
 
 

 
October, 2014 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Cost of Funds on 
European Banks 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared for ACG Analytics, Inc, Washington DC 



 

2 
October, 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agenda 

1. Executive Summary 

2. Introduction  

2.1. Mandate and Approach 

2.2. Background  

3. Quantitative Assessment 

3.1. Cost of Fund Definition 

3.2. Funding Structure 

3.3. Cost of Funds 

4. Qualitative Assessment 

4.1. ECB Measures and Regulatory Aspects  

4.2. Expert Views 

5. Appendix 

 

 

 

 

 

ACG Analytics, Inc  wishes to thank bmc partners GmbH, 
Munich for their leadership on this project 



 

3 
October, 2014 

1. Executive Summary 

Since the financial crisis in 2007/ 2008 European banks have experienced a significant decline in their 
Cost of Funding (CoF). Analysis shows a decrease of more than 50% of overall CoF defined as 
“interest expenses over total liabilities” from 2.5% in 2008 to 1.2% in 2013. This trend, which is partly 
driven by a shift in the sourcing of funds towards deposits and short term debt, has been confirmed 
in interviews with industry experts. In the day-to-day business, however, banks/ treasurers apply 
more sophisticated approaches of marginal costing. This enables them to steer the business by 
synchronizing actual pricing with actual CoF.   

After the financial crisis the European bank market has not only suffered from credit defaults and 
change in investor behavior. In Southern Europe the subsequent European Sovereign Debt crisis had 
a direct impact on local banks, i.e.in Greece and Spain through severe downgrading of their credit 
ratings analogue to the respective countries. As a direct consequence, the European Central Bank 
(ECB) has implemented several measures to ease financing and to equalize differences across 
regions.  Since 2007 ECB prime interest rates have come down by almost 4% to an all time low of 
0.05%. The outcome of measures like LTRO, T-LTRO and a recently introduced negative interest rate 
for cash deposits at the ECB has worked as desired, resulting in reduced CoF. Our analysis of country 
clusters indicates that these liquidity and funding measures have been mostly successful, however, 
have not yet been very effective stimulating the demand for lending by the real economy. During the 
financial crisis and the following years some banks had to be supported.  The intention of capital 
injections, loans, guarantees, etc. has been to avoid bankruptcy of distressed banks. Our analysis 
indicates that state aid has been successful in keeping CoF at a relatively low level. Further cluster 
analysis indicates that size matters significantly in terms of CoF; the bigger the bank, the lower their 
CoF. Systemic relevant banks tend to have lower cost of funds compared to their peer group.  

New regulation under Basel III, like LCR, NSFR has been implemented to reduce risk and force banks 
to increase their equity ratios. Treasury has reacted by proactively managing assets and liabilities. 
Banks’ balance sheet analysis confirms, apart from a substantial reduction of balance sheets, a 
significant change in capital and funding structures over time. Furthermore, changes in the type of 
funding have also been driven by more cautious behavior from investors and customers. In addition, 
these new regulatory requirements put lot of additional administrative cost on banks.  Combined 
with an environment of low interest rates, this puts increasing pressure on margins.  

The majority of our interview partners expect that driven by ECB political intention CoF will remain 
low for some time. Banks, therefore, have to revise their business models and strategies. The success 
will depend on the ability to find funding and manage the product shelf in a low margin environment. 
Regions like Switzerland, BeneLux and Germany are considered relatively more stable and hence 
experience stronger inflow of capital. Some Southern European countries however still suffer from 
the inability to source capital and high refinancing cost.  Interview partners outlined the following 
trends. Some players are focusing on product and regional offerings, which yield more efficient cost 
positions. Others rely on international footprint and further diversified business lines to offset low 
margins.  Even though the long term picture remains complex and uncertain, banks are beginning to 
view the situation more relaxed, but expect increased consolidation among ECB regulated banks. 
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2. Introduction 

2.1. Mandate and Approach 

 

In public view the rather excessive risk taking by financial institutions has become the major factor in 
explaining the financial crisis. Breaking the nexus between states and financial institutions the search 
for the right regulation of banking and financial markets has become the major challenge for public 
authorities. After the crisis new regulation has been implemented to reduce systemic risks.  

Continued cheap liquidity has been provided by ECB through various measures.  The latest June 6th, 
2014 announcement of the T-LTRO and the further reduction of the key lending rates are not 
presumed to be the end. Basel III affects capital requirements, leverage ratio and reduction of 
systemic risk. Systemic relevant banks are required to further increase their equity base. Banks have 
reacted in many ways, e.g. by deleveraging, reducing their cost base, adapting compensation, and 
down -sizing or selling proprietary trading activities.  

All these events are having a significant impact on banks’ Cof . bmc partners have been mandated to 
undertake an analysis and survey with key decision makers to explain this impact:   

 Analyzing the historical development of the CoF as reported by 15 major European banks 
from 2008 and 2013   

 Reviewing the impact factors of regulatory and accounting changes as well as central bank 
policy on CoF 

 Validating the direction and development of the CoF and discussing  individual 
methodologies applied 

 Evaluating bank perspectives on CoF and their outlook on the business. 

 

To arrive at the results the following data sources have been used: 

 

Primary research: 

 Financial and annual reports of 15 selected European banks 

 Interviews with key decision makers, CFOs, treasurers of selected European banks 

 Interviews with financial service experts at regulatory bodies and academia 
 

Secondary research: 

 Institutional data, e.g. ECB data, national central banks, IMF, Eurostat, Thomson Reuters, S&P 

 Market reports, e.g. BIS Quarterly reviews, ECB-Eurosystem, gfma  

 Academic reports, e.g. University of Oxford, Frankfurt School of Finance  

 Regulatory bodies, e.g. Financial Stability Board, national regulators, European Banking 
Authority 

 Other publications, e.g. Bloomberg, Economist, Financial Times, Frankfurter Allgemeine 
Zeitung, Handelsblatt, Neue Zürcher Zeitung, Le Monde 
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2.2. Background 

 

The financial crisis starting in summer 2007 led to a severe liquidity squeeze. Therefore European 
banks were facing the challenge to secure funding. The reduction of cheap wholesale funding has 
been one of the most severe and lasting effects. In addition, the blamed ABS/securitization markets 
have become difficult and long term unsecured funding remains costly. Furthermore, new 
regulations are continuously increasing the pressure on banks’ profitability and balance sheets. These 
new liquidity rules and requirements to bolster capital structures are forcing banks to deleverage and 
increase deposits. Finding investors to raise new equity has yet been another challenge which led to 
a further shortening of balance sheets.  

