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July 2, 2025 

 

Via Electronic Submission 

 

Single Resolution Board 

Treurenberg 22 

1049 Brussels 

Belgium 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Re: BPI Response to Single Resolution Board Consultation: Expectations on Valuation Capabilities 

 

To the Single Resolution Board: 

The Bank Policy Institute (BPI)1 welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Expectations on Valuation 

Capabilities (EoVC) published for consultation by the Single Resolution Board (SRB),2 which as proposed 

would supersede the 2020 SRB Valuation Data Set Instructions (SRB VDS 2020).  The EoVC proposal 

consists of three main components: (1) introducing a Valuation Data Index (VDI) that will make available 

to the SRB, and to any independent valuer that may ultimately be appointed in the event of an SRB-led 

resolution, a voluminous and prescriptively specified set of information to be collected on an ongoing 

periodic basis from banking groups and other entities under the SRB’s remit (In-Scope Entities);3 

(2) requiring In-Scope Entities to submit, on an ongoing basis, the specified set of VDI information (and 

any other additional information as may be requested by Internal Resolution Teams) to a newly required 

Data Repository for Resolution (DRR) that must be established and maintained by In-Scope Entities and 

made accessible to the SRB on a continuous and permanent basis; and (3) establishing new expectations 

that each In-Scope Entity prepare and make available to the SRB a set of valuation playbooks with a 

prescribed set of content designed to enable an independent valuer (if ultimately appointed in an SRB-led 

 
1 The Bank Policy Institute is a nonpartisan public policy, research, and advocacy group that represents universal 

banks, regional banks, and the major foreign banks doing business in the United States.  The Institute produces 

academic research and analysis on regulatory and monetary policy topics, analyzes and comments on proposed 

regulations, and represents the financial services industry with respect to cybersecurity, fraud, and other information 

security issues.  

2 Single Resolution Board, Expectations on Valuation Capabilities (Apr. 2025) [hereinafter EoVC].  

3 The VDI details the minimum information that In-Scope Entities would be expected to submit into the Data 

Repository for Resolution and addresses 10 subject areas: (1) the SRB Valuation Data Set; (2) general information 

(e.g., organizational structure, business strategy, etc.); (3) financial information; (4) tax information; (5) personnel; 

(6) IT and operations; (7) risk management; (8) legal and compliance; (9) internal valuation models; and (10) other 

information as may be requested by the Internal Resolution Team.  EoVC, at 21–22. 
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resolution) to gain an in-depth understanding of such In-Scope Entity’s internal valuation models as well 

as the governance processes related to such models and their application in business processes.4 

Although we acknowledge and appreciate the importance of maintaining the necessary capabilities to 

produce accurate and timely information to support valuation in the event of resolution, we have grave 

concerns regarding the extensive incremental obligations that would be imposed upon In-Scope Entities by 

the EoVC, and the fundamental lack of cost-benefit justification and absence of proportionality that is 

inherent in the specification of these proposed requirements.   

We strongly believe that the design of the EoVC is fundamentally flawed as its requirements would 

represent a substantial and ongoing burden upon the business operations of In-Scope Entities in furtherance 

of a highly regimented and prescriptive form of preparation for a highly contingent event—preparation that 

is already well-addressed by existing expectations imposed by the SRB, and by relevant home and host 

authorities.  Indeed, the prescriptive nature of the proposed EoVC is actually at odds with and may 

ultimately impede the valuation capabilities that have been developed by In-Scope Entities in coordination 

with the SRB and relevant home and host authorities, as contemplated by international standards adopted 

by the Financial Stability Board (FSB).5  Fundamentally, the EoVC proposal marks a pronounced shift in 

emphasis away from assessing the capabilities of In-Scope Entities to support the valuations that would be 

called for in a resolution scenario toward mandating the preemptive, prescriptive, and perpetual population 

of a data repository that will yield minimal incremental benefit (if any) at substantial cost and risk to In-

Scope Entities. 

