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	No.
	Name
	Reference


	Comment
	Resolution

	
	Insurance and Reinsurance Stakeholders Group
	General Comment

(Part I)
	General observations regarding EIOPA consultation on Reporting Package:

IRSG considers that consistent ongoing reporting to the regulator is a key aspect of a risk based supervisory regime and is an important element of Solvency II. IRSG would also agree that such requirements should be proportionate to the nature, scale and complexity of the insurer and its operations and needs to be balanced with policyholder protection. However, IRSG notes that some proposed reporting requirements are overly detailed for the purposes of microprudential and macroprudential supervision. 

Regarding quarterly reporting, IRSG supports the proposed requirements to provide quarterly reporting information to the regulators albeit in a significantly reduced extent to that required on an annual basis. IRSG also supports the option 3 (no full balance sheet) within the EIOPA consultation paper, since the information already required will explain the largest elements of the reconciliation reserves. Furthermore, the cost impact of quarterly reporting on smaller undertakings with simple risks has to be taken into consideration.

The additional consultation for financial stability purposes requires the submission on a quarterly basis of a detailed list of assets for companies with a total balance sheet higher than EUR 6 bn. The benefits to supervisors of the availability of detailed lists of assets do not outweigh the cost to insurers of providing them and IRSG questions the relevance to micro-prudential and macro-prudential supervision. Moreover, given the dynamic nature of investment portfolios, in the event of specific holdings facing rapid reductions in value or exhibiting extreme volatility IRSG would expect microprudential and macroprudential supervisors to request ad hoc reports if annual or even quarterly reports were provided. IRSG believes that delivering a more suitable aggregation of assets will give more relevant information, sufficient to eliminate the need for the proposed detailed lists. We recognise that EIOPA believe a detailed list of assets would meet their supervisory requirements, and some stakeholders would prefer this approach since, notwithstanding the initial cost, it would be more straightforward to provide once operationalized. If such a detailed list of assets is requested for financial stability purposes this reinforces that it is not necessary for either micro-prudential or financial stability purposes for a company to provide a full balance sheet on a quarterly basis as the information already required is sufficient.

Financial stability and statistical needs should be satisfied through the QRTs package at the same date with a single basis for reporting at Eiopa level.

In cases where proxies are used to produce quarterly reporting (particularly important for information which derives from technical provisions), it should be assessed if those proxies could give rise to a material error, the materiality remaining a key judgment. IRSG agrees with the definition of materiality in the level 2 implementing measures (the information is material if its omission or misstatement could influence the decision-making or the judgement of the users of that document, including the supervisory authorities) and believe that threshold should be limited to specific requirements. IRSG also notes that the size or the nature of the insurer and risk to the policyholder are not well correlated and that thus threshold based on the size of the entity may not be appropriate in all cases. (for example, captive insurers of non insurance undertakings).

Consistently with the Framework Directive (Article 51 para 1), IRSG agrees that an appropriate level of public information, in an understandable format, should be made available on an annual basis. Public disclosure of Solvency II information should be set at the right level so as not to mislead and confuse the various audience. As at present certain companies may choose to publicly disclose some information on a more frequent basis but this should be permitted and not required. 

IRSG notes that some stakeholders have concerns that since information will be disclosed to the public, the Solvency II balance sheet should be audited by an external firm. IRSG does not see benefits from adding an external audit to the existing requirements regarding the quality of the data, the process and the comparison where required between Solvency II figures and reported figures which are in themselves sufficient. Also, under Solvency II, undertakings would implement effective governance and risk management and control systems which will provide numerous lines of defence when substantiating Solvency II calculations. Market discipline will also have an important role to play with much improved disclosure. This should provide the management and supervisors with adequate assurance on Solvency II data.

Regarding the local requirements, they should be limited to specificity of the local market if the information is not covered by any Solvency II reporting. IRSG would welcome a harmonization among the supervisors for similar types of local specificities. IRSG believes that an approval by EIOPA of these requirement could help achieving a real harmonization of reporting.

Finally, it is crucial that the industry and supervisors have sufficient time to implement the necessary processes and systems to support Solvency II reporting.
	Noted

Quarterly reporting was discussed and the package now published represents a balanced approach. 

On the BS EIOPA acknowledges that the criteria defined under CP9 to exempt quarterly reporting of BS-C1 was difficult to apply (and impossible for reporting by groups), creating uncertainty on the quarterly requirements. Also, any other criteria to define thresholds would not overcome this difficulty. On the other hand, to calculate Own funds quarterly, undertakings will have to calculate the entire balance sheet with the same frequency. Taking all this into account, EIOPA believes that, both from a supervisory point of view and from an operational point of view for undertakings, the request of the balance-sheet quarterly without exemptions is the best approach.

Please refer to CP11 comments template.

Noted. 
Materiality thresholds were defined when appropriate. 

The use of simplification will be defined under Level 2. 

See also comments template of CP.11
Noted. 

Audit requirements are not addressed by this package. 

EIOPA stresses the fact that they will exist only when specificities of the local market justify it and where it was considered that an harmonisation of the information to be reported was not adequate.

	
	Insurance and Reinsurance Stakeholders Group
	General Comment

(Part I)
	Detailed list of assets

The benefits to supervisors of the availability of detailed lists of assets do not outweigh the cost to insurers of providing them in IRSG’s opinion. IRSG believes this applies to annual reporting as well as quarterly reporting. IRSG believes that the combination of suitably detailed levels of aggregation  plus the identification of concentrations should meet both microprudential and macroprudential objectives. The second policy option being considered by EIOPA (paragraph 4.10 of "Impact assessment on the reporting package for Solvency II") seems appropriate for quarterly reporting, but could apply to annual reporting as well. 

IRSG would question the relevance of detailed reporting for microprudential and macroprudential objectives. Given the dynamic nature of investment portfolios, in the event of specific holdings facing rapid reductions in value or exhibiting extreme volatility IRSG would expect microprudential and macroprudential supervisors to request ad hoc reports if annual or even quarterly reports were provided.

This restriction does not mean that each undertaking should not follow carefully the precise composition of its assets which should be in line with the prudent person principle as adopted by each insurer. However, the provision by the undertaking to the supervisor could be more efficient and effective if the undertaking delivers a more suitable aggregation of assets will give more relevant information, sufficient to eliminate the need for detailed lists of assets.

In paragraph 4.14 of the impact assessment IRSG sees no reason why national supervisory authorities should be able to raise the stated thresholds.

In IRSG’s view, the list of investments held in Investment Funds in "Assets - D1 LOG" should be aggregated to reflect the underlying risk shown in "Assets - D4 LOG".  Such funds include diverse categories of investments with diverse risks so, for example, direct equity investments should be aggregated with indirect equity investments held in these funds. 

In IRSG’s opinion, assets backing unit-linked contracts should be removed from all asset templates where the assets are closely matched to liabilities and where insurers bear no financial risk on such contracts. In many ways unit linked funds are analogous with mutual funds and other collective investment schemes which are not subject to the same disclosure requirements.
	The issue was discussed and EIOPA believes that the detailed list of assets is crucial information for the supervisor, both from a micro and macro perspective. An aggregation of the information is possible for the undertakings exempted from the detailed list of assets but it is not enough as default for the purposes of supervision. 

Excluding unit linked assets undermines a comprehensive view of the undertaking risk profile, in particular contagious risk. The security-by-security reporting will also concern unit-linked products, since we consider that these also present specific risks (for instance, undertakings selling bonds issued by entities of their own group, leading to conflicts of interests; or undertakings exposed to reputational risk if they have a major problem on one of their unit-linked; etc.).



	
	Insurance and Reinsurance Stakeholders Group
	General Comment

(Part I)
	Quarterly reporting

IRSG believes that consistent ongoing reporting to the regulator is a key aspect of a risk based supervisory regime and is an important element of Solvency II. IRSG would also agree that such requirements should be proportionate to the nature, scale and complexity of the insurer and its operations. IRSG therefore supports the proposed requirements to provide quarterly reporting information to the regulators albeit in a significantly reduced extent to that required on an annual basis. IRSG also supports the proposed balance between Group and Solo quarterly reporting.

IRSG understands that a proposal has been made in the Parliament to limit the requirement for quarterly reporting based on size of the insurer.  While IRSG understands that this is worthy of consideration from the point of view of proportionality, in IRSG’s view, the size of the insurer and risk to the policyholder are not well correlated.  If quarterly reporting forms part of the regime under Solvency II, then it should apply to all insurers proportionally to the scale, nature and complexity of their risks, in IRSG opinion.

IRSG support any efforts to provide legal certainty on how the principle of proportionality could be applied to supervisory reporting. Further work is needed in this area, as full quarterly reporting may be problematic for many small/medium sized undertakings. We would support an approach whereby quarterly reporting would be limited to information that has changed significantly  during the course of the reporting period as a basis for articulating how the principle of proportionality can be applied in practice. 

IRSG acknowledges that EIOPA has responded to stakeholder feedback from the pre-consultation exercises in this regard and in particular removed the requirement for a full balance sheet on a quarterly basis. IRSG fully supports this which would otherwise have imposed a significant burden for limited regulatory benefit. IRSG would agree that for ongoing monitoring purposes the quarterly provision of simplified information on own funds, technical provisions and assets is sufficient. This information will explain the largest element of the reconciliation reserve. IRSG would expect that regulators should be able to rely on the ongoing company monitoring and governance in this regard. To the extent that further information is requested this should not lead the requirement for a full quarterly balance sheet. Therefore IRSG supports option 3, (no full balance sheet) within the EIOPA consultation paper.

EIOPA have issued a separate consultation document on disclosures in its “financial stability” capacity. As IRSG stated elsewhere in this response, the benefits to supervisors of the availability of detailed lists of assets do not outweigh the cost to insurers of providing them and IRSG question the relevance to micro-prudential and macro-prudential supervision. If such a list of assets is requested for financial stability purposes (which IRSG would question) then this reinforces that it is not necessary for either micro-prudential or financial stability purposes for a company to provide a full balance sheet on a quarterly basis. This would be very onerous, beyond the Transparency Directive requirements and unnecessary for financial stability purposes. The information proposed in the extant QRTs on own funds, assets and technical provisions is sufficient and hence IRSG disagrees with the additional proposal for a full quarterly balance sheet. The deadline for financial stability QRT should be in line with the deadline applicable all other quarterly QRTs.

One aspect to which further consideration should be given is the fourth quarter QRT reporting requirements. The annual reporting requirements will be supplied at this time and on expanded levels of detail. Consideration should be given to what, if any fourth quarter information should be provided, acknowledging that quarterly reporting would normally have a higher level of estimation and roll forward. It would be overly burdensome to report two sets of Solvency II reports and would lead to onerous governance and reconciliation procedures to explain any differences between the fourth quarter and annual reporting.
	Noted.

Noted. When adequate the exemptions processes were made clearer. 

EIOPA acknowledges that the criteria defined under CP9 to exempt quarterly reporting of BS-C1 was difficult to apply (and impossible for reporting by groups), creating uncertainty on the quarterly requirements. Also, any other criteria to define thresholds would not overcome this difficulty. On the other hand, to calculate Own funds quarterly, undertakings will have to calculate the entire balance sheet with the same frequency. Taking all this into account, EIOPA believes that, both from a supervisory point of view and from an operational point of view for undertakings, the request of the balance-sheet quarterly without exemptions is the best approach.

Please refer to CP11 Comments template. 

Frequency and timeliness of reporting is crucial for an adequate supervision of insurance undertakings. In this regard, quarterly is crucial for the supervisory process which is why it is already a reality under Solvency I. Under Solvency II, quarterly reporting is kept to a minimum of information needed. The reporting of 4th quarter information is as much, and in some circumstances, even more important that the other quarters. 

However EIOPA agrees that undertakings should not have to report the same information twice. Therefore some changes were introduced in the split between quarterly and annual information

	
	Insurance and Reinsurance Stakeholders Group
	General Comment

(Part I)
	Disclosure

The disclosure requirements are primarily focused on ensuring sufficient information is available to regulators to allow them to undertake their supervisory role which includes policyholder protection. IRSG agrees this is a critical aspect and should be the primary focus. IRSG also agrees that an appropriate level of public information, in an understandable format, should be made available on an annual basis. This is consistent with the Solvency II (Level 1) Framework Directive (Article 51 para 1) which requires public disclosure on an annual basis. IRSG therefore supports the proposed scope of public disclosure of the quantitative reporting templates. Commercial sensitivity of data is also an important factor when considering public disclosure

IRSG fully supports the objective to provide consistent basis for public reporting across Europe. IRSG recognises that this is a significant change for a number of jurisdictions and hence needs to communicated and managed appropriately so as not to be misunderstood, particularly on initial application. In this context IRSG supports EIOPA’s view that such public disclosure should only be required on an annual basis. As at present certain companies may choose to publicly disclose some information on a more frequent basis but this should be permitted and not required.

IRSG notes that some stakeholders have concerns that the guidelines for the Solvency and Financial Condition Report report are overly detailed and not appropriate for disclosure to the public to this level of detail. IRSG is also conscious that it is important that companies have sufficient flexibility to explain how they manage the risks and in a manner they consider understandable to the public. Such flexibility is also necessary given that other Financial Reporting information is also released on an annual basis and it is important that public disclosures are coherent and comprehensive as a package, having regard to the wider user community beyond policyholders (including intermediaries, investors and analysts). 

On the other hand and concerning public disclosure of the solvency balance sheet figures, EIOPA should be aware of the different level of  technical knowledge among the potential users of this information in order to avoid misleading or confusion between Solvency II figures and accounting figures.
	Noted. 

Noted. Some amendments were introduced regarding the information to be disclosed. 

Agreed. Column of BS based on accounting figure is no longer disclosed. However, information on main differences still has to be disclosed in the SFCR. 



	
	Insurance and Reinsurance Stakeholders Group
	General Comment

(Part I)
	Local requirements

One objective of building Solvency II is to reach an harmonization in Europe of the prudential framework. Allowing regional variations, without sufficient justification, conflicts with this objective.

Nevertheless, the basic conditions of the national-specific templates are quite general: specificity of local requirements or local market; information not covered by any Solvency II quantitative reporting templates ; and proof by national supervisory authorities that the objectives stated are met.

IRSG is concerned that this may leave open the possibility that some elements of existing reporting may be required at local level with the Solvency II reporting package.

In order to limit local reporting to real local specificities we believe that each local supervisor could be required to obtain an agreement from EIOPA before demanding local reporting of their undertakings. Alternatively, another possibility could be that, before demanding a new requirement, each supervisor would consult with EIOPA whether the proposed local requirement could be combined with the needs of other supervisors. Harmonisation among the supervisors who share the same kind of local requirements (for instance, the participation feature) would be useful.

Furthermore, information requested locally should not be available by any other means. For example much information is already disclosed in annual financial statements.

There is also the issue of local requirements based on local accounting rules or the consolidated accounting rules. As the solvency framework is supposed to be self sufficient through a full prudential balance sheet approach, the local accounting data or the consolidated accounting data should only be addressed through reconciliation templates.
	Noted. 

EIOPA stresses the fact that they will exist only when specificities of the local market justify it and where it was considered that an harmonisation of the information to be reported was not adequate.

	
	Insurance and Reinsurance Stakeholders Group
	General Comment

(Part I)
	Proportionality and materiality

Proportionality

“Going further to operational objectives, the new requirements should ensure that all quantitative and qualitative regulatory requirements imposed on insurers are proportionate to the nature, scale and complexity of the insurer and its operations.“ (§3.5 p.6 Impact assessment).

IRSG believes that, regarding the balance sheet, the principle to provide a balance sheet if the reconciliation reserve cannot be explained sufficiently by the information reported in other templates is in itself sufficient. No threshold should be defined in IRSG’s opinion. 

IRSG believes that proxies for technical provisions and SCR components should be allowed for quarterly reporting where the use of annual processes are not justified based on a cost benefit analysis for quarterly reporting in IRSG’s view. 

Defining options with a possible threshold for application would be complicated to justify. Any threshold, especially from local supervisors, should be avoided in IRSG’s view.

For annual templates, exemptions are less needed than for quarterly templates since small undertakings will have less to report due to their size. IRSG thus agrees with the principle that there will be no exemption of annual templates for certain undertakings. 

Materiality

As proxies may be used to produce quarterly information (especially regarding the best estimates), it should be assessed if those proxies could give rise to a material error in IRSG’s view. 

IRSG believes that the definition in the level 2 implementing measures is sufficient: “The information to be disclosed in the solvency and financial condition report should be considered as material if its omission or misstatement could influence the decision-making or the judgement of the users of that document, including the supervisory authorities.”

