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1	 Executive summary

–	� In the first few months of the year, the international and national macroeco-
nomic and financial environment was still marked by the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Although fresh outbreaks of infection continue to appear, the vaccination pro-
cess launched on an international scale has slightly reduced the existing uncer-
tainty, prompting an improvement in economic expectations, especially in 
economies such as Spain which have been most affected by the crisis due to 
their productive model. Expectations have also improved for other economies 
such as the United States, which have launched substantial packages of fiscal 
measures. In some of these jurisdictions, the expected uptick in activity has 
been accompanied by fears of rising inflation, which has carried over to re-
turns on debt assets. In the area of monetary policy, there have been no signif-
icant developments with respect to the situation in recent months, but rather 
a continuation of the expansive tone.

–	� In this context, the main international equity indices marked significant gains 
in the first quarter of the year,1 in tune with the vaccination process and im-
proved economic expectations. Gains were relatively similar in the different 
economic areas during this period, compared to the uneven performance ob-
served in 2020 between the US and Japanese indices and their European coun-
terparts (except for the German Dax 30) in favour of the former. US stock 
market indices presented rises ranging from 2.8% on the Nasdaq technology 
index and 7.8% on the Dow Jones. In the Euro area increases were between 6.3% 
on the Ibex 35 and 10.9% on the Mib 30, and in Japan, the Nikkei gained 
6.3% and the Topix rose by 8.3%. In most cases, volatility indicators remained 
at moderate levels. On the other hand, the increase in inflation expectations, 
mainly in the United States, led to a substantial rebound in debt yields in that 
economy (the 10-year sovereign bond rose 83 basis points [bp], +1.75%), which 
was transferred, with less intensity, to similar assets in other economies.

–	� The latest activity data for the Spanish economy show a 10.8% drop in GDP in 
2020, which is greater than the decline experienced by the Euro area as a whole 
(6.8%), mainly because the product composition in Spain has a higher weight-
ing of activities that have been relatively more affected by the crisis. The crisis 
led to job losses of 622,600 last year, as well as an increase in the unemploy-
ment rate to 16.1% of the active population (13.8% in 2019). Likewise, the 
public deficit grew to 10.9% of GDP as a consequence of the rise in spending 
deriving from the pandemic, which is estimated at €45 billion, and public debt 
climbed to 120% of GDP. In this context, the most recent forecasts of the 

1	 The closing date for this report is 31 March, except for certain specific information.
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International Monetary Fund (IMF) for the Spanish economy envisage sub-
stantial growth of 6.4% this year (5 tenths of a point more than in its last fore-
cast and 2 percentage points [pp] more than for the Euro area as a whole). This 
improvement would be due to the positive effects of the gradual lifting of 
lockdown measures, which were so detrimental to the Spanish economy in 
2020, as well as the expectations generated by the European funds. It is also 
important to bear in mind that, having fallen more sharply in 2020, recovery 
rates tend to be higher as economic activity approaches pre-crisis levels. The 
uncertainty surrounding these forecasts remains high due to factors whose 
evolution is difficult to predict: the development of the COVID-19 pandemic 
itself, the effectiveness of the policies and economic aid implemented and, fi-
nally, the adjustment capacity of economic activity to new consumption pat-
terns and certain existing vulnerabilities, such as high public debt or the poten-
tial increase in financial difficulties affecting some companies.

–	� The Spanish equity markets, which made large gains in the final months of 
2020, recouping a substantial large part of the losses they have previously in-
curred, began 2021 with fresh increases, fuelled by the outlook for economic 
recovery and the beneficial effects of the vaccination programmes. In this en-
vironment (which is still marked by high uncertainty) the Ibex 35 ended the 
quarter with a rise of 6.3%, slightly lower than the gains marked by other large 
international indices, with moderate levels of volatility and stable liquidity, 
and with a noteworthy fall in trading volumes. Equity issues were close to 
€3 billion in the first quarter of the year, with transactions carried out under 
the scrip dividend format growing in popularity as they allow companies to 
keep part of the funds on their balance sheets. No initial public offerings (IPOs) 
have been registered so far this year, although several are expected in the com-
ing months, especially from companies in the renewable energy sector. On the 
other hand, two public offerings, corresponding to Opdenergy Holding and 
Grupo Ecoener, have recently been approved.

–	� In the Spanish bond markets, the decline in asset returns observed most of last 
year as a result of the expansionary measures adopted by the European Central 
Bank (ECB) ended in the first few months of 2021, in line with the perfor-
mance of the yields of these assets in the international debt markets. Despite 
the slight increases, interest rates remain very low and are negative for a broad 
set of assets (the 10-year sovereign bond yield ended the quarter at 0.34%). 
Likewise, debt issues of Spanish issuers registered with the CNMV in the first 
quarter of 2021 increased by 13.3% year-on-year, to €23.5 billion, while issues 
made abroad decreased, although their amount was significant (more than 
€19 billion in just two months).

–	� In 2020, the investment fund industry remained practically stable in terms of 
assets, showing a slight increase of 0.1%, to €279.7 billion (€306.6 billion in-
cluding the assets of open-ended collective investment schemes, SICAVs). 
The 10.5% decrease in asset value in the first quarter, 90% of which owed to the 
reduction in the value of the portfolio, was offset by the subsequent increase 
(11.8%) accumulated in the rest of the year. The liquidity conditions of the 
portfolios of these institutions remained satisfactory. In contrast, the assets of 
foreign collective investment schemes (CISs) marketed in Spain continued to 



17CNMV Bulletin. Quarter I/2021

expand, reaching close to €200 billion at the end of the year, representing 39% 
of the total assets of CISs marketed in the country. In the first months of the 
year, the growth in assets and the number of unitholders in these institutions 
seen in the last quarters of 2020 continued. This marks a change in the trend, 
boosted by the strong increase in household savings, which for the time being 
are being channelled into more conservative and liquid financial assets.

–	� In the area of investment services, credit institutions continued to account for 
most of the fees charged for different types of services (close to 90% of the 
total). Investment firms (IFs) saw substantial growth in pre-tax profits in 2020 
(80%), although this performance was due to a small number of entities; in 
particular one that was affected by Brexit to which part of the business carried 
out by its parent in the United Kingdom was transferred. The number of 
broker-dealers and brokers closing the year in losses remained the same as in 
2019 (32 out of a total of 95), but their aggregate amount dropped significantly. 
Solvency in the sector remained satisfactory, although a significant decrease 
was observed in the margins of broker-dealers. For some years, this sector has 
marked a trend in which the weight of entities related to commercial banks is 
decreasing slightly and that of entities that can be considered independent, 
and whose business model is diversified among the different investment ser-
vices, is increasing.

–	� This report contains four monographic exhibits:

	 •	� The first describes the initial effects of Brexit on the European financial 
markets, especially in relation to the transfer of trading from infrastruc-
tures based in the United Kingdom to other infrastructures in the Europe-
an Union (EU).

	 •	� The second looks at movements in the credit ratings of debt assets issued 
by Spanish issuers in 2020 in order to assess the impact of the COVID-19 
crisis.

	 •	� The third exhibit discusses the public consultation opened by the CNMV 
in relation to the future Circular on the advertising of crypto-assets.

	 •	� Lastly, the fourth exhibit addresses the obligation of entities to observe the 
requirements established in Regulation (EU) 2019/2088 on sustainability-
related disclosures in the financial services sector, applicable since 10 
March.
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2	 Macro-financial environment

2.1 	 International economic and financial performance

The Coronavirus pandemic marked economic performance in 2020, leading to a 
contraction in world GDP of 3.3%2 in the year, a long way below the growth of 2.8% 
seen in 2019. All regions went into recession and the fall in activity was most nota-
ble in the second quarter, when the effects of the serious economic and productive 
closures caused by lockdowns and distancing measures became more visible. In the 
following quarters of the year, the drop in GDP was milder in most economies, al-
though none registered positive growth except for China, where the virus had 
spread earlier and hence the recovery of its economy was also earlier.

Annual change in GDP	 FIGURE 1
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream. Year-on-year GDP rates are shown for each quarter in all economies except 
China, where growth rates accumulated in the year are represented in year-on-year terms.

In the United States, the fall in GDP was less severe than in European countries, as 
the lockdown measures were less restrictive and there were fewer closures. Howev-
er, GDP went from growth of 2.2% in 2019 to a fall of 3.5% in 2020. In the Euro area, 
the drop was 6.8% in the year, although notable differences were observed between 
European countries, with falls that ranged from 10.8% in the case of Spain to 3.7% 
in the Netherlands (in 2019 the GDP of these economies grew by 2% and 1.6%, re-
spectively). In Italy, as in Spain, the spread of the Coronavirus was initially more 
rapid, as were the lockdown measures implemented, which translated into a drop in 
GDP of 8.9% in 2020 (+ 0.3% in 2019). In France, the decline was 8.2% (9.7 points 
less than the previous year) and in Germany it was milder (GDP down 5.3% in 2020). 
The United Kingdom also showed one of the largest falls in activity, from growth of 
1.4% in 2019 to a contraction of 9.8% in 2020, as the uncertainty caused by COVID-19 
exacerbated the uncertainty caused by Brexit.

2	 World Economic Outlook, published by the IMF on 6 April.

The Coronavirus pandemic 
marked economic performance 
in 2020, leading to a contraction 
of world GDP of 3.3% in the year 
as a whole (vs. the growth 
of 2.8% seen in 2019).

The United States posted a milder 
decline in activity than the 
European economies.
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The crisis caused by the spread of the Coronavirus caused the main central banks to 
adopt urgent monetary policy measures last year. In their last meetings of March of 
this year, the majority of the monetary authorities maintained the stimuli that they 
had been applying with no significant changes. Thus, the Federal Reserve did not 
alter its official interest rate, which remained in the range of 0.00-0.25%, and under-
took not to raise it until labour market conditions reach its dual objective of full 
employment and an inflation rate that moderately exceeds 2%. It also kept its asset 
purchase programme unchanged (US$120 billion in treasury bills and mort-
gage-backed assets).

Similarly, at its meeting of 11 March 2021, the ECB did not make changes to its of-
ficial interest rates, keeping the rates for main refinancing transactions, the margin-
al credit facility and marginal deposit facility unchanged at 0%, 0.25% and -0.50%, 
respectively. Neither did it change the limits of its pandemic emergency purchasing 
programme3 (PEPP), although an increase in pace of purchases4 was announced in 
order to prevent the increase in sovereign bond yields from giving rise to harsher 
funding conditions.

The Bank of England did not change the tone of its monetary policy either, keeping 
its official interest rate at 0.1% and the amount of its asset purchase programme at 
GBP 895 billion. Lastly, the Bank of Japan, at its last meeting in March, made certain 
adjustments to its monetary policy,5 although the official interest rate remains un-
changed at -0.10% (since 2016).

Short term interest rates marked somewhat different trends in most of the regions 
observed during the first quarter of 2021. 3-month rates fell 4 bp in the United 
States, following the downward path that began in 2019, albeit with a more moder-
ate decline than in the first quarter of 2020 (-46 bp). In the Euro area, interest rates 
saw few significant changes during the first quarter of the year (increase of 1 bp), as 
in Japan. Meanwhile, the United Kingdom posted small increases in short term 
rates, which stood at 0.09% at the end of the first quarter (6 bp more than at the 
beginning of the year).

Interest rates on long term public debt marked a similar performance in the first 
quarter of 2021, with increases in most advanced economies, driven by the increase 
in interest rates on US debt.

3	 The PEPP has been endowed with €1.85 trillion after its extension at the December ECB meeting, with a 
completion date of March 2022 and the roll-over of the programme bond maturities until, at least, the 
end of 2023.

4	 In the first half of March, the ECB confirmed an increase in weekly purchases of debt in secondary mar-
kets during the second quarter of the year as part of the framework of its PEPP programme. Likewise, the 
President stated that “inflation will probably reach 2% by the end of the year”.

5	 It slightly widened the range of 10-year bond yields (from 0.2% to 0.25%, above and below the target 
level, which remains around zero) and eliminated its annual fund purchase target of publicly traded and 
Japanese real estate investment funds (J-REITs) (set at JPY 6 trillion and JPY 90 billion, respectively, al-
though these amounts doubled after COVID-19).

At its meeting on 16/17 March, 
the Federal Reserve did not lower 
its official interest rate, which 
remains in the range 
of 0.00-0.25%.

The ECB resolved to keep its 
official interest rate unchanged, 
but announced an increase in the 
pace of purchases.

The Bank of England did not 
change its monetary policy, while 
the Bank of Japan has made 
certain adjustments.

Short term interest rates followed 
different trends: with slight falls 
in the United States, increases in 
the United Kingdom and hardly 
any changes in the Euro area 
and Japan.

Interest rates on long term public 
debt marked a similar 
performance in the first quarter 
of 2021, with increases in most 
advanced economies, especially 
in the United States.
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Official interest rates	 FIGURE 2
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream. Data to 31 March.

In the United States, the yield on the 10-year sovereign bond increased 83 bp in the 
first quarter of the year (to 1.75%), mainly due to higher growth and inflation expec-
tations prompted by progress made on the vaccination programme and the approv-
al of a strong economic stimulus package. In the Euro area countries, the increase in 
interest rates on public debt was smaller, ranging between 14 bp and 40 bp in Italy 
and Belgium, respectively. The yield on the German sovereign bond remained neg-
ative (-0.30%), as did the yield on public debt in the Netherlands (-0.24%), Finland 
(-0.11%), Austria (-0.07%) and France (-0.05%), and was very close to zero in Ireland 
(0.07%). In the peripheral Euro area countries, the increases in long term sovereign 
debt yields were less pronounced than in the rest of the European countries (be-
tween 14 bp and 28 bp). Thus, at the end of March these yields stood at 0.87% in 
Greece, 0.66% in Italy, 0.34% in Spain and 0.23% in Portugal. In the United King-
dom, on the other hand, the increase in the interest rate on the 10-year bond was 
more significant, standing at 0.85% in March (65 bp more than at the end of 2020).

Sovereign credit risk premiums (assessed through 5-year CDS contracts) of ad-
vanced economies decreased slightly during the first quarter of 2021, maintaining 
the downward path observed after the highs recorded in the same quarter of the 
previous year as a result of the uncertainty caused by the spread of COVID-19. In 
general, the greatest decreases were observed in peripheral Euro area countries, es-
pecially in Italy, where after some tightening of premiums caused by political insta-
bility, there was a decrease of 23 bp in the quarter as a whole (to 75 bp). In Greece, 
the risk premium decreased by 25 bp in the quarter, 10 bp in Spain and 7 bp in 
Portugal (to 77 bp, 34 bp and 30 bp, respectively).

In the United States, the 10-year 
sovereign bond yield increased 
83 bp, well above the rises 
observed in the Euro area 
(between 14 bp and 40 bp).

Sovereign credit risk premiums 
decreased throughout the first 
quarter of 2021, especially in the 
peripheral Euro area countries.
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10-year sovereign bond market indicators 	 FIGURE3 3
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Source: Bloomberg, Refinitiv Datastream and own calculations. Data to 31 March.
1  1-month average of the daily bid/ask spread of 10-year sovereign bond yields.

2  Annualised standard deviation of daily changes in the prices of 40-day sovereign bonds.

Credit risk premiums for sovereign debt (5-year CDS) 	 FIGURE 4
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Credit risk premiums in the private fixed income markets of advanced economies 
decreased in most segments with respect to the values recorded at the end of 2020, 
continuing the trend observed after the rallies in March last year. These declines 
were somewhat sharper in the United States compared to the Euro area, especially 
in assets with lower credit ratings (see Figure 5). In the United States, the risk pre-
mium on high yield debt decreased by 90 bp in the first quarter of the year, to 
317 bp; the premium on BBB debt rose by 35 bp, to 87 bp, and that on AAA debt by 
2 bp, to 39 bp. In the Euro area, the decline in corporate debt credit risk premiums 
was 39 bp in the high yield segment, to 405 bp; 16 bp in the BBB segment, to 108 bp, 
and there were no changes in the AAA tranche, standing at 54 bp.

Private debt risk premiums	 FIGURE 5

Spread compared to the 10-year sovereign debt1
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream and own calculations. Data to 31 March.
1  In the Euro area in relation to German sovereign debt.

Gross long term debt issues in international markets during the first quarter of the 
year (half-yearly data) registered a slight increase compared to the first half of 2020, 
reaching US$8.3 trillion (5.8% more than in the same period of the previous year). 
This increase was due to the rebound in financial and public sector issues, which 
increased by 13.4% and 11%, respectively. In contrast, gross issues in the non-financial 
sector decreased by 15.5%. By region, the increase in debt issues in the United 
States and Japan stand out, with issues in Europe down 12%.

Gross sovereign debt issues increased by 11% as a whole compared to the first half 
of 2020, to US$5.5 billion, with an uneven performance between regions. Thus, in 
the United States and Japan there were rises of 41.6% and 33.3% respectively 
(US$3.1 trillion and US$693 billion). In Europe, however, these issues fell by 22.1%.

Similarly, credit risk premiums 
declined in most bond segments, 
somewhat more sharply in the 
United States than in the Euro 
area, especially on bonds with 
lower credit ratings (high yield).

Gross debt issues in international 
markets registered a slight 
increase of 5.8% in the first 
quarter of the year, highlighting 
the increase in issues made by 
companies in the financial and 
public sectors.

Gross sovereign debt issues as a 
whole increased by 11%, driven 
by rises in the United States 
and Japan.
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International gross fixed income issues	 FIGURE 6
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Source: Dealogic. Half-yearly data. Data for the first haft of 2020 are to 31 March, but are shown as their 
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Gross debt issues made by private sectors performed unevenly between sectors 
compared to the first half of 2020, with an increase of 13.4% in the financial sector 
and a decrease of 15.5% in the non-financial sector. In the former, the increase was 
fuelled mainly by Europe (29.4%) and the United States (23.3%). Similarly, the drop 
in debt issues in the non-financial sphere was determined by movements in these 
two areas (-24.3% in the United States and -16.6% in Europe).

The main equity indices strengthened during the first months of 2021, after a year 
marked by episodes of sharp falls followed by rallies that, in some markets, failed to 
offset the initial losses. Equity markets showed a positive performance in this peri-
od due to several factors that sparked an improvement in economic expectations, 
including the progress in the vaccination programme, the resolution of several 
sources of uncertainty, such as Brexit, or the approval of a large economic stimulus 
programme in the United States. The gains observed on the main indices were ac-
companied by lower volatility indicators.

Private sector issues performed 
differently according to 
subsectors, with increases in the 
financial sector and decreases in 
the non-financial sector.

The main equity indices rose 
during the first three months of 
2021 in a less volatile 
environment.
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In contrast to 2020, when the US indices showed were notably stronger than 
the others (which even lost value), the increases experienced by equity indices in the 
first quarter of 2021 moved in similar ranges in all advanced economic areas (see 
Table 1). US stock market indices reported rises in the range of 2.8% for the Nasdaq 
technology index and 7.8% for the Dow Jones (5.8% for the S&P500). Similarly, in-
creases were observed in stock market indices in the Euro area ranged between 6.3% 
for the Ibex 35 and 10.9% for the Mib 30. The UK FTSE100 index increased by 3.9%, 
as did the Japanese indices: 6.3% for the Nikkei and 8.3% for the Topix.

The performance of stock market indices of emerging economies was more irregular 
in the first quarter of the year, although as a whole, according to the MSCI emerging 
markets index, there was an increase of 3.6% compared to December 2020. The 
Asian indices registered rallies that ranged between 4.2% and 11.5% (in Hong Kong 
and Taiwan, respectively), except in China, where the Shanghai Composite index 
fell slightly (0.9%) on expectations of a potential withdrawal of stimulus measures, 
Malaysia and the Philippines, whose main indices dropped 3.3% and 9.8%, respec-
tively. Among the Eastern European economies, the gains made by the Romanian 
and Bulgarian indices stood out (14.1% and 12.2%, respectively). In Latin America, 
several indices marked falls, such as the Argentine Merval (6.3%) and the Brazilian 
Bovespa (2.0%), while the Chilean, Mexican and Peruvian bourses rose throughout 
the quarter (17.5%, 7.2% and 2.6%, respectively).

Performance of the main stock market indices1	 TABLE 1 

%

2017 2018 2019 2020 II 20 III 20 IV 20 I 21

World

MSCI World 20.1 -10.4 25.2 14.1 18.8 7.5 13.6 4.5

Euro area   

Eurostoxx 50 6.5 -14.3 24.8 -5.1 16.0 -1.3 11.2 10.3

Euronext 100 10.6 -11.2 24.9 -3.6 13.8 -1.8 15.1 8.3

Dax 30 12.5 -18.3 25.5 3.5 23.9 3.7 7.5 9.4

Cac 40 9.3 -11.0 26.4 -7.1 12.3 -2.7 15.6 9.3

Mib 30 13.6 -16.1 28.3 -5.4 13.6 -1.9 16.9 10.9

Ibex 35 7.4 -15.0 11.8 -15.5 6.6 -7.1 20.2 6.3

United Kingdom   

FTSE100 7.6 -12.5 12.1 -14.3 8.8 -4.9 10.1 3.9

United States   

Dow Jones 25.1 -5.6 22.3 7.2 17.8 7.6 10.2 7.8

S&P 500 19.4 -6.2 28.9 16.3 20.0 8.5 11.7 5.8

Nasdaq Composite 28.2 -3.9 35.2 43.6 30.6 11.0 15.4 2.8

Japan   

Nikkei 225 19.1 -12.1 18.2 16.0 17.8 4.0 18.4 6.3

Topix 19.7 -17.8 15.2 4.8 11.1 4.3 11.0 8.3

Source: Refinitiv Datastream.
1  In local currency Data to 31 March.

Index gains ranged between 
2.8% and 10.9% in advanced 
economies.

Most emerging equity markets 
made gains in the first quarter 
of the year.
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The implied volatility measures of the most significant stock market indices de-
creased compared to the fourth quarter of 2020 and remained on average between 
17% and 21% during the first quarter of 2021, with the exception of the Nasdaq, 
which experienced outbreaks of volatility throughout the first three months of the 
year. Although implied volatility indicators spiked at certain times between January 
and March, they fell with respect to the figures seen in 2020 (between 24% and 
49%), but remained above the levels observed in 2019 (between 12% and 16%).

Indicators relating to financial markets	 FIGURE 7
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International equity issues	 FIGURE 8
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Global implied volatility 
indicators decreased during the 
first quarter of the year compared 
to the values recorded in 2020.
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The volume of issues of equity instruments increased significantly during the first 
quarter of 2021 and stood at close to US$465 billion (compared to US$141 billion 
issued in the same period in 2020). Thus, equity issues grew in all regions, especial-
ly in the United States, where they were four times higher than in the first quarter 
of 2020, accumulating half of the equity issues made in that country by March last 
year. The increase was also large in other areas, with issues of equity instruments of 
around US$80.7 billion In Europe, US$6.9 billion in Japan and US$87.2 billion in 
China (US$28.4 billion, US$2.9 billion and US$35.4 billion in the first quarter of 
2020, respectively). By sector, issues made by companies in the non-bank financial 
sector grew substantially (multiplied by five with respect to the first quarter of 2020) 
as well as issues made by the banking sector (multiplied by four). The most signifi-
cant increases in absolute terms were concentrated in the industrial sector, where 
equity issues increased by almost US$205 billion compared to the first quarter of 
the previous year. The increase in utilities companies was less pronounced (29.2%).

2.2 	 Domestic economic and financial performance

The COVID-19 crisis, with the familiar lockdown measures and closure of activity, 
caused Spanish GDP to contract by 10.8% in 2020. The largest drop was registered 
in the second quarter of the year (21.6% year-on-year) and later on the gradual open-
ing of the economy led to smaller setbacks (-8.6% and -8.9% in the third and fourth 
quarters, year-on-year). These figures were among the worst in the Euro area, which 
registered an overall contraction of 6.8% in the year. Reasons for this worse relative 
performance include the impact of the crisis on sectors such as tourism and related 
segments, which generate a great deal of value for the Spanish economy, and a busi-
ness network that is mainly composed of small and medium-sized enterprises, 
which, in addition to being affected by the restrictions imposed by the crisis (espe-
cially retail companies) generally have more difficulties than larger companies in 
dealing with such serious and long-lasting crises.

Of the total drop in GDP in 2020 (10.8%), 8.8 pp was due to the contribution of 
domestic demand and 2 pp to the foreign sector. In relation to the components of do-
mestic demand, there was a strong decline in both private consumption and gross 
fixed capital formation (-12.4% and -11.4%, compared to growth of 0.9% and 2.7%, 
respectively, in 2019). In contrast, public consumption increased by 3.8%, the high-
est figure since 2009. In the foreign sector, both exports and imports decreased in 
the year: the former by 20.1% and the latter by 15.8% (in 2019 both grew – by 2.3% 
and 0.7%, respectively).

The volume of equity issues 
increased significantly in the first 
quarter of 2021, especially  
in the United States.

In 2020, Spanish GDP dropped by 
10.8% due to the COVID-19 crisis, 
a larger decrease than that of the 
Euro area as a whole, which was 
6.8%…

The contribution of domestic 
demand to the drop in GDP was 
8.8 pp, while that of the foreign 
sector was 2.0 pp.



27CNMV Bulletin. Quarter I/2021

Spain: Main macroeconomic variables	 TABLE 2

Annual % change

2017 2018 2019 2020

IMF1

2021 2022

GDP 3.0 2.4 2.0 -10.8 6.4 4.7

Private consumption 3.0 1.8 0.9 -12.4 6.0 3.3

Public consumption 1.0 2.6 2.3 3.8 3.9 0.4

Gross fixed capital formation, of which: 6.8 6.1 2.7 -11.4 8.9 7.5

    Construction 6.7 9.3 1.7 -14.0 n/a n/a

    Capital goods and others 9.2 5.5 4.5 -13.1 n/a n/a

Exports 5.5 2.3 2.3 -20.1 n/a n/a

Imports 6.8 4.2 0.7 -15.8 n/a n/a

Foreign sector (contribution to growth, pp) -0.2 -0.5 0.6 -2.0 0.8 0.9

Employment2 2.9 2.6 2.3 -7.5 n/a n/a

Unemployment rate 17.2 15.3 14.1 16.1 16.8 15.8

Consumer Price Index3 2.0 1.7 0.8 -0.3 1.0 1.3

Current account balance (% GDP) 3.0 2.6 2.8 1.4 1.0 1.9

Public administrations balance4 (% of GDP) -3.1 -2.5 -2.9 -11.0 -9.0 -5.8

Public debt (% of GDP) 98.6 97.4 95.5 120 118.4 117.3

Net international investment position (% of GDP) 68.0 61.7 58.7 60.3 n/a n/a

Source: Refinitiv Datastream, IMF, Bank of Spain and INE.
1  IMF forecast released 6 April 2021.
2  In terms of full-time equivalent jobs.
3  The European Commission forecasts are from the harmonised consumer price index.
4 � Includes the public aid to credit institutions in 2017, 2018, 2019 and 2020 for an amount of 0.04%, 0.01%, 

0.00% and 0.88% of GDP, respectively. The increase registered in 2020 corresponds to the reclassification of 
the SAREB under public administrations, required by Eurostat, whose figures are computed in this section.

n/a: [data] not available. 

On the supply side, significant slowdowns were observed in most sectors, except for 
the primary sector, financial and insurance activities, and public administration, 
health and education activities, that in 2020 reported increases in added value of 
5.4%, 3.3% and 1.4%, respectively (-2.2%, 0% and 1.2% in 2019). The greatest de-
creases were seen in the arts and recreational activities sector (-24.9%) and trade, 
transport and hospitality (-24.4%), which were seriously affected by the restrictions 
on movement. Construction (-14.5%), services (-11.1%) and industry (-9.6%) also 
performed badly.

The inflation rate remained negative for much of 2020, reaching a minimum rate of 
-0.9% in May. Inflation started 2021 at positive levels and, despite several fluctua-
tions, is holding an upward trend (1.3% in March). In contrast, the core inflation 
rate (IPSEBENE), which excludes the most volatile elements of the index such as 
energy and fresh food, remained at positive levels in 2020 and was relatively stable 
until the middle of the year (at around 1.0%), to subsequently fall progressively to 
stand at 0.1% in December. It also fluctuated In January 2021, reaching 0.3% in 
February. Inflation in the Euro area as a whole was higher than the rate in Spain 
throughout 2020 and the spread between the two ranged from -1.1 pp (July) to 
-0.3 pp (at the beginning and end of the year). In 2021, the spread widened further 
(-1.0 pp in February).

On the supply side, significant 
slowdowns were observed in 
most sectors, particularly art and 
recreational activities and trade, 
transport and hospitality.

The inflation rate remained 
negative for a good part of the 
previous year and while there 
were some fluctuations, it 
appears to have resumed an 
upward trend. The spread with 
the Euro area was -1.0 pp at the 
end of February.
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Harmonised CPI: Spain compared to the Euro area (annual % change)	 FIGURE 9
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream. Data to February for the Euro area and to March for Spain.

In line with the decline in activity, there was a sharp drop in employment, which 

averaged 7.5% in 2020,6 and an increase in the unemployment rate, from 13.8% at 

the end of 2019 to 16.1% at the end of 2020 (15.5% annual average). The latest un-

employment data for March show a certain improvement, since the number of peo-

ple unemployed fell by 59,149 (-1.5%) compared to February, rising above the 

threshold of 4 million unemployed (3,949,640). It should also be noted that workers 

affected by temporary lay-off measures (ERTEs) are not included in these figures as 

they are considered to be employed.7 At the end of 2020 there were a total of 755,613 

people covered by these measures, compared to 3.39 million workers in April. These 

figures have remained relatively stable since September and at the end of March 

2021, the number of people covered by temporary lay-off measures was 743,628.

The crisis also manifested in a substantial deterioration of public sector finances, 

impacted by the strong growth in spending and a decline in revenue. Expenses re-

lated to COVID-19 were close to €45 billion. Thus, the public deficit closed the year 

at 11.0% of GDP,8 well above the figure of 2.9% seen in 2019. The central govern-

ment bore most of the cost of the pandemic, due to the larger transfers made to the 

autonomous regions and the social security system, posting a deficit of 7.5% of 

GDP (1.3% at year-end 2019). The social security deficit also stood out at 2.7% of GDP 

(1.3% in 2019). The autonomous regions, on the other hand, performed better com-

pared to 2019, registering a small deficit of 0.21% (0.6% in the previous year), as 

they received the highest funding ever received from the State. Local authorities 

showed a slight surplus (0.26%). As a consequence of the higher deficit, public debt 

stood at 120% of GDP at the end of 2020, compared to 95.5% in 2019.

The banking sector has also been affected by the crisis, as the sharp slowdown in 

activity could lead to a future increase in delinquency rates, which has not yet ma-

terialised (see Figure 10). To date, the crisis has caused a sharp increase in losses due 

6	 Data from the Labour Force Survey (EPA) indicate that 622,600 jobs were destroyed in 2020.
7	 According to Eurostat and International Labour Organization (ILO) methodology.
8	 The deficit would be reduced to 10.1% if the amount of financial aid deriving from the reclassification 

of the SAREB indicated by Eurostat is excluded.

The crisis led to a sharp drop in 
employment (7.5% in 2020) and 
an increase in the unemployment 
rate to 16.1%.

…as well as an increase in the 
deficit of public administrations 
to 11% of GDP at the end of 2020 
(10.1% if financial aid is 
discounted) and public debt 
to 120%.

The crisis led to a significant 
impairment of bank assets, with 
the sector recording losses in 
2020. However, delinquencies 
remain at low levels.
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to the impairment of financial and other assets, especially in the second quarter of 
last year which, together with the progressive fall in net interest income, gave rise 
to accumulated losses of more than €3 billion in 2020 (profits of €13.53 billion in 
2019). The low interest rate environment may impede the recovery of net interest 
income, although it also favours the containment of non-performing loans. Further-
more, this sector has access to Eurosystem funding on very favourable terms.

Delinquency ratio of credit institutions and unemployment rate1	 FIGURE 10
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The size of the banking sector, in terms of the aggregate volume of assets, increased 
for the second year in a row to stand at €2.82 trillion at the end of 2020 (€2.61 tril-
lion in 2019). On the liability side, the increase in deposits of Spanish residents 
stands out, which grew from €1.58 trillion in 2019 to €1.82 trillion in 2020,9 and 
Eurosystem financing, which went from €129.67 billion in 2019 to €259.12 billion 
in 2020. The increase in deposits can be explained at least partially by precautionary 
savings in a scenario of high uncertainty. In regard to banking sector assets, the rise 
in bank financing extended to companies and households stands out, at 3.1% in 
2020 as a whole. This increase is due exclusively to the rise in financing extended to 
non-financial companies in the context of this crisis, which was 6.1% (2% in 2019). 
In contrast, financing to households fell 0.6% (compared to a slight increase of 0.2% 
in 2019). In the case of financing to non-financial companies, the increase in loans 
(with a significant use of public guarantees) and financing through the acquisition 
of debt securities both stood out.

The latest data on the financial position of households reveal an increase in both the 
savings rate and the debt ratio in 2020, which contrasts with the decline in gross 
household income (-3.3%). The savings rate rose from 6.3% of gross disposable 

9	 This figure includes deposits from the credit system, public administrations and other resident sectors 
(non-financial companies and households).

The composition of banking 
institutions’ balance sheets 
(which increased in 2020) 
reflected a rise in resident 
deposits (under liabilities) and an 
increase in bank financing 
extended to non-financial 
companies (under assets).

The household savings rate 
increased sharply in 2020 as 
gross disposable income 
decreased.
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income (GDI) at the end of 2019 to 14.7% in 2020 due, as indicated above, to pre-
cautionary savings in a crisis context marked by a high level of uncertainty, as well 
as the effects of lockdown measures, which have prevented certain consumption 
decisions. Despite this trend, the savings rate of Spanish households remains lower 
than the average for the Euro area as a whole, which also increased, albeit to a less-
er extent, to stand at 19.6% of GDP. The household debt ratio grew slightly from 
100.3% of GDP at the end of 2019 to 102.3% in 2020, after 10 years of uninterrupt-
ed declines. In relative terms, there was also an increase in the net wealth of house-
holds, which went from 929% of GDP in 2019 to 967% in 2020.

Household net financial investment rose to 6.9% of GDP in 2020 (the highest since 
2006) compared to 3.0% in 2019, largely due to the accumulation of savings. By asset 
class, investment in means of payment remained the most significant (9.2% of GDP), 
with higher amounts than in previous years, and some divestment of time deposits 
and fixed income securities was observed (2.5% of GDP). Households also invested 
in investment fund units, continuing a trend that began in 2012, despite the negative 
market performance in the first half of the year (0.9% of GDP; 0.5% in 2019).

Regarding the composition of the investment fund flows, it should be noted that 
during the most critical months of the pandemic (March and April) relatively high 
net redemptions were recorded, which were concentrated mainly in the fixed income 
category and to a lesser extent in guaranteed equity funds and passive management 
funds. In particular, net redemptions in fixed income funds were close to €1.5 billion 
in the first quarter (€2.7 billion in the month of March alone). However, net inflows 
of funds in the following quarters were significant and net subscriptions in this cat-
egory were high for the year as a whole (€3.88 million). For investment funds as a 
whole, net subscriptions for the year were positive (€631 million), but much lower 
than in previous years (around €2.5 billion in 2019 and €7.9 billion in 2018).10

Households: Net acquisitions of financial assets	 FIGURE 11
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10	 See Section 4.1 for further details.

Household net financial 
investment rose in 2020 and the 
more liquid assets continued to 
prevail over fixed income and 
equities.

Investment in investment funds 
decreased significantly in the 
past year due to the high volume 
of redemptions in March.
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2.3 	 Outlook

The latest forecasts published in April by the IMF point to a stronger recovery in 
world activity than expected a few months ago, driven mostly by the United States 
and China. Thus, world GDP growth is forecast at 6.0% in 2021 and 4.4% in 2022 
(compared to 5.5% and 4.2% expected in January, respectively). The stimuli ap-
proved by governments and supranational organisations, including the new fiscal 
package in the US or the EU recovery fund, in addition to the progress made in the 
vaccination programme, have prompted an upward revision of these forecasts.

By economic area, advanced economies are expected to grow by 5.1% in 2021 (0.8 pp 
more than in January) and 3.6% in 2022. The forecast for emerging markets is some-
what better, 6.7% in 2021 (0.4 pp more than in January) and 5.0% in 2022. Among 
the advanced economies, the best forecasts for this year are for the United States 
and Spain (6.4% in both cases); the former driven by the approval of a major fiscal 
stimulus package. Among the emerging economies, the forecasts for India and Chi-
na for this year stand out (12.5% and 8.4%, respectively), with smaller advances 
expected in other emerging regions (4.4% in Eastern Europe and 4.6% in Latin 
America).

The uncertainty surrounding these forecasts remains high due to factors whose evo-
lution is difficult to predict: the development of the COVID-19 pandemic itself, the 
effectiveness of the economic policies implemented and, finally, the adjustment ca-
pacity of the economies to new consumption patterns and certain vulnerabilities. 
There are downside risks with respect to this growth scenario that derive above all 
from a prolongation of the pandemic, which would be highly detrimental to the 
survival of a significant number of companies. However, there is also upside poten-
tial that could materialise if the duration of the pandemic is shortened and a part of 
the high level of savings of some agents is used to boost consumption.

Gross Domestic Product	 TABLE 3

Annual % change

2017 2018 2019 2020

IMF1

2021 2022

Global 3.7 3.6 2.8 -3.3 6.0 (0.5) 4.4 (0.2)

United States 2.2 2.9 2.2 -3.5 6.4 (1.3) 3.5 (1.0)

Euro area 2.4 1.9 1.3 -6.6 4.4 (0.2) 3.8 (0.2)

Germany 2.5 1.5 0.6 -4.9 3.6 (0.1) 3.4 (0.3)

France 2.3 1.8 1.5 -8.2 5.8 (0.3) 4.2 (0.1)

Italy 1.5 0.8 0.3 -8.9 4.2 (1.2) 3.6 (0.0)

Spain 3.0 2.4 2.0 -11.0 6.4 (0.5) 4.7 (0.0)

United Kingdom 1.7 1.3 1.4 -9.9 5.3 (0.8) 5.1 (0.1)

Japan 1.7 0.3 0.7 -4.8 3.3 (0.2) 2.5 (0.1)

Emerging markets 4.7 4.5 3.7 -2.2 6.7 (0.4) 5.0 (0.0)

Source: IMF.
1 � In parentheses, the variation compared to the last published forecast (IMF forecasts published in April 

2021 with respect to January 2021).

The latest IMF forecasts suggest a 
greater than expected recovery 
for world GDP this year of 6.0%…

…5.1% for advanced economies 
and 6.7% for emerging 
economies.

The uncertainty surrounding 
these forecasts is high due, above 
all, to the evolution of the 
pandemic, although there is both 
downside risk and upside 
potential.
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As mentioned above, according to the IMF, the Spanish economy will register GDP 
growth of 6.4% this year (improving the forecast made in January by 0.5 pp) and 
4.7% in 2022 (unchanged with respect to the previous forecast). The fact that Spain 
is included among the economies with the highest expected growth is due to the 
positive effects of the gradual lifting of lockdown measures, which were so detri-
mental to the Spanish economy in 2020, as well as the expectations generated by the 
European funds. It is also important to bear in mind that after the sharp falls in 
2020, recovery rates also tend to be higher as economic activity approaches pre-
crisis levels.

The risks affecting the global economy also affect Spain, although there are some 
factors that are particularly significant for the Spanish economy. In the first place, 
the evolution of the pandemic is key to the recovery of activity in Spain, which has 
a strong service-oriented structure with a predominance of small-sized companies. 
In fact, there is a significant risk of company bankruptcies in the coming months, 
especially among smaller enterprises as they are more vulnerable in such a severe 
crisis situation. This risk would negatively affect both the country’s business net-
work and the labour market. Another key vulnerability for the economy stems from 
the notable increase in public indebtedness as a consequence of the crisis and 
hence the need to guarantee the sustainability of public finances. On a positive note, 
the positive effect expected from European funds on the Spanish economy stands 
out in the medium and long term, as well as the possibility that the increase in con-
sumption will be greater than expected if the evolution of the pandemic allows 
spending decisions that were deferred in 2020 to materialise.

3	 Domestic market performance

The Spanish financial market stress indicator11 has gradually decreased after hitting 
its third highest historical value due to the crisis generated by COVID-19 and its 
impact on the different segments of the financial system. Thus, after reaching 0.64 
at the beginning of May 2020, the stress indicator for the system as a whole progres-
sively fell at the start of second wave of the pandemic, with a slight rebound at the 
end of October, to close 2020 at 0.36 (medium stress level). From then on, after a 
period of some stability, the downward trend became clear as a consequence of the 
recovery in company quoted prices, the notable decrease in volatility indicators and 
a slight fall in the correlation of the system, although the latter remains at higher 

11	 The stress indicator calculated by the CNMV provides a real-time measure of systemic risk in the Spanish 
financial system that ranges from zero to one. To do this, it evaluates stress in six segments of the finan-
cial system and makes an aggregate, obtaining a single figure that takes into account the correlation 
between these segments. Econometric estimates indicate that index values below 0.27 correspond to 
periods of low stress, while scores between 0.27 and 0.49 correspond to periods of medium stress, and 
values above 0.49 indicate periods of high stress. For further details on recent movements in this indica-
tor and its components, see the quarterly publication of the Financial Stability Note, and the CNMV’s 
statistical series (market stress indicators), available at http://www.cnmv.es/portal/Publicaciones/Publi-
cacionesGN.aspx?id=51. For more information on the methodology of this index, see Cambón, M.I. and 
Estévez, L. (2016). “A Spanish Financial Market Stress Index (FMSI)”. Spanish Review of Financial Economics, 
Vol. 14, No. 1, pp. 23-41 or as CNMV Working Paper No. 60 (http://www.cnmv.es/DocPortal/Publica-
ciones/MONOGRAFIAS/Monografia_60_en.pdf).

The Spanish economy, which 
registered a very high drop in 
activity in 2020, has one of the 
highest expected recovery rates 
in 2021.

The most significant risks for the 
Spanish economy include risks 
related to the possibility of 
company bankruptcies in 
the coming months and to the 
financial vulnerabilities that the 
increase in public debt may bring 
with it.

Since May 2020, when it reached 
a level of 0.64 (high risk), the 
stress indicator gradually 
decreased to stand at 0.25 at the 
beginning of April, which implies 
a low risk level.

http://www.cnmv.es/portal/Publicaciones/PublicacionesGN.aspx?id=51
http://www.cnmv.es/portal/Publicaciones/PublicacionesGN.aspx?id=51
http://www.cnmv.es/DocPortal/Publicaciones/MONOGRAFIAS/Monografia_60_en.pdf
http://www.cnmv.es/DocPortal/Publicaciones/MONOGRAFIAS/Monografia_60_en.pdf
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values than those registered before the Coronavirus crisis. Thus, at the beginning of 
April this indicator stood at 0.25,12 a low stress level (see Figure 12).

Spanish financial markets stress indicator	 FIGURE 12
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At the end of the year, the highest stress levels were recorded by the financial inter-
mediaries, non-financial equity and exchange rates segments, all of which were af-
fected by notable levels of volatility and, in the case of the first two, by the cumula-
tive decline in quoted prices (despite the recovery in the last few weeks of the year). 
As of January, the stress levels in these segments began to decrease, especially in the 
case of financial intermediaries and equity markets, and since the beginning of 
March it has remained relatively stable at values of around 0.5 for the first and 0.35 
for the second. In the fixed income markets, which benefited from the raft of meas-
ures adopted by the ECB – which cut short the upward trend of the main risk premi-
ums – the stress level fell relatively quickly in the central months of 2020. Since 
then, apart from the occasional rebound, the stress level in this segment has been 
below 0.60.

12	 This indicator has a weekly frequency. The data presented in this report correspond to 9 April.

The decline was generalised in all 
segments, with the stress level of 
financial intermediaries in April 
at 0.5 and that of non-financial 
equities at 0.35.
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3.1	 The stock markets

The Spanish equity markets, which made large gains in the last quarter of 2020, re-
couping a substantial large part of the losses incurred in previous months, began 
the first quarter with fresh increases, fuelled by the outlook for economic recovery, the 
beneficial effects of the vaccination programmes and the release of new vaccines. 
Even so, progress slowed in the last sessions of the quarter due to fears of the conse-
quences of delays in the vaccination schedule in Europe and outbreaks of the virus, 
forcing fresh restrictions to be established in several European regions over fears of 
a fourth wave of infection. This situation has delayed the expectations of economic 
recovery until the second half of this year.13

The main Spanish stock market index, the Ibex 35, which had ended 2020 with 
losses of 15.5%, began the first quarter of the year with an advance of 6.3%, a slight-
ly lower appreciation than other European benchmark indices14 together with that 
of the UK FT100. The Ibex 35 stood at 8,580 points at the end of March, recovering 
more than 26% from the low of 6,785 points seen at the end of the same month in 
2020, the lowest level recorded since the summer of 2012. The index gain was lower 
than the rises marked by small and mid caps (9.3% and 8.3%, respectively). Like-
wise, the indices that are representative of Latin American securities that trade in 
euros, the FTSE Latibex All-Share and FTSE Latibex Top, marked a modest perfor-
mance (-2.1% and 1.3%, respectively) as a consequence of decline of the Brazilian 
stock market15 and the depreciation of its currency against the euro.16

Almost all the sectors ended the quarter with gains, although a weaker performance 
was observed in those sectors and companies that had shown a better performance in 
the previous year. In part, this performance can be explained by the rotation of 
some investment portfolios from defensive stocks, such as food and electricity com-
panies, to cyclical and growth stocks that would benefit more from a recovery sce-
nario, such as banks or companies in the services and hospitality industries. Rises 
were uneven between companies and sectors depending on their recovery outlook. 
The most significant increases (see Table 4) corresponded to financial services com-
panies, mainly banks; consumer services companies, highlights of which included 
the good performance of the airline IAG; leisure, tourism and hospitality companies; 
in addition to producers of raw materials and engineering companies; as well as the 
main company in the oil sector (Repsol), which was boosted by the recovery in oil 
prices17 and its activity in the area of renewable energies.

13	 The head of the ECB, Christine Lagarde, said the ECB “believes that 2021 will be the year of recovery, but 
we do not expect this to happen until the second half of 2021”.

14	 See Table 1 of this report for further details.
15	 The main Brazilian stock market index, Bovespa, fell 2% in the first quarter of the year, while the Mexican 

BMV IPC index rose 7.2%.
16	 In the first quarter of the year, the Brazilian real depreciated by 4% against the euro, while the Mexican 

peso appreciated by 1%.
17	 The price of oil rose 22.5% in the first quarter, reaching around US$63, its highest level since December 

2019.