As a matter of foundational process, we are highly troubled by the fact that the SRB has not conducted any 

cost-benefit analysis in connection with the EoVC proposal, in light of the evident substantial costs and 

questionable benefits that would be associated with its adoption.   

The lack of proportionality in the construction of the EoVC proposal is particularly evident in the manner 

in which the EoVC would apply to the EU-hosted subsidiaries of third-country parent undertakings.  With 

respect to such third-country firms, it is commonly the case that the resolution plans for such firms 

contemplated by home country authorities—in coordination with the SRB and other relevant EU 

authorities—would be expressly designed not to involve any need for resolution proceedings to be 

commenced by the SRB in relation to any of the In-Scope Entities involved.  For example, this is the case 

 
4 The playbooks must describe, at a minimum, the following: (1) the applicable methodologies and models used by 

In-Scope Entities to value their assets and liabilities; (2) the potential use by the independent valuer of internal 

valuation capabilities; (3) the governance arrangements applicable to valuation-related data and models in both 

business as usual conditions and in the event of resolution; and (4) the processes and timelines for producing the 

Valuation Data Set, collecting information for the VDI and managing the DRR, including any corresponding quality-

assurance and sign-off procedures.  EoVC, at 63.  

5 The FSB has noted that an effective resolution regime requires firms to be able to demonstrate, as part of the recovery 

and resolution planning process, capabilities to quickly and accurately produce and make available to relevant 

authorities the essential information needed to implement such plans.  However, an effective resolution regime does 

not require preemptive production of such information on an ongoing periodic basis.  See, e.g., Financial Stability 

Board, Key Attributes of Effective Resolution Regimes for Financial Institutions at 19, 38 (Apr. 2024), available at 

https://www.fsb.org/uploads/P250424-3.pdf; Financial Stability Board, Principles on Bail-in Execution at 12–13 

(June 21, 2018), available at https://www.fsb.org/uploads/P210618-1.pdf.  

http://www.bpi.com/
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with regard to third-country global systemically important banks (G-SIBs) that follow a single point of 

entry (SPE) strategy.  But despite the fact that such In-Scope Entities do not represent “resolution entities” 

within the EU at all, they would nevertheless be subjected under the EoVC proposal to the same full-scope 

VDI requirements as top-tier EU resolution entities that are explicitly contemplated to enter SRB-led 

resolution in the event of failure.  This represents a doubly disproportionate treatment that would require 

extensive up-front expenditure of resources to facilitate a form of resolution that is not the first-choice 

option for either home authorities or the SRB—a “fall-back to a fall-back.”  Most concerningly, this 

emphasis on preparation for execution of a “variant” approach to resolution that departs from the preferred 

path identified by the third-country home and EU host authorities undermines the progress achieved by EU 

subsidiaries of non-EU firms and could in fact detract from appropriate home-host coordination on 

execution of the global resolution strategy that has been vetted in the context of the relevant Crisis 

Management Group or other cross-border coordination forum and ultimately recognized by the SRB as the 

preferred treatment in resolution for such hosted entities. 

Finally, in light of recent cyberattacks on financial institutions both within and outside the EU, and a notable 

recent cybersecurity breach reported by a U.S. bank regulatory agency,6 we are deeply concerned about the 

potential cybersecurity and data privacy-related risks raised by the proposed DRR requirement.   

 

In light of the fundamental substantive and procedural flaws in the EoVC proposal, we urge that the 

proposal be withdrawn.7  The SRB has the authority to require In-Scope Entities to provide information that 

is “necessary to draw up and implement resolution plans.”8  However, the EoVC proposal imposes 

disproportionate burdens on In-Scope Entities and requires them to provide information that goes well 

beyond what is necessary to meet this clearly defined objective. 

We comment in further detail below on the specific concerns raised by the EoVC proposal.  In a nutshell, 

the EoVC’s requirements appear to be extremely disproportionate and in some cases infeasible.  