Materiality shall remain a key judgment.

For specific requirements (for instance, for ring-fenced funds or detailed list of assets), a level of threshold could be admitted in IRSG’s view.
	See previous comments. 

The principle of proportionality is considered in the reporting requirements in three different dimensions. Firstly it is naturally embedded, meaning that a company with less complexity in their business will consequently have a minor reporting, e.g. less Lines of Business, less currencies, no derivatives, etc. Secondly, to some templates such as the detailed list of assets thresholds based primarily on size were defined. Thirdly, to take all measures of the risk-based approach other thresholds and materiality principles were considered in several templates, both annual and quarterly. 

When considered adequate the exemptions and application of thresholds and materiality principles were revised and made clearer in the current package.


In a number of jurisdictions across Europe the existing regulatory basis is not subject to audit. IRSG emphasises the need of a harmonised EIOPA approach across Europe on this issue to ensure consistency (similar to the reporting requirements themselves).

	IRSG does not support any requirement for a mandatory audit of regulatory reports. The potential differences with statutory accounts reporting of both assets and technical provisions combined with the related use of internal models for capital requirements (in some circumstances) means an audit and associated expense would be burdensome and of limited benefit. It is also unclear at this stage to whom an auditor would be reporting to and in what form would any audit opinion take. 

This is therefore an important issue of cost/benefit since audit would be onerous and expensive. It is also unnecessary since the regulatory returns are already subject to close regulatory supervision and monitoring in contrast to the financial statements.
	The current package does not address the issue of external audit. 

	
	Insurance and Reinsurance Stakeholders Group
	General Comment

(Part II)
	General observations regarding EIOPA consultation on Reporting Package:

IRSG considers that consistent ongoing reporting to the regulator is a key aspect of a risk based supervisory regime and is an important element of Solvency II. IRSG would also agree that such requirements should be proportionate to the nature, scale and complexity of the insurer and its operations and needs to be balanced with policyholder protection. However, IRSG notes that some proposed reporting requirements are overly detailed for the purposes of microprudential and macroprudential supervision. The objective of reporting should be to enable regulators, who are now utilising a risk based supervisory approach under Solvency II, to identify whether there are specific issues which need discussion with individual companies they are supervising. It needs to be closely aligned with Pillar 2 and how companies are internally managing the risks. The objective is not to provide data so as to re-perform but to gain comfort that appropriate risk management is being undertaken by management to protect policyholders. Therefore it is important that data requests are relevant to this and not produced solely for regulatory data collection but leverages wherever possible how companies manage the business. This should ensure that the right balance is drawn in terms of granularity, materiality and proportionality. At present IRSG think the EIOPA requirements remain overly prescriptive and burdensome in this regard. 

Similarly to our concern for the detailed list of assets, the level of details required for the reinsurance and technical provisions reporting templates (detailed list of the reinsurance treaties, information at product level in TP-F3) is particularly burdensome and costly beyond the benefit of such analysis. 

Regarding claims triangles, IRSG believes that insurers should report claims triangles to the supervisor using the same basis (accident or underwriting year) applied by management to determine the technical provisions. It would be inappropriate to impose a basis at a European or a National supervisory level that is not used by management itself.

IRSG recognises the importance of providing an explanation of year on year movement but believes that the variation analysis reporting templates proposed do not correspond to how Solvency II results are analysed. In particular, IRSG notes that the proposal is far from the current practice for MCEV purposes and analytical tools and systems used by the majority of undertakings will not enable the completion of the templates to the high level of granularity proposed. The proposed templates combine accrual basis, cash flow basis and best estimates and therefore are more similar to profit and loss information which as such would introduce new requirements under Solvency II at this very late stage in the process. Moreover, the Variation Analysis templates should only be completed by solo entities and should remain private, and IRSG propose to develop with EIOPA a template that works for Industry and EIOPA. For internal model users, IRSG would suggest an option could be open which permits companies to use their own way of producing variation analysis, for example P&L attribution analysis.

IRSG supports EIOPA’s current proposal to require SCR templates on an annual basis only. In IRSG’s view, it would be preferable to have standard templates that follow the layout of the standard formula but allow firms to indicate whether each risk has been internally modelled or not.

IRSG believes that the Article 69 of the Level 2 delegated acts defining the ring-fenced fund should be clarified especially to confirm that conventional unit linked and reinsurance business do not fall within the scope of ring-fenced funds and that ring fencing of insurance obligations without a designation of own funds doesn’t constitute ring fenced funds. IRSG also believes that the level of information that shall be required should depend on a level of materiality consistent with the level that will be proposed to avoid calculating a notional SCR. In that sense, IRSG supports a high threshold that would assure consistency between the Pillar 1 and Pillar 3 requirements.

IRSG welcomes the removal of some of the Group reporting templates and believe that the information requested at Group level should be limited. IRSG has concerns around the granularity of the requirements to report at group level at the level of the legal entity for non EEA entities. 

In IRSG’s view, any requirement regarding narrative guidelines should be limited to the Solvency II framework. 

In relation to the implementation costs, any effort from EIOPA to make easy the development of software applications will be welcomed; especially for small undertakings cost could be very high and with no added value.

Finally, the IRSG is of the view that there must be at least an 18 months period between achieving sufficient certainty on the content of the reporting requirements and full implementation of Solvency II. This would ensure that supervisors and the (re)insurers have sufficient time to implement the necessary systems and process in time before a full entry into force of Solvency II.
	Noted. 

See previous comments. 

Noted. Please see specific comments.

Agreed. This was clarified

On Variation analysis templates EIOPA engaged in a discussion with stakeholders and the current proposal represents a balanced approach between supervisory needs and stakeholders comments. 

Noted. However internal models do not have to follow the layout of the standard formula. 
Noted.
Noted.
Noted. 

Noted.

EIOPA is aware and shares this timing concern. This is the reason why CP9 was consulted with stakeholders early on and why an up-dated package is now being released. However, it should be noted that this process is not fully dependent from EIOPA. Undergoing discussions of OMBII Directive and the future implementing measures are expected to lead to changes in the reporting package and the final draft of Technical Standard to be developed by EIOPA will include those changes.

Besides the changes that will arise from the on-going discussions of OMBII Directive and the future implementing measures, EIOPA believes that this package represents a stable view of the level of granularity of the information that supervisory authorities will need to receive


	
	Insurance and Reinsurance Stakeholders Group
	General Comment

(Part II)
	Annex 6 RFF (ring-fenced funds)

With respect to ring fenced funds, IRSG would stress that there is a difference between "ring fenced funds" and "ring fencing of insurance obligations". The latter should not be within the scope of these templates as there is only an impact on the technical provisions and not on the "own funds of an insurer". There is also no designation of the own funds towards these insurance liabilities.

A ring-fenced fund arises as a result of the restriction on a going concern basis of own funds items so that they can only be used to cover losses: (i) on a defined portion of the undertaking’s insurance contracts, (ii) in respect of certain policyholders or beneficiaries, or (iii) arising from particular risks (Article 69 of the Level 2 delegated acts). IRSG believes that a clear definition of ring-fenced fund is necessary (i.e. a clarification that unit linked and reinsurance business do not fall within the scope of ring-fenced funds would be welcome).

The proposal extends the reporting for RFF. The application of the templates to RFF would not generate extra cost as long as the information is already required for Pillar 1 requirements. The information required (that is SCR, Technical provisions, Own funds) is costly but since those information are used for the pillar 1, IRSG does not see any reason why those information should not be provided. However, the submission of a full balance sheet for all the material RFF is burdensome. 

The ring-fenced fund framework provides the option for undertakings to avoid calculating a notional SCR if the ring-fenced fund is not material. The level of materiality has not been defined yet. IRSG believes that the level of information that shall be required depends on the level of proportionality:


If a low threshold is defined (i.e. small ring-fenced fund captured): a unique reporting for the all the material or complex ring fenced fund shall be required. Criteria would specify the type of RFF considered as material and for which the reporting requirements would apply on an individual basis. For instance, 

o
RFF which represent more than 5% of the total balance sheet (based on 31/12/N-1) would be considered as material and would thus be subject in itself to the requirements ; or


If a high threshold is defined (i.e. large ring-fenced fund captured) and if this level of proportionality is consistent with the one described above, IRSG agrees that the reporting shall be provided for each material ring-fenced fund.

IRSG supports a high threshold that would assure consistency between the pillar 1 and pillar 3 requirements.


	Noted. Reporting requirements follow Pillar I requirements.

The requirements were kept. However it is expected that templates applicable to RFF will be revised later on as the matching premium may impact RFF treatment.

	1.
	Afa Sjukförsäkring, AFA Trygghetsförsäkring, AFA L
	General Comment 
	Overall, we find the reporting templates encompass information on a  much too detailed level. It is important that the cost of providing the information is taken into account when specifying the reporting requirements and that focus is on the information absolutely needed for supervisory purposes. One suggestion could be to have less detailed reporting requirements for companies fulfilling SCR and MCR requirements. Companies not fulfilling SCR and MCR could instead be obliged to report more detailed data and on a continous basis.
	Suggestion cannot be taken as supervisors need to have information to monitor all undertakings, exactly to anticipate situation where undertakings might not fulfil the SCR and MCR 

However concrete proportionality issues and specific comments will be analysed on a case-by case situation and whenever appropriate information is being reduced.

  

	2.
	AMICE
	General Comment 
	We believe that the proposed reporting templates will put a heavy burden on the undertakings. The costs will not only be the immediate ones for costs of changing IT-systems etc. There will also be a permanent increase in costs for reporting because extra additional human resources will be required in all company functions involved in reporting. The drivers for this additional need of resources are


the rather large amount of data that needs to be collected (from different systems/departments),


 the necessary controlling of the templates, and 


the governance involved at all levels, including the development, documentation and maintenance of policies and procedures.

We are not at all sure that the benefits for supervisors and society will outweigh the cost to the undertakings, and thus for policyholders, which will be substantial.

We would like to emphasise that the issue is not that undertakings have to have the required information.  Our members assure us that the required information is in almost all cases available and even structured and processed in existing management reporting systems. The burden results from the obligation to collate the information in the predefined reporting templates, which many companies do not and would never use for the management of risks etc. because they have their own tailor-made solutions. Therefore, the reporting of information to supervisors in the predefined templates will in most cases be an extra burden on companies. In the end are the policyholders who will have to come up for the extra costs.

Aligning reporting better to actual needs: EIOPA should consider requiring some of the more detailed information only on special occasions, such as for the preparation of (or follow-up of) on-site inspections or in times of adverse economic developments.

In any case, we strongly urge EIOPA to assess whether the Assets templates (D1-D6) could be designed in a way that reduces minimises the reporting burden, e.g. by limiting the number of cells reported by the undertakings.

Increasing flexibility in the reporting: Another way of limiting the reporting burden for undertakings would be to make better use of existing information: it would be highly advantageous if EIOPA and/or supervisors could get the same information from a central source, e.g. from the centralised securities database developed and maintained by the statistics department in the European Central Bank with the specific aim of improving the quality of European financial statistics, balance of payments statistics, etc. In general, EIOPA and national supervisors should ensure coordination with Eurostat/national statistical agencies and the ESCB/European System of Central Banks as regards reporting requirements for insurance undertakings.

TP – technical provisions: Our members are deeply concerned by this set of templates. They involve very complex reporting with a much higher level of detail than today.

We do not believe that this level of detail is necessary to evaluate an insurance undertaking. For example, 


for non-life templates we do not see the need for the split in cash in-flows and cash out-flows, which is not easy to handle – in our view, a net cash flow approach would suffice (same benefit) and would be much easier to handle by undertakings (lower cost).


Furthermore, we do not understand the need for triangles based on parts of the measurement. 


A huge effort will be required to find and report salvage and subrogations data. The need for this information for supervisory purposes is not at all clear to us: actuaries commonly estimate Technical Provisions net of salvage and subrogations.


Finally, undertakings should be given the choice to select the standard to be used for reporting of claims development (i.e. accident year (AY) or underwriting year (UWY)). 

Quarterly balance sheet and Asset reporting: Our members disagree with the request for quarterly balance sheets at both solo and group levels. To establish these would be tremendously burdensome and in our view without any added-value for neither the supervisor nor the undertaking. 

We would assume that the purpose of requesting the submission of quarterly balance sheet information is part of the Supervisory Review process (SRP) and undertakings monitoring of their own internal strategic management needs. We argue, however, that the information needed for the continuous monitoring of undertaking’s solvency position will be provided by the ORSA. The ORSA will allow the assessment of own funds and technical provisions on a continuous basis by using proportionate methodologies and proxies but without the need for a recourse to a formal balance sheet that would be very costly to establish. 

We find it unnecessary to report detailed information on the asset portfolio on quarterly basis. Therefore, we suggest that under normal circumstances asset templates should only be reported annually.  Hence, quarterly asset templates should be abandoned. As a minimum, their application should be restricted to solo undertakings and/or simplified through reporting according to categories rather than on a security by security basis.

Variation analysis templates: We acknowledge that the valuation analysis of changes in basic own funds are of utmost importance for the undertakings themselves as well as for the supervisors. We appreciate the constant dialog with supervisors to find a compromise on the aforementioned templates.

VA – C2C template will not capture, in its current form, the variation in own funds due to changes in technical provisions when undertakings have adopted the accident year standard to monitor their claims development.

VA templates are far too burdensome on a group basis and in our view they do not provide useful information at the same level of granularity as for solo templates, especially for VA C2C. 


	The Solvency II framework gives extended freedom for undertakings to perform their activities. A principle based regime, with reduced prescribed constraints on the way undertakings are managed should be balanced with a higher degree of information to supervisory authorities to discharge their duties.

Harmonisation of reporting requirements assures a level playing field. Regular information will reduced the need for ad-hoc requests and improve supervisors capacity to anticipate problems.

Noted that undertakings have the information required by supervisors.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Please refer to specific comments template on Technical Provisions templates 
EIOPA considers that undertakings would not be able to come up with a sensible estimate without breaking these out and nor can supervisors review it. Supervisors need the split in order to understand better the business.
EIOPA acknowledges that the criteria defined under CP9 to exempt quarterly reporting of BS-C1 was difficult to apply (and impossible for reporting by groups), creating uncertainty on the quarterly requirements. Also, any other criteria to define thresholds would not overcome this difficulty. On the other hand, to calculate Own funds quarterly, undertakings will have to calculate the entire balance sheet with the same frequency. Taking all this into account, EIOPA believes that, both from a supervisory point of view and from an operational point of view for undertakings, the request of the balance-sheet quarterly without exemptions is the best approach.

For macro prudential purposes please refer to comments template on CP11.

The quarterly reporting of assets templates is subject to proportionality, as defined in the summary document. A close monitoring of the assets portfolio, using a detailed list of assets, is crucial for the supervision under a prudent person principle approach and also for financial stability purposes (see also CP11).

Noted on the recognition of the value of VA and the on-going dialog.

EIOPA has engaged in a dialog with stakeholders to find a compromise that is satisfactory to supervisors and undertakings.

Noted on groups.

	3.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	General Comment 
	The UK Insurance Industry

The UK insurance industry is the third largest in the world and the largest in Europe. It is a vital part of the UK economy, managing investments amounting to 26% of the UK’s total net worth and contributing £10.4 billion in taxes to the Government. Employing over 290,000 people in the UK alone, the insurance industry is also one of this country’s major exporters, with 28% of its net premium income coming from overseas business.

Insurance helps individuals and businesses protect themselves against the everyday risks they face, enabling people to own homes, travel overseas, provide for a financially secure future and run businesses. Insurance underpins a healthy and prosperous society, enabling businesses and individuals to thrive, safe in the knowledge that problems can be handled and risks carefully managed. Every day, our members pay out £147 million in benefits to pensioners and long-term savers as well as £60 million in general insurance claims.

The ABI

The ABI is the voice of insurance, representing the general insurance, protection, investment and long-term savings industry.  It was formed in 1985 to represent the whole of the industry and today has over 300 members, accounting for some 90% of premiums in the UK.

The ABI’s role is to:

-
Be the voice of the UK insurance industry, leading debate and speaking up for insurers.

-
Represent the UK insurance industry to government, regulators and policy makers in the UK, EU and internationally, driving effective public policy and regulation.

-
Advocate high standards of customer service within the industry and provide useful information to the public about insurance.

-
Promote the benefits of insurance to the government, regulators, policy makers and the public.

In general the reporting requirements are very burdensome, too many reporting templates and too many details.


Regarding unit-linked contracts and the equivalent type of contracts, where the policyholder bears the risk. According to the principle of proportions, is it really necessary to report all the details in the underlying investment funds, including both ucits and non-ucits of the unit-linked (or equivalent) entity holdings?


