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	No.
	Name
	Reference


	Comment
	Resolution

	1.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	RC- cell A10
	Definition is not clear: Does it concern only the entity with the most impact or all entities?
	It concerns all entities and not only the entity with the most impact. Was clarified in the LOG-file.

	2.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	RC- cell A10
	Definition is not clear: Does it concern only the entity with the most impact or all entities?
	It concerns all entities and not only the entity with the most impact. Was clarified in the LOG-file.

	3.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC- cell A10
	A quantitative data cell is not the most appropriate way to capture what could be a long list of entities.  If EIOPA wants to retain a QRT for risk concentration then we recommend separate rows could be required or the column should be deleted.
	In case of more than one entity involved in the exposure, separate rows should be filled in.

	4.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A10
	An aggregated balance would be more meaningful. A list of entities is onerous to pull together.

Definition is not clear: Does it concern only the entity with the most impact or all entities?

Does EIOPA expect a new entry for every Group entity that holds a balance with the counterparty in question?  One would expect that an aggregated balance is more meaningful and if so, documenting a list of entities is onerous to pull together.
	It is important to know which entities are involved in the exposure to be aware of the impact a potential risk concentration could have on each entity involved.
It concerns all entities and not only the entity with the most impact. Was clarified in the LOG-file.

See above (Resolution for No.4, 1st sentence)


	5.
	KPMG
	RC- cell A10
	It is likley that several group entities will need to be listed in relation to the exposure .  There does not appear to be sufficient space in the cell to do this.
	In case of more than one entity involved in the exposure, separate rows should be filled in.

	6.
	PwC
	RC- cell A10
	Group entity subject to the exposure: Please clarify whether one line should be completed for each entity where there is a single counterparty and several entities in the group are exposed to risk. For example it could be the case that an insurers enities has several reinsurance treaties with different entities in the group – should one line be completed for all the entites in the group or separate line for each entity
	In case of more than one entity involved in the exposure, separate rows should be filled in.

	7.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC- cell A11
	See comments above for RC – cell A10. 
	In case of more than one entity involved in the exposure, separate rows should be filled in.

	8.
	CEA
	RC- cell A12
	Consistency with other templates should be ensured. For example, SCR B2A makes reference to the use of ISO format for the reporting of dates.


	LOG-file was changed and will refer to ISO format to ensure consistency.

	9.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC- cell A12
	The implication of this requirement is that each exposure is provided on a separate row in the template which would defeat the objective of the QRT which is to demonstrate concentration risk i.e. in an aggregated way.
	It is important to know which entities are involved in the exposure to be aware of the impact a potential risk concentration could have on each entity involved. Therefore each exposure has to be filled in a separate row. Also each exposure has at least one separate row and more rows if two or more entities are involved in one exposure.

	10.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A12
	Consistency with other templates should be ensured. For example, SCR B2A makes reference to the use of ISO format for the reporting of dates.
	LOG-file was changed and will refer to ISO format to ensure consistency.

	11.
	CEA
	RC- cell A13
	The group reporting currency should be used for this cell.
What is the SII value of the exposure? Clarification needed? Is this applicable for reinsurance?


	The group reporting currency stated in cell A14 should be used for cell A13. The currency used has to be filled in cell A14. 
The SII value of the exposure is the value calculated under SII-rules (e.g. Art. 75 of SII-Directive) if applicable. 
It is also applicable for reinsurance. 

	12.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	RC- cell A13
	What is the SII value of the exposure? Clarification needed? Is this applicable for reinsurance?
	The SII value of the exposure is the value calculated under SII-rules (e.g. Art. 75 of SII-Directive) if applicable. 

It is also applicable for reinsurance.

	13.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A13
	The group reporting currency should be used for this cell.
What is the SII value of the exposure? Clarification needed? Is this applicable for reinsurance?

Solvency II exposure should be reported in group currency (EURO) so that a aggregation would make sense. Orginal currency code could be added.

We note that a Solvency II value should be provided “if available”  can this be left blank if not available?  Please provide examples where this is expected to not be available


	The group reporting currency stated in cell A14 should be used for cell A13. The currency used has to be filled in cell A14. 

The SII value of the exposure is the value calculated under SII-rules (e.g. Art. 75 of SII-Directive) if applicable. 

It is also applicable for reinsurance.
Group currency stated in cell A14 should be used for the SII value of the exposure in cell A14.
This depends if a Solvency II value has been calculated. Generally the SII value is available. Only in exceptional circumstances it may not be available and the cell may be left blank.

