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	No.
	Name
	Reference


	Comment
	Resolution

	
	IRSG
	General comments
	Whilst IRSG recognises the rationale for seeking an explanation in the movements in own funds year on year IRSG still have some significant concerns with the specific templates currently proposed. IRSG acknowledges the challenge in developing such an analysis and the efforts to engage with stakeholders on this but would strongly encourage the dialogue to continue to develop a practicable cost effective basis that reflects how companies manage and consider the business. IRSG would support a flexible 'though the eyes of management' approach as currently the proposed analysis does not reflect how companies themselves look to analyse such movements. In particular, for non-life business, the current templates are compulsory and ask for an underwriting year approach, distinguishing “old” and “new” business according the underwriting year. To be consistent with the template TP-E3 and with current industry best practices, it is vital that an option be set to allow undertaking to fill in those templates using an accident year approach. 

The templates do not mirror how results are currently analysed and will be considered in a prospective Solvency II environment. Communication with the regulators should be based on how the business is managed and the underlying data is held, processed and reported.  As examples -i) the split between new business and existing business represents a significant burden, ii) similarly the reporting of best estimate cash-flows on a gross rather than a net of reinsurance basis iii) movements in investments as currently analysed by insurance undertakings do not differentiate between assets held at the start of the year and acquired during the period. and iv) consistent with IFRS revenues are analysed on an accrual rather than a cash basis.
Forward-looking comparators for Own Funds are potentially more insightful than the historical analysis presented in the VA templates. For Life undertakings using an internal model, the requirements for the P&L Attribution is more relevant than the current VA QRTs to explain the movements in BOF related to the risks accepted by the undertaking.  

The split by line of business which was removed in the previous consultation and is now reinstated will be costly and burdensome with limited added value. While line of business analysis is relevant for non-life insurance IRSG does not think it adds value in life insurance, and it is rarely used by management.

IRSG also wonders if the proposal to split the reinsurance recoverables into risks accepted during and prior to period adds any value. Unwinding effects and effects of changes in the discount rate might be shown separately, all other effects should be shown only as one figure. 
Since the current proposals are not in line with how companies analyse such movements the value of such analysis is questionable and would lead to significant implementation costs since the extant systems do not produce the information in the breakdowns proposed. Overall IRSG considers further collaboration is necessary for to the development of appropriate and relevant movement analysis templates.

IRSG supports the current proposal that the Variation Analysis templates should only be completed by solo entities and should remain private.


	Noted and effective dialogue engaged with stakeholders
The template has been modified in an important number of areas to address stakeholders major issues:

Accident year approach has been allowed, the detailed analysis on reinsurance recoverable has been removed, analysis of revenues has been moved from cash flow basis to accrual basis, detailed analysis on movements in investments has been removed, order of calculation in VA C2C (for the roll forward of BE) has been amended...

On some points but and after important discussions, EIOPA made the choice to keep its requirements, whilst but making the template simpler (with enhanced possible reconciliations with other templates, further clarifications...): 

Split per period has been considered as a meaningful analysis, and V.A has been kept for all undertakings, considering that there is no overlap with P&L attribution and that it is important to have a harmonized reporting.

As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   

Split of reinsurance recoverables has been removed

Noted

Agree

	1.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2A – Benefits
	The aim to check against OF-B1 is of benefit.  

The aim of providing a high-level summary of the VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).  A high-level summary may not be needed if a single template explaining the movement in OF was produced.
	Noted but disagree. 
Explaining movements in BOF in relation to the risks would be even more complex than the envisaged approach.

	2.
	CEA
	VA – C2A – Benefits
	The industry uses the statutory P&L to describe changes in equity. This is not a report which would fill any kind of management purpose. 


	Disagree in a SII framework.

	3.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2A – Benefits
	It is difficult to see any benefits in double reporting, where additional reporting is just for the supervision, not used by the industry itself. Most likely the industry uses the statutory P&L to describe changes in equity.
	Disagree on the use of stat P&L.

	4.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2A – Benefits
	The aim to check against OF-B1 is of benefit.  

The aim of providing a high-level summary of the VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).  A high-level summary may not be needed if a single template explaining the movement in OF was produced.


	Noted but disagree. 

Explaining movements in BOF in relation to the risks would be even more complex than the envisaged approach.

	5.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2A – Costs
	High quality data for Line of Business splits is very costly. Providing data on branch level or legal entity level should be sufficient.
	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   

	6.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2A – Costs
	All reporting is currently done based on accident year. Developing reporting based on UW-year will mean extremly high cost. To maintain and run double reporting systems will also mean high additional costs.
	Addressed in new version.

	7.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2A – Costs
	High quality data for line of business split are very costly. Providing data on branch level or legal entity level should be sufficient.


	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   

	8.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA – C2A – Costs
	There could be material extra costs associated with running the different calculations.


	Noted

	9.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2A – Disclosure
	We support that the variation analysis should only be completed by solo entities and should remain private.
	Agree

	10.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2A – Frequency
	Agree that the frequency should be annual.
	Agree

	11.
	Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	VA – C2A – Frequency
	We note that there is no exemptions. We think that proportionality should be applied and there should be exemptions from this template as it is an onerous requirement.
	Disagree – as V.A deals with variation of BOF, there is no relevance for exemption, and, from a supervisory perspective, understanding of the variation of BOF is always of interest. Proportionality will automatically apply (meaning, depending on the level of variation and the complexity of the business, the template will be to be filled more). 

	12.
	Barnett Waddingham
	VA – C2A – Frequency
	We note that there are no exemptions. We think that proportionality should be applied and there should be exemptions from this template .
	Disagree – as V.A deals with variation of BOF, there is no relevance for exemption, and, from a supervisory perspective, understanding of the variation of BOF is always of interest. Proportionality will automatically apply (meaning, depending on the level of variation and the complexity of the business, the template will be to be filled more).

	13.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2A – Frequency
	Agree that the frequency should be annual.
	Agree

	14.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2A – Frequency
	Agree that the frequency should be annual. 
	Agree

	16.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2A – Frequency
	For financial stability analyses, quarterly data are needed.
	Disagree, far too complex – other means can be used to analyse variation of OF in the quarter.

	17.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2A – Groups
	We support that the variation analysis should only be completed by solo entities and should remain private.
	Agree

	18.
	CEA
	VA – C2A – Groups
	CEA strongly objects the application of VA templates to Group. Solo VA templates will represent one of the major challenges of Pillar 3; the extension to groups would generate a huge extra cost for all insurance undertakings. 


	Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.


	19.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2A – Groups
	We support that the template should only be applicable to Solo entities
	Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.



	20.
	Crédit Agricole Assurances
	VA – C2A – Groups
	Concerning the VA – C2A, VA – C2B, VA – C2C and VA – C2D templates, application to groups is  marked in « Open Issue » : have EIOPA come up with this subject?

 
	Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.

	21.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2A – Groups
	According to the consultation paper on QRTs there is no open issue in the application for groups. Please change the wording in no, because in the consultation paper there is a clear statement, that the summary sheets should be identical.
	Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage. 



	22.
	KPMG
	VA – C2A – Groups
	There is an argument that the application of the templates should not be imposed on groups applying the standard formula on the basis that these will be smaller undertakings and that for those the additional burden caused by an obligation to fill in those templates will be high.  There is however a counter-argument that while this template may prove onerous for firms, it is a good control over the rigour of information being provided to the supervisor.  In our view the merits of requiring the template to be completed outweigh the additional burden on firms.
	Noted but disagree

	23.
	Royal London Group
	VA – C2A – Groups
	To produce the VA templates at group level would require combining information from insurance companies (including non-EEA) and nn-insurance entities. 
	Noted
Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.

