DORA IMPLEMENTATION WORKSHOP  |  ADRIATIC HORIZON BANK
PART I  |  THE SHARED CASE STUDY
Meet Adriatic Horizon Bank
A fictional bank. Realistic decisions. One connected case throughout the two-day workshop.
	HOW TO USE THIS CASE
You are an advisory team supporting Adriatic Horizon Bank (AHB). Each exercise adds a new decision or event. There is no single perfect answer: discuss trade-offs, make reasonable assumptions and record what the bank would need to verify. The aim is to learn together, not to test individual knowledge.



A bank with a familiar business model
Adriatic Horizon Bank is a medium-sized retail and small-business bank headquartered in Selvarin, the capital of Vardania. Vardania is a fictional EU Member State: for the purpose of this case, the EU Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA) applies directly and the Vardania Financial Supervisory Authority (VFSA) is the bank’s competent authority. The scenario does not address Albanian law.
	Bank at a glance
	Working facts

	Customers
	120,000 retail customers; 6,000 small and medium-sized enterprises

	Operating footprint
	14 branches; 320 employees; head office in Selvarin

	Main activities
	Current accounts, deposits, domestic and cross-border payments, SME lending

	Digital access
	80,000 customers use the digital account and payment channels considered in the case

	Organisation
	Management Board; IT Operations; Information Security; Risk & Compliance; Business Lines; Procurement / Contract Management; Business Continuity



Why this matters
AHB is digital enough for a disruption to have serious consequences, but small enough that different teams still hold information in different places. Much of its technology is provided externally. Its board wants a proportionate DORA programme that improves the bank’s practical ability to prevent, manage and recover from disruption.
YOUR SHARED ROLE DURING THE WORKSHOP
Act as one cross-functional AHB working group. Think from the bank’s perspective: which service is used, which function depends on it, which evidence exists, who decides and what happens when a provider fails?


PART I  |  THE CASE FACTS
Services, functions and current gaps
THE EXTERNAL SERVICE LANDSCAPE
	Ref. / provider
	Service received by AHB
	Known dependency

	AHB-001  FinCore Services
	Runs the core banking platform: account ledger, customer balances and payment processing.
	A hosting subcontractor is involved; its legal identity and hosting locations have not yet been supplied.

	AHB-002  ChannelWorks
	Runs web and mobile banking; digital channels communicate with FinCore through interfaces.
	Digital customer access depends on ChannelWorks and FinCore.

	AHB-003  WorkCloud
	Provides hosted email, documents and collaboration tools for staff.
	Short disruptions can partly be handled by phone and local procedures.

	AHB-004  SecureWatch
	Provides continuous security monitoring and alerts for AHB’s ICT environment.
	Supports detection and response; the exact link to critical functions needs assessment.

	AHB-005  ArchiveHouse
	Stores paper records in a physical archive, with no electronic document service.
	Physical service only for this case.



BUSINESS FUNCTIONS TO CONSIDER
	Code
	Function and practical consequences

	AHB-F01
	Account management. Core ledger unavailability prevents reliable access to account balances and processing.

	AHB-F02
	Payment execution. Prolonged disruption leaves payment instructions unprocessed and could materially affect clients.

	AHB-F03
	Digital customer access. Online/mobile banking is important, but urgent requests can partly be handled at branches.



WHAT THE BANK KNOWS AT THE START
There is no fully reconciled ICT contract and provider inventory; function criticality is not yet approved consistently; the draft register of information is incomplete; the incident escalation process has not been exercised end-to-end; and there is no convincing service-specific exit plan for FinCore. Existing IT security and continuity measures provide a starting point, not a blank sheet.
	KEEP THESE ASSUMPTIONS VISIBLE
All providers, dates, facts and names are invented for this learning case. Treat any missing details as information gaps rather than filling them in with guesses. Later exercises introduce additional facts; those do not retroactively determine what participants should have known on Day 1.





PART II  |  DAY 1  |  EXERCISE 1
Design AHB’s DORA implementation project
20 minutes group discussion + 10 minutes plenary exchange  •  One shared output per group
	SITUATION
The Management Board wants a realistic first implementation plan. IT has started a technology inventory, Procurement keeps contract files, Risk & Compliance has a partial gap list, and business owners have not agreed which functions are critical or important. The Board asks your team for a short proposal.



