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A B S T R A C T 

Objective: The article aims to study the selected approach used to manage the counterparty credit risk, 

namely the application of the pre-settlement risk limits in the Polish over-the-counter derivatives market be-

tween financial institutions and non-financial counterparties. Since market practice differs in terms of hedging 

the same risk exposures of non-financial counterparties, the main goal is to identify and analyse key factors 

determining the risk appetite of financial institutions reflected in the pre-settlement limit amount. 

Research Design & Methods: I based the theoretical considerations on the literature analysis. I utilized sec-

ondary data analysis and desk research, in particular concerning legal regulations both on the European 

and Polish levels. It considers credit policies and the counterparty credit risk rules of selected banks listed 

on the Warsaw Stock Exchange that offer derivative instruments for non-financial counterparties in order 

to hedge against specific market risks. I investigated all required information and data obtained and pro-

ceeded by banks for treasury limits. For this purpose, I analysed credit application forms and treasury limit 

applications. Next, I investigated the principles for managing counterparty credit risk as well as appropri-

ate credit policy. A case study presents key differences in banking services provided for a non-financial 

counterparty willing to hedge market risks. 

Findings: I applied a holistic approach to the counterparty credit risk policy and identified key factors af-

fecting the counterparty credit risk appetite within financial institutions, reflected in the pre-settlement 

limit granted to non-financial counterparties in the Polish over-the-counter derivatives market. These de-

terminants concern areas such as specific hedging instruments, given counterparty and financial institu-

tions, as well as the regulatory environment. 

Implications & Recommendations: The pre-settlement risk limits serve not only to cover credit exposure but 

also to support and enhance the entire market risk management process and day-to-day operations in finan-

cial institutions. One may also regard the implemented treasury limit setup, risk factors, margining policy, etc., 

in the context of competitive advantage that financial institutions may gain and thus attract more derivative 

business. Hence, it is crucial to recognize determinants influencing the treasury limit amount. 

Contribution & Value Added: Although the main analysis of counterparty credit risk concentrates on inter-

bank operations, mainly due to their high systemic importance, the management of the pre-settlement 

risk in the over-the-counter derivatives market between the financial institution and non-financial coun-

terparty should be considered in more detail due to its growing importance. This article intends to sys-

tematize knowledge on this topic. The case study utilising international and domestic experiences shows 

different approaches to mitigate financial risks. The question of which approach to risk management is 

more effective remains open. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Despite many undertaken regulatory actions, the counterparty credit risk1 (CCR) management still re-

mains relevant and up to date. Both the Federal Reserve (FED, 2024) and The European Central Bank 

(ECB, 2022) highlight the importance of this topic.2 Polish financial institutions are also not immune to 

CCR-related challenges, which appear especially in times of major market turbulence caused by unex-

pected events, such as the 2008/09 Global Financial Crises, the outbreak of 2020 Coronavirus Pan-

demic, or the Russian invasion of Ukraine in 2022. 

I aimed to study the application of treasury limits in the Polish over-the-counter (OTC) derivatives 

market to cover pre-settlement risk.3 I paid special attention to the relationship between financial in-

stitutions and non-financial counterparties. The existing research concentrates on various risk limits, 

especially in the interbank market (among financial institutions). There is no comprehensive view on 

this topic in the analysed area, hence the study intended to fill this gap. 

The article tries to examine why the amount of the pre-settlement limit set by banks for a given 

counterparty may differ, despite reporting the same needs in terms of financial risk hedging. Hence, 

the research question was: What are the key factors determining the financial institutions’ CCR appe-

tite that is reflected in the pre-settlement limit granted?  

The applied research method comprised the analysis of various legal regulations both on the Eu-

ropean and Polish levels. It also considered credit policies and the CCR rules of selected banks listed 

on the Warsaw Stock Exchange. A presented case study shows key differences in banking services pro-

vided for a non-financial counterparty willing to hedge market risks. 

This article contributes to the literature on finance, with a particular focus on market risk manage-

ment. The findings offer valuable insights for business practice, benefiting both financial institutions and 

non-financial counterparties. Financial institutions formally required to implement counterparty risk 

monitoring systems through CCR limits can leverage these results to enhance their practices. Meanwhile, 

non-financial counterparties may gain additional understanding and develop their knowledge and com-

petencies in risk management. The study also holds significance for academic researchers, providing a 

basis for further exploration of these areas and inspiring the development of innovative solutions. 

