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Introduction 

This factsheet accompanies the main report that 

was published as part of the CCAR benchmark 2019. 

The main report discusses the methodologies and 

techniques which were employed by a sample of 25 

BHCs who underwent CCAR that year. This factsheet 

compares individual answers to key questions 

against those of the group as a whole and when 

identified, against the specific peer groups of submit 

or not submit to the Fed. It focuses on five main 

sections:  

• Key ratios 

• Forecasting methods 

• Modelling 

• Risk identification  

• Idiosyncratic events and scenario analysis 

 

 

 

 

About 

ORX started its first CCAR-related research projects 

in 2015 as a relatively small-scale, informal project. 

Since then, the scope of our annual CCAR 

benchmark has expanded, covering the different 

operational risk aspects of CCAR in more detail and 

complementing it with a bi-monthly CCAR working 

group call.  

The objective of this study was to provide 

participants with a benchmark of their CCAR 

operational risk modelling methods and outputs. The 

study has since expanded to include topics such as 

the risk identification process, the use of scenario 

analysis results, and the forecasting of legal losses. 

As part of this study, participants completed a 

survey in June 2019. A roundtable was held in 

Chicago during October. The results from the survey 

are presented in a report accessible online via the 

project page. This accompanying factsheet 

compares some of your firm’s individual results to 

those of other participants. 

 

 

 

 

Participants 

Twenty-five participants took part in this study. This 

includes 16 firms who were required to submit to the 

Fed and 9 firms who were not required to submit to 

the Fed during 2019. A breakdown of the 

participating firms and their names can be found on 

the CCAR benchmark 2019 website. 

 

Figure 1. CCAR status of survey participants 
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The most noticeable difference for firms submitting 

to the Fed was larger interquartile ranges and higher 

median values for the ratios of BHC stressed 

scenario to BHC baseline scenario (ratio a) and the 

baseline scenario over the most recent three-year 

average (ratio b). The median increased by 0.1 

between the two years for ratio a. Ratio b also 

increased, however, it rose by 0.2 across the sample 

period. 

Figure 2. Description of boxplot values 

 

Table 1. Ratios for firms submitting to the Fed 

   a b c 

2
0

1
9

 Q1 3.1 0.4 0.8 

Median 3.8 1.3 0.8 

Q3 5.5 1.5 1.3 

2
0

1
8

 Q1 2.8 0.8 0.8 

Median 3.7 1.1 1.0 

Q3 4.6 1.5 1.4 

 

 
   

 

 

The median ratio for severely adverse scenarios 

over the worst historical nine quarters (ratio c) has 

declined for firms submitting to the Fed – equating 

to a decrease from 1 in 2018 to 0.8 in 2019. 

Estimates of this ratio were more consistent 

across the years with similar interquartile ranges. 

 

Figure 3. Key ratios for firms submitting to the Fed* 

 

* your firm’s individual comparison results are shown by the red crosses 

Key ratios 
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Forecasting methods 

Firms who submitted to the Fed experienced 

considerably less variation across their 2018 and 

2019 median forecasting inputs. With comparatively 

smaller interquartile ranges, firms submitting to the 

fed also showed greater consistency in their 

approach. 

While inputs for stressed scenarios remained 

relatively stable, the largest differences can be seen 

with the forecasting inputs for baseline scenarios. 

Other expert inputs decreased by 11 per cent and 

was mostly replaced by the 12 per cent increase in 

model usage.  

Surprisingly, this goes against the trend we have 

seen in the last few editions of this report that shows 

firms using less models and moving towards a 

scenario-based approach in preparation of the 

SMA’s implementation. 

Table 2. Median forecasting input choices for firms 
submitting to the Fed 

Scenarios Input 
Median 

Change 
2018 2019 
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Expert (other) 29% 26% -3% 

Modelled 18% 15% -2% 
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 Expert (scenarios) 33% 33% 0% 

Expert (other) 38% 46% 9% 

Modelled 18% 22% 4% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Input choices of firms submitting to the Fed for the loss forecasting of different supervisor scenarios* 

 

* your firm’s individual comparison results are shown by the red crosses 
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Modelling 

Seventy-nine per cent of participating firms use 

regression models, while 75 per cent use SME inputs 

to forecast loss. This includes 13 banks that used 

both approaches in combination.  