The Spanish equity markets 
started the first quarter with fresh 
gains, fuelled by the projected 
economic recovery and beneficial 
effects of the vaccination 
programmes.

In this context, the Ibex 35 rose by 
6.3% in the first quarter of the 
year, with a gain that was 
somewhat lower than the gains 
posted by other large 
international indices.

Almost all sectors made gains, 
although these were weaker in 
sectors and companies that had 
performed better in 2020. The 
gains made by banks, consumer 
service companies, engineering 
companies and oil companies 
stood out.
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Performance of Spanish stock market indices and sectors	 TABLE 4

Indices 2018 2019 2020 I 201 II 201 III 201 IV 201    I 211

Ibex 35 -15.0 11.8 -15.5 -28.9 6.6 -7.1 20.2 6.3

Madrid -15.0 10.2 -15.4 -29.4 6.4 -7.4 21.7 6.2

Ibex Medium Cap -13.7 8.4 -9.7 -31.0 7.8 0.5 20.8 8.3

Ibex Small Cap -7.5 11.9 18.9 -24.6 17.5 7.8 24.7 9.3

FTSE Latibex All-Share 10.3 16.3 -22.0 -46.3 14.4 -7.3 36.9 -2.1

FTSE Latibex Top 14.8 15.3 -19.1 -43.3 14.6 -3.2 28.8 1.3

Sectors2

Financial and real estate services -27.1 -27.1 -26.4 -40.7 1.0 -19.8 53.4 14.8

Banking -29.0 -29.0 -27.5 -41.9 0.9 -20.6 55.7 15.0

Insurance -12.8 -12.8 -23.6 -36.4 4.8 -8.7 25.5 13.6

Real estate and others -26.1 -26.1 -16.0 -31.3 5.8 7.4 7.7 4.6

Oil and energy 6.1 6.1 5.0 -13.9 10.6 -1.8 12.2 -1.6

Oil -4.5 -4.5 -40.8 -40.2 -6.6 -26.5 44.2 28.0

Electricity and gas 8.9 8.9 14.2 -7.7 12.9 1.0 8.5 -4.5

Basic mats., industry and construction -8.6 -8.6 -2.5 -30.5 11.5 -1.5 27.8 5.0

Construction -3.4 -3.4 -16.3 -29.2 11.3 -11.0 19.4 3.8

Manufacture and assembly of capital goods -10.4 -10.4 50.7 -20.4 10.7 23.8 38.2 -0.1

Minerals, metals and metal products 
processing

-25.3 -25.3 -0.1 -38.7 13.8 3.5 38.3 17.9

Engineering and others -21.3 -21.3 -6.1 -44.3 -20.9 1.3 37.8 11.2

Technology and telecommunications -5.5 -5.5 -21.9 -30.3 11.0 -9.7 11.7 6.5

Telecommunications and others -8.2 -8.2 -25.8 -23.8 13.3 -16.2 2.7 10.3

Electronics and software -0.1 -0.1 -18.8 -40.1 6.6 1.9 24.8 1.7

Consumer goods -16.7 -16.7 -15.3 -19.1 -0.3 -0.8 5.8 5.6

Textile, clothing and footwear -23.1 -23.1 -17.3 -24.8 -0.4 0.9 9.4 7.9

Food and drink -8.4 -8.4 10.6 -2.1 9.8 1.6 1.2 1.0

Pharmaceutical products and biotechnology -6.4 -6.4 -18.3 -8.6 -3.6 -5.4 -2.7 1.5

Consumer services -19.7 -19.7 -36.7 -50.2 8.8 -11.8 32.5 10.5

Motorways and car parks 39.5 -34.7 -27.8 -49.1 4.4 -17.7 65.0 11.3

Transport and distribution 32.3 -11.5 -38.8 -52.5 12.5 -12.4 30.9 10.3

Source: BME and Refinitiv Datastream.
1  Variation compared to the previous quarter.
2 � Sectors belonging to the IGBM (Madrid Stock Exchange General Index). The information corresponding to 

the most representative subsectors is displayed within each sector.

The positive performance of the consumer goods sectors also stood out, thanks to 
the gains made by the leading company in the textile sector (Inditex), as well as that 
of the telecommunications and technology sectors. The leading textile company has 
been favoured by its ability to transform to a new, increasingly digital, business 
model, while the main telecommunications and technology companies (Telefónica 
and Amadeus) have been driven by the improved outlook for the Latin American 
economies and the tourism sector, respectively, in which a large part of their activi-
ty is concentrated.

…as well as consumer goods, 
telecommunications and 
technology companies.
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The weakest performance corresponded to companies in the energy sector and elec-
tricity companies, in addition to manufacturers of industrial goods. The former, 
which had shown a positive performance throughout the previous year due to their 
defensive nature, deriving from their more stable revenues, have been affected by 
the rotation of portfolios from traditional energy companies to renewable energy 
companies and cyclical securities, while the latter reflect the stagnation in invest-
ment in capital goods.18 Pharmaceutical and food companies showed small gains 
(less than 2% in both sectors).

The rise in quoted prices in the quarter, together with the slightly stronger recovery 
in corporate earnings expected in the coming months, meant that the price-earnings 
ratio per share declined a little in the first quarter of this year. The value of this ratio, 
which was subject to significant adjustments throughout 2020, may continue to 
show some variability in the coming months, as earnings estimates more precisely 
reflect the impact of the successive waves of contagion on business activity. The 
value of this ratio in the case of the Ibex 35 fell from 18.2 in mid-December – its 
highest value since 2002 – to 17.5 in March, close to the ratio of the European Euros-
toxx 50 index. As shown in Figure 13, the PER ratios of the world’s most significant 
stock market indices also showed a similar performance in the quarter, marking 
slight declines. With the exception of the Japanese Topix index, most ratios tended 
to be above their median values over the last decade.

Price-earnings ratio1 (PER)	 FIGURE 13
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream. Data to 15 March. The dashed lines represent the historical average of the indi-
cator since 2000.
1  With forecast earnings for 12 months.

18	 See Table 2.

The weakest performance 
corresponded to companies in 
the energy sector and companies 
that manufacture industrial 
goods.

The increase in quoted prices 
together with the recovery in 
corporate earnings expected for 
the coming months led to a 
decrease in price-earnings ratio 
(PER) from 18.2 in December to 
17.5 in March, remaining at high 
values above its historical 
average.
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The Ibex 35 volatility indicator, which had been normalising in the second half of 
2020 after the strong rebound experienced in the first part of the year, continued to 
decline in the first three months of 2021, reaching a quarterly average of around 
17%. Thus, although at moderate levels and lower than in recent quarters,19 the in-
dicator is still just above the values of around 10% – its historical low – seen at the 
close of 2019 (see Figure 14). This performance is similar to the trend marked by 
other international indices such as the European Eurostoxx 50 (14.2% on average in 
the quarter) or the US Dow Jones (12.9% on average), although its average value is 
somewhat higher than these indices.

Historical volatility of the Ibex 35	 FIGURE 14
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream and own calculations. The indicator is calculated as the annualised standard de-
viation of the daily price variations of the Ibex 35 over 21 days. The vertical lines of the graph refer to the in-
troduction of restrictions on short-selling dated 11 August 2011, their subsequent lifting on 16 February 2012 
(for financial institutions), the new restrictions of 23 July 2012 and their lifting on 1 February 2013, as well as 
the two most recent bans: the first for one day (13 March 2020), which affected 69 entities, and the second, 
adopted a few days later and lifted on 18 May 2020, which affected all entities.

The liquidity conditions of the Ibex 35, estimated through the bid-ask spread, which 
had progressively improved since the second half of 2020 to reach values slightly 
higher than those seen at the beginning of the crisis, once again presented small 
additional improvements. Liquidity conditions have been favoured by the drop in 
volatility, but at the same time weighed down by the decrease in the volumes traded. 
The spread improved in the first quarter of the year, reaching an average of 0.081%, 
below the average of 0.111%, 0.086% and 0.084% of the three previous quarters and 
the historical average of the indicator (0.091%), although notably higher than the 
values observed in recent years, which were around 0.06% (see Figure 15).

19	 In the third and fourth quarters of 2020 it reached values of 22.2% and 24.3%, respectively.

Volatility continued to moderate 
but still remains slightly higher 
than before the outbreak of the 
pandemic.

Liquidity conditions assessed 
using the bid-ask spread 
continued to improve, but have 
not yet returned to pre-crisis 
levels, weighed down by the 
decline in volumes traded.
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Ibex 35 liquidity. Bid-ask spread	 FIGURE 15
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream and own calculations. Information is presented on the Ibex 35 bid-ask spread 
and last month’s average. The vertical lines of the graph refer to the introduction of restrictions on short-
selling dated 11 August 2011, their subsequent lifting on 16 February 2012 (for financial institutions), the new 
restrictions of 23 July 2012 and their lifting on 1 February 2013, as well as the two most recent bans: the first 
for one day (13 March 2020), which affected 69 entities, and the second, adopted a few days later and lifted 
on 18 May 2020, which affected all entities.

In this context of falling volatility and rises in quoted prices, trading of Spanish 
equities fell once again to stand at just over €178 billion in the first quarter of the 
year, 27.1% less than in the same period of the previous year. Thus, the downward 
trend in trading volumes of Spanish equities appears to be consolidating. Average 
daily trading in the continuous market in the first quarter was €1.46 billion (26.5% 
less year-on-year), below the average for the previous quarter (€1.61 billion) and for 
2020 as a whole (€1.65 billion).

Daily trading on the Spanish stock market	 FIGURE 16
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Source: CNMV. The vertical lines of the graph refer to the introduction of restrictions on short-selling dated 11 
August 2011, their subsequent lifting on 16 February 2012 (for financial institutions), the new restrictions of 
23 July 2012 and their lifting on 1 February 2013, as well as the two most recent bans: the first for one day (13 
March 2020), which affected 69 entities, and the second, adopted a few days later and lifted on 18 May 2020, 
which affected all entities.

In this context of falling volatility 
and quoted price increases, 
trading in Spanish securities 
continued to decline in the first 
quarter of the year 
(-27.1% year-on-year).
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Regarding the distribution of trading in Spanish securities, just over €91 billion 
corresponded to the Spanish regulated market, while the remaining c€87 bil-
lion corresponded to other trading venues and competing markets. Trading fell by 
around 27% year-on-year in the regulated market and by nine tenths of a point in 
competing venues, which put BME’s market share at 51.8%.20 Trading of Spanish 
securities carried out in trading venues and competing markets appears to have 
consolidated at above 45% of the total trading, without apparently having been af-
fected by the transfer of its activity in most cases from London to Amsterdam as 
consequence of Brexit.

In relation to trading carried out through these competing venues, Cboe Global Mar-
kets (Cboe) market stood out once again in absolute value terms, which now oper-
ates from Amsterdam and reported a trading volume was close to €62.5 billion in 
the quarter, representing more than 68% of trades made abroad and almost 72% of 
trades made through BME. Among the other competing venues, both Turquoise and 

“others” slightly improved their market shares to the detriment of Cboe, to levels of 
7% and 21%, respectively. These centres have progressively increased their trading 
levels, which now represent more than a fifth of the total market (see Table 5).

Trading through systematic internalisers, which is not subject to market rules, de-
creased significantly in the first quarter, accounting for a proportion of close to 8% 
of total trading of Spanish securities (total trading is defined as the sum of trading 
subject to non-discretionary market rules and trading carried out through systemat-
ic internalisers). This proportion represents around half, in relative terms, of the 
trading made under this format, which remained relatively stable at around 15% of 
the total in the past year.21

Equity issues carried out in domestic markets fell to €2.96 billion in the first quarter, 
of which €2.19 billion corresponded to capital increases with fund raising (see Ta-
ble 6). Capital increases were largely capital increases with non-monetary consider-
ations, while the remainder were carried out almost entirely under the scrip divi-
dend method. The former totalled €2.08 billion, corresponding to one single 
transaction carried out as part of the Bankia – CaixaBank merger which resulted in 
the former being delisted from the market. Otherwise, in line with expectations, 
capital increases made under the scrip dividend format increased (six transactions 
for a total amount of €772 billion). Companies have been attracted by this format 
as a form of shareholder remuneration as it allows at least part of the funds ear-
marked for such remuneration to remain on the companies’ balance sheets, strength-
ening them in times of economic uncertainty.

20	 These calculations are based on total trading subject to market rules (lit and dark). The difference be-
tween lit and dark trading lies in the transparency requirements, which are lower in the second case. The 
volume of trading in Spanish shares through trading venues and competing markets has been obtained 
from Bloomberg, so BME’s market share of total trading has been calculated internally. There are other 
indicators that indicate a lower fragmentation of trading in Spanish shares. See Liquidmetrix reports 
available at BME Renta Variable (bmerv.es).

21	 Information on OTC trading is available every six months. The distribution of trading in Spanish shares in 
2020 including these trades was approximately 33% for the Spanish regulated market, slightly less than 
30% for the other competing venues, just over 25% for OTC trading, and also slightly more than 10% for 
systematic internalisers.

…decreasing both trading in the 
Spanish regulated market and in 
competing venues.

Cboe Global Markets holds onto 
its leadership position in the 
trading of Spanish shares 
abroad, with 68% of the total 
traded.

The proportion of trading carried 
out through systematic 
internalisers fell to 8% of the 
total, almost half its usual value.

Capital increases with fund 
raising decreased once again 
and were concentrated in capital 
increases with non-monetary 
contributions. Likewise, capital 
increases made under the scrip 
dividend format increased, as 
this format offers a more 
attractive option for shareholder 
remuneration.

https://www.bmerv.es/esp/Miembros/MIFID_II.aspx
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Trading in Spanish shares listed on Spanish stock exchanges1		  TABLE 5

Millions of euros

2017 2018 2019 2020 III 20 IV 20 I 21

Total 932,771.9 930,616.1 805,833.0 778,043.4 152,027.8 194,617.4 178,116.8

Admitted to SIBE 
(electronic trading platform) 

932,763.1 930,607.1 805,826.6 778,040.9 152,027.6 194,617.0 178,114.0

    BME 633,385.7 579,810.4 460,267.4 416,212.5 78,626.0 103,959.5 91,268.7

    Cboe Equities2 - - - - - - 62,442.7

    Chi-X 117,899.2 106,869.7 80,678.9 65,006.5 13,529.9 15,390.8 -

    BATS 75,411.6 171,491.3 176,093.6 210,675.8 45,202.7 52,183.8 -

    Turquoise 44,720.1 42,833.4 30,550.6 23,242.2 4,607.6 5,660.6 6,093.2

    Other 61,346.5 29,552.2 58,236.1 62,903.8 10,061.4 17,422.3 18,309.5

Open outcry 8.1 8.2 6.2 2.5 0.2 0.5 2.8

    Madrid 1.8 0.8 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

    Bilbao 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

    Barcelona 6.3 7.4 3.2 2.4 0.2 0.5 2.7

    Valencia 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Secondary market 0.7 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Pro memoria    

Trading of foreign equities through BME 6,908.0 3,517.1 3,480.5 4,236.0 1,041.4 941.4 1,056.9

BME MTF Equity3 4,987.9 4,216.3 4,007.7 3,907.3 629.9 1,322.6 971.2

Latibex 130.8 151.6 136.6 79.4 16.4 9.3 11.2

ETF 4,464.1 3,027.6 1,718.0 2,543.4 431.3 621.6 400.5

Total BME trading 649,885.3 590,732.0 469,616.6 426,981.1 80,745.2 108,854.9 93,711.3

% Spanish equities traded through  
BME/total Spanish equities

68.3 62.6 57.4 53.9 52.1 53.9 51.8

Source: Bloomberg and CNMV.
1 � This includes the trading of Spanish equities subject to market rules or MTF (lit plus dark). Spanish shares on Spanish stock exchanges are those 

with a Spanish ISIN that are admitted to trading on the regulated market of Bolsas y Mercados Españoles (BME), i.e., not including the Alterna-
tive Stock Market (MAB), currently BME MTF Equity. Foreign equities are those admitted to trading in the regulated BME market with an ISIN 
that is not Spanish.

2 � Includes trading that until 2020 was carried out through Chi-X and BATS, which since January 2021 has moved to Amsterdam as a result of 
Brexit.

3 � MAB until September 2020. This MTF has three segments: BME Growth (in which growth companies and Spanish real estate investment funds 
are listed), BME IIC (in which the open-ended collective investment schemes and hedge funds are listed) and BME ECR (in which the venture 
capital firms are listed).
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Likewise, in the first quarter of the year there were no initial public offerings of 
shares (IPOs), although several operations are expected in the coming months,22 
mainly from companies in the renewable energy sector, some of which could be 
completed in the second quarter. In fact, two share offerings, by Opdenergy Hold-
ing and Grupo Ecoener, have recently been approved. In addition, Kaixo Telecom 
(belonging to MásMóvil Ibercom, which was the object of a delisting takeover bid in 
2020) has announced a voluntary bid for the entire capital of Euskaltel.

22	 The CNMV estimates that six transactions of this type could take place in the coming months.

There have been no IPOs so far 
this year, but several transactions 
are expected in the coming 
months, mainly in the renewable 
energy sector.

Capital increases and public offerings		  TABLE 6

2018 2019 2020 II 19     III 20     IV 20      I 21

NUMBER OF ISSUERS1 

Total 46 33 38 8 8 14 10

Capital increases 45 33 38 8 8 14 10

    Public offerings (for subscription of securities) 2 1 1 0 0 1 0

Initial public offerings (IPO) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

NUMBER OF ISSUES1   

Total 81 52 38 8 8 14 10

Capital increases 80 52 38 8 8 14 10

    Public offerings (for subscription of securities) 2 1 1 0 0 1 0

Initial public offerings2 (IPO) 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

CASH AMOUNT1 (millions of euros)  

Capital increases with fund raising 7,389.9 8,240.6 8,903.1 1,518.4 4,024.6 3,185.1 2,185.7

    With pre-emptive rights 888.4 4,729.8 6,837.2 50.0 3,999.5 2,787.7 0.0

    Without pre-emptive rights 200.1 10.0 150.1 0.0 0.0 150.1 0.0

      Of which, increases 0.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

    Accelerated book builds 1,999.1 500.0 750.0 750.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

    Capital increases with non-monetary considerations3 2,999.7 2,034.2 2,33.0 0.0 0.0 220.5 2,079.2

    Capital increases via debt conversion 388.7 354.9 162.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

    Other 913.9 611.8 770.3 718.4 25.1 26.8 106.5

Scrip issues4 3,939.7 1,565.4 1,949.0 93.5 1,083.9 375.2 772.5

    Of which, scrip dividends 3,915.2 1,564.1 1,949.0 93.5 1,083.9 375.2 772.5

Total capital increases 11,329.6 9,806.0 10,852.1 1,611.9 5,108.5 3,560.3 2,958.2

Initial public offerings 733.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Pro memoria: Transactions on MAB5    

Number of issuers 8 12 13 3 2 3 9

Number of issues 12 17 14 3 2 3 11

Cash amount (millions of euros) 164.5 298.3 238.0 9.9 36.0 174.3 83.2

    Capital increases 164.5 298.3 238.0 9.9 36.0 174.3 83.2

        Of which, IPOs 0.0 229.4 173.0 0.0 0.0 174.3 0.0

    Public share offerings 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Source: BME and CNMV.
1  Trades registered with the CNMV. Does not include data from MAB, ETF or Latibex.
2  Transactions linked to the exercise of green shoe options are separately accounted for.
3  Capital increases for non-monetary consideration have been stated at market value.
4 � In scrip dividends, the issuer gives existing shareholders the option of receiving their dividend in cash or converting it into shares in a bonus 

issue.
5  Trades not registered with the CNMV.
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The impact of Brexit on European financial markets	 EXHIBIT 1

On 31 December 2020, the United Kingdom left the European Union (Brexit) af-
ter the end of the transition period established in the exit agreement of 31 Janu-
ary 2020. From that moment on, the United Kingdom has had the status of a 
third country with respect to the legal framework of the Union. Previously, on 24 
December 2020, the European Union (EU) and the United Kingdom reached a 
principle of commitment on the basis of the Trade and Cooperation Agreement 
to allow an orderly exit.

As part of the preparatory work, in September 2020, the European Commission 
adopted an equivalence decision for a limited time (18 months) for central coun-
terparties (CCPs), and the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) 
announced that the three UK CCPs would be recognised after the transition peri-
od: ICE Clear Europe Limited, LCH Limited and LME Clear Limited. In addition, 
on 25 November, the European Commission adopted a temporary equivalence 
decision (6 months) with respect to the United Kingdom’s central securities de-
positories, specifically Euroclear UK and Ireland Limited (EUI), once the transi-
tion period has concluded. Regarding the situation of trading venues domiciled 
in the United Kingdom, in the absence of acknowledgement of equivalence by 
the European Commission, ESMA and the competent authorities have been close-
ly monitoring trading trends in the different asset classes.

Royal Decree-Law 38/2020

Royal Decree-Law 38/2020, of 29 December, which implements measures to adapt 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland to the status of a third 
country after the end of the transition period provided for in the Agreement on 
the withdrawal of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
from the European Union is to address the contingency of the no-deal Brexit in 
the Spanish legal system by regulating, among other issues, the provision of 
investment services (Article 13).

In accordance with this Royal Decree-Law, the authorisation or registration ini-
tially granted by the competent UK authority to an entity that provides services 
in Spain while domiciled in the United Kingdom will provisionally remain valid 
until 30 June 2021, in order to terminate or transfer contracts signed before 
1 January 2021.

The CNMV created a new section on its website called “After Brexit: issues relating 
to the financial sector”, with useful information for market participants and inves-
tors, such as a list of documents of interest on the possible impact and implications 
of Brexit and some interpretative criteria, in the form of questions and answers, on 
the provisions relating to the securities market and investment services.

These include clarifications on the issue of access to UK and EU trading venues, 
which, in short, establishes that Spanish legislation does not set any additional 
requirements for becoming a member of a trading venue in a third country. For 
the reverse case, access to Spanish trading venues by remote members of third 
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countries, it has been clarified that there are also no additional requirements oth-
er than those applicable to EU residents.

Regarding direct electronic access (DEA), it is established that UK investors will 
be able to use DEA to Spanish trading venues without having to request authori-
sation as an investment firm. However, DEA providers must have the status of an 
investment firm under MiFID II.

Another very significant clarification was made on OTC transactions. The CNMV 
has specified that during the transition period market participants may continue 
to trade OTC in instruments that are not subject to trading obligations under 
MiFIR. In the case of OTC derivatives, it has also indicated that trades that are 
direct, involve non-essential modifications or are explicitly set down in pre-existing 
contracts may be continued. These clarifications are in line with those made by 
other competent European authorities in this matter and, with some exceptions, 
are a sign of the effort being made towards greater convergence in the applica-
tion of MiFID II among the Member States.

Relocation of trading venues to the European Union

A large part of the relocations of UK institutions and trading venues have been to 
the Netherlands. Specifically, CBOE and Turquoise, two significant trading mar-
kets, have established their European headquarters in the Netherlands, while 
Aquis Exchange has set up a head office in France. Since the date of the United 
Kingdom’s departure, no new authorisation requests for trading venues have 
been received, although one is currently being processed by the CNMV. In this 
sense, it is estimated that the preparatory work has been carried out with suffi-
cient anticipation and foresight by UK institutions.

Application of the trading obligation for shares

The application of the share trading obligation, established in Article 23 of Regula-
tion (EU) No. 600/2014 (MiFIR), has given rise to certain interpretation issues due 
to the liquidity fragmentation of European shares between the UK and EU markets. 
ESMA and the European authorities have opted to apply the obligation to trade in 
EU markets based on two factors: that this obligation exists in the event that the 
issuer’s international securities code (ISIN) corresponds to a Member State, Iceland, 
Liechtenstein or Norway and, secondly, if the trades are made in euros. According 
to the data collected by ESMA, the number of equity issues with an ISIN code cor-
responding to a Member State traded on UK trading venues in pounds (GBP) does 
not exceed 50 and represents less than 1% of total trading in the EU.

Broadly speaking, trading in equities subject to European regulations has been 
carried out largely in the EU, mainly due to the transfer of trading to the afore-
mentioned European venues, which have been established in the Netherlands 
and France. The volume associated with this migration corresponds to the ordi-
nary volumes that had been seen in the UK platforms, naturally accounting for 
an average of between 25% and 30% of total trading, taking into account transac-
tions carried out through trading venues.
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This migration does not seem to have affected the transparency of trading, that 
is, the division between transparent (lit) and non-transparent (dark) trading remains. 
The previous structure of the UK trading venues has been replicated in the new 
trading venues established in the EU. In line with the above, the volume of OTC 
equities trades in the EU reflects the effect of the increase in the volume reported 
to the newly created approved publication arrangements (APAs) in Europe.

In contrast, trading on the same issues has fallen substantially in the United 
Kingdom. The proportion of trades on instruments subject to trading obligations 
according to MiFIR taking place in the United Kingdom accounted for only 2.75% 
in January (compared to 25% previously), according to a study carried out by 
Liquidnet.1

ESMA publishes annual liquidity calculations on equity instruments, which are 
used to implement the transparency regime. In March, the figures corresponding 
to the period ending on 31 December 2020 were published, which still include 
the trades made in the United Kingdom, given that during the reference period the 
United Kingdom was still a member of the EU. Information from this country will 
not be excluded until the following year 2022, when calculations will refer to 2021.

Application of the trading obligation for derivative instruments

Market participants have also requested clarifications from ESMA regarding the 
practical application of the trading obligation for derivative instruments, estab-
lished in Article 28 of Regulation (EU) No. 600/2014 (MiFIR). Specifically, the 
categories of instruments subject to this obligation are certain subsets of instru-
ments subject to clearing through a CCP in accordance with Regulation (EU) No. 
648/2012 (EMIR).

As has occurred with respect to equity trading, new trading venues have been set 
up in the EU, such as those already mentioned above (Cboe Europe, Turquoise 
Europe and Aquis Exchange Europe), which have absorbed part of the trading 
that used to take place in the United Kingdom. In regard to interest rate deriva-
tives on the euro and credit derivatives, a gradual increase in trading in the EU 
has been observed since the months before Brexit, without prejudice to the poten-
tial seasonal effects of derivatives trading, especially at the end of the year.

However, the same effect has not been extended to all instruments included in 
the scope of application of the obligation and today there are two scenarios: i) no 
clear increase has been observed in the EU with respect to certain instruments 
denominated in currencies other than the euro and ii), even in the pre-Brexit pe-
riod there was an increase in trading by European and UK participants in US 
venues (Swap Execution Facilities, SEF), which are recognised by Europe and the 
United Kingdom.

1 � https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5bedbc974eddecbfbb0c217e/t/602c34fd4fcd5f707073e641/ 
1613509887656/Liquidity+Landscape+-+One+month+post-Brexit.pdf

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5bedbc974eddecbfbb0c217e/t/602c34fd4fcd5f707073e641/1613509887656/Liquidity+Landscape+-+One+month+post-Brexit.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5bedbc974eddecbfbb0c217e/t/602c34fd4fcd5f707073e641/1613509887656/Liquidity+Landscape+-+One+month+post-Brexit.pdf


45CNMV Bulletin. Quarter I/2021

3.2 	 Fixed income markets

Debt markets, in which interest rates had declined progressively over much of 2020 
pursuant to the ultra-expansive monetary policies implemented by central banks, 
started the year with slight increases in all sections of the curve.23 These increases 
are partly explained by expectations of a possible rise in inflation caused by 
the strong growth in the money supply over recent years, as well as the impact of the 
public spending growth packages. As in the main European economies, the rates on 
Spanish public debt showed small increases in the quarter, which moved them away 
from the historical lows seen at the end of 2020, although levels remained very low. 
Likewise, private fixed income rates also experienced slight increases in some sec-
tions of the curve, which were somewhat more prominent in the case of corporate 
debt with the lowest credit ratings, although risk premiums remained at low levels 
as a result of the search for yield phenomenon. In this context, the yield on the 
Spanish 10-year sovereign bond rose by 29 bp in the quarter, while the Spanish risk 
premium remained unchanged at 63 bp, the same level at which the year began.

Interest rates on Spanish public debt	 FIGURE 17
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream.

In the current environment of low interest rates and abundant liquidity fuelled by 
the ECB purchases, issues registered with the CNMV in the first quarter of the year 
showed a year-on-year increase of 13.3%, totalling over €23.5 billion. While issues 
made abroad decreased compared to the same period in 2020, in barely two months 
they reached an amount close to that registered with the CNMV in a full quarter. 
Companies, which had taken advantage of the favourable market conditions in 2020 
to raise funds and finance themselves for longer terms and at a reduced cost, opted 
more for short term issues to cover their financing needs.

23	 See Section 2.1 for more details on the performance of long-term interest rates in other economies.

Debt markets, which had ended 
2020 with rates at historic lows, 
started the year with slight 
increases due to expectations 
of a rise in inflation.

Fixed income issues registered 
with the CNMV increased by 
13.3% in the first quarter of 2021. 
Issues made abroad fell but their 
amount was significant.
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The yields on short term private fixed income and public debt saw different per-
formances in the first quarter, with small rises and some drops, respectively. De-
spite the small rises, short term government debt rates, for the sixth consecutive 
year, continued to show negative values for the entire segment of the curve, pur-
suant to the ECB’s ultra-expansive monetary policy, which includes purchases of 
securities with a minimum residual maturity of 70 days. Thus, the secondary mar-
ket yield on 3-, 6- and 12-month treasury bills was -0.54%, -0.54% and -0.50%, re-
spectively, an increase of between 5 and 16 bp on the values seen in December 
(see Table 7).

Short term interest rates1	 TABLE 7

%

Dec-18 Dec-19 Dec-20 Jun-20 Sep-20 Dec-20 Mar-21

Treasury bills

3 months -0.50 -0.58 -0.70 -0.48 -0.51 -0.70 -0.54

6 months -0.41 -0.47 -0.59 -0.45 -0.46 -0.59 -0.54

12 months -0.33 -0.48 -0.63 -0.45 -0.49 -0.63 -0.50

Corporate commercial 
paper2

   

3 months 0.24 0.20 0.49 0.36 0.39 0.49 0.14

6 months 0.19 0.52 0.55 0.52 0.69 0.55 0.51

12 months 0.07 0.71 1.44 0.71 1.02 1.44 0.72

Source: Refinitiv Datastream and CNMV.
1  Monthly average of daily data.
2  Issuance interest rates.

In the case of yields on short term private fixed income, the behaviour was different 
with values that were lower than those of the previous quarter observed, in contrast 
to the trend seen in the past few quarters. In previous quarters, the performance of 
these yields was shaped by the high concentration of commercial paper issued in the 
Alternative Fixed Income Market24 (MARF), where medium-sized companies could 
access the market and issue commercial paper under the guarantee programme 
rolled out by the Instituto de Crédito Oficial (ICO). However, they incurred substan-
tially higher costs than large companies, which raised the average interest rates in the 
sample. In the last quarter, the issues made under this programme25 decreased, so 

24	 On 24 November 2020, the government approved an allocation of €50 million to guarantee companies 
in MARF that are complying with bankruptcy proceedings, up to date with payments and that have re-
solved their financial situation, although the whole agreement has not been executed. Likewise, an ad-
ditional tranche of €250 million was released to guarantee commercial paper issued in MARF by compa-
nies that could not avail themselves of the first line of guarantees because their commercial paper 
programmes were in the process of being renewed. In 2020, €410.6 million were used to guarantee 66 
issues made by 15 companies, which mobilised funds amounting to €597.2 million.

25	 Beneficiaries of issues of commercial paper through MARF guaranteed by the ICO guarantee programme 
included: El Corte Inglés, Finycar, Grupo Pikolin, Sacyr, Hotusa, Pryconsa, Nexus Energía, Tubacex and 
Renta Corporación. The guarantees will cover a maximum of 70% of the commercial paper issuance, 
which will have a maximum maturity of 24 months and be available until 30 September, with the follow-
ing conditions for awarding them: i) having registered a commercial paper issue programme on the 

The yield on short term 
government debt increased 
slightly, although it remained 
negative (for the sixth year 
running)…

…while the yield on short term 
private debt showed slight 
declines.
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the sample includes a greater number of issues made by large companies that benefit 
from lower issuance costs, as well as purchases of ECB debt in the primary market, as 
they fall in the range of eligible issuers.26 Spanish market data show that in March 
the issuance yields on commercial paper in the primary market ranged from 0.15% 
for the 3-month instrument to 0.72% for 12-month paper, values that were substan-
tially lower than at year-end 2020 (see Table 8).

Return on fixed income in the medium and long term1	 TABLE 8

%

Dec-18 Dec-19 Dec-20 Jun-20 Sep-20 Dec-20 Mar-21

Public fixed income

3 year -0.04 -0.29 -0.53 -0.28 -0.43 -0.53 -0.41

5 year 0.43 -0.06 -0.42 -0.11 -0.24 -0.42 -0.25

10 year 1.43 0.45 0.05 0.47 0.25 0.05 0.34

Private fixed income

3 year 0.67 0.20 -0.20 0.19 0.12 -0.20 -0.08

5 year 0.55 0.23 -0.13 0.40 0.06 -0.13 -0.15

10 year 1.52 0.79 0.41 0.77 0.64 0.41 0.45

Source: Refinitiv Datastream, Reuters and CNMV.
1  Monthly average of daily data.

Yields on medium- and long-term debt followed a similar trend throughout the 
quarter, showing slight increases, which were concentrated mostly in the longer 
terms and in public debt. Despite the ECB purchasing programmes27 being main-
tained, and even the announcement of the increase in their short term weekly 
amounts, investors’ fears of a resurgence in inflation slightly raised the yield on 
public debt in all sections of the curve. Even so, the rate remained negative until the 
7-year term. As shown in Table 8, the yield on 3, 5 and 10-year government debt in 
March stood at -0.41%, -0.25% and 0.34%, respectively, which is between 12 and 
29 bp more than in December.

Private fixed income marked a similar performance, with slight increases in interest 
rates in most sections of the curve, despite which they also remained at around 

MARF before 23 April, ii) the company’s registered office being located in Spain and iii) the funds ob-
tained not being available for paying dividends.

26	 The short term debt the ECB can acquire under its PEPP programme may include commercial paper 
issued by Spanish companies such as Endesa, Iberdrola, Repsol, Telefónica, Red Eléctrica, Ferrovial, 
Naturgy, Abertis, Aena, ACS, Amadeus, Cellnex, Inmobiliaria Colonial and Viesgo. To be eligible, these 
assets must have a minimum credit rating of BBB- from Standard & Poor’s, Fitch or DBRS, or Baa3 from 
Moody’s.

27	 The PSPP (Public Sector Purchase Programme) and PEPP (Pandemic Emergency Purchase Programme) 
are currently in operation. Under the first, up until the end of February the ECB had acquired public debt 
for a net amount of €2,506.86 billion, of which €293.85 billion corresponded to Spanish securities; while 
up until the end of March, within the framework of the PEPP programme, it had acquired public debt for 
a net amount of €899.73 billion, of which €104.23 billion corresponded to Spanish securities. Therefore, 
the amount of Spanish public debt acquired by the ECB stood at €398.01 billion (38% of the outstanding 
balance of long-term government debt).

Public debt assets show slight 
increases in yields that are 
concentrated in the longer terms, 
with positive returns only after 
the 7-year term…

…and also on private fixed 
income assets, although returns 
are more varied in the second 
group, as not all issues are 
eligible for ECB purchases.
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historical lows.28 Most of the large corporate debt issuers continue to benefit from 
the ECB’s debt purchase programmes, which include specific corporate debt pur-
chases,29 although not all issuers have issues that are part of the range of eligible 
assets.30 At the end of March, yields on 3 and 5-year private debt remained negative 
at -0.08% and -0.15% respectively, while the yield on 10-year debt stood at 0.45%, 
implying a risk premium of between 10 and 33 bp compared to public debt.

The performance of the sovereign risk premium – like that of the risk premiums 
applied for large Spanish issuers – will continue to be shaped in the short term by 
the support provided by the ECB through debt purchases, although in the medium 
term it could be conditioned by economic recovery trends and the budgetary deci-
sions taken by the government. The sovereign risk premium – measured as the dif-
ference in yield between the Spanish and the German 10-year sovereign bonds – 
started the year at 63 bp, and subsequently remained relatively stable throughout 
the quarter, to close the period unchanged. This indicator continues to benefit from 
the positive effect of the ECB’s public debt purchases, as well as the outlook for eco-
nomic recovery, thanks to the progress of the vaccination programmes. The risk 
premium measured through the CDS (credit default swap) of the Spanish sovereign 
bond – whose market is less liquid than the underlying market – ended the quarter 
at 34 bp, 10 bp less than at the end of 2020.

The risk premiums of the private subsectors of the economy performed unevenly, 
with further declines for the second consecutive quarter in premiums of financial 
institutions, while those of non-financial companies barely showed changes. As 
shown in the right hand panel of Figure 18, the average CDS of financial institutions 
stood at 67 bp at the end of March, 11 bp less than at the start of the year, but still 
above the 58 bp average risk premium of non-financial companies, which fell just 
1 bp from its value at the close of 2020. In the case of financial institutions, the fur-
ther decrease in risk premiums owes to the continuation of the support measures 
deployed by the ECB, which include specific programmes for the purchase of assets 
issued by banks, such as covered bonds and asset-backed securities,31 as well as 
rounds of financing and specific longer-term funding under very favourable condi-
tions, but also to the improve outlook for economic recovery. The risk premiums of 
non-financial companies remained unchanged, given that while they also benefit 
from the positive effect of the ECB’s purchases, their businesses have been impaired 
by crisis and the uncertainty about their future development.

28	 It should be taken into account that yields vary considerably in this debt category as the sample used to 
estimate interest rates is based on a wide range of assets with different levels of risk, covered bonds, in-
vestment grade rated bonds, high yield bonds and even debt with no credit rating.

29	 Up until the end of March, the Corporate Sector Purchase Programme (CSPP) accumulated a volume of 
purchases amounting to €266.80 billion, of which more than 21% was acquired in the primary market. 
In the same period, the ECB had accumulated corporate bonds for the amount of €27.06 billion and 
commercial paper for a value of €12.77 billion acquired under the PEPP.

30	 The ECB requires a minimum investment grade rating for purchases.
31	 The ECB, through its covered bond purchase programme (CBPP3) and the asset backed securities pur-

chasing programme (ABSPP), made up to the end of March for an amount of €289.61 billion and 
€28.72 billion, respectively, of which more than 36% and 57% were carried out in the primary market. At 
the same date, the ECB had accumulated covered bonds for the amount of €4.05 billion, acquired under 
the PEPP.

The sovereign risk premium 
remains stable at 63 bp, the same 
level at which it started the year, 
supported by the ECB’s debt 
purchases.

Risk premiums of private sector 
companies performed unevenly, 
with decreases for financial 
institutions and hardly any 
changes for non-financial 
companies.
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Risk premium of Spanish issuers	 FIGURE 18
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream and own calculations.
1  Simple average of the 5-year CDS of a sample of entities.

The degree of correlation between the prices of the different classes of financial as-
sets, which had reached its highest level since 2016 in the first quarter of 2020, fol-
lowed the downward trend seen in previous quarters, while remaining at values that 
are higher than those presented at the beginning of the previous year (see Figure 
19). This additional decline was due to the different performance of debt and credit 
asset prices with respect to share prices: debt and credit asset prices remained rela-
tively stable thanks to the support of the ECB, while equities posted substantial in-
creases across the board as a consequence of the improved economic expectations.

Indicator of correlation among asset classes1, 2 	 FIGURE 19 
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Source: Refinitiv Datastream and own calculations.
1 � The correlation indicator between asset classes includes pairs of correlations calculated using daily data in 

three-month windows. The asset classes are sovereign debt, private fixed income of financial and non-
financial entities and securities of the Ibex 35, financial companies, utilities and other sectors.

2 � As from 7 June 2017, the CDS of the 5-year senior debt of Banco Popular has been excluded from the cal-
culation of ROI on the asset class corresponding to financial fixed income.

The correlation between asset 
prices continued to decline, 
although it remained at levels 
higher than those seen at the 
beginning of the crisis. Debt and 
credit prices have been relatively 
stable, while equity prices show 
widespread increases.
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As we have already seen, fixed income issues registered with the CNMV in the first 
quarter stood at €23.53 billion, 13.3% more the figure reported in the same period 
of the previous year, a volume that is lower than in the last quarter of 2020, but 
higher than the values seen of the first quarter in several previous years. Issues 
made abroad showed a year-on-year decrease but their amount was significant, 
reaching €19.14 billion in just two months.

Debt issues registered with the 
CNMV increased by 13.3% in 
the first quarter, while those made 
abroad decreased, although the 
amount of the latter was 
significant.

Gross fixed income issues registered with the CNMV		  TABLE 9

2017 2018 2019 2020

2020 2021

III IV I1

NOMINAL AMOUNT (millions of euros) 109,487 101,296 90,161 132,111 19,968 35,018 20,203

    Covered bonds 29,824 26,575 22,933 22,960 6,750 7,508 6,250

    Regional covered bonds 350 2,800 1,300 9,150 0 1,300 0

    Non-convertible bonds and debentures 30,006 35,836 29,602 33,412 1,533 12,084 6,159

    Convertible/exchangeable bonds and debentures 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

    Asset-backed securities 29,415 18,145 18,741 36,281 4,909 9,681 3,066

    Corporate commercial paper2 17,911 15,089 15,085 22,292 5,275 4,446 4,728

        Asset-backed 1,800 240 0 0 0 0 0

        Other commercial paper 16,111 14,849 15,085 22,292 5,275 4,446 4,728

    Other fixed income issues 981 0 1,500 6,266 1,500 0 0

    Preferred shares 1,000 2,850 1,000 1,750 0 0 0

Pro memoria:         

Subordinated issues 6,505 4,923 3,214 14,312 459 2,088 861

Secured issues 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Issues carried out abroad by Spanish issuers 2017 2018 2019 2020

2020 2021

III IV I1

NOMINAL AMOUNT (millions of euros) 84,760 89,358 100,321   82,774 13,394 19,062 19,140

Long term 61,095 38,425 53,234 42,978 5,950  9,550 8,134

    Preferred shares 5,844 2,000 3,070 1,850 350       0 0

    Subordinated debentures 5,399 2,250 1,755 0 0       0 0

    Bonds and debentures 49,852 34,175 48,409 41,128 5,600 9,550 8,134

    Asset-backed securities 0 0 0 0 0        0 0

Short term 23,665 50,933 47,087 39,796 7,444 9,512 11,006

Corporate commercial paper 23,665 50,933 47,087 39,796 7,444 9,512 11,006

    Asset-backed 0 0 0 0 0        0 0

Pro memoria: Gross issues of subsidiaries of Spanish companies in the rest of the world 

2017 2018 2019 2020

2020 2021

III IV I3

NOMINAL AMOUNT (millions of euros) 66,790 91,446 92,284 65,235 9,654 16,497 12,479

    Financial institutions 19,742 43,234 57,391 38,339 6,035 6,964 5,477

    Non-financial companies 47,585 48,212 34,893 26,896 3,619 9,553 7,002

Source: CNMV and Bank of Spain.
1  Data as of 31 March.
2  The figures for corporate commercial paper issues correspond to the amounts placed.
3  Data as of 28 February.
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In regard to the breakdown of the first quarter issues, both in absolute and relative 
terms, the highest growth was seen in issues of simple bonds and debentures 
(55.4%) and asset-backed securities (64.1%). One issue of internationalisation cov-
ered bonds amounting to €823 million also stood out. The increase in issues of 
bonds and debentures was due to two issues made by the Asset Management Com-
pany for Assets Arising From Bank Restructuring (SAREB) for an aggregate amount 
of €9.47 billion, compared to a single issue for amount of €4.06 billion registered 
in 2020. Meanwhile, the rise in issues of securitisation instruments remains associ-
ated with their use as collateral for obtaining funding in the ECB liquidity auctions.

Issues made on the MARF stood at €2.46 billion in the first quarter, an amount 
similar to the same quarter of 2020, with most of the figure corresponding to com-
mercial paper (97%). The number of issuers stood at 45 (four more than in 2020), 
including companies such as El Corte Inglés, Tubacex or Sacyr.

Debt issues made by Spanish issuers abroad during the first two months of the year 
stood at €19.14 billion, the highest figure in the last three quarters. The decline 
compared to the same period of the previous year corresponded mainly to long term 
debt issues, which fell by 27%, while short term debt saw a smaller drop (-6%). It 
would appear that large issuers covered most of the long-term financing needs in 
2020 and are opting mostly to issue short term notes. Debt issues of subsidiaries of 
Spanish companies abroad stood at €12.48 billion (data to February), 32% less than 
in 2020. Of this amount, 56% corresponded to non-financial companies and the rest 
to financial institutions.

In regard to the activity registered in Spanish trading venues, the significant de-
crease in activity of the Electronic Debt Trading System (SEND) stands out. Al-
though marking an improvement compared to the last quarter of 2020, trading fell 
by more than half year-on-year, standing at €21.5 billion in the first quarter. 63% of 
this amount corresponded to Spanish public debt and 37% to foreign debt. Trading 
on the two organised trading facilities (OTFs) authorised by the CNMV reached 
€159.35 billion in the first quarter, 8.6% more than in the same period of the previ-
ous year, of which almost €123 billion (77% of the total) corresponded to Spanish 
public debt and almost all of the rest to foreign public debt.

The most significant increases 
occurred in issues of 
asset-backed securities 
and simple bonds.

Issues made on the MARF 
reached €2.46 billion, most of 
which corresponded to 
commercial paper.

Issues made abroad picked up, 
with activity concentrated in 
short term issues.

Trading in Spanish venues 
decreased significantly in SEND, 
but increased in the OTFs.
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Changes in credit ratings of Spanish debt issues since	 EXHIBIT 2

the onset of the COVID-19 crisis

The Coronavirus crisis has significantly dampened economic activity, raising 
doubts about the solvency of the companies hardest hit and, hence, their credit 
risk. The CNMV has prepared quarterly reports to analyse the credit ratings of 
Spanish debt assets since the onset of the crisis and their subsequent evolution. 
The first of these reports1 also compared these ratings with those of a sample of 
private issuers from other European countries. If an increase in credit risk were 
to occur, it could be reflected in downgrades of the ratings of the different com-
panies and, if significant, would have damaging effects on many of the market 
agents and could ultimately have negative implications for financial stability. 
Among other things there could be significant asset sales, downward price spirals, 
various contagion phenomena among entities, higher financing costs, etc.

