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


	No.
	Name
	Reference


	Comment
	Resolution

	
	IRSG
	General comments

(Part II)
	In IRSG’s view, any requirement should be limited to the Solvency II framework. Especially the guidelines for the SFCR seem overly detailed and not appropriate for disclosure to the public in full. Moreover, the information should be submitted in a single reporting (double reporting should be avoided when practicable).

It seems that the narrative reporting guidelines are not structured in a clear manner i.e. it should be clearly stated if information is required at solo or group level. 


	A careful consistency check between the level 2 text and these guidelines has been carried out after the public consultation. When a guideline was not in line with the delegated acts, that guideline has been changed

Noted but the RSR should be a stand-alone document

Structure of the guidelines was revised. 

	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.
	Noted, but the first objective of the reporting is to prevent that undertakings breach their SCR/MCR. 

	2.
	AMICE
	General Comment 
	The requirements for public disclosure in the SFCR are generally excessively detailed and far too extensive taking into account the target group of the information. We would like in this context to emphasise again that we are aware of the necessity of comprehensive and in many cases detailed information for supervisory purposes (provided in the bilateral reporting to the supervisor.

Many of the information requirements concerning more details on, for example, risk management or approved internal models have no use even for highly informed readers – unless they are professionals within the industry itself. As we have argued earlier, we do not agree with the high emphasis that is put by EIOPA on the market disciplining function of public disclosure. We see therefore no reason for the disclosure of detailed highly technical information (e.g. on risk management techniques and approved internal models) to the general public. We have also raised earlier our concern that the negative effects of disclosing proprietary and sensitive company information to competitors clearly outweigh the positive effects of such disclosure.

As for the public information on internal models we think that less detailed and more generic information should be public – lack of understanding in the broader public and confidentiality reasons are againoure main arguments. The fact that the model has been approved after in-depth scrutiny by the Supervisor should more than suffice as proof for the general public that the model is reliable.
	Noted
Guidelines on risk management and internal model are consistent with the L2 disclosure requirements.
Undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it is demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	3.
	Association of British Insurers
	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.

Level 3 guidelines are essential to ensure the correct interpretation in application of legislative texts and also to gauge the expectations of supervisors.  We do not however believe that Level 3 guidelines should build on the legislative text or go beyond their requirements.  We therefore ask EIOPA to ensure that these guidelines are reconsidered to ensure they provide guidance on Level 2 requirements, rather than extending their scope.  

In addition, we believe the guidelines for the SFCR are overly detailed and not appropriate for disclosure to the public at this level of detail.  We accept that in addition to the general public, the SFCR will also be read by analysts and other market professionals.  Even so, in line with Article 53 of the Level 1 Directive, the disclosure of information should not be required where this information may reveal commercially sensitive information, which may give competitors an unfair advantage or where the information may be misinterpreted by the reader.   

We believe that much of the information concerning risk management and internal model approval are too detailed.  The fact that models must adhere to a supervisory validation process and on an ongoing basis, are subject to a supervisory review process, and should be enough to provide assurance that of an internal model is reliable.

Application of the principle of proportionality is a very important point for industry, especially with regard to undertakings considered small/medium in terms of size and complexity. The CEA believes these Level 3 guidelines could be used in a way to better way to understand how this principle may be applied in practice.  

For the SFCR, we accept that a minimum of quantitative information to be disclosed should be specified. However, we would strongly recommend leaving some flexibility to undertakings in the way they present this quantitative information. One should remember that the SFCR should be understandable, and that the quantitative figures have to be carefully explained. 

The guidelines  include a lot of issues which are already covered by  the QRTs. It needs to be clarified whether or not undertakings have to provide additional information beyond the requirements defined in the quantitative reporting templates, or if parts of the guidelines refer indirectly to the information provided by the QRTs.

The guidelines determine that the RSR is a stand-alone document, which should not contain any reference to other documents. This is contrary to the SFCR where references are allowed. By restricting the opportunity to make  cross-references  will trigger an additional workload as the undertaking would be required to duplicate reporting of information which is already submitted to the supervisor. Moreover, the complexity of reporting, and coordination within the undertaking, will be more difficult. We believe that these requirements go beyond the framework directive and draft Level 

Also with regards to the RSR, double reporting of information already outlined in the QRTs should be avoided. If certain information needs can be fulfilled by the information provided by the QRTs, this information should not also appear in the qualitative parts of narrative reports.
	Noted. 
A careful consistency check between the level 2 text and these guidelines has been carried out after the public consultation. When a guideline was not in line with the delegated acts, that guideline has been changed.
Undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can be demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.  
Guidelines on risk management and internal model are consistent with the L2 disclosure requirements.

Noted.

Noted. These guidelines deal with the structure and the minimum content of the SFCR but undertakings are free as to the presentation and free to provide further explanation.   

As ABI has just said, “the quantitative figures have to be carefully explained”. This is exactly the aim of the narrative reporting. 
The RSR and the SFCR are two different documents. 

Noted. 

Noted. 

	5.
	CEA
	General Comment 
	The CEA would like to thank EIOPA for the opportunity to consult on this draft Level 3 Guidance Paper.  Delays in the drafting of Level 2 measures are causing great uncertainty for the industry and we support EIOPA’s commitment to work in advance of these negotiations. 

Level 3 guidelines are essential to ensure the correct interpretation in application of legislative texts and also to gauge the expectations of supervisors.  We do not however believe that Level 3 guidelines should build on the legislative text or go beyond their requirements.  We therefore ask EIOPA to ensure that these guidelines are reconsidered to ensure they provide guidance on Level 2 requirements, rather than extending their scope.  

In addition, we believe the guidelines for the SFCR are overly detailed and not appropriate for disclosure to the public at this level of detail.  We accept that in addition to the general public, the SFCR will also be read by analysts and other market professionals.  Even so, in line with Article 53 of the Level 1 Directive, the disclosure of information should not be required where this information may reveal commercially sensitive information, which may give competitors an unfair advantage or where the information may be misinterpreted by the reader.   

We believe that much of the information concerning risk management and internal model approval are too detailed.  The fact that models must adhere to a supervisory validation process and on an ongoing basis, are subject to a supervisory review process, and should be enough to provide assurance that of an internal model is reliable.

Application of the principle of proportionality is a very important point for industry, especially with regard to undertakings considered small/medium in terms of size and complexity. The CEA believes these Level 3 guidelines could be used in a better way to understand how this principle may be applied in practice.  

For the SFCR, we accept that a minimum of quantitative information to be disclosed should be specified. However, we would strongly recommend leaving some flexibility to undertakings in the way they present this quantitative information. One should remember that the SFCR should be understandable, and that the quantitative figures have to be carefully explained. 

The guidelines  include a lot of issues which are already covered by  the QRTs. It needs to be clarified whether or not undertakings have to provide additional information beyond the requirements defined in the quantitative reporting templates, or if parts of the guidelines refer indirectly to the information provided by the QRTs.

The guidelines determine that the RSR is a stand-alone document, which should not contain any reference to other documents. This is contrary to the SFCR where references are allowed. By restricting the opportunity to make  cross-references  will trigger an additional workload as the undertaking would be required to duplicate reporting of information which is already submitted to the supervisor. Moreover, the complexity of reporting, and coordination within the undertaking, will be more difficult. We believe that these requirements go beyond the framework directive. 

Also with regards to the RSR, double reporting of information already outlined in the QRTs should be avoided. If certain information needs can be fulfilled by the information provided by the QRTs, this information should not also appear in the qualitative parts of narrative reports.


	Noted - EIOPA endeavours to limit delays within its control.
A careful consistency check between the level 2 text and these guidelines has been carried out after the public consultation. When a guideline was not in line with the delegated acts, that guideline has been changed/deleted.
Undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can be demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.  

Guidelines on risk management and internal model are consistent with the L2 disclosure requirements.

Noted.

Noted. These guidelines deal with the structure and the minimum content of the SFCR but undertakings are free as to the presentation and free to provide further explanation.

As CEA has just said, “the quantitative figures have to be carefully explained”. This is exactly the aim of the narrative reporting.

The RSR and the SFCR are two different documents. 

Noted. 

Noted.


	6.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	General Comment 
	In general we disagree with the reporting of any additional information which is not required by the Solvency II Directive or the Level 2 text. In our view, the proposed information requirements are much wider.  The requirements should be reduced to be in line with this overarching principle.

Further, the narrative reporting guidelines are not structured in a clear manner. There is often no clear guidance as to which information has to be shown in the solo reporting and which has to be shown in the group reporting. 

We also note that the guidelines have included some of the matters already included in the QRTs and we therefore see no benefit of repeating the information in the qualitative reports.
	Noted however disagree that the information requirements are wider than the Directive and the Level 2 text.
Noted – The guidelines have been changed in order to clarify this point.

Noted. 

	7.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	General Comment 
	GDV would like to thank EIOPA for the opportunity to consult on this draft Level 3 Guidance Paper.  Level 3 guidelines are essential to ensure the correct interpretation in application of legislative texts and also to gauge the expectations of supervisors.  

However, we believe that Level 3 guidelines should no go beyond the requirements defined by the solvency II directive as well as the implementing measures .  The proposed information requirements are much wider. We therefore ask EIOPA to ensure that these guidelines are reconsidered to ensure they provide guidance on Level 2 requirements, rather than extending their scope. 

Furthermore, the narrative reporting guidelines aren`t structured in a clear manner. There is often no clear guidance which information has to be shown in the solo reporting and which hast to be shown in the group reporting.

For example, the guidelines have included a lot of issues, which are already shown in the QRTs. Therefore there should have been a more clear and precise version for public comments.

Additionally, we like to through attention on the issue of reporting deadlines. The guidelines include many information and calculations (e.g. guidline 7, 8, 10) which also have to be provided by undertaking in between 14 weeks after the financial year ending. This will be very ambitious. We therefore suggest revising the guidelines with respect to practicability of realisation or with respect to cost-benefit aspects. 

Our main positions are:


The content of the guidelines should be in line with the Level I and II-requirements, i.e., the EIOPA-guidelines should not introduce additional reporting requirements. Rather the content of the guidelines should be limited to issues where additional explanation is needed and where the implementing measurers provide no clear or sufficient guidance for undertakings.


Double reporting should be avoided. If certain information needs can be fulfilled by the information provided by the QRTs similar information – at least corresponding quantitative explanation - should not be provided for in the qualitative parts of narrative reports.


Requirements to the same topic/ issue should not differ within the various guidelines
	A careful consistency check between the level 2 text and these guidelines has been carried out after the public consultation. When a guideline was not in line with the delegated acts, that guideline has been changed/deleted.
Noted – The guidelines have been changed in order to clarify this point.

Noted.



	8.
	Crédit Agricole Assurances
	General Comment 
	Might a P&L SII be required ?At group level ? Only at solo level ?
	A P&L SII will not be required. 

	9.
	Danish Insurance Association
	General Comment 
	We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Consultation Paper  on the draft proposal for Guidelines on Narrative Public Disclosure etc.

We find that the guidelines on the SFCR and RSR seem much less problematic than the Quantitative Reporting Templates. We do however have a few examples of requirements that seem excessive, especially when the volume of information of the QRTs are taken into account.
	Noted 

	10.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	General Comment 
	1) Overall, even if this document provides for a broader number of guidelines (55) in comparison to the pre-consultation paper, those guidelines seem to be mostly related to the SFCR (27) rather than the narrative of the RSR (15). The remainder of the requirements are related to pre-defined events and the reporting process (13).  While focusing on SFCR for public disclosure purposes is necessary and comprehensible, we suggest providing more guidance for RSR reporting especially when sensitive information is requested by the regulator. 

2) As more detailed disclosure requirements regarding the valuation of assets and liabilities have been provided, this may lead to a significant effort for insurers due to the fact that the valuation basis for solvency purposes are quite different from the ones used for financial statement purposes

3)  We welcome the decison to request more disclosures in relation to own funds (e.g. solvency ratio, explanations on key elements of the reconciliation reserve, disclosure relating to ring-fenced funds)

4)Since with this document the information included within the SFCR seem to have increased, consider assessing the existence of overlaps between the new requirements foreseen for the SFCR and those related to the RSR

5) We suggest keeping the guidelines strictly related to Groups/participating insurance and re insurance, etc. apart from the guidelines that belong to Solo undertakings, in order to enhance clarity and consistency of the document

6) We welcome the request for information about intra-group transactions within the SFCR in order to enhance public understanding of the impact of those transactions on the undertakings’ performance. We also suggest, in order to reduce and avoid redundancies and overlaps, using the same disclosure provided for the financial statements under IAS 24

7) We suggest better explaining throughout the document whether a piece of information has to be disclosed qualitatively or quantitatively , enhancing insurers understanding and consciousness with regards to what EIOPA expects 

8) We suggest using the IFRS materiality principle when referring to such things as «significant changes», etc.  

9) Beware of possible duplications of information between the RSR and the ORSA
	Noted
Noted. 

Noted

Noted

Agreed – guidelines have been changed this way. 

Noted

Noted.

Disagree – undertakings should use the materiality principle as defined in L2.

Noted. 



	11.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	General Comment 
	Whilst we welcome the guidelines defining the requirements on public disclosure and supervisory reporting we suggest that where the disclosures would already be addressed under the IFRS reporting published in the annual financial statements and where there are similarities between the two frameworks, the disclosures  would be narrowed down to being reported under one of the frameworks. In this way we believe that efficiencies will be created both to resources required to produce the required outputs as well as to minimize additional costs to the industry by avoiding duplicaton of disclosures.

When considering the narrative reporting requirements for Captive Insurance/reinsurance Companies, it is important to undertand that Consumers will  not have a need to see this information as,  in the vast majority of cases, captives are insuring only the risks of their Parent and/or Group companies.   Captives can provide relevant, reliable and comprehensible information to the supervisory authorities.

In the process of agreeing a proportionate 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 transparency than would ever be possible to obtain for a  complex undertaking.  The extent of the information should reflect the nature, scale and relatively straightforward nature of their business, subject to 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.  Captives already document their processes and we propose that Captives be allowed to provide these documents as the basis for the RSR.

ECIROA proposes a tailoured SFCR & RSR specifically for captives:

1.
SFCR


SCR & MCR – at an aggregated level only, not detailed calculations


Profit and Loss Account


Balance Sheet

2.
RSR 


Governance Manual


Risk Management Framework


ORSA

Captives can use the ECIROA Best Practice Guidelines as a guide to the narrative reporting requirements to Supervisors.

With regard to non-disclosure of information, we believe that captives should be gvein permission not to publically disclose information which is confidential.  Where a captive is insuring only the risks of its parent and/or Group companies, disclosure of the risks underwritten will provide a clear picture of the parent or Group companies’ insurance programme.  Similarly, the captive may create loss reserves for outstanding claims which can be easily identified (as they usually have only limited policies  per line of business).  It would be detrimental to their business if this information is publicly available e.g. it would have an impact upon the settlement negotiations between the parent or Group company and the claimant.  Captives should be exempted from public disclosure of certain information in accordance with Article 53 (1) of the Directive.

Please note that where a comment has not been made on a particular paragraph, this does not indicate that we agree with the paragraph.  
	Disagree - IFRS framework is an accounting reporting whereas Solvency II framework is a prudential reporting. Those two different reporting cannot be mixed. 
Noted.

Noted
Disagree – Captives have to fulfil the Solvency II requirements. 

Undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can be demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.  

Noted 

	12.
	FEE
	General Comment 
	We have some concerns regarding the different wording between the requirements in existing financial reporting standards and these guidelines. The requirements in existing standards focus on providing relevant information to users. Cross references to several common matters should help to comply with IFRSs.


	Disagree - inappropriate to refer to IFRS in guidelines.

	13.
	FRC UK
	General Comment 
	The FRC is the UK’s independent regulator responsible for promoting high quality corporate governance and reporting. We are independent of both Government and those we regulate. We focus on high quality regulation that supports investment in the UK to generate economic growth and employment.

We set standards for actuarial work for IORPs and insurers through the Board for Actuarial Standards including a standard for how actuarial work should be reported. We set standards for financial statements through the Accounting Standards Board and the work of auditors through the Auditing Practices Board. We are also responsible for the UK’s Corporate Governance Code which sets out standards of good practice in relation to Board leadership and effectiveness, including risk management, remuneration, accountability and relations with shareholders. We also ensure that the provision of financial information by public and large private companies complies with relevant accounting requirements. 

The FRC executive includes actuaries with pensions and insurance expertise and other professionals such as accountants and lawyers.

We support the EU’s Smart Regulation agenda. We consider that regulation should be principles-based where appropriate, targeted, implemented at the right level, and proportionate. We also consider that an impact assessment should be an essential part of the formulation of any new or change to existing regulations.

We support EIOPA’s proposal that there should only be Level 3 Guidelines when necessary. We suggest that EIOPA should provide a rationale for each of the suggested Guidelines to ensure that they are appropriately targeted.

The first standard we developed for actuarial work concerned reporting to users. The purpose of the standard was to ensure that users received sufficient information, presented in a clear and comprehensible manner, is included to enable users to:

•
judge the relevance of the contents of the report; and

•
understand the implications of those contents.

Key requirements of reports that we consider relevant in particular to the Solvency and Financial Condition Report are:

•
Where there is uncertainty concerning data, the undertaking should describe that uncertainty and explain the approach taken to the uncertainty in calculating the value of assets and liabilities and the capital requirements.

•
Explain the measures and methods used, state the material assumptions and describe a rationale for their selection.

•
Indicate the nature and extent of any material uncertainties in the information contained in the SFCR.

•
For each material risk or uncertainty faced by the undertaking explain the approach taken to the risk.

•
Provide a comparison with the information from the preceding SFCR with an explanation of any differences.


Provide a reconciliation between the balance sheet  published in the SFCR with the balance sheet in the annual financial statements.

•
More generally we consider that the style, structure and content of the SFCR should be suited to the skills, understanding and levels of relevant technical knowledge of its users.

We consider it is important that the SFCR should not include information that is not material if it obscures material information. The FRC  published a guide to cutting clutter in annual reports in the spring of 2011. Clutter in annual reports is a problem, obscuring relevant information and making it harder for users to find the salient points about the performance of the business and its prospects for long-term success. The guide provides preparers of annual reports with practical aids for reducing clutter, giving ideas for how disclosures might look without the clutter, and factors to consider when planning the annual report process. Taking this work forward, at the end of 2011, the FRC established a Financial Reporting Lab which brings together companies and investors to identify practical solutions to today’s reporting problems, such as the length and complexity of reports and accounts. We suggest that EIOPA might like to consider a similar structure to develop effective narrative reporting.

We would welcome the opportunity to work with EIOPA in developing its proposals for Guidelines in support of the Directive and its Implementing Measures and how to ensure narrative reporting is effective. 
	Noted

Noted

Noted – this is already required, where appropriate. 
Noted



	15.
	Groupe Consultatif
	General Comment 
	Double reporting should be avoided. Information should not be given in two separate reports, it means in the narrative reporting (RSR and SFCR) and also in the QRT reporting. If the information is provided by a QRT, similar information should not be repeated in the qualitative parts of narrative reports.

The narrative reporting requirements in general do significantly exceed the requirements of the S II framework and of the corresponding draft implementing measures. Only the disclosures that are covered by “former levels” should be required. The EIOPA-guidelines should not introduce additional reporting requirements. Therefore the content of the guidelines should be limited.
Especially the guidelines for the SFCR seem overly detailed and not appropriate for disclosure to the public at this level of detail. 

The narrative reporting guidelines are not structured in a clear manner. There is often no clear guidance which information has to be shown in the solo reporting and which hast to be shown in the group reporting. Therefore we would appreciate a more clear and precise version for public comments.


We would like to point out that the contents of the EIOPA-guideline is subject to Omnibus II: Where binding technical standards are introduced via Omnibus II in respect of supervisory reporting and public disclosure, EIOPA is only allowed to adopt additional guidelines for areas not covered by regulatory or implementing technical standards (cf. Recital 25 of the EIOPA Regulation).
	Disagree – the qualitative parts aims also at explaining the data in the QRTs and their underlying assumptions.
A careful consistency check between the level 2 text and these guidelines has been carried out after the public consultation. When a guideline was not in line with the delegated acts, that guideline has been changed.

Agreed – guidelines has been changed in order to clarify this point. 

 

	16.
	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.

We have three significant concerns, outlined below, which lead us to the opinion that EIOPA should not finalise the Guidelines in their current form. 

Timing of consultation 

The stated intention of the Guidelines (paragraph 3.3) is to specify ‘the minimum content of selected sections of the reports, to the extent that further clarification and detail to the delegated acts are necessary’. It is not possible to comment effectively on them without knowledge of the proposals set out in the delegated acts. 

The delegated acts have not been published and are not expected to be published prior to the finalisation of the comment period. In practice selected stakeholders have been pre-consulted on working drafts of the delegated acts and others may have informally been provided access to them. However, some stakeholders may not have had access to the draft delegated acts. This consultation will elicit responses from stakeholders with a differing degree of knowledge of the context in which the proposals are made which may make it hard for EIOPA to assess them effectively. 

It is inappropriate for the only opportunity for stakeholders to comment on these proposals to be before the delegated acts are published. As a result, if EIOPA plans to issue Guidelines in this area, we recommend that EIOPA re-consults on its proposals following publication of the delegated acts. 

Need for Guidelines 

The guidelines generally set out proposals for additional disclosures to be included in the SFCR and RSR rather than providing guidance on the interpretation of the requirements of the delegated acts. Given the obligation (set out in Article 16(3) of the EIOPA regulation) on insurers to make ‘every effort’ to comply with guidelines it would appear that these guidelines will become de facto requirements (as it would appear hard to argue that following ‘every effort’ it would not possible to make the specified disclosures). 