Compliance with such requirements would not yield meaningful benefits and would instead divert critical 

resources that could otherwise be better utilized to support the growth and development of customers and 

clients served by In-Scope Entities, which would ultimately contribute to the enhancement of the broader 

EU financial system and economy.  We welcome further discussion with the SRB on any of the issues 

raised in this letter.  

 

 
6 See Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, OCC letter to CEOs on OCC Information Security Incident (Apr. 14, 

2025), available at https://www.occ.gov/news-issuances/news-releases/2025/nr-occ-2025-32a.pdf.  

7 The SRB has the legal authority to withdraw the EoVC proposal.  The SRB is not required to promulgate the EoVC 

proposal under any applicable law, including the Single Resolution Mechanism Regulation and that regulation’s 

delegated and implementing acts.  See EU Parliament and Council Regulation 806/2014, Single Resolution 

Mechanism, 2014 O.J. (L225); see also European Commission, List of Implementing and Delegated Acts for (EU) No 

806/2014, available at https://finance.ec.europa.eu/document/download/96fcb8de-eaa4-4560-9e60-17e950e853fa_en?filename=srm-

regulation-level-2-measures-full_en.pdf.  

8 EU Parliament and Council Directive 2014/59/EU, Bank Recovery and Resolution Directive, 2014 O.J. (L173) 

230. 

http://www.bpi.com/
https://www.occ.gov/news-issuances/news-releases/2025/nr-occ-2025-32a.pdf
https://finance.ec.europa.eu/document/download/96fcb8de-eaa4-4560-9e60-17e950e853fa_en?filename=srm-regulation-level-2-measures-full_en.pdf
https://finance.ec.europa.eu/document/download/96fcb8de-eaa4-4560-9e60-17e950e853fa_en?filename=srm-regulation-level-2-measures-full_en.pdf


 

Page 4 of 8 
1300 Eye St. NW, Suite 1100 West, Washington, DC 20005 | www.bpi.com | @bankpolicy | 202.289.4322 

The EoVC proposal is not supported by an adequate cost-benefit analysis, and the substantial burdens 

and risks that it would impose on In-Scope Entities outweigh any potential resolvability benefits. 

The EoVC proposal introduces extremely extensive, prescriptive, and burdensome informational 

maintenance and reporting requirements, which the proposal asserts are necessary in order for timely and 

accurate valuations to occur in a resolution scenario.  However, the EoVC proposal fails to articulate any 

form of cost-benefit analysis to justify the net incremental benefits of these substantial new requirements.  

This appears to contradict the SRB’s own expressed priority of making the resolution process more 

streamlined, simple, and efficient,9 as well as its objective of adopting a risk-based approach to resolution 

planning.10 

Both procedurally and substantively, the EoVC proposal also stands at odds with the high-priority EU 

policy objective of fostering more rapid economic growth and the related commitment to increasing the 

EU’s competitiveness.11  In fact, the EoVC proposal would appear to represent a paradigmatic example of 

a key issue cited by the Draghi Report as a hindrance to economic growth—the continual proliferation of 

new EU regulations not supported by an appropriately rigorous analytical framework to assess the costs 

and benefits of such incremental requirements.12  If the SRB is committed to carrying out its mission in a 

manner that takes due regard for European competitiveness and economic growth, it must, at a minimum, 

conduct a rigorous cost-benefit analysis of any significant proposed requirements, such as the EoVC, that 

would introduce significant new burdens. 

If the SRB were in fact to conduct a cost-benefit analysis of the EoVC, we are confident the SRB would 

conclude that the real and immediate costs necessitated by the EoVC’s requirements significantly outweigh 

any potential benefits they may produce.  The EoVC would expand the already significant requirements 

that are currently imposed with respect to valuation-related capabilities by the SRB VDS 2020 and require 

a significantly expanded set of VDI information to be compiled and placed in a DRR on a semi-annual 

basis.13  The EoVC proposal also imposes prescriptive requirements related to the creation of valuation 

playbooks, which are expected to be updated at least annually in the future.14  The proposal expressly states 

 
9 Single Resolution Board, SRB Work Programme 2025 at 5–8 (Nov. 2024), available at 

https://www.srb.europa.eu/system/files/media/document/2024-11-26_SRB-Work-Programme-2025.pdf.  

