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	No.
	Name
	Reference


	Comment
	Resolution

	1.
	AIMA
	General Comment 
	AIMA’s hedge fund manager members, which have insurance company investors, will need to report data to those insurers on the assets they manage for them so that the insurer can complete template ‘Assets - D4’.  Although we have no objection in principle to the insurer having access to this information, we note several issues with the content and purpose of the proposed financial stability reporting templates.  

The majority of the EU insurance firms that place assets with hedge fund managers are the largest insurance undertakings, who would expected to have greater than a EUR 6bn balance sheet total and, therefore, would be required to report for financial stability purposes using the proposed templates.  The ‘Assets – D4’ template in this consultation is not amended significantly from the ‘Assets – D4’ template in EIOPA’s proposals on the main Quarterly Reporting Templates (QRTs).  Therefore, we wish to reiterate our concerns, submitted to EIOPA on 20 January 2012, about costs, burdens and timing of the proposed reporting obligation.

Reporting obligation

We believe that insurers will also need to gather significant amounts of information from hedge fund managers to:


allow insurers to calculate their Solvency Capital Requirements (SCR), in particular the equity risk sub-module of the markets risk module (pillar 1 requirements); and


ensure that insurers can understand the investment risks being run on their behalf (pillar 2 requirements).

The information on investment funds’ assets provided for the purposes of the QRTs and proposed Financial Stability reporting templates, will also need to be sufficient for these other purposes.

Therefore, we wish to highlight concerns with:


reporting for investment funds which invest in multiple underlying funds (i.e., funds of hedge funds);

materiality and proportionality of the requirements;

line-by-line position reporting or aggregate reporting;

the timing for reporting after quarter or year ends; and


consistency in reporting using Complementary Identification Codes (CICs).

Purpose of the templates

It should be borne in mind that the purpose of the ‘Assets – D4’ template is for regulators to gather a broad overview of the assets and positions held by insurers, for the purposes of considering their risk profiles and to consider, through aggregating all data, the risk trends across the insurance industry (including those that may pose financial stability risks).  Given the costs and benefits of the ‘Assets - D4’ template reporting of the holdings of investment funds, EIOPA should ensure that what is proposed is proportionate to this purpose in terms of the data requested, frequency of requests and the timing allowed to make reports.  It should also be noted that much of the requested data is already (or will in future be) reported to regulators (including the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)), where the investment fund managers are subject to their own regulatory reporting requirements, e.g., under MiFID, AIFMD and UCITS Directives, etc.

Costs

It should be noted that compiling the information that hedge fund managers are required to report to insurers will pose a significant new cost on them and their insurer investors.  This may result from the need for investment fund managers to hire additional staff to prepare reports, and for insurers to have the staff, systems and procedures to process this reported data: for the latter, this includes combining data from a number of different sources and investment funds in which they invest.

Where the level of detail increases, there will be a correlated increase in the cost of providing the required data for both parties.  Likewise, costs will increase proportionately in relation to the frequency of reporting and the deadline for providing data after quarter or year end.  These costs should be borne in mind when considering whether the reporting obligations are proportionate and deciding what data is necessary to achieve the goals of Solvency II.

Furthermore, due to the MiFID and AIFMD obligations to treat all investors equally, investment fund managers will be required to provide equal disclosures on their assets and positions to both the specific insurer, as well as all other investors in the fund they manage.  Such information is usually confidential in nature due to its ability to reveal the proprietary trading strategies of the fund managers.  This disclosure, therefore, may significantly impact the ability of investment fund managers to trade in the market and may, in turn, impact the investment returns that insurers will receive.

To mitigate this effect, it is likely that insurers and administrators connected with the disclosure of assets and position will be asked to sign confidentiality agreements.  This provides a further legal cost to both investment funds and insurers.  This risk can also be mitigated by the reporting of aggregated data (see below).

Materiality

As discussed above in relation to the purpose and costs of reporting on template ‘Assets - D4’, where asset values and positions held indirectly by insurers through investment funds are small, it should be considered what level of detail would be material, including the frequency of reporting, timing for reporting and accuracy of the data.  

Disclosure

As discussed above, due to the obligations on investment firms in MiFID, disclosure of information on positions and assets will necessitate disclosure to all investors in a pooled investment fund.  Disclosure of this data to an insurer can be achieved, but the processes and efficiencies of providing data are still being investigated by the industry.  Any moves to require more detailed information in tighter timeframes will create ever increasing difficulties for investment fund managers, fund administrators and their insurer investors.

Given the proprietary nature of the assets and positions of a fund, when a disclosure is required we would seek assurances from EIOPA and national regulators that information provided to them on assets managed by investment fund managers is kept confidential and is only ever made public in anonymous and aggregated form.  Disclosure of such data will not only affect the returns for the investment fund, fund manager and the insurer investors, but may create volatility in all tradable markets by sending misleading price signals to the market, possible creating new financial instability.

Frequency of reporting

It is noted that requiring investment funds to provide information of this detail to insurers on a quarterly basis is a significant increase on the information currently provided to insurers (and all other investors).  While it is possible to provide data to insurers for the purposes of these templates, the frequency of reporting poses new operational challenges for investment funds and insurers.

Of even greater concern is the amount of time that parties will have to collect data on the previous quarter and report this to insurers.  Based on the expected level 2 text being discussed by the European Commission, we expect that insurers will have just four weeks after the quarter end to make their quarterly reports.  Although it is likely to be the case that, on a transitional basis when the obligations are first introduced, parties will be given longer than four weeks (20 business days) to make reports, many insurers will want to ensure that they can provide reports sufficiently promptly from day one.  Given that within a four week period insurers will have to review and process the data received from a number of sources, prepare information on assets they hold themselves and prepare information on their insurance liabilities, investment funds are expected to have only one to two weeks (5 – 10 business days) to make their own reports.  Within that time, investment funds will have to provide the data through their fund administrator, who themselves will require additional time while they ensure the data reported is correct.  Where the insurer is invested with a fund of funds, it will take additional time to collect data from all of the underlying funds and report this to the insurer.  

In short, the timing for reporting is likely to be very tight and this should be borne in mind when considering the insurers’ best efforts approach towards reporting data that is “appropriate, complete and accurate”.

Specific comments on the ‘Assets – D4’ template

We provide specific comments on the content of the cells in the ‘Assets – D4’ template below.
	Noted.
Note the reference to CP9. Regarding solo information, refer to CP9.
Reporting for financial stability purposes will follow the updated Asset templates for the micro package (CP9).

Reporting for financial stability purposes will follow the revised frequency for the look-through of investment funds for the micro package (CP9).

Reference is therefore also made to the separate Feedback Statement for CP9.

Look through is a basic principle of Solvency II (Pillar I) and not a specific reporting issue for financial stability. However, the best effort principle applies and should facilitate a reasonable balance between accuracy and effort.
The purposes of the templates include assessing impact of a specific  counterparty and to assess  interconnectedness.
Noted. See above on looking through and general Solvency II principles.

Noted.
Noted.
Noted as a general reporting issue. However, for financial stability purposes, the threshold applies.
Noted.
Noted. Both national and EIOPA regulation include professional confidentially requirements.

Financial stability add-ons will be reported on a ‘best efforts’ basis and EIOPA acknowledges the need for guidelines on best effort for financial stability reporting. Guidelines from EIOPA will be available from the start of the reporting. These guidelines will include specific information on the use of estimations for particular items and the preliminary status of the figures.
EIOPA recognises the challenges with other deadlines, and remind that the best effort principles applies to accommodate this concern for group information required for financial stability purposes.
The deadline for financial stability purposes has been increased with 1 week to accommodate this concern. See also 48.
Noted.


	2.
	AMICE
	General Comment 
	We are firmly committed to contributing to the supervision of the financial stability of the insurance sector. However, we find the requirements are generally excessively detailed and the targeted group is unnecesarily broad to monitor the macro-economic developments and financial stability within the EU. We believe that the proposed reporting templates will put a heavy burden on the undertakings.


Quarterly reporting SCR: We reiterate our position that quarterly reporting should be limited: the requirement to report the SCR on a quarterly basis goes beyond the Level 1 text. We appreciate the acceptance of extrapolations on the basis of the last available full SCR calculation. However, a full recalculation of the interest rate risk, spread risk, equity risk, property risk and currency risk will be very burdensome. The ORSA already? offers a tool for the continous monitoring of the undertaking´s overall solvency needs. The ORSA will have to be calculated directly when any significant change in the risk profile triggers the calculation and reporting of a new SCR. The costs of calculating and reporting quarterly information clearly outweighs its benefits.

In our view, the production and reporting of quarterly information will not limit the request for ad-hoc information as declared by EIOPA in the consultation paper .We would therefore suggest including, in the scope of the ORSA, standard shocks and 1-year projections.

We warn EIOPA of the risk of focusing a disproportionate amount of resources on producing information to be submitted to the supervisory authorites when the undertaking should be focussing its attention on the management and assessment of their risks.

Threshold: As stated by some of our industry colleagues, the threshold can be defined using as a reference the size criteria proposed in the IAIS ComFrame for identifying “internationally active groups”. Following this criteria, a new threshold should be applied as follows:

-
Non-Life undertakings will fall under the scope of the FS templates if Gross Premiums ≥ 10 billion Euro.

-
Life undertakings will fall under the scope if Assets > 20 billion Euro.

Cover- A1Q: We query the added-value of submitting, on a quarterly basis, information about Premiums, Claims and Expenses.

Assets- D3: The return on investments (by type of asset) is not available at group level. Additionally, mixing assets from the life and non-life business does not seem to be a valuable quarterly indicator for macro prudential supervision. Management actions and profit sharing are loss-absorbing tools that asset D3 template is not capturing. Instead, we propose determining an overall average guaranteed rate (not limited to the technical interest rate for the life contracts) and a “worst-case” scenario rate for the asset-side. Let us also recall the predominant effect of the in-force portfolio against new business that acts as an important limitation to the portfolio risk profile changes. 

Assets – D5: It would be very difficult to assess and produced the information requested on a quarterly basis.

Lapses: It is doubtful that the lapse rate volume indicator will provide any valuable information. We would suggest EIOPA supervises the undertaking´s net-cashflows as this estimator not only gives information on the net-inflows & outflows situation but also on the constraints on the asset and liability management. Net-cashflows could also be used as an index as they can be aggregated at market level. A net cash flow approach would suffice (same benefit) and would be much easier to handle by undertakings (lower cost).

TP-F1Q Life Technical Provisions - Quarterly: EIOPA should allow the use of simplifications and approximations when calculating technical provisions on a quarterly basis. As stated in our comments to the QRTs, we could agree on submitting information other than on an annual frequency, provided it is based on proxies. 

We would like to remind EIOPA that the industry proposed, in April last year, the use of proxies as often some of the (re)insurance undertakings processes can only be annual for methodological reasons, technological reasons (time needed to update all model data and time needed to process stochastic scenarios) and also risk management reasons

(modifications of exposures due to modifications of trends may not be adequately

captured on short term periods like a quarter of a year.

Reinsurance: The reassurance treaties are usually set up and renewed on an annual basis. EIOPA should be aware that some information can only be reported on an annual basis; we see no reason why the information requested in this template should be reported on a quarterly basis.


	A full recalculation is not requested. EIOPA does not understand the request as going beyond art. 102 with its ‘at least once a year’. 
EIOPA will base the specific reporting requirements for financial stability on Article 35 of the EIOPA regulation which provides the Authority with the possibility to collect all the necessary information to carry out the duties assigned to it, i.e. to monitor and assess market development.
If the SCR is volatile EIOPA disagree with the cost benefit statement.

The scope of the ORSA is outside this consultation. 

Noted. EIOPA understands that ComFrame is not scheduled to be finalised within the next year. However, many larger groups have both life and non-life activities so the split is not easy to implement. See also 27.
EIOPA see this information as important volume measures for an insurer and as an indicator for profitability in the technical accounts. 

EIOPA does not understand why return of assets cannot be measured at group level.

EIOPA acknowledges the limitations mentioned. However, the request for loss absorbing information in FS1 A6 should compensate.
Noted. However, the assessment should not be very different from the annual one.

EIOPA requires an indicator for the potential liquidity drain due to policyholder behaviour. Although lapse rates by volume and number of contracts are not perfect measures, EIOPA considers this information to be available on a best-effort basis to undertakings and that the benefits outweigh the costs of this relatively limited request.
For technical provisions, see 10.

Noted, but outside the scope of this consultation.
EIOPA would expect most insurers to relatively easy have access to the very few items that is asked to be reported (e.g. maximum cover and receivables per reinsurer).   



	3.
	CEA
	General Comment 
	The CEA would like to thank EIOPA for engaging in discussions with the industry to ensure the contents of the quantitative reporting templates (QRTs) package will be considered well in advance of entry into force of Solvency II. The industry expects that 18 months is required to implement the necessary systems and procedures to support systematic reporting of Solvency II information. 

There are many other ongoing initiatives to change the current requirements for supervisory reporting. Clarity is needed as soon as possible on how these initiatives fit together and on who will be the end user of this information.

It is crucial that these requirements do not result in a multiplication of the burden put on undertakings. It is very important to ensure that a single date for reporting is achieved, this should be the timeline currently set for Solvency II supervisory reporting.

This is the first time EIOPA has consulted on information to be reported for financial stability purposes and we look forward to engaging in further discussions with EIOPA in refining these proposals and overall incorporation into the QRTs package. This in particular applies to the new financial stability indicators.

The industry does however have some outstanding concerns which we would ask EIOPA to consider.

We believe that the proposed threshold is too low and will capture many undertakings, as opposed to only the largest, as is the stated intention of EIOPA: we believe that this threshold adopts a top down approach and we would recommend that supervisors consider a more bottom up approach by examining percentage per market share and qualitative assessments, for example.

Solo deadlines should not be imposed on groups, in the case that data is available on time, it will be in a raw form and not suitable for prudential supervisory purposes: We recommend to align deadlines with the overall deadlines set for the regular QRTs, for groups, this would mean extending the deadline by 6 weeks compared to solo-undertakings. Requiring a subset does not imply fewer burdens for the industry. We have concerns over using raw data which has not been sufficiently validated for the purpose of Solvency II supervision.

Financial stability information should be targeted and fit for purpose: we do not believe the proposed financial stability indicators reflect the nature of the (re)insurance business. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss these matters further with EIOPA, once the industry has had time to further investigate the proposals.

We would like to point out the significant additional burden to include non-EEA entities for some of the templates: financial Stability reporting does not exempt non-EEA-entities within EEA Groups. The benefit to the ESRB’s monitoring of macro systematic risk across Europe by including non-EEA entities is unclear. In addition, we envisage practical difficulties and significant costs in incorporating them into the current QRTs where there are equivalent regimes. 

Fourth quarter reporting should not be required: annual reporting contains sufficient information and we do not believe that the fourth quarter adds additional insights. We would ask that EIOPA delete the requirement of preparing fourth quarter information. 

With regards to proposals to report specific information from the QRTs at an accelerated timeframe, our main concerns at the moment lie with overall deadlines. For comments on the QRTs cell-by-cell, please refer to our detailed comments on the QRTs (ECO-SLV-12-045).

The industry has had to consider EIOPA’s proposals on the entire reporting package in a very short period of time, in particular the new financial stability proposals. The CEA would very much welcome the opportunity to come back to EIOPA on the policy options and financial stability indicators, once the industry has had some time to assess these proposals.

 
	Noted.
Noted. However this is not only in our remit.
Noted. However this is not only in our remit.
Noted.
In line with the proportionality principle and taking the concern of the industry into consideration, the threshold will be increased to 12 billion Euro in balance sheet total, augmented by a requirement for national market coverage of  50%. See also 21.
The timeliness of data is important for EIOPA. However, in order to take industry views into  consideration , the deadline for financial stability purposes has been increased with 1 week to accommodate this concern. See also 48.
The aim of this reporting is not prudential supervisory purposes, but for financial stability. 
Noted.
The exposures outside EU/EEA are traditionally contributing significantly to the risk picture of larger groups.

Noted. Please refer to CP9. CP11 only has a very limited number of annual reporting items, and these are not requested quarterly. 

Noted. 
Noted and welcomed.

	4.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	General Comment 
	We welcome that EIOPA is open to constructive dialogue with the insurance industry on EIOPA’s obligations to provide the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB) with key quarterly risk indicators about the EU Insurance industry.

We understand that the objective is to provide these indicators within the same timelineas as the ones received by the European Banking Authority for the EU banking industry. 

It is important to recognise the different role that insurance companies play in the financial system and their relative impact on the wider economy.  Insurance companies have  complex processes and models to determine their results given the wider range of idiosyncratic risks that insurance companies are exposed to and the nature of their liabilities. In particular, life business is much longer term in nature. 
The application of processes and associated data designed for banks is therefore inappropriate. 

In addition, the long term nature of insurance business also justifies different requirements from those required for banks.
This presents a clear tension between the need of EIOPA to accelerate reporting of the financial stability information and the ability of insurers to provide information in this timeframe while maintaining a robust controlled process over the production of reliable metrics. It is therefore imperative that EIOPA, in this early stage of developing the Financial Stability Templates (FSTs), continues to engage with the industry to develop metrics that enable EIOPA to meet its obligations to the ESRB but that are also practicable and feasible for the industry.

We recognize that EIOPA has considered the proposed Solvency II Quantitative Reporting Templates (QRTs) as a starting point for the data required for FSTs.  However, the time scales for completion are completely different. The proposed QRTs themselves are a significant challenge as they increase the level of granularity, scope and frequency of current regulatory reporting. Insurance companies and Groups are already investing a significant amount of resources to be able to deliver them. The challenge of delivering the QRTs is recognised by the transition period allowing for a phasing in of deadlines (for quarterly reporting: 8 weeks deadline in 2014 to 5 weeks in 2017 for Solo entities; and 14 weeks reducing to 11 weeks for Groups). 

If EIOPA intends to rely on the information that will stem from the QRTs production process then it is only reasonable to expect it to be submitted with the same frequency and at the same level of detail without increasing the scope to Groups. 
The alternative would be to work with Industry to develop simpler reliable metrics that enable accelerated reporting to the ESRB. To request the Industry to accelerate delivery of some of the information that will be produced through the QRT process will result in significant additional costs and burden. The costs will be further compounded by the fact that some of the FSTs propose that Groups produce quarterly QRTs that were previously only required for Solo entities, or increasing the frequency of some QRTs from annual to quarterly.

We propose that EIOPA rely on half yearly statutory financial statements as the basis for the financial performance of the industry; this is what is previously mandated by the transparency directive and this should inform the ongoing reporting requirements. Insurers are not required to produce such information more frequently for reporting purposes. 

Aside from the known limitations of extant insurance statutory reporting, seeking to asses performance on a quarter on quarter basis is not a sensible way to assess a long term business. In addition, the complex nature of insurance business requires running sophisticated models, in a robust and controlled environment, to produce financial results at the end of each reporting period. This requires significant time at the end of each period end to enable sufficient review and challenge. The current proposals would require estimations out of the ‘normal’ process. We therefore believe providing such information on a half yearly basis should sufficiently meet the financial stability requirements, while the assessment of Solvency II own funds provided to EIOPA in the context of the QRTs will be sufficient for ESRB needs on a quarterly basis – noting, however, that these will never be available earlier than within the QRTs timeframe.

Similar to the primary QRTs, we have concerns on the level of granularity for some of the templates such as detailed list of all the reinsurance treaties and details of all assets. 
We understand that some of this information may be required for macro analysis but we believe that EIOPA can still meets its obligation of financial stability by requesting summarised information.
It would be useful to have further clarity on ‘best efforts’. 
EIOPA’s consultation paper makes clear that amounts reported in the FS templates should be on a “best efforts” basis. It would be useful to have further definition of what this might mean. Given the 5 week Group reporting deadline and therefore likely 3 week deadline for solo entities to report to Groups so data can be consolidated, extensive use of roll forwards and approximations will be necessary to report data within the required timelines. These accelerated timelines will significantly impact the robustness and reliability of data reported even on a best efforts basis, compromising their use for macro-prudential supervision. It is impossible, for example, to undertake the stochastic modelling required to calculate technical provisions within the proposed timescales.

EIOPA should recognise and accept that data reported in the FS templates may be subject to material change by the time it is reported in Group QRTs. It would be inappropriate to use the data collected to make a micro-prudential assessment of individual firms (although this not the stated objective of the templates it would be tempting for the regulators to do so).

It must be made clear that the FS templates are being reported outside the Solvency II regulatory framework, and are therefore not subject to the same data governance and model requirements as for QRTs

Conclusion
We recognise the pressure that EIOPA is under to develop a set of Key Risk Indicators for the Industry within a limited timeframe.  We therefore would welcome the opportunity to work with EIOPA to develop a set of practical and reliable financial stability metrics in a cost effective and practical manner, which should not be reported earlier than the Solvency II Pillar III QRTs nor at a different level of granularity or at a different scope (e.g. to include groups).This should take into account where industry has reached in the process of implementing the wider Solvency II reporting requirements. 
	Noted.
Agree, business model is different.
The need for a view of financial stability is not linked to different business models in the financial sector.  

Agree. The proposed reporting  requirements  are very different.
Noted and welcomed.
Noted. EIOPA recognises the challenges with other deadlines, and refers to comment 1 on best effort and to comment 48 on the deadlines. 
Accepted. Taking the concerns of the industry into consideration, statutory accounting information will be requested on a semi-annual basis and not quarterly, with a review of the practicality of this reduced reporting after 3 years. The overall P&L is seen as an important overall performance indicator that is not part of Solvency II reporting for micro prudential purposes. 

Also note that as SII balance sheet items are required quarterly, there will be no FS add-on for total assets and total capital from the statutory accounts. Instead, FS will include the relevant items from the micro package. As for Profit & Loss, it will still be required, but only semi-annually.
Agree. On best effort, see 1.
As above.
As above. Best effort is the principle already used in stress testing and other survey conducted. This does not include audited information. 

Noted and welcomed. 

	5.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	General Comment 
	We would like to thank EIOPA for giving us the opportunity to comment on this issue paper.

This response is for Group needs and Solo needs : it is a joint response of CAA Group and Entities (which are impacted by providing information to Group in order to produce Group reporting).

We would like to specify that the questions sent hereby are additional to the ones sent to EIOPA  on the 20th of January. 

We would like to highlight the following topics that we consider important : 

> Regarding the quarterly MCR/SCR/BE calculation requirement, we would like :

- to alert EIOPA on the constraints and costs that this will represent especially due to the heavy operationnal process involved and furthermore, if applicable at group level for MCR and BE.
- to confirm that a ““capital add-on”“ can not be required after a SCR quarterly calculation.
Could you precise the objectives related to the FS reporting ? Statistics, joint actions with regulator,… ?

> Regarding the timing to send the Financial Stability Reporting at Group level

This consultation indicates that Groups will have to report the FS reporting ““with the same deadlines applying to solo undertakings for other supervisory reporting requirements”“, that is, without the 6-week-delay allowed for Groups for the standard QRT. We would like to confirm that this extra time should apply as well for the submission of a FS reporting at Group level, to allow time for consolidation of solo data.

> We also have the following questions on which we would like your confirmation :

1.
Should ““December consultation”“ requirements replace ““November consultation”“ requirements in terms of scope, content and frequency :
· Scope ( Templates MCR (B4A and B4B) and TP (E1Q and F1Q) can be expected at Group level in the December consultation, whereas they are expected only at solo level in the November consultation.
o
Content ( Regarding assets’’ templates, November consultation indicates that ““reporting at group level should only concern assets of the holding entity, non-EEA insurance undertakings and other non-supervised entities within the group““, whereas December consultation indicate s that templates D1, D2O, D3, D4 and D5 require a ““full list”“ of solo data to be reported at conso level. This question is important regarding the operational impact for Groups of being able to aggregate solo assets at detailed level.

Our comprehension is there would be 2 different reportings : one reporting concerning assets of the holding (defined by the CP of November 2011) and one reporting concerning the ““full list”“ of assets of the group (defined by the CP of December 2011 on Financila Stability Reporting). Is that comprehension correct ?

· Frequency ( At group level, templates Re-J3, Asset D3 and D5 are required on a quarterly basis in December consultation, versus only annually in November consultation.
2.
The QRT for FS purposes will be not public.

3.
Could you precise if a unique sending and format for all the prudential reportings (QRT and Financial Stability Reporting) is expected ? Otherwise, what would be the expected sending format of the Financial Stability Reporting (other than XBRL) ?
	Noted.
The best effort principle applies to this reporting (i.e. SCR and best estimate for Technical provisions). This should accommodate the cost concern raised. See also 1 for best effort.
The data from the FS add-on are for financial stability oversight purposes. Assessing any capital add-ons is a separate process.
The main objective as outlined in the consultation is to assess and monitor market developments for financial stability purposes. For instance, data will be used for the Financial Stability report and for purposes of risk assessment.
For deadlines, please see also 3 and 48. 

The two packages are complimentary (i.e. both apply).
Yes the observation on Group level FS add on is correct.  

Yes, the FS add on has a full group scope (E.g. outside EU) 
One common reporting format is expected, but a different scope as outlined.

Agree. The observation is correct.

There is no disclosure requirements in the FS add on package. 

Insurers should be able to use same communication line as for the micro package.  


	6.
	Danish Insurance Association
	General Comment 
	We appreciate this opportunity to comment on EIOPA’s financial stability templates. 

The Danish Insurance Association acknowledges that the amount of new content is not excessive, however for some companies we believe the value of reporting SCR on a quarterly basis will be relatively modest due to the degree of estimates in the “calculation”.

However increasing the reporting frequency also has costs, since the increase in reporting frequency requires more frequent controlling etc., which will increase wage expenses. This increase  should be considered in relation to the vast increase in reporting burden which follows from the QRT’s of Solvency II. The Danish Insurance Association has surveyed the costs of reporting under Solvency II, and found that the annual reporting expenses will be increased sixfold. Reporting the Financial Stability templates will further increase the expenses.

EIOPA should be aware that the increased reporting burden has little to no value to insurance undertakings. Internal reporting should obviously be customized so that the specific characteristics of the undertakings’ risk profile are revealed. Because of this, reporting to EIOPA will typically only have limited value for the undertakings. Hence the increase in reporting frequency will only be of benefit where EIOPA can use the information, and will have very little use for internal purposes.
	Noted.
Noted.
The best effort principle applies to this reporting (i.e. SCR and best estimate for Technical provisions). This should accommodate the cost concern raised. For best effort, see also 1. 

The main objective is for assessing financial stability. However, several of the data requests should also be valuable management information, e.g. solvency and balance sheet information.

	7.
	Deloitte
	General Comment 
	General Considerations

We welcome the proposal made by EIOPA, requesting an additional set of templates, which could enhance the level of market development monitoring and foster a sound basis for financial stability.

Much of the data requested comes from regular supervisory reporting requirements included in the Consultation Paper published in November 2011  However there are new requirements covering both the frequency (figures to be produced quarterly instead that annually) and additional content for financial stability purposes (FS add-on;; from A1 to A8). Insurers subject to the financial stability template will face two key challenges: firstly to make certain data available quarterly and secondly to produce this additional disclosure.  

In line with our recommendations for the QRT consultation which ended on 20 January 2012, we recommend extending the materiality threshold of EUR 6bn to more of the QRT templates. We recommend that all reporting that is subject to this threshold is removed from the QRTs and only included in the add-on QRTs. Otherwise this means that undertakings will have to report for a large part the same information twice. This seems to be an undue burden for these undertakings.  The specific information needed for financial stability purpose could also be derived from the general SII reporting templates.

Specific Considerations

1)
Scope of the  financial stability add-on: the scope is mainly derived from a size criterion of 6 Billion Euro, as per the Financial Conglomerate Directive. It is not clear whether the size criterion threshold applies only to the additional templates for financial stability purpose (FS add-on;; from A1 to A8) as reported within the excel file, or if it applies to all data requested (those figures coming from QRTs). In fact the text within the CP always refers to a ““financial stability add-on”“ as templates from FS A1 to FS A8 have been actually named within the excel file (FS-1 worksheet).  We recommend this is clarified.

2)
FS-Add on templates: the current level of disclosure foreseen within the excel file does not provide sufficient clarity on the granularity of the information requested from FS A1 to FS A8. We suggest to provide more explanation and guidance on those new requirements.   

3)
Group Specific information/templates: 

It is not clear if a group that meets the threshold must disclose the entities in scope and/or if data must drill down for each entity in scope.  We consider it would be helpful if it did.


	Noted.
Noted. The best effort principle applies to this reporting (i.e. SCR and best estimate for Technical provisions).
Noted, but outside the scope of this consultation.
Noted. For threshold, see 2, 3 and 21.
FS add-on is only for reporting and will not be disclosed. 
Noted. This will be clarified in the final package.
If an undertaking belongs to a group which reports under the FS add-ons, the undertaking shall not submit FS information.

	8.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	General Comment 
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the European Central Bank (ECB) welcomes the opportunity to provide its comments on the Consultation Paper EIOPA-CP-11/011. For further information on ECB requirements and comments see also the letter dated 18 October 2011 sent by the Director General Statistics of the ECB, Mr Aurel Schubert, to the Chairperson of EIOPA, Mr. Gabriel Bernardino. The comments provided in this consultation are consistent with the information provided in the letter. Furthermore, a separate response has been provided on the first Consultation Paper EIOPA-CP-11/009b on quantitative reporting templates. Given the close links between the two consultations, the two answers by the ECB should be taken in conjunction.

Insurers corporations are important investors in the European financial markets and therefore enhanced statistics on them are essential for the monitoring of systemic fragilities in the EU. At the same time, the ECB/ESCB acknowledges the importance of limiting the reporting burden on the insurance industry, in particular by combining the statistical requirements with the supervisory requirements under Solvency II, to the extent possible, and by considering lighter requirements for smaller insurers. 