Your joint challenge
Imagine you have ten minutes with the Management Board. Agree on a practical starting point together, not a complete compliance programme.
As a group, discuss:
Who must be involved and who should coordinate the work? Distinguish business owners, operational teams, control functions and the Management Board.
Which THREE workstreams should AHB tackle first? Use the facts above and explain why these come first.
What TWO decisions or resources do you need from the Management Board?
YOUR ONE-PAGE BOARD PITCH  •  AGREE ON THE SAME THREE PRIORITIES
	Priority / workstream
	Why now?
	Lead + key partners

	1. 
	 
	 

	2. 
	 
	 

	3. 
	 
	 



Board decisions needed:  1) ___________________________________________________________
                                        2) ___________________________________________________________
	GROUP OUTPUT
One spokesperson explains the three priorities, the division of responsibility and the Board decisions in about two minutes. The other groups can suggest one improvement.



Facilitation note  •  Agree on one view as a group; appoint one spokesperson. If information is missing, note it rather than inventing it. Different well-reasoned answers are welcome.


PART II  |  DAY 1  |  EXERCISE 2
Map ICT services and critical functions
20 minutes group discussion + 10 minutes plenary exchange  •  One shared output per group
	SITUATION
AHB receives five third-party services listed below. Its account ledger and payments depend on FinCore; online and mobile banking depend on ChannelWorks and FinCore. There are branch-based alternatives for some customer requests, but no alternative core banking engine.



Work through this together
Agree on a common classification approach before filling the table. Ask separately: (A) Is the contracted service an ICT service? (B) Which AHB function might be critical or important? (C) Does this ICT service support that function?
	Service from third party
	ICT service? (yes/no)
	Function / likely link; why?

	FinCore – core banking
	 
	 

	ChannelWorks – digital banking
	 
	 

	WorkCloud – staff email & documents
	 
	 

	SecureWatch – security monitoring
	 
	 

	ArchiveHouse – paper storage only
	 
	 



EVIDENCE TO CONSIDER
AHB-F01 Account management: core-ledger failure blocks reliable account processing. AHB-F02 Payment execution: prolonged disruption may materially affect customers. AHB-F03 Digital customer access: channels serve 80,000 users, but branches offer limited fallback. WorkCloud can be partly substituted by phone; SecureWatch detects attacks but does not process payments itself.
Agree on two important information gaps that would make your classifications more reliable (e.g. outage consequences, technical dependencies, recovery options).
Gap 1: ______________________________________________________________________________
Gap 2: ______________________________________________________________________________
	GROUP OUTPUT
One agreed dependency map. Briefly explain one obvious classification and one classification that required discussion. There is no need to assign official S01–S19 service codes today.



Facilitation note  •  Agree on one view as a group; appoint one spokesperson. If information is missing, note it rather than inventing it. Different well-reasoned answers are welcome.


PART II  |  DAY 1  |  EXERCISE 3
Draft key information-register entries
20 minutes group discussion + 10 minutes plenary exchange  •  One shared output per group
	SITUATION
AHB has a direct agreement AHB-001 with FinCore Services. FinCore runs the core account ledger and payment engine used for account management (AHB-F01) and payment execution (AHB-F02). For this exercise, AHB has classified both functions as critical or important. FinCore uses a hosting subcontractor, but its details have not yet been supplied.



A simplified register exercise — no Excel required
After a short look at the official EBA/ESA register templates, your group acts as AHB’s register team. Jointly agree draft entries for these selected information fields. Write “not yet known” where necessary.
	Selected data field
	Your group’s draft entry

	Contractual arrangement reference number
	 

	Direct ICT third-party service provider
	 

	ICT service: what does FinCore actually provide?
	 

	Business function(s) supported (include codes)
	 

	Support for critical or important functions?
	 

	Relevant hosting subcontractor(s)
	 



THEN REACH A JOINT DECISION
Which THREE missing data items would your team chase first, and who at AHB or FinCore should supply them? (Think about legal entity identifiers, contract facts, hosting chain and locations.)
1. ___________________________________________________________________________________
2. ___________________________________________________________________________________
3. ___________________________________________________________________________________
	GROUP OUTPUT
One agreed draft and a three-item data request list. This is an introductory data-model exercise, not a completion of an official register row or supervisory report.



Facilitation note  •  Agree on one view as a group; appoint one spokesperson. If information is missing, note it rather than inventing it. Different well-reasoned answers are welcome.