ECB data shows large differences in the financing gaps across European countries. In the past lending 
rates did across the Euro zone not significantly differ.  Since the second peak of the crisis in 2011 
there has been a strong linkage between ratings on countries and the downgrading of banks.  For 
example, in 2012 the rating downgrade of Spain to BBB+ resulted in a downgrading of more than two 
thirds of Spanish banks. This directly impacted the ease of access to funding and also CoF.  ECB data 
reveals the discrepancy of CoF between presumed safe heavens like Germany and liquidity-scarce 
Southern-European markets. 

Europe’s banks are still working to build robust and stable funding models. There is continued strong 
demand for short term funding. The market for unsecured funding has been largely closed for most 
banks. Long term funding remains available but only at very high rates many banks cannot afford. 
Senior unsecured funding will be facing challenges due to its subordination by mooted bail-in 
regulation. Secured funding i.e. covered bonds have become more popular. Asset Backed Securities 
(ABS) have been stagnant if not almost dead. Deposits as one of the cheapest and most stable 
sources of funding have increased significantly and industry experts do not foresee a major decline in 
the near future.  

A lot of the European banks have been dependent on cash injections initially from governments, 
followed by ECB. At its peak more than €1 trillion was poured into the system in 2011. These 
measures, however, did not always achieve their main purpose being higher loan growth. Banks 
being squeezed by balance sheet and capital restraints have been struggling to lend these funds to 
real economy.  On the one hand there is a risk that banks start to rely on the cheap funding by ECB 
and do not reconsider their business models. On the other hand there has been some relief over the 
last months seen in early repayment of the L-TRO. Even though the long-term picture remains 
complex and uncertain, some banks view the situation now more relaxed. 

Banks had to undergo severe structural changes to respond to the crisis. The continuing low ECB 
interest rates put significant pressure on asset margins. As a result banks have been revising their 
business models. Some of them exited certain business segments altogether, particularly parts of 
Fixed Income and Capital Markets businesses which are highly dependent on thin spreads from very 
short-term funding. Others are trying to fill this gap as part of their revised strategy. These 
adjustments of the business models combined with reduced profitability will lead to a consolidation 
of the European market going forward.  
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3. Quantitative Assessment  

3.1. Cost of Fund Definition  

 

There is a wide range of possible definitions of CoF, most of them rather academic and not used in 
the day-to-day banking environment. The IMF and some academic papers use lengthy and complex 
formulae with various components, i.e. cash rates, bank specific adjustments (e.g. quality of capital), 
macroeconomic adjustments (e.g. jurisdiction under which a bank is working; economic development 
in this jurisdiction), as well as several other adjustment factors, e.g. “danger of disruptive events”.  

Some industry experts pointed to the importance of cost of total capital. The cost of equity is usually 
higher than cost of debt, however somewhat arbitrary depending on investors’ general expectations 
for returns at a given point in time. Also, on a short-term basis cost of equity can be adapted based 
on strategic management decisions. As a result of the government bail-out, some banks decided not 
to pay dividends for several years following the financial crisis in order to strengthen their capital 
base. The actual cost of equity during that period was zero. For the purposes of our analysis we 
exclude the equity component as we focus on the liability side.  

Using historical cost is inadequate as pricing guide in a volatile environment. When interest rates are 
falling, historical cost will be higher than replacement cost and vice versa. Investment decisions, 
however, should be based on the cost of new money. One can calculate the cost based on the 
current funding applied or funds that the bank desires to use. To calculate the CoF a number of 
methods can be applied, however, for the purposes of this paper we will not further elaborate on 
these.  

 In order to get a fact based understanding we have analyzed the financial and annual reports of 15 
European banks. We focused on the largest banks of European origin, therefore excluded players like 
HSBC or Citibank. The following target banks have been agreed upon:  

- UK:   Barclays,  RBS, Llyods TSB  
- Germany:  Deutsche Bank, Commerzbank 
- Switzerland:  UBS,  Credit Suisse 
- France:  BNP Paribas,  Société Generale  
- Netherlands:  ABN Amro, ING Group  
- Italy:   Unicredito Group 
- Spain:    Santander, BBVA 

 

Germany has a so-called “three-pillar” banking system comprising of publicly held savings and 
wholesale banks, privately held cooperative banks and privately held commercial banks. As an 
example for a larger publicly held wholesale bank we have also analyzed HSH Nordbank.  

In order to compare CoF of the selected banks we used the definition “interest expenses over total 
liabilities” as main indicator. In a more detailed breakdown we focused on specific categories of bank 
liabilities that serve as funding sources. Other categories which do not primarily represent a funding 
source, e.g. financial instruments and derivatives have not been considered.  The heterogeneity of 
published data, however, represents a caveat to this deep-dive analysis. As not all information is 
available at the same level of detail for all banks, not all 15 banks can be compared along each 
funding category 
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To better understand the banks’ sources of funding and their respective costs, the following sub-
categories have been analyzed and compared: 

 

i. Deposits:  
Comprises all deposits from customers and banks (wholesale and retail) 
 

ii. Total Debt: 
Comprises all kinds of debt regardless of maturity (short-term vs. long-term) and regardless 
of seniority (securitized vs. unsecured subordinated).  
 

iii. Short-term Debt:  
Comprises short-term debt which is classified as such from the very beginning, e.g. 
commercial papers; long-term debt which matures within 12 months and therefore is 
classified as short-term in banks’ balance sheets due to its maturity is not included in this 
category since cost associated with such debt are based on its original long-term character 
 

iv. Mid-/long-term Debt:  
Comprises mid-/long-term debt which is classified as such from the very beginning, e.g. 
bonds with a maturity of 10 years 
 
 

v. Subordinated and Hybrid Debt:   
Comprises debt regardless of its maturity, but based on its priority; debt classified as 
subordinated or hybrid in banks’ annual reports or debt labeled as having some 
characteristics equivalent to banks’ equity is included 

 

 

3.2. Funding Structure  

In the analyzed time frame from 2008 to 2013 the composition of banks’ liabilities has undergone a 
significant change. Deposits increased by around 23%, largely driven by a slowdown of investment 
activity.  