	24.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2A – Groups
	Reporting by groups would improve financial stability analysis
	Noted 

	25.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2A – Purpose
	The template meets the purpose of providing a check that the change in BOF explained in the VA ties up to the OF-B1 template.

The template includes a high-level summary of the VA.  This is a sensible concept but the analysis is not very meaningful as it does not look at the underlying risks.  It would also not be needed if the VA had not been split between 3 different templates.
	Noted but disagree. 

Explaining movements in BOF in relation to the risks would be even more complex than the envisaged approach.

	26.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2A – Purpose
	We see the purpose of specifying changes in OF that are due to SII adjustments – but most of the changes between balance b/fwd and balance c/fwd are related to changes that is shown in the legal P&L account and should not be reported here.
	Disagree

	27.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2A – Purpose
	The template meets the purpose of providing a check that the change in BOF explained in the VA ties up to the OF-B1 template.

The template includes a high-level summary of the VA.  This is a sensible concept but the analysis is not very meaningful as it does not look at the underlying risks.  It would also not be needed if the VA had not been split between 3 different templates.

This template will be incredible difficult to report  firstly, Revenues (interests) in ordinary P&L are not cash flow based and secondly,  expenses related to investments are not cash flow based.


	Noted but disagree. 

Explaining movements in BOF in relation to the risks would be even more complex than the envisaged approach. 

On revenues and expenses, the template is aligned to the information collected on another template, Assets D3. 

	28.
	Royal London Group
	VA – C2A – Purpose
	The template circulated  in early 2011 looked very much like an EEV income statement and would therefore have provided management with useful information which could be used to help run the business.  The latest templates separate analysis of change in assets from analysis of change in technical provisions.  So, for example,  an increase in the asset share of a with profits policy might be exactly in line with expectation but it would appear as an increase in assets in C2B and as a corresponding increase in liabilities in C2C .  Also within the analysis of change in technical provisions there is no attempt to compare actual with expected change.  As a result the completion of these templates will be little more than a box ticking exercise which provides no meaningful information to management.  We will therefore still want to produce the ‘EEV income statement’ type of analysis.  The template as currently proposed will be of  minimal use to management.  


	Disagree 

	29.
	AMICE
	VA – C2A– General
	The order of calculations is not consistent: in reality, it is not current practice to change the assumptions before the data have been changed.

 - The changes in the economic assumptions are not isolated from the changes in non-economic assumptions.”
	This point has been addressed in the new version

	30.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2A– General
	Overall the structure of the templates makes little sense for Life business, where a MCEV type analysis of change presentation would be more appropriate.

The order in which the items are calculated will affect their values due to cross-terms between items. We require confirmation that the order of items in the template reflects the required calculation order. It might be more intuitive to put the experience analysis before the impact of changes in assumptions, as the change in assumptions is often driven by the experience variation. A possible solution to this is to provide a worked example thus ensuring that the calculation works through logically.

-
Specific comments relating to Life business: The proposed templates do not meet the underlying aim of understanding the change in Own Funds because it is not possible to map the items in the VA to the underlying risks modelled in the SCR.

-
Conversely, the presentation used in the MCEV Analysis of Change presents a way of understanding the underlying drivers of movements in Own Funds, and applies equally well to explaining SII Own Funds.  Hence applying this presentation to SII calculations is a practical way forward.

-
The previous VA template (the ‘industry proposal’) could be developed to give more detail e.g. the single line ‘changes due to economic environment contribution’ could be broken down into individual risks that map to the economic risks modelled in the SCR.  We support the removal of the detail referring to the BE of future premiums, benefits and expenses as this is not seen as important in explaining the movement in Own Funds.

-
It is not clear why a split by Line of Business is required when it is not required for other forms.

-
There appears to be a need to explain the MCEV presentation to EIOPA more clearly as there are many areas in which the EIOPA proposal does not work as well as the MCEV process:

-
It is not possible to map the items in the VA to the underlying risks modelled in the SCR.  

For example:

o
Demographic impacts are not separated into underlying risks

o
Economic and demographic experience impacts are combined.

o
Economic factors (such as changes in interest rates) will impact on assets and liabilities, but the impacts are spread over several forms and in several lines, so it is not possible to see the overall impact.

o
Economic impacts are not split into underlying causes (equity performance, interest rates etc).

-
There are three separate templates, which reduces the transparency of the analysis.

-
There is no concept of Expected Return or Investment Variances in the EIOPA proposed template.

-
It does not make sense to split out economic and non-economic assumptions gross of reassurance but combine the impact for reinsurance into one line.

-
Showing the impact of changes to discount rates in isolation of other assumptions that use the same interest rates (e.g. unit growth rates) is not meaningful.

-
The analysis will be distorted by ‘I-E’ tax.  This is because ‘expected’ tax is included in the BEL in form VA-C2C, but the corresponding tax revenue is not included.  This will lead to spurious experience profit/losses in VA-C2C (offset in VA – C2D if that template includes all tax). 

-
The analysis will be distorted by With Profits business, where investment risk is largely borne by policyholders (as for unit-linked business).  This will lead to spurious experience profits/losses in VA-C2C.

-
The proposals for unit-linked business (cell J4 in VA-C2C) do not seem to make sense.

-
It would help to have more flexibility in order of runs (from a cost perspective and perhaps to allow businesses to make the analysis more meaningful for their circumstances).

Changes from previous version

The format has now changed substantially from the previous version.  This is disappointing given that the previous version tied up more closely to the analysis we would expect to perform for the P&L Attribution.  The proposed format is no longer consistent with a key objective of the P&L Attribution I.e. it is not possible to map the items in the VA to the underlying risks modelled for the purpose of calculating the SCR. 

The reasons for the change as described by EIOPA are:

4.107. A meeting was organised in February 2011 bringing together representatives of EIOPA Solvency II working groups and stakeholders to discuss VA templates. From the EIOPA side, the conclusion was that the original EIOPA proposal was too detailed but that the industry counter-proposal did not bring added value in terms of analysis, as it only gave high level elements that could be seen as a “black box” mainly based on MCEV calculations, without clear explanations. These concerns were also shared with stakeholders during a follow-up meeting. 

EIOPA’s conclusion that the industry proposals did not give clear explanations and that the elements can be seen as a ‘black box’ would seem to indicate a lack of understanding and/or that the industry proposal was not sufficiently well explained rather than any fundamental  issue with the proposal itself.  

The industry proposed template was based on a similar format to the analysis of change for MCEV, which was developed because it gave an insightful view as to the underlying reasons for the change in Balance Sheet over the year.  The industry proposal was not to use MCEV calculations – the calculations would be based on the SII balance sheets - but to use a similar format for explaining the movement in the balance sheet which applies equally well for SII as it does for MCEV. 

The comment that the industry proposal only gave ‘high level elements’ is interesting.  The industry proposal gave more detail than the proposed new analysis in terms of splitting out the explicit elements of demographic variances and demographic assumption changes.  It did not give a breakdown of the economic impacts, although could have been expanded to do so using information from the P&L Attribution.  The EIOPA proposal gives some factual information in other areas but these do not help understand the underlying causes of profit or loss and thus may be misleading.  