Against this background the European System of Central Banks (ESCB) has recently launched the first publication of quarterly euro area statistics on assets and liabilities of insurance corporations (and pension funds) based on available national data. As the quality, coverage, breakdowns and type of data published are insufficient to fulfil the policy and analytical needs, the ESCB has engaged into a longer term approach for harmonised statistics on insurance corporations, based on an ECB regulation. Such a regulation is planned to be submitted to the ECB Governing Council for adoption in early 2013; it will be based on Council Regulation (EC) 2533/98 as amended and will cover statistics required for monetary and macro-economic, as well as financial stability analyses. While ECB regulations in the field of statistics contain reporting requirements which are binding for reporting agents resident in the euro area, the statistical reporting requirements can be met, in part or in full, through a re-use of suitable existing or forthcoming other, e.g. supervisory, reporting requirements. While the statistics will be produced by the responsible areas of National Central Banks (NCBs), experts in these areas will need access to reports provided by insurance corporations. Subject to national arrangements, NCBs may re-use supervisory reports based on Solvency II to derive (national and euro area) statistics and aggregate the data according to different criteria (type of business, size classes etc.). No individual information will be disseminated and a strict confidentiality regime is in place.

Hence, with a view to minimising the reporting burden of insurance corporations, the ESCB intends to the extent possible to build its statistics on an appropriate sub-set of the Solvency II quantitative reporting templates (QRT), and also intends to re-use the new security-by-security reporting under Solvency II. Other ESCB statistical requirements will, following a detailed assessment of their merits and costs and subject to the approval of the Governing Council, be collected from the insurance sector based on an ECB regulation.  

In order to assess the ESCB and European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB, established by Regulation 1092/2010) requirements, the ESCB Statistics Committee (STC) consulted other ESCB committees (the Monetary Policy Committee, Financial Stability Committee, Market Operations Committee and International Relations Committee), the ESRB Advisory Technical Committee and the European Commission (via Eurostat). The present comments are therefore consistent with the user requirements expressed by these committees. Furthermore, as the data would also serve as input to the production of other ESCB statistics, the STC itself expressed its own needs, with the assistance of its Working Groups. 

From a macro-prudential perspective, the following issues should be highlighted:

(a) First, the fact that insurers are important institutional investors in European financial markets implies that changes in their holdings of financial assets or investment strategies may have a significant impact on the markets, which, in some circumstances, may also have systemic consequences: 


The ECB/ESCB considers it essential to have detailed information about the investment assets of insurers, on an security-by-security basis (in particular in the framework of the ESCB’s work towards a Securities Holdings Statistics) in order to be able to monitor their evolution and to assess systemic risks. Granular reporting of the portfolios of insurers will, following the appropriate aggregations (by counterpart sector or by country of issuer, among others) are made,  enable to monitor and interpret changes in this portfolio, the interlinkages between financial institutions and the assessment of risks. This granular reporting would also reduce the need to launch ad-hoc requests, with the subsequent reduction in the reporting burden of entities. Detailed balance sheet information is also needed for understanding developments in the risk-taking behaviour of the insurance sector. 


Information on derivatives contracts is important as these can significantly alter the exposure profile of institutions.


Ideally, a look-through principle should be possible for assets holdings, where necessary, to ensure a proper view of counterparties and risks.


In order to complement the picture on risks on the asset side of the balance sheets, items such as structured credit, collateralised (asset-backed) securities and investments in property other than own use are of relevance. 


In addition, a segregation of financial assets for unit-linked contracts from the investment portfolio is necessary. 


Detailed information on remaining maturities on both the asset and liability sides would enable maturity mismatch analysis, which is important given its significance for risk management in insurance business. Information on long maturities is particularly important, as insurance (in particular life insurance) liabilities are typically of very long-term nature. 


Information on sectors of counterparts is necessary not only for following the risk-taking behaviour of insurers but also to be able to analyse linkages with other sectors. For example, insurers are important investors in equity and debt instruments issued by banks, which creates important linkages that need to be analysed. The use of a harmonized sector classification will undoubtedly increase the value added by this information.


The importance of information on minimum guarantees to policyholders is highlighted: in a low return environment, insurers might face difficulties in meeting such guarantees, which might have systemic stability consequences.


Finally, information on liquidity risks for the sector regarding the use of liquidity swaps and derivatives requiring collateral would be useful for macroprudential purposes as well.

(b) Second, the financial stability of the insurance sector is highly dependent on its financial performance and soundness. In this regard, a comprehensive set of profit and loss as well as capital adequacy data is needed for standard ratio analysis and for a forward-looking analysis on the impact of financial performance and soundness of insurance corporations on the stability of the sector and its impact on financial markets and counterparts. The requested information includes not only the composites of key performance ratios (e.g. loss and combined ratio, return on equity and assets), but also items necessary for the monitoring of the evolution of reserves. 

(c) Third, macro-prudential analysis, surveillance and assessment is typically carried out on the basis of consolidated financial information of insurance groups in order to capture all the risks that may arise from its business lines and affiliates. From a systemic risk perspective, large insurance groups should receive special attention in this regard and therefore timely consolidated reporting would be a minimum requirement for the ECB. 

(d) Fourth, enhanced monitoring requires timely data on quarterly basis. In order for the data to feed into the regular input required by the ECB/ESCB, the concept of timeliness could be operationalised to at most 45 calendar days after the reference date, for availability to the final users (implying availability at the ECB for statistical production at around T+33 calendar days). For macro-prudential policy, the latest information available is of the utmost importance and this information should be made available to policy makers on a timely basis. Market conditions may change abruptly in short periods of time and the macro-prudential authorities must not lag behind the markets in regarding the availability of information. Deviations from the quarterly reporting frequency should be based on the result of an orderly cost assessment which shows that quarterly reporting is excessively costly for a particular item.

(e) Fifth, the ECB is also required to provide statistical support to the ESRB, whose scope covers the EU and not only the euro area. Therefore, harmonized and fully comparable information on insurers of all countries in the EU is essential for the macro-prudential tasks of the ECB. 

(f) Finally, from a systemic risk perspective, reinsurance activities, as far as they imply a transfer of risks, and the securitization of insurance risks deserve special attention since they may threat the financial stability of the sector in a different way. Accordingly, specific reporting could be needed to monitor this segment of the insurance business, which is in some aspects different from the classical life and non-life activities (namely data on exposures to reinsurers, guarantees provided for reinsurance recoverable and upcoming reinsurance programs).
	Noted and welcomed.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted and welcomed.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted and please see also CP9.
Noted.
Please see also 1 and 200.
Noted.
Maturities can be derived from the list of detailed assets, please see also 252.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted. Please be aware that profit and loss accounts are not included within Solvency II requirements. Please see also 151, 153 and 154.
Noted.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted. This also refers to CP9 which will have higher coverage.
Noted. Solvency II reporting templates included specific templates for reporting reinsurance business.


	9.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	General Comment 
	The European Systemic Risk Board welcomes the opportunity to provide its comments on the Consultation Paper EIOPA-CP-11/011
. Article 3 of the ESRB Regulation 1092/2010 (Regulation (EU) No 1092/2010 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 November 2010 on European Union macro-prudential oversight of the financial system and establishing a European Systemic Risk Board) refers to the determination and collection of the information necessary to conduct macroprudential oversight in the European Union as one of the tasks to be carried out by the ESRB. In the recital (6) of the same regulation it is stated that the European Central Bank should provide statistical support to the ESRB. Article 15 specifies that European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs) shall provide the ESRB with the information it needs for the performing of its tasks. Future Solvency II reporting requirements would cover most of the ESRB data requirements on the insurance sector and therefore the ESRB has a high interest in replying to the present consultation, pointing out at some issues of macroprudential relevance. 

It should be noted that the ESRB will also be a user of data covered under the first EIOPA consultation with regard to Supervisory Reporting and Public Disclosure (EIOPA-CP-09/011) issued on 8 November 2011. The latter contains microprudential requirements for solo entities and groups, and aggregated statistical information from these data will also be important input into the analysis of the ESRB. Some of the comments presented in the following paragraphs therefore also concern the requirements in EIOPA consultation EIOPA-CP-09/011. 

Insurers corporations are important investors in the European financial markets and therefore enhanced statistics on them are essential for the monitoring of systemic fragilities in the EU. At the same time, the ESRB acknowledges the importance of limiting the reporting burden on the insurance industry, in particular by combining the ESRB requirements with the supervisory requirements under Solvency II, to the extent possible, and by considering lighter requirements for smaller insurers. 

From a macroprudential perspective, the following issues should be highlighted:

(a) First, the fact that insurers are important institutional investors in European financial markets implies that changes in their holdings of financial assets or investment strategies may have a significant impact on the markets, which, in some circumstances, may also have systemic consequences: 


The ESRB considers it essential to have detailed information about the investment assets of insurers, on an security-by-security basis (in particular in the framework of the ESCB’’s work towards a Securities Holdings Statistics) in order to be able to monitor their evolution and to assess systemic risks. The ESRB would welcome this granular reporting of the portfolios of insurers as, once the appropriate aggregations (by counterpart sector or by country of issuer, among others) are carried out, it will enable to monitor and interpret changes in this portfolio, the interlinkages between financial institutions and the assessment of risks. This granular reporting would also reduce the need to launch ad-hoc requests, with the subsequent reduction in the reporting burden of entities. Detailed balance sheet information is also needed for understanding developments in the risk-taking behaviour of the insurance sector. 


Information on derivatives contracts is considered essential as these can significantly alter the exposure profile of institutions.


A look-through principle should be applied to assets holdings, where necessary, to ensure a proper view of counterparties and risks.


In order to complement the picture on risks on the asset side of the balance sheets, items such as structured credit, collateralised (asset-backed) securities and investments in property other than own use are of relevance. 


In addition, a segregation of financial assets for unit-linked contracts from the investment portfolio is fundamental. 


Detailed information on remaining maturities on both the asset and liability sides would enable maturity mismatch analysis, which is important given its significance for risk management in insurance business. Information on long maturities is particularly important, as insurance (in particular life insurance) liabilities are typically of very long-term nature. 


Information on sectors of counterparts is necessary not only for following the risk-taking behaviour of insurers but also to be able to analyse linkages with other sectors. For example, insurers are important investors in equity and debt instruments issued by banks, which creates important linkages that need to be analysed. The use of a harmonized sector classification will undoubtedly increase the value added by this information.


The importance of information on minimum guarantees to policyholders is highlighted: in a low return environment, insurers might face difficulties in meeting such guarantees, which might have systemic stability consequences.


Finally, information on liquidity risks for the sector, namely regarding the use of liquidity swaps and derivatives requiring collateral, is necessary for macro-prudential purposes as well.

(b) Second, the financial stability of the insurance sector is highly dependent on its financial performance and soundness. In this regard, a comprehensive set of profit and loss as well as capital adequacy data is needed for standard ratio analysis and for a forward-looking analysis on the impact of financial performance and soundness of insurers on the stability of the sector and its impact on financial markets and counterparts. The requested information includes not only the composites of key performance ratios (e.g. loss and combined ratio, return on equity and assets), but also items necessary for the monitoring of the evolution of reserves. 

(c) Third, macro-prudential analysis, surveillance and assessment is typically carried out on the basis of consolidated financial information of insurance groups in order to capture all the risks that may arise from its business lines and affiliates. From a systemic risk perspective, large insurance groups should receive special attention in this regard and therefore timely consolidated reporting would be a minimum requirement for the ESRB. 

(d) Fourth, enhanced monitoring requires timely data on quarterly basis. In order for the data to feed into the regular input required by the ESRB (covering, as a minimum, meetings of the Advisory Technical Committee and the General Board), the concept of timeliness could be operationalised to at most 45 calendar days after the reference date, for availability to the final users (implying, ideally, availability at the ESRB for statistical production at around T+33 calendar days). For macroprudential policy, the latest information available is of the utmost importance and this information should be made available to policy makers on a timely basis. Otherwise, it loses its value. Market conditions may change abruptly in short periods of time and the macroprduential authorities must not lag behind the markets in regarding the availability of information. Deviations from the quarterly reporting frequency should be based on the result of an orderly cost assessment which shows that quarterly reporting is excessively costly for a particular item.

(e) Fifth, the mandate of the ESRB, as defined by Regulation 1092/2010, covers the EU and not only the euro area. Harmonized and fully comparable information on insurers of all countries in the EU is therefore essential for the macro-prudential tasks of the ESRB. 

(f) Finally, from a systemic risk perspective, reinsurance activities, as far as they imply a transfer of risks, and the securitization of insurance risks deserve special attention since they may threat the financial stability of the sector in a different way. Accordingly, specific reporting could be needed to monitor this segment of the insurance business, which is in some aspects different from the classical life and non-life activities (namely data on exposures to reinsurers, guarantees provided for reinsurance recoverable and upcoming reinsurance programs).


	Noted and welcomed.
Noted.
Noted and  welcomed.
Noted.
Noted and please see also CP9.

Noted.
Please see also 1.
Noted.
Noted.

Maturities can be derived from the list of detailed assets, please see also 252.

Noted.
Noted.

Noted.

Noted. Please be aware that profit and loss accounts are not included within Solvency II requirements. Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

Group data will reported on a Solvency II consolidated basis.
Noted. Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted. Solvency II and FS templates will cover EEA countries (including all EU countries)
Noted. Solvency II reporting templates included specific templates for reporting reinsurance business.


	10.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	General Comment 
	GDV would like to thank EIOPA for the opportunity to consult on this draft consultation paper for quantitative reporting templates for financial stability purposes. 

Generally, we would like to state that we support and agree with the comments provided by the CEA regarding this draft consultation paper. Therefore, our comments should be understood as an addition to the CEA response. Our intention is to highlight the major concerns of the German insurance industry.

Purpose and legal basis of data request is not clear

We would welcome additional guidance from EIOPA with regards to the purpose of the add-on data collection for financial stability analysis. It is not clear to us whether this information is requested by EIOPA for its own task of financial stability analysis or because of data requests of the ESRB or ECB. This information would help us to understand the add-on requirements better, especially with respect to deadlines and additional information requests for groups. 

Generally, we expect that if the data requirements are driven by potential ESRB or ECB needs that the respective parties (EIOPA, ESRB, and ECB) have discussed the various data needs and the current draft describes the result. If not, EIOPA might consider starting a dialog with these institutions about it.
The scope of undertakings subject to supervision for financial stability purposes seems too broad

GDV questions the proposed size criterion of 6 bn Euro for the scope of the financial stability add-on. We are not confident that the threshold will capture only “large insurance groups” and “large solo undertakings” which are supposed to be monitored for financial stability analysis. Instead, we believe that the threshold is too low and that the amount of undertakings or the covered market share will exceed the amount necessary for financial stability purposes. We doubt that all of those undertakings covered by the current threshold will have a material impact on financial stability or are even systemically relevant. 

Further, it is questioned why the size criterion from the Financial Conglomerate Directive is used as a size criterion for the QRTs on financial stability purposes. Moreover, it is generally unclear why a pure size criterion is used at all. This would not adequately reflect the view on financial stability. Instead it is even unclear whether it’s the accounting balance sheet or the Solvency II balance sheet that will be relevant. 

It is also not clear whether EIOPA’s intention is to supervise certain solo/group undertakings or to supervise a defined market share. We suggest using the latter and defining a size criterion based on the intended marked share.

EIOPA should not require groups to report financial stability information to the same deadlines as applied for solo undertakings.

We disagree with the new development of shorter deadlines for group reporting through the additional reporting requirements for financial stability purposes.

For the purpose of financial stability, it is hard to conceive the necessity of a shorter reporting deadline for macro-prudential purposes compared to micro–prudential supervision, i.e. general S II reporting.

We believe that the dates and deadlines for submitting information for financial stability purposes should be consistent with those currently foreseen by the European Commission for general Solvency II-group reporting. Requiring insurance groups to compute multiple Solvency II calculations for numerous users at different times would be unjustifiably burdensome.

The European Commission (EC) recognises the complexity of reporting processes within groups. In particular EC provides a much longer deadline (additional 6 weeks) for groups to compile their reports. To require anything on a more accelerated basis could compromise the quality of data produced and since this data will also be used for Solvency II micro-prudential supervision, this is a very important point for the industry.

Moreover, we believe that it is almost impossible – especially for the information on technical provisions and SCR calculation - to provide group data in the proposed time frame due to group consolidation procedures. Depending on the information required, group data can not only be derived by adding up solo data, instead extra calculations are needed. We therefore urge EIOPA avoiding shorter deadlines. 

If EIOPA will stick with shorter deadlines we would at least ask for cascading deadlines. This means different deadlines for specific information over a defined time period. Although it will be still very burdensome and challenging for the insurance industry, information about assets might be deliverable in the course of 5 weeks. With respect to information on technical provisions and SCR calculation any deadlines shorter than 11 weeks (this is very short already) will be not feasible for groups (see also next point). For those reporting requirements 11 weeks must be a minimum requirement.

Re-introduction of reporting requirements which are not relevant anymore for regular quantitative reporting is very problematic

We are very concerned about this request as it re-introduces requirements on Group Level that EIOPA had previously agreed with the industry as being not necessary such as very detailed reporting requirements on technical provisions (TP - E1Q, TP - F1Q). Also a quarterly SCR calculation is not requested for regular supervisory reporting. 

EIOPA has previously agreed on that providing technical provisions on group level would not add any value and thus has proposed to avoid this requirement. Therefore, we would like to understand the benefit of reporting technical provisions for financial stability purposes. This requirement will highly increase the effort and the cost for implementation. To be able to provide group data recalculation of technical provisions have to be done at group level (e.g. due to deviating homogenous risk groups on solo and group level). This takes a lot of time and effort. Whereas under regular Solvency II reporting groups would have had 11 weeks for reporting on technical provisions (which would have been already demanding) under the additional financial stability requirements it has to be done in 5 weeks. Moreover, because of this, European groups won`t be able to use the group deadlines of Solvency II, because they have to deliver for the FSC consolidated data before the end of the group deadline. 

Thus, we asked EIOPA to align FS templates aligned with the Group reporting requirements as set out in just recently closed consultation round. This alignment need to consider group applicability, group frequency and group submission date.

We support a requirement of SCR templates on an annual basis 

Full systematic calculations of the SCR on a quarterly basis will prove problematic to calculate and report. Some of the risks in particular for which the SCR is calculated would be unlikely to change substantially during the period of one year. Moreover, calculation of cash flows on a more than annual frequency will be very burdensome and time consuming. The proposed deadlines would be hard to meet. 

Additionally, Article 102 of Level 1 foresees annual calculation of the SCR, which is also only required by EIOPA in their consultation on QRTs. 

We therefore support a requirement of SCR templates on an annual basis only. (For more comments please see detailed comments below).

EIOPA should avoid any Q4-reporting  

Reporting the Q4 template will be very burdensome as it duplicates a process which must be done at a later point again for the annual reporting. It is questioned why the supervisory authority request parts of the information already 9 weeks before the annual report will be submitted. What will be the benefit of this early information keeping in mind the additional costs this will cause to the industry?

Data quality between 4th quarter and annual report might differ due to application of simplification rules and estimates for quarterly reporting. Moreover, new information or changing market conditions between the two reporting dates will cause inconsistency of information. This has to be explained by the industry and causes additional burden. It is also questioned how those differences will be analysed or interpreted by the supervisor.

Thus, we propose to delete the requirement of Q4-reporting. In our perspective the annual report contains sufficient information and therefore the fourth quarter is only cost intensive by low additional information. 

Releasing price sensitive information (e.g. profit and loss numbers) before it goes public could be a high risk
The additional templates on financial stability will strongly interfere with other reporting requirements based on accounting and stock market regulation. These additional financial stability templates will set deadlines particularly for publicly listed insurance groups which are ahead of disclosing its financial results. Releasing such price sensitive information (e.g. profit and loss numbers) before any form of public disclosure to the stock market (even privately to the local regulator/ EIOPA) could be a high risk for those undertakings. We recommend aligning deadlines with the overall deadlines set for the regular QRTs. This means for the additional templates extending the deadline for groups by 6 weeks compared to solo-undertakings. This would also align the deadlines with the general concept for group’s deadlines as stated in the draft implementing measures (Article 354 SRG2).


	Noted.
Noted.
Data requirements are driven by EIOPA needs related to its tasks concerning financial stability. In addition, in order to avoid duplicate reporting schemes in the, the needs of the ESRB/ECB are also considered.
Threshold: Please see also 2, 3 and 21.
Intention is to ensure market coverage at a European level. The size is set on a Solvency II balance sheet.
The information is to access financial stability.
Noted, see also 2, 3 and 21.
EIOPA understands that the deadlines are a serious concern. However, this should be mitigated by the application of the best effort principle for FS reporting, see also 1. 
Deadlines have been extended with 1 week taking industry concern into consideration. See also 48.
Noted. Guidance on reporting of SCR on a ‘best effort’ basis will be provided, see 1.
Following industry comments, technical provisions by line of business is no longer required for groups for financial stability reporting. EIOPA acknowledges that this would be demanding for insurers and will not require technical provisions by line of business for groups. Instead, an overall balance sheet item will be requested from the BS-template quarterly with the following splits: i) Non-life (excluding health), ii) health (similar to non-life), iii) health (similar to life), iv) life (excluding health and index-linked and unit-linked), and v) index-linked and unit-linked. This should also alleviate some concern related to the deadlines.
Overall technical provisions on group level is essential for financial stability purposes as solo reporting would not cover non-EEA entities of the group, but as noted above, TP is no longer requested by line of business.
The purposes of information for  micro supervision and for financial stability is different. Therefore, alignments will not fit the purpose.  

Disagree. SCR on a quarterly basis is based on a best–effort basis. Market fluctuations will affect SCR and would lead to variations also between quarters. If SCR is not volatile there is no requirement to recalculate. 

As quarterly information on the solvency capital position of insurers is considered crucial for financial stability purposes, the overall SCR is requested quarterly for undertakings within the FS scope. However, as indicated in CP11, the SCR should only be updated with volatile elements, and only on a best effort basis.  For (partial) internal model users this can be based on their use test. Standard formula users should re-calculate the volatile components of the SCR (this would usually be the market risk module) in order to report the overall SCR on best effort basis. 

Disagree. See also 2 on legal basis.
For Q4 and annual reporting, refer to number 3.
FS add-on is for financial stability oversight purposes. If the data changes, it is  understood that this is the result of preliminary data being updated. This is independent of Q4 reporting.
Agree. Both national and EIOPA regulation include professional confidentially requirements. On deadlines please see also 48.


	11.
	Groupe Consultatif
	General Comment 
	The information required for financial stability reporting represents, in the main, a duplication of information already required in the other QRTs.  In this regard, we strongly recommend that individual information requirements should only appear once in the overall package of reporting, as otherwise considerable inefficiencies result for both undertakings and supervisors.  

We note also that the deadline for the report from groups is different to that required for the other group QRTs.  We strongly recommend the same deadline should apply as for the other group QRTs.  
At an overall level we would question the purpose of this additional reporting requirement when significant amounts of quarterly information are already being submitted by way of the other QRTs and which should form the basis of supervisory monitoring, including financial stability.    
	Noted. However, as best effort would apply only to the FS add-on, this might not suffice for micro-prudential supervision. Financial Stability add-ons will be reported on a best efforts basis so that this will alleviate the reporting burden concern.
Noted. However, for financial stability oversight, EIOPA needs timely data among other things for the preparation of its assessment of financial stability. Earlier reporting would therefore be required for some items from the larger insurers. See also 48 on deadlines.


	12.
	HSBC
	General Comment 
	The objectives of raising this feedback are to:

1)
Highlight areas of asset data inconsistency, and shortfalls in required asset data content, that we anticipate will need to be resolved if Solvency II reporting is to achieve the regulatory objectives.

2)
To suggest proposals to overcome these specific data content challenges and to provide lead time for the shortfalls to be resolved. 

3)
Prevent the expense and delays that would result from subsequent re-design or rebuild of the asset data content infrastructure in support of Solvency II.

4)
Avoid unnecessary costs to the industry by supplying market data only from those sources that are necessary and appropriate to achieve the regulatory objectives.

Background

Third Party Administrators (TPAs) have responsibilities for managing the asset data content on behalf of Insurance firms (along with the rest of the buy-side including Fund Managers, Pension funds and Hedge funds).  Many large Insurance firms have outsourced their Fund Administration to TPAs.

Data consistency between TPAs needs to be addressed for some specific gaps and differences relating to data content. For example where an Insurer has their assets administered by more than one TPA the data within Solvency II reports and results needs to be consistent.  There is also potential that data supplied by TPAs in QRTs (Pillar 3) could be used within Internal/Standard models (Pillar 1).

The future crossover of the resulting data content to Pension Funds and also other regulations (e.g. AIFMD, MIFIR, FATCA, UCITS) provides additional impetus to get these areas of data content standardised and agreed.

Comments have been included in this comments template next to cells 

Assets – D1Q – cell A8

Assets – D1Q – cell A15

Assets – D1Q – cell A17

Assets – D1Q – cell A24

Assets – D2O – cell A32

Assets – D4 – cell A1

The comments also relate to other cells and that has been indicated.
	Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.

	13.
	If P&C
	General Comment 
	The general purpose of the financial stability reporting is understood to be to assess the vulnerability and the resilience of the insurance sector through information provided by companies or groups that are large enough to have a system impact. Given the nature and level of information requested it is questionable if the proposed reporting at hand fulfills said objective. 
	Disagree, EIOPA considers that this data request would fulfil the said objective.

	14.
	KPMG
	General Comment 
	Inconsistency with general reporting QRTs

Certain templates included within this proposal are different from the general Solvency II quantitative reporting templates (QRT templates) issued with the consultation paper EIOPA-CP-11/009b. 

For an example of this, please refer to template SCR-B2C.

It would be helpful to have  QRTs for financial stability purposes that are based as closely as possible on the general Solvency II  QRTs, so that insurers/insurance groups would not be required to set up additional templates within their IT systems.   

Speed/frequency of reporting

Under this proposal insurers/ insurance groups are required to report selected information within the following templates on a quarterly basis. 


SCR – B2A (SCR for standard formula users)


SCR – B2C (SCR for full internal model users)


Assets – D3 (Return on investment assets (by asset category))


Assets – D5 (Securities lending and repo´s)


Re – J3 (Share of reinsurers)

For the QRTs, these templates are produced on an annual basis. Although insurers / insurance groups are not required to produce the full template under this proposal, the requirement to produce this quarterly would be an additional burden to insurers/ insurance groups.  
	Noted. The purpose of the reporting is different (financial stability oversight vs micro-prudential).
Agree.
Noted. Financial Stability add-ons will be reported on a best efforts basis so that this will alleviate the reporting burden concern. Regarding purposes and deadlines please see also 3, 48 and 5.

	15.
	Lloyds
	General Comment 
	We appreciate the opportunity to respond to EIOPA’s proposals for quantitative reporting templates for financial stability purposes. 

Lloyd’s is a Society of Members that operates as an insurance market in London. The Solvency II Directive treats it as a solo entity (“the association of underwriters kn own as Lloyd’s”), so these comments do not reflect the implications of these proposals for groups. 

Lloyd’s has submitted separate comments to EIOPA’s consultation on Solvency II reporting (CP 009/2011). 

We are pleased that EIOPA considers that most of the information it requires for financial stability purposes wil be collected through the Solvency II quantitative reporting templates, reducing the amount of additional reporting required. Nevertheless, these proposals will represent an increased reporting burden for the firms affected and it is important that this is properly justified.

In particular, we do not agree with the proposal to require the quarterly calculation of the SCR – or any portion of it, or the proposal to require the collection and reporting of information by non-life insurers about lapse rates.   

A key concern is that the context for these proposals is not clear. We note the reference (para 6.29) to the EIOPA Regulation determining financial stability as being one of EIOPA’s key objectives. However, it is not clear how EIOPA proposes to go about this task: how it defines “financial stability”, what functions it proposes to perform to ensure that it is achieved, what priority it assigns to it, whether it considers that the Solvency II programme is sufficient to ensure it, and how this work interacts with other elements of the European System of Financial Supervision, such as the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB). 

The absence of this context makes it difficult to assess these proposals properly, since it is not clear what they are intended to achieve and therefore whether or not they are proportionate. It is also unclear who the end users of the collected information will be: this could be EIOPA, the ESRB or some other body, such as the ECB. Furthermore, the paper does not say whether or not the data provided will be made public or remain confidential.  

It is important that these proposals are co-ordinated with any other requests for data for financial stability purposes, so that insurance undertakings are not faced with multiple proposals for new reporting requirements.        

It is unclear from this paper whether these reporting requirements form part of the Solvency II legislative package, or whether they are a separate set of  regulatory obligations, linked to financial stability. If they are part of Solvency II, they should have been incorporated into the work on Solvency II’s quantitative reporting templates. If they are separate, the paper should make it clear the legislative provision to which they relate. 

  
	Noted.
Noted.
Noted. Financial Stability add-ons will be reported on a best efforts basis so that this will alleviate the reporting burden concern. 
Regarding purposes and deadlines please see also 3, 5 and 48.
Disagree. SCR on a quarterly basis is based on a best–effort basis. Market fluctuations will affect SCR and would lead to variations also between quarters. If SCR is not volatile there is no requirement to recalculate. 

Noted. The data is intended to feed in to EIOPA’s tasks related to financial stability, including the preparation of the Financial Stability Reports and the risk dashboards.
Data will be treated  confidentially. Both national and EIOPA regulation include professional confidentially requirements.

Agree.
Noted. The package now published incorporates both requirements under one package. 

	16.
	Phoenix Group
	General Comment 
	Purpose and Benefits

The additional reporting requirements for Financial Stability Purposes require same information as will be required for Pillar 3 QRT reporting. We do not see any benefit of repeating such reporting requirements for Financial Stability Purposes. Duplicating the information to be sent at the same time will create unnecessary administrative burden and risk of inconsistency in reporting.