The analysis of Spanish debt2 was carried out on the outstanding fixed income 
issues at the end of each quarter of 2020. As shown in Table E2.1, there was an 
increase in the outstanding balance of rated debt between March and June, going 
from €1,685.26 billion to €1,777.15 billion, in response to liquidity needs in the 
context of the crisis and as companies took advantage of the low interest rates. 
Thereafter, the variations were much less pronounced.

The analysis shows that the Spanish fixed income issues analysed were mostly 
in the investment grade category (rating of BBB or higher), as these represented 
on average 96.5% of the total number of rated issues. This percentage remained 
fairly stable during the year, although in the last quarter it decreased slightly to 
96.3%. This decrease was almost entirely due to the reduction in securities with 
A and AA ratings, due to the repayment of central government debt in the first 
case and that of monetary and non-monetary financial institutions in the second.

A-rated debt has the highest outstanding balance (70.5% on average for the year), 
since it encompasses government debt issues. From March to June there was a 
slight increase in the weight of BBB debt, from 8.8% to 9.3%, where it remained 
until the end of the year. Therefore, although most of Spanish debt remains of 
high quality, there has been a slight shift within this group towards assets with 
lower credit quality.

BBB issues have been closely monitored and, within this group, those that while 
still investment grade are a notch above high yield (BBB- for Fitch and S&P or 
Baa3 for Moody´s). As shown in Table E2.1, the amount of the BBB- debt in-
creased from March to June from €54.75 billion to €78.68 billion (almost €24 bil-
lion more), mainly due to the downgrades in the bond ratings of the Community 
of Madrid, as well as different issues of monetary financial institutions and 
non-financial companies. Subsequently, the variations in the outstanding balance 
of BBB- rated debt were much less marked: between June and September there 
was an increase of slightly more than €2.8 billion and between September and 
December there was a decrease of a similar amount (€2.84 billion), as a result of 
the large volume of repayments and the slower pace of BBB- rated issues (there 
were no downgrades in credit ratings at this level).
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Outstanding balance of rated Spanish fixed income securities	 TABLE E2.1

31 March 30 June 30 September 31 December

Rating 1,685,262 1,777,151 1,795,335 1,769,732

AAA 12,179 11,685 11,145 9,353

AA 276,236 292,270 290,104 281,901

A 1,189,536 1,248,205 1,264,816 1,248,997

BBB 148,936 164,487 167,247 163,751

BB 35,107 36,240 35,990 39,849

B 11,383 11,691 12,819 12,660

CCC 4,897 4,988 5,081 5,063

CC 3,011 3,129 3,107 3,082

C 2,338 2,229 2,807 2,863

D 1,637 2,227 2,220 2,213

Pro memoria

BBB 148,936 164,487 167,247 163,751

  BBB+ 28,245 40,088 37,664 37,454

  BBB 65,942 45,720 48,097 47,652

  BBB- 54,749 78,679 81,486 78,646

No rating data 92,994 93,148 90,947 114,035

Source: Bank of Spain, Bloomberg and CNMV. Nominal data in millions of euros.

The increase in the balance of BBB- rated debt between March and June meant 
that from March onwards the size of this debt was greater than the debt of high 
yield issues. Although this difference narrowed slightly in the last quarter of the 
year, it is important to bear in mind that based on this performance, in the event 
of a mass downgrade of credit ratings, the high yield debt market might not be 
able to absorb the downgraded BBB- rated debt without difficulty. However, this 
could be less relevant if the benchmark debt market is considered on a European 
scale and not strictly domestic, as in a larger market the downgrades of ratings of 
Spanish assets would have less of an impact.

In regard to the proportion of high yield debt, it should be noted that after re-
maining stable for most of the year (around 3.5% of the total outstanding debt), 
this debt increased slightly to 3.7% in the last quarter of 2020 due to the issues of 
new assets with a BB (high yield) rating, as there were no downgrades of asset 
ratings to this category. These issues were mostly made by non-financial compa-
nies (80.5%).

In conclusion, although in the first months of the crisis the analysis identifies a 
certain increase in downgrades of Spanish debt ratings of certain issuers and 
sectors, it cannot be deduced that these are either significant or generalised. This 
is reflected in the stability of the high percentage of high-quality debt (investment 
grade), although there has been a shift within this category towards the lowest 
rating grades. Therefore, there has been no notable deterioration in the credit 
quality of Spanish issuers in the context of the crisis, although it should be taken 
into account that this measure does not consider the performance of many 
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smaller companies (which do not have a credit rating) and that they may have 
been significantly impacted by the slowdown in economic activity.

1 � See Cambón Murcia, M.I. and Gordillo Santos, J.A. (2020). “Changes in credit ratings of Spanish debt 
assets since the onset of the COVID-19 crisis”. CNMV Bulletin, Quarter III, pp. 83-109. Available at: 
https://www.cnmv.es/DocPortal/Publicaciones/Boletin/Boletin_3_En_2020en.pdf

2 � For the purposes of the study, Spanish debt is considered to be debt issued by an issuer of Spanish 
nationality or an entity that belongs to a group whose parent company is Spanish, even if the issues 
are made abroad.

4	 Market agents

4.1	 Investment vehicles

Financial CIS

Investment funds

Investment fund assets, which had grown substantially in 2019, remained practical-
ly stable in 2020, standing at €279.67 billion at the year-end, just 0.1% more than at 
the end of the previous year. After a first quarter in which the effects of the pandem-
ic were noted in this sector, both in the behaviour of investors32 and the perfor-
mance of the fund portfolio, in April the recovery of the markets, especially the eq-
uity markets, and a slight uptick in investor confidence led investment funds to 
gradually gain ground. Thus, in the last quarter of the year alone, assets increased 
by around €12.5 billion (4.7% more than at the end of September): 85% of this 
amount was due to portfolio asset gains in these vehicles and the remaining 15% to 
net subscriptions made by unitholders.

Despite the prolonged context of low interest rates, which has caused some inves-
tors to opt for equity funds in their search for returns, others, that are more risk-
averse and influenced by uncertainty brought by the crisis and the unfavourable 
market performance in the first quarter of 2020, opted for safer formulas, in princi-
ple, such as fixed income. For the year as a whole, the category that attracted the 
highest volume of net subscriptions was fixed income funds, with a total of €3.88 bil-
lion, followed by the international equity category, with €2.53 billion. It is worth 
mentioning that the fixed income category received the greatest number of sub-
scriptions by far between April and December (€5.35 billion), having also registered 
the largest number of redemptions during the worst moments of the crisis in March. 
Mixed funds also saw positive net subscriptions, of €1.19 billion for mixed equity 
funds and €522 million for mixed fixed income funds. Meanwhile, the largest re-
demptions (in net terms) corresponded to guaranteed equity funds, with an outflow 
of €2.17 billion, and euro equity funds, with €1.97 billion (see Table 10).

32	 As mentioned in previous reports, in March alone, net redemptions were around €5.5 billion, and were 
especially high in fixed income funds.

The assets of the investment 
funds remained stable in 2020, 
recovering in the last three 
quarters the amount lost in the 
first as a result of the crisis 
deriving from the pandemic.

Some unitholders opted for 
equity funds in their search for 
higher returns, while others 
preferred much less risky options, 
such as fixed income funds, 
conditioned by the uncertainty 
and the unfavourable 
performance of the equity 
markets due to the pandemic.

https://www.cnmv.es/DocPortal/Publicaciones/Boletin/Boletin_3_En_2020en.pdf
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The performance of the fund portfolio in 2020 was slightly positive, 0.8%, with 
sharp differences between the first three months and the rest of the year, as de-
scribed above. Thus, as shown in Statistical Annex 3.11, in the first quarter the re-
turn was -9.3%, while in the following nine months this figure stood at 11.1%. The 
same trend was observed in all fund categories, in other words, a negative return in 
the first quarter and a positive return in the next three, although the figures differed 
widely between, with the most extreme values seen in categories with a higher 
weight of equity in their portfolios. Thus, equity funds marked the worst perfor-
mance in the first quarter (‑28.5% for euro equity and -23.1% for international equi-
ty) and also the best performance in the rest of the year, with portfolio gains of 
27.6% and 33.7%, respectively (16.6% and 11.9% in the fourth quarter alone). This 
meant that for the year as a whole, euro equity funds offered the lowest return of all 
the different categories (-8.8%) and international equity funds the highest (2.8%).

Net subscriptions of IFs	 TABLE 10

Millions of euros

2018 2019 2020

2020

I II III IV

Total investment funds 7,907.5 2,429.7 631.3 -2,084.5 132.1 659.8 1,923.8

Fixed income1 -2,657.9 11,004.4 3,876.7 -1,470.9 1,359.5 2,301.5 1,686.7

Mixed fixed income2 -1,861.8 -1,850.1 521.6 2,007.7 -444.4 -1,169.3 127.8

Mixed equity3 3,062.8 3,212.3 1,193.7 276.0 17.8 819.2 80.8

Euro equity4 1,777.5 -3,541.8 -1,973.2 -822.0 -372.8 -459.3 -319.1

International equity5 3,789.2 3,900.9 2,525.4 1,738.1 -402.6 113.2 1,076.7

Guaranteed fixed income -406.9 -282.6 -605.9 -261.4 0.9 -99.5 -246.0

Guaranteed equity6 -465.8 -1,841.0 -2,171.0 -1,287.4 -213.1 -325.8 -344.8

Global funds 9,153.7 -2,420.0 -1,352.6 -446.2 -208.9 -581.1 -116.4

Passive management7 -2,762.0 -3,010.1 -41.0 -1,099.0 723.3 84.4 250.4

Absolute return -1,737.2 -2,742.2 -1,342.4 -719.4 -327.2 -23.5 -272.3

Source: CNMV.
1 � Until I-2019 it includes the following categories (CNMV Circular 3/2011): euro fixed income, global fixed 

income, money market and short term money market. From II-2019 onwards it includes the following 
categories (Circular 1/2019): short term public debt constant net asset value MMF, short term low volatili-
ty net asset value MMF, short term variable net asset value MMF, standard variable net asset value MMF, 
euro fixed income and short term euro fixed income.

2  It includes euro mixed fixed income and global mixed fixed income.
3  It includes euro mixed equity and global mixed equity.
4  It includes: euro equity.
5  It includes: international equity.
6  It includes: guaranteed equity and partial guarantee.
7 � Until I-2019 it includes passively managed CIS (CNMV Circular 3/2011). From II-2019 onwards it includes 

the following categories (Circular 1/2019): passively managed CIS, CIS that replicate an index and CIS with 
a specific non-guaranteed target return.

In all categories of funds, 
portfolio performance was 
negative in the first quarter and 
positive in the next three as a 
whole, with a more extreme 
values posted by funds with a 
greater weight of equities.
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The supply of funds from management companies continued to decline in 2020, 
with a reduction in the number of vehicles greater than that experienced in recent 
years (80 in 2020 compared to 22 in 2019). Thus, there were 1,515 funds at the end 
of 2020, with 151 deregistrations and 71 registrations during the year. Guaranteed 
equity funds saw the largest fall, in line with the trend marked in recent years, with 
22 fewer vehicles, followed by the passive management funds, which lost 15 funds. 
In contrast, international equity funds, which had increased in 2019 (with 27 more 
funds), grew further in 2020 with 13 institutions.

Despite the stability in terms of assets, the number of unitholders grew by 7.8% 
during 2020, with an increase of 3.5% in the last quarter alone, closing the year at a 
total of 12.7 million unitholders.33 In line with the data on net subscriptions, the 
fixed income and international equity fund categories saw the greatest increases in 
2020, with nearly half a million more unitholders in the former and just under 
400,000 in the latter. In contrast, guaranteed equity funds, euro equity funds and 
absolute return funds posted a small drop in the number of unitholders (72,000, 
69,000 and 59,000 fewer, respectively).

According to the provisional data for the months of January and February 2021, 
funds continued to perform in the same way as at the end of 2020, since assets grew 
by 2%, while the number of unitholders was up by 3.8%, to exceed 13 million. The 
number of vehicles decreased by five, to 1,510, with 17 deregistrations and 12 regis-
trations. 

Despite the turbulence at the end of the first quarter, the liquidity conditions of the 
private fixed income portfolio of investment funds improved throughout 2020, with 
a weight of assets with reduced liquidity of 4.8%, a percentage which has been grad-
ually decreasing, with fluctuations, since the highs reached in 2010, when these as-
sets came to represent more than 30% of the fixed income portfolio. Thus, during the 
year, the weight of these assets fell almost 4 pp: from 8.7% at the end of 2019 to 4.8% 
of this portfolio. As of 31 December 2020, the total volume of assets considered to 
be of reduced liquidity was €2.87 billion, representing 1.03% of total investment fund 
assets.34 Table 12 shows that the decrease in illiquid assets occurred in all categories 
of fixed income assets, highlighting the reduction in financial fixed income with a 
rating of less than AA, which saw an annual reduction of €858 million to €986 mil-
lion at the end of the year. In general terms, the improvement in liquidity was a 
consequence of the large number of assets with a residual life of less than one year.

33	 It should be noted that the same unitholder is counted for each contract held in different funds, so that 
the registered increase could be sometimes due to diversification by the same investor into a greater 
number of funds.

34	 These results are compatible with the half-yearly analyses made by the CNMV of the liquidity conditions 
of the total portfolio of investment funds within the framework of the stress tests carried out on these 
institutions. The analyses performed in 2020 concluded that for the funds analysed (funds that have 
certain restrictions on redemptions, such as guaranteed funds, and those with a majority investment in 
other investment funds are excluded) the level of liquidity measured according to the HQLA (high qual-
ity liquid assets) approach, showed few variations throughout 2020, placing the percentage of liquid 
assets, according to this criterion, at 48% of the total portfolio. For more information, see the exhibit 

“Stress test for mutual funds” in the last report of the Non-bank financial intermediation in Spain series.

The number of funds continued 
to decline in 2020, especially 
guaranteed equities funds and 
passive management funds.

The number of unitholders stood 
at 12.7 million at the end of the 
year, with the advance in fixed 
income funds and international 
equities standing out, which were 
also those that attracted the 
highest subscriptions.

In the first two months of 2021, 
the expansionary trend marked 
by investment funds continued.

The percentage of illiquid assets 
in funds’ private fixed income 
portfolios fell 4 pp during 2020, 
standing at 4.8% of the fixed 
income portfolio, with a notable 
decrease in reduced liquidity 
assets in the financial fixed 
income portfolio rated below AA.
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Investment funds. Key figures*		  TABLE 11

2018 2019 2020
2020

I II III IV
Total investment funds (number) 1,725 1,710 1,643 1,697 1,692 1,654 1,643
Fixed income1 279 281 276 283 283 276 276
Mixed fixed income2 168 173 174 173 175 170 174
Mixed equity3 184 185 186 187 186 183 186
Euro equity4 113 113 104 112 110 108 104
International equity5 236 263 276 272 275 279 276
Guaranteed fixed income 67 66 55 66 63 57 55
Guaranteed equity6 163 155 133 147 145 136 133
Global funds 242 255 247 254 247 250 247
Passive management7 172 133 118 119 125 117 118
Absolute return 99 84 72 82 81 76 72
Assets (millions of euros)
Total investment funds 259,095.0 279,377.4 279,668.0 250,126.3 263,619.4 267,084.6 279,668.0
Fixed income1 66,889.3 78,583.2 81,015.9 73,475.8 76,179.4 78,775.6 81,015.9
Mixed fixed income2 40,471.0 40,819.9 43,200.4 41,312.7 42,581.8 41,957.1 43,200.4
Mixed equity3 23,256.0 28,775.8 30,432.7 25,829.7 27,511.7 29,019.2 30,432.7
Euro equity4 12,177.7 10,145.1 7,091.1 6,618.2 7,027.7 6,399.0 7,091.1
International equity5 24,404.9 34,078.9 37,722.5 27,636.0 31,757.0 32,763.6 37,722.5
Guaranteed fixed income 4,887.4 4,809.3 4,177.0 4,505.2 4,517.4 4,397.6 4,177.0
Guaranteed equity6 14,556.0 13,229.1 11,037.1 11,684.0 11,626.5 11,328.0 11,037.1
Global funds 42,137.2 43,041.9 40,918.0 37,120.7 39,071.8 39,057.4 40,918.0
Passive management7 16,138.6 14,073.8 14,014.3 11,708.7 13,054.6 13,223.8 14,014.3
Absolute return 14,172.5 11,818.3 10,057.4 10,233.0 10,289.6 10,161.5 10,057.4
Unitholders 
Total investment funds 11,217,569 11,739,183 12,659,943 11,751,437 11,944,057 12,237,441 12,659,943
Fixed income1 2,709,547 3,668,324 4,135,294 3,660,775 3,793,867 4,002,906 4,135,294
Mixed fixed income2 1,188,157 1,087,881 1,203,280 1,203,900 1,204,871 1,184,715 1,203,280
Mixed equity3 624,290 707,159 745,112 707,919 715,404 737,674 745,112
Euro equity4 831,115 598,901 530,107 532,060 500,778 487,843 530,107
International equity5 2,225,366 2,655,123 3,043,542 2,732,902 2,775,877 2,914,093 3,043,542
Guaranteed fixed income 165,913 154,980 135,320 148,317 145,787 141,812 135,320
Guaranteed equity6 494,660 428,470 356,439 391,235 383,372 368,979 356,439
Global funds 1,501,730 1,359,915 1,409,599 1,355,885 1,376,316 1,355,646 1,409,599
Passive management7 543,192 429,428 511,251 396,398 435,035 438,709 511,251
Absolute return 930,641 646,042 587,040 619,085 609,793 602,106 587,040
Return8 (%)
Total investment funds -4.89 7.12 0.78 -9.30 5.56 1.08 4.14
Fixed income1 -1.44 1.38 0.62 -2.43 1.82 0.60 0.68
Mixed fixed income2 -4.27 4.75 -0.03 -6.97 3.96 0.90 2.45
Mixed equity3 -6.45 9.25 0.59 -11.06 6.54 1.71 4.38
Euro equity4 -13.01 14.27 -8.75 -28.48 11.94 -2.25 16.61
International equity5 -12.34 22.18 2.83 -23.11 16.43 2.62 11.93
Guaranteed fixed income 0.09 3.98 1.68 -0.94 1.20 0.83 0.59
Guaranteed equity6 -1.33 3.62 0.70 -1.86 1.35 0.43 0.81
Global funds -5.69 8.45 -0.31 -12.00 6.15 1.46 5.19
Passive management7 -3.16 7.45 0.44 -9.29 5.54 0.10 4.81
Absolute return -4.81 3.94 0.94 -7.50 4.66 1.42 2.80

Source: CNMV. * Information on funds that have submitted confidential statements (does not therefore include funds in the process of dissolution 
or liquidation).
1 � Until I-2019 it includes the following categories (CNMV Circular 3/2011): euro fixed income, global fixed income, money market and short-term 

money market. From II-2019 onwards it includes the following categories (Circular 1/2019): short term public debt constant net asset value 
MMF, short term low volatility net asset value MMF, short term variable net asset value MMF, standard variable net asset value MMF, euro fixed 
income and short term euro fixed income.

2 � It includes euro mixed fixed income and global mixed fixed income.
3 � It includes euro mixed equity and global mixed equity.
4 � It includes: euro equity.
5 � It includes: international equity.
6 � It includes: guaranteed equity and partial guarantee.
7 � Until I-2019 it includes passively managed CIS (CNMV Circular 3/2011). From II-2019 onwards it includes the following categories (Circular 

1/2019): passively managed CIS, CIS that replicate an index and CIS with a specific non-guaranteed target return. 
8 � Annual return for 2018, 2019 and 2020. Quarterly return not annualised for quarterly data.
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Estimated liquidity of IF assets	 TABLE  12

Asset type

Reduced liquidity investments1

Millions of euros
% of total volume  

of asset type 

Jun-20 Sep-20 Dec-20 Jun-20 Sep-20 Dec-20

Financial fixed income with AAA/AA rating 6 6 8 0.6 0.8 1.0

Financial fixed income with  
a rating below AA

1,178 1,066 986 4.3 3.7 3.3

Non-financial fixed income 1,146 1,083 1,078 4.5 4.1 3.9

Securitisations (asset-backed securities) 455 410 398 63.6 62.0 56.8

    AAA securitisations 140 127 128 83.9 82.4 86.3

    Other securitisations 315 282 270 57.4 55.8 49.0

Total 3,240 2,975 2,867 5.8 5.2 4.8

%/IF assets 1.23 1.11 1.03 – – –

Source: CNMV.
1 � Reduced liquidity assets are considered to be private sector fixed income assets with a maturity greater 

than one year for which there is no representative number of intermediaries willing to buy and sell them 
with a normal market spread.

Open-ended collective investment schemes (SICAVs)

In line with the trend seen in the past five years, the number of SICAVs registered 
with the CNMV fell significantly in 2020, as there were 143 deregistrations and only 
one registration, so at the end of the year there were 2,427 registered vehicles. More 
than half of the deregisrations were the result of wind down processes, while almost 
30% were due to takeover by other vehicles, mostly investment funds.35 The de-
crease in the number of entities was also reflected in the number of shareholders, 
which dropped by 9.6% to 360,452. Almost all SICAVs were listed on the BME MTF 
Equity market (formerly MAB).

The assets of these CISs also decreased, by 6.4%, from €28.79 billion at the end 
of 2019 to €26.94 billion at the end of 2020. This variation was the consequence of 
both the decrease in the value of the assets on the portfolios of these vehicles, espe-
cially their equity portfolios, and the repurchase of shares by shareholders. Average 
assets per SICAV experienced a slight decrease of €100,000, to €11.1 million at the 
end of the year.

In the first two months of 2021, the main indicators for SICAVs remained in line 
with the figures seen in the final months of 2020: stable assets and decreases in the 
number of vehicles and investors. Thus, between January and February, assets rose 
slightly by 0.9%, while the number of vehicles registered with the CNMV decreased 
by 27, to 2,400, and the number of shareholders fell by 1.8% to 354,026.

35	 The rest of the deregistrations, around 20%, were the consequence of transformation into another type 
of entity, mostly limited companies, or to a withdrawal of their authorisation.

The number of SICAVs registered 
with the CNMV declined further 
in 2020, with 143 deregistrations 
and only one registration, to 
stand at 2,427…

…which caused, together with 
the depreciation of their 
portfolio, a 6.4% drop in the 
assets of these institutions.

In the first two months of 2021, 
SICAV assets remained stable, but 
the number of entities and 
shareholders continued to 
decline.
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Hedge funds

Hedge funds, which comprise two types of vehicles depending on whether they in-
vest in assets directly (hedge funds) or through other hedge funds (funds of hedge 
funds), have a very low weight in CIS in Spain, representing less than 1% of total 
assets, despite the significant growth experienced in recent years.

The aggregate assets of these institutions grew significantly in 2020 (+4.9% to 
€3.57 billion), which was particularly noteworthy given the difficult economic en-
vironment. Funds of hedge funds saw an increase of 15.4%, to €652.8 million, while 
hedge funds marked a much smaller rise of 2.8% to €2,912.6 million.

Portfolio performance was in line with market trends, with negative returns in the 
first quarter of 2020 and positive returns in the whole of the remaining nine months. 
It should be noted that the performance of funds of hedge funds in the first three 
months (-3.5%) was less negative than the performance of other collective invest-
ment vehicles, which allowed them to close the year with a return of 3.71%. Hedge 
funds, meanwhile, recorded an annual return of 1.8%

The total number of these vehicles registered with the CNMV at year-end 2020 was 
76, seven more than at the end of 2019. As shown in Statistical Annex 3.12, there 
was only an increase in hedge funds, which went from 62 to 69, with 11 registra-
tions and 4 deregistrations during the year. Funds of hedge funds saw no move-
ments, as in 2019, with the same seven funds as in 2018. Six of these were funds 
(three of which were in the process of being wound down). In the first two months 
of this year there have been three registrations: two hedge funds and one, after two 
years without movements, to a fund of hedge funds.

The total number of unitholders and shareholders of these institutions showed a 
trend similar to equities, rising by 4.0%, so that at the end of December there were 
a total of 10,819. This increase was due to hedge funds, which registered an increase 
of 5.5%, to 7,961, thanks mainly to the seven registrations (in net terms) made dur-
ing the year. In the case of funds of hedge funds, the number of unitholders re-
mained practically unchanged, ending 2020 at 2,858.

Foreign CISs marketed in Spain

The volume of foreign CISs marketed in Spain has increased steadily and at a strong 
pace in recent years, from €18 billion at the end of 2008 to €199.42 billion in De-
cember 2020. The increase registered in 2020 was €20.58 billion, 11.5% more than 
in 2018.36 As shown in Figure 20, this strong growth rate has meant that the weight 
of foreign CISs in total CIS traded in Spain has increased significantly in the last 5 
years, standing at 39% in 2020.

36	 It should be noted that following the entry into force of CNMV Circular 2/2017, of 25 October, which es-
tablishes the obligation for all foreign CIS marketers to submit to the CNMV as much information possi-
ble about the products marketed in Spain, the information received prior to 31 December 2017 may not 
be fully comparable with that received as of that date.

Hedge funds, which continue to 
have a very low weight in 
collective investment in Spain…

…saw an increase in assets of 
4.9% in 2020, which was higher 
in the case of funds of hedge 
funds.

The portfolio returns of these 
institutions was positive for the 
year as a whole, largely thanks to 
the relatively small declines seen 
in the first quarter.

The number of unitholders and 
shareholders grew by 4.0%, with 
the increase in hedge funds 
standing out, thanks to the 
registrations made during 
the year.

The number of vehicles increased 
by seven, ending the year at 76. 
This rise corresponded exclusively 
to hedge funds.

The assets of foreign CISs 
continued to grow in 2020, 
reaching €200 billion at the end 
of the year, which represents 
39% of the total assets of CISs 
marketed in Spain.
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In line with the trend marked by assets, the number of foreign CISs registered with 
the CNMV increased by 15 entities in 2020 (9 in 2019), so at the end of the year 
there were a total of 1,048 vehicles of this type (407 funds and 641 companies). As 
in previous years, most of the registrations corresponded to vehicles from Luxem-
bourg (+10, to reach 472).

Assets of foreign CISs marketed in Spain 	 FIGURE 20
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Outlook

The performance of the collective investment industry in 2020 and the first months 
of 2021 seems to indicate that the most complicated moments deriving from the 
Coronavirus crisis have been left behind. Management companies were able to ad-
dress the increase in redemptions without notable incidents and the CNMV paid 
special attention to the valuation of assets and the analysis of the liquidity condi-
tions of the fund portfolios and the proper use of the liquidity management tools. In 
the medium term, this sector may be boosted by the notable increase in savings of 
agents, which may increase investment in different types of financial assets (al-
though for the time being this increase in savings is materialising mainly in the 
more liquid assets, such as cash or deposits). If the positive evolution of the pandem-
ic and a less uncertain environment are confirmed, the increase in subscriptions to 
these assets may continue, although it remembered that some unitholders, who are 
suffering more financial restrictions, may unwind their positions.

4.2	 Provision of investment services

Credit institutions are by far the largest providers of investment services in Spain 
and account for the bulk of fee income in the different types of services (close to 
90% of the total). Broker-dealers and brokers, however, still hold a relatively signifi-
cant weight, especially in the area of order processing and execution, although they 
also offer a wide range of services (see Table 13). In addition to these entities, finan-
cial advisory firms (EAF) and portfolio management companies (SGC) provide spe-
cialised investment services.

The number of foreign CISs 
registered with the CNMV 
increased by 15 in 2020, to a total 
of 1,048 vehicles (407 funds and 
641 companies).

The outlook is positive for the 
collective investment industry, 
which has successfully overcome 
the worst moments of the crisis, 
due to the increase in savings of 
agents.

The provision of investment 
services can be carried out by 
various types of entities, mainly 
credit institutions, which receive 
almost 90% of the income 
generated by this business.
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Fees received for investment services. 2020	 TABLE 13

Millions of euros

Broker-dealers 
and brokers1

Credit 
institutions 

(CI)2 Total % Cl/total

Total Investment services 464 3,714 4,179 88.9

Placement and underwriting 7 355 362 97.9

Order processing and execution 276 605 882 68.7

Portfolio management 28 530 558 95.0

Investment advice 40 643 683 94.2

Marketing of CISs 113 1,581 1,694 93.3

Total ancillary services 227 1,023 1,250 81.9

Administration and custody 40 651 691 94.2

Other ancillary services 187 372 558 66.6

Source: CNMV and Bank of Spain.
1  Includes portfolio management companies. 
2  Includes branches of EC credit institutions.

Credit institutions

At the end of 2020, a total of 111 Spanish credit institutions (banks, savings banks 
and credit cooperatives) were registered with the CNMV to provide investment ser-
vices, one fewer than in 2019.37 The number of foreign credit institutions providing 
investment services in Spain at the end of the year stood at 487, 11 more than 
the previous year. 432 of the registered foreign credit institutions operated under the 
freedom to provide services regime and 55 through branches. Almost all of these 
institutions were from other Member States of the European Union (482 institu-
tions).

Table 14 shows the income obtained by credit institutions from the provision of 
securities services and the marketing of investment funds and other non-bank fi-
nancial products. As seen in the table, the aggregate amount of fees received for the 
provision of securities services and marketing of CISs increased by 8.5% in 2020, to 
€4.74 billion. The provision of investment services implied fees of €2.13 billion for 
credit institutions, 15.5% more than in 2019. The income obtained by the different 
investment services saw double-digit growth in all headings. As regards fees for 
ancillary services related to investment services, credit institutions received €1.02 bil-
lion, which represents an increase of 10.9% compared to 2019.

37	  Of the 111 institutions, 101 were considered to be actively providing investment services.

The number of Spanish credit 
institutions registered with the 
CNMV was 111 at the end of 
2020, one less than in 2019, while 
the number of foreign entities 
willing to provide investment 
services increased by 11 to stand 
at 487.

In 2020, credit institutions 
received €4.74 billion from the 
provision of securities services 
and the marketing of CISs, 8.5% 
more than in 2019.
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Income of credit institutions1 from the provision of securities services	 TABLE 14 

and marketing of non-bank financial products

Millions of euros

2017 2018 2019 2020
% of total  

CI fees1

For investment services 1,759 1,735 1,847 2,133 14.0

Placement and underwriting 283 217 296 355 2.3

Order processing and execution 571 510 498 605 4.0

Discretionary portfolio management 389 414 479 530 3.5

Investment advice 516 595 573 643 4.2

For ancillary services 890 965 923 1,023 6.7

Administration and custody 653 667 650 651 4.3

Financial reports and research 148 184 148 206 1.4

Other ancillary services 89 115 125 166 1.1

Marketing of non-bank financial products 3,739 4,222 4,084 4,010 26.4

Collective investment schemes 1,821 1,688 1,597 1,581 10.4

Pension funds 498 892 927 972 6.4

Insurance 1,330 1,507 1,437 1,377 9.1

Other 90 135 123 80 0.5

Total 6,387 6,922 6,854 7,166 47.2

Pro memoria:

For securities services and marketing of CISs 4,469 4,388 4,367 4,738 31.2

Total fee income 14,295 14,928 15,134 15,190 100.0

Source: CNMV and Bank of Spain. In 2017, the confidential statements that credit institutions submit to the 
Bank of Spain were modified as a result of adaptation to the preparation criteria, terminology, definitions and 
formats of the FINREP (FINancial REPorting) statements of the European Union.
1  Includes branches of EC credit institutions.

Broker-dealers and brokers

In 2020, broker-dealers provided more investment services compared to previous 
years. This growth was due to a company that belongs to a foreign credit institution 
(Credit Suisse) significantly increasing its activity. Due to Brexit, this institution decid-
ed to transfer part of its activity carried out in the United Kingdom to Spain, which 
is based on the processing and execution of client orders on derivatives. With the 
exception of this company, all others saw a reduction in activity.38 Brokers recorded 
an increase in activity.

As shown in Figure 21, broker-dealers and brokers obtained profit before tax of 
€136.5 million in 2020, an increase of 80.1% on the previous year. This increase 
was due to the increase in profits of broker-dealers (98.0%), since brokers saw a fall 
in earnings (-25.7%) as expenses outstripping revenue growth.

38	 The fees received by broker-dealers in 2020 stood at €522 million (€345 million excluding Credit Suisse), 
compared to €425 million in 2019 (€364 million excluding Credit Suisse).

In 2020, the activity of broker-
dealers and brokers increased, 
albeit with a great deal of 
unevenness, especially among 
broker-dealers.

The combined profits of these 
entities was €136.5 million in 
2020, 80% more than in 2019.
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Aggregate profit(loss) of investment firms before tax1	 FIGURE 21
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Source: CNMV.
1  Except EAFs and SGCs.

At the end of 2020, a total of 95 broker-dealers and brokers were registered with the 
CNMV, the same number as at the end of 2019. This stability in the number of in-
stitutions, coupled with the increase registered last year, could be taken as a positive 
signal for the sector, especially in the context of uncertainty caused by the COVID-19 
pandemic. It can be observed that banking groups are continuing to integrate their 
broker-dealers and brokers into the parent, which is leading to deregistrations. How-
ever, these are being offset by the registrations of independent institutions linked to 
non-banking entities. In 2020, eight new firms were registered and eight were dereg-
istered.

Most entities that provided services in the European Union did so under the free-
dom to provide services regime, specifically 55 (six more than in 2019) and, and only 
four maintained branches in other countries (two fewer than in 2019). The number 
of foreign entities that provide investment services in Spain grew further in 2020, 
both under the freedom to provide services regime, which increased from 3,020 to 
3,062, and through branches, from 65 to 66.39

As shown in Table 15, broker-dealers experienced a significant increase in revenue 
compared with the previous year. All the items contributed to this rise, except for 
the interest margin and net exchange differences. In particular, there were notable 
increases in gains on financial investments (229.7%) and other operating income 
and expense (218.7%). The rise in net fees was 11.2%, although the performance of 
its different components was uneven. Fees from order processing and execution 
remained the largest sources of revenue from the provision of services to third par-
ties, marking a strong rise of 54.5% in 2020.

39	 This increase was achieved despite the notable decline in the number of UK-based entities, from 33 to 
26, that can be attributed to Brexit.

At the end of 2020, a total of 95 
broker-dealers and brokers were 
registered with the CNMV, the 
same number as at the end of 
2019, following 8 registrations 
and 8 deregistrations.

The provision of cross-border 
securities services continued to 
be carried out mainly under the 
freedom to provide services 
regime, with very few branches 
being maintained.

The profit and loss accounts of 
broker-dealers in 2020 show a 
strong increase in income, in part 
due to the performance a few 
entities.



64 Securities markets and their agents: Situation and outlook

Aggregate profit and loss account (Dec-20)		  TABLE 15

Thousands of euros

Broker-dealers Brokers

Dec-19 Dec-20 % change Dec-19 Dec-20 % change

1.  Net interest income 38,125 35,957 -5.7 1,251 932 -25.5

2.  Net fees 279,650 310,868 11.2 130,293 143,162 9.9

     2.1.  Fees received 427,813 525,812 22.9 150,842 165,094 9.4

             2.1.1.  Order processing and execution 164,606 254,307 54.5 23,194 22,035 -5.0

             2.1.2.  Issuance placement and underwriting 8,849 5,279 -40.3 580 2,157 271.9

             2.1.3.  Deposit and book-entry of securities 42,643 39,260 -7.9 879 754 -14.2

             2.1.4.  Portfolio management 15,102 13,128 -13.1 14,890 14,554 -2.3

             2.1.5.  Investment advice 23,400 5,813 -75.2 14,183 33,990 139.7

             2.1.6.  Search and placement of block trades 1,302 1,960 50.5 0 0 -

             2.1.7.  Market credit transactions 0 0 - 0 0 -

             2.1.8.  Marketing of CISs 53,506 50,985 -4.7 62,866 62,134 -1.2

             2.1.9.  Other 118,406 155,080 31.0 34,251 29,469 -14.0

     2.2.  Fees paid 148,163 214,944 45.1 20,549 21,932 6.7

3.  Gains/(losses) on financial investments 29,452 97,113 229.7 910 -5,562 -

4.  Net exchange differences 117 -981 - 75 -596 -

5.  Other operating income and expense 28,949 92,259 218.7 1,119 -372 -

GROSS MARGIN 376,293 535,216 42.2 133,648 137,564 2.9

6.  Operating expenses 316,406 396,091 25.2 120,787 132,069 9.3

7.  Depreciation, amortisation and other charges 3,265 14,665 349.2 3,542 2,130 -39.9

8.  Net losses due to impairment of financial assets 644 -533 - 35 26 -25.7

OPERATING PROFIT(LOSS) 55,978 124,993 123.3 9,284 3,339 -64.0

9.  Other gains and losses 9,033 3,736 -58.6 1,159 4,417 281.1

PROFIT BEFORE TAX 65,011 128,729 98.0 10,443 7,756 -25.7

10.  Income tax expense 10,483 25,801 146.1 4,280 4,920 15.0

PROFIT/(LOSS) FROM CONTINUING OPERATIONS 54,528 102,928 88.8 6,163 2,836 -54.0

11.  Profit/(loss) from discontinued operations 0 0 - 0 0 -

NET PROFIT(LOSS) FOR THE YEAR 54,528 102,928 88.8 6,163 2,836 -54.0

Source: CNMV.
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Broker-dealers’ operating expenses also increased, in line with rise in activity in the 
sector. The two expense subheadings also grew: personnel expenses increased by 
16.8%, while general expenses were up by 42.9%. Expenses for depreciation, amor-
tisation and other charges also rose considerably (+349.2%), although their amount 
was still lower than other expense items. The fact that expenses as a whole increased 
at a lower rate than the gross margin (42.2%) led to a robust rise in operating profits 
(+123.3%), which went from €56 million in 2019 to €124.9 million in 2020. Profit 
before tax grew by 98.0% to €128.7 million, almost double the amount shown in 
2019.

Aggregate profit before tax of brokers fell by 25.7% in 2020 to €7.7 million. The 
decline in earnings was due to the higher costs, which grew faster than the increase 
in income. Net fees rose by 9.9% on the previous year. In gross terms (fees received), 
the increase in investment advice stood out, up by almost €20 million (139.7%). 
Income growth from issuance placement and underwriting (271.9%) was also ro-
bust, although its amount is small in relation to that of other services. However, fees 
received from other items all decreased. The most notable falls corresponded to 

“Other” (-14.0%) and to order processing and execution (-5.0%). The rest of the fee 
categories did not show large variations: fees from marketing of CISs fell by 1.2% 
and portfolio management fees by 2.3%.

The increase in brokers’ fee income was reflected in a small rise in fees paid to 
third parties (6.7%). Furthermore, the positive performance of fee income con-
trasted with the large losses on financial investments of an entity that had to be 
intervened by the CNMV. Therefore, growth in the aggregate gross margin de-
creased to 2.9%, standing at €137.6 million. Operating expenses rose by 9.3%, 
due to the significant growth in personnel expenses (14.0%), since general expens-
es were largely unchanged (0.5%). The combination of revenue growth that was 
lower than the rise in expenses brought net operating profit to €3.3 million, which 
was 64.0% less than in 2019.

The sector ROE climbed robustly during the year from 9.2% to 18.7%, due mainly 
to the increase in the profitability of broker-dealers (from 8.9% in 2019 to 19.7% in 
2020). On the other hand, the ROE of brokers was much more stable (12.1% in 2019 
and 12.5% in 2020), as observed in the left-hand panel of Figure 22. The number of 
institutions in losses remained at 32: 12 broker-dealers (one less than in 2019) and 
20 brokers (one more than in 2019), although the amount of the losses fell signifi-
cantly (from €41.25 million in 2019 to €27.67 million in 2020).

The expenses of these entities 
also increased but at a lower rate 
than income, prompting a strong 
increase in profit before tax (to 
€128 million, double the amount 
seen in 2019).

Brokers posted a drop in 
aggregate profit before tax of 
25.7%, to €7.7 million, as while 
income increased (net fees 
+9.9%)…

…expenses were even higher.

The sector’s return on equity 
doubled in 2020, standing at 
18.7%, mainly due to broker-
dealers. The number of 
institutions in losses remained at 
32, although the amount of these 
losses decreased significantly.
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ROE before tax of IFs and number of loss-making institutions	 FIGURE 22
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Source: CNMV.
1  ROE calculated with profit before taxes.

The sector as a whole continued to exhibit relatively high solvency levels in 2020: 
at  the end of the year the capital surplus was 2.8 times the capital requirement. 
However, this figure was considerably lower compared to the figure at the end of 
2019 (4.9 times). In absolute terms, this buffer is too small to be significant. As is 
usual, the margin was generally larger in broker dealers than in brokers. While the 
capital surplus for broker-dealers was around 2.8 x, it remained at 2.0 x for brokers 
(see Figure 23). Only one company closed the year with a capital deficit (no brokers).

Capital adequacy of investment firms (capital surplus vs requirements)	 FIGURE 23
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Financial advisory firms

The number of financial advisory firms remained stable at 140 in 2020, after eight 
registrations and eight deregistrations. Two of the deregistrations were related to 
the transformation of the entity into a broker. Total assets under advisory services 
of these entities stood at €12.05 billion in 2020 (€732 million corresponded to in-
dependent advice), which represents a decrease of 44.3% compared to 2019. This 
performance may be due to the increased competition from credit institutions in 
the area of investment advice. As shown in Table 16, the assets under advisory 

Solvency levels in the sector 
remained high in 2020, although 
the capital surplus of broker-
dealers fell significantly.

Financial advisory firms, which 
remained at 140, continued to 
lose market share in the 
investment advisory segment, 
with retail clients gaining weight.
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services of both retail and non-retail clients decreased, although the decrease in the 
latter was much greater (60.6% compared to 18.2%). This trend, which has been in 
place for several years now, implies that financial advisory firms continue to lose 
market share in the investment advice segment and also that their business model 
is shifting towards one in which the retail segment is more prominent.

Finally, the combined profit of these types of entities fell notably from €8.2 million 
in 2019 to €5.1 million in 2020. This decrease was a reflection of the lower fee in-
come received from customers and, to a lesser extent, from rebates and other fees 
from other entities. Specifically, fees charged directly to customers went from 
€46.1 million in 2019 to €37 million in 2020.

Main figures of financial advisory firms 	 TABLE 16

Thousands of euros

2018 2019 2020
% change 

20/19

NUMBER OF FIRMS 158 140 140 0.0

ASSETS UNDER ADVISORY SERVICES1 31,658,460 21,627,677 12,049,182 -44.3

Retail clients 10,281,573 8,313,608 6,797,540 -18.2

Professional clients and other 21,376,887 13,314,069 5,251,642 -60.6

NUMBER OF CLIENTS1 6,524 6,437 7,262 12.8

Retail clients 5,997 6,005 6,861 14.3

Professional clients 436 414 388 -6.3

Other 91 18 13 -27.8

FEE INCOME 62,168 56,963 45,293 -20.5

Fees received 61,079 56,029 44,656 -20.3

  From clients 50,247 46,112 36,971 -19.8

  From other entities 10,832 9,917 7,685 -22.5

Other income 1,088 934 637 -31.8

EQUITY 33,572 32,089 30,607 -4.6

Share capital 6,894 5,770 5,454 -5.5

Reserves and carry-overs 15,386 17,260 19,111 10.7

Profit/(loss) for the year 10,626 8,172 5,118 -37.4

Other own funds 666 888 923 3.9

Source: CNMV.
1  Data at market value at the end of the period.

A complementary view of the entities that provide investment services

Information on the provision of investment services in Spain from a broad point of 
view (i.e. including the activity of CIS management even though it is not strictly an 
investment service from a legal point of view) is usually presented in accordance 
with the type of entity performing the activity in question: credit institution, invest-
ment firm or CIS management company. However, a less formal approach, that is 
in line with the entities’ business model and their link to commercial banks, makes 
it recommendable to delineate more accurately what part of the business related to 

The combined profit decreased 
from €8.2 million to 
€5.1 million, mainly due to the 
drop in income from fees received 
from customers.

An alternative analysis of the 
entities that provide investment 
services according to their 
business model and not their 
legal form reveals that…
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providing investment services is performed by banks that may be defined as com-
mercial banks, i.e. whose income mainly comes from providing typical bank servic-
es (deposits, loans etc.), and what part is performed by entities that may be consid-
ered to be specialised in providing investment services. This last group of entities 
would be formed by independent investment firms and CIS management compa-
nies (that is, not subsidiaries of commercial banking groups) and by banks special-
ised in the provision of investment services. The latter includes entities such as 
Allfunds, Banco Inversis, Cecabank and Renta 4.

As shown in Figure 24, 67% of the business related to providing investment services 
in Spain (including the management of CIS and measured through the fees received 
for these activities) was performed by traditional commercial banks or by entities 
that belong to their groups in 2020, while the rest was performed by financial enti-
ties that are specialised in providing investment services and without links to com-
mercial banking. This percentage is somewhat lower than that estimated in 2019 
(68%) and follows the downward trend observed since 2017.

Share of financial institutions related to commercial banking1	 FIGURE 24 
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Source: CNMV.
1 � This group of entities includes commercial banks (understood to be those that are not specialised in the 

provision of financial services) and the investment firms and CIS management companies that belong to 
them.

2 � Includes CIS management activity, although this is not an investment service from a legal point of view.

Outlook 

There is a great degree of uncertainty surrounding the evolution of this sector, as is 
the case with other participants in financial markets. It is possible that the current 
crisis will give rise to a fresh restructuring of the sector, accentuating some of the 
trends that have been observed for many years and that are reflected in: i) a high 
level of competition between banks and investment firms in the provision of invest-
ment services and, ii) within the investment firm segment, a growing weight of in-
dependent entities, as well as the consolidation of their change in business model, 
whereby their main traditional activity, intermediation in the securities markets, 
tends to have less and less weight, while marketing and management activities and 
advisory services to third parties are becoming increasingly important.

…67% of the income related to 
this activity is received by 
traditional commercial banks or 
entities that belong to their 
groups.

The crisis may accentuate some 
trends observed in the past and 
maintain a high degree of 
competition in the sector.
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CNMV public consultation on the future Circular	 EXHIBIT 3 

on advertising of crypto-assets

On 5 April 2020, the CNMV opened a public consultation prior to the preparation 
of a Circular that will delimit the scope of application, as well as the powers of the 
CNMV, in regard to the supervision and control of the advertising of crypto-
assets. The CNMV has made use of the authorisation conferred by Article 240 bis 
of the Securities Market Act1 (LMV), a new precept included in this Law through 
the Second Final Provision of Royal Decree-Law 5/2021, of 12 March,2 in order to 
strengthen investor protection. Through this legislative amendment, the CNMV 
has applied its power, through a Circular, to subject the advertising of crypto-
assets, or other assets and instruments presented as investment objects, to admin-
istrative control, with comparable advertising regulations, even if they are not 
activities or products provided for in the LMV. This Circular will also define the 
objective and subjective scope of supervision of the advertising of these assets, as 
well as the control mechanisms and procedures that will be applied.