It would be helpful for preparers if all requirements for the preparation of the SFCR and RSR were contained in a single place. Most of the guidelines in the CP are no different in their nature from the requirements in the [draft] delegated acts. There would be no reason why these matters could not have been included in the [draft] delegated acts had it been felt that they represented items that should be included in the SFCR and RSR.

If EIOPA believes the matters included in this CP are appropriate for inclusion in the SFCR and RSR then we believe the appropriate course of action is for EIOPA to seek to get these matters included in the delegated acts. We would see the purpose of any Guidelines to be to provide guidance on the interpretation of the delegated acts rather than to stipulate additional disclosures over and above those included in the delegated acts. 

Proportionality

The principle of proportionality should be examined further, for example: 


from the view of avoiding duplicate reporting at Group and subsidiary level;

quarterly reporting for all companies feels excessive particularly if there are no material changes; 


the level of public disclosure at times feels excessive and sometimes suggests disclosing confidential material;  


further consideration of the level of detail needed in the more onerous templates such as the ‘Variation analysis’.


	Noted
A careful consistency check between the level 2 text and these guidelines has been carried out after the public consultation. When a guideline was not in line with the delegated acts, that guideline has been changed/deleted.

It is an issue of competencies between EIOPA and the European Commission. 

Noted. 

 

	17.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	General Comment 
	The International Underwriting Association (IUA) represents insurance and reinsurance companies in the international insurance and reinsurance market working in and through London. Our membership, consisting of 40 general insurers and reinsurers, makes up approximately 95% of the London insurance company market.

In our view, the proposed guidelines tend to be too detailed and are consequently over-prescriptive.  In addition, the requirements as proposed would mean duplication of reporting in many instances.  Many of the suggested requirements also seem unnecessary and not appropriate for the audience concerned. In particular, the proposed requirements for the SFCR in relation to details and presentational formats would make it too difficult for the general public to understand.
	Noted but disagree. 


	18.
	KPMG
	General Comment 
	Level 2 delegated acts:

Paragraph 3.3 states that the intention of these guidelines is to ‘specify the minimum content of selected sections of the reports, to the extent that further clarification and detail to the delegated acts are necessary’. However, the latest draft of the delegated acts remains a private document and it is not expected to be published before end of this consultation period. As such, some (possibly most) stakeholders do not have knowledge of the proposals set out in the delegated acts. Without such knowledge many stakeholders are not able to effectively comment on the proposals in this consultation.

It would be very helpful to the users of the guidance (i.e. preparers of SFCR and RSR) to have all the disclosure and reporting requirements in one place. It would also help the users to assess and understand the full extent of disclosure and reporting requirements in the SFCR and RSR. As such, we suggest that EIOPA reconsults on its proposals relating to the SFCR and RSR after consolidating the proposals in this document with the proposals set out in the delegated acts.

Materiality:

There are a number of places in the narrative reporting section referring to terms such as “material”, “significant” and “key”. It would helpful  if more guidance was provided on these terms in order to achieve consistent disclosures. It would also be helpful if clarification could be provided  on whether this assessment should be the responsibility of the undertaking or the supervisor.  
	Noted.

Noted. 

Noted. 

	20.
	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 (Caech 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 that a number of the guidelines seek to extend the scope of the Level 2 requirements, rather than merely seek to provide clarification.


We are also consider the proposal for the RSR to be a stand-alone document, thereby forbidding cross-references even to other information submitted to the same supervisor, to be excessive and unduly bureaucratic.
	Noted.

A careful consistency check between the level 2 text and these guidelines has been carried out after the public consultation. When a guideline was not in line with the delegated acts, that guideline has been changed/deleted.

Noted.

	21.
	The 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.
We welcome the consultation on these guideleines  as this will enable our members to better understand the reporting requirements. As the actual requirements for the quantitive reporting will set out in level 2 delegated acts and these documents are not yet public it makes it difficult to appreciate the context of these guidelines. When these are pubic additional comments may be required. 

5.
The reporting requirements are very onerous and we think that the principle of proportionality should apply to the qualitative reporting.
	Noted.

Noted. 

	22.
	The Phoenix Group
	General Comment 
	It would be very helpful to have references to the relevant sections of the Level 1 and Level 2 text within each section of the consultation papers.
	Noted. 

	23.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.2
	The draft Level 2 text already covers in significant detail the minimum content of the RSR and SFCR.  We do not consider that supervisory guidelines should set out additional requirements regarding content. For this reason, we propose to delete the below text from this paragraph.

The following Guidelines aim at specifying the requirements on public disclosure and supervisory reporting that (re)insurance undertakings are subject to by giveing further details as to what supervisory authorities expect from undertakings with regards to.. 


	Noted but proposal to delete rejected as text specifies requirements regarding SFCR, RSR, PDE & processes for public disclosure.  This level of detail is warranted as necessary at the outset.


	24.
	CEA
	3.2
	The draft Level 2 text already covers in significant detail the minimum content of the RSR and SFCR.  We do not consider that supervisory guidelines should set out additional requirements regarding content. For this reason, we propose to delete the below text from this paragraph.

The following Guidelines aim at specifying the requirements on public disclosure and supervisory reporting that (re)insurance undertakings are subject to by giveing further details as to what supervisory authorities expect from undertakings with regards to.. 


	Noted but proposal to delete rejected as text specifies requirements regarding SFCR, RSR, PDE & processes for public disclosure.  This level of detail is warranted as necessary at the outset.


	25.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.2
	Since the proposed guidelines refer directly to both public and regulatory disclosure, our advice is to introduce the word “Public” to represent an important active stakeholder of this kind of reporting, which expects to receive sufficient information regarding the solvency position of (re)insurance undertakings as well

Re-Wording “The following Guidelines aim at specifying the requirements on public disclosure and supervisory reporting that (re)insurance undertakings are subject to by giving further details as to what supervisory authorities and the public expect from undertakings with regards to”
	Noted but it is up to the supervisory authorities to determine also what should be publically disclosed.  

	26.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.2
	General Comment: whilst we welcome the guidelines defining the requirements on pblic disclosure and supervisory reporting we suggest that where the disclosures would already be addressed under the IFRS reporting published in the annual financial statements and wehre there are similarities between the two frameworks, the disclosures  would be narrowed down to being reported under one of the frameworks. In this way we believe that efficiencies will be created both to resources required to produce the required outpiuts as well as to minimize additional costs to the industry by avoiding duplicaton of disclosures. 
	Noted but those Guidelines have to comply with the Solvency II Directive and not with the IFRS Framework. Please notice also that the Solvency II reporting is not an accounting but a prudential reporting. 

	27.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.3
	Please refer to paragraph 3.2.


	Noted but proposal to delete rejected as text specifies requirements regarding SFCR, RSR, PDE & processes for public disclosure.  This level of detail is warranted as necessary at the outset.

	28.
	CEA
	3.3
	Please refer to paragraph 3.2.


	Noted but proposal to delete rejected as text specifies requirements regarding SFCR, RSR, PDE & processes for public disclosure.  This level of detail is warranted as necessary at the outset.

	29.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.3
	1) Our understanding is that minumum requirements have been defined only for certain sections, avoiding to set minumum requirements for others (complying with all the details requested within the delegated acts). Could you please confirm that?

2) Since there has been some rewording in comparison to what was reported within the delegated act, it would be helpful to clearly state whether the new statements completely replace what has been included in level 2 measures or not. Please specify how to consider the “minimum requirements”  within this context, when a guideline rewords something included within the delegated act
	1) Agreed. The text has been changed to make it clearer. 
2) The Guidelines do not replace the delegated acts. The Guidelines have to be read in connection with the delegated acts, either as additional guidance or clarification for correct application. 

	30.
	ILAG
	3.3
	It is not possible to comment effectively on these guidelines without sight of the proposals in the delegated acts.
	Noted 

	31.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.4
	In this section, EIOPA refers to 3 different kinds of guidelines: for solo undertakings; for undertakings belonging to a group; for the group parent.  

For each guideline it should be very clear to which type of undertaking the guideline is directed.


	Noted. The text has been changed to make it clearer. 

	33.
	CEA
	3.4
	In this section, EIOPA refers to 3 different kinds of guidelines: for solo undertakings; for undertakings belonging to a group; for the group parent.  

For each guideline it should be very clear to which type of undertaking the guideline is directed.


	Noted. The text has been changed to make it clearer.  

	34.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.4
	The definition of participating insurance undertaking describes an undertaking which has subsidiaries. We propose that this should clearly exclude subsidiaries within a wider group that themselves own other subsidiaries.
	Noted but definition of Groups includes participating insurance and reinsurance undertakings to be in line with level 1 text.  To exclude subsidiaries here would be additional to Level 1.

	35.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.4
	Consider the opportunity to make more clear when a certain guideline is intended to be applied by “groups or undertakings belonging to a group” or “participating insurance and reinsurance undertakings or insurance holdings companies”, providing an additional and specific section in this document
	Noted. The text has been changed to make it clearer.  

	36.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.5
	Please refer to paragraph 3.4.
	Noted. The text has been changed to make it clearer.  

	37.
	CEA
	3.5
	Please refer to paragraph 3.4.
	Noted but definition of Groups includes participating insurance and reinsurance undertakings to be in line with level 1 text.  To exclude subsidiaries here would be additional to Level 1.

	38.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.5
	Re-Wording “Some Guidelines apply only to undertakings and groups using an Internal Model or a Partial Internal Model” to calculate the SCR
	Agreed. The text has been changed. 

	39.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.6
	Re-Wording consider the opportunity to rephrase specifying that these guidelines also aim at giving more specific examples of predefined events
	Noted.

	40.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.8
	This information is consistent with public disclosures on the risk profile of the undertaking under the IFRS framework.  To avoid double disclosure and potentially misleading messages to stakeholders, it should be possible to make reference to the original source of the information.

Public reporting of structural information on the group (under the scope of Solvency II group supervision) should be required only in the group SFCR. It is unclear if the (ultimate) participating insurance or reinsurance or even all group entities would have to provide such information to the group supervisor.

b) We propose to replace “ultimate parent entity” with “ultimate parent insurance or reinsurance undertaking or insurance holding company which has its head office in the Community”. This would align the Level 3 text with Level 1 Article 215 (1).

c) We question what is meant by “associates” and if it refers to “material participations”? 

d) The chart should contain only a simplified legal structure of the group and should be required only in the group SFCR, this would avoid duplicate disclose of information. This is consistent with the draft Level 2 text. 


	Inappropriate to refer to IFRS in guidelines. 

The Guideline has been changed.

Disagree - L2 aligns with Article 51 (1) (a) of Directive 2009/138/EC.
The reference to “associates” has been deleted. 

Disagree - for disclosure purposes a simplified structure chart is reasonable.

	41.
	CEA
	3.8
	This information is consistent with public disclosures on the risk profile of the undertaking under the IFRS framework.  To avoid double disclosure and potentially misleading messages to stakeholders, it should be possible to make reference to the original source of the information.

Public reporting of structural information on the group (under the scope of Solvency II group supervision) should be required only in the group SFCR. It is unclear if the (ultimate) participating insurance or reinsurance or even all group entities would have to provide such information to the group supervisor.

b) We propose to replace “ultimate parent entity” with “ultimate parent insurance or reinsurance undertaking or insurance holding company which has its head office in the Community”. This would align the Level 3 text with Level 1 Article 215 (1).

c) We question what is meant by “associates” and if it refers to “material participations”? 

d) The chart should contain only a simplified legal structure of the group and should be required only in the group SFCR, this would avoid duplicate disclose of information. This is consistent with the draft Level 2 text. 


	Inappropriate to refer to IFRS in guidelines. 

The Guideline has been changed.

Agreed 

The reference to “associates” has been deleted. 

Disagree - for disclosure purposes a simplified structure chart is reasonable.

	42.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.8
	How is ‘underwriting performance’ defined  in the context of a life assurance business ?
	Entity should be able to define this as per their usual terms of underwriting performance.

	43.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.8
	The public reporting of structural information on the group under Solvency II group supervision should be required only in the group SFCR. It is unclear if the (ultimate) participating insurance or reinsurance or even all group entities would have to provide such information to their (group) supervisor.

b) Replace “ultimate parent entity” with “ultimate parent insurance or reinsurance undertaking or insurance holding company which has its head office in the Community” to align Level 3 with Level 1 (Art. 215 (1)) [the explanation in 4.2 is correct: information on insurance holding companies would have to be reported as well -> see our redrafting proposal]

c) That is meant by “associates”? That means “material participations”? Threshold?

d) The chart should be only required for groups and in the group SFCR to avoid duplication of disclosing information. The chart should contain only a simplified legal structure of the group.
	Inappropriate to refer to IFRS in guidelines. 

Agreed. 

The reference to “associates” has been deleted. 

Disagree - for disclosure purposes a simplified structure chart is reasonable.

	44.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.8
	1) Consider the opportunity to include the information related to “proportion of voting power held” within the RSR 

2) Please specify what a “simplified structure chart” means? If it means simplified legal structure, we suggest using that instead
	1) Disagree.

2) As there is not necessarily a legal definition of what the chart should be, it is more suitable to keep "structure chart" rather than "legal chart".

	45.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.8
	We think that there are no public interest needs, and recommend to limit the disclosure to the name of the ultimate parent company which is usually disclosed in the annual accounts of the captive.  The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Disagree; this information is relevant for identifying the position and the business of undertakings. 

	46.
	Groupe Consultatif
	3.8
	What is the rationale for public disclosure of qualifying holdings? Qualifying holdings are holdings in excess of 10% of capital or voting power. Local legislation in many countries already ensures that company registers are publicly available. In addition, listing rules will ensure a level of disclosure of such holdings for those companies affected. This requirement appears to duplicate other requirements for companies and thereby adds a layer of cost. 


	Disagree - if information is readily available for reporting through local legislation it should not be a problem to supply here.  Qualifying holdings relate to SFCR & are relevant for public disclosure.

	47.
	KPMG
	3.8
	Refer to our general comment on materiality guidance. 
	Noted 

	48.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.8
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	49.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.9
	We strongly object to disclosing information on the internal structure of the group, this could for example extend to information at department level of underlying undertakings, this would be of no added value in understanding the solvency and financial condition of a group. The explanation in paragraph 4.5 cites “task forces” and “committees” as being included in this level of disclosure. This might be of interest in supervisory reporting, if they relate to the risk management of a group, however as a general systematic requirement, this is excessive. 

We would like to reiterate that this goes beyond the draft Level 2 text and we therefore propose to delete guideline 2 as it intends to introduce additional requirements.


	This guideline has been deleted. 

	50.
	CEA
	3.9
	We strongly object to disclosing information on the internal structure of the group, this could for example extend to information at department level of underlying undertakings, this would be of no added value in understanding the solvency and financial condition of a group. The explanation in paragraph 4.5 cites “task forces” and “committees” as being included in this level of disclosure. This might be of interest in supervisory reporting, if they relate to the risk management of a group, however as a general systematic requirement, this is excessive. 

We would like to reiterate that this goes beyond the draft Level 2 text and we therefore propose to delete guideline 2 as it intends to introduce additional requirements.


	This guideline has been deleted.

	51.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.9
	Disclosing general organizational and internal structure information is strongly rejected. We don’t see the need of disclosing for example the detailed department structure within the group to understand the group’s solvency and financial condition. The explanation in 4.5 aims at excessive public disclosing internal information – “task forces” and “committees” might be of interest in supervisory reporting if they relate to the risk management of a group, however other organizational information is far from being reasonably published.

If required, the information should be only required to be part of the group SFCR once. 

Delete guideline 2.
	This guideline has been deleted.

	52.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.9
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted.

	53.
	FEE
	3.9
	“Internal structures” should be defined.
	This guideline has been deleted.

	54.
	KPMG
	3.9
	Comment 1

In accordance with the explanation on the types of guidelines as set out in paragraph 3.4, guideline 2 set out in this paragraph seems to focus only on the group SFCR. We are of the view that extending this disclosure to solo entities would help readers  understand how a particular solo insurer/reinsurer (within the group) is organised internally.  This would be helpful where a solo insurer/reinsurer belongs to a larger group with operations throughout Europe which are not based in the same country as the ultimate EEA parent.

Comment 2

Guideline 2 states “……..should provide organisational structure information about the group including information on internal structures”. 

It would be helpful to have clarification about the nature of any information that should be disclosed in addition to internal structures and the group structure (set out in paragraph 3.8 d) will be required. 


	This guideline has been deleted.

	55.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.9
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted.

	56.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.10
	The proposed requirement to disclose intra-group transactions and outstanding balances goes beyond the draft Level 2 text and as such, we view these as additional requirements rather than providing industry guidance on proposed requirements. 

Intra-group transactions are defined by Article 13(19) of the framework directive as “operations and transactions”. Intra-group transactions will include competitor sensitive details and as such, should remain for supervisory purposes only. In particular, details on the terms and conditions of such intra-group.

We therefore propose to delete guideline 3.


	Agreed. This guideline has been deleted.

	57.
	CEA
	3.10
	The proposed requirement to disclose intra-group transactions and outstanding balances goes beyond the draft Level 2 text and as such, we view these as additional requirements rather than providing industry guidance on proposed requirements. 

Intra-group transactions are defined by Article 13(19) of the framework directive as “operations and transactions”. Intra-group transactions will include competitor sensitive details and as such, should remain for supervisory purposes only. In particular, details on the terms and conditions of such intra-group.

We therefore propose to delete guideline 3.


	Agreed. This guideline has been deleted.

	58.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.10
	Intra-group transactions as defined in Art. 13  (19) (= “operations and transactions”?) will be reported to supervisors, additional public disclosure is not necessary. Especially details of terms and conditions of such intra-group transactions are confidential and should stay so because of competition issues. If required, the information should be only required to be part of the group SFCR once.

Delete guideline 3.
	Agreed. This guideline has been deleted.

	59.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.10
	1) Consider the opportunity to determine materiality/proportionality thresholds

2) Suggest keeping this detailed information within the RSR, avoiding additional burden, and consider including a summary of the main transactions that really had an impact on the undertaking’s performance.
	This guideline has been deleted.

	60.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.10
	No public disclosure of Related party transactions.  Points a and b are currently addressed under the disclosures in IFRS accounts : point c is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted.

	61.
	FEE
	3.10
	Could IAS 24 Related Party Disclosures guidance be used to determine what is “relevant information”?
	This guideline has been deleted.

	62.
	FRC UK
	3.10
	We agree that it is important to users of the SFCR that they should be made aware of material intra-group transactions. 

We suggest that rather than introduce a new term « relevant operations and transactions », the guideline refer to « material operations and transactions » as materiality is a concept that is already defined within the proposed Level 2 implementing measures concerning the SFCR.  Material Information is information which if omitted could influence the users’ decisions or judgements.

We consider that reports should not include information that is not material if it obscures material information.
	This guideline has been deleted.

	63.
	ILAG
	3.10
	Difficult to comment without seeing Level 3 guidelines
	Noted.

	64.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.10
	The proposed obligation to disclose intra-group requirements and outstanding balances appears to exceed the expected Level II requirements for disclosure in this context.  The information will already be available to supervisors and it would not be appropriate to require wider disclosure of what may be commercially sensitive information.  In addition, significant  relevant information will already be made available to informed audiences in financial statements.
	Agreed. This guideline has been deleted.

	65.
	KPMG
	3.10
	This guideline is only applicable to the group SFCR (as per the explanation in paragraph 3.4). However, we believe that in order to provide readers with a better understanding of the effect of the related party transaction and balances to a solo undertaking, this disclosure requirement should be extended to include the solo undertakings.


	Agreed. This guideline has been deleted.

	66.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.10
	Points a and b are currently addressed under the disclosures in IFRS accounts; point c is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted.

	67.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.11
	The draft Level 2 text already provides for detailed disclosure on the System of Governance, including how each of the functions are integrated into the undertaking’s structure. 

Additional requirements such as explaining how each function has the necessary authority to perform their role and how they report and advise the administrative, management or supervisory body, seem to go beyond the draft Level 2 text.

In smaller undertakings, where these functions are carried out by one person, the guideline would result in a detailed public disclosure on the individual person carrying out the function. This should never be required.


	The guideline just provides guidance on how implement the level 2 text disclosure requirements. 
Disagree – this requirement is compliant with the level 2 text and the Directive, even as regards smaller undertakings

	68.
	CEA
	3.11
	The draft Level 2 text already provides for detailed disclosure on the System of Governance, including how each of the functions are integrated into the undertaking’s structure. 


	The guideline just provides guidance on how implement the level 2 text disclosure requirements.

	69.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.11
	General comment about guideline to system of governance :

The reporting requirements regarding Governance-system are already described in detail by level 2. It is questioned why this guidelines include additional guidelines. All the important aspects regarding governance should be captured by the guidelines for governance. Thus, it should be avoided that (1) no additional aspects are required here and (2) that the requirements are not contradictory to each other. 
	Those guidelines are compliant with the Level 2 requirements with respect to the content of the SFCR. 

	70.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.11
	Re-Wording - ”Organizational Structure” instead of “organization structure”
	Agreed – the change has been made. 

	71.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.11
	We object to public disclosure in this section for captives
	Noted.

	72.
	FRC UK
	3.11
	The Level 2 implementing measures concerning the SFCR require a description of how each of these functions is implemented but only a description of how the risk management system including the risk management function is integrated into the organisational structure and decision-making.

Similarly the Level 2 implementing measures only require a description of how the Internal Audit function maintains its independence.

It therefore appears that this guideline is extending the requirements of the Level 2 implementing measures.  Is this intended?