Further, reporting the same template for two different reporting may lead to inconsistencies in the process for updates. For e.g., it may be the case that P3 QRTs are update in due course but the FSC QRTs are not updated to reflect such changes. This will lead of inconsistency in reporting requirements in due course.

We recommend that for Financial Stability Purposes, EIOPA requests the required information from NSAs directly.

Frequency

Some of the data items are required to be reported quarterly for FSC purposes, whilst the same data is required annually for Pillar 3 reporting. Pillar 3 reporting requirements were updated following from informal consultation from quarterly frequency to annual for certain templates. Now moving back to quarterly reporting, does not addresses the concern raised during the informal consultation. Inconsistent reporting frequency will require changes to system design and reporting processes resulting in additional cost.

We recommend that frequency for reporting of FSC templates should be made consistent with Pillar 3 reporting requirements.

Scope

For FSC purposes, some of the entities (like us) will report only at Group Level i.e., the FSC templates will be required to be prepared on Group consolidated basis. However, some of the requested data set, for e.g., TP F1Q and MCR – are only required to be reported at Solo entity level for P3 reporting. This will lead to system implication and additional costs. We recommend for such templates information is reported at Solo entity level for each life entities within the Group instead of one Group Template.

Note

Where the data requirement in the FSC template is same is P3 QRTs we have not attempted to repeat our comments raised on P3 QRT Consultation Paper submitted to EIOPA. Therefore comments on those data item raised on Q3 QRT CP are equally relevant here.

In any case, we are assuming the changes/updates made to P3 QRT following its consultation process will be reflected on FSC templates as well.


	Noted

Noted. Purpose of reporting is different. See also best effort under 1.
Disagree. EIOPA considers that Financial Stability add-on should be integrated in the final package.
Noted. See also best effort under 1.
Noted but purposes are different. 

Technical provisions on group level are essential for financial stability purposes as solo reporting would not cover non-EEA entities of the group. However, note that 
TP are no longer requested by line of business following industry concerns, see also 10.
The MCR request is clarified in the final package.
Noted.
Agree.


	17.
	Royal London Group
	General Comment 
	The financial stability reporting requires a number of templates (or part templates) to be completed at a group level that are not required at group level for Solvency II reporting. It will be onerous to produce these at group level – particularly on a quarterly basis (for example TP-F1Q).
There will be a duplication of effort for group’s to complete the same information for both Solvency II and Financial Stability reporting purposes. Could the information required by EIOPA be taken from the templates required to be submitted under the Solvency II proposals?
	For technical provisions, see also 10 and 16.
Noted. However, the SII-QRT would not offer the required frequency of reporting. Moreover, Financial Stability add-ons will be reported on a ‘best efforts’  basis, see 1.

	18.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	General Comment 
	RSA Insurance Group and its subsidiaries welcome the opportunity to respond to EIOPA’s consultation on financial stability reporting.

As part of our preparations for the introduction of Solvency II, the Group has undertaken a full dry-run of the proposed requirements for reporting and public disclosure. The comments made in this document are often based on the practical experiences of doing the dry-run during 2011. 

The entities covered by the exercise were:


RSA Insurance Group plc (consolidated Group)


Royal & Sun Alliance Insurance plc (UK)


Royal & Sun Alliance Reinsurance Ltd (UK)


The Marine Insurance Company Ltd (UK)


Sun Insurance Office Ltd (UK)


Codan Forsikring A/S (Denmark)


Trygg-Hansa Försäkrings AB (Sweden)


Forsikringsselskabet Privatsikring A/S (Denmark)


Holmia Livförsäkring AB (Sweden)


Sveland Sakförsäkringar AB (Sweden)


RSA Insurance Ireland Ltd (Irish Republic)


RSA Reinsurance Ireland Ltd (Irish Republic)


Link4 Towarzystwo Ubezpieczen Na Zycie SA (Poland)


AS Balta (Latvia)


Direct - Pojistovna AS (Czech Republic)


Lietuvos Draudimas (Lithuania)

In addition, due to the need to gather consolidated data for the Group, our operations and branches around the world, in particular outside the EEA, were also involved to varying extents.

Summary of key points:


We agree with the desire to align as far as possible the reporting with the proposals in CP-11/009 for Solvency II reporting and public disclosure. 


We also support the proposal to phase in eligibility requirements for undertakings in order to promote stability from year to year.


We are concerned about the proposed increased frequency in reporting. We believe this needs to be justified, especially since the risk profile of an insurer is very different from that of (say) a bank. Any reporting over and above that already proposed in CP-11/009 needs to be accompanied by very clear rationale. 


We do not believe that the SCR is a good indicator of financial stability at all. In our experience, the SCR is a stable number; volatility actually occurs in the eligible own funds number (information already contained in form OF-B1A/Q) and hence the SCR coverage ratio. Recalculation of the SCR more frequently than annually will in general not be a valuable exercise for either undertakings or supervisors.


In order for firms to complete the forms in a meaningful manner, firms have to be given adequate time to compile the data and to go through internal governance to ensure their accuracy. The current proposed timeframes set out in the draft Delegated Act are inadequate. Hence, the proposal for group-level financial stability reporting to be submitted along with solo, not group, reporting is very onerous. There needs to be a recognition that groups require additional time to consolidate responses.


We are of the view that the rationale for the additional reporting is flawed and is lacking a full analysis of the nature of risks within a general insurance business compared to other financial businesses. The risks that a general insurer runs do not vary significantly from quarter to quarter, meaning the costs of such additional, accelerated reporting are disproportionate given the little benefit expected to be yielded.


We are concerned that there is no assessment of the potential costs of implementing these proposals or assessment of the potential benefits. The requirements are onerous, will be costly to produce and will therefore have an adverse impact on consumers. There is also a risk that it will distort competition within individual markets: some firms will have to meet the additional costs of this reporting; whereas other comparable firms will not as they are either not large enough or part of a large enough Group. Further, there is no articulation of how these proposals will actually aid financial stability in Europe.


It is not immediately clear how financial stability will be improved by enforcing detailed quarterly reporting, or how such reporting will actually enable supervisors to enhance financial stability. There appears to be a greater risk of being unable to spot risks to financial stability due to collecting too much data and not being able to see the key trends as a result.

The comments made in RSA Insurance Group’s response to EIOPA-CP-11/009 should be read in conjunction with this submission, as a number of the detailed points about specific disclosure items in the QRT are relevant, particularly those on investment data.
	Noted and welcomed.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted. Quarterly frequency for certain items is necessary for financial stability oversight.

Noted. See also 10 for SCR.
Noted. See previous reply. See also 48 for deadlines.
Noted. However, under normal market conditions, fluctuations might be lower than under stressed market conditions.
Noted. The Financial Stability add-ons will be reported on a ‘ best efforts’  basis which may alleviate the cost concern

Noted. Please see previous replies. Regarding purposes and deadlines please see also 3, 5 and 48.
Noted.


	19.
	The International Securities Lending Association (
	General Comment 
	We respond specifically on the requirements for reporting templates D5 and D6.  D5 is designed to capture all securities lending and repo activity and D6 is designed to capture all collateral activity across all activities.  For the purposes of our response we restrict our comments to the impact these templates have on securities lending activity.

Our comments are relevant to both QRT for Financial Stability purposes and for Supervisory Reporting and Public Disclosure Requirements and we would like to take this opportunity to comment on both on behalf of our members.

We note that the reporting is designed to capture all activity during the reporting period. Whilst the rationale for this is understood it is unlikely to be an effective way of reviewing risk as once the information is compiled it will be necessary to re-aggregate open loans applicable to any particular day to do this meaningfully. Having taken some specific case studies from our members based on the current reporting templates and requirements a single lending client could be generating 500,000+ lines of data per month for the securities lending template and multiple more for the collateral template D6. 

When extrapolated out across all lenders and their clients of qualifying size we believe it is not unreasonable to estimate that the industry as a whole is being asked to produce over 50,000,000 lines of data monthly. We do not believe this represents useful transparency, in fact, quite the reverse.  It should also be noted that tese numbers may increase significantly if the re-investment of cash held as collateral is required to be detailed in D6.

The risk with this detailed, all inclusive approach to reporting is that lenders will not be able “to see the woods for the trees” and in our opinion this is not the most effective way of monitoring securities lending risk.

We would propose instead that the detailed reporting be undertaken on a periodic basis (to coincide with the insurer’s existing reporting responsibilities such as for QRT), but to include open loan transactions only. This would essentially provide an accurate and timely snap-shot of any securities lending exposures. 

To avoid any concern that the risk profile of the insurer was materially different between reporting dates, the insurer could require additional reporting of daily total securities lending exposures and collateral values. The principle with this approach would be to provide the insurer with a combination of periodic detailed reporting, supplemented with more frequent and useful summary information.

We also believe that this approach be combined with a strong emphasis on Pillar 2 principles, ensuring that securities lending activities are managed effectively as part of an established risk management framework.

Whilst regulatory authorities could take the view that the cost of complying with detailed and high volume reporting requirements are one-off in nature we are concerned that the costs of creating such large reports and then developing the capabilities to make sense of them are unduly high, and the benefits unclear.
	Please be aware that Assets D6 is not part of CP11, only Assets D5.
Noted.
Assets D2T is not part of the reporting for financial stability purposes.
This would be the case for FS reporting.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted. The Financial Stability add-ons will be reported on a ‘ best efforts’  basis which may alleviate the cost concern. See also 1.


	20.
	AMICE
	3.1
	EIOPA defines a threshold where undertakings with more than EUR 6 bn in balance sheet total and Groups with assets with more than EUR 6 bn in balance sheet total will fall within the scope.

As stated by some of our industry colleagues, the threshold can be defined using as a reference the size criteria proposed in the IAIS ComFrame for identifying “internationally active groups”. Following this criteria, a new threshold should be applied as follows:

-
Non-Life undertakings will fall under the scope of the FS templates if Gross Premiums ≥ 10 billion Euro.

-
Life undertakings will fall under the scope if  Assets > 20 billion Euro.


	Noted. On threshold please see also 2, 3, and 21.
Noted. We understand that ComFrame is not scheduled to be finalised within the next year. However, many larger groups have both life and non-life activities so the split is not easy to implement.


	21.
	CEA
	3.1
	We have concerns with regards to the proposed threshold as we believe an unintended number of undertakings would be captured under the scope of supervision for financial stability purposes. 

We note that EIOPA has used the threshold established in the Financial Conglomerates Directive (2002/87/EC) when identifying a group as a conglomerate. Article 3(3) refers to cross-sectoral activities, in terms of triggering identification of a group as a financial conglomerate. Under Article 3(3), cross sectoral activities shall be deemed significant if the balance sheet of the smallest financial sector exceeds 6bn Euro. This sector would then be added to the largest financial sector, thus making a conglomerate. We question whether the threshold for the smallest sector of a conglomerate is therefore a suitable proxy for identifying large groups/undertakings for the overall (re)insurance industry.

At international level, the IAIS has considered using different thresholds for Life and Non-Life groups when considering market structure and size, we query why EIOPA has not considered a similar approach here.

Overall, we believe that this threshold adopts a top down approach and we would recommend that supervisors consider a more bottom up approach by examining percentage per market share and qualitative assessments, for example. We would appreciate further guidance or information from EIOPA on the impact of their proposed threshold and rationale for proposing this exact one. Feedback on the perceived number of undertakings that would be captured would be particularly welcome. 


	In line with the proportionality principle and taking the concern of the industry into consideration, the threshold will be increased to 12 billion Euro in balance sheet total, augmented by a requirement for national market coverage of  50%. 
A national market coverage survey indicated that for a few countries, national market coverage would be very limited. In order to ensure a minimum national market coverage, the 12 billion threshold will therefore be complemented with a criterion for obtaining at least 50 per cent coverage on a national level. 

It is noted that these criteria may be subject to a review (3 years after the start of reporting) following market developments in order to ensure that reasonable sample coverage is obtained for financial stability purposes, and along the further developments in the definition of systemic importance.



	22.
	Deloitte
	3.1
	We assume that the same proportionality threshold foreseen for solo undertakings should also apply to groups, however the wording used is not the same.  Therefore, we suggest this wording is harmonized.


	Noted.

	23.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	3.1
	See 7.1 Q3  
	Noted.

	24.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	3.1
	See 7.1 Q3  
	Noted.

	25.
	ICMA
	3.1
	The ICMA Asset Management and Investors Council (AMIC) was established in March 2008 to represent the buy-side members of the ICMA membership. ICMA is one of the few trade associations with a European focus having both buy-side and sell-side representation
	Noted.

	26.
	KPMG
	3.1
	For the avoidance of doubt it would be helpful to state that the threshold refers to the Solvency II balance sheet 
	It is clarified that the threshold relates to the Solvency II balance sheet.



	27.
	Lloyds
	3.1
	The figure suggested – a balance sheet total of EUR 6 billion – is taken from the Financial Conglomerates Directive. However, it is used in that Directive in an entirely different way: it has significance only if “the balance sheet total of the smallest financial sector in the group exceeds EUR 6 billion”. It is not self-evident that the same figure, applied differently, will be appropriate for financial stability purposes. 

It would be appropriate for EIOPA to carry out further investigation to ensure that they will receive sufficient information  to achieve their financial stability objectives, without placing a disproportionate burden on SMEs. As a starting point, it could assess  the numbers of undertakings who will be caught by this requirement and the proportions they represent of national markets and of the overall EU insurance market. EIOPA would then have a better idea of whether the data received will assist their financial stability objectives. As it stands, the EUR 6 bn figure looks arbitrary and lacking proper justification.           


	The figure suggested is taken from the Financial Conglomerates Directive, but the logic is a reasonable  European-wide market coverage. However, see also 2, 3 and 21.


	28.
	Phoenix Group
	3.1
	We welcome that the scope of the FSC reporting is limited to large companies and group only and when an entity is part of group, reporting is required only at group level. However clarification is required on the following:

1. How is “balance sheet total” defined? Is it Total Assets or Total liabilities or Net assets?

2. Is Balance sheet total on SII P1 Balance Sheet or Local GAAP /IFRS Balance sheet?

3. For Groups, the scope says EUR 6bn of assets in balance sheet total. Does this refer to “Total Assets”? And does it suggest that Balance sheet total is different to total assets.


	Noted.
Total assets.
Solvency II.
Total assets. Please note that In line with the proportionality principle and taking the concern of the industry into consideration, the threshold will be increased to 12 billion Euro in balance sheet total, augmented by a requirement for national market coverage of  50%.

	29.
	Royal London Group
	3.1
	The threshold of €6bn is too low. Financial stability reporting should be only for those entities which are systemically important to the European economy. 
	Please see also 2, 3 and 21.


	30.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.1
	We request clarification on the definition of “balance sheet total”: it could refer to the excess of assets over liabilities, or to gross assets. We presume it refers to the former.

Clarification is also needed on the valuation method to be used: the same basis as for Solvency II; the statutory accounting basis; or perhaps another method altogether. We presume the Solvency II valuation method is to be used.
	Please see also 28

	31.
	Stuttgarter Lebensversicherung
	3.1
	The reporting threshold for making an additional group report to EIOPA is related to Art. 3 Para. 3 of the Financial Conglomerate Directive (FCD). In our view this value is unreasonably low for a company group which is only involved in insurance business at a national level. It is clear from the 5th recital that the Financial Conglomerate Directive should only apply when the company is deeply involved in multi-line business, which is the case if certain thresholds are attained. A pure insurance group, however, is precisely not multi-line, so that the threshold values of the Financial Conglomerate Directive cannot constitute a reliable criterion for reporting requirements. Also the precisely regulated threshold in Art. 3 Para. 2 Financial Conglomerate Directive specifically presupposes considerable multi-line activity and can, therefore, not apply to pure insurance groups. Therefore the criteria of EUR 6 bn is inadequate. 

We approve of the concerns of the EU Commission and EIOPA to put a principle based and risk oriented supervisory system into place for the whole of Europe. We are also in favour of the aim of improving the supervision of relevant systemic groups, but the additional reporting requirements for Financial Stability Analysis Purposes should only be applicable to those undertakings that are really carrying a systemic risk in their business model. Because of our concerns set out above we would like to make an alternative proposal for the criteria of a threshold.

The national supervisor aligned with EIOPA should annually evaluate a reporting sample based on the market share. We would suggest that entities with a national market share of 5% or more should submit the additional requested information for the purpose of a financial stability analysis.
	Please see also 2, 3, and 21.
Noted.
Proposal noted .

	32.
	CEA
	3.2
	We appreciate EIOPA’s move towards removing solo requirements so that financial stability reporting could be performed at group level only, however please refer to paragraph 3.1 for comments on the threshold. 


	Noted.

	33.
	ICMA
	3.2
	Taking into consideration the changes that have occurred in the industry, the AMIC composition embraces the diversification and the current dynamics of the industry – taking the asset management representation to a broader and global level. 

The Solvency II directive will have a profound impact on the asset management industry;not only because the industry has a key role to play in providing asset data for insurance companies to meet their new reporting requirements, but also, as members have already noted, because the asset managers’ will potentially have to implement new asset allocation policies to reflect their client’s new stated Solvency II risk policies. 


	Noted.

	34.
	Royal London Group
	3.2
	We agree that if an undertaking is within a group that is submitting FS information then the undertaking should not need to give solo information.
	Noted.

	35.
	CEA
	3.3
	We support EIOPA’s proposals to introduce a level of advance warning in terms of falling under scope. However please refer to paragraph 3.1 for general comments on the proposed threshold. 


	Noted.

	36.
	ICMA
	3.3
	From a more general point of view, the AMIC working group would like to highlight the lack of clarity in Solvency II regarding the assessment of compliance of data and calculation methods. 

Working group members believe that Solvency II requirements should take into consideration the global context in which the asset management industry works in and would urge EIOPA to consider international convergence of regulatory requirements and coherence with any other European legal or regulatory requirements (i.e. UCITS IV) 


	Noted. Further clarifications will be provided. See also 1.
Noted.

	37.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.3
	We agree that regulatory stability should be promoted and support the idea of phasing in/out reporting requirements for undertakings.
	Noted.

	38.
	CEA
	3.4
	Please refer to paragraph 3.3.
	Noted.

	39.
	Deloitte
	3.4
	1) There is a typo: there are some sentences that should probably be placed outside brackets

2) The wording could be misleading, due to the fact that those undertakings which have a total balance sheet of more than €7 billion should be included immediately within the sample, whereas this does not apply to undertakings whose balance sheet is more that €6 billion, but less than €7 billion. We propose to adjust the wording to: ‘‘Groups/undertakings with total balance sheet of more than €6 billion but are below the €7 billion threshold’’ to more clearly emphasize the range in scope. 


	Noted. Typos to be corrected.
Noted.

	40.
	ICMA
	3.4
	A question often raised by the members of the working group is about the creation and the recognition by the regulators of a certification or a stamp of approval of the asset managers internal data controls and processes that should be delivered by a third party such as an auditing firm. 


	Noted. For financial stability, best effort applies, see also 1.

	41.
	Phoenix Group
	3.4
	Does it mean that if Balance sheet total exceeds at 2013 YE and 2014 YE then 2015 YE will be the first time when the FSC reporting requirements apply or 2015 Q1 will be the first time when the reporting requirements apply. If it is 2015 Q1, then how will the 6months notice criteria be met?

This should be clarified and we recommend that it should be 2015 YE for the first time when the requirements apply.
	Noted. This will be further specified. 


	42.
	CEA
	3.5
	Please refer to paragraph 3.3.
	Noted.

	43.
	Deloitte
	3.5
	Please see comment 2) as per on 3.4 which would apply also to the opt out threshold.
	Noted.

	44.
	ICMA
	3.5
	ICMA  points out that main of the comments made for the Draft proposal for Quantitative Reporting Templates will also apply to the present consultation.

The working group notices that the data requirements has not changed, except for the proposal to increase frequency of datasheets D3 and D5 from annual basis to quarterly basis.


	Noted.


	45.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	3.6
	We propose the Group information as set out in the Financial Stability Excel templates on quantitative reporting is aligned with the Group reporting requirements as set out in: 


Consultation paper on the draft proposal for guidelines on Narrative Public Disclosure & Supervisory Reporting, Predefined Events and Processes for Reporting & Disclosure (8th November 2011); 


Draft Delegated Acts Solvency II (31st October 2011).

See comments on 7.1 Q4 below


	EIOPA will integrate the financial stability add-ons within SII reporting package

Noted.

	46.
	ICMA
	3.6
	Therefore ICMA’s comments will focus on the following templates:

D1Q A8- A15 –A17- A24

D4 A8


	Noted.

	47.
	The International Securities Lending Association (
	3.6
	We have some concerns relating to specific fields within the QRT templates and seek further clarification in respect of these :

D5 template :

Field A6 (and others)

The provision of data for the population of templates D5 and D6 (and indeed many of the other QRT’s, is likely to come from multiple sources including custodians, investment managers, agent lenders and triparty collaeral managers.  Accurate cross country and cross template analysis will only be possible if there is a consistent approach to codes such as CIC’c and issuer codes, both within eact insurer’s reporting and across insurers.  

As there is no consistent approach to CIC calculation and issuer codes vary dependant on the vendor used to supply them, we would like to request that EIOPA provides clarification and standards for these codes.

Field A8

Collateral is not assigned to specific loans and to do so would unnecessarily reduce the insurers’ flexibility to rely on collateral held. Many lenders take diversified pools of collateral (such as cash, government bonds, liquid equities etc.) and we assume that this field would be populated with each of the codes that are relevant rather than just one which would require each loan to be broken down by some arbitrary allocation of collateral 

Field A9 and A10

“Near leg” and “far leg” are concepts that do not apply to securities lending transactions. They are more relevant to Government bond repo (and certain swaps transactions) where it is possible to calculate the value of a far leg from the opening market value of the transaction with reference to the agreed repo rate. We would suggest that these are replaced with a requirement to report the market value of the loan as of the reporting date. 

D6 template: The template requires the same level of detail that would be required on an insurer’s long investment portfolio. Whilst it is obviously important that the insurer understands the collateral they are receiving it should be noted that collateral is held for different reasons than the longer term investment portfolio (as a second line of defence to mitigate counterparty credit risk) and this in turn may mean that the insurer may accept individual collateral securities that may not ordinarily be part of its main investment portfolio. This means that some of the static data and coding that an insurer would maintain for compliance with its broader insurance regulatory reporting requirements, may not be maintained by the securities lending and triparty agents it employs for securities lending and collateral management. 

This would entail new system developments but more importantly we question the need or benefit in some of the required reporting for securities held as collateral


	Noted.
Noted.  EIOPA acknowledges the concern. However it considers that a full harmonisation of the codes to be used is not currently possible. A first step will be done with a reinsurance undertakings codification that will be developed and maintained by EIOPA to guarantee a common identifier of the reinsurance undertakings. Regarding the other codes, codes available in the market will be used. 

It is expected that undertakings classify their assets accordingly with the CIC table, as this exercise is aimed at having a standard assets category and risk classification. Furthermore the CIC doesn't aim at completely capture all the characteristics of assets. when classifying an asset using the CIC table, undertakings should take into consideration the most representative risk to which the asset is exposed to

For comments on A8-A10, reference is made to the outcome of CP9.
D6 is not part of FS package. Reference is made to the outcome of CP9.
Noted.


	48.
	AMICE
	3.7
	We strongly oppose any request to submit the Financial Stability information following the solo reporting deadlines. It is difficult to see the reason for this extra requirement; The expansion of the group reporting deadlines is grounded on the reliance on individual data to build group supervisory information. Shortening the deadlines will force entities to redefine the already planned timescales for the submission of annual and quarterly information.
	The timeliness of data is important for EIOPA. However, it is acknowledged that time is required for consolidation of the solo reports. Taking into consideration the concerns of industry, but also the tight deadlines EIOPA is bound by, 1 additional week will be allowed for group consolidation for the Financial Stability reporting, resulting in a FS deadline of 6 weeks after transition. For solo undertakings falling within the threshold and that does not report at a group level would need to report within 5 weeks. 

This should enable reporting undertakings to take full advantage of the time allowed for solo reporting (5 weeks after transition), and then have 1 week for consolidating on a best effort basis for financial stability reporting.

During the transition period, the deadlines for financial stability will follow the solo deadlines, plus 1 week (i.e. 8+1 week first year decreasing to 5+1 week four years after implementation of Solvency II).

	49.
	CEA
	3.7
	We do not believe that the proposed deadlines for reporting financial stability templates are feasible. We urge EIOPA to seriously re-consider these deadlines and the meaningfulness of these data requirements for financial stability monitoring purposes.

EIOPA should not require groups to report financial stability information to the same deadlines as applied by solo undertakings. To consolidate this information at a group level, before it is compiled at solo level, would be a huge challenge. The raw data simply will not be available at group level within the same deadlines.

It should be absolutely clear that extra time is allowed for groups to perform their consolidation process. Otherwise, we would ask that EIOPA facilitate the aggregation/consolidation exercise based on solo data available to them within the proposed timelines.

EIOPA requires a subset of data from the QRTs for financial stability monitoring however it should be noted that underlying calculations and assumptions will still be required in order to present this subset and it is unlikely this would delivered via an automated process. Requiring a subset does not imply fewer burdens for the industry unless the result is data of a lesser quality. We have concerns over using raw data which has not been sufficiently validated for supervisory purposes.

The template containing financial stability indicators may interfere with other reporting requirements based on accounting and stock market regulation. These indicators will set deadlines particularly for publicly listed (re)insurance groups which are ahead of disclosing its financial results. Releasing such price sensitive information (e.g. profit and loss numbers) before any form of public disclosure to the stock market (even privately to the local regulator/ EIOPA) could be a high risk for those undertakings. 

We recommend to align deadlines with the overall deadlines set for the regular QRTs, for groups, this would mean extending the deadline by 6 weeks compared to solo-undertakings. 


	Please see 3 and 48
Please see 3 and 48
Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Agree. Both national and EIOPA regulation include professional confidentially requirements.

Please see also 3 and 48.

	50.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	3.7
	It is unreasonable and not practical to apply the same deadlines for a Solo submission to a Group submission as Groups require additional time for consolidation and to obtain non-EEA information.  (see further comments on Group reporting on 7.1 Q4)

We propose the same deadlines should apply as proposed in the consultation paper on the draft proposal for guidelines on Narrative Public Disclosure & Supervisory Reporting, Predefined Events and Processes for Reporting & Disclosure (8th November 2011) and draft Implementing Measures Solvency II (31st October 2011). The deadline for group financial stability information should therefore be extended by 6 weeks.

Similar to our position on the primary Solvency II Quantitative Reporting Templates (QRTs), we would also like to confirm that we do not support the submission of Q4 financial stability reporting given that the annual QRTs and annual financial statements will be supplied shortly after and on similar information. It would be overly burdensome and will lead to onerous governance and reconciliation procedures to explain any differences between the fourth quarter FSTs, the fourth quarter QRTs and the annual statutory and annual QRTs.


	Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted. For Q4 and annual reporting, refer to number 3.



	51.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	3.7
	Our oustanding is that the quarterly and annual publication deadlines of the Financial Stability Reporting are the same for a Group or a Solo entity (cf. paragraph 3.7 "“with the same deadlines applying to solo undertaking).

Thus, in the case of a Group, the FS reporting will have to be respectively communicated in 14 or 5 weeks (for annual / quarterly closings), while the standard QRT will be required in 20 or 11 weeks (with a 6-week-additional period). This would require a double process to be implemented.

As consolidation requires extra time (for both standard QRT and FS reporting, at Group level), we would like to confirm that the deadlines allowed for the Group standard QRT should also apply for the deadlines of the FS reporting at Group level


	Please see also 3 and 48.

	52.
	Deloitte
	3.7
	3.7 requires both undertakings and groups to submit the financial stability information according to the solo timetables.  This represents a significant burden on top of the quarterly QRTs for groups, particularly where these groups will need to implement a quarterly financial reporting process where one does not currently exist.  We consider this will inevitably lead to the use of roll forward and approximation techniques to produce the data in time, which is likely to impact adversely the relevance and reliability of the data.  We recommend that EIOPA extends the timescales to match those for the quarterly QRTs for groups. Additionally, to ensure consistency of the information and data provided for Financial Stability purposes and Solvency II purposes, a matching of the reporting deadlines for both types would be helpful.
	Please see also 3 and 48.


	53.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	3.7
	See 7.1 Q5
	Noted.

	54.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	3.7
	See 7.1 Q5
	Noted.

	55.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	3.7
	Please see also our comments in the general comment section.

We disagree with the proposed time line.

We believe that same reporting deadlines for solo undertakings under Solvency II QRTrequirements and groups for Financial Stability purposes will imply huge efforts and leads to a significant cost increase with regard to processes and IT-implementation for insurance companies.

Moreover, because of this, European groups won`t be able to use the group deadlines of solvency II, because they have to deliver for the FSC consolidated data before the end of the group deadline. 

Therefore the group reporting for Financial Stability purposes should follow the deadlines for group QRT reporting under Solvency II. Moreover, consistency between Solvency II reporting deadlines and reporting deadlines for Financial Stability purposes will help to ensure data and information consistency for both types of reporting.

Please change the wording for groups into « group deadlines ».
	Noted.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted.

	56.
	Groupe Consultatif
	3.7
	The requirement to submit group information at the same deadlines applying to solo undertakings is out of line with, and may undermine, other elements of the Pillar 3 reporting package.  Bearing in mind that the proposed Q4 deadline for solo undertakings is 5 weeks after period close, the requirement for groups to meet the same deadline does not give adequate time for them to produce the required information at the required level of scrutiny.  A reliance on ‘best efforts’ or approximations combined with unrealistic deadlines might undermine the quality of information provided, particularly when aggregated.  It also represents a duplication of effort and inevitably there will be a demand for analysis between any draft and final numbers.  It is therefore our strong recommendation that any additional information requested in respect of groups be given the same deadline as the other group-level QRTs.
	Please see also 3 and 48.