	14.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	RC- cell A13
	Clarification is needed whether the exposure to be valued here is the maximum exposure (considered unlikely, given A15) or some other measure.
	The maximum exposure is reported in cell A15. A13 contains the Solvency II value of the exposure at the reporting date.

	15.
	CEA
	RC- cell A14
	The group reporting currency should be used for this cell.


	The group reporting currency stated in cell A14 should be used for cell A13. The currency used has to be filled in cell A14. 

	16.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	RC- cell A14
	Could USD be a group currency in EU?
	Generally speaking in most cases the group reporting currency will be EURO (€).

There may be rare exceptions with a group currency in USD in which the group is located in the U.S.A. and the equivalence assessment is positive, but this has to be examined in the individual case.

	17.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A14
	The group reporting currency should be used for this cell.
Could USD be a group currency in EU?

“Currency of the group”: should this be the currency to which we are principally exposed or is a separate line needed for each currency exposure to that counterparty?
	See answer comment No.11
See answer comment No. 16

This is the reporting currency of the group. There will be no individual currency column for each exposure.

	18.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	RC- cell A14
	For cells A13 and A14, the template states the Solvency II value in the original currency is being asked for. However, the log file defines A14 as “Currency of the group”. This suggests the reporting currency is being asked for – and not the original currency. We assume the template is correct and the original currency is being asked for. Is that correct?
	The reporting currency of the group is been asked for. The template/LOG will be clarified.

	19.
	AMICE
	RC- cell A15
	Should the “Maximum exposure (cell A15)” be equal to the “Maximum amount to be paid by the reinsurer” (cell A16)?
	A16 is only applicable if the exposure is “reinsurance”. Then the question is: How much would the reinsurer have to pay. A15 is applicable for all kind of exposures including reinsurance. Therefore it is usually not equal.

	20.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	RC- cell A15
	What is the maximum exposure (does it refer to internal risk appetite?)
	This depends on the various possible types of exposures. Generally speaking it should inform the supervisor about the potential loss in case of a default of the exposure.

	21.
	CEA
	RC- cell A15
	Definition is not clear e.g. What is max value for a derivative? Is this only applicable for reinsurance?


	See LOG-file: Applicable for all exposures including reinsurance. In case of a derivative the maximum value can be the value of the derivative at the reporting date.

	22.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	RC- cell A15
	What is the maximum exposure (does it refer to internal risk appetite?)
	See answer comment No.20

	23.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	RC- cell A15
	Definition is not clear e.g. What is max value for a derivative? Is this only applicable for reinsurance?
	See answer comment No.21

	24.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A15
	What is the maximum exposure  (does it refer to internal risk appetite?)

Maximum exposure: Should the sign convention be made explicit for this cell, as it could be misleading to present all assets and liabilities as a positive balance – particularly if it is a publicly disclosed document?

Is this only applicable for reinsurance?

Information on reinsurance exposure is too granular and very difficult to achieve
	See answer comment No.20
A sign example will be included in the “example”-column of the LOG-file. If necessary more than one row has to be filled as a summation of assets and liabilities is not required.  

It is also applicable for reinsurance.

	25.
	Groupe Consultatif
	RC- cell A15
	The explanation of net maximum exposure versus gross maximum exposure is not clear.  This would benefit from further explanation.  


	Net exposure measures the market direction of the investments (net maximum exposure = long exposure + short exposure) (gross maximum exposure = long exposure + absolute value of short exposure)


	26.
	The Phoenix Group
	RC- cell A16
	Can a clearer definition be provided?
	Noted.

	27.
	AMICE
	RC- cell A17
	Does the column “Ceded Technical Provisions” refer to the best estimate of technical provisions or to the accounting provision?
	It refers to best estimate of TP.

	28.
	CEA
	RC- cell A18
	For off-balance sheet items, it should be clarified whether this is a potential asset or liability.


	This proposal is already included in the LOG-file.

	29.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A18
	For off-balance sheet items, it should be clarified whether this is a potential asset or liability.
	See answer comment No.28

	30.
	KPMG
	RC- cell A18
	Rather than stating whether the exposure relates to an asset or a liability would it not be more helpful to show assets and liabilities separately on the form.
	It would be more burdensome for groups if different RC-templates have to be reported (e.g. one for assets, one for liabilities etc.). Additionally more than one row can be used.

	31.
	CEA
	RC- cell A2
	The definition should be clarified – does this mean the exposure counterparty rather than the group counterparty which has the exposure (latter looks to be required in A10)?  
If a standard code is to be supplied, this should be done as soon as possible in order to allow for systems implementation. Also, what form will this take and how will it be maintained? Will this be the entity concerned as well as the group it belongs to or only the group?