 

Development of Deposits and Debt over time, in % of Total Liabilities 

Deposits Debt 

  

 

For comparison, total debt declined by around 18% over the same period.  A more detailed analysis 
of debt shows that the relative share of mid-/ long-term debt as percentage of total liabilities 
remained relatively stable. Mid-/ long-term debt witnessed a slight increase in the years 2009-2011 
regaining their original levels in 2013.  
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In contrary, short-term debt decreased by around 53% partly driven by the dry-up of the commercial 
paper market.  However, as short-term debt has always played a minor role in banks’ funding, its 
influence on overall CoF is not very strong.  

 

Development of Mid-/ Long-Term Debt and Short-Term Debt over time, in % of Total Liabilities 

Mid-/ Long-Term Debt Short-Term Debt 

  

 

 

 

 

 

The share of subordinated and hybrid debt which is closest to banks’ equity and hence relatively 
expensive remained stable over time, however at very small levels with negligible influence on 
overall CoF. 

 

Development of Subordinated and Hybrid Debt over time, in % of Total Liabilities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3. Cost of Funds 

Banks’ overall CoF defined as interest expenses over total liabilities dropped significantly by 51% 
from 2008 to 2013 following the massive reduction in central banks’ interest rates. In particular, from 
2008 to 2009 CoF experienced a steep decline from 2.5% to 1.5%. The overall reduction, however, 
was under proportional to central banks’ prime interest rates with a decrease of > 80% from 2008 to 
2013. 

 

Development of CoF of Total Liabilities and Central Banks’  prime interest rates over time 

CoF of Total Liabilities Central Bank prime interest rates (annual average) 
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Although prime interest rates continued to decrease, no significant drops in CoF have occurred since 
2009. Even though, there still is slight convergence between minimum and maximum CoF levels of 
different banks, it looks like CoF may have arrived at a baseline.  

To further understand the impact of regulatory and other external events on the development of CoF 
we have analyzed the different banks along the following clusters: 

- by systemic relevance  
- by state aid granted in the years 2008 and later  
- by country of origin  
- by size in terms of total liabilities 

The following table shows that since 2009 systemic relevant banks have lower CoF than others. 
Systemic relevant banks will be forced by new regulation to increase their equity ratios in order to 
absorb potential losses.  This puts increasing pressure on their profitability as pre-crisis high margin 
business matures. Nevertheless, this negative effect is partly offset through lower CoF. 

 

Systemic relevant banks vs. other banks (average CoF) 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Systemic relevant banks 2.5% 1.4% 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 1.1% 

Other banks 2.4% 2.0% 1.7% 1.7% 1.8% 1.6% 

 

 

During and after the financial crisis selected banks were supported through capital injections, loans, 
guarantees, etc. from governments. Intention was to avoid distressed banks going bankrupt. The 
following table shows that this state aid has been successful in keeping distressed banks’ CoF on a 
relatively low level. Over time CoF is converging across all banks; apparently state aid has helped and 
stabilized the whole sector. 

 

Banks with state aid vs. other banks(average CoF) 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Banks w/ state aid 2.2% 1.5% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.2% 

Other Banks  2.9% 1.6% 1.4% 1.5% 1.5% 1.3% 
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ECB’s liquidity and funding measures were amongst others targeted to create equal funding 
conditions for banks across the entire Euro zone. Looking at the country cluster displayed in the table 
below it seems that this objective appears to have somewhat achieved. 

 

Banks by country (average CoF) 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Germany 2.4% 1.3% 1.1% 1.2% 1.2% 1.0% 

France 2.8% 1.6% 1.4% 1.5% 1.4% 1.2% 

Netherlands 1.4% 1.3% 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% 1.4% 

Spain 3.9% 2.3% 1.9% 2.3% 2.1% 2.0% 

Switzerland 3.0% 1.4% 1.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0% 

UK 1.5% 1.3% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 

 

 

Clustering banks by size in terms of total liabilities reveals that size matters significantly in terms of 
CoF. The bigger the bank, the lower its CoF.  This effect is most pronounced for the largest banks in 
our sample.   

 

Comparison Average Total Liabilities (2008-2013) vs. Average CoF (2008-2013) 

 

x axis: average total liabilities (2008-2013), in mn EUR 
y axis: average CoF 2008-2013), in % 
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Analyzing the cost of deposits the attractiveness of deposits as a funding source becomes obvious, as 
their CoF decreased by almost 64% from 2008 to 2013. Given that deposits represent the major 
funding source, this results in a significant reduction of overall CoF.  

Overall interest expense banks have to pay for their debt has also experienced some decline , 
however not at the same levels as deposits. This may simply be due to the maturity structure of the 
various debt elements. In particular, long-term debt issued years ago leads to still higher cost levels. 
Due its maturity structures long-term debt also has to account for higher risk compared to deposits.  

 

CoF – Deposits CoF – Debt 

  

 

The fact that mid-/ long-term debt is more upward sticky compared to short-term debt is shown in 
the following two graphs and tables. Whereas short-term debt has seen a dramatic decrease, 
following the drop in CoF for deposits and following the central banks’ interest rates, costs for 
mid/long-term debt decreased to a lower extent, though still substantial.  