PART II  |  DAY 2  |  EXERCISE 4
Respond to an ICT incident — and reassess
20 minutes group discussion + 10 minutes plenary exchange  •  One shared output per group
	SITUATION
Monday, 08:45: AHB discovers that FinCore’s core platform has been unavailable since 08:30. The account and payment services are disrupted; about 6,000 of the 80,000 users of those affected services appear to be affected so far. The cause and recovery time are unknown. AHB-F02 (payment execution) has now been formally classified as critical or important.



Stage A  |  First decision (about 8 minutes)
Agree on one incident lead and your first THREE actions. What do you still need from FinCore and AHB’s operations team? Is the major-incident classification already established, or must it be reassessed?
STAGE B  |  NEW INFORMATION — RECONSIDER TOGETHER
	UPDATE AT 10:45
The outage is continuing (2 hours 15 minutes). About 34,000 of the 80,000 users of the affected account/payment services are now affected. A large batch of customer payments remains unprocessed. There is still no reliable recovery estimate. No confirmed data compromise has been reported.



Decide whether the new facts change your assessment, what AHB should report to the VFSA, and how it should communicate with affected customers.
QUICK DECISION AID FOR THIS CASE (SELECTED DORA CRITERIA)
A major ICT-related incident requires an affected critical service plus either the special malicious-access/data-loss condition OR at least two materiality thresholds. Relevant thresholds here are: more than 10% of the clients using the affected service; and more than two hours’ downtime of an ICT service supporting a critical or important function. Other DORA criteria may also apply in real cases.
	Shared group decision
	Your conclusion

	Initial assessment / reason
	 

	Assessment after update / reason
	 

	Three urgent actions + owners
	 

	One client message / key facts to report
	 



	GROUP OUTPUT
One evolving decision record. Explain what changed after the update; do not seek the “right answer” in advance. The bank, not FinCore, remains responsible for its own assessment.



Facilitation note  •  Agree on one view as a group; appoint one spokesperson. If information is missing, note it rather than inventing it. Different well-reasoned answers are welcome.


PART II  |  DAY 2  |  EXERCISE 5
Prepare a credible exit strategy for FinCore
20 minutes group discussion + 10 minutes plenary exchange  •  One shared output per group
	SITUATION
FinCore has informed AHB that support for the current core banking platform may end in 12 months. Its contract currently promises only three months of transition assistance. AHB’s IT team estimates a full migration to a new core banking provider would take roughly 9–15 months; no replacement has been selected. ChannelWorks relies on FinCore interfaces.



Your shared challenge
Agree on a realistic way forward. A quick termination of FinCore would interrupt account management and payments. AHB cannot build a new core platform itself within a few months.
CHOOSE AND DISCUSS THE MAIN ROUTE
	Possible option
	Your assessment

	Replace FinCore with a new provider
	Feasibility, timing, dependencies?

	Negotiate a controlled extension with FinCore
	How much time and contractual support?

	Bring the service in-house / redesign it
	What makes this realistic or unrealistic?



Together, choose the preferred combination of options, then agree:
What are the TWO biggest obstacles to a safe transition?
What continuity measures would protect customers if FinCore becomes unavailable before migration?
What THREE actions should AHB start this month, and who owns them?
MINI EXIT ROADMAP
	Immediate stabilisation
	Build a feasible alternative
	Prove readiness

	 
	 
	 



	GROUP OUTPUT
One agreed exit approach with contingencies, owners and an honest statement of what is not yet feasible. A documented obstacle is a useful result, not a failure.



Facilitation note  •  Agree on one view as a group; appoint one spokesperson. If information is missing, note it rather than inventing it. Different well-reasoned answers are welcome.


PART III  |  SUGGESTED DISCUSSION OUTCOMES  |  DAY 1, EXERCISE 1
A realistic DORA starting plan
Illustrative approach — use to compare arguments and learn from different choices, not to grade participants.
Suggested shared answer
The team could propose three workstreams, each with an accountable owner and measurable first deliverables:
	Workstream
	First deliverables
	Responsible roles

	1. Know the bank’s exposure
	Identify functions, ICT assets and services; map provider dependencies; reconcile contracts; establish register data ownership.
	Business owners + IT + Procurement; Risk challenges results.

