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The numbering of the paragraphs refers to Consultation Paper No. 09 (EIOPA-CP-009/2011)


	No.
	Name
	Reference


	Comment
	Resolution

	1.
	CEA
	IGT1- cell B6
	We question the ‘value added’ of reporting IGT on equity type information for the purpose of Solvency II, we believe it is unclear how it would assist in the monitoring of risk. Investments in subsidiaries would eliminate on consolidation (investment in subsidiary cancelling with share capital plus pre-acquisition reserves) for purposes of Group reporting. 

We assume that collective investment scheme subsidiaries are not included in the scope. We also believe it is unlikely that ISIN codes would be made available on intra-group equity investments, in general, ISIN codes do not exist for internal funding. 

To report this data for a group of significant size would be extremely time consuming, especially having to list separately all movements since the previous reporting period and include details by different currency.  The final listing would run to many tens of pages, especially if data is built up and reported piecemeal over time, as implied by the “Issue date” column.

Further clarification required:


Clarification would be helpful on whether this includes Intra-Group Trading balances. 


Clarification would be helpful on whether all transactions ended since the last reporting date must also be reported. If completing a template for period 1 Jan to 31 March, and reporting on 30 April, should this include settled transactions between 1 April and 30 April? 


Should the group utilise this template to report intra-group loans issued, as well as those received? If intra-group loans have been both issued/received and repaid in full during the reporting period would there be a requirement to report these? If so, how does EIOPA envisage these to be reported? 


Should the template include repos or swaps, or only loans and capital? 


A definition is required for ‘any transaction having the same impact’, for example, does this also include ‘accounts receivables on reinsurance business’ or ‘funds held by others under reinsurance business assumed’? 


As per above, the purpose of this data is not apparent and we note, depending on further clarification, that it will potentially be difficult to obtain and report.


	The Level 1 Directive outlines that all significant IGT are to be reported. The Level 3 Guidelines on Supervision of Risk Concentration and Intra-Group Transactions (L3G-IGT) elaborate further on this and specify the types of transactions to report. Intra-group equity transactions are identified as a type of IGT to be reported. 
The underlying transaction that represents the invested amount in the collective investment scheme should be included as an IGT if it meets the criteria in the L3G-IGT paper. 
LOGS have been updated to clarify what should be done in relation to entities that do not have an ISIN i.e. unregulated and non-EEA undertakings. 

Burdensome issues are addressed as only IGT that exceeds the threshold need to be reported in the templates. 
- The underlying transaction that forms part of the trading balance should be reported if it fits the IGT criteria outlined in the L3G-IGT paper.
- The transactions which should be reported relate to the reporting year, in your example those transactions occurring after 1 April would be reported in the next year.

- Both should be reported.  

- The types of IGT to be reported are identified in the relevant LOGs. If the repos relates to equities then it should be reported in IGT1. If the swap is a derivative it should be reported in IGT2.

-This phrase ‘any transaction having the same impact’ does not appear in IGT1. 

- Groups should have information on the types of transactions conducted between group entities.  

	2.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell B6
	We question the ‘value added’ of reporting IGT on equity type information for the purpose of Solvency II, we believe it is unclear how it would assist in the monitoring of risk. Investments in subsidiaries would eliminate on consolidation (investment in subsidiary cancelling with share capital plus pre-acquisition reserves) for purposes of Group reporting. 

We assume that collective investment scheme subsidiaries are not included in the scope. We also believe it is unlikely that ISIN codes would be made available on intra-group equity investments, in general, ISIN codes do not exist for internal funding. 

To report this data for a group of significant size would be extremely time consuming, especially having to list separately all movements since the previous reporting period and include details by different currency.  The final listing would run to many tens of pages, especially if data is built up and reported piecemeal over time, as implied by the ‘Issue date’ column.

Further clarification required:


Clarification would be helpful on whether this includes Intra-Group Trading balances. 


Clarification would be helpful on whether all transactions ended since the last reporting date must also be reported. If completing a template for period 1 Jan to 31 March, and reporting on 30 April, should this include settled transactions between 1 April and 30 April? 

Should the group utilise this template to report intra-group loans issued, as well as those received? If intra-group loans have been both issued/received and repaid in full during the reporting period would there be a requirement to report these? If so, how does EIOPA envisage these to be reported? 


Should the template include repos or swaps, or only loans and capital? 


A definition is required for ‘any transaction having the same impact’, for example, does this also include ‘accounts receivables on reinsurance business’ or ‘funds held by others under reinsurance business assumed’? 


As per above, the purpose of this data is not apparent and we note, depending on further clarification, that it will potentially be difficult to obtain and report.
	See response to comment 1. 



	3.
	PwC
	IGT1- cell B6
	

	

	4.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT1- cell B6
	We assume that collective investment scheme subsidiaries are not included in the scope. We also believe it is unlikely that ISIN codes would be made available on intra-group equity investments, in general, ISIN codes do not exist for internal funding. 

Clarification would be helpful on whether this includes Intra-Group Trading balances. 
	See response to question 1. 

	5.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell C6
	When will EIOPA provide the coding? Further information is required.
	EIOPA will release coding prior to Solvency II implementation to insurance and reinsurance undertakings. For non-EEA or unregulated entities the group should use the same unique identification code used for reporting in G01.

	6.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell C6
	There is an issue of how to deal with entities that are not SII regulated and that don’t have a code which can be derived by EIOPA/ from national registration systems. The same is for Non-EEA entities. Further clarification required.  
	See response to comment 5.

	7.
	XL Group plc
	IGT1- cell C6
	When will EIOPA provide the coding? Further information is required.
	See response to comment 5. 

	8.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell E6
	When will EIOPA provide the coding? Further information is required.
	See response to comment 5.

	9.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell E6
	There is an issue of how to deal with entities that are not SII regulated and that don’t have a code which can be derived by EIOPA/ from national registration systems. The same is for Non-EEA entities. Further clarification required.  
	See response to comment 5.

	10.
	XL Group plc
	IGT1- cell E6
	When will EIOPA provide the coding? Further information is required.
	See response to comment 5.

	11.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell F6
	It is not clear what code should be used for any entity that does not have an external code. What is meant by „authorisation number” – is this the registered number of the company?
	F6 relates to the code of the instrument. If the instrument does not have an ISIN and nothing else is available, the undertaking specific code used in E6, for the issuer/seller/transferor, should also be used here.



	12.
	CEA
	IGT1- cell F6
	The CEA questions how the use of ID codes will be applied to entities within the group structure that would be subject to this template?  ISIN codes may not exist for internal funding therefore it should be possible to use undertaking specific codes in such cases an external code does not exist.

It is not clear whether this data field refers to the investor/buyer/transferee or –as we assume-the Issuer/seller/transferor. The LOG should be clear at this point.


	See response to comment 11. 
The data field refers to the issuer/seller/transferor. The LOG has been clarified. 

	13.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	IGT1- cell F6
	It is not clear whether this data field refers to the investor/buyer/transferee or –as we assume - the Issuer/seller/transferor. The LOG should be clear at this point.
	See response to comment 12. 

	14.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT1- cell F6
	It is assumed that where this is not applicable this can be left blank.  It would be helpful for the LOG file to specify this explicitly.
	This cell should not be left blank. The LOG has been clarified to outline what should be reported. 


	15.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell F6
	The GDV questions how the use of ID codes will be applied to entities within the group structure that would be subject to this template?  ISIN codes may not exist for internal funding therefore it should be possible to use undertaking specific codes in such cases an external code does not exist.

It is not clear whether this data field refes to the investor/buyer/transferee or –as we assume - the Issuer/seller/transferor. The LOG should be clear at this point.

We recommend to delete “Undertaking/company specific codes as developed by the group itself should not be used unless the codes are also publicly used.”
	See responses to comments 11 and 12 

	16.
	Royal London Group
	IGT1- cell F6
	It is not clear what code should be used for any entity that does not have an external code. What is meant by „authorisation number” – is this the registered number of the company?
	See responses to comments 11 and 12

	17.
	CEA
	IGT1- cell G6
	Please refer to IGT1- cell F6.


	See responses to comments 11 and 12

	18.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	IGT1- cell G6
	As in F6 above
	See responses to comments 11 and 12

	19.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell G6
	The GDV questions how the use of ID codes will be applied to entities within the group structure that would be subject to this template?  ISIN codes may not exist for internal funding therefore it should be possible to use undertaking specific codes in such cases an external code does not exist.

It is not clear whether this data field refes to the investor/buyer/transferee or –as we assume - the Issuer/seller/transferor. The LOG should be clear at this point.


	See responses to comments 11 and 12

	20.
	CEA
	IGT1- cell H6
	If the threshold constitutes a monetary value then reporting should be based on the groups’ reporting currency.  This is consistent with the methods used when reporting consolidated accounts.


	This cell has been deleted from the template and LOG as it was not considered that it was needed.

	21.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT1- cell H6
	We suggest that the threshold or thresholds set by the group supervisor for the template is / are reported at the top of the template in the reporting currency of the group.  Having it as a column would lead to unnecessary repetition since it would not make sense to set thresholds on a transaction by transaction basis.
	This cell has been deleted from the template and LOG as it was not considered that it was needed. 

	22.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell H6
	If the threshold constitutes a monetary value then reporting should be based on the groups’ reporting currency.  This is consistent with the methods used when reporting consolidated accounts.


	See response to comment 21. 

	23.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT1- cell H6
	Such thresholds need to be available as soon as possible, as these will potentially have a hugely significant impact on systems and processes.
	This cell has been deleted from the template and LOG as it was not considered that it was needed. The standard thresholds are set in the IGT and RC L3 paper with colleges having the ability to change thresholds to suit the group. 

	24.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell I6
	The list of transactions includes equity – shares. If a participation is held at the beginning and end of the year, but does not move at all during the year, should this be included. If so them this template will include all participations at all levels of the group.

We believe that this form should only include movements in participations, e.g. new equity issued by a participation to its parent entity.

The template includes guarantees. It is difficult to see how most of the cells on this template could be filled in for intra-group guarantees. These would be better included on IGT 4.
	The purpose of IGT reporting is to be able to see all investments in participations that exceed the threshold. This requirement is regardless of whether they change in value over the period. 
Guarantees are covered in IGT 2 not in this template. 