Completion of these variation analysis template will require a significant amount of development of systems and processes in many undertakings.  We would like to highlight the following observations in respect of the templates:

-
There is significant implementation effort to fulfil the requirements, particularly for C2C.

-
The templates are confusing in that they are attempting to reconcile the movement in BOF but in many instances are looking for cashflow information only which alone does not explain a movement in BOF.

-
Cash flow type variation analysis is not readily available in undertakings as accounting conventions are accruals based.  It is not clear what the objective of pulling cashflow information for these templates is or what benefit it provides from a regulatory perspective.

-         It is not clear how fluctuations in currencies should be dealt with in the analysis.

-
The reconciliation reserve movement is a separate item in C2A but elements of the reconciliation reserve (P&L/Retained Earnings for example) will be included in C2C, C2D etc.  C2A needs to specify what should be included in respect of the reconciliation reserve to avoid this double counting.

-
Difficulties breaking down movements in assets between those held at the start of the year and purchases/sales during the year 

-
The analysis is not risk based 

-
The analysis does not demonstrate economic variances 

- There will be spurious profits/losses for UK with-profits business as the analysis does not reflect the fact that investment risk is largely borne by policyholders 

-
There will be spurious profits/losses for UK I-E business as the actual and expected tax will be shown in different forms

- The lack of an item on FX movements

We support the deferral of the requirement to provide these templates to the second year of reporting.


	Disagree

On Order of calculation – this point has been addressed.
Disagree – the purpose is not to link with SCR consideration. This would be far more complex.
Point addressed in the new version (order of calculation in line with one used in MCEV). 
Disagree

As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
Point on MCEV addressed in the new version. 
Disagree – the purpose is not to link with SCR consideration. This would be far more complex.
Disagree, 3 templates do not reduce the transparency of the analysis.
Expected Return or Investment Variances are not concepts deemed necessary for V.A.
Analysis of ceded reinsurance has been deemed by the large majority of Stakeholders as being too complex to capture in the same detail as direct insurance. 

Point addressed in new version.
VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures. In this respect, it was deemed simpler to separately analyse Investments and Technical Provisions. 

Anyway, undertakings may provide further explanations and analysis on the perspective mentioned above in narrative form. 
Disagree on U-L, purpose is to take account of the neutralizing effect of U-L assets.
Order of calculation – this point is addressed in the new version. 
V.A is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. 

As regards to undertakings using an Internal Model, it has been decided to keep the requirements of reporting V.A ; we consider there is no overlap with P&L attribution. 
Noted
Noted

Noted

Noted

On Cash flow, this point has been addressed in the new version.
On FX impact, this has been addressed in the new version.
On reconciliation reserve, new version addresses this concern.
Breakdown of movement in assets will be removed in new version.
VA is indeed not risk based in the sense of risks captured in SCR, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. 

As regards spurious effects, VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures, and to other templates such as Assets D3 and Cover A1. In this respect, it was deemed simpler to separately analyse Investments and Technical Provisions. 
Anyway, undertakings may provide further explanations and analysis on the perspective mentioned above in narrative form.


	31.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2A– General
	It is difficult to develop a counterproposal, which would be different from our previous, proposal that works for all our members (Life, Non-Life, composites and Reinsurers) in the short response period. Some of our concerns on the new templates are that:


For our Life members and some composites the templates do not mirror how results are analysed in a Solvency II environment. Forward-looking comparators for Own Funds are potentially more insightful than the historical analysis presented in the VA templates. It will be very difficult for Life undertakings to communicate to the regulator on analyses that are not relevant.


The split by line of business which was removed in the previous consultation and is now required will be costly and burdensome with limited added value. Again, this form of the analysis is not pertinent for Life members.

The split between new business and existing business represents a huge burden for Life undertakings when required for assets and liabilities and not on a net basis.


The analysis is not risk based - for Life undertakings using an internal model, the requirements for the P&L Attribution is more relevant than the current VA QRTs to explain the movements in BOF related to the risks accepted by the undertaking. Therefore for Life members and some composites the VA format will duplicate to an extent the cost and the additional insight provided is questionable. There should be an option to report the P&L attribution as a variation analysis template for users of internal models.


Most of the life companies do not support separating the analysis of assets and liabilities as it ignores asset and liabilities matching. There will also be spurious profits/losses for with-profits business as the analysis does not reflect that investment risk is borne by policyholders.


There should be optionality in the order of analysis (e.g. in C2C cells A2-G2 and A3-C3). 


Difficulties in obtaining the movements in assets between those held at the start of the year and purchases/sales during the year as this is not how we analyse investments.

However, we strongly support the current proposal that the Variation Analysis templates should only be completed by solo entities and should remain private.

Given our ongoing concerns on the development of these templates, we believe that it is important that we engage with EIOPA in the coming months to develop a proposal that works for Industry and EIOPA.

We also note that there are some errors in VA-C2A.

1.
V22 should explain V8, V9 and V10. It cannot explain variations in V13 – V16. These are actually explained in OF-B1 and are not part of the variation analysis performed in C2B – C2D. In line with the log file and summary document V13- V16. 

2.
The header of cell V22 states “summary analysis BOF excl. adjustments”. From that perspective it seems an error to include variations in RFF to the variation analysis in V22.

3.
The reconciliation reserve is defined in OF-B1 (Cells B23 -/- B26). The reconciliation reserve is a mixed item which consists of: 


P&L/ retained earnings


Valuation differences between IFRS and SII


Any other equity item which is defined under IFRS but is not part of B26 like: Revaluation reserve, Other reserves, Hybrid capital as part of Equity, etc. These items are not part of either assets or liabilities and will end up in the reconciliation account.

Especially the last category can contain items (Legal reserves, Other serves) which vary as capital items (or vary with share capital/  share premium).  See also log file/ purpose/ item i). These are not explained by business developments and cannot be part of the variation analysis performed via VA-C2B-C2C. 

We propose to improve the definition of the reconciliation reserve and to make it consistent with IFRS. That way the variation analysis provided in VA C2B- C2D also makes more sense and is more tailored to the actual business developments that influence the own funds.   

4. Cell references in the C2A templates are incorrect. 

e.g. the formula to calculate the share premium amount refers to “Undated subordinated MMA with no contractual opportunity to redeem”
There also seems to be inconsistency in the way expense reporting is requested across the VA templates. C2B asks for expenses incurred, C2C asks for expenses paid and C2D does not specify which.  
	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures, and to other templates such as Assets D3 and Cover A1. In this respect, it was deemed simpler to separately analyse Investments and Technical Provisions.

As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   V.A is indeed not risk based, in the sense of risks captured in SCR, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. As regards to undertakings using an Internal Model, decision has been made to keep the requirement of reporting VA, as we consider there is no overlap between VA and P&L attribution, and there is a need for harmonized reporting (which P&L attribution does not address).
Optionality in order of calculation – this has been addressed in the new version.
On the issue related to movements in assets, this has been addressed in the new version. 

Noted and agree
Noted
As regards errors, they have been addressed in new version.

	32.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA – C2A– General
	In general we find that the VA-templates have been improved. The complexity is, however, still a major issue. To insure consistency in reporting between entities  EIOPA should continue to improve the reader’s understanding of the templates. This will increase data quality, which is necessary in order to use the templates for supervisory purposes .

One way to reach this improvement  and better data quality is through model calculations, i.e. examples of how a company with certain attributes should fill in the templates.