We agree that it is useful that the description of how each of these functions is implemented should explain how the functions have the necessary authority, resources and, where relevant, the independence to carry out their role effectively including their reporting and advising responsibilities .  

We are concerned that there is the potential that the roles of the actuarial function and risk function can overlap in an unhelpful way. We suggest that this guideline is extended to include a description of how these functions work together.
	Disagree – The guideline 4 is compliant with the Level 2. It describes information to be disclosed with regard to entities' risk management systems which corresponds to Article 51(1)(b) of Directive 2009/138/EC.

	73.
	ILAG
	3.11
	From a proportionality perspective, is this information required at subsidiary level?
	It is applicable at a solo level.

	74.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.11
	The proposed detailed requirements exceed the needs of the audiences concerned and the information will already be available to the supervisors.  We suggest that these guidelines are not necessary.
	Disagree – Guideline 4 is compliant with the L2 disclosure requirements.   

	75.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.12
	Please refer to paragraph 3.11 for comments on proposed requirements in comparison to the draft guidelines. Additional requirements such as explaining how each function has the necessary authority to perform their role and how they report and advise the AMSB seem to go beyond the mandate of supervisory guidelines.

In smaller undertakings, where these functions are carried out by one person, the guideline would result in a detailed public disclosure on the individual person carrying out the function. This should never be required.

This reporting requirement is unnecessary and we believe that is does not add any value to the reader.


	The guideline just provides guidance on how implement the level 2 text disclosure requirements. 



	77.
	CEA
	3.12
	Please refer to paragraph 3.11.

Additional requirements such as explaining how each function has the necessary authority to perform their role and how they report and advise the AMSB seem to go beyond the mandate of supervisory guidelines.

In smaller undertakings, where these functions are carried out by one person, the guideline would result in a detailed public disclosure on the individual person carrying out the function. This should never be required.

This reporting requirement is unnecessary and we believe that is does not add any value to the reader.


	The guideline just provides guidance on how implement the level 2 text disclosure requirements. 



	78.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.12
	This reporting requirement is unneseccary and does not add any value to the reader.
	Disagree.

	79.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.12
	Re-Wording “This includes explanation on how the functions have the necessary authority, resources, as well as the appropriate set of skills for carrying out their tasks and how they report to and advise the administrative, management or supervisory body
	The wording of the guideline has been changed. 

	80.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.12
	No public disclosure of Related party transactions 
	The guideline does not refer to related party transactions. 

	81.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.12
	Please see our response to 3.11.
	Disagree – Guideline 4 is compliant with the L2 disclosure requirements.   

	82.
	AMICE
	3.13
	Guideline 5: Risk Management system

This Guideline requests a level of detail that, we believe, may be appropriate for the RSR, but is certainly not appropriate for the SFCR. Details relating to the operation and governance of the internal model should not have to be included  into the SFCR.
	Disagree - Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability of the internal model and is inherent to the nature of the SFCR.

	83.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.13
	Detailed information on the operation and governance of the internal model should not be disclosed in the SFCR. Any overlap with guideline 26 should be in the RSR only. Such reporting would appear to be in any case excessive as supervisors will always have the option of consulting the internal model documentation should they require such information. Such information is not required by the public however.

We propose to delete, “specific committees”, explicit reference to internal committees should be not a requirement of the SFCR.  The structure of organisational embedding is part of the internal model approval process.  Disclosure on the systems and controls that monitor the model should be sufficient following the approval process.  

Public disclosure should not be mandatory for the actual tools used for validation. Instead public disclosure on the risk management system should concentrate on the overall structure of decision-making processes.  We propose to replace the last sentence with “a description of the validation process for Internal Model approval.”  


	Disagree - disclosure on Internal Model governance is to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability of the internal model and is inherent to the nature of the SFCR.
Disagree with deletion of "specific committees" as internal committees are inherently part of Governance Structure - to discuss with SG3.

Disagree with proposed change to "a description of the validation process for Internal Model approval" as this has very different intention to "material changes to the internal model governance during the reporting period.  To discuss with SG3.

	84.
	CEA
	3.13
	Detailed information on the operation and governance of the internal model should not be disclosed in the SFCR. Any overlap with guideline 26 should be in the RSR only. Such reporting would appear to be in any case excessive as supervisors will always have the option of consulting the internal model documentation should they require such information. Such information is not required by the public however.

We propose to delete, “specific committees”, explicit reference to internal committees should be not a requirement of the SFCR.  The structure of organisational embedding is part of the internal model approval process.  Disclosure on the systems and controls that monitor the model should be sufficient following the approval process.  

Public disclosure should not be mandatory for the actual tools used for validation. Instead public disclosure on the risk management system should concentrate on the overall structure of decision-making processes.  We propose to replace the last sentence with “a description of the validation process for Internal Model approval.”  


	Disagree - disclosure on Internal Model governance is to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability of the internal model and is inherent to the nature of the SFCR.
Disagree with deletion of "specific committees" as internal committees are inherently part of Governance Structure.
Disagree with proposed change to "a description of the validation process for Internal Model approval" as this has very different intention to "material changes to the internal model governance during the reporting period.

	85.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.13
	1) Consider the opportunity to include the need to foresee a specific internal policy that disciplines the internal model change process

2) Please specify what “validation tools” means
	1) Inherent in Guideline 5 item d).
2)Validation tools are defined in point 4.13

	87.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.13
	Please see our response to 3.11.
	Disagree – Guideline 4 is compliant with the L2 disclosure requirements.   

	88.
	KPMG
	3.13
	Guideline 5 in this paragraph proposes that an undertaking should disclose different aspects relating to the governance of the internal model of an undertaking. However, the specific items in the list (from a - e) do not include the requirement to disclose processes in place to assess whether the assumptions and other information built within the model continue to be the most appropriate. We believe information relating to those processes is important to the readers of the report.

       
	Disagree - item d) is intended to cover changes to the internal model governance during the period.

	89.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.13
	There is the potential for parts (d) and (e) to overlap with Guideline 26 – if so, any such reporting should also be placed in the RSR.

Further, such reporting would appear to be in any case excessive: supervisors will always have the option of consulting the internal model documentation should they require such information. Such information is not required by the public, however.
	Disagree, no overlap with guideline 26. 

Disagree - disclosure on Internal Model governance is to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability of the internal model and is inherent to the nature of the SFCR.



	90.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.14
	Disclosure on SPVs is important however there is a question over how to treat SPVs which are established in a country which is not an EU member state (e.g. Cayman) or in a country for which an equivalence assessment has not yet been performed (e.g. Bermuda). We query whether undertakings should also disclose information on these SPVs.

Disclosure of information on SPVs will be consistent with annual reporting as the underlying factors will not change, or change very little, over the lifetime of the SPV.


	Guideline is clear that it relates to whether the SPV is authorised under Article 211 or not.

	91.
	CEA
	3.14
	Disclosure on SPVs is important however there is a question over how to treat SPVs which are established in a country which is not an EU member state (e.g. Cayman) or in a country for which an equivalence assessment has not yet been performed (e.g. Bermuda). We query whether undertakings should also disclose information on these SPVs.

Disclosure of information on SPVs will be consistent with annual reporting as the underlying factors will not change, or change very little, over the lifetime of the SPV.


	Guideline is clear that it relates to whether the SPV is authorised under Article 211 or not. 

	92.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.14
	1)Please specify which kind of information is expected by the supervisor regarding the implementation of the fully funded principle.  It may be considered the opportunity to request quantitative information about the respect of the fully funded principle. Based on the QRT it seems that no quantitative disclosure  has been foreseen in order to certify the respect of the fully funded principle

2) we also suggest, as the fully funded principle provides for the valuation of asset and liabilities applying SII valuation basis, including a sort of reconciliation with the financial statement information
	Undertakings should use, when reporting information on SPVs, the L2 requirements  and the Guidelines on SPV. 

	93.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.14
	Captives usually underwrite a reduced number of risks of the Parent and/or Group companies Giving the public accessto such information would enable competitors to gather information on the insurance program of the mother company.
	Entities should refer to Art. 53(1)(a) of Directive 2009/138/EC 


	94.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.15
	Information on each class of asset may be too granular to be useful to the users of the SFCR.  Only material classes of assets should be considered for public disclosure.


	Guideline is clear that "aggregation should be based on …materiality for solvency purposes".

	96.
	CEA
	3.15
	Information on each class of asset may be too granular to be useful to the users of the SFCR.  Only material classes of assets should be considered for public disclosure.


	Guideline is clear that "aggregation should be based on …materiality for solvency purposes".

	97.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.15
	1)The various asset classes included  within the SII balance sheet  seem to be aggregated mainly based on the nature rather than on the function of the asset. May be better to reduce the options available for the aggregation of assets both to ensure a certain level of comparability and to prevent from high implementation costs

2)  Please specify how the aggregation could be driven using asset’s materiality for solvency purposes
	1) Noted but the guideline requires an aggregation by both nature and function.

2) It is up to the undertakings to decide how they aggregate assets into classes.  

	98.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.15
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	99.
	FEE
	3.15
	This guideline ought to be more precise.
	Noted - however no suggestion given.

	100.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.15
	The degree of granularity of the proposed requirements in relation to disclosure of assets is excessive for the audiences concerned.  Much of the information will already be made available to the supervisors and others through other reporting requirements.
	Guideline is clear that "aggregation should be based on …materiality for solvency purposes".

	101.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.15
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	102.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.16
	We believe that the level of detail in this guideline is too high.  

With regards to point c, many instruments of assets of insurers are not regularly traded on financial markets therefore we query what information would be expected of public disclosure.

With regards to point e, we believe this goes beyond the mandate of supervisory guidance and attempts to introduce additional requirements to the SFCR. There is defined valuation hierarchy in Article 7 of the Level 2 text, this hierarchy is consistent to IFRS.


	Guideline specifies that disclosures should be based on “material class of asset”.
Agreed – point e) has been deleted. 

	104.
	CEA
	3.16
	We believe that the level of detail in this guideline is too high.  

With regards to point c, many instruments of assets of insurers are not regularly traded on financial markets therefore we query what information would be expected of public disclosure.

With regards to point e, we believe this goes beyond the mandate of supervisory guidance and attempts to introduce additional requirements to the SFCR. There is defined valuation hierarchy in Article 7 of the Level 2 text, this hierarchy is consistent to IFRS.


	Guideline specifies that disclosures should be based on “material class of asset”.

Agreed – point e) has been deleted.


	105.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.16
	The differentiation in subparagraph (e) is not covered by the implementing measures. There is a valuation hierarchy defined in Art. 7 IM and it is also defined that this hierarchy is consistent with IFRS.
	As before - inappropriate to refer to IFRS in guidelines.

	106.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.16
	The differenciation in subpara e) isn`t covered by the implementing measures. There is defined a valuation hierarchy in Art. 7 IM and there is also defined, that this hierarchy is consistent to IFRS.
	Agreed – point e) has been deleted.



	107.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.16
	1) Could you please specify what “material asset class” means? Does it mean that for non material asset classes no disclosure is expected?

2) Please better specify what kind of quantitative information is needed with regards to valuation basis, assumptions ecc.

3) Could you please better explain points D and E?
	1) Agreed
2)&3) No further clarification is needed as it depends on each undertaking. Please notice that point e) has been deleted. 

	108.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.16
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	109.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.16
	Please see our response to 3.15.
	Guideline specifies that disclosures should be based on “material class of asset”.



	110.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.16
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	111.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.17
	This paragraph should not be interpreted as undertakings being required to disclose an additional valuation column in the Solvency II balance sheet. A high level reconciliation and explanation of the differences between Solvency II and Accounting valuations should be sufficient for the audience of the SFCR.


	The principle of materiality, defined in L2 applies.

	113.
	CEA
	3.17
	This paragraph should not be interpreted as undertakings being required to disclose an additional valuation column in the Solvency II balance sheet. A high level reconciliation and explanation of the differences between Solvency II and Accounting valuations should be sufficient for the audience of the SFCR.


	The principle of materiality, defined in L2 applies.

	114.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.17
	This guideline has been worded differently than the text used in the L2 measures. It is not clear that the undertakings must explain the material differences between the valuation methods used within the SII balance sheet and those used in the financial statements. We suggest keeping the previous version
	The guideline requires clearly an explanation of material differences between the two valuation methods (in the SII balance sheet vs. in the financial statements). 

	115.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.17
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	116.
	FEE
	3.17
	How should « material » be interpreted here?
	Materiality is defined in L2 and Article 51 (1) of the Directive 2009/138/EC.

	117.
	KPMG
	3.17
	Refer to our general comment on materiality guidance. 
	Noted

	118.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.17
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	120.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.18
	Typo - repetition of “exists”
	Typo changed

	121.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.18
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	122.
	FEE
	3.18
	Should undertakings also provide specific information on how such intangible assets were valued?
	Yes - that is inherent in the guideline.

	123.
	Groupe Consultatif
	3.18
	Typo – duplication of the word « exists » in (b).


	Typo changed.

	124.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.18
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	125.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.19
	Point a) of this market could be very burdensome to implement as the majority of markets are likely to be active. We propose to change this requirement to read “the criteria used to assess whether markets are not active”.

 
	Agreed. The text has been changed accordingly. 

	126.
	CEA
	3.19
	Point a) of this market could be very burdensome to implement as the majority of markets are likely to be active. We propose to change this requirement to read “the criteria used to assess whether markets are not active”.

 
	Agreed. The text has been changed accordingly.

	127.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.19
	a) huge effort since markets are likely to be active. We propose to change this requirement into « the criteria used to assess whether markets are not active » 
	Agreed. The text has been changed accordingly.

	128.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.19
	Does EIOPA refer to market model approach referring to model imputs?
	Yes.

	129.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.19
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted. 

	130.
	FEE
	3.19
	How do these requirements interact with the requirements of 3.16 ? 


	Financial assets are a subset of assets.

	131.
	Groupe Consultatif
	3.19
	There is reasonable information/ disclosure on this in financial statements so companies should be able to streamline these form of disclosures.
	Noted

	132.
	KPMG
	3.19
	Refer to comment on paragraph 4.26
	Disagree - this explanatory text is compliant with Level 2. 

	133.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.19
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	134.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.20
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted 

	135.
	FEE
	3.20
	Shouldn’t this guideline be more detailed ? What is expected : Current lease payments, total assets, just a description of the contract terms, asset subject to the lease, term, annual payments, … ?
	A general description is requested and thus, all relevant elements, among whom those mentioned by FEE, should be disclosed where appropriate and material. 

	136.
	KPMG
	3.20
	Refer to our general comment on materiality guidance.
	Noted. 

	137.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.20
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	139.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.21
	1) In case the undertaking adopts a IFRS equity method, please specify if the additional information/reason should also include numerical figures

2) Consider the opportunity to include this request within the RSR
	1) It is up to the undertaking to determine whether numerical figures provide an explanation deemed clearer.  
2) Disagree, this information should be available for both the general public and shareholders.

	140.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.21
	There is no public interest need, and we recommend to limit the disclosure to information available in the annual accounts of the captive.  The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Disagree – the Solvency II framework applies also to captives. 

	141.
	FEE
	3.21
	Is this information to be provided on an aggregate basis?
	Disagree – however the principle of materiality applies. 

	142.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.21
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	143.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.22
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted. 

	144.
	FEE
	3.22
	How do these requirements interact with the requirements of 3.16?
	Deferred tax assets are a subset of assets.

	145.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.22
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	146.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.23
	Please find comments on the individual points raised in this paragraph:

a) It should be sufficient to include only a statement that simplification rules are applied. A detailed explanation should not be required.

b) Article 12 and 13 of the draft Level 2 text provides clear guidance on the recognition and treatment of contract boundaries. A further general explanation therefore would not exist.  We propose to delete this point. 


	Disagree – However only a high level description of “significant simplifications” used is requested. 


	148.
	CEA
	3.23
	Please find comments on the individual points raised in this paragraph:

a) It should be sufficient to include only a statement that simplifications are applied. A detailed explanation should not be required.

b) Article 12 and 13 of the draft Level 2 text should provide clear guidance on the recognition and treatment of contract boundaries. A further general explanation therefore would not exist.  We propose to delete this point. 


	Please see comment 146

	149.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.23
	The subparagraph (b) in guideline 14 is not useful. Art. 12 and 13 of the implementing measures give clear guidance on the recognition of contract boundaries. As a result, there exists no further explanation, and we can`t imagine what additional information we should. Please delete this subparagraph.
	Please see comment 146

	150.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.23
	a) It should be sufficient to include only a statement that simplification rules are applied. A detailed explanation should not be asked for.

b) The subpara b in the guideline 14 isn`t useful. The Art. 12 and 13 of implementing measures give a clear guidance on the recognition and countract boundaries. Because of that, there exists no further explanation, we can`t imagine which information we should give additionally. Please delete this subpara.
	Please see comment 146

	151.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.23
	We object to public disclosure on that basis that it could provide competitive advantage
	Disagree - however, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can be demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	152.
	FRC UK
	3.23
	As well as including information on simplifications used, we consider that users would find it useful to be made aware of any changes in the bases and methods used to determine technical provisions compared to the previous reporting period as well as the material changes to relevant assumptions which are required by Level 2 implementing measures.

Guideline 8 requires that a description of any changes made to the recognition and valuation basis of assets is provided.

We suggest that this guideline is extended to include such a requirement.  This would then make the explanatory text in paragraph 4.40 fit better with the guideline.
	Noted but this is already required in the L2.

	153.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.23
	The majority of the required disclosures are will be addressed under IFRS accounts when IFRS 4 phase 2 will be concluded.
	Noted.

	155.
	The Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	3.23
	Could a criteria be set to define exactly what are significant simplifications. For example how you define a simplification and what is significant (i.e % of total TP’s)
	It is up to the undertaking to determine whether a simplification is significant, in agreement with the supervisor.

	156.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.24
	We would prefer to see discussions about simplifications in the RSR rather than the SFCR, due to their technical and detailed nature.
	Disagree – information on “significant” simplifications should be disclosed in order not to mislead the public. 

	157.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.24
	Please see comment as per 3.15
	See response as per 3.15

	158.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.24
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	159.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.24
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	160.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.25
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	161.
	KPMG
	3.25
	Refer to our general comment on materiality guidance.
	Noted.

	162.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.25
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	163.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.26
	We are against requiring contingent liabilities to be valued. 

Many contingent liabilities are treated for accounting purposes as off-balance sheet because it is not clear that they actually are liabilities at a balance sheet date. These should only be valued as liabilities in the context of the sale of a business as a whole. 

Other contingent liabilities may have very low probabilities of a future outflow of funds and so would be likely to be immaterial, and many (particularly, as the IASB has acknowledged in its project to revise IAS 37, those with binary outcomes) would be difficult to value with the required degree of robustness. 


	Do not agree – disclosures on contingent liabilities, recognised and valued as determined in L2 are requested.

	164.
	CEA
	3.26
	We are against requiring contingent liabilities to be valued. 

Many contingent liabilities are treated for accounting purposes as off-balance sheet because it is not clear that they actually are liabilities at a balance sheet date. 

Other contingent liabilities may have very low probabilities of a future outflow of funds and so would be likely to be immaterial, and many (particularly, as the IASB has acknowledged in its project to revise IAS 37, those with binary outcomes) would be difficult to value with the required degree of robustness. 

In line with accounting requirements, only the nature and timing of material contingent liabilities should be reported.


	Please see comment 164

	165.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.26
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	167.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.26
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	169.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.27
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted 

	171.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.27
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted 

	172.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.28
	We do not feel it is appropriate to disclose recognition for deferred tax liabilities. All liabilities are recognised. This is not required under IFRS and would be meaningless as a Solvency II disclosure.


	Agreed – the disclosure on “the nature of the evidence supporting its recognition” has been deleted. 

	173.
	CEA
	3.28
	We do not feel it is appropriate to disclose evidence supporting the recognition for deferred tax liabilities. This is not required under IFRS and would be meaningless as a Solvency II disclosure.


	Agreed – the disclosure on “the nature of the evidence supporting its recognition” has been deleted. 

	174.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.28
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted 

	175.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.28
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted 

	176.
	AMICE
	3.29
	Requiring details on “processes and procedures” is too much detail, in this case not just for the SFCR, but in general for disclosure: the description of the internal control system, combined with that of the system of governance, is sufficient for a reader to assess the quality of the overall control environment.
	Processes and procedures should be well documented and easily summarised as part of an entity's usual risk strategy. 
However, this guideline has been moved from the SFCR to the RSR. 

	177.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.29
	Requiring details on “processes and procedures” is too granular, not just for the SFCR but outright.  The description of the internal control system, combined with that of the system of governance, should already be enough for a reader to understand the strength of the overall control environment in this regard. 

We do not believe that this provides clarification or explanation of the Level 2 requirements, but a significant extension.  Disclosure and reporting policies are not required under Articles 55(1) and 35(5) of the framework directive. The draft Level 2 text also requires disclosure of “any other material information” on each section of the SFCR.

We therefore propose to delete this requirement as “any other disclosures” is self explanatory in the context of the draft Level 2 text. 


	Processes and procedures should be well documented and easily summarised as part of an entity's usual risk strategy. 
However, this guideline has been moved from the SFCR to the RSR.

	179.
	CEA
	3.29
	Requiring details on “processes and procedures” is too granular, not just for the SFCR but outright.  The description of the internal control system, combined with that of the system of governance, should already be enough for a reader to understand the strength of the overall control environment in this regard. 

We do not believe that this provides clarification or explanation of the Level 2 requirements, but a significant extension.  Disclosure and reporting policies are not required under Articles 55(1) and 35(5) of the framework directive. The draft Level 2 text also requires disclosure of “any other material information” on each section of the SFCR.

We therefore propose to delete this requirement as “any other disclosures” is self explanatory in the context of the draft Level 2 text. 