Caveat:  
Banks typically don’t distinguish between interest expenses for short-term instruments such as commercial 
papers and interest expenses for long-term instruments such as bonds. For lack of data the following analysis is 
only based on 2 banks.  

 

CoF – Mid-/Long-Term Debt CoF – Short-Term Debt 
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Hybrid and subordinated debt, which have certain equity characteristics, have hardly experienced 
any change in their costs levels. These remained comparatively high and closer to banks’ cost of 
equity than to banks’ cost of debt. According to the banks’ different risk profiles (typically measured 
through cost of equity) we observe a spread within our sample.   

 

Development of CoF – Hybrid/ Subordinated Debt over time 

 

 

HSH Nordbank’s CoF were significantly higher especially in the years 2008/2009. This is due to 
relatively high expenses for derivative financial instruments. Contrary to the overall CoF, the CoF for 
specific funding sources are more similar to all other banks in our sample. CoF for deposits, debt and 
hybrid/ subordinated debt are in line with the remaining sample. For detailed figures, please refer to 
the appendix of this report.  

 

The quantitative analysis of the CoF leads to the following questions which have been addressed in 
the qualitative assessments 

- What impact do ECB measures and the regulatory environment have on further 
developments? 

- What methodologies do banks use in their day - to - day business? 
- What is the view of major European banks on  

o the composition of funding and CoF? 
o the regulatory environment and ECB measures? 
o the future business model? 
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4. Qualitative Assessments 

4.1. ECB Measures and Regulatory Aspects 

 

To counter the funding gap, ECB has offered a number of short term and long term measures with a 
direct impact on CoF. End of 2011, ECB started to provide funding through Long Term Refinancing 
Operations (LTROs).  LTROs and other liquidity programs have been used by banks to close their 
funding gap generated by the expiring government funding from 2008/9 and by banks with dedicated 
arbitrage strategies, e.g. the purchase of bonds from Greece. Around € 1 trillion was given to banks 
at 0.75% and around € 800 billion were parked by banks at ECB at 0%.  In September 2012 ECB 
outlined conditions for buying unlimited amounts of bonds from troubled countries to further 
stabilize the Euro zone. Government bond spreads have narrowed and Southern European Banks 
have gained access to primary capital markets. In the following highlights the key measures and their 
desired impact: 

 First measures implemented by ECB have been along the interest regime, intended to indirectly 
create a positive lending environment. Interest rates were regularly adjusted downwards in line 
with actual market conditions, economic outlook and status of the financial crisis. Even though 
CoF subsequently decreased, the impact on liquidity gaps has not been sufficient, calling for 
dedicated liquidity injection programs, such as LTROs. 

 Objective of the LTRO is to provide liquidity buffers for banks holding illiquid assets. The program 
is based on the experience of the credit squeeze in 2008 where interbank lending and other loan 
origination practically seized. In 2011 and 2012, two LTRO facilities with 36 month maturities 
each have been launched (#1 with a volume of € 490 billion; #2 with a volume of € 530 billion). 
With the ongoing stabilization of the financial system and with further reduced cash lending 
rates some European banks started early repayments of these loans in mid 2013. However, 
repayments by Euro zone periphery banks (mainly Ireland, Italy, Spain, Greece) are clearly lacking 
behind. 

 The “Targeted” LTRO (T-LTRO) aims at indirectly supporting loans to the real economy excluding 
lending to the real estate sector. Banks can borrow additional funds up to 7% of credit lines 
already provided to the non-financial sectors excluding real estate. Initial volume is € 400 billion, 
duration September 2018 (4 years) with ECB prime interest rate plus 10bps. 

 

So far, the above cash injections have not been as effective in terms of loan growth as originally 
desired.  A number of banks held the liquidity as government bonds or directly placed it back to the 
ECB. To avoid this, ECB just recently introduced an even lower cash rate of 0.15% and a negative 
deposit interest rate of -0.10% (penalty for cash deposits at the ECB, introduced June 5th 2014). 
Further measures are regularly under discussion. Their focus is usually targeted to specific segments. 
One example is a planned rule on ABS to revive the capital markets. Further details on this program 
are not available yet.  

New regulatory requirements are a key driver for future funding markets, especially the Basel III 
regulation to be introduced from 2013 through 2018. The most important aspects are the Liquidity 
Coverage Ratio (LCR), and the Net Stable funding ratio (NSFR), the new capital adequacy rules and 
the possibility of bail-in legislation. Key objective of Basel III is to improve the stability of the banking 
system by strengthening the banking sector’s capital base and improving leverage ratios.  Thus, Basel 
III has an indirect impact on CoF: 
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 Improved Capital Ratios are intended to gain higher stability of the entire banking sector by 
strengthening its equity base. Target is to reach a threshold of 4.5% core capital (Common Equity 
Capital Ratio) and total 1ier 1+2 capital ratio of 9.5% for Systematically Important Financial 
Institutions (SIFIs) in 2019. Progress is being tracked since 2011 and banks have been striving to 
over-fullfill this requirement as soon as possible. The minimum threshold of future debt leverage 
ratios will have an impact on funding structures in general. Excluding risk adjustments, cost of 
debt may be assumed to be constant until this minimum level is reached.  

 The Liquidity Coverage Ratio (LCR) is intended to address the short-term liquidity risk. It requires 
banks to hold a buffer of liquid assets to offset the risk from loss of wholesale funding, deposit 
withdrawal and other contingent liquidity risk. The rule impacts short term funding, banks have 
to hold additional liquid assets (cash and liquid bonds) to cover liquidity swings for a defined 
period under stress. It requires that short term debt is to be funded with a term of at least one 
month, regardless its liquidity. This has a major impact on investment banking as a lot of their 
activity is funded shorter than 1 month. 

 Net Stable Funding Ratio (NSFR) is intended to address the structural liquidity risk created in a 
bank’s balance sheet. The rule dictates that assets that will remain on the balance sheet for more 
than 12 months to be funded from debt longer than one year in remaining maturity. 