The article is organized as follows. The first section will present selected references on CCR man-

agement approaches. Then, it will depict the research method employed. Next, I will present the key 

factors determining the amount of pre-settlement risk limits. Subsequently, the discussion section will 

cover observed differences and practical implications for Polish financial institutions. The last part will 

contain conclusions and suggestions for further research. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

There are many approaches to mitigate CCR, such as trade novation with central counterparty (CCP), 

credit valuation adjustment (CVA), or the application of risk limits. 

In centrally cleared transactions, the CCP assumes the role of the buyer to the original seller and 

the seller to the original buyer (Duffie & Zhu, 2011; Norman, 2011; Rehlon & Nixon, 2013; Berndsen, 

2021). The CCR is mitigated through mechanisms such as multilateral netting and collateral posting. 

Contract settlements are further safeguarded by default management procedures and dedicated fi-

nancial resources. While centralized clearing offers many benefits, some researchers highlight poten-

tial risks. For instance, Koeppl (2013) discusses how centralized clearing can create incentives for moral 

 
1 Counterparty credit risk means the risk that the counterparty to a transaction could default before the final settlement of 

the transaction’s cash flows (Art. 272, Regulation (EU) No 575/2013) 
2 The European Central Bank (ECB) identified exposure to counterparty credit risk as a supervisory priority for 2022 and initi-

ated a range of supervisory actions. 
3 The CCR consists of pre-settlement and settlement risk (Art. 286.2b, Regulation (EU) No 575/2013). The key role in this distinc-

tion plays the timing when a specific type of risk occurs. The pre-settlement risk relates to the period from the deal date to 

settlement date, while the settlement risk relates only to the cash flows at the contract maturity. The latter risk is not a particular 

challenge in the analysed area due to delivery vs. payment rule in place (although settlement limits may also apply).  
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hazard, while others argue that trade novation may increase systemic risk by mutualizing the idiosyn-

cratic risk (Pirrong, 2012; Biais et al., 2012; Menkveld, 2015; Gregory, 2010). 

The CVA approach adjusts the contractual price by incorporating an appropriate risk spread when 

entering a transaction (Brigo et al., 2013), thereby creating an internal default fund. The CVA frame-

work should account for counterparty-specific master netting agreements and margin terms. However, 

estimating the risk premium for each trading counterparty under this framework can be particularly 

challenging in practice (Gregory, 2010; Cesari et al., 2010; Barucca et al., 2020). The CVA-based ap-

proach is also not suitable for assets traded on an exchange (Gould et al., 2013).  

The CCR limits are widely used in practice not only to mitigate credit exposure but also to enhance 

market risk management processes and day-to-day operations. They allow the maximum exposure 

that an institution faces from derivatives trading with any other counterparty to be set (Gould et al., 

2017a and 2017b; Gregory, 2010). They usually cap a maximum exposure above which the collateral 

has to be posted (margin call rule applies). Pre-settlement risk (PRE) accounts for basically two com-

ponents, namely market risk estimation and portfolio valuation. Hence, potential future exposure 

(PFE) and current exposure (CE) jointly determine the PRE. The PFE is very often computed using the 

VaR approach (Best, 1999). However, the PFE is positive and covers longer periods. The CE is calculated 

either as a net present value (NPV) of all non-matured contracts or the value of reverse transactions. 

Some recent works4 on the PRE concentrate i.a. on collateral value, especially different initial margin 

models (Gregory, 2016; Anfuso et al., 2017; Caspers et al., 2017; McWalter et al., 2018; Caspers et al., 

2018). As a result of bilateral initial margining their impact on derivatives pricing is analysed through 

so-called valuation adjustments (Vierkoetter, 2019). 

The existing literature concentrates mainly on various risk limits, especially in the interbank mar-

ket. There is no in-depth research on this topic from the perspective of the relationship between a 

financial institution and a non-financial counterparty. 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

I aimed to identify the key factors determining the pre-settlement limit amount granted to non-financial 

counterparties by financial institutions in the Polish OTC derivatives market. I utilized secondary data anal-

ysis and desk research, in particular concerning legal regulations both on European and Polish levels.  

In accordance with Recommendation A of the Polish Financial Supervision Authority (FSA 2010 and 

2022), the pre-settlement limit5 is required for concluding different derivative transactions. It is em-

ployed mainly to manage the counterparty credit risk exposure stemming from derivatives trading.6 

Data source covers selected commercial banks listed on the Warsaw Stock Exchange (WSE) that offer 

non-financial counterparties (entrepreneurs) derivative instruments to hedge specific market risk ex-

posure (foreign exchange, interest rate and commodity risk). The article investigates all required infor-

mation and data obtained and proceeded by banks in the credit application process for treasury limits. 