	25.
	CEA
	IGT1- cell I6
	Further clarification required:


There should be further definition of the types of transactions to be covered here in order to clarify the scope of this form? Also, does this refer only to transactions during the reporting period? For example, what about where there is an investment in a subsidiary but no transactions during the year but there is a balance at the beginning and end of the year? 


Or if the only movement is due to impairment or Fair Value movements? For an equity investment would the only transactions to be reported be dividends, investments in equity or reductions in equity during the reporting period?

  
	The LOG and template includes a drop down list of the types of equity transactions that should be reported in the template. The drop down includes an ‘other’ category if the transaction does not easily fit into the categories listed. See response to comment 24.
In relation to timing, all significant IGT in-force at the start of the period and occurred/entered into should be reported. This is consistent with Article 245(2) of the Directive which outlines that (re)insurance undertakings or insurance holding companies should report on a regular basis and at least annually to the group supervisor all significant intra-group transactions by (re) insurance undertakings within a group, including those performed with a natural person with close links to an undertaking in the group. This is further supported by the L3G-IGT guidelines which state that the group should report transactions that occur during time.  

	26.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell I6
	Further clarification required:


There should be further definition of the types of transactions to be covered here in order to clarify the scope of this form? Also, does this refer only to transactions during the reporting period? For example, what about where there is an investment in a subsidiary but no transactions during the year but there is a balance at the beginning and end of the year? 


Or if the only movement is due to impairment or Fair Value movements? For an equity investment would the only transactions to be reported be dividends, investments in equity or reductions in equity during the reporting period?


We believe that the closed list needs to be extended or need to provide further information on what is exactly meant by these categories. For example “Bonds/Debt”: does this type only include any internal transfer of an asset position or does this also include any internal loan/ bond agreements between two group entities. We recommend to differentiate between pure transfer/sale transactions and transactions which have an impact on the equity/debt position of an related undertaking. This would make the template much more user-friendly for both  insurance groups and group supervisors.  


It seems that only fixed dated loans (or of similar nature) needs to be reported. Current accounts such like cash pool agreements seems to be “out of scope”.  What about “Accounts receivables on reinsurance business” or “Funds held by others under reinsurance business assumed”?

  
	See responses to comments 24 and 25.
All types of intra-group equity transactions that exceed the threshold should be reported. 
IGT reporting includes all of the types of transactions outlined. 
Intra group reinsurance transactions should be reported under IGT3. 
The cash pool agreement would not be reported but any transactions made into it that meets the IGT criteria outlined in the L3G-IGT paper. 



	27.
	Royal London Group
	IGT1- cell I6
	The list of transactions includes equity – shares. If a participation is held at the beginning and end of the year, but does not move at all during the year, should this be included. If so them this template will include all participations at all evels of the group.

We believe that this form should only include moveents in participations, eg new equity issued by a participation to its parent entity.

The template includes guarantees. It is difficult to see how most of the cells on this template could be filled in for intra-group guarantees. These would be better included on IGT 4.
	See responses to comments 24 and 25. 


	28.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT1- cell I6
	There should be further definition of the types of transactions to be covered here in order to clarify the scope of this form? Also, does this refer only to transactions during the reporting period? For example, what about where there is an investment in a subsidiary but no transactions during the year but there is a balance at the beginning and end of the year? 

Or if the only movement is due to impairment or Fair Value movements? For an equity investment would the only transactions to be reported be dividends, investments in equity or reductions in equity during the reporting period?  
	See responses to comments 24 and 25. 



	29.
	CEA
	IGT1- cell J6
	Consistency with other templates should be ensured. For example, SCR B2A makes reference to the use of ISO format for the reporting of dates.


	All date formats will be aligned under the final package. 

	30.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell J6
	Consistency with other templates should be ensured. For example, SCR B2A makes reference to the use of ISO format for the reporting of dates.


	All date formats will be aligned under the final package.

	31.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell L6
	In the case of cross currency based contracts, which currency in the contract should be recorded in this cell, the currency for the amount being received by the issuer listed in cell D6 or the currency being paid by the investor in cell B6?  For more explanation on this matter please see comment for cell M6 below.
	The currency of the transaction should be reported in this cell. All transactions should have a stipulated currency. If company A (investor) bought shares in company B (issuer) the currency would be the currency of B if this is the currency in which A would have to pay B in. 
The LOG has been clarified as to what should be reported in this cell. 

	33.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell L6
	We recommend to use group currency values (EURO) as the threshold will be -most probably- determined on a group currency basis.
	See answer to comment 31.

	34.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell M6
	It would follow in the template that the amount disclosed in cell M6 would be consistent with the currency stated in cell L6.  However, this contract amount is often likely to be different from the functional reporting currency which is adopted on the balance sheet and upon which the threshold would be based.  Hence if the threshold in cell H6 is defined in reporting currency GBP but an equity investment in a Mexican subsidiary is required to be paid in Mexican Peso via an FX contract, the amount disclosed may appear to be 20 times more material against the threshold than reality.  Please advise which currency should be provided in this cell or should there be another cell on this template which reflects the functional currency in which the transaction is recorded.
	The currency of the group should be reported for cells M6 to R6 so that amounts can be compared. Cell L6 should be reported in the currency of the transaction. 

See response to comment 31.


	36.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT1- cell M6
	Clarification required – Is this value required to be in the Reporting currency?
	See response to comment 34.

	37.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell N6
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the transaction supplied in cell L6.  The amount in cell N6 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell H6.
	See response to comment 34.

	39.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT1- cell N6
	Clarification required – Is this value required to be in the Reporting currency?

Is the value required here a clean, or dirty (including accrued interest) value?
	See response to comment 34. 


	40.
	AMICE
	IGT1- cell O6
	This template requests the submission of information about operations of very different nature (reciprocal and non-reciprocal).

Some of the cells cannot be provided for the transactions included in the scope of the template. For example, it is difficult to fill out the columns O, P, R for participations, dividends and asset transfers.
	If the cell is not relevant for the particular type of equity transaction then the cell can be left blank. The LOG clarifies when the cell can be left blank.  

	41.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell O6
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the transaction supplied in cell L6.  The amount in cell O6 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell H6.
	See response to comment 34.

	43.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell O6
	We recommend to report one single amount only which should be the maximum amount of transaction or maybe the closing balances. Anything else would not cause any material benefit and would increase complexity.
	See response to comment 34.

	44.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell P6
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the transaction supplied in cell L6.  The amount in cell P6 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell H6.
	See response to comment 34. 

	45.
	CEA
	IGT1- cell P6
	The definition of “top-ups” is unclear.


	Amount of total tops-ups refers to total additional money invested during the reporting period such as a additional payments on partly paid shares or increasing loan amount during the period. 

LOG has been updated to clarify the definition. 

	46.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	IGT1- cell P6
	The definition “top-ups” unclear.
	See response to comment 45. 

	48.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell P6
	We recommend to report one single amount only which should be the maximum amount of transaction or maybe the closing balances. Anything else would not cause any material benefit and would increase complexity.

The definition „top-ups” unclear.
	See response to comment 34 and 45. 

	49.
	XL Group plc
	IGT1- cell P6
	What is the definition of “top-ups”?
	See response to comment 45. 

	50.
	AMICE
	IGT1- cell Q6
	This cell named “Balance of contractual amount of transaction at reporting date if applicable” is defined as the outstanding amount of the transaction at the reporting date if applicable, e.g. for debt issue.

The information requested is not available except for debts; In particular, more guidance is needed as to which information must be included in the column Q (i.e Contractual Amount of Transaction or Transaction Price). If this value corresponds to the acquisition value, the solvency II amount at the reporting date would not be needed. Should this cell otherwise be limited to increases and decreases in the amount of capital?


	See response to comment 34 and 40. 


	51.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1- cell Q6
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the transaction supplied in cell L6.  The amount in cell Q6 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell H6.
	See response to comment 34.

	53.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell Q6
	We recommend to report one single amount only which should be the maximum amount of transaction or maybe the closing balances. Anything else would not cause any material benefit and would increase complexity.
	See response to comment 34.

	54.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1- cell S6
	Further clarification required: we do not understand for what reason and under which conditions accompanying reference documents are required. Additional documents should be only delivered upon regulators’ explicit request. Cell should be deleted.
	Cell S6 has been deleted as the group supervisor can request additional information, if needed and does not need this cell to do so.

	55.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT1 to IGT4-Application
	The reporting of IGT at entity level is unduly onerous requiring a large amount of data to be captured, we would support that some form of aggregate reporting be allowed.

We would advocate a pragmatic approach to the valuation of IGTs (e.g. appropriate use of reporting GAAP), given that IGTs should, in any case, eliminate on Group consolidation.

We query whether  all IGTs should be reported, which had occur during the reporting period, especially as Solvency II is ultimately a measure at a point in time and therefore it is confusing to include items which no longer impact on the solvency position. 

All IGT QRTs - Are transactions between Non-Insurance entities required to be reported on the IGT templates, or does one party in the transaction have to be an Insurance entity?

All IGT QRTs - The Summary document indicates that it is anticipated that there would be no duplication of information requested in these templates with the information in the solo templates.  Is this because IGT templates are not intended to include Insurance entity information (which is generally already included in the solo templates).

All IGT QRTs – Why are normal course of business transactions that have no capital or risk exposure elements required to be reported?  Transactions are at fair value and should not be included here.

IGT1 – For Asset Transfers, does this include all normal purchase and sale of assets between entities?

Do we report here on a transaction by transaction basis, or on an instrument by instrument basis?  We recommend reporting on an instrument basis.

IGT1 - Do we start from point zero for the first report, or report historical transactions that are still active?  Log file indicates historical transactions that are still active need to be included.

IGT2 – Is this a duplication of the Derivates QRTs (D2O and D2T)?

IGT2 – Are On-Balance Sheet contingent liabilities to be reported here?
IGT2 – Why report guarantees here when they are reported on the Off-Balance Sheet QRT (BS-C1B)?  We recommend that they are not reported here.