	Processes and procedures should be well documented and easily summarised as part of an entity's usual risk strategy. 
However, this guideline has been moved from the SFCR to the RSR.

	181.
	KPMG
	3.29
	Refer to our comment on paragraph 4.57


	Refer to the response 549.

	182.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.29
	Requiring details on “processes and procedures” is too much detail, not just for the SFCR but outright: the description of the internal control system, combined with that of the system of governance, should already be enough for a reader to understand the strength of the overall control environment in this regard. 

Further, this is not a clarification or explanation of the Level 2 requirements, but a significant extension, effectively requiring disclosure of the disclosure and reporting policies required under Articles 55(1) and 35(5) of the Directive. This is not in either the Level 1 or Level 2 texts. If the supervisors require such details, the policies will be available to them. We therefore believe this requirement ought to be dropped.
	Processes and procedures should be well documented and easily summarised as part of an entity's usual risk strategy. 
However, this guideline has been moved from the SFCR to the RSR.

	183.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.30
	The solvency ratio (eligible own funds / SCR) should not be required for public disclosure. Article 51 (1)(e)(i) and (ii) of the Directive requires that that the amounts of own funds and of the SCR be disclosed. This should be sufficient. 


	Disagree – this requirement is covered under L2.

	184.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.30
	Article 296 SRS3 3a (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011) requires information which overlaps much of that required by Article 284 PDS3 3a.

This information should only be relevant in the narrative reporting for ratios which are not included in the QRTs for own funds, in order to avoid double reporting.


	Disagree – anyway, this issue is to be addressed by the European Commission.
Disagree – this requirement is covered under L2.


	185.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.30
	This information should only be relevant in the narrative reporting for ratios which aren`t included in the QRTs for own funds. No double reporting should be the result.
	Disagree – this requirement is covered under L2.

	186.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.30
	1) We welcome the introduction of the disclosure of the Solvency Ratio. We suggest including a reference to the possibility of utilizing what could have already been disclosed within the ORSA within the guideline

2)Please also see comment on 4.60;
	Noted but this is not covered under L2.

	187.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.30
	Solvency ratio and minimum regulatory capital requirement are currently disclosed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	188.
	FRC UK
	3.30
	The important point here is that any alternative figures do not obscure the solvency ratio.  This is consistent with our requirement in our standard for reporting of actuarial work that « A report shall not include information that is not material if it obscures material information. »  We agree that the solvency ratio is material information. 

It is not clear how restrictive the requirement for compatibility is, but the whole point of alternative solvency measures is presumably to present different views of solvency requirements which reflect the specific circumstances of the entity.  These estimates may not therefore be compatible with the solvency ratio, but we consider there should be a requirement to reconcile the two figures. Rather than risk confusion about the meaning of compatibility it may be clearer to remove the final five words from this guideline.

Alternatively a better approach may simply be to require justification for the use of different measures of solvency including disclosure of any reliances and limitations that might apply to the different solvency measure.
	Noted but compatibility between the Solvency ratio and the undertaking-specific ratios is essential in order not to mislead the readers. 

	189.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.30
	Solvency ratio and minimum regulatory capital requirement are currently disclosed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted.

	190.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.31
	This guideline is very detailed, in particular we would propose to delete the following points:

b) Requires information in respect of “each” capital instrument. We believe this level of detail is excessive given that the draft Level 2 text (Article 288 PDS7 (1)(b)) requires information only by tier.

d) Additional reporting of risk driver effects for subordinated debt should not be required.

f) The reconciliation reserve is a residual amount therefore it should not be required to provide a breakdown of where it derives from. This is not covered by any requirement of the framework directive or the draft level 2 text.


	b) Disagree – this point is compliant with the L2. 

d)  need further explanation - do not see how this is additional reporting - guideline requests value of subordinated debt & fluctuations if relevant which is in line with "information regarding own funds".

f) Disagree - reconciliation reserve should be able to break down into key elements and not just be a balancing /residual amount.

	192.
	CEA
	3.31
	This guideline is very detailed, in particular we would propose to delete the following points:

b) Requires information in respect of “each” capital instrument. We believe this level of detail is excessive given that the draft Level 2 text (Article 288 PDS7 (1)(b)) requires information only by tier.

d) Additional reporting of risk driver effects for subordinated debt should not be required.

f) The reconciliation reserve is a residual amount therefore it should not be required to provide a breakdown of where it derives from. This is not covered by any requirement of the framework directive or the draft level 2 text.


	b) Disagree – this point is compliant with the L2 . 

d)  need further explanation - do not see how this is additional reporting - guideline requests value of subordinated debt & fluctuations if relevant which is in line with "information regarding own funds".

f) Disagree - reconciliation reserve should be able to break down into key elements and not just be a balancing /residual amount.

	193.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.31
	The information of guideline 22 a, b, c, e, g, j is shown in the QRTS for own funds. Please delete this requirement from the narrative reporting guidelines, in order to avoid double reporting.

The information of guideline 22 d should be deleted. For subordinated debt the requirements for financial liabilities are sufficient. Additional reporting of risk driver effects for subordinated debt should not be required.

The information of guideline 22 f should be deleted. The reconciliation reserve is a residual amount. Because of that, a breakdown of its derivation should not be required. This is not covered by any requirement of level 1 or level 2 texts.


	Noted but deletion request rejected as a narrative description of own funds is requested by L2.
Need further explanation - do not see how this is additional reporting - guideline requests value of subordinated debt & fluctuations if relevant which is in line with "information regarding own funds".

Disagree - reconciliation reserve should be able to break down into key elements and not just be a balancing /residual amount.

	194.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.31
	The information of guideline 22 a, b, c, e, g, j is shown in the QRTS of own funds. No double reporting should be the result. Please delete this requirement from the narrative reporting guidelines.

The information of guideline 22 d should be deleted. For subordinated debt the requirements for financial liabilites are sufficient. Additional reporting of risk driver effects for subordinated debt should be deleted.

The information of guideline 22 f should be deleted. The reconciliation reserve is a residual amount. Because of that, there shouldn`t be required a break down in forme where it`s derived from. This is not covered by any requirement of level 1 or level 2 text.
	Noted but deletion request rejected as a narrative description of own funds is requested by L2.

Need further explanation - do not see how this is additional reporting - guideline requests value of subordinated debt & fluctuations if relevant which is in line with "information regarding own funds".

Disagree - reconciliation reserve should be able to break down into key elements and not just be a balancing /residual amount.

	195.
	FEE
	3.31
	What about movements between tiers? Should they be disclosed?
	Yes – this is requested in paragraph a) of the guideline 22 and in L2.

	197.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.31
	Part (b) requires information in respect of “each” capital instrument: we believe this level of detail is excessive; whereas the Level 2 text (Article 288 PDS7 (1)(b)) requires information only by tier.
	Disagree – this point is compliant with the L2. 



	198.
	The Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	3.31
	Quantitative information should be in the templates so we question whther it is necessary for it to also be include in the qualitative report.
	Noted but a narrative description of own funds is requested by L2 

	199.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.32
	As a general comment, there should be no double disclosure arising from the narrative explanations in the SFCR and the QRTs which will be published as an annex. 


	Noted but deletion request rejected as  a narrative description of own funds is requested by L2. 

	200.
	CEA
	3.32
	As a general comment, there should be no double disclosure arising from the narrative explanations in the SFCR and the QRTs. 


	Noted but deletion request rejected as  a narrative description of own funds is requested by L2.

	201.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.32
	The information of guideline 23 a, j is shown in the QRTS of own funds. No double reporting should be the result. Please delete this requirement from the narrative reporting guidelines.


	Noted but deletion request rejected as  a narrative description of own funds is requested by L2 

	202.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.32
	The information of guideline 23 a, j is shown in the QRTS of own funds. No double reporting should be the result. Please delete this requirement from the narrative reporting guidelines.
	Noted but deletion request rejected as  a narrative description of own funds is requested by L2 

	203.
	FEE
	3.32
	Should there be any information on the history of exchange rate fluctuations?
	Entities should refer to L2.

	204.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.33
	Article 288 PDS7 2g requires us to disclose inputs to the MCR in the SFCR. However these inputs are also to be stated in template MCR-B4A of the QRT, so why do we have to restate them in the SFCR ? One statement would suffice.
	This is a question for the European Commission. EIOPA is not empowered to change the L2 text. 

	205.
	CEA
	3.33
	
	

	206.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.33
	Article 288 PDS7 2g (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011) requires us to disclose inputs to the MCR in the SFCR. However these inputs are also to be stated in template MCR-B4A of the QRT, so why do we have to restate them in the SFCR ? One statement would suffice.


	This is a question for the European Commission. EIOPA is not empowered to change the L2 text.

	207.
	FEE
	3.33
	Details of underlying expectations should be provided. 
	Noted. 

	208.
	FRC UK
	3.33
	The risk adjusted nature of this requirement addresses proportionality from the preparer’s perspective.  An alternative would be to require some evidence that any simplifications made better meet the needs of users of the information.
	Noted.

	209.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.34
	The requirements go far beyond what is required by the Directive. Supervisory authorities have to approve the internal model in order to ensure that all legislative requirements are met. A comparison between internal model and the standard formula will be difficult because the internal model does not allow for a standard approach.

As a general rule, detailed information on internal models should be reported only to the Supervisor.

Regarding the differences between the standard formula and any internal model used, why include these differences in the SFCR when the effect on results is in the RSR ? It would be better to have all in the RSR.
	Disagree – this comparison has to be disclosed pursuant to both the Directive art.51 (1)(e)(iv) and the L2. 

	211.
	CEA
	3.34
	The requirements go far beyond what is required by the Directive. Supervisory authorities have to approve the internal model in order to ensure that all legislative requirements are met. A comparison between internal model and the standard formula will be difficult because the internal model does not allow for a standard approach.

As a general rule, detailed information on internal models should be reported only to the Supervisor.


	Disagree – this comparison has to be publicly disclosed pursuant to both the Directive art.51 (1)(e)(iv) and the L2.

	212.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.34
	We understand that this guideline is only optional. As with the design of an internal model and the standard formula a standardized comparison will not be possible in most cases, especially a comparison of quantitative information will not be meaningful in most cases. We understand that the certification process will address any questions related to internal models and provide the supervisor with ample opportunity to understand the internal model and its rational. Given the formal model change process and the ORSA the supervisor is already informed on the ongoing appropriateness of the internal model. Thus no further reporting needs to be imposed on undertakings.

If further reporting were required, why include these differences in the SFCR when the effect is on results is in the RSR? We propose that is it only in the RSR.


	Disagree – this comparison has to be publicly disclosed pursuant to both the Directive art.51 (1)(e)(iv) and the L2.

	213.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.34
	We understand that this guideline is only optional. As with the design of an internal model and the standard formula a standardized comparison will not be possible in most cases, especially a comparison of quantitative information will not be meaningful in most cases. We understand that the certification process will address any questions related to internal models and provide the supervisor with ample opportunity to understand the internal model and its rational. Given the formal model change process and the ORSA the supervisor is already informed on the ongoing appropriateness of the internal model. Thus no further reporting needs to be imposed on undertakings.

c-d) These are sensitive information and should not be publicly dislosed.
	Disagree – this comparison has to be publicly disclosed pursuant to both the Directive art.51 (1)(e)(iv) and the L2.

	214.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.34
	Consider the interrelations between Pillar 3 reporting and ORSA in terms of where it is better to include this analysis, also in terms of granularity and nature (more qualitative for public disclosure?)
	This comparison has to be disclosed within the SFCR pursuant to both the Directive art.51 (1)(e)(iv) and the L2.

	215.
	FEE
	3.34
	Should the potential impact be described?
	Yes, this is implicit in guideline 25.

	216.
	FRC UK
	3.34
	The existence of a bullet point for aggregation and diversification effects distinct from high level differences in the methodologies is confusing.  It may be clearer to focus on the differences in the structures of the Standard Formula and the Internal Model in the guideline and point out in the supporting text that comments on the different structures of the standard and internal model should explicitly address how they differ in aggregation methodologies and diversification effects as well as other material differences in methodologies.
	Agreed – the guideline has been changed. 

	217.
	AMICE
	3.35
	Guideline 26 requests disclosure of the “operational performance” of the internal model: this particularly exceeds what is in our view necessary to be disclosed in the SCFR about the internal model. If at all, this should only be required for the RSR.
	Disagree - "high level description" does not imply detail.

	218.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.35
	To ensure an undertaking does not suffer a competitive disadvantage, and to respect confidentiality, detailed disclosure on internal models should not be required in the SFCR. 

It should be clear that disclosure of contingency and recovery plans would consist of an overview of actions the undertaking would take if such a situation occurred. It should not be interpreted that the undertaking is not complying with its MCR. 
	Only a “high level description” is requested, that does not imply too much details.
Further to this, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can be demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	220.
	CEA
	3.35
	To ensure an undertaking does not suffer a competitive disadvantage, and to respect confidentiality, detailed disclosure on internal models should not be required in the SFCR. 

It should be clear that disclosure of contingency and recovery plans would consist of an overview of actions the undertaking would take if such a situation occurred. It should not be interpreted that the undertaking is not complying with its MCR. 


	Only a “high level description” is requested, that does not imply too much details.

Further to this, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can be demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	221.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.35
	Article 297 SRS4 1a (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011) and Article 297 SRS4 1b require information which is also required by Article 285 PDS4 1a.


	Noted.

	222.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.35
	Information about the structure of internal model or about  the recovery plans will show insides into the business strategy of the insurer and thus should not be required for public disclosure.
	Only a “high level description” is requested, that does not imply too much details.

Further to this, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can be demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	223.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.35
	Consider the interrelations with the contents included within the ORSA reporting, while describing the Internal Model (granularityand nature of the information for public disclosure)
	Noted.

	225.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.35
	Guideline 26 requests disclosure of the “operational performance” of the internal model: this is beyond any other disclosure concerning the internal model in the SFCR, being an unwarranted extension of Article 288 PDS 7 (4) of the draft Level 2 text. This information belongs instead in the model documentation, which will be available to supervisors.

There is also the potential for overlap with Guideline 5 – if so, any such reporting should also be placed in the RSR.
	Noted but only a “high level description” is requested, that does not imply detail.

	226.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.36
	Only a brief description of the data and the process underlying the data quality should be required for public disclosure.  The judgement of supervisors should provide sufficient confidence in the undertaking’s systems without having to provide extensive verification on data quality.


	Disagree – guideline 27 is consistent with L2.

	228.
	CEA
	3.36
	Only a brief description of the data and the process underlying the data quality should be required for public disclosure.  The judgement of supervisors should provide sufficient confidence in the undertaking’s systems without having to provide extensive verification on data quality.


	Disagree – guideline 27 is consistent with L2. 

	229.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.36
	Article 297 SRS4 2b (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011) requires information which is also required by Article 285 PDS4 2b.

Article 297 SRS4 4a (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011) requires information much which is also required by Article 285 PDS4 4a.


	Noted


	230.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.36
	Same as above
	Same as above

	231.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.36
	Consider the opportunity to include a high level description of the policy related to data quality, if any
	Noted.

	232.
	FRC UK
	3.36
	The requirement to provide a description of the process in place for checking data quality is unlikely to facilitate users’ understanding of the impact of poor quality data on the information, or of what steps have been taken to compensate for this.  This is perhaps what the guideline should be seeking to provide.  As an example, our standard on data for actuarial work requires documentation of the treatment of, or action taken for, incomplete or inaccurate data.
	Disagree – guideline 27 is consistent with L2.

	234.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.36
	In our view, the guidelines should indicate that the need to provide information about data in this context should be minimal (given the extensive reporting required to the supervisors).
	Disagree – guideline 27 is consistent with L2.

	235.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.37
	We note that in the draft Level 2 text foresees this level of detail only for groups, particularly paragraph (f) which requires a list of all subsidiaries and branches.  We see this as going beyond the mandate for supervisory guidance and therefore propose to delete paragraph (f). 

The detailed structure chart should display only the legal structure i.e. it should not be required to highlight separate branch structures.


	Disagree - this point requires very basic and usual disclosures regarding undertakings' business and hence doesn't go beyond the mandate for supervisory guidance.

	236.
	CEA
	3.37
	We note that in the draft Level 2 text foresees this level of detail only for groups, particularly paragraph (b) which requires a list of all subsidiaries and branches.  We see this as going beyond the mandate for supervisory guidance and therefore propose to delete paragraph (b). 

The detailed structure chart should display only the legal structure i.e. it should not be required to highlight separate branch structures.


	Disagree - this point requires very basic and usual disclosures regarding undertakings' business and hence doesn't go beyond the mandate for supervisory guidance.

	237.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.37
	The information in b) und c) should be only required to be part of the group SFCR once.

The detailed structure chart should display only the legal structure (in particular no branch reporting).
	Disagree - this point requires very basic and usual disclosures regarding undertakings' business and hence doesn't go beyond the mandate for supervisory guidance.

	238.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.37
	Please see comment related to 4.74
	Please see response related to 4.74

	239.
	FEE
	3.37
	Specify as of what date. a) to c) should be at year-end. For dividends, disclose dividends paid during the year or also planned distribution if known?
	Implied date to be consistent with reporting year & QRTs pursuant to L2.

	240.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.37
	As much of the information required in this proposed guideline will be made available elsewhere, would it not be better to cross-reference to it, to avoid duplication ?
	Noted but the RSR should be a stand-alone document.

	241.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.37
	The guideline should clarify that the data for parts (a) and (b) are as at the end of the reporting period, as opposed to (in the case of (a)) averages for the period. For instance, part (d) is in respect of the whole period.
	Noted 

	242.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.38
	As a general comment, EIOPA should avoid any duplicate reporting which may arise from overlapping content of the QRTs and indeed the ORSA. The RSR should focus on a narrative supplement and not introduce duplicate reporting requirements.


	This requirement is consistent with L2.

	243.
	CEA
	3.38
	As a general comment, EIOPA should avoid any duplicate reporting which may arise from overlapping content of the QRTs and indeed the ORSA. The RSR should focus on a narrative supplement and not introduce duplicate reporting requirements.


	Noted

	244.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.38
	The requirements defined here are also part of the ORSA-report so that double reporting might accour. We propose to delete this guidline to avoided double reporting. 
	Disagree.

	245.
	Danish Insurance Association
	3.38
	Reinsurance is already reported on QRTs J1 and J2. The reporting requirements regarding reinsurance in total is duplicative reporting and we ask EIOPA to consider eliminating or simplifying these requirements.
	This requirement is consistent with L2.

	246.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.38
	Consider specifying the nature of the information to be expected  (qualitative/quantitative) in order to ensure a proper understanding of that effectiveness 
	The description of the effectiveness of the risk mitigation techniques should be both qualitative and quantitative, pursuant to L2. Nevertheless, mainly qualitative information on this item is expected. 

	248.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.38
	We suggest that duplication of ORSA and QRT reporting requirements should be avoided.
	Noted. 

	249.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.38
	Guideline 29 overlaps somewhat with QRTs Re-J1 and Re-J2. We believe all of these proposed requirements should be evaluated in their totality to ensure duplicative reporting is eliminated.
	This requirement is consistent with L2.

	250.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.39
	Clarification is required on this guideline with regards to the term “related party transaction”. In accounting terminology, “related party transaction” can mean intra-group transactions.  We do not believe that this terminology fits with Article 245(3) of the framework directive.

We do not agree with the term “significant related party transactions”, in the framework directive it states that the  group supervisor will identify the IGTs to be reporting. The definition of “related party transaction” in explanation 4.76 is far too wide and would include, for example, change of personnel.

We propose to delete guideline 3.39 as it goes beyond the mandate of supervisory guidance and aims to introduce additional requirements.


	Agreed – the term “related party transaction” has been changed. 

	252.
	CEA
	3.39
	Clarification is required on this guideline with regards to the term “related party transaction”. In accounting terminology, “related party transaction” can mean intra-group transactions.  We do not believe that this terminology fits with Article 245(3) of the framework directive.

We do not agree with the term “significant related party transactions”, in the framework directive it states that the  group supervisor will identify the IGTs to be reporting. The definition of “related party transaction” in explanation 4.76 is far too wide and would include, for example, change of personnel.

We propose to delete guideline 3.39 as it goes beyond the mandate of supervisory guidance and aims to introduce additional requirements.


	Agreed – the term “related party transaction” has been changed.

	253.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.39
	Article 287 PDS6 2d (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011)requires disclosure about the use of transitional provisions referred to in Article IR8. As the option to use transitional provisions is no longer available, the related disclosure is now redundant and so should not be requested.

Article 299 SRS6 3 (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011)  requires disclosure of information ‘on the areas set out in Article 254 (1) [x2 IM3]’. Article 254 (1) [x2 IM3] itself requires disclosure of items, so this is deliberate duplication; we cannot see why it is required.


	The comment is not clear. 
Anyway, it is not relevant to comment the L2 only, which comes within the competence of the European Commission. 



	254.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.39
	Intra-group transactions have to be reported in accordance with Art. 245, i. e. in particular only if they are significant and only to the group supervisor (Art. 245 (2)). We do not agree with the term “significant related party transactions” because it does not fit to Art. 245 (3) (group supervisor identifies type of intra-group transactions to be reported).  The definition of “related party transaction” in explanation 4.76 is far too wide (includes for example change of personnel!).

Delete guideline 3.39
	The guideline has been changed and does not refer anymore to the term “related party transactions”.

	255.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.39
	This is a heavy burden for a captive since most transactions are with related parties. We suggest exclusion from this paragraph for captives with reference to paragraph 3.5 and 1.12 in the “Impact assessment on the reporting package of Solvency II”. If exclusion is not an option we suggest an alternative wording “Unless the majority of the transactions (threshold of earned premiums) are with related parties, undertakings should provide information about any significant related party transaction “.  Undertakings with a majority of the transactions with related parties must report related party transactions on an aggregate level.
	The guideline has been changed. 