For this purpose, the credit application forms and treasury limit applications are analysed in the first 

place. Next, the appropriate credit procedure is examined (usually on credit policy for working capital 

financing) and adopted principles for managing counterparty credit risk (CCR policy).  

The case study considered the CCR limit request for one entity from a capital group operating in 

Central and Eastern Europe. The company deals with agriculture cultivation combined with animal 

husbandry. As other activities, it states cultivation of cereals, legumes, and oilseeds for seeds as well 

as services activities supporting plant production, post-harvest services, wholesales of grain, seeds, 

 
4 Since the BCBS-IOSCO guidance on margining for non-centrally cleared derivatives in March 2015. 
5 Used in practice under different terms, such as ‘credit lines,’ ‘pre-settlement treasury limits,’ ‘counterparty limits,’ ‘CCR 

limits,’ ‘transaction limits,’ ‘counterparty risk exposure limits,’ etc. In this article, I define the pre-settlement limit in accord-

ance with Recommendation A of Polish FSA (2010:18 p.1.6.4.a)  
6 The available treasury limit amount together with current risk requirements directly determine the notional value of the 

derivative transaction. After transaction conclusion the limit utilization is verified on a daily basis (to monitor and manage 

counterparty credit risk exposure). Usually, once the treasury limit is fully utilized, the margin call clause is triggered/issued 

meaning the additional collateral has to be posted or the transaction prematurely closed out and cleared. This action aim to 

limit the risk exposure from derivatives to the pre-settlement limit amount. 
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and animal feed. It conducts activities related to plant cultivation in an area of approx. 10 thousand 

ha. Market risks stem from the commodity exposure related to production (including wheat and rape-

seed, additional expenses such as fuels), and currency exposure results from direct EU payment to the 

area (payments per hectare in PLN, but indexed to EUR). The application was submitted to two banks 

in the OTC market to check transactional availability as well as terms and conditions. Both banks are 

WSE-listed. However, bank A operates only locally (domestically), while bank B is a member of the 

leading European banking group (in terms of assets, it ranks among the largest European banks). Alt-

hough reporting the same needs in terms of financial risk hedging, the entity is given two different 

proposals in terms of banking services (i.a., various pre-settlement limits).  

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

A non-financial counterparty willing to enter into derivative transactions in the Polish OTC market 

should meet a number of conditions. The most important is to sign an appropriate documentation 

package, most often a master agreement with related annexes, among others, regulations, general 

terms and conditions, fill in the appropriateness test7 (Markets in Financial Instruments Directive – 

MiFID), organize the LEI code (European Market Infrastructure Regulation – EMIR) and apply for a 

treasury limit (Recommendation A of PFSA 2010 and 2022). Request for a treasury limit requires a 

credit application process. The whole credit assessment is very similar to other working capital facilities 

and entails both the client’s creditworthiness assessment and transaction evaluation (Polish Banking 

Law). The treasury limit is very often subtracted from the client’s total approved credit, and the amount 

is based on the counterparty’s profile and needs. Firstly, all information required to prepare the treas-

ury limit is collected. The counterparty fills in the standard credit application (as for any other financ-

ing), usually together with the treasury limit application form. Then, a treasury unit prepares a recom-

mendation in accordance with the CCR policy set in a given financial institution. The limit amount is 

estimated on the specific market risk exposures and applicable risk requirements for planned instru-

ments. Next, the credit analyst evaluates the counterparty creditworthiness (based on current finan-

cial statements and forecasts) for the requested limit amount in accordance with the proper method-

ology. As for all credit lines there are different types of collaterals being also analysed. In general, there 

are cash or non-cash collaterals (or both). The credit decision is made at the proper credit committee 

level (it may be positive, negative or conditional – requires additional changes), and then a documen-

tation package is prepared. After signing the agreement and meeting the initial conditions, the treasury 

limit is implemented into the bank’s system, and the counterparty is able to conclude different finan-

cial instruments. During the lifetime of the treasury limit, its utilization is monitored on a regular basis. 

If it is fully utilized no more instruments can be opened until it is released. If the positive from the 

bank’s perspective value of non-matured contracts matches (utilizes) the whole limit amount (together 

with additional collaterals paid in), the margin call rule usually applies. The treasury limit for daily busi-

ness usually expires after one year or is renewed. An active derivative instrument should have a valid 

treasury limit. This means that if the limit expires, the transaction ought to be closed, or additional 

collateral should be posted. In the case of credit-related instruments the limit tenor is usually longer 

and adjusted to the planned hedging instrument. 

The factors analysis determining the treasury limit amount followed the credit application process 

that indicates two main stages, namely when the limit is computed and then verified and granted. The 

calculation is prepared by the treasury department based on the current CCR rules. Before entering 

into any derivative contract, the counterparty should be verified in accordance with DIRECTIVE 

2014/65 (MiFID) and the assigned target group (Table 1).  