 

New accounting standards, especially IFRS 9 will have some impact. IFRS 9 as a replacement of IAS 
39 represents a response to the financial crisis and is planned to be effective for annual accounting 
periods beginning on or after January 1st, 2018. The introduction of the new accounting standard is a 
program of three phases:  

 Classification and Measurement, determining how financial assets and financial liabilities are 
accounted for and how they are measured on an ongoing basis. 

 Introducing a new, expected loss impairment model that will reflect more timely recognition of 
expected credit losses. Specifically, the new standard requires entities to account for expected 
credit losses from the moment financial instruments are first recognized.  As such it lowers the 
threshold for recognition of full lifetime expected losses. 

 Introducing a substantially-reformed model for hedge accounting with enhanced disclosures 
about risk management activity. Accounting treatment will be aligned with risk management 
activities and thus lead to a better reflection of these activities in the financial statements. 

The stand-alone impact of IFRS 9 cannot be quantified at the moment, but will rather feed into the 
new Basel III regulations. 

 

Bail-in is intended to provide further protection for depositors by an increase of seniority of deposits. 
The concept suggests placing them above senior unsecured debt in the tranching of a bank’s liability 
structure. Implementing any bail-in regulations will increase the cost of senior unsecured debt. For 
the time being, bail-in regulations are under discussion, but not effective yet. 

 

The resulting impact of regulation will be a further decrease on cost of funding as banks will become 
much more stable under the new regulatory regime and hence adjustments for lenders’ risk will 
decrease. However, the stronger driver will most likely remain the general interest regime imposed 
by central banks, in particular when LTRO lines will be paid back. 
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4.2. Expert views  
 

We interviewed key decision makers, CFOs and treasurers at the agreed target banks to qualify 
quantitative assessment in section 3 and findings from publicly available data. Their views were 
complemented by interviews with market participants at the respective bank. In the following we 
have summarized the key issues.  

 

Cost of Fund methodologies applied 

Our interviews with treasury revealed that no bank is using the academic CoF approach for steering 
its balance sheet. All interviewees confirmed that banks are applying an approach of marginal CoF, 
due to the need to steer the business today and to synchronize actual pricing with actual cost of 
funding. The calculated CoF is converted into a fixed internal rate, which is then passed on to the 
business units. 

In general, applied formulae used consist of a current swap curve vs 3 month Euribor/ LIBOR plus 
current spread plus liquidity charge, plus a charge for rating trigger dependent on instrument and 
product.  The same methodology applies for off balance sheet items. Funding rates are provided by 
the treasury department to the individual bank divisions based on the formula above. Individual bank 
divisions and segments have the authority to alter target margins for individual clients and/or 
products for reasons of competitiveness.  The marginal CoF is generally derived from a bucket 
approach defining how much funding needs to be raised in each forecast period. 

All interviewed banks confirmed that treasury has a global mandate where concepts, methodologies, 
and management are shared across regions. The same policies apply on group and regional levels; 
however regional CoFs may deviate based on local interest regime as well as country and regulatory 
specifics. The update frequency varies from bank to bank. Internal curves are published weekly or 
monthly. For very large ‘special’ transactions banks usually apply ad hoc pricings. 

Interviews with the market side also unanimously revealed that they rather use pragmatic 
approaches and calculations considering long-term development curves of CoF. As basis for pricing 
CoF directly depend on the pre-fixed composition of funding categories, i.e. deposits, short and long-
term financing, secured financing.  In addition, current market conditions such as the respective base 
rate and credits default spread (CDS – Credit Default Swap level of the respective institutions), the 
level of intervention of the central bank (haircut on collateral, LTRO, T-LTRO), as well as the influence 
of regulatory measures, such as liquidity coverage ratios, leverage ratios, the net stable funding ratio, 
etc. are taken into consideration. Furthermore, competitive, strategic and tactical considerations play 
an important role.  

 

Composition of Funding 

Interview partners agreed on the following in terms of composition of funding mix. There is a strong 
tendency to rely on deposit funding from both, private and institutionals. Unless the European 
economy is witnessing some upturn and as a consequence deposits are withdrawn to finance real-
economy CAPEX, the share of deposits is expected to remain stable or even further increase. 
However, as deposits are generally considered as volatile, they are managed based on a rather 
passive strategy ensuring a high base level. Some banks, however, follow the strategy to attract new 
customers through specific deposit campaigns.  

Other sources of funding are more actively managed to fill funding requirements. Even though, the 
unsecured interbank market remains small for the foreseeable future. Given existing LTROs and the 
newly launched T-LTRO, the need for a functioning interbank market is not explicitly obvious for 
some of our interview partners. Even further, LTROs are expected to be replaced by funding out of 
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the T-LTRO facility. Large repayments of LTROs are expected end of Q3 and Q4/2014. One may say 
that there is a convenient roll-over of LTRO facilities, in particular for EUR periphery banks. However 
for some EUR core banks, T-LTRO will not be a major strategic funding component as they want to 
avoid maturity bulk risks for Q3/2018, the maturity date of the new T-LTRO. 

Secured financings, i.e. covered bonds and securitizations remains stable. Especially in Germany 
covered bonds are still considered as the funding source of choice due to the generally high ratings 
based on their low loan-to-value ratios of maximum 60%. Hence “AAA”-ratings are almost standard 
with a respective impact on funding costs. Further ABS funding is expected to remain stagnant for 
the time being, even though this may change in case the ECB implements new measures in 
discussion. Early signals of revival may be observed in the US in the area of car retail loans, however 
so far without any triggers for Europe. 