	256.
	FEE
	3.39
	Should related party transactions be analysed in the context of IAS 24 Related Party Disclosures? If yes, it should be mentioned as in 4.7.
	The guideline has been changed and does not refer anymore to the term “related party transactions”.

	257.
	FRC UK
	3.39
	We are uncertain what would be defined as a « significant related party transaction ». We suggest that either « material » or « all » related party transactions are disclosed to the supervisor.
	The guideline has been changed and does not refer anymore to the term “significant related party transactions”.

	259.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.39
	Please see our response to 3.10.
	Please see our response to 3.10

	260.
	KPMG
	3.39
	Refer to our general comment on materiality guidance.
	Noted.

	261.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.39
	This seeks to extend group-level requirements to subsidiaries – but this information is already in a) the IGT templates and b) the group-level SFCR (Article 341 PDG1 (2)(a)(ii)) and the group-level RSR (Article 353 SRS1 (2)(a)(iv)). We believe this request should not be made.
	This guideline has been changed. 

Please notice anyway that this guideline does not address the IGT. 

	262.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.40
	We assume that the explanation is only required for material/significant transactions/operations, which are reported in the QRT templates. It is important to avoid double reporting.  

Please also refer to paragraph 3.38 for comments on overlapping information with the QRTs.
	Noted but requirement was kept.

	263.
	CEA
	3.40
	We assume that the explanation is only required for material/significant transactions/operations, which are reported in the QRT templates. It is important to avoid double reporting.  

Please also refer to paragraph 3.38 for comments on overlapping information with the QRTs.


	Noted but requirement was kept.

	264.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.40
	We assume that the explanation is only relevant for material/significant transactions/operations, which are reported in the QRT sheets. Additionally we assume, that no double reporting will be required, therefore the quantitative amounts will be shown in the QRTs.


	Noted but requirement was kept.

	265.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.40
	We assume that the explanation is only relevant für material/significant transactoions/operations, which are reported in the QRT sheets. Additionally we assume, that no double reporting will be required, therefore  the quantitative amounts will be shown in the QRTs.
	Noted but requirement was kept.

	266.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.40
	This is a heavy burden for a captive since most transactions are with related parties. We suggest exclusion from this paragraph for captives with reference to paragraph 3.5 and 1.12 in the “Impact assessment on the reporting package of Solvency II”. If exclusion is not an option we suggest an alternative wording “Unless the majority of the transactions (threshold of earned premiums) are with related parties, undertakings should provide information about any significant related party transaction “.  Undertakings with a majority of the transactions with related parties must report related party transactions on an aggregate level.
	Noted. 

	267.
	FRC UK
	3.40
	We are uncertain about what might be a relevant operation or transaction.  We suggest that either « material « or « all » intra-group operations and transactions are disclosed to the supervisor.
	Noted 

	269.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.40
	Please see our responses to 3.37 and 3.38.
	Please see our responses to 3.37 and 3.38.

	270.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.40
	This seeks to extend group-level requirements to subsidiaries – but this information is already in a) the IGT templates and b) the group-level SFCR (Article 341 PDG1 (2)(a)(ii)) and the group-level RSR (Article 353 SRS1 (2)(a)(iv)). We believe this request should not be made.
	Noted but requirement was kept  

	271.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.41
	We do not see why the group is required to provide information on the “commercial rationale” in the RSR. The aim of ORSA is to be transparent about business planning and meeting Solvency needs, we therefore do not understand the rationale for having duplicate requirements in the RSR. 

The interplay of guideline 31 and 32 is not clear to us, for example what is the  difference between “operations and transactions within the group” and “intra-group operations and transactions”? We agree that additional information on material transaction affecting the solvency of the group might require the group supervisor to ask for more information, however this is captured by reporting on pre-defined events.

Please refer to paragraphs 3.38 and 3.40.


	Disagree – This guideline is consistent with L2  which requires all information on significant IGT and transactions. 

Furthermore, there are no overlaps either with the ORSA, or with reporting of pre-defined events (see the explanatory text 4.92 (k) which focuses only on “very significant IGT” that “will or possibly will weaken the solvency and financial condition of the group (...)”).

	272.
	CEA
	3.41
	We do not see why the group is required to provide information on the “commercial rationale” in the RSR. The aim of ORSA is to be transparent about business planning and meeting Solvency needs, we therefore do not understand the rationale for having duplicate requirements in the RSR. 

The interplay of guideline 31 and 32 is not clear to us, for example what is the  difference between “operations and transactions within the group” and “intra-group operations and transactions”? We agree that additional information on material transaction affecting the solvency of the group might require the group supervisor to ask for more information, however this is captured by reporting on pre-defined events.

Please refer to paragraphs 3.38 and 3.40.


	Disagree – This guideline is consistent with L2  which requires all information on significant IGT and transactions. 

Furthermore, there are no overlaps either with the ORSA, or with reporting of pre-defined events (see the explanatory text 4.92 (k) which focuses only on “very significant IGT” that “will or possibly will weaken the solvency and financial condition of the group (...)”).

	273.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.41
	We assume that the explanation is only relevant fur material/significant transactions/operations, which are reported in the QRT sheets. Additionally we assume, that no double reporting will be required, therefore the quantitative amounts will be shown in the QRTs.


	Agree that the explanation required applies only for significant IGT and transactions.

	274.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.41
	The interplay of guideline 31 and 32 is not clear to us: What is the difference between “operations and transactions within the group” and “intra-group operations and transactions”? We do not see why the group is required to provide information on the “commercial rationale” – supervisors should not try to assess management decisions or even replace managers.  The details requested on each transaction is enormous – this is for beyond regular reporting and regular supervision. We agree that additional information on material transaction affection the solvency and financial condition of the whole group might require the group supervisor to ask for more information, however this is captured by (optional) reporting on pre-defined events.

We assume that the explanation is only relevant for material/significant transactions/operations, which are reported in the QRT sheets. Additionally we assume, that no double reporting will be required, therefore  the quantitative amounts will be shown in the QRTs.
	Commercial rationale for operations and transactions is requested because it is essential information for the supervision, compliant with L2. 

There is no overlap between RSR and reporting on pre-defined events (see the explanatory text 4.92 (k) which focuses only on “very significant IGT” that “will or possibly will weaken the solvency and financial condition of the group (...)”).
Agree that the explanation required applies only for significant IGT and transactions.


	275.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.41
	This is a heavy burden for a captive since most transactions are with related parties. We suggest exclusion from this paragraph for captives with reference to paragraph 3.5 and 1.12 in the “Impact assessment on the reporting package of Solvency II”. If exclusion is not an option we suggest an alternative wording “Unless the majority of the transactions (threshold of earned premiums) are with related parties, undertakings should provide information about any significant related party transaction “.  Undertakings with a majority of the transactions with related parties must report related party transactions on an aggregate level.
	Disagree – the more there are significant IGTs and transactions within the group, the more this reporting is relevant. 
Anyway, L2 does not provide room for any exemption, save as regards IGTs and transactions that are not significant. 

	277.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.41
	Please see our responses to 3.37 and 3.38.
	Please see our responses to 3.37 and 3.38.

	279.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.42
	1) Consider the possible overlaps with the information requested within the SFCR, where information is requested relating to four main functions and their integration within the organizational structure of the undertaking.  In the case the regulator expects more granular information, guideline should be rephrased accordingly 

2) Consider including, within the text, qualitative information about the main responsabilities of the key function holders
	1) Disagree - An organisational chart of the undertaking is requested in the RSR, but not in the SFCR (see Guideline 4).
2) Disagree – this explanation will be disclosed within the SFCR (see Guideline 4). 

	280.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.42
	Since many captives have no employees or just a few, such a chart is non-existent or useless. We suggest an exclusion from this paragraph for smaller undertakings (less than “materiality threshold” employees) or an alternative wording .
	Disagree – every undertaking should be able to provide an organisational chart. 

	281.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.43
	The risk taking of the undertaking relates to its risk tolerance limits. It should be clarified that this guideline addresses remuneration issues only.


	Disagree - Guideline is clear.

	282.
	CEA
	3.43
	The risk taking of the undertaking relates to its risk tolerance limits. It should be clarified that this guideline addresses remuneration issues only.


	Disagree - Guideline is clear.

	283.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.43
	The information requirement regarding remuneration policy is too excessive and should be deleted.
	Disagree.

	284.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.44
	This information requirement should rather be dealt with in the ORSA-report.
	Noted.

	285.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.44
	Consider the interrelations with the information disclosed within the ORSA if that option will be choosen by undertakings
	Noted.

	286.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.44
	Text is unclear whether this is applicable for groups only.
	This information is applicable for groups only. 

	287.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.45
	Reporting information on an undertaking’s risk management system should be done in such a way so as to demonstrate to Supervisors that the risk-management system has been implemented and subsequently to demonstrate that the necessary processes are in place to ensure compliance with the Solvency II requirements.  

Reporting of strategies and objectives is deemed by industry to be excessive, in particular it would be inappropriate to report on the elements in this explanatory statement for example: pricing rules; underwriting policies; investment policies and claims processing procedures. These are based on internal business decisions and do not serve the purpose of assessing an undertaking’s system of governance.


	Disagree – This Guideline is consistent with L2 which required that such information is reported in the RSR.

	288.
	CEA
	3.45
	Reporting information on an undertaking’s risk management system should be done in such a way so as to demonstrate to Supervisors that the risk-management system has been implemented and subsequently to demonstrate that the necessary processes are in place to ensure compliance with the Solvency II requirements.  

Reporting of strategies and objectives is deemed by industry to be excessive, in particular it would be inappropriate to report on the elements in this explanatory statement for example: pricing rules; underwriting policies; investment policies and claims processing procedures. These are based on internal business decisions and do not serve the purpose of assessing an undertaking’s system of governance.


	Disagree – This Guideline is consistent with L2 which required that such information is reported in the RSR.

	289.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.45
	This information requirement should rather be dealt with in the ORSA-report.
	Disagree – This Guideline is consistent with L2 which required that such information is reported in the RSR.

	290.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.45
	Consider the opportunity to assess whether or not this information could be included within the ORSA
	Disagree – This Guideline is consistent with L2 which required that such information is reported in the RSR.

	292.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.45
	The implied degree of detail required appears excessive and disproportionate in the context.
	This Guideline is consistent with L2 which required that such information is reported in the RSR.

	293.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.46
	Derivatives are categorised as an asset and would therefore be dealt with under a different guideline.
	Disagree- Information on derivatives relates also to risk profile. 

	294.
	CEA
	3.46
	Derivatives are categorised as an asset and would therefore be dealt with under a different guideline.


	Disagree- Information on derivatives relates also to risk profile.

	295.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.46
	The requirements of Article 298 SRS5 5a and 5b (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011)  to disclose in the RSR details of stress tests and scenario analyses seem to be repeating the requirements of Article 286 PDS5 5 for the SFCR. If the requirements actually differ, please explain this. Otherwise it would help to remove the need to provide the same information twice.

Article 286 PDS5 4bis (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011requires a disclosure in the SFCR of the total amount of expected profit included in future premiums. This information is also required by Article 298 SRS5 4bis for the RSR. We recognise the need to disclose this to the Regulator, but consider that this information is commercially sensitive and a poor reflection of the risks which we assume when taking on long-term business. We would like to see the disclosure confined to the RSR.

Article 298 SRS5 2e (Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011) requires disclosure of a complete list of assets in the RSR. This could be an enormous list. The QRT D1 requires us to list the assets so it seems unnecessary to have to repeat the list in the RSR. Will it be acceptable to include instead in the RSR a summary of the position by providing a list of assets by category or type ?  This could still be accompanied by a description of how the prudent person principle works for each category or type of asset.


	It is not relevant to comment the L2 only, which comes within the competence of the European Commission. 



	296.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.46
	Consider inluding this information, or at least qualitative statements, within the SFCR since a similar disclosure (derivatives effectiveness for hedging activity) is normally included within the financial statements
	Noted. 

	297.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.47
	We support that more detailed information on risk concentration only be required for “significant risk concentration” however clarification from EIOPA on what is meant by “significant”, and what materiality thresholds might apply, would be helpful.  

The draft guidance suggests that details of risk concentration must be provided at group level. This is consistent with the definition of risk concentration in CEIOPS-DOC-53/09, « Supervision of Risk Concentration and Intra-Group Transactions » (for example in section 3.23). However Article 286 PDS5 3 and Article 298 SRS5 3, (both in Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011) seem to require disclosure of details of risk concentration at the level of a subsidiary within a group. Judging from the definition of risk concentration, it seems that concentration risk is more likely to apply to these subsidiaries. We would like to see some clarification here as to what is required for an undertaking below group level.
	It is up to the group to assess whether the risk concentration is significant or not. In case of doubt, groups should consult supervisors.

	298.
	CEA
	3.47
	We support that more detailed information on risk concentration only be required for “significant risk concentration” however clarification from EIOPA on what is meant by “significant”, and what materiality thresholds might apply, would be helpful.  


	It is up to the group to assess whether the risk concentration is significant or not. In case of doubt, groups should consult supervisors. 
Entities should also refer to Materiality under L2.

	299.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.47
	The draft guidance suggests that details of risk concentration must be provided at group level. This is consistent with the definition of risk concentration in CEIOPS-DOC-53/09, ‘Supervision of Risk Concentration and Intra-Group Transactions’ (for example in section 3.23). However Article 286 PDS5 3 and Article 298 SRS5 3, (both in Draft Implementing Measures, Solvency II, 31 October 2011) seem to require disclosure of details of risk concentration at the level of a subsidiary within a group. Judging from the definition of risk concentration, it seems that concentration risk is more likely to apply to these subsidiaries. We would like to see some clarification here as to what is required for an undertaking below group level.


	Undertakings at the solo level have also to report information on the material risk concentrations pursuant to L2, as already mentioned by CFO Forum/CRO Forum. 
Be careful that those Guidelines do not replace the Level 2 requirements. They have to be read in addition to the delegated acts, either as additional guidance or as clarification for correct understanding. 
For this purpose, guideline 38 intends to give additional guidance at the level of the group. 

	300.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.47
	It seems more appropriate to report this information in the ORSA-report. Otherwise it might result in double and contradictory reporting.
	Disagree – this guideline is consistent with L2, which applies mutatis mutandis to the groups. 

	301.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.47
	Consider possible overlaps with, or at least, information that will be reported on the ORSA 
	Disagree – this guideline is consistent with L2.requirements apply mutatis mutandis to the groups.

	302.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.47
	Text is unclear whether this is applicable for groups only.
	This guideline applies for groups only. 
However undertakings at the solo level have also to report information on the material risk concentrations pursuant to L2 .

	
	
	
	
	

	304.
	Groupe Consultatif
	3.47
	A requirement to provide quantitative information on the probability of risks materialising into losses will be significantly difficult to achieve. Establishing accurate probabilities without the application of significant subjective opinion is challenging. Information including an assessment of the level of judgment included in the probability assessment would provide more information on which to judge its accuracy.


	Noted. 

	
	
	
	
	

	306.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.50
	We believe that point (b) should be deleted as the draft Level 2 text already provides a definition for, and details on the treatment of, contract boundaries (Article 12 and 13). 

We believe that point (l) should be deleted as reinsurance recoverables have to be calculated consistent to the principles and methods relating to insurance liabilities.  We do not understand the purpose of this guideline.

EIOPA should provide clarification on what they understand by “unbundling”  - point (j) - as this is not currently defined under Solvency II.


	Disagree – Guideline aims at specifying what should be reported as regards contract boundaries, and not at defining those (definition provided indeed by L2. 
Agree but point l) aims at giving explanation on how undertakings comply with such requirements, notably how material changes of the reinsurance programs have been reflected in the calculation of reinsurance recoverable.
Clarification on “unbundling” (point j)) will be provided in other guidelines. 

	307.
	CEA
	3.50
	We believe that point (b) should be deleted as the draft Level 2 text should already provides a definition for, and details on the treatment of, contract boundaries (Article 12 and 13). 

We believe that point (l) should be deleted as reinsurance recoverables have to be calculated consistent to the principles and methods relating to insurance liabilities.  We do not understand the purpose of this guideline.

EIOPA should provide clarification on what they understand by “unbundling”  - point (j) - as this is not currently defined under Solvency II.


	Disagree – Guideline aims at specifying what should be reported as regards contract boundaries, and not at defining those (definition provided indeed by L2). 

Agree but point l) aims at giving explanation on how undertakings comply with such requirements, notably how material changes of the reinsurance programs have been reflected in the calculation of reinsurance recoverable.

Clarification on “unbundling” (point j)) will be provided in other guidelines.

	308.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	3.50
	The subparagraph (b) in guideline 14 is not useful. Art. 12 and 13 of the implementing measures give clear guidance on the recognition of contract boundaries. As a result, there exists no further explanation, and we can`t imagine what additional information we should. Please delete this subparagraph.

The subparagraph (j) is in our understanding totally useless, because there exists no definition in Solvency II for ‘unbundling’. 

The subparagraph (l) is according to our understanding not necessary because the reinsurance recoverable has to be calculated consistent to the principles and methods relating to insurance liabilities. There exists no separate guidance for the asset side.


	Disagree – Guideline aims at specifying what should be reported as regards contract boundaries, and not at defining those (definition provided indeed by L2). 

Agree but point l) aims at giving explanation on how undertakings comply with such requirements, notably how material changes of the reinsurance programs have been reflected in the calculation of reinsurance recoverable.

Clarification on “unbundling” (point j)) will be provided in other guidelines.

	309.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	3.50
	The subpara b isn`t useful. The Art. 12 and 13 of implementing measures give a clear guidance on the recognition and contract boundaries. Because of that, there exists no further explanation, we can`t imagine which information we should give additionally. Please delete this subpara.

The subpara j is in our understanding totally useless, because there exists no definition in Solvency II for “unbundling”. 

The subpara l is according to our understanding not necessary because the reinsurance recoverable have to be calculated consistent to the principles and methods relating to insurance liabilities. There exists no separate guidance for the asset side.
	Disagree – Guideline aims at specifying what should be reported as regards contract boundaries, and not at defining those (definition provided indeed by L2). 

Agree but point l) aims at giving explanation on how undertakings comply with such requirements, notably how material changes of the reinsurance programs have been reflected in the calculation of reinsurance recoverable.

Clarification on “unbundling” (point j)) will be provided in other guidelines.

	310.
	FEE
	3.50
	The sensitivity should also be disclosed – sensitivity to assumptions and sensitivity when simplifications are used.
	This should be covered in a).

	311.
	KPMG
	3.50
	Refer to our general comment on materiality guidance.
	Noted.

	313.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.51
	Clarification would be helpful on whether this guideline refers to the administration process involved in preparing the group account. If so, this guideline seems over-engineered. Additional information on the group accounts should consist only of the method/s applied and the scope. This information can be obtained from the QRTs. 


	Guideline has been changed in order to provide clarification. 

	314.
	CEA
	3.51
	Clarification would be helpful on whether this guideline refers to the administration process involved in preparing the group account. If so, this guideline seems over-engineered. Additional information on the group accounts should consist only of the method/s applied and the scope. This information can be obtained from the QRTs. 


	Guideline has been changed in order to provide clarification.

	316.
	KPMG
	3.51
	We suggest that the disclosures should be kept at high level rather than a requirement to report detailed information. If the supervisor wishes to see more details he can review the undertaking’s reporting and disclosure policies document.


	Noted.

	317.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.54
	
	Cell blank.

	319.
	CEA
	3.54
	
	Cell blank. 

	320.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.54
	Typo - ”their risk profiles” instead of “its risk profile”
	Agreed.

	321.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.55
	This is an internal policy document and supervisors should respect confidentiality requirements (Article 64 of the framework directive) to ensure the names of individual persons are not publically disclosed.  

Point (c) should be clarified to ensure that it concerns only that information in the public domain which is to be used to satisfy SFCR requirements, as opposed to all publicly-available information.

We believe, contrary to what is set out in parts (d) and (e), that the disclosure policy should set out only guidelines and principles on what is and is not to be reported, as opposed to any specific items.
	Agreed – the guideline now refers to “organisational structure responsible for (...)”.
Guideline is clear: “undertakings should outline their view on information already available in the public domain”.

Disagree – point (d) and (e) are appropriate.

	323.
	CEA
	3.55
	This is an internal policy document and supervisors should respect confidentiality requirements (Article 64 of the framework directive) to ensure the names of individual persons are not publically disclosed.  

Point (c) should be clarified to ensure that it concerns only that information in the public domain which is to be used to satisfy SFCR requirements, as opposed to all publicly-available information.

We believe, contrary to what is set out in parts (d) and (e), that the disclosure policy should set out only guidelines and principles on what is and is not to be reported, as opposed to any specific items.
	Agreed – the guideline now refers to “organisational structure responsible for (...)”.

Guideline is clear: “undertakings should outline their view on information already available in the public domain”.

Disagree – point (d) and (e) are appropriate.

	324.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.55
	Consider re-phrasing the title of the guideline to “undertaking’s public disclosure policy” in order to ensure clarity
	Noted.

	325.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.55
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree - However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	326.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.55
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree - However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	327.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.55
	Part (c) should be clarified to ensure that it concerns only that information in the public domain which is to be used to satisfy SFCR requirements, as opposed to all publicly-available information.

We believe, contrary to what is set out in parts (d) and (e), that the disclosure policy should set out only guidelines and principles on what is and is not to be reported, as opposed to any specific items.
	Guideline is clear: “undertakings should outline their view on information already available in the public domain”.

