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Description of the approach of the competent authority to the scope of application

of SREP including:

·         what types of institutions are covered by/excluded from SREP, especially if the

scope is different from those specified in Regulation (EU) No 575/2013 and

Directive 2013/36/EU;

·         a high-level overview of how the competent authority takes into account the

principle of proportionality when considering the scope of SREP and frequency of

assessment of various SREP elements(2).

Description of the approach of the competent authority to the assessment of

individual SREP elements (as referred to in EBA Guidelines on common procedures

and methodologies for SREP- EBA/GL/2014/13) including:

·         a high-level overview of the assessment process and methodologies applied to

the assessment of SREP elements, including: (1) business model analysis, (2)

assessment of internal governance and institution-wide controls, (3) assessment of

risks to capital, and (4) assessment of risks to liquidity and funding;

·         a high-level overview of how the competent authority takes into account the

principle of proportionality when assessing individual SREP elements, including how

the categorisation of institutions have been applied(3). 

Description of the approach of the competent authority to the review and

evaluation of the internal capital adequacy assessment process (ICAAP) and

internal liquidity adequacy assessment process (ILAAP) as part of the SREP, and,

in particular, for assessing the reliability of the ICAAP and ILAAP capital and

liquidity calculations for the purposes of determining additional own funds and

quantitative liquidity requirements including(4):

·         an overview of the methodology applied by the competent authority to review

the ICAAP and ILAAP of institutions;

·         Information/reference to the competent authority requirements for submission

of ICAAP and ILAAP related information, in particular covering what information

need to be submitted;

·         information on whether an independent review of the ICAAP and ILAAP is

required from the institution.

Description of the approach of the competent authority to the overall SREP

assessment (summary) and application of supervisory measures on the basis of

the overall SREP assessment(5).

Description of how SREP outcomes are linked to the application of early

intervention measures according to Article 27 of Directive 2014/59/EU and

determination of conditions whether the institution can be considered failing or

likely to fail according to Article 32 of that Directive(6).

(1)
Competent authorities shall disclose the criteria and methodologies used in rows 020 to 040 and in row 050 for the overall assessment. The type of information that shall be disclosed in form of an explanatory note is described in the second column. 

020

030

040

050

Supervisory review and evaluation process (SREP)
(1)

Overall SREP assessment and supervisory 

measures

(Articles 102 and 104 of CRD)

As described above, the overall SREP assessment is based on the assessment of an institution’s viability in terms of business model, 

governance and internal controls, capital adequacy and liquidity adequacy. Commensurate with the findings, the overall SREP 

assessment articulates the detailed capital and liquidity requirements together with any supervisory measures or directions to the 

institution. Importantly, for category 1 banks the overall SREP assessment is decided jointly by the members of the supervisory 

college.

In case Finansinspektionen considers the response of the institution to the supervisory findings to be insufficient, the SREP assessment 

may be complemented by other supervisory measures. According to the Swedish bank law, Finansinspektionen has various options at 

its disposal, including the issuance of fines and sanctions, directives to order an institution to reduce its exposure to risk, raise more 

capital, hold more liquidity or improve its governance or risk management. Ultimately, Finansinspektionen has the authority to 

withdraw the banking license of the institution.

Finansinspektionen considers transparency as an essential part of its supervision. For example, the detailed capital requirements for 

category 1 and category 2 institutions are disclosed on a quarterly basis. This includes detailed disclosure of Pillar 2 capital 

requirements covering both P2R and P2G. Further, as mentioned above, Finansinspektionen has published methodologies for 

calculating certain Pillar 2 capital requirements, including for credit concentration risk, IRRBB and pension risk.

Scope of application of SREP

(Articles 108 to 110 of CRD)

In accordance with the European Banking Authority's (EBA) guidelines concerning the supervisory review and evaluation process 

(SREP), FI categorises Swedish credit institutions into four groups. The categorisation is primarily based on the EU methodology for 

determining O-SII scores and supplemented by supervisory judgement. In scope are all Swedish credit institutions that are granted a 

bank or credit license by Finansinspektionen, in line with Regulation (EU) No 575/2013 and Directive 2013/36/EU. The categorisation 

allows Finansinspektionen to apply a risk-based and proportional superviory approach. 

The first group (category 1) consists of Sweden’s largest credit institutions, including Handelsbanken, Swedbank, SEB and Nordea 

Hypotek. These institutions are classified as systemically important domestically and are subject to a systemic risk capital buffer 

requirement (with the exception of Nordea Hypotek, which is indirectly subject to a systemic risk buffer through its parent bank in 

Finland). There is close supervisory cooperation for these institutions through interntional supervisory colleges, and each institute is 

subject to an extensive annual SREP. 

The second group (category 2) consists of eleven medium-sized credit institutions. Together with the first group, these institutions are 

also subject to an annual SREP. As these institutions are typically not internationally active, they do not have supervisory colleges. 

Overall, Finansinspektionen allocates most of its supervisory resources to the supervision of institutions in category 1 and category 2.

The third and fourth group (category 3 and 4) consist of smaller credit institutions (a total of 93 institutions in September 2020). 