The applicable regulation3 establishes, in general terms, the obligation to carry 
out a public consultation prior to the drafting of the text of the legally binding 
rules and regulations. In this case, in which the CNMV is directly empowered by 
law to draw up a Circular to regulate the advertising of crypto-assets, public con-
sultation is mandatory as it involves the exercise of regulatory per saltum powers. 
The deadline for responding to the consultation, which ended on 16 April, was 
short due to the urgency of the regulation, as reflected in the fact that the approv-
al of the reform of Article 240 bis of the LMV was carried out through Royal 
Decree-Law.

The consultation seeks to obtain the opinion of those especially affected by the 
future standard and of the most representative organisations on the following 
points:

–	 The problems to be solved through the initiative.

–	 The need and appropriateness of its approval.

–	 The objectives of the regulation.

–	 Possible alternative and non-regulatory solutions.

In relation to the problems that the initiative is intended to solve, it should be 
noted that crypto-assets, understood to be digital representations of value or 
rights that can be transferred and stored electronically using distributed ledger 
technology or similar, are increasing in the financial system, and there is still no 
specific regulatory framework at the European level. The technologies that sup-
port them are transforming financial services and enabling far-reaching innova-
tions. However, today crypto-currencies and crypto-assets are being offered with 
growing frequency as an object of investment, both to specialist investors and to 
the general public. In this regard, the CNMV and the Bank of Spain published a 
joint statement4 on 9 February 2021, building on another statement from 2018, 
in which they warned about the risks that these new type of assets pose for 
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participants in the financial system and in particular for small investors. The 
statement highlighted the complexity, volatility and potential lack of liquidity of 
these investments.

In this respect, the main issues that require regulatory action lies in the possibili-
ty that the advertising of crypto-assets, when they are offered as an investment, 
does not include objective information about the product and its risks. In recent 
months it has been observed that advertising of these products to retail custom-
ers has been carried out through a wide and growing variety of media, with dif-
ferencing intensity. Investors acquiring these products must be aware of the risks 
they entail and that their investment could lead in some cases to significant losses 
due to price variations, episodes of sudden illiquidity or even to a total loss of the 
investment due to cyber-attacks or custody errors.

The need and appropriateness of this regulation is evidenced, as mentioned 
above, by the amendment of the LMV, carried out through Royal Decree-Law.

Regarding the objectives of the regulation, the purpose of the draft Circular 
will be to develop the rules, principles and criteria to which the advertising of 
crypto-assets must be subject, in particular, to delimit the objective and subjec-
tive scope of application, specify, in this case, advertising that must be submit-
ted to prior administrative authorisation and set the tools and procedures that 
will be used to effectively supervise the advertising of crypto-assets. It is impor-
tant to note that this Circular will not contain any rules governing the products 
themselves, nor on their suppliers or characteristics, which will not be subject 
to regulation or supervision, but relate exclusively to the requirements that the 
advertising aimed at offering these assets as a potential investment must ad-
here to.

Finally, with regard to possible alternative and non-regulatory solutions, the 
option of not drawing up a specific regulation for this issue but using criteria or 
indications of good practices instead has been ruled out, since Article 240 bis re-
quires implementation by means of a Circular. To draw up the Circular, the 
CNMV is considering various alternatives that affect its scope of application and 
the types of administrative control. The public consultation includes six sets of 
questions about the possible alternatives posed:

–– Scope of application: In order to define the objective scope of application, 
the CNMV is assessing the possibility of setting it for advertising activities 
aimed at potential investors residing in Spain who are offered or informed 
about crypto-assets. Likewise, it will probably be necessary to exempt some 
professional activities from this objective scope (white papers, professional 
investment analysis and recommendations or offers to professionals), 
unique non-fungible assets or those that are exclusively a means of pay-
ment. Regarding the subjective scope of application, the CNMV is consider-
ing the mandatory inclusion of service providers of crypto-assets, which 
would be defined in the Circular, regardless of their country of origin, and 
the advertising companies that act on their behalf.
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–– Types of administrative control: In regard to the types of administrative 
control, the CNMV is considering the possibility of requiring prior adminis-
trative authorisation in the case of mass advertising campaigns aimed at the 
general public that are carried out through the media, physical supports or 
certain virtual channels. Another option applicable to this type of campaign 
would be to establish of a prior communication regime. Other advertising 
actions would be subject to subsequent supervisory control of the CNMV, 
which may request the termination or rectification of the advertising activi-
ty according to the terms established in the Circular. The different measures 
are due to reasons of efficiency and agility, at the same time ensuring prior 
supervision in cases of mass advertising.

All advertising campaigns would be subject to the objectives of clarity and con-
tent set down in the Circular. Thus, advertising must be clear, balanced, impartial 
and not misleading. This is particularly important for information on returns, 
especially when referring to historical returns, and information on costs. It is also 
envisaged that advertising campaigns will be required to include warnings about 
the risks of investing in crypto-assets, in summarised form in each advertising 
communication and more extensively in other ancillary documents.

Lastly, the regulation must also include a system for the supervision of advertis-
ing by the CNMV, which will detail the procedures and deadlines for collecting 
information from the entities subject to the regulation, requesting the termina-
tion or rectification of the campaign, and applying sanctions when necessary. For 
this purpose, the entities in question must have information and documentation 
relating to the advertising campaigns in progress and those carried out in the past 
year. Given the potential impact of advertising campaigns, in the event of a re-
quest for termination or rectification, the deadlines for acting or collecting infor-
mation should be limited and, in principle, should not exceed three days. This 
period may vary depending on the content or the advertising piece in question.

At the end of the public consultation period, 22 comments were received. All 
these comments, except those which the sender expressly requested that they not 
be made public, are available on the CNMV website. The CNMV is analysing the 
responses received and will shortly publish a draft text of the Circular that will be 
submitted to a public hearing.

1 � Royal Legislative Decree 4/2015, of 23 October, which approves the recast text of the Spanish Securi-
ties Market Act (LMV)

2 � Royal Decree-Law 5/2021, of 12 March, on extraordinary measures to support business solvency in re-
sponse to the COVID-19 pandemic.

3 � Article 133 of Law 39/2015, of 1 October, on the Common Administrative Procedure of Public Admin-
istrations, in relation to Article 26 of Government Law 50/1997, of 27 November.

4 � https://www.cnmv.es/Portal/verDoc.axd?t={52286f9f-c592-4418-9559-b75bf97115d2}

https://www.cnmv.es/Portal/verDoc.axd?t=%7b52286f9f-c592-4418-9559-b75bf97115d2%7d
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4.3	 CIS management companies

At the end of 2020, a total of 123 CIS management companies had been registered 
with the CNMV, the same figure as in the previous year, after two registrations and 
two deregistrations carried out during the year. The assets managed by these com-
panies stood at just under €311 billion at the end of the year, which represents a 
contraction of 0.4% in relation to 2019. As in previous years, around 90% of these 
assets corresponded to Spanish investment funds, followed by foreign CISs, with 
4.9% of the total. The sector remained highly concentrated in 2020: the three largest 
management companies held a combined share of 43.5% of total assets, almost 2 pp 
more than in 2019.

CIS management companies: Assets under management	 FIGURE 25 
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Although there were very few movements in the assets managed by these compa-
nies, their aggregate profit before tax shrank by 6.2% compared with 2019, to 
€909.6 million (see Figure 25). This decline was due to the fall in net fees, to €1.52 bil-
lion (2.6% less). The drop in fees was due to the sharper decrease in fees received 
(-2.3%) compared to those paid (-2.0%). The performance of fees received was main-
ly fuelled by CIS management fees, which are by far the most significant, since they 
represent around 87% of the total fees received by management companies (88% in 
2019). These fees dropped by 3.5% in 2020, to €2.55 billion. Their amount repre-
sented 0.82% of assets, slightly below the figure of 0.84% seen at year-end 2019, 
possibly due to the restructuring of investment fund assets into categories such as 
fixed income, which, in general, have lower fees than other categories. As a result of 
the fall in profits and the increase in capital, there was a decrease in the aggregate 
return on equity (ROE) from 120.6% at the end of 2019 to 87.2% in 2020. In turn, 
the number of loss-making companies increased from 21 to 28, although the volume 
of these losses saw a slight decrease, from €7.8 million to €7.6 million.

Both the number of CIS 
management companies 
registered with the CNMV and 
the assets managed by these 
entities remained stable in 2020.

Profit before tax decreased by 
6.2% as a consequence of the 
decrease in fees received for 
the management CIS (-3.5%). 
These fees, which represent 
almost 90% of fees received, 
stood at €2.55 billion (0.82% 
of total assets).
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CIS management companies: Assets under management, 	 TABLE 17 

income from CIS management fees and average fee ratio

Millions of euros

Assets under 
management

Income from CIS 
management fees

Average  
CIS management 

fees (%) Fee ratio1 (%)

2012 152,959 1,416 0.93 64.6

2013 189,433 1,588 0.84 62.0

2014 232,232 2,004 0.85 61.8

2015 258,201 2,442 0.95 63.7

2016 272,906 2,347 0.86 61.7

2017 299,974 2,647 0.88 58.7

2018 290,364 2,649 0.91 51.2

2019 312,235 2,638 0.84 49.8

2020 310,901 2,546 0.82 49.7

Source: CNMV.
1  Ratio of fees paid for the marketing of funds and income from CIS management fees.

4.4	� Other intermediaries: Venture capital firms and crowdfunding 
platforms

Venture capital firms

Despite the crisis caused by the pandemic, in 2020, private equity and venture capi-
tal activity followed the upward trend of the previous years, in terms of both vehi-
cles and management companies. The number of firms registered with the CNMV 
increased by 101 (88 investment vehicles and 13 management companies), with 130 
registrations and 29 deregistrations.

Traditional venture capital firms40 saw 77 registrations and 16 deregistrations, for a 
total of 235 venture capital funds and 184 venture capital firms at the end of the 
year. In the case of SME venture capital firms, there were four registrations and two 
deregistrations, for a total of 31 vehicles (13 funds and 18 companies) as of 31 De-
cember 2020. 12 European venture capital funds (EuVECA) and one European so-
cial entrepreneurship fund (EuSEF) were also registered, which, together with the 
first deregistrations of two of these vehicles, meant that at the end of the year there 
were a total of 31 and four firms of these types.41

40	 Traditional entities are understood to be those that existed before the entry into force of Law 22/2014, of 
12 November.

41	 EuVECA and the EuSEF (FCRE and FESE respectively in Spanish) are entities regulated under Regulation 
(EU) No. 345/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 17 April 2013, on European venture 
capital funds and Regulation (EU) No. 346/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 17 
April 2013, on European social entrepreneurship funds.

In 2020, the number of venture 
capital firms continued to grow 
at a strong pace, with 88 
investment vehicles and 13 
management companies more 
than in 2019.

This increase was generalised 
among the different types of 
entities, affecting both 
traditional venture capital firms 
and other relatively recent 
categories.
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As in the previous year, closed-ended collective investment schemes were also buoy-
ant 2020, with 18 registrations and only three deregistrations. Thus, as of 31 Decem-
ber, there were a total of 61 vehicles of this type, of which 33 were funds and 28 
were companies. It should be mentioned that this type of collective investment 
scheme enjoys high flexibility both in its investment policy and in terms of compli-
ance with investment ratios, which are more restrictive in the case of venture capital 
firms.

Movements in the venture capital firms register in 2020	 TABLE 18

Situation at 
31/12/2019 Registrations Deregistrations

Situation at 
31/12/2020

Firms

    Venture capital funds 210 33 8 235

    SME venture capital funds 10 4 1 13

    European venture capital funds (EuVECA) 20 12 1 31

  �  European social entrepreneurship funds 
(EUSEF)

5 1 2 4

    Venture capital companies 148 44 8 184

    SME venture capital companies 19 0 1 18

Total venture capital firms 412 94 21 485

    Closed-ended collective investment funds 20 14 1 33

  �  Closed-ended collective investment 
companies

26 4 2 28

Total closed-ended collective investment 
undertakings

46 18 3 61

Closed-ended investment scheme 
management companies

106 18 5 119

Source: CNMV.

The data corresponding to 2020 provided by the Spanish Association of Capital, 
Growth and Investment (ASCRI) reflect a new record number of transactions in 
2020, with a total of 765. However, the notable decrease in megadeals (transactions 
worth over €100 million) sparked a fall in investment volumes of close to 30%, 
to €5.56 billion. Middle market transactions (investments of between €10 and 
€100 million), on the other hand, were numerous (79), and represented an invest-
ment of €1.95 billion.

In terms of the project development phase, the venture capital segment (seed and 
start-up phases) reported the largest number of transactions, with a total of 624, 
which represented an investment volume of €750 million. 135 of total transactions 
were carried out by international funds (44 more than in 2019), with an investment 
volume of €459 million, and many of them were part of large joint venture transac-
tions with Spanish funds.

Closed-ended collective 
investment entities, which enjoy 
high flexibility in their investment 
policy, also experienced a 
significant increase in registered 
vehicles.

According to preliminary data 
from ASCRI, the number of 
transactions in the venture capital 
sector reached an all-time high in 
2020, at 765. However, the total 
investment volume decreased by 
30% due to the decrease in the 
number of megadeals.

Investment in venture capital 
accounted for more than 80% of 
the transactions, with an 
investment volume of  
€750 million.
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The ICO initiative, through FOND-ICO Global, was especially relevant in 2020. First, 
in the middle of the year an increase of €2.5 billion in the amount available for in-
vestment was approved, so that over the next five years there will be a total of 
€4.5 billion. Second, the 12th call was held, with the selection of 11 funds in which 
FOND-ICO Global will invest €202 million, and the 13th call was launched, the larg-
est ever, both in terms of the amount, €430 million, and the number of funds in 
which it will invest, which may be as many as 16.

Crowdfunding platforms

In 2020, the number of registered crowdfunding platforms continued to decline, 
following several years of intense activity after the publication of Law 5/2015.42 
Thus, throughout the year, two new platforms were registered (four in 2019) and 
there were three deregistrations, so at the end of the year there were a total of 27 on 
the CNMV Register. No applications for registration were submitted (eight were 
received in 2019) and one project was withdrawn.

Of the 27 platforms registered at the end of December, ten were for securities vehi-
cles, eight were for loans and nine were mixed. Of the total, eight were real estate 
(one loan, four securities vehicles and three mixed), the same as in 2019, and two 
platforms were still controlled by foreign companies.

Number of registered crowdfunding platforms	 TABLE 19

Platform type 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total¹

Securities 1 4 3 3 2 0 10

Loans 0 8 1 1 0 1 8

Mixed 0 0 4 1 2 1 9

TOTAL 1 12 8 5 4 2 27

Source: CNMV.
1 � The sum of the different years does not coincide with the accumulated total as a consequence of the two 

deregistrations made in 2019 (one crowdfunding platform for securities and another for loans) and of the 
three deregistrations in 2020 (one platform for securities, one for loans and another mixed).

42	 Many of the applications made in 2015 and 2016 related to platforms that were already operating as 
such and which, as a consequence of the new regulation, had to adapt to the legislative requirements in 
order to be able to continue their business.

In 2020, an increase in public 
investment of €2.5 billion was 
approved through the FOND-ICO 
Global fund. 

For the first time since its creation 
in 2015, the number of 
crowdfunding platforms was 
reduced, to 27, following 
2 registrations and 
3 deregistrations.

Of all the crowdfunding 
platforms, 10 were for securities 
vehicles, 8 were for loans, and 9 
were mixed.
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Application of Regulation 2019/2088 on sustainability-related	 EXHIBIT 4 

disclosures in the financial services sector

On 10 March 2021, Regulation (EU) 2019/2088 of the European Parliament and 
of the Council, of 27 November 2019, on sustainability-related disclosures in the 
financial services sector entered into force (the Regulation). This Regulation es-
tablishes harmonised standards of transparency to be applied by participants in 
financial markets. Within the scope of the CNMV, it affects CIS management 
companies, management companies of closed-ended collective investment enti-
ties, entities that provide discretionary portfolio management services and finan-
cial advisers (entities that provide investment advice).

These standards refer to information on the integration of sustainability risks, 
transparency in the event of adverse sustainability impacts and information on 
the sustainability of financial products. The transparency obligations imposed 
by the Regulation affect the information that participants shall publish on their 
websites, pre-contractual information (in the case of CISs and venture capital 
firms, the prospectus) and the annual reports.

The transparency obligations can be summarised as follows:

–	� Information about policies on the integration of sustainability risks in the 
investment decision-making process: to be published on websites (Article 3) 
and in pre-contractual information (Article 6).

–	� Statement on policies on adverse impacts of investment decisions or advice 
on sustainability factors: to be published on websites (Article 4) and in 
pre-contractual information (Article 7).

–	� Transparency on remuneration policies in relation to the integration of sus-
tainability risk on websites (Article 5).

–	� Information on the promotion of environmental or social characteristics of 
a product (provided that the companies in which it is invested observe good 
governance practices): to be included on websites (Article 10), in pre-
contractual information (Article 8) and in the information corresponding 
periodic information, annual reports in the case of CISs or alternative in-
vestment funds (Article 11).

–	� Information on products aimed at sustainable investments: to be included 
on websites (Article 10), in pre-contractual information (Article 9) and in 
the corresponding periodic information, annual report in the case of CISs or 
AIFs (Article 11).

With the exceptions set forth in Article 7 and Article 20 (entry into force and ap-
plication), which postpones the obligation for periodic information to 1 January 
2022, the Regulation shall be applicable from 10 March 2021.

For the purpose of specifying the details of the presentation and content of this 
information, Article 4 (transparency of adverse sustainability impacts on websites), 
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Articles 8 and 9 (pre-contractual information) and Article 10 (information on web-
site) provide that the European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs), in other words, 
the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) in the case of securities, the 
European Banking Authority (EBA) for banks and the European Authority for In-
surance and Retirement Pensions (EIOPA) in the area of insurance and pension 
funds, should-prepare draft regulatory technical standards, which have not yet 
been approved. Despite the absence of these standards and other regulatory devel-
opments, the European Commission has ratified the obligation to comply, as of 10 
March of this year, with the obligations relating to information on sustainability 
risk and the main adverse aspects, as well as with the principles established in Ar-
ticles 8 and 9, since their application is not conditioned to the prior implementation 
of technical standards. On 4 February, the ESAs published the draft regulatory tech-
nical standards, stating that they have proposed that they be applied from 1 Janu-
ary 2022. They also announced that they planned to issue a communication before 
the date of application of the Regulation to ensure its consistent application and 
monitoring.

Without prejudice to the content of the communication the ESAs may publish, 
on 18 February, the CNMV issued a statement1 encouraging institutions to use 
the time remaining before the application of the technical standards to prepare 
properly. Likewise, during the period in which the Regulation is applied in which 
the technical standards are not enforceable, it indicated that institutions may 
voluntarily use the drafts of these standards submitted by the ESAs to the European 
Commission as a reference.

Therefore, entities must include on their websites and in their corresponding 
pre-contractual documentation information on the policy for integrating sustain-
ability risks into the decision-making process and on the adverse effects of their 
decisions on sustainability factors (in the second case, and with regard to pre-
contractual information at product level, the deadline is only applicable if ad-
verse incidents are not taken into account, otherwise the obligation is postponed 
until 30 December 2022 at the latest).

Likewise, CISs or portfolios under management that, in accordance with the pro-
visions of Articles 8 and 9, promote environmental or social characteristics (as 
long as the companies in which they invest observe good governance practices), 
or have sustainable investments as their objective, must include, as of 10 March 
2021, the information provided for in the Regulation on their websites and in 
their contractual documentation.

The CNMV has conveyed to the institutions subject to the Regulation the impor-
tance of proper transparency in the information on sustainability in the financial 
services sector and correct compliance with the obligations and principles estab-
lished in the Regulations. Further, with a view to the implementation of the Reg-
ulation, it intends to:

–	� Seek harmonised application at European level, for which purpose it will 
adhere to the guidelines established by the ESAs and in particular ESMA.
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–	� Disseminate criteria to the sector on the implementation of the Regulation 
in the absence of the technical standards, through the publication of a Q&A 
document on the consultations received and its supervisory experience.

–	� Apply the principle of proportionality in the supervision of compliance 
with the regulations by the institutions required to do so.

–	� Take into account, both in regard to the registration of amendments in CIS 
prospectuses and supervision tasks, the uncertainty that has surrounded the 
date of entry into force of the obligations established in the Regulation.

In the particular case of updating the prospectuses of investment funds to adapt 
them to the requirements of Articles 6 and 7 of the Regulation (sustainability risk 
and adverse events), the CNMV has developed a simplified procedure to allow 
the agile incorporation of information in registered prospectuses.2

In regard to the obligations imposed by Articles 8 and 9 of the Regulation, man-
agement companies must review the prospectuses of the funds registered as so-
cially sustainable investments and assess whether the information included in 
the prospectus complies with the regulatory requirements. In this sense, taking 
into account the aforementioned circumstances, the CNMV considers that in gen-
eral and without prejudice to the review that each management company must 
carry out, the information contained in the prospectuses of these funds, in ac-
cordance with the criteria applied up until that time, could be considered suffi-
cient to comply with the regulatory requirements. Notwithstanding, management 
companies that wish to do so may voluntarily adapt the content of the prospec-
tuses of these CISs, in accordance with the draft regulatory technical standards 
submitted by the ESAs to the European Commission. Management companies 
that decide to update these prospectuses must also follow the simplified proce-
dure referred to above.

The CNMV considers the credibility of the information regarding sustainable in-
vestment and awareness of sustainability risks to be essential, therefore it urges 
the institutions involved to equip themselves with adequate means and proce-
dures to properly comply with the new regulations in this area. Likewise, to more 
easily meet the objectives pursued by the Regulation, the CNMV has offered to 
collaborate with the sectors involved to resolve any doubts that may arise and 
coordinate its application.

1  https://www.cnmv.es/portal/verDoc.axd?t=%7B177791b4-e6e9-4c05-bbc2-d4550bcddfc4%7D
2  http://www.cnmv.es/portal/Gpage.aspx?id=ProcFolletoIIC

https://www.cnmv.es/portal/verDoc.axd?t=%7B177791b4-e6e9-4c05-bbc2-d4550bcddfc4%7D
http://www.cnmv.es/portal/Gpage.aspx?id=ProcFolletoIIC
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Executive summary

Article 25 of the Alternative Investment Fund Managers Directive (AIFMD) estab-
lishes the obligation for national competent authorities (NCAs) to periodically mon-
itor the levels of leverage used by alternative investment funds (AIFs) to assess its 
possible effect on financial stability; in other words, its relevance as a potential 
source of systemic risk.

On 17 December 2020, the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) ap-
proved guidelines for the harmonised application of this article, which establish 
common criteria and indicators that must be observed by the different national 
authorities to monitor the levels of leverage used by AIFs under their jurisdiction, in 
order to identify the funds which may pose a higher level of systemic risk and for 
which limits will be set in a coordinated manner at European level.

These guidelines are currently being transposed into the legal systems of the differ-
ent countries and the first assessment based on these rules is expected to take place 
on 31 December 2021. In this context, the CNMV has carried out preliminary anal-
ysis of the levels of leverage used in Spanish alternative investment funds, applying 
the criteria established in the aforementioned guidelines. This article presents the 
most significant findings of the analysis which was performed using data as of 31 
December 2019.

Investment funds that are considered to be alternative investment funds are all col-
lective investment funds and undertakings that are not subject to the UCITS Direc-
tive. They encompass four different categories of Spanish collective investment 
schemes (CIS):

–	� Those informally known as quasi-UCITS. These include investment funds 
(IFs) and investment companies (SICAVs) that meet practically all UCITS re-
quirements,1 but opt for benefiting from one or several of the exemptions set 
down in Article 72 of the Implementing Regulation of Law 35/2005, of 4 No-
vember, on Collective Investment Schemes (CISR).

	� This category accounts for the largest volume of total AIFs, with assets total-
ling €47.19 billion at December 2019.

1	 The UCITS (Undertakings for Collective Investment in Transferable Securities) are the institutions for col-
lective investment in transferable securities harmonised at European level and regulated by Directive 
2009/65/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 13 July 2009. They are subject to criteria 
regarding eligible assets, diversification and liquidity rules, as well as limits on borrowing and leverage 
through derivatives.
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–	� Hedge funds and funds of hedge funds. As of 31 December 2019, assets to-
talled €2.83 billion and €567 million respectively.

–	� Real estate CIS. Low volume of assets: €1.07 billion in total, of which €321 mil-
lion correspond to funds in the process of being wound down.

–	� Private equity funds, and closed-ended collective investment undertakings. As-
sets of €13.08 billion and €715 million respectively in December 2019.

The ESMA guidelines establish a process to monitor the levels of leverage used by 
AIFs in two phases. In phase 1, leverage will be measured according to three basic 
categories: gross leverage, net leverage and financial leverage. The first two are 
measures of the leverage got through investments in derivatives and the third meas-
ures leverage as a consequence of financial debt. All AIFs showing high levels of 
leverage measured according to these three indicators will go on to phase 2, in which 
a more in-depth analysis will be performed to determine whether their leverage 
could transfer risk to the financial system through different channels: risk of fire 
sales, counterparty risk, risk of spill over to financial institutions and, lastly, risk of 
interruption in direct credit intermediation in the real economy.

According to Article 25 of the AIFMD Directive, competent authorities must analyse 
AIF leverage levels based on the data received through the reporting model2 (AIF 
Template) included in the annex to the AIFMD Level 2 Regulation (Commission 
Delegated Regulation (EU) No 231/2013, of 19 December 2012). However, this anal-
ysis has been carried out using the data received through the CNMV’s confidential 
reporting template, since it is considered that the AIF Template data are not yet of 
sufficient quality.

The main conclusions obtained from the analysis of the levels of leverage used by 
each type of AIF are as follows:

–	� Quasi-UCITS IFs and investment companies have an average gross leverage 
(obtained from the sum of the nominal amounts of their derivative contracts) 
amounting to 59.3% of assets. Four subgroups of quasi-UCITS can be distin-
guished:

	 i)	� The first and most numerous, which accounts for 84.5% of total net as-
sets of quasi-UCITS (€39.48 billion), is subject to the 100% leverage limit 
applicable to UCITS. To comply with this limit, leverage is measured us-
ing the commitment methodology, which establishes rules for netting 
long and short positions. It is therefore a measure of net leverage.

		�  The average gross leverage level for this subgroup is 59.5% of their total 
net assets, although average net leverage falls to 23.2%. This leverage is 
not evenly distributed: while 63% of the CIS in this group show net 

2	 The AIFMD Directive requires information on leverage indicators to be submitted only for leveraged AIFs 
whose managers manage assets amounting over €100 million. Since information on the leverage of all 
AIFs is available in the CNMV statements, the analysis has been carried out on all undertakings regardless of 
their size. However, the systemic impact will depend on size and is an aspect that must be taken into account.
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leverage of less than 25%, 7% have net leverage of more than 75%. This 
last group is basically made up of investment companies that invest in 
other CIS, where the leverage is therefore indirect. In these cases, 
the CNMV is informed of the estimated indirect leverage and, as most of the 
management companies make this estimate based on the maximum legal 
limit, reported leverage would be overestimated and it would be higher than 
the amount actually used. In any case, even among CISs with higher 
leverage levels within this group none have been identified that could 
transfer risk to the financial system. This finding is in line with expecta-
tions, given the limit on leverage for this subgroup of CIS.

	 ii)	� The second subgroup, with total net assets of €4.54 billion. 5.5% of the 
total net assets of this group corresponds to IFs that declare that they do 
not carry out transactions with derivatives. Therefore, the leverage used 
by this group would be zero.

	 iii)	� The third subgroup, with total net assets accounting for 9.5% of quasi-
UCITS, comprises investment funds with a target return guaranteed by a 
third party. Spanish regulations allow these funds to exceed the general 
limits to which the UCITS are subject in their transactions with deriva-
tives, in order to provide them with greater flexibility to structure their 
portfolios.

		�  This subgroup uses average gross leverage of 90%. Some of the funds 
have gross leverage of over 100%. However, a calculation of their net 
leverage (this is not a requirement) adjusted for the delta of the contract-
ed options, would cause this figure to decrease significantly. In any case, 
guaranteed funds have a moderate risk profile, since the guaranteed net 
asset value at maturity will be at least 75% of their initial value. On the 
one hand, this requirement limits the maximum level of market risk and, 
on the other, the use of a guarantor mitigates the counterparty risk.

	 iv)	� The last subgroup, with a very low weight (0.4% of quasi-UCITS total net 
assets), are CISs that establish their leverage limits in terms of maximum loss 
or value at risk (VaR); in other words, they could tolerate a maximum expect-
ed loss of 20% in one month at a confidence level of 99%. These CISs can 
carry out alternative management strategies with a broad use of derivatives. 
Even so, their average gross leverage stands at 84%, a moderate level consid-
ering the overestimation of the measure calculated in gross terms. This group 
of CISs is not required to calculate net leverage.

The third indicator analysed in phase 1, financial leverage, is also insignificant for 
quasi-UCITS, since they are subject to a maximum leverage limit of 10% of their 
assets, the same limit applicable to UCITS. Additionally, recourse to borrowing is 
only allowed on a temporary basis to meet liquidity needs. In practice, only 3.3% of 
quasi-UCITS had resorted to borrowing at 31 December 2019 and on average bor-
rowing represented 2.6% of their assets.

Therefore, it can be concluded that quasi-UCITS in Spain use low levels of leverage 
through their derivatives transactions and practically no leverage through borrowing. 
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This is a consequence of the leverage limits that this group of CISs must observe, 
equivalent to the limits for UCITS, with the sole exception of guaranteed funds. 
Therefore, no funds are identified as having a leverage level that warrants a phase 2 
analysis.

–	� Hedge funds. Unlike UCITS and quasi-UCITS, hedge funds are not subject to 
any limits on maximum leverage through derivative instruments, while direct 
leverage through financial debt is limited to five times their assets. Hedge funds 
usually carry out investment strategies that are similar to those of hedge 
funds in other jurisdictions. Funds of hedge funds are CISs that invest at least 
60% of their assets in other hedge funds.

	� Despite their flexible investment regime, in practice it has been observed that 
55% of hedge funds and 51% of funds of hedge funds do not carry out deriva-
tives transactions directly. Those that do present average gross leverage of 98% 
and 68% respectively and do not report their net leverage levels.

	� Only 4 hedge funds (no funds of hedge funds) have gross leverage of greater than 
100%, with a maximum of 170%. These funds have been analysed in greater 
depth based on two ratios: the first, which indicates the counterparty risk borne 
by the funds, is calculated as the ratio of the amounts due to a fund from its de-
rivatives counterparties to its total net assets. The second is calculated as the ratio 
of the gains (realised and unrealised) obtained by the fund throughout the year 
from its activity with derivative financial instruments to its total net assets. This 
additional analysis identified one small hedge fund with high counterparty risk. 
However, given its small size, it does not pose a threat of systemic risk.

	� With regard to financial leverage, only four hedge funds (no funds of hedge 
funds) have resorted to borrowing, with one of them reporting a maximum of 
16% of assets.

	� From the analysis of hedge fund leverage, it can be concluded that, contrary to 
what could be expected, they take on very small amounts of leverage. To a 
certain extent, this could be because part of their leverage is not reflected in 
the information made available. This unknown leverage refers to the indirect 
leverage taken on through investment in other leveraged CISs. Hedge funds 
invest an average of 46% of their funds in other CISs, while funds of hedge 
funds must by law invest a minimum of 60% in other hedge funds.

–	� Real estate CISs. The real estate CIS sector is virtually insignificant in Spain, 
since all real estate investment funds are currently being wound down, with 
only two closed-ended real estate investment companies with combined net 
assets of less than €800 million still existing. In addition, Spanish regulations 
impose strict limits on leverage for these funds: commitments for real estate 
purchases cannot exceed 40% of their assets; premiums paid on call options 
(10% of assets) and in terms of financial leverage, mortgage backed loans may 
not represent more than 50% of their assets.

	� The combination of their small size, closed nature and the limits to which they 
are subject rules out Spanish real estate CISs as contributors to systemic risk.
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–	� Private equity funds and closed-ended collective investment undertakings. Pri-
vate equity funds carry out virtually no transactions with derivative instruments. 
However, due to the characteristics of these entities, they could be considered to 
use a certain level of leverage when they take on future investment commitments 
in companies that form part of their investment scope. On average, these commit-
ments represent 54% of assets, although if the uncalled committed capital is con-
sidered, this figure would drop to 18.2% of future assets.

	� In regard to financial leverage, 40% of the venture capital sector has taken out 
financial debt, which represents on average 17.4% of assets. The total volume 
of loans amounts to €896 million, split between bank loans (€486 million) 
and other loans (€410 million). Further, seven private equity funds have been 
extended participating loans for a total amount of €22.3 million.

	� Finally, there is very little information available on the activity of closed-ended 
collective investment undertakings and therefore the phase 1 indicators can-
not be calculated. There were 43 entities with combined assets of €715 million, 
only one of which had assets of more than €100 million. This is a closed-ended 
capital company that invests in private equity funds.

In summary, it can be concluded that the four types of CIS that make up the AIF 
segment in Spain (quasi-UCITS, alternative investment CIS, real estate CIS and pri-
vate equity funds) have low average leverage levels, and no individual CISs are 
identified whose size and level of leverage – measured using the basic measures es-
tablished in phase 1 – are sufficiently large to potentially generate systemic risk. 
Consequently, none of them would be subject to the analysis of interactions with 
the rest of the financial system proposed by ESMA guidelines for phase 2.

1	 Introduction

According to Article 25 of the AIFMD Directive, the competent authorities must 
analyse the leverage levels of AIFs managed by managers domiciled in their juris-
diction based on the data received through the reporting model (AIF Template) in-
cluded in the annex to the AIFMD Level 2 Regulation. The submission of this infor-
mation is relatively recent (the first batch referred to information as at 31 December 
2017) and there are some quality issues, which has prompted ESMA to set up a 
working group that is currently developing different quality controls. For this rea-
son, the CNMV resolved to perform this first analysis based on the information re-
ceived from the confidential CNMV reporting template, information that has been 
submitted since 1990 for the majority of CISs and which forms the basis of the CIS 
off-site supervision work. One aspect of the framework established in the AIFMD 
that should be taken into account is that the entities subject to the directive are 
management companies, which must submit to the competent authority of the 
country in which they are domiciled information on all the AIFs under their man-
agement, be they in same jurisdiction or in other jurisdictions. NCAs are obliged, in 
accordance with Article 25 of the AIFMD, to monitor the levels of leverage used by 
all AIFs managed by management companies registered with the NCA, even if the 
AIFs are not registered.
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However, the Spanish regulatory system requires information on CISs registered 
with the CNMV, be they UCITS or AIFs, to be submitted even if the corresponding 
management company is domiciled in another Member State. In contrast, no infor-
mation is available on CISs managed by Spanish management companies when the 
CIS in question is domiciled abroad. Consequently, the latter have not been includ-
ed in the analysis, although they would be included in the scope of application of 
Article 25. These CISs will be included in subsequent analyses, insofar as the quality 
of the information in the AIF Template allows.

The recently approved ESMA Guidelines on Article 25 of the AIFMD3 establish a 
two-phase analysis process. In phase 1, the leverage used by the AIF will be meas-
ured based on three basic categories: gross leverage (gross method), net leverage 
(commitment method) and financial leverage (direct borrowing in cash and securi-
ties). All AIFs showing high levels of leverage measured according to these three 
indicators will go on to phase 2, in which a more in-depth analysis will be made of 
their potential to generate systemic risk due to the transfer of risk to the financial 
system through different channels: risk of fire sales, counterparty risk, risk of spill 
over to financial institutions and, lastly, risk of interruption in direct credit interme-
diation in the real economy.

There are four categories of CISs in AIFs in Spain: quasi-UCITS, hedge fund CISs 
(hedge funds and funds of hedge funds), real estate CISs, and private equity funds 
and closed-ended collective investment undertakings. The following table shows 
specific weight of each of these categories in AIFs as a whole.

Alternative investment funds. December 2019	 TABLE 1

 
Total net asset

(millions of euros)
Weight 

of total AIFs (%)

Quasi-UCITS 47,189 72.1

Hedge funds and funds of hedge funds 3,400 5.2

Real estate CISs 1,073 1.6

Private equity funds and closed-ended collective 
investment undertakings

13,796 21.1

Total 65,458 100.0

Source: CNMV.

This article presents the results of the two-phase process established in the ESMA 
guidelines carried out separately for each of the existing AIF categories in Spain.

3	 https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma34-32-552_final_report_guidelines_on_ar-
ticle_25_aifmd.pdf 

https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma34-32-552_final_report_guidelines_on_article_25_aifmd.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma34-32-552_final_report_guidelines_on_article_25_aifmd.pdf
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2	 Quasi-UCITS CISs

This is an informal name that refers to investment funds and investment companies 
that meet practically all the requirements of UCITS and are eligible for any the ex-
emptions set down in Article 72 of the CISR.

2.1	 Leverage indicators through derivatives: gross and net leverage

2.1.1	 Gross leverage

This leverage indicator is calculated using the sum of the gross nominal amounts of 
all derivatives contracts, both long and short positions, expressed in absolute value.4 
Adding the long and short positions unnetted means that the result often overesti-
mates actual exposure.

In their yearly balance sheets, CISs report, in one of the off-balance sheet items, the 
total gross nominal value of all their derivatives contracts, without making any ad-
justments in case of options. The average gross leverage of the quasi-UCITS, accord-
ing to these reported off-balance sheet figures, stood at 59.5% in December 2019. 
Considering that this is a gross measure that overestimates real leverage, the quasi-
UCITS category can be considered to have low average leverage.

However, when analysing leverage, attention should be given not only to the aver-
age level, but also to how it is distributed among the different funds. Therefore, the 
quasi-UCITS have been grouped into five leverage intervals based on the individual 
leverage used: less than 25%, 25% to 50%, 50% to 75%, 75% to 100% and greater than 
100%. The results obtained are shown in Figure 1. It can be observed that more 
than 50% of the quasi-UCITS (in terms of total net assets) take on a level of leverage 
lower than 25%, while around 20% take on gross leverage that represents between 
75% and 100% of their net assets and another 20% of quasi-UCITS have gross lev-
erage greater than 100% of their net assets.

4	 The gross method is set out in Article 7 of Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 231/2013, implementing the 
AIFMD Directive. According to this definition, gross leverage corresponds to the sum of the exposure 
obtained from transactions with derivative financial instruments and the direct exposure through 
cash investments. Certain rules must be applied in this calculation: for example, liquidity (cash and cash 
equivalents) is excluded. In this analysis, the leverage generated from investment in derivatives has 
been considered in isolation, excluding the cash investments. It is assumed that all CISs have a similar 
cash exposure of close to 100% of assets. Therefore, the factor that brings the risk of leverage would be 
investment in derivative financial instruments. For this purpose, it should be noted that borrowing in 
cash to invest in securities is not permitted in the case of quasi-UCITS CISs.



90 Reports and analysis. Analysis of leverage in Spanish alternative investment funds

Distribution of quasi-UCITS total net assets according	 FIGURE 1 
to their gross leverage
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Source: CNMV.

2.1.2	 Net leverage (commitment method)5

The analysis of gross leverage – which, as we have already seen, overestimates the 
real leverage – should be supplemented by another measure that includes the net-
ting of long and short positions on the same underlying and on correlated underly-
ings (hedging), according to a series of predetermined rules. European regulations 
contain a harmonised methodology for these purposes, the commitment approach, 
whose technical specifications are included in the guidelines of the Committee of 
European Securities Regulators (CESR).6 These guidelines allow exposure to be cal-
culated alternatively using the VaR approach, i.e. the estimate of the maximum loss 
at a certain level of confidence and on a predetermined time horizon.

UCITS are subject to a maximum leverage limit of 100% of their net assets, meas-
ured in accordance with the commitment method set out in the aforementioned 
guidelines, in other words, the net leverage obtained through derivatives transac-
tions cannot exceed 100% of its total net assets

As an exception to the general rule, the guidelines allow UCITS that follow a com-
plex investment strategy, with an intensive use of derivatives, to be exempt from 
the obligation to calculate net exposure using the commitment method, and are able 
to choose to measure the risk using a VaR approach. This second group of UCITS 
must adhere to certain limits in terms of maximum expected loss: if they opt for 
VaR in absolute terms, the maximum loss in a period of one month will be 20%, at 

5	 The definition of the commitment method is included in Article 8 of Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 
231/2013, AIFMD Level 2 Regulation. According to this definition, the sum of the exposure through cash 
and derivatives investments must be included in the calculation of total exposure. However, in this anal-
ysis only the second component has been taken into account, i.e. the exposure added by the investment 
in derivatives, and therefore the risk is assessed on this.

6	 CESR (2010). CESR’s Guidelines on Risk Measurement and the Calculation of Global Exposure and Counter-
party Risk for UCITS – CESR/10-788. Available at: https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/li-
brary/2015/11/10_788.pdf 

https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/10_788.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/2015/11/10_788.pdf
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the 99% confidence level; alternatively, the relative VaR allows the UCITS to as-
sume a maximum loss of 200% of the VaR of its benchmark index.

90.4% of quasi-UCITS adhere to the same leverage limits as UCITS; 84.5% apply the 
commitment method and consequently, their net leverage cannot exceed 100% of 
assets; 0.4% opt for VaR methodology in absolute terms, with a maximum expected 
loss of 20% in one month, at the 99% confidence level, and finally, 5.5% declare that 
they do not carry out transactions using derivatives instruments.

Only 9.6% of these quasi-UCITS can opt for exceeding the leverage limits set down 
in the UCITS Directive. Nonetheless, the risk corresponding to this group of CISs is 
very limited, since they are investment funds with a target return guaranteed for the 
CIS by a third party.

The following table shows how the total net assets of quasi-UCITS are distributed 
across the subgroups mentioned above, as well as the information available on their 
level of gross and net leverage.

Quasi-UCITS: leverage indicators	 TABLE 2

Limits on derivatives 
transactions

Total net assets
(euros)

Average  
gross leverage (%)

Average  
net leverage (%)

Do not invest in derivatives 2,609,773,543 0.0 0.0

Net leverage < 100% 39,890,237,314 59.3 23.2

Limits on VaR 146,734,850 83.0 Data not available

May exceed UCITS limits 4,542,621,904 90.3 Data not available

Total 47,189,367,611 59.5 –

Source: CNMV.

In regard to net leverage, the CNMV´s reporting template for CIS do not require 
information on net leverage from funds that have opted either for the VaR method 
or for exceeding the leverage limits to UCITS.7

The first subgroup, which represents around 5% of the total, does not carry out 
transactions with derivative instruments and therefore the corresponding gross and 
net leverage are zero. The analysis of the other three subgroups discloses the follow-
ing information:

i)	 Quasi-UCITS with net leverage (commitment method) < 100%

This subgroup is subject to a leverage limit in net terms (100%) measured according 
to the commitment method and is the largest in terms of total net assets, concentrat-
ing 84.5% of total quasi-UCITS. For this group, additional information is available on 
the level of net leverage according to the underlying: interest rates, equities, credit risk, 

7	 For these groups of funds, an attempt was made to obtain the net leverage data from the AIF Template. 
However, as this information is currently unreliable, only gross leverage has been considered.
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commodities, currency and other CISs. Net leverage is distributed as follows among 
the different underlying assets:

Distribution of net leverage by underlying	 TABLE 3

%

Interest rates Equities Currency Credit risk Commodities CIS Average net exposure

1.7 5.1 0.2 0.04 0.04 16.0 23.2

Source: CNMV.

A reduced average net exposure to each of the risk factors is observed, which is 
barely significant in the commodities, credit risk and currency underlyings. The 
largest exposure is found in the CIS underlying: it should be taken into account 
that this underlying includes the estimation of indirect leverage (to any underly-
ing) obtained as a result of the investment in other CISs that in turn invest in 
derivative financial instruments. In cases where the management companies do 
not know the effective level of leverage taken on by the CISs in which they invest 
and these are UCITS, they are permitted to estimate the indirect leverage by tak-
ing the maximum authorised leverage limit, i.e. 100% of the position in the CIS. 
In the case of investment in a hedge fund, a maximum leverage estimate of 400% 
is accepted. This could result in the reported leverage being higher than the real 
leverage.

Like gross leverage, net leverage is not evenly distributed among those quasi-UCITS 
that follow the commitment methodology, as reflected in Figure 2, where we ob-
serve that 63% of the net assets of these institutions is concentrated in CISs with net 
leverage of less than 25%. Only 7% of these CISs (in terms of net assets) have lever-
age of more than 75%.

Distribution of net leverage (commitment method)	 FIGURE 2
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A specific analysis has been carried out focused on this last group of CISs with net 
leverage of over 75% of their net assets, with the aim of identifying potential candi-
dates for the phase 2 analysis. 105 CISs are in this position: 9 IFs and 96 investment 
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companies.8 In 87 of the 105 CISs identified, the leverage level is mainly due to in-

vestment in other CISs. Therefore, the high levels can be explained by the overesti-

mation of indirect leverage that, as already explained, occurs in these cases.

Of the 18 remaining CISs, the institution with the greatest net assets (€360 million) is 

a guaranteed IF with net exposure to interest rates of 80%. The next three CISs have 

much smaller net assets than the first: with €33, €15 and €11 million, respectively. 

All of them are investment companies with net exposure to equities of around 70%.

In the analysis of the CISs with the highest levels of leverage, none were identified 

with a high leverage risk, as would be expected given the 100% net leverage limit to 

which this first group of CISs is subject.

ii)	 Quasi-UCITS with leverage risk measured using the VaR method

Within this subgroup, subject to maximum leverage limits in terms of VaR, only 

two compartments of an IF, both with net asset values of less than €1 million, have 

gross leverage of over 100%. Their small sizes exempt them from being considered 

as potentially generating systemic risk 

iii)	 Quasi-UCITS that exceed UCITS derivatives limits

This subgroup is made up of the CISs (IFs in all cases) that may exceed the 100% 

leverage limit, as well as the maximum counterparty risk limits, because they are 

guaranteed by a third party (unrelated to the derivatives counterparty) which com-

mits to pay the fund, on maturity, the amount necessary so that the net asset value 

reaches the guaranteed value.

These funds usually invest in a fixed income portfolio that allows them to get at least 

75% of their initial investment on maturity and they usually agree on an option that 

allows them to obtain the additional return linked to the performance of a security, a 

basket or an equity or fixed income index. Only in the event of a mismatch in the in-

vestment structure of the fund that prevents the guaranteed net asset value from be-

ing obtained on maturity will it be necessary for the guarantor to pay the fund the 

difference between the guaranteed value and the net asset value obtained by the fund.