Disagree – point (d) and (e) are appropriate.

	328.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.56
	The decision around burden of proof is subjective.  The ultimate decision not to disclose information based on commercially sensitive information and unfair competitor advantage should be based on dialogue between the undertaking and the supervisor.  Guidance from Supervisors would be helpful on what kind of information they deem to be confidential in this respect.


	Noted but before such a dialogue, undertakings should give its rationale explaining that this information must meet the criteria set out in art.53 (1) of the Directive. 

	329.
	CEA
	3.56
	The decision around burden of proof is subjective.  The ultimate decision not to disclose information based on commercially sensitive information and unfair competitor advantage should be based on dialogue between the undertaking and the supervisor.  Guidance from Supervisors would be helpful on what kind of information they deem to be confidential in this respect.


	Noted but before such a dialogue, undertakings should give its rationale explaining that this information must meet the criteria set out in art.53 (1) of the Directive.

	330.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.56
	‘Specific information’ is not defined and therefore this is not clear. 
	“Specific information” refers to every item that should be disclosed in the SFCR, pursuant to the delegated acts and these guidelines.   

	331.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	3.56
	Please define ‘specific information’
	“Specific information” refers to every item that should be disclosed in the SFCR, pursuant to the delegated acts and these guidelines.   

	332.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.59
	We support EIOPA’s move towards accepting references to other documents.  If undertakings cannot make references to other document it will lead to the duplicate disclosure of information. Moreover, the complexity of disclosure requirements will be increased and coordination within the company will be more complicated.


	Noted.

	333.
	CEA
	3.59
	We support EIOPA’s move towards accepting references to other documents.  If undertakings cannot make references to other document it will lead to the duplicate disclosure of information. Moreover, the complexity of disclosure requirements will be increased and coordination within the company will be more complicated.


	Noted.

	334.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.61
	The draft Level 2 text states that the single SFCR should be disclosed in the language determined by the group supervisor, or in another language most commonly used by the college.  We believe that EIOPA’s proposal is an additional requirement going beyond the mandate of supervisory guidance.


	This guideline aims at giving the group the opportunity to discuss any language constraints with all relevant supervisors. 

	335.
	CEA
	3.61
	The draft Level 2 text states that the single SFCR should be disclosed in the language determined by the group supervisor, or in another language most commonly used by the college.  We believe that EIOPA’s proposal is an additional requirement going beyond the mandate of supervisory guidance.


	This guideline aims at giving the group the opportunity to discuss any language constraints with all relevant supervisors.

	336.
	AMICE
	3.62
	Guideline 53 determines that the RSR has to be a stand-alone document, which should not contain any reference to other documents. This is contrary to the FSCR report where references are allowed, cf. recital 88.

This will trigger an additional workload in the undertakings that will be forced to duplicate several pieces of information into the RSR report. We do not see the underlying rationale of this requirement. Acknowledging that it might be easier for supervisors to find all information in one document, we argue that this benefit does not justify the additional administrative and cost burden in the side of the undertaking. Having to give the same information more than once and in different documents is inefficient as it necessitates additional consistency checks on the side of the undertaking while not saving the supervisor from consistency checks of the text passages in the RSR report against the parallel passages in other documents. 

The effectiveness of risk-based supervision is not enhanced by this requirement.


	Agree but SFCR and RSR are two different documents. 
Noted.

	337.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.62
	The Guideline determines that the RSR is a stand-alone document, which should not contain any reference to other documents. This is a very bureaucratic requirement, insofar that it prevents the RSR from referring to other information supplied to the same supervisory body. 

It is also contrary to the SFCR report where references are allowed. This will trigger an additional workload as the undertaking would be required to duplicate reporting of information which is already submitted to the supervisor. We see this as an additional requirement beyond the framework directive and draft Level 2 text. 


	Noted.
Agree but SFCR and RSR are two different documents. 



	338.
	CEA
	3.62
	The Guideline determines that the RSR is a stand-alone document, which should not contain any reference to other documents. This is a very bureaucratic requirement, insofar that it prevents the RSR from referring to other information supplied to the same supervisory body. 

It is also contrary to the SFCR report where references are allowed. This will trigger an additional workload as the undertaking would be required to duplicate reporting of information which is already submitted to the supervisor. We see this as an additional requirement beyond the framework directive and draft Level 2 text. 


	Noted
Agree but SFCR and RSR are two different documents. 



	339.
	FEE
	3.62
	Why does the RSR have to be a stand alone document? Given that the RSR is not a public document, undertakings would not be able to reference the RSR in their other filings; however, they could make reference to their “public information” in the RSR.
	RSR needs to be stand alone to give complete information from one source.

	340.
	Groupe Consultatif
	3.62
	There may prove to be considerable overlap between the ORSA report and the RSR.  An inability to use references in these documents to the other document is likely to create inefficiencies for both undertaking and supervisor.


	Disagree – There is no reason to fear “considerable” overlap. 

	341.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.62
	The requirements that the RSR should not contain any reference to other documents is overly dogmatic.  It should be possible to cross-reference in order to avoid duplication and achieve greater transparency.
	Noted.

	342.
	KPMG
	3.62
	We suggest that the undertakings should be allowed to use other public documents provided that the RSR contains a hyperlink to the specific parts of such documents that are relevant. 
	Noted.

	343.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.62
	This is a very bureaucratic requirement, insofar that it prevents the RSR from referring to other information supplied to the same supervisory body.

For example, based on the latest draft Level 2 text, Section A3 of the RSR appears to require information from Section A3 of the SFCR. That is before duplicative elements of this draft Level 3 text are taken into account.

This is also inconsistent with the requirements for public reporting (Article 53(3) of the Directive).

If the RSR is indeed to be a stand-alone document, only information not contained in other documents available to supervisors  ought to be included in it, to minimise the reporting burden on undertakings.

We request that this proposal be dropped.
	Noted.
What does mean “section A3”?

Disagree – the RSR and the SFCR are two different documents. 

	344.
	The Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	3.62
	We understand that it will be useful to the supervisor for the report to be a stand - alone however as there is alot of repetition with the SFCR we think cross referencing to this document would be useful..
	Noted but the RSR the SFCR are two different documents, in which the level of granularity is far to be the same. 

	345.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.63
	It should be clarified that in the reporting policy, only the responsible department/function needs to be listed and not individual names.

1.
Point c) we believe the term “guaranteeing” creates an unrealistic requirement and goes against Article 35(4) of the framework directive which states that: 

(b)  …complete in all material respects, comparable and consistent over time; and

(c) …relevant, reliable and comprehensible

2.
We propose to replace this text with, “provide proportionately reasonable assurance”. 
	Agreed – The guideline now referred to “business unit responsible for (...)”.
Disagree – this guideline does not goes beyond art.35(4) since it requires “reliability, completeness and consistency of the data”. Furthermore, asking for guaranteeing the accuracy of the data is only natural. 

	347.
	CEA
	3.63
	It should be clarified that in the reporting policy, only the responsible department/function needs to be listed and not individual names.

1.
Point c) we believe the term “guaranteeing” creates an unrealistic requirement and goes against Article 35(4) of the framework directive which states that: 

(b)  …complete in all material respects, comparable and consistent over time; and

(c) …relevant, reliable and comprehensible

2.
We propose to replace this text with, “provide proportionately reasonable assurance”. 
	Agreed – The guideline now referred to “business unit responsible for (...)”.

Disagree – this guideline does not goes beyond art.35(4) since it requires “reliability, completeness and consistency of the data”. Furthermore, asking for guaranteeing the accuracy of the data is only natural.

	348.
	Danish Insurance Association
	3.63
	We believe “guarantee” actually creates an unrealistic requirement, especially where estimates are employed. “Provide proportionately reasonable comfort” might be a more suitable alternative.
	Disagree - asking for guaranteeing the accuracy of the data is only natural.

	349.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.63
	Consider re-phrasing the title of the guideline to “undertaking’s supervisory reporting policy” in order to ensure clarity
	Noted 

	350.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	3.63
	a) We suggest the alternative text “detail who or which function is resposible for drafting any reporting to the supervisor along with those or functions who are responsible for reviewing any reporting to the supervisor”.
	Agreed – The guideline now referred to “business unit responsible for (...)”.



	351.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	3.63
	The disclosure of the individual names of employees should not be required.  What may be requested is the relevant department/function.  The emphasis should be on governance and the procedures setting out the functions of the individuals nominated to review and sign off the relevant reports.
	Agreed – The guideline now referred to “business unit responsible for (...)”.



	352.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	3.63
	We believe “guarantee” actually creates an unrealistic requirement, especially where estimates are employed. “Provide proportionately reasonable comfort” might be a more suitable alternative.
	Disagree - asking for guaranteeing the accuracy of the data is only natural.

	353.
	CTIP (French Paritarian Institution)
	3.64
	French paritarian institutions agree with an annual process of approving by AMSB.

On the other and, a quarterly approval by AMSB will be difficult. The board of Directors agenda is hardly organized for a quarterly approval process. 

We suggest to find a less heavy approval process. For example a quarterly approval process by a cometee of Directors.


	Agreed – The Guideline has been changed and allows now an approval either by the AMSB or by persons who effectively run the undertaking. 

	354.
	Association of British Insurers
	3.65
	The comment row for paragraph 3.67 is missing and we have therefore provided our comments here.

3.67: when undertakings report whether they have complied “with the specified [text]”, this should refer to a legal text. Supervisory guidance should not be intended for compliance purposes, but to enhance the reader’s interpretation of legal texts.


	Noted

	355.
	CEA
	3.65
	The comment row for paragraph 3.67 is missing and we have therefore provided our comments here.

3.67: when undertakings report whether they have complied “with the specified [text]”, this should refer to a legal text. Supervisory guidance should not be intended for compliance purposes, but to enhance the reader’s interpretation of legal texts.


	Noted

	356.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	3.65
	Re-Wording “In accordance with Article 16(3) of the EIOPA Regulation, Competent Authorities and financial institutions must make every effort to comply with these Guidelines”.
	Noted.

	357.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.1
	Information on the supervisory coordinator at financial conglomerate level is an excessive requirement for solo undertakings to apply.  This information will be relevant at the ultimate parent level of groups/conglomerates, it should not also be required to capture a bottom up view of these groups/conglomerates.


	Disagree; any undertaking is expected to know the supervisory authority responsible for its financial supervision and, where applicable, the group supervisor of the group to which undertaking belongs, in accordance with Level 2.

	358.
	CEA
	4.1
	Information on the supervisory coordinator at financial conglomerate level is an excessive requirement for solo undertakings to apply.  This information will be relevant at the ultimate parent level of groups/conglomerates, it should not also be required to capture a bottom up view of these groups/conglomerates.


	Disagree; any undertaking is expected to know the supervisory authority responsible for its financial supervision and, where applicable, the group supervisor of the group to which undertaking belongs, in accordance with Level 2.

	359.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.1
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	360.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.1
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	361.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.1
	Please clarify whether the intention is for this section to include Collectives and Investment Trusts as per the QRTs.
	

	362.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.2
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	363.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.2
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	364.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.3
	Please see comment as per 3.8
	As there is not necessarily a legal definition of what the chart should be, it is more suitable to keep "structure chart" rather than "legal chart".

	365.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.3
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	366.
	Groupe Consultatif
	4.3
	The guidelines refer directly to IAS 17 as the applicable standard for lease accounting in IFRS. Lease accounting is the subject of an exposure draft for change and hence it would appear unsuitable to refer to a specific standard that may be replaced in the near future. References in guidelines should be to applicable IFRS standards for leases to allow for subsequent change.


	Noted. 

	367.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.3
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	368.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.4
	Re-Wording “and other events which may have a material impact on the undertaking or in terms of changes in its risk profile or the way it is managed”
	Noted but the redrafting suggestion does not have any value added.

	369.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.4
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	370.
	FEE
	4.4
	What about known trends ? events after the balance sheet date?
	Point 4.4 doesn't compel to disclose post balance sheet events. Nevertheless, undertaking may disclose such information on a voluntary basis. In any case, according to art.54 of Directive 2009/138/EC, undertakings should update its SFCR in the event of any major development. 


	371.
	KPMG
	4.4
	We suggest that significant post balance sheet events should also be disclosed. 
	Disagree. Undertakings should update its SFCR in the event of any major development, according to art.54 of Directive 2009/138/EC. Otherwise, undertakings may disclose post balance sheet events but only on a voluntary basis.

	372.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.4
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	373.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.5
	Consider providing more guidance on the type and granularity of information requested
	The Explanatory Text is sufficiently clear, no more details are needed.

	374.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.5
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	375.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.5
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	376.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.6
	Please refer to paragraph 3.10.

We do not believe it is necessary to differentiate between intra-group business and business conducted outside of the group.  Transfers within the group, particularly in relation to reinsurance, will be based on a risk assessment.  This is a standard requirement under Solvency II. Intra-group transactions will be captured at group level and reported to the supervisor as such.  This level of detail in the SFCR is excessive.  


	This guideline has been deleted. 

	377.
	CEA
	4.6
	Please refer to paragraph 3.10.

We do not believe it is necessary to differentiate between intra-group business and business conducted outside of the group.  Transfers within the group, particularly in relation to reinsurance, will be based on a risk assessment.  This is a standard requirement under Solvency II. Intra-group transactions will be captured at group level and reported to the supervisor as such.  This level of detail in the SFCR is excessive.  


	This guideline has been deleted. 

	378.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.6
	We agree. Please see comment as per 3.10
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	379.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.6
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	380.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	4.6
	Please see our response to 3.10.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	381.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.6
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	382.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.7
	Please refer to paragraph 3.10.

We are strictly against disclosure of IGT. This information is highly sensitive, does not influence financial markets and should be reported only to supervisors in order to give them a better understanding of the group structure as well as IGT relationships.  In the consolidated group financial statements IGT must be eliminated in order to present a group of undertakings as a single entity.  From this perspective, the disclosure of each IGT would be rather misleading for those other than supervisors.

Any impact of financial statements should be considered regarding consistency with financial reporting.  It would be helpful if the explanatory statement could further articulate the requirement in terms of how consistent it is with equivalent IFRS reporting requirements on related party transactions. 


	This guideline has been deleted. 

	383.
	CEA
	4.7
	Please refer to paragraph 3.10.

We are strictly against disclosure of IGT. This information is highly sensitive, does not influence financial markets and should be reported only to supervisors in order to give them a better understanding of the group structure as well as IGT relationships.  In the consolidated group financial statements IGT must be eliminated in order to present a group of undertakings as a single entity.  From this perspective, the disclosure of each IGT would be rather misleading for those other than supervisors.

Any impact of financial statements should be considered regarding consistency with financial reporting.  It would be helpful if the explanatory statement could further articulate the requirement in terms of how consistent it is with equivalent IFRS reporting requirements on related party transactions. 


	This guideline has been deleted. 

	384.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.7
	  The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	385.
	IUA (INTERNATIONAL UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION)
	4.7
	Please see our response to 3.10.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	386.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.7
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	387.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.7
	Please confirm whether the scope of this section matches that detailed in the Intra-Group Transactions QRTs ?
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	388.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.8
	Thresholds and other quantitative measures should be determined well in advance of entry into force.  Without prior knowledge of thresholds it is difficult to carry out a sufficient cost/impact analysis at this stage.


	This guideline has been deleted. 

	389.
	CEA
	4.8
	Thresholds and other quantitative measures should be determined well in advance of entry into force.  Without prior knowledge of thresholds it is difficult to carry out a sufficient cost/impact analysis at this stage.


	This guideline has been deleted. 

	390.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.8
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	391.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.8
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	
	If P&C
	4.8
	It could be questioned if threshold for relevance of intra-group transactions is to be given by the group supervisor. Will there bet set levels communicated by the supervisors that will bring greater transparency and comparability ? 


	This guideline has been deleted.

	392.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.9
	1) Consider including the “SII Value” category as well (combination of more transaction with the same entity), in addition to timing, function and planning

2) Clarify wording: “another transaction” or “other transactions” as opposed to “another transactions”
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	393.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.9
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	394.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.9
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	This guideline has been deleted. 

	395.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.10
	We believe that disclosure on the “status and resources” of internal key functions is excessive. Application of proportionality will be crucial when implementing these systems. If an undertaking has, in agreement with their supervisor, applied the principle of proportionality, this should not be misinterpreted as the undertaking being “under-resourced”.  


	Disagree; disclosure on the status and resources of the four functions is to improve the public confidence in the governance structure and to have a disciplinary effect on the market.

	397.
	CEA
	4.10
	We believe that disclosure on the “status and resources” of internal key functions is excessive. Application of proportionality will be crucial when implementing these systems. If an undertaking has, in agreement with their supervisor, applied the principle of proportionality, this should not be misinterpreted as the undertaking being “under-resourced”.  


	Disagree; disclosure on the status and resources of the four functions is to improve the public confidence in the governance structure and to have a disciplinary effect on the market.

	398.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.10
	Please specify what is meant by “understanding of the status” and “understanding of the resources”
	All information needed for enabling a knowledgeable person to achieve a good understanding of the status and resources of the 4 functions.

	400.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.11
	Please refer to paragraph 3.13.

We believe that “specific Committee” should be deleted. This is not a matter for public disclosure but perhaps helpful when interacting with the supervisor.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability of the internal model. This should greatly improve public confidence in internal models.

	401.
	CEA
	4.11
	Please refer to paragraph 3.13.

We believe that “specific Committee” should be deleted. This is not a matter for public disclosure but perhaps helpful when interacting with the supervisor.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability of the internal model. This should greatly improve public confidence in internal models.

	402.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.11
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	404.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.11
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	405.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.12
	Please refer to paragraph 3.13.

We do not see the link between internal model governance and the overall system of governance – which applies to users of both internal models and the standard formula. Linking solvency needs and the risk profile of the undertaking is a key role in ORSA. This is in line with the draft Level 2 text which, under the System of Governance (Article 249 – 265), makes no reference to internal model calculation or validation.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability if the internal model. This should greatly improve public confidence in internal models.  

	406.
	CEA
	4.12
	Please refer to paragraph 3.13.

We do not see the link between internal model governance and the overall system of governance – which applies to users of both internal models and the standard formula. Linking solvency needs and the risk profile of the undertaking is a key role in ORSA. This is in line with the draft Level 2 text which, under the System of Governance (Article 249 – 265), makes no reference to internal model calculation or validation.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability if the internal model. This should greatly improve public confidence in internal models.  

	407.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.12
	Please see comment 1 as per 3.13
	Noted.

	408.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.12
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	410.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.12
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	411.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.13
	Please refer to paragraph 4.11.

We propose to delete references to “tools” from this paragraph. Public disclosure should focus on issues of process and to a lesser degree on technical details.

“Public disclosure of all...” We propose to delete this text as specific validation tools often match the level of detail of the internal model design. Therefore, the disclosure requirements for validation tools should not be more extensive than for the internal model. 

The disclosure of validation tools may result in alignment of validations performed across the market; however we do not believe this would improve the overall quality of the validation process.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability if the internal model. This should greatly improve public confidence in internal models.  


	412.
	CEA
	4.13
	Please refer to paragraph 4.11.

We propose to delete references to “tools” from this paragraph. Public disclosure should focus on issues of process and to a lesser degree on technical details.

“Public disclosure of all...” We propose to delete this text as specific validation tools often match the level of detail of the internal model design. Therefore, the disclosure requirements for validation tools should not be more extensive than for the internal model. 

The disclosure of validation tools may result in alignment of validations performed across the market; however we do not believe this would improve the overall quality of the validation process.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to enable stakeholders and policy holders to achieve a reasonable good understanding of the reliability if the internal model. This should greatly improve public confidence in internal models.  

	413.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.13
	Please see comment 3 as per 3.13
	Validation tools are defined in point 4.13

	414.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.13
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	416.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.13
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	417.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.14
	Consider to better specify the treatment of a SPV which is placed outside the EEA, not  being comprised within the scope of the consultation paper related to SPV
	Noted but a specific treatment for SPV established in a non-EEA country,  which are not comprised within the scope of the consultation paper related to SPV, is not needed here.

	418.
	ILAG
	4.15
	This is Valuation guidance on assets and liabilities and does not belong here as it is not a disclosure or reporting issue.
	Disagree; the point 4.15 provides guidance on how disclosing assets aggregation in the SFCR and hence, it tackles a reporting issue.

	419.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.16
	Can EIOPA provide examples of any other types of grouping / aggregation that may be used here ?
	Examples are not necessary here, as the faculty to provide different assets aggregation must remain very exceptional and undertaking-specific.

	420.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.17
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	421.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.17
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	422.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.17
	Is the information requested here equivalent to accounting policy information as currently presented in the IFRS Annual Accounts – Notes to accounts ?
	It is up to the undertaking to suggest the equivalence assessment and not for the supervisor to decide it.

	423.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.20
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	424.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.22
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	425.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.22
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	426.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.23
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	427.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.23
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	428.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.24
	
	Cell blank

	429.
	CEA
	4.24
	
	Cell blank

	430.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.24
	The last point does not make sense in our opinion. For the recognition of intangible assets, there has to be an active market. It is not relevant which historical event has put these assets on the balance sheet.


	Agreed – The second indent has been deleted. 

	431.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.24
	The last point doesn`t make sense in our oppinion. For the recognition of intangible assets, there has to be an active market. It isn`t relevant which historical event has put these assets on the balance sheet.
	Agreed – The second indent has been deleted.

	432.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.24
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	433.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.24
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	434.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.25
	We disagree with any requirement to also describe intangible assets valued at nil. For the recognition of intangible assets, there has to be an active market. 