IGT3 – Information is required to be reported on Reinsurance Solo QRTs.  Is the purpose of IGT 3 to capture Non EEA or Non Insurance entity transactions?  Will there be possible exemptions?

IGT3 – Is Inter-fund Reinsurance required to be reported here?

IGT4 – Can some clarification be provided as to the scope of contingent liabilities to be reported here?  Is this all contingent liabilities?
	The L1 text requires groups to report significant IGT. IGT reporting is completed on an entity level basis and not on an aggregate basis.

Valuation is based on S2 valuation basis. 

See response to comment 25 re whether all IGT are to be reported. 

IGT reporting extends to all group undertakings, including regulated, non-regulated, those in the EEA and those outside the EEA. Transactions with an insurer at one end of the transaction should always be reported. Transactions between two non-EEA undertakings or two non insurance undertakings should be reported if the transaction has a direct or indirect impact on the solvency position of an (re)insurance undertaking in the group. 
To address the duplication point, only IGT that meet the significant threshold conditions, set in accordance with the L3G-IGT, are reported. Also, non-insurance undertakings will also report IGT information which would not be captured at a solo level.
IGT1– yes both normal purchase and sale of assets between entities would be included if the transactions exceed the threshold.

The L1 and L3G-IGT is clear that all transactions should be reported, rather than instruments. One instrument may have a number of transactions associated with it over the course of the year which would be missed if it IGT was only reported on an instrument basis.
IGT2 – is not a duplication of QRT D2O and D2T. Some of the information may be similar however: the group template is not as detailed as the solo, it only applies to transactions that exceed the transaction threshold and includes transactions with non-insurance group undertakings. This also applies to the comments on IGT3.
Contingent liabilities are reported in IGT4. 

IGT 2 includes intra-group guarantees. The information is collected so that group supervisors have an overview of the group transactions. The information is not identical to BS-C1B as the solo template only relates to (re)insurance undertakings where as group reporting includes non insurance and non-EEA undertakings. 

IGT reporting extends to EEA and non-EEA undertakings. There is no option for exemptions under IGT3.
IGT3 Inter-fund reinsurance should be reported if it meets the criteria in L3G-IGT and is one of types in the drop down in cell I6 of IGT3.
IGT4 should include all contingent liabilities other than derivatives which are reported in IGT2. 



	56.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT1 to IGT4-Benefits
	It is unclear what the benefits are of collecting all such IGTs within a reporting period given the majority of data required under Solvency II is at a point in time.  Requiring all such transactions results in additional complexity and cost.  We recommend that only IGTs outstanding at the reporting date are disclosed.

Very signficant IGTs during reporting periods would be reported under Article 245(2) as soon as practicable which should provide sufficient supervisory oversight.


	All significant IGT in-force at the start of the period and occurred/entered into should be reported. This is consistent with the L3G-IGT guidelines which state that the group should report transactions that occur during time.  Further, the Article 245(2) of the Directive outlines that the Member States shall require (re) insurance undertakings or insurance holding companies to report on a regular basis and at least annually to the group supervisor all significant intra-group transactions by (re) insurance undertakings within a group, including those performed with a natural person with close links to an undertaking in the group.

 

	57.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	IGT1 to IGT4-Benefits
	Intra-group transactions are especially relevant when analyzing the systemic risks created by large financial groups (not only from the insurance sector). To this purpose, the reporting of intra-group transactions helps monitoring the financial flows within a financial group, which are compensated in the consolidation process. 
	Noted. 

	58.
	AMICE
	IGT1 to IGT4-Costs
	It would be very costly to provide information on cost-sharing transactions. We would propose these transactions to be excluded from this template. 
	Guideline 6 of the L3G-IGT paper outlines that agreements to share internal costs should be reported as a significant IGT. Given that the transactions are between group undertakings this information should be readily available. 

	59.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1 to IGT4-Costs
	We do not believe that the correct balance has been struck between costs to prepare and benefits to the Group Supervisor.

IGT 4 in particular will incur high costs for little perceived benefit
	See response to comment 58. 

	60.
	CEA
	IGT1 to IGT4-Costs
	The potential costs will depend on the thresholds that will be set for the group.


	Thresholds have been developed to reduce burden and cost on groups so that all IGT do not meet the threshold do not need to be reported. 

	61.
	Crédit Agricole Assurances
	IGT1 to IGT4-Costs
	IGT 4: should the intra-company entries include P&L intra-company entries? In particular, shall invoices for internal shared fees (for example economic interest group) be reported in the IGT 4 template, concerning sharing of internal costs?
	If the internal fees are shared it should be reported if it meets the criteria in the L3G-IGT paper. 

	62.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT1 to IGT4-Costs
	The costs are highly dependent on the thresholds determined and hence it is not possible to provide a meaningful assessment of the potential costs of this template.  Whilst the information on IGTs will exist in the group, this detailed transactional data may not be collected at group level.  It is vital that only transactional data required for the purposes of adequate risk management is collected to avoid significant burden and cost in producing and validating / reviewing these templates.  We note that this is EIOPA’s intention under potential costs in the summary document and support this objective.

  
	Noted  

	63.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1 to IGT4-Costs
	What does it mean, “the level of details required in these group IGT templates are expected to be less than those reported at the solo level (where applicable) as only IGT that are equal to or exceed the corresponding thresholds are required to be reported here.” IGT reporting should only be provided at the group level and not at the solo entity level. Comment should be deleted as it could be misleading. 

The potential costs will depend on the thresholds that will be set for the group
	To clarify this sentence refers to the fact that some of the data may be collected from a solo perspective will not be required in the same detail at group level. Some data on intra-group reinsurance that is expected to be reported in IGT 3 might also be reported in the solo reinsurance templates, however it wont be as detailed at group level and will only be collected at the group level if it exceeds the threshold.  
See response to comment 58.

	64.
	XL Group plc
	IGT1 to IGT4-Costs
	We do not believe that the correct balance has ben struck between costs to prepare, and benefits to the Group Supervisor.   IGT 4, in particular, will incur high costs for little perceived benefit 
	See response to comment 58.

	65.
	A.M. Best Europe - Rating Services Ltd
	IGT1 to IGT4-Disclosure
	IGT1:

The template should be made public - important to understand the movement of capital across the group and dependency/connections with other group companies.

Public disclosure could have a higher materiality threshold.

IGT2:

Template should be made public - important to understand the movement of capital across the group and dependency/connections with other group companies.

Public disclosure could have a higher materiality threshold.

IGT3:

Template should be made public - important to understand transfer of risk/liabilities across the group.

IGT4:

Template should be made public - important to understand movement of capital across the group, access to group capital of individual entities and transfer of risk/liabilities across the group.

Public disclosure could have a higher materiality threshold.


	Templates IGT1 to IGT4 are not planned to be disclosed publically under the reporting package.


	66.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1 to IGT4-Disclosure
	IGT 1

This report will be time consuming and costly to prepare, resulting in a large report which may not provide the Supervisor with useful information. In particular the need to list out each individual movement since the previous reporting period and include details by different transaction currency seems onerous.  

We would not anticipate that IGT 1 should include Intra-Group trading balances, and would appreciate clarification. 
	See response to comment 56.
Intra-group trading balances should be reported included in IGT 1.

	67.
	XL Group plc
	IGT1 to IGT4-Disclosure
	IGT 1

This report will be time consuming and costly to prepare, resulitng in a large report which may not provide the Supervisor with useful information. In particular, the need to list out each individual movement since the previous reporting period and to include details by different transaction currency seem onerous.  

We would not anticipate that IGT 1 should include Intra-Group trading balances, and would appreciate clarification of this. 


	See response to comment 56.

Only the IGT that exceed the threshold should be reported.
See response to comment 66.



	68.
	CEA
	IGT1 to IGT4-Frequency
	We understand that EIOPA will elaborate further on  “very significant IGT” and the achievement of “as soon as practicable” through supervisory guidelines.  Once the guidelines and reporting package are finalised, a link should be made between the two.
	The L3G-IGT paper includes further detail on very significant IGT reporting, including scope and threshold setting. The group should be able to demonstrate to the group supervisor that it has met the soon as practicable requirement. 

	69.
	Crédit Agricole Assurances
	IGT1 to IGT4-Frequency
	The article 245 of the SII directive defines that the Members States require that the most significant intra-company entries must be declared as soon as possible. Has EIOPA defined this significant threshold?

Has EIOPA defined submission method (XBRL?) and format of this information on intra-company entries? What is the maximum deadline given to the entity to report to the regulator on these “very significant” intra-company entries?
	See response to comment 68. 

EIOPA will issue a guideline on XBRL.
See response to comment 68. 

	70.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1 to IGT4-Frequency
	We understand that EIOPA will elaborate further on  “very significant IGT” and the achievement of “as soon as practicable” through supervisory guidelines.  Once the guidelines and reporting package are finalised, a link should be made between the two.
	See response to comment 68.

	71.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT1 to IGT4-Frequency
	See “Materiality” above.
	See response to comment 68.

	72.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	IGT1 to IGT4-Frequency
	Please refer to G03 & G04-Frequency
	See response to comment 68.

	73.
	AMICE
	IGT1 to IGT4-Materiality
	The materiality thresholds shall be set by the group supervisor in consultation with the other supervisors concerned, the group and where applicable, EIOPA.           To ensure threshold levels are harmonized across groups for similar IGT, the threshold values will be set in line with the guidelines in L3G-IGT.  

We suggest replacing EIOPA´s proposal on materiality by the threshold used in IFRS when reporting intra-group transactions (i.e. only transactions larger than 500 K Euros should be reported).


	Thresholds are set in line with the EIOPA L3G-IGT paper. The group supervisor, after consultation with the college, may alter these to account for the group specificities. 

	74.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1 to IGT4-Materiality
	For practical implementation purposes, it is important, that the materiality threshold is agreed an early stage in order to estimate the level of details required. We believe that only truly material transactions should be required, else the reporting will be unduly onerous.
	See response to comment 68.