	LOG-file says: name of the external counterparty of the group. It is the party outside of the group to which a contract exists.
There will be no standard code in A2. There will be no closed list in A5 (ID code). The code in A5 is publicly already available which should be the ISIN. The form is internationally defined.

	32.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC- cell A2
	The methodology for aggregating disclosures will differ between different insurance groups, for example, on whether state owned banks such as Lloyds Banking Group or RBS should be considered as part of the UK government exposure.  Also, as noted above in RC – Benefits, the detailed asset data templates provide supervisors with data to analyse particularly counterparty risk concentration concerns or issues. 
	A RC-template is an important addition to the asset templates and vice versa. 

	33.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A2
	The definition should be clarified – does this means the exposure counterparty rather than the group counterparty which has the exposure (latter looks to be required in A10)?  If a standard code is to be supplied, this should be done as soon as possible in order to allow for systems implementation. Also, what form will this take and how will it be maintained? Will this be the entity concerned as well as the group it belongs to or only the group?
	See answer comment No. 31.

	34.
	CEA
	RC- cell A3
	Will a closed list be provided? It would seem from below that liability exposures are to be included in this table-please clarify how this information will be used to monitor the risk exposure of the group as generally risk exposure focuses on assets and potential assets.


	No closed list is planned.
Liability exposures are to be included, too, see A18. Risk concentration will also cover the liability side and off-balance sheet items.

	35.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC- cell A3
	This cell does not lend itself to capturing all types of exposure. Given the detailed requirements in cells A7 and A12, as examples, to complete this template would require exposure by exposure granularity which is not envisaged for this cell according to the example provided in the LOG.  
	For each different exposure one row is preferred. The type of exposure should be listed.

	36.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A3
	Will a closed list be provided? It would seem from below that liability exposures are to be included in this table - please clarify how this information will be used to monitor the risk exposure of the group as generally risk exposure focuses on assets and potential assets.
	See answer comment No. 34.

	37.
	PwC
	RC- cell A3
	Nature of exposure: Insurers could be explosed to more than one type of asset from one counterparty. Please clarify if separate lines need to be completed in these circumstances.
	For each different exposure one row is preferred. Therefore separate rows (for each type of asset from one counterparty) would be needed. 

	38.
	The Phoenix Group
	RC- cell A3
	Is the QRT only asking for one exposure per Counterparty?
	No, for all exposures per counterparty (above the relevant the threshold). 

	39.
	CEA
	RC- cell A4
	Further clarity required, e.g. where an equity, would this be where the equity is listed, or where the headquarters of the entity issuer is located?


	It is the country where the headquarter of the entity issuer is located. Will be clarified in the LOG-file.

	40.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC- cell A4
	Further clarity is needed since this could be interpreted as country of issue or country of incorporation, for example.
	See answer comment No. 39.

	41.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A4
	Further clarity required, e.g. where an equity, would this be where the equity is listed, or where the headquarters of the entity issuer is located?

It will be particularly difficult to determine the country of exposure where we have global counterparties that have numerous policies with subsidiaries across the globe.
	See answer comment No. 39.


	42.
	PwC
	RC- cell A4
	Country of exposure: Insurers could be exposed to one counterparty in respect of more than one currency.  Please clarify if separate lines need to be completed in these cases.
	The currency used should be the currency stated under cell A14 and it should be the currency of the group. In this case no additional row may be needed.

	43.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC- cell A5
	See comments above for IGT1 – cell F6.
It is assumed that where this is not applicable this can be left blank.  It would be helpful for the LOG file to specify this explicitly.


	It is always applicable. If there are no preferred codes like ISIN or Bloomber ticker, then an undertaking-specific code should be used as stated  in the LOG-file.

	44.
	CEA
	RC- cell A6
	Are all ID code sources of equal merit or will there be a list in order of preference? Also, we will need the closed list as soon as possible to ensure the data we have available sources the allowed ID code type.


	The ISIN code is preferred, if available. Otherwise recognized codes in no order. There will be no closed list. ISIN are publicly available. 

	45.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A6
	Are all ID code sources of equal merit or will there be a list in order of preference? Also, we will need the closed list as soon as possible to ensure the data we have available sources the allowed ID code type.
	See answer comment No. 45.

	46.
	The Phoenix Group
	RC- cell A7
	Some counterparties do not have credit ratings.  What should we report here for these?
	If no rating is available, cell can be left blank.