The instructions are still unclear and incomplete, much is left to interpretation and own assumptions. Entities have started to set up their 
IT-structure for to meet future reporting requirements, it is important to have it right from the beginning.


Who/where will the index of EIOPA codes be maintained? E g codes for re-insurers.


Collect all formulas in a “formula collection” and refer to the formulas in the report-log documentation


Clarify changes in a revision log to be added to the next version of the reporting templates. Without such a log it is rather difficult to understand what has been changed from earlier versions


Collect all definitions in a dictionary for example SCR, Market risk, Ancillary funds…. To be used for all areas so there are only one clarification (explanation) of each expression.


All documentation should be well structured and easy to find (on for example home pages)


For some reports it is stated that the process for how to collect the data shall be described. Is there a template for that kind of descriptions? Or how should they be reported? Example page 17 in reporting guidelines issue 35a – technical provisions


Balance sheet report has got aggregations both above and below the detail rows. In other balance sheet standards the aggregations usually are below the detail rows


A change log provided with the templates would facilitate the analysis and make it more cost effective.


The templates contain free format text fields. As these are undefined it will be highly unlikely that these can be processed in an automated manner.


All cells that are not directly available for input are not defined in the rows of this comment template. Comments on these cells are added in the row reserved for “general” comments

In the impact assessment on the reporting package for Solvency II document, EIOPA claims that the goal is to streamline regulatory reporting by having one consistent set of reporting templates for all EU countries. In our view, what EIOPA has proposed with the new set of QRT’s is maximum reporting for every country throughout the EU - this is certainly not streamlining, but adds bureaucracy. The QRT’s ought to be rethought with a view to streamlining in accordance with EIOPA’s original aspiration

1.
Application of materiality and proportionality principle

We see two options to apply the materiality/proportionality principle:

(1)
Company specific application (and interpretation) if necessary in collaboration with the national supervisory authority (default option)

(2)
or a concrete  description how to apply those principles as part of the general definition of QRTs reporting requirements

For the latter we propose the following approach on the basis of common procedures applied for statutory accounting (IFRS and local GAAP): 

90-95 % of the information of the respective reporting template should be reported in the requested granularity. For the remaining 5 -10% either simplification rules should be applicable or/and the remaining information can be reported in a less granular way, i.e. through summaries. This would help to reduce the reporting burden by keeping a high level of informational benefit. 

2.
Consistency between pillar one requirements and reporting requirements

The reporting requirements should fit the Pillar I calculations. Redundancies should absolutely be avoided in the future. It should be ensured that permitted solutions and calculations methods for Pillar I could also be applied for reporting in Pillar III.

For example: Salvage and subrogation ought not to be reported as a separate item if it is not required for Pillar 1. Also if reinsurance business does not need to be included in the SCR calculation because of minor influence than insurers should not be required to report about their reinsurance business in the context of supervisory reporting.

3.
Availability of data

How to deal with lack of data at the beginning of Solvency II?

For example:

(1)
Net claim triangles

(2)
Required split of premiums and expenses for certain LoBs in the Cover Template A1

Constructing historical data on a “best efforts” basis, as currently proposed by EIOPA, is not desirable, therefore we suggest the following solution:

(1)
The respective data collection should start with the time Solvency II becomes effective.

4.
Log-files

Clear guidance on how to fulfil the reporting requirements is needed. The Log-files do not provide sufficient guidance on how to fill all the required data fields. Many open questions remain.

We suggest starting a dialog with EIOPA regarding these open issues of understanding so that companies will receive clear guidance on how to fulfil the reporting requirements as soon as possible. Clear guidance is important and essential for the implementation success.

5.
Exemption of quarterly reporting

There should be clear guidance on the procedure which undertaking might be exempted from certain reporting requirements, e.g. quarterly reporting, especially with respect to the question who is responsible for the decision and when will the decision be done.


	Noted

Noted

See specific answer in the specific templates comments. 
Noted. LOG files will be improved.

Under study by EIOPA. Probably only a reinsurers codification will be maintained by EIOPA.

Noted.

Noted. Most of the concepts come from L1 and L2 texts.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. However, the principle was set since the beginning: require information needed for supervision and not add-on current reporting from different MS.

This option is not compatible with a harmonised reporting framework and will lead to an unlevelled playing field.

EIOPA’s opinion is that proportionality is assured both in a natural way (less complicated undertakings have less to report) and by employing thresholds and exemptions based on size and risk profile.

Noted. However, reducing regular reporting to Pillar I calculations would increase significantly ad-hoc request, which would be costly to undertakings and reduce supervisor’s efficiency.

Noted. Please refer to specific comments template on Technical Provisions templates 
Concerning the best estimate for claims outstanding, EIOPA considers that historical data and requiring a new calculation of BE referred to years before the first time application of SII isn’t necessary. Regarding claims paid and RBNS provision, EIOPA believes that all historical data must be reported, since data should be available in existing IT systems of undertakings. EIOPA doesn’t support that the historical data should be provided on a best effort basis, as this information should be fully reliable for supervisory activity 
Noted. LOG files were improved, based on the feedback provided to this public consultation. A Q&A process is being considered by EIOPA.

Noted.

Noted. 

	4.
	Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	General Comment 
	1.
This response to the consultation paper is on behalf of the Association of Financial Mutuals. 

2.
The Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM) was established on 1 January 2010, as a result of a merger between the Association of Mutual Insurers and the Association of Friendly Societies.  

3.
AFM currently has 57 members and represents mutual insurers and friendly societies in the UK.  Between them, these organisations manage the savings, protection and healthcare needs of 20 million people, and have total funds under management of over £85 billion.  

4.
In common with our response to other aspects of CP9, as well as to CP8, we ask EIOPA to better articulate its commitment to proportionality.  Solvency II as well as this consultation continue to reaffirm that the Directive is proportionate, but so far very little attention has been made to defining proportionality.  There is a risk that firms, in the absence of clarification, will either delay implementing for too long, or feel forced into unwarranted and disproportionately expensive solutions.


	Noted.

	5.
	Barnett Waddingham
	General Comment 
	Barnett Waddingham LLP welcomes the opportunity to respond to EIOPA regarding its consultation paper on Quantitative Reporting templates.  

We are the largest actuarial independent partnership in the UK, and are wholly owned and managed by our 50 partners.  We provide actuarial consultancy services to Life and Non Life insurers both in the UK and internationally as ell as consultancy servies to pension schemes.

 
	Noted.

	6.
	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. 

The European (Re)Insurance industry does however have some outstanding concerns which we would ask EIOPA to consider before finalising the QRTs package.

This level of reporting will be a requirement for the first time: it is therefore important that EIOPA consult further on the application of proportionality and materiality.

Not all templates have been simplified for public disclosure purposes: the statutory accounting column of the Solvency II balance sheet should be removed and replaced with a qualitative explanation of the differences arising direct comparisons of  Solvency II and accounting valuation bases.  The Own Funds template also requires further simplification.

Quarterly reporting should be applied in a proportionate way: infra-annual reporting could be limited to situations when there is a material change to calculations underlying the SCR and technical provisions. Simplifications and approximations would also help to facilitate more frequent systematic reporting.

EIOPA should drop the requirement to report Q4 templates: year-end reporting will follow within the same quarter providing a more detailed breakdown of validated information.

Reporting of assets data is overly onerous: information is often held by third party providers therefore (re)insurance undertakings will not have ‘ownership’ over the flow of data, this is particularly problematic when look-through is applied. Rating agencies and data decimators may also charge additional fees for (re)insurers to pass such information on to other users (supervisors).

The CIC table must be implemented in a consistent way: without harmonised definitions and mapping in place, practices will differ per country.

For unit-linked, and similar contracts, the risk is not always borne by the (re)insurance undertaking: we would ask that EIOPA consider this when requesting information on unit-linked, and similar, contracts.

We would like to draw attention to the following specific QRTs categories:

Variation Analysis: These templates are highly problematic as they do not reflect current business practice of the (re)insurance industry. They mix profit and loss concepts with the balance sheet (starting point of Solvency II) which makes it very difficult to reconcile with other templates in this QRTs package. They also do not support use of roll forward techniques which are crucial when assessing changes during the reporting period.

Furthermore, for non-life business, the current templates are compulsory ask for an underwriting year approach, distinguishing “old” and “new” business according the underwriting year. To be consistent with the template TP-E3 and with current industry best practices, it is vital that an option be set to allow undertaking to fill in those templates using an accident year approach. 

The detail required for “new business” is far too demanding compared to industry current practices. CEA suggest to merge all the “risk accepted during the period” lines into one, which should estimate the impact on own funds of the business underwritten during the year.

Non-life Technical provisions: EIOPA has indicated that for claims triangles, flexibility will be allowed in terms of applying accident year (AY) or underwriting year (UWY). This flexibility is vital as it essentially reflects how (re)insurers will organise their business. To apply one approach would involve duplicate systems (one for business use and another for supervisory reporting). We believe that this requirement is excessive. It is not clear if flexibility on AY/UWY is also applicable to templates other than TP-E3 (claims triangles). 

Also related to TP-E3, we note that EIOPA has extended the development year to 15 years. We do not agree with this proposal because the average development year will change depending on the LOB. 15 years is excessive for short-tail business and in addition, heavy reliance on historical data may be misleading as it would not reflect recent changes in the business environment. Development year should be determined by the undertaking, based on the LOB in question, instead  of having a default set by EIOPA. This in particular applies to triangles related to Best Estimate, Reinsurance, Salvage and Subrogation and RBNS. We suggest that those triangles should be filled in on a best effort basis for the years before the entry into force of Solvency II.

Life Technical Provisions: CEA notes the positive changes made by EIOPA regarding the F3 template. However, EIOPA still asks for reporting the value of Best Estimate per HRG. We reiterate our concerns that this requirement would be very unnecessary for systematic reporting and is not foreseen by the Solvency II Level 1 or 2 texts. This information should be requested on an ad hoc basis or in coordination with an on-site inspection or where appropriate.

Group specific templates: reporting of risk concentration should not be dealt with a pre-formatted template, but rather with a qualitative and quantitative analysis which could be performed in the narrative reporting submitted to supervisors. Moreover, CEA does not support public disclosure of this template. It could be misleading and could have significant impact on financial markets and, especially if corporate undertakings are explicitly pointed at. 

In subsequent group templates, we would ask that legal non-EEA entities be reported at a more aggregate level, for example at geographical area level. It is a very important point for international groups which will carry out SCR calculations for those non-EEA entities at a more aggregated level.

As a general point, we have many open questions remain with regards to the definitions and guidance provided in the accompanying LOG documents. These points are noted under a general heading “further clarification required” in each section. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss with EIOPA, these, and other open issues at a convenient time in the near future. 


	Noted. The package now published reflects EIOPA position on the comments received under CP9 and CP11 and represents a stable view of the level of granularity of the information that supervisory authorities will need to receive. 

The following steps will depend on the political agreements on Omnibus II and publication of implementing measures 

Noted. See also comments on specific issues. 

Noted. See also comments on specific issues. 
Noted: CIC codes should be attributed by the undertaking as part of their assessment of investment risk. A mapping exercise might be considered but as a long term project.

Noted on UL See also comments on specific issues
Noted. Development of VA templates was done with cooperation with the industry representatives.

Noted. See also comments on specific issues.

Noted. See also comments on specific issues.
Noted. See also comments on specific issues.
Noted. Template is kept but no disclosure is required. See also comments on specific issues.
Noted. See also comments on specific issues.
Noted. 

	7.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	General Comment 
	We recognise that EIOPA, in this public consultation, has taken into account some of the feedback that the CFO Forum and the CRO Forum gave in the last two rounds of private consultation. Such changes are however limited and we have in addition strong concerns that the recent consultation on financial stability introduces “new” requirements that EIOPA had previously agreed with industry as being not necessary such as the statutory results and balance sheet on a quarterly basis which are not required locally and most of the time not prepared by the CFO Forum and CRO Forum companies and other quarterly requirements which had been rightly excluded from regulatory reporting.

Our concern on the level of granularity still remains for some of the QRTs such as detailed list of all the reinsurance treaties, details of all assets, detailed projection of future cash flows, variation analysis by line of business, detailed claims triangles by line of business and currency to mention a few. Whilst we understand that some of this information is for the purpose of back testing and macro analysis, we are convinced that there are better ways for regulators to meet their supervisory obligations without asking for the level of detail proposed. Supervision goes beyond pure analytical interrogation of data required within the QRTs. The understanding of a company’s solvency position can not be solved by offsite analytical reviews.

In making our response we have considered the impact assessment and highlighted items that do not, in our view, meet the cost-benefit criteria.

We therefore think that is imperative that this dialogue and consultation continues to enable a reporting solution that works for our members as well as all key stakeholders.

We continue to support that no disclosures are required publicly on a quarterly basis. We also re-iterate that National specific templates should be kept to a minimum.

There are a number of templates which require the breakdown of a Group’s results by legal entity. It is important the guidelines allow a large amount of proportionality here. We would like the guidelines to allow for the aggregation of immaterial and non EEA entities. 

Quarterly reporting of the Balance Sheet, Own Funds and SCR 

We welcome the fact that the full balance sheet is no longer mandatory quarterly on a systematic basis, as this would have imposed a significant burden for limited regulatory benefit. We agree ongoing monitoring needs quarterly simplified and limited information on own funds, technical provisions and assets. This information will explain the largest element of the reconciliation reserve.  We would expect that regulators should be able to rely on the ongoing company monitoring and governance in this regard. To the extent that further information is requested this should not lead the requirement for a full quarterly balance sheet, and therefore the right of the Supervisor to request a quarterly balance sheet template in these circumstances should be removed.

As highlighted above, we have however strong concerns that the recent consultation on financial stability introduces “new” requirements that EIOPA had previously agreed with industry as being not necessary - such as the statutory results and balance sheet on a quarterly basis which are not required locally and most of the time not prepared by the CFO Forum and CRO Forum companies.

We also continue to support the fact that none of the quarterly reporting will be public.

We would also like to confirm our position that Q4 reporting should not be required, given that the annual templates will be supplied shortly after and on similar information. Consideration should be given to what, if any fourth quarter information should be provided, acknowledging that quarterly reporting would normally have a higher level of estimation and roll forward. It would be overly burdensome to report two sets of Solvency 2 reports and will lead to onerous governance and reconciliation procedures to explain any differences between the fourth quarter and annual reporting. This should apply as well to the new requirements recently issued on financial stability.

Whilst we do not consider that a detailed assets listing is required for micro prudential purposes, to the extent it is deemed relevant for financial stability purposes it re-enforces that there is no benefit in requiring in addition full quarterly total balance sheet reporting. The quarterly asset information alongside technical provisions and own funds is sufficient for regulatory supervision purposes, including financial stability considerations. Production of a full quarterly balance sheet is onerous, unnecessary and not required in the Transparency Directive context for market reporting purposes.

Group reporting and the requirement to complete solo templates

We welcome the removal of some of the Group reporting templates.

We also note that some solo templates are still required at the group level. It is our opinion that the Solo templates that Groups should report on should be as few as possible; for example, we do not believe that groups should complete any assets or balance sheet templates in addition to the basic BS-C1. Any requirement at Group level includes significant work for non EEA entities which raises issues in terms of level playing field for such entities in their territories.

We have strong concerns around the granularity of the requirements to report at group level at the level of the legal entity for non EEA entities. See below further comments and attached the proposed groupings to report insurance entities outside of EEA and non insurance entities. None of the groups are receiving information for consolidation purposes under IFRS at the level of the legal entity.

It is also our understanding, based on the latest consultation, that group asset templates only need to be submitted for assets not already captured by a solo return. We would support more simplified reporting for non EEA entities.

Level 2 implementation measures: reporting and transitional measures.

It is our understanding that local regulators will not be requesting for any reporting of Solvency II results before the implementation date which is currently 1 January 2014 and that no reporting regarding data before January 1 2014 would be required. 

Whilst we acknowledge that there may be the need for some transitional information, limited to the opening balance sheet and SCR/MCR (so called Day one disclosures within a reasonable timeframe, i.e. more than the 8 weeks previously communicated), we do not expect any parallel reporting of Solvency I and Solvency II results before official implementation of Solvency II, which was always the spirit of the European Commission communication on this topic. We also note that this is complicated by the application process for Internal Model approval in certain jurisdictions.

Audit of Solvency II reports

We would like to make known our position on the audit of the Solvency II reports. Although not part of this consultation we are conscious that there is ongoing debate and would welcome any public consultation on the matter.