	75.
	CEA
	IGT1 to IGT4-Materiality
	It is difficult to comment on materiality thresholds without first knowing the end result, we understand the result will depend on consultations between the parent undertaking and the group supervisor.  We support EIOPA’s proposal to work towards harmonised thresholds however a specific quantitative limit may be suitable in some countries and not in others.  It is important that the criteria for establishing thresholds is established in supervisory guidelines.

In this sense, we have numerous questions about how thresholds would apply i.e. how would a  reinsurance agreement be valued to compare to the threshold? 
Which amount is compared to the threshold amount to determine if the transaction is to be reported: Reinsurance result, Maximum cover, Claims paid, Premiums paid, .. ?

Supervisors should also consider the thresholds applied under  other legislative requirements to which the group parent must  comply with, for example, the Financial Conglomerates Directive.  Again this is subjective to size, not every (re)insurance parent undertaking will be categorised as a financial conglomerate.

We would support an agreement on materiality thresholds well in advance of entry into force in order to plan for the necessary reporting requirements.  Thresholds should be appropriate to the circumstances of the particular reporting group.  

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss with EIOPA, potential criteria for setting these  thresholds. Measurements linked to Solvency II could be X (to be determined) in relation to percentage of assets held, SCR or own funds, for example. 


	See response to comment 73.
If reinsurance contract exceeds the threshold, set by the L3 guidelines or by the group supervisor then the group would report the contract and its various components under the categories of IGT 3. 



	76.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT1 to IGT4-Materiality
	We support EIOPA’s objective of harmonising threshold levels across groups, by which we understand that thresholds will be established that are proportionate and follow consistent guidelines and criteria.  The text in the summary document is ambiguous when it refers to „threshold levels are harmonised across groups”.  Does this mean between different insurance groups to ensure harmonisation within the EU market or within a specific insurance group to ensure harmonisation within that group?  We consider that requirements are harmonised across the EU insurance market such that proportionate disclosure is made on IGTs.  For insurance groups of broadly similar sizes and risk profiles but where one performs more IGTs than the other, we would expect similar thresholds to be set resulting in more disclosure from the group with more IGTs.  A percentage of Group SCR, for example, could be used as a guide for setting these thresholds, as proposed in the pre-consultation paper.    

Thresholds should be established well in advance of the first reporting deadline to allow time for the group to design and implement processes and systems to collate the data.  


	See response to comment 73.


	77.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1 to IGT4-Materiality
	It is difficult to comment on materiality thresholds without first knowing the end result, we understand the result will depend on consultations between the parent undertaking and the group supervisor.  We support EIOPA’s proposal to work towards harmonised thresholds however a specific quantitative limit may be suitable in some countries and not in others.  It is important that the criteria for establishing thresholds is established in supervisory guidelines but the threshold itself should not.

In this sense, we have numerous questions about how thresholds would apply i.e. how would a  reinsurance agreement be valued to compare to the threshold? 
Which amount is compared to the threshold amount to determine if the transaction is to be reported: Reinsurance result, Maximum cover, Claims paid, Premiums paid, .. ?

Supervisors should also consider the thresholds applied under  other legislative requirements to which the group parent must  comply with, for example, the Financial Conglomerates Directive.  Again this is subjective to size, not every (re)insurance parent undertaking will be categorised as a financial conglomerate.

We would support an agreement on materiality thresholds well in advance of entry into force in order to plan for the necessary reporting requirements.  Thresholds should be appropriate to the circumstances of the particular reporting group.  

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss with EIOPA, potential criteria for setting these  thresholds. Measurements linked to Solvency II could be X in relation to percentage of assets held, SCR or own funds, for example. 


	See response to comment 73 and 75.


	78.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	IGT1 to IGT4-Materiality
	How is the reinsurance agreement valued to compare to the threshold? 
Which amount is compared to the threshold amount to determine if the transaction is to be reported: Reinsurance result, Maximum cover, Claims paid, Premiums paid, .. ?
	See response to comment 73 and 75.

	79.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT1 to IGT4-Materiality
	We believe that the thresholds and the definition for “very significant IGT” should be determined as soon as possible to enable undertakings to plan accordingly. Further, they should be consistent with those applied under other legislative requirements with which the group parent must comply, for example the Insurance Groups Directive.  

The LOG does make reference to the draft IGT and RC Guidelines; however, when referring (for instance) to transactions involving non-EEA entities, making further explicit references to relevant draft Guidelines would be useful.
	See response to comment 73.
The IGD reporting requirements are replaced by the Solvency II reporting requirements.
The L3G-IGT guidelines have been referenced throughout the IGT template LOGs. 

	80.
	XL Group plc
	IGT1 to IGT4-Materiality
	For practical implementation purposes, it is important that the materiality threshold is agreed at the earliest possible stage in order to understand the level of detail required. We believe that only truly material transactions should be required, else the reporting will be unduly onerous and costly. 
	See response to comment 73 and 75.

	81.
	AMICE
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	IGT templates request information about significant transactions between entities within a group. This would put a heavy burden on companies with regards to transactions with entities not included in the consolidation balance sheet of the group.

EIOPA states that all significant IGT in-force at the start of the reporting period or occurring during the reporting period have to be reported ( This includes all IGT that are in-force at the start of the reporting period; or incepted during the reporting period and outstanding at the reporting date; or incepted and expired/matured during the reporting period). We suggest that IGT on equities and other capital items should only be reported when they have an impact in the year-end balance sheet. 


	All entities within the scope of the Solvency II group should be the same as the entities within the consolidation group. This information should be easily accessible for the group. 

See response to comment 56.

	82.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	IGT 1

The reporting of IGT at entity level is unduly onerous. A more summarised, higher level of aggregation of data should be used instead.

IGT 2 

The current proposal is onerous. A more summarised level of reporting should be used instead.

IGT3

The requested data is available but would require considerable cost to provide it in the proposed template. 

IGT 4 

It is difficult to see how the data collected in this template will help the Supervisor assess Group risk and the inter-connectivity of the capital/assets/liabilities within the group.

The ‘cost sharing ‘split should be removed from IGT4 template as its contribution/usefulness in overall SII analysis is not significant.

Further clarification is required for “in-force” definition specifically for risk attaching treaties for example one written for 1 Jan 2000 – 31 Dec 2000 which may still incur losses in 2012 onwards

Only period-end balances should be required. As mentioned above for qualitative information, requiring other information about IGT, off balance sheet items, derivatives, etc is both:


very onerous to report


of little relevance to a solvency assessment because they have been terminated before the period end or are no longer current (and therefore pose no risks to the solvency of the company).

Significant additional costs would be incurred in reporting closed balances, which are not currently reported for internally or externally.
	See response to comment 55 for IGT 1 and IGT 2.
IGT 3 relates to internal reinsurance the group should have this information readily available and not hard to reproduce.
IGT 4 captures the information on internal cost sharing, contingent liabilities (other than derivatives) and off balance sheet items. These are seen as standard types of IGT that should be reported if they meet the L3G-IGT significant criteria. 
See response to comment 56 for definition of ‘in-force’ and types of IGT to be reported. 


	83.
	CEA
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	The reporting of IGT at entity level is unduly onerous requiring a large amount of data to be captured, we would support that some form of aggregate reporting be allowed.
Valuation of IGTs

We would advocate a pragmatic approach to the valuation of IGTs (e.g. appropriate use of reporting GAAP), given that IGTs should, in any case, eliminate on Group consolidation.

Lack of totals/sub-total / summarisation

As with the other Group templates, we believe that the format of the IGT templates are not user friendly. An efficient internal review and sign-off process would be facilitated by a more summarised level of data in line with current reporting / management structure of the Group.  This would also have the advantage of assisting comparability between periods and different companies for external users of the returns.

Validation

It is not clear how these templates will be validated. A particular template, such as equity, captures one side of the transaction and only includes items above the prescribed materiality level, so the total transactions at the Group level will not net to zero.

We query whether  all IGTs should be reported, which had occur during the reporting period, especially as Solvency II is ultimately a measure at a point in time and therefore it is confusing to include items which no longer impact on the solvency position. 

Explanatory documents similar to those accompanying templates on Assets and Balance Sheet would be helpful to clarify some of the definitions and abbreviations used. 

Loan with the same entity at a sub-group level

As above, identifying “loan” at legal entity level would be onerous task, potentially some of the loan may be split between two entities in the same sub-group and may not be reported  at the Group level, because they eliminate at the level below the group consolidation. 


	See response to comment 55. 
IGT should not be valued differently from other items on the Solvency II balance sheet.
The data collected in the templates does not lend itself to having ‘totals, sub-totals and summarisation’. Not all items need to be filled in if not applicable to the particular transaction. 
The validation of the data is the responsibility of the group. This is already clear in the LOGs.
See response to comments 55 and 56. 
Templates have been reviewed to clarify any definitions and abbreviations.  

The group should have information at a loan/entity level and the particular loan amounts should be The loan should be able to be identified between the group entities.

	84.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	Quantitative information about operations terminated during the period and/or information about minimum/maximum balances (templates IGT1 - IGT4 ) will be onerous to report and of little benefit.

Only period-end balances should be required. As mentioned above for qualitative information, requiring other information about IGT, off balance sheet items, derivatives, etc is both:

•
very onerous to report

•
of little relevance to a solvency assessment because they have been terminated before the period end or are no longer current (and therefore pose no risks to the solvency of the company).

Significant additional costs would be incurred in in-period transactions, which are not currently reported internally or externally.
	See response to comment 55 and 56. Information on IGT terminated during period should be reported. Only reporting period end balances are might hide transactions occurring during the reporting period. 



	85.
	Crédit Agricole Assurances
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	How shall intra-company entries be reported? Shall we provide the two lines of the operation (one for each counterparty)? These two lines would be then reported with the same amount.


Required reference documents : in which case are reference documents required? Shall every “other” transaction type be reported with annexes? Has EIOPA defined a template for these documents?
	All transactions reported in the templates will involve inter-company entities. Each entity will be on opposite sides of the transaction. If the roles of the undertaking change in the transaction then it suggests a new transaction has taken place. 
The reference documents are no longer seen as relevant for the templates. The group supervisor can request additional documents if it wants further information on a data item.  