Consequently, although these institutions are permitted to exceed the maximum 

limit of 100% of commitments and 10% of the maximum amount of the premiums 

on purchased options, they tend to have a low risk profile, since market risk is 

curbed by the obligation to guarantee at least 75% of the investment to maturity 

and counterparty risk is mitigated by the third party guarantee.

In any case, all funds reporting gross leverage of greater than 100% have been ana-

lysed. In all of them, adjusted for the delta of the contracted option, net leverage 

would decrease notably, so they would not exceed 100% in terms of net leverage.

8	 At a general level, investment companies have a higher level of average leverage than IFs: 38% versus 
10.4%.
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2.2	 Financial leverage

This indicator refers to the total borrowings made by the CIS (in cash and securities) 
with respect to its total net assets. Quasi-UCITS are subject to the same limitations on 
direct borrowings as UCITS. The UCITS Directive limits maximum leverage to 10% of 
net assets and institutions may only borrow to resolve temporary cash difficulties.

In any case, the level of financial debt incurred by quasi-UCITS has been analysed 
and found to be very low. Only 20 CISs, with total net assets of €1.57 billion (which 
represents 3.3% of total quasi-UCITS net assets), state in their balance sheets as of 
31 December any amount under current or non-current borrowings. On the other 
hand, the average borrowings in this group stands at 2.6% of net assets. It can there-
fore be deduced that for quasi-UCITS the risk of leverage generated by financial 
debt is insignificant.

In conclusion, the analysis of the level of gross, net and financial leverage of quasi-
UCITS CISs does not identify any CIS in this category whose leverage risk may have 
a significant effect on financial stability.

3	 Hedge funds and funds of hedge funds

Hedge funds are not subject to any limits on maximum leverage through derivative 
instruments, while leverage through direct borrowing may be up to five times great-
er than their net assets. These CISs usually carry out investment strategies that are 
similar to those of hedge funds in other jurisdictions. As of 31 December 2019, their 
net assets totalled €2.83 billion.

Funds of hedge funds are CISs that invest mainly in other hedge funds. There were 
only seven funds of hedge funds registered with the CNMV at the close of 2019 and 
three of these were being wound down. The total net assets of funds of hedge funds 
were €567 million.

Funds of hedge funds must submit specific confidential reporting templates as set 
forth in CNMV Circular 1/2006, of 3 May, on hedge funds. Funds of hedge funds are 
obliged to submit the same information statements as IFs and open-ended collective 
investment schemes. None of these statements contain information on the level of 
net leverage, so the analysis in phase 1 is based on the levels of gross leverage and 
financial leverage.

3.1	 Gross leverage

Despite the very flexible derivatives investment regime, 55% (in terms of net assets) 
of all hedge funds do not trade in derivatives and consequently report zero gross 
leverage. The remaining 45% presents average gross leverage of 98.3%.

51% of all funds of hedge funds do not declare derivatives transactions. The remain-
ing 49% presents average gross leverage of 68%.
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Hedge funds and funds of hedge funds: investment in derivatives	 TABLE 4 

and gross leverage

%

Do not invest in derivatives Invest in derivatives Average gross leverage

Hedge funds 55 45 98

Funds of hedge funds 51 49 68

Source: CNMV.

To interpret the data set out above, it must be taken into account that indirect lever-
age is taken on as a result of investing in other CISs that, in turn, invest in deriva-
tives. This indirect leverage is not reported in the confidential reporting template of 
hedge funds or funds of hedge funds, so it could not be included in our analysis.

Funds of hedge funds must invest at least 60% of their funds in other hedge funds 
and may have at most 10% of their funds invested in the same fund.

Hedge funds have a very flexible investment regime and are able to invest, among 
other assets, in other hedge funds without adhering to the diversification require-
ments for funds of hedge funds. The weight of their investments in other CISs is 
considerable, accounting on average for 46.2% of their net assets.

Only four hedge funds (with total net assets of €800 million) have gross leverage of 
over 100% of their net assets, with a maximum leverage of 170% being recorded, a 
moderate level given the usual strategies followed by hedge funds.9 Nonetheless, in 
the leverage risk analysis two additional indicators have been included for these 
institutions: one of these refers to the weight of the gains obtained in derivatives 
transactions throughout the year and the second to counterparty risk, both ex-
pressed as a percentage of their total net assets.

Of the four hedge funds analysed, only one shows high counterparty risk. However, 
its small size (net asset values of less than €10 million) exempts it from being con-
sidered as potentially generating systemic risk.

No fund of hedge funds uses gross leverage of greater than 100%. Only two institu-
tions (out of a total of seven) reported leverage through derivatives, of 23% and 70% 
respectively. In both cases this is a moderate gross leverage figure.

3.2	 Financial leverage

Only four hedge funds of the 65 existing (8.2% of the total in terms of net asset 
values) reflect borrowing amounts on their balance sheets. This is an average of 
3.3%, with a maximum leverage level of 16% of net assets.

9	 According to the ESMA report on AIFs, as of 31 December 2019, the average gross leverage of hedge 
funds managed in the European Union was 6,450%, i.e. 65 times assets. Report available at: https://www.
esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma50-165-1734_asr_aif_2021.pdf.

https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma50-165-1734_asr_aif_2021.pdf
https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma50-165-1734_asr_aif_2021.pdf
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No funds of hedge funds reported any debt on their balance sheets as of December 2019.

Therefore, it is concluded that the level of financial leverage taken on through direct 
borrowings is insignificant in the hedge fund sector.

4	 Real estate CIS

Real estate CISs had a very low net assets as of 31 December 2019: €1.07 billion in total, 
of which €321 million corresponded to funds in the process of being wound down. 
The remaining €751 million corresponded to two real estate investment companies.

Since the main purpose of real estate CISs is to invest in real estate for leasing pur-
poses, the leverage that they can take on comes from commitments to purchase real 
estate (legally limited to 40% of their net assets), as well as from the real estate pur-
chase options (at most the premiums paid will represent 10% of their net assets). In 
terms of financial debt, real estate CISs may borrow to purchase real estate with a 
mortgage guarantee for a maximum of 50% of their net assets.

The analysis has only identified one real estate investment company that takes on 
real estate purchase commitments and these represent less than 5% of its net assets.

Given the limitations that Spanish regulations impose on the leverage of real estate 
CISs, it would be difficult for the levels incurred to contribute to generating system-
ic risk and even more so in the case of real estate investment companies due to their 
closed-ended nature.

5	 Private equity funds and closed-ended 
investment undertakings

5.1	 Private equity funds 

As of 31 December 2019, the net assets of private equity funds in Spain, in their six 
formats (VCF, EuVECA, SME-VCF, EuSEF, VC firms, SME-VC firms),10 amounted 
to €13.08 billion split over 408 firms.

5.1.1	 Gross leverage

Only four private equity funds have been identified that recognised on their balance 
sheets, or on off-balance sheet accounts, amounts in items related to transactions 
with derivative instruments. In three of them the figures are insignificant.

10	 Venture Capital Funds (VCF), European Venture Capital Funds (EuVECA), SME Venture Capital Funds 
(SME-VCF), European Social Entrepreneurship Funds (EuSEF), Venture Capital Firms (VC firms) and SME 
Venture Capital Firms (SME-VCC).
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Therefore, private equity funds carry out virtually no transactions with derivative 
instruments. However, due to the characteristics of these funds, they often use 
leverage due to future investment commitments in companies that form part of 
their investment scope. The amounts of the commitments to purchase securities 
in instalments have been analysed according to the amount reported in the bal-
ance sheet memorandum accounts. These amounts, at cash value, amounted to 
€7.02 billion for all private equity funds, which represents 54% of their total net 
assets. However, if the uncalled committed capital is considered (€25.55 billion), 
the weight represented by the investment commitments falls to 18.2% of total 
future net assets.

Attention must focus once again on funds with commitments that account for 
more than 100% of their net asset values (12 in this case). Given their small size 
and closed-ended nature, none of these firms is considered likely to generate sys-
temic risk.

5.1.2	 Financial leverage

In relation to financial leverage, the amounts of the participating loans obtained by 
private equity funds, and the rest of their borrowings, have been studied. Only sev-
en private equity funds have been extended equity loans for a total amount of 
€22.3 million, of which €19.9 million are concentrated in three funds with net as-
sets of €12.9 million, which would represent an average of 154% of their net assets.

The rest of the loans granted to private equity funds amount to €896 million, split 
between bank loans (€486 million) and other loans (€410 million). 40% of private 
equity funds have taken out some type of loan, accounting for an average of 17.4% 
of their net assets.

Eight firms, with combined net assets of €183 million, have obtained loans whose 
amounts exceed 100% of their net assets. The loans obtained come mainly from 
non-bank entities (86.6%).

In summary, for private equity funds, leverage raised through derivatives is practi-
cally non-existent. Leverage from future investment commitments, as well as from 
their financial debt, is low in average terms. However, a small number of firms have 
been identified whose levels of debt and commitments with respect to their net as-
sets could imply a certain degree of leverage risk. All of them are small in size, with 
no possibility of contributing to systemic risk.

5.2	 Closed-ended investment undertakings

Finally, closed-ended investment undertakings provide very limited information. 
40 of them, with total net assets of €604 million, report only their net assets and three 
of these, with combined net assets of €111 million, submit more comprehensive 
information that includes their balances. Transactions with derivatives are not rec-
ognised by any of these institutions. Consequently, with the available information, 
it is not possible to make an assessment of the level of leverage taken on.
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6	 Conclusions

This article presents the most significant results of the first analysis carried out by 
the CNMV of the level of leverage used by AIFs in Spain. The analysis, carried out 
with information as of 31 December 2019, shows that the four types of CIS that 
make up the AIF sector in Spain (quasi-UCITS, alternative investment CIS, real es-
tate CIS and private equity funds) use low average levels of leverage. Even the cate-
gory of hedge funds, which enjoys a very flexible investment and borrowing regime, 
makes moderate use of leverage through derivatives and barely has any financial 
debt. However, hedge funds use indirect leverage through investment in other CISs, 
which has not been assessed in this work.

This work has made it possible to identify a small number of CISs and private equi-
ty funds that incur a certain leverage risk, although their small size rules them out 
as candidates for the phase 2 analysis of interrelation with the financial system. In 
short, according to the data available (which is the basis of this analysis) it can be 
deduced that, for the time being, AIF leverage poses no significant risk for the sta-
bility of the Spanish financial system.
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I never see what has been done; I only see what remains to be done.

Marie Curie

Summary

The interest rate benchmark reform remains a priority on the agenda of the G20 
and the Financial Stability Board (FSB), due to the complexity that it entails and its 
importance for preserving the stability of the financial system.1 The adaptation of 
existing benchmarks to the new regulatory framework and the greater use of alter-
native risk-free rates (RFRs) are both key to increasing the resilience of the markets 
that depend on these benchmarks.

Almost a decade after the G20 Heads of State and Government Summit held in Saint 
Petersburg and the publication of the IOSCO Principles for Financial Benchmarks,2 
which marked the beginning of the transition, the process has not yet been completed.

Although the process to upgrade Euribor is being successfully carried out in the 
Euro area, there is still long way to go in the Libor transition process, which requires 
a coordinated effort of raising awareness, preparedness and action from all partici-
pants, authorities, financial institutions and non-financial companies, markets and 
financial market infrastructures, and users of the benchmarks in general. As the FSB 
acknowledges in its recent progress report, failure to adequately prepare for the 
transition may hamper the effectiveness of financial contracts and jeopardise finan-
cial stability.

1	 Introduction

In 2013, the financial authorities reacted to the crisis of confidence in the main 
benchmark interest rates, caused by the attempted manipulations and the drop in 
money market liquidity that followed the 2008 financial crisis, by putting forward 
one of the most far-reaching and complex reforms that the global financial system 
is currently facing.

This reform, put forward by the G20 and the FSB,3 aims to strengthen widely used 
indices, such as Libor, Eonia and Euribor, and include new benchmarks based on 
risk-free or near risk-free rates (RFRs) for use in suitable markets.

Since then, a greater deal of progress has been made towards strengthening the 
IBORs and developing RFRs, which has led to the appearance of new rates such as 
€STR and SOFR, in addition to the modification of existing benchmarks such as the 

1	 The FSB Chairman’s letter to the G20 members in February 2021 on the priorities of its work programme 
for 2021 recognises that this reform remains a priority. FSB (2021).

2	 IOSCO (2013).
3	 FSB (2014).



106 Reports and analysis. Status of the interest rate benchmark reform

SONIA. A significant effort has also been made to reduce dependency on IBORs and 
use RFRs, allowing the two to coexist in some jurisdictions.

This article analyses the status of the reforms that are affecting benchmarks world-
wide, with a particular focus on the Euro area and the areas of influence of the Libor 
and presents the main challenges that lie ahead.

2	 Importance of the IBOR indices

Interest rate benchmarks, also known as IBOR indices or IBORs (in reference to 
their interbank nature), reflect the cost of bank financing and are therefore used in 
a wide variety of financial contracts and transactions, making them a linchpin of the 
economy and the financial system. They are used for multiple purposes, such as 
pricing financial instruments, both spot prices (e.g. bonds and debentures) and de-
rivatives, and contracts (loans and other types of services). They are also used for 
accounting purposes, in the valuation of balance sheet items and for risk manage-
ment.

From the point of view of monetary policy, which is so important for the manage-
ment of crises such as that experienced in 2008 or, more recently, the crisis generat-
ed by the COVID-19 pandemic, benchmark rates act as channels to transmit the de-
cisions taken by central banks to achieve their objectives, which include price 
stability. They also provide the monetary authorities with information about poten-
tial liquidity tensions in the market that could cause financial instability. The fact 
that indices such as Euribor become articulating elements of monetary policy and 
inform the authorities about possible market inefficiencies is a reflection of how 
important it is that they work properly.

The best known and most widely used indices are Libor, which is calculated from 
London by the ICE Benchmark Administrator (IBA) in different terms and curren-
cies and, in the Euro area, Eonia and Euribor, both calculated by the European Mon-
ey Market Institute (EMMI), based in Brussels.

The volume of contracts and instruments linked to these benchmarks is estimated 
at around US$400 billion in the case of Libor and the combined amount of those 
indexed to Eonia and Euribor stands at more than €200 billion.4 The total of these 
figures represents more than seven times the world’s gross domestic product (GDP), 
according to statistics of the International Monetary Fund.5

4	 Schrimpf and Sushko (2019).
5	 IMF (2020).

https://www.theice.com/iba
https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/emmi/
https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/emmi/
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Comparison of index volumes and world GDP	 FIGURE 1

Amounts in billions of euros

Sources: International Monetary Fund (2020); Schrimpf and Sushko (2019) (see footnotes 4 and 5).

The scale of these data highlights the importance of the benchmarks not only for the 
financial system, but for the real economy as a whole. For example, in the Spanish 
mortgage market, Euribor is the most widely used benchmark for floating rate mort-
gages. For decades, more than 90% of new mortgages have been linked to this 
benchmark. At present, although a large portion of new mortgages have fixed inter-
est rates, more than 50% still use the Euribor benchmark according to the National 
Institute of Statistics (INE).6

New mortgages arranged in Spain according to the interest rate applied	 FIGURE 2
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https://www.ine.es/jaxiT3/Datos.htm?t=24459#!tabs-grafico
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3	 Origin of the reforms

After the global financial crisis, unsecured money markets suffered a significant re-
duction in their activity.7 In this scenario, there were several attempts to manipulate 
the main indices, which at that time were not subject to regulation or public super-
vision and were calculated by non-regulated entities on the basis of estimates pro-
vided by a group of banks, which made them especially vulnerable to market abuse.

This led to a loss of confidence in the main benchmarks and prompted the G20 and 
the FSB to put forward their reform in 2014. This reform has a dual objective:8

–	� Strengthen the interbank rates (IBORs) given their systemic nature, making 
them less susceptible to manipulation and more representative of the econom-
ic reality they are trying to measure, anchoring them to a greater extent in 
market transactions and improving the governance and control processes re-
lating to the contributions of the banks that make up the panel of contributors.

–	� Make alternative risk-free rates available and drive the transition to these new 
benchmarks in the appropriate markets and instruments, especially in deriva-
tives markets, thereby reducing excessive concentration in IBORs.

Since then, notable progress has been made on both lines of action and as of 2016 
work has also been carried out to make contracts more robust in order to address 
the risks deriving from the potential discontinuation of the IBORs. These reforms, 
which are being coordinated at international level by the FSB, have given rise to 
significant legal changes, to the revision of the governance, methodology and con-
trol of the interbank indices, and to the creation of new indices that are near risk-
free whose implementation and development is progressing at a varying pace.9

4	 Reforms at global level: Strengthening of IBORs 
and creating alternative benchmarks

Following the recommendation of the FSB regarding the identification, develop-
ment and use of risk-free indices as an alternative to reduce excessive concentra-
tion in interbank indices, the large FSB jurisdictions set up working groups for 
this purpose, backed by the authorities, central banks and supervisors, and of 
which different representatives of the financial and, in some cases, non-financial 
industry are part.

7	 Every two years the ECB publishes a study of the euro money market that contains an in-depth analysis 
of its performance in the Euro area. The latest study published at the end of 2019 confirms that since the 
crisis activity in the secured segments has continued to grow, while the unsecured segments have been 
reduced in size. ECB (2019c).

8	 An analysis of the origin of the reforms and the content of the FSB recommendations, the IOSCO princi-
ples on which they are based and the European regulation they give rise to can be found in Gómez-
Yubero (2016).

9	 The latest progress report published by the FSB presents a complete picture of these developments by 
geographical area. FSB (2020c).
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The scope and breadth of the reform requires the collaboration of both public and 
private institutions from different economic sectors. In addition to the composition 
of the working groups, holding public consultations on the proposals put forward 
and the involvement of authorities and sector associations have enabled the coordi-
nation of all agents to ensure the intended objectives are achieved.

The Annex provides a complete overview of the reforms undertaken at internation-
al level. In most jurisdictions, the coexistence of strengthened IBORs and new risk-
free rates is the preferred option. This is the case of the Euro area, Australia, Canada, 
Japan or Switzerland, among others.

In contrast, the approach taken by the competent authorities for USD Libor and GBP 
Libor is that of a market based solely on risk-free rates.

However, the circumstances of these markets and the need to have term rates that 
incorporate future expectations and the credit risk component in IBORs10 is giving 
rise to the appearance of new interbank indices, such as the AMERIBOR11 in the 
United States, the use of which may coexist with risk-free rates in certain market 
segments. Recent initiatives are also noteworthy, such as those of IBA and Refinitiv, 
which have launched forward reference rates at different terms calculated on the 
basis of the SONIA risk-free rate.12

Although the FSB Report of 2014 proposed a very ambitious schedule for the imple-
mentation of the reforms (it proposed the implementation of RFRs in mid-2016), 
the complexity of the reform has become apparent, and its implementation is taking 
much longer. Illustration 1 shows the current roadmap of reforms in the three most 
significant jurisdictions, the Euro area, the pound sterling and US dollar zones.

10	 In Section 7.4 of this article an explanation of the components of these benchmarks is included.
11	 AMERIBOR is a new interest rate benchmark created by the American Financial Exchange. This index re-

flects the cost of financing of small, medium and regional banks in the United States. The Cboe market 
offers futures contracts indexed to AMERIBOR.

12	 Since 11 January 2021, the IBA has published ICE Term SONIA Reference Rates, which seek to measure 
the expected SONIA rate at 1, 3, 6 and 12 months. The calculation methodology is based on a waterfall 
approach that uses prices and volumes of interest rate derivatives linked to the SONIA. The Refinitiv 
Term SONIA rate is very similar.
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Reform implementation roadmap	 ILLUSTRATION 1
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Source: CNMV.

In the Euro area, Euribor has been adapted to Regulation (EU) 2016/1011 and the 
Working Group on Euro Risk Free Rates was created in 2017, supported by the ECB, 
the European Commission, ESMA and the Belgian FSMA, with the participation of 
industry members. Its mission is to identify risk-free rates that can be used as alter-
natives to current benchmarks, define plans for an orderly transition to the new in-
dices, and strengthen the robustness of current and future contracts. In September 
2018, this group recommended the adoption of €STR, an index published by the 
ECB since October 2019, as a risk-free rate for the Euro area, as a replacement for 
Eonia and as the basis for setting fallback rates in contracts linked to Euribor.

Similar groups have been formed in other jurisdictions, which have also recom-
mended risk-free rates. In the United Kingdom, the Bank of England and the FCA 
created the Working Group on Sterling Risk-Free Reference Rates, with the partici-
pation of market representatives, with the objective of facilitating the transition 
from Libor to SONIA, an index published by the Bank of England, in the sterling 
markets.

In the United States, the Alternative Reference Rates Committee (ARRC) was creat-
ed, also composed of market participants convened by the Federal Reserve Board 
and the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, to contribute to an efficient and orderly 
transition from Libor in US dollars (USD) to a more robust benchmark, its recom-
mended rate, the SOFR, calculated and published by the Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York.

Table 1 shows the working groups created in the main jurisdictions, including the 
Euro area, the risk-free alternative rates they have recommended and their main 
characteristics.
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RFR working groups in the main jurisdictions		  TABLE 1

USA United Kingdom Euro area Switzerland Japan

Working group Alternative Reference 
Rates Committee 

(ARRC)

Working Group  
on Sterling Risk  

Free Rates

Working Group  
on Euro Risk  

Free Rates

National Working  
Group on Swiss Franc 

Reference Rate

Study Group  
on Risk Free  

Reference Rates

Alternative rate Secured Overnight 
Finance Rate (SOFR)

Sterling Overnight  
Index Average (SONIA)

Euro Short  
Term Rate (€STR)

Swiss Average Rate 
Overnight (SARON)

Tokyo Overnight 
Average Rate (TONAR)

Administrator Federal Reserve  
Bank of New York

Bank of England European Central Bank SIX Swiss Exchange Bank of Japan

Term 1 day (overnight) 1 day (overnight) 1 day (overnight) 1 day (overnight) 1 day (overnight)

Counterparties Financial institutions Financial institutions Financial institutions Banks Financial institutions

Instruments Repos Unsecured deposits Unsecured deposits Repos Unsecured deposits

Source: Working Group on Euro Risk Free Rates (2020) and CNMV.

5	 Driving the transition and eliminating barriers

Beyond the work of these groups, measures are also being taken by different organ-
isations and institutions aimed at facilitating and promoting the transition and elim-
inating barriers that may hinder or discourage the implementation of the new 
benchmarks by market participants.

To deal with contracts that do not have adequate fallback provisions to address the 
disappearance of Libor, and which cannot be modified in the short period that re-
mains until it is abolished at the end of 2021, the European Union, as well as the 
authorities of the United Kingdom and the United States, have rolled out regulatory 
projects to manage this situation.13

A fundamental aspect of the reform is the adaptation and reinforcement of con-
tracts so that they incorporate adequate fallback provisions to cover the disappear-
ance or discontinuation of the benchmarks. Special relevance in this area should be 
given to the work carried out by ISDA, commissioned by the FSB, for the adaptation 
of framework contracts for financial derivatives transactions.

ISDA has designed a supplement (IBOR Fallbacks Supplement) to its 2006 defini-
tions (2006 ISDA Definitions) applicable to new contracts in order to include fallback 
provisions based on risk-free rates. It has also developed a voluntary protocol (IBOR 
Fallbacks Protocol) for counterparties that wish to adapt existing contracts to the 
new definitions. These documents were published in October 2020 and became ef-
fective on 25 January 2021 for the more than 13,800 entities that have adhered to 
this supplement so far.14

13	 In Section 8 of this article different regulatory responses planned to minimise the risk related to this type 
of contract are described.

14	 The ISDA website contains comprehensive information on the how the supplement and the protocol 
work, and also allows the number and identification of the financial institutions and non-financial com-
panies that have adhered to date to be consulted. ISDA (2021).
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Central counterparties are playing a key role in the transition by allowing trans-
actions that are linked to the new risk-free rates to be cleared in a coordinated 
manner, remunerating collateral and adapting their discount curves to the new 
risk-free rates.15 To ensure the adaptation of the derivatives they cleared, clearing 
houses have generally adopted the clauses contained in the new ISDA supple-
ment.16

In line with the BCBS and IOSCO recommendations, the European authorities have 
amended their regulations on over-the-counter derivatives, central counterparties 
and trade repositories (EMIR), to prevent contracts currently exempt from central-
ised clearing or bilateral collateralisation requirements from becoming subject to 
these standards as a result of the new benchmarks or through the inclusion of fall-
back provisions.

Additionally, work is being done on the treatment of the accounting consequences 
of the transition to alternative rates, which normally affect hedge accounting, the 
documentation, classification and measurement of instruments, and financial infor-
mation. The bodies in charge of establishing accounting standards (both the IASB 
and the FASB) have initiated the adaptation of the corresponding standards to ease 
the transition and eliminate potential accounting barriers, which has led to the 
amendment of International Accounting Standard 39 (IAS 39) and International 
Financial Reporting Standards 7 and 9 (IFRS 7 and IFRS 9).

Lastly, it is worth mentioning that jurisdictions such as the United States and the 
United Kingdom are also considering regulatory projects to address the tax implica-
tions that the transition may entail.

The CNMV, as the competent authority in matters of Benchmarks in Spain, has 
launched several initiatives aimed at providing knowledge and helping the industry 
to adapt, such as the organisation of conferences and seminars, as well as the publi-
cation of various communications,17 aimed at both financial institutions and non-
financial companies, on the advisability of monitoring the developments and actions 
of the working groups and the main advances in the benchmark reform process, the 
identification and evaluation of risks and possible impacts deriving from their expo-
sure, the design of a global strategy to plan the execution of the corresponding 
measures and the need to have a suitable organisational structure to coordinate the 
design and implementation of the transition tasks.18

15	 Since 27 July 2020, the main clearing houses in the European Union have swapped the Eonia discount 
curve for the €STR curve. LCH and CME Clear switched to SOFR in October 2020.

16	 See, for example, the LCH publication (2019). Similar positions have been adopted by other clearing 
houses such as CME Group.

17	 The communications of March 2018, July 2019 and January 2021 can be consulted on the CNMV website 
under “Benchmark indices”, and the conferences and seminars organised by the CNMV can also be ac-
cessed: CNMV (2018), CNMV (2019) and CNMV (2021).

18	 An analysis of the implications of the reform and preparedness of the industry can be found in Gómez-
Yubero (2019).

https://www.cnmv.es/portal/Benchmark/Indices-Referencia.aspx?lang=en
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Along the same lines, the ECB, in its role as banking supervisor under the Single 
Supervisory Mechanism, encourages banks to follow the good practices19 identified 
in its review of the preparations being made, adapting them according to the nature 
of their exposures.

6	 Libor transition

In the area of influence of the pound sterling and the dollar, where Libor is the most 
widely used benchmark, authorities have chosen to promote the use of alternative 
risk-free rates (SONIA in the United Kingdom and SOFR in the United States) and 
the elimination of Libor despite the measures taken to strengthen it. The UK author-
ities consider that the sustainability of Libor is not guaranteed due to the diminish-
ing liquidity of the money market that it aims to represent and the consequent re-
duction in the number of transactions that support its calculation.20

In July 2017, the UK FCA announced its intention not to persuade or compel the 
Libor panel banks to continue contributing to its calculation as of 31 December 
2021.21 Due to the widespread dependence of Libor on its five currencies around the 
world, this announcement led to the launch of actions by all FSB member authori-
ties to promote the proper transition from Libor before that date.

On 5 March 2021, the FCA officially announced that Libor would no longer be pub-
lished,22 after analysing the results of the public consultation carried out by the in-
dex administrator, IBA, in December 2020.23 The index will be discontinued accord-
ing to the following calendar:

Schedule for cessation of Libor	 TABLE 2

As of 31 December 2021 EUR Libor: all maturities (1 day; 1 week; 1, 2, 3, 6 and 12 months)
CHF Libor: all maturities (1 day; 1 week; 1, 2, 3, 6 and 12 months)
JPY Libor: all maturities (1 day; 1 week; 1, 2, 3, 6 and 12 months)
GBP Libor: all maturities (1 day; 1 week; 1, 2, 3, 6 and 12 months)
USD Libor: 1 week and 2 months

As of 30 June 2023 USD Libor: 1 day; 1, 3, 6 and 12 months

Source: ICE Benchmark Administration (2020) and CNMV.

The global use of Libor in USD is possibly the most challenging element in this tran-
sition. The volume of contracts and financial instruments linked to Libor in US 
dollars is estimated to exceed USD 200 trillion, so the uncertainty surrounding their 

19	 ECB (2020c).
20	 This responds to changes in the market structure since the 2008 crisis, to new regulatory capital require-

ments and to the liquidity requirements of banks, as well as to changes in their appetite for risk for short-
term financing.

21	 FCA (2017).
22	 FCA (2021).
23	 ICE Benchmark Administration (2020).
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sustainability poses a potential threat to the security and soundness of individual 
financial institutions and the financial system as a whole. The extension of the pub-
lication period of USD Libor for an additional 18 months (until June 2023), provided 
that the index continues to comply with the applicable regulations, including its 
representativeness, will allow most of the existing contracts linked to USD Libor to 
expire before the index disappears, significantly reducing the volume of contracts 
affected.24

The competent authorities of the United Kingdom and the United States have is-
sued communications on the cessation of Libor as of these dates, urging entities not 
to enter into new contracts that use the index as soon as possible and, in any case, 
before 31 December 2021.25

These challenges need to be addressed jointly by financial institutions and non-
financial companies, and by supervisory authorities to support an increasing use of 
risk-free rates and the consequent reduction of dependency on Libor from the end 
of 2021, through adequate preparation and a properly planned and gradual transi-
tion that avoids the damages that a sudden cessation of the index would cause in the 
flows of payments worldwide and markets operations.

In this regard, key progress has been made in recent months thanks to the commit-
ment of the working groups outlined in Table 1. These groups have recommended 
the risk-free rates shown in Table 3, depending on their corresponding monetary 
area, to replace Libor once it has disappeared in the different currencies in which it 
is calculated.

Recommended RFRs to replace Libor	 TABLE 3

Recommended substitute rate Replacement date

USD Libor SOFR December 2021 and June 2023

GBP Libor SONIA December 2021

CHF Libor SARON December 2021

JPY Libor TONAR December 2021

EUR Libor €STR December 2021

Source: CNMV.

The FSB has recommended adherence by all affected financial institutions and 
non-financial companies to the ISDA documents26 to definitively boost the transi-
tion of derivatives in all Libor currencies. In its global transition roadmap,27 the FSB 
also asks clearing houses and trading venues, and providers of cleared and traded 

24	 According to the joint statement published by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency, Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (2020).

25	 Despite the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, this target will not be altered in the opinion of the UK and 
US authorities. FCA (2020).

26	 FSB (2020a).
27	 FSB (2020b).
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products linked to Libor that the contracts comply with the clauses contained in the 
ISDA Supplement and Protocol.

Despite the significant progress made, there is still a long way to go. The FSB, in a 
report published in mid-2020 on the challenges still pending for the transition,28 
recommends that the supervisory authorities shore up measures to help financial 
institutions, their clients and non-financial companies to transition from Libor. 
These recommendations, applicable to all jurisdictions with exposures to Libor, are 
intended to promote awareness and the authorities’ commitment to the reform, pe-
riodically monitoring the levels of exposures, maintaining permanent dialogue with 
the industry, increasing the intensity of supervisory actions, when the preparatory 
work of the individual institutions is not satisfactory, and putting forward solutions 
to remove barriers to the transition. This will be coordinated at international level 
by the FSB.

More recently, the FSB published a global transition roadmap, aimed at raising 
awareness of the steps that financial institutions and non-financial companies must 
take during the short period until the end of 2021 to successfully transition.

Summary of the FSB’s proposed Libor transition plan	 TABLE 4

Businesses should already 
have: è

Identified and assessed all existing Libor exposures and 
approved a transition plan by the end of 2021 (and if not, 
should do so immediately)

By the effective date (25 
January 2021) of the ISDA 
Protocol, companies should:

è Have adhered to the ISDA Protocol.

By the end of 2020, 
companies should: è

Be in a position to offer their clients loans that are not 
indexed to Libor.

By mid-2021, companies 
should: è

Have established plans to modify existing contracts where 
possible and have adapted systems and processes to allow 
the use of alternative rates.

By the end of 2021, 
companies must: è Be prepared for the cessation of Libor.

Source: FSB (2020b) and CNMV.

The CNMV statement of29 January 2021 advises entities to take into account the 
FSB global transition roadmap and recommends Spanish financial institutions, 
non-financial companies and public administrations to consider adhering to the 
ISDA protocol and supplement30 insofar as these documents help ensure that con-
tracts are sufficiently robust to address the disappearance of Libor and, where ap-
propriate, adaptation to the requirements set forth in Article 28.2 of Regulation (EU) 
2016/1011.

28	 FSB and BCBS (2020).
29	 CNMV (2021).
30	 Other authorities have also recommended adherence to the ISDA documents: FSB (2020a) and Working 

Group on euro risk-free rates, ECB, ESMA, European Commission and FSMA (2020).
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7	 Situation in the Euro area

In the Euro area, the changes are found in the transition from Eonia to €STR, the 
adaptation of Euribor to the BMR and in the provision of forward indices that can 
be used as an alternative in certain contracts.

Unlike the situation described in the previous section, the European authorities 
have opted for a multi-rate approach based on the continuity of the Euribor index 
and the creation of a risk-free rate, €STR, published by the ECB since October 2019, 
that will replace Eonia from January 2022.

In parallel, Euribor is being reformed to adapt to the new regulation. To this end, its 
methodology has been improved to better reflect the market situation and the gov-
ernance and control environment surrounding its calculation has been strength-
ened, with the added value that both the administrator and the entities that provide 
the data for its calculation will be subject to supervision.

7.1	 €STR, the Euro area risk-free index

The implementation of the new €STR index as a risk-free rate for the Euro area was 
recommended, in September 2018, by the working group on euro risk-free rates,31 
which has also advised market participants to gradually replace Eonia with the 
€STR as the benchmark for their products and contracts as soon as possible and to 
make the necessary contractual and operational adjustments to do so.32

This benchmark has been designed by the ECB to reflect the cost for banks of bor-
rowing unsecured funds from other financial institutions within 1 day. It is a more 
robust and transparent index than Eonia, since it is based on individual transactions, 
executed under market conditions, reported daily by the 52 largest entities in the 
Euro area to the ECB33 and with a broader scope, since it includes deposits carried 
out with financial institutions and not only with credit institutions. Table 5 shows 
the differences between Eonia and €STR.

31	 ECB (2018).
32	 Working Group on Euro Risk Free Rates (2019a).
33	 €STR is calculated on a daily basis by the ECB from daily confidential statistical information on money 

market transactions collected by the ECB in accordance with the Regulation on Statistical Money Market 
Reports (Regulation (EU) No. 1333/2014).
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Comparison of Eonia and €STR	 TABLE 5

Eonia €STR

Term 1 day (overnight) 1 day (overnight)

Calculation data Transactions Transactions

Instrument Unsecured deposits Unsecured deposits

Cost of liquidity Borrowed Taken

Counterparty Banking Financial institutions 

Contributors panel Unstable Stable

Administrator EMMI ECB

Publication T (7:00 p.m.) T+1 (before 09:00 h)

Source: CNMV.

As shown in Figures 3 and 4, Eonia (before the methodological change mentioned 
in Section 7.2) and €STR are highly correlated, although €STR is supported by a 
much higher volume of transactions, corresponding to a greater number of entities 
that contribute, not voluntarily, but in compliance with ECB regulations, which 
makes it more robust and representative of the market.

The fact that Eonia exclusively considered interbank transactions, whose counter-
parties can access the monetary policy instruments offered by the ECB, meant that 
the benchmark had the marginal deposit facility (MDF) as a minimum value. This 
does not happen with €STR, because the counterparties, in addition to banks, are 
also other financial institutions that cannot access these facilities, which positions 
€STR at levels below the MDF. Also, the fact that €STR reflects the cost of borrowing 
explains why it is lower than the rates at which banks lend their funds.

Likewise, its calculation methodology (which discards rates in the 25th and 75th 
percentiles) gives it more limited volatility. Figure 3 shows the reaction of both rates 
to the decision of the ECB, adopted on 12 September 2019,34 to reduce the remuner-
ation of the MDF.

Performance of Eonia and pre-€STR	 FIGURE 3
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34	 ECB (2019d).
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Transaction volumes for the calculation of Eonia and pre-€STR	 FIGURE 4

 -      

 10,000    

 20,000    

 30,000    

 40,000    

 50,000    
Volume (millions of euros)

Mar-
17

May
-17

Se
p-17

Jan
-18

May
-18

Se
p-18

Ju
l-1

7

Nov-1
7

Mar-
18

Ju
l-1

8

Nov-1
8

Jan
-19

Ju
l-1

9

Se
p-19

Mar-
19

May
-19

Pre-€STR Eonia  

Source: ECB and EMMI.

7.2	 Transition from Eonia to €STR

Prior to the implementation of the new method for calculating Eonia recommended 
by the Euro area working group, in other words, €STR plus 8.5 basis points, the 
Eonia had been established by EMMI from 1999 based on the overnight transac-
tions carried out between entities for a selection of European credit institutions, 
specifically 28 banks established in 13 States of the European Union.

The benchmark, which was considered crucial by the European Commission in 2017, 
is one of the most commonly used in the Euro area both for investment and hedging 
instruments and for collateralisation and risk management purposes (see Figure 1).

The interbank loan transactions used as a reference in the calculations saw daily 
volumes of €48 billion in 2007 and 2008, however, in 2018 and 2019 they barely 
reached €2.5 billion. Further, the transactions that could be considered for the pur-
poses of the calculation were reported by a decreasing number of institutions that 
were geographically highly concentrated,35 which meant a drop in the robustness 
and representativeness of the benchmark.

These circumstances resulted in EMMI not completing the process of adapting the in-
dex to the new European regulation on benchmarks and prompted the working group 
on RFR in the Euro area to recommend its progressive replacement by €STR over a 
period of two years in 2019. To facilitate the transition, the working group also recom-
mended the reformulation of the Eonia calculation, as €STR plus a spread of 8.5 basis 
points, established by the ECB from the correlation observed between both indices.36

The Eonia has been calculated and published using this new methodology since 2 
October 2019 and, as shown in Illustration 1 on the global transition schedule, it will 
continue to be published until it is discontinued on 3 January 2022.

35	 ECB (2017).
36	 Although the ECB started to officially publish €STR as of 2 October 2019, it began to publish a pre €STR 

months before in order to help the adaptation of market participants. The spread was determined as the 
difference between Eonia and pre- €STR.
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This two-year period during which the two rates will coexist has been considered 
sufficient for users to be able to replace or adapt their contracts and processes to the 
new reference and for the markets linked to €STR to attain a suitable level of devel-
opment and liquidity.

Transition plan

To define an orderly transition plan, the Euro area RFR working group analysed the 
impact of the transition from different perspectives.37 The result of this analysis is 
reflected in several reports with recommendations to market participants to facili-
tate the transition. In particular:

–– How to address the legal implications for new and existing contracts. In sum-
mary:38

	 •	� Whenever feasible and appropriate, do not use Eonia on new contracts 
that expire after 31 December 2021.

	 •	� Replace Eonia or incorporate robust fallback provisions into existing con-
tracts that expire after December 2021.

	 •	� Include robust fallback provisions in new Eonia-linked contracts that ex-
pire after December 2021.

–– On the operational and valuation implications of the process and on risk man-
agement for banks, for asset management activity as well as for insurance 
companies.39

–– On the implications of the process for financial accounting.40

To facilitate and promote the transition, central counterparties, in accordance with 
the recommendations of the working group, agreed on a date, 27 July 2020, to 
change the Eonia discount curve to the €STR curve. At the same time, these entities 
have permitted the clearing of transactions linked to €STR from 21 October 2019 in 
the case of LCH, from 18 November 2019 in Eurex and from 30 November 2019 
in the case of BME Clearing.

The CNMV has carried out several measures to raise knowledge and help institu-
tions to adapt. As a continuation of the communications issued in March 2018 and 
July 2019, market participants have recently been reminded once again of the ad-
visability of progressively adopting €STR to avoid risks related to the disappear-
ance of Eonia.41

37	 Two of the main reports are: ECB (2019b) and ECB (2020a).
38	 ECB (2019a).
39	 ECB (2019e).
40	 ECB (2019f).
41	 CNMV (2018), CNMV (2019) and CNMV (2021).
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Since the disappearance of Eonia was announced, its administrator, EMMI, has re-
peatedly reported the date on which it will be permanently discontinued and has 
warned that to mitigate all legal and economic risks as far as possible, benchmark us-
ers should use €STR on new contracts, especially if they expire after 3 January 2022.42

Transaction and market volumes

Although the issuances of instruments linked to €STR are increasing progressively, 
there is still a high preference for the Eonia index. The liquidity of the derivatives 
market remains concentrated in Eonia, whereas the use of €STR is still low. Accord-
ing to data published by ESMA,43 in 2020, the notional gross volume of IRS out-
standing on Eonia went from €20 to €18 billion, while IRS linked to €STR rose from 
€0.6 to €1.4 billion at the end of the year.

Considering only OIS instruments in euros on Eonia and €STR, according to the 
data published through Clarus Financial Technology, in 2020 the total volume 
cleared by clearing houses of OIS linked to €STR accounted for only 2% (€820 bil-
lion) of the total volume of these instruments, which amounted to €36.3 trillion.44 
The difference therefore corresponds to the instruments linked to Eonia.

It is expected that once Eonia has finally been discontinued and the clearing houses 
convert all pending payments from Eonia into €STR, liquidity will be transferred to 
this index.

7.3	 Adaptation of Euribor to European regulation

Euribor is the most important benchmark in the Euro area and one of the most 
widely used across the world. It measures the cost at which European credit institu-
tions can obtain wholesale funds in euros on the unsecured money market at vari-
ous terms, ranging from 1 week to 12 months.

Due to its systemic importance and relevance for the financial stability of the European 
Union, in April 2016 it was declared a critical benchmark by the European Commis-
sion.45 It is estimated that this index is used as a reference in contracts worth more 
than €180 billion, for the most part interest rate derivatives. However, unlike other 
indices such as Libor or Eonia, Euribor is widely used in contracts and instruments 
with consumers and retail investors, especially in consumer loan and mortgage con-
tracts. These contracts are estimated to be worth €1 billion in Europe. In Spain, in 
June 2020, more than 86% of the outstanding mortgage credit balance (€637.78 bil-
lion)46 was linked to Euribor.

42	 This information can be found on the administrator’s website (https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/
emmi/) and in the EMMI statement (2021b).

43	 This analysis can be found in ESMA (2021).
44	 Khwaja (2021).
45	 Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2016/1368, of 11 August 2016, establishing a list of critical 

benchmarks used in financial markets pursuant to Regulation (EU) 2016/1011 of the European Parlia-
ment and of the Council, amending Commission Implementing Regulation (EU).

46	 According to data from the Bank of Spain published by the Spanish Mortgage Association (2020).

https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/emmi/
https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/emmi/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016R1368&from=EN
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Therefore, the value of financial instruments and contracts that use this benchmark 
index in the European Union far exceeds the threshold of €500 billion defined in the 
BMR for consideration as a critical or systemically important index.

Its administrator, EMMI,47 is established in Brussels (Belgium) and its supervisor is 
the Belgian FSMA. However, as of 1 January 2022, ESMA will take on the role of the 
competent authority for the supervision of the index.48

Euribor has been published since 1999, coinciding with the introduction of the euro. 
Previously, there were different national benchmarks such as MIBOR in Spain, 
PIBOR in France or FIBOR in Germany.

It is calculated from the daily contributions made by a group of 18 banks belonging 
to nine jurisdictions. Since its creation, 26 banks have stopped contributing to the 
Euribor calculation.

Euribor panel of contributors	 TABLE 6

Country Institution

Germany DZ Bank
Deutsche Bank

Belgium Belfius

Spain Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria
Banco Santander
Cecabank
CaixaBank 

France BNP-Paribas
HSBC France
Natixis
Credit Agricole
Société Générale

Holland ING Bank

Italy Intesa Sanpaolo
UniCredit

Luxembourg Banque et Caisse d’Épargne de l’État

Portugal Caixa Geral De Depósito

United Kingdom Barclays 

Source: EMMI.

Banks have progressively left the panel of contributors due to a reluctance to con
tinue using a calculation methodology based (until the reform) exclusively on the 
expert estimates of banks and due to the operating costs deriving from the transi-
tion to a methodology adapted to the BMR requirements. At present, membership 
of the panel remains voluntary and maintaining the index continues to depend on 

47	 Until 2015, the index was published by the European Banking Federation.
48	 In accordance with the amendment to the BMR introduced by Article 5 of Regulation (EU) 2019/2175 of 

the European Parliament and of the Council, of 18 December 2019.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32019R2175&from=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32019R2175&from=en
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the contributions of the panel banks, so ensuring the stability and representative-
ness of its composition is essential for its continuity.49

7.3.1	 Stability of the contributors panel

Both EMMI and the authorities have been carrying out actions aimed at mitigating 
this risk of instability in the panel, seeking to find a way to increase the presence of 
European institutions and prevent any further departures.

For this purpose, EMMI has initiated contact with a selection of European banks to 
ask them to join the panel50 with the aim of achieving greater geographical diversity, 
including areas that are not currently represented and that make substantial use of 
the benchmark. Now that the Euribor has undergone the necessary adaptations to 
comply with the BMR, the cost of membership is lower than the incurred by banks 
that made the transition as panel members. In addition, while the crisis caused by 
COVID-19 could be an obstacle for some banks that would now have other priorities, 
it might also be used to highlight the importance of maintaining a strong and repre-
sentative Euribor.

Since the entry into force of the BMR in 2016, the authorities have been able to 
prevent banks from leaving the panel if such a departure would put its representa-
tiveness at risk. This measure was reinforced with the recent amendment to the 
BMR that came into effect on 10 December 2019,51 which extends from two to five 
years the maximum period for which an institution can be obliged to continue con-
tributing to the calculation of the index, which, if applicable, would confer a reason-
able guarantee of stability to allow a solution to be found, that could include transi-
tion to another alternative index, without obstacles and in a manner that is not 
disruptive to the markets or to financial stability.