10 Single Resolution Board, SRM Vision 2028 at 16 (Feb. 2024), available at https://srm-vision-

2028.srb.europa.eu/assets/files/SRM-2028-strategy.pdf.  

11 See, e.g., European Commission, An EU Compass to Regain Competitiveness and Secure Sustainable Prosperity 

(Jan. 28, 2025), available at https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/ip_25_339. 

12 Mario Draghi, The Future of European Competitiveness (Part A), at 68-69 (2024), available at 

https://commission.europa.eu/topics/eu-competitiveness/draghi-report_en.  

13 EoVC, at 24. 

14 Id. at 64. 
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that “[c]ollecting all this data is a lengthy process that requires extensive interactions with banks, as it 

involves gathering, verifying and organising large amounts of detailed information[.]”15 

The EoVC proposal assures In-Scope Entities that “[t]he VDI does not require any documents or 

information that is not already publicly available or accessible to the SRB.”16  However, much of the data 

that is already provided or available in this sense would, under the EoVC proposal, have to be manually 

adjusted and reworked to meet the new requirements set forth by the EoVC, which are highly prescriptive 

as to both the content of the required data and the format of its organization, compilation, and submission.  

For example, the EoVC proposal’s VDS contains over 200 new data fields and eliminates over 100 

previously required data fields.17  Additionally, while In-Scope Entities already possess the capability to 

provide the SRB with a panoply of valuation-relevant data, the EoVC would seek to significantly expand 

their reporting obligations in a variety of key areas.   

Despite the costs and challenges it would pose to In-Scope Entities, the EoVC proposal fails to establish 

how the reporting requirements would generate material benefits for the SRB, other relevant authorities, or 

the broader financial system.  Members subject to the proposal, including in particular the G-SIBs, already 

maintain complex, industry-leading valuation models subject to robust governance standards; given these 

existing models and governance arrangements, independent valuers have in some instances informed 

members that the additional data requested by the EoVC would not provide any incremental benefit or value 

to their work in an actual resolution event.  Given this factual backdrop, the EoVC’s proposed requirements 

do not appear closely aligned with the actual needs and processes of independent valuers and In-Scope 

entities, and consequently it is unclear what incremental value, if any, compliance with the full prescriptive 

scope of such requirements would bring to the public or relevant authorities given the capabilities and 

requirements already in place under existing SRB expectations.  

The proposed requirement under the EoVC to regularly produce a prescriptively defined catalogue of 

data would represent a new and significant departure from the focus on underlying valuation-related 

capabilities that has been widely adopted by authorities around the world, but the proposal fails to justify 

why such substantial deviation from the international norm (and SRB practice to date) is necessary or 

desirable.  

The EoVC proposal would “frontload” data collection by requiring In-Scope Entities, in addition to 

satisfying their existing obligation to maintain adequate capabilities to produce information necessary to 

execution of the relevant valuation processes in resolution, to actually produce and make available to the 

SRB, on an ongoing and perpetual basis, a substantial volume of prescriptively specified information 

without any indication whatsoever that a valuation will in fact become necessary.18  The consultative 

document cites in summary fashion certain asserted benefits to this frontloading approach, stating that this 

 
15 Id. at 11. 

16 See Single Resolution Board, SRB Launches Public Consultation on Valuing Banks in Resolution (Apr. 2, 2025), 

available at https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/srb-launches-public-consultation-valuing-banks-resolution.  