	47.
	CEA
	RC- cell A8
	Are all rating agency sources of equal merit, or will there be a list in order of preference? Such a list should be provided as soon as possible to ensure systems development has captured available sources.


	There is no preference, therefore there will be no list. Rating to be reported which is best representative.

	48.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC- cell A8
	Are all rating agency sources of equal merit, or will there be a list in order of preference? Such a list should be provided as soon as possible to ensure systems development has captured available sources.
	See answer comment No. 47.

	49.
	AMICE
	RC-Application
	Would it be necessary to apply the look-through approach to the UCITS? 
Would also be possible to net receivables with liabilities within an individual undertaking?
	The look-through approach should not be taken into account if possible, because of various legal and practical difficulties. 
No netting of receivables with liabilities. If there are different types of exposures they should be listed in separate rows.

	50.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC-Benefits
	We do not consider that a risk concentration template would provide sufficient benefits for the reason above.  Also the detailed asset data templates provide supervisors with a vast amount of data which can be analysed to assess particularly counterparty risk concentration concerns or issues (within an insurer, group or across the industry) as they arise.
	A RC-template is an important addition to the asset templates and vice versa.

	51.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	RC-Benefits
	See “Purpose” above – the benefits are already provided by other forms.

In any case, no benefits of this form have been stated in the Summary Document – we infer from this that none exist and that this form should be deleted.
	Risk concentrations have to be reported, see Art. 244 (2). A RC-template is an important addition to other forms (e.g. asset templates, SFCC) and vice versa.

	52.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC-Costs
	The costs are highly dependent on the thresholds determined and hence it is not possible to provide a meaningful assessment of the potential costs of this template.  It is vital that only data required for the purposes of adequate risk management is collected to avoid significant burden and cost in producing and validating / reviewing these templates.
	To avoid significant burdens for groups and undertakings, thresholds are stated in the Level 3 Guidelines on supervision of risk concentration and intra-group transactions.

	53.
	A.M. Best Europe - Rating Services Ltd
	RC-Disclosure
	All information is necessary to assess group and individual entity exposure to counterparties 

Information for public disclosure could have a higher materiality threshold, although we would expect the public template to include some information regarding exposure to individual reinsurers. Simplified version should include A14 and A18.
	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.

	54.
	CEA
	RC-Disclosure
	In some countries this information is given to rating agencies however the intention to disclose this to the wider public is of concern.  By the time the template would be disclosed, the information may no longer be relevant.

The CEA does not support public disclosure of this template.  It could be misinterpreted and have a significant impact on financial. Moreover, corporate listed entities for which there is a risk concentration would not accepted to be publicly quoted.

Clarification would be helpful on what EIOPA mean by “simplified version”.


	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.

	55.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	RC-Disclosure
	We support the suggestion of a narrative disclosure.  

Public disclosure could include a list of control procedures, which exposures are covered by collateral, how we measure them and the top X exposures.  Private disclosure could quantify the most material exposures and list the most important ones (i.e. those on a watch list).

Listing collateral by entity is not how it is managed.  It is managed at a more aggregate level.

If template is necessary, we suggest that unit-linked is excluded.

If template is necessary, we suggest derivatives should be net of collateral.
	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.
Also a listing of collateral by entity is of concern for supervisors.
Unit-linked should also be reported.
Noted and clarified in the LOG-file.

	56.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC-Disclosure
	Please specify the simplified version.
	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.

	57.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	RC-Disclosure
	What does simplified version mean?
	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.

	58.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC-Disclosure
	In some countries this information is given to rating agencies however the intention to disclose this to the wider public is of great concern.  Disclosure of a Group’s major counterparties could lead to market instability. Further, by the time the template would be disclosed, the information may no longer be relevant.

The GDV does not support public disclosure of this template.


	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.


	59.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	RC-Disclosure
	The information contained in this form is likely to be very sensitive; we do not agree with having any of it publicly disclosed.
	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.

	60.
	XL Group plc
	RC-Disclosure
	We do not believe that the additional detail in “RC” beyond the level of information which is already publicly disclosed in the 10K, should be required to be publicly disclosed.
	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.

	61.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	RC-Frequency
	Please refer to G03 & G04-Frequency:
One of the main objectives for macroprudential oversight is to monitor the solvency of the financial institutions sector, as players in the financial markets, on a quarterly basis (as it is the case of banks, in the information provided by EBA). The solvency-based indicators provide precise and relevant information about the situation and the strength of the institutions. Annual reporting would deliver this information too late. A quarterly reporting is therefore recommended.