Furthermore it is recommended that EIOPA incorporates consistency checks with the VA-templates and the other QRTs, one example is the connection between VA-C2B and Asset-D3, the same applies for VA-C2C and the technical provisions templates.

Finally, national product specificities may be hard to reflect in a general template. Also against this background, examples are very much warranted.
	New template aims at addressing this point.
Agree

Noted

	33.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	VA – C2A– General
	There are a number of items contained in the definitions notes which need to be specified as for example :

-
Premiums paid on contract underwritten during year N (cell VA C2C –cell A1),

-
Expenses paid, related to insurance & reinsurance obligations (VA C2C –cell D1),


	Agree and addressed in new version.

	34.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2A– General
	We propose to delay this template. It is because every company should create themselves their own internal reporting systems, and that should be enough also to the supervisors. This kind of templates also need testing with real numbers. There seems to be mismatch between VA-templates and others.

These templates require re-calculations when parameters change.

Reporting of these should be removed to the future when companies have more experience of Solvency II and they have had time to build their internal reporting systems.

Applying to groups is very burdensome (time, resources, IT-system,etc.)

The templates are still based on underwriting year, which is not available in existing reporting systems that are based on the accident year. 

For a non-life company there is no difference in risk whether insurance is underwritten in current or prior year. This is not a major risk driver why this split is unnecessary.

The Analysis templates regarding cash flows are difficult to understand. What is information on cash-flows during the reporting period? We do not understand the rows? Difficult to say if it is possible or impossible to report them.

(There’s no place to comment V1…22)

It seems that the references for cells have been made for some old version of OF – B1A

V2 should refer to OF – B1A cell A69 and A72, not D65 and A65.

V3 should refer to OF – B1A cell D66 and A66, not D71/75 and A71/75.

V5 line 163 must be replace by 146.

V6 line 200 must be replace by 189+190.

V7 should refer to OF – B1A cell D95 and A99, not F83 and A83.

Please, check the rest of cells …
	Delayed already to 2nd year of S2 implementation.

Disagree on own internal reporting systems.
Noted for testing.
AY is addressed in new version.
Noted – to be clarified.
Noted – to be rectified



	35.
	FEE
	VA – C2A– General
	We find the reconciliation with OF-B1 confusing. We are not sure whether all cross references to cells in OF-B1 are correct. Example: reconciliation reserve refers to B26, while in OF-B1 this is presented in B29.
	Noted –addressed in new version.

	37.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2A– General
	In particular for VA templates, undertakings will require sufficient time in order to establish the  appropriate systems and calculation processes to be able to deliver these reporting templates. EIOPA’s cooperation with industry to help with this process is very much appreciated.

This template does not align well to OFB1 and is potentially redundant: We prefer to have a consistent manner of presenting the own funds items, at this moment the presentation of the own funds items doesn’t align with the presentation in OF-B1.  Further, we think this template redundant to the current OF B1A template which already shows the ‘variations’ in the period. We propose you delete this template. 

These templates should exclude items not included in BOF: The variations of BOF explained by variation Analysis Templates should not include the variation of BOF adjustments (items excluded from BOF) as included in  V13 – V16, because these adjustments are not part of the variation analysis templates in C2B – C2D. According to the title “summary Analysis of other variations in BOF excl. adjustments” these adjustments are not included and should not be part of the template  “Summary analysis of changes in BOF”.

Incorrect referencing: The cell references of the variation detailed in OF-B1 are incorrect and should be adjusted accordingly (e.g. ordinary share capital, share premium).

Cell V11: Furthermore in our understanding there are calculated the available own funds in cell V11 (not the eligible own funds). Please correct this misleading expression.

Cell V8:In the context of calculating the basic own funds this line item should be defined as “the excess of assets over liabilities” (cell OF B1A B23) and deducted by Other basic own fund items (cell OF B1A B26).

It is onerous and adds little value to have line of business splits: Splits should not be required by line of business, in particular regarding reinsurance this might not deliver reasonable actuals.

General comments

These templates are still based on underwriting year, the information will not be available in existing reporting systems that are based on the accident year. Clarification from EIOPA would be helpful that the option to use UWY/AY, as outlined in the impact assessment in relation to Techncial Provisions, would also be available for these templates.


	Noted 

Disagree on redundancies with OF B1

Addressed in new version

Noted –addressed in new version

Addressed

Addressed

As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
AY approach addressed in new version.


	38.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA – C2A– General
	The prescriptive approach to the specific steps and order of steps in the analysis of movement in own funds could represent considerable change from existing reconciliation processes where existing reconciliation processes might already sufficiently explain the main reasons for the change in own funds.  For example, the definition of contract boundaries may result in certain subsets of premiums, and their associated claims and technical provisions, being defined as new business hence resulting in additional granularity of information but adding little to the overall analysis.  Equally some of the specific items in the reconciliation do not necessarily match back to existing accounting entries.  Where possible, and taking into account the principles of materiality and proportionality, a pragmatic approach should be possible so that all material items in the reconciliation are represented so as to give the undertaking and the supervisor an acceptable assessment of the main reasons for the change in own funds. 

In our view the analysis of change should rather have been developed as part of the SCR and balance-sheet discussions – and not introduced here at a late stage as part of the reporting, as it has significant consequences for the analysis required by firms

The split between current year and previous years might not bring additional value from a risk driver perspective – could possibly be simplified
	Partially disagrees. The analysis of the variation of BOF is deemed to be complex, with hence a need of guidance and harmonized method.
However, templates have been simplified in some areas. 
V.A is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula.
On the split between current year and previous year  Disagree



	39.
	ILAG
	VA – C2A– General
	These are too detailed and complex with minimal use to management. A simpler presentation of a Profit &Loss account makes sense; perhaps along the lines of the pre-consultation version of the VA template?


	Noted

	40.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	VA – C2A– General
	On this report a number of references to OF-B1(A) is made. Almost all references are not clear or seem to be incorrect

•
Text on cell V1 “variation detailed in OF B1 = D60-A60” seems to be not correct. The assumption is that it should refer to cells A63 and D63.

•
Text on cell V2 “variation detailed in OF B1 = D65-A65” seems to be not correct. The assumption is that it should refer to cells A72 and D72.

•
Text on cell V3 “variation detailed in OF B1=(D71-A71)+(D75-A75)” is not clear to me. The assumption is that this should be be D66 - A66.

•
Text on cell V4 “variation detailed in OF B1= to be added in OF-B1” seems to indicate a change to report B1A. Is that correct?

•
Text on cell V5 “variation detailed in OF B1 = ‘line 163’” is not clear to me. The assumption is that E86-A86 should have been referred to.

•
Text on cell V6 “variation detailed in OF B1=’line 200’” is not clear to me. The assumption is that E105-A105 should have been referred to.

•
Text on cell V6 “‘=F83-A83 in OF-B1 (but gap)” is not correct. F83 does not exist. What gap is being referred to? Is this still a calculated cell (as indicated on the template?)

•
Text on cell V8 “‘=Var (B26 in OF-B1)” seems to be not correct. The assumption is that it should refer to cell B29.

•
Text on cell V9 “‘=Var (A13 in OF-B1)” seems to be not correct. The assumption is that it should refer to cell A15.

•
Text on cell V10 “‘=Var 21 (OF-B1)=Var L30 (BS-C1) - V12 (infra)” is not clear to me. What ´21´ is being referred to? Cell L30 (BS-C1) does not exist. The assumption is that it should refer to cell A50.


	Noted – addressed in new version.