We strongly oppose any requirement for mandatory audit of any part of the RSR, SFCR or QRTs. Further, any proposals in relation to audit should be applied equally across member states and local supervisors should not be allowed to impose any mandatory local audit requirements. This will ensure a level playing field across member states.

Templates where we think the level of detail is particularly burdensome and costly beyond, in our view, the benefit of such analysis.

Below is a list of templates that we think are particularly burdensome and costly to complete 

i.
Variation analysis templates: 

o
VA - C2B
Analysis of changes in BOF due to investments 

o
VA - C2C
Analysis of changes in BOF due to technical provisions

ii.
Asset templates: 

o
Assets - D1
Investments Data - Portfolio list (detailed list of investments) - Annual

o
Assets - D1Q
Investments Data – Quarterly (Portfolio list or Quarterly summary)

o
Assets - D2T
Derivatives data - historical derivatives trades

o
Assets – D4 
Investment funds (look-through approach)

iii.
Technical provisions templates

o
TP - F2
Projection of future cash flows (Best Estimate - Life)

o
TP - E2
Projection of future cash flows (Best Estimate - Non-life)

o
TP - E3
Non-life Insurance Claims Information*

iv.
Reinsurance templates

o
Re - J2
Outgoing Reinsurance Program in the next reporting year

o
Re - J3
Share of reinsurers

*One of our  concerns is the separate reporting of salvage and subrogation in this template, which will be very costly to implement. We propose to delete salvage and subrogation and include it under claims paid.  We welcome thresholds which were introduced for lines of businesses and foreign currency denominated information, as well as transitional provisions. We would however need more time to check that they are adequate for all types of entities.
	For macro prudential purposes please refer to comments template on CP11
Noted.

EIOPA considers that this is important information needed for supervisory purposes.
Noted. Please see also comment 2.
Noted.

Frequency and timeliness of reporting is crucial for an adequate supervision of insurance undertakings. In this regard, quarterly is crucial for the supervisory process which is why it is already a reality under Solvency I. Under Solvency II, quarterly reporting is kept to a minimum of the information needed. 

However,  EIOPA agrees that insurers should not have to report the same information twice. Therefore some changes were introduced in the split between quarterly and annual information. In the current package the templates Assets D1, D2O and D2T are quarterly templates only. They would only need to be re-submitted within the annual deadlines if material valuation changes occur after the due date for the fourth quarter reporting
Noted. See also comment 2 on the same issue.

Noted.

Disagree. At group level the information should also be available 

Disagree. At group level the information should also be available 

Noted. Need to be seen with final OMB II and Level 2
Noted. Audit requirements not part of this consultation.
Noted.

	8.
	Crédit 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.

We have noted the following points as particularly important for us :

- Consistency of data

(ex: concerning Classes and LoB, shouldn’t an homogeneous breakdown be desirable ?)

- Checks between templates

(i.e. we believe that providing insurers with an exhaustive list of the different controls between templates (ie “inter-QRT checks”) would be helpful to secure the quality of the to-be produced reporting)

- Clarification of the definitions

(ex: definition of the expected performances in the G01 template)

- Assets : Concerning the required Group level, how should we consider the difference in the requirements of the Field Tests of November 2011 and the Consultation Paper of December 2011?

- Reconciliation reserve : the connection between BS-C1 template and OF-B1A & B1Q templates is no longer in a direct view.


	The breakdown using classes is requirement from Solvency II Directive (article 159). 

Noted.

Noted, will be clarified
Noted.

	9.
	Czech Insurers Association
	General Comment 
	We would appreciate more links between sheets,so it is not necessary to input the same inputs more than once (for example at sheets for MCR the required inputs for premiums and reserves can be taken from sheets Cover-A1A, TP-F1 and TP-E1). Or at least there would be useful to add the crosschecks where possible.
	Noted 

	10.
	Danish Insurance Association
	General Comment 
	We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft Quantitative Reporting Templates (QRT). However we are surprised that so little has been changed since the pre-consultation in January 2011. Basically, the QRTs should be simplified to a large extent, reducing the administrative burden for companies, thus raising support for the need for reporting to supervisors – without compromising on the need to provide supervisors with effective tools for performing their duties.

The CEA and AMICE had many comments which we agreed with, but only very few of these of a material nature have been incorporated in the new draft. The QRTs are important for an efficient supervisory system under Solvency II – but they also represent a major administrative and economic challenge. Hence, EIOPA should be more open to the industry’s views on how to balance benefits against costs. Simplifications could easily be introduced without hampering the ultimate objectives of the QRTs. Furthermore we are disappointed to see that several templates have been elaborated further in a wrong direction even in this new version.

The harmonised QRTs imply a severe increase in reporting burdens for Danish undertakings, even when you take into account that several current reporting requirements are discontinued after the implementation of the QRTs. The Danish Insurance association has gathered information which shows that annual reporting expenses for Danish undertakings are six-doubled with the QRTs, due to a huge increase in IT- and controlling expenses. In addition to this Danish undertakings expect implementation costs of € 40 million. These increased expenses will either lead to increases in consumer costs or postponement of other efficiency enhancing investments. But more important, the increase in the costs will in many cases not improve the quality of supervision to any significant degree.

We have chosen to focus on most urgent and problematic outstanding issues with the current QRTs and not simply repeat all the issues which were not taking into account after the last consultation. We hope this constructive approach will be taken in to account. 

Five of the major issues in the QRTs

1.
The focus on transactions adds no value

Many of the templates focus on the transactions made by the undertaking during the reporting period rather than on the portfolio at the end of the period. Under a market value regime the focus should be on the value of assets and liabilities at the end of the period, which illustrates the prospective risk of an undertaking. Obviously a great volatility in the composition of a portfolio will lead to greater risk. But such behaviour should be identified by ad hoc reporting of portfolios or through supervisory inspections of undertakings, so as to ensure that supervisory arbitrage is avoided whilst keeping reporting costs to a minimum.

2.
The templates are not properly aligned to a market value regime

The reporting templates do not seem to have been properly aligned to a market value regime. Some templates specifically require acquisition costs of assets, which adds no value under a market value regime – in Denmark where market values have been used for several years, the information is simply no longer available to most undertakings. Likewise the Variation Analysis templates demand a split between realised and unrealised gains and even a split of unrealised gains regarding assets held at the beginning of the year and assets assets acquired during the year, this also does not seem pertinent under a market value regime.

3.
Inadequate guidelines and lack of examples of calculations

Many of the logs seem insufficient to properly understand the rationale and methodology behind the affiliated templates. EIOPA should focus energy not only on simplifying the templates, but also on developing guidelines to ensure consistency across undertakings. One way of improving guidelines would be to make the logs available online and attach a blog to it. Undertakings could then provide comments to the guidelines, and EIOPA could see which guidelines cause major problems and give answers to all undertakings at the same time. Furthermore examples of calculations would greatly increase the comprehension of the templates. If EIOPA could provide examples of data and the expected results, undertakings would have an easier time detecting whether they properly  understand the guidelines. The guidelines could be further enhanced be including any consistency checks used in the templates in the affiliated logs.

For EIOPA this process is imperative to ensure a quality of data high enough to use for supervisory purposes, and to ensure comparability between undertakings.

4.
Variation Analysis – need for more guidance

While  the Variation Analysis-templates have been enhanced gradually as new versions have been developed, there is still a need for making them more intuitive. It is not always clear which own funds movement are captured in which cells, and the split between risks accepted during period and risks accepted prior to period needs clarifications and much better guidelines. While we understand the need to identify the source of Own Funds movements, EIOPA should remember that the value of the templates relies heavily on the quality of data, which in turn depends on how well undertakings understand the guidelines and structure of the templates.

5.
Overly detailed technical provision reporting on non-life

The level of detail in the templates for non-life technical provisions seems excessive. The need for explicit triangles for salvage and subrogation is not clear to us, and we believe and that reporting of net technical provisions should give sufficient information on the run-off. Furthermore the many tables on RBNS-provision also seem unnecessary, the concept is rarely used by Danish companies, and is only relevant for long-tailed lines of business, e.g. workers comp. EIOPA should allow for pragmatic solutions for companies who do not use a complex business model, and which thus do not need the level of detail implied by these templates. Furthermore we would appreciate very much if you could clarify the changes happening around the unearned premium provision. Some examples of the new premium provision and their relations with the VA-C2C templates are very welcome. Clarification of this will make it easier for undertakings  to adapt IT-systems in time for the implementation of Solvency II.

On a note it is unclear whether 100 % owned subsidiaries which are not insurance companies should be consolidated in the solo reporting templates or not. This also applies to less than 100 % owned subsidiaries which meet normal consolidation criteria for accounting purposes (more than 50 percent voting rights etc.).

If consolidation is not required, the consequence will be that the shares in the subsidiary will be reported on template Assets-D1 in one record per subsidiary with CIC XL3# or XT3# and cell A16 <>“N” leading to reporting on template BS-C1, cell A6, “Participations”.  There will be no information in any templates of which assets and liabilities that are held by the subsidiaries.  The Group reporting will not contain any further information re these assets and liabilities, since the non-insurance subsidiaries are not required to be consolidated. The value of participations may be in excess of the value of the entire own funds.

 

If consolidation is required, the assets and liabilities in the subsidiaries will be reported the same way as assets and liabilities held directly by the parent company (the solo reporting entity) with all requested details. Hence the shares in the subsidiary will not be reported as a participation (it is eliminated at solo reporting level). Hence EIOPA should give clear guidelines regarding consolidation principles.

 

The above is not relevant to subsidiaries which are insurance companies as these entities (and its assets and liabilities) will be reported as separate solo reporting entities which will be included in a group report.
	Noted

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. 

Please see refer to the specific comments regarding Assets D2T on transactions.
Noted. See also comments on specific issues
Noted.

Noted.

Noted. See also comments on specific issues 
Noted. No consolidated reporting should be made on solo level, only at group level.

See also comments on specific issues 
The interpretation is right and further guidance will be provided in Level 2 

See also comments on specific issues 


	11.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	General Comment 
	There should be some organization - EIOPA, associations, local supervisor - that is responsible for local interpretation and giving explicit guidance of Pillar 3 reporting requirements considering specifics of local markets.

We believe user friendliness of the reporting template can be further increased (visual checks and balances / variation analysis with prior reporting periods / ...).  For example (1) automatic upload of figures reported in prior reporting periods which enables the users of the reporting to identify significant changes between reporting periods / (2) automatic and visual checks between balances included in different worksheets (checks on totals, automatic referencing, logic checks between cells, integration of help function including references to Solvency II guidance, ... /).

One may also question whether there will be enough time to analyze the quarterly numbers provided by the quarterly templates, and draw meaningful conclusions before the next quarterly report comes out.


	Noted. EIOPA is considering a Q&A process to assist reporting.

Noted.

	12.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	General Comment 
	When considering a proportionate quantitative reporting package for captives,  supervisors should consider how much information would be necessary to get a full picture of the company in question. For small, simple companies a supervisor will very easily have more information and more transparancy than would ever be possible to obtain for a  complex undertaking.  The extent of the information should reflect the relatively straightforward nature of their business, also considering the principle of proportionality.  The cost implications of reporting must also be considered.  If the reporting requirements are too onerous, the increase in cost will be disproportionate to the knowledge derived from the additional information received.

1.
We propose a tailoured set of templates for captives which will provide sufficient information for Supervisors and will also be in accordance with the proportionality principle, as per the attached.

2.
We propose that annual submission of quantitative reporting templates is sufficient for Captives other than in the event of a significant change to the business plan.

Proposed templates for Captives:




Please note that where a comment has not been made on a particular paragraph, this does not indicate that we agree with the paragraph.  


	Noted. Reporting for smaller and simpler undertakings will have “natural” proportional requirements, as less activity is undertaken (for example not LoB are explored, less classes of assets, etc). Also materiality thresholds and exemptions were considered.

	13.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	General Comment 
	Articles on which the reports are based would be clarifying.

The sign notation has not been properly specified in the templates. It would be easier e.g. for checking purposes to specify

 + into the undertaking and

– from the undertaking.

It would be appreciated if changes to these templates would be somehow shown by EIOPA, Because undertakings will start doing definitions to their system based on these templates (which are consulted now).
	Noted

The approach followed does not include such sign convention but it should be clear by the item description the in/out flows.

	14.
	FEE
	General Comment 
	Format/Design of the reporting templates:

Failing consistency in format and guidance adds unnecessary complexity and room for interpretations, e.g. the cell code for a value that is a result of a calculation is sometimes indicated by a formula in the cell (i.e. A1=B1+C1), sometimes only by a single cell code (i.e. A1, with a note in the LOG saying that A1=B1+C1), sometimes with colour codes (where white highlights an original value) and sometimes without colour codes.

Explanations in the LOG documents: 

We question, if it is possible to understand from the explanations provided in the LOG documents if already existing IFRS values can be used in the quantitative reporting templates. It should be given a clear and sufficiently detailed guidance for each template if and to what extent the use of IFRS values is allowed. Perhaps in parts this can be done by referring to the L3-TS on Valuation of Assets and Liabilities other than Technical Provisions. 

Opening/previous year’s balances

In our opinion QRTs demonstrate a proof of existing controls. Therefore, we would support inclusion of previous year’s figures in the templetes. As of now, there is no opening balance sheet (BS).

Field testing to address potential/existing inconsistencies

Since we identified some internal inconsistencies in the QRT templates (please see details below), the members decided that EIOPA should be encouraged to contact industry and perform use and implementation test of those to ensure that undertakings have a stable basis for the first time application and that any inconsistencies are rectified.


	EIOPA have addressed the lack of  consistency in templates presentation.

Noted. The technical standard on valuation will address the valuation per balance sheet item, including the consistency of SII with IFRS. 

Previous periods figures will be retrieved from supervisors IT systems, corresponding to last periods reporting.

EIOPA will consider the possibility of having filed testing

	15.
	FNMF - Fédération Nationale de la Mutualité 
	General Comment 
	FNMF - Fédération Nationale de la Mutualité Française -  gather 95% of french mutual societies. Gathering more than 500 mutual societies, from all sizes, FNMF members represent : 

-
15 billions euros of premiums on French health market (>50% of market share) in 2009 ;
-
27 billions euros of assets (25% of market share) on French pilar 3 pension market.

Mutual societies have a non-lucrative object and do not remunerate shareholders through dividends. Apart from the potential technical and financial margin, saved as general reserves, they have a limited access to financial instruments to reinforce their own funds (no access to public offering)

Mutual societies are governed by representatives, elected among and by the members of the mutual society. 

Given the governance of mutual societies, they are recognized as specific market players (with a social dimension) within French economy.

While France has a universal public health insurance system, the coverage it provides is not complete and 92% of the French population has private complementary health insurance.

The main characteristics of complementary health insurance line of business contrast with other non-life insurance activities :

-
the highest risks and the most serious pathologies are totally covered by the public sector (which takes on roughly 80% of total health expenditures);
-
complementary health insurers are mainly exposed to very high frequency – low amount claims;
-
100% of the claims amount is settled within 24 months, and almost 50% within 1 month;
-
data triangles are structured, automatically processed and analysed on a monthly basis;
-
according to the regulation, the time limit for a claim to be settled is 2 years (prescription period),

-
the amount of technical provisions is very limited (roughly 10% of one year total claims);
-
health mutuals’ contracts are annually renewable and amendable : pricing of premiums and level of coverage can be adapted every year to the observed evolution of the loss ratio, which is continuously analysed on a monthly basis.

Given these previous initial comments, FNMF ask for recognition of a limited length of historical data for the “medical expenses” lob for the purpose of templates TP-E3, TP-E2, TP-E4.


	Noted

Please refer to specific comments. 
Please see comment 3.


	16.
	Foyer S.A.
	General Comment 
	BS – C1 : 


Solo statutary accounts were prepared under local gaap and group consolodidated statutary accounts under IFRS ( different valuation principles between solo and group !!


Accrued interest have to be included directly in the investment or in other assets ??

AIA :


The level of details for the expenses is much too high, so that the undertaking will use proxies to split the expenses between the different LOBs ( Ok for total, but simplification on LOB level


All reports to the Supervisor (QRT and potentially other local reports) shall be exclusively based on the LOB definition in Solv II and no other classification

BOF-C2.. :


very preoccupied by the open issue for the application to groups !!


Very cost consumer ( most databases are photos at the end of the period and we will have to report on the mouvements between the periods ( more datas are required involving high costs

MCR –B4B ( Net BE on quarterly basis !!!