 

Cost of Funding  

CoF have decreased significantly since 2008 due to low ECB lending rates and to the introduction of 
LTRO and lately T-LTRO. New regulatory and business model changes impact the composition of the 
funding structure leading to further increase of low-cost deposit funding.  Banks foresee that the 
LTRO will be replaced by the T-LTRO as it is of even lower cost and offers term funding for 4 years, 
leading to further convergence of CoF between EUR periphery and EUR core banks. Therefore banks 
are expecting a further decline in general CoF in the near future. The question arises what will 
happen when the T-LTRO expires in 2018 and at the same time the real economy withdraws 
wholesale deposits to finance CAPEX. 

The currently discussed bail-in regime will ask for issuance of bail-in able securities to reach 8% 
threshold, which may increase CoF, depending whether those instruments are considered interest 
paying or not. Whether this will be a real lever in terms of overall CoF remains to be seen. Most of 
our interview partners do not attribute significant impact weight to this regime – at least not today. 
The same accounts for increased administrative effort resulting from Basel III regulation where the 
direct impact will be on cost, but not on CoF. 

 

ECB measures and regulation 

The impact from new regulation, such as the new capital regime, net stable funding ratio, leverage 
ratio and accounting standards and esp. IFRS 9 and macro hedge accounting cannot be quantified in 
aggregate at the moment. However, higher cash balances and larger portfolios of higher rated assets 
are already observed.   

LTRO and T-LTRO have potential to lead to further decreases of CoF including a convergence across 
Europe towards 0.25%, in particular relevant for EUR periphery banks, not so much for EUR core. 
Some of our interview partners share the hypothesis that level playing field is intended by ECB. 
Through low interest regime, spreads continue to fall with negative impact on profits out of lending 
and treasury management. 

Implementation of LCR and NSFR calculation standards increases administration costs significantly. 
This effect is believed to be more on a one-time basis rather than recurring. Increased admin costs 
are not factored in the internal CoF-rate, but there will be some impact on product cost. Currently 
banks consider two ways to deal with LCR admin efforts. Either, banks can increase capital buffers, 
being more costly on the capital side, but simple in terms of implementation. Alternatively they can 
apply very precise modeling approaches calling for smaller required buffers, however partly offset by 
increased admin cost. This can be addressed through “LCR-friendly” products requiring less 
administrative effort, i.e. fixed-maturity lending instead of roll-over products, where constant 
monitoring would be needed. 
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With regards to IFRS 9 it is yet unclear how certain asset categories will be defined, i.e. treatment of 
operational versus non-operational deposits. This will have direct impact on Tier1/Tier2 capital 
requirements. 

Indirect results are that banks are forced to further upgrade IT infrastructure and system integration. 
Our interview partners also pointed to the fact that CFOs, CROs and treasury are about to improve 
governance approaches that guarantee on-time analysis of regulatory changes and market 
developments. It is crucial to provide the right guidelines and precondition from the treasurer’s 
perspective to the business units.   

Many interview partners agreed that the current regulatory measures are not sufficient to achieve 
the intended outcomes.  Their recommendation is to switch to expansive fiscal policies in order to 
further stimulate economic growth as interest rates are no constraint for lending anymore. The 
reason for lending into the “real economy” not picking up is currently a lack of demand from SMEs, in 
some countries lack of credit worthiness and not lack of liquidity ready for lending. 

 

Outlook on business model 

The financial crisis and the resulting regulation have significant impacts on reshaping the industry. 
Banks have had to undergo severe structural changes to respond to the crisis.  The ever decreasing 
ECB interest rates put significant pressure on margins. As a result banks have been reconsidering 
their business models. Our interviews confirmed that some exited specific business segments 
altogether, particularly parts of investment banking which are highly dependent on thin spreads from 
very short-term funding. Some of the interviewed banks revealed that they are continuously 
reviewing and streamlining their product offering driven by regulators’ requirements and funding 
squeeze. Driven by the need to improve margins, some banks implement incentive systems for the 
market side to reduce deposits. Others follow strategies to attract new customers by doing exactly 
the opposite. 

On the one hand there is a continuous reduction of CoF. On the other hand the increase of general 
cost of capital may outpace this reduction; hence profitability may shrink further. This could be 
further accelerated as high margin assets will mature and will have to be substituted by new lower 
margin business. Some banks foresee an ever increasing competition from independent financial 
advisors and other new business models. All interviewees confirmed that all these events including 
new regulation and ECB measures make further consolidation in the industry very likely. 

Nevertheless, interviews suggested that banks are rather positive in their general outlook. They are 
rebuilding their balance sheets on the asset side, improving their LCRs, holding higher proportions of 
liquid assets and regaining access to capital markets.  On the passive side deleveraging is still taking 
place. Some of our interview partners were encouraged by the relative ease of the progress of 
implementation of the above.  
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5. Appendix 

5.1. Funding Composition  

 

 

Deposits in % of Total Liabilities 

 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 46.7% 53.9% 63.3% 62.2% 62.5% 64.9% 

Barclays 22.5% 30.3% 29.8% 30.6% 32.5% 38.8% 

BBVA 62.4% 65.7% 66.8% 66.7% 66.7% 71.4% 

BNP Paribas 29.8% 42.0% 39.3% 37.1% 36.0% 37.7% 

Commerzbank 49.3% 49.5% 55.1% 55.5% 61.6% 67.6% 

Credit Suisse 31.2% 32.8% 32.9% 35.1% 38.5% 43.1% 

Deutsche Bank 18.2% 23.5% 28.8% 28.5% 29.3% 33.9% 

ING Group 51.8% 49.3% 48.7% 42.2% 42.3% 46.4% 

Lloyds TSB 55.7% 49.8% 47.0% 49.1% 52.2% 56.4% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 38.7% 47.2% 44.3% 42.8% 50.1% 55.2% 

Santander 52.0% 58.2% 63.0% 64.0% 63.8% 58.7% 

Societe Generale 37.1% 40.3% 38.6% 40.0% 38.6% 37.2% 

UBS 30.0% 36.8% 29.5% 27.4% 32.7% 42.1% 

Unicredit 56.8% 55.6% 58.7% 59.8% 60.4% 64.1% 

Average 41.6% 45.4% 46.1% 45.8% 47.7% 51.2% 

 