	Annual reporting will be too burdensome and the argument of stakeholders say, that by the time the template would be disclosed, the information may no longer be relevant. An annual reporting would be sufficient for this purpose.

	62.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC-Materiality
	We note that „most important” is not defined so this could lead to a wide variety of interpretations of how to complete the template.  It is vital that thresholds are set well in advance so that insurers can produce the required level of detail in the timescales.
	Noted. The reference to Level 3-guideline on RC and IGT will be completed in the summary-file.

	63.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC-Materiality
	The volume of information to report will be significant, depending on what is agreed with supervisors, we think that this template could be simplified by the EIOPA clearly defining a threshold (i.e. a disclosure only for the positions > X% of the total SII Value of the consolidated entity).


	In the Level 3 Guidelines on supervision of risk concentration and intra-group transactions thresholds will be set, which have to be agreed on by the supervisor. 

	64.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	RC-Materiality
	“Most important” exposures have not been defined, especially where different types of exposure to the same counterparty exist. For instance, if a loan has been taken from a bank, but shares are also held in that same bank, there may be qualitative considerations as well as simple quantitative factors.

Materiality thresholds should also be based on a percentage of group own funds, say concentrations comprising more than 10% - exposures to individual counterparties could be immaterial in many instances.
	In the Level 3 Guidelines on supervision of risk concentration and intra-group transactions thresholds will be set, which have to be agreed on by the supervisor. It is a percentage of the group SCR.

	65.
	XL Group plc
	RC-Materiality
	It will be important for a level of materiality to be applied to avoid the situation where every single existing reinsurance arrangement is listed out. 
	In the Level 3 Guidelines on supervision of risk concentration and intra-group transactions thresholds will be set, which have to be agreed on by the supervisor. It is a percentage of the group SCR and also applicable on reinsurance arrangements.

	66.
	AMICE
	RC-Purpose
	The LOG document states that the aim of the template is to list the most important exposure (net maximum exposure) by counterparty (group or/and entity) outside the scope of the re/insurance group. However, exposures within the insurance group appear to be incorporated into the initial draft on the Level 3 guidance as material problems resulting from excessive risk concentrations in one entity, either regulated or unregulated, could be transmitted to other entities in the group because the entities are linked by reputation or by intra-group transactions and exposures, or both. This template should be further aligned with the Level 3 guidance on the topic.

Only entities included in the scope of group supervision are to be listed as it could be very burdensome to identify exposures from counterparties with regards to the non-consolidated entities.


	Concentrations inside the group are covered by IGT1-IGT4 templates. As for RC there is only the need to report exposures outside of the group.
Yes, only entities within the scope of the group supervision are relevant for reporting RC. 



	67.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	RC-Purpose
	We support the suggestion of a narrative disclosure.  Public disclosure could include a list of control procedures, which exposures are covered by collateral, how we measure them and the top X exposures.  Private disclosure could quantify the most material exposures and list the most important ones (i.e. those on a watch list) and such measures are already proposed for the RSR.

Listing collateral by entity is not how it is managed.  It is managed at a more aggregate level.

If template is necessary, we suggest that unit-linked is excluded.

If template is necessary, we suggest derivatives should be net of collateral.

Based on our understanding of EIOPA’s objective of introducing this template, we do not believe the Risk Concentration templates meet the purpose, despite the onerous effort that will be required to complete the information. The spirit of Solvency II calls for companies to be able to demonstrate their ability to manage risks rather than have regulators controlling risks. This holds true, for example, for risk concentration and reinsurance programs. We strongly believe that monitoring of insurers’ Pillar II processes should be the main means by which the supervisors’ achieve this as opposed to additional disclosure.

We therefore strongly support qualitative disclosure as a means of meeting EIOPA objective for risk concentration. We would also like to note that other aspects of Solvency II such as stress scenario testing of the SCR still ensure that there is adequate monitoring of risk concentration and the impact they may have. SCR tests and other stress tests that will now be required on a regular basis should be used for the purpose of meeting the requirements of the level 1 Directive and no additional requirements beyond that.

In addition, we strongly disagree that such information should be publicly disclosed as such disclosure may lead to events that trigger market instability.
	Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.
Also a listing of collateral by entity is of concern for supervisors.

Unit-linked should also be reported.

Noted and clarified in the LOG-file.

Quantitative information on risk concentration are also essential for supervisors as qualitative information. 
Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.

	68.
	CEA
	RC-Purpose
	It’s difficult to give a relevant view through only quantitative reporting, since the notion of risk concentration is difficult to define precisely. 