	86.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	This refers to Level 3 guidelines which have only been shared with a limited number of insurance industry participants and stakeholders and not publicly.  Those stakeholders which have not have access are therefore at a disadvantage in not being in a position to respond effectively to this consultation.  We suggest that once these guidelines are made public, these templates should be consulted on again.


	Noted 

	87.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	The reporting of IGT at entity level is unduly onerous requiring a large amount of data to be captured, we would support that some form of aggregate reporting be allowed.

As with the other Group templates, we believe that the format of the IGT templates are not user friendly.

We welcome that a “SII revaluation” is not mandatory for IGT reporting purposes. IFRS may be used if the differences to SII are not material.

We believe that a reporting on IGT which has ended during the reporting period provides no “value added”.

We recommend “very significant IGT” to be reported on an ad-hoc basis rather than on standardized templates. 

Valuation of IGTs

It is not clear how these templates will be validated. A particular template, such as equity, captures one side of the transaction and only includes items above the prescribed materiality level, so the total transactions at the Group level will not net to zero.

We query whether  all IGTs should be reported, which had occur during the reporting period, especially as Solvency II is ultimately a measure at a point in time and therefore it is confusing to include items which no longer impact on the solvency position. 

Explanatory documents similar to those accompanying templates on Assets and Balance Sheet would be helpful to clarify some of the definitions and abbreviations used. 

We would advocate a pragmatic approach to the valuation of IGTs (e.g. appropriate use of reporting GAAP), given that IGTs should, in any case, eliminate on Group consolidation.

The pragmatic approach – using IFRS data for the valuation of IGT – should be possible without any severe materiality restrictions as the IGT data according to IFRS are already available without any problem. The significance of the identification of any intragroup creation of capital within the group does not alter when different valuation approaches are applied. The preparation of the SII valued IGT might be time-consuming without additional benefit for supervisory purposes as the meaningfulness is comparable.

Lack of totals/sub-total / summarisation

As with the other Group templates, we believe that the format of the IGT templates are not user friendly. An efficient internal review and sign-off process would be facilitated by a more summarised level of data in line with current reporting / management structure of the Group.  This would also have the advantage of assisting comparability between periods and different companies for external users of the returns.

Loan with the same entity at a sub-group level:

As above, identifying loan at legal entity would be onerous task and potentially some of the loan within two entities in the same sub-group may not be reported  at the Group level because they eliminate at the level below the group consolidation. 

Further questions to be answered:

Are all of these templates really necessary for the assessment of risk, e. g. Cost sharing agreements (IGT4)? 


	See response to comment 83. 
Noted

See response to comment 83. 
See response to comment 56 re IGT that should be reported.

Very significant IGT are to be determined by group supervisor/college and should be reported in the relevant IGT template the transaction corresponds to.
The LOGs are clear that it is the responsibility of the group to complete validation.

See response to comment 55 & 56. 
All definitions and abbreviations have been defined in the LOGs. 

All IGT should be valued on the Solvency II basis. 
As noted above, Solvency II valuation should be pursued rather than IFRS valuation of IGT.

See response to comment 83. 
The loan should be able to be identified at group level and undertaking level even if it is eliminated on consolidation. Groups should still be able to identify transactions that group undertakings enter into.

IGT 4 is necessary as the L1 requires the group to report all significant IGT. It is important to be able to determine how costs are shared within group particularly if these are large transactions. This is also consistent with the types of IGT that should be reported in the L3G-IGT.


	88.
	KPMG
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	IGT1 - whilst transactions involving the issuance of equity or debt between group entities may be of interest to the supervisor, transactions involving the sale of investments / assets are likely to be of less interest and therefore may have more limited value in capturing these on IGT1.

IGT2 - are transactions involving the sale of derivatives from one group entity to another of particular interest to the supervisor?  Supervision of the actual derivative assets and liabilities held by individual entities at individual entity level regardless of whether they were acquired from group companies or third parties is likely to be more effective.

IGT4 – further guidance is required for users to fully understand exactly what is meant by inter-group transactions intended to be included on this form (cost sharing, contingent liabilities, off balance sheet items and other IGT).  If guidance is not included then users will apply their own interpretations which is likely to lead to inconsistent reporting.   It is not completely clear how all these types of transactions can fitted into the required caption headings on the template.  


	Reporting the sale of assets and investments is important for the supervisor so that it understands how assets are being transferred around the group. 
IGT reporting intends to capture transactions between group undertakings, of which third parities are not.
IGT 4 information is important so that supervisors understand how costs are shared amongst group undertakings and the extent of interdependencies between group entities. 


	89.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	Requesting details of all IGT at the start of the year is incredibly onerous, requiring entities to trawl though intercompany balances potentially dating back dozens of years. 

Some form of aggregated reporting might be acceptable; however, how any such request complies with the principle of proportionality needs to be considered.
	See response to comment 56. 
See response to comment 55.

	91.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	There is large amount of duplication between the solo QRTs and the IDT QRTs.  Is this because there may be different supervisors for the solo and Group (IGT) templates.  If this is the case, can there be exemptions where the solo and Group supervisors are the same. 
	Solvency II reporting package should not result in duplication of reporting at solo and group level. In ant case, if information is already there should not be hard to produce from a group’s perspective. 

	92.
	XL Group plc
	IGT1 to IGT4-Purpose
	IGT 1

The reporting of IGT at entity level is unduly onerous. A more summarised, higher level of aggregation of data should be used instead.

IGT 2 

The current proposal is onerous. A more summarised level of reporting should be used instead.

IGT3

The requested data is available, but would require considerable cost to provide it in the proposed template. 

IGT 4 

It is difficult to see how the data collected in this template will help the Supervisor assess Group risk and the inter-connectivity of the capital/assets/liabilities within the group.

The ‘cost sharing ‘split should be removed from IGT4 template as its contribution/usefulness in overall SII analysis is not significant.

Further clarification is required for “in-force” definition specifically for risk attaching treaties, for example one written for 1 Jan 2000 – 31 Dec 2000 which may still incur losses in 2012 onwards


	See response to comment 82.


	93.
	CEA
	IGT2- cell B6
	We would expect a far more summarised level of reporting than that currently set out which, as noted above, appears potentially extremely onerous.

There appears to be no disclosure of closing balances, does this imply that the template is only concerned with transactions that have occurred during the reporting period? 

 
	See response to comment 55 and 56. 

Cell M6 asks for ‘notional amount at reporting date’ this relates to the exposure to the item at reporting date which is the same as the closing balance. LOG has been clarified. 

	94.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell B6
	Summarised reporting

We would expect a far more summarised level of reporting than that currently set out which, as noted above, appears potentially extremely onerous.

Further clarification required:


There appears to be no disclosure of closing balances, does this imply that the template is only concerned with transactions that have occurred during the reporting period? 
	IGTs are only reported if they exceed the threshold. 
See response to comment 55 and 56.


	95.
	PwC
	IGT2- cell B6
	

	

	96.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell C6
	There is an issue of how to deal with entities that are not SII regulated and that don’t have a code which can be derived by EIOPA/ from national registration systems. The same is for Non-EEA entities. Further clarification required.  
	The LOG is now clear that a unique identification code will be created by the group for non-EEA and non-regulated entities. G01 outlines the parameters. 

	97.
	CEA
	IGT2- cell D6
	We believe there is an overlap between this template and IGT1, the description states that the aim is to list all significant IGT on equity and other capital items; this is also requested in IGT1. We query whether the template should capture IGTs, other than those on equity, which are captured in IGT1?   
With a derivative transaction such as an interest rate swap, who should be represented as the investor/buyer and who should be represented as the issuer/seller as they are both just counterparties to a derivative contract? Typical terminology for the two parties here would be ‘payer’ (paying fixed rate) and ‘receiver’ (paying floating rate). Also, all cells in the log accompanying the template are designated as e.g. B6 instead of B5.

	Do not consider there is an overlap between the two templates. IGT 1 specifically excludes transaction that should be reported in IGT2 and IGT4. IGT2 captures information on derivatives where as IGT 1 captures information on equity, debt and other asset transfers. 
Agree that there should be a payer and a receiver for interest rate swaps as both are buying so currency terminology does not work. The LOG has been updated to reflect that the payer should be reported in B6 and the receiver should be reported in D6. This has been chosen for consistency rather than being linked with investor/buyer or issuer/seller.  
The number of the cells and LOGS are aligned. 

	98.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell D6
	We believe there is an overlap between this template and IGT1, the description states that the aim is to list all significant IGT on equity and other capital items; this is also requested in IGT1. We query whether the template should capture IGTs, other than those on equity, which are captured in IGT1? 

With a derivative transaction such as an interest rate swap, who should be represented as the investor/buyer and who should be represented as the issuer/seller as they are both just counterparties to a derivative contract? Typical terminology for the two parties here would be ‘payer’ (paying fixed rate) and ‘receiver’ (paying floating rate). Also, all cells in the log accompanying the template are designated as e.g. B6 instead of B5.


	See response to comment 97.

	99.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell E6
	Here is an issue of how to deal with entities that are not SII regulated and that don’t have a code which can be derived by EIOPA/ from national registration systems. The same is for Non-EEA entities. Further clarification required
	See response to comment 96.

	100.
	CEA
	IGT2- cell F6
	It is not clear whether this data field refers to the investor/buyer/transferee or –as we assume-the Issuer/seller/transferor. The LOG should be clear at this point.


	The data field refers to the identification code for the issuer/seller. The LOG has been clarified. 

	101.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT2- cell F6
	See comments above for IGT1 – cell F6.
	See response to comment 14.

	102.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell F6
	It is not clear whether this data field refes to the investor/buyer/transferee or –as we assume - the Issuer/seller/transferor. The LOG should be clear at this point. 

It is unlikely that ISIN codes does exist. We recommend to use undertaking-specific codes rather than external codes. We recommend to delete “Undertaking/company specific codes as developed by the group itself should not be used unless the codes are also publicly used.”
	See response to question 100.
The LOG now outlines that the group has the option to use the different codes. If ISIN not available then undertaking specific code, used in cell E6 is suitable.

	103.
	CEA
	IGT2- cell G6
	Please refer to IGT2 – cell F6.


	See response to comment 100. 

	104.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell G6
	Please refer to IGT2 – cell F6.


	See response to comment 102.