	41.
	Institut des Actuaires
	VA – C2A– General
	The variation analysis templates require data on actual cash flows (premiums paid, claims paid, etc.) on a cash basis (i.e. based on payment movements). In many cases, this information is not available in the current systems so that this requirement will require extensive, and therefore costly, changes to IT systems.

If premiums paid are to be taken into account on a cash basis in the Best estimate as opposed to an effective date basis (i.e. based on when payments are due), what are the items included under the caption  ”insurance & intermediaries receivables” in the Solvency II balance sheet ? It should be noted that this presentation choice also has an impact on the calculation of the SCR as premium cash inflows included in the Best estimate are taken into account in the lapse risk module whereas insurance receivables are taken into account in the counterparty risk module.


	Addressed in new version, with more reconciliation to Cover A1 (cash flow replaced by technical flows, using the same cash flow definitions as those in Cover A1).

	42.
	Lloyd’s
	VA – C2A– General
	We consider the analysis of changes in own funds to be complex. The analysis across the three templates, comprising  investments, technical provisions by LOB and own debt and other items is extensive and very granular. In particular, the analysis of movements in technical provisions is likely to be very onerous. Whilst we agree with the objective of such analysis, we believe that more summarized reporting would provide sufficient information for useful analysis and be more cost effective.
	Noted 

	43.
	NFU Mutual
	VA – C2A– General
	In terms of all VA templates, we would observe that appropriate systems and processes have to be developed for being fully able to fulfil these templates. Further detailed guidance will be needed on EIOPA’s exact expectations for these calculations and therefore we are not fully able to comment at this time. Solvency II is supposed to support firms in the way that they normally conduct business, and we consider it appropriate that the format of the VA templates will be consistent with individual companies variance analysis approaches. It follows that these templates cannot be fully harmonised at the detailed level.

Variance analysis of this nature, which attempts to analyse the movement in Own Funds between one period and the next, is likely to be something which is achieved using a variety of different methods across the industry, and many firms will not be following an approach which directly supports the EIOPA template.
	Noted
Disagree 

	44.
	PwC
	VA – C2A– General
	Some of the formulas do not seem to be correctly linked to the Own Funds templates, i.e. the formula for item V2. 


	Noted – addressed in new version

	46.
	Royal London Group
	VA – C2A– General
	The variance analysis is essentaially doing the job of a profit and loss account. Would it not be simpler to have a Solvency II profit and loss account? The other changes captured on the VA forms are already on OF-B1A so are just repeated here.

Some of the VA templates seem to require income and expense items on a cash basis and others on an accruals basis. All figures should be required on an accruals basis. To produce cash basis figues would require considerable changes to the way that accounting data is currently captured and recorded. As accruals basis values are required for IFRS reporting, two sets of numbers would be needed.
	Noted
Noted – addressed in new version – consistency with Cover A1

	47.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA – C2A– General
	In response to EIOPA’s question, we believe exchange rate differences should be placed in the “other changes” line for simplicity. The other parts of EIOPA’s question on the VA forms are responded to below.

Comments on certain cells/cross-references:


References to OF variations are not mapping to the correct places on OF-B1, e.g. for Initial funds (cell V2) it refers to OF-B1 = D65-A65 but these cells are movements of Tier 2 Share Premium, not the Initial Fund.


Some of the items expected to populate the form automatically (e.g. surplus funds) are not analysed in OF-B1, because they rely on prior year data and opening balances are not shown to pre-populate the cells. We believe this needs to be clarified.
	Addressed in the new version
Addressed in new version

	49.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2A– General
	The ECB welcomes the inclusion of variation analysis templates for understanding the evolution of Solvency II balance sheet and own funds over time. 

Furthermore, while profit and loss accounts as such are not covered by the reporting templates of Solvency II, it may be possible to partly meet the requirements from the Solvency II templates including the variation templates.


	Noted

	50.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA – C2A– General
	As the Variation analysis templates have been completely re-developed, calculation processes have not yet been developed to meet the new requirements.  We suggest therefore that a reasonable period of time is allowed before these templates are required to be reported.

The suggested formulas given for V1 to V11 do not pick up numbers from the correct cells on OF B1. For example the variation for ordinary share capital (V1) is calculated as the difference between cells D60 and A60 from OF B1, however this  only takes account of paid in (tier 1) share capital and excludes called up but not yet paid in (tier 2) share capital. Also the variation for initial funds, members’ contributions or the equivalent basic own - fund item for mutual and mutual-type undertakings (V2) is calculated as the difference between cells D65 and A65 from OF B1, however these cells relate to tier 2 share premium on ordinary share capital.

Row 11 has the title Variation of total BOF (eligible as in OF-B1, i.e. after adjustments). This title does not make sense as it seems to be asking for basic own funds and eligible own funds at the same time. Should it be total basic own funds after adjustments i.e..cell A20 from OF B1?

Can the definition of the reconciliation reserve be made consistent with IFRS? 

Cashflow based “variation analysis” data does not exist at this level of detail due to the existing accounting convention being accrual based. Requested reports combine accrual basis, cash basis and best estimates. Report requirements will force undertakings to hold double General ledgers – one based on cashflow and one based on accrual. Suggest IFRS accrual basis is adopted.
	2nd year of S2 implementation addresses the comment.
Addressed in new version

No – Reconciliation reserve stems from S2 L2.
Addressed in new version – consistency with Cover A1

	51.
	XL Group plc
	VA – C2A– General
	The Variance Analysis section is overly complex and using the guidance as supplied, it is highly unlikely to actually reconcile.

It looks at movements based on cash flows and movement in balance sheet items, but seems to ignore accrued income and expenses, which does not seem to be the best approach.

We believe that the VA templates need to be revisited and redrafted.

We support the deferral of the requirement to provide these templates to the second year of reporting.


	Noted 

	52.
	CEA
	VA – C2A-Costs
	As previously mentioned, these templates are still based on underwriting year; the information will not be available in existing reporting systems that are based on the accident year. To develop an alternative would incur an extremely high cost and for the purpose of reporting, we would ask that undertakings do not have to change the way they run their business.


	AY addressed in new version.

	53.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2B – Benefits
	A VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).  
	Disagree - VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula.


	54.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2B – Costs
	There will be considerable costs to implement and maintain this report. For example the requirement to have income on a paid basis whereas it is needed on an accruals basis for IFRS. Also the need to split fair value gains between assets held at the beginning of the period, assets acquired and assets sold.
	Noted - Cash / accrual base addressed in new version.
Split fair value gains removed.

	55.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2B – Costs
	There will a major impact on costs, particulary if EIOPA officially propose a reporting requirement requiring a new system to be built based on transactional data. Please refer to VA – C2B – Purpose and General. 

Any deviation from IFRS will also be costly for undertakings to implement as it would move away from the underlying principles used for Solvency II. 
	Disagree – purpose is rather to be consistent with S2 other templates. 
Noted

	56.
	Royal London Group
	VA – C2B – Costs
	There will be considerable costs to implement and maintain this report. For example the requirement to have income on a paid basis whereas it is needed on an accruals basis for IFRS. Also the need to split fair value gains between assets held at the beginning of the period, assets acquired and assets sold.
	Cash / accrual base addressed in new version.
Split of fair value gains was removed.

	57.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA – C2B – Costs
	Having already attempted to complete this form for one of our entities, we know that a lot of the data are not currently collected or analysed in this way (e.g. separating acquisition cost from movement in MV of acquisitions during the period). This will result in significant costs for no benefit.
	Noted

No acquisition costs are required to be reported.