Then, risk exposures and the counterparty’s hedging policy should be analysed in connection with 

the financial institution’s CCR management policy, including proposals regarding available collateral. 

 
7 When assessing appropriateness, a financial institution must determine whether the counterparty has the necessary expe-

rience and knowledge to understand the risks involved in relation to the product or service offered. 
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All these factors affect the amount of treasury limit, the scope of available instruments offered, the 

tenors of both hedging instruments and requested limit and finally, the form of limit collateral. 

Table 1. The determinants of pre-settlement risk limits amount to be recognized and analyzed by the treas-

ury department unit 

No Criteria/Factors Impact/Description 

1 Counterparty cat-

egory under MiFID 

I.e., retail customer, professional customer or eligible counterparty. Additionally, retail 

customers should be assessed in terms of the appropriateness of financial instruments 

and services (survey on customer knowledge and experience). 

2 Target group Assigning counterparty to a target group to which the institution offers the financial 

instruments as part of the investment service. 

3 Description of risk 

exposures and 

counterparty’s 

hedging policy 

A detailed description of hedging policy (current/operating or strategic/long-term 

hedging), in particular: 

- risk exposures to be hedged with derivatives, such as foreign currency exposure (in- 

and out-flows, hedge ratio, contracts tenors, time of risk exposure, the origin of 

risks, etc.); interest rate exposure (whether it is an investment loan, bond issue, leas-

ing etc.) repayment schedule, amortization amount etc., commodity exposure 

(amount/quantity, underlying index, terms, etc.), 

- applicable instruments in hedging activities, 

Determination of the transaction purpose to be concluded within treasury limit (in-

vestment goal, speculative [non-hedging] or hedging activity). 

4 Financial institu-

tion’s CCR man-

agement policy  

In particular: 

- treasury limit setups, 

- limit utilization schemes,  

- risk requirements for computation of potential future exposure, 

- valuation methods of current exposure, 

- margining policy, 

- other. 

5 Collateral form for 

treasury limit 

Whether it is unsecured or secured (cash or non-cash form), and whether or not an 

initial margin is required. When exactly is the margin call triggered, and how much var-

iation margin should be posted? There may also be limits without the margin call rule. 

Source: own study. 

Next, the credit risk department is responsible for the evaluation of both the creditworthiness and 

applicable collateral in accordance with credit methodology for a given business counterparty line (Ta-

ble 2). Within financial institutions’ credit policy, the main factors are (i) the credit rating system, (ii) 

the evaluation of credit exposure and creditworthiness and (iii) collateral. 

Table 2. The determinants of pre-settlement risk limits within financial institution credit policy 

No Criteria /Factors Impact/ Description 

1 Credit rating 

system 

The rating system verifies counterparty financial standing and impacts in the case of 

working capital financing facilities i.a., the scope of available instruments, the credit 

amount, collateral form and ultimately, the costs (fees and margins). In the case of treas-

ury limits, credit rating similarly determines whether the financial institution is willing to 

engage in a specific counterparty and to what extent. There is usually no up-front fee and 

no margin on treasury limits. The bank benefits from transactional spreads. 

Credit rating directly affects the amount of treasury limit and collateral form. 

2 Evaluation of 

credit exposure 

and creditwor-

thiness 

The bank is obliged to verify creditworthiness for requested credit exposure. Some finan-

cial institutions determine the maximum amount of treasury limit in relation to the com-

pany’s turnover (e.g., no more than 10-20% of annual turnover), others in relation to 

EBITDA (e.g., no more than 50% of the last year EBITDA), others in relation to counter-

party equity (e.g., no more than 50% equity value).  

3 Collateral exam-

ination 

An analysis of legal collaterals applicable to credit limits is conducted in accordance with 

the bank's policy in this regard. 

Source: own study. 
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The final decision on the treasury limit amount considered various factors related to the planned 

instrument, given the counterparty and financial institution specifics on CCR management, credit risk 

policy, and the regulatory environment (Figure 1). 

 

 

Figure 1. The key areas of treasury limits determinants 

Source: own elaboration. 

The case study considered in this article concerned the application process for a treasury limit in the 

relationship between a financial institution and a non-financial counterparty. It turned out that once the 

application was submitted, the received proposals were heterogeneous. The differences concern the CCR 

policy, including limit type, limit amount, margining rules, and others. Bank A offered a mutual/common 

CCR limit (there are sub-limits for currency and commodity exposure), while Bank B proposed a separate 

limit for each market risk (i.e., single for both currency and commodity exposure). It is particularly inter-

esting that the total amount of both limits in Bank B differs from the amount of the limit in Bank A, 

despite applying the 95% confidence level in market risk estimation. The limit utilization scheme was 

similar in both banks, assuming variable risk requirements. The margin call was issued when the limit was 

fully utilized. However, the minimum transfer amount differed in both banks. 