HSH Nordbank 55.2% 52.0% 52.6% 49.5% 56.8% 56.4% 

 

 

Debt in % of Total Liabilities 

 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 19.2% 24.5% 25.9% 26.7% 27.5% 26.9% 

Barclays 8.9% 12.2% 13.0% 10.3% 10.0% 8.7% 

BBVA 23.5% 23.4% 19.9% 17.8% 17.0% 13.9% 

BNP Paribas 8.7% 12.1% 12.2% 9.4% 10.4% 11.4% 

Commerzbank 29.8% 23.4% 20.4% 19.0% 15.3% 15.0% 

Credit Suisse 14.2% 17.0% 19.8% 18.7% 18.9% 18.2% 

Deutsche Bank 8.4% 12.7% 13.3% 11.4% 12.1% 13.2% 

ING Group 8.2% 11.6% 12.2% 11.6% 13.1% 12.5% 

Lloyds TSB 21.8% 27.3% 28.1% 23.8% 17.0% 14.8% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 15.1% 19.1% 17.8% 13.2% 9.8% 9.5% 

Santander 45.8% 24.0% 26.2% 18.8% 18.9% 18.5% 

Societe Generale 12.3% 14.9% 14.2% 10.5% 11.9% 11.8% 

UBS 10.0% 10.2% 10.3% 10.3% 8.7% 8.5% 

Unicredit 20.3% 24.4% 20.7% 18.4% 19.6% 19.7% 

Average 17.6% 18.3% 18.1% 15.7% 15.0% 14.5% 

 

HSH Nordbank  32.9% 36.5% 36.6% 36.4% 29.4% 32.4% 
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Mid-/Long-Term Debt in % of Total Liabilities 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 11.6% 16.3% 19.0% 18.5% 18.6% 19.7% 

Barclays n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

BBVA 16.3% 14.0% 14.0% 13.6% 13.0% 11.7% 

BNP Paribas 1.4% 1.0% 4.1% 4.6% 4.9% 5.4% 

Commerzbank 25.5% 18.2% 16.0% 15.7% 12.9% 11.7% 

Credit Suisse 13.2% 16.2% 17.6% 16.1% 16.8% 15.8% 

Deutsche Bank 6.2% 9.0% 9.1% 7.7% 8.0% 8.5% 

ING Group n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Lloyds TSB 5.1% 15.0% 16.3% 15.0% 11.0% 9.1% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 6.8% 10.3% 11.2% 9.1% 7.1% 6.6% 

Santander 19.6% 17.7% 16.4% 15.9% 15.5% 15.6% 

Societe Generale n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

UBS 4.1% 5.3% 5.0% 4.4% 6.0% 5.6% 

Unicredit n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Average 11.0% 12.3% 12.9% 12.1% 11.4% 11.0% 

 

HSH Nordbank 25.9% 30.8% 30.5% 29.9% 24.7% 27.2% 

 

 

Short-Debt in % of Total Liabilities 

 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 5.4% 4.7% 4.3% 5.6% 5.5% 4.4% 

Barclays n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

BBVA 3.9% 5.9% 2.6% 1.4% 1.9% 0.2% 

BNP Paribas 6.4% 9.7% 6.8% 3.8% 4.6% 5.3% 

Commerzbank 1.8% 2.8% 2.1% 0.8% 0.1% 0.6% 

Credit Suisse 1.0% 0.8% 2.2% 2.6% 2.1% 2.4% 

Deutsche Bank 1.8% 2.9% 3.5% 3.1% 3.5% 3.8% 

ING Group n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Lloyds TSB 12.6% 8.7% 7.9% 5.0% 2.1% 1.7% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 6.2% 6.4% 4.7% 2.3% 0.5% 0.4% 

Santander 4.3% 2.8% 0.6% 1.0% 1.9% 1.4% 

Societe Generale n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

UBS 5.7% 4.0% 4.4% 5.2% 2.7% 2.9% 

Unicredit n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Average 4.9% 4.9% 3.9% 3.1% 2.5% 2.3% 

 

HSH Nordbank  1.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 
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Hybrid / Subordinated Debt in % of Total Liabilities 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 2.1% 3.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.6% 2.2% 

Barclays 1.5% 2.0% 2.0% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 

BBVA 3.3% 3.5% 3.4% 2.8% 2.0% 2.0% 

BNP Paribas 0.9% 1.4% 1.3% 1.0% 0.8% 0.7% 

Commerzbank 2.5% 2.4% 2.4% 2.4% 2.3% 2.6% 

Credit Suisse 2.3% 2.5% 2.3% 2.4% 2.0% 2.5% 

Deutsche Bank 0.4% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8% 

ING Group 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.7% 0.8% 0.6% 

Lloyds TSB 4.0% 3.5% 3.8% 3.8% 3.8% 4.0% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 2.1% 2.4% 2.0% 1.8% 2.2% 2.5% 

Santander 3.9% 3.6% 2.7% 2.0% 1.5% 1.6% 

Societe Generale 1.3% 1.3% 1.1% 0.9% 0.6% 0.6% 

UBS 0.6% 0.9% 0.7% 0.5% 1.0% 1.2% 

Unicredit 3.1% 3.1% 2.7% 2.7% 2.3% 2.5% 

Average 2.1% 2.2% 2.0% 1.8% 1.7% 1.8% 

 

HSH Nordbank  4.7% 5.2% 6.0% 6.3% 4.3% 5.1% 

 

 

 

5.2. Cost of Funds 

 

CoF - Total Liabilities 

 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 2.0% 1.6% 2.0% 2.2% 2.1% 1.8% 