	105.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT2- cell H6
	See comments above for IGT1 – cell H6.
	See response to comment 21. 

	106.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT2- cell H6
	Such thresholds need to be available as soon as possible, as these will potentially have a hugely significant impact on systems and processes.
	This cell has been deleted from the templates as each group will know the threshold that applies to particular types of transactions in advance of the reporting requirements coming into force. 

	107.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT2- cell I6
	The closed list includes contingent liabilities, but elsewhere it states that contingent liabilities are excluded from this template.
	The LOG has been updated to delete contingent liabilities from drop down list as they are reported in IGT 4. 

	108.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT2- cell I6
	The implication of the direction in the LOG file is that a repo transaction is split into the cash transaction which would be reported on IGT1 and the forward contract on IGT2.  We recommend this is clarified explicitly in the guidance to avoid different interpretations.
	The LOG is already clear on the position for repos. 

	109.
	Royal London Group
	IGT2- cell I6
	The closed list includes contingent liabilities, but elsewhere it states that contingent liabilities are excluded from this template.
	See answer to comment 107

	110.
	CEA
	IGT2- cell K6
	If there is no maturity date, should this cell be left blank?


	If the maturity date is perpetual then use ‘P’. LOG has been updated.

	111.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell K6
	Further clarification required:

If there is no maturity date, should this cell be left blank?


	See response to comment 110.

	112.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell L6
	probably- determined on a group currency basis.
	Currency of the transaction is reported in cell L6 (K6 in updated version) and the currency of the group should be reported for cells M6 to O6 (L6 to N6 in updated version). The LOG has been updated to indicate this. 

	113.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT2- cell P6
	Please specify the closed list, which we assume would include at least micro-hedging, macro-hedging and trading (short term realisation of profits).
	The LOG is clear that macro hedge and micro hedge is already included in the LOG. Trading would come under ‘other’. 

	114.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT2- cell W6
	Further clarification required: we do not understand for what reason and under which conditions accompanying reference documents are required. Additional documents should be only delivered upon regulator’s explicit request. Cell should be deleted.
	W6 has been deleted as the group supervisor can request additional information, if needed and does not need this cell to do so.

	115.
	CEA
	IGT3- cell B6
	Reinsurance contracts are in general underwritten annually, a shorter timeframe is highly exceptional therefore quarterly reporting would neither produce relevant additional information nor could the required data be generated without intense and time-consuming additional effort (especially because every existing reinsurance relation, including its accounting and valuation parameters are affected and have to be depicted in a very detailed manner).

The requested data is available but would require considerable cost to provide it in the proposed template. Also, the reinsurance strategy is strictly confidential and should not be publically disclosed by the Supervisor. 

As a general comment, the letters and numbering in the LOG do not always correspond to the template.  For the purpose of our response, CEA comments will refer to the letters and numbering used in the template.

Further clarification required: 


The extent of reporting for the current accident year and movement on prior underwriting year results regarding internal quota share reinsurance arrangements should be clarified. 


Clarification would be helpful on whether this template solely relates to internal re-insurance with ceded premiums in the current year. Clarification is required on lines of activities: specify the LOBs; date of signature: signing date/ treaty in force? 


References are made only to “treaty”-are we to assume that facultative cover is not included? 


	As outlined in L3G-IGT, the templates are expected to be reported annually or as soon as practical after a very significant movement. To change this would contradict the Level 1 and Level 3.

The templates are not expected to be publically disclosed. 

The letter and numbering are aligned.

The template refers to intra-group reinsurance that is in place in the reporting year. If it is entered into after the reporting year it should be reported in the following year’s template. 
The reference to ‘treaty’ has been clarified in the template and LOG.  It refers to both treaty and facultative reinsurance. 
 

	116.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell B6
	Reinsurance contracts are in general underwritten annually, a shorter timeframe is highly exceptional therefore quarterly reporting would neither produce relevant additional information nor could the required data be generated without intense and time-consuming additional effort (especially because every existing reinsurance relation, including its accounting and valuation parameters are affected and have to be depicted in a very detailed manner).

The requested data is available but would require considerable cost to provide it in the proposed template. Also, the reinsurance strategy is strictly confidential and should not be publically disclosed by the Supervisor. 

Further clarification required: 


The extent of reporting for the current accident year and movement on prior underwriting year results regarding internal quota share reinsurance arrangements should be clarified. 


Clarification would be helpful on whether this template solely relates to internal re-insurance with ceded premiums in the current year. Clarification is required on lines of activities: specify the LOBs; date of signature: signing date/ treaty in force? 


References are made only to “treaty” - are we to assume that facultative cover is not included? 

As a general comment, the letters and numbering in the LOG do not always correspond to the template.  For the purpose of our response, GDV comments will refer to the letters and numbering used in the template.


	See response to comment 115.

	117.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT3- cell B6
	Clarification would be helpful on whether this template solely relates to internal re-insurance with ceded premiums in the current year. Clarification is required on lines of activities: specify the LOBs; date of signature: signing date/ treaty in force? 

References are made only to “treaty” - are we to assume that facultative covers not included? 
	The template covers all IGT in-force at the start of the reporting period (even if expired during the period) or commencing/occurring during the period. 

	118.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT3- cell C6
	Please clarify how and when we are to obtain the “unique identification code attached to the entity in the column to the left derived by EIOPA/from national registration systems”.
	EIOPA will release coding prior to Solvency II implementation to insurance and reinsurance undertakings.  Unique identification codes will be created by the group for non-EEA and non-regulated entities. G01 outlines the parameters.

	119.
	CEA
	IGT3- cell C6
	According to the LOG, an entity identification code will be assigned by EIOPA. 
Allocation of new reference codes should be communicated well in advance of entry into force of Solvency II.


	See response to comment 118.

	120.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell C6
	According to log file an entity identification code will be assigned by EIOPA. 
Prefer this to conform to existing standards (not another new company code).

There is an issue of how to deal with entities that are not SII regulated and that don’t have a code which can be derived by EIOPA/ from national registration systems. The same is for Non-EEA entities. Further clarification required. 
	See response to comment 118.

	121.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	IGT3- cell C6
	According to the log file an entity identification code will be assigned by EIOPA. 
We prefer this to conform to existing standards (not another new company code). If this is not possible, please specify what should be the unique identification code as this has not yet been provided
	See response to comment 118.

	122.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT3- cell C6
	Details on such codes need to be produced as soon as possible (how these will be made available and by when), to help undertakings develop their processes.
	See response to comment 118.

	123.
	XL Group plc
	IGT3- cell C6
	Please clarify how and when we are to obtain the “unique identification code attached to the entity in the column to the left derived by EIOPA/from national registration systems”.
	See response to comment 118.

	124.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT3- cell E6
	Please clarify how and when we are to obtain the “unique identification code attached to the entity in the column to the left derived by EIOPA/from national registration systems”.
	See response to comment 118.

	125.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell E6
	There is an issue of how to deal with entities that are not SII regulated and that don’t have a code which can be derived by EIOPA/ from national registration systems. The same is for Non-EEA entities. Further clarification required.  


	See response to comment 118.

	126.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	IGT3- cell E6
	According to log file an entity identification code will be assigned by EIOPA. 
We prefer this to conform to existing standards (not another new company code). If this is not possible, please specify what should be the unique identification code as this has not yet been provided
	See response to comment 118.

	127.
	XL Group plc
	IGT3- cell E6
	Please clarify how and when we are to obtain the “unique identification code attached to the entity in the column to the left derived by EIOPA/from national registration systems”.
	See response to comment 118.

	128.
	CEA
	IGT3- cell F6
	According to general IGT document file, transaction amounts are to be reported in the currency of the transaction. Assume this does not apply to the threshold value (i.e. threshold to be reported in the Reporting currency of the group).


	The threshold column has been deleted as each group will know what the thresholds are for particular transaction types. This information does not need to be reported in the template.

	129.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	IGT3- cell F6
	It is not clear whether this data field refes to the investor/buyer/transferee or –as we assume - the Issuer/seller/transferor. The LOG should be clear at this point.
	Threshold column has been deleted. Unclear what this comment in referring to. 

	130.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT3- cell F6
	See comments above for IGT1 – cell H6.
	See response to comment 129.

	131.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell F6
	According to general IGT document file, transaction amounts are to be reported in the currency of the transaction. Assume this does not apply to the threshold value (i.e. threshold to be reported in the Reporting currency of the group).
	See response to comment 129.

	132.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	IGT3- cell F6
	According to general IGT document file, transaction amounts are to be reported in the currency of the transaction. Assume this does not apply to the threshold value (i.e. threshold to be reported in the Reporting currency of the group).
	See response to comment 129.

	133.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT3- cell F6
	Such thresholds need to be available as soon as possible, as these will potentially have a hugely significant impact on systems and processes.
	See response to comment 129.

	134.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	IGT3- cell G6
	As F6 above
	Unclear what comment is referring to as the item in F6 is a date rather than a counterparty.  

	135.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT3- cell H6
	Where no such expiry date is specified in the reinsurance contract, it is assumed this can be left blank.  It would be helpful for the LOG file to specify this explicitly.
	LOG has been updated to clarify that if there is no expiry date the cell can be left blank, i.e. if it is continuous 

	136.
	CEA
	IGT3- cell I6
	General remark on this report suggests that all transaction amounts are to be reported in the currency of the transaction. 

1) This results in a list with incomparable amounts, as the amounts will be specified in different currencies. That does not help in identifying major risks.

2) Assume for reinsurance agreements this is the Currency of the treaty. Not clear if all amounts reported here are ‘transaction amounts’ and thus to be reported in the currency of the treaty.
	Currency of the contract/treaty should be reported in this cell. 
The other amounts reported in relation to the treaty/contract should be in the currency of the group so that amounts can be compared (cells J-M). 

	137.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell I6
	General remark on this report suggests that all transaction amounts are to be reported in the currency of the transaction. 

1) This results in a list with incomparable amounts, as the amounts will be specified in different currencies. That does not help in identifying major risks.