Although financial institutions collect similar data from their counterparties and proceed to de-

termine the treasury limit and set cooperation conditions, the final decision may be different across 

banks (in detail) in terms of (i) the scope of available hedging instruments, (ii) transaction tenor as 

well as limit tenor, (iii) limit amount, and (iv) the form of the collateral required. This is because of 

the different approaches a given institution takes in terms of the implemented counterparty risk 

management principles and the credit risk policy (credit methodology). 

Regarding counterparty categories under MiFID and the distinction between a professional cus-

tomer, an eligible counterparty, or a retail counterparty, the financial criteria are generally not par-

ticularly challenging (they are indicated in Directive 2014). However, some differences arise when 

examining the retail customer’s knowledge and experience. Due to the lack of standardization of 

MiFID tests among financial institutions and different checking algorithms applied, it may happen 

that a given counterparty may use the entire range of derivatives offered in one institution while the 

scope of instruments may be limited in another one. 

This is particularly important since the instrument type directly affects the treasury limit 

amount. As for derivatives, most of them generate counterparty risk and require treasury limits. 
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However, there are a few exceptions that are free from this risk, such as option purchase with 

premium payment on the deal date (Wybieralski, 2023). However, when the premium is shifted to 

the option maturity then a treasury limit is required. Flexible solutions (e.g., selected option strat-

egies, enabling participation in positive market changes) utilize limits to a lesser extent compared 

to fixed ones (e.g., foreign exchange forward contracts).8 

Especially important factors are those directly related to the exposure being hedged, i.e. the risk 

sources, the transaction amount, and the contract tenor (in the context of the probability of risk materi-

alization). The type of hedging policy (both on the bank side as well as counterparties) directly affects the 

amount of the limit.9 Risk sources and exposure origins are important. Are these specific invoices (already 

issued/received) or future, just planned cash flows? In the case of the former, the perfect hedging (100% 

of the exposure) is not usually problematic. In the case of the latter, a maximum hedging level/ratio may 

be set, e.g., no more than 80%.10 This is about operational (current) or strategic (long-lasting) hedging 

policy. Derivative tenors up to 12-24 months are generally possible (tradable) in analysed banks. How-

ever, transaction tenors above six months may require more detailed projections and justification in 

some institutions. There are also a few banks that enable strategic hedging in longer time frames, e.g., 

up to five years (introducing some constraints, e.g., no more than 20% of the annual FX turnover to be 

concluded in such instruments, Wybieralski 2020). However, long transaction tenors are more or less 

challenging, especially those exceeding the treasury limit tenor. Longer trades utilize treasury limits to a 

greater extent due to the higher risk involved. Dilemmas on limit amount emerge after its expiration 

while renewing process. Whether the original value should be requested or the amount that is based on 

the current risk requirements (e.g., lower due to time decay)? Another issue deals with the bank’s collat-

eral policy on non-matured transactions after the limit expires (and is not renewed). Whether hedging 

instrument should be premature closed-out or just additional collateral should be posted? 

Risk requirements are extremely important in terms of potential future exposure (PFE) and limit 

amount estimation. Banks often apply different VaR approaches to calculate risk factors (in terms of 

the method used, reference markets, time series, confidence levels, etc.) and update them differently. 

This means that risk requirements may vary in individual institutions. Thus, specific trades usually uti-

lize treasury limits differently across financial institutions. 

The limit tenor for daily business is usually up to 12 months. In the case of credit-related trans-

actions, it is usually longer and matches the maturity of the interest-hedging instrument. A compli-

cation may arise when a company concludes both daily hedging (e.g., foreign exchange) and credit-

related hedges. Are there two single limits in place (separate limits for each specific market risk) or 

just one with sublimits (and then what is the limit tenor and expiration date)? The practice differs 

in this regard within analysed banks. 

The nature of the planned transactions usually affects the collateral form of treasury limit. The 

real cash flows (financial) hedging is concluded very often within unsecured limits (no initial margin 

required). Non-hedging activities (speculative transactions), if allowed, they are usually concluded 

within secured limits (initial margin has to be posted). 