The SCR reporting is only annual ( SCR is necessary for the quarterly MCR calculation

Assets :


D2T instores historical reporting. Usually reporting was exclusively on open positions ( high initial costs 

F1: ( Best Estimate for different countries ( specific calculation, Effort in amending systems and processes to report the data requested

F1Q( BE on quarterly basis !!  ( 


For the moment, the risk free interest rate is published only annually, will it be published quarterly by EIOPA ?? A full calculation of the BE will be very heavy to set up and to run quarterly !!

E1Q :


Best Estimate on quarterly basis !!  If proxies, what will really be the reliability ?? Otherwise, excessively complicated and heavy to be set up. 

E6  ( high initial costs to set up !! (loss distribution profile)


	The reported figures in Statutory column should be the accounting balance sheet based on national GAAP, independent if national GAAP is IFRS or a different one, both for solo and groups.
The same column (the ‘statutory accounts’) will have a different accounting bases when a solo with local GAAP is reported on solo bases and when it is included in a group (IFRS), however, we do not think this is a problem as in both cases we are interested in the differences with the SII BS.
Accrued interest has to be included in the corresponding investment.

Noted on expenses.

The breakdown using classes is requirement from Solvency II Directive (article 159). 

Noted on application to groups of VA templates and cost issue of VA templates.

Noted.

Noted See also comments on specific issues 
Risk free rate will be published with higher frequency by EIOPA. 



	17.
	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. The GDV appreciates the need to develop a common approach to reporting across the EU and we agree that standardised templates are a preferable solution. 

However, the starting point of European countries with respect to the new reporting system differs based on the current accounting system in place, so that the adoption to the new reporting requirements will cause different burden amoung the European insurance industry. Such differences should be considerd by defining an appropriate transitional process from the old into the new reporting system.

Generally, all industry participants have expressed serious concerns with regard to the scope of the information and the level of detail in the templates, also with respect to the intented supervisory purpose. For a large number of undertakings, reporting at this level of detail will be a first time requirement. Thus, it should only be asked for information which will actually be used for supervisory purposes. Furthermore, there is still a high umbiguity how to fill in certain template cells. For many reporting requirements the respective LOG-files do not include sufficient explanations. The instructions are still unclear and incomplete, much is left to interpretation and own assumptions. Mixed with the issue of frequency and lack of clarity when the finanlised templates will be available, the industry is facing severe challenges in terms of preparation and complying with the new reporting requirements. 

Since, the quality of the current proposal of quantitative reporting templates is not sufficient to adequately adjust the reporting systems of the undertakings, we ask EIOPA to clarify the open questions as soon as possible. The respective LOG-files need to be adjusted accordingly. It would also be helpfiul to include – where appropriate - a reference to the level 1 or 2 text. Furthermore, we suggest to establish a dialog between EIOPA and the industry to clarify open questions and deal with industry concerns. Only in this case the industry will be able to successfully enter the new reporting system.

Further, we urge EIOPA not to introduce additional or deviating reporting requirements as it done by the QRT consulation for financial stability purposes. Here, some information (which are based on a subset of Solvency II-reporting requirements) which have to be reported additionaly on a quarterly basis are not in line with this proposal on quantitative reporting templates (e.g. Template SCR B2C cells B7, B7A, B14). Furthermore, we disagree with the new development of shorter deadlines for group reporting through the additional reporting requirements for financial stability purposes. We have welcomed the fact that EIOPA has excempted groups from quarterly reporting of technical provision (F1, F2, E1, E2) but due to the new reporting requirements groups are again required to report about technical provisons and moreover in less time than before.

Additionally, we would like to highlight the following major concerns of the German insurance industry, where clarification is urgently needed:

Application of materiality and proportionality principle

The principles of proportionality and materiality were not adequately considered in the general reporting requirements as well as in the amount of information to be reported. Clear proposals to apply both principles are missing. For example, there are no clear proposals how to identify and deal with non material risks or under which circumstances undertakings might be able to reduce the amount and frequency of information to be reported. 

To allow for a harmonsied application of the materiality principle in the EU, EIOPA could define respective guidelines (including general thresholds) as done by the European audit organisation (FEE). This would facilitate the implementation of  both principles in the reporting process of individual undertakings.

For example: 

As we understand materiality not all information of the individual template should be reported in the requested granularity, if those information only have a minor explanatory quality with respect to the overall information value of the template. For example 100-x% of the information must be exact and the remaining x% may be provided using one or both of the following approaches:

1.
Simplification rules

2.
Less granular reporting for non material information through summaries

With respect to proportionality, we suggest that companies with a stable risk profile should be allowed to provide certain information only in case of significant changes in their risk profile, i.e. they should also be excempted from quarterly reporting. It might be helpful if EIOPA would provide an index how to define a stable risk profile.

Regular versus ad hoc reporting

Reporting requirements under Solvency II are more onerous than under Solvency I. Moreover, Solvency II reporting will be an additional area of accounting (besides IFRS, local GAAP, Taxation) which requires the implementation of new reporting processes. The implementation of a new area of accounting-like reporting system as well as its maintenance are costly. Thus, it must be ensured that the overall costs do not outweigh the benefits of reporting.  Information requirements without an actual supervisory purpose should not be asked for. Especially quarterly reporting will add a tremendous burden for the industry without an additional benefit for the undertaking itself.  .

For example, it is expected that SMEs will need to hire on average 3-4 new staff members to fulfill their reporting requirements. The additional benefit for the company is questionable. Frankly an increase in insurance premiums can be expected. 

We suggest reducing reguar reporting requirements in favour of ad hoc reporting. Less reporting requirements with a supplementary ad hoc reporting or inspections seem more appropriate than extensive regular reporting requirements.

The supervisor requests many details in order to understand or reproduce the insurers’ calculations. This seems reasonable because there are many company specific parameters. However, complete information is not possible. Despite the granularity of data there are still missing information which influence the solvency ratio. Our proposal is to condense the information to be delivered and not to aim to build up a (not efficient) data store covering all the information that could be relevant in the future. It might be sufficient just to define a set of parameters as used for the standard model.

Consistency between Pillar I and Pillar III requirements

The granularity of data is in parts higher for reporting than for SCR calculation in Pillar I, e.g. for technical provisions life and cat risk module. It is questioned why the granularity should be higher for reporting than for SCR calculation. This leads to inaccurate allocation procedures. It should be ensured that permitted solutions and calculations methods for Pillar I can be also applied for reporting in Pillar III. The structure of the QIS-spreadsheet should be the same as in the reporting templates. Otherwise certain templates can not be filled with data because of the missing granularity.

The materiality principle for the same situation should be applicable through all pillars of Solvency II. If the fact/information is not used for pillar 1 requirements it should not be relevant for reporting either.

As a consequence, we recommend eliminating all inconsistencies between pillars 1 and 3.

Comparison of Solvency II balance sheet and local GAAP or IFRS financial statement should not be required

Reconciliation between Solvency II values and the local statutory accounting basis («HGB») or IFRS is too complex. Mapping SII balance sheet items to statutory accounts without further information may not be very informative. The valuation methods are very different, so that a direct reconciliation will be very burdensome. Especially for undertakings, which are planning a bottom up approach for generating the SII Balance sheet the reconciliation doesn’t exist automatically. Information on reconciliation could or should only be reported in a general, qualitative way.

Moreover, the comparison of balance sheet items according to S II and to statutory accounts valuation basis is not demanded by the Level 1-Text.

Reporing requirements which cause major problems and concerns:

Quarterly reporting and the 4th quarter

Quaterly reporting is on of the greatest concerns of the industry. It will involve a considerable increase in costs given the high costs of implementing this reporting cycle while the benefit for the insurer is limited. Sub-annual figures (e.g. technical provisions and reinsurance data) can often only be provided (if at all) with significant additional costs. Moreover, for many templates we don’t expect significant changes during the year. For example, many one-year composite contracts have a “long-tail” settlement character (e.g. professional liability insurance), but the risk exposure in such contracts does not change from quarter to quarter. Additionally, most of the companies – especially SMEs – do not manage their company on a quarterly cycle. 

National regulatory authorities should be given the flexibility of excempting companies with a stable risk profile from quarterly reporting in accordance with the principle of proportionality. Otherwise, there is a certain risk that insurance prices will increase due to additional reporting costs, without a comparable benefit for policyholders.

Addionally, we speak out against the 4th quarterly report. Reporting the Q4 template will be very burdensome as it duplicates a process which must be done at a later point again. 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 addional costs this will cause to the industry. Such a requirement does not even exist within the IFRS framework nor in the national statutory accounting world. Further, this requirement might lead to the following problems:

1.
Reporting the Q4 template may lead to additional pressure from the capital market (e.g., analysts) to disclose those quarterly templates.

2.
Data quality between 4th quarter and annual report might differ due to application of simplification rules and estmates 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 addional burden. It is also questioned how those differences will be analysed or interpreted by the supervisor.

We propose to delete the requirement of Q4-reporting.

Variation analysis

Undertakings have major problems fulfilling the requirements of variation analysis.The implementation effort of VA-template will be very high, especially for template C2C. For example, the presentation by lines of business in C2C is too granular and the allocation of overall effects to lines of business is not always free from discretion. The template C2C should be consistent to the other templates, i.e. this template should be shown only on entity level. Further, the detailed reporting requirement of cash flows for risk accepted during and prior to the reporting period seems very problematic. The split of risk prior to and accepted during the reporting period cause further trouble to undertakings since it indirectly requires undertakings to perform calculations on an underwriting year basis.

Thus, we suggest a more principles based approach which would be more valuable for the undertaking instead of formalising it. Further, it should be thought of to apply the principle of proportionality, i.e. undertakings with a stable risk profil might be excempted from regular annual reporting. 

Since the variation analysis needs to be revised bevor this requirement becomes legally binding we suggest to EIOPA to start a dialog with the industry developing an adaquate solution for both the industry and supervisors.

For detailed comments please see our comments below.

Public disclosure

We welcome EIOPAs approach that public disclosure should be done at a less granular level than supervisory reporting. However, for some public disclosure requirements we still ask EIOPA to reduce the level of detail, for example disclosure requirements concerning own funds item and risk concentration information.
	For the moment no transitory period is considered by Level 1 or Level 2, with the exception of reporting deadlines.

Noted. The reporting requirements contain only information that will be used for supervisory purposes.

Noted on the need to improve LOGs

Noted on the concerns about frequency and finalisation date for templates.

The following steps will depend on the political agreements on Omnibus II and publication of implementing measures

EIOPA is considering Q&A process to support implementing reporting system.

The reporting package published now contains information for both purposes. For specific comments see also comments template of CP 11.
EIOPA’s opinion is that proportionality is assured both in a natural way (less complicated undertakings have less to report) and by employing thresholds and exemptions based on size and risk profile.

However concrete proportionality issues and specific comments will be analised on a case-by case situation and whenever appropriate information is being reduced

Guidelines on valuation of assets and liabilities other than TP and actuarial guidelines are being developed by EIOPA.

In practice there are exemptions that address the risk profile of the undertaking. Some examples are: reporting of reinsurance facultative covers is only required for the 10 most important risks; Breakdown of BE by country up to 90% of total BE.

Valuation under SII rules is a requirement of the Solvency II Directive and not a reporting imposition.

Supervisors aim with the reporting requirements is not only to monitor solvency. Besides EIOPA believes that raw data will allow for higher flexibility in performing analyses necessary for the supervisory process, building as much as possible from the raw data maintained by undertakings and reducing the need for ad-hoc, non-harmonized requirements, that would result in uncertainty on the reporting requirements for undertakings.

The comparison is a requirement of Level 2

See comment 7. 
Simplifications for valuation of assets, liabilities and TP as envisaged in the legislation are accepted.  

Noted. See answer above.

Noted. See answer above

See comment n. 7. 
Noted.

Material changes of information, derived from market conditions, is one example of the need to have Q4 quarterly reporting and subsequent annual reporting. Also, supervisors need to assess the risk profile of undertakings at regular time intervals, with similar timelines.

However EIOPA decided on a solution for templates Assets-D1, D2O and D2T (please see comment 3) that requires 4th quarter reporting for all undertakings, with the need to re-submit the report within the annual deadlines if material valuation changes occur after the due date for the 4th quarter reporting
Noted regarding own funds disclosure



	18.
	Groupe Consultatif
	General Comment 
	As a general comment on the Quantitative Reporting Templates we would like to stress the point that reporting requirements in pillar 3 should only comprise quantitative information that has been produced in pillar 1. All additional reporting requirements that were not previously needed miss the purpose. As a consequence, we recommend eliminating all inconsistencies between pillars 1 and 3.

Regarding the information to the public, we generally support transparency. But it appears questionable if a quarterly disclosure of templates to the public will bring much benefit for the addressees. An annual disclosure seems more reasonable and sufficient. Together with the narrative reporting the public will then get a good and comprehensive view on the solvency situation of an undertaking.

Moreover, we would like to address the question for what purpose exactly all the requested information is needed by supervisory authorities. It appears that a lot of information will be gathered without a clear objective in mind which gives reason to address the issue of proportionality / commensurability. 

The problem with the variation analysis at this stage is that too detailed templates might dictate too much the area which is still under development. We feel a more principles based approach would be more valuable for the end-user and also stimulate progress in the area instead of formalising it.

We would also find it beneficial if there would be references to articles in level 1 or level 2 mandating the requirements in specific cells.


	Supervisors aim with the reporting requirements is not only to monitor solvency. 

Noted.

Noted. The purpose of each template and individual item is explained in the summary documents and LOG files.

Noted.

Noted.

	19.
	HSBC Securities Services
	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 – D1 – cell A8

Assets – D1 – cell A15

Assets – D1 – cell A17

Assets – D1 – cell A24

Assets – D2O – cell A32

Assets – D4 – cell A1

Assets – D6 – cell A20

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

	21.
	ILAG
	General Comment 
	ILAG is a trade body representing members from the Life Assurance and Wealth Management industries in the UK.

ILAG members share and develop their practical experiences and expertise, applying this practitioner knowledge to the development of their businesses, both individually and collectively, for the benefit of members and their customers. 

ILAG members include:

AXA Wealth 

Met Life UK 

Barclays Wealth 

Metropolitan Police Friendly Society Ltd 

Barnett Waddingham 

MGM Advantage 

Canada Life Limited 

Mazars 

Capita Life and Pensions Services 

Oxford Actuaries and Consultants plc 

Co-operative Financial Services 

Pacific Life Re 

Defaqto 

Partnership Assurance 

Deloitte LLP 

Phoenix Group 

Ecclesiastical Insurance Group 

Pinsent Masons 

Ernst & Young 

PricewaterhouseCoopers 

Family Investments 

Reliance Mutual 

Fil Life Insurance Limited 

RGA 

Friends Life 

Royal London Group 

General Reinsurance (London Branch) 

Sanlam Life & Pensions 

Hannover Life Re (UK) Ltd 

SCOR Global UK Limited. 

HSBC Bank Plc 

Skandia UK 

Just Retirement Limited 

Suffolk Life 

HCL Insurance BPO Services Limited 

Sun Life Assurance Company of Canada 

KPMG 

Swiss Re Europe SA (UK Branch) 

Logica 

The Children’s Mutual 

London & Colonial Assurance PLC 

Towers Watson 

LV= 

Wesleyan Assurance Society

Milliman 

Zurich

Associate Members 

AKG Actuaries and Consultants Ltd 

Steve Dixon Consultants and Actuaries 

McCurrach Financial Services 

Meteor Asset Management 

NMG Financial Services Consulting Limited 

State Street Investor Services

ILAG welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation, and our comments on the specific questions within the proposed draft guidance are set out below.

Throughout the templates EIOPA ask for premiums ‘paid/received’ or claims/expenses ‘paid’. 

The implication is that values are being asked for using ‘cash accounting’ as the underlying basis. In all cases these values should be provided on an accruals basis.


	Noted.

Please see specific comments. .

	22.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	General Comment 
	Further to ING Groups comments as included in the CFO Forum and CEA comment templates, to which we fully subscribe we have some further comments and questions that arose when performing our data modelling exercise. As these comments are very detailed and mostly on a technical level we have decided to send these separately.

As we use these QRT templates as the prime input to build our data models, it would be helpful if  change logs are provided with every future revision to the EIOPA QRTs.
	Noted.

Provide LOGs of future changes in templates for helping data modelling tasks.

	23.
	Institut des Actuaires
	General Comment 
	We would like to make a general comment on disclosure. There is no effective supervisory tool, at the moment, in the solvency 2 framework to deal with a crisis environment. In the current environment, local supervisor can introduce, temporarly or not, a tool to smothen the effect of a crisis. Within Solvency 2, the supervisor can have such power for example with the pillar 2 dampener, to extend a recovery period. But the problem comes from the publicity of information. A huge amount of information will be given to stakeholders that will not all, at the beginning, be able to analyze it. We therefore recommand, at least for a transitionnal period, to restrict the public information.