	Intangibles and goodwill valued at zero do not need to be described.  However, if the undertaking or supervisory authority considers it necessary to achieve a faithful representation of the effect of the relevant transactions or other events, the nature of the goodwill and intangible assets has to be disclosed.

	436.
	CEA
	4.25
	We disagree with any requirement to also describe intangible assets valued at nil. For the recognition of intangible assets, there has to be an active market. 


	Intangibles and goodwill valued at zero do not need to be described.  However, if the undertaking or supervisory authority considers it necessary to achieve a faithful representation of the effect of the relevant transactions or other events, the nature of the goodwill and intangible assets has to be disclosed.

	437.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.25
	We disagree with the requirement to also report intangible assets valued at nil. These assets are not recognised in SII (except the goodwill which is recognised but valued at nil). Therefore no reporting is prepared and the valuation of these assets isn`t possible. Please delete this requirement.


	Intangibles and goodwill valued at zero do not need to be described.  However, if the undertaking or supervisory authority considers it necessary to achieve a faithful representation of the effect of the relevant transactions or other events, the nature of the goodwill and intangible assets has to be disclosed.

	438.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.25
	We disagree with the reuirement to report also intangible assets valued at nil. These assets aren`t recogniced in SII (exept the foodwill which is recogniced but valued at nil). Therefore no reporting is prepared and the valuation of these assets isn`t possible.

Please delete this requirement.
	Intangibles and goodwill valued at zero do not need to be described.  However, if the undertaking or supervisory authority considers it necessary to achieve a faithful representation of the effect of the relevant transactions or other events, the nature of the goodwill and intangible assets has to be disclosed.

	439.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.25
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	441.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.25
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	442.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.26
	We believe that the fair value hierarchy of IFRS 7 deviates from the described requirements in this paragraph. We would therefore propose  consistency to IFRS by not differentiating between  ”quoted prices in active markets for similar assets” and “inputs other than quoted prices in active markets for identical or similar assets”, that are observable for the asset directly (i.e. as prices) or indirectly (i.e. derived from prices)”.


	Disagree; this explanatory text is compliant with Level 2, which is the actual legal basis of the guidelines. Anyway, in 4.26, the first and second indent refer to level 1 of IFRS fair value hierarchy, the third indent refers to level 2 and the fourth point to level 3.

	443.
	CEA
	4.26
	We believe that the fair value hierarchy of IFRS 7 deviates from the described requirements in this paragraph. We would therefore propose  consistency to IFRS by not differentiating between  ”quoted prices in active markets for similar assets” and “inputs other than quoted prices in active markets for identical or similar assets”, that are observable for the asset directly (i.e. as prices) or indirectly (i.e. derived from prices)”.


	Disagree; this explanatory text is compliant with Level 2, which is the actual legal basis of the guidelines. Anyway, in 4.26, the first and second indent refer to level 1 of IFRS fair value hierarchy, the third indent refers to level 2 and the fourth point to level 3.

	444.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.26
	The fair value hierarchy of IFRS 7 deviates from the described requirements in this guideline. Therefore we would prefer to be consistent to IFRS, therefore there will be no difference between ‘quoted prices in active markets for similar assets’ and ‘inputs other than quoted prices in active markets for identical or similar assets, that are observable for the asset directly (i.e. as prices) or indirectly (i.e. derived from prices)’.


	Disagree; this explanatory text is compliant with Level 2, which is the actual legal basis of the guidelines. Anyway, in 4.26, the first and second indent refer to level 1 of IFRS fair value hierarchy, the third indent refers to level 2 and the fourth point to level 3.

	445.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.26
	The fair value hierarchy of IFRS 7 deviates from the described requirements in this guideline. Therefore we would prefer to be consistent to IFRS, therefore there will be no difference between « quoted prices in active markets for similar assets” and “inputs other than quoted prices in active markets for identical or similar assets, that are observable for the asset directly (i.e. as prices) or indirectly (i.e. derived from prices)”.
	Disagree; this explanatory text is compliant with Level 2, which is the actual legal basis of the guidelines. Anyway, in 4.26, the first and second indent refer to level 1 of IFRS fair value hierarchy, the third indent refers to level 2 and the fourth point to level 3.

	446.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.26
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	447.
	KPMG
	4.26
	It is proposed that financial assets are classified into four levels based on the underlying inputs used to determine the economic values of those financial assets.

We believe it will helpful to amend these categories so as to be consistent with the fair value hierarchy set out in IFRS 7 ‘Financial Instruments: Disclosures’ to enable insurers/ reinsurers to use the information already available to prepare IFRS financial statements.

  
	Disagree; this explanatory text is compliant with Level 2, which is the actual legal basis of the guidelines. Anyway, in 4.26, the first and second indent refer to level 1 of IFRS fair value hierarchy, the third indent refers to level 2 and the fourth point to level 3.

	448.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.26
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	449.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.26
	The accounting hierarchy here is not fully aligned to IFRS7.

Can this be fully aligned to IFRS7 ?
	Noted but this explanatory text is compliant with Level 2, which is the actual legal basis of the guidelines.

	450.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.27
	Non-observable input parameters are only used if market input parameters do not exist. Therefore it is not possible to calculate the interdependencies between these parameters. 


	Agreed – The explanatory text has been changed

	452.
	CEA
	4.27
	Non-observable input parameters are only used if market input parameters do not exist. Therefore it is not possible to calculate the interdependencies between these parameters. 


	Agreed – The explanatory text has been changed

	453.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.27
	This requirement is not possible. Non-observable input parameters are only used if market input parameters do not exist. Therefore it is not possible to calculate the interdependencies between these parameters. 


	Agreed – The explanatory text has been changed

	454.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.27
	This requirement isn`t possible. Non-observable input parameters are only used, if market input parameters don`t exist. There, it isn`t possible to calculate the interdependencies between these parameters. 
	Agreed – The explanatory text has been changed

	455.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.27
	Please specify the level of granularity requested
	The level of granularity should enable a knowledgeable person to achieve a good understanding of methods and assumptions applied in determining the economic value when observable market data are not available.

	456.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.27
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	457.
	FEE
	4.27
	When valuation relies on third party information, disclose the processes to validate such third party data.
	agree - to discuss change of E.T

	458.
	KPMG
	4.27
	Refer to our general comment on materiality guidance.

We suggest that the processes used to validate unobservable inputs obtained from third parties should be dislcosed. 
	(refer to the answer to the general comment)

	459.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.27
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted 

	460.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.27
	Do the materiality limits allowed in IFRS disclosure apply here ?
	There is already a principle of materiality defined in Level 2, which is the actual legal basis of those guidelines, and that should be applied.

	461.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.28
	Please specify the level of granularity requested
	The level of granularity should depend on each significant change in valuation inputs. 

	462.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.28
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	463.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.28
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	464.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.30
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	This explanatory text has been deleted. 

	465.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.30
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	This explanatory text has been deleted.

	466.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.32
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	467.
	ILAG
	4.32
	We understand why assets and liabities are disclosed, but not revenues and profit and loss. 
	Information on revenues, profit and loss is needed to have a complete financial picture of holdings in related undertakings.

	468.
	KPMG
	4.32
	 
	Cell blank

	469.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.32
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	470.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.33
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	471.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.33
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	472.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.34
	Consider requesting this explanation within the RSR as is in 3.48 for Asset
	Disagree – This explanatory text is consistent with the guideline (point d))

	473.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.34
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	474.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.34
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	475.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.35
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	476.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.35
	The majority of the required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	477.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.36
	The calculation of deferred taxes is defined by using the requirements according to IAS 12. The reference/comparison to the accounting financial statements should be deleted. This is not a requirement of the draft Level 2 text.

We do not support disclose of actual tax losses. The actual tax losses are included in the Solvency II balance sheet entry that is being tested for recoverability, rather than the real world tax loss.


	Agreed – this paragraph has been deleted.

	478.
	CEA
	4.36
	The calculation of deferred taxes is defined by using the requirements according to IAS 12. The reference/comparison to the accounting financial statements should be deleted. This is not a requirement of the draft Level 2 text.

We do not support disclose of actual tax losses. The actual tax losses are included in the Solvency II balance sheet entry that is being tested for recoverability, rather than the real world tax loss.


	Agreed – this paragraph has been deleted.

	479.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.36
	The calculation of deferred taxes is defined by using the requirements according to IAS 12. The reference/comparison to the accounting financial statements should be deleted. This is not covered by the implementing measures.


	Agreed – this paragraph has been deleted.

	480.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.36
	The calculation of deferred taxes is definied by using the requirements accorging to IAS 12. The reference/comparison to the accounting financial statements should be deleted. This is not covered by the implementing measures.
	Agreed – this paragraph has been deleted.

	481.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.36
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	482.
	ILAG
	4.36
	Volume of information might not be helpful with deferred tax assests not recognised in the balance sheet.
	Undertakings should not disclose information on deferred tax assets if they have not any deferred tax assets in the balance sheet.

	483.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.36
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	484.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.37
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	485.
	ILAG
	4.37
	This point is too detailed. Additionally it is not mentioned in the Guideline.
	Disagree. This basic information is needed in order not to mislead readers.

	486.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.37
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	487.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.38
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	488.
	Groupe Consultatif
	4.38
	Where undertakings may disclose narrative information on deferred tax assets and deferred tax liabilities together, it should be clarified that net disclosures are not suitable.


	Agreed - Net disclosures are not allowed

	489.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.38
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	490.
	ILAG
	4.39
	Unintended consequences/ négative connotations may arise. Everyone uses simplifications and it is not clear why these should be publically disclosable as the benefit to any investor would be far outweighed by unnecesary concern to the average man who does not fully understand standard accounting practices. Disclosure of simplifications used to regulators is appropriate. Again contract boundaries will be applied by everyone and there is no benefit to investors in public disclosure of this fact.
	Disagree. Those disclosures are required to ensure the reliability of the valuation of technical provisions and thus, the reliability of the amount of own funds.

	492.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.40
	Please delete this requirement because of the following issues :

-
The changes in claims pattern are shown in a discounted view in the variation analyses QRT.

-
The new material claims over the year and those claims settled during the year are not important information for the supervisor. The interesting information in this case is the experience variance, which is also shown in the variation analyses QRT.

-
The increase of new business is also shown in the variation analyses QRT by comparing the previous and the current Variation Analyses QRT. 

No double reporting should be the result.


	Disagree. First, the variation analyses QRT is directed to the supervisory authority only and not publically disclosed as the SFCR. Secondly, a narrative analysis of changes regarding claims, which is not provided by the VA QRT, is appropriate. 

	493.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.40
	Please delete this requirement because of the following issues :

-
The changes in claims pattern are shown in a discounted view in the varaiation analyses QRT.

-
The new material claims over the year and those claims settled durung the year aren`t an important information for the supervisor. The interesting information in this case is the experienance variance, which is also shown in the variation analyses QRT.

-
The increase of new business is also shown in the variation analyses QRT by comparing the previous and the current Variation Analyses QRT. 

No double reporting should be the result.
	Disagree. First, the variation analyses QRT is directed to the supervisory authority only and not publically disclosed as the SFCR. Secondly, a narrative analysis of changes regarding claims, which is not provided by the VA QRT, is appropriate.

	494.
	FRC UK
	4.40
	This text does not appear to relate particularly clearly to the guideline as it stands.  (See also our comment at 3.23 above).
	Disagree.

	496.
	ILAG
	4.41
	This is Valuation guidance on assets and liabilities and does not belong here as it is not a disclosure or reporting issue.
	Disagree; the point 4.15 provides guidance on how disclosing liabilities aggregation in the SFCR and hence, it tackles a reporting issue.

	497.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.42
	We assume that this explanatory text would only apply if different valuation methods exist between Solvency II and financial accounting. Solvency II valuation generally excludes own credit spread effects therefore if these are not also considered in an undertaking’s financial statements, it should not be required to calculate them on an artificial basis under Solvency II. 


	Agree.

	498.
	CEA
	4.42
	We assume that this explanatory text would only apply if different valuation methods exist between Solvency II and financial accounting. Solvency II valuation generally excludes own credit spread effects therefore if these are not also considered in an undertaking’s financial statements, it should not be required to calculate them on an artificial basis under Solvency II. 


	Agree

	499.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.42
	We assume that this requirement is only relevant if there exists different methods between the Solvency II values (generally excluding own credit spread) and the financial statement values. If the financial statement values do not consider the own credit spread effects too, we don`t have to calculate the own credit spread effect on an artificial basis.


	Agree

	500.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.42
	We assume that this requirement is only relevant if there exists different methods between the solvency II values (generally excl. cwn credit spread) and the financial statement values. If the financial statement values don`t  consider the won credit spread effects too, we don`t have to calculate the own credit spread effect on an artificial basis.
	Agree

	501.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.43
	Please refer to paragraph 4.42.


	Agree

	502.
	CEA
	4.43
	Please refer to paragraph 4.42.


	Agree

	503.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.43
	Please confirm whether information is only required here for material Financial Liabilities.
	There is already a principle of materiality defined in Level 2  that should be applied.

	504.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.44
	Please refer to paragraph 3.20.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.20.



	505.
	CEA
	4.44
	Please refer to paragraph 3.20.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.20.



	506.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.44
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	507.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.44
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	508.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.45
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	This explanatory has been changed

	509.
	Groupe Consultatif
	4.45
	The guidelines refer directly to IAS 17 as the applicable standard for lease accounting in IFRS. Lease accounting is the subject of an exposure draft for change and hence it would appear unsuitable to refer to a specific standard that may be replaced in the near future. References in guidelines should be to applicable IFRS standards for leases to allow for subsequent change.


	Agreed - This explanatory has been changed

	510.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.45
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	This explanatory has been changed

	511.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.46
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	512.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.46
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	513.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.47
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	515.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.47
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	516.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.50
	Employee benefits should  be disclosed only on a net basis. Separation of “benefit plan assets” and “pension obligations” is not included in the draft Level 2 text and it also exceeds the disclosure requirements in IAS.

For these reasons, we propose to delete this paragraph.
	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires disclosing “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	517.
	CEA
	4.50
	Employee benefits should  be disclosed only on a net basis. Separation of “benefit plan assets” and “pension obligations” is not included in the draft Level 2 text and it also exceeds the disclosure requirements in IAS.

For these reasons, we propose to delete this paragraph.
	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires disclosing “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	518.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.50
	Please delete this requirement. A separation of plan assets and pension obligation is not usual and is not covered by the implementing measures. The employee benefits should have been disclosed only on a net basis. These requirements also exceed the disclosure requirements in IAS.


	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires disclosing “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	519.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.50
	Please delete this requirements. A seperation of plan assets and pension obligation isn`t usual and isn`t covered by the implementing measures. The employee benefits should have been disclosed only on a net basis. These requirements also exceed the disclosure requirements in IAS.
	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires disclosing “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	520.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.50
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	521.
	KPMG
	4.50
	Permission to use local GAAP definitions will reduce the comparability of information across undertakings. Consequently, we suggest that Only IAS 19 definitions should be required.
	Noted

	522.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.50
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	523.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.52
	Please refer to paragraph 4.50.


	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires to disclose “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	524.
	CEA
	4.52
	Please refer to paragraph 4.50.


	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires to disclose “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	525.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.52
	Please delete this requirement. A separation of plan assets and pension obligation is not usual and is not covered by the implementing measures. The employee benefits should have been disclosed only on a net basis. These requirements also exceed the disclosure requirements in IAS.


	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires to disclose “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	526.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.52
	Please delete this requirements. A seperation of plan assets and pension obligation isn`t usual and isn`t covered by the implementing measures. The employee benefits should have been disclosed only on a net basis. These requirements also exceed the disclosure requirements in IAS.
	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires to disclose “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	527.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.53
	Please refer to paragraph 4.50.


	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires to disclose “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	528.
	CEA
	4.53
	Please refer to paragraph 4.50.


	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires to disclose “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	529.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.53
	Please delete this requirement. A separation of plan assets and pension obligation is not usual and isn`t covered by the implementing measures. The employee benefits should have been disclosed only on a net basis. These requirements also exceed the disclosure requirements in IAS.


	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires to disclose “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	530.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.53
	Please delete this requirements. A seperation of plan assets and pension obligation isn`t usual and isn`t covered by the implementing measures. The employee benefits should have been disclosed only on a net basis. These requirements also exceed the disclosure requirements in IAS.
	Disagree; separated disclosures on obligations and plan assets are suitable as the risks are different. We do not agree this goes beyond IAS19. Also, level 2 requires to disclose “a description of the bases, methods and main assumptions” for employee benefits. This means a separate disclosure of plan assets and liabilities.

	531.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.54
	It should not be required to provide any comparison between accounting and Solvency II valuations.  The whole solvency II paradigm differs from a lot of European countries local GAAP standards. Explaining the differences would be very burdensome and does not add any value for readers. Moreover, those differences are not entity specific but country specific. Thus the SFCR is not the place to explain differences between the two frameworks.


	Agreed – This paragraph has been deleted.

	532.
	CEA
	4.54
	It should not be required to provide any comparison between accounting and Solvency II valuations.  The whole solvency II paradigm differs from a lot of European countries local GAAP standards. Explaining the differences would be very burdensome and does not add any value for readers. Moreover, those differences are not entity specific but country specific. Thus the SFCR is not the place to explain differences between the two frameworks.


	Agreed – This paragraph has been deleted.

	533.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.54
	The calculation of deferred taxes is defined by using the requirements according to IAS 12. The reference/comparison to the accounting financial statements should be deleted. This is not covered by the implementing measures.


	Agreed – This paragraph has been deleted.

	534.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.54
	The calculation of deferred taxes is definied by using the requirements according to IAS 12. The reference/comparison to the accounting financial statements should be deleted. This is not covered by the implementing measures.
	Agreed – This paragraph has been deleted.

	535.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.54
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	536.
	ILAG
	4.54
	It is not expected that evidence of recognition is  required . Liabilities should be disclosed at all times, not just when evidenced.
	Noted

	537.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.54
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted



	538.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.55
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	539.
	ILAG
	4.55
	Tax rate change – why should these be publically disclosable as the benefit to any investor would be far outweighed by unnecesary concern to the average man who does not fully understand standard accounting practices. Disclosure of rates used to regulators is appropriate.
	Disagree. This basic information is needed in order not to mislead readers.

	540.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.55
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	541.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.56
	Please refer to paragraph 4.36.


	Agreed – This paragraph has been deleted.

	542.
	CEA
	4.56
	Please refer to paragraph 4.36.


	Agreed – This paragraph has been deleted.

	543.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.56
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	544.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.56
	The required disclosures are currently addressed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	545.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.57
	Please refer to paragraph 4.36.


	Agreed – This paragraph has been deleted.

	547.
	CEA
	4.57
	Please refer to paragraph 4.36.


	Agreed – This paragraph has been deleted.

	549.
	KPMG
	4.57
	We suggest that only high-level information relating to closing processes and procedures to deliver Solvency II figures should be disclosed.


	The guideline and, accordingly the explanatory text, have been moved from the SFCR to the RSR. 

	550.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.57
	See 3.29 above.
	See 3.29 above.

	551.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.58
	There is an understandable desire for consistency in reporting solvency ratio, however, we would urge EIOPA to also consider whether this standard ratio of eligible own funds as a percentage of SCR provides a meaningful and fair comparison between different types of business and in particular between open funds and closed funds, for example, undertakings who continue to write new business and those who do not. There are differences between the reporting of each type of business in terms of the calculation of eligible own funds and SCR which could cause bias in the ratio.


	Noted; however, the guideline 21 actually enables undertakings to display additional ratios on a voluntary basis so long as those additional ratios are compatible with the ratio of eligible own funds to SCR and do not divert attention from that ratio.

	552.
	CEA
	4.58
	There is an understandable desire for consistency in reporting solvency ratio, however, we would urge EIOPA to also consider whether this standard ratio of eligible own funds as a percentage of SCR provides a meaningful and fair comparison between different types of business and in particular between open funds and closed funds, for example, undertakings who continue to write new business and those who do not. There are differences between the reporting of each type of business in terms of the calculation of eligible own funds and SCR which could cause bias in the ratio.


	Noted; however, the guideline 21 actually enables undertakings to display additional ratios on a voluntary basis so long as those additional ratios are compatible with the ratio of eligible own funds to SCR and do not divert attention from that ratio.

	553.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.58
	Solvency ratio and minimum regulatory capital requirement are currently disclosed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	554.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.58
	Solvency ratio and minimum regulatory capital requirement are currently disclosed under IFRS accounts.
	Noted

	555.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.59
	Please refer to paragraph 4.58.


	Noted; however, the guideline 21 actually enables undertakings to display additional ratios on a voluntary basis so long as those additional ratios are compatible with the ratio of eligible own funds to SCR and do not divert attention from that ratio.

	556.
	CEA
	4.59
	Please refer to paragraph 4.58.


	Noted; however, the guideline 21 actually enables undertakings to display additional ratios on a voluntary basis so long as those additional ratios are compatible with the ratio of eligible own funds to SCR and do not divert attention from that ratio.

	557.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.59
	The requirement to disclose an eligable own funds / solvency ratio is new. Such a quote is neither defined in the Directive nor in the implementing measurers. We see the danger that - because of a missing definition of « eligable own funds » - a solvency ratio is published which will inadequately show the insurers solvency situation.
	Disagree; the solvency ratio quoted is the ratio ensuring that eligible own funds, hold by an undertaking, covers the SCR.

	558.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.60
	Consider the opportunity to provide more guidance for the adoption of additional ratio on which the regulator is more confident aiming at providing a better understanding of the solvency poisition
	Relevant additional ratios depend on each particular undertaking and hence, more guidance can't be provided at this stage.

	559.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.61
	Consider the opportunity to foresee this guideline in the general introduction since it seems applicable to more items than just own funds
	Noted but this suggestion does not seem really suitable.