	2. Make the bank resilient
	Review the ICT risk-management framework, incident workflow, crisis communications, continuity/recovery plans and testing.
	IT / Information Security + BCM; ICT risk control oversight.

	3. Manage third-party risks
	Classify services, assess FinCore concentration, close contractual gaps and create an executable FinCore exit plan.
	ICT third-party oversight + contract owner + Legal + business owner.



Governance: who actually decides?
AHB’s Management Board retains ultimate responsibility for ICT risk: it approves risk tolerance, key policies, resources and material decisions and oversees implementation. A project lead coordinates tasks; operational owners provide facts and implement controls. An appropriately independent ICT risk control function challenges and monitors the risk position, while Internal Audit provides independent assurance rather than becoming a project delivery team.
Two sensible Board requests are (1) a named accountable sponsor, service owners, authority to request provider information and a budget; and (2) approval of priorities, risk tolerance, milestones and a reporting cadence. The Board should also receive role-relevant ICT risk training, not only a general DORA overview.
Why this is a learning point
DORA is not an IT-only project, and the Regulation does not mandate one universal project chart. Its requirements need to be embedded in governance and day-to-day processes. The exact division of duties may differ by bank, but unclear decision rights, missing deputies and a conflicted control function are real implementation gaps. A gap analysis should lead to owners and actions, not just a red/amber/green score.
	DISCUSSION PROMPTS
Would the group prioritise FinCore concentration or the incident workflow first? Either order can be reasonable if dependencies, urgency, available controls and the decision-maker are explicit.



Practical Guide connection  •  Management Body Training (Art. 5, esp. 5(4)); ICT Risk Management Framework (Arts. 5–6 and 28); workshop gap-analysis materials.


PART III  |  SUGGESTED DISCUSSION OUTCOMES  |  DAY 1, EXERCISE 2
ICT service and function mapping
Illustrative approach — use to compare arguments and learn from different choices, not to grade participants.
Illustrative classification
	Provider
	ICT service?
	Likely link to a critical/important function

	FinCore
	Yes
	AHB-F01 account management and AHB-F02 payment execution; strong candidates given the severe consequences of a core outage.

	ChannelWorks
	Yes
	Supports AHB-F03 digital access and customer interaction; assess whether consequences are material despite limited branch fallback.

	WorkCloud
	Yes
	Staff communication/productivity. No automatic criticality; assess any indispensable workflows or regulatory reliance.

	SecureWatch
	Yes
	Monitoring and detection can underpin critical services, but criticality must be established by how its failure affects AHB’s functions.

	ArchiveHouse
	No, on these facts
	Physical paper storage without a digital/data service to users. Reassess if the contract also includes electronic archiving.



Key distinction: three separate assessments
First identify the actual service received under the contract. DORA Article 3(21) covers ongoing digital and data services provided through ICT systems; the fact that a company uses computers in providing an otherwise physical service does not make every contract an ICT service. Second identify AHB’s functions and assess the material consequences of their disruption or failure under Article 3(22). Third trace the ICT services and ICT assets supporting each function. Do not label a provider itself “critical” merely because it provides a significant service.
The AHB-F01 and F02 decisions should be supported by a business impact analysis: interruption of accounts/payments, duration, volume, regulatory effect and alternatives. AHB-F03 requires judgement: 80,000 digital users matter, but branch fallback and recovery time must be assessed. SecureWatch may support important functions through security controls even though it does not execute payments.
Evidence worth requesting
Ask for service descriptions, business impact analysis, maximum tolerable downtime, recovery objectives, substitution routes, data/interface diagrams, the provider chain and the bank’s actual authorisation perimeter. Document the reason for both positive and negative classifications. Only after deciding that a service is an ICT service should the bank select the relevant service type from the official S01–S19 list for register purposes.
	DISCUSSION PROMPTS
Would the outcome change if ChannelWorks had no branch fallback? Would SecureWatch be assessed differently if it were the only detection capability for the core banking platform?



Practical Guide connection  •  ICT Services (Art. 3(21), S01–S19 after classification); Identifying Critical or Important Functions (Art. 3(22), impact assessment and dependency mapping).


PART III  |  SUGGESTED DISCUSSION OUTCOMES  |  DAY 1, EXERCISE 3
Building meaningful register entries
Illustrative approach — use to compare arguments and learn from different choices, not to grade participants.
An acceptable illustrative draft
	Selected field
	Example group answer

	Contract reference
	AHB-001

	Direct ICT provider
	FinCore Services — verify the exact legal entity and required identifiers.