	57.
	KPMG
	3.7
	Refer to comment in 4.4
	Noted.

	58.
	Phoenix Group
	3.7
	We understand that the timing for reporting of FSC QRTs is same as when the individual solo entity shall report its P3 QRTs. 

There is currently a lack of clarity on deadlines for submission of Group QRTs. There isn’t clear guidance on whether the Group Quarterly/Annual QRTs will be submitted by the reporting deadline for Solo undertakings or whether Group will have some additional time (same as 6 weeks for SFCR and RSR) after Solo submission. The reporting deadlines for P3 QRTs for Solo and Group undertakings will be finalised in the L2 text. We recommend that EIOPA makes an explicit clarification on deadlines for Group submissions of Annual QRTs and Quarterly QRTs.

The current text of the FSC requirements require reporting of FSC QRT for Groups at the same time as Solo reporting. This may lead to an inconsistency with final L2 text if the submission deadlines for quarterly QRTs for Solo and Group reporting are different. 

We recommend that for Groups, the reporting deadline for FSC purposes should be linked with reporting timeline for Group P3 QRTs to ensure that it remains consistent for any changes to the final L2 text.
	Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 48.


	59.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.7
	We agree that reporting deadlines ought to be consistent with those for Solvency II reporting. We do not agree, however, that the solo entity reporting deadlines should be followed by all reporters, including groups: for group-level reports, group reporting deadlines (solo + 6 weeks as per the draft Delegated Act) should be adopted instead.
	Please see also 3 and 48.

	60.
	CEA
	4.1
	Please refer to paragraph 3.7 for comments on the availability of underlying data required for consolidated reporting.


	Noted.

	61.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	4.1
	See 7.1 Q3  
	Noted.

	62.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	4.1
	See 7.1 Q3  
	Noted.

	63.
	Phoenix Group
	4.1
	This paragraph attempts to define the level of Group Reporting. This may be inconsistent with SII Group Reporting level. We recommend that is clarified that Level of Group consolidation is consistent with SII Group consolidation.
	Noted. EIOPA agrees that level of Group consolidation should be consistent with SII Group consolidation. 

	64.
	CEA
	4.2
	It may be possible to alter reporting systems to include requests for targeted information however it would be a huge challenge to reorganise Solvency II reporting to meet different deadlines to those set out in the Framework Directive and draft Level 2 text.


	Please see also 3 and 48.

	65.
	Deloitte
	4.3
	Regarding the quarterly reporting, there needs to be consistency between the best effort principles for Financial Stability purposes and Solvency II QRT reporting, assuming that detailed guidance is provided.  We expect insurers will apply the same standard of quality to financial stability templates as to the QRTs. 
Moreover, in order to keep additional workload as small as possible for insurance companies, an alignment of the requirements for submission processes, concerning the reporting of Solvency II (QRTs) and Financial Stability purposes will be necessary. Finally, such a harmonization would improve the consistency of data and information and of the underlying reporting process as well. 


	Noted.  Please see also 1.
Please see also 3 and 48.

	66.
	Royal London Group
	4.3
	This comment relates to the box headed ‘‘Timelines and reporting frequency’’ which is underneath para 4.3. This section implies that annual Financial Stability reporting is required as well as quarters 1 to 4. This needs to be made clearer. If annual is required it need to be made clear which tempates are required on an annual basis as well as Q4.
	Please see also 50.

	67.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.3
	Whilst not necessarily agreeing with the detail of the requirements, it is important that the financial stability information is consistent with (proposed) Solvency II QRTs as much as possible to reduce the burden on undertakings.
	Agree.

	68.
	AMICE
	4.4
	As stated in our previous comments, we do not see the reason for tightening the timescales to submit the requested information. We suggest respecting the deadlines agreed for solvency purposes.
	Please see also 3 and 48.

	69.
	CEA
	4.4
	It should be absolutely clear that extra time is allowed for groups to perform their consolidation process. Otherwise, we propose that EIOPA facilitate the aggregation/consolidation based on solo data available to them within the proposed timelines. 


	Please see also 3 and 48.

	70.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	4.4
	See 3.7.
	Noted.

	71.
	Deloitte
	4.4
	While it is true that most of the information requested for financial stability purposes already has to be submitted quarterly, it would be challenging for insurers to provide information on those areas for which a quarterly reporting was not required within other supervisory reporting such as SCR, return on investment assets, securities lending and repo’s and share of reinsurers.


	Please see also 3 and 48.

	72.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	4.4
	See 7.1 Q5
	Noted.

	73.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	4.4
	See 7.1 Q5
	Noted.

	74.
	KPMG
	4.4
	Insurance groups are required to report the information in this consultation by the dates applicable to solo undertakings for QRTs. This will not align with the timetable that an insurance  group would follow to produce this information. Usually an insurance group will produce, check and review the solo information before consolidating and preparing the insurance group information.  Therefore, there is usually a delay between producing the solo information and producing the insurance group information.  If this proposed timeline is implemented, insurance groups may not be able to benefit fully from the additional 6 weeks available for producing Group QRTs.

The potential consequence of this requirement is to make the Solvency II reporting more difficult and costly to achieve for the insurance groups in scope. 
	Please see also 3 and 48.

	75.
	Phoenix Group
	4.4
	Same comment as 3.7.

As commented on P3 QRT consultation earlier last month, reporting for fourth quarter and Annual reporting shortly thereafter is extremely burdensome and does not add much value. It should be sufficient to prepare the annual report a short period later.


	Noted.
Please see also 50.

	76.
	CEA
	4.5
	We agree with the approach that national supervisors are responsible for collecting financial stability information from the undertakings which they have granted authorisation. However additional users in the data chain should not cut short the time required for undertakings to compile, validate and present their reports.

Again, we would like to express concern with the proposed deadlines. It is our understanding that the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB) is the end user of such financial stability information. This means that at every level, the user will require time to process, validate and present the information. 


	Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 48.

	77.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	4.5
	We agree that the collected information shall be forwarded by National Supervisors Authorities to EIOPA for performing its duties in Financial Stability Monitoring at European level, and therefore it’s important that this information aligns with the current collected SII information (group applicability, frequency and submission dates ) to avoid additional workload and duplication of templates.
	Agree.

	78.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	4.5
	The timely transmission of the information to EIOPA, as well as the timely release of information to the national central banks and the ECB who also provide statistical and analytical support for the ESRB, is deemed as very important.
	Noted.

	79.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	4.5
	The timely transmission of the information to EIOPA, as well as the timely release of information to the ESRB, and to the ECB which provides statistical and analytical support for the ESRB, is deemed as very important.
	Noted.

	80.
	CEA
	6.1
	Delays in the drafting of the Level 2 text are causing great uncertainty for the industry. While we support EIOPA’s commitment to work in advance of these negotiations, it will be difficult for the industry to provide feedback sufficient for a full cost/impact assessment before the final requirements are known.


	Noted.

	81.
	Lloyds
	6.1
	We think that this paper should make it clearer how and under which legislative provision EIOPA will exercise powers to collect this information for financial stability purposes. 

This paragraph suggests that the proposals will ultimately constitute regulatory technical standards (RTS). If so, the paper should refer to the provision giving the Commission powers to adopt those RTS. If these are to form part of the Solvency II reporting measures, under Article 35 of the Solvency II Directive, we suggest that they should be incorporated into the processes for drafting the Solvency II quantitative reporting templates, which have been subject to an extensive consultation process.       

 
	Please see also 2.


	82.
	CEA
	6.2
	Please refer to paragraph 6.1 with regards to uncertainty in the final proposals.
	Noted.

	83.
	CEA
	6.5
	We support the initiative of EIOPA to work in advance of these deadlines so as that industry and other stakeholders have sufficient time to consider the proposals.


	Noted.

	84.
	CEA
	6.6
	We understand the need for national supervisors to collect information specific to their market however, to ensure a maximum harmonisation approach, national specific templates should be kept to a minimum.


	Agree.

	85.
	Lloyds
	6.6
	We note the reference to widely diverging regulatory requirements at national level. Is the paper saying that there are widely diverging national financial stability reporting requirements? We are not aware that, at present, insurers are subject to these. If they are, it would be helpful for details to be provided. Otherwise, this point supports harmonised reporting requirements generally, but not these particular proposals. 

  
	The aim of this consultation was not to present detailed national requirements but to present harmonised and comparable financial stability add-ons based on SII. 

	86.
	CEA
	6.7
	Please refer to paragraph 4.5 regarding the challenges for industry in meeting different user requirements within conflicting timeframes.


	Noted.

	87.
	Lloyds
	6.7
	Please refer to our General Comments, regarding EIOPA’s work on financial stability. 
	Noted.

	88.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	6.7
	We believe ad hoc reporting would actually be less burdensome for undertakings, as data would not be required on a regular basis. Ad hoc reporting does not contradict convergence and harmonisation: there is nothing in the Solvency II regime that prevents supervisors from requesting further information from individual undertakings if considered necessary; ad hoc reporting is simply part of that.
	EIOPA aims to find a reasonable balance between regular financial stability and ad-hoc reporting. 

	89.
	Lloyds
	6.8
	We do not consider that the references in this section to previous impact assessments, conducted in some instances some years ago, constitute an adequate assessment of these particular proposals. 

Solvency II’s reporting proposals, which for the most part constitute level 3 measures, have not been subject to a full impact assessment. 

   
	Noted.
Noted.

	90.
	CEA
	6.10
	It should be noted that this impact assessment was carried out in 2007.


	Noted.

	91.
	CEA
	6.11
	We do not find that policy options for reporting were dealt with in the Deloitte assessment therefore we query EIOPA’s motivation to refer to its results here. 


	Noted.

	92.
	CEA
	6.12
	The industry were given 2 months to respond to this consultation and as CEA commented at the time, it was not possible to complete a full impact assessment within this time period.

In general, we question how useful the Impact Assessments on Levels 1 and 2 were for reporting as most of the reporting requirements were left to be specified under Level 3.

 
	Noted.
Noted.

	93.
	CEA
	6.15
	Please refer to paragraph 3.1. We question whether this proposal does actually exclude small and medium sized undertakings.


	Noted. Please see also 2, 3, and 21.

	94.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	6.15
	Proportionality ought not to be judged simply by the effect had on small or medium insurers: the effect on large insurers and groups should also be considered. The proposal to extend the scope of certain forms to groups and increase the frequency of others, despite the risk profile of insurers generally not necessitating such measures, would appear to be very much disproportionate. 
	Noted. Please see also 2, 3 and 21.

	95.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	6.16
	Complete and harmonised information is a precondition for using supervisory data statistical purposes. The ECB/ESCB stresses the importance of harmonisation and compatibility also with a view to minimising duplicated efforts and risk of error.


	Agree.

	96.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	6.16
	Complete and harmonised information is a precondition for using supervisory data for providing statistical support to the ESRB. The ESRB stresses the importance of harmonization and compatibility also with a view to minimising duplicated efforts and risk of error.
	Agree.

	97.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	6.16
	We agree that current reporting is not harmonised; however this aim is already being achieved with Solvency II reporting. There is nothing in this CP that actually changes that (apart from increasing the burden in certain areas).
	Please see 5.

	98.
	Lloyds
	6.17
	This suggests that these provisions are part of Solvency II. However, they have not been mentioned in any earlier documents on Solvency II, so it is doubtful that consideration of policy options under Solvency II have included assessment of these particular provisions. 


	Noted.

	99.
	CEA
	6.18
	Please refer to paragraph 3.1. We question whether this proposal does actually exclude small and medium sized undertakings.


	Noted. Please see no. 27

	100.
	Lloyds
	6.18
	We agree that these proposals should take the principle of proportionality into account. That principle does not look at the size of undertakings, but requires proper assessment of the nature, scake and complexity of the proposals, in light of the objectives that it is intended to achieve.  


	Please see 2,3 and 21.

	101.
	Lloyds
	6.19
	This reference to subsidiarity is possibly mis-placed. The paper makes clear that these reporting requirements stem from EIOPA, with non scope for national discretion. 

 
	Noted, please see also 2.

	102.
	CEA
	6.20
	In the majority of cases, volatility will impact on own funds to a much greater extent than the SCR market risk module. In the case that volatility does occur in own funds, and hence the SCR coverage ratio, quarterly information will already be reported in OF-B1A/Q. 


	Please see also 10.

	103.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	6.20
	The ECB strongly supports the proposal for quarterly information on Solvency Capital Requirements which is essential for a timely and continuous monitoring of the sector. 


	Noted.

	104.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	6.20
	The ESRB strongly supports the proposal for quarterly information on Solvency Capital Requirements (SCR) which is essential for a timely and continous monitoring of the sector. If that is considered too burdensome for all insurers, it should be applied at least to those undertakings subject to financial stability reporting.

Dissenting opinion: one member of the ESRB considers that the quarterly reporting of the SCR would be complex and burdensome for entities and could also trigger communication problems. This ESRB member also questions the relevance of the quarterly SCR for financial stability purposes, as a quarterly SCR is not reported currently for micro-supervisory purposes (only on an ad-hoc basis in specific cases such as a possible breach of SCR). Therefore, in the opinion of this member of the ESRB, the ESRB should consider alternative indicators for quarterly needs.


	Noted.
Please see also 10.

	105.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	6.20
	In our experience, the SCR is a stable number; volatility occurs in the eligible own funds number (information already contained in form OF-B1A/Q) and hence the SCR coverage ratio. Recalculation of the SCR more frequently than annually will in general not be a valuable exercise for either undertakings or supervisors. We therefore believe that the SCR is not a good indicator of financial stability.
	Please see also 10.

	106.
	AMICE
	6.21
	How to perform the SCR calculation ?


	EIOPA acknowledges the need for guidelines on best effort for financial stability reporting. 

As a principle, best effort is intended to provide a limited room for individual optimisation in data-provision for reporting undertakings, while requiring a certain level of internal governance (not necessary the same level as governance as for regular reporting) to ensure the necessary quality. While data provided need to be exact enough to serve as an indicator on aggregate, there needs to be a clear distinction from the exactness of data for supervisory use. 

More guidelines from EIOPA will be available from the start of the reporting. These guidelines will include specific information on the use of estimations for particular items and the preliminary status of the figures

	107.
	CEA
	6.21
	The framework directive of Solvency II does not foresee quarterly calculation of the SCR therefore we see this proposal as being hugely excessive.


	Disagree. Please see also 2.


	108.
	Deloitte
	6.21
	Option 1 (full SCR calculation) will have a significant impact on organisations on the time required to produce these numbers and hence on the cost both of implementation and ongoing. We do agree that it will support to monitor the level of industry SCR.  However our preference, as described below, is not to require a quarterly SCR figure. 


	Noted.

	109.
	Lloyds
	6.21
	The Solvency II Directive does not require quarterly calculation of the SCR. These additional reporting requirements must not impose an additional and onerous requirement. We suggest that this particular provision is removed, as we question whether it is necessary to achieve EIOPA’s objectives on financial stability. 


	Please see also 2.

	110.
	Royal London Group
	6.21
	A  full calculation of the SCR on a quarterly basis would be very onerous. In practice many of the risk factors will not change quarter on quarter. We agree that the SCR should be updated for the more volatile risks such as market risks only.
	Noted. Please see also 10.

	111.
	CEA
	6.22
	We support EIOPA’s proposal to consider simplified solutions. However it is already foreseen by the Framework Directive to only recalculate the SCR if the risk profile of an (re)insurance or re(re)insurance undertaking deviates significantly from the assumptions underlying the last reported SCR. Based on the Framework Directive, it should therefore be possible to report the last available SCR for anything more than annual reporting. 


	Please see also 10.

	112.
	Deloitte
	6.22
	We prefer option 2 (simplified SCR calculation) of the two offered due to the reduced burden of recalculating those less volatile items. It could be useful to consider the credit risk module as well (spread risk).  However our preference, as described below, is not to require a quarterly SCR figure.

If a quarterly SCR requirement remains, we suggest introducing thresholds within which organisations will not have to provide an additional report if they remain within the range. However, if their market risk model exceeds the bandwidth during the quarter then the exception report should be created. This will reduce the burden on stable areas and during stable periods of time. Ideally, if organisations could leverage on existing internal tools for the update of the SCR this would also reduce the burden on organisations.


	Noted.
This may complicate the reporting requirements and the sample of undertakings to be used.

	113.
	Royal London Group
	6.22
	See comments above under 6.21.
	Noted.

	114.
	AMICE
	6.23
	The volatility in own funds is mainly due to the amount of own funds and not to the variation in the SCR. The SCR calculated on a quarterly basis could only provide an indication but never a full picture of the undertaking´s risks.
	Noted.

	115.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	6.23
	This paragraph is very concerning: the assertion that capital requirements will be volatile needs to be proved before being made in a document like this.

For most insurers, the risks are stable and generally well diversified. It is unclear why, for example, market risk should be volatile: market values may be volatile, but not risk.
	Please see also 10.

	116.
	AMICE
	6.24
	We are of the opinion that a full calculation of the SCR on a quarterly basis is an unnecessary burden for undertakings.
	Please see also 10.

	117.
	CEA
	6.24
	Please refer to paragraph 6.20 for comments on volatility and the impact on own funds. 

In any case, as per the Framework directive, we would expect to have to re-calculate the market risk module SCR only if the risk profile of a (re)insurance undertaking deviates significantly from the assumptions underlying the last reported SCR for market risk.

The SCR calculations require a lot of time and would be incredibly burdensome for all undertakings, regardless of size. Furthermore, the Solvency II Framework already include means of continuous monitoring (namely the ORSA) and circumstances where the last SCR would be obsolete and should be recalculated are already in the Framework. Thus, the SCR should be submitting on an infra-annual basis only in those exceptional circumstances or predefined events.


	Noted.
Please see also 10.
Please see also 2 and 10.

	118.
	Royal London Group
	6.24
	We agree that a full calculation of the SCR should NOT be required on a quarterly basis.
	Please see also 2 and 10.

	119.
	CEA
	6.25
	Please refer to paragraphs 6.20 to 6.24.


	Noted.

	120.
	Deloitte
	6.25
	Regarding the quarterly reporting, there needs to be consistency between the best effort principles for Financial Stability purposes and Solvency II QRT reporting, assuming that detailed guidance is provided.  We expect insurers will apply the same standard of quality to financial stability templates as to the QRTs.

One possibility of achieving more consistency between the reporting for the Financial Stability purposes and the Solvency II QRT could be allowing identical approximations of the SCR for the QRTs and Financial Stability purposes.


	Noted.
Please see also 5.


	121.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	6.25
	We believe that the best effort principles pertaining to the quarterly reporting for Financial Stability purposes should be consistent – explicit guidance required - with Solvency II QRT reporting best effort principles. Therefore, the same SCR approximation methods used within quarterly reporting for Financial Stability

purposes should be explicitly allowed within Solvency II QRT reporting.
	Please see also 1.

	122.
	Deloitte
	6.26
	How does this apply to users of partial models, would there be guidance given on which SCR-module needs to be recalculated quarterly and which module of the internal model?

Often simplified calculation alternatives still involve many components. More clarity about the simplification would help to provide feedback and oversee the impact of the simplification.


	This is clarified in the final package. 
Noted.


	123.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	6.26
	What would be your suggestion with regard to partial internal model users?
	This is clarified in the final package.

	124.
	Royal London Group
	6.26
	We support the approach outlined in this para.
	Noted.

	125.
	CEA
	6.27
	Please refer to paragraphs 6.20 to 6.24.


	Noted.

	126.
	Deloitte
	6.27
	We would add that option 2 also permits a certain saving in terms of burden and costs.


	Noted.

	127.
	CEA
	6.28
	Please refer to paragraphs 6.20 to 6.24.


	Noted.

	128.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	6.28
	If figures have to be calculated on a quarterly basis then Option 2 is the preferred option.

A simplified calculation should be considered to indicate the approximate value of SCR, a reasonable estimation of the previous calculations of the SCR should be used.
	Noted.
Noted.

	129.
	Deloitte
	6.28
	Our preference of the two options offered is for option 2 in order to reduce the impact on the business. Only if the burden on organisations to perform a full SCR calculation (option 1) is lower than to provide a simplified calculation would we advise option 1. 


	Noted.

	130.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	6.28
	A calculation method that reflects the major source of quarterly changes of SCRs and keeps, for the purpose of simplification, elements that are sufficiently stable constant during the year would be acceptable. 
	Noted.

	131.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	6.28
	A calculation method that reflects the major source of quartely changes of SCRs and keeps, for the purpose of simplification, elements that are sufficiently stable constant during the year would be acceptable. However, the requirement for a quarterly update of capital charges for market risks should be accompanied by some level of desagregation (e.g. per sub-risks) on the reporting template. This would allow for a follow up of the evolution of capital requirements due to market movements.
	Noted.

	132.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	6.28
	In general we agree with Option 2. However under assumption that insurance companies are allowed to decide / contribute with regard to the selection / development of methods in order to achieve an adequate approximation of the SCR-calculation on the quarterly basis – companies own interpretation and valuation methods should be permitted.
	Noted.

	133.
	Groupe Consultatif
	6.28
	We agree with Option 2 but the reporting deadline should be the same as for the other QRTs.
	Noted.

	134.
	Lloyds
	6.28
	Please see our comments under 6.21. 
	Noted.

	135.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	6.28
	See 6.20 and 6.23 above. We believe there ought to be no quarterly calculation at all, simplified or otherwise: the information already contained in the existing proposals for OF-B1A/Q will provide more than sufficient data for this purpose, as well as on a quarterly basis.
	Please see also 10.

	136.
	CEA
	6.29
	There should be transparency in terms of identifying all users of these data requirements and their purpose. It is crucial to ensure that the same information is not reported, multiple times, at different reporting dates and deadlines, via different channels, for the purposes of the same user e.g. ESRB.


	Noted.

	137.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	6.30
	We propose to submit the Group information as set out in the Financial Stability Excel templates on quantitative reporting to align with the Group reporting requirements as set out in: 


Consultation paper on the draft proposal for guidelines on Narrative Public Disclosure & Supervisory Reporting, Predefined Events and Processes for Reporting & Disclosure (8th November 2011); 


Draft Implementing measures Solvency II (31st October 2011).


	Please see also 5.

	138.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	6.30
	More justification needs to be provided for an increase in reporting frequency: this paragraph is itself uncertain that such an increase will provide tangible supervisory benefits for monitoring financial stability (“could potentially”). The risks that a general insurer runs do not vary significantly from quarter to quarter.

We support the need to monitor undertakings for financial stability, but believe the proposals in EIOPA-CP-11/009 for quarterly Solvency SII reporting will provide more than sufficient information for national supervisors to monitor financial stability, with other data being sufficiently stable within the insurance industry to be reported annually. 
	Noted.
Please see also 50.

	139.
	CEA
	7.1
	The industry has been given less than 2 months to consider these proposals therefore a cost/impact assessment detailing impacts on pricing, design, product availability and more importantly, consumer and wider social economic impacts, was not possible to complete.


	Noted.

	140.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	7.1 Q1
	From a systemic risk perspective, as a minimum requirement, consolidated quarterly reporting of SCR and other capital adequacy information would be required for large insurance groups. The ESRB is aware of the costs that the calculation of the whole SCR on a quarterly basis would have, so it can also support option 2, whereby only the most volatile parts of the SCR would be updated on a quarterly basis (see 6.28). 


	Noted.

	141.
	AMICE
	7.1 Q1
	Question 1: How to perform a quarterly SCR calculation? 

Answer: Requesting undertakings to calculate and report the SCR on a quarterly basis goes beyond the Level 1 text. 


	Please see also 2 and 10.

	142.
	CEA
	7.1 Q1
	A full systematic calculation of the SCR on a quarterly basis is unjustifiably burdensome given the nature of the (re)insurance business.

We do not expect that some of the risks’ SCRs will change substantially over the period of one year, for example underwriting risks, operational risk. 

For the risks where the SCR is more likely to change over the year, their SCR should only be recalculated if the risk profile of the undertaking deviates significantly from the assumptions underlying the last reported SCR.

Article 102 of Level 1 foresees annual calculation of the SCR.


	Please see also 2 and 10.
Please see also 2.

	143.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	7.1 Q1
	We favour the use of roll forwards and estimations in performing the quarterly SCR for the purposes of financial stability. 

We do not support the current requirement that proposes to prepare a quarterly Group SCR as this would include non-EEA entities which are not, under the current proposals, required to prepare a quarterly SCR calculation.

If figures have to be calculated on a quarterly basis then Option 2 is the preferred option.

A simplified estimation should be considered to indicate the approximate value of SCR. Aa reasonable extrapolation of the previous calculations of the SCR should be allowed  regardless of the type of sub-module (under certain circumstances, some of the market sub-modules  do not require a quarterly recalculation).

Specifically on SCR-B2B Solvency Capital Requirement – there would need to be an equivalent FST for undertakings on Partial Internal Models.
	Please see also 10.
Noted.
Noted.
Please see also 10.
 

	144.
	Deloitte
	7.1 Q1
	Completing a full SCR calculation on a quarterly basis does not seem to be feasible for Insurers due to additional burden/costs as well as lack of time to guarantee confidence in the quality and feasibility of the data. This could be hard especially for those Insurers that are in the process of using an Internal Model. Re-calculating on a quarterly basis only those risk modules that need to be updated, due the volatility of their risk factors, could be a good compromise.

We suggest that it could be useful to explicitly encourage Insurers to use internal tools for SCR simplified calculation, if any, in order to minimize the effort.       

Also see our comments on 6.25 – 6.28


	Please see also 10.
Noted.
Noted.


	145.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	7.1 Q1
	From a systemic risk perspective, as a minimum requirement, consolidated quarterly reporting of SCR and other capital adequacy information would be required for large insurance groups. The ECB is aware of the costs that the calculation of the whole SCR on a quarterly basis would have, so it can also support option 2, whereby only the most volatile parts of the SCR would be updated on a quarterly basis (see 6.28). 


	Noted.

	146.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	7.1 Q1
	Full systematic calculations of the SCR on a quarterly basis will prove problematic to calculate and report. Some of the risks in particular for which the SCR is calculated would be unlikely to change substantially during the period of one year, for example underwriting risk, credit risk and reserve risk. Moreover, calculation of cash flows on a more than annual frequency will be very burdensome and time consuming. The proposed deadlines would be hard to meet. 

Additionally, Article 102 of Level 1 foresees annual calculation of the SCR, which is also only required by EIOPA in their consultation on QRTs. 

We therefore support a requirement of SCR templates on an annual basis only. 

In case this requirement remains we suggest allowing for adequate approximation of the SCR-calculation on the quarterly basis.  Simplification rules should be applicable for all risk modules, i.e. also for market risk the best effort principle should be allowed. In general we ask EIOPA to permit companies own interpretation and valuation methods for SCR calculation.


	Noted.
Please see also 2.
Noted.

	147.
	KPMG
	7.1 Q1
	As there is no quarterly SCR reporting requirements for insurance groups under the general Solvency II reporting, this would be an additional burden.

Volatile elements in the SCR will vary from insurer to insurer and some insurers have very little exposure to market risk and hence the proposal would be of limited use for these insurers. It might therefore be better to require insurers to agree the approach to calculating the quarterly SCR with their lead supervisor.

We suggest that insurers should be provided with the opportunity to calculate their SCR according to their assessment of the options available and what would be most appropriate for them. This would mean that a minimum standard would be required but insurers could take advantage of their own reporting processes / lite models etc.


	Please see also 2, 5 and 10.
Noted.
Noted.

	148.
	Phoenix Group
	7.1 Q1
	We agree that option 2 sounds preferable. However, we also note the following:

SCR calculation is used solely to determine Supervisory Intervention from SII perspective. We do not believe that this reporting is useful for FSC purposes and therefore recommend that Quarterly SCR is not requested for FSC purposes.

If SCR is requested, then we recommend that it should be requested in a manner consistent with SII P3 Reporting requirements, i.e., Annually. 

SII P3 requirements require more frequent calculation and reporting of SCR on change of circumstances. At such time, SCR may be reported more frequently than annually for FSC purposes as well. Mandatory quarterly reporting should be removed.


	Noted,
Please see also 2,5 and 10.
Disagree. Please see also 2.
Noted.

	149.
	Royal London Group
	7.1 Q1
	We support the EIOPA proposal to perform a simplified SCR calculation on a quarterly basis (option 2).
	Noted.

	150.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	7.1 Q1
	In our experience, the SCR is a stable number; volatility occurs in the eligible own funds number (information already contained in form OF-B1A/Q) and hence the SCR coverage ratio. Recalculation of the SCR more frequently than annually will in general not be a valuable exercise for either undertakings or supervisors. We therefore believe that the SCR is not a good indicator of financial stability.

The Solvency II texts, as currently drafted, are explicit in saying that normally an SCR does not need to be calculated more than annually. We see no reason why there should be any requirement more onerous than those in the current texts: if this is sufficient for Solvency II, then it ought to be sufficient for other purposes also. 
	Noted. Please see also 2 and 10.
Please see also 2 and 5.

	151.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	7.1 Q2
	The ECB welcomes the inclusion of public accounting profit and loss figures, in particular for those profit and loss items that cannot be (at least indirectly) derived from existing Solvency II templates. The impact of using public accounting figures on the comparability of the data needs, however, to be analysed.

In general, the profit and loss items that the ECB would need are:


Premiums earned – by type of scheme and pension plan;

Claims incurred;

Net change in technical reserves: reserve for premiums unearned, reserves for life insurance, reserve for claims outstanding;

Other operating income: commissions received, real estate income, operating income;

Investment income and Premium supplements: interest received on deposits, debt securities, financial derivatives, listed/unlisted shares;

Gains/losses, value adjustments on financial assets;

Profit/loss on ordinary activities;

Tax;

Profit/loss.


	Please note that this information is non-Solvency II statutory accounting and therefore based on different valuations. Please note that P&L are not within Solvency II and due to reporting burden no additional requirements were included.