A pragmatic way could be to combine quantitative reporting such as for example the 10 biggest aggregate exposures to individual counterparties (counterparties in terms of companies / groups of companies; aggregating equity, bond, derivative, reinsurance and other measurable exposures) with qualitative reporting, asking for the most prominent risk concentrations in terms of product, geography or otherwise to be described briefly qualitatively. If such brief qualitative information triggers the need for deeper information, the supervisor would ask for it when the need arises. 

We are not convinced that the data gathered is the most efficient means for addressing the supervisor’s concerns around risk concentration i.e. the detailed information at a point of time can give only a ‘snapshot’, whereas there are better tools (e.g. Pillar II/ORSA) to assess the Group’s ability to manage and control risk concentration.  We are also concerned at the apparent overlap/duplication with the already highly detailed Assets schedules (D-templates).

It would seem from the template that liability exposures are requested in addition to asset exposures. It would be useful to know how this information will be monitored for risk concentration purposes as generally more focus is placed on asset and potential asset exposures to highlight potential losses to the group if something happens to that counterparty.

“Most important” exposures have not been defined, especially where different types of exposure to the same counterparty exist. For instance, if a loan has been taken from a bank, but shares are also held in that same bank, there may be qualitative considerations as well as simple quantitative factors.

Further clarification required: for assets:


Should exposures to sovereign counterparties be disclosed within the RC templates? Particularly as sovereign exposure risk within the EEA has increased in relevance recently? 


With respect to country exposure, would this be the exposure to government bonds or country exposure for all investments held? 


Where counterparties have received national government assistance & bailouts, should those entities be categorised as a sovereign exposure where those national governments have become the single largest or majority shareholders or where they are able to exercise dominant influence? 


Which credit rating agency is required? It is not uncommon for different agencies to assign different ratings. What ratings are required for unrated instruments? In general, equities and real estate are not allocated credit ratings by recognised agencies. 

How is it envisaged that exposure via derivatives will be recorded?

Clarity on the definitions of ID codes would be helpful. SEDOL/Bloomberg ID? 

Treatment of derivatives, guarantees, collateral: it is not clear how derivatives, guarantees, collateral etc. would be encompassed by this template. 

Further clarification required: for liabilities:


Is it necessary to split out for different currencies, or just list currencies of exposure? 


How is it envisaged that exposure via derivatives will be recorded?

How is it envisaged that Stock Lending and Collateral be treated? 

How is ‘exposure’ measured? 

Further clarification required: on global issues: 

In order for data to be consistent across entities, a definition will be required. 


The current amount utilised most extensively as an internal measure of exposure is single hit/ 1st loss exposure. Treatment of reinstatements and impact on maximum exposure is an area where specific guidance will be required. 


The extent of the detailed drill down for major issuers is unclear; do we need to list all exposures totalling back to the total? 


It is unclear whether all existing reinsurance agreements are to be listed or only the current accumulation year. If all existing reinsurance agreements would have to be listed, difficulties with the availability of data would occur. Within facultative reinsurances contracts, there are several hundred risks separately insured. 


	It is difficult, but a narrative could/should be additionally requested by the group supervisor.
The other way round: The RC-template is required and if the group supervisor needs additional qualitative information, then he would ask for it.

An overlap may not be prevented, but it is necessary to report all RC above a threshold no matter if these are assets already required in D-templates or not. 
Liability exposures are to be included, too, see A18. Risk concentration will also cover the liability side and off-balance sheet items.
Threshold to define which RC have to be reported will be set by the group supervisor. If in the example of the bank the asset-side and the liability-side are relevant, both have to be reported, stating in A18 on which side there is an impact on.

If above the threshold: Yes.

Only to government bonds.

Generally the counterparty is a sovereign entity and should be treated as a sovereign exposure.

The rating which is in the perspective of the undertaking the most representative.  If no rating exists, than there is nothing to report.

A Derivative will be recorded for example as an asset issued by a counterparty outside of the group.
Generally ISIN code should be used, if it is not available then Boomberg code.
A Derivative for example as an asset issued by a counterparty outside of the group.

If necessary a split would be helpful.

A Derivative for example as an asset issued by a counterparty outside of the group.

If it is on the liability side it should be stated in A18
By a loss given default. Therefore it is necessary to know how material the exposure is.
Definitions are stated in LOG-file if necessary.
Noted, maximum exposure will be further clarified.

Yes, all exposures within the stated threshold are necessary. 
Generally all existing reinsurance contracts above the stated threshold have to be reported.