	58.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2B – Frequency
	Agree that VA should be produced annually
	Agree

	59.
	Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	VA – C2B – Frequency
	We note that there is no exemptions. We think that proportionality should be applied and there should be exemptions from this template as it is an onerous requirement
	Disagree – as V.A deals with variation of BOF, there is no relevance for exemption, and, from a supervisory perspective, understanding of the variation of BOF is always of interest. Proportionality will automatically apply (meaning, depending on the level of variation and the complexity of the business, the template will be to be filled more). 

	60.
	Barnett Waddingham
	VA – C2B – Frequency
	We note that there are no exemptions. We think that proportionality should be applied and there should be exemptions from this template 
	Disagree – as V.A deals with variation of BOF, there is no relevance for exemption, and, from a supervisory perspective, understanding of the variation of BOF is always of interest. Proportionality will automatically apply (meaning, depending on the level of variation and the complexity of the business, the template will be to be filled more).

	61.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2B – Frequency
	Agree that VA should be produced annually
	Agree

	62.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2B – Frequency
	Please refer to VA - C2A– Frequency
	Noted

	63.
	CEA
	VA – C2B – Groups
	CEA strongly objects the application of VA templates to Groups. Solo VA templates will represent one of the major challenges of Pillar 3, the extension to groups would generate an extraordinary extra cost for all insurance undertakings. 


	Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.


	64.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2B – Groups
	Support that the template should only be applicable to Solo entities
	Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.


	65.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2B – Groups
	According to the consultation paper on QRTs there is no open issue in the application for groups. Please change the wording in no, because in the consultation paper there is a clear statement, that the summary sheets should be identical.
	Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.


	66.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2B – Groups
	Please refer to VA - C2A– Groups
	Noted

	67.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2B – Purpose
	This template does not meet the purpose of explaining the movement in BOF due to economic impacts, as it ignores the impact of investment movements on liabilities and the investment return that was already anticipated at the start of the period within the calculation of liabilities.  The information of the form is factual information on the investment income and changes in market values but does not help relate the change in BOF to the underlying risks.
	Noted

	68.
	CEA
	VA – C2B – Purpose
	Please refer to VA – C2B – General.


	Noted

	69.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2B – Purpose
	This report will not fulfil the purpose. 1) Revenues (interests) in ordinary P&L are not cash flow based, 2) expenses related to investments are not cash flow based.
	Agree and addressed in the new version

	70.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2B – Purpose
	All transactions per investment instrument needed to fulfil this reporting requirement. This data is not held in production system today – a separate system and data base is needed to fulfil these requirements which are very costly to build.

The template does not align with the underlying risks nor does it explain variances from expected return: This template does not meet the purpose of explaining the movement in BOF due to economic impacts, as it ignores the impact of investment movements on liabilities and the investment return that was already anticipated at the start of the period within the calculation of liabilities. The information of the form is factual information on the investment income and changes in market values but does not help relate the change in BOF to the underlying risks.


	Removed in new version
Disagree 


	71.
	AMICE
	VA – C2B– General
	Investment management charges should not be split between VA C2B and VA C2C but rather be shown in aggregate in cell AA2

The reason is that investment management charges are never split between those that relate to assets covering own funds and those related to assets covering technical provisions.

VA C2B is intending to track investment performance as a whole, not distinguishing between investment performance on assets covering own funds and assets covering technical provisions.

Investment management charges are indeed an item of investment performance, which contributes negatively to the gross of management charges in investment performance.


	Agree – removed


	72.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2B– General
	Where does the impact on BOF of accrued investment income get recorded?  As they stand the templates do not record the total impact of investments on BOF for the period.

This template is over complicated. A simplified version (which would work) and which gives the same information would be as follows:


Opening market value


+ or - Fair value gains in the period (on the whole portfolio – this should not be analysed by acquisitions during the year and other investments which would be very onerous for firms)


+ Income in the period (on an accruals basis)


- Investments sold (proceeds of sale)


+ Investments acquired (purchase cost)

= Closing market value
	Accrued investment income affects SII valuation.
VA C2B template was simplified to address this comment. 


	73.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2B– General
	The definitions used are not in line with IFRS and will therefore cause burdensome reconciliation with our financial data. We propose to stay as close as possible to IFRS definitions to prevent having a Solvency II P&L.

This is a major issue as this refers to transactional data. The impact of providing for a cash based P&L next to an accrued P&L is major.

It also does not seem to be consistent with balance sheet valuation of bonds. These are valued incl. accrued interest while accrued interest is not part of direct income.

The various P&L items relate to each other.  The chart added to the log-file (which again is not consistent with IFRS) provides the best example. Once there is a difference in definition with IFRS in direct income this will have consequences for indirect income, revaluations, etc.  This triggers a cascade of events. 

Other practical concerns


Difficulties breaking down movements in assets between those held at the start of the year and purchases/sales during the year as this is not the way most companies analyse their investments.


We think that there should be clarity on where to include the effect of exchange rates and market movements should be included.
	Partially disagree

VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT. In this respect, template has evolved towards a better link to other templates like Cover A1.
As regards cash flow issue, this has been addressed in the new version. 

Agree – removed

FX is adressed in the new version of the template. 



	74.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2B– General
	Applying to groups is very burdensome (time, resources, IT-system,etc.)

Further clarification required:

      - How different  types of derivatives should be handled on this template.   

Should the values in the cell 01 and 05 Opening and Closing investments Balance sheet be dirty values or clean values? Please see the CEA`s comments in the ASSET – D1 – Cell  A26 Total S II amount.

Guidance on filling templates is in too general level, it will lead to non-harmonised outcome.

It does not have any meaning for business when something is purchased, only result has the meaning.

This is not reasonable  for company’s real investment business. It will require big changes for systems, and it won’t match with companies’ follow up of investments.

What is the purpose of reporting of these changes in key figures? This approach will imply a big investment. We will need an additional general ledger – Solvency II ledger – to fulfil this reporting. This additional ledger requires a cash-based accounting, a total different approach from today’s accounting principles within the company. How should the reporting be done when company uses an average balance principle? Having investments  in several  currencies make it more complicated and more expensive to implement.


	Noted
Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.
Derivatives to be dealt in line with valuation principles

Opening / Closing Balance Value is dirty value.
Disagree but under progress for better guidance.
Issue on cash flow addressed in the new version.


	76.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2B– General
	This template starts with VA of OF and uses a bottom up approach to build the VA template by using detailed information from other templates, the issue is how to make this match the balance sheet.  In reporting terms, this will be difficult.  

The separation of investments held also in the opening balance sheet and the new acquired investments during the period isn`t possible and does not make sense.


If there is a merger in a group then where would the information be reported? 


When an undertaking sells new shares during year, we question what would be classed as old and new business – this isn’t used by accounting.  


It should be possible to use roll forward techniques as this will be necessary to bridge reporting data between two periods.


Cells A6-A8 will be very problematic, even undertakings who currently report according to fair value, do not have this information.  Overall we believe these templates are too focused on a transaction-basis, but these cells are particulary so. 


	Agree – removed in new template



	77.
	Royal London Group
	VA – C2B– General
	This template is over complicated. A simplified version (which would work) and which gives the same information would be as follows:


Opening market value


+ or - Fair value gains in the period


+ Income in the period (on an accruals basis)


- Investments sold (proceeds of sale)


+ Investments acquired (purchase cost)


= Closing market value
	Template has been simplified.