Firms who submitted to the Fed used more 

modelling approaches such as regression (88 per 

cent), structural models (25 per cent) and loss 

distribution approaches (12 per cent). In comparison, 

firms who submitted to their board only used more 

alternative methods (other), which include historical 

averages, litigation models and simulations that are 

similar to the loss distribution approach (LDA). 

Legend 

■ All 

■ Submitting 

to board 

■ Submitting 

to Fed 

 

The bars in bold colors show 

that your firm was one of the 

respondents who selected a 

particular answer. Conversely, 

the bars in light colors were 

only chosen by other 

participants. 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Methodologies used for loss forecasting 

 

 

Figure 6. Factors used in projections for firms 

submitting to the Fed 
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Risk identification 

The banks who were required to submit to the Fed 

this year have had various frameworks in place which 

already support the risk identification process and 

could be leveraged for CCAR. Overarching ERM and 

RCSA frameworks are likely more mature from 

having been required to engage in this activity for 

longer and having more resources to contribute to 

the process.  There is also a small percentage of 

these firms who had AMA frameworks to leverage.  

More than half of these firms still also look to 

material risk identification programs or processes, 

which have been created or changed to support 

CCAR specifically. 

 

There appears to be some alignment between both 

firm types to create a standard practice in identifying 

material risks.  The majority of firms: 

• Assess risks in both normal and stressed 

conditions 

• Consider both inherent and residual risks 

• Link their material risks to their taxonomies 

• Don’t consider the effect of an operational 

risk on other risk types 

 

In the cases where firms do project the link on to 

other risk types, they consider both credit and 

market risk. Although, it should be mentioned that 

firms who submitted to the Fed do so at a greater 

degree than those who didn’t submit. 

 

 

Figure 7. How material risks are identified for firms 
submitting to the Fed 

 
 

Figure 8. Conditions in which the material risk identification 
process assesses risks 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Consideration of inherent or residual risk when 
determining material risks 
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Figure 10. Identification and description of material risks for 
CCAR purposes 

 
 

Figure 11. Elements that are linked to risk taxonomies 
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Idiosyncratic events and 

scenario analysis  

The percentage of total loss due to idiosyncratic 

events or scenario analysis ranges from 7 – 70% for 

those surveyed. On average, results from 

idiosyncratic events or scenario analysis make up 

around 48% of losses in stressed scenarios, with a 

median of 50%.  

 

 

 

Figure 12. Estimated percentage of losses due to 
idiosyncratic events or scenario analysis 

 

 

 

 

Few firms include results from these losses in their 

baseline scenarios, but most firms include them in at 

least one of the stressed scenarios. There are a few 

differences in how they are included based on firm 

type. In addition to capturing losses that are not 

captured elsewhere, firms who submit to the Fed 

include these losses directly in the scenario for both 

BHC and FRB severely adverse scenarios, while 

those who do not have to submit to the Fed use 

these losses primarily in the BHC severely adverse 

scenario only and as an overlay. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 13. Method and rationale of idiosyncratic 
event or scenario analysis inclusion 

 

 

 

 

The actual number of scenarios which firms included 

in their submission varies – ranging from 1 to 41 

scenarios. The average submission included 10 

scenarios or idiosyncratic events in the more 

stressed scenarios. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Figure 14. Number of scenarios included in a 
submission 
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Managing risk together 

ORX believes many heads are better than one. We’re 

here to bring the best minds of the international 

operational risk community together.  

By pooling our resources, sharing ideas, information 

and experiences, we can learn how best to manage, 

understand and measure operational risk and 

become less vulnerable to losses. We work closely 

with over 90 Member firms to develop a deeper 

understanding of the discipline and practical tools. 

We set the agenda, maintain industry standards, and 

garner fresh insights.  

ORX is owned and controlled on an equal basis by its 

Members. 

For more information about ORX, visit our website at 

www.orx.org. 
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