The adopted limit utilization scheme has a significant meaning. The CCR exposure can be calculated 

differently. It usually consists of PFE and CE. The question arises of whether the treasury setup employs 

and maintains the fixed (original) or variable risk requirements and what the holding period is. It is 

connected with the margin call policy, which specifies when exactly and how much variation margin 

should be posted. Within selected banks (WSE listed), the dominant pattern for daily business and one-

off transactions under pre-settlement risk limits applies variable risk requirements 

Regarding credit policy, credit analysts usually follow credit methodology for working capital fi-

nancing to evaluate treasury limit amounts. As mentioned, credit rating plays a crucial role in influenc-

ing both the amount and the collateral form. Financial institutions may distinguish between the limit 

amount and threshold amount in their internal systems. In that case, the former determines the no-

 
8 Refers to the same notional amount in hedging instrument within a granted limit, see Wybieralski 2015a and 2015b. 
9 Relates to daily business transactions (such as foreign exchange and commodity) as well as one-offs (credit-related instruments). 
10 Cash flows probability should be weighed in terms of transaction tenor. 
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tional position across different time tenors, and the latter determines unsecured credit exposure 

(above which the collateral has to be posted; the margin call rule applies). The limit amount often 

equals the threshold amount. However, the limit amount may be higher than the threshold amount, 

which means that the bank is willing to conclude the planned transactions within specific tenors but 

accepts lower credit exposure (margin call may appear earlier/sooner). The other way is also true, 

namely that the limit amount may be lower than the threshold amount, which means acceptance of 

greater CCR exposure. Limits with no margin call rule also exist, meaning no additional collaterals at all 

(non-standard/higher risk requirements usually apply). 

CONCLUSIONS 

This article covers one of the approaches used to manage counterparty credit risk in the Polish OTC de-

rivatives market in the relationship between financial institutions and non-financial counterparties, 

namely the application of the pre-settlement risk limits. When applying for treasury limits, enterprises 

provide banks with specific financial data and information on hedging policy together with risk exposures, 

and yet various banks prepare different limit amounts for those counterparties and allow them to use 

different financial instruments. It also happens that within the same institution, a given limit amount is 

sufficient to cover a specific exposure in one year, and the same exposure at risk requires a different limit 

amount in another year (due to risk requirements change because of higher market volatility). 

The study of selected WSE-listed banks on the CCR rules and credit policy indicates a group of 

factors directly affecting cooperation conditions for non-financial counterparties in the Polish OTC 

derivatives market. The research outcome contains a list of key factors affecting the CCR appetite 

within financial institutions, reflected in the pre-settlement limit amount granted. The breakdown 

of these determinants relates to (i) the specific instrument planned to conclude, (ii) the given coun-

terparty, (iii) the financial institution and (iv) the regulatory environment. Differences observed and 

practical implications for market participants are discussed. Due to limited access to data, selected 

banks were included in the study. Therefore, I recommend conducting a more detailed examination 

of all entities within the WIG-BANKI index in this regard. 

Recognition and analysis of factors determining the limit amount is crucial, particularly for mar-

ket practice (end-user and financial institutions) and scientists. The institutions carry out constant 

activities aimed at improving their CCR policy and management system to gain market advantage 

and attract more derivatives business. Non-financial entrepreneurs benefit from a deeper insight 

and awareness surrounding practical issues of treasury limits application. Academics may identify 

practical challenges and address them in their research in order to identify alternative solutions 

both on theoretical and application grounds. 

As a result of the global financial crisis of the early twenty-first century, the area of OTC derivatives 

is subject to intensive regulatory regulations, particularly interbank operations. Due to the growing 

importance of transactions with non-financial counterparties, it is not surprising that this area attracts 

more and more attention (ECB, 2023; FED, 2024), especially since the approach to risk assessment and 

management is not uniform. Therefore, which path is optimal and should be particularly promoted to 

strengthen financial stability? A clear answer to this question requires further investigation. Research 

in this area should aim to recognize and develop best practices in CCR management and governance 

using derivative instruments to mitigate market risk within treasury limits. The practical challenges 

concern, for instance, the breaches of contractual terms (events of default), timely renewal of treasury 

limits, or market risk estimation (models). Interesting subjects are those related to treasury limit utili-

zation schemes, treasury limit setups and collateral types or different margin call policies observed in 

practice. All these issues require further examination. 

  



The counterparty credit risk appetite in the Polish over-the-counter derivatives market | 25

 

 

REFERENCES 

Anfuso, F., Azizx, D., Giltinan, P., & Loukopoulos, K. (2017). A Sound Modelling and Backtesting Framework for 

Forecasting Initial Margin Requirements. Retrieved from https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/pa-pers.cfm?ab-

stract_id=2716279 on October 11, 2023.  