If deemed necessary, the authorities may also request (also for a maximum period 
of five years) that institutions that are not contributors to the index join the panel, 
in the event that an eventual request to leave the panel by another entity were to 
jeopardise its representativeness. To date, it has not been necessary to make use of 
this power, which does not prevent the administrator, as stated above, from trying 
to get new entities to join voluntarily to reinforce this representativeness, gain geo-
graphical diversity and avoid the stowaway problem (also known as the free rider 
problem), which occurs when there are many banks in the Euro area that use the 
benchmark, in some cases widely, without bearing the costs involved in belonging 
to the panel of contributors.

49	 Sections 4.4. “Pending challenges” and 5. “Conclusions” of the Gómez-Yubero article (2016) analyse the 
role of the administrator, the institutions and the authorities in dealing with the challenge of ensuring 
the continuity of the Euribor.

50	 The minutes of the EMMI Euribor Steering Committee meeting of 18 March 2020 (item 11) contain infor-
mation on this subject. EMMI (2020).

51	 Amendment of Article 23.6 of the BMR introduced through Regulation (EU) 2019/2089 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council, of 27 November 2019, amending Regulation (EU) 2016/1011 as regards 
EU Climate Transition Benchmarks, EU Paris-aligned Benchmarks and sustainability-related disclosures 
for benchmarks.

https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/assets/files/D0091A-2020 - 76th Steering Committee meeting 18 March 2020 - Final minutes - Public.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32019R2089&from=en
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The institutions have successfully completed their adaptation to the new methodol-
ogy, designing their own processes for establishing Level 3 contributions with suffi-
cient guarantee of rigour and control to obtain the approval of the administrator of 
the index required under the BMR. Only two entities left the panel during this pro-
cess52 and the FSMA, as the competent supervisory authority or the College of Su-
pervisors53 (of which the CNMV is a member), has not deemed it necessary to oblige 
them to continue providing data due to their low level of real and potential partici-
pation in the market that the Euribor seeks to measure.

7.3.2	 Adaptation of governance

Following the recommendations of the FSB, since 2013 EMMI has worked to 
strengthen its own governance and transparency structure and to implement a 
methodology that complies with the requirements of Regulation (EU) 2016/1011.

Regarding the strengthening of governance, EMMI adopted a code of conduct54 and 
the codes of obligations to which the banks of the panel of contributors must com-
ply55 and the calculation agent,56 as well as a policy on conflicts of interest.57

A Euribor Steering Committee,58 made up of independent experts, market profes-
sionals and members of EMMI, was also set up to exercise independent supervision 
of all aspects related to the governance and methodology of the Euribor index.

Additionally, to guarantee the effectiveness of the controls and compliance with the 
obligations established in the aforementioned codes, EMMI has implemented inter-
nal reviews and external audit processes that are carried out with a minimum fre-
quency of one year.

52	 The National Bank of Greece left the panel on 28 May 2019 – EMMI (2019f) – and Banca Monte dei Paschi 
di Siena, on 7 January 2019 – EMMI (2019a).

53	 To the extent that critical indices involve contributors, administrators and users from more than one 
Member State, which are also systemically important, Article 46 of the Regulation provides for the crea-
tion of colleges of supervisors, which are intended to ensure that supervision is efficient and effective, 
the exchange of information between the competent authorities and the coordination of supervisory 
activities and measures. In addition, decisions on mandatory contributions and administration should 
be submitted for consultation by the college.

	 The Euribor college is chaired by the Belgian FSMA, as the competent authority of the administrator, and 
is made up of the authorities of the supervised contributors, as well as other authorities that have ac-
credited that the index is critical in their State. ESMA is involved with the college with the function of 
ensuring and monitoring its efficient, effective and coherent operation, and exercises a mediating role, 
which in certain cases is binding.

54	 EMMI (2019e).
55	 EMMI (2019d).
56	 EMMI (2019c).
57	 EMMI (2013).
58	 EMMI (2018).

https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/assets/files/D0001A-2019-Withdrawal_MPS_Euribor_final.pdf
https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/assets/files/D0001A-2019-Withdrawal_MPS_Euribor_final.pdf
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7.3.3	 Adaptation of the methodology

At the same time, EMMI also adapted the Euribor methodology59 to the recommen-
dations of the FSB and the requirements of the regulation, so that throughout 2019 
it moved to a three-level hybrid system based on market transactions, which priori-
tises real transactions over expert judgement.60 To ensure the robustness of the 
calculation in the absence of transactions, the Euribor methodology followed a 
three-level hierarchical approach. These levels should be applied progressively, in 
the order specified in Table 7.

This adaptation has also implied the cessation of the less liquid and less used terms 
(2 weeks, 2 months and 9 months) and the extension of the types of eligible transac-
tions, i.e. transactions that may be considered suitable for the calculation of the 
benchmark (including not only unsecured cash deposits from other banks, but also 
from other financial institutions such as insurance companies, money market funds, 
investment firms, central banks and government institutions) and short-term secu-
rities such as commercial paper or depositary receipts.

The hybrid or waterfall methodology consists of the consideration, first of all, of the 
eligible transactions of each entity in the reference market. Only in the event that a 
contributor does not have any operation of Level 1,Level 2 can be activated by con-
tributing eligible transactions across the entire spectrum of money market maturi-
ties using calculation formulas provided by the administrator, such as linear inter-
polation between adjacent terms. If Level 2 is not available, banks would move to 
contribution Level 3.

The system for calculating Level 3 contributions has been defined individually by 
each bank, which allows their particular circumstances in terms of business model 
and financing and liquidity conditions to be reflected. However, the system used by 
each bank must adhere to the general framework approved by the administrator 
and, in particular, must take into account data from transactions carried out in the 
underlying market not considered in Levels 1 and 2 or other market data closely 
related with the unsecured euro money market. Contributions under the Level 3 
system must also meet administrator-defined consistency checks.

In addition, contributors are subject to the control requirements established in Arti-
cle 16 of the BMR and their contribution determination systems are subject to vari-
ous internal control and external audit processes and to the supervision of their 
competent authority.

59	 EMMI (2019b).
60	 Until then, the index was calculated from the contributions made by the panel banks on the interest 

rates at which they would be willing to offer unsecured financing in euros to other credit institutions 
with similar characteristics, at different terms.
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Waterfall of contributions of Euribor methodology	 TABLE 7

Source: EMMI and CNMV.

This adaptation has made it possible to improve Euribor methodology to continue 
measuring the same underlying interest, but in a much more precise way and in 
compliance with European regulations. The strengthening of its governance and 
control environment and transparency has enabled the index to obtain authorisa-
tion61 in accordance with the BMR of the Belgian FSMA, following the positive ad-
vice of the College of Supervisors dated 2 July 2019.

Unlike Libor, the continuity of Euribor has been possible thanks to the changes 
made to its calculation methodology, which has proved to be solid and credible dur-
ing the crisis generated by the COVID-19 pandemic. As analysed in the following 
section, Euribor in its current configuration plays an important role in the transmis-
sion of monetary policy decisions and reflects the financing conditions of the mar-
ket, even in difficult circumstances, which corroborates the soundness of the meth-
odology used to calculate the benchmark and, in particular, the robustness of the 
Level 3 contributions.

Recent public statements made by ESMA confirm its intention to support the conti-
nuity of Euribor, thereby following a path that diverges from that of Libor,62 recog-
nising that the Euribor hybrid methodology is robust, resilient, transparent and that 
it continues to measure the same underlying interest, in other words, the cost of 
wholesale funding of banks in the unsecured money market.63

61	 FSMA (2019).
62	 “I can clearly state that, as of today, the discontinuation of EURIBOR is not part of our plans. So, ahead of 

us there are diverging paths for Libor and Euribor”. Steven Maijoor, Chairman of ESMA (2020a).
63	 “Thanks to the hybrid methodology, Euribor was able to properly navigate the turbulent waters of 2020. 

During this challenging period, Euribor has been reacting smoothly to monetary decisions by the ECB, 
playing its role in the monetary transmission mechanism for the euro area. Also, between the first and 
second quarter of this year the underlying market of Euribor experienced a temporary liquidity reduc-
tion, but the hybrid methodology was able to cope with these adverse circumstances”. Steven Maijoor, 
Chairman of ESMA (2020b).

Level 2.1 Adjusted linear interpolation of adjacent terms.

Level 2.2 Transactions on undefined terms.

Level 2.3 Eligible transactions from prior dates.

Level 1
Contributions based solely on underlying market transactions for 
the term defined the day before the reference day using the 
formula provided by EMMI.

Level 2
Contributions based on underlying market transactions across the 
spectrum of money market maturities and past days using the 
calculation technique provided by EMMI.

Level 3

Contributions based on underlying market transactions or other 
market data closely related to the unsecured euro money market 
using a combination of techniques or the judgement of the 
contributing bank.
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7.3.4	 Performance of the index based on the new methodology

The methodological adaptation of the benchmark to European regulations was car-
ried out progressively throughout 2019, with the staggered incorporation of institu-
tions to avoid any sudden adjustments and to minimise the operational and techno-
logical risks that would have been triggered if all banks had joined at the same time.

As shown in Figure 5, as of mid-2019 there was a change in trend marked by the 
index, in accordance with the situation of the market it represents. During that peri-
od there was some economic and financial uncertainty due, among other factors, to 
tensions in world trade, the vulnerabilities of some emerging economies and con-
cerns over Brexit. These factors led to a change in the messages given out by the 
world’s main central banks, especially, the ECB, which at its June 2019 meeting al-
ready warned of a delay in the increase in interest rates, thus explaining the down-
ward trend embarked on by the Euribor in the month of May 2019.

Euribor performance since 2019	 FIGURE 5
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Source: Index data published by EMMI and CNMV.

As we have already mentioned, the Euribor is intended to reflect the cost of unse-
cured wholesale funding of European credit institutions. This cost is directly affect-
ed by the ECB’s monetary policy decisions and expectations, so the fact that the 
Euribor was able, during its transition phase, to reflect the financial context and 
the ECB’s expected interest rate movements not only reflects the representativeness 
of the benchmark but also the robustness of its calculation methodology, as well as 
the success of the reform.

The reaction of the Euribor after most of the meetings held by the Governing Coun-
cil of the ECB64 is a true reflection of the role of the index in facilitating the trans-
mission of monetary policy decisions to the real economy. Figure 6 shows the 

64	 The ECB’s monetary policy decisions are made by its Governing Council, which meets every six weeks for 
this purpose.
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relationship between the 12-month Euribor and the dates of the ECB meetings, with 
some examples standing out:

–– The meeting of 12 September 2019, after which a rapid adjustment of the 
Euribor takes place, following the announcement of a change in remuneration 
of the reserves that the institutions hold with the ECB.65

–– Before the meeting of 12 March 2020,66 the market expected the ECB to act in 
a similar way to other central banks to address the consequences of COVID-19. 
However, as no changes to monetary policy were made, there was a rapid ad-
justment of expectations, which caused the Euribor to rise.

12 month Euribor and ECB meetings	 FIGURE 6 
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The Euribor contains a credit risk component that can be observed through the spread 
between the 3-month Euribor (the most widely used in the wholesale market) and the 
price of the overnight interest swaps linked to Eonia or the €STR for the same term. 
The strong correlation between the spread stated above and the iTraxx Europe Senior 
Financials Series 31 Version 2 – around 75% during the period analysed (December 
2019 to March 2021) – shows not only the high capacity of Euribor to reflect monetary 
policy, but also as an indicator of confidence between the different counterparties.

During the worst moments of the crisis generated by the COVID-19 pandemic, the 
Euribor was still published daily without incident. In this context of global pandem-
ic, two elements could have raised uncertainty about the benchmark. In the first 
place, the situation of the contributors since all or the vast majority of their employ-
ees worked remotely as a result of the measures adopted to curb the virus and that 
mode of work was adopted in the vast majority of cases very suddenly. Another 
factor that could have generated uncertainty about the index was the reduction in 
transactions in the unsecured money market, especially at longer terms, as a conse-
quence of the measures adopted by central banks.

65	 ECB (2019d).
66	 ECB (2020b).
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However, these two factors had no impact since the contributors’ control systems 
and contingency plans worked efficiently. On the other hand, the Euribor continued 
to correctly reflect not only market tensions, but also existing expectations about 
monetary policy decisions. During the crisis, the following three phases can be dis-
tinguished in the performance of the index:

–– Phase 1 or bearish phase (from 30 January to 12 March 2020): as a result of 
the global expansion of COVID-19, different central banks announced interest 
rate cuts to soften the financial impact derived from the pandemic. This en-
couraged an expectation that the ECB would act in the same direction, howev-
er, such an announcement was not forthcoming, giving rise to the second 
phase.

–– Phase 2 or bullish phase (from 12 March to 22 April 2020): this period started 
as a result of a readjustment of the market outlook, an increase in country risk 
and an increase in bank credit risk, as shown by the performance of the iTraxx 
index in Figure 8.

–– Phase 3 or correction phase of the Euribor (from 22 April 2020 to the date 
of publication): following the ECB’s announcement of a relaxation of its collat-
eral policy, there was a decrease in the risk premiums of Euro area member 
states and a reduction in the price of the CDS of panel banks. All this led to a 
fall in the Euribor, which marked a new all-time low on 7 September. Since 
this announcement, the benchmark has been falling continuously, a drop that 
was accelerated by the announcement of the agreement adopted on 21 July by 
the European Council on the European recovery fund.67

Euribor performance during the COVID-19 crisis	 FIGURE 7 
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67	 A complete analysis of the determining factors in the performance of the Euribor in 2020 can be found 
in Amor (2021).
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Performance of the iTraxx Europe Senior Financials Series 31 Version 2 index	 FIGURE 8
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During the core months of the COVID-19 crisis, March and April 2020, as shown in 
Figure 9, the weight of Level 3 contributions was fairly high, due to the drastic re-
duction in market transactions especially at longer terms. This greater dependence 
on Level 3 fell after May 2020, in line with the recovery in the number and volume 
of transactions made in the underlying market.

In conclusion, it can be said that at all times during the COVID-19 crisis, the Euribor 
has been published regularly and even if during the worst months the composition 
of the index was based mainly on Level 3 contributions, its performance continued 
to reflect monetary policy decisions and market perception of credit and liquidity 
risk, both of which are expected from an index based on market criteria.68

EMMI has recently published the results of the first annual review of Euribor meth-
odology,69 in accordance with regulatory requirements. It concludes that the index 
remains strong, resilient, and representative of its underlying market. In addition, it 
identifies four non-material adjustments that will contribute to improving the ro-
bustness of the index, increasing the weight of Level 1 and Level 2 contributions 
(decreasing those of Level 3), and improving the index’s responsiveness to market 
events.70

68	 The EMMI website offers comprehensive information on the calculation methodology used and period-
ically publishes indicators on the use of each level of the hybrid methodology, the volumes of transac-
tions supporting the calculation and the distribution by sector of the counterparties of these trans-
actions, all broken down by term.

69	 EMMI (2021a).
70	 The adjustments, agreed with the panel banks, are as follows:
	 –	 Lower the minimum size threshold for eligible transactions from €20 million to €10 million.
	 –	 Include T+3 settlement among eligible transactions.
	 –	 Increase the retroactive period of usable Level 1 historical contributions by one day.
	 –	 Renewal of quarterly Euribor futures used to adjust historical contributions on a target day.

https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/assets/files/D0016A-2019 Benchmark Determination Methodology for EURIBOR.pdf
https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/euribor-org/transparency-indicators.html
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Composition of the index by type of contributions	 FIGURE 9 
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Source: EMMI. Euribor Transparency Indicators Reports, December 2019 to October and CNMV.

7.4	 Robustness of contracts. Euribor fallback and ISDA work

One of the priorities for ESMA, as the new Euribor supervisory authority, will be 
the robustness of the financial product contracts indexed to the Euribor,71 which 
requires fallback clauses to be included in each of them to cover the cessation or 
possible disappearance of the benchmark, as required by European regulations,72 in 
order to guarantee the continuity of the contracts in the unlikely scenario of the 
discontinuation of the Euribor, increasing legal certainty and minimising the risks 
of frustration and litigation.

71	 This reference can be found in ESMA (2020b).
72	 As with the other authorised benchmarks under European regulation, all new contracts signed from 1 

January 2018 must include certain fallback provisions to provide for the cessation or possible disappear-
ance of the benchmark, as required by Article 28.2 of the BMR.

https://www.emmi-benchmarks.eu/euribor-org/transparency-indicators.html
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For this reason, the EuroRFR working group continues to work on identifying Euri-
bor fallback rates, based on forward-looking rates calculated using the €STR.73 The 
group recently held a public consultation on possible fallback rates for cash prod-
ucts such as loans, deposits, debt instruments, securitisations and investment funds. 
The objective of the consultation was to identify the most appropriate rate per prod-
uct, the calculation methodology for the spread that would have to be adjusted to 
avoid a possible transfer of value if the fallback were activated and the market con-
ventions that should be used to calculate the compounded forward rate based on 
€STR.

The Euribor is, by definition, a forward-looking index, in the sense that it is calculat-
ed for different terms, set at the beginning of these periods, therefore it incorporates 
the expectations of intraday rates in those periods. In addition, it reflects the bank 
counterparty risk related to those terms. Therefore, the risk-free rate, lacking the 
term and credit risk component, could not act as a substitute for Euribor without 
further adjustment.

The working group has been analysing different methodologies to build a tempo-
rary structure based on the intraday risk-free index, €STR, equivalent to the current 
Euribor rate structure. This methodology requires incorporating three components: 
term, expectations and credit risk.

To do this, the group has used two possible conventions: the backward-looking ap-
proach, based on the use of historical data in average terms, and the forward-looking 
approach, which uses the derivatives market to reflect expectations about the per-
formance of the risk-free rate during the next period.

The backward-looking approach has in its favour the simplicity of its calculation 
based on the overnight rate, which, in principle, seems adequate for derivatives 
contracts, but entails operational and accounting adjustment problems for insti-
tutions.

However, to manage asset and liability risk, financial intermediaries may still need 
benchmark rates that reflect their marginal financing costs and expectations. The 
forward-looking approach, which is considered more suitable for spot contracts and 
instruments, raises the problem that it requires a deep and liquid derivatives market 
to serve as the basis of calculation, but RFR-based derivatives markets are still far 
from sufficiently liquid for this purpose. Furthermore, the liquidity of derivatives 
markets tends to suffer greatly in times of crisis, as shown by the recent tensions 
experienced as a result of COVID-19.

73	 In November 2019, the working group published a report with high-level recommendations for fallback 
provisions in spot and derivatives contracts linked to the Euribor. At that time, pending further guidance 
from the working group or regulatory authorities, market participants were encouraged to consider in-
cluding generic language in their fallback provisions that would at least provide for the future designa-
tion of substitutes. Working Group on Euro Risk Free Rates (2019b).

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/other/ecb.wgeurofr_highlevelrecommendatioseuriborfallbacks~abc6ca6268.en.pdf
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The ISDA-Clarus RFR indicator,74 which measures the degree of global activity in 
derivatives at risk-free rates, reached only 10% during January 2021. In terms of 
notional volumes traded, the percentage of instruments linked to RFRs represented 
11.8% of the total volume of derivative instruments linked to interest rates in Janu-
ary 2021, while at the end of 2020 this figure was 13.3%.

For 2020 as a whole, the ISDA-Clarus RFR indicator showed a level of RFR adoption 
of 7.6%, compared to 4.6% the previous year. Trading activity in terms of notional 
volumes was 8.8% of the total, compared to 5.4% in 2019.

Notional volume of IRD traded per month	 FIGURE 10
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As shown in Figure 10, these figures indicate a very low level of adoption of the new 
RFRs and very illiquid derivatives markets compared to the figures that the tradi-
tional benchmark continue to show. As a result, it is difficult to anticipate when it 
will be possible to have strong forward-looking rates.

In the case of derivatives linked to €STR, it is expected that once Eonia has defini-
tively disappeared as of January 2022, all the liquidity currently concentrated in this 
index will shift to €STR, as discussed in Section 7.2 of this article.

74	 This indicator has been designed to monitor how much derivative trading activity is carried out at risk-
free rates in interest-rate derivatives markets. The full definition of this indicator can be found in the 
ISDA-Clarus RFR Adoption Indicator White Paper.
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Backward-looking methodology diagram (lookback period mode)	 ILLUSTRATION 2

According to this backward-looking methodology, the observation period for calculating the interest rate begins 
and ends a certain number of days before the interest period, which allows the interest payment to be calculated 
before it ends. This option is used by ISDA in its IBOR Fallbacks Protocol, which facilitates hedging if used in spot 
transactions.  

Source: Working Group on Euro Risk Free Rates (2020b).

Diagram of the backward-looking methodology (last reset mode)	 ILLUSTRATION 3 

This is the most common form of backward-looking methodology used when it is necessary for the borrower to 
know the interest at the beginning of the payment period. It is not recommended for periods of more than three 
months as it can generate coverage problems.

Source: Working Group on Euro Risk Free Rates (2020b).
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Forward-looking methodology diagram	 ILLUSTRATION 4 

The forward-looking methodology is based on the €STR derivatives market and reflects market expectations 
about the index performance during the next interest rate period. It allows interest payments at the beginning of 
the interest period to be calculated and known. 

Source: Working Group on Euro Risk Free Rates (2020b).

The working group has carried out a complete analysis of the pros and cons of each 
methodology and their variants, as well as their viability and applicability to differ-
ent types of financial products, taking into account a series of criteria and consider-
ing the recommendations made by the FSB, the work carried out by ISDA for the 
development of fallback provisions in OTC derivatives contracts and the recommen-
dations of the risk-free rate working groups in other jurisdictions.

Based on its findings, the working group estimates that, for the most sophisticated 
market participants operating globally, the most appropriate Euribor fallback rate 
would be based on a backward-looking methodology75 using a compounded aver-
age76 and of the possible alternatives, using the lookback period (see Illustration 2) 
or last reset (see Illustration 3) approach. However, the working group recognises 
that in other less sophisticated areas, in which it is necessary to know the interest 
rate in advance,77 a forward-looking fallback rate is needed.

75	 The FSB in its Guide on the use of risk-free rates (FSB (2019)) recommends the widespread use of risk-free 
indices, including for spot instruments and contracts. For cash contracts, their use is recommended as 
an average over a given period (either in a simple or compounded format), which allows the frequency 
of payments to be adjusted (in certain contracts, the payment or daily review of the applicable interest 
rate does not make sense) while idiosyncratic daily fluctuations are smoothed out, in other words, vola-
tility is reduced, while still reflecting market movements. The measures implemented by ISDA in its 2006 
Definitions and in the ISDA Protocol, IBOR Fallbacks Protocol, also follow the same lines as the recom-
mendation of the working group.

76	 As proposed by the ECB in its announcement of the publication, as of 15 April 2021, of a compounded 
rate at different terms calculated on the basis of the €STR. This proposal and the calculation rules for the 
compounded €STR average rate can be found in ECB (2021c) and ECB (2021b).

77	 Spanish legislation on consumer credit contracts (Law 16/2011, of 24 June) requires, in line with other 
European countries, the consumer borrower to know the applicable rate in advance. In the case of mort-
gage loan contracts, the lender must inform the borrower of any change in the payment rate at least 
15 days in advance of the effective date of the change.
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In these cases, the group recommends introducing the forward rate in the contracts 
through a waterfall structure including an appropriate backward-looking rate 
(lookback period or last reset) as a second layer of fallback to mitigate the risk that 
forward-looking methodology is not available.

There are currently several private initiatives underway to calculate and publish 
forward-looking term structures based on €STR. Both the project of the current 
Euribor administrator, EMMI, together with the Libor administrator, IBA, and the 
Refinitiv project contemplate a methodology based on a temporary structure based 
on firm OIS quotes obtained through trading platforms. These methodologies coin-
cide with those used by both IBA and Refinitiv for forward rates based on SONIA, 
which are discussed in Section 4 of this article.78

Euro area RFR working group proposals on fallbacks by product	 TABLE 8

Product

ê

Recommended 
methodology at  

the first level  
of the waterfall

Recommended 
methodology in  
the second level  

of the waterfall Spread

Corporate loans F/B B

Average  
historical  

spread

Loans to consumers (consumer 
and mortgages) and SMEs

F B

Current accounts B –

Trade finance products F B

Export financing and transactions 
in emerging markets

F B

Debt instruments B –

Securitisations F/B F/B

Transfer pricing model F/B B

Linked investment funds F/B –

Source: Working Group on Euro Risk Free Rates (2020b).
B: backward-looking approach.
F: forward-looking approach.

In order for the fallback rate calculated according to the methodologies above de-
scribed to be economically equivalent to the Euribor, in the case that such bench-
mark cease to exist, the group proposes the introduction of an adjustment calculated 
on the historical average of spreads.79 With this simple adjustment methodology, 
equivalent to the one used by ISDA in the IBOR Fallbacks Protocol80 and to the 

78	 Both projects were presented at the Euro area RFR working group meeting on 18 February 2021. The 
presentations and the minutes of the meeting can be consulted in the “Working group on euro risk-free 
rates” section of the ECB website.

79	 The difficulties inherent in determining a dynamic credit spread make it advisable to use a fixed credit 
spread adjustment based on historical averages.

80	 In ISDA contracts, this adjustment was set by Bloomberg on 5 March 2021, once the official announce-
ment of the cessation of Libor had taken place. Bloomberg (2021).
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proposals made by the working groups of other jurisdictions for spot products de-
nominated in USD and GBP that are linked to Libor, the coverage and alignment 
between jurisdictions and between asset classes is facilitated.

The public consultation has received a significant level of response from financial 
market participants and broad support for its approaches.81 The final recommenda-
tion is expected to be formalised before the end of the first half of 2021.

8	 Regulatory response to tough legacy contracts

There are a large number of contracts and instruments linked to Libor around the 
world expiring after 31 December 2021 that do not contain sufficiently strong fall-
back clauses to cover the cessation or winding down of this index and that cannot 
be renegotiated to incorporate a contractual fallback provision prior to that date. 
These are the contracts known as tough legacy contracts.

In order to prevent these contracts from being affected, on cessation of the bench-
mark, by contractual frustration and litigation that could significantly disrupt the 
functioning of the financial markets, solutions to guarantee the continuous orderly 
operation of these contracts and instruments have been arbitrated in different juris-
dictions, which refer to debt, loans, time deposits, securities and derivatives, so as to 
address systemic risks.82

In the European Union, an amendment to the Benchmark Regulation (BMR Re-
view)83 was approved to introduce a mechanism that allows the European Commis-
sion to designate a legal substitute rate, based on the recommendations made by the 
specific working groups on alternative indices, which will be applied to all contracts 
and financial instruments that do not contain a substitute index, permanently and 
subject to the legislation of a Member State of the European Union. In this way, the 
continuity of these contracts would be guaranteed within a framework of legal cer-
tainty.

Likewise, this new legislation contemplates the possible legal substitution of bench-
marks in contracts with fallback provisions, but in which the application of these 
would jeopardise financial stability and lead to market disturbance in a Member 
State. Exhibit 1 contains a synopsis of the amendments introduced by the BMR Re-
view.

81	 A summary of the responses to this consultation can be found in ECB (2021a), published in the “Working 
group on euro risk-free rates” section of the ECB website.

82	 An analysis of the difficulties in the transition of existing tough legacy contracts can be found in 
Gómez-Yubero (2020).

83	 Regulation (EU) 2021/168 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 10 February 2021, amending 
Regulation (EU) 2016/1011 as regards the exemption of certain third-country spot foreign exchange 
benchmarks and the designation of replacements for certain benchmarks in cessation, and amending 
Regulation (EU) No. 648/2012.
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Amendment of the BMR due to the disappearance of Libor	 EXHIBIT 1

The recent BMR amendment (published on 12 February 2021), which has been 
negotiated and approved in record time, contains four significant blocks of 
amendments:

i)	� Mechanism of legal substitution in all types of contracts of an index of 
systemic importance in the case of its disappearance.

The end of the transitional period of application of European regulations in the 
United Kingdom as of 31 December 2020 (as a result of the Brexit agreements) 
means that Libor is no longer considered a critical index according to the BMR. 
This, together with the fact that Libor will disappear or will cease to be used from 
the end of 2021 (in the case of USD Libor, June 2023) has motivated the authori-
ties of the European Union to implement reforms to provide a legal solution for 
tough legacy contracts, in other words, those expiring beyond 2021 (or, where 
appropriate, 2023) that cannot be modified to replace the index or to include 
an appropriate fallback provision.

The modification of the BMR approved in the European Union gives the Europe-
an Commission the power to designate a substitute index (based on the recom-
mendations of the working groups put forward by the central banks) to replace 
the index that is discontinued for all instruments and contracts that do not con-
tain a permanently applicable surrogate index. The substitution will be applica-
ble to all types of instruments and contracts subject to the laws of a Member State 
of the European Union and to those between European parties that are subject 
to the legislation of third States that do not contain an equivalent mechanism to 
address the discontinuation of the index.

This substitution may also be applied in contracts in which the underlying indi-
ces, even having substitute indices of permanent application, no longer fully or 
significantly reflect the underlying market or the economic reality that is intend-
ed to be measured with the index being discontinued, which could lead to an ad-
verse impact on financial stability in a Member State, based on an assessment by 
the competent authority. In these cases, two additional requirements must also 
be met that seek to preserve the principle of freedom of agreement in contracts: 
i) that one of the parties to the contract objects to its application and ii) that the 
parties have not agreed on another alternative rate.

The authority determining the negative impact could be a macroprudential 
authority or systemic risk council, or a central bank. Their designation must be 
communicated to the European Commission and ESMA within six months of the 
approval of the regulation.

This mechanism will be applicable in the event of the disappearance of a critical 
or systemically important index, so it would also be applicable in the event of the 
disappearance of Euribor. This would guarantee the continuity of contracts that 
do not contain adequate substitutes and would avoid a negative impact on the 
functioning of the markets and on financial stability.
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ii)	� Extension of the transition period applicable to third country bench-
marks.

The deadline for third country benchmarks to be used by supervised entities of 
the European Union before the equivalence decision of the European Commis-
sion (Article 30 of the BMR) or the recognition and validation agreements re-
ferred to in Articles 32 and 33 of the BMR are obtained has been extended until 
December 2023. However, the European Commission is empowered to extend 
this period by means of a delegated act for a maximum of two years if, after the 
analysis that must be submitted before June 2023, it is demonstrated that 
the envisaged period is detrimental or represents a threat to financial stability 
in the European Union.

This extension has been a widespread demand by the European financial indus-
try in order to avoid a competitive disadvantage in world markets and, at the 
same time, allow policy makers to carry out a comprehensive review of the cur-
rent third country regime in the BMR framework.

The third-country regime envisaged in the BMR has not been as effective as ex-
pected since, on the one hand, equivalence agreements are not a viable alterna-
tive, since the vast majority of jurisdictions outside the European Union have not 
introduced a regulation equivalent to the BMR. Where regulation has been adopt-
ed, it generally only covers systemically important interest rate benchmarks and 
occasionally currency benchmarks. On the other hand, neither the recognition 
nor the approval mechanisms have been effective for this purpose, due to the 
complexity and high cost that many third-country index administrators that are 
provided free of charge incur in reaching agreements with European Union enti-
ties willing to assume the surveillance function required by the BMR.

iii)	� Exclusion of the BMR from certain non-convertible currency indices.

Also related to the expiry of the transition period for third-country indices and in 
order to avoid damage to companies that need to hedge non-deliverable curren-
cies due to exchange restrictions in some countries, certain benchmark indices of 
spot currencies administered in third countries (by entities other than central 
banks) when they are not normally freely convertible are excluded from the 
scope of application of the BMR. The European Commission will publish the list 
of excluded indices in June 2023, after the corresponding public consultation.

iv)	 Relief of collateralisation and centralised clearing requirements.

The interest rate benchmark reform has prompted a series of global initiatives 
aimed at removing certain obstacles to contract amendment in order to replace 
the indices with the new RFRs or to include suitable fallback provisions. In the 
European Union, Article 28.2 of the BMR also requires that the supervised enti-
ties reflect these clauses in all their contracts with clients, which obliges them 
to amend a significant number of derivatives contracts linked not only to inter-
est rates but to other indices such as currency, commodities, share, credit indi-
ces and others.
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In order to prevent derivatives contracts exempted (in accordance with Articles 4 
and 11 of EMIR) from bilateral collateralisation or centralised clearing require-
ments from losing this exemption when they are amended to adjust to the reform, 
the corresponding exemption under EMIR has been included (through a new 
Article 13 bis), thereby following the recommendations of the FSB and the ac-
tions followed in other jurisdictions such as the United States, Asia or Australia.

Legislative solutions for the tough legacy problem are also being considered in 
the United Kingdom and the United States. The UK Government has announced 
its intention of putting forward legislation that would empower the FCA to pro-
tect entities that are not able to amend their contracts, urging the Libor adminis-
trator to modify the calculation methodology to allow its use in these contracts 
for a period of time limited to 10 years.84 The methodological change, which 
would be carried out only for certain terms and currencies, would be similar to 
the change made in Eonia (which is currently calculated as €STR plus a spread of 
8.5 basis points); in other words, starting from the risk-free rates chosen for each 
currency area, adjusting for the term of the contract and with a spread that in-
cludes the credit margin. This solution, known as the tracking benchmark ap-
proach or synthetic Libor, would only be used for legacy contracts, not in new 
contracts.

Coinciding with the official announcement of the cessation of Libor that took place 
on 5 March 2021, the FCA stated its intention to consider the publication of a syn-
thetic Libor that could be calculated with a forward-looking methodology from the 
forward versions (term rate) of the corresponding RFRs (SONIA, TONAR, SOFR) 
plus the spread set in the ISDA IBOR Fallbacks Protocol. The synthetic methodology 
would be applied to the following terms and currencies:

–– GBP Libor: 1, 3 and 6 months, for a time to be determined.

–– JPY Libor: 1, 3 and 6 months, for 1 additional year.

–– USD Libor: 1, 3 and 6 months, for a time to be determined.

In the United States, the ARRC working group has proposed legislation similar to 
the new framework approved in the European Union, that is, the legal designation 
of a surrogate index for contracts lacking adequate fallbacks.

These solutions are, for now, projects in the consultation or negotiation phase, so it 
will be necessary to wait for the corresponding standards to be approved. However, 
time is of the essence and it is important that these solutions progress rapidly, as has 
already happened in the European Union.

Although a more coordinated line of action would have been desirable in all jurisdic-
tions to avoid legal uncertainty for contracts between parties belonging to different 

84	 HM Treasury (2020).
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jurisdictions, it is unlikely to occur due to the difficulty of identifying a single solu-
tion valid for all types of circumstances and cash and derivatives products. There-
fore, market participants should continue their efforts to actively move away from 
Libor before the end of 2021, realising that there may be legislative solutions that 
provide relief for some legacy products, but not for all.

9	 Conclusions and next steps

The official announcement of the cessation of Libor has marked a definitive mile-
stone for the completion of the interest rate benchmark reforms that began almost 
a decade ago. The time remaining before the benchmark disappears is short, but the 
path is not without obstacles.

The main objectives of the Anglo-Saxon working groups include facilitating the 
transition from Libor to SONIA and SOFR throughout 2021 and in the case of 
the dollar before June 2023. Regulatory pressure is mounting to ensure that the best 
practices and adaptation schedules recommended by central banks and internation-
al financial authorities are met.

However, the transition is especially complex, since it will mark a paradigm shift for 
the markets, which implies the definition of new products, the amendment and re-
negotiation of existing ones and the solution of legal, accounting, technological, op-
erational and fiscal issues in some cases.

Furthermore, the need to create a liquid market for risk-free rates and standardised 
market conventions across jurisdictions is an added difficulty in the development of 
transition plans.

Unlike the breakthrough approach chosen in the Anglo-Saxon sphere, the Euro area 
solution is less disruptive as the disappearance of the Euribor is not envisaged, at 
least in the medium term. However, the reform of its methodology and control en-
vironment mean that it has been authorised in accordance with the new regulations. 
The crisis caused by COVID-19 has been a tough test that the index has successfully 
passed, which corroborates its strength, the success of the methodology reform and 
the reliability of the index for users.

However, it is also advisable to develop alternative markets, in this case, the market 
linked to €STR, to ensure there are sufficient options to reduce any excessive de-
pendency on traditional indices, as recommended by the FSB in its 2014 report. The 
development of the markets linked to €STR is still low, in terms of issuance of in-
struments and derivatives. It is expected that with the demise of Eonia, liquidity will 
automatically shift to €STR and this, in turn, will allow suitable fallbacks for Euribor 
to be established based on forward-looking methodology.

In short, the outlook for reference rates based on unsecured money markets in the 
Euro area is characterised by the coexistence of various types of benchmarks: 
Euribor, €STR and their derivatives based on both backward-looking and for-
ward-looking methodology, which will offer different alternatives to users, better 
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legal coverage of contracts and instruments, and eliminate concentration in a sin-
gle index and, therefore, reduce the risks posed by an excessive concentration in 
interbank indices in their previous format.

As seen up until now, completing this process will require intensive coordinated 
action by the public and private sectors. 
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Annex	 Global overview of the interest rate benchmark reform

Geographical 
area Currency

IBOR 
index Administrator

Risk free 
index Administrator Index type Approach Status of the reform

Euro area EUR Euribor
Eonia

EMMI €STR European 
Central Bank

Non-
collateralised

Multi-index Euribor authorised under BMR
Eonia in transition to €STR

Ongoing fallback for Euribor

United 
Kingdom

GBP Libor ICE SONIA Bank of 
England

Non-
collateralised

Single index Preparation for the cessation of 
Libor in progress

Developing a forward-looking 
approach

USA USD Libor ICE SOFR New York 
Federal 
Reserve

Collateralised Single index Possibility of cessation of USD 
Libor being delayed to June 2023

Developing a forward-looking 
approach based on futures, OIS

Switzerland CHF Libor ICE SARON SIX Swiss 
Exchange

Collateralised Single index Preparation for the cessation of 
Libor in progress

Possible development of a 
forward-looking approach

Japan JPY Libor ICE TONA or 
TIBOR

Japan’s 
Bankers 

Association 

Non-
collateralised

Multi-index Preparation for the cessation of 
Libor in progress

Developing a forward-looking 
approach

Australia AUD BBSV ASX AONIA Reserve Bank 
of Australia

Non-
collateralised

Multi-index Preparation for the cessation of 
Libor in progress

Possible development of a 
forward index

Improved fallback clauses

Brazil BRL DI Rate CETIP Selic Central Bank 
of Brazil

Collateralised Multi-index Reform of the current Selic index 
to adapt it to IOSCO principles in 

progress

Canada CAD CDOR Refinitiv RUN Bank of 
Canada

Collateralised Multi-index Analysing the possibility of 
developing a forward RFR index

Analysing the implications of the 
transition from IBOR to RFR

Hong Kong HKD HIBOR HKAB HONIA Treasury 
Market 

Association

Non-
collateralised

Multi-index Forward HONIA Publication

Mexico MXN TIIE Bank of 
Mexico

Overnight 
TIIE

Bank of 
Mexico

Collateralised Multi-index Creation of a working group at 
the national level

Development of an OIS market 
linked to RFR

Singapore SGD SOR Singapore 
Banking 

Association

SORA Singapore 
Banking 

Association

Non-
collateralised

Single index Public consultation on the 
transition from the spot market to 

a single index approach

South Africa CZAR JIBAR SARB ZARONIA Non-
collateralised

Multi-index Developing the framework to 
ensure a smooth transition

Turkey TRY TRLibor Turkish Banks 
Association

TLREF Istanbul Stock 
Exchange

Collateralised Multi-index Developing an OIS curve  
up to 10 years

Source: FSB (2020c) and CNMV.
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Since the publication of the CNMV Bulletin for the fourth quarter of 2020, the fol-
lowing legislative developments have occurred:

National regulations

–	� Royal Decree-Law 5/2021, of 12 March, on extraordinary measures to support 
business solvency in response to the COVID-19 pandemic.

	� The Second Final Provision reinforces the legal framework for the protection 
of citizens and investors with regard to the advertising of new instruments 
and financial assets in the digital area.

	� Crypto-assets, understood to be digital representations of value or rights that 
can be transferred and stored electronically using distributed ledger technolo-
gy or similar, are increasing in the financial system, and there is still no specif-
ic regulatory framework at the European level.

	� These technologies present some risks today. Firstly, they allow transactions to 
be made anonymously, which means they can more easily be used for illegal 
purposes. Secondly, proper custody of the customer codes associated with 
crypto-assets is crucial to provide services in relation to these assets and for 
customer protection. Thirdly, they are being offered with growing frequency as 
an object of investment, both to specialist investors and to the general public.

	� The CNMV and the Bank of Spain published a joint statement on 9 February 
2021, building on another statement from 2018, in which they warn about the 
risks that these new type of assets pose for participants in the financial system 
and in particular for small investors. The statement highlights the complexity, 
volatility and potential lack of liquidity of these investments.

	� Therefore, to strengthen investor protection, a new Article 240 bis has been in-
cluded in the Second Final Provision of Royal Legislative Decree 4/2015, of 23 
October, approving the recast text of the Spanish Securities Market Act, to grant 
the CNMV powers to exercise administrative control over the advertising of 
crypto-assets and other assets and instruments that are not regulated in the Se-
curities Market Act and that are offered as an investment proposal. The CNMV 
is also empowered to develop the objective and subjective scope, as well as the 
control mechanisms and procedures that will be applied, through a Circular.

–	� Law 2/2021, of 29 March, on urgent prevention, containment and coordination 
measures to address the health crisis caused by COVID-19.

	� The Fourth Final Provision amends Article 40 and repeals Article 42 of Royal 
Decree-Law 8/2020, of 17 March, on extraordinary urgent measures to address 
the economic and social impact of COVID-19, in order to extend to 31 Decem-
ber 2020 the possibility that even when not provided for in the articles of 
association, meetings of governance and management bodies of associations, 
civil and commercial companies, the governance bodies of cooperative compa-
nies and foundation boards of trustees may be held by video conference or by 

https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2021-3946
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2021-3946
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2021/03/30/pdfs/BOE-A-2021-4908.pdf
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2021/03/30/pdfs/BOE-A-2021-4908.pdf
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conference call, and also that their resolutions may be adopted in writing and 
without holding a meeting if decided by the chairman or at the request of at 
least two of the members of the body.

	� The Fourth Final Provision also introduces a Section Three, to apply, during 
2021, to the capital companies provided for in Article 1 of Royal Legislative 
Decree 1/2010, of 2 July, approving the recast text of the Spanish Corporate 
Enterprises Act, the following exceptional measures:

	 •	� In the case of public limited companies, even when not provided for in 
the articles of association, the board of directors may establish attend-
ance by telematic means and distance voting in the call for the general 
meeting under the terms provided in Articles 182 and 189 of Royal Legis-
lative Decree 1/2010, of 2 July, and Article 521 of the same legal text, in 
addition to holding the meeting anywhere in Spain. The management 
body may establish in the call announcement that the meeting will be 
held exclusively using telematic means.

	 •	� Exceptionally, in 2021, even when not provided for in the articles of asso-
ciation, the board meetings or assemblies of associates or partners of all 
other private law legal entities (associations, civil companies and cooper-
atives) may be held by video conference or by conference call, provided 
that all the people who have the right to attend or those who represent 
them have the necessary means available to access the meeting online 
and that the secretary is able to identify them, which will be recorded in 
the meeting minutes and sent immediately to the corresponding email 
addresses.

	 •	� Likewise, in 2021, meetings of foundation boards of trustees may be held 
by video conference or by conference call, provided that all the members 
of the body have the necessary means available to access the meeting and 
the secretary of the body is able to identify them, which will be recorded 
in the minutes.

	 •	� Further, in 2021, meetings of management bodies of associations, civil 
and commercial companies and the governance bodies of cooperative 
companies may be held by video conference or by conference call, pro-
vided that all members of the body have the necessary means available to 
access the meeting and the secretary of the body is able to identify them, 
which will be recorded in the minutes.

–	 �Royal Decree 203/2021, of 30 March, approving the Regulation of the work 
and functioning of the public sector using electronic means.

	� Law 39/2015, of 1 October, on the common administrative procedure of public 
administrations and Law 40/2015, of 1 October, on the legal regime of the pub-
lic sector establish the right of citizens to interact with public administrations 
using electronic means and include the elements that make up the legal frame-
work for the electronic functioning of public administrations, introducing a 
model that goes beyond the concept behind Law 11/2007, of 22 June, on the 

https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2021/03/31/pdfs/BOE-A-2021-5032.pdf
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2021/03/31/pdfs/BOE-A-2021-5032.pdf
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2021/03/31/pdfs/BOE-A-2021-5032.pdf
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electronic access of citizens to public services and its partial regulatory imple-
mentation in the central government and associated or dependent public bod-
ies through Royal Decree 1671/2009, of 6 November, according to which elec-
tronic processing is no more than a way of managing procedures.

	� The Regulation that approves this Royal Decree has four main objectives: to 
improve administrative efficiency, increase transparency and involvement, 
guarantee easily usable digital services and improve legal certainty.

	� In the first place, it seeks to improve administrative efficiency to make a fully 
electronic and interconnected public administration service effective. Thus, 
the use of electronic means established in Law 39/2015, of 1 October, and Law 
40/2015, of 1 October, has been implemented and specified, to guarantee, 
on the one hand, that administrative procedures are processed by the govern-
ment electronically, and, on the other, that citizens interact with the government 
using these means in the cases in which this is mandatory or in those in which 
they voluntarily decide to do so.

	� A second objective is to increase the transparency of administrative work and 
the involvement of citizens in the eGovernment process. Therefore, the func-
tioning of the electronic General Access Point (eGAP) and the Citizen Folder in 
the State Public Sector has been developed.

	� Third, the Regulation seeks to guarantee digital services that are easy to use, so 
that the relationship between the interested party and the government is 
straightforward, intuitive and effective when using the electronic channel.

	� Fourth, it seeks to improve legal certainty. The overlapping of different legal 
regimes has been eliminated. The Regulation that was previously in force un-
der Royal Decree 1671/2009, of 6 November, has been adapted and integrated 
into this Regulation and subsequently definitively repealed and the Regulation 
has been adapted to the new framework of Law 39/2015, of 1 October, and Law 
40/2015, of 1 October.

	� The Royal Decree consists of a single article that approves the Regulation 
of the work and functioning of the public sector by electronic means, two tran-
sitional provisions, a repealing provision and five final provisions.

	� Two of the five final provisions amend current regulations. These affect Royal 
Decree 4/2010, of 8 January, which regulates the national interoperability 
scheme in the area of eGovernment and Royal Decree 931/2017, of 27 October, 
which regulates the regulatory impact analysis report.