	78.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2B– General
	Please refer to VA - C2A– General

The ECB welcomes the split of changes on OF which corresponds to ‘investments’ separately from those as regards assets held for unit linked and index linked funds.
	Noted

	79.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA – C2B– General
	The definitions used are not in line with IFRS.  This is a major issue as this refers to transactional data. The impact of providing for cash based data in additiona to accrual based data is major.

The need to distinguish between changes in valuation on assets held at opening balance and assets acquired during the year is not required under IFRS and will have a major impact on our transactional systems.
	Partially disagree

VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT. In this respect, template has evolved towards a better link to other templates like Cover A1.
As regards cash issue: This point has been addressed in the new version. 

	80.
	CEA
	VA – C2B-Costs
	All transactions per investment instrument needed to fulfil this reporting requirement. This data is not held in production system today – a separate system and data base is needed to fulfil these requirements which are very costly to build.

Please refer to VA – C2B –General. 

Any deviation from IFRS will also be costly for undertakings to implement as it would move away from the underlying principles used for Solvency II. 

This template will be incredible difficult to report firstly, Revenues (interests) in ordinary P&L are not cash flow based and secondly, expenses related to investments are not cash flow based.


	This point has been addressed in the new version.
VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT.
As regards cash issue: This point has been addressed in the new version. 

	81.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2C – Benefits
	A VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).  
	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures, and to other templates such as Assets D3 and Cover A1. In this respect, it was deemed simpler to separately analyse Investments and Technical Provisions.
VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. 


	82.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2C – Benefits
	For life companies, the VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).  
	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures, and to other templates such as Assets D3 and Cover A1. In this respect, it was deemed simpler to separately analyse Investments and Technical Provisions.
VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. 


	83.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2C – Benefits
	A VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).


	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures.
VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. 


	84.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2C – Costs
	It will be a costly exercise to complete this template.  The information required is very granular and not readily available, requiring considerable systems development. The cost would be reasonable if the VA was in a format useful to Management, although we have not considered the cost of producing results split by Line of Business (particularly with regard to splitting accounting revenue items by LOB).  

Splitting business between risk accepted during the period and prior to the reporting period will be onerous and we propose this split is eliminated.

Also the requirement to provide the data by LoB is onerous and should not be required.

Information requested is on a cashflow basis only – it is not clear how the various components of the form will explain in full the movements in BOF.

The definitions of premiums paid, claims paid, etc are not consistent with IFRS as these are based on actual cash flows. This is similar to IFRS but not the same. The impact of providing for cash based P&L next to an accrued P&L is a major burden and should be re-considered.
	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
Noted on the split between risks per period but the template has been simplified in this respect, allowing some allocation keys per period
On cash flow basis: This has been addressed in the new version.


	85.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2C – Costs
	High quality data for Line of Business split are very costly. Providing data on branch level or legal entity level should be sufficient.
	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   

	86.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2C – Costs
	Expenses paid is not available in accounting now and hence system chances are needed.

Premiums paid is not available from the systems now, only premiums written. Changes in systems will cause costs.
	Addressed in the new version. 

	88.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2C – Costs
	Please refer to VA – C2B – General & Costs and VA – C2C - General.

In addition to major costs which would result from requiring new systems to support reporting of transactional data and data which deviates from IFRS definitions, we find that reporting per LOB will have a dramatic cost impact on the industry. This is particulary applicable for non-life undertakings who whose segmentation per LOB is greater than for their life counterparts. We propose to report variation analysis information only at solo undertaking level.

As previously mentioned, these templates are still based on underwriting year, the information will not be available in existing reporting systems that are based on the accident year. To develop an alternative would incur an extremely high cost and for the purpose of reporting, we would ask that undertakings do not have to change the way they run their business.

Also, the split between old and new business will require a more granular breakdown than that already proposed in the technical provisions templates.


	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   Noted in regards to reporting on group level.

l

Agree – AY addressed in new version.
Disagree on the split between risks per period.


	90.
	Royal London Group
	VA – C2C – Costs
	See comment under General above. If accounting data is required for premiums and claims there will be considerable IT development needed.
	Noted

	91.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA – C2C – Costs
	Duplicate reporting and effort due to the underwriting year issue (see “General” above) would mean significant extra costs for no real benefit.
	Agree - AY addressed in new version.

	92.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2C – Disclosure
	Agree that VA should not be publicly disclosed
	Noted

	93.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2C – Frequency
	Agree that VA should be produced annually
	Noted

	94.
	Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	VA – C2C – Frequency
	 We note that there is no exemptions. We think that proportionality should be applied and there should be exemptions from this template as it is an onerous requirement
	Disagree as V.A explains variations, and hence it is not appropriate to set exemption thresholds.

	95.
	Barnett Waddingham
	VA – C2C – Frequency
	 We note that there are  no exemptions. We think that proportionality should be applied and there should be exemptions from this template..
	Disagree as V.A explains variations, and hence it is not appropriate to set exemption thresholds.

	96.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2C – Frequency
	Agree that VA should be produced annually only
	Noted

	97.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2C – Frequency
	Please refer to VA - C2A– Frequency
	Noted

	98.
	CEA
	VA – C2C – Groups
	CEA strongly objects the application of VA templates to Group. Solo VA templates will represent one of the major challenges of Pillar 3, the extension to groups would generate an extraordinary extra cost for all insurance undertakings. 


	Noted

	99.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2C – Groups
	According to the consultation paper on QRTs there is no open issue in the application for groups. Please change the wording in no, because in the consultation paper there is a clear statement, that the summary sheets should be identical.
	Noted

Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.


	100.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2C – Groups
	Please refer to VA - C2A– Groups
	Noted

	101.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2C – Materiality
	Please refer to VA – C2C – Costs for our comments on reporting per LOB. We appreciate EIOPA’s consideration of a materiality level for reporting per LOB however this could then have an adverse affect on the reconciliation reserve, how differences would be explained and subsequent quarterly reporting of template BS – C1.

This is an incredibly complex issue and to require more than entity level reporting is unduly burdensome.

There should be an additional cell at the end of the sheet within the summary block to feed in the change of those immaterial LoB, similar to cells AA5 for the risk margin, otherwise a reconciliation to the balance sheet cannot be performed.
	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   Disagree on the adverse effect for quarterly reporting of BS C1 (as VA considers the variation between 2 years). 

Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.


	102.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA – C2C – Materiality
	We appreciate the purpose to give a more detailed view on the change of Basic own funds by source of change. Generally, the differentiation between risks already recognized in the prior economic balance sheet (i.e. risks accepted prior to period) and and those risks, that are recognized the first time at the end of the current economic balance sheet (i.e. risks accepted during period), seems reasonable, although this split is only relevant within this one QRT and remarkable efforts will be necessary to provide this split via system support with reliable results. 

However, the level of detail regarding reinsurance recoverables seems not feasible, especially taking into account the split between risks accepted during period an risk accepted prior to period. Expected reinsurance recoverable based on reinsurance contracts, especially for those on a non-proportional basis, cannot be split in a reasonable way onto risks accepted during the period and those accepted prior to the period. From the actuarial perspective, there is no value added using some allocation algorithm to allocate the expected Best Estimate from reinsurance contracts onto the requested level of detail. 

Therefore we suggest not to split the reinsurance recoverables into risks accepted during and prior to period; unwinding effects and effects of changes in the discount rate might be shown separately, all other effects should be shown only as one figure, similar to the risk margin. 