Commensurate with their classification, the supervisory time and resources allocated to these institutions is more limited and risk-

based. For example, category 3 institutions undergo a SREP at least every three years, while the frequency of SREP for category 4 

institutions is determined following a risk-based approach.

Similarly with regard to branches of foreign banks operating in Sweden, Finansinspektionen's supervisory resources are allocated 

commensurate with their importance for the Swedish financial system. For example, Nordea branch and Danske Bank branch in 

Sweden have been designated as significant-plus branches in accordance with CRD art. 51 and the pertinent EBA guidelines, whilst 

DNB branch in Sweden has been designated as significant branch. These branches are subject to supervision broadly similar to 

category 1-2 institutions. This includes an annual risk assessment that feeds into the group-wide SREP assessment by the respective 

home supervisor and the supervisory college.

In September 2016, Finansinspektionen published its methodology for categorising credit institutions (available in Swedish). 

Assessment of SREP elements

(Articles 74 to 96 of CRD)

In line with the EBA SREP guideline, all category 1 institutions are subject to a comprehensive annual SREP, which includes in-depth 

analyses of the viability of the institution from the perspective of the business model, the governance and risk control framework, and 

risks to capital and liquidity. The annual SREP is based on various information sources, including COREP and FINREP, but also bilateral 

quarterly risk meetings with the institution and supervisory examinations that take place throughout the year. Supervisors also 

frequently meet with senior management to discuss issues related to governance and regulatory compliance. All information and 

findings from these meetings and examinations are included in the annual SREP. Institutions are also required to share their internal 

capital adequacy assessment process (ICAAP) and internal liquidity adequacy assessment process (ILAAP), which are reviewed by 

Finansinspektionen. During the SREP process, the supervisory college is closely involved.

For category 2 institutions, whilst the annual SREP process is broadly similar to category 1 institutions, in general the approach is 

more proportional and focuses on the key risk areas identified by supervisors and risk experts. Supervisors will meet with the senior 

management of the institutions at least once a year as part of the SREP cycle. For category 3-4 institutions, the SREP approach is 

more proportional and risk-based. 

For all institutions the SREP includes a forward looking analysis, including a review of an institution’s own stress testing and stress 

testing framework. Finansinspektionen also conducts supervisory stress tests to evaluate the adequacy of institutions' capital buffers. 

This test forms the basis for the determination of Pillar 2 guidance (P2G), which was introduced in the EBA SREP guideline in 2018. 

Further, Finansinspektionen uses peer review to ensure consistency in assessment. 

Regarding the scoring of risks, Finansinspektionen closely follows the EBA SREP guidelines. That is, the various SREP elements are 

scored from low to high (risk score 1 to 4) based on the level of inherent risk and the quality of risk management and control. The risk 

scores are then aggregated into viability scores as specified in the EBA guidelines. All material risks facing the institution are included 

in the assessment. The overall SREP score is determined based on the viability scores for (i) business model, (ii) governance and 

internal controls, (iii) capital adequacy and (iv) liquidity adequacy. 

Review and evaluation of  ICAAP and ILAAP

(Articles 73, 86, 97, 98 and 103 of CRD)

Each credit institution that is subject to SREP is required to submit the ICAAP and ILAAP to Finansinspektionen. Finansinspektionen 

requires an internal audit of an institution’s ICAAP and ILAAP to ensure appropriate independent review.

Finansinspektionen requires institutions to follow the EBA guideline on the collection of information related to the ICAAP and ILAAP 

(EBA/GL/2016/10). In principle, institutions should follow the entire guideline, but where certain information items are not applicable 

or relevant these may be omitted. In general, category 1 and 2 institutions would be expected to comply in full with the guideline, 

while category 3 and 4 institutions may take a more proportional approach. 

Note that the SREP assessment is based on all available supervisory information, not just an institution’s ICAAP and ILAAP. 

Particularly for category 1 and 2 institutions, much of the supervisory information is collected through the quarterly risk meetings and 

supervisory examinations, which allows Finansinspektionen to independently evaluate an institution’s ICAAP and ILAAP and to ensure 

a rich and in-depth SREP assessment of an institution’s viability. Note also that Finansinspektionen applies published supervisory 

methodologies for certain Pillar 2 requirements, such as interest rate risk in the banking book (IRRBB), credit concentration risk and 

pension risk. These methodologies allow Finansinspektionen to benchmark the banks' ICAAP results in a harmonized and consistent 

manner.

Date of the last update of information in this template

(2)
The scope of SREP to be considered both at a level of an institution and in respect of its own resources. 

A competent authority shall explain the approach used to classify institutions into different categories for SREP purposes, describing the use of quantitative and qualitative criteria, and how financial stability or other overall supervisory objectives are affected by such categorisation.  

A competent authority shall also explain how categorisation is put in practice for the purposes of ensuring at least a minimum engagement in SREP assessments, including the description of the frequencies for the assessment of all SREP elements for different categories of institutions.

(3)
Including working tools e.g. on-site inspections and off-site examinations, qualitative and quantitative criteria, statistical data used in the assessments. Hyperlinks to any guidance on the website are recommended.