Of course, the full useful information must be given to the supervisor.

We also would like to comment on local requirements. As it is possible for local supervisor to ask for local reportings, we would like to stress that this should be limited to specific local requirements not dealing with solvency 2. We propose that all supervisor have to declare in its annual report to EIOPA the local reportings it ask in addition of the Solvency 2 requirements, and that EIOPA comment it in its annual report.

We understand that the solvency reporting (SFCR, RSR and the related QRTs) is to be validated by the Administrative, Management and Supervisory Body. In our opinion, it should be clarified that this task is to be allocated to the Board for the annual reporting but only to the senior management as regards quarterly reporting.

We support the requirement of an external opinion (in addition to the internal validation). This requirement should be set at the European level to ensure the same level-playing field across Europe. The scope of this opinion would be limited to the technical provisions (for risks accepted as well as ceded) as this is the item in the Solvency II balance sheet that requires the most extensive use of expert judgement. The person responsible for this external opinion should be fit and proper and have and actuarial knowledge and experience.

Regarding the application of the QRTs to Ring Fenced Funds: better clarity would be welcome on the definition of ring fenced funds as applied to local regulations and on the rationale to be used to define the materiality of these ring-fenced funds.


	 No transitional period for disclosure is presently prescribed by L1, with the exception of disclosure of capital add-ons.

Local prudential additional information is only possible in relation to national specificities of local markets, which may include SII aspects, e.g. information on specific types of contracts.

The final responsibility is always from AMSB (article 40). However, Quarterly reporting should be approved by persons who effectively run the undertaking (which may include senior management). Clarified in Narrative reporting.

Noted. Should be clarified by the Level 3 GL and TS on RFF.

	24.
	JP Morgan
	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

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 – D4 – cell A1

Assets – D5 – cell A1

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

	25.
	KPMG
	General Comment 
	Summary information form

An additional covering form should be added to this pack. This summary form should also provide details of the company in question and the approach used to calculate the SCR (for example). This will enable a quick understanding of the company and period being reported on via a single overview form.

Explanations in the LOG documents

It is not always clear where and when existing IFRS or local statutory accounting values should be used in the QRTs.  Clear and detailed guidance should be provided for each template.  
	Noted

Reporting will be made using XBRL, which will contain details on the identification of the undertakings. This will be defined by EIOPA L3 Guidelines. Other information, as the one exemplified, is available through SFCR and RSR.

Reporting shall be made under Solvency II valuation rules (except for the statutory column in BS-C1.

	26.
	Lloyd’s
	General Comment 
	These templates are still not final and hence there is still uncertainty in terms of what changes are expected in future. Undertakings are in the process of reviewing and implementing reporting systems and processes capable of meeting Solvency II reporting requirements. To assist the insurance industry in this area, we propose that EIOPA should aim to release updated forms as soon as possible even though the final approval process of the materials will not take place until some time later this year.
	Noted.

	27.
	NFU Mutual
	General Comment 
	Physical reporting solution, although clarified as being XBRL based is still unclear. Will firms be required to submit templates (as suggested by section 4.3) or XBRL tags?

Currency of submission is assumed to be local currency of home regulator (although unconfirmed). We await guidance on the rounding levels required in the reports (if any) e.g. £m, £000’s

Historical data at the time of Solvency II commencement may be difficult to recreate in Solvency II format. Will approximations relating to prior years be allowed?
	The submission will be using XBRL. This will be defined by EIOPA L3 Guidelines.

The submission will be made using the official currency of the undertaking, based on a unit reporting (no multipliers, so €1,000,000 will be reported as 1000000).

No historical data is required, except for development triangles, which are cash-flow based. 

	28.
	PwC
	General Comment 
	We welcome the opportunity to comment at this stage on the draft Quantitative Reporting Templates (QRTs) and we support EIOPA’s approach of making these templates available for comment at this stage.

However, it is likely that the preparatory work of insurers in respect of these QRTs will extend beyond the deadline for comments of 20 January and this preparatory work could highlight further technical issues in respect of the QRTs. In addition, the finalisation of the Level 1 and Level 2 text may lead to further comments on the QRTs (for example the deadlines, expected to be specified at Level 2, may influence preparers views on the content of the QRTs).

As a result we believe EIOPA should give stakeholders a further opportunity to comment at the time they consult on other technical standards and guidelines.  

Furthermore, It is our view that there needs to be clear guidance on how insurers should apply the principles of proportionality and materiality (enshrined in the Level 1 Directive) in the completion of QRTs.   It is also worthwhile considering practical ways to ease the process of completing the QRTs and ensuring consistency by for example developing a comprehensive glossary of terms and any other measure that will help a clear interpretation of the requirements.

Finally, as we noted in our response to CP58, we have concerns over the necessity of Q4 reporting.  Insurers will need to undertake two sets of reporting at the same date which could be unduly burdensome.  This is traditionally a busy period for insurers who will need to devote resources away from closing ledgers and the preparation of statutory accounting information to this double requirement of Q4 and annual Solvency II disclosure.


	Noted

Noted.

Noted.

	30.
	Royal London Group
	General Comment 
	There is no information on the units of the amounts to be reported.  £, £000 or £m?
	The submission will be made using the official currency of the undertaking, based on a unit reporting (no multipliers, so €1,000,000 will be reported as 1000000).



	31.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	General Comment 
	RSA Insurance Group and its subsidiaries welcome the opportunity to respond to EIOPA’s consultation on public reporting and disclosure.

As part of our preparations for the introduction of Solvency II, the Group has undertaken a full dry-run of the proposed disclosure requirements. 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 welcome the harmonisation of reporting across member states; however we are concerned at the level of detail being required, with very little justification as to why some of it is really needed.


We are concerned at the timeframes for reporting and associated practicalities, given the volume of information to be reported.


In many instances, the proposed de minimis limits are too low to provide any significant benefit.


There still remains a significant amount of work to be done on definitions, clarifications, etc.


In particular, there are various inconsistencies of definitions between forms, too numerous to document accurately. We believe a glossary of definitions should be established, providing clarity for practitioners.


Further, certain numbers are analysed in different ways in different forms (e.g. premiums paid/written/earned).


A number of requirements are unnecessarily duplicated in various forms.


Some forms do not appear to have a clear purpose, with the accompanying Summary document shedding little light.


There is great emphasis being made on salvage and subrogation being regarded as a cashflow, but it is also a key component of the technical provisions. Given that Solvency II technical provisions may be calculated net of salvage and subrogation, we do not believe separate reporting of such cash inflows is required.


The issue of reporting by underwriting year or accident year should not be set by national supervisors, as this could otherwise lead to inconsistencies between group entities. 


As a result of all the above, the costs to be borne by undertakings and groups are likely to be excessive.
	Noted

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. EIOPA have worked on better definitions and consistency.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted

Please refer to specific comments
Noted.

	33.
	State Street Corporation
	General Comment 
	1.
State Street Corporation (“State Street”)
 appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Consultation Paper (“Consultation”) 009/2011 issued by the European Insurance and Occupation Pensions Authority (“EIOPA”) on the draft proposal on Quantitative Reporting Templates and the draft proposal for Guidelines on Narrative Public Disclosure & Supervisory Reporting, Predefined Events and Processes for Reporting & Disclosure. 

2.


3.
Headquartered in Boston, Massachusetts, with branches and subsidiaries throughout the European Union (“EU”), State Street specializes in providing institutional investors with investment servicing, investment management and investment research and trading. With €16 trillion in assets under custody and administration, as well as €1.4 trillion in assets under management, we operate in 26 countries and in more than 100 markets worldwide.
 Our European workforce of over 8,700 employees provides services to our clients from offices in ten EU Member States. 

4.


5.
In keeping with our industry leading position as providers of financial services to institutional investors and our commitment to EU financial markets, we welcome the opportunity to comment on EIOPA’s Consultation as the quantitative reporting templates will be an important role in the overall functioning of the future Solvency II framework in the EU. 

Please see from page 82 onwards of this response template provided by EIOPA for State Street’s comments on specific fields of the reporting templates.


	Noted.

	34.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	General Comment 
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the European Central Bank (ECB) welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on the Consultation Paper EIOPA-CP-11/009b on the proposal on quantitative reporting templates. 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 will be provided on the second Consultation Paper EIOPA-CP-11/011 for quantitative reporting templates for Financial Stability Purposes. Given the close links between the two consultations, the two answers by the ECB should be taken in conjunction. 

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). 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. 

The ESCB/ESRB user needs outlined in these comments are demanding for EIOPA, the national supervisory authorities and for the insurance industry. For this reason, this public consultation on Solvency II QRT by EIOPA offers a unique opportunity to express most of these needs in a manner that is business-friendly. The Solvency II reporting may serve many of these needs, provided that the draft templates are not deeply revisited, that the level of disaggregation, in particular for security-by-security portfolio assets on a solo and consolidated basis, is maintained, and that quarterly frequency and adequate timeliness (on a permanent basis, after an initial phasing-in) fulfil the ESCB/ESRB requirements. 

1.
Balance sheet information

The ECB/Eurosystem (the ECB plus the currently 17 NCBs in euro area countries) currently collect timely and high quality monthly or quarterly statistics for large parts of the euro area financial sector (in particular for credit institutions, money market and other investment funds and securitisation vehicles), but avails only of very limited statistical information on the insurance corporations (IC) sector. Accordingly, improved quarterly balance sheet information, both on a solo/non-consolidated basis (for monetary analysis as well as requirements for the production of other ECB statistics) and on a group/consolidated basis (for financial stability analysis) has been highlighted by users as an essential requirement. The balance sheet information should be separately available for different subsectors of ICs (i.e. life insurance, non-life insurance, composites, and re-insurance). The information required includes an instrument breakdown both on the assets and liabilities side, information on original and remaining maturities of the relevant instruments and a breakdown of the geographical residency and institutional sector of the counterparts. Detailed information on the assets held and liabilities issued by ICs is essential, not only in terms of outstanding amounts at the end of a period, but also in terms of transactions which occur between two reporting periods. 

Information on euro area IC balance sheet positions and transactions can provide important input to both the monetary and economic analyses underpinning the ECB’s monetary policy. ICs are part of the money-holding sector and are thus integral part of the sectoral analysis of monetary developments. By providing investment opportunities and risk diversification, they have a prominent role for the private sector’s composition of wealth. At the same time, they are among the most important providers of long-term funding to credit institutions, non-financial corporations and the public sector. These characteristics make ICs an integral part of the monetary transmission process and constitute its relevancy to monetary policy.  

From a financial stability perspective, the fact that ICs are important institutional investors in European financial markets implies that changes in their holdings of financial assets or investment strategies may have significant effects on the markets, and these effects may also have systemic consequences. Therefore it is essential to have detailed information about the investment assets of insurers in order to be able to monitor their evolution and to assess risks. Detailed balance sheet information is also needed for understanding developments in the risk-taking behaviour of the insurance sector (see also next section).

2.
Security-by-security information

The ECB is currently preparing the legal and technical measures for implementing a new statistics on securities holdings, which will be compiled from granular security-by-security information. The data planned to be reported under Solvency II on a security-by-security basis for the securities portfolio of insurance corporations is planned to be used for the new statistics and is thus essential in several respects. The new regular quarterly securities holdings statistics will cover the holdings of securities by all financial and non-financial sectors and will underpin macro-economic and macro prudential analyses of the ECB/ESCB and ESRB. This will enable to monitor and better interpret changes of the securities portfolio, the interlinkages with other financial intermediaries, and will also contribute to the assessment of risks (e.g. by counterpart sector and issuer country). In this context, data on individual securities holdings both on a solo (non-consolidated) basis and for the large insurance groups (including their affiliates abroad) on a consolidated basis are needed. Security-by-security information is also strongly supported given its relevance for monetary policy implementation. The regular and timely reporting of this information will also be essential in order to derive some of the regular requirements for balance sheet information (presented above) such as detailed information on the maturities, geographical location and sector of the issuers of securities held by ICs. The security-by-security information could also serve to derive estimates for transactions for the securities portfolio of ICs (which would ideally require monthly reporting of stock data).

In addition to the regular compilation of statistics, users also raised the need for having access, on an ad-hoc basis, to detailed information on the asset side of ICs, in particular concerning country, sector and counterpart breakdowns of securities that are not identifiable in the regular statistical aggregates. The ECB thus sees considerable merits in the collection of security-by-security data for ICs, which would allow ad-hoc analyses of to be performed in a timely fashion.  

The above considerations also underline that the collection of item-by-item information from reporting agents helps actually reducing the reporting burden for insurance corporations in the longer-term. When automated reporting systems have been implemented, the information provided by the reporting agents on an item-by-item basis (e.g. ISIN, amounts), combined with a reference securities database, allows users to analyse the available information in a multi-dimensional way to support the performance of central banks or supervisory functions. Such reporting is stable over time as, when new information requirements emerge, there is often no need to request additional information from the reporting agents.

3.
Capital adequacy/capital ratios 

Quarterly information on solvency capital requirements (SCR), minimum capital requirements (MCR), risk breakdowns and own funds further broken down by tier 1, 2 and 3 is an essential requirement for financial stability analysis. Emphasis has been put on the provision of quarterly information in order to allow for a continuous monitoring of the sector’s situation. The information is essential on a group basis, but also important on a solo basis. Financial stability analysis, surveillance, and assessment are typically carried out on the basis of consolidated financial information of financial 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, as a minimum requirement, therefore consolidated quarterly reporting would be essential for this set of institutions. 

4. 
Profit and loss information

Several users require quarterly information derived from the profit and loss accounts of insurance corporations. This includes performance indicators of ICs such as premiums written, claims paid, operating expenses, changes in technical provisions or investment income.

For the purpose of financial stability analysis and risk assessment, information from the profit and loss account is essential in order to derive basic ratios, such as loss ratios, combined ratios, reserve ratios and development, reinsurance ratios. This data would be of particular relevance in times of financial stress and provide important input for the compilation of performance indicators of insurance operations and value adjustments of the financial assets owned by the ICs.

Enhanced profit and loss data are also needed for statistical compilation purposes, in particular the euro area balance of payments and the euro area non-financial accounts, and statistics produced by the European Commission (Eurostat). While profit and loss accounts as such are not covered by the reporting templates of Solvency II, it may still be possible to meet part of the requirements from the Solvency II templates (i.e. from the so-called variation templates). This approach might also allow to overcome issues of comparability of the profit and loss data between countries which are due to the use of different accounting standards, IFRS or national GAAP. 

5. 
Frequency, timeliness, and sectoral coverage

For all uses of the statistics by the ECB/ESCB/ESRB, the availability of timely quarterly data (for solo and group reporting) is an essential requirement. For the statistical requirements put forward in this consultation, annual information would not suffice. 

For monetary and economic analyses, the timely provision of detailed quarterly balance sheet information on a solo account basis (for transactions as well as outstanding amounts) on ICs as very important. Both from an analytical and communication perspective, the information on insurance corporations needs to be discussed jointly with key economic and financial indicators for all other economic sectors in the briefing material submitted to the ECB’s Governing  Council. This implies that the balance sheet information on a solo basis would need to be available to the final ESCB users about 40 calendar days following the reference period. In order to meet this end-user delivery date, the reporting deadline by insurance corporations on a solo basis would need to be set at about four weeks (28 calendar days) after the reporting period.

Regarding financial stability analyses, the need for quarterly data (detailed balance sheet data on a group basis, information on capital adequacy/capital ratios, and information on profit and loss) is stressed given the ECB obligation towards the ESRB to deliver updates on the financial stability situation four times a year. Moreover, ideally the data would have to be available to the final users as early as 45 days after the reference date. As regards data on a group basis this contrasts with the current draft for Solvency II reporting after 9 weeks, and calls for a review of these plans, taking also into account that the original deadline envisaged for group reporting was set to 8 weeks.

Finally, regarding the coverage of the insurance sector, quarterly reports based on a representative (though not necessarily complete) coverage of the euro area insurance sector is an essential precondition for using Solvency II quantitative data for ECB statistics. In this context, existing ECB statistics (e.g. on credit institutions) contain measures that limit and reduce the reporting burden (especially of small institutions), whereby the data for a particular country must reach, depending on the variable concerned, a coverage of at least 85% to 95% (of total assets) at national level and the institutions exempted from the full reporting in a specific country do not exceed 1% (of total assets) at euro area level. The exempted institutions do however report simplified information, often at annual frequency only. In practice, these provisions allow to grant reporting simplifications and exemptions to a significant number of small and medium-sized institutions. Similar arrangements are envisaged by the ECB also for the development of new statistics for the insurance sector. Given strong user needs also for data from non euro area EU Member States, a representative coverage of insurance companies resident in these countries would also be essential.