Barclays 0.8% 0.6% 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 

BBVA 3.8% 1.9% 1.5% 2.0% 1.8% 1.7% 

BNP Paribas 2.5% 1.3% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.0% 

Commerzbank 2.8% 1.8% 1.5% 1.6% 1.6% 1.4% 

Credit Suisse 3.2% 1.7% 1.9% 1.7% 1.6% 1.3% 

Deutsche Bank 2.1% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8% 0.6% 

ING Group 0.9% 1.0% 1.1% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 

Lloyds TSB 2.6% 2.7% 1.7% 1.5% 1.7% 1.6% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 1.2% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 

Santander 4.1% 2.7% 2.2% 2.6% 2.4% 2.3% 

Societe Generale 3.0% 1.8% 1.6% 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 

UBS 2.8% 1.0% 1.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 

Unicredit 3.7% 1.9% 1.5% 1.6% 1.6% 1.4% 

Average 2.5% 1.5% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.2% 

 

HSH Nordbank  15.3% 10.1% 8.0% 7.5% 5.9% 4.4% 

 

 

  



 

21 
October, 2014 

CoF - Deposits  

 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 2.7% 2.2% 1.5% 1.7% 1.6% 1.3% 

Barclays 2.0% 0.8% 0.4% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 

BBVA 3.9% 1.8% 1.4% 1.9% 1.7% 1.5% 

BNP Paribas 3.1% 1.6% 1.4% 1.5% 1.7% 1.5% 

Commerzbank 2.9% 1.7% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 1.0% 

Credit Suisse 2.7% 0.9% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 

Deutsche Bank 3.0% 1.4% 0.9% 1.0% 0.8% 0.6% 

ING Group 3.6% 2.0% 1.6% 1.8% 1.9% 1.4% 

Lloyds TSB 3.0% 1.5% 1.2% 1.4% 1.5% 1.4% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 2.2% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 

Santander 3.8% 2.7% 2.3% 2.7% 2.5% 2.5% 

Societe Generale 4.1% 2.2% 1.9% 2.2% 1.9% 1.7% 

UBS 2.6% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.2% 

Unicredit 3.9% 1.5% 1.1% 1.3% 1.3% 0.9% 

Average 3.1% 1.6% 1.2% 1.4% 1.3% 1.1% 

 

HSH Nordbank  4.4% 3.0% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 1.9% 

 

 

CoF - Debt  

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 3.7% 2.5% 2.4% 2.3% 2.1% 1.4% 

Barclays 4.0% 3.3% 3.1% 3.1% 2.6% 3.6% 

BBVA 4.3% 3.4% 3.1% 5.8% 3.8% 4.1% 

BNP Paribas 4.7% 2.0% 1.4% 2.0% 1.9% 1.2% 

Commerzbank 4.0% 3.6% 3.3% 3.4% 2.5% 2.4% 

Credit Suisse 3.2% 3.2% 3.5% 3.0% 2.7% 2.5% 

Deutsche Bank 4.2% 2.2% 1.2% 1.6% 1.6% 1.2% 

ING Group 6.5% 3.8% 3.3% 3.4% 3.5% 3.2% 

Lloyds TSB 4.0% 5.9% 3.5% 3.0% 3.1% 3.3% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 3.1% 1.8% 1.3% 1.9% 1.8% 2.1% 

Santander 3.7% 2.4% 2.6% 3.2% 4.0% 3.9% 

Societe Generale 4.6% 2.1% 1.5% 2.3% 2.3% 2.0% 

UBS 3.5% 1.7% 1.8% 1.5% 2.6% 2.8% 

Unicredit 5.1% 3.7% 3.1% 3.5% 3.7% 3.6% 

Average 4.2% 3.0% 2.5% 2.9% 2.7% 2.7% 

 

HSH Nordbank  4.7% 3.1% 2.5% 2.7% 2.6% 2.2% 
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CoF – Mid-/Long Term Debt 

 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Barclays n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

BBVA n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

BNP Paribas n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Commerzbank n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Credit Suisse 3.2% 3.2% 3.8% 3.4% 3.0% 2.8% 

Deutsche Bank 4.0% 2.0% 1.0% 1.6% 1.7% 1.1% 

ING Group n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Lloyds TSB n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Royal Bank of Scotland n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Santander n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Societe Generale n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

UBS n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Unicredit n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Average 3.6% 2.6% 2.4% 2.5% 2.3% 1.9% 

 

HSH Nordbank  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

 

 

 

 

CoF - Short-Term Debt 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Barclays n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

BBVA n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

BNP Paribas n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Commerzbank n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Credit Suisse 3.3% 2.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.8% 0.7% 

Deutsche Bank 4.1% 1.9% 0.7% 0.7% 0.5% 0.4% 

ING Group n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Lloyds TSB n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Royal Bank of Scotland n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Santander n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Societe Generale n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

UBS n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Unicredit n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Average 3.7% 2.3% 0.6% 0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 

 

HSH Nordbank  n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
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CoF Hybrid / Subordinated Debt  

 

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

ABN Amro 4.8% 3.6% 3.0% 2.4% 2.9% 3.5% 

Barclays 4.5% 6.2% 6.5% 6.8% 6.7% 6.9% 

BBVA 6.9% 8.0% 4.7% 4.2% 4.9% 4.6% 

BNP Paribas n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Commerzbank 5.4% 5.6% 5.6% 5.8% 6.1% 6.2% 

Credit Suisse n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Deutsche Bank 7.1% 6.7% 6.8% 6.6% 6.9% 7.1% 

ING Group 20.3% 17.5% 17.9% 16.7% 16.1% 17.2% 

Lloyds TSB 6.1% 16.6% 10.2% 6.0% 8.0% 8.9% 

Royal Bank of Scotland 4.0% 3.0% 1.3% 2.8% 3.1% 3.5% 

Santander 6.5% 6.2% 6.6% 7.3% 8.0% 7.3% 

Societe Generale 5.0% 4.5% 4.4% 4.4% 4.3% 4.9% 

UBS n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Unicredit n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Average 7.1% 7.8% 6.7% 6.3% 6.7% 7.0% 

 

HSH Nordbank  4.2% 2.9% 2.9% 3.1% 3.3% 1.7% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