	152.
	AMICE
	7.1 Q2
	Question 2: How you consider the feasibility of including a few public accounting profit&loss figures in this reporting?

Answer: We support the alignment of the reporting requirements with actual needs. EIOPA should consider requiring some of the more detailed information only on special occasions.


	Noted. 

	153.
	CEA
	7.1 Q2
	We query what value P&L information would add to financial stability monitoring given that it is based on the previous reporting period.

For undertakings already obliged to report/disclose this information on a quarterly basis (listed companies under the Transparency Obligations Directive 2004/109/EC), this requirement would pose no additional burden. 

However not all (re)insurance groups will be listed and in addition, certain local GAAP rules do not require quarterly reporting/disclosure of the P&L statement. For those undertakings, these proposals would have a significant impact. 

It needs to be clarified, that EIOPA refer to P&L figures taken from financial reporting statements and that no reconciliation would be required with the Solvency II Balance Sheet. 


	P&L provide some performance measures required for financial stability purposes.
Agree.
Noted.
Noted.

	154.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	7.1 Q2
	Some of our members do not currently produce quarterly profit and loss and therefore this is currently not feasible for them.

The proposal to prepare the information within 5 weeks is also of great concern. This would be particularly burdensome and costly as none of our members prepare Group profit and loss information within the proposed timescale. 

We therefore propose that EIOPA rely on half yearly statutory financial statements as the basis for the financial performance of the industry; this is what is previously mandated by the transparency directive and this should inform the ongoing reporting requirements. Insurers are not required to produce such information more frequently for reporting purposes. Aside from the known limitations of extant insurance statutory reporting, seeking to asses performance on a quarter on quarter basis is not a sensible way to assess a long term business. In addition, the complex nature of insurance business requires running sophisticated models, in a robust and controlled environment, to produce financial results at the end of each reporting period. This requires significant time at the end of each period end to enable sufficient review and challenge. The current proposals would require estimations out of the ‘normal’ process. We therefore believe providing such information on a half yearly basis should sufficiently meet the financial stability requirements, while the assessment of Solvency II own funds provided to EIOPA in the context of the QRTs will be sufficient for ESRB needs on a quarterly basis – noting, however, that these will never be available earlier than within the QRTs timeframe.
	Noted.
Noted.
Following industry concern, P&L will only be requested semi-annually. The other statutory accounts originally consulted will not be requested, but instead be based on S-II reporting.

	155.
	Deloitte
	7.1 Q2
	Many jurisdictions do not require quarterly statutory accounting figures, therefore, we question whether reporting them in context of financial stability is necessary.

 
	Please see also 153 and 154.

	156.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	7.1 Q2
	The ESRB welcomes the inclusion of public accounting profit and loss figures, in particular for those profit and loss items that cannot be (at least indirectly) derived from existing Solvency II templates. The impact of using public accounting figures on the comparability of the data needs, however, to be analysed.

In general, the profit and loss items that the ESRB would need are:


Premiums earned – by type of scheme and pension plan;;

Claims incurred;;

Net change in technical reserves: reserve for premiums unearned, reserves for life insurance, reserve for claims outstanding;;

Other operating income: commissions received, real estate income, operating income;;

Investment income and Premium supplements: interest received on deposits, debt securities, financial derivatives, listed/unlisted shares;;

Gains/losses, value adjustments on financial assets;;

Profit/loss on ordinary activities;;

Tax;;

Profit/loss.

These items should be taken, when possible, from Solvency II statements and, only when they are not available there, they could be obtained from the accounting financial statements of insurers.

Dissenting opinion: one member of the ESRB considers that the request for quarterly accounting data from the profit and loss account is not relevant for many issuers, which do not produce such data. According to this member, premiums, claims and other data already available in Solvency II quarterly reporting should be sufficient. In the same vein, this member of the ESRB argues that a measure of the pass through ratio of losses / gains may have no reality on a quarterly basis and that an additional cost-benefit analysis should be carried out before requesting such data.


	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.
Please note that P&L are not within Solvency II and due reporting burden no additional requirements were included.
Please see also 151 and 153.


	157.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	7.1 Q2
	The benefit of those reporting requirements is questioned especially with respect to undertakings which are not obliged to report statutory accounting figures on a quarterly basis. Such figures would not be available for those undertakings.

Which numbers should be then supplied? Does it mean, that these companies are

then required to produce statutory accounting numbers quarterly?


	Noted, please see also 154.

	158.
	Groupe Consultatif
	7.1 Q2
	The requirement to produce accounting information within 5 weeks is likely to cause considerable difficulties for many undertakings.  We do not believe the timeline allowed would give sufficient time for the information to undergo the appropriate level of scrutiny.  Any information provided on a draft or approximate basis will add unnecessary layers of reconciliation and analysis.

The requirement for groups to report information at the solo undertaking reporting deadline is likely to create considerable difficulties and may be unworkable for many.  We do not believe the timeline allowed would give sufficient time for the information to undergo the appropriate level of scrutiny.      
	Noted, please see also 154. 

	159.
	KPMG
	7.1 Q2
	The requirement to include amounts from statutory financial statements on a quarterly basis would create an extra burden to insurers/ insurance groups. Refer to our comment on FS 1 – A3, FS 1 – A4, FS 1 – A6 for more information.
	Noted, please see also 154.

	160.
	Phoenix Group
	7.1 Q2
	The requirement for amount of Profit and Loss, Balance sheet total and Capital and reserves based on Directive 91/674/EEC, may be inconsistent with National GAAP/IFRS requirements. As a result, a comprehensive exercise will be required to assess the differences and maintain a 3rd reporting basis alongside IFRS/national GAAP and SII. This will have system/process, administrative and cost implications. 

We recommend that these cells should refer to National GAAP reporting numbers. This will also be consistent with the requirements of BS-C1 template.

Some of the entities will only report FSC template at Group level (SII Group Level), which may be different to Accounting Consolidation level used for national GAAP reporting. Further Statutory accounting numbers are already publicly available. Therefore, requesting information, again on this template does not add any value.

Additionally, many entities do not prepare statutory accounts on quarterly basis. As a result, the requirement for BS-C1 template was reduced to report statutory reporting column only Annually. We recommend that should statutory reporting numbers be reported for FSC purpose, it should only be requested Annually.


	Noted. Please see also 151.
Noted, see also 154
Please see also 151 and 153.
Disagree. Please see also 154.


	161.
	Royal London Group
	7.1 Q2
	We do NOT support the inclusion of accounting profit & loss figures. The inclusion of these figures will effectively mandate the production of a quarterly IFRS profit & loss account and balance sheet. This will be unduly burdensome. It is also not made clear in the CP what value having these figures will be for EIOPA.

There is also a risk that listed insurance groups will come under pressure to publish some or all of these figures, thus creating quarterly IFRS reporting for the insurance industry by ‘‘the back door’’.
	Please see 151, 153 and 154. 



	162.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	7.1 Q2
	If accounting numbers are extracted directly from publicly available accounts, without additional manipulation or alteration, then this should present a minimal burden for undertakings. Many undertakings do not produce “statutory” accounts each quarter, however, doing so only on an annual basis. Non-statutory or management accounts should be an acceptable alternative.
	Please see 151,153 and 154

	163.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	7.1 Q3

How you consider the scope threshold (EUR 6
	Most of our members are indifferent to the proposed threshold and phasing out as they recognise that they are large groups and companies. 

However, it is unclear, for Groups headquartered outside the EEA, how these proposals interact between Group level, highest EEA and entity level.”
	Noted.
This will follow as in CP9. 

	164.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	7.1 Q3
	The ECB understands that the scope of the current proposal under consultation covers only large insurance groups and large solo undertakings not belonging to a group. Therefore it is acknowledged that using thresholds in terms of absolute balance sheet figures will, in some countries with small insurance sectors, exclude from the quarterly reporting for financial stability purposes all but those undertakings that belong to multinational groups having total assets in the balance sheet of more than EUR 6 bn.  According to information available from EIOPA, the EUR 6 bn threshold would ensure a coverage of around 90 - 95% of total group assets at euro area level, which would be suitable for statistical purposes.

However, further studies would be needed to clarify how this threshold would impact  items which are not covered elsewhere in the reporting (e.g. profit and loss, duration of liabilities). A threshold of EUR 6 bn will then have a serious impact on the sector coverage for small and medium sized countries. For these variables a threshold relative to the national sector size could be assessed by EIOPA, ensuring that a representative coverage of the market is achieved in all countries while not increasing significantly the reporting burden of insurers.  

In order to have a reporting population as stable as possible, the ECB/ESCB welcomes the proposal to grant admission or deletion from the sample using a phasing in/out process. Also, the current proposal of 6bn could be revised after some time in order to guarantee that it is still appropriate, after the first years of use.


	Noted.
Noted. Please see 2,3 and 21.
Noted.

	165.
	AMICE
	7.1 Q3
	Question 3: How you consider the scope threshold (EUR 6 bn total balance sheet) and the phasing in and phasing out?

Answer: We agree with our industry colleagues that the threshold is very low as certain undertakings which may be relevant for financial purposes would fall under the scope.


	Please see also 2, 3 and 21


	166.
	CEA
	7.1 Q3
	We support a phasing in/phasing out approach to ensure undertakings are not caught unexpectedly with new requirements. We do however have concerns with regards to the threshold proposed, please refer to paragraph 3.1.  

We are however concerned that the threshold will not only capture “large (re)insurance groups” and “large solo undertakings” but will inadvertently include a number of smaller undertakings.

We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss this matter further with EIOPA once the industry has had more time to assess these proposals.


	Noted.
Noted. Please see also 2, 3 and 21.

Noted.

	167.
	Deloitte
	7.1 Q3
	The threshold of 6 billion in balance sheet total seems reasonable since it is derived from another directive in force.


	Noted. Please see also 2,3 and 21.

	168.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	7.1 Q3

[How you consider the scope threshold (EUR 
	The ESRB understands that the scope of the current proposal under consultation covers only large insurance groups and large solo undertakings not belonging to a group. Therefore it is acknowledged that using thresholds in terms of absolute balance sheet figures will, in some countries with small insurance sectors, exclude from the quarterly reporting for financial stability purposes all but those undertakings that belong to multinational groups having total assets in the balance sheet of more than EUR 6 bn.  

In particular, the threshold might not be suitable for getting information on items which are not covered elsewhere in the reporting (e.g. profit and loss, duration of liabilities). A threshold of EUR 6 bn might then have a negative impact on the sector coverage for small and medium sized countries, specially in the case of those whose insurers are not part of a multinational group. For these variables, the possibility of establishing a threshold relative to the national sector size could be also assessed by EIOPA, ensuring that a representative coverage of the market is achieved in all countries while not increasing significantly the reporting burden of insurers.  

In order to have a reporting population as stable as possible, the ESRB welcomes the proposal to grant admission or deletion from the sample using a phasing in/out process. Also, the current proposal of 6bn could be revised after some time in order to guarantee that it is still appropriate, after the first years of use.
	Noted.
Noted. Note that EIOPA has carried out additional  assessments.
Noted.

	169.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	7.1 Q3
	Please see our comment in the general comment section.

It is questioned why the size criterion from the Financial Conglomerate Directive is used as a size criterion for the QRTs on financial stability purposes. Moreover, it is generally unclear why a pure size criterion is used anyhow. This would not adequately reflect the view on financial stability. Moreover, with the proposed size criterion we are not confident that the threshold will capture only “large insurance groups” and “large solo undertakings”.

Instead, to define a proper threshold the goal of the add-on templates should be more specified. It is not clear whether EIOPAs intention is to supervise certain solo/group undertakings or to supervise a defined market share. We suggest using the later and defining a size criterion based on the intended marked share.
	Noted.
Noted. Please see also 2,3 and 21.
Noted. Please see  also 2, 3 and 21

	170.
	Groupe Consultatif
	7.1 Q3
	We feel that this reporting should form part of the existing QRTs and therefore the need for a threshold or separate reporting would not arise.  

In relation to the threshold as outlined, we note that it does not take into account any risk measure.  Where a threshold is used, the reporting might not achieve its objective if a problem area for the industry arose outside of the larger companies.  For example, niche companies bringing new higher-risk product lines to the system.  In addition, where the threshold is defined at group level it seems to include all groups over the threshold size irrespective of the size of any insurance undertaking(s) within the group.  Where a threshold is used, we feel it should reflect these issues so that it is better aimed at those companies who pose the greatest risk to the stability of the system (e.g. companies with high risk profile and/or low solvency cover), and it might also then consider a waiver system for those who do not (e.g. companies with low risk profile, high solvency cover).  

Nonetheless, as noted above, if the existing QRTs are used as the basis for financial stability monitoring then all companies are already captured subject to the existing materiality limits applying.
	Noted.
Noted. Noted. Please see also 2,3 and 21.
Noted.

	171.
	KPMG
	7.1 Q3
	We consider the scope threshold, phasing in and phasing out thresholds and the notice period are reasonable.
	Noted. Please see  also 2,3 and 21.

	172.
	Phoenix Group
	7.1 Q3
	Clarification required as noted in comment on 3.4 above.
	Noted.

	173.
	Royal London Group
	7.1 Q3
	The scope threshold is too low. It should be set at a level that truly reflects an entity that is systemically important to the financial stability of the EU.
	Noted. Please see also 2,3 and 21.

	174.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	7.1 Q3
	We support the proposal to phase in/out the requirements for undertakings, thereby providing a more stable regulatory environment. 

It should be noted that if the reporting timeframes are based on those for solo undertakings, groups complying with the financial stability reporting requirements will incur a significant cost to entry by having to enhance their reporting processes to meet the required reporting timeframes.

This may create a barrier to competition by not encouraging firms to compete and grow.
	Noted.
Please see also 3 and 48.

Noted.

	175.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	7.1 Q4

How you consider the additional administrat
	We consider the current FS requirements would impose a significant additional burden  for the following main reasons:

i)  The 5 weeks timescale is not possible to meet for most Groups for the level of information proposed;
ii) The increase in scope of some templates, when compared to Solvency II, to include non-EEA entities for some of the templates; and

iii) Some of the proposed disclosures are not currently prepared or considered meaningful on a Group basis for example lapse and duration requirements.

Therefore, we propose that the Group deadlines for FSTs should not be earlier than those which will be applicable for Group Solvency II reporting.

There should be no extra quarterly reporting in addition to that required for the Solvency II templates.  There is no question that extra quarterly reporting would create an additional administrative burden, resourcing problems and  extra costs for firms

Group reporting requirements

Group FSTs should be reported on a similar frequency and time frame as the QRTs.Some of the information required at Group level is not currently required for regulatory or statutory reporting purposes. There seems to be an underlying assumption by EIOPA that the information is available anyway and therefore there is no extra administration effort required other than aggregating/consolidating. For example the profit and loss account and balance sheet are not prepared for all entities within a group on a quarterly basis as there is no requirement, under current regulations, to do so. 

We would also like to draw to EIOPAs attention that there is no QRT requirement to calculate Group technical provisions which would be a significant and costly change to accommodate for the purpose of financial stability reporting. This was recognised on the previous discussions on the QRT’s.

The requirement to report the Group Quantitative Reporting Templates for Financial Stability Templates (FSTs) on a quarterly basis within five weeks of the quarter end is unrealistic. The consolidation of Group information is a complex exercise which requires additional time similar to the quarterly Solvency II Group reporting templates. 

Non-EEA entities

We would like to understand more fully the benefit of including non-EEA entities in the metrics for financial stability within the EU as we believe that the submission of Solo FSTs would capture a significant amount of the European companies and hence the potential risks.  

We presume that the ESRB may be concerned of contagion risk and capital drain on EEA insurers with non-EEA subsidiaries. We would welcome the opportunity to work with EIOPA on alternatives that could enable the reporting of metrics and proxies that would apply to non-EEA entities in this regard.
	Please see also 5.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 3 and 5.
Please see also  2.
Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted. For instance, technical provisions on group level is essential for financial stability purposes as solo reporting would not cover non-EEA entities of the group.
See also 3 and 48.
Please see also 1.
See above

Please see 1, 3, 5 and 11.
Noted and welcomed.


	176.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	7.1 Q4

[How you consider the additional administra
	In order to minimise as much as possible the reporting burden of insurers, the ESRB intends to the extent possible to base its analysis on statistics derived from an appropriate sub-set of the Solvency II quantitative reporting templates, following always the provisions in Article 36 of the EIOPA Regulation (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri==OJ:L:2010:331:0048:0083:EN:PDF) and Article 15 of the ESRB Regulation (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri==OJ:L:2010:331:0001:0011:EN:PDF). 
While the information needs of supervisors (micro-perspective) may differ from statistical and macroprudential requirements, the reporting burden on undertakings can be reduced by aligning supervisory (both micro and macro) and statistical reporting to the extent possible, with differences (in concepts and definitions) being clearly identified. In this case, the ideal solution for the long-term would be to develop a single data collection system for supervisory, macroprudential and statistical purposes. In the short-term, the ESRB supports all efforts to avoid possible dual data collection from reporting agents. 

Timely quarterly reports are an essential precondition for using Solvency II quantitative data for financial stability purposes. The ESRB supports that smaller insurers report at semi-annual or even annual frequency. However, no complete exemptions should exist at annual level, as annual benchmark results will be needed from all undertakings, in order to be able to use grossing-up methods for incomplete quarterly reporting. 


	Noted and welcomed.
Noted. Please see also 3 and 48.


	177.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	7.1 Q4
	In order to minimise as much as possible the reporting burden of insurers, the ECB intends to base to the extent possible its analysis on statistics derived from an appropriate sub-set of the Solvency II quantitative reporting templates. While the information needs of supervisors (micro-perspective) may differ from statistical and macroprudential requirements, the reporting burden on undertakings can be reduced by aligning supervisory (both micro and macro) and statistical reporting to the extent possible, with differences (in concepts and definitions) being clearly identified. The ECB supports all efforts to avoid possible dual data collection from reporting agents. 

Timely quarterly reports are an essential precondition for using Solvency II quantitative data for financial stability purposes. The ECB supports that smaller insurers report at semi-annual or even annual frequency. However, no complete exemptions should exist at annual level, as annual benchmark results will be needed from all undertakings, in order to be able to use grossing-up methods for incomplete quarterly reporting. 


	Noted and welcomed.
Noted. Please see also 3 and 48


	178.
	AMICE
	7.1 Q4
	Question 4: How you consider the additional administrative burden and other relevant aspects of increased quarterly reporting requirements as compared to other reporting requirements?

Answer: Our members disagree with the request for quarterly balance sheets/P&L accounts and capital requirements at group level. To establish these would be tremendously burdensome and in our view without any added value for either the supervisor or the undertaking.


	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	179.
	CEA
	7.1 Q4
	We do not believe that the proposed deadlines for reporting financial stability templates are feasible.

In order to fulfil financial stability reporting requirements, group and solo undertakings would need time to perform the necessary calculations and in the case of groups, filter this information up to the parent undertaking level. Without this information, group reporting would not be possible.

Please refer to paragraph 3.7 for comments regarding the impact on solo deadlines. 

We would welcome a discussion with EIOPA on whether some targeted information from the QRTs can be made available faster than what is anticipated currently under Solvency II, but it is clear that the proposed deadlines in this consultation are unfeasible for groups. 


	Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted. Please see also 3 and 48
Noted.
Noted and see replies above



	180.
	Deloitte
	7.1 Q4
	Requiring a quarterly SCR is in excess of the Solvency II Directive and may add significant cost to the implementation and ongoing operation of Solvency II reporting.  We also note that unless there is a significant change in the risk profile, the SCR is unlikely to change significantly from quarter to quarter.  We would support the use of approximate calculations and that the SCR used within the ORSA process would be appropriate for disclosure since if it is sufficient to run the business, it should be sufficient for reporting purposes.
	Please see also 10.

	181.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	7.1 Q4
	The administrative burden will substantially increase due to additional reporting requirements and shorter deadlines which will result in an increase of employees.

We see tremendous efforts and costs, which are not in line with “cost and benefits”. The reporting deadlines are not sufficient.

Please see also comment on 3.7.
	Please see also 1, 2, 3 and 21
Noted.


	182.
	Groupe Consultatif
	7.1 Q4
	As the burden of the other Pillar 3 reporting requirements is high, it is essential that any additional requirement does not overlap or conflict with existing requirements.  We feel there is overlap in many areas, and that the accelerated timetable for groups is likely to conflict with the other Pillar 3 requirements.   For example, we note the same or similar information is required for the Q4 solo QRTs at week 5 (post-transition period timetable), group QRTs at week 11, annual solo QRTs at week 14 and annual group QRTs at week 20.  The addition of separate financial stability reports on a quarterly and annual cycle with largely duplicate information seems disproportionate and an unncessary burden for undertakings as they seek to fulfill the other elements of the Pillar 3 reporting package.
	Please see also 1,2,3, 21 and 50.

	183.
	KPMG
	7.1 Q4
	Refer to our comments included in 


General comments (under Speed/frequency of reporting)


Under 7.1 Q2


Under 4.4


Under TP - F1Q- cell A1
	Noted.

	184.
	Phoenix Group
	7.1 Q4
	Some of the data items are required to be reported quarterly for FSC purposes, whilst the same data is required annually for Pillar 3 reporting. Pillar 3 reporting requirements were updated following from informal consultation from quarterly frequency to annual for certain templates. Now moving back to quarterly reporting, does not addresses the concern raised during the informal consultation. Inconsistent reporting frequency will require changes to system design and reporting processes and additional administrative burden resulting in additional cost.

It should also be noted that SII P3 QRTs were amended to reflect the concern over quarterly reporting for such QRTs. Therefore, requesting such information again for FSC purpose re-imposes the same requirements which EIOPA has amended for P3 reporting.

We recommend that frequency for reporting of FSC templates should be consistent with Pillar 3 reporting requirements
	Please see also 50.
Please see also 3 and 48.



	185.
	Royal London Group
	7.1 Q4
	The draft requirements are a significant burden over and above the quarterly reporting already proposed under Solvency II. In particular ,the Financial Stability reporting is required at group level, whereas much of the Solvency II quarterly reporting is only at solo level. This will place a significant burden on non-EEA insurance entities within EU insurance groups.
	Please see also 1, 3, 48 and 50.


	186.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	7.1 Q4
	It is important to assess the burden of these additional proposed requirements in combination with the new burden of the (already burdensome) Solvency II reporting requirements. Solvency II reporting already represents a significant increase from existing Solvency I reporting; this extends the costs even further. Also, by extending group reporting to yet more QRTs, non-EEA operations are also significantly impacted. 

One way to ensure the burden is not unnecessarily increased further is having consistent definitions between the SII QRTs and these templates. For instance, FS-A5 refers to “capital and reserves”; whereas QRTs OF-B1A/Q use other terms.
	Please see also 1, 3, 48.
Noted.

	187.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	7.1 Q5

What is your preference for regular quarter
	Our preference would be to produce some limited reliable quarterly FS information. However careful consideration should be given to any regular reporting over and above external information that we publish.
We also acknowledge that additional ad-hoc information could be provided under very exceptional circumstances e.g. a major acquisition, market movements similar to those seen after collapse of Lehman’s etc.

Furthermore, quarterly reporting is too frequent to give a proper account of the stability of long term funds in view of volatility and random fluctuations.  It might give a misleading picture.  It is unclear what extra information would be picked up that would not be discernable from the annual reporting requirements being put in place.  Regular annual reporting should replace both quarterly and ad hoc reporting.  Reporting should be in line with Group deadlines and not Solo deadlines.


	Noted. Please see 3 and 48.
Please see 88.
Disagree. Please see also 10.

	188.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	7.1 Q5
	Quarterly information both on a solo and group basis is essential for macroprudential analysis. Experience from other statistics shows that regular reporting – after the implementation work is finalised – may be less burdensome than frequent and changing ad hoc requests, and may provide results that are also of use for the industry. 

The ECB/ESCB welcomes the proposal to set the same deadline for the submission of the information for financial stability purposes as for solo undertakings fulfilling other supervisory reporting requirements.

However, the timeliness highlighted as important by the ECB is T+45 calendar days to the final users (implying availability at the ECB for statistical production at around T+33 calendar days). It is understood that quarterly solo reporting is planned to be provided by undertakings with a deadline of 8 weeks after the reporting period from 1 January 2014 till 1 January 2015, 7 weeks from 1 January 2015 till 1 January 2016, 6 weeks from 1 January 2016 till 1 January 2017 and 5 weeks after 1 January 2017. Taking into account the requirements of the ECB/ESCB, it is important to note that even the 5 weeks deadline would imply a delay in the planned reporting timeliness required by the ECB/ESCB. Moreover, in order to minimise possible delays and to maximise the benefit of the statistics, an efficient co-operation and sharing of data  between supervisory and NCB compilers of statistics will be important. 


	Noted. Please see also 10.
Noted. Please see 3 and 48.
Noted.

	189.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	7.1 Q5

[What is your preference for regular quarte
	Quarterly information both on a solo and group basis is essential for macroprudential analysis. Experience from other statistics shows that regular reporting – after the implementation work is finalised – may be less burdensome than fequent and changing ad hoc requests, and may provide results that are also of use for the industry. 

The ESRB welcomes the proposal to set the same deadline for the submission of the information for financial stability purposes as for solo undertakings fulfilling other supervisory reporting requirements.

The timeliness highlighted as important by the ESRB is T+45 calendar days to the final users (implying, ideally, availability at the ESRB for statistical production at around T+33 calendar days). It is understood that it is planned that quarterly solo reporting would have to be provided by undertakings 5 weeks after the end of the reporting period. A timeliness of T+5 weeks would still be acceptable but it is important to maintain this planned reporting timeliness for both the solo and group information required by the ESRB. Otherwise, the information would lose much of its relevance, as it will be outdated with respect to the market conditions under which macroprudential policy is conducted.

The ESRB is aware of the costs that such timeliness may impose to reporting insurers. In this respect, EIOPA may consider appropriate to conduct an impact assessment to weight the benefits against the costs.

Dissenting opinion: one member of the ESRB considers that these time limits, aligned to those applicable to the Solvency II reporting of solo undertakings, are 6 weeks shorter than those for Solvency II reporting as provided for in the draft Solvency II implementing measures. In the opinion of this member of the ESRB, this fact raises an important concern on the legal basis and in terms of additional burden versus additional benefits of this request.
	Noted. Please see also 10.
Noted. Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted. Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted.
Noted.


	190.
	AMICE
	7.1 Q5
	Question 5: What is your preference for regular quarterly reporting and minimizing ad hoc reporting instead of recurrent ad hoc reporting having regard to the proposed reporting timelines (following ordinary solo reporting timelines)?

Answer: In our view, the production and reporting of quarterly information will not limit the request for ad-hoc information. We would therefore suggest including, in the scope of the ORSA, standard shocks and 1-year projections.


	Noted.


	191.
	CEA
	7.1 Q5
	We see the benefits of pre-defined systematic reporting in terms of building automated systems which would reduce man-hours in the longer term. However, mostly due to shorter deadlines, we see that these requirements would fall outside the scope of systematic reporting and therefore always require manual effort. 


	Noted.

	192.
	Danish Insurance Association
	7.1 Q5
	Also, EIOPA should ensure that the same definitions are used in templates to facilitate an additional reporting. For example, FS-A5 uses the term ‘Capital and reserves’, instead of the Solvency II-term used in B1A/Q for own funds.
	The definitions will follow from one coherent package.

	193.
	Deloitte
	7.1 Q5
	Our suggestion is to minimize recurrent ad hoc reporting, as it is more complex for insurers to manage this type of non-regular disclosure. We therefore prefer regular quarterly reporting as this can more easily be incorporated in the processes and procedures and would avoid the possible creation of overlap with existing disclosure which is more likely with ad hoc reporting. 


	Noted.

	194.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	7.1 Q5
	Generally, we suggest reducing regular reporting requirements in favour of ad hoc reporting. Less reporting requirements with a supplementary ad hoc reporting seem more appropriate than extensive regular reporting requirements. The proposed deadlines for regular reporting are too short. Moreover, we do not see the additional benefit of shorter deadlines.
	Noted but financial stability add-ons will be integrated within Solvency II QRT.

	195.
	Groupe Consultatif
	7.1 Q5
	The proposal for reporting timelines to follow ordinary solo reporting timelines creates an undue burden on undertakings particularly in the context of the other requirements in the Pillar 3 reporting package.  This burden is likely to be most felt by less complex groups where the full extent of solo and group reporting seems likely to apply.  We strongly recommend that reporting on financial stability be integrated with the regular QRTs rather than existing as a separate and potentially overlapping requirement which is on an accelerated timetable for groups.  Where specific reporting is not met by the other elements of the Pillar 3 reporting package, then this can be achieved through ad-hoc reporting rather than required of all undertakings.
	Please see also 3, 10 11 and 48.

	196.
	KPMG
	7.1 Q5
	Proposed reporting timelines:

Refer to 4.4 for our comments on proposed reporting timelines

Regular recurrent reporting vs. ad-hoc reporting

The regular recurrent reporting proposed in this consultation has the following advantage to insurers/ insurance groups:


Since this is defined regular reporting insurers/ insurance groups can establish systems to capture this information at the required frequency. Although it is possible to provide information under ad-hoc reporting, that might disrupt business-as-usual activities of the insurer/ insurance group


This might reduce ad-hoc information requests from the regulator

The counter argument for regular reporting is that there may be ad-hoc requirements over and above the information that has been outlined in this consultation (e.g. to test specific scenarios – much like the ad hoc reporting in respect of the Euro crisis recently) and hence the regular quarterly reporting increases the burden on insurers/ insurance groups and may only provide limited useful additional information.

In our view the benefits of regular reporting outweighs the above disadvantage. Consequently, we prefer the concept of regular recurrent reporting proposal as opposed to ad-hoc reporting.


	Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.

	197.
	Phoenix Group
	7.1 Q5
	As long as the ad-hoc reporting requirements are minimised and these FS regular reporting requirements are a direct replacement for such ad-hoc queries, we would prefer to be able to plan for them via regular reporting.