	560.
	ILAG
	4.61
	Delete wording from Point a) from ’ and information on the structure….. to …..for ancillary own funds’  as this is not a narrative issue.
	Comment does not seem to apply to point 4.61.

	562.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.62
	The information is shown in the QRTS of own funds, which will result in double reporting. Please delete this requirement from the narrative reporting guidelines.


	Noted

	563.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.62
	The information is shown in the QRTS of own funds. No double reporting should be the result. Please delete this requirement from the narrative reporting guidelines.
	Noted

	564.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.62
	Please provide more guidance and explanations relating to the nature of disclosure is expected with regards to foreseeable dividends and distributions
	Noted

	565.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.63
	We expect that security and contingency planning of the internal model would be drafted and disclosed.  In general, information on internal models may be commercially sensitive.  The larger reporting of information on internal models should be directed to the supervisor only.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model is  to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	566.
	CEA
	4.63
	We expect that security and contingency planning of the internal model would be drafted and disclosed.  In general, information on internal models may be commercially sensitive.  The larger reporting of information on internal models should be directed to the supervisor only.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	567.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.63
	We understand that this guideline is only optional. As with the design of an internal model and the standard formula a standardized comparison will not be possible in most cases, especially a comparison of quantitative information will not be meaningful in most cases. We understand that the certification process will address any questions related to internal models and provide the supervisor with ample opportunity to understand the internal model and its rationale. Given the formal model change process and the ORSA the supervisor is already informed on the ongoing appropriateness of the internal model. Thus no further reporting needs to be imposed on undertakings.


	Disagree;  first the Directive, in accordance with article 51(1) (d) (iv), provides that undertaking shall disclose publicly information allowing a proper understanding   of the main differences between the underlying assumptions of the standard formula and those of any internal model used by the undertaking for the calculation of its Solvency Capital Requirement. Secondly, the ORSA is a private report directed solely to supervisory authorities whereas the purpose of this point is to make this information public.  

	568.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.63
	We understand that this guideline is only optional. As with the design of an internal model and the standard formula a standardized comparison will not be possible in most cases, especially a comparison of quantitative information will not be meaningful in most cases. We understand that the certification process will address any questions related to internal models and provide the supervisor with ample opportunity to understand the internal model and its rational. Given the formal model change process and the ORSA the supervisor is already informed on the ongoing appropriateness of the internal model. Thus no further reporting needs to be imposed on undertakings.


	Disagree;  first the Directive, in accordance with article 51(1) (d) (iv), provides that undertaking shall disclose publicly information allowing a proper understanding   of the main differences between the underlying assumptions of the standard formula and those of any internal model used by the undertaking for the calculation of its Solvency Capital Requirement. Secondly, the ORSA is a private report directed solely to supervisory authorities whereas the purpose of this point is to make this information public.  

	569.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.64
	See 4.62
	Noted

	570.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.64
	See 4.62
	Noted

	571.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.65
	See 4.62
	Noted

	572.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.65
	See 4.62
	Noted

	573.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.66
	See 4.62
	Noted

	574.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.66
	See 4.62
	Noted

	575.
	AMICE
	4.67
	As already explained in our general comments, we do not agree  at all with this requirement. Firstly, it is unlikely that the public will be knowledgeable enough to be able to scrutinise an internal model at all. Secondly, each internal model will have gone through an approval process with the supervisor and, subsequently, be subject to ongoing supervision. This must suffice; we feel that the argument that the internal model should after the approval by the supervisor and parallel to the supervisor’s ongoing observation undergo additional scrutiny by the general public and by competitors gives a very negative signal about the supervisory community’s confidence i the quality of their own assessments.
	This explanatory text has been changed.

 Anyway, disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders, who have not the same concerns and interests as supervisory authorities.

	576.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.67
	We believe this information is more a subject for supervisory reporting rather than public disclosure.  An approved Internal Model will have already gone through the approval process. As a general rule, detailed information on (group) internal models should be reported only to the solo or group supervisor.


	This explanatory text has been changed.

 Anyway, disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders, who have not the same concerns and interests as supervisory authorities.

	577.
	CEA
	4.67
	We believe this information is more a subject for supervisory reporting rather than public disclosure.  An approved Internal Model will have already gone through the approval process. As a general rule, detailed information on (group) internal models should be reported only to the solo or group supervisor.


	This explanatory text has been changed.

 Anyway, disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders, who have not the same concerns and interests as supervisory authorities.

	578.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.67
	See 4.62
	Noted

	579.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.67
	See 4.62
	Noted

	580.
	FRC UK
	4.67
	We suggest that the explanatory text should require that the explanation of the different structures of the standard and internal model should explicitly address how they differ in aggregation methodologies and diversification effects.
	This explanatory text has been changed.

	581.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.67
	We disagree with this proposal. Disclosing such information may be appropriate once the Solvency II regime has been embedded for a few years. We believe, however, such disclosure would not be appropriate now as it is commercially sensitive.
	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model is  to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it is demonstrated, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	582.
	CFO Forum / CRO Forum
	4.68
	See 4.62
	Noted

	583.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.68
	See 4.62
	Noted

	584.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.69
	Please refer to paragraph 4.63.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model is  to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	585.
	CEA
	4.69
	Please refer to paragraph 4.63.


	Disagree; disclosure on Internal Model governance is  to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	586.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.69
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	588.
	ILAG
	4.69
	Generic information is not useful. Anything else would breach confidentiality rules.
	Disagree; even generic disclosure on the operational performance of the internal model is needed in order to ensure confidence of stakeholders and policy holders. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	589.
	KPMG
	4.69
	We suggest that the disclosures on the computational capabilities and efficiency of the model should be at a high level rather than a requirement to report detailed information.
	Actually, "high level description" means that the disclosure required should not be too detailed.

	590.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.69
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	591.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.69
	See 3.35 above.
	Disagree. Only a high level description of the operational performance is required. (!However, the requirement seems actually going beyond the L2.

	592.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.70
	Only a brief description of the data and the processes underlying data quality should be required for public disclosure.  The judgement of supervisors should provide sufficient confidence in the undertaking’s systems without having to provide extensive verification on data quality.


	Disagree; disclosures on the process of validating data, in accordance with Level 2, are to improve the public confidence in the reliability of Internal Models.  

	594.
	CEA
	4.70
	Only a brief description of the data and the processes underlying data quality should be required for public disclosure.  The judgement of supervisors should provide sufficient confidence in the undertaking’s systems without having to provide extensive verification on data quality.


	Disagree; disclosures on the process of validating data will improve the public confidence in the reliability of Internal Models.  

	595.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.70
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	596.
	ILAG
	4.70
	Do not agree that this will improve confidence as it will be meaningless to virtually all readers.
	Disagree; disclosures on the process of validating data, in accordance with Level 2, are to improve the public confidence in the reliability of Internal Models.  

	597.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.70
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	598.
	SLASPO (Slovak Insurance Association)
	4.70
	Please define « key data » , i.e. whether it is related to the internal model
	See response to comment on point 3.36.

	599.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.71
	Please refer to paragraph 3.37 for comments on solo undertakings being required to report information on all (if appropriate) their subsidiaries and branches. 


	Disagree. this point requires very basic and usual disclosures regarding undertakings' business and hence doesn't go beyond  the mandate for supervisory guidance.

	600.
	CEA
	4.71
	Please refer to paragraph 3.37 for comments on solo undertakings being required to report information on all (if appropriate) their subsidiaries and branches. 


	Disagree; this point requires very basic and usual disclosures regarding undertakings' business and hence doesn't go beyond  the mandate for supervisory guidance.

	601.
	ILAG
	4.72
	From 4.72 onwards we are generally supportive; supervsors should ask what they need .
	Noted.

	602.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.73
	Please refer to paragraph 3.37 for comments on solo undertakings being required to report information on all (if appropriate) their subsidiaries and branches. 


	Disagree; this point requires very basic and usual disclosures regarding undertakings' business and hence doesn't go beyond  the mandate for supervisory guidance.

	603.
	CEA
	4.73
	Please refer to paragraph 3.37 for comments on solo undertakings being required to report information on all (if appropriate) their subsidiaries and branches. 


	Disagree; this point requires very basic and usual disclosures regarding undertakings' business and hence doesn't go beyond  the mandate for supervisory guidance.

	604.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.74
	Consider including a reference within guideline 28 or adding an additional guideline that treats this topic in more detail. We suggest not keeping this important reference in the explanatory text
	Agreed – This information is now required in guideline 29. 

	605.
	KPMG
	4.74
	This paragraph does not relate to guideline 28
	Disagree.

	607.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.75
	It seems that the information requested is mainly qualitative. Could you please confirm?
	Agree.

	608.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.76
	Please refer to paragraph 3.39.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.39.



	609.
	CEA
	4.76
	Please refer to paragraph 3.39.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.39.



	610.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.76
	Since it has been foreseen that information on intra group transactions should now be included within the SFCR,  consider the opportunity to provide more guidance in order to align these two different types of information in terms of granularity
	Guideline 30 and explanatory text 4.76 have been changed. 

	611.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.76
	See 3.39 above.
	See 3.39 above.

	612.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.76
	Please confirm whether the information required here is in line with IAS24 ?
	Guideline 30 and explanatory text 4.76 have been changed and do not refer anymore to “related party transactions”.

	613.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.77
	Please refer to paragraph 3.39.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.39.

	614.
	CEA
	4.77
	Please refer to paragraph 3.39.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.39.

	615.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.77
	Please see comment related to 4.76
	Please see response related to 4.76

	616.
	KPMG
	4.77
	Refer to our general comment on materiality guidance.
	Noted

	617.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.77
	Please confirm whether the information required here is in line with IAS24 ?
	Guideline 30 and explanatory text 4.76 have been changed and do not refer anymore to “related party transactions”.

	618.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.78
	Please see comment related to 4.76
	Noted

	619.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.78
	See 3.40 above.
	Noted

	620.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.79
	Please comment related to 4.76
	Noted

	621.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.80
	Please consider above comments
	Noted

	622.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.81
	Please refer to paragraph 4.8.


	No comment from ABI relating to point 4.8

	623.
	CEA
	4.81
	Please refer to paragraph 4.8.


	No comment from CEA relating to point 4.8

	624.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.81
	Re wording  - ”cannot be based on a lower threshold”, without “be” (typo)
	Agree

	625.
	Groupe Consultatif
	4.81
	Typo – « cannot be based on a be lower threshold ».


	Agree.

	626.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.84
	Please see comments related to: 3.42 - 3.45
	1) Disagree. An organisational chart of the undertaking is requested in the RSR, but not in the SFCR (only a "simplified structure chart", see Guideline 1). 2) Information regarding the main responsabilities of key function holders is already available within the SFCR (see guideline 4). 3) regarding point 3.45: disagree; this information will not be included in the ORSA and hence should be reported within the RSR.  

	627.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.85
	The CEA proposes the following redrafting suggestions:  

“The information provided on the integration of the remuneration policy and practices into the risk management system should not be limited to the elements provided in the SFCR, i.e. fixed/variable components and performance criteria, but encompass any incentive mechanism regarding remuneration that could induce excessive risk taking in relation to the risk tolerance limits of the undertaking. 


	Disagree; the redrafting suggestion does not have any value added.

	628.
	CEA
	4.85
	The CEA proposes the following redrafting suggestions:  

“The information provided on the integration of the remuneration policy and practices into the risk management system should not be limited to the elements provided in the SFCR, i.e. fixed/variable components and performance criteria, but encompass any incentive mechanism regarding remuneration that could induce excessive risk taking in relation to the risk tolerance limits of the undertaking. 


	Disagree; the redrafting suggestion does not have any value added.

	629.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.86
	Please refer to paragraph 3.45.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.45.



	631.
	CEA
	4.86
	Please refer to paragraph 3.45.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.45.



	632.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.86
	Please see comments related to: 3.42 - 3.45
	Please see comments related to: 3.42 - 3.45

	633.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.87
	Please see comment related to 3.46
	Please see comment related to 3.46

	634.
	The Phoenix Group
	4.87
	Please confirm whether investments in Unit-linked funds should be included here.
	Unit-linked funds should not be included in this section, except for the ones that provide guarantees (see art. 132 of the Directive 2009/138/EC).

	635.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.88
	Please see comment related to 3.47
	Noted but the issue to be addressed in the RSR according to guideline 38 would not always be also covered in the ORSA supervisory report.

	638.
	Contribution of the German Insurance Association (
	4.92
	Guidance regarding which event qualifies as a pre-defined event would be highly appreciated. While this paragraph gives examples on events that could qualify as predefined events, the examples are still very vague. It would be helpful if at least for some of the events  mentioned (e.g. mergers) a quantitative criterion could be given that determines whether such an event qualifies as a pre-defined event.

This comment also applies to 3.53. (the respective guideline).
	More guidance is not needed. According to GL44, in case of doubt, undertakings should consult supervisory authorities.

	639.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.92
	Since each of the examples stated within this guideline could also trigger an additional ORSA and taking into account the text in guideline 4.100, the regulator may consider the opportunity to state cases that can be classified as a pre-defined event without being ORSA triggers (not leading to a change in undertaking’s risk profile). This could probably help undertakings to better recognize situations that could likely lead to a significant change in their risk profile
	Disagree as not only events triggering ORSA should be reported - see example c).

	640.
	Groupe Consultatif
	4.92
	(a) We do not agree that “change in an undertaking’s business strategy” should trigger supervisory reporting, unless accompanied by a qualification that this has had a material impact on the undertaking’s risk profile.

(d) What is the expectation around the source of an assessment regarding the chance of success of lawsuits or claims? Will an internal assessment be sufficient or would legal counsel opinion be expected?
	Disagree - it is already foreseen in the guidelines that pre-defined events to be reported are those deemed leading to material changes


	641.
	KPMG
	4.92
	4.92 (d) – ‘Significant lawsuits or claims’. It would be helpful to be provided with more guidance on what the threshold for “reasonable chance of success” is.  
	There is no need for threshold as it is up to the undertaking assessing the "reasonable chance of success".

	642.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.92
	No decision has been made about the use of external auditors in connection with the SFCR or RSR. We believe paragraph (j) may be seen to prejudge this decision and therefore ought to remove such references.
	disagree; the text refers to financial statements which are already assessed by external auditors.

	644.
	Groupe Consultatif
	4.93
	If undertakings must notify the supervisor as soon as they become aware of circumstances that would give rise to the occurrence of a predefined event, then clarity should be achieved regarding the definition of “become aware”. At what point is an organisation aware of an issue? Should this be set as an awareness of an issue at a certain level of management?


	Guideline is clear, this notification is made at the earliest opportunity.

	645.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.93
	We suggest that such reporting should be made using freeform text, as opposed to any prescribed template.
	Noted

	646.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.96
	While EIOPA reiterates that pre-defined events are reported only for supervisory purposes,  we do not see the purpose of requiring an update to the SFCR. An update to the information provided for supervisory purposes should be adequate following such an event. 

As a general comment, any updates to the SFCR should be presented as an addendum and not require redrafting of the report.


	Disagree; SFCR is part of information transmitted to the supervisors for supervisory purposes, and it contains different information from RSR. In case of pre-defined event, both updates of RSR and SFCR (where appropriate in SFCR) are needed

	648.
	CEA
	4.96
	While EIOPA reiterates that pre-defined events are reported only for supervisory purposes,  we do not see the purpose of requiring an update to the SFCR. An update to the information provided for supervisory purposes should be adequate following such an event. 

As a general comment, any updates to the SFCR should be presented as an addendum and not require redrafting of the report.


	Disagree; SFCR is part of information transmitted to the supervisors for supervisory purposes, and it contains different information from RSR. In case of pre-defined event, both updates of RSR and SFCR (where appropriate in SFCR) are needed

	650.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.99
	Please refer to paragraph 4.96.
	Disagree; SFCR is part of information transmitted to the supervisors for supervisory purposes, and it contains different information from RSR. In case of pre-defined event, both updates of RSR and SFCR (where appropriate in SFCR) are needed

	651.
	CEA
	4.99
	Please refer to paragraph 4.96.
	Disagree; SFCR is part of information transmitted to the supervisors for supervisory purposes, and it contains different information from RSR. In case of pre-defined event, both updates of RSR and SFCR (where appropriate in SFCR) are needed

	652.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.102
	Guidance on what constitutes a “significant IGT” should be consulted upon in separate guidelines on IGTs so the issue can be discussed in context.


	Noted

	653.
	CEA
	4.102
	Guidance on what constitutes a “significant IGT” should be consulted upon in separate guidelines on IGTs so the issue can be discussed in context.


	

	654.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.102
	Typo - ”Very significant intra-group transactions follow” instead of “Very significant intra-group transactions follows”
	Agree

	655.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.103
	Please see comment related to 3.55
	Noted but the title seems already clear.

	656.
	Marsh Captive Solutions
	4.103
	We consider that the level of information required is of a confidential nature and thus should not be made public.
	Disagree. However, undertakings are allowed not to disclose information if it can demonstrate, according to guideline 47, that the publication of this information meets the criteria set out by article 53(1) of the Directive.

	657.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.104
	We would expect that supervisors explain why they eventually reject the proof for non-disclosing information. If the permission remains valid only as long as the reason for non-disclosure continues to exist as stated under the draft Level 2 text, we would expect that supervisory authorities shall explain why their permission is withdrawn.

The framework directive  does not require undertakings to “prove” the fulfilment of conditions for non-disclosure therefore we question whether burden of proof on the undertaking has  a legal basis. 

Clarification from EIOPA would be helpful that the list they have provided to accompany this guideline is non-exhaustive.


	Noted but point 4.104 refers directly to in art.53 of the Directive 2009/138/EC.

	659.
	CEA
	4.104
	We would expect that supervisors explain why they eventually reject the proof for non-disclosing information. If the permission remains valid only as long as the reason for non-disclosure continues to exist as stated under the draft Level 2 text, we would expect that supervisory authorities shall explain why their permission is withdrawn.

The framework directive  does not require undertakings to “prove” the fulfilment of conditions for non-disclosure therefore we question whether burden of proof on the undertaking has  a legal basis. 

Clarification from EIOPA would be helpful that the list they have provided to accompany this guideline is non-exhaustive.


	

	660.
	European Captive Insurance and Reinsurance Owners 
	4.104
	Captives should be exempted from public disclosure of certain information in accordance with Article 53 (1) of the Directive. Please see General comments above.
	(refer to the answer to the general comment)

	661.
	ILAG
	4.106
	We suggest this is amended to read ‘Unless required by law or regulation, undertakings should not ............’
	Noted

	662.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.107
	Please refer to paragraph 3.59.


	Noted

	663.
	CEA
	4.107
	Please refer to paragraph 3.59.


	

	664.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.108
	Please refer to paragraph 3.59.

The guidelines determine that the RSR is a stand-alone document, which should not contain any reference to other documents. This is contrary to the SFCR report where references are allowed.  By restricting the opportunity to make cross references will trigger an additional work load as the undertaking would be required to supplicate reporting of information which is already submitted to the supervisor. Moreover, the complexity of reporting is increased and coordination within the undertaking will be more complicated. We remind EIOPA that this requirement is not in line with the draft Level 2 text.  


	Noted

	665.
	CEA
	4.108
	Please refer to paragraph 3.59.

The guidelines determine that the RSR is a stand-alone document, which should not contain any reference to other documents. This is contrary to the SFCR report where references are allowed.  By restricting the opportunity to make cross references will trigger an additional work load as the undertaking would be required to supplicate reporting of information which is already submitted to the supervisor. Moreover, the complexity of reporting is increased and coordination within the undertaking will be more complicated. We remind EIOPA that this requirement is not in line with the draft Level 2 text.  


	

	666.
	ILAG
	4.108
	Disagree, there would be too much repetition and we would see no substantive problem with cross referring being used where appropriate, where this is sensible in terms of minimising unnecessary duplication and proportionate to the issue being disclosed.
	Noted

	667.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.108
	See 3.62 above.
	Disagree.

	668.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.110
	Please refer to paragraph 3.36 and 3.63 for comments related to data quality.

Furthermore, the Guideline no longer refers to “accuracy” however paragraph 4.110 still does – this should be changed.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.36 and 3.63.

"Accuracy" is the correct term here.

	669.
	CEA
	4.110
	Please refer to paragraph 3.36 and 3.63 for comments related to data quality.

Furthermore, the Guideline no longer refers to “accuracy” however paragraph 4.110 still does – this should be changed.


	Please refer to paragraph 3.36 and 3.63.
"Accuracy" is the correct term here.

	670.
	Danish Insurance Association
	4.110
	See above regarding  “guarantee”. Furthermore although the Guideline no longer refers to “accuracy”, 4.110 still does – this needs to be changed.
	Asking for guaranteeing the accuracy of data is only natural. 

"Accuracy" is the correct term here.

	671.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.110
	Please see comment related to 3.63
	Noted but the title seems already clear.

	672.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	4.110
	We believe “guarantee” actually creates an unrealistic requirement, especially where estimates are employed. “Provide proportionately reasonable comfort” might be a more suitable alternative.

Although the Guideline no longer refers to “accuracy”, 4.110 still does – this needs to be changed.
	"Accuracy" is the correct term here.

	673.
	Association of British Insurers
	4.111
	Please refer to paragraph 3.36 and 3.63 for comments related to data quality.


	Refer to responses provided regarding comments on point 3.36 and 3.63.

	674.
	CEA
	4.111
	Please refer to paragraph 3.36 and 3.63 for comments related to data quality.


	Refer to responses provided regarding comments on point 3.36 and 3.63.

	675.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	4.111
	Please see comment related to 3.63
	Noted but the title seems already clear.
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