	69.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	RC-Purpose
	We strongly support qualitative disclosure (as opposed to quantitative) as a means of meeting EIOPA objective for risk concentration.

Based on our understanding of EIOPA’s objective of introducing this template, we do not believe the Risk Concentration templates meet the purpose, despite the onerous effort that will be required to complete the information. The spirit of Solvency II calls for companies to be able to demonstrate their ability to manage risks rather than have regulators controlling risks. This holds true, for example, for risk concentration and reinsurance programs. We strongly believe that monitoring of insurers’ Pillar II processes should be the main means by which the supervisors’ achieve this as opposed to additional disclosure.

We therefore strongly support qualitative disclosure as a means of meeting EIOPA objective for risk concentration. We would also like to note that other aspects of Solvency II such as stress scenario testing of the SCR still ensure that there is adequate monitoring of risk concentration and the impact they may have. SCR tests and other stress tests that will now be required on a regular basis should be used for the purpose of meeting the requirements of the level 1 Directive and no additional requirements beyond that.

In addition, we strongly disagree that such information should be publicly disclosed as such disclosure may lead to events that trigger market instability.


	Quantitative information on risk concentration is also essential for supervisors as qualitative information. 

Supervision of risk concentration is stated in Art. 244

Noted. On the disclosure of the Risk Concentration template, this is no longer required. However, narrative information should be included in the SFCR.

	70.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	RC-Purpose
	We support EIOPA’s preference to require only narrative disclosure, supported by figures, rather than a specific template in the QRTs.  This would be a more appropriate way of capturing the information that supervisors need to assess concentration risk.  Insurers will take different approaches to counterparty risk concentration that will be difficult to capture in a quantitative data template, for example, different concentration risk methodology.  Narrative disclosure would provide supervisors with more meaningful information to challenge. 

If EIOPA decides to keep a QRT for risk concentration then significant alterations are necessary since the table attempts to show both aggregated data e.g. name of the group counterparty (cell A2) and exposure level data e.g. rating (cell A7) and maturity (cell A12).  
	Quantitative information on risk concentration is also essential for supervisors as qualitative information. There will be no public disclosure anymore.

The “aggregated” data of the group counterparty is necessary to specify the link between the exposure and the issuer/contract party. This seems not to be a contradiction.

	71.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	RC-Purpose
	It’s difficult to give a relevant view through only quantitative reporting, since the notion of risk concentration is difficult to define precisely. 

A pragmatic way could be to combine quantitative reporting such as for example the 10 biggest aggregate exposures to individual counterparties (counterparties in terms of companies / groups of companies; aggregating equity, bond, derivative, reinsurance and other measurable exposures) with qualitative reporting, asking for the most prominent risk concentrations in terms of product, geography or otherwise to be described briefly qualitatively. If such brief qualitative information triggers the need for deeper information, the supervisor would ask for it when the need arises. 

We are not convinced that the data gathered is the most efficient means for addressing the supervisor’s concerns around risk concentration i.e. the detailed information at a point of time can give only a ‘snapshot’, whereas there are better tools (e.g. Pillar II/ORSA) to assess the Group’s ability to manage and control risk concentration.  We are also concerned at the apparent overlap/duplication with the already highly detailed Assets schedules (D-templates).

It would seem from the template that liability exposures are requested in addition to asset exposures. It would be useful to know how this information will be monitored for risk concentration purposes as generally more focus is placed on asset and potential asset exposures to highlight potential losses to the group if something happens to that counterparty.

“Most important” exposures have not been defined, especially where different types of exposure to the same counterparty exist. For instance, if a loan has been taken from a bank, but shares are also held in that same bank, there may be qualitative considerations as well as simple quantitative factors.

Further clarification required for assets:


Should exposures to sovereign counterparties be disclosed within the RC templates? Particularly as sovereign exposure risk within the EEA has increased in relevance recently. 


With respect to country exposure are you looking for just exposure to government bonds or country exposure for all investments held? 


Where counterparties have received national government assistance & bailouts should those entities be categorised as a sovereign exposure where those national governments have become the single largest or majority shareholders or where they are able to exercise dominant influence? 


Which credit rating agency is required? It is not uncommon for different agencies to assign different ratings. What ratings are required for unrated instruments? In general, equities and real estate are not allocated credit ratings by recognised agencies. 


How is it envisaged that exposure via derivatives will be recorded? 


Clarity on the definitions of ID codes would be helpful. SEDOL/Bloomberg ID? Some Members indicated that updating of this information would have to be done manually. 