	� Article 29 of Royal Decree 4/2010, of 8 January, establishes that the national 
interoperability scheme will be implemented and perfected over time in paral-
lel with the progress of eGovernment services, technological developments 
and as the infrastructures that support it are consolidated. Certain aspects of 
its current wording have been amended (Articles 9, 11, 14, 16, 17 and 18), as 
well as the First Additional Provision and the Glossary Annex, while Article 19 
and the Third and Fourth Additional Provisions have been deleted.
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	� Royal Decree 931/2017, of 27 October, has been amended to include in the 
regulatory impact analysis report an analysis of the impact on expenses of 
eGovernment means and services as part of the budgetary impact of the pro-
jects and also to include in the “Other impacts” section the impact of the imple-
mentation or use of eGovernment means and services as a result of the appli-
cation of the projected regulation on those subject to the rule and for the 
organisation and functioning of the Administration.

	� Royal Decree 1671/2009, of 6 November, which partially implements Law 
11/2007, of 22 June, on the electronic access of citizens to public services has 
been repealed.

	� This Royal Decree entered into force on 2 April 2021.

Comisión Nacional del Mercado de Valores (CNMV)

–	 �CNMV Board Resolution, of 11 March 2021, which amends the Internal Regu-
lations of the Commission and the CNMV Board Agreement, of 11 March 2021, 
on the delegation of powers.

	� The CNMV’s internal regulations establish that some matters may be delegat-
ed by the Board to the Executive Committee, the chairman and the vice-chair-
man, or to the general directors of the CNMV, which is usual practice in the 
public administration service. This is reflected in the Agreement for the dele-
gation of powers of 11 March 2021.

–	 �Correction of errors in the CNMV Agreement, of 11 March 2021, on the dele-
gation of powers.

Other

–	 �Bank of Spain Circular 1/2021, of 28 January, which amends Circular 1/2013, 
of 24 May, on the risk information centre, and Circular 5/2012, of 27 June, ad-
dressed to credit institutions and payment service providers, on transparency 
in banking and responsible lending.

	� The main objective of this Circular is to adapt Bank of Spain Circular 1/2013, 
of 24 May, on the risk information centre and Circular 5/2012, of 27 June, 
addressed to credit institutions and payment service providers, on transpar-
ency in banking and responsible lending, to the changes introduced in the 
regulation of the risk information centre and the official benchmark rates by 
Order ETD/699/2020, of 24 July, regulating revolving credit and amending 
Order ECO/697/2004, of 11 March, on the risk information centre; Order 
EHA/1718/2010, of 11 June, on the regulation and control of advertising for 
banking services and products, and Order EHA/2899/2011, of 28 October, on 
transparency and protection of banking services customers.

https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2021-3988
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2021-4142
https://www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.php?id=BOE-A-2021-4142
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2021/03/23/pdfs/BOE-A-2021-4564.pdf
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2021/03/23/pdfs/BOE-A-2021-4564.pdf
https://www.boe.es/boe/dias/2021/01/30/pdfs/BOE-A-2021-1352.pdf
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European Union regulations (in order of publication 
in the OJEU)

–	 �Regulation (EU) 2021/23 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 16 
December 2020, on a framework for the recovery and resolution of central 
counterparties and amending Regulations (EU) No. 1095/2010, (EU) No. 
648/2012, (EU) No. 600/2014, (EU) No. 806/2014 and (EU) 2015/2365 and Di-
rectives 2002/47/EC, 2004/25/CE, 2007/36/CE, 2014/59/EU and (EU) 2017/1132.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 22, of 22/01/2021, pp. 1-102.

–	 �Commission Implementing Decision (EU) 2021/85, of 27 January 2021, on the 
equivalence to the requirements of Regulation (EU) No. 648/2012 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of the regulatory framework of the United States 
of America for central counterparties that are authorised and supervised by 
the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 29, of 28/01/2021, pp. 27-33.

–	 �Regulation (EU) 2021/168 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 10 
February 2021, amending Regulation (EU) 2016/1011 as regards the exemp-
tion of certain third-country spot foreign exchange benchmarks and the desig-
nation of replacements for certain benchmarks in cessation, and amending 
Regulation (EU) No. 648/2012.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 49, of 12/02/2021, pp. 6-17.

–	 �Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/236, of 21 December 2020, 
amending technical standards laid down in Delegated Regulation (EU) 
2016/2251 as regards to the timing of when certain risk management proce-
dures will start to apply for the purpose of the exchange of collateral.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 56, of 17/02/2021, pp. 1-5.

–	 �Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/237, of 21 December 2020, 
amending regulatory technical standards laid down in Delegated Regulations 
(EU) 2015/2205, (EU) 2016/592 and (EU) 2016/1178 as regards the date at 
which the clearing obligation takes effect for certain types of contracts.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 56, of 17/02/2021, pp. 6-9.

–	 �Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 12 
February 2021, establishing the Recovery and Resilience Facility

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 57, of 18/02/2021, pp. 17-75.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0023&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0023&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021D0085&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0168&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0168&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0236&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0237&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0241&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0241&from=EN
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–	 �Communication from the Commission. Technical guide on the application of 
the principle of “do not cause significant harm” under the Regulation on the 
Recovery and Resilience Facility.

	 Published in OJEU (C) No. 58, of 18/02/2021, pp. 1-30.

–	 �European Securities and Markets Authority Decision (EU) 2021/272, of 16 De-
cember 2020, renewing the temporary requirement to natural or legal persons 
who have net short positions to lower the notification thresholds of net short 
positions in relation to the issued share capital of companies whose shares are 
admitted to trading on a regulated market to notify the competent authorities 
above a certain threshold in accordance with point (a) of Article 28(1) of Regu-
lation (EU) No. 236/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 61, of 22/02/2021, pp. 7-26.

–	 �Directive (EU) 2021/338 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 16 
February 2021, amending Directive 2014/65/EU as regards information re-
quirements, product governance and position limits, and Directives 2013/36/
EU and (EU) 2019/878 as regards their application to investment firms, to help 
the recovery from the COVID-19 crisis.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 68, of 26/02/2021, pp. 14-28.

–	 �Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/424, of 17 December 2019, amend-
ing Regulation (EU) No. 575/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Coun-
cil with regard to the alternative standardised approach for market risk.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 84, of 11/03/2021, pp. 1-15.

–	 �Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/437, of 3 March 2021, 
amending Implementing Regulation (EU) No. 1011/2014 as regards changes to 
the model for transmission of financial data, to the model for the payment 
application including additional information concerning financial instruments 
and to the model for the accounts.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 85, of 12/03/2021, pp. 107-146.

–	 �Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2021/451, of 17 December 2020, 
laying down implementing technical standards for the application of Regula-
tion (EU) No. 575/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council with 
regard to supervisory reporting of institutions and repealing Implementing 
Regulation (EU) No. 680/2014.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 97, of 19/03/2021, pp. 1-1,955.

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52021XC0218(01)&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021X0222(01)&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021X0222(01)&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021L0338&qid=1620730939795&from=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021L0338&qid=1620730939795&from=en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0424&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0437&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0451&from=EN
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–	 �Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/539, of 11 February 2021, amend-
ing Delegated Regulation (EU) No. 1222/2014 supplementing Directive 
2013/36/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council with regard to reg-
ulatory technical standards for the specification of the methodology for the 
identification of global systemically important institutions and for the defini-
tion of subcategories of global systemically important institutions.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 108, of 29/03/2021, pp. 10-14.

–	 �Regulation (EU) 2021/523 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 24 
March 2021, establishing the InvestEU Programme and amending Regulation 
(EU) 2015/1017.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 107, of 26/03/2021, pp. 30-89.

–	 �Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/529, of 18 December 2020, estab-
lishing regulatory technical standards amending Delegated Regulation (EU) 
2017/583 as regards adjustment of liquidity thresholds and trade percentiles 
used to determine the size specific to the instrument applicable to certain 
non-equity instruments.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 106, of 26/03/2021, pp. 47-48.

–	 �Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/528, of 16 December 2020, sup-
plementing Regulation (EU) 2017/1129 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council as regards the minimum information content of the document to be 
published for a prospectus exemption in connection with a takeover by means 
of an exchange offer, a merger or a division.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 106, of 26/03/2021, pp. 32-46.

–	 �Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/527, of 15 December 2020, 
amending Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2017/565 as regards the 
thresholds for weekly position reporting.

	 Published in the OJEU (L) No. 106, of 26/03/2021, pp. 30-31.

–	 �Guidelines on disclosure requirements under the Prospectus Regulation 
(4 March 2021). European Securities Market Authority (ESMA).

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0539&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0523&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0523&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0523&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0529&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0528&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32021R0527&from=EN
https://www.esma.europa.eu/document/esma-guidelines-disclosure-requirements-under-prospectus-regulation
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1 	 Markets

1.1	 Equity

Share issues and public offerings1	 TABLE 1.1

    2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

NO. OF ISSUERS                
Total 46 33 28 8 8 8 14 10
  Capital increases 45 33 28 8 8 8 14 10
    Primary offerings 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0
    Bonus issues 12 10 12 5 1 5 6 6
      Of which, scrip dividend 10 9 12 5 1 5 6 6
    Capital increases by conversion 6 3 2 2 0 0 0 0
    For non-monetary consideration 7 2 1 1 0 0 1 1
    With pre-emptive subscription rights 10 8 5 0 1 1 3 0
    Without trading warrants 16 13 9 0 6 2 4 3
  Secondary offerings 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
NO. OF ISSUES         
Total 81 52 40 8 8 8 16 10
  Capital increases 80 52 40 8 8 8 16 10
    Primary offering 2 1 1 0 0 0 1 0
    Bonus issues 17 15 17 5 1 5 6 6
      Of which, scrip dividend 15 14 17 5 1 5 6 6
    Capital increases by conversion 10 4 2 2 0 0 0 0
    For non-monetary consideration 9 2 2 1 0 0 1 1
    With pre-emptive subscription rights 10 9 5 0 1 1 3 0
    Without trading warrants 32 21 13 0 6 2 5 3
  Secondary offerings 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CASH VALUE (millions of euros)         
Total 12,063.2 9,806.0 10,852.1 571.3 1,611.9 5,108.5 3,560.3 2,958.2
  Capital increases 11,329.5 9,806.0 10,852.1 571.3 1,611.9 5,108.5 3,560.3 2,958.2
    Primary offerings 200.1 10.0 150.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 150.1 0.0
    Bonus issues 3,939.7 1,565.4 1,949.0 396.4 93.5 1,083.9 375.2 772.5
      Of which, scrip dividend 3,915.2 1,564.1 1,949.0 396.4 93.5 1,083.9 375.2 772.5
    Capital increases by conversion 388.7 354.9 162.4 162.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    For non-monetary consideration2 2,999.7 2,034.2 233.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 220.5 2,079.2
    With pre-emptive subscription rights 888.4 4,729.8 6,837.2 0.0 50.0 3,999.5 2,787.7 0.0
    Without trading warrants 2,912.9 1,111.8 1,520.3 0.0 1,468.4 25.1 26.8 106.5
  Secondary offerings 733.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
NOMINAL VALUE (millions of euros)         
Total 2,092.4 1,336.9 1,282.0 124.2 30.3 328.3 799.2 2,396.6
  Capital increases 1,810.6 1,336.9 1,282.0 124.2 30.3 328.3 799.2 2,396.6
    Primary offerings 104.9 0.5 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 0.0
    Bonus issues 381.6 307.6 799.6 121.4 1.2 301.7 375.2 303.9
      Of which, scrip dividend 357.1 306.3 799.6 121.4 1.2 301.7 375.2 303.9
    Capital increases by conversion 90.0 16.6 1.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    For non-monetary consideration 557.6 401.0 68.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 66.8 2,079.2
    With pre-emptive subscription rights 611.1 372.1 370.9 0.0 1.0 25.3 344.5 0.0
    Without trading warrants 65.5 239.1 34.1 0.0 28.1 1.3 4.8 13.4
   Secondary offerings 281.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pro memoria: Transactions BME Growth3         
No. of issuers 8 12 9 5 3 2 3 9
No. of issues 12 17 14 6 3 2 3 11
Cash value (millions of euros) 164.5 298.3 238.5 18.3 9.9 36.0 174.3 83.2
  Capital increases 164.5 298.3 238.5 18.3 9.9 36.0 174.3 83.2
    Of which, primary offerings 0.0 229.4 173.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 173.4 0.0
   Secondary offerings 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1	 Registered transactions at the CNMV. Does not include data from BME Growth, ETF or Latibex.
2	 Capital increases for non-monetary consideration are valued at market prices.
3	 Unregistered transactions at the CNMV. Source: BME and CNMV.
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Companies listed1	 TABLE 1.2

    2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

Total electronic market2 133 129 127 129 129 127 127 127
  Of which, foreign companies 8 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
Second market 4 3 0 3 0 0 0 0
  Madrid 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
  Barcelona 3 2 0 2 0 0 0 0
  Bilbao 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Valencia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Open outcry 11 9 11 8 11 11 11 10
  Madrid 4 3 3 2 3 3 3 3
  Barcelona 6 5 6 4 6 6 6 6
  Bilbao 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
  Valencia 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
BME MTF Equity3 2,842 2,709 2,580 2,677 2,653 2,627 2,580 2,530
Latibex 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
1 	 Data at the end of period.
2 	 Without ETFs (Exchange Traded Funds).
3	 Alternative Stock Market.

Capitalisation1	 TABLE 1.3

Millions of euros
    2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I
Total electronic market2 733,656.4 806,064.3 690,101.6 551,292.8 587,384.7 565,124.3 690,101.6 740,998.9
  Of which, foreign companies3 143,598.7 141,671.0 113,478.9 73,645.8 78,273.2 79,132.6 113,478.9 127,137.4
  Ibex 35 444,178.3 494,789.4 424,167.3 352,613.5 377,846.0 355,491.3 424,167.3 424,167.3
Second market 37.4 31.1 0.0 31.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Madrid 1.9 1.9 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Barcelona 35.4 29.2 0.0 29.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Bilbao 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Valencia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Open outcry 1,459.1 1,154.2 1,053.6 1,053.0 1,096.6 1,053.9 1,053.6 1,072.1
  Madrid 219.4 69.8 30.9 58.9 54.0 44.4 30.9 27.1
  Barcelona 1,318.4 1,036.5 956.0 939.6 981.3 944.6 956.0 1,009.5
  Bilbao 56.5 32.9 20.6 32.9 26.0 22.5 20.6 21.2
  Valencia 257.0 80.4 76.0 76.0 76.0 76.0 76.0 45.3
BME MTF Equity4, 5 40,020.7 44,706.4 43,595.5 39,698.8 41,841.8 42,231.5 43,595.5 44,706.5
Latibex 223,491.3 199,022.2 177,210.3 128,748.4 144,296.1 136,210.7 177,210.3 184,754.0
1	 Data at the end of period.
2	 Without ETFs (Exchange Traded Funds).
3	 Capitalisation of foreign companies includes their entire shares, whether they are deposited in Spain or not.
4	 Calculated only with outstanding shares, not including treasury shares, because capital stock is not reported until the end of the year.
5	 Alternative Stock Market
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Trading	 TABLE 1.4

Millions of euros
    2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I
Total electronic market1 583,327.6 462,378.8 421,921.5 127,686.0 108,194.3 82,005.2 104,900.9 92,325.6
  Of which, foreign companies 3,517.1 3,477.8 4,261.3 987.7 1,265.4 1,079.2 941.4 1,056.9
Second market 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Madrid 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Barcelona 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Bilbao 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Valencia 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Open outcry 8.2 6.2 2.5 1.1 0.6 0.2 0.5 2.8
  Madrid 0.7 0.8 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Barcelona 7.4 3.2 2.4 1.0 0.6 0.2 0.5 2.7
  Bilbao 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Valencia 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
BME MTF Equity2 4,216.3 4,014.4 3,919.2 1,145.3 809.5 651.6 1,322.6 971.2
Latibex 151.6 136.4 79.4 29.2 24.5 16.6 9.3 11.2
1	 Without ETFs (Exchange Traded Funds).
2	 Alternative Stock Market.

Trading on the electronic market by type of transaction1	 TABLE 1.5

Millions of euros
    2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I
Regular trading 552,826.8 450,575.7 405,120.5 123,941.0 102,664.3 77,141.0 101,374.2 89,838.4
  Orders 300,217.8 258,242.2 278,516.1 87,831.8 70,418.8 55,007.2 65,258.3 65,154.6
  Put-throughs 48,644.1 38,888.0 42,666.5 12,503.4 9,276.1 9,273.5 11,613.4 10,629.0
  Block trades 203,965.0 153,445.5 83,938.0 23,605.8 22,969.4 12,860.3 24,502.5 14,054.8
Off-hours 1,667.2 3,098.1 4,174.3 1,715.4 1,065.4 456.4 937.2 970.0
Authorised trades 2,597.0 1,706.3 2,001.4 254.7 239.5 938.5 568.8 261.8
Art. 36.1 SMA trades 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tender offers 18,871.7 2,509.5 5,250.9 0.0 2,569.1 2,681.7 0.0 0.0
Public offerings for sale 1,333.2 634.4 967.8 0.0 802.8 0.0 165.0 105.0
Declared trades 200.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Options 3,793.9 3,422.0 3,369.1 980.5 701.6 378.3 1,308.7 747.8
Hedge transactions 2,037.8 1,799.4 1,902.4 794.5 151.6 409.3 546.9 402.7
1	 Without ETFs (Exchange Traded Funds).
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1.2 	 Fixed income

Gross issues registered at the CNMV	 TABLE 1.6

    2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

NO. OF ISSUERS
Total 43 39 47 13 17 13 25 11
  Mortgage-covered bonds 12 12 14 3 8 3 6 3
  Territorial-covered bonds 2 2 3 0 2 3 0 0
  Non-convertible bonds and debentures 13 13 11 6 3 3 8 3
  Convertible bonds and debentures 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Backed securities 14 13 15 2 3 4 6 3
  Commercial paper 13 11 11 2 4 1 4 1
    Of which, asset-backed 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
    Of which, non-asset-backed 12 11 11 2 4 1 4 1
  Other fixed-income issues 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 1
  Preference shares 4 1 2 0 0 1 1 1
NO. OF ISSUES         
Total 303 298 244 59 56 62 67 44
  Mortgage-covered bonds 28 29 26 6 10 4 6 3
  Territorial-covered bonds 2 3 6 0 3 3 0 0
  Non-convertible bonds and debentures 215 205 143 43 24 42 34 28
  Convertible bonds and debentures 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Backed securities 41 48 52 8 11 11 22 10
  Commercial paper1 13 11 11 2 4 1 4 1
    Of which, asset-backed 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
    Of which, non-asset-backed 12 11 11 2 4 1 4 1
  Other fixed-income issues 0 1 4 0 4 0 0 1
  Preference shares 4 1 2 0 0 1 1 1
NOMINAL AMOUNT (millions of euros)         
Total 101,295.6 90,164.5 132,111.3 20,762.7 35,880.4 20,743.1 54,734.5 23,527.2
  Mortgage-covered bonds 26,575.0 22,933.0 22,960.0 6,250.0 11,100.0 1,160.0 4,450.0 3,500.0
  Territorial-covered bonds 2,800.0 1,300.0 9,150.0 0.0 4,750.0 4,400.0 0.0 0.0
  Non-convertible bonds and debentures 35,836.4 29,605.6 33,412.5 6,158.7 924.7 373.2 25,955.9 9,569.3
  Convertible bonds and debentures 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Backed securities 18,145.2 18,740.9 36,281.0 3,065.7 5,059.5 8,193.2 19,962.6 5,030.0
  Commercial paper2 15,089.1 15,085.0 22,291.6 5,288.3 7,780.0 5,616.6 3,616.0 4,229.6
    Of which, asset-backed 240.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Of which, non-asset-backed 14,849.1 15,085.0 22,291.6 5,288.3 7,780.0 5,616.6 3,616.0 4,229.6
  Other fixed-income issues 0.0 1,500.0 6,266.2 0.0 6,266.2 0.0 0.0 823.3
  Preference shares 2,850.0 1,000.0 1,750.0 0.0 0.0 1,000.0 750.0 375.0
Pro memoria:         
Subordinated issues 4,923.0 3,213.5 14,312.1 860.7 516.0 2,020.2 10,915.2 1,022.2
Underwritten issues 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1	 Shelf registrations.
2	 The figures for commercial paper refer to the amount placed.

Issues admitted to trading on AIAF1	 TABLE 1.7

Nominal amount in millions of euros
2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I
Total 76,751.3 114,034.0 119,230.2 26,909.2 38,581.3 20,295.8 33,443.9 45,078.9
  Commercial paper 15,007.0 15,036.1 22,293.8 4,126.3 8,951.9 4,264.1 4,951.4 2,902.1
  Bonds and debentures 19,234.2 45,082.0 20,407.1 16,299.0 909.3 294.1 2,904.7 33,340.8
  Mortgage-covered bonds 19,935.0 29,375.0 23,058.3 5,448.3 12,100.0 1,160.0 4,350.0 3,600.0
  Territorial-covered bonds 800.0 3,300.0 9,150.0 0.0 4,750.0 4,400.0 0.0 0.0
  Backed securities 18,925.2 18,740.9 36,281.0 1,035.7 5,580.0 9,177.5 20,487.8 4,030.0
  Preference shares 2,850.0 1,000.0 1,750.0 0.0 0.0 1,000.0 750.0 375.0
  Matador bonds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Other fixed-income issues 0.0 1,500.0 6,290.1 0.0 6,290.1 0.0 0.0 831.0
1	 Only corporate bonds are included.
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AIAF. Issuers, issues and outstanding balance	 TABLE 1.8

    2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

NO. OF ISSUERS                
Total 353 331 321 327 325 323 321 316
  Corporate bonds 320 299 289 295 293 291 289 282
    Commercial paper 9 9 8 9 9 8 8 7
    Bonds and debentures 45 40 41 39 39 40 41 41
    Mortgage-covered bonds 40 35 29 35 36 30 29 29
    Territorial-covered bonds 7 7 8 7 7 8 8 8
    Backed securities 244 227 222 224 223 224 222 216
    Preference shares 7 6 5 6 5 5 5 4
    Matador bonds 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
  Government bonds 33 32 32 32 32 32 32 34
    Letras del Tesoro 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
    Long government bonds 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
    Regional government debt 14 13 13 13 13 13 13 13
    Foreign public debt 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 12
    Other public debt 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
NO. OF ISSUES         
Total 2,851 2,775 2,610 2,701 2,682 2,646 2,610 2,574
  Corporate bonds 1,917 1,834 1,655 1,765 1,719 1,677 1,655 1,600
    Commercial paper 106 84 53 67 78 49 53 26
    Bonds and debentures 737 718 589 678 620 604 589 573
    Mortgage-covered bonds 213 209 200 212 215 207 200 200
    Territorial-covered bonds 20 23 22 21 21 22 22 22
    Backed securities 828 787 777 774 773 782 777 765
    Preference shares 8 8 9 8 7 8 9 9
    Matador bonds 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
  Government bonds 934 941 955 936 963 969 955 974
    Letras del Tesoro 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
    Long government bonds 243 236 231 237 237 233 231 232
    Regional government debt 164 173 167 164 169 176 167 164
    Foreign public debt 502 508 533 511 533 536 533 554
    Other public debt 13 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
OUTSTANDING BALANCE1 
(millions of euros)

        

Total 6,663,565.5 6,421,003.0 6,297,532.5 6,412,421.1 6,478,122.2 6,414,281.5 6,297,532.5 6,439,031.5
  Corporate bonds 448,394.4 463,816.1 464,170.7 465,404.2 479,780.9 478,091.0 464,170.7 479,648.0
    Commercial paper 9,308.7 6,423.1 4,812.4 5,840.2 6,401.8 4,675.1 4,812.4 3,245.0
    Bonds and debentures 47,894.0 62,477.8 53,696.1 69,882.2 75,780.5 75,743.3 53,696.1 78,185.6
    Mortgage-covered bonds 183,266.8 195,719.1 199,054.1 199,396.8 207,478.3 202,543.3 199,054.1 197,648.2
    Territorial-covered bonds 18,362.3 20,762.3 18,262.3 17,762.3 19,112.3 18,512.3 18,262.3 18,262.3
    Backed securities 185,002.7 172,878.9 181,341.0 166,967.9 165,753.2 170,362.2 181,341.0 175,017.1
    Preference shares 4,245.0 5,240.0 6,690.0 5,240.0 4,940.0 5,940.0 6,690.0 6,975.0
    Matador bonds 314.8 314.8 314.8 314.8 314.8 314.8 314.8 314.8
  Government bonds 6,215,171.1 5,957,186.8 5,833,361.8 5,947,017.0 5,998,341.3 5,936,190.4 5,833,361.8 5,959,383.5
    Letras del Tesoro 70,442.2 68,335.5 79,765.7 68,888.5 81,414.0 88,038.0 79,765.7 82,265.0
    Long government bonds 918,000.0 937,290.9 1,026,625.5 1,006,709.3 1,057,726.8 1,067,073.6 1,026,625.5 1,059,837.2
    Regional government debt 33,100.4 35,247.6 32,775.5 31,493.3 32,097.8 32,815.4 32,775.5 33,894.9
    Foreign public debt 5,192,055.3 4,914,792.7 4,692,674.9 4,838,405.6 4,825,582.4 4,746,743.2 4,692,674.9 4,781,866.2
    Other public debt 1,573.2 1,520.2 1,520.2 1,520.2 1,520.2 1,520.2 1,520.2 1,520.2
1	 Nominal amount.
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AIAF. Trading	 TABLE 1.9

Nominal amount in millions of euros
2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I
BY TYPE OF ASSET                
Total 94,241.3 158,807.2 140,509.4 45,994.9 53,413.4 25,232.4 15,868.7 21,502.7
  Corporate bonds 435.4 275.2 170.2 61.8 27.5 36.4 44.5 38.9
    Commercial paper 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Bonds and debentures 427.0 260.0 169.4 61.4 27.5 36.2 44.3 38.9
    Mortgage-covered bonds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Territorial-covered bonds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Backed securities 7.3 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Preference shares 1.2 1.4 0.8 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0
    Matador bonds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Government bonds 93,805.8 158,532.0 140,339.2 45,933.1 53,385.9 25,196.0 15,824.2 21,463.8
    Letras del Tesoro 24,766.7 25,858.4 27,975.5 5,504.2 12,722.2 5,472.2 4,276.9 2,076.0
    Long government bonds 56,122.5 92,592.8 83,478.8 30,410.2 30,920.3 13,865.2 8,283.1 11,484.2
    Regional government debt 3.2 35.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Foreign public debt 12,913.5 40,027.8 28,884.9 10,018.6 9,743.4 5,858.6 3,264.3 7,903.5
    Other public debt 0.0 18.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
BY TYPE OF TRANSACTION         
Total 94,241.3 158,807.2 140,509.4 45,994.9 53,413.4 25,232.4 15,868.7 21,502.7
  Outright 94,241.3 158,807.2 140,509.4 45,994.9 53,413.4 25,232.4 15,868.7 21,502.7
  Repos 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Sell-buybacks/Buy-sellbacks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

AIAF. Third-party trading. By purchaser sector	 TABLE 1.10

Nominal amount in millions of euros
2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I
Total 92,661.9 158,792.5 140,495.9 45,990.7 53,407.9 25,230.1 15,867.2 21,492.7
  Non-financial companies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Financial institutions 92,661.9 158,792.5 140,495.9 45,990.7 53,407.9 25,230.1 15,867.2 21,492.7
    Credit institutions 437.9 385.5 176.6 56.4 37.4 22.1 60.7 34.7
    CIS, insurance and pension funds 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Other financial institutions 92,224.0 158,407.0 140,319.3 45,934.3 53,370.4 25,208.0 15,806.5 21,458.0
  General government 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Households and NPISHs1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Rest of the world 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1	 Non-profit institutions serving households.
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Equity markets. Issuers, issues and outstanding balances	 TABLE 1.11

    2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

NO. OF ISSUERS
Total 14 13 11 12 12 12 11 11
  Private issuers 6 5 4 5 5 5 4 4
    Non-financial companies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
    Financial institutions 6 5 4 5 5 5 4 4
  General government1 8 8 7 7 7 7 7 7
    Regional governments 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
NO. OF ISSUES      
Total 58 54 44 52 52 50 44 53
  Private issuers 19 16 11 16 16 16 11 11
    Non-financial companies 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
    Financial institutions 19 16 11 16 16 16 11 11
  General government1 39 38 33 36 36 34 33 42
    Regional governments 21 20 18 18 18 18 18 27
OUTSTANDING BALANCES2 (millions of euros)      
Total 8,268.3 7,340.4 6,158.4 6,249.6 6,242.6 6,227.9 6,158.4 8,830.8
  Private issuers 589.8 481.1 366.3 464.2 449.1 435.6 366.3 353.6
    Non-financial companies 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
    Financial institutions 589.8 481.1 366.3 464.2 449.1 435.6 366.3 353.6
  General government1 7,678.5 6,859.2 5,792.2 5,785.5 5,793.5 5,792.3 5,792.2 8,477.2
    Regional governments 6,959.7 6,260.7 5,179.3 5,179.3 5,179.3 5,179.3 5,179.3 7,862.8
1	 Without public book-entry debt.
2	 Nominal amount.

SENAF. Public debt trading by type	 TABLE 1.12

Nominal amounts in millions of euros
2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I
Total 96,708.0 150,634.0 120,706.0 28,005.0 31,167.0 24,130.0 37,404.0 29,061.0
  Outright 96,708.0 150,634.0 120,706.0 28,005.0 31,167.0 24,130.0 37,404.0 29,061.0
  Sell-buybacks/Buy-sellbacks 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Others 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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1.3 	 Derivatives and other products

1.3.1	 Financial derivative markets: MEFF

Trading on MEFF	 TABLE 1.13

Number of contracts
2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I
Debt products 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Debt futures1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ibex 35 products2, 3 6,983,287 6,625,993 6,395,357 2,135,233 1,325,909 1,427,735 1,506,481 1,316,423
  Ibex 35 plus futures 6,342,478 5,965,905 5,905,782 1,992,435 1,231,531 1,328,472 1,353,344 1,274,216
  Futuro mini sobre Ibex 35 149,023 145,489 154,351 61,984 30,785 30,218 31,363 26,918
  Ibex 35 micro futures 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Ibex 35 dividend impact futures 70,725 144,831 91,571 10,122 8,225 24,922 48,302 15,289
  Ibex 35 sector futures 2,745 6 0 0 0 0 0 0
  Call mini options4 193,480 177,369 104,132 36,055 18,825 12,461 36,792 – 
  Put mini options4 224,835 192,393 139,521 34,636 36,543 31,662 36,680 – 
Stock products5 31,412,879 32,841,027 30,313,892 9,850,736 7,531,055 4,226,165 8,705,936 7,155,442
  Futures 10,703,192 15,298,027 10,968,411 3,437,527 3,657,008 875,676 2,998,200 3,153,650
  Stock dividend futures 471,614 758,700 130,055 62,040 4,200 7,800 56,015 0
  Stock plus dividend futures 200 0 7,752 0 3,264 612 3,876 3,956
  Call options4 7,761,974 7,405,619 8,564,019 3,216,199 1,393,792 1,880,966 2,073,062 – 
  Put options4 12,475,899 9,378,681 10,643,655 3,134,970 2,472,791 1,461,111 3,574,783 – 
1 	 Contract size: €100,000. 
2 	 The number of Ibex 35 mini futures (multiples of €1) and micro futures (multiples of €0.1) was standardised to the size of the Ibex 35 plus futures (multiples of €10). 
3 	 Contract size: Ibex 35, €10. 
4 	 No reliable information is available to elaborate the breakdown
5 	 Contract size: 100 stocks. 

1.3.2	 Warrants, option buying and selling contracts, and ETF (Exchange-Traded Funds)

Issues registered at the CNMV	 TABLE 1.14

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

WARRANTS
Premium amount (millions of euros) 2,084.9 1,837.7 1,167.7 219.4 453.3 0.6 494.4 585.3
  On stocks 819.0 901.4 445.7 72.1 202.0 0.0 171.6 200.3
  On indexes 1,160.5 809.3 674.0 139.8 233.7 0.6 299.8 343.7
  Other underlyings1 105.5 127.1 48.1 7.5 17.7 0.0 22.9 41.3
Number of issues 5,231 5,496 3,081 646 1,426 1 1,008 1,264
Number of issuers 5 6 5 3 2 1 3 3
OPTION BUYING AND SELLING CONTRACTS         
Nominal amounts (millions of euros) 953.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  On stocks 950.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  On indexes 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Other underlyings1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Number of issues 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Number of issuers 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 	 It includes the following underlying: baskets of stocks, exchange rates, interest rates and commodities.
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Equity markets. Warrants and ETF trading	 TABLE 1.15

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

WARRANTS                
Trading (millions of euros) 435.2 291.6 319.7 86.4 82.1 71.3 80.0 74.9
  On Spanish stocks 93.3 81.1 121.1 20.5 28.3 29.7 42.6 43.9
  On foreign stocks 31.6 19.7 26.0 9.6 6.5 5.3 4.6 4.9
  On indexes 305.5 186.6 161.7 53.1 44.8 34.7 29.1 24.2
  Other underlyings1 4.8 3.7 10.9 3.2 2.4 1.6 3.6 1.9
Number of issues2 3,986 3,605 3,785 1,095 1,074 805 811 878
Number of issuers2 7 8 7 7 7 6 4 4
CERTIFICATES         
Trading (millions of euros) 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Number of issues2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Number of issuers2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
ETFs         
Trading (millions of euros) 3,027.6 1,718.8 2,548.1 819.0 671.4 436.0 621.6 400.5
Number of funds 6 6 5 5 5 5 5 5
Assets3 (millions of euros) 288.9 229.2 241.5 205.5 234.0 206.6 241.4 245.1
1	 It includes the following underlying: baskets of stocks, exchange rates, interest rates and commodities.
2	 Issues or issuers which were traded in each period.
3	 Only assets from national collective investment schemes are included because assets from foreign schemes are not available. 
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2 	 Investment services

Investment services. Spanish firms, branches and agents	 TABLE 2.1

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

BROKER-DEALERS                
Spanish firms 39 39 38 37 38 38 38 36
Branches in Spain 25 19 14 18 17 14 14 14
Agents operating in Spain 2,027 1,944 1,407 1,698 1,397 1,385 1,407 1,367
Branches in EEA1 9 9 8 9 9 9 8 8
Firms providing services in EEA1 24 25 25 25 26 25 25 23
Passports to operate in EEA1, 2 172 205 205 205 205 205 205 175
BROKERS         
Spanish firms 52 56 57 56 55 57 57 60
Branches in Spain 21 23 24 23 23 23 24 24
Agents operating in Spain 414 361 353 338 328 356 353 331
Branches in EEA1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 0
Firms providing services in EEA1 25 24 30 25 24 28 30 32
Passports to operate in EEA1, 2 150 144 205 146 146 153 205 213
PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT COMPANIES         
Spanish firms 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
FINANCIAL ADVISORY FIRMS         
Spanish firms 158 140 140 140 139 139 140 139
Branches in Spain 21 22 23 21 21 23 23 22
Branches in EEA1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
Firms providing services in EEA1 29 29 27 26 28 28 27 27
Passports to operate in EEA1, 2 51 51 47 48 50 50 47 49
CREDIT INSTITUTIONS3         
Spanish firms 114 112 111 111 111 111 111 110
1 	 EEA: European Economic Area.
2 	 Number of passports to provide services in the EEA. The same entity may provide investment services in one or more Member States.
3 	 Source: Banco de España [Bank of Spain] and CNMV.

Investment services. Foreign firms	 TABLE 2.2

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I

Total 3,474 3,567 3,617 3,562 3,588 3,607 3,617 1,333
  Investment services firms 3,002 3,088 3,131 3,083 3,105 3,123 3,131 927
    From EU Member states 2,999 3,085 3,128 3,080 3,102 3,120 3,128 922
      Branches 61 65 66 64 66 69 66 41
      Free provision of services 2,938 3,020 3,062 3,016 3,036 3,051 3,062 881
    From non-EU States 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5
      Branches 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
      Free provision of services 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
  Credit institutions1 472 479 486 479 483 484 486 406
    From EU Member states 466 473 480 474 478 478 480 401
      Branches 53 54 50 54 53 52 50 51
      Free provision of services 413 419 430 420 425 426 430 350
      Subsidiaries of free provision of services institutions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
    From non-EU States 6 6 6 5 5 6 6 5
      Branches 3 3 4 3 3 4 4 3
      Free provision of services 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
1	 Source: Banco de España [Bank of Spain] and CNMV.
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Intermediation of spot transactions1	 TABLE 2.3

Millions of euros
2019 2020  

2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV
FIXED INCOME                
Total 3,082,789.5 3,222,363.2 3,782,640.8 735,041.6 1,108,871.4 1,117,312.0 812,220.5 744,236.9
  Broker-dealers 2,184,921.9 2,263,416.4 3,345,439.9 497,478.6 679,536.9 1,114,160.4 809,770.1 741,972.5
    Spanish organised markets 855,948.9 909,992.9 1,261,885.8 201,547.3 270,037.2 241,184.6 335,918.7 414,745.3
    Other Spanish markets 1,111,231.9 1,012,359.1 1,721,922.5 215,515.3 321,387.3 767,902.7 386,420.7 246,211.8
    Foreign markets 217,741.1 341,064.4 361,631.6 80,416.0 88,112.4 105,073.1 87,430.7 81,015.4
  Brokers 897,867.6 958,946.8 437,200.9 237,563.0 429,334.5 3,151.6 2,450.4 2,264.4
    Spanish organised markets 6,237.8 17,314.9 1,229.4 901.2 912.9 95.6 63.8 157.1
    Other Spanish markets 702,731.7 803,742.9 405,199.7 210,317.5 405,160.9 6.7 15.5 16.6
    Foreign markets 188,898.1 137,889.0 30,771.8 26,344.3 23,260.7 3,049.3 2,371.1 2,090.7
EQUITY         
Total 630,896.1 1,213,388.9 1,816,691.4 387,429.2 512,419.7 481,027.4 399,610.5 423,633.8
  Broker-dealers 600,442.4 1,194,473.3 1,793,180.4 382,524.4 503,328.1 476,513.5 395,365.0 417,973.8
    Spanish organised markets 525,648.7 329,666.8 261,188.7 88,826.2 90,300.4 70,683.0 61,868.9 38,336.4
    Other Spanish markets 839.1 1,771.0 5,938.7 941.4 1,650.4 1,138.4 1,358.8 1,791.1
    Foreign markets 73,954.6 863,035.5 1,526,053.0 292,756.8 411,377.3 404,692.1 332,137.3 377,846.3
  Brokers 30,453.7 18,915.6 23,511.0 4,904.8 9,091.6 4,513.9 4,245.5 5,660.0
    Spanish organised markets 6,462.5 7,712.5 7,137.8 1,980.0 2,510.1 1,627.2 1,157.4 1,843.1
    Other Spanish markets 1,328.5 1,006.8 1,094.9 262.2 454.0 174.8 204.5 261.6
    Foreign markets 22,662.7 10,196.3 15,278.3 2,662.6 6,127.5 2,711.9 2,883.6 3,555.3
1	 Period accumulated data. Quarterly.

Intermediation of derivative transactions1, 2	 TABLE 2.4

Millions of euros
2019 2020  

2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV
Total 10,308,915.0 10,807,586.8 11,557,923.7 3,092,990.7 2,647,243.6 2,333,005.1 2,778,782.7 3,798,892.3
  Broker-dealers 10,065,090.4 10,523,995.1 11,261,186.5 2,995,603.4 2,500,341.1 2,312,414.3 2,737,831.0 3,710,600.1
    Spanish organised markets 5,457,270.1 5,058,147.9 3,839,450.0 1,398,540.1 1,125,366.5 657,784.1 1,028,024.7 1,028,274.7
    Foreign organised markets 3,927,718.5 4,160,941.8 5,884,599.5 1,200,656.7 1,028,475.9 1,349,458.4 1,432,002.8 2,074,662.4
    Non-organised markets 680,101.8 1,304,905.4 1,537,137.0 396,406.6 346,498.7 305,171.8 277,803.5 607,663.0
  Brokers 243,824.6 283,591.7 296,737.2 97,387.3 146,902.5 20,590.8 40,951.7 88,292.2
    Spanish organised markets 30,836.1 29,601.4 12,975.9 6,539.9 4,100.6 2,201.8 2,770.0 3,903.5
    Foreign organised markets 105,915.8 116,038.0 195,686.4 35,758.0 59,555.4 16,425.1 37,982.9 81,723.0
    Non-organised markets 107,072.7 137,952.3 88,074.9 55,089.4 83,246.5 1,963.9 198.8 2,665.7
1 	 The amount of the buy and sell transactions of financial assets, financial futures on values and interest rates, and other transactions on interest rates will be the se-

curities nominal or notional value or the principal to which the contract applies. The amount of the transactions on options will be the strike price of the underlying 
asset multiplied by the number of instruments committed.

2 	 Period accumulated data. Quarterly.
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Portfolio management. Number of portfolios and assets under management1	 TABLE 2.5

2019 2020
2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV

NUMBER OF PORTFOLIOS                
Total2 16,172 25,389 44,983 25,389 32,814 38,359 41,911 44,983
  Broker-dealers. Total 3,807 3,219 3,585 3,219 3,383 3,291 3,491 3,585
    CIS3 37 40 42 40 40 40 35 42
    Other4 3,770 3,179 3,543 3,179 3,343 3,251 3,456 3,543
  Brokers. Total 12,364 22,169 41,397 22,169 29,431 35,068 38,420 41,397
    CIS3 83 79 82 79 78 81 81 82
    Other4 12,281 22,090 41,315 22,090 29,353 34,987 38,339 41,315
  Portfolio management companies.2 Total 1 1 1 1 – – – 1
    CIS3 1 1 1 1 – – – 1
    Other4 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
ASSETS UNDER MANAGEMENT 
(thousands of euros)

        

Total2 4,854,719 4,946,670 6,119,284 4,946,670 4,736,945 5,322,476 5,607,558 6,119,284
  Broker-dealers. Total 2,216,956 2,266,997 2,687,786 2,266,997 2,221,520 2,419,320 2,527,115 2,687,786
    CIS3 838,379 1,059,718 1,280,966 1,059,718 1,038,540 1,061,277 1,091,841 1,280,966
    Other4 1,378,577 1,207,279 1,406,820 1,207,279 1,182,980 1,358,043 1,435,274 1,406,820
  Brokers. Total 2,619,297 2,658,674 3,410,772 2,658,674 2,515,425 2,903,156 3,080,443 3,410,772
    CIS3 1,295,580 1,346,615 1,256,276 1,346,615 920,360 1,135,309 1,024,130 1,256,276
    Other4 1,323,717 1,312,059 2,154,496 1,312,059 1,595,065 1,767,847 2,056,313 2,154,496
  Portfolio management companies.2 Total 18,466 20,999 20,726 20,999 – – – 20,726
    CIS3 18,466 20,999 20,726 20,999 – – – 20,726
    Otras4 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
1 	 Data at the end of period. Quarterly. 
2 	 Only public information about portfolio management companies is shown with the aim of maintaining statistical secrecy, as the number of companies is not 

enough to guarantee this. For the rest of the periods, only data on broker-dealers and brokers are shown.
3 	 It includes both resident and non-resident CIS management.
4 	 It includes the rest of clients, both covered and not covered by the Investment Guarantee Fund – an investor compensation scheme regulated by Royal Decree 

948/2001.