Regarding the effects to be analyzed for (gross) business accepted prior to tperiod, we would mention the following: 

In Non-Life (re)insurance, the future cash flows are not modeled on explicit assumptions like mortality tables and lapse rates as used in the life (re)insurance, but the projection methods to assess the (undiscounted) total amount of the Best Estimate rather provide assumptions regarding the development of future cash flows. E.g. when the Chain Ladder method, based on paid loss development triangles is used to project the Ultimate loss per Underwriting or Accident year, the development factors resulting from the projection represent the expected development of the future cash flows of the respective Underwriting/ Accident year. Therefore, the impact from experience will only result from changes in the Best Estimate of claims already incurred at the end of the period (i.e. the BE of claims provisions as at the year end). The impact of assumption changes are only changes in the undiscounted BE of Premium Provisions of those risks, that were shown as premium provisions at the beginning of the year and are still included in the premium provisions at year end. 

It is still unclear, whether commissions in relation to (ceded) reinsurance have to be recognized as deduction within the gross expenses or as part of the reinsurance recoverables.
	Noted

Addressed in new version 
Addressed in new version
Agree

Rather as part of technical flows on reinsurance recoverable.


	103.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2C – Purpose
	This template does not meet the purpose of explaining the movement in BOF arising from underlying risks for the reasons already given under ‘General Comment’.

It does not meet the requirements to explain changes in BOF related to technical provisions, as it allows for the impact of some actual revenue items modelled in BEL, but ignores other items that are included in BEL such as investment returns and UK tax (I-E tax). 


	Noted


	104.
	CEA
	VA – C2C – Purpose
	The LOG should be changed to clarify EIOPA’s intention with this template i.e. it should read “change in best estimate of cash flow” and not “best estimate of cash flow”. 

The level of detail regarding reinsurance recoverables seems not feasible, especially taking into account the split between risks accepted during period and risk accepted prior to period. Expected reinsurance recoverable based on reinsurance contracts, especially for those on a non-proportional basis, cannot be split in a reasonable way into risks accepted during the period and those accepted prior to the period. From the actuarial perspective, there is no added value using some allocation algorithm to allocate the expected Best Estimate from reinsurance contracts onto the requested level of detail. 

Therefore we suggest not to split the reinsurance recoverables into risks accepted during and prior to period; unwinding effects and effects of changes in the discount rate might be shown separately, all other effects should be shown as one figure only, similar to the risk margin.


	Addressed in new version (no cash flow based information requested).
Addressed in new version 

	105.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2C – Purpose
	For life companies, this template does not meet the purpose of explaining the movement in BOF arising from underlying risks for the reasons already given under ‘General Comment’. 
	Noted

	106.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2C – Purpose
	The LOG should be changed to clarify EIOPA’s intention with this template i.e. it should read “change in best estimate of cashflow” and not “best estimate of cashflow”.

See the previous comment.
	Noted

	107.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2C – Purpose
	However, the level of detail regarding reinsurance recovcerables seems not feasible, especially taking into account the split between risks accepted during period an risk accepted prior to period. Expected reinsurance recoverable based on reinsurance contracts, especially for those on a non-proportional basis, cannot be split in a reasonable way into risks accepted during the period and those accepted prior to the period. From the actuarial perspective, there is no added value using some allocation algorithm to allocate the expected Best Estimate from reinsurance contracts onto the requested level of detail. 

Therefore we suggest not to split the reinsurance recoverables into risks accepted during and prior to period; unwinding effects and effects of changes in the discount rate might be shown separately, all other effects should be shown  as one figure only, similar to the risk margin. 

It is still unclear, whether commissions in relation to (ceded) reinsurance have to be recognized as deduction within the gross expenses or as part of the reinsurance recoverables.
	Addressed in new version

	108.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA – C2C – Purpose
	We appreciate the purpose to give a more detailed view on the change of Basic own funds by source of change. Generally, the differentiation between risks already recognized in the prior economic balance sheet (i.e. risks accepted prior to period) and and those risks, that are recognized the first time at the end of the current economic balance sheet (i.e. risks accepted during period), seems reasonable, although this split is only relevant within this one QRT and remarkable efforts will be necessary to provide this split via system support with reliable results. 

However, the level of detail regarding reinsurance recovcerables seems not feasible, especially taking into account the split between risks accepted during period an risk accepted prior to period. Expected reinsurance recoverable based on reinsurance contracts, especially for those on a non-proportional basis, cannot be split in a reasonable way onto risks accepted during the period and those accepted prior to the period. From the actuarial perspective, there is no value added using some allocation algorithm to allocate the expected Best Estimate from reinsurance contracts onto the requested level of detail. 

Therefore we suggest not to split the reinsurance recoverables into risks accepted during and prior to period; unwinding effects and effects of changes in the discount rate might be shown separately, all other effects should be shown only as one figure, similar to the risk margin. 

Regarding the effects to be analyzed for (gross) business accepted prior to tperiod, we would mention the following: 

In Non-Life (re)insurance, the future cash flows are not modeled on explicit assumptions like mortality tables and lapse rates as used in the life (re)insurance, but the projection methods to assess the (undiscounted) total amount of the Best Estimate rather provide assumptions regarding the development of future cash flows. E.g. when the Chain Ladder method, based on paid loss development triangles is used to project the Ultimate loss per Underwriting or Accident year, the development factors resulting from the projection represent the expected development of the future cash flows of the respective Underwriting/ Accident year. Therefore, the impact from experience will only result from changes in the Best Estimate of claims already incurred at the end of the period (i.e. the BE of claims provisions as at the year end). The impact of assumption changes are only changes in the undiscounted BE of Premium Provisions of those risks, that were shown as premium provisions at the beginning of the year and are still included in the premium provisions at year end. 

It is still unclear, whether commissions in relation to (ceded) reinsurance have to be recognized as sdeduction within the gross expenses or as part of the reinsurance recoverables.
	Noted

Addressed in new version


	109.
	AMICE
	VA – C2C– General
	For our comments on Investment management charges, please refer to our comments in cell VA - C2B– General.

Non-Life Business: Underwriting vs Accident Year Standard Approach

For non life business, VA C2C should be consistent with TP E3 and offer the option to choose between the underwriting or accident year approach to capture the most recent experience; We would like to remind EIOPA how valuable the approach by year of occurrence is in risk management and calculation of technical reserves; The undertaking´s risk exposure is analyzed by year of occurrence and the majority of undertakings apply the “accident year” standard when computing their technical provisions; We provide some examples to illustrate our position: 

1)
In the case of policies linked to natural catastrophes, the risk is related to the accident year. Thus, it is the frequency and severity of natural catastrophes occurred in accident year N which determines the loss ratio, and not the issue date of the insurance policy. 

2)
For example, the exposure to the risk for the motor line of business is closely linked to the public policy and to the existing weather conditions (and both elements are attached to the accident year): when a government launches a campaign on road safety, there is a direct effect on the amount of claims, and the information on increases or decreases in fuel prices is not linked to the date on which the contract was signed but to the accident year. 

3)
In case of disability and morbidity, the risk exposure is characterized by the living and / or working conditions of the insured persons, their individual risk-profile and the cover provided by the statutory social security system and not by the underwriting year.

Having said that, information on the claims per underwriting year could be valuable in some cases, providing additional information useful for short term monitoring of pricing and sales forces but this can not been seen as a substitute to accident year, but rather complementary and of secondary order. Dependant on the duration of the