Treatment of derivatives, guarantees, collateral: it is not clear how derivatives, guarantees, collateral etc. would be encompassed by this template. 

Further clarification required for liabilities:


Is it necessary to split out for different currencies, or just list currencies of exposure? 


How is it envisaged that exposure via derivatives will be recorded? 


How is it envisaged that Stock Lending and Collateral be treated? 


How is ‘exposure’ measured? 

Further clarification required on global issues: 


In order for data to be consistent across entities, a definition will be required. 


The current amount utilised most extensively as an internal measure of exposure is single hit/ 1st loss exposure. Treatment of reinstatements and impact on maximum exposure is an area where specific guidance will be required. 


The extent of the detailed drill down for major issuers is unclear; do we need to list all exposures totalling back to the total? 


It is unclear whether all existing reinsurance agreements are to be listed or only the current accumulation year. If all existing reinsurance agreements would have to be listed, difficulties with the availability of data would occur. Within facultative reinsurances contracts, there are several hundred risks separately insured. 

In general: How does EIOPA envisage that the reporting threshold set will practically help in the  population of this template with respect to the consolidation process, as the solo entities will have to report a complete list of counterparties in order for the Group to aggregate and assess which of those are above the threshold.  This seems overly onerous. 

A lot of the data is repeated in the asset forms as well as derivatives etc – could the counterparty information somehow be brought in so that the list of balances is only reported once?

In terms of alternative formats for this template, we prefer that EIOPA clearly set out what information on counterparties is considered critical for the purposes of supervision and work with industry for a more practical solution.


	See answer, comment No. 68
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Information reported in solo templates is not automatically available to the group supervisor. Further solo templates are not focused on risk concentrations.
A RC-template is an important addition to the asset templates and vice versa.


	72.
	Groupe Consultatif
	RC-Purpose
	An example might help illustrate what is meant by “the most important exposure by counterparty”.  
For example if group undertakings hold several bonds and deposits with a single bank, do they just include the bond or deposit with the largest value here?  Could concentration information be provided in a template such as the helper template for QIS5 for market concentration risk?  Combined with the reinsurance templates?


	This will be clarified by the group supervisor who will set a threshold. All exposures above this threshold will have to be reported. 
This depends: if all exposures are above the threshold, all have to be reported. If they are all in combination below threshold no one would have to be reported. 

	73.
	PwC
	RC-Purpose
	

	

	74.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	RC-Purpose
	This form duplicates, in part, solo-level reporting for assets (D series) and reinsurance (e.g. J3). There is no new information being reported here in these areas, so these elements should be withdrawn at the very least.

Further, the proposed requirements for the SFCR and RSR already include disclosures on risk concentrations, for each of the major types of risk. Such disclosures are both qualitative and quantitative in nature. We do not see what is being sought from the RC form that is not already being obtained from these disclosures. In addition, such disclosures are available at a solo level, not just at a group level, meaning granularity of data is not an issue.

In addition, entities with an internal model have to identify, measure and manage such risks anyway.

As such, we therefore believe this form should not be retained.
	Information reported in solo templates is not automatically available to the group supervisor. Further solo templates are not focused on risk concentrations. A RC-template is an important addition to the asset templates and vice versa.

The SFCR and RSR is more focused on qualitative information. The RC-template is an important addition to the SFCR and RSR.

	75.
	The Phoenix Group
	RC-Purpose
	It’s difficult to give a relevant view through only quantitative reporting, since the notion of risk concentration is difficult to define precisely. 

A pragmatic way could be to combine quantitative reporting such as for example the 10 biggest aggregate exposures to individual counterparties (counterparties in terms of companies / groups of companies; aggregating equity, bond, derivative, reinsurance and other measurable exposures) with qualitative reporting, asking for the most prominent risk concentrations in terms of product, geography or otherwise to be described briefly qualitatively. If such brief qualitative information triggers the need for deeper information, the supervisor would ask for it when the need arises. 

We are not convinced that the data gathered is the most efficient means for addressing the supervisor’s concerns around risk concentration i.e. the detailed information at a point of time can give only a ‘snapshot’, whereas there are better tools (e.g. Pillar II/ORSA) to assess the Group’s ability to manage and control risk concentration.  We are also concerned at the apparent overlap/duplication with the already highly detailed Assets QRTs.
	See answer, comment No. 68.

	76.
	XL Group plc
	RC-Purpose
	The proposed detailed quantitative disclosures may not be the best way to provide information on Risk Concentrations. Greater linkage with narrative explanation would help provide context.  
	See answer, comment No. 68.
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