However, such regular reporting should not be duplicated as currently designed. Information currently requested for FSC is the same information that will be reported to NSA for SII P3 reporting. We recommend duplicate information should be sourced directly from NSAs and only additional new requirements are requested separately from the insurers.


	Noted.
Disagree. Please see also 1 and 5.

	198.
	Royal London Group
	7.1 Q5
	Regular reporting is preferable to ad hoc reporting.

Using the solo quarterly reporting timescales will be burdensome. It would be helpful if the financial stability reporting were 2 weeks later than the solo Solvency II reporting. This will give group’’s time to collate and consolidate the solo reports produced around the group.
	Noted. Please see also 3,10 and 48. 

	199.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	7.1 Q5
	The proposed financial reporting requirements give rise to forms Re-J2 coming into scope at Group level and forms Assets-D5 and Re-J3 increasing in frequency from annual to quarterly. We believe that it would be much more efficient and much less burdensome if undertakings were requested to produce such information (especially Re-J2) on an ad hoc basis by supervisors, rather than by way of regular reporting; indeed, we have a general preference for ad hoc reporting.

The proposed reporting timeframes (as per solo undertakings) are unnecessarily burdensome and will significantly increase the costs of regulatory reporting.
	Please see also 50.
Please see also 3, 10 and 48.


	200.
	AIMA
	Assets - D4- cell A5
	Although geographic data will be obvious where investment funds provide full disclosure of their assets and position, for the purposes of completing cell A5, we do not believe that the request for information is sufficiently clear.  Where there is an issuer, for example with securities, this is simple to provide.  In the case of derivatives, is it intended that the insurer will report the location of their counterparty (credit risk) or the location of the underlying value on which the derivatives are based (market risk)?
	The assets templates will follow the updated templates and logs for the micro package. Please refer to CP9 and the final reporting LOGs.

	201.
	AIMA
	Assets - D4- cell A4
	AIMA welcomes the use of the Complementary Identification Codes (CICs) for the purposes of the Financial Stability reporting templates, instead of having to provide a full breakdown of the assets and positions being managed by an investment fund manager.  However, as stated above, in most instances investment funds will need to make significant amounts of information available on a regular basis to insurers about the assets and positions they hold for the purposes of calculating the pillar 1 SCR and allowing insurers to understand their risks under the pillar 2 requirements.  It is currently unclear in which situations it will be acceptable for insurers to calculate the SCR and understand their risks based on the CICs, rather than a full breakdown of assets and positions.  We believe that in many situations it will be appropriate for insurers to understand their risks at this aggregate level.  Providing data at this aggregate level also allows parties to more easily understand the assets and positions indirectly held, for confidentiality concerns to be addressed more easily and for information to be aggregated and reported quickly.

We understand that ‘proportionality’ is highlighted as a key principle of Solvency II in the level 1 text.  There may, therefore, be instances where the use of CICs will be more appropriate than full line-by-line asset and position reporting.  It is not currently clear, however, when this would be the case.  AIMA would appreciate guidance from EIOPA and national regulators (who are currently considering standard and internal SCR models) for insurers and their investment fund managers on this point.

The CICs, although useful for aggregating the types of assets and position held, are not wholly clear and it is possible that allocation of different codes in the CIC table may vary between insurers holding the same asset.  Without further guidance or other methods to ensure assets are allocated correctly, it is possible that the financial stability reporting templates received may be both inconsistent and misleading for regulators.  The best solution would be to have a numbering agency responsible for allocating particular assets to different CIC numbers and categories.  There is a need for an industry party to undertake this role, although this will not be possible until it is confirmed how and in what instances CICs will be used for Solvency II reporting.  We ask that EIOPA commences a dialogue with appropriate industry participants on how the CICs can be appropriately used for different assets.

Where insurers invest funds with funds of funds managers, this raises additional issues for reporting.  In the context of cell A4, our understanding is that such insurers will report a category 4 (investment funds) CIC code, rather than the holdings of each underlying fund in which the fund of funds manager invests.  We would appreciate guidance to confirm that this is the case.
	Noted. See 47 and 200.

	202.
	AIMA
	Assets - D4- cell A6
	It is unclear for certain types of assets what the currency of the asset will be.  For derivatives positions, will the currency be the settlement currency of the contract?  Further guidance on this point would be welcomed for each of the asset classes for the purposes of cell A6.
	Noted. Please see also 200 

	203.
	AIMA
	Assets - D4- cell A7
	We understand that valuations of assets should be based on endorsed international accounting standards.  For simple assets, where products are freely exchange traded, mark-to-market prices will be easy to obtain and will be consistent between insurers and over time.  However, complex products which require mark-to-model valuations may understandably vary from party to party.  As part of understanding the risks present with investing in investment funds, insurers will be required to be aware of the appropriate valuation methodologies used.  These, however, will not be reported to national regulators under the Financial Stability reporting templates and, as such, regulators should be aware that valuations may vary between insurers and over time.

Valuations will also not be subject to external audits.  Given the principle of proportionality, we understand that insurers will be required to ensure that reporting is “appropriate, complete and accurate”.  Given that, in due course, insurers will be given just four weeks (20 business days) after quarter end to make reports on template ‘Assets - D4’, we believe it would be appropriate for reporting to be done on a ‘best efforts’ basis.  We would appreciate EIOPA confirming that reporting should be on a ‘best efforts’ basis regarding the accuracy of valuations.
	Noted. Please see also 200 

	204.
	AMICE
	Assets – D3- cell A1
	
	

	205.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	Assets - D3- cell A1
	For all D3 cells: Increasing the frequency to quarterly for Solos and introducing this data element for Groups is both cumbersome and very costly.  Not in line with the level playing field principle.
	Please see also 2, 3 and 21. 

	206.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	Assets - D5- cell A1
	For all D5 cells: Increasing the frequency to quarterly for Solos and introducing this data element for Groups is both cumbersome and very costly.  Not in line with the level playing field principle.
	Please see also 3 and 48.

	207.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	Assets - D1Q- cell A11 (list)
	
	

	208.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	Assets - D1Q- cell A9 (list)
	The ECB/ESCB requires asset components to be reported either as aggregates or as a detailed list of items, broken down by institutional sector according to the European System of Accounts (ESA classification; a classification by activity/NACE is not a high priority), as it would further align this reporting with the information collected for statistical purposes. Furthermore, a breakdown of invested amounts by geographic counterpart, financial instrument and maturity should also be considered. A possibility is to keep the complementary identification code (CIC) and the other items as defined by EIOPA and provide conversion tables and rules for bridging between EIOPA classifications and ECB/ESCB classification following international statistical standards (e.g. revised ESA).


	Noted. See 200.

	209.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	Assets -  - D1Q- cell A11 (list)
	
	

	210.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	Assets -  - D1Q- cell A9 (list)
	The ESRB would, in principle, be in favour of having those asset components reported as aggregates and as a detailed list of items brokendown by sector, following a classification by institutional sector according to the European System of Accounts (ESA classification;; a classification by activity/NACE is not a high priority), as it would further align this reporting with the information collected for statistical purposes. Furthermore, a breakdown of invested amounts by geographic counterpart, financial instrument and maturity should also be considered. A possibility would be to keep the complementary identification code (CIC) and the other items as defined by EIOPA and provide conversion tables and rules for bridging between EIOPA classifications and ESRB classification following international statistical standards (e.g. revised ESA).


	Noted. Please see also 200.

	211.
	HSBC
	Assets - D4- cell A1
	Comments below for Assets – D4 – cell A1, also relate to

Assets – D4 – cell A2

Assets – D4 – cell A3

Assets – D4 – cell A4

Assets – D4 – cell A5

Assets – D4 – cell A6

Assets – D4 – cell A7

Assets – D4 – cell A8

This also refers to Under Solvency II, look-through data is required to be provided by the insurance firm to regulators quarterly (5 weeks after quarter end) and annually (14 weeks after year end) as follows:

“Indicate which level of look-through has been used for a given fund : 

- Standard (S): by main asset categories, main geographical zones and currency (local or foreign). For funds of funds, to perform as many iterations as necessary to ensure that all material risk is captured;
- Mandate (M): for collective investment schemes that are not sufficiently transparent, to use the mandate as a reference;
- Other (O): otherwise, split using the “global equity” (if fund invests only in EEA or OECD) or the” other equity” as prescribed under the QIS 5 exercise.”
This gives rise to a number of challenges;
•
Currently look through data is time delayed by several months and is distributed on a limited scale bi-laterally using templates.  

•
The source of the look-through data can be three or more administrative organisations ‘away’ from the insurance firm, for example funds holding collectives or pooled funds. The number of organisations involved in sourcing the look-through data, many of which will be far removed from the top level insurance firm.  

•
The fragmented source of look-through data puts the accuracy, completeness and appropriateness of the final compiled data set at risk.

•
Investment managers do not provide look-through data for collective funds as it breaches their strict disclosure rules; Solvency II requires a significant cultural shift amongst investment managers.

•
Investment managers will need to provide (or permit provision of) details of all holdings and their weightings (not normally published other than top 10) and over-ride any privacy concerns. 

Proposal

•
To address Investment manager concerns relating to disclosure of look-through data for collectives, the insurance firm (or elected TPA) could aggregate holdings by CIC across all assets for Pillar 3 reporting. For Pillar 1 for some (but not necessarily all) firms the full transparency of look through constituents and holdings is likely to still be necessary.  

•
To address concerns relating to obtaining look-through data in a timely manner, consider the use of a proxy, such as the benchmark for a collective (relevant to public indexes for non synthetic funds), in the case of the holding in the collective not being material to the insurance firm’s overall assets (consistent with the Mandate method). 

•
For Solvency II purposes this information will need industrial scale and systematic (but tightly controlled) dissemination using data vendor solutions.  Vended solutions will need to be created from scratch.
	Reporting for financial stability purposes will follow the updated Asset templates for the micro package (CP9). Please also refer to CP9. See 200.
Please see also 1, 3 and 48.

Please see also 1 and 200.
Please see also 1.
Please see also 1.

	212.
	HSBC
	Assets - D1Q- cell A17 (list)
	Comments below for Assets – D1Q – cell A17, also relate to

Assets – D1Q – cell A18

Assets – D2O – cell A34

Assets – D2O – cell A35

The Credit Ratings requirement for Solvency II state: “An insurance or reinsurance undertaking shall nominate one or more ECAI (External Credit Assessment Institutions) to be used for the determination of the different parameters to derive the capital requirements of the various modules of the Solvency Capital Requirement (SCR) standard formula”.

There is a cost consideration because all organisations involved in the Solvency II data content process (Insurance firms, Fund Managers and Third Party Administrators) will each require licenses with the credit ratings supplier(s) used. 

The EIOPA guidance does not specifically state whether long term ratings (trend) or short term ratings (snapshot) should be used but since long term ratings are used much more commonly we be believe they should apply.
	Long term ratings should apply , in case these would not be available then  short-term would apply.

	213.
	HSBC
	Assets - D1Q- cell A8 (list)
	Comments below for Assets – D1Q – cell A8, also relate to

Assets – D1Q – cell A10

Assets – D2O – cell A6

Assets – D2O – cell A7

The Solvency II requirement is to have “Issuer/Counterparty” and their respective “Ultimate Parent” and an “Issuer code” to identify them by (specified in QRTs as Issuer Name, Issuer Group (Code), Counterparty ID and Counterparty Group (Code)). 

•
Solvency II reporting represents the first occasion when Issuer data is included in industry-wide (cross-organisation, cross-jurisdiction) regulatory reporting.  Currently each firm manages the data on a micro/silo basis using one of four data vendors.  As a result there are differences and inconsistencies that have not been exposed previously

•
Issuer information must be consistent across all Solvency II reporting from all firms and all countries because otherwise any analysis of systemic risk, at an aggregate level, would not be accurate and the data differences could not be detected easily.  

•
The challenge is that the existing Issuer data vendor sources produce different results for issuer and ultimate parent data for the same securities.  This means that firms may generate different Solvency II reporting results for the same security unless the different data vendor sources converge fully to become 100% consistent before the January 2014 live date.  

•
The error rate, based on a sample of 22 held securities in two very large holding companies, ranged between 5% and 18% for Issuer data and between 9% and 41% for Ultimate Parent data.  We believe these differences could result in material differences to Solvency II reports and results.  

•
Initial analysis indicates that although the data vendors have quite different structures and sources, most of the data content consistency required for Issuer and Ultimate Parent data could be achieved through more rigorous and consistent data cleansing (by the data vendors) as opposed to structural changes.  

•
The LEI (Legal Entity Identifier) that is being delivered via Dodd Frank could serve to engender some convergence of issuer data between vendors over time however the definition of the hierarchy linkage between issuer and ultimate parent is unlikely to be in scope.

•
The link between Pillar 3 and Pillar 1 also needs to be considered given that stock selection (Pillar 1) is likely to be based on front office data sources which could be sourced from a different vendor.

Proposal:

•
A consistent quality standard for Issuer data needs to be stipulated for Solvency II in order to meet the data quality requirements of completeness, accuracy and appropriateness.  It will be necessary for all existing data vendors to provide data content that is identical and standardised in order to become Solvency II compliant.
	Noted. Please also refer to CP9. Please see also 47.

	214.
	HSBC
	Assets - D1Q- cell A24 (list)
	Comments below for Assets – D1Q – cell A24, also relate to

Assets – D2O – cell A29

When valuing assets under Solvency II it is necessary to specify whether a mark-to-market or a mark-to-model methodology has been used.

Proposal

The Solvency II definitions should be consistent with the IFRS / FASB definitions.  The existing IFRS7/FASB157 level 1, level 2 and level 3 classifications for instrument pricing were introduced during the last three years as international accounting standards and are already in use extensively for regulatory reporting for the Insurance industry.  For example level 1 could be mapped to “Mark to Market” and levels 2 and 3 to Mark to Model”.
	This is covered by “Valuation methods under SII” in the consultation package.
See above.

	215.
	HSBC
	Assets - D2O- cell A32
	We would like some further clarification around ‘Maximum loss under unwinding event’
Is this the pre-defined loss which is likely to occur on the occurrence of an unwinding event or is this the difference between pre-defined loss minus actual loss made on the event ?  
	Reporting for financial stability purposes will follow the updated Asset templates for the micro package (CP9). Please also refer to CP9. See also 200.

	216.
	HSBC
	Assets - D1Q- cell A15 (list)
	Comments below for Assets – D1Q – cell A15, also relate to

Assets – D2O – cell A11

We believe that a consistent Complementary Identification Code (CIC) is essential to ensure greater harmonisation and transparency, and reduce risk.  Accurate cross-country analysis for EIOPA will only be possible if all assets are reported using the identical CIC.  If the CIC is not consistent across the industry then consolidating information will be extremely challenging and require significant effort and judgement to accurately reconcile and aggregate.

An existing precedent is the CFI (Classification of Financial instruments - ISO 10962) which uses a similar formula to the CIC but delivers inconsistent results because the codes are sourced from three numbering agencies that are able to make their own differing interpretations for the same asset.  CIC uses a very similar formula to the CFI so the same inconsistency will be inevitable unless a single central global numbering agency can be appointed.

CIC administration and assignment will be a much more complex task than for ISIN/Sedol/Valoren codes because the CIC requires detailed assessment of the type of instrument.  There are likely to be different categories of CIC e.g. 

i)
possible to assign centrally by numbering agency (market assets such as equity, bond, exchange traded derivatives and new CCPs for OTC derivatives); 

ii)
might require additional information from Fund Manager to numbering agency (Collective Funds);
iii)
makes no sense to manage centrally (e.g. bi-lateral OTC derivatives, segregated funds) 

A uniform code for identifying securities would appear to be within the objectives of Solvency II, since it would help to draw comparisons and to identify cases where specific insurance groups had significant risk exposures. It could also help to identify risk exposures from investments within Europe as a whole, which is relevant to financial stability.

In order for any proposed standardisation to be effective our view is:

•
It will be necessary for EIOPA or The European Commission to create or appoint a numbering agent for CIC, and enforce the use of the identical code for all firms.  

•
A single global numbering agency would also need to be appointed so that there are consistent CICs for each asset that can be distributed identically.  

•
Cross-referencing to ISIN codes would provide the means to deliver the accuracy and data integrity within Solvency II data reporting systems.

We would be grateful for clarification from EIOPA on whether they expect CIC to be consistent across the industry, in order to achieve the required results.  
	Noted. Please also refer to CP9. Please see also 47.

	217.
	ICMA
	Assets - D1Q- cell A8 (list)
	Issuer Data : 

Solvency II requires the identification of an “Issuer/Counterparty’s” ultimate parents. However currently each data provider manages the data in isolation, which creates differences and inconsistencies across providers.

Therefore, the working group highlights the need for a standard Issuer data that will allow the Industry to meet the quality requirements of completeness, accuracy and appropriateness.


	Noted. Please see also 216.

	218.
	ICMA
	Assets - D1Q- cell A24 (list)
	When valuing assets under Solvency II it is necessary to specify whether a mark-to-market or a mark-to-model methodology has been used.

The Solvency II definitions should be made consistent with the IFRS / FASB definitions.  The existing IFRS7/FASB157 level 1, level 2 and level 3 classifications for instrument pricing were introduced during the last three years as international accounting standards and are already in use extensively for regulatory reporting for the Insurance industry.


	Noted. Please also refer to CP9.

	219.
	ICMA
	Assets - D4- cell A8
	The working group would like to point out that reporting on a Cusip level basis for investments instead of providing data on an aggregate basis could increase dramatically the costs already carried by the asset managers’ clients. 

In fact the increasing complexity of cross-border security transactions and assets management may impede timely data retrieval and consistency in data format (given probable multi-party involvement) expected by the look-through approach. It may also conflict with the disclosure policies of the various parties involved. 

The working group would be happy to work with the regulator to find an acceptable means of aggregation which would be informative for the regulator and efficient from an industry point of view.


	Noted.
Please see also 1.
Noted and welcomed.

	220.
	ICMA
	Assets - D1Q- cell A15 (list)
	The ICMA AMIC working group believes that the use of a CIC classification would promote greater homogeneity and simplification of reporting that would ease the EIOPA’s mission and would facilitate the aggregation of data for risk analysis.

The working group recognises that, as of today, such a CIC does not exist. 

Indeed, different actors (insurers as well as asset managers) are using different classifications in their portfolios management and risk management activities.

However, various ways of establishing and reporting a CIC exist, and members would be happy to discuss this topic further with EIOPA.

Once the classification is established, members believe its value would be in assessing risk in an aggregate fashion rather than using the look through requirement. 


	Noted and welcomed.

	221.
	ICMA
	Assets - D1Q- cell A17 (list)
	The EIOPA guidance does not specifically state whether long term ratings (trend) or short term ratings (snapshot) should be used but since long term ratings are used much more commonly the working group believes they should apply.


	Please see also 212.

	222.
	Phoenix Group
	Assets - D1Q- cell A1 (list)
	1. The comment below applies to All Asset Templates

A. Applicability at Group level

Current design of P3 QRT template suggest that:

 - each life entities prepare individual template on solo basis; and 

 - Group will include data for all other entities that has not been covered by solo reporting.  

Hence the templates, as currently designed will include all intercompany holdings etc.

For FSC reporting, where reporting on a Group Basis, a single consolidated Group template will be required. This will mean consolidating the individual templates will be extremely difficult given the amount of information that will be included in the template. For this reason, the P3 reporting requirements were updated.

We recommend that for FSC purposes, no separate reporting is required. Groups should provide same templates (i.e., group and solo templates) as it reports for P3 reporting.

B.  Data requirements for this template should be updated based on final QRT requirement. i.e., updates to original QRT for comments raised should be reflected here as well.

2.  D3 and D5 are annual templates. We recommend that requirement for FSC is moved to annually as well. Otherwise it will add more cost.
	Please see also 200.
Noted but please see also 5.
Please see also 5.
Please see also 50.

	223.
	Royal London Group
	Assets -  - D3- cell A1
	This template is not required at group level for Solvency II reporting (annually or quarterly). It will be onerous to produce at group level, especially for non-EEA insurance entities.
	Please see also 5.

	224.
	Royal London Group
	Assets -  - D5- cell A1
	This template is not required at group level for Solvency II reporting (annually or quarterly). It will be onerous to produce at group level, especially for non-EEA insurance entities.
	Please see also 50.

	225.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D4- cell A1
	General comments:

There is no agreed industry standard for this disclosure, it is not supported by data vendors and there is considerable fund manager resistance to making these data available to outsourced investment data providers. Further, producing such data on a quarterly basis within 5 weeks, especially in the case of funds of funds, will be almost impossible to achieve. A list at the balance sheet date of funds on a look-through basis is not used for and does not enhance internal risk management, meaning this is a regulatory cost only.

In our situation, the funds we hold are quite immaterial; as such, there is little need for us to seek the level of data demanded here anyway. In our recent dry-run exercise, our entities could not complete this form, as (given the allotted time) there was insufficient information in the mandate to assist with the form.

The potential level of detail required here may well cause undertakings to revise their investment strategy, so as to avoid investment in collective investment schemes altogether. This surely cannot be the regulatory intention, so these proposals need to be reconsidered carefully.

We recommend that proportionality be applied according to the type of underlying investment: if a fund is invested in “vanilla” securities, which are all “Level 1”, the risk is surely much less than that of another fund invested in “Level 3” assets and, hence, the former fund should be subject to less scrutiny.
	Please see also 3 and 48.
Please see also 1.
Please see 1 and 5.
Please see also 2, 3 and 21.

	226.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D1Q- cell A10 (list)
	Lack of an industry standard will cause reporting inconsistencies and materially undermine the usefulness of this field – a standard code is required here.
	Please see also 213.

	227.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D3- cell A1
	General comments:

We note that the returns are to be measured on a cashflow basis: this is not how they are accounted for and will therefore result in significantly extra work. Investment performance is managed internally with reference to net investment income and total gains/losses. If the purpose of the form is to assess the level of risk against the return, cash reporting should not be insisted upon. This form, as currently proposed, does not enhance internal investment performance management. The use of numbers in the financial statements ought to serve as a very reasonable proxy in order to achieve the stated purpose.
	Reporting for financial stability purposes will follow the updated Asset templates for the micro package (CP9). Please refer to CP9 and the final reporting LOGs.

	228.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D1Q- cell A25 (list)
	We use amortised cost, not original cost, for our internal purposes (and for financial reporting). Obtaining such data will therefore create an additional burden. We suggest amortised cost be used as an acceptable alternative.
	Please see also 227.

	229.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D4- cell A8
	The use of the mandate is suggested where collective investment schemes are not “sufficiently” transparent –in the absence of guidance on this, we presume undertakings are free to decide for themselves precisely what this means.
	Please see also 227.

	230.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D5- cell A1
	General comments:

Stock lending activities are fully indemnified and therefore do not impact on financial stability.

The level of data being requested here is excessive given our needs. In particular, all stock is lent in return for stock of equal value, as well as commission. In our case, for instance, UK government stock is exchanged for other UK government stock.

The stocklending programme is managed for us by our custodians, with transactions occurring daily – the amount of data potentially required would therefore be very excessive given the low risk of our activities. Further, attempting to provide information for the whole reporting period, not just the year end, will be at least very onerous and at most impossible, as such activity varies daily.

The LOG states, “There should be 1 line by security lending or repo operation” – but we do not understand what this means or how it is to be applied. In the case of stocklending, it would be possible to collapse some entries into one line, but not in the case of repos.
	Noted.
Noted but please see also 1 and 5.
Please see also 50.
Please see also 200.


	231.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D5- cell A11
	The LOG definition here is unclear: we presume it means that the percentage of the portfolio represented by the transaction in question.

Following from the “General” point above, if “1 line by […] operation” results in only one line being entered, this is probably more straightforward; else, this would be nearly impossible to do, as such transactions are entered into by our custodians almost daily.
	Please see also 200.



	232.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D3- cell A15
	We believe that the calculation should not effectively ignore unrealised gains and losses recognised in previous periods, as this would otherwise not result in the total net gain/loss on disposal.
	Please see also200.



	233.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D1Q- cell A16 (list)
	We infer from the LOG for this form that this cell is to be left blank for group reporting – clarification is therefore needed on how this is to be populated here.
	Noted. Please see also 200.



	234.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D2O- cell A1
	General comments:

Where derivatives arise from business combinations, for example due to an element of consideration being payable on condition of a future level of profitability, we believe such situations ought to be excluded from the scope of this form. Clarification is needed here.

If undertakings are using derivative instruments for hedging and qualify for such under IAS39, it means they will have already met stringent criteria to prove that such instruments are not being used for speculative purposes. We believe that such instruments therefore need not be reported at all on this form: according to the Summary document, the purpose of this form stems from the prudent person principle – instruments proven to be used for hedging ought not to considered here. Otherwise, given the extent of data requested here (further, on a quarterly basis), undertakings might be discouraged from engaging in such prudent, risk-mitigation activities.
	Noted.
Noted. Please see also 200.



	235.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D1Q- cell A15 (list)
	A systems investment is required in order to report CIC codes and the investment industry needs to agree a unified approach to classification.  Use of broad IFRS accounting classifications, supplemented with flags to indicate specific additional risk characteristics, would be considerably simpler to implement and less liable to reporting inconsistencies.  CIC codes are not used for and do not enhance internal risk management and so are a regulatory cost only. Otherwise, systems will need to be modified to generate the codes, resulting in significant cost for no extra risk management.
	Noted.

	236.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Assets - D1Q- cell A17 (list)
	Undertakings will need to purchase licences from rating agencies in order to report these ratings to the supervisor.  This is an additional cost to the industry, increasing the regulatory burden significantly.
	Noted.

	237.
	The International Securities Lending Association (
	Assets - D5- cell A9
	See comments under 3.6
	Noted.

	238.
	The International Securities Lending Association (
	Assets - D5- cell A6
	See comments under 3.6
	Noted.

	239.
	The International Securities Lending Association (
	Assets - D5- cell A8
	See comments under 3.6
	Noted.

	240.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	Cover - A1Q- cell B13
	The format of line item gross - reinsurance accepted per LoB does not align with the format as set out in the Consultation paper on the draft proposal for guidelines on Narrative Public Disclosure and Supervisory Reporting, Predefined Events and Processes for Reporting & Disclosure (8 November 2011).
	Noted.

	241.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Cover - A1Q- cell H1
	Excluding salvage and subrogation from claims paid (and the whole form, in fact) will mean that the form is missing an important element of insurance cash inflows.

Also, this exclusion makes reporting substantially more difficult for most EEA non-life entities. Salvage and subrogation data are not required to be separated out for the calculation of non-life technical provisions (Article 21bis, November 2011 draft Level 2 text), so these are not data that most non-life undertakings currently hold.
	Noted. 

	242.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Cover – A1Q- cell H1Z
	The LOG definition of overhead expenses is very vague, avoiding an actual definition altogether. The LOG should stipulate the types of expenses to be included or, instead, the types of expenses to be excluded (if any). We presume expenses such as rent, rates and insurances are covered, but not staff costs (included within administrative expenses).
	Noted. 

	243.
	AMICE
	FS 1 – A3
	Statutory accounts - Profit & Loss: Profit or Loss after taxes as in the Directive 91/674/ECC (article 34, III, Item 16)

Our members disagree with the request for quarterly profit and loss accounts at group level. In any case, any request for quarterly information should allow the use of simplifications and approximations.


	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	244.
	AMICE
	FS 1 – A4
	Statutory accounts -  Balance sheet total 

Please refer to our comments to cell FS1- A3.
	Noted.

	245.
	AMICE
	FS 1 – A7
	Duration of liabilities Is EIOPA referring to historical probabilities or risk-neutral?
	Ideally the duration of liabilities should be risk-neutral but EIOPA acknowledges that there could be implementation problems therefore historical probabilities would be acceptable.

	246.
	AMICE
	FS 1 – A5
	Statutory accounts – Capital

Please refer to our comments to cell FS1- A3.


	Noted.

	247.
	AMICE
	FS 1 – A2
	Lapse rate volume: indicator for the potential liquidity drain due to policyholder behaviour

It would not be possible to isolate the amount of the best estimate before lapse of lapsed policies. The information is not structured and processed in the existing management reporting systems; Undertakings would have to adapt their systems to provide the requested information.


	Please see also 50. 

Noted and please see also 50.

	248.
	AMICE
	FS 1 – A1
	Lapse rate contracts: indicator for the potential liquidity drain due to policyholder behaviour

Members pointed out the difficulty of obtaining the number of contracts lapsed or surrendered during the reporting period together with the exposure at group level. It is doubtful whether the requested information is relevant for financial stability purposes.


	Noted. Please see also 2 and 65.

	249.
	AMICE
	FS 1 – A6
	Average profit sharing (i.e own fund share of gain/loss)

We wonder whether the average profit sharing should correspond to the average PS ratio in the life-business. We would appreciate EIOPA providing a standard method of calculation. What would be the treatment for non-life business?
	The profit sharing will originate from various profits products in life insurance (i.e. not from non-life products). However ,in order not to make this ratio complex by a plit in LoB, the denominator is the overall technical provisions. 

	250.
	CEA
	FS 1 – A5
	EIOPA purpose: indicator for profitability from balance sheet perspective – technical accounts and investments.

Our comments in paragraph 7.1 Q2 with regards to deadlines and statutory accounting requirements apply here.


	Noted.

	251.
	CEA
	FS 1 – A8
	EIOPA purpose: indicator for interest rate sensitivity of technical liabilities – risk-mitigating effects of hedging via derivatives – potential A/L mismatches.

Please refer to paragraph FS 1 – A7.


	Noted.

	252.
	CEA
	FS 1 – A7
	EIOPA purpose: indicator for interest rate sensitivity of technical liabilities – risk-mitigating effects of hedging via derivatives – potential A/L mismatches.