Barucca, P., Bardoscia, M., Caccioli, F., D’Errico, M., Visentin, G., Caldarelli, G., & Battiston, S. (2020). Network valu-

ation in financial systems. Mathematical Finance, 30(4), 1181-1204. https://doi.org/10.1111/mafi.12272 

Berndsen, R. (2021). Fundamental questions on central counterparties: A review of the literature. Journal of Fu-

tures Markets, 41(12), 2009-2022, https://doi.org/10.1002/fut.22260 

Best, P. (1999). Implementing Value at Risk. Wiley. 

Biais, B., Heider, F., & Hoerova, M. (2012). Clearing, counterparty risk and aggregate risk. Retrieved from 

https://www.imf.org/external/np/res/seminars/2011/arc/pdf/bbfhmh.pdf on October 4, 2023. 

Brigo, D., Morini, M., & Pallavicini, A. (2013). Counterparty Credit Risk, Collateral and Funding: With Pricing Cases 

for All Asset Classes. John Wiley & Sons. 

Caspers, P., Giltinanz, P., Lichters, R., & Nowaczyk, N. (2017). Forecasting Initial Margin Requirements – A Model 

Evaluation. http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2911167 

Caspers, P., & Lichters, R. (2018). Initial margin forecast – Bermudan swaption methodology and case study. 

February 27, 2018. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3132008 

Directive 2014/65/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 15 May 2014 on markets in financial 

instruments and amending Directive 2002/92/EC and Directive 2011/61/EU. ELI: http://data.eu-

ropa.eu/eli/dir/2014/65/2023-03-23 

Directive 2013/36/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 on access to the activity of 

credit institutions and the prudential supervision of credit institutions and investment firms, amending Di-

rective 2002/87/EC and repealing Directives 2006/48/EC and 2006/49/EC. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A02013L0036-20240109 

Duffie, D., & Zhu, H. (2011). Does a central clearing counterparty reduce counterparty risk?. The Review of Asset 

Pricing Studies, 1(1), 74-95. https://doi.org/10.1093/rapstu/rar001 

Cesari, G., Aquilina, J., Charpillon, N., Filipovic, Z., Lee G., & Manda, I. (2010). Modelling, Pricing, and Hedging 

Counterparty Credit Exposure: A Technical Guide. Heidelberg: Springer-Verlag. 

European Central Bank. (2023). Sound practices in counterparty credit risk governance and management. Retrieved 

from https://www.bankingsupervision.europa.eu/legalframework/publiccons/pdf/ccr_report/ssm.ccrgovern-

ancemanagement_202306.en.pdf on October 4, 2023. 

Regulation (EU) No 575/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 on prudential re-

quirements for credit institutions and investment firms and amending Regulation (EU) No 648/2012 ELI: Re-

trieved from http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2013/575/2024-07-09 on October 5, 2023. 

FED. (2024). The Importance of Counterparty Credit Risk Management. Retrieved from https://www.feder-al-

rserve.gov/newsevents/speech/files/barr20240227a.pdf on December 2, 2024.  

FSA. (2022). Rekomendacja A dotycząca zarządzania ryzykiem towarzyszącym zawieraniu przez banki transakcji na 

rynku instrumentów pochodnych. Retrieved from https://www.knf.gov.pl/knf/pl/komponenty/img/Rek-

omendacja_A_2022_80053.pdf on October 4, 2023. 

FSA. (2010). Rekomendacja A dotycząca zarządzania ryzykiem towarzyszącym zawieraniu przez banki transakcji na 

rynku instrumentów pochodnych. Retrieved from https://www.knf.gov.pl/knf/pl/komponenty/img/Rek-

omendcja%20A_2010_22718.05_22718.05_22718.pdf on October 4, 2023. 

Gould, M., Hautsch, N., Howison, S.D., & Porter, M.A. (2017a). Counterparty Credit Limits: The Impact of a Risk-

Mitigation Measure on Everyday Trading. CFS Working Paper, No. 581. Retrieved from https://ssrn.com/ab-

stract=3043112 on October 4, 2023, https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3043112 

Gould, M., Hautsch, N., Howison, S.D., & Porter, M.A. (2017b). Counterparty credit limits: An effective tool for miti-

gating counterparty risk?. Retrieved from https://publikationen.ub.uni-frankfurt.de/opus4/frontdoor/de-

liver/index/docId/43867/file/SSRN-id3043112.pdf on October 4, 2023. 