2) Assume for reinsurance agreements this is the Currency of the treaty. Not clear if all amounts reported here are ‘transaction amounts’ and thus to be reported in the currency of the treaty.
	See response to comment 136 

	138.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	IGT3- cell I6
	Remark1:

General remark on this report suggest that all transaction amounts are to be reported in the currency of the transaction. 

1) This results in a list with incomparable amounts, as the amounts will be specified in different currencies. That does not help in identifying major risks.

2) Assume for reinsurance agreements this is the Currency of the treaty. Not clear if all amounts reported here are ‘transaction amounts’ and thus to be reported in the currency of the treaty.

Remark 2 Applies to cells I6, J6, L6, G6, H6:

Reported item names or definitions specifically refer to Reinsurance treaties. For example J6 Type of reinsurance treaty. 

The report is not limited to reporting on Reinsurance treaty. What is to be reported on these items for facultative reinsurance?   
	See response to comment 136 for remark 1.
In relation to remark 2 – the LOG and template have been updated to reflect the fact that the cells refer to both treaty and facultative reinsurance. 

	139.
	XL Group plc
	IGT3- cell I6
	When the LOG instructs us to use the “Currency of payments for the specific reinsurance treaty” does it mean the currency of the treaty or the currency of the loss settlement?
	This refers to the currency the reinsurance treaty/contract is written in, agreed between the reinsured and the reinsurer.  

	140.
	CEA
	IGT3- cell J6
	Re-J2 cell H1 states that an extended coding system will be provided. If that occurs, this should also be applied to this template for consistency. Values gives specific codes for Reinsurance treaty, but for Facultative reinsurance we would expect additional values (Proportional / Non proportional).

This is referred to as M6 in the LOG, it should be changed to K5.

For the type of reinsurance treaty, the closed list not consistent with list in Re-J2-cell J1.

	Re-J2 cell J1 refers to coding rather than H1. The information in J1 has been replicated in J6 and hence will have the same coding.
Cell referencing will be aligned in final package. 

List has been updated to reflect the drop down in Re-J2 cell J1.

	141.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	IGT3- cell J6
	Type of reinsurance treaty: closed list not consistent with list in QRT Re-J2 (cell J1)
	See answer to comment 140.

	142.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT3- cell J6
	The closed list includes financial reinsurance.  We suggest that if EIOPA seeks specific contractual features to be disclosed on financial reinsurance that a definition of financial reinsurance is provided, otherwise we expect diverse practice / interpretations are likely to develop diminishing the objective of comparability of the template.    
	If a definition is provided for financial then a definition must be provided for all types. 

	143.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell J6
	Re-J2 cell H1 states that an extended coding system will be provided. If that occurs, this should also be applied to this template for consistency. This is referred to as M6 in the log – change to K5.

Type of reinsurance treaty value list provided in log file is different from the type of reinsurance treaty value list on Re-J2. 

Values gives specific codes for Reinsurance treaty, but for Facultative reinsurance would expect additional values (Proportional / Non proportional).

Type of reinsurance treaty: closed list not consistent with list in QRT Re-J2 (cell J1)
	See response to comment 140.

	144.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	IGT3- cell J6
	Type of reinsurance treaty value list provided in log file is different from the Type of reinsurance treaty value list on Re-J2 and IGT3. Re-J2 coding is more detailed. Is the difference intentional or will IGT3 align to Re-J2 coding?

Values gives specific codes for Reinsurance treaty, but for  Facultative reinsurance would expect additional values (Proportional / Non proportional).
	See answer to comment 140. 

	145.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT3- cell J6
	The column refers to “treaty” – it should be clarified that this form is intended only for treaty cover and not facultative cover.
	Both treaty and facultative should be reported. LOG and template have been amended to clarify.

	146.
	XL Group plc
	IGT3- cell J6
	A definition is required for some of the items on the closed list. As an example, should risk attaching or loss occurence treaties be coded as “XL-aggregate” or “Other”?

Consistency with other templates should be ensured. For example, SCR B2A makes reference to the use of ISO format for the reporting of dates.


	See answer to comment 143.

	147.
	Crédit Agricole Assurances
	IGT3- cell K6
	Reinsurance recoverables : could you confirm that reinsurance recoverables shall be calculated by internal reinsurance treaty? Indeed, the J3 template on reinsurance share only requires this information at reinsurance level, not at reinsurance treaty one.

Has EIOPA defined a rule concerning reconciliation between Ceded Technical Provisions amount defined by the cedant and the one defined by the transferee? Is the amount defined by the cedant the one to be taken into account?

More generally, shall the internal reinsurance intra-company entries be cancelled in the calculation of the Best Estimate Liabilities, and at SCR level? What is the acceptable  level of variation?

Shall the cell K6 of the IGT3 template be equal to the sum of the Solo amounts of the cell N1 of the Re-J3 template ?
	Reinsurance recoverables should be able to be calculated on a treaty/contract basis. 
The amount taken into consideration for this cell is the share of the reinsurer. 
This template looks at the details of the intra-group reinsurance transaction rather than how to calculate aspects of the group solvency.
In some cases it could be the same number but not in all as non-EEA undertakings will also be included in the IGT template which do not have solo reporting requirement.

	148.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell K6
	We recommend to use group currency values (EURO) as the threshold will be -most probably- determined on a group currency basis.
	The amount should be reported in the currency of the group. This may not be EURO in all cases. 

	149.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT3- cell L6
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the treaty supplied in cell I6.  The amount in cell L6 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell F6.
	As with response to 148 reinsurance claims shall also be reported in the currency of the group so that amounts can be compared between group entities. 

	150.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT3- cell L6
	We suggest that the use of the word „unlimited” would be less confusing that „999999” where there is no maximum cover under the treaty.
	This cell is consistent with template Re-J2.

	152.
	XL Group plc
	IGT3- cell L6
	Please clarify the definition of “initial capacity” – For example is it the one loss limit or aggregate including all reinstatements?
	Initial capacity means an additional retention when losses are covered by the reinsurer only when a certain amount of cumulative losses have taken place.

	153.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT3- cell M6
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the treaty supplied in cell I6.  The amount in cell M6 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell F6.
	This amount should be reported in the currency of the group.

	154.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT3- cell M6
	Consistent with our comments on IGT1 to IGT4-Benefits, we consider the template should only capture IGTs at the reporting date and hence cell M6 should capture the reinsurance payable figure in the balance sheet rather than an income statement balance.

If EIOPA decides to reject this proposal, we suggest this figure is claims payable rather than claims paid.  An accruals basis figure will give more meaningful year on year comparisons and will be more easily reconciliable back to the statutory accounts.

	See response to comment 56. 
The same reporting bais as what is done for solos should be used for groups.  

	156.
	KPMG
	IGT3- cell M6
	In addition to the claims paid by the reinsurer it is suggested that a cell is also included to capture the premiums paid by the reinsured to the reinsurer.  Materiality thresholds will also need to take account of reinsurance premium levels.
	Agree that this would be a useful cell but in order to simplify the template this has been removed from the template. If the group supervisor would like to know this information it could ask for it separately. 

	157.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT3- cell N6
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the treaty supplied in cell I6.  The amount in cell N6 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell F6.
	This amount should be reported in the currency of the group

	158.
	CEA
	IGT3- cell N6
	This appears to be a new measure not used in the solo templates. Clarification would be helpful regarding how this template should be completed.  Please also refer to cell I6 with regards to reporting currency.


	The LOG clarifies the components of the reinsurance result. It is a sum of those parts. 
The amount should be reported in the currency of the group. 

	159.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT3- cell N6
	As for IGT3 – cell M6, it would be more meaningful to define the reinsurance result in terms of premiums, claims and commissions payable / receivable i.e. on an accruals basis.  This would make the figure more consistent with the statutory accounts basis.
	See response to comment 154

	161.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell N6
	This appears to be a new measure not used in the solo templates. Clarification would be helpful regarding how this template should be completed.  Please also refer to cell I6 with regards to reporting currency.

We recommend to have a pragmatic approach to the valuation of the reinsurance result, e.g. appropriate use of reporting GAAP. A reinsurance result exclusively based on a cashflow view would not be meaningful.
	See response to comment 158.   

	162.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT3- cell N6
	Given the formula in the LOG makes use not only of the value in K6 but also of the latter’s comparative, we believe this cell should not be completed until the second year of SII reporting, i.e. once such comparative is available.
	See response to comment 158.

	163.
	XL Group plc
	IGT3- cell N6
	We believe that a more meaningful way to measure results would be on an incurred basis rather than a paid basis.
	Items should be reported on an incurred basis. 

	164.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT3- cell O6
	Further clarification required: we do not understand for what reason and under which conditions accompanying reference documents are required. Additional documents should be only delivered upon regulator’s explicit request. Cell should be deleted.
	O6 has been deleted as the group supervisor can request additional information, if needed and does not need this cell to do so.

	165.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT3- cell O6
	Can some examples be provided as to which situations this would be applicable to?  Does this indicate that copies of accounts should be provided?
	O6 has been deleted as the group supervisor can request additional information, if needed and does not need this cell to do so.

	166.
	CEA
	IGT4- cell B5
	As a general comment, we do not believe that reporting of “internal cost sharing”, or generic IGT information, would assist in assessing risk management.  We would suggest reporting of intra-group transactions in line with existing IFRS requirements.   

We question the Supervisory purpose of requesting this information; we believe that to list all transactions internally on a cost sharing basis would be overly onerous in comparison to the value gained. Requesting this information on an ad hoc basis could be more appropriate. 

In general, more qualitative feedback will be possible once materiality thresholds are better understood. 

Further clarification required:


It is unclear if transfer of shares should be included in the column “Transaction Type”. 


Should unrealised profits be reflected in this sheet? 


Further clarification on definition and the transactions expected to be reported in this template would be helpful. 


It is unclear how to report the revenue and expenses regarding the intra group transactions. 


The question was raised if this template would cover internal cost sharing between life entities or broader, for example, service level agreements. 


Further clarification on definition and the transactions expected to be reported in this template would be helpful. 


	The Level 1 requires IGT to be reported. Internal cost sharing is a form of IGT therefore if it meets the criteria in the L3G-IGT paper it should be reported. The L3G-IGT explains how thresholds are set.
IGT 4 information is important so that supervisors understand how costs are shared amongst group undertakings, particularly if these are large transactions and the extent of interdependencies between the entities. 
Shares should be included in IGT1.