The duration will not take into consideration the monetary aspect where you could assume that the reserves in commercial/industrial business are much larger than in private business. Determining duration of all liabilities, particularly at group level will be a very onerous task.


	EIOPA requires an indicator for the interest rate sensitivity of the technical liabilities, the risk-mitigating effect of hedging via derivatives and potential asset-liability mismatches. EIOPA considers that this information to be available on a best-effort basis to undertakings and that the benefits outweigh the costs of this relatively limited request


	253.
	CEA
	FS 1 – A6
	EIOPA purpose: degree to which losses are passed to customers.

Our comments in paragraph 7.1 Q2 with regards to deadlines and statutory accounting requirements apply here.


	Please see reply to para. 7.1 Q2

	254.
	CEA
	FS 1 – A9
	EIOPA purpose: indicate capital/risk profile of the sector and structure of changes in the profile.

Please refer to paragraph 6.21 to 6.28.


	Please see reply to para. 6.21 to 6.28

	255.
	CEA
	FS 1 – A3
	EIOPA purpose: indicator for profitability from balance sheet perspective.

Please refer to 7.1 Q2 for comments on P&L requirements.

It is unlikely that information deriving from P&L statutory accounts will be available in time for the purpose of these templates. 

Financial reporting frameworks vary per country (depending on whether IFRS or local GAAP is used as the basis for accounting) and per undertaking (whether the undertaking is listed and obliged to disclose financial reporting statements quarterly). 

It is therefore questionable whether the information relating to P&L accounts will be available at the frequency, and within the deadlines proposed, for the financial stability templates. 


	Please see reply to 7.1 Q2 

Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

See above.

See above.

	256.
	CEA
	FS 1 – A4
	EIOPA purpose: indicator for profitability from P&L perspective.

Financial reporting frameworks vary per country (depending on whether IFRS or local GAAP is used as the basis for accounting) and per undertaking (whether the undertaking is listed and obliged to disclose financial reporting statements quarterly). 

Under the QRTs package, EIOPA foresee quarterly reporting of the balance sheet only when the reconciliation reserve cannot be explained. We therefore query EIOPA’s change of direction with regards to financial stability reporting.

Our comments in paragraph 7.1 Q2 with regards to deadlines and statutory accounting requirements apply here.


	Please see reply to 7.1 Q2 

Please see also 151, 153 and 154.
Please see also 151, 153 and 158.
Noted. See reply to para. 7.1 Q2

	257.
	CEA
	FS 1 - A1
	EIOPA purpose: assess potential liquidity drain due to policyholder behaviour i.e. a run on an insurer.

Financial stability information should be targeted and fit for purpose; otherwise the industry will be subject to unnecessary burden.

It is not clear to us how certain financial stability requirements fully reflect the risks to which the (re)insurance industry is exposed, for example mass lapses. Requirements should reflect the nature of the (re)insurance industry and the risks which may/may not materialise. The exact scenarios which exist for banks are not necessarily applicable for (re)insurers, or impact the industry in the same way.

A “run on an insurer” is not a risk which insurers are as exposed to in comparison to banks. (Re)insurance undertakings design products in such a way that policy holders are dis-incentivised from lapsing, via penalties for examples. We do not therefore see this as a big risk for the (re)insurance industry. 

Also, (re)insurers do not have severe problems with mismatch issues due to assets/liability matching strategies. For banks, it is not always the case that assets/liabilities are matched over the entire duration therefore a “run” will have greater consequences. 

The concepts of lapses and surrenders could be subject to different interpretations. We query if the intention is to ensure consistency with the definition used under Solvency II for lapses, surrenders or paid-up?

The definition of a single contract may also vary across undertakings: life; non-life; direct; (re)insurance which may therefore cause significant differences in the order of magnitude of the proposed indicators. Also combining different types of (re)insurance products (life & non-life) at a consolidated Group level would make little sense.

The lapse rate may be low/nil on the (re)insurance side therefore diluting the possibility of making industry-wide assumptions. This comment applies to all situations where a limited number of lapses would not significantly influence the liquidity position of the group.

Further guidance by EIOPA is needed on how to report information on non-EEA (re)insurance entities.


	Noted. Please see also 1 and 5.
Please see also 2. Lapse rates refer to life business.
This will be clarified in the LOG in the final package. Please see also 2.
Noted.
Noted.

	258.
	CEA
	FS 1 – A2
	EIOPA purpose: assess potential liquidity drain due to policyholder behaviour i.e. a run on an insurer.

Please refer to paragraph FS 1 – A1 for general comments on quarterly reporting of lapse rates. 

Again, we find that the deadlines are too strict. Any information deriving directly from technical provisions should not be required on a quarterly basis.


	Please see reply to FS1- A1.
Please see also 3, 48 and 50.

	259.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	FS 1 – A5
	See comment FS 1 – A3.
	Noted.

	260.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	FS 1 – A4
	See comment FS 1 – A3.
	Noted.

	261.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	FS 1 – A3
	We propose that EIOPA rely on half yearly statutory financial statements as the basis for the financial performance of the industry; this is what is previously mandated by the transparency directive and this should inform the ongoing reporting requirements. 

We have strong concerns that the financial stability introduces requirements for statutory results and balance sheet on a quarterly basis.

Insurers are not required to produce such information more frequently for reporting purposes. Aside from the known limitations of extant insurance statutory reporting, seeking to asses performance on a quarter on quarter basis is not a sensible way to assess a long term business. In addition, the complex nature of insurance business requires running sophisticated models, in a robust and controlled environment, to produce financial results at the end of each reporting period. This requires significant time at the end of each period end to enable sufficient review and challenge. The current proposals would require estimations out of the ‘normal’ process. We therefore believe providing such information on a half yearly basis should sufficiently meet the financial stability requirements, while the assessment of Solvency II own funds provided to EIOPA in the context of the QRTs will be sufficient for ESRB needs on a quarterly basis – noting, however, that these will never be available earlier than within the QRTs timeframe.


	Noted.
Noted.
Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	262.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	FS 1 - A1
	We are not in favour of a single Group-wide lapse ratio or lapse number, as we are uncertain of the benefits. Due to the nature of products, lapse information in this format is a blunt tool which is more complicated for non-life insurance, composite groups or reinsurance. Producing such information if deemed required would be more sensible on a solo entity basis.

Combining lapse rates across hundreds (possibly thousands) of different products in many different countries and all durations into a single figure is not insightful.  The cost and effort required to collect for a multinational company is onerous and, in our view, far greater than any potential benefit.  Also:


We expect there to be issues about consistency between different companies.


The log file requires use of the best estimate liability as measure of volume.  However this is generally not used in current persistency analysis and hence creates a significant added burden with little additional benefit regarding the purpose of this indicator (potential liquidity drain due to policyholder behaviour).

Also note that this metric is not insightful for a group view with reinsurance and primary insurance business.  For such a group this figure will be very low because of the influence of the reinsurance contracts, which have a lapse rate near nil. Therefore this figure won’t be comparable within the insurance industry. 

EIOPA’s reasoning for lapse information is to “have an indicator for the potential liquidity drain due to policyholder behaviour”.  However, the specific product does matter – there is a different effect from a 30 year level term assurance being lapsed in last five years, versus a single premium bond with same best estimate.


	Please see also 2.
Noted but please also see 1.

	263.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	FS 1 – A6
	See comment FS 1 – A3.
	Noted.

	264.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	FS 1 – A7
	We propose EIOPA work with the industry to develop an alternative measure of monitoring interest rate sensitivities of technical provisions.

Duration of Liabilities: different conclusions could be drawn from a single Group-wide duration of liabilities that ignores the underlying products or the assets backing the insurance liabilities.  Further, combining across hundreds (possibly thousands) of different products in many different countries into a single figure makes the information much less insightful. We believe the cost and effort required to collect for a multinational company is onerous and surely far greater than any potential benefit.


	Please see also 252.


	265.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	FS 1 – A8
	See A7
	Noted.

	266.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	FS 1 – A2
	We would welcome an opportunity to explore other ways of identifying indicators for potential liquidity drain due to policyholder behaviour albeit we do not consider this is a significant risk. 

From a group perspective combining non-life & life lapses is not useful and cannot really be regarded as a sound indicator for the potential liquidity drain. This because of the consolidation of different types of insurance products (life & non-life) within the Group and creates complexity. This also makes the Group information less insightful. Moreover, within life insurance, a significant lapse ratio should not take into account the volume of contracts with no surrender value. 

Also note that this metric doesngives little insight for a group view with reinsurance and primary insurance business.  For such a group this figure will be very low because of the influence of the reinsurance contracts, which have a lapse rate near nil. Therefore this figure won’t be comparable within the insurance industry. 


	Noted.
Please see also 2.

	267.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	FS 1 -  - A1
	Could you confirm us that the required information is only an amount ?
	Yes.

	268.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	FS 1 – A4
	Could you confirm us that the required information is only an amount ?
	Please see reply to FS-A1.

	269.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	FS 1 – A8
	Could you confirm us that the required information is only an amount ?
	Please see reply to FS-A1.

	270.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	FS 1 – A7
	Could you confirm us that the required information is only an amount ?
	Please see reply to FS-A1.

	271.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	FS 1 – A5
	Could you confirm us that the required information is only an amount ?
	Please see reply to FS-A1.

	272.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	FS 1 – A6
	Could you confirm us that the required information is only an amount ?
	Please see reply to FS-A1.

	273.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	FS 1 – A3
	Could you confirm us that the required information is only an amount ?
	Please see reply to FS-A1.

	274.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	FS 1 – A2
	Could you confirm us that the required information is only an amount ?
	Please see reply to FS-A1.

	275.
	Danish Insurance Association
	FS 1 – A9
	We are worried about the quality of data of this entry. The standard model has a high level of complexity and hence a simplified calculation will be based to a very large extent on estimates. This will lead to a large quality of data issue. We are not sure what is to be gained by providing highly unreliable SCR-calculations, as these will have little to no value for supervisory purposes.
	There is a trade-off between timeliness and data quality. As full recalculation is not deemed possible, a best effort simplified calculation will be used as a basis for macro-prudential purposes. Please see also 1.

	276.
	Danish Insurance Association
	FS 1 – A5
	It’s seems precipitate to include data based on local accounting rules within a Solvency II reporting template. Data should in general be consistent across the templates.
	Noted. However, for FS purposes, some information about P&L is required as an indicator of profitability and reporting based on local reporting standard is seen as less cumbersome than addition SII-reporting. Please see also 151,153 and 154.

	277.
	Danish Insurance Association
	FS 1 – A4
	It’s seems precipitate to include data based on local accounting rules within a Solvency II reporting template. Data should in general be consistent across the templates.
	Please see also 276.

	278.
	Danish Insurance Association
	FS 1 – A6
	The guidelines for this cell are particularly inadequate. If undertakings are to report this cell it needs to be specified which information should be elided from the calculation. For instance is the own funds share of the investment return included? There are many issues related to Danish regulations concerning profit-sharing which need to be addressed before Danish undertakings will be able to deliver the requested information in a way that allows for comparisons between undertakings.

Furthermore it is not specified in the log which period the average profit/loss sharing is to be calculated for.
	Noted. This is clarified in the final logs.

	279.
	Danish Insurance Association
	FS 1 - A1
	We already report this kind of information  – Retention rate. However, there are multiple ways of calculating this information and we do not think it is clear in the LOG for this add-on QRT how exactly this should be done. For example the definition of a contract is not given. Is the definition a policy? 

What if a policy covers a fleet of cars?

Is this still one contract or a contract per covered car?

What if a policy covers several lines of business;
Fire, Product liability, Workers Comp, Care and Professional liability (bestyrelsesansvar)                             

Is this one or 5 contracts?  

Similarly a Personal lines contract covering: 

House, House related personal liability, vacation home, inventory, Travel insurance, Pet insurances 

Is this one or 6 contracts?

What about mid-term cancellations, should these contracts be excluded when calculating the lapse ratios? What if a contract is originally written in July 2011 but renewed in August 2012, is this lapsed in July and new business in August?

We question whether it makes sense to calculate the lapse ratio on number of contracts. In particular, for Commercial lines, there need not be a connection between the lapse ratio measured in number of contracts and the development of premium volume. The reason is that maybe 1% of our contracts generates 50% of premium income. Thus it is crucial which contracts we lose. The latter also applies to Personal lines, although to a lesser extent.

Another question which will probably cause problems is the issue of replacement of the insurance object. If a policy holder changes his car or house, would that be treated as a surrendered and new  contract? In our systems, both of these situations will probably often be treated as a cancellation of a policy and creation of new policy, but can probably also be treated as a replacement of the insurance object within a contract. We need clearer description of what is to be reported in order for us to assess the potential extra burden.                                       
	Noted. Please see also 2.
It is clarified that lapse rates covers life-business. Please see also 2.
Agree, lapse rates as number of contracts will be seen together with volume (FS1-A2).
Lapse rates will not be studied in isolation, but can be seen in connection with premiums.

	280.
	Danish Insurance Association
	FS 1 – A3
	It’s seems precipitate to include data based on local accounting rules within a Solvency II reporting template. Data should in general be consistent across the templates.
	Please see also 276.

	281.
	Deloitte
	FS 1 – A3
	 The LOG file states that the “Statutory accounts: Profit&Loss” is defined as the “Profit or Loss after taxes as in Directive 91/674/EEC, Article 34, III., Item 16”.  We note that this refers to “Profit or loss for the financial year”.  It would be helpful to clarify that this should be interpreted for the quarterly financial stability templates as “Profit or loss for the quarter”.

The financial stability information includes statutory accounts basis information in FS-1.  This may not currently be available at group level in some insurers and we would recommend EIOPA performs a cost benefit analysis of requiring this information.  Also in many jurisdictions quarterly statutory accounting figures are not required. 
	Noted. Please see 151,153 and 154.

	282.
	Deloitte
	FS 1 – A9
	See comment on 6.26
	Noted.

	283.
	Deloitte
	FS 1 – A8
	See comment 2) on FS 1 – A7


	Noted.

	284.
	Deloitte
	FS 1 – A7
	1) We would expect (especially for life business) minimal movement on a quarterly basis and question the relevance of this metric. 

2) Is allocation of health insurance the same as by Solvency II QRTs – to life and to non-life business? What is the basis for the calculation of the duration: Statutory Reporting or Solvency II liabilities?

It is not clearly stated:

1)
Whether Health insurance LoBs are to be taken into account within life (SLT) and non-life (Non-SLT) as it is often the fact for QRTs (see F1 – F4 or E1 – E6) or only life and non-life without health has to be taken into account. If yes, it has to be clearly stated in the LOG.

2)
It is not clear from current definition whether statutory or Solvency II cash-flows should build the basis for calculation of the duration. 


	Noted. This is required on best-effort basis only, so minimal movements should not result in a large recalculation burden. Please see also1. 
Basis of calculation are SII-liabilities.
The same approach as in QRT should be used. 
SII basis should be used.

	285.
	Deloitte
	FS 1 – A5
	See comment on 7.1 Q2


	

	286.
	Deloitte
	FS 1 – A1
	The financial stability information includes statutory accounts basis information in FS-1.  This may not currently be available at group level for some insurers and we would recommend EIOPA performs a cost benefit analysis of requiring this information.  

We question the value of a single aggregate average lapse / surrender rate and duration figures in FS-1.  Given this will be an average over all the policy types within a group, we consider this will give meaningless information.   We suggest these requirements are dropped.


	Noted. Please see also 151, 153 and 154.
Disagree. Please see also 2. 

	287.
	Deloitte
	FS 1 – A2
	We question the value of a single aggregate average lapse / surrender rate and duration figures in FS-1.  Given this will be an average over all the policy types within a group, we consider this will give meaningless information.   We suggest these requirements are dropped or that more guidance is provided with regard to the definition  Volume of contracts, especially with regard to the meaning of best estimate in this context (see LOG). Is it best estimate in the context of IFRS, Solvency II, etc.? Regarding a Solvency II best estimate, insurance obligations are usually not modelled on contract basis but on aggregated basis. Therefore, guidance is needed how to calculate the required amount in practice.
	Noted. Please see also 2. 

	288.
	Deloitte
	FS 1 – A4
	See comment on 7.1 Q2


	Noted.

	289.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 – A5
	(See also the reply to question 2 and FS 1 – A3) The ECB/ESCB welcomes the inclusion of statutory information on capital and reserves information, as a complement to profit and loss statutory accounts.


	Noted.

	290.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 - A1
	The ECB/ESCB welcomes the inclusion of quarterly lapse/surrender rate indicators, to monitor potential liquidity drains (see also answer to FS1 – A2).


	Noted.

	291.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 – A2
	The ECB/ESCB welcomes the inclusion of quarterly lapse/surrender rate indicators, to monitor potential liquidity drains, and considers that information on the ratio of volume of contracts lapsed to average volume of contracts is more useful than the analogue information for the number of lapsed contracts. 


	Noted. Please see also 2.


	292.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 – A4
	(See also the reply to question 2 and FS 1 – A3) The ECB/ESCB welcomes the inclusion of statutory balance sheet information, as a complement to profit and loss statutory accounts. 


	Noted and please see also 151,153 and 154.

	293.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 – A6
	The ECB/ESCB welcomes the inclusion of a measure of the pass through ratio of losses/gains – however, we propose to have this indicator on a quarterly basis.


	Noted and please see also 1.

	294.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 – A7
	The ECB/ESCB welcomes the inclusion of information on the duration of life insurance liabilities for the reasons set out by EIOPA.


	Noted and please see also 252.

	295.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 – A8
	The ECB/ESCB welcomes the inclusion of information on the duration of non-life insurance liabilities for the reasons set out by EIOPA.


	Noted and please see also 252.

	296.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 – A9
	(See also reply to question 1) Quarterly information on solvency capital requirements (SCR) is an essential requirement for financial stability analysis. Therefore the ECB/ESCB welcomes the proposal to request SCR information on a quarterly basis for large groups. 

For financial stability purposes quarterly aggregations of the SCR should be available for size classes, countries, and insurance types (life, non-life, reinsurance, composite).


	Noted and please see also 10.
These aggregations can be derived with raw SII data

	297.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	FS 1 – A3
	(See also reply to question 2). Profit and loss items are not always clearly identifiable within the draft templates, which makes it difficult to distinguish internal financing developments based on them. The inclusion of profit and loss information would help bridge this gap. 

The information needs of the ECB/ESCB with respect to profit and loss items may be fulfilled either by providing profit and loss data from statutory accounts or, to some extent, through the provision of the Variation Analysis (VA) templates for financial stability purposes (i.e. group data with quarterly frequency and reduced time lag).


	Noted and please see also 151, 153 and 154.
Noted and please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	298.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 – A8
	The ESRB welcomes the inclusion of non-life insurance liabilities for the reasons set out by EIOPA.


	Noted and please see also 252.

	299.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 – A5
	(See also the reply to question 2 and FS 1 – A3) The ESRB welcomes the inclusion of statutory information on capital and reserves information, as a complement to profit and loss statutory accounts.


	Noted and please see also 151,153 and 154.

	300.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 – A4
	(See also the reply to question 2 and FS 1 – A3) The ESRB welcomes the inclusion of statutory balance sheet information, as a complement to profit and loss statutory accounts. 


	Noted and please also see 151, 153 and 154.

	301.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 -  - A1
	The ESRB welcomes the inclusion of quarterly lapse/surrender rate indicators, to monitor potential liquidity drains (see also answer to FS1 – A2).


	Noted and please see 2.

	302.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 – A2
	The ESRB welcomes the inclusion of quarterly lapse/surrender rate indicators, to monitor potential liquidity drains, and considers that information on the ratio of volume of contracts lapsed to average volume of contracts is more useful than the analogue information for the number of lapsed contracts. 


	Noted and please see 2.

	303.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 – A9
	(See also reply to question 1) Quarterly information on solvency capital requirements (SCR) is an essential requirement for financial stability analysis. Therefore the ESRB welcomes the proposal to request SCR information on a quarterly basis for large groups. 

For financial stability purposes quarterly aggregations of the SCR should be available for size classes, countries, and insurance types (life, non-life, reinsurance, composite).


	Noted and please see 10.
These aggregations can be derived with raw SII data. Please also see 10.

	304.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 – A3
	(See also reply to question 2). Profit and loss items are not always clearly identifiable within the draft templates, what makes it difficult to distinguish internal financing developments based on them. The inclusion of profit and loss information would help bridge this gap. 

The information needs of the ESRB with respect to profit and loss items may be fulfilled either by providing profit and loss data from statutory accounts or, to some extent, through the provision of the Variation Analysis (VA) templates for financial stability purposes (i.e. group data with quarterly frequency and reduced time lag).

This regime may be revisited after a number of years of use, in order to assess how the intepretation of figures based on Solvency II (Variation Analysis) and of accounting figures (from the profit and loss account) works.

 
	Noted and please also see 151, 153 and 154.
Noted and please see also 151, 153 and 154.
Noted.

	305.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 – A7
	The ESRB welcomes the inclusion of information on the duration of life insurance liabilities for the reasons set out by EIOPA.


	Noted and please also see 252.

	306.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	FS 1 – A6
	The ESRB welcomes the inclusion of a measure of the pass through ratio of losses/gains – however, the ESRB proposes to have this indicator on a quarterly basis.


	Noted and please see also1 and 10.

	307.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	FS 1 – A4
	See comment on FS 1 – A3
	Noted.

	308.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	FS 1 – A5
	See comment on FS 1 – A3
	Noted.

	309.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	FS 1 – A7
	Is health insurance to be considered as part of life and part of non-life business? On which basis – SII liabilities or Statutory Reporting – duration has to be calculated?
	The same approach as in QRT should be used. 


	310.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	FS 1 – A9
	What would be your suggestion with regard to partial internal model users?
	Not clear

	311.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	FS 1 - A1
	We do not see this as a big risk for the insurance industry, especially with respect to financial stability. A “run on an insurer” is not a risk which insurers are as exposed to in comparison to banks. (Re)Insurance undertakings design products in such a way that policy holders are disincentivised from lapsing, via penalties for examples. 

Further, this figure (if at all) is only relevant for primary insurance business. This figure doesn`t make sense in a group view especially in a mixed group with reinsurance and primary insurance business.  For a « mixed group » this figure will be very low because of the influence of the reinsurance contracts, which have a lapse rate near nil. Therefore this figure isn`t comparable within the insurance community.


	Agree that there are large differences between banks and insurers. Reporting requirements reflect this. Please see also 5.
Please see also 2.

	312.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	FS 1 – A2
	See comment on FS 1 – A1

Further clarification needed:

If this requirement remains, more guidance is required with regard to the definition of «Volume of contracts»: do you mean under « Best Estimate » SII Best Estimate of insurance obligations? SII Best Estimate of insurance obligations is mostly modeled on an aggregated basis (Model Points), not on a standalone contract basis. Therefore it is not quite clear how to calculate the required amount in practice.


	Noted. It is meant SII Best Estimate.

	313.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	FS 1 – A3
	Is the reporting of statutory account figures in the Solvency II context really necessary? In some jurisdictions, no quarterly statutory accounting is required for selected types of insurance companies. Which numbers should be then supplied? Does it mean that these companies are then required to produce statutory accounting numbers quarterly?
	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	314.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	FS 1 – A8
	Is health insurance to be considered as part of life and part of non-life business?
	The same approach as in QRT should be used. 

	315.
	If P&C
	FS 1 – A7
	The duration will not take into consideration the monetary aspect where you could assume that the reserves in commercial/industrial business are much larger than in private business.
	Noted. 

	316.
	If P&C
	FS 1 - A1
	This is not something that is actually followed (realized lapsation on contract level). The measure seems illogical if a company has private and commercial (industrial) customers. Also the definition of single contract is quite vague.

Further, this measure seems biased. If one would have a portfolio of 2 million “private customer” contracts, and 20 000 commercial / industrial contracts, the whole lapse of com/ind portfolio would have neglible effect on this measure -> 20 000 / 2010000 ~ 1 % even though the actual monetary value might be substansial.
	Noted. Please see also 2.


	317.
	If P&C
	FS 1 – A2
	This lapse/surrender rate volume has similar underlying issues as FS-1 A1 (see above), following up realized lapse and its effect on the best estimate. If done by the book, one would have to calculate premium provision on contract level, using a lapse assumption when valuating. Also this would require to follow up realized lapse and its effect to Premium Provision. This is easier to reach with approximation methods.
	Only best-effort is required. Please see also 1.

	318.
	If P&C
	FS 1 – A8
	The duration will not take into consideration the monetary aspect where you could assume that the reserves in commercial/industrial business are much larger than in private business.
	Please see also 252.

	319.
	KPMG
	FS 1 – A4
	Presently, there is no requirement for insurers/ insurance groups in the UK to produce quarterly IFRS/GAAP financial statements. Quarterly financial information is generally produced only for internal management purposes..  As such, in order to report the quarterly statutory balance sheet total, insurers/ insurance groups would have to produce quarterly financial statements. This is an additional burden to insurers/insurance groups.    

Further, not all insurers/insurance groups produce their statutory financial statements under IFRS. Therefore supervisors may not be able to compare directly the figures reported by the insurers/ insurance groups due to different bases (IFRS/ local GAAP) used by the insurers/ insurance groups.   
	Please see also 151, 153, and 154.

	320.
	KPMG
	FS 1 – A5
	Presently, there is no requirement for insurers/ insurance groups in the UK to produce quarterly IFRS/GAAP financial statements. Quarterly financial information is generally produced only for internal management purposes..  As such, in order to report the quarterly statutory capital and reserves, insurers/ insurance groups would have to produce quarterly financial statements. This is an additional burden to insurers/insurance groups.

Further, not all insurers/insurance groups produce their statutory financial statements under IFRS. Therefore supervisors may not be able to compare directly the figures reported by the insurers/ insurance groups due to different bases (IFRS/ local GAAP) used by the insurers/ insurance groups.
	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	321.
	KPMG
	FS 1 – A3
	Presently, there is no requirement for insurers/ insurance groups in the UK to produce quarterly IFRS/GAAP financial statements. Quarterly financial information is generally produced only for internal management purposes..  As such, in order to report the quarterly statutory profit/loss, insurers/ insurance groups would have to produce quarterly financial statements. This is an additional burden to insurers/insurance groups.    

Further, not all insurers/insurance groups produce their statutory financial statements under IFRS. Therefore supervisors may not be able to compare directly the figures reported by the insurers/ insurance groups due to different bases (IFRS/ local GAAP) used by the insurers/ insurance groups.   
	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	322.
	Lloyds
	FS 1 – A2
	See comments above. 
	Please see reply above.

	323.
	Lloyds
	FS 1 - A1
	It is clearly inappropriate to require non-life insurers to collect information about lapse or surrender rates. This information has no financial stability relevance. Non-life contracts are invariably for 12 months only. It is unusual for policyholders to lapse their policies : if they do so, the move has no significance for financial stability. 

We assume that EIOPA will agree to exclude non-life insurers from this requirement. 


	Agree, requirement is only for life.  Please see also 2.


	324.
	Phoenix Group
	FS 1 - A1
	1. How are contracts defined? Is it consistent with IFRS 4 definition or by per policy

2. If IFRS 4 definition is used, then how should we treat “Investment contracts without DPF”
3. How should reinsurance accepted be treated. As Reinsurance accepted form part of Gross BE in TP, should it be included or not. If yes, at what number for e.g., for reinsurance accepted for Annuities in payment, should it be counted as 1 or look through to number of annuity policies reinsured.

4. At what granular level should this information be calculated? 


As we will be reporting this template at Group Level, should this data be calculated and reported at Group level. If yes, it will give a meaningless output

Purpose:

How does number of policy lapses give useful information on liquidity drain? There could be large number of policy lapsing but with minimal impact due to low value. We would recommend that EIOPA reconsider the requirement and benefits of reporting this data.
	It will be clarified that it is by policy.
Please see 2.

	325.
	Phoenix Group
	FS 1 – A2
	Same comments as in FS 1 – A1

1. How is ‘Best Estimate’ defined? We assume it is meant to be ‘Best Estimate Liability’ as calculated for SII P1 reporting.

2. In many occasions, Best Estimate liability is not calculated at individual policy level and is calculated at homogeneous risk group/fund/LOB level. In such situation, it will be difficult to determine this number. Please clarify on the level of granularity that this information is calculated.

3. BEL could vary significantly over the period due to economic factors. For example a large drop in unit values over the period (say because of a drop in equity markets) would result in an artificially high % based on the formula suggested. Therefore the number presented could be misleading and will not serve the purpose. We recommend that EIOPA reconsider the requirement /benefits of reporting this data.


	Please see reply to FS 1 –A1.
Confirmed.
Noted. Please see also 1.
Noted. 

	326.
	Phoenix Group
	FS 1 – A3
	This comment applies to cells FS 1 – A3, FS 1 – A4 and FS 1 – A5.

The requirement for amount of Profit and Loss, Balance sheet total and Capital and reserves based on Directive 91/674/EEC, may be inconsistent with National GAAP/IFRS requirements. As a result, a comprehensive exercise will be required to assess the differences and maintain a 3rd reporting basis alongside IFRS/national GAAP and SII. This will have system / processes, administrative and cost implications. 

We recommend that these cells should refer to National GAAP reporting numbers. This will be consistent with the requirements of BS-C1 template.

Some of the entities will only report FSC template at Group level (SII Group Level), which may be different to Accounting Consolidation level used for national GAAP reporting. Further Statutory accounting numbers are already publicly available. Therefore, requesting information, again on this template does not add any value.

Additionally, many entities do not prepare Statutory accounts on quarterly basis. As a result, the requirement for BS-C1 template was reduced to report Statutory reporting column only Annually. We recommend that should statutory reporting numbers be reported for FSC purpose, it should only be requested Annually.


	Noted, please see also 1, 151, 153 and 154.
Noted and please see also 151,153 and 154.
Noted and please see also 151,153 and 154.

Please see above.