17 EoVC, at 153–79. 

18 EoVC, at 11. 

http://www.bpi.com/
https://www.srb.europa.eu/en/content/srb-launches-public-consultation-valuing-banks-resolution


 

Page 6 of 8 
1300 Eye St. NW, Suite 1100 West, Washington, DC 20005 | www.bpi.com | @bankpolicy | 202.289.4322 

approach would help ensure accuracy and speed in the execution of the responsibilities of an independent 

valuer in the event of resolution.19   

Adoption of this new “frontloading” approach, however, would make the SRB an outlier by international 

standards.  Other authorities charged with similar responsibilities around the world, such as the Bank of 

England, the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation and Federal Reserve Board in the United States, the 

Canada Deposit Insurance Corporation, and Japan’s Financial Services Agency, to name a few, do not 

require regulated entities to undertake the costly and burdensome exercise of continually maintaining a 

prescriptively defined inventory of information such as would be mandated by the VDI and DRR.  Rather, 

the common international approach is that it is sufficient that a firm demonstrate its ability to produce timely 

and accurate valuation-related information on an ad hoc basis and confirm the maintenance of such 

capabilities for use in a resolution event.20   

The approach taken by this wide array of international authorities helps achieve the objective of resolution 

preparedness while imposing reasonable and proportionate corresponding burdens on firms.  We stress that 

the significant new costs and administrative burdens that In-Scope Entities would incur in complying with 

the EoVC proposal’s approach have not been persuasively justified as leading to any public policy benefit 

of corresponding magnitude, and indeed the international norm would suggest that other international 

authorities have correctly weighed the relevant costs and benefits in declining to adopt such an approach.   

The EoVC’s requirements are disproportionate, especially as applied to EU subsidiaries of non-EU 

firms. 

Implementation of the EoVC proposal’s requirements would be an excessively burdensome, time-

consuming, and resource-intensive process.  Because there is no compelling evidence that doing so would 

yield commensurate benefits, or indeed any incremental benefits, the construction of the EoVC proposal 

clearly fails the principle of proportionality.  This lack of proportionality is particularly evident in the 

manner in which the EoVC would apply to EU-hosted subsidiaries of third-country parent undertakings.   

A common preferred resolution strategy for these third-country banking groups is a global SPE strategy to 

be conducted by home jurisdiction authorities in relation to the top-level parent company only.  Under this 

global SPE strategy, EU-hosted subsidiaries would not enter into any kind of EU resolution proceeding and 

thus the appointment of an independent valuer with respect to such EU-hosted subsidiaries would not in 

 
19 See, e.g., id. 

20 See 12 C.F.R. § 360.10(d)(12); Bank of England, Statement of Policy: The Bank of England’s Statement of Policy 

on valuation capabilities to support resolvability (May 2021), available at https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-

/media/boe/files/paper/2021/bank-of-englands-sop-valuation-capabilities-to-support-resolvability-may-2021.pdf; 

Canadian Deposit Insurance Corporation, CDIC Resolution Plan Guidance for Domestic Systematically Important 

Banks at 31-35 (July 2024), available at https://www.cdic.ca/wp-content/uploads/CDIC-Resolution-Plan-Guidance-

for-Domestic-Systemically-Important-Banks_July-2024.pdf; Financial Services Agency, Comprehensive Guidelines 

for Supervision of Financial Instruments Business Operators, etc., at 350-52 (March 2025), available at 

https://www.fsa.go.jp/common/law/guide/kinyushohin_eng.pdf.   

These other prudential regulators do not impose prescriptive obligations similar to those proposed in the EoVC on 

hosted subsidiaries of EU banking organizations.  
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fact be required.21  Furthermore, the capabilities underlying this form of strategy include mechanisms 

designed to support the provision of additional liquidity and capital to EU-hosted subsidiaries as necessary 

to keep them out of resolution in the EU as the host jurisdiction.   

Notwithstanding this, the EoVC proposal would subject EU-hosted subsidiaries of third-country parent 

undertakings to the same full-scope VDI requirements as top-tier EU resolution entities that are explicitly 

contemplated to enter SRB-led resolution.  This represents a highly disproportionate treatment in light of 

the remote likelihood that resolution will both occur with respect to the third-country group, and be carried 

out in a manner that so materially departs from the planned strategy as to involve commencement of an 

SRB-led resolution of an In-Scope Entity.  The home country-led SPE strategy generally will have been 

extensively discussed and vetted in a Cross-Border Crisis Management Group (as is the case for all third-

country G-SIBs) or similar forum focused on cross-border coordination in resolution.  Most concerningly, 

the EoVC proposal’s approach could in fact detract from appropriate and effective global cooperation and 

home-host coordination on execution of the global SPE strategy.   