Financial advice. Number of contracts1, 2	 TABLE 2.6

2019 2020
2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV

NUMBER OF CONTRACTS                
Total3 23,149 26,561 31,169 26,561 29,158 30,262 30,732 31,169
  Broker-dealers. Total 5,241 6,163 8,721 6,163 7,647 8,474 8,553 8,721
    Retail clients 5,211 6,115 8,670 6,115 7,598 8,424 8,500 8,670
    Professional clients 21 31 45 31 47 44 47 45
    Eligible counterparties 9 17 6 17 2 6 6 6
  Brokers. Total 17,908 20,398 22,448 20,398 21,511 21,788 22,179 22,448
    Retail clients 17,654 20,125 22,128 20,125 21,221 21,498 21,878 22,128
    Professional clients 199 229 282 229 249 249 258 282
    Eligible counterparties 55 44 38 44 41 41 43 38
  Portfolio management companies.3 Total 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
    Retail clients 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
    Professional clients 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
    Eligible counterparties 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
Pro memoria: Commission received for financial advice4 (thousands of euros)
Total4 35,287 37,583 39,803 37,583 8,139 13,757 21,650 39,803
  Broker-dealers 9,562 23,400 5,813 23,400 1,455 2,809 4,098 5,813
  Brokers 25,725 14,183 33,990 14,183 6,684 10,948 17,552 33,990
  Portfolio management companies4 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
1 	 Data at the end of period. Quarterly.
2 	 Quarterly data on assets advised are not available since the entry into force of CNMV Circular 3/2014, of 22 October.
3 	 Only public information about portfolio management companies is shown with the aim of maintaining statistical secrecy, as the number of companies is not 

enough to guarantee this. For the rest of the periods, only data on broker-dealers and brokers are shown.
4 	 Accumulated data from the beginning of the year to the last day of every quarter. It includes companies removed during the year.
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Aggregated income statement. Broker-dealers	 TABLE 2.7

Thousands of euros1

      2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I2

I.  Interest income 73,969 38,125 35,957 -1,582 12,589 24,500 35,957 -699
II.  Net commission 296,037 279,650 310,868 73,729 140,318 217,674 310,868 29,807
  Commission revenues 414,595 427,813 525,812 126,716 246,775 375,890 525,812 48,826
    Brokering 160,320 164,606 254,307 68,269 120,852 186,917 254,307 21,178
    Placement and underwriting 11,090 8,849 5,279 529 1,270 2,022 5,279 6,904
    Securities deposit and recording 42,958 42,643 39,260 11,696 21,646 29,832 39,260 2,352
    Portfolio management 13,505 15,102 13,128 2,782 5,513 8,463 13,128 1,020
    Design and advice 21,135 34,751 16,282 4,543 8,546 12,178 16,282 1,049
    Stock search and placement 543 1,302 1,960 237 358 591 1,960 6
    Market credit transactions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
    CIS marketing 55,483 53,506 50,985 12,533 24,390 37,102 50,985 4,868
    Other 109,561 107,055 144,611 26,127 64,199 98,786 144,611 11,450
  Commission expenses 118,558 148,163 214,944 52,987 106,457 158,216 214,944 19,019
III.  Financial investment income 27,088 29,452 97,113 12,209 76,359 81,645 97,113 3,135
IV.  Net exchange differences and other operating 
products and expenses

16,614 29,066 91,278 15,860 43,553 62,949 91,278 2,663

V.  Gross income 413,708 376,293 535,216 100,216 272,819 386,768 535,216 34,906
VI.  Operating income 85,837 55,978 124,993 28,917 104,835 118,562 124,993 2,859
VII.  Earnings from continuous activities 91,771 54,528 102,928 25,567 93,627 108,852 102,928 2,833
VIII.  Net earnings from the period 91,771 54,528 102,928 25,567 93,627 108,852 102,928 2,833
1 	 Accumulated data from the beginning of the year to the last day of every quarter. It includes companies removed during the year.
2 	 Available data: January 2021.
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Results of proprietary trading. Broker-dealers	 TABLE 2.8

Thousands of euros1

2019 2020
2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV

TOTAL          
Total 114,751 101,039 221,894 101,039 26,479 132,428 169,792 221,894
  Money market assets and public debt 11,193 2,625 23,229 2,625 1,054 20,266 20,480 23,229
  Other fixed-income securities 11,842 27,811 18,457 27,811 6,399 2,073 7,299 18,457
    Domestic portfolio 8,304 13,186 11,796 13,186 2,581 8,133 9,259 11,796
    Foreign portfolio 3,538 14,625 6,661 14,625 3,818 -6,060 -1,960 6,661
  Equities 10,844 8,009 21,860 8,009 914 24,095 23,890 21,860
    Domestic portfolio 9,901 7,006 22,859 7,006 1,250 24,344 24,124 22,859
    Foreign portfolio 943 1,003 -999 1,003 -336 -249 -234 -999
  Derivatives -1,167 -3,873 28,367 -3,873 4,368 20,341 20,882 28,367
  Repurchase agreements -107 -3,492 -6,851 -3,492 -1,597 -3,106 -4,883 -6,851
  Market credit transactions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
 � Deposits and other transactions with financial 

intermediaries
3,884 1,084 -6,207 1,084 -303 -2,766 -4,582 -6,207

  Net exchange differences 283 118 -981 118 158 -340 -563 -981
  Other operating products and expenses 16,330 28,949 92,259 28,949 15,703 43,893 63,512 92,259
  Other transactions 61,649 39,808 51,761 39,808 -217 27,972 43,757 51,761
INTEREST INCOME         
Total 73,968 38,127 35,957 38,127 -1,582 12,589 24,501 35,957
  Money market assets and public debt 2,036 1,027 922 1,027 147 302 441 922
  Other fixed-income securities 1,300 3,319 1,347 3,319 597 832 1,051 1,347
    Domestic portfolio 124 734 556 734 341 409 479 556
    Foreign portfolio 1,176 2,585 791 2,585 256 423 572 791
  Equities 3,673 2,767 962 2,767 48 827 927 962
    Domestic portfolio 2,892 2,456 766 2,456 30 657 709 766
    Foreign portfolio 781 311 196 311 18 170 218 196
  Repurchase agreements -107 -3,492 -6,851 -3,492 -1,597 -3,106 -4,883 -6,851
  Market credit transactions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
 � Deposits and other transactions with financial 

intermediaries
3,884 1,084 -6,207 1,084 -303 -2,766 -4,582 -6,207

  Other transactions 63,182 33,422 45,784 33,422 -474 16,500 31,547 45,784
FINANCIAL INVESTMENT INCOME         
Total 27,088 29,451 97,113 29,451 12,212 76,358 81,647 97,113
  Money market assets and public debt 9,157 1,598 22,307 1,598 907 19,964 20,039 22,307
  Other fixed-income securities 10,542 24,492 17,110 24,492 5,802 1,241 6,248 17,110
    Domestic portfolio 8,180 12,452 11,240 12,452 2,240 7,724 8,780 11,240
    Foreign portfolio 2,362 12,040 5,870 12,040 3,562 -6,483 -2,532 5,870
  Equities 7,171 5,242 20,898 5,242 866 23,268 22,963 20,898
    Domestic portfolio 7,009 4,550 22,093 4,550 1,220 23,687 23,415 22,093
    Foreign portfolio 162 692 -1,195 692 -354 -419 -452 -1,195
  Derivatives -1,167 -3,873 28,367 -3,873 4,368 20,341 20,882 28,367
  Other transactions 1,385 1,992 8,431 1,992 269 11,544 11,515 8,431
EXCHANGE DIFFERENCES AND OTHER ITEMS         
Total 13,695 33,461 88,824 33,461 15,849 43,481 63,644 88,824
  Net exchange differences 283 118 -981 118 158 -340 -563 -981
  Other operating products and expenses 16,330 28,949 92,259 28,949 15,703 43,893 63,512 92,259
  Other transactions -2,918 4,394 -2,454 4,394 -12 -72 695 -2,454
1	 Accumulated data from the beginning of the year to the last day of every quarter. It includes companies removed during the year.
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Aggregated income statement. Brokers	 TABLE 2.9

Thousands of euros1

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I2

I.  Interest income 1,583 1,252 932 -4 551 601 932 19
II.  Net commission 135,782 130,293 143,162 34,779 65,697 94,756 143,162 11,608
  Commission revenues 156,624 150,842 165,094 40,524 75,912 111,082 165,094 13,665
    Brokering 20,018 23,194 22,035 8,196 14,004 17,508 22,035 1,462
    Placement and underwriting 1,120 580 2,157 979 1,172 1,198 2,157 0
    Securities deposit and recording 824 879 754 216 417 618 754 80
    Portfolio management 15,412 14,890 14,554 3,404 6,648 10,239 14,554 1,646
    Design and advice 26,446 14,426 34,128 6,705 11,004 17,641 34,128 1,476
    Stock search and placement 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
    Market credit transactions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
    CIS marketing 63,821 62,866 62,134 14,549 29,299 44,738 62,134 6,697
    Other 28,983 34,008 29,331 6,475 13,367 19,137 29,331 2,304
  Commission expenses 20,842 20,549 21,932 5,745 10,215 16,326 21,932 2,057
III.  Financial investment income -51 910 -5,562 -7,366 -6,788 -6,239 -5,562 -50
IV.  Net exchange differences and other operating 
products and expenses

-279 1,194 -968 -198 -416 -864 -968 -95

V.  Gross income 137,035 133,648 137,564 27,211 59,044 88,254 137,564 11,484
VI.  Operating income 12,031 9,284 3,339 -5,456 -3,604 -1,018 3,339 93
VII.  Earnings from continuous activities 7,459 6,163 2,836 -5,109 -1,547 630 2,836 502
VIII.  Net earnings of the period 7,459 6,163 2,836 -5,109 -1,547 630 2,836 512
1 	 Accumulated data from the beginning of the year to the last day of every quarter. It includes companies removed during the year.
2 	 Available data: January 2021.

Aggregated income statement. Portfolio management companies1	 TABLE 2.10

Thousands of euros2

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
I.  Interest income 83 23 6 5 1
II.  Net commission 6,617 1,543 350 404 376
  Commission revenues 6,617 1,543 350 404 376
    Portfolio management 4,228 1,095 350 404 376
    Design and advice 354 59 0 0 0
    Other 2,035 390 0 0 0
  Commission expenses 0 0 0 0 0
III.  Financial investment income -1 6 -25 13 -25
IV.  Net exchange differences and other operating products and expenses -126 -52 -20 -20 -20
V.  Gross income 6,573 1,520 311 402 332
VI.  Operating income 3,172 623 -2 52 -16
VII.  Earnings from continuous activities 2,222 439 -2 37 -16
VIII.  Net earnings of the period 2,222 439 -2 37 -16
1 	 Only public information about portfolio management companies is shown with the aim of maintaining statistical secrecy, as the number of companies is not 

enough to guarantee this.
2 	 Accumulated data from the beginning of the year. It includes companies removed during the year.
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Capital adequacy and capital ratio1	 TABLE 2.11

2019 2020
  2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV

TOTAL2

Total capital ratio3 42.36 46.92 30.21 46.92 37.13 38.13 35.49 30.21
Own fund surplus (thousands of euros) 915,383 1,165,707 1,026,935 1,165,707 1,098,487 1,140,625 1,117,882 1,026,935
Surplus (%)4 429.49 486.52 277.59 486.52 364.11 376.61 343.63 277.59
No. of companies according to surplus percentage         
  ≤ 100% 20 23 26 23 25 26 23 26
  > 100-≤ 300% 29 31 30 31 27 26 29 30
  > 300-≤ 500% 10 10 12 10 12 10 11 12
  > 500% 15 13 10 13 13 14 14 10
BROKER-DEALERS         
Total capital ratio3 45.16 49.63 30.81 49.63 39.05 39.90 36.83 30.81
Own fund surplus (thousands of euros) 874,235 1,118,273 960,720 1,118,273 1,037,871 1,076,361 1,052,796 960,720
Surplus (%)4 464.51 520.42 285.14 520.42 388.12 398.73 360.35 285.14
No. of companies according to surplus percentage         
  ≤ 100% 7 7 9 7 6 8 8 9
  > 100-≤ 300% 10 14 11 14 13 13 13 11
  > 300-≤ 500% 7 4 8 4 6 4 4 8
  > 500% 14 11 8 11 11 12 12 8
BROKERS         
Total capital ratio3 21.17 23.34 24.06 23.34 22.14 23.62 23.71 24.06
Own fund surplus (thousands of euros) 40,952 47,249 66,051 47,249 60,616 64,264 65,086 66,051
Surplus (%)4 164.84 191.77 200.79 191.77 176.80 195.24 196.32 200.79
No. of companies according to surplus percentage         
  ≤ 100% 13 16 17 16 19 18 15 17
  > 100-≤ 300% 18 16 18 16 14 13 16 18
  > 300-≤ 500% 3 6 4 6 6 6 7 4
  > 500% 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT COMPANIES2         
Total capital ratio3 29.68 25.72 22.15 25.72 – – – 22.15
Own fund surplus (thousands of euros) 196 185 164 185 – – – 164
Surplus (%)4 272.22 221.50 176.82 221.50 – – – 176.82
No. of companies according to surplus percentage         
  ≤ 100% 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
  > 100-≤ 300% 1 1 1 1 – – – 1
  > 300-≤ 500% 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
  > 500% 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
1 	 This table only includes the entities subject to reporting requirements according to Regulation (EU) No. 575/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council, of 

26 June 2013, on prudential requirements for credit institutions and investment firms.
2 	 Only public information about portfolio management companies is shown with the aim of maintaining statistical secrecy, as the number of companies is not 

enough to guarantee this. For the rest of the periods, only data on broker-dealers and brokers are shown.
3 	 Total capital ratio is the own funds of the institution expressed as a percentage of the total risk exposure amount. This ratio should not be under 8%, pursuant to the 

provisions of Regulation.
4 	 Average surplus percentage is weighted by the required equity of each company. It is an indicator of the number of times, in percentage terms, that the surplus 

contains the required equity in an average company. 
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Return on equity (ROE) before taxes1	  CUADRO 2.12

2019 2020   
2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV

TOTAL2                
Average (%)3 12.27 9.23 18.71 9.23 10.41 25.53 19.58 18.71
Number of companies according to annualised return         
Losses 40 32 33 32 44 39 42 33
  0-≤ 15% 22 22 15 22 13 10 10 15
  > 15-≤ 45% 10 19 20 19 17 15 18 20
  > 45-≤ 75% 6 7 9 7 3 8 6 9
  > 75% 14 12 15 12 15 19 17 15
BROKER-DEALERS         
Average (%)3 12.16 8.87 19.72 8.87 14.25 27.89 21.16 19.72
Number of companies according to annualised return         
Losses 18 13 12 13 17 15 20 12
  0-≤ 15% 12 13 6 13 6 6 2 6
  > 15-≤ 45% 5 7 9 7 10 7 9 9
  > 45-≤ 75% 2 1 6 1 1 6 2 6
  > 75% 2 2 2 2 2 3 4 2
BROKERS         
Average (%)3 13.24 12.05 12.48 12.05 -13.84 9.77 9.37 12.48
Number of companies according to annualised return         
Losses 21 19 20 19 27 24 22 20
  0-≤ 15% 10 9 9 9 7 4 8 9
  > 15-≤ 45% 5 11 11 11 7 8 9 11
  > 45-≤ 75% 4 6 3 6 2 2 4 3
  > 75% 12 10 13 10 13 16 13 13
PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT COMPANIES2         
Average (%)3 -0.84 19.74 -6.51 19.74 – – – -6.51
Number of companies according to annualised return         
Losses 1 0 1 0 – – – 1
  0-≤ 15% 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
  > 15-≤ 45% 0 1 0 1 – – – 0
  > 45-≤ 75% 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
  > 75% 0 0 0 0 – – – 0
1	 ROE has been calculated as:

		  Earnings before taxes (annualized)
	 ROE = 
		  Own Funds

	 Own funds= Share capital + Paid-in surplus + Reserves – Own shares + Prior year profits and retained earnings – Interim dividend.
2	 Only public information about portfolio management companies is shown, with the aim of maintaining statistical secrecy, as the number of companies is not 

enough to guarantee this. For the rest of the periods, only data on broker-dealers and brokers are shown.
3	 Average weighted by equity, %.

Financial advisory firms. Main figures1	 TABLE 2.13

Thousands of euros
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

ASSETS UNDER ADVICE2          
Total 30,174,877 30,790,535 31,658,460 21,627,677 12,049,182
  Retail clients 7,588,143 9,096,071 10,281,573 8,313,608 6,797,540
  Rest of clients and entities 22,586,734 21,694,464 21,376,887 13,314,069 5,251,642
    Professional 5,654,358 6,482,283 7,052,031 – –
    Other 16,932,376 15,212,181 14,324,856 – –
COMMISSION INCOME3

Total 52,534 65,802 62,168 56,963 45,293
  Commission revenues 51,687 65,191 61,079 56,029 44,656
  Other income 847 611 1,088 934 637
EQUITY
Total 24,119 32,803 33,572 32,089 30,607
  Share capital 6,834 8,039 6,894 5,770 5,454
  Reserves and retained earnings 12,123 13,317 15,386 17,260 19,111
  Income for the year3 7,511 11,361 10,626 8,172 5,118
  Other own funds -2,349 86 666 888 923
1 	 Annual frequency since 2015 (CNMV Circular 3/2014, of 22 October). 
2 	 Data at the end of each period. Since 2019, due to the entry into force of CNMV Circular 4/2018, there is no disaggregated information of non-retail clients.
3 	 Accumulated data from the beginning of the year.
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3	 Collective Investment Schemes (CIS)a

Number, management companies and depositories of CIS registered at the CNMV	 TABLE 3.1

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I1

Total financial CIS 4,386 4,233 4,018 4,182 4,152 4,092 4,018 3,989
  Mutual funds 1,617 1,595 1,515 1,578 1,562 1,534 1,515 1,510
  Investment companies 2,713 2,569 2,427 2,535 2,518 2,484 2,427 2,400
  Funds of hedge funds 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 8
  Hedge funds 49 62 69 62 65 67 69 71
Total real estate CIS 7 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
  Real estate mutual funds 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
  Real estate investment companies 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 2
Total foreign CIS marketed in Spain 1,024 1,033 1,048 1,035 1,042 1,042 1,048 1,040
  Foreign funds marketed in Spain 429 399 407 402 402 402 407 417
  Foreign companies marketed in Spain 595 634 641 633 640 640 641 623
Management companies 119 123 123 124 124 125 123 122
CIS depositories 37 36 35 36 36 36 35 35
1	 Available data: February 2021.

Number of CIS investors and shareholders	 TABLE 3.2

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I1

Total financial CIS2 11,627,118 12,132,581 13,014,437 12,142,357 12,324,766 12,613,450 13,014,437 13,199,651
  Mutual funds 11,213,482 11,734,029 12,653,985 11,746,642 11,939,407 12,232,861 12,653,985 12,841,420
  Investment companies 413,636 398,552 360,452 395,715 385,359 380,589 360,452 358,231
Total real estate CIS2 905 799 798 796 795 795 798 694
  Real estate mutual funds 483 483 483 483 483 483 483 486
  Real estate investment companies 422 316 315 313 312 312 315 208
Total foreign CIS marketed in Spain3, 4 3,172,682 3,361,901 4,312,340 3,421,733 3,839,528 3,939,998 4,312,340 –
  Foreign funds marketed in Spain 547,517 521,648 592,053 531,035 573,316 568,132 592,053 –
  Foreign companies marketed in Spain 2,625,165 2,840,253 3,720,287 2,890,698 3,266,212 3,371,866 3,720,287 –
1 	 Available data: January 2021.
2 	 Investors and shareholders who invest in many sub-funds from the same CIS have only been taken into account once. For this reason, investors and shareholders 

may be different from those in Tables 3.6 and 3.7.
3 	 Only data on UCITS are included. Data on Exchange Traded Funds (ETFs) are not included until IV-2017. From I-2018 onwards, data are estimated.
4 	 On 1 January 2018 CNMV Circular 2/2017, of 25 October, entered into force, which has increased the entities subject to reporting requirements; therefore, data may 

not be comparable with previous information.

a	 Information about mutual funds and Investment companies contained in this section does not include hedge funds or funds of hedge funds. 
The information about hedge funds and funds of hedge funds is included in Table 3.12.
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CIS total net assets	 TABLE 3.3

Millions of euros
2020 2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I1

Total financial CIS 286,930.9 308,170.1 306,604.2 274,633.1 289,847.9 293,159.3 306,604.2 307,655.8
  Mutual funds2 259,095.0 279,377.4 279,668.0 250,126.3 263,619.4 267,084.6 279,668.0 280,890.7
  Investment companies 27,835.9 28,792.7 26,936.2 24,506.9 26,228.5 26,074.7 26,936.2 26,765.1
Total real estate CIS 1,058.2 1,072.9 1,218.0 1,076.8 1,205.1 1,210.2 1,218.0 1,205.1
  Real estate mutual funds 309.4 309.4 310.8 309.7 309.7 310.6 310.8 310.8
  Real estate investment companies 748.8 763.5 907.1 767.1 895.4 899.5 907.1 894.3
Total foreign CIS marketed in Spain3, 4 162,701.9 178,841.5 199,419.3 167,800.5 186,002.0 190,324.3 199,419.3 –
  Foreign funds marketed in Spain 34,237.1 30,843.4 27,355.5 29,844.4 30,056.0 26,815.7 27,355.5 –
  Foreign companies marketed in Spain 128,464.9 147,998.1 172,063.8 137,956.1 155,945.9 163,508.6 172,063.8 –
1 	 Available data: January 2021.
2 	 Mutual funds investment in financial mutual funds of the same management company reached €7,771.9 million in December 2020.
3 	 Only data on UCITS are included. Data on Exchange Traded Funds (ETFs) are not included until IV-2017. From I-2018 onwards, data are estimated.
4 	 On 1 January 2018, CNMV Circular 2/2017, of 25 October, entered into force, which has increased the entities subject to reporting requirements; therefore, data may 

not be comparable with previous information. 

Asset allocation of mutual funds	 TABLE 3.4

Millions of euros
2019 2020

2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV
Asset 259,095.0 279,377.4 279,668.0 279,377.4 250,126.3 263,619.4 267,084.6 279,668.0
  Portfolio investment 241,016.2 256,750.7 256,231.8 256,750.7 225,972.0 240,056.3 244,025.4 256,231.8
    Domestic securities 74,486.1 66,520.4 54,630.1 66,520.4 55,616.4 55,564.9 53,561.9 54,630.1
      Debt securities 50,537.5 44,637.7 38,430.9 44,637.7 38,960.2 39,528.1 38,418.7 38,430.9
      Shares 10,868.4 9,047.9 6,185.3 9,047.9 5,696.7 5,810.0 5,283.9 6,185.3
      Collective investment schemes 6,984.9 8,581.9 8,516.9 8,581.9 7,729.5 8,019.8 8,081.5 8,516.9
      Deposits in credit institutions 5,854.8 4,004.8 1,341.5 4,004.8 3,103.6 2,067.2 1,645.0 1,341.5
      Derivatives 235.4 243.2 140.9 243.2 114.8 126.9 120.7 140.9
      Other 5.2 4.9 14.6 4.9 11.7 12.8 12.1 14.6
    Foreign securities 166,522.5 190,224.5 201,597.2 190,224.5 170,350.5 184,486.8 190,459.0 201,597.2
      Debt securities 74,079.1 83,817.5 86,109.8 83,817.5 82,667.6 83,963.6 86,819.1 86,109.8
      Shares 26,660.8 33,115.9 33,886.1 33,115.9 25,407.5 29,738.0 30,293.6 33,886.1
      Collective investment schemes 65,624.3 73,054.4 81,332.2 73,054.4 62,442.1 70,616.8 73,159.4 81,332.2
      Deposits in credit institutions 21.1 4.5 0.1 4.5 4.5 11.1 9.7 0.1
      Derivatives 136.0 231.3 268.0 231.3 -172.1 156.4 176.4 268.0
      Other 1.2 0.9 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.8
    Doubtful assets and matured investments 7.6 5.8 4.6 5.8 5.0 4.6 4.5 4.6
  Intangible assets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Net fixed assets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Cash 16,897.1 21,735.1 22,201.9 21,735.1 21,319.0 21,651.0 21,373.8 22,201.9
  Net balance (Debtors - Creditors) 1,181.7 891.6 1,234.2 891.6 2,835.3 1,912.1 1,685.4 1,234.2
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Asset allocation of investment companies	 TABLE 3.5

Millions of euros
2019 2020

2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV
Asset 27,835.9 28,792.7 26,936.2 28,792.7 24,506.9 26,228.5 26,074.7 26,936.2
  Portfolio investment 24,840.8 25,940.3 24,522.5 25,940.3 21,490.8 23,583.5 23,439.5 24,522.5
    Domestic securities 5,031.5 4,588.3 3,416.5 4,588.3 3,622.1 3,438.0 3,293.7 3,416.5
      Debt securities 1,433.8 1,217.1 733.8 1,217.1 1,155.8 885.1 878.1 733.8
      Shares 2,193.7 1,982.8 1,601.2 1,982.8 1,440.5 1,497.5 1,381.3 1,601.2
      Collective investment schemes 1,193.8 1,232.2 967.7 1,232.2 892.6 927.5 921.8 967.7
      Deposits in credit institutions 164.3 98.6 44.7 98.6 79.8 73.0 57.9 44.7
      Derivatives -0.2 0.8 3.2 0.8 -3.0 -3.0 -4.0 3.2
      Other 46.2 56.8 66.0 56.8 56.5 58.0 58.7 66.0
    Foreign securities 19,803.8 21,348.2 21,102.7 21,348.2 17,864.4 20,142.0 20,142.4 21,102.7
      Debt securities 4,241.6 4,617.7 3,242.6 4,617.7 4,030.2 4,075.8 3,860.2 3,242.6
      Shares 5,979.1 6,133.8 6,548.1 6,133.8 4,998.1 6,022.3 5,915.0 6,548.1
      Collective investment schemes 9,540.9 10,549.0 11,275.6 10,549.0 8,781.9 9,988.5 10,315.4 11,275.6
      Deposits in credit institutions 0.0 1.1 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
      Derivatives 27.6 34.1 23.8 34.1 41.9 42.1 38.6 23.8
      Other 14.5 12.5 12.6 12.5 12.3 13.2 13.1 12.6
    Doubtful assets and matured investments 5.6 3.8 3.2 3.8 4.3 3.5 3.4 3.2
  Intangible assets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
  Net fixed assets 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
  Cash 2,731.9 2,659.8 2,222.4 2,659.8 2,707.5 2,396.2 2,404.0 2,222.4
  Net balance (Debtors - Creditors) 262.6 192.1 190.8 192.1 308.0 248.3 230.6 190.8
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Financial mutual funds: Number, investors and total net assets by category1, 2	 TABLE 3.6

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I3

NO. OF FUNDS              
Total financial mutual funds 1,725 1,710 1,643 1,697 1,692 1,654 1,643 1,645
  Fixed income4 279 281 276 283 283 276 276 275
  Mixed fixed income5 168 173 174 173 175 170 174 177
  Mixed equity6 184 185 186 187 186 183 186 188
  Euro equity 113 113 104 112 110 108 104 104
  Foreign equity 236 263 276 272 275 279 276 280
  Guaranteed fixed income 67 66 55 66 63 57 55 55
  Guaranteed equity7 163 155 133 147 145 136 133 132
  Global funds 242 255 247 254 247 250 247 246
  Passive management8 172 133 118 119 125 117 118 117
  Absolute return 99 84 72 82 81 76 72 69
INVESTORS         
Total financial mutual funds 11,217,569 11,739,183 12,659,943 11,751,437 11,944,057 12,237,441 12,659,943 12,847,187
  Fixed income4 2,709,547 3,668,324 4,135,294 3,660,775 3,793,867 4,002,906 4,135,294 4,205,150
  Mixed fixed income5 1,188,157 1,087,881 1,203,280 1,203,900 1,204,871 1,184,715 1,203,280 1,269,072
  Mixed equity6 624,290 707,159 745,112 707,919 715,404 737,674 745,112 763,083
  Euro equity 831,115 598,901 530,107 532,060 500,778 487,843 530,107 531,679
  Foreign equity 2,225,366 2,655,123 3,043,542 2,732,902 2,775,877 2,914,093 3,043,542 3,106,039
  Guaranteed fixed income 165,913 154,980 135,320 148,317 145,787 141,812 135,320 134,982
  Guaranteed equity7 494,660 428,470 356,439 391,235 383,372 368,979 356,439 352,562
  Global funds 1,501,730 1,359,915 1,409,599 1,355,885 1,376,316 1,355,646 1,409,599 1,431,538
  Passive management8 543,192 429,428 511,251 396,398 435,035 438,709 511,251 518,716
  Absolute return 930,641 646,042 587,040 619,085 609,793 602,106 587,040 531,409
TOTAL NET ASSETS (millions of euros)         
Total financial mutual funds 259,095.0 279,377.4 279,668.0 250,126.3 263,619.4 267,084.6 279,668.0 280,890.7
  Fixed income4 66,889.3 78,583.2 81,015.9 73,475.8 76,179.4 78,775.6 81,015.9 81,134.9
  Mixed fixed income5 40,471.0 40,819.9 43,200.4 41,312.7 42,581.8 41,957.1 43,200.4 44,874.9
  Mixed equity6 23,256.0 28,775.8 30,432.7 25,829.7 27,511.7 29,019.2 30,432.7 30,719.8
  Euro equity 12,177.7 10,145.1 7,091.1 6,618.2 7,027.7 6,399.0 7,091.1 7,001.8
  Foreign equity 24,404.9 34,078.9 37,722.5 27,636.0 31,757.0 32,763.6 37,722.5 38,355.4
  Guaranteed fixed income 4,887.4 4,809.3 4,177.0 4,505.2 4,517.4 4,397.6 4,177.0 4,151.4
  Guaranteed equity7 14,556.0 13,229.1 11,037.1 11,684.0 11,626.5 11,328.0 11,037.1 10,880.5
  Global funds 42,137.2 43,041.9 40,918.0 37,120.7 39,071.8 39,057.4 40,918.0 41,127.9
  Passive management8 16,138.6 14,073.8 14,014.3 11,708.7 13,054.6 13,223.8 14,014.3 13,858.5
  Absolute return 14,172.5 11,818.3 10,057.4 10,233.0 10,289.6 10,161.5 10,057.4 8,784.1
1 	 Sub-funds which have sent reports to the CNMV excluding those in process of dissolution or liquidation.
2 	 Data on side-pocket sub-funds are only included in aggregate figures, and not in each individual category. 
3 	 Available data: January 2021.
4 	 Until I-2019 it includes: fixed income euro, foreign fixed income, monetary market funds and short-term monetary market funds. From II-2019 onwards, it includes: 

short-term euro fixed income, euro fixed income, foreign fixed income, public debt constant net asset value short-term money market funds (MMFs), low volatility 
net asset value short-term MMFs, variable net asset value short-term MMFs and variable net asset value standard MMFs.

5 	 Mixed euro fixed income and foreign mixed fixed income.
6 	 Mixed euro equity and foreign mixed equity.
7 	 Guaranteed equity and partial guarantee.
8 	 Until I-2019 it includes: passive management CIS. From II-2019 includes: passive management CIS, index-tracking CIS and non-guaranteed specific return target CIS.
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Financial mutual funds: Detail of investors and total net assets by types	 TABLE 3.7

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I1

INVESTORS                
Total financial mutual funds 11,217,569 11,739,183 12,659,943 11,751,437 11,944,057 12,237,441 12,659,943 12,847,187
  Natural persons 11,008,977 11,534,957 12,437,808 11,551,161 11,738,396 12,028,712 12,437,808 12,621,171
    Residents 10,917,387 11,440,086 12,339,684 11,456,061 11,642,328 11,931,340 12,339,684 12,522,517
    Non-residents 91,590 94,871 98,124 95,100 96,068 97,372 98,124 98,654
  Legal persons 208,592 204,226 222,135 200,276 205,661 208,729 222,135 226,016
    Credit institutions 655 1,928 1,403 1,415 1,435 1,444 1,403 1,456
    Other resident institutions 207,073 201,408 219,838 198,000 203,379 206,431 219,838 223,670
    Non-resident institutions 864 890 894 861 847 854 894 890
TOTAL NET ASSETS (millions of euros)         
Total financial mutual funds 259,095.0 279,377.4 279,668.0 250,126.3 263,619.4 267,084.6 279,668.0 280,890.7
  Natural persons 215,785.0 231,434.8 230,547.8 207,225.4 218,464.1 221,134.7 230,547.8 231,265.7
    Residents 212,758.3 228,214.4 227,418.5 204,390.5 215,479.5 218,133.5 227,418.5 228,131.5
    Non-residents 3,026.7 3,220.4 3,129.3 2,834.9 2,984.6 3,001.2 3,129.3 3,134.2
  Legal persons 43,310.0 47,942.6 49,120.2 42,900.8 45,155.3 45,949.8 49,120.2 49,625.1
    Credit institutions 384.1 523.7 480.0 412.4 440.1 447.1 480.0 510.7
    Other resident institutions 41,967.9 46,628.9 47,994.7 41,913.2 44,127.4 44,892.0 47,994.7 48,480.3
    Non-resident institutions 957.9 790.0 645.4 575.2 587.8 610.7 645.4 634.1
1	 Available data: January 2021.

Subscriptions and redemptions of financial mutual funds by category1, 2	 TABLE 3.8

Millions of euros
2019  2020  

2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV
SUBSCRIPTIONS              
Total financial mutual funds 130,577.0 156,702.7 113,265.7 34,009.0 40,155.8 22,418.1 22,788.8 27,903.2
  Fixed income 53,165.8 91,050.8 51,487.7 15,896.8 17,098.9 10,772.7 10,912.9 12,703.3
  Mixed fixed income 14,823.4 14,154.1 15,496.2 4,623.9 7,341.1 1,628.1 3,347.8 3,179.3
  Mixed equity 10,406.8 11,156.0 8,861.2 3,665.9 3,238.3 1,160.3 2,385.2 2,077.5
  Euro equity 7,024.3 2,998.4 2,232.1 769.0 714.8 664.9 252.2 600.2
  Foreign equity 13,265.2 16,864.0 15,974.8 3,843.4 5,649.8 3,758.1 2,584.2 3,982.7
  Guaranteed fixed income 796.0 854.1 424.7 8.4 45.5 204.7 173.0 1.4
  Guaranteed equity 2,116.8 898.2 74.2 22.4 15.4 8.9 24.7 25.2
  Global funds 20,455.3 12,713.7 11,391.1 3,628.0 4,395.4 1,978.3 1,646.2 3,371.2
  Passive management 3,014.3 2,261.9 4,944.6 476.8 928.1 1,541.1 1,015.1 1,460.4
  Passive management 5,493.3 3,751.5 2,379.0 1,074.5 728.4 701.2 447.5 501.9
REDEMPTIONS         
Total financial mutual funds 122,669.5 154,273.0 112,634.4 31,757.6 42,240.3 22,286.0 22,129.0 25,979.4
  Fixed income 55,823.7 80,046.4 47,611.0 14,948.6 18,569.8 9,413.2 8,611.4 11,016.6
  Mixed fixed income 16,685.2 16,004.2 14,974.6 3,049.7 5,333.4 2,072.5 4,517.1 3,051.5
  Mixed equity 7,344.0 7,943.7 7,667.5 2,970.6 2,962.3 1,142.5 1,566.0 1,996.7
  Euro equity 5,246.8 6,540.2 4,205.3 1,235.0 1,536.8 1,037.7 711.5 919.3
  Foreign equity 9,476.0 12,963.1 13,449.4 2,352.9 3,911.7 4,160.7 2,471.0 2,906.0
  Guaranteed fixed income 1,202.9 1,136.7 1,030.6 287.3 306.9 203.8 272.5 247.4
  Guaranteed equity 2,582.6 2,739.2 2,245.2 1,101.5 1,302.8 222.0 350.5 370.0
  Global funds 11,301.6 15,133.7 12,743.7 3,133.4 4,841.6 2,187.2 2,227.3 3,487.6
  Passive management 5,776.3 5,272.0 4,985.6 1,757.8 2,027.1 817.8 930.7 1,210.0
  Absolute return 7,230.5 6,493.7 3,721.4 920.8 1,447.8 1,028.4 471.0 774.2
1 	 Estimated data.
2 	 Data on side-pocket sub-funds are only included in aggregate figures, and not in each individual category. 
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Change in assets in financial mutual funds by category:	 TABLE 3.9 

Net subscriptions/redemptions and return on assets1, 2

Millions of euros
2019  2020  

2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV
NET SUBSCRIPTIONS/REDEMPTIONS              
Total financial mutual funds 7,841.8 2,467.5 621.4 2,247.9 -2,103.9 145.6 680.6 1,899.2
  Fixed income -2,766.0 10,732.6 2,062.6 914.1 -3,186.6 1,393.8 2,141.4 1,714.0
  Mixed fixed income -1,063.7 -1,506.1 2,606.2 1,618.4 3,742.5 -353.7 -988.9 206.2
  Mixed equity 2,485.9 3,288.8 1,601.4 693.1 411.2 6.8 1,036.4 147.0
  Euro equity 1,848.7 -3,588.2 -2,007.8 -466.0 -836.8 -366.0 -485.7 -319.3
  Foreign equity 3,864.1 4,113.8 2,633.1 1,492.7 1,735.7 -355.5 174.0 1,078.9
  Guaranteed fixed income -575.8 -282.6 -707.4 -278.9 -261.3 -43.8 -156.9 -245.4
  Guaranteed equity -667.2 -1,857.0 -2,254.2 -1,078.6 -1,313.7 -213.0 -347.2 -380.2
  Global funds 9,448.9 -2,553.9 -1,526.6 495.4 -574.7 -253.4 -580.3 -118.1
  Passive management -2,790.4 -3,026.8 -23.8 -1,295.8 -1,099.7 737.5 158.5 179.9
  Absolute return -1,899.6 -2,852.9 -1,761.9 153.5 -720.6 -407.0 -270.7 -363.5
RETURN ON ASSETS         
Total financial mutual funds -13,919.3 18,002.8 -298.2 4,197.3 -27,140.2 13,353.6 2,796.2 10,692.2
  Fixed income -908.5 961.9 371.5 -202.0 -1,920.7 1,309.9 455.6 526.6
  Mixed fixed income -1,865.1 1,866.9 -206.7 248.0 -3,245.8 1,627.0 369.4 1,042.7
  Mixed equity -1,616.6 2,231.0 55.5 469.4 -3,357.3 1,675.2 471.1 1,266.6
  Euro equity -1,871.2 1,556.4 -1,044.8 577.1 -2,690.2 776.0 -142.5 1,011.9
  Foreign equity -3,522.6 5,561.1 1,012.7 2,139.2 -8,178.5 4,477.5 832.6 3,881.1
  Guaranteed fixed income 6.6 204.4 75.2 -54.9 -42.8 56.1 37.1 24.8
  Guaranteed equity -194.2 530.0 62.2 -87.3 -231.3 155.6 48.7 89.3
  Global funds -2,602.1 3,460.8 -596.3 844.5 -5,345.9 2,204.0 566.4 1,979.2
  Passive management -537.5 1,133.2 -28.7 176.4 -1,262.9 608.4 15.2 610.6
  Absolute return -796.6 498.7 1.7 87.2 -864.8 464.4 142.7 259.3
1 	 Data on side-pocket sub-funds are only included in aggregate figures, and not in each individual category.
2 	 A change of category is treated as a redemption in the original category and a subscription in the final one. For this reason, and the adjustments due to de-registra-

tions in the quarter, the net subscription/refund data may be different from those in Table 3.8
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Return on assets in financial mutual funds. Breakdown by category1	 TABLE 3.10

% of daily average total net assets
2019 2020 

2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV
MANAGEMENT YIELDS                
Total financial mutual funds -4.19 7.67 0.85 1.77 -9.74 5.44 1.31 4.18
  Fixed income -0.79 1.83 0.99 -0.14 -2.39 1.89 0.72 0.79
  Mixed fixed income -3.25 5.75 0.50 0.87 -7.22 4.11 1.15 2.70
  Mixed equity -5.46 9.79 1.60 2.03 -11.38 6.58 1.99 4.64
  Euro equity -11.98 16.01 -12.72 6.20 -30.24 11.68 -1.71 15.60
  Foreign equity -11.89 21.00 4.76 7.10 -25.19 15.31 3.01 11.53
  Guaranteed fixed income 0.56 4.52 2.18 -1.01 -0.82 1.42 1.04 0.70
  Guaranteed equity -0.80 4.20 1.00 -0.56 -1.77 1.46 0.56 0.90
  Global funds -5.11 9.24 -0.30 2.32 -12.50 6.04 1.74 5.29
  Passive management -2.55 7.88 0.29 1.36 -9.82 5.29 0.27 4.61
  Absolute return -4.01 4.93 0.87 0.98 -7.37 4.74 1.61 2.81
EXPENSES. MANAGEMENT FEE         
Total financial mutual funds 0.86 0.85 0.83 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.22
  Fixed income 0.45 0.44 0.42 0.11 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.11
  Mixed fixed income 0.96 0.92 0.88 0.23 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.23
  Mixed equity 1.26 1.29 1.28 0.33 0.31 0.31 0.32 0.34
  Euro equity 1.47 1.49 1.45 0.38 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.37
  Foreign equity 1.41 1.41 1.31 0.35 0.32 0.31 0.32 0.36
  Guaranteed fixed income 0.38 0.36 0.36 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09
  Guaranteed equity 0.53 0.47 0.44 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11
  Global funds 0.98 1.03 1.07 0.27 0.26 0.26 0.27 0.28
  Passive management 0.48 0.42 0.41 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.11 0.09
  Absolute return 0.79 0.81 0.78 0.21 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.20
EXPENSES. DEPOSITORY FEE         
Total financial mutual funds 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
  Fixed income 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
  Mixed fixed income 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
  Mixed equity 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
  Euro equity 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
  Foreign equity 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
  Guaranteed fixed income 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
  Guaranteed equity 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
  Global funds 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
  Passive management 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
  Absolute return 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
1 	 Data on side-pocket sub-funds are only included in aggregate figures, and not in each individual category.

Quarterly returns of mutual funds. Breakdown by category1	 TABLE 3.11

In %
2020   2021

2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I2

Total financial mutual funds -4.89 7.12 0.78 -9.30 5.56 1.08 4.14 -0.12
  Fixed income -1.44 1.38 0.62 -2.43 1.82 0.60 0.68 -0.08
  Mixed fixed income -4.27 4.75 -0.03 -6.97 3.96 0.90 2.45 -0.25
  Mixed equity -6.45 9.25 0.59 -11.06 6.54 1.71 4.38 -0.24
  Euro equity -13.01 14.27 -8.75 -28.48 11.94 -2.25 16.61 -2.20
  Foreign equity -12.34 22.18 2.83 -23.11 16.43 2.62 11.93 0.48
  Guaranteed fixed income 0.09 3.98 1.68 -0.94 1.20 0.83 0.59 -0.22
  Guaranteed equity -1.33 3.62 0.70 -1.86 1.35 0.43 0.81 -0.24
  Global funds -5.69 8.45 -0.31 -12.00 6.15 1.46 5.19 0.03
  Passive management -3.16 7.45 0.44 -9.29 5.54 0.10 4.81 -0.69
  Absolute return -4.81 3.94 0.94 -7.50 4.66 1.42 2.80 -0.09
1 	 Data on side-pocket sub-funds are only included in aggregate figures, and not in each individual category.
2 	 Available data: January 2021.
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Hedge funds and funds of hedge funds	 TABLE 3.12

2019 2020  
2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV

HEDGE FUNDS                
Investors/shareholders 4,444 7,548 7,961 7,548 8,025 8,023 7,968 7,961
Total net assets (millions of euros) 2,262.2 2,832.4 2,912.6 2,832.4 2,523.3 2,704.5 2,695.2 2,912.6
Subscriptions (millions of euros) 500.7 1,290.0 454.5 835.4 215.5 70.8 42.7 125.6
Redemptions (millions of euros) 320.4 937.0 407.2 570.7 86.1 80.9 119.6 120.5
Net subscriptions/redemptions (millions of euros) 180.3 353.0 47.3 264.8 129.3 -10.1 -77.0 5.1
Return on assets (millions of euros) -153.8 217.2 27.7 100.6 -438.5 191.4 62.5 212.3
Returns (%) -6.47 10.35 1.77 3.94 -13.75 7.83 1.63 7.66
Management yields (%)1 -5.46 9.94 2.35 4.08 -15.76 7.39 2.80 7.93
Management fees (%)1 1.70 1.19 1.43 0.25 0.23 0.23 0.44 0.53
Financial expenses (%)1 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02
FUNDS OF HEDGE FUNDS         
Investors/shareholders 2,804 2,859 2,858 2,859 2,855 2,859 2,865 2,858
Total net assets (millions of euros) 468.8 566.7 652.8 566.7 546.8 612.3 622.0 652.8
Subscriptions (millions of euros) 7.2 72.3 32.4 0.0 2.2 12.1 0.0 18.1
Redemptions (millions of euros) 0.6 0.3 3.1 -0.4 0.1 0.4 0.0 2.6
Net subscriptions/redemptions (millions of euros) 6.6 71.4 29.3 -0.4 2.1 11.7 0.0 15.5
Return on assets (millions of euros) -6.5 26.5 56.8 4.6 -22.0 53.7 9.7 15.3
Returns (%) -1.28 5.23 3.71 0.83 -3.49 3.26 1.59 2.44
Management yields (%)2 -3.04 6.32 4.24 1.12 -3.08 2.81 1.75 2.55
Management fees (%)2 1.64 1.63 1.39 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.34 0.34
Depository fees (%)2 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02
1 	 % of monthly average total net assets.
2	 % of daily average total net assets.

Management companies. Number of portfolios and assets under management	 TABLE 3.13

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I1

NUMBER OF PORTFOLIOS2                
Mutual funds 1,617 1,595 1,515 1,578 1,562 1,534 1,515 1,513
Investment companies 2,713 2,560 2,422 2,530 2,512 2,479 2,422 2,404
Funds of hedge funds 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
Hedge funds 49 62 69 62 65 67 69 71
Real estate mutual funds 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Real estate investment companies 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
ASSETS UNDER MANAGEMENT (millions of euros)         
Mutual funds 259,095.0 279,377.4 279,668.0 250,126.3 263,619.4 267,084.6 279,668.0 280,917.1
Investment companies 27,479.7 28,385.5 26,541.0 24,220.8 25,883.3 25,742.1 26,541.0 26,393.3
Funds of hedge funds3 468.8 566.7 652.8 546.8 559.9 617.2 652.8 –
Hedge funds3 2,262.2 2,832.4 2,912.6 2,523.3 2,700.1 2,700.7 2,912.6 –
Real estate mutual funds 309.4 309.4 310.8 309.7 309.7 310.6 310.8 310.8
Real estate investment companies 748.8 763.5 907.1 767.1 895.4 899.5 907.1 894.3
1 	 Available data: January 2021.
2 	 Data source: Registers of Collective Investment Schemes.
3 	 Available data: December 2020.
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Foreign Collective Investment Schemes marketed in Spain1	 TABLE 3.14

2019 2020
2018 2019 2020 IV I II III IV

INVESTMENT VOLUME2, 3 (millions of euros)              
Total 162,335.0 178,841.5 199,419.3 178,841.5 167,800.5 186,002.0 190,324.3 199,419.3
  Mutual funds 34,209.6 30,843.4 27,355.5 30,843.4 29,844.4 30,056.0 26,815.7 27,355.5
  Investment companies 128,125.5 147,998.1 172,063.8 147,998.1 137,956.1 155,945.9 163,508.6 172,063.8
INVESTORS/SHAREHOLDERS2         
Total 3,173,245 3,361,901 4,312,340 3,361,901 3,421,733 3,839,528 3,939,998 4,312,340
  Mutual funds 547,826 521,648 592,053 521,648 531,035 573,316 568,132 592,053
  Investment companies 2,625,419 2,840,253 3,720,287 2,840,253 2,890,698 3,266,212 3,371,866 3,720,287
NUMBER OF SCHEMES4         
Total 1,024 1,033 1,048 1,033 1,035 1,042 1,042 1,048
  Mutual funds 429 399 407 399 402 402 404 407
  Investment companies 595 634 641 634 633 640 638 641
COUNTRY4         
Luxembourg 447 462 472 462 463 469 468 472
France 263 222 225 222 222 221 224 225
Ireland 200 220 222 220 219 221 221 222
Germany 42 48 45 48 49 49 46 45
United Kingdom 27 23 23 23 23 23 23 23
The Netherlands 2 4 3 4 4 4 4 3
Austria 24 30 32 30 31 31 31 32
Belgium 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Denmark 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Finland 9 11 13 11 11 11 12 13
Liechtenstein 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
1 	 Only data on UCITS are included. On 1 January 2018 CNMV Circular 2/2017, of 25 October, entered into force, which has increased the entities subject to reporting 

requirements; therefore data may not be comparable with previous information
2	 Data on Exchange Traded Funds (ETFs) are not included until IV-2017. From I-2018 onwards, data are estimated.
3 	 Investment volume: participations or shares owned by the investors/shareholders at the end of the period valued at that time. 
4 	 UCITS (funds and societies) registered at the CNMV.

Real estate investment schemes1	 TABLE 3.15

2020 2021
2018 2019 2020 I II III IV I2

REAL ESTATE MUTUAL FUNDS            
Number 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Investors 483 483 483 483 483 483 483 486
Assets (millions of euros) 309.4 309.4 310.8 309.7 309.7 310.6 310.8 310.8
Return on assets (%) 0.24 -0.02 0.47 0.09 0.01 0.30 0.06 0.00
REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT COMPANIES         
Number 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 2
Shareholders 422 316 315 313 312 312 315 208
Assets (millions of euros) 748.8 763.5 907.1 767.1 895.4 899.5 907.1 894.3
1 	 Real estate investment schemes which have sent reports to the CNMV, excluding those in process of dissolution or liquidation.
2 	 Available data: January 2021.
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