Unrealised profits are something that has not yet been realised through a transaction. The amount that is realised should be reported once the transaction has taken place. 

Service level agreements are a part of a contract where the level of service is formally defined. The underlying service would be considered an IGT if it meets the criteria in the L3G-IGT paper. 


	167.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell B5
	As a general comment, we do not believe that reporting of “internal cost sharing”, or generic IGT information, would assist in assessing risk management.  We would suggest reporting of intra-group transactions in line with existing IFRS requirements.   

We question the Supervisory purpose of requesting this information; we believe that to list all transactions internally on a cost sharing basis would be overly onerous in comparison to the value gained. Requesting this information on an ad hoc basis could be more appropriate. 

Some undertakings highlighted that service and cost agreements are used to promote efficiency and that information relating to internal cost sharing does not always exist per entity therefore the level of detail requested in this template would be difficult to achieve. 

In general, more qualitative feedback will be possible once materiality thresholds are better understood. 

Further clarification required:


It is unclear if transfer of shares should be included in the column “Transaction Type”. 


Should unrealised profits be reflected in this sheet? 


Further clarification on definition and the transactions expected to be reported in this template would be helpful. 


It is unclear how to report the revenue and expenses regarding the intra group transactions. 


The question was raised if this template would cover internal cost sharing between life entities or broader, for example, service level agreements. 


Further clarification on definition and the transactions expected to be reported in this template would be helpful.


What asset is meant by “entity that is purchasing/ investing in the asset…”?


	See response to comment 166.  

	168.
	PwC
	IGT4- cell B5
	

	

	169.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT4- cell B5
	As a general comment, we do not believe that reporting of “internal cost sharing”, or generic IGT information, would assist in assessing risk management.  We would suggest reporting of intra-group transactions in line with existing IFRS requirements.   

We question the Supervisory purpose of requesting this information; we believe that to list all transactions internally on a cost sharing basis would be overly onerous in comparison to the value gained. Requesting this information on an ad hoc basis could be more appropriate. 

Further clarification on definition and the transactions expected to be reported in this template would be helpful.
	Sharing of costs and contingent liabilities between entities is a type of IGT, therefore in order to meet the requirements of Article 245 this information needs to be collected. 

	170.
	CEA
	IGT4- cell C5
	Clarification that this template is intended to capture IGTs other than equity is helpful.  There remains the question however as to what off-balance sheet items should be reported. Guarantees are clear, but repros and derivatives are included in the LOG definition, which do not appear on the balance sheet.

The granularity of available data will depend on the instrument itself, guidance would be helpful from EIOPA that full reporting of all columns will depend on whether the data request applies/is available on each particular instrument. 

With the replacement of IAS37, “contingent liabilities” will disappear. Liabilities will no longer represent possible outflows but a probability-weighted average of possible outflows.


	Derivatives and repos should not be reported in IGT4. Intra-group outsourcing should be captured where a group entity is providing a service that the entity itself should do, eg providing staff to run the business, IT services. 
Only those transactions that are above the threshold should be reported. 

	171.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell C5
	Clarification that this template is intended to capture IGTs other than equity is helpful.  There remains the question however as to what off-balance sheet items should be reported. Guarantees are clear, but repros and derivatives are included in the LOG definition, which do not appear on the balance sheet.

The granularity of available data will depend on the instrument itself, guidance would be helpful from EIOPA that full reporting of all columns will depend on whether the data request applies/is available on each particular instrument. 

With the replacement of IAS37 “contingent liabilities” will disappear. Liabilities will no longer represent possible outflows but a probability-weighted average of possible outflows.

Further clarification required:


In general, further guidance on definitions would be helpful. 
	See response to question 166.  

	172.
	PwC
	IGT4- cell C5
	

	

	173.
	The Phoenix Group
	IGT4- cell C5
	Clarification that this template is intended to capture IGTs other than equity is helpful.  There remains the question however as to what off-balance sheet items should be reported. Guarantees are clear, but repos and derivatives are included in the LOG definition, which do not appear on the balance sheet.

The granularity of available data will depend on the instrument itself, guidance would be helpful from EIOPA that full reporting of all columns will depend on whether the data request applies/is available on each particular instrument. 
	See response to question 166.  

	174.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell D5
	What asset is meant by “entity that is selling/ transferring the asset…”?
	The asset could be the underling service provided – ie if it is intra-group outsourcing the underlying assets would be the staff provided or the IT services. 

	175.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell E5
	There is an issue of how to deal with entities that are not SII regulated and that don’t have a code which can be derived by EIOPA/ from national registration systems. The same is for Non-EEA entities. Further clarification required.  
	EIOPA will release coding prior to Solvency II implementation to insurance and reinsurance undertakings. Unique identification codes will be created by the group for non-EEA and non-regulated entities. G01 outlines the parameters.

	176.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT4- cell F5
	See comments above for IGT1 – cell H6.
	Thresholds cell has been deleted as thresholds types will be known and do not need to be reported in the template. 

	177.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT4- cell F5
	Such thresholds need to be available as soon as possible, as these will potentially have a hugely significant impact on systems and processes.
	Thresholds cell has been deleted as thresholds types will be known and do not need to be reported in the template.

	178.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell G5
	What benefit does the supervisor gain from information on Internal Cost Sharing?
	See response to comment 166.

	179.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell H5
	The information is of limited value and may be onerous to collect in such detail. Therefore, we recommend to delete this type of IGT.
	Cell H refers to the transaction date which is expected to be provided. 

	180.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT4- cell I5
	Arrangements such as cost sharing may be supported by an agreement which has been in place for a number of years.  Can the effective date be an historic date or should it be a date in the reporting period?  
	The date can be historic it the contract has been in place for some time.

	182.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT4- cell J5
	Where for a going concern there is no expiry date for cost sharing, can the cell be left blank or will it accept the word “ongoing” as opposed to only numerical digits?
	If the expiring date is perpetual use ‘P’ or if it does not have one then leave it blank.

	184.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell J5
	Regarding type “Others”, additional documents should be only delivered upon regulator’s explicit request.
	Unclear what is meant by ‘other’ the cell is referring to a date. 

	185.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT4- cell K5
	In the case of overhead cost sharing across multi-currency branches is it reasonable to assume that the reporting currency is acceptable?  This would avoid enormous complication of reporting to the regulator overheads incurred in different currencies and apportioned/paid for across multi-currency branches.
	The amount should be reported in the currency of the group if there are multiple currencies.

	187.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT4- cell L5
	This information is not suitable to be collected in a table format since it is narrative information.  We suggest that only a Yes or No answer is possible where Yes signifies that trigger events are applicable and No where these are not.  Where this is the case, details of the trigger event should be required in the reference document referred to in cell IGT4-P6.
	The trigger event should be outlined in the cell. If there is none it is acceptable to include ‘none’ in the cell.

	188.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT4- cell M5
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the transaction supplied in cell K5.  The amount in cell M5 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell F5.
	The amount should be reported in the currency of the group.

	189.
	CEA
	IGT4- cell M5
	We believe this cell should refer to M6.  Further clarification on definitions would be helpful.


	Solvency II valuation means that the amount is valued on a Solvency II balance sheet basis.

	190.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	IGT4- cell M5
	The LOG file refers to derivative transactions which would be included on IGT2 rather than IGT4.  It is not clear what is meant by the Solvency II value of an internal cost sharing transaction.  

We propose this is amended to include specific guidance on what is required for each type of IGT, for example:

- Solvency II value of contingent liability and off balance sheet item

- Amount payable during the year for the service provided (for internal cost sharing arrangements)

- For other, quantitative details to be provided in the reference documents referred to in cell IGT4-P6.
	Valued on a Solvency II balance sheet basis. Derivative transactions should be reported in IGT 2.
See response to comment 166.

	191.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	IGT4- cell M5
	Should be M6: Clarification of LOG needed. What value should be reported?
	See response to comment 190.

	193.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell M5
	Should be M6: Clarification of LOG needed. What value should be reported?
	The amount should be reported in the currency of the group.

	194.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT4- cell N5
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the treaty supplied in cell K5.  The amount in cell N5 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell F5.
	The amount should be reported in the currency of the group.

	196.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell N5
	To have a split into contingent liab included and not included into S2 balance sheet is not meaningful. N5 and O6 should be merged.
	If the amount is a contingent liability other than a derivative, then it should be reported as a contingent liability and not as a an off-balance sheet item. It is one or the other. 

	197.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT4- cell N5
	This cell requests the “maximum possible value” – such worst-case scenario numbers would result in some very outlandish numbers which would be very far away from what is actually likely. We believe that reporting the probability of such maximum values actually crystallising (where possible) is required to provide some context.
	The amount that is reported should reflect the maximum amount that the service provider would be required to pay. It is not a stressed scenario it is within the contract terms. 

	198.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	IGT4- cell O5
	Please confirm that the amount should be stated in the reporting currency as opposed to the currency of the treaty supplied in cell K5.  The amount in cell O5 would then be consistent with the currency of the threshold amount stated in cell F5.
	The amount should be reported in the currency of the group.

	200.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	IGT4- cell O5
	We do not understand how this could be anything other than zero, given Article V4 of the draft implementing measures: if a valuation can be arrived at, it would be in the SII balance sheet; otherwise either the contingency is considered too immaterial to value or it cannot be valued at all (giving a nil value in either case).

In any case, this cell requests the “maximum possible value” – such worst-case scenario numbers would result in some very outlandish numbers which would be very far away from what is actually likely. We believe that reporting the probability of such maximum values actually crystallising (where possible) is required to provide some context.
	If the amount is zero then zero should be included.

The amount that is reported should reflect the maximum amount that the service provider would be required to pay. It is not a stressed scenario it is within the contract terms.

 

	201.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	IGT4- cell P5
	Further clarification required: we do not understand for what reason and under which conditions accompanying reference documents are required. Additional documents should be only delivered upon regulator’s explicit request. Cell should be deleted
	P6 has been deleted as the group supervisor can request additional information, if needed and does not need this cell to do so. 
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