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CONTINUED IMPROVEMENT
MORS Software, a leading provider of intelligent real-time Treasury and ALM solutions for 
banks, conducted its 7th annual Liquidity Risk Management Survey in May, June and July 2017.

89 banks participated from across the UK, Continental Europe, Asia, Africa, the Middle East 
and North America.

The following key findings emerged and are presented in greater detail in this Report:

KEY FINDINGS

Room for improvement in LCR calculation frequencies 

NSFR calculation readiness ahead of the curve vs. 1 January 2018

Still siloed approach in most banks in measuring risk categories without interaction

Clear improvement in banks’ abilities to forecast liquidity ratios
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In summer 2017, as the 7th Liquidity Risk 
Management Survey received its responses, the 
European Central Bank (ECB) set precedents in 
Europe when it forwarded cases to the Single 
Resolution Board (SRB) which led to resolution 
procedures. One institution in particular was 
deemed ‘failing or likely to fail’, after having 
experienced severe liquidity outflows. The 
incident, and the swiftness in particular with 
which an institution was declared ‘failing or likely 
to fail’, surprised many commentators. This also 
highlights the need for continuous scenario-
based analysis capabilities. Banks today are 
clearly required to have the ability to continuously 
measure, monitor and forecast prudential 
requirements in particular. 

Regulatory requirements are many and varied, 
at both the international and national levels, 
and banks are working on extensive projects to 
meet them. Some of the regulations are already 
in force, sometimes with staggered schedules, 
and some are still to be implemented in the 
near future. The Liquidity Management Survey 
concentrates on the development of intra-day 
liquidity risk management capabilities in banks, 
and surveys them also in light of the multitude of 
regulatory demands. This year, the survey even 
probes the capabilities that might exist to measure 
the interaction of liquidity risk with other risks, 
e.g. interest rate risk and credit risk. As the task 
of measuring and managing the often mutually 
incompatible goals that the different metrics entail, 
it is worth exploring whether banks can manage 
their balance sheets in a more holistic manner.

Our interest in intra-day liquidity risk management 
originates in our long-standing involvement and 
experience in developing real-time and intra-day 
treasury, risk management, liquidity management 
and ALM solutions for monitoring, steering and 

forecasting purposes. Real-time capabilities are a 
core component of MORS solutions, which comply 
with requirements and meet the need to provide 
intra-day information for Treasury & ALM and risk 
management. The survey has played an important 
role for us since the first edition back in 2011 in 
terms of our desire to follow and understand the 
progress and trends of intra-day liquidity risk 
management development.

Previous annual survey results underlined the 
importance of intra-day liquidity risk management 
for banks, and the 2017 edition of the survey 
resolved to re-examine the status. Likewise, the 
surveys have endeavoured to seek out and identify 
the drivers behind the development of intra-day 
liquidity risk management in banks, and to acquire 
information on intra-day forecasting capabilities. 
Over the years, the outline of the survey questions 
has remained the same in order to reveal the 
trends in the development of intra-day liquidity 
risk management. At the same time, however, 
the survey questions have been modified when 
needed to cover recently-detected core trends, 
or imminent regulatory requirements. This year, 
we included more specific questions about how 
frequently banks are able to calculate Liquidity 
Coverage Ratio (LCR) and Net Stable Funding 
Ratio (NSFR), (Questions 3 & 4), and explored 
the possibilities the banks have to monitor the 
interaction of liquidity with other risks (Question 6) 
mentioned above.

We wish to sincerely thank all the participants in 
the 2017 survey, and are grateful for the continued 
interest in our liquidity risk management survey. 
We are delighted to share the survey results with 
you.

Mika Mustakallio  
CEO, MORS Software

CONTINUED IMPROVEMENT IN  
INTRA-DAY LIQUIDITY RISK MANAGEMENT 
DRIVEN BY REGULATORY REGUIREMENTS

THE 7TH EDITION OF THE LIQUIDITY RISK MANAGEMENT SURVEY TAKES THE PULSE OF 
THE ONGOING DEVELOPMENT OF INTRA-DAY LIQUIDITY RISK MANAGEMENT IN BANKS.
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Regional Participation merged 

Participant's Pro�le merged

SURVEY DEMOGRAPHICS

89 SENIOR AND MID-LEVEL EXECUTIVES IN 33 COUNTRIES RESPONDED TO THE 
2017 MORS SOFTWARE LIQUIDITY RISK MANAGEMENT SURVEY.

REGIONAL PARTICIPATION

PARTICIPANT'S PROFILE

 8% UK & Ireland

 34% Central Europe

 15% Southern Europe

 17% Nordic Countries

 18% Eastern Europe

 3% Asia

 2% Middle East 

 3% North America

 14% Executive Management

 33% Treasury & ALM

 21% Risk Management

 18% Liquidity Management

 12% Compliance

 2% Consultancy
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1  Intra-day liquidity risk monitoring remains a priority for a clear majority of banks   

A total of 82% of respondents state that their organisations monitor liquidity risk in intra-day. The 
result confirms a sustained trend in relation to previous survey results. In 2011, when the question 
was first posed in the survey, the result was 65%. Since then the figure has steadily increased and 
has now been above 80% for the last two years. The result underlines the continued importance of 
this issue for banks. It also shows the work done over the last 7 years to improve intra-day liquidity 
risk monitoring capabilities within banks. 

82% Yes

 16% No

 2% Do not know

Does your organisation monitor liquidity risk intra-day?

RESULTS – A BANKING SECTOR SURVEY

SPONSORED BY MORS SOFTWARE – JULY 2017
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Still 32% of banks cannot calculate their LCR on an end-of-day basis or more frequently 

The responses for this question reveal that a clear majority of respondents can calculate their Liquidity 
Coverage Ratio on an end-of-day basis or more frequently. 60% of respondents have indicated that they 
can calculate the LCR end-of-day. 4% of respondents have the capability to calculate in real-time and an 
equal percentage on an intra-day basis. 

Somewhat surprisingly, roughly a third of respondents cannot meet the requirement of daily LCR 
calculations. Weekly capability has been indicated by 6% of respondents, monthly by 24% and quarterly 
by 2% of respondents. Given that the regulatory authorities have stipulated that banks should be able to 
calculate daily LCR figures at times of stress, the results suggest that some work remains to be done to 
improve the capability of calculating LCR more frequently.

KEY FINDINGS – A BANKING SECTOR SURVEY

Internal Steering and Regulatory Compliance continue to be the  
top drivers for managing and monitoring liquidity risk in intra-day

The 2017 edition of the survey reveals that Internal Steering and Regulatory Compliance continue to be 
the top drivers for managing and monitoring liquidity risk in intra-day. Regulatory Compliance scored 
3.7 on a scale of 1–5, closely followed by Internal Steering with a score of 3.6. Cost Reduction and Rating 
Agency Requirements score clearly lower than the two top drivers, at 2.9 and 2.6 respectively.

In the “Other” group, respondents were invited to note and rate other motives for managing and 
monitoring liquidity risk. Some of the comments, such as “Internal Limits” and “Business Goals and 
Plans” suggest these are also linked to Internal Steering. 

2  

3  

What are your motives to manage and monitor liquidity risk in intra-day?  
Please rank each item from 1 (least important) to 5 (most important).

Internal steering

Regulatory compliance

Rating agency requirements

Cost redution 

Other

 12% 8% 16% 26% 33% 5%

 12% 9% 13% 22% 40% 4%

 27% 12% 24% 8% 11% 18%

 20% 18% 21% 23% 11% 7%

 19% 8% 0% 4% 8% 61%

1 2 3 4 5 Do not know  Average

3,6

3,7

2,6

2,9

2,3

 4%  Real-time

 4%  Intra-day

 60%  End-of-day

6%  Weekly

24%  Monthly

2%  Quarterly

0%  Other

How frequently are you able to calculate LCR? 
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An overall majority of banks (82%) can already  
calculate NSFR monthly or more frequently

The responses for this question reveal that already 25% of banks are capable of calculating the 
NSFR end-of-day and an additional 4% of banks can calculate NSFR in real-time or intra-day. 10% 
of banks calculate NSFR weekly. 

Monthly is the most common frequency in terms of ability to calculate the NSFR, with 43% of 
respondents selecting this frequency. Together, the categories indicating monthly or more frequent 
calculations amount to 82% of respondents. 17% of banks have indicated calculating NSFR 
quarterly.

The NSFR is scheduled to be implemented as a regulatory requirement by the Basel Committee 
of Banking Supervision (BCBS) as of 1 January 2018. Given that the BCBS has set NSFR minimum 
disclosure frequency at quarterly, the results can be interpreted as banks already having a good 
readiness to fulfil the minimum regulatory requirement. However local regulatory requirements 
may differ and require banks to calculate the ratio more frequently. Local requirements might 
already be reflected in the survey results. 
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 2%  Real-time

 2%  Intra-day

 25%  End-of-day

10%  Weekly

43%  Monthly

17%  Quarterly

1%  Other

How frequently are you able to calculate NSFR? 
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KEY FINDINGS – A BANKING SECTOR SURVEY

Forecasting capabilities of Internal Metrics stronger  
than for Regulatory and Rating Agency Metrics

The responses for this question reveal that banks have quite different readiness and abilities to 
forecast in the various categories of metrics and ratios intra-day. 46% of banks are able to forecast 
ratios for Internal Metrics intra-day. 41% and 23% of banks can forecast intra-day their respective 
LCR and NSFR ratios. 12% of banks have the ability to forecast Rating Agency Metrics intra-day.

Forecasting capabilities overall have increased. Comparing these results to last year’s survey, a 
clear improvement can be seen for regulatory metrics, i.e. LCR and NSFR as well as for Internal 
Metrics: The biggest improvement can be seen for Rating Agency Metrics where last year’s survey 
revealed that only 4% of banks could forecast these intra-day. 
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Are you able to forecast for the following ratios intra-day? 

LCR

NSFR

Internal metrics

Rating agency metrics 

Other

 41% 55% 4%

 23% 70% 7%

 46% 44% 10%

 12% 65% 23%

 9% 37% 54%

Yes No Do not know 

Just over a third of banks can measure liquidity risk  
interaction with, for example, IRR and credit risk

The responses to this question reveal that just over a third, or 35% of banks can measure the 
interaction of liquidity risk with other risks such as interest rate risk (IRR) and credit risk.

A fairly high proportion of respondents, (44%) stated that they do not have the ability to measure 
this interaction. Furthermore, 21% of respondents stated that they do not know if they are able to 
measure this interaction. 

Whether from a holistic risk, a balance sheet or a business-management perspective, a bank 
should be able to measure the interaction of different risk types such as liquidity and IRR in order 
to understand the bank’s full exposure. The ability to measure and manage the interaction between 
different risk types has recently received increased attention from regulators. The results of this 
survey question suggest that many banks still lack the ability to measure the interaction, and hence 
have not been able to break the silos.

6  

35% Yes

 44% No

 21% Do not know

Can you measure the interaction of liquidity metrics with other risks such as IRR and credit?
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Monitoring tools for intra-day liquidity management requirements  
is the biggest driver among other regulations for development of  
intra-day liquidity management capabilities

For this question, Monitoring tools for intraday liquidity management requirements (BCBS 248) 
emerges as the strongest driver impacting the development of real-time and intra-day liquidity 
management capabilities. It scored 3.5 on a scale of 1 to 5. This was followed by Data aggregation 
requirements (BCBS 239) and Liquidity stress testing requirements, both scoring 3.3. Recovery and 
resolution planning requirements scored 3.2.

In the Other category lack of real-time systems, cost management and local regulations were 
mentioned as drivers. 

7  

Which other drivers impact the development of real-time and intra-day  
liquidity management capabilities in your organisation?  
Please rank each item from 1 (least important) to 5 (most important).

Data aggregation

Recovery and resolution

Liquidity stress testing

Monitoring tools

Other

 8% 15% 22% 19% 19% 17%

 6% 19% 30% 23% 12% 10%

 12% 16% 20% 32% 17% 3%

 13% 10% 17% 20% 34% 6%

 10% 5% 3% 3% 3% 76%

1 2 3 4 5 Do not know  Average

3,3

3,2

3,3

3,5

2,2
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The 2017 Liquidity Risk Management Survey 
categorically confirms the continued importance 
of intra-day liquidity risk monitoring for banks. 
The main drivers for developing intra-day liquidity 
management in banks are the necessity to achieve 
regulatory compliance and the need for internal 
steering. These have continued to be the top 
drivers for a number of years. 

This year, the survey touched in more detail upon 
the frequency of the intervals within which banks 
are able to calculate and produce some of the 
most apparent regulatory ratios, namely Liquidity 
Coverage Ratio (LCR) and Net Stable Funding Ratio 
(NSFR). The requirements for the calculation of 
LCR are already in place, but the NSFR regulation 
is coming into effect only on 1 January 2018. The 
survey results show that the processes in all banks 
are not yet able to generate the daily LCR, which 
is required in times of stress. It seems that the 
development of liquidity management is still a 
work-in-progress in many banks, and that the work 
continues. On the other hand, it appears that banks 
are well ahead of the Basel standard requirements 
in terms of implementing NSFR calculation 
capabilities. A clear majority can already produce 
NSFR more frequently than Basel requirements. 
This could be explained by the fact that national 
standards may be stricter and demand more 
frequent disclosure of this ratio.

The survey also examined banks’ capabilities for 
forecasting ratios. The results show that banks 
have the best readiness to forecast internal 
metrics, followed by forecasting of LCR out of the 

regulatory metrics. Overall, the 2017 results show 
a clear improvement in forecasting capabilities. 
A growing proportion of banks can now forecast 
ratios compared to last year and we believe this 
is a trend that will continue. We have on several 
previous occasions highlighted the implications 
of the resolution authorities’ early intervention 
powers, when declaring a firm ‘failing or likely to 
fail’. Now we have experienced some guidance 
in practice, illustrating the need for the best 
readiness.

The survey introduced a new question this year 
about whether banks are able to measure the 
interaction of liquidity ratios with for example IRR 
and credit risk metrics. About a third of the banks 
replied they can, which implies that this is still 
an unexplored area for a large number of banks. 
Traditionally, when liquidity data is processed 
separately from the balance sheet data, the 
siloed approach remains, which often affects the 
monitoring of different metrics as well. We see that 
taking a holistic overview of liquidity and interest 
rate risk, considering and evaluating the effects of 
one on the other simultaneously, gives the banks 
a significant competitive edge. Balance sheet 
and business planning processes alike can be 
optimised. Combining treasury and banking book 
data and breaking siloes at intra-day frequency 
is where the future lies, both for regulatory 
requirements, and just as importantly for internal 
needs.

CONCLUSION 

Room for improvement in LCR calculation frequencies 

NSFR calculation readiness ahead of the curve vs. 1 January 2018 

Still siloed approach in most banks in measuring risk categories without 
interaction

Clear improvement in banks’ abilities to forecast liquidity ratios 

THE 7TH ANNUAL LIQUIDITY RISK MANAGEMENT SURVEY KEY FINDINGS:
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ABOUT MORS SOFTWARE

MORS SOFTWARE IS A LEADING PROVIDER  
OF INTELLIGENT REAL-TIME TREASURY AND 
ALM SOLUTIONS FOR BANKS

UNLIKE MOST PROVIDERS, MORS SOLUTIONS CAN QUICKLY ADAPT TO AN EXISTING 
BUSINESS AND IT ENVIRONMENT AND PRODUCE BENEFITS WITHOUT REQUIRING MAJOR 
CHANGES TO THE BUSINESS PROCESSES OR IT SYSTEMS. THE FAST DELIVERY AND 
COST EFFICIENCY MAKE MORS UNIQUE AND APPRECIATED BY MANY LEADING BANKS 
WORLDWIDE.

MORS LIQUIDITY 
MANAGER IS A REAL-TIME 
SOLUTION FOR FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS

MORS Liquidity Manager 
enables Treasury, Liquidity 
and Risk Managers to manage, 
monitor and analyse liquidity 
risk in real-time, and to stress-
test any external and internal 
liquidity metrics, such as:

NSFR, LCR  
(in several international and 
national variations)

Rating agency metrics  
(BLAST & SFR)

Internal metrics  
(Survival horizon, mismatch 
calendars etc.)

MORS Liquidity Manager 
aggregates transactions from 
existing core banking and 
trading solutions, offering a 
full and transparent picture of 
the current and future liquidity 
position for an entire bank.

MORS Software has been at 
the cutting edge of real-time 
liquidity management solutions 
since 1996.
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MORS Software 
Aleksanterinkatu 48 A
00100 Helsinki
Finland 
tel +358 9 6829 650 

helpdesk@morssoftware.com 
sales@morssoftware.com

www.morssoftware.com

www.morssoftware.com