Requiring In-Scope Entities to maintain a permanent DRR that is continuously accessible and constantly 

refreshed would create unnecessary and unwarranted cybersecurity and data privacy risk. 

Firms and governmental bodies face constantly escalating cybersecurity challenges and threats.  The 

European Central Bank and the International Monetary Fund have noted the growing frequency and scale 

of cyberattacks and their potential impact.22  Although our members maintain robust cybersecurity defence 

systems that are continually being enhanced, risks can particularly arise in cases where regulated institutions 

are obligated to share extensive compilations of sensitive data with supervisory agencies.  Just this April, 

for example, the U.S. Office of the Comptroller of the Currency disclosed that a significant volume of 

confidential information that had been supplied to the OCC by supervised institutions was exposed to 

unauthorized access as a result of a major cybersecurity incident at the agency.23   

Against the backdrop of such incidents, we are understandably concerned about the potential risks 

associated with the proposed requirement that each In-Scope Entity mandatorily establish and maintain a 

permanent DRR and provide continuous access to SRB staff.  Given the sensitive nature of some of the 

requested information—and the harm that may result from unauthorized access, misappropriation or loss—

the DRR also implicates considerable data privacy concerns.  Under the EoVC proposal, SRB staff must 

be granted—as a “minimum permission”—the “ability to download all documents in the DRR in the 

 
21 See Financial Stability Board, Principles on Bail-in Execution at 12 (June 21, 2018), available at 

https://www.fsb.org/uploads/P210618-1.pdf.   

22 See Fabio Natalucci et al., IMF Blog, Rising Cyber Threats Pose Serious Concerns for Financial Stability (Apr. 9, 

2024), available at https://www.imf.org/en/Blogs/Articles/2024/04/09/rising-cyber-threats-pose-serious-concerns-

for-financial-stability; European Central Bank Banking Supervision, Evolving IT and Cybersecurity Risks (Nov. 13, 

2024), available at https://www.bankingsupervision.europa.eu/press/supervisory-newsletters/newsletter/2024/html/s

sm.nl241113_4.en.html.  

23 See Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, OCC letter to CEOs on OCC Information Security Incident  

(Apr. 14, 2025), available at https://www.occ.gov/news-issuances/news-releases/2025/nr-occ-2025-32a.pdf.  
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original file format.”24  The EoVC proposal would require In-Scope Entities to bear the cybersecurity and 

data privacy-related risks inherent in such arrangements, yet the proposal fails to adequately justify why 

taking on such risk is necessary in the first place.  Indeed, there is no mention at all of the cybersecurity 

risk posed by the contemplated DRR arrangement, another crucial example of the proposal’s failure to 

consider the costs and benefits of the proposal in a comprehensive manner.   

* * * 

We strongly urge the SRB to withdraw the EoVC proposal in its entirety in light of the fundamental 

substantive and procedural flaws discussed above.  Withdrawal is the most simple and effective way to 

ensure that: (1) In-Scope Entities are not subject to substantial burdens without sufficient justification; 

(2) the SRB’s approach to resolution planning aligns with established international standards (which 

generally focus on a firm’s capabilities to produce critical information as necessary rather than requiring 

the actual production of such information on a standing basis); and (3) home-host coordination on the 

execution of the global resolution strategy is not subject to undue interference. 

BPI thanks the SRB for its openness and engagement on these matters and appreciates the SRB’s 

consideration of the points raised in this letter.  BPI consents to the SRB publishing its name as a respondent 

to the EoVC proposal.  

If you have any questions, please contact me by email at sam.riley@bpi.com.  

 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

 

 

 

Samantha Riley 

Head of International Regulatory Policy  

Bank Policy Institute  

 
24 EoVC, at 61. 
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