	 Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. Reporting for EIOPA FSC (now in the same package) will cover these requirements.

Noted. Reporting for EIOPA FS (now in the same package) will cover these requirements, but relative to local GAAP figures, as no P&L is prescribed under SII.

Noted.

Noted.

	35.
	The International Group of P&I Clubs
	General Comment 
	The guidance does not clearly identify the currency in which the templates should be reported.  Our assumption is that the report templates will be completed in  the entity’s reporting currency. 


	Yes, however there are templates where certain elements are to be reported in the original currency (e.g., TP templates).



	36.
	The Phoenix Group
	General Comment 
	For unit-linked and the equivalent type of contracts, where the policyholder bears the risk, is it necessary to report all the details in the underlying investment funds?

Whilst there is a general improvement in the definitions provide in the Log files, many definitions still remain unclear and would benefit from detailed explanations.

The level of rounding / reporting has not been defined for any templates.  Will this be in hundred thousands, millions?

A disctionary of all definitions used across the QRTs would be helpful.

There is a lack of consistency in the use of field names across the QRTs.  These have been highlighted where appropriate, however a consistency review by EIOPA would  be helpful.

Where a detailed split of data items is not possible, it should be acceptable to report summary items only (possibly within materiality limits).

Fourth quarter reporting should not be necessary given the tight timescales where Undertakings will be working on Annual SII and IFRS end of year accounts.  They will add little more than the Annual QRTs will provide.  

The proposal is for Q4 and annual (year end) balance sheet templates submissions 5 weeks/14 weeks respectively after the end date (in post SII world). There is a potential risk that some numbers will not be finalised (or prove extremely challenging) 5 weeks after year end date and therefore will not be consistent with the annual submission numbers for certain data items. We question the merit of having to submit Q4 data in the timescales.

It would be very helpful to have a file containing all QRT requirements in table / database format to aid requirement management for Undertakings.  It may be necessary to do this anyway for XBRL tagging purposes.
	Yes. Please see specific comments
Noted.

The report shall be made in units.

Noted.

Noted. EIOPA reviewed the reporting package to further improve consistency

Noted.

The rational for fourth quarter reporting is the need for a timely monitoring of the situation of the undertaking, allowing for a speedy reaction on the undertaking, considering that the time lag between annual and quarterly reporting is 10 weeks (from 2017 onwards). Please see also comment 7.


	37.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	General Comment 
	The LOGs and summary documents do not clearly identify the currency in which the QRT’s should be reported in.  The preference is to report templates in the entity’s reporting currency, however more guidance would be most useful.
	The entities reporting currency shall be used. However there are templates where certain elements are to be reported in the original currency (e.g., TP templates).

	38.
	UNESPA – Association of Spanish Insurers
	General Comment 
	UNESPA, as a member of the Comité Européen des Assurances (CEA) has taken part in all CEA documents linked with this project and firmly supports the CEA position on this matter. Our comments should be considered together with the European industry position. 

However in adittion to the CEA comments, we would to highlight the following issues:

Pure reinsurers

Reinsurance activity has special characteristics that sometimes affect to reinsurers’ information availability, which impacts directly on reporting framework. EIOPA should be fully aware of:

1)
The reporting requirements for reinsurers being properly aligned with reinsurers’ BAU (Bussiness as usual).

2)
Not creating an excessive workload that could potentially undermine European undertakings’ competitiveness in a global market.

Along this document we have been adding the problems detected in the templates related to the reinsurance activity.

Groups widely located in third countries

The high granularity of these templates arises a special problem for groups widely located in third countries. 

A full-group platform would demand material adaptations in group structure and workflows, and a generous data testing period. 

Regarding the data processing for the platform, is precisely this data feed the more time-consuming phase of the reporting process, leaving little room for calculations consolidation and aggregation, plus final results validation (be aware of the fact that this consolidation/validation process is made by several sub-processes at different levels, so it must begin way before the final reporting date).

Consequently, some sort of simplifications or approximations should be permitted when filling the QRT. 


	Noted.

Please refer to specific comments.
EIOPA considers that groups should have in place a process for responding to SII requirements 

	39.
	AMICE
	3.1
	We reiterate our position to limit quarterly reporting to MCR and estimated Own Funds and Technical Provisions. It could be considered to report own funds between balance sheet dates on the basis of proxies. We understand this is intended to demonstrate the coverage of the MCR for solos and to feed the SRP process with key information. EIOPA is aware that most processes can only be performed annually, either for methodological reasons (e.g. non life ultimate claims assessments based on annual triangles), for technological reasons (time needed to update all model data and time needed to process stochastic scenarios) and also for 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).


	Noted

	40.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	3.1
	While we appreciate that the number of quarterly templates have been reduced it is our view that the risk profile and size of the undertaking should be a consideration in determining the frequency of reporting.  The local supervisor should be responsible for this assessment.  Small and medium sized insurers should not be required to report quarterly except where there has been a significant event (breach of SCR/MCR, significant business development etc) that necessitates a report outside of the annual timetable.  
	Noted. Suggestion cannot be taken as supervisors need to have information to monitor all undertakings, exactly to anticipate situation where undertakings might not fulfil the SCR and MCR

See also comment 7. 

	41.
	CEA
	3.1
	Please refer to the general comments section at the beginning of each template.


	 Noted

	42.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.1
	We propose that annual submission of quantitative reporting templates is sufficient for Captives other than in the event of significant changes to the business plan 
	Noted

	44.
	ICMA Asset Management and Investors Council
	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.

	45.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	3.1
	Complete and harmonised information is a precondition for using supervisory data for aggregate ESCB statistics (see general comments above)
	 Noted.

	46.
	The International Group of P&I Clubs
	3.1
	The general reporting requirements do not make it clear how  accounting periods and quarter ends are defined.  Our assumption is that we will complete the templates as at our normal accounting year end (which is not 31 December) and  that each quarter end will be based on that year end (rather than standard quarter ends).  


	This issue is still under discussion and should be solved under the Technical Standard..

	47.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	3.1
	The general reporting requirements does not clearly define the term quarterly.  It is not evident from the consultation papers whether a quarter means a calendar year quarter, or the quarter end of the reporting  entity.  The assumption and preference is that it implies the quarter end of the reporting entity, and  for annual reporting, the year end of the reporting entity, however more clarity in this regard will be useful.
	Please see comment 46. .

	49.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	3.2
	In our view many of the definitions in the LOG documents are not specific enough to ensure consistency of interpretation or clarity of understanding of the requirements.  

It is also our view that the log files or consultation papers need to address more directly the issue of segmentation for reporting purposes.  Segmentation is required by line of business for many of the templates but apart from the guidance that this segmentation should be “as defined for S2 purposes” there is no detail on the principles of this segmentation.  The topic of segmentation has only been addressed in detail by CP27 in relation to the segmentation for the purpose of the calculation of Technical Provisions.

It is very important to have an overall view of the segmentation issues for all of the aspects of Solvency II, taking into account the purposes of the segmentation for the different aspects. The segmentation used for one purpose may not be the same as another, but is important to ensure that the segments used for different purposes do not cause inconsistencies or conflicts.  We would welcome all encompassing guidance addressing all Solvency II segmentation (Technical Provisions, Best Estimate assumptions, SCR, MCR, ORSA and reporting).


	Noted. Further improvements to LOG files were made.

LoB segmentation for each Solvency II requirements is defined in Level 2.



	50.
	CEA
	3.2
	We query some of the definitions in the LOG documents and have commented on these points alongside the cell to which they relate.


	Noted

	52.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	3.2
	We query some of the definitions in the LOG documents and have commented on these points alongside the cell to which they relate.


	Noted.

	53.
	ICMA Asset Management and Investors Council
	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.

	54.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.2
	Now that EIOPA has issued this consultation on the full extent of reporting templates, undertakings are able to gauge the full extent of the reporting burden they will face under Solvency II. Even if systems are in 100% good shape and all data are present, there will still be a high burden to produce all the data required, all within the required timeframes. There is the sense that these templates have been “produced by committee”, i.e. that they are the result of a desire to agree to a number of differing proposals, instead of a concise, compact set of requirements that still meet supervisors’ reasonable needs. 

Given that this is only the first public consultation into such an important area, another public consultation should be held on the next version, given that a number of significant issues still remain.
	Noted.

	55.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	3.2
	Complete and harmonised information is a precondition for using supervisory data for aggregate ESCB statistics (see general comments above)
	Noted.

	57.
	XL Group plc
	3.2
	The guidance provided by the LOG files is generally helpful, although there are areas where greater clarity is required – see our comments against specific LOG cell references below.
	Noted.

	58.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	3.3
	Applicability at group level should not equally apply at the level of each and every sub-group.  Sub group supervision will be burdensome for undertakings and result in duplicate reporting.  We believe that group reports should be submitted only once to the group supervisor by the ultimate group parent.

What would be required for a non-EEA sub-group that is itself part of an EEA group? Are only EEA sub-groups covered by these requirements
	Sub group supervision is Level I and it’s a decision from the supervisor to have sub-groups, and reporting is needed.

Only EEA subgroups are covered by Solvency II requirements

	59.
	CEA
	3.3
	1) Applicability at group level should not de facto apply at the level of sub-groups.  Article 215-217 of the Framework Directive deals with the issue of reporting at different levels of the group.  The CEA understands that sub-group reporting should only be applied in exceptional cases.  Sub group supervision at the national level will in particular be burdensome for undertakings and result in duplicate reporting.  Overall, the CEA believes that group reports should be submitted only once to the group supervisor by the ultimate parent.

2) The motivation behind introducing mixed financial holding company to Solvency II (via review of the financial conglomerates directive) was to increase supervisory oversight from the very top level of the organisation’s structure.  By dealing with sub-group supervision and mixed financial holding companies in the same guideline, EIOPA risks introducing a reverse effect.  

The Framework Directive deals clearly with sub-group supervision therefore there is no need for EIOPA to refer beyond “the ultimate parent undertaking as determined by the group supervisor”.


	Please see answer to n. 58 and new draft Guidelines

On Solvency and Financial Condition Report and the Regular Supervisory Report, reporting under predefined events and undertaking’s Processes for Reporting & Disclosure
If sub-group supervision is applicable by default , the same reporting requirements (decision to be taken by NCA)
The groups where the parent undertaking is a mixed-activity or insurance holding company they need to report the 4 IGT templates.
See annex to Feedback Statement. 

	61.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	3.3
	1) Applicability at group level should not de facto apply at the level of sub-groups.  Article 215-217 of the Framework Directive deals with the issue of reporting at different levels of the group.  The GDV understands that sub-group reporting should only be applied in exceptional cases.  Sub group supervision at the national level will in particular be burdensome for undertakings and result in duplicate reporting.  Overall, the GDV believes that group reports should be submitted only once to the group supervisor by the ultimate parent.

2) The motivation behind introducing mixed financial holding company to Solvency II (via review of the financial conglomerates directive) was to increase supervisory oversight from the very top level of the organisation’s structure.  By dealing with sub-group supervision and mixed financial holding companies in the same guideline, EIOPA risks introducing a reverse effect.  

The Framework Directive deals clearly with sub-group supervision therefore there is no need for EIOPA to refer beyond “the ultimate parent undertaking as determined by the group supervisor”.


	Please see answer to n. 59

	62.
	ICMA Asset Management and Investors Council
	3.3
	From a more general point of view, the 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

	63.
	PwC
	3.3
	The Technical Annex should specify when it would be applicable for sub-groups and groups where the parent undertaking is a mixed-activity or mixed financial holding company to make submissions and which of the QRTs are applicable to such groups (or how it will be determined which of the QRTs are applicable to such groups)
	Please see answer to n. 59

	64.
	Royal London Group
	3.3
	Group reports should be produced by the ultimate parent. There will be duplication if sub-groups have to report separately.

What would be required for a non-EEA sub-group that is itself part of an EEA group? Are only EEA sub-groups covered by these requirements
	Please see answer to n. 59

	65.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.3
	Articles 215-217 of the Directive envisages reporting by sub-groups to be an exception, not a normal occurrence, requiring approval by the supervisory college. We strongly believe the general reporting requirements ought to reflect this rarity.

Applicability of group-reporting to sub-groups should only be regarded as an exception, not the norm, in accordance with Articles 215-217 of the Directive.
	Please see answer to n. 59

	66.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	3.4
	We understand that by applying Article 53 of the Framework Directive, commercially sensitive information will not be subject to public disclosure requirements.
	Noted.

	67.
	CEA
	3.4
	We support that QRTs subject to public disclosure are less detailed than the annual templates themselves however the term “annual template” could be misleading.  We propose instead the following wording, “Undertakings and groups should publicly disclose annually in their Solvency and Financial Condition Report the templates as set out in the Technical Annex”.

Transparency is important for the market and information should be presented in a way so it is easily understood and not misinterpreted.  

EIOPA propose that template BS-C1 is disclosed which would mean that statutory accounting figures are published alongside Solvency II valuations.  When Local GAAP is used as the basis for accounting valuations, the two sets of figures will not directly correspond and therefore cannot be compared from one undertaking to another and on a cross border basis.  We believe it would be more meaningful to disclose only the  Solvency II valuation column accompanied by a narrative explanation of any differences that may have arisen.

Commercially sensitive information such as performance related data or data used for internal management purposes should not be subject to public disclosure requirements.  This is in line with Article 53 of the Framework Directive. 


	Noted. The issue was clarified.
Agreed. 
However EIOPA decided to have a version of BS-C1 for disclosure which doesn’t include the statutory accounts column.

	68.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.4
	Captives will disclose information to Supervisors as per the templates in the General comments above.  With regard to public disclosure, Captives can disclose the results of their SCR and MCR (just one figure) but not the detailed templates to arrive at the SCR and MCR.  Captives are seeking an exemption from full public disclosure due to reasons of confidentiality as per Article 53 (1).  Where a captive is insuring only the risks of its Parent and/or other Group Companies, disclosure of the risks underwritten will provide a clear picture of the parent or subsidiary company’s insurance programme.  Similarly, the Captive may create loss reserves for outstanding claims which could be easily idenitified by claimants and other third parties (as Captives generally underwrite only a limited number of policies for each line of business).
	Noted. Application of Article 53(1) should be enough. 

	69.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	3.4
	We support that QRTs subject to public disclosure are less detailed than the annual templates themselves however the term “annual template” could be misleading.  We propose instead the following wording, “Undertakings and groups should publicly disclose annually in their Solvency and Financial Condition Report the templates as set out in the Technical Annex”.

Transparency is important for the market and information should be presented in a way so it is easily understood and not misinterpreted.  

EIOPA propose that template BS-C1 is disclosed which would mean that statutory accounting figures are published alongside Solvency II valuations.  When National GAAP is used as the basis for accounting valuations, the two sets of figures will not directly correspond and therefore cannot be compared from one undertaking to another and on a cross border basis.  We believe it would be more meaningful to disclose only the  Solvency II valuation column accompanied by a narrative explanation of any differences that may have arisen.

Commercially sensitive information such as performance related data or data used for internal management purposes should not be subject to public disclosure requirements.  This is in line with Article 53 of the Framework Directive. 


	Please see answer to n. 67

	70.
	ICMA Asset Management and Investors Council
	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.

	71.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.4
	The Technical Annex is unclear regarding the public disclosure of forms A1Q, B1Q, E1Q and F1Q: it does not clearly state that what is required is actually the annual version of these forms, but in a format identical to the quarterly version. Instead, the Annex may be misconstrued to mean that the quarterly forms will need to be disclosed. The clarity needs to be improved here.
	The referred templates in quarterly format will be disclosed annually. 

	72.
	XL Group plc
	3.4
	We understand that, applying Article 53 of the Framework Directive, commercially sensitive information will not be subject to public disclosure requirements.
	Noted.

	73.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	3.5
	There are many collateral arrangements over an undertaking’s assets which may have the characteristic of a RFF as defined in the Delegated Act.  This characteristic occurs where according to a Solvency 2 Balance Sheet (although not an International GAAP balance sheet) the collateral occasionally exceeds the amount of technical provisions and hence temporarily includes some amount representing “own funds”.  It would be impracticable, inefficient and ineffective to provide individual reporting on every such collateralised reinsurance arrangement.  In our view it would also be very misleading in that the existence of this characteristic of a RFF defined only under Solvency II would be inconsistent from one quarter/year end to the next as the SII valuation o technical provision is recalculated.
	Noted

	74.
	Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	3.5
	We would appreciate quantitative  guidance on what will be a material ring fenced fund. We think that proportionality should be applied and smaller firms should be exempt.
	EIOPA aims to have a principles based guidance on the treatment of RFF. The materiality takes in consideration the size of the particular segment of liabilities or from particular risks considered as ring-fenced, in relation to the size of the undertaking



	75.
	Barnett Waddingham
	3.5
	We would appreciate quantitative  guidance on what will be a material ring fenced fund. 
	EIOPA aims to have a principles based guidance on the treatment of RFF. The materiality takes in consideration the size of the particular segment of liabilities or from particular risks considered as ring-fenced, in relation to the size of the undertaking



	76.
	CEA
	3.5
	Reporting of RFF should be required in a proportionate way. It should be possible to group non-material RFF for reporting purposes.