Gould, M., Porter, M.A., Williams S., McDonald, M., Fenn, D.J., & Howison, S.D. (2013). Limit order books. Quan-

titative Finance, 13(11), 1709-1742. https://doi.org/10.1080/14697688.2013.803148 



26 | Piotr Wybieralski

 

Gregory, J. (2010). Counterparty Credit Risk: The New Challenge for Global Financial Markets. West Sussex: Wiley 

Gregory, J. (2016). The Impact of Initial Margin. Retrieved from https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?ab-

stract_id=2790227 on October 4, 2023, https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2790227 

Koeppl, T.V. (2013). The limits of central counterparty clearing: Collusive moral hazard and market 

liquidity. Queen’s Economics Department Working Paper No. 1312. Retrieved from 

https://www.econ.queensu.ca/sites/econ.queensu.ca/files/qed_wp_1312.pdf on October 5, 2023. 

McWalter, T., Kienitza, J., Nowaczyk, N., Rudd, R., & Acar, S. (2018). Dynamic Initial Margin Estimation Based on 

Quantiles of Johnson Distributions. Retrieved from https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?ab-

stract_id=3147811 on October 5, 2023, https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3147811  

Menkveld, A.J. (2015). Crowded trades: an overlooked systemic risk for central clearing counterparties. Working 

Paper. Retrieved from https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2422250 on October 5, 2023, 

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2422250 

Norman, P. (2011). The Risk Controllers: Central Counterparty Clearing in Globalised Financial Markets. West 

Sussex: John Wiley & Sons. 

Pirrong, C. (2012). Clearing and collateral Mandates: A new liquidity trap?. Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, 

24(1), 67-73. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2012.00366.x 

Regulation (EU) No 575/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 on prudential re-

quirements for credit institutions and investment firms and amending Regulation (EU) No 648/2012 ELI: Re-

trieved from http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2013/575/2024-07-09 on October 5, 2023. 

Rehlon, A., & Nixon, D. (2013). Central counterparties: What are they, why do they matter and how does the 

Bank supervise them?. The Bank of England Quarterly Bulletin, 53(2), 147-156. Retrieved from 

https://www.bankofengland.co.uk/-/media/boe/files/quarterly-bulletin/2013/central-counterparties-

what-are-they-why-do-they-matter-and-how-does-the-boe-supervise-them.pdf on October 5, 2023. 

Vierkoetter, M. (2019). The Impact of Initial Margin on Derivatives Pricing with an Application of Machine Learn-

ing, PricewaterhouseCoopers. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3427230 

Wybieralski, P. (2023). Pre-Settlement Risk Limits for Non-Financial Counterparty in the Polish Over-the-Counter 

Derivatives Market. Annales Universitatis Mariae Curie-Skłodowska, sectio H – Oeconomia, 57(1), 219-235. 

https://doi.org/10.17951/h.2023.57.1.219-235 

Wybieralski, P. (2020). Cross-Currency Interest Rate Swap Application in the Long-Term Currency Risk Manage-

ment. Annales Universitatis Mariae Curie-Skłodowska, sectio H – Oeconomia, 54(2), 113-124. 

https://doi.org/10.17951/h.2020.54.2.113-124 

Wybieralski, P. (2015a). Risk Reversal as a Flexible Currency Risk Hedging Strategy Used by Non-Financial Com-

panies in the OTC Market. Annales Universitatis Mariae Curie-Skłodowska, sectio H – Oeconomia, 49(4), 707-

718. https://doi.org/10.17951/h.2015.49.4.707 

Wybieralski, P. (2015b). The Application of a Selected Flexible Currency Risk Hedging Strategy in the OTC Market. 

Studia Oeconomica Posnaniensia 3(9), 94-110. https://doi.org/10.18559/SOEP.2015.9.5 

 

 

 

 

 

  



The counterparty credit risk appetite in the Polish over-the-counter derivatives market | 27

 

 

 

Author 

 

Piotr Wybieralski 

Assistant Professor at the Department of International Finance, Poznan University of Economics. His research 

interests include international corporate finance, investments, and financing strategies. He particularly fo-

cuses on Financial Risk Management in the Over-The-Counter Derivatives Market. 

Correspondence to: Piotr Wybieralski, PhD, Poznan University of Economics, Al. Niepodleglosci 10, 61-875 

Poznan, Poland, e-mail: Piotr.Wybieralski@ue.poznan.pl 

ORCID  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8280-8465 

 

Acknowledgements and Financial Disclosure 

 

The publication was not financed from any sources. 

 

Use of Artificial Intelligence 

 

The text is free of AI/GAI usage. 

 

Conflict of Interest 

 

The author declares that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relation-

ships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest. 

 

Copyright and License 

 

 

This article is published under the terms of  

the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY 4.0) License 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ 
 

Published by Krakow University of Economics – Krakow, Poland 

 

 

 

 

  




