! Europe includes 33 banks, the Americas include 19 banks and the rest of the world includes 40 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
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Transitional CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios

Consistent sample of banks,” in per cent

Table C.3

Group 1 banks

Of which: G-SIBs

Group 2 banks

CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier 1 Total CET1 Tier1 Total
H1 2011 101 114 141 96 111 137 100 11.0 143
H2 2011 103 115 141 9.8 113 139 104 112 145
H1 2012 108 119 144 105 119 14.2 111 117 150
H2 2012 113 124 150 111 125 149 10.8 114 146
H1 2013 109 119 146 109 120 145 111 117 150
H2 2013 113 123 150 114 124 150 115 120 154
H1 2014 114 122 148 112 121 146 114 119 149
H2 2014 117 126 153 115 126 15.2 117 122 150
H1 2015 119 129 155 118 129 154 122 12.8 153
H2 2015 122 133 159 121 134 16.0 124 13.0 154
H1 2016 122 134 159 121 134 158 126 132 157
H2 2016 126 13.8 163 125 13.9 163 129 135 159

! Before the implementation of the Basel Ill framework, results have been calculated on the basis of the relevant national regulatory
2 Group 1 includes 91 banks, G-SIB includes 30 banks and Group 2 includes 57 banks.

frameworks in place at the reporting dates

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Transitional and fully phased-in Basel Il Tier 1 leverage ratios

In per cent Table C.35
Group 1 banks Of which: G-SIBs Group 2 banks
Transitional ~ Fully phased-in = Transitional ~ Fully phased-in | Transitional ~ Fully phased-in
Max 157 15.7 77 76 205 210
75th percentile 71 7.1 67 6.6 73 70
Median 57 57 57 5.5 56 54
25th percentile 50 49 49 46 44 43
Min 37 31 4.0 34 14 14
Weighted average 6.0 5.8 6.0 5.8 5.7 5.5

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Total MRC for operational risk and share of approaches under the current rules

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks," in per cent Table C.34

Total Basic indicator Standardised Alternative Advanced
December 2010 = approach approach standardised measurement

100 approach approach

H1 2011 100.0 33 357 20 59.0

H2 2011 1110 34 346 19 60.2

H1 2012 1147 43 321 18 61.8

H2 2012 1226 44 300 16 64.0

H1 2013 152.0 193 231 09 567

H2 2013 160.5 196 212 08 584

H1 2014 1753 31 341 09 619

H2 2014 1981 24 339 16 62.1

H1 2015 2152 27 335 07 63.1

H2 2015 2300 25 314 05 65.6

H1 2016 2303 30 29.0 21 65.9

H2 2016 2381 29 26.2 29 67.9

* Group 1 includes 81 banks.

Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.
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Transitional CET1, Tier 1 and total capital ratios, by region®

Consistent sample of Group 1 banks,? in per cent

Table C4

Europe Americas Rest of the world

CETL Tier 1 Total CETL Tier 1 Total CETL Tier1 Total
H1 2011 103 121 146 99 113 139 101 107 138
H2 2011 102 119 142 100 116 140 106 111 141
H1 2012 111 127 149 107 121 143 106 111 140
H2 2012 114 130 153 115 128 152 111 116 146
H1 2013 119 132 160 108 122 143 101 107 135
H2 2013 124 137 167 1.2 126 147 105 110 137
H1 2014 117 128 158 115 123 143 110 115 142
H2 2014 121 134 164 117 127 147 113 120 148
H1 2015 124 138 169 122 133 154 13 120 145
H2 2015 128 144 176 121 133 154 18 126 150
H1 2016 128 143 176 121 134 155 119 127 148
H2 2016 134 151 185 125 139 160 121 129 151

1 Before the implementation of the Basel IIl framework, results have been calculated on the basis of the relevant national regulatory
frameworks in place at the reporting dates. ? Europe includes 33 banks, the Americas include 20 banks and the rest of the world

includes 40 banks. Source: Basel Committee on Banking Supervision.