	327.
	Phoenix Group
	FS 1 – A9
	SCR calculation is used solely to determine Supervisory Intervention from SII perspective. We do not believe that this reporting is useful for FSC purposes and therefore recommend that Quarterly SCR is not requested for FSC purposes.

If SCR is requested, then we recommend that it should be requested in a manner consistent with SII P3 Reporting requirements, i.e., Annually. 

SII P3 requirements require more frequent calculation and reporting of SCR on change of circumstances. At such time, SCR may be reported more frequently than annually for FSC purposes as well. Mandatory quarterly reporting should be removed.


	SCR is calculated  because it is a useful measure of capital adequacy which is important for macro-prudential purposes. Please see also 2 and 5.
Disagree. Please see also 10.

	328.
	Phoenix Group
	FS 1 – A7
	1. Please clarify the following 

a. How is ‘liabilities’ defined? Does it mean, ‘Best Estimate Liability’ or Best Estimate + Risk margin, or total liabilities of the entity/group?

b. If it is total liabilities, will it include subordinated liabilities classified as basic own funds?

c. At what granular level, should this information be reported i.e., at Group level, or entity level, or HRG level, or LOB level?

2. We do not believe that this duration calculation will serve the purpose, particularly only duration of a liability is not sufficient to highlight asset liability mismatches and risk mitigating effect of hedging derivatives. We recommend EIOPA to reconsider the benefits from disclosing this data item.

3. Please clarify on what is “McCauley” duration.


	Please see also 1 and 325.
Total liabilities should include subordinated liabilities even if they are considered BOF. 
Please see 1.
Please see also 252.
There was a spelling mistake. It is Macaulay duration.


	329.
	Phoenix Group
	FS 1 – A6
	1. Does this data requirement apply for Pure Life Insurers?

2. If yes, can the definition in the LOG be made clearer with examples and applicability for UK insurers? Currently the definition in the LOG is not clear. Is this intended to be a measure of impact from management actions, for example increasing guarantee charge rates?
	This is clarified in the final LOG.

	330.
	Phoenix Group
	FS 1 – A5
	Same comment as FS1 – A 3
	Please refer to corresponding line.

	331.
	Phoenix Group
	FS 1 – A4
	Same comment as FS1 – A 3
	Please refer to corresponding line.

	332.
	Royal London Group
	FS 1 – A6
	Further explanation of this ratio is required. For example what is being compared to what ?
	This is clarified in the final package.

	333.
	Royal London Group
	FS 1 – A5
	Requiring the reporting of statutory accounts capital will require the production of a quarterly consolidated IFRS accounts. This will effectively be imposing quarterly IFRS reporting on all EU insurance groups.

The reference to 91/674 Article 6, Liabilities A refers to share capital and reserves. These are the shareholder capital in a shareholder-owned company. In a mutual the capital of the company is normally considered to be within the unallocated surplus (Unallocated Divisible Surplus in the IFRS accounts).
	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.
 

	334.
	Royal London Group
	FS 1 – A4
	Requiring the reporting of statutory balance sheet total will require the production of a quarterly consolidated IFRS balance sheet. This will effectively be imposing quarterly IFRS reporting on all EU insurance groups.
	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	335.
	Royal London Group
	FS 1 – A3
	Requiring the reporting of statutory accounts profit and loss will require the production of a quarterly consolidated IFRS profit and loss account. This will effectively be imposing quarterly IFRS reporting on all EU insurance groups. 

The reference to 91/674, Article 34, III, Item 16 refers to the profit after tax on the non-technical account. For a mutual company there is no non-technical account (or equivalent IFRS shareholder profit) and therefore this figure will always be nil.
	Please see also 151, 153 and 154.


	336.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 – A2
	See FS – A1 above.
	Please see comment in referred cell.

	337.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 – A8
	See cell A7 above.
	Please see comment in referred cell.

	338.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 – A6
	This would appear to apply only to life undertakings.

We believe a formula ought to be stipulated, to ensure consistency and comparability between undertakings; there would otherwise be scope for interpretation in the calculation.

The “profit” (or loss) to be used here also needs to be specified – we presume this is to be the same used in cell A3 above.
	This is clarified in the final package.
Noted.
Correct, the reference is statutory accounts.


	339.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 – A5
	See FS 1 – A3 above.
	Please see comment in referred cell.

	340.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 - A1
	This appears to be an issue primarily for life insurers whereby the policyholder takes cash out “on-demand” by lapsing a policy. This issue does not apply to non-life insurers as there is no option for policyholders or claimants to stipulate when claims are paid.

Clarity is required on whether lapses should include automatically-processed renewals that do not renew. In particular, we believe the calculation ought to be stipulated, as there are various ways lapses – or retentions – can be calculated. For instance, clarity is needed over whether a contract covering a number of items is to be treated as one contract or many for this purpose, or how mid-term cancellations are to be treated, or how a contract written in July 2011 but renewed in August 2012 is to be treated.

For non-life undertakings, acceptable simplifications can be made to Technical Provision calculations that mean full lapse data do not necessarily need to be collected in order to calculate a materially correct Technical Provision that allows for lapsing of contracts. We therefore suggest that this data be collected in respect of life insurance contracts only.

The merit of calculating such numbers for financial stability purposes is questioned, however: for instance, 1% of contracts could account for 10% of premium income. Also, certain systems may record the replacement of the insured object as a cancellation and renewal (for example, change of car or house). In any of these instances, the lapse ratio will not paint a fairpicture.
	Please see also 2.
This will be clarified.
Please see also 2 and 279.
Please see also 2.

	341.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 – A4
	See FS 1 – A3 above.
	Noted.

	342.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 – A9
	This cell does not appear in FS-1; however, extracts from forms SCR-B2A/B2C are proposed instead.
	This is clarified in the final package.

	343.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 – A3
	Clarity needs to be provided on what “statutory” accounts means for a group.

Many undertakings do not produce “statutory” accounts each quarter, only on an annual basis. Non-statutory or management accounts should be an acceptable alternative.
	Noted.
Noted. Please see also 151, 153 and 154.

	344.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	FS 1 – A7
	We presume, having read the LOG, that “technical liabilities” and all liabilities to be considered here are technical provisions only. Clarification is needed if other liabilities are to be considered.

On the assumption that only technical provisions are relevant here, we presume this simply refers to the weighted average of expected future cashflows. Clarification is required if this actually refers to something else.
	Confirmed. 
Same technical provisions  as used for other reporting. Other TP should not be considered

	345.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	MCR - B4A- cell A31
	Especially for Groups with entities outside Europe, the increased frequency vis-à-vis the QRTs, is, in our view, not in line with the level playing field principle.
	Noted but the exposures outside EU/EEA are traditionally contributing significantly to the risk picture of larger groups.

	346.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	MCR - B4B- cell A31
	Especially for Groups with entities outside Europe, the increased frequency vis-à-vis the QRTs, is, in our view, not in line with the level playing field principle.
	Please see also 3 and 48.

	347.
	KPMG
	MCR - B4A- cell A31
	Insurance groups are not required to report MCR on a quarterly basis under the general Solvency II reporting. As such, this will be an extra burden for groups. 

Further, insurance groups would not be confident to report their MCR without performing full calculations, which again requires a full annual reporting exercise on a quarterly basis.
	Please see also 1, 3, 10 and 48.
Please see also 1,3, 10 and 48.

	348.
	KPMG
	MCR - B4B- cell A31
	Same as for B4A but it may even be more difficult to estimate the MCR for composite undertakings than for those who perform only life or general (re)insurance business.
	Please see also 347.

	349.
	Royal London Group
	MCR -  - B4A- cell A31
	There is no requirement under the Solvency II requirements to produce a group level MCR. 
	Please see also 347.

	350.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	MCR - B4A- cell A31
	We presume that this applies only to large solo undertakings.

Taking into account our comments in 6.20 and 6.23 above, this MCR should (in the same way as for Solvency II reporting) be calculated by reference to the last annual SCR, not the SCR as at the quarter-end date in question.
	Please see also 347.

	351.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	MCR - B4B- cell A31
	We presume that this applies only to large solo undertakings.

Taking into account our comments in 6.20 and 6.23 above, this MCR should (in the same way as for Solvency II reporting) be calculated by reference to the last annual SCR, not the SCR as at the quarter-end date in question.
	Please see also 347.

	352.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	Overview FS Needs - all tab
	As noted above, we propose to submit the Group information as set out in the Financial Stability Excel templates on quantitative reporting to align with the Group reporting requirements as set out in: 


Consultation paper on the draft proposal for guidelines on Narrative Public Disclosure & Supervisory Reporting, Predefined Events and Processes for Reporting & Disclosure (8th November 2011); 


Draft Implementing measures Solvency II (31st October 2011).

Detailed comments of these specific QRTs (excluding FS- Add-on) have been provided to EIOPA during the consultation process (deadline: 20th January 2012) as part of the  ‘Consultation paper on the draft proposal for guidelines on Narrative Public Disclosure & Supervisory Reporting, Predefined Events and Processes for Reporting & Disclosure (8th November 2011)’.
	Please see also 3 and 48.
Noted.

	353.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	Overview FS Needs -  - all tab
	1/ We would like to confirm that only the sheets « Overview FS Needs » and « FS-1 » are required within the Excel file communicated in the December consultation.

2.1/ Within the FS reporting consultation, templates TP-F3 and Re-J2 are marked annually (cf. in the xls sheet ”“Overview FS Needs”“, column ““FSC needs (for defined sample)”“) and quarterly (cf. in the pdf document ““Consultation_paper_on_the_Proposal_for_Quantitative_Reporting Template_for_Financial_Stability_Purposes”“, column ““QFS”“, ““R”“).

> Could you confirm which frequency should apply for TP-F3 and Re-J2 : quarterly or annually ?

2.2/ In the xls sheet « Overview FS Needs », templates Assets-D3, Assets-D5 and Re-J3 are marked  « not available » in column « current proposal (groups) » (column which we understand as the timing requirement for Group QRT indicated in the November consultation as annually), while also marked annually at group level (cf. ““Consultation_paper_on_the_Proposal for_Quantitative_Reporting_Template for_Financial_Stability_Purposes”“).

> Could you confirm which frequency should apply, at group level, for templates D3, D5 and Re-J3 for the different reportings (FS and QRT) ?
	Only the cells referred to in Column C of the reporting package are for the FS add-on
Annually.
Quarterly


	354.
	Deloitte
	Overview FS Needs - all tab
	Considering the definition for relevant entities, there is a need of guidance for affected entities, which should be consolidated for reporting Financial Stability purposes on group level. An improvement of the current definition groups should report on a worldwide consolidated level, excluding banking activities is required.

What is the reason for the difference between the templates B2A, B2C, B3B and B3F and the official QRT consultation templates from November 2011?

Both, the Definition and the Scope, seems to be equal between the FS1 template in the QRT data and the EIOPA consultation in November 2011, according to our understanding. For that reason, we would like to suggest taking our delivered comments to EIOPA into account, too.  


	The consolidation level to be used should be the same as for SII purposes. 
Please see also 1, 2 and 5.

Please see also 1, 2 and 5. 


	355.
	European Central Bank – Directorate General Statis
	Overview FS Needs - all tab
	The ECB/ESCB welcomes the initiative to have more information, in a timely and frequent manner, for large insurance groups. In particular, we strongly support the EIOPA proposals of having the following data sets with quarterly frequency and with a reduced time lag:

(a)
Data on premiums, claims and expenses;
(b)
Information on SCR;
(c)
Information on investments, in particular on an security-by-security basis (Assets – D);
(d)
Profit and Loss data – which can be derived either from statutory accounts or from the Variation Analysis (VA) templates;
(e)
Information on reinsurance.


	Noted and please see also 3and 48.

	356.
	European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB)
	Overview FS Needs -  - all tab
	The ESRB welcomes the initiative to have more information, in a timely and frequent manner, for large insurance groups. In particular, we strongly support the EIOPA proposals of having the following data sets with quarterly frequency and with a reduced time lag:

(a)
Data on premiums, claims and expenses;;
(b)
Information on SCR;;
(c)
Information on investments, in particular on an security-by-security basis (Assets – D);;
(d)
Profit and Loss data – which can be derived either from statutory accounts or from the Variation Analysis (VA) templates;;
(e)
Information on reinsurance.


	Noted and please  see also 3 and 48.

	357.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	Overview FS Needs - all tab
	Please see also our comment in the general comment section.

We are very concerned about this request as it re-introduces requirements on Group Level that EIOPA had previously agreed with the industry as being not necessary such as very detailed reporting requirements on technical provisions (TP - E1Q, TP - F1Q). FS templates need to be aligned with the Group reporting requirements as set out in just recently closed consultation round. This alignment needs to consider group applicability, group frequency and group submission date. Please see also our comments in the general comment section at the beginning of the template.

Additional guidance is required with regard to the definition for relevant entities that are to be consolidated to the group reporting for Financial Stability purposes: current definition « groups should report on a worldwide consolidated level, excluding banking activities » should be enhanced.

Our current understanding is that the scope and definition of our QRT data mentioned in the FS1 Template should be to 100% consistent with the scope and definition within the last EIOPA consultation in November 2011. Therefore, please refer to our comments delivered to EIOPA. 

However, we would like to note that some of these templates, e.g. B2A, B2C, B3B and B3F (partially) are different in contrast to the official QRT consultation templates (November 2011)? Is there a rational behind? 
	Noted. 
EIOPA acknowledges these concerns but please refer to 10.

The consolidation level to be used should be the same as for SII purposes.
Please see also 1, 2 and 5.
This is clarified in the final package. The templates will be incorporated into one common package.


	358.
	KPMG
	Overview FS Needs - all tab
	In order to aggregate information in this way undertakings would need to prepare all the individual templates and perform thorough calculations in the detailed format required by the underlying QRTs.  Therefore, despite expected volatility in these numbers on a quarterly basis, undertakings would want to ensure the numbers are not out of line with the actual results. This would require performing full calculations on a quarterly basis.
	Disagree. Please see also 10 and 50.

	359.
	Phoenix Group
	Overview FS Needs - all tab
	Refer comment on Technical Annexe.

The “Overview FS Needs” tab refers to row 50 from OF-B1Q as “Total eligible own funds, incl. tiering, Solo” and row 51 as “ Total eligible own funds, incl. tiering, Group”, whereas the actual rows in the template are for “ Total eligible own funds, incl. tiering, SCR” and “ Total eligible own funds, incl. tiering, MCR”. 

This should be updated so that the FSC templates are consistent with P3 QRTs.


	Noted.
This is clarified in the final package.


	360.
	Phoenix Group
	OF - B1Q- cell A13
	As some of the entities will report on a Group only basis, reporting only total subordinated liabilities based on Cell A13 from OFB1Q may be misleading. As some of the total subordinated liabilities at group level will in effect will be restricted and will not be available to cover Group SCR/MCR, we recommend Cell A14 from OFB1Q is also reported to reflect the Net Subordinated liabilities that contribute to Group eligible Own funds.
	Noted

	361.
	Royal London Group
	Overview FS Needs -  - all tab
	Most of the data being asked for is already to be provided on the Solvency II quarterly QRTs. To produce the same information in a slightly different format for Financal Stability reporting will be a duplication of effort for companies. Is it not possible for the required information to be extracted by EIOPA from the Solvency II QRTs ?

The Financial Stability reporting should not require any additional group level reporting over and above the Solvency II QRTs.

The only additional reporting would then be FS 1 A1 to A8.
	Please see also 1,2, 3, 5 and 48.
Please see also 1,2,3,5,and 10.
Disagree. See replies above

	362.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Overview FS Needs - all tab
	Clarification is needed on the difference (if any) between the red-shaded and yellow-shaded cells. If the yellow-shaded cells denote changes to proposals under CP-11/009, there seems to be an error, as Re-J3 is required for groups under those proposals in any case (the worksheet erroneously states it is “not available”). We therefore presume there is no difference denoted by the shading.
	This is clarified in the final package.

	363.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	Re - J2- cell H1
	For all J2 cells: Introducing this data element for Groups is both cumbersome and very costly.  Not in line with the level playing field principle.

We question the usefulness of the collection of the five cells required for Financial Stability, especially given that the full template will be submitted by EEA solo entities at the same time.

Also, if only the five cells are ever required for non EEA entities (see 1 above), then we further question the usefulness of the information.
	Please see also 1,2, 3 and 48.
Please see also 3, 5 and 48.
Please see also 3, 5 and 48.

	364.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	Re - J3- cell B1
	For all J3 cells: Increasing the frequency to quarterly for Solos and introducing this data element for Groups is both cumbersome and very costly.  Not in line with the level playing field principle.
	Please see also 1, 3 and 48.

	365.
	Phoenix Group
	Re - J3- cell B1
	This template is annually for SII P3 Reporting. Hence we recommend that his is requested annually for FSC.
	Please see also 1, 5 and 50.

	366.
	Royal London Group
	Re -  - J3- cell B1
	This template is not required at group level for Solvency II reporting (annually or quarterly). It will be onerous to produce at group level, especially for non-EEA insurance entities.
	Please see also 1,5,and 50.

	367.
	Royal London Group
	Re -  - J2- cell H1
	This template is not required at group level for Solvency II reporting (annually or quarterly). It will be onerous to produce at group level, especially for non-EEA insurance entities.
	Please see also 1,5, and 50.

	368.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Re - J3- cell O1
	In the situation where amounts are due via a broker, not directly from a reinsurer, it needs to be clarified how such amounts are to be presented in this form.
	No information from brokers if the reinsurer is no longer the counterpart 

	369.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Re - J3- cell B1
	General comments:

The proposal to report this form quarterly, as opposed to annually, only has merit if groups are likely to see significant churn in their reinsurance programme between quarters. We believe it would be much more proportionate to request more frequent reports only if the RSR reveals a higher-than-usual level of activity; otherwise reporting of form Re-J3 should remain annual.

In our recent dry-run exercise, the consolidated J3 form ran into over 3,000 lines of data, or 150 pages of A4. The proposal that no materiality threshold is to exist would lead to all small items being reported, no matter how trivial/insignificant/disproportionate they might be. We propose that items less than 5% of the total should be reported in aggregate.

Comment on cell B1:

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.
	Please see also 50.
Noted.
Please refer to CP9.

	370.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Re - J2- cell AP1
	The LOG refers to “absolute percentage” –this needs to be clarified, especially in the case where (say) the share is 0.25% (i.e. not a whole percentage).
	Please refer to CP9

	371.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Re - J2- cell AG1
	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.
	Please refer to CP9

	372.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Re - J2- cell H1
	General comments:

The proposed reporting requirements under CP-11/009 already propose that undertakings report changes to their outwards reinsurance programme quarterly. This means that, whilst groups will report such information in their RSRs annually, details of the changes underlying movements in the programme from year to year can be monitored more locally as and when required. 

This form requires a lot of analysis. In particular, in the case of multi-class treaties, one cover would need to be split between different lines of business, different reinsurers, different lines of activity and by layer:


During our recent dry-run exercise, for one layer alone of an umbrella global cat treaty, the data ran to over 200 lines. 


The treaty had a number of layers – due to the time taken, we only completed the form on a sample basis; otherwise the full treaty would have run into thousands of lines of data.

We believe a less burdensome approach would simply be for undertakings to send their supervisors all their treaty cover notes and for the supervisors to extract what they need from those. Alternatively, a diagrammatic format could be used to provide details of our multi-column, multi-layered treaties, with ad hoc queries to be received subsequently if/where needed. These would be much more pragmatic and proportionate methods of achieving the same result.

Reference is made throughout to “treaty” – we have therefore presumed that this form concerns only to reinsurance treaties and not facultative covers.

No reference is made about currency; we have assumed that reporting is to be made in the currency of the cover, not the reporting currency of the undertaking. Clarification is needed here. This is especially important in the case of multi-currency treaties, where (for example) different layers are denominated in different currencies.
	Please see also 1, 3, 48 and 50.
Noted. 

Noted.
Noted
It is the currency used while placing the reinsurance treaty. All the amounts of this record must be expressed in this currency. 


	373.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	TP - F3- cell A30
	Data cannot be consolidated. A significant additional reporting burden for Groups; cumbersome and costly. Not in line with the level playing field principle.
	Noted. Please see also 1, 3 and 48.

	374.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	TP - E1Q- cell A11
	For all E1Q cells: A significant additional reporting burden for Groups; cumbersome and costly. Not in line with the level playing field principle.
	Noted. Please see also 1, 3 and 48.

	375.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	TP - F1Q- cell A1
	For all F1Q cells: A significant additional reporting burden for Groups; cumbersome and costly. Not in line with the level playing field principle.
	Noted. Please see also 1, 3 and 48.

	376.
	CFO Forum and CRO Forum (corrected)
	TP - F3- cell A21
	It’s unclear what is being requested here in the two cells required for FS.  The full template in the ordinary QRTs is a list of products with their characteristics and other information (some of which may be merged across products). For the FS template it just seems to be two cells – best estimate liability (BEL) and annualised guaranteed rate (A21 and A30).  (Note the annualised guarantee rate is not required for every product, and best estimate can be merged over products.)  The provision of this limited information surely gives very little insight, especially given that the full template will be submitted by EEA solo entities at the same time.

Also if only the two cells are ever required for non EEA entities, then this seems to make even less sense.
	Noted. Please see also 1, 3 and 48.
Noted but the exposures outside EU/EEA are traditionally contributing significantly to the risk picture of larger groups

	377.
	Credit Agricole Assurances
	TP -  - F3- cell A21
	Is it a total Best Estimate (all HRG combined) ?
	Template is no longer used for FS purposes, Please see also 10.

	378.
	Danish Insurance Association
	Technical Annex 
	There seems to be an inconsistency in the reporting frequency of templates TP-F3 and J2. The technical annex states that quarterly reporting is required however the overview in the templates states that only annual reporting is necessary.
	It was clarified that template J2 is annually. 

Template TP-F3 was deleted. 

	379.
	Deloitte
	Technical Annex 
	The table in the Technical Annex of the consultation paper states that information on the best estimate of life obligations and annualised guarantee rate (TP-F3) and outgoing reinsurance programme (J2) is required quarterly but this is contradicted by the annual requirement specified in the “Overview FS Needs” in the excel attachment.

Requiring a group MCR is in excess of the quarterly QRTs and it is unclear how this would be calculated on a group basis given the regulations only cover the SCR at group level.  EIOPA would need to provide more guidance if it is to require a group MCR.
	It was clarified that template J2 is annually. 

Template TP-F3 was deleted.
Noted. Please see also 1, 3, 10 and 48.


	380.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	TP - F3- cell A30
	The calculation of this requirement is very burdensome, because it will result in the necessity to calculate two times the best estimate. For the solo perspective HRGs will be definied different as for group level. Therefore two calculations will be nessesary. Please delete this additional burdensome requirement.
	Noted. Please see also 1, 3 and 48.

	381.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	TP - F3- cell A21
	The calculation of this requirement is very burdensome, because it will result in the necessity to calculate two times the best estimate. For the solo perspective HRGs will be definied different as for group level. Therefore two calculations will be nessesary. Please delete this additional burdensome requirement.
	Noted. Please see also 1, 3 and 48.

	382.
	Groupe Consultatif
	Technical Annex 
	The requirements for groups regarding various templates differ from the regular QRTs and should be aligned. Templates which do not need to be reported on Group level for the regular QRTs should not be included in the financial stability reporting. 

How would lapse rates and duration of liabilities be reported at a consolidated level, where the group includes more than one insurance undertaking or participation and/or non-insurance entities?  An example would provide greater clarity.
	Disagree. Please see 1, 2, and 5. 

The duration of TP at group level has the same definition as on solo level. Therefore is the sensitivity of the consolidated TPs. The same applies to lapse rates.

	383.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C3
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	384.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C14
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	385.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C4
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	386.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C1
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	387.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B14
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	388.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C5
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	389.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	390.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C6
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	391.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C2
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	392.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C7
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	393.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B9
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	394.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C10
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	395.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	396.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	397.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E1
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	398.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	399.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A7
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	400.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E4
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	401.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E2
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	402.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell C12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	403.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B1
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	404.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell G12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	405.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E6
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	406.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell A1
	Under this proposal insurance groups should produce information relating to the group’s technical provisions on a quarterly basis. Further, this information should be reported within the deadline available to solo undertakings. However, under the general Solvency II reporting, groups are not required to produce this information either quarterly or annually. As such, this would become an additional burden to insurance groups. 
	Noted. For instance, technical provisions on group level is essential for financial stability purposes as solo reporting would not cover non-EEA entities of the group. Please see also 10.

	407.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A3
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	408.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A5
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	409.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A6
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	410.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A9
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	411.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	412.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A10
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	413.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A14
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	414.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	415.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B2
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	416.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B3
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	417.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B4
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	418.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B5
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	419.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B6
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	420.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B7
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	421.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B9
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	422.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell B10
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	423.
	KPMG
	TP – F1Q- cell A13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	424.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell E13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	425.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell H12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	426.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E7
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	427.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell L12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	428.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell E12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	429.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell N12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	430.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell O12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	431.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell P12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	432.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell Q12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	433.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell R12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	434.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell Q12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	435.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell A13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	436.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell B13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	437.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell F12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	438.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell D13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	439.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell I12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	440.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell F13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	441.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell G13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	442.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell H13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	443.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell I13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	444.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell L13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	445.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell M13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	446.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell N13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	447.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell O13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	448.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell P13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	449.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell Q13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	450.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell R13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	451.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell Q13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	452.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell C13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	453.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell E11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	454.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E9
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	455.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E10
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	456.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	457.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E13
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	458.
	KPMG
	TP - F1Q- cell E14
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	459.
	KPMG
	TP - F3- cell A21
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1.


	Noted.

	460.
	KPMG
	TP - F3- cell A30
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1

Refer to comment TP - F3- cell A21 as well. 
	Noted.

	461.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell A11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	462.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell B11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	463.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell M12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	464.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell D11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	465.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell D12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	466.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell F11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	467.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell R11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	468.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell C12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	469.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell B12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	470.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell C11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	471.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell Q11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	472.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell G11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	473.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell Q11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	474.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell P11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	475.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell P11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	476.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell N11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	477.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell M11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	478.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell L11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	479.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell I11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	480.
	KPMG
	TP -E1Q- cell H11
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	481.
	KPMG
	TP - E1Q- cell A12
	Refer to our comment on TP - F1Q- cell A1 
	Noted.

	482.
	Phoenix Group
	Technical Annex 
	There is some inconsistency between Technical Annex and FS1 – Tab with respect to Frequency of reporting. Whilst the technical Annex suggest that all FSC data is set is required only quarterly, the FS1-Tab suggests that TPF3 and J2 is required Annually.

General comment

Frequency

Some of the data items are required to be reported quarterly for FSC purposes, whilst the same data is required annually for Pillar 3 reporting. Pillar 3 reporting requirements were updated following from informal consultation from quarterly frequency to annual for certain templates. Now moving back to quarterly reporting, does not addresses the concern raised during the informal consultation. Inconsistent reporting frequency will require changes to system design and reporting processes resulting in additional cost.

We recommend that frequency for reporting of FSC templates should be made consistent with Pillar 3 reporting requirements

Scope

For FSC purposes, some of the entities (like us) will report only at Group Level i.e., the FSC templates will be required to be prepared on Group consolidated basis. However, some of the requested data set, for e.g., TP F1Q and MCR – are only required to be reported at Solo entity level for P3 reporting. This will lead to system implication and additional costs. We recommend for such templates information is reported at Solo entity level for each life entities within the Group instead of one Group template.
	It was clarified that template J2 is annually. 

Template TP-F3 was deleted.
Please see also 1,3, 5, 10 and 48.
Please see also 1, 3, 10 and 48.
Noted. For instance, technical provisions on group level is essential for financial stability purposes as solo reporting would not cover non-EEA entities of the group. Please see also 10.

	483.
	Phoenix Group
	TP - F1Q- cell A1
	The comment below applies for all Technical Provisions templates

1. F1Q and F3 do not apply to Group. However, for FSC we will be preparing information on Group basis. Hence how this should be compiled at Group level? Preparing this information will incur additional cost and system build requirements.

We recommend that Group provide this information for each life entity within the group separately, instead of one group QRT.
	Noted. For instance, technical provisions on group level is essential for financial stability purposes as solo reporting would not cover non-EEA entities of the group. Please see also 10.
Please see above.

	484.
	Royal London Group
	Technical Annex 
	This comment relates to the General Comment on the Log to FS 1.

The log states that the consolidation method to be applied should be the same as for the Insurance Group’’s Directive (98/78/EC). In the UK this is the deduction and aggregation method. This is different from the default method for Solvency II, which is the consolidated method. It would be better to require the consolidation method for Financial Stability reporting to be the same as the method used by a group for its group Solvency II reporting.
	Noted.
Agreed for B&S purposes but not for profit and loss as Statutory Accounts P&L is required.

	485.
	Royal London Group
	TP -  - F1Q- cell A1
	This template is not required at group level for Solvency II reporting (annually or quarterly). It will be onerous to produce at group level, especially for non-EEA insurance entities.
	Noted. For instance, technical provisions on group level is essential for financial stability purposes as solo reporting would not cover non-EEA entities of the group. Please see also 10.

	486.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	TP – F1Q- cell A14
	The LOG entry for A14-Q14 refers to cell F9 agreeing to BS-C1. We believe this should be cell F14, not F9.
	Noted. The template is not requested for FS reporting, please see also 10.

	487.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	Technical Annex 
	Clarification is needed on the difference (if any) between the red-shaded and yellow-shaded cells in the Excel workbook. If the yellow-shaded cells denote changes to proposals under CP-11/009, there seems to be an error, as Re-J3 is required for groups under those proposals in any case (the worksheet erroneously states it is “not available”). We therefore presume there is no difference denoted by the shading.
	Noted. There was a mistake indeed; however as now it is one single package the presentation is clearer. 
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