	Only material RFF are to be reported. The aggregation of RFF goes against the concept of treating them as a separate unit in the undertaking, as the restriction to capital allocation must be applied to each RFF and not a group of RFF. – 

	77.
	FEE
	3.5
	Definition of ring fenced funds : we suggest (1) a better clarification on what are ring fenced funds in the context of the various legislations and (2) a rationale to be used to define materiality of these ring-fenced funds. Our understanding is that materiality is in consideration of the size of the undertaking.
	 (1) RFF definition can vary from country to country, depending on national legislation. EIOPA aims to have a principles based guidance on the treatment of RFF; (2) The materiality takes in consideration the size of the particular segment of liabilities or from particular risks considered as ring-fenced, in relation to the size of the undertaking. – 

	79.
	ICMA Asset Management and Investors Council
	3.5
	ICMA’s comments focus on the following templates 

D1- A1 - A15

D1Q – A6 – A16 – A24

D2T – A1

D4 – General – A7


	Noted.

	80.
	XL Group plc
	3.5
	Applying the principles set out in “CEIOPS-L2-Advice-Treatment-of-ring-fenced-funds” we do not believe that funds withheld or pledged assets within the definition of ring-fenced funds and would find confirmation of this helpful.
	EIOPA aims to have a principles based guidance on the definition and treatment of RFF.

	81.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	3.6
	We agree that national supervisory authorities should replace national quantitative reporting templates with these requirements.  The introduction of extensive national specific templates undermines the objectives of harmonised templates and will also result in a significant reporting burden for firms.

We believe that national specific templates should be kept to the minimum. Only those really needed for supervisory purposes or for legal requirements should be allowed.
	Noted.

	82.
	CEA
	3.6
	EIOPA should monitor the uptake and reasoning for the use of national specific templates and make public these details on their website.  In general, the harmonised reporting package established by EIOPA should replace all templates at national level.

We disagree with such extensive requirements per country. There will be no level playing field within the EU.


	EIOPA has performed some analysis work regarding the future national specificities.  A pre-approval or a publication at EIOPA website of the reasons is not envisaged. The role of EIOPA will be a monitoring.  

National specificities stemming from local legal requirements and market specificities must be collected using national specific templates.

	84.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	3.6
	EIOPA should monitor the uptake and reasoning for the use of national specific templates and make public these details on their website.  In general, the harmonised reporting package established by EIOPA should replace all templates at national level.

We disagree with such extensive requirements per country. There will be no level playing field within the EU.


	Please see answer to n. 82

	85.
	Royal London Group
	3.6
	National specific templates should be kept to the mimimum. Only those really needed for supervisory purposes or for legal requirements should be allowed.
	Noted

	86.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.6
	We welcome this comment and would urge that national-specific templates are created only for exceptional circumstances.
	Noted

	88.
	CEA
	4.1
	The CEA supports that group templates are an aggregated illustration of the group based on solo data.  The scope of the group should be based on the scope of group supervision; EIOPA should clarify this in their text.

Clarification would be helpful on whether to include subsidiaries in non-EEA countries and non-insurance units or just undertakings that fall under the scope of group supervision.  We presume it is the latter.


	Only the undertakings in the group supervision will have reporting requirements. 



	89.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.1
	The GDV supports that group templates are an aggregated illustration of the group based on solo data.  The scope of the group should be based on the scope of group supervision; EIOPA should clarify this in their text.

Clarification would be helpful on whether to include subsidiaries in non-EEA countries and non-insurance units or just undertakings that fall under the scope of group supervision.  We presume it is the latter.


	Please see answer to n. 88.

	90.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	4.1
	Both solo and group templates are essential for the ECB’s monetary and financial stability analysis (see general comments above)
	Noted.

	91.
	UNESPA – Association of Spanish Insurers
	4.1
	EIOPA should clarify; how the transitional measures in Solvency II framework on equivalence are going to be taken in account in the field of reporting; and what will be, if any, the role of colleges of supervisors in this field, providing that the solution adopted does guarantee a level playing field.

The lack of proper clarifications in this question, actually, difficults a final assessment on the scope of the reporting obligations.


	This is already addressed by Level I and Level II. If transitional measures are applied the reporting requirements will follow the rules set then.

	93.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	4.2
	The principle of proportionality should be applied to reporting and in particular quarterly reporting.  It may be the case that there is no material change for parts of an undertaking’s business over the course of one year therefore quarterly reporting should not be a systematic requirement for all, as further referenced in 3.1. above.

Reasonable differences between Q4 and annual reporting should also be acceptable.
	Please see answer to n. 94

	94.
	CEA
	4.2
	The principle of proportionality should be applied to reporting and in particular quarterly reporting.  It may be the case that there is no material change for parts of an undertaking’s business over the course of one year therefore quarterly reporting should not be a systematic requirement for all.

We disagree with a mandatory fourth quarter reporting. It should be sufficient to prepare the annual report a short period later.


	EIOPA believe the proportionality principle is being applied. Quarterly templates have simplified versions of the annual ones and there are also exemptions of reporting of certain templates for small undertakings.

The rational for fourth quarter reporting is the need for a timely monitoring of the situation of the undertaking, allowing for a speedy reaction on the undertaking, considering that the time lag between annual and quarterly reporting is 10 weeks (from 2017 onwards).

Please see also comment 7. 

	96.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.2
	The principle of proportionality should be applied to reporting and in particular quarterly reporting.  It may be the case that there is no material change for parts of an undertaking’s business over the course of one year therefore quarterly reporting should not be a systematic requirement for all.

We disagree with a mandatory fourth quarter reporting. It should be sufficient to prepare the annual report a short period later.


	Please see answer to n. 94

	97.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.2
	Given the declared need for speed, as it were, It needs to be made clear that reasonable differences between Q4 templates and annual templates ought to be tolerated.
	Noted.

	98.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	4.2
	Quarterly templates are the essential input into ECB statistics (see general comments above)
	Noted.

	99.
	CEA
	4.3
	The CEA supports EIOPA’s clarification on this matter however we would request that this wording is inserted in the guideline itself to provide additional certainty.  We query whether some form of agreement would be necessary between the undertaking and the authorising supervisor.


	Noted, however EIOPA believes that it is a natural process not to report a template for activities that the undertaking doesn’t have, so there is no need to include it in the text of the general reporting requirements. 

The process for identifying templates that an undertaking will not report for this reason will depend on the technical solution for managing reporting requirements.

	100.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.3
	The GDV supports EIOPA’s clarification on this matter however we would request that this wording is inserted in the guideline itself to provide additional certainty.  We query whether some form of agreement would be necessary between the undertaking and the authorising supervisor.


	Please see answer to n. 99

	101.
	Royal London Group
	4.3
	Clarity is required around whether we are expected to publish blank forms where the form is not relevant to our organisation or whether the form should be omitted.
	On disclosure the information should not be disclosed. 



	102.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.3
	This paragraph is unclear: it should be clarified to state that “nil return” forms will be expected from a number of undertakings.
	The process for identifying templates that an undertaking will not report for this reason will depend on the technical solution for managing reporting requirements.
This issue will be clarified when Guidelines on XBRL taxonomy are issued by EIOPA.

	103.
	CEA
	4.4
	Please refer to section 3.3 for comments on sub-group supervision.


	See comments in n. 59

	104.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.4
	Please refer to section 3.3 for comments on sub-group supervision.


	See comments in n. 59

	105.
	Groupe Consultatif
	4.4
	Currently it is not clear where the level of sub-group will apply for a particular group.  Greater clarity would be beneficial in this area to enable specific undertakings to plan their reporting requirements.  
	Noted. This is a national decision, and undertakings should discuss this with national supervisors.

	106.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.4
	See 3.3 above.
	See comments in n. 65

	107.
	CEA
	4.5
	Clarification would be helpful that IGT templates are not required at the insurance parent level.  It should not be required to repeatedly submit the same templates at multiple levels of the group.


	Please see answer to n. 59

	108.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.5
	Clarification would be helpful that IGT templates are not required at the insurance parent level.  It should not be required to repeatedly submit the same templates at multiple levels of the group.


	See comments in n. 107

	109.
	Groupe Consultatif
	4.5
	Does this mean only the IG templates apply to mixed-activity holding companies and that none of the G, RC or solo templates applicable to groups apply?  It would be helpful to clarify the difference in reporting requirements between mixed-activity holding companies and insurance holding companies. 


	Please see answer to n. 59

	110.
	NFU Mutual
	4.5
	In cases where the Ultimate Holding Company is also a regulated insurance entity (in our case a Composite) do the IGT templates still apply ?, and does this have any additional effect on the Group Level requirements. We note from the detailed LOG files that at Group level on certain forms (eg Assets D1) only those items not reported elsewhere are relevant, and in our case this would be confusing to the reader.
	Yes, to be reported

	111.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	4.6
	Ad hoc reporting of IGT should be limited to significant transactions.  Significant IGTs should be considered limited to exceptional movements of capital (other than dividends and transactions that fall within the general definition) and other significant transactions (for example above a certain threshold set relative to SCR or net assets).  Reporting on all IGTs, including all cost sharing arrangements within a Group, would be extremely time consuming and onerous.


	Thresholds apply. Please refer to Level 3 GL on Risk Concentration and IGT

	112.
	CEA
	4.6
	Ad hoc reporting of IGT should be limited to “significant IGTs”, EIOPA’s text should clarify this.  As a general comment, the definition of significant IGTs should be limited to exceptional movements of capital (other than dividends and transactions that fall within the general definition) and other significant transactions (for example above a threshold set relative to SCR group). In practice, for the group under IFRS, only the transactions giving rise to agreement by the Board and which are subject to a review by the auditors should be considered as significant. 


	Please see answer to n. 111.

	114.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.6
	Ad hoc reporting of IGT should be limited to ‘significant IGTs’, EIOPA’s text should clarify this.  As a general comment, the definition of significant IGTs should be limited to exceptional movements of capital (other than dividends and transactions that fall within the general definition) and other significant transactions (for example above a threshold set relative to SCR group). In practice, for the group under IFRS, only the transactions giving rise to agreement by the Board and which are subject to a review by the auditors should be considered as significant. 


	Please see answer to n. 112

	115.
	Paul Figg (individual, actuary)
	4.6
	4.6.9 Using Underwriting Year can significantly extend the tail of liability business development. An extreme example would be a Risks-Attaching Reinsurance Treaty written towards then end of the Underwriting Year. Further the Risks-Attaching treaty could cover binding authorities which is normal market practice to attach to the treaty by the date of inception of the binding authority. Hence, in extreme cases, the use of UnderwritingYear for Reinsurance business could mean accidents still occur several years after the end of the Regulatory definition of an Underwriting Year, making comparison and projection difficult. It is suggested that Accident Year is mandated for all classes of business to ensure consistency.
	Comment is misplaced, but noted.

	116.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.6
	Without reproducing explicitly the draft guidelines on IGT reporting, this paragraph does not make any sense.
	Noted. 

	117.
	AMICE
	4.7
	The lack of EIOPA decision on the IT-format for the reporting of the quantitative templates is very worrying. We urge EIOPA to decide on the format for the reporting templates.


	Noted. Here the harmonization of format refers to disclosure and not to supervisory reporting

	118.
	CEA
	4.7
	The issue, “harmonisation of format”, is outstanding. EIOPA are due to consult separately on the exact technical format to be used for reporting templates and it may be the case that industry do not have sufficient time to fully implement a new system before entry into force of Solvency II.

If XBRL is chosen as the new technical format for reporting templates, industry may require up to 2 years to implement and test the necessary systems.  EIOPA should communicate their decision on the format of reporting templates as soon as possible to allow sufficient time for industry preparation.

For this reason, EIOPA should not expect a fully harmonised format as of ‘day-1-reporting’.


	Noted. Here the harmonization of format refers to disclosure and not to supervisory reporting



	119.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.7
	Captives are seeking an exemption from full public disclosure due to reasons of confidentiality as per Article 53 (1).  Please see 3.4 above.
	Please see answer to n. 68

	120.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.7
	The issue, “harmonisation of format”, is outstanding. EIOPA are due to consult separately on the exact technical format to be used for reporting templates and it may be the case that industry do not have sufficient time to fully implement a new system before entry into force of Solvency II.

If XBRL is chosen as the new technical format for reporting templates, industry may require up to 2 years to implement and test the necessary systems.  EIOPA should communicate their decision on the format of reporting templates as soon as possible to allow sufficient time for industry preparation.

For this reason, EIOPA should not expect a fully harmonised format as of ‘day-1-reporting’.


	Please see answer to n. 118.

	121.
	Paul Figg (individual, actuary)
	4.7
	4.7.8 Agree with conclusion. The Supervisor would have meaningless development data if companies merge or sell off parts of the book ; unless a full historical triangle is produced each year.
	Comment is misplaced, but noted.

	122.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.7
	More clarity is needed on the use of XBRL, following the consultation in July 2011. Undertakings need to be given the time to implement any systems changes resulting from the choice of format, meaning submission in time for the first batch of quarterly QRTs (currently expected in early 2014) might not be possible.
	Please see answer to n. 117.

	123.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.7
	Contingent liabilities should not appear on the Balance Sheet.  Many contingent liabilities are treated as off Balance Sheet items for accounting purposes.
	 Noted.

	124.
	CEA
	4.8
	Please refer to paragraph 3.5 for comments on RFF.
	Please see answer to n. 76

	125.
	Royal London Group
	4.8
	Where forms apply to specific ring fenced funds, there is no place on the forms to specify which fund they relate to.
	Noted. 

	126.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	4.9
	Stricter criteria than national legal requirements or specifities of local markets » should be set to ensure National Regulators do not overlay unnecessary burdensome national reporting requirements.
	Noted.

	127.
	CEA
	4.9
	Please refer to sections 3.6 and 4.7 for our comments on national specific information and harmonised format of templates.


	Please see answers to n. 82 and 118

	128.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.9
	Please refer to sections 3.6 and 4.7 for our comments on national specific information and harmonised format of templates.


	 Please see answer to n. 82 and 118.

	129.
	Paul Figg (individual, actuary)
	4.9
	4.9.5 Belive that more data from the returns should be publically available in order to fullfill original objective 3.2 (Improve Competitiveness). The Public Regualtory Return will be viewed by many stakeholders – such as potential capital providers, rating agencies, equity analysts,  potential new market entrants and industry reports compliled by consultancies. It is essential that these stakeholders have sufficient information to ensure that the industry remains both competitive and accountable. The UK is probably the biggest single market within Europe for Non-Life insurance and the current disclousres made in the FSA Returns significantly exceed the proposal (for instance the often cited Forms 31 and 32). The UK FSA Returns are available from third party data providers and often made available by large insurers on their website because instutional investors and market analysts demand them. Having less dislosure would fail to meet the original objective 3.2. In particular, it is believed that no longer having market historical loss ratio performance by line of business and country would negatively effect both current and potential new market participants. In light of this the public returns should either include all the Templates listed or at least include :


Country - K1 


Cover - A1A 


TP (NL) - E1 


TP (NL) - E3 


TP (NL) - E4 

The public disclosure requirements should be brought up to the highest national standards currently available, not a compromise.
	Comment is misplaced, but noted.

	130.
	CEA
	4.10
	Please refer to sections 3.6 for our comments on national specific information.

We disagree with such extensive requirements per country. There will be no level playing field within the EU.


	Please see answer to n. 82

	131.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.10
	Please refer to sections 3.6 for our comments on national specific information.

We disagree with such extensive requirements per country. There will be no level playing field within the EU.


	Please see answer to n. 82

	132.
	CEA
	4.11
	Please refer to sections 3.6 for our comments on national specific information.
	Please see answer to n. 82

	133.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	4.11
	Please refer to sections 3.6 for our comments on national specific information.
	Please see answer to n. 82

	134.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.11
	It is essential that any national-specific templates are developed only to cater for national-specific features, as opposed to enhancing SII requirements.
	Noted.
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