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Liquidity Risk Management –  
Signs of Integration 
MORS Software, a leading provider of integrated Treasury and ALM solutions for banks, 
conducted its 9th annual Liquidity Risk Management Survey in May, June and July 2019.

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

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

Key Findings

Banks are more capable of measuring the interaction of liquidity risks with other risks, 
such as Interest Rate Risk (IRR) and credit risk

‘Internal Steering of Liquidity’ and ‘Intraday Liquidity Risk Management’ share top spot 
for most time-consuming tasks

Around 50% of banks struggle with some key Intraday Liquidity Risk measurement 
capabilities

Only 37% of banks allocate intraday collateral to avoid posting it into ‘Double Duty’
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As part of our Liquidity Risk Management market 
research, we have published the results of this 
survey since 2011.  Our aim with the research 
over the years has largely remained the same. In 
particular, we are keen to understand what areas 
liquidity risk managers are focusing on in terms 
of developments and improvements. Naturally, 
regulatory requirements are a big driver of 
development. It has been interesting to follow 
and observe how regulatory requirements have 
affected developments. 

In last year’s survey report, we concluded that 
many of the improving trends had come to a halt. 
This year we can see that this status quo largely 
remains. This applies e.g. to the banks’ ability to 
calculate the LCR, with 31% of banks still relying 
on weekly, monthly or quarterly calculation 
frequencies.   

As a positive development, we are also seeing 
signs of a more integrated liquidity risk 
management approach. For some time, we have 
been advocating the benefits of assessing the 
interconnectivity between risk surfaces or types 
of risk. On this issue, we are pleased to report 
that the survey indicates improved capabilities 
in measuring the interaction between liquidity, 
Interest rate and credit risk.

Another sign of a more integrated approach 
is the increased time spent on intraday 
liquidity matters. We note that Internal 
Steering of Liquidity and Intraday Liquidity Risk 
Management are the two tasks that Liquidity 
Risk practitioners spend most of their time on. 

This year we included three new questions on 
intraday liquidity management. The reason for 
including the questions is partly due to the 
increased regulatory focus on intraday in parts 
of Europe, as well as the quickly developing 
payments landscape. One of the questions 
related to interaction studied whether banks 
separate or allocate their intraday collateral from 
their High Quality Liquid Assets (HQLA) included 
in the LCR. This represents another indication 
of the more integrated approach we have seen 
signs of.

We wish to sincerely thank all the participants 
in the 2019 survey. We are grateful for the 
continuing shared interest in following liquidity 
risk management development. We are delighted 
to share the survey results with you below. 

Mika Mustakallio  
CEO, MORS Software

Liquidity Risk Management –  
Signs of Integration 

The Liquidity Risk Management Survey follows the development of Liquidity 

Risk Management capabilities in banks. The results of this 9th annual Liquidity 

Risk Management Survey were received in summer 2019.
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Survey demographics

65 senior and mid-level executives in 34 countries responded to the  

2019 MORS Software Liquidity Risk Management Survey.

Regional Participation 

 22% Central Europe

 22% Eastern Europe

 15% Southern Europe

 15% Nordic Countries

 7% North America

 7% South America

 6% Middle East 

 2% UK & Ireland

 2% Africa

 2% Asia

Participant's Pro�le Data 

 41% Treasury & ALM

 28% Risk Management

 15% Liquidity Management

 9% Executive Management

 4% Consultancy

 3% Compliance

Balance Sheet size 

 20% Under 1 EUR billion

 29% 1-10 EUR billions

 20% 11 to 50 EUR billions

 17% 51 to 150 EUR billions

 6% 151 to 500 EUR billions

 8% Over 500 EUR billions

Participant's Profile

Regional Participation

Balance Sheet Size
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Results 
Liquidity Risk Management Survey

Sponsored by MORS Software – 2019

MORS Software welcomes signs of a

MORE INTEGRATED  
LIQUIDITY RISK MANAGEMENT  

APPROACH
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Results – Liquidity Risk Management Survey

The two first questions have been included 
in our surveys for several previous years. 
Over the years, and up until the 2017 survey, 
we have seen steady improvements in 
the abilities of banks to calculate the LCR 
and the NSFR on an increasingly frequent 
basis. This year's survey confirms that the 
development and improvements have come 
to a halt since 2017, except for intraday 
calculation capability of the NSFR. 

The regulatory frequency requirement for the 
NSFR is a quarterly calculation. The survey 
suggests that 95% of the banks in the survey 
are capable of fulfilling this requirement. 

With the LCR, the picture is different. Clearly, 
the LCR is a faster moving ratio and the 
regulatory requirement on calculation 
frequency is daily. Similar to previous years, 
we remain surprised that close to a third of 
respondent banks are capable of calculating 
the LCR only on a weekly basis or at a lower 
frequency. 

 3% Real-time

 6% Intraday

 58% End-of-day

 11% Weekly

 18% Monthly

 2% Quarterly

 2% Other

LCR Frequency – How frequently are you able to calculate LCR?1

2 NSFR Frequency – How frequently are you able to calculate NSFR?

 2% Real-time

 8% Intraday

 22% End-of-day

 8% Weekly

 42% Monthly

 15% Quarterly

 5% Other
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3 Are you able to forecast the following ratios on an intraday basis?

LCR

NSFR

Internal metrics

Rating agency metrics 

Other

 32% 60% 8%

 14% 75% 11%

 45% 42% 13%

 14% 65% 22%

 9% 54% 37%

Yes No Do not know 

This question measures the capabilities 
of banks regarding intraday forecasting 
of liquidity metrics. In line with last year’s 
results, this survey suggests that intraday 
forecasting capabilities are much stronger 
for internal metrics than for regulatory 
metrics. 45% of respondents state that they 
are able to perform intraday forecasting of 
internal metrics, while the corresponding 
figure for the LCR is 32%. For both the NSFR 
as well as for Rating Agency Metrics, 14% of 
banks state that they are able to forecast 
these on a intraday basis.

Overall and across the different metrics, 
intraday forecasting capabilities are similar 
to those recorded in last year’s survey. As 
stated above, the strongest forecasting 
capabilities are for Internal Metrics which 
has improved by a futher 3% when compared 
to last year’s survey.

4 Can you measure the interaction of liquidity metrics with other risks 
such as IRR and credit risk?

This question surveys the banks capabilities 
to measure the interaction of liquidity 
metrics with other risks.  The responses to 
this question reveal that 35% of respondents 
are able to measure the interaction of 
liquidity metrics with other risks such as 
interest rate and credit risk. Comparing 
the results to last year’s survey, the survey 
suggests there has been clear improvement 
in this matter. Last year only 26% of the 

respondents were able to measure the 
interaction of liquidity metrics with other 
risks. Still, 57% stated that they are not 
able to measure the interaction. A fairly 
high proportion of respondents (8%) seem 
unaware of whether they have the ability to 
measure the interaction of different types of 
risk.

Yes  35%

No  57%

Do not know 8%
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Internal steering of liquidity

Intraday Liquidity Risk Management  

(Governance and reporting such as BCBS 248)

Producing management reports

Funding planning

Producing regulatory metrics (LCR, NSFR, AMM...)

Data aggregation and data management

ILAAP or similar requirements

Behavioral analyses (history, trends, AI, etc.)

Results – Liquidity Risk Management Survey

5 Please rank from 1 to 9, which of the following tasks take most of your 
time, 1 being the most time consuming. Lower scores mean more time 
used.

Top 3 
most time 

consuming 
tasks

This question measures which tasks liquidity 
risk professionals spend most time on. Of 
the 8 tasks listed in the survey, Internal 
Steering of Liquidity and Intraday Liquidity 
Risk Management (Governance and reporting 
such as BCBS 248) are clearly the most time-
consuming tasks. Producing management 
reports and funding planning are the next 
two most time-consuming tasks. Following 
these were the tasks of Producing Regulatory 
Metrics (LCR, NSFR, AMM...), Data Aggregation 
& Data Management and ILAAP or Similar 
Requirements. Finally, Behavioural Analyses 
were viewed as the least time-consuming task.

Comparing the results to last year’s survey, 
time spent on Intraday Liquidity Risk 
Management has clearly increased. Last year 
this was considered as the second least time-
consuming task, while this year intraday 
liquidity shares the top spot with internal 
steering of liquidity. 

Tasks regarding data aggregation & data 
management seem to be dealt with more 
efficiently than last year. In this year’s 
survey, these only rank as the 6th most time 
consuming tasks, while last year data related 
tasks shared the top spot together with 
internal steering of liquidity. 

4,0

4,6

4,7

4,8

5,5

4,0

4,4

4,5

6 Can you measure the Intraday exposure, expressed as intraday 
imbalances, in real- or near time?

This question gauges the abilities of banks 
to measure their intraday cash (im)balances 
in real or near-time. Just over half (52%) of 
respondents state that they have the ability 
to measure their intraday imbalances in 
real or near time. 41% state they are not 
able to measure this. The remaining 7% of 

respondents are unaware whether they have 
the ability to measure intraday imbalances. 

This question, and the two following 
questions related to intraday liquidity, are 
new to the survey and hence no comparison 
exists with previous years. 

Yes  52%

No  41%

Do not know 7%
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Are you able to measure the collateral monetisation requirements 
caused by intraday exposures in real- or near-time?

Do you separate the specific intraday collateral from the rest of your 
Liquidity reserve? (meaning your liquidity reserve is not in a ‘double 
duty’ but you have separate reserves for intraday and e.g. LCR.)

This is a follow-up to question number 6. Its 
purpose is to measure the abilities of banks 
to quantify how much additional collateral 
is required in order to ensure payments 
can be carried out as intraday exposures or 
imbalances materialise. 39% of respondents 
have indicated that they are able to measure 
their intraday collateral monetisation 
requirements, while 50% are unable to 
perform this task. 11% have indicated they do 
not know. 

The results are in-line with the results 
for question number 6. Question 6 covers 
the slightly more basic requirements on 
capabilities to measure intraday imbalances, 
while this question can be seen as a ‘next 
level requirement’. For this reason, it is 
natural that less banks have the capability 
to measure collateral monetisation 
requirements than the capability for 
measuring intraday imbalances. 

The background to this question is the 
increasing supervisory scrutiny over whether 
banks use the same collateral for intraday 
payments purposes and in High Quality 
Liquid Asset (HQLA) buffers for LCR ratios. 

The results suggest that 50% of respondents 
don’t separate the intraday collateral from 
their liquidity buffers used for the LCR, for 
example. 37% state that they do separate 
the two, while a fairly high percentage of 
respondents (13%) are unaware of whether 
their intraday liquidity collateral is in ‘double 
duty’. 

Yes  39%

No  50%

Do not know 11%

Yes  37%

No  50%

Do not know 13%
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Conclusion 

The 2019 Liquidity Risk Management Survey confirms that the status quo on technical 
reporting capabilities, as observed in the last couple of years, remains the same. In 
future surveys, we hope to find out whether this status quo is driven by current market 
conditions (with ample liquidity generally available), by a reduced focus from regulatory 
authorities in this area, or for another reason entirely. 

Despite this relative inertia regarding technical capabilities, we do welcome signs of 
a more integrated approach to liquidity risk management and other risk surfaces. The 
survey does suggest improvement in the ability to measure the effect of interaction 
between different types of risks. This is likely to benefit the understanding of banks 
regarding their overall risks. It should also help break down risk silos as well as reduce 
risks when examining individual risk surfaces in isolation. 

Witnessing signs of a more integrated approach gives us cause for excitement as we 
enthusiastically await further developments within liquidity risk management.  We look 
forward to renewing our annual liquidity risk management survey next year and reporting 
our findings back to you.  

W

W

W

W

Key Findings

Banks are more capable of measuring the interaction of liquidity risks with other risks, 
such as Interest Rate Risk (IRR) and credit risk

‘Internal Steering of Liquidity’ and ‘Intraday Liquidity Risk Management’ share top spot 
for most time-consuming tasks

Around 50% of banks struggle with some key Intraday Liquidity Risk measurement 
capabilities

Only 37% of banks allocate intraday collateral to avoid posting it into ‘Double Duty’
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About MORS Software

With MORS Integrated ALM 
(Asset & Liability Management) 
approach banks can monitor, 
manage and report interest 
rate risk and liquidity risk in 
one system.

MORS Holistic approach 
offers ALM & Treasury 
Management in one system.

Banks fulfil specific interest 
rate risk, liquidity risk and 
treasury management 
requirements by using one of 
MORS modules.

MORS ALM as a Reporting 
Service supports banks with 
an outsourced ALM function.

Integrated ALM Holistic Treasury ALM Point Solutions ALM as a Reporting Service

Depending on your priorities, MORS solution and its modules are packaged to meet the following needs. 

Improves Efficiency
MORS improves Treasury ALM 
processes, enabling focus on risk 
analysis and decision making. 
MORS shortens lead times for report 
and scenario generation, providing 
intuitive and configurable set-ups. 
MORS delivers additional efficiencies 
covering multiple risk surfaces, such 
as interest rate risk, liquidity risk and 
counterparty risk, in one integrated 
system.

Why MORS?

Saves Costs
MORS implementation projects are 
standardised, decreasing overall 
costs of system implementation. 
Once implemented, MORS gathers, 
reconciles and updates source data 
automatically, lowering system 
operating costs. MORS annual 
software license costs are fixed and 
include new software releases twice 
a year. These offer predictability and 
cost savings in Treasury ALM.

Optimises Balance Sheet
MORS helps Treasury ALM 
practitioners maximise NII within 
regulatory and internal constraints. 
MORS calculates key ratios (such 
as LCR, NSFR, EaR, EVE, IRRBB) 
on a continuous basis, providing 
excellent decision-making support. In 
addition, MORS is a tool for internal 
assessment processes and ad-hoc 
stress test requirements, further 
increasing the benefits of the system.

Helping Banks optimise their Balance Sheet & 
Financial Risks 

FTP

ALM TMS LRM

FTP

ALM TMS LRM

FTP

ALM LRM

FTP

ALM LRM
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MORS Software 
Aleksanterinkatu 48 A
00100 Helsinki
Finland 
tel +358 9 6829 650 

sales@morssoftware.com
www.morssoftware.com

www.morssoftware.com