	ICT service
	Operation of core banking, including account ledger and payment processing.

	Supported functions
	AHB-F01 Account management; AHB-F02 Payment execution.

	Support of critical/important functions
	Yes — both functions are assumed classified as such for this exercise.

	Subcontractor / hosting chain
	External hosting subcontractor used by FinCore; legal identity and locations not yet provided.



Three high-priority information requests
1. Contract Management / Procurement: precise contracting entity, arrangement reference, contract dates, duration and relevant terms. 2. FinCore / IT service owner: legal name and required identifier of the hosting subcontractor, hosting role, further material dependencies and service/data locations. 3. Function owners / BCM / ICT third-party oversight: confirm function IDs, approvals of criticality, supporting service relationships and register data owner.
What the official register is really showing
Under DORA Article 28(3), the register covers contractual arrangements for the use of ICT services, including arrangements that do not support critical or important functions. It is not a list only of “critical suppliers”. Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/2956 organises the data across linked templates: B_02.01/B_02.02 for contracts, B_05.01/B_05.02 for providers and supply chains, B_06.01 for functions, and B_07.01 for assessments of services supporting critical or important functions. The sample table is deliberately not a row from any one official template.
Stable keys make these records connect correctly. Where the same arrangement supports two functions, the official model may require multiple linked records rather than a comma-separated list. For relevant legal-person providers, verify LEI/EUID as the reporting instructions require. The operational register need not be maintained as an Excel file; what matters is complete, governed data and the ability to produce the applicable supervisory output.
	DISCUSSION PROMPTS
Which missing item is hardest to obtain from FinCore? Who would be responsible for quality assurance if different AHB departments provide inconsistent names or IDs?



Practical Guide connection  •  Register of Information (Art. 28(3); ITS 2024/2956, esp. linked templates, identifiers and subcontracting chains); ICT Services; Identifying Critical or Important Functions.


PART III  |  SUGGESTED DISCUSSION OUTCOMES  |  DAY 2, EXERCISE 4
From disruption to major-incident reporting
Illustrative approach — use to compare arguments and learn from different choices, not to grade participants.
Stage A: what can AHB conclude at 08:45?
This is a confirmed service disruption with a strong basis for assessment as an ICT-related incident. It affects core banking and a critical or important function, so immediate escalation, incident ownership, documentation and recovery action are justified. Yet the facts given do not by themselves establish that two DORA materiality thresholds have been met: 6,000 / 80,000 affected service users is 7.5%, and downtime is only 15 minutes. Other thresholds and possible data impact still require inquiry. Record a provisional classification, not a definitive “not major”.
Stage B: the classification changes at 10:45
The core/critical service condition is met. On the scenario’s assumptions, TWO separate thresholds are now satisfied: affected service users 34,000 / 80,000 = 42.5% (above 10%); and ICT service downtime 2 hours 15 minutes (above two hours for a service supporting a critical or important function). AHB should classify the incident as major and initiate the competent-authority reporting process. No data compromise has to be invented to reach that result.
What should the team do and communicate?
Name an incident lead, activate technical response and business continuity, obtain a verified situation report from FinCore, assess payments in flight and customer impact, maintain a timestamped decision log and inform senior management. An initial notification to VFSA should include what is known: incident and awareness times; affected functions, services, clients and payment transactions; presumed origin; preliminary impact; status; actions and uncertainties. Under the reporting framework, an initial notification is made as early as possible, no later than four hours after major classification and, ordinarily, no later than 24 hours after awareness; later-classification cases require the specific rule to be checked. Further intermediate and final reporting follow the applicable deadlines.
A short customer message should say which services are disrupted, what customers can or cannot do, whether an alternative exists, and when the next update can be expected. Do not speculate about a cyberattack, data loss or restoration date. The bank’s regulatory report, customer communications and any separate data-protection assessment are related but distinct processes.
	DISCUSSION PROMPTS
What if the first 6,000 users included exceptionally important payment counterparties? What if the outage had lasted longer than two hours but still affected only 7.5%? The full classification criteria, not a shortcut, would then decide.



Practical Guide connection  •  ICT Incident Management (Arts. 17–19 DORA; Delegated Regulations 2024/1772 and 2025/301; ITS 2025/302); Communication Plan (Art. 14).


PART III  |  SUGGESTED DISCUSSION OUTCOMES  |  DAY 2, EXERCISE 5
An executable rather than a paper exit
Illustrative approach — use to compare arguments and learn from different choices, not to grade participants.
A plausible common decision
The most defensible route is to negotiate an enforceable continuation and transition arrangement with FinCore while starting an evidenced search for a replacement core-banking provider. AHB should not assume that a replacement will be available inside 12 months: the preliminary 9–15 month migration estimate, the current three-month assistance period and the dependency of ChannelWorks on FinCore create a substantial feasibility gap. Report that gap and the resulting risk to senior management rather than treating it as solved.
Illustrative three-stage plan
	Now
	Over the next months
	Before switch / end of service

	Appoint accountable service/exit owner; assess termination and transition rights, export format, licences, data and subcontractors; negotiate longer support and provider cooperation.
	Validate alternative providers, plan interfaces to ChannelWorks, obtain data and migration specifications, map critical operations, budget the move and set decision gates.
	Test data export and reconciliation, payment continuity, secure access, fallback, parallel operation, customer communications, rollback criteria and post-transition deletion.



What makes an exit strategy credible?
DORA Article 28(8) expects exit strategies for ICT services supporting critical or important functions, and Article 30(3)(f) expects contractual transition arrangements. The relevant RTS requires documented, periodically reviewed and tested exit plans. The strategy states the options, objectives and decision rights; the service-specific exit plan states dependencies, resources, triggers and evidence; a transition plan sequences a selected migration. None is satisfied by simply saying “we would choose another provider”.
Alternatives should be evaluated rather than assumed: another provider may have long lead times; insourcing may lack skilled staff and licences; a group solution is not automatically available. Continuity options (e.g. payment contingency procedures, reliable backups, emergency arrangements with FinCore) reduce harm while an exit is prepared but do not replace an exit plan. Agree both a planned-change scenario and an accelerated exit scenario if the provider fails early.
	DISCUSSION PROMPTS
Would the group approve a provider switch without a tested data export or acceptable fallback? What needs to be negotiated now to make the chosen option executable later?



Practical Guide connection  •  Exit Strategies (Arts. 28(7)–(8), 30(3)(f) DORA; Art. 10 RTS 2024/1773); Annex 1 Model Exit Plan; Contractual Arrangements.


REFERENCE AND FACILITATION NOTE
How to use the suggested outcomes
The suggested outcomes are discussion aids. They are not answer keys, a substitute for the Practical Guides, a completed register of information, or institution-specific legal advice. Invite different approaches when the reasons are sound. Keep facts, assumptions and information gaps visible. AHB and Vardania are fictional; do not interpret this simulation as guidance on Albanian national law.
Practical Guides used for these exercises
	Exercise
	Workshop source material

	1. Governance
	Management Body Training; ICT Risk Management Framework; the DORA implementation / gap-analysis workshop materials.

	2. Classification
	ICT Services (including the S01–S19 interpretation aid); Identifying Critical or Important Functions.

	3. Register
	Register of Information; ICT Services; Identifying Critical or Important Functions.

	4. Incident
	ICT Incident Management; Communication Plan.

	5. Exit
	Exit Strategies; Annex 1 – Model Exit Plan for ICT Services; Contractual Arrangements.



Main EU legal reference points
Regulation (EU) 2022/2554 (DORA), in particular Arts. 3, 5–6, 14, 17–19, 28 and 30; Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) 2024/2956 (register of information); Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2024/1772 (major incident classification); Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2025/301 and Implementing Regulation (EU) 2025/302 (incident reporting); Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2024/1773 (ICT third-party risk policy and exit planning).
Facilitation rhythm
1. Read the scenario aloud (1–2 minutes).  2. Ask groups to agree on one shared answer (approximately 18 minutes).  3. Invite one short report per group, then compare options and explain the DORA learning point (10 minutes). A speaker and note-taker help, but participants should develop the answer together.
	OFFICIAL REGISTER PRESENTATION
The EBA/ESA register workbook can be shown briefly before Exercise 3 to illustrate linked templates. Participants do not need to open or complete it. Always consult the current official reporting instructions and supervisory requirements; an older XLSB practice file should not be presented as the definitive live reporting format.



Fictional EU case study  •  Interactive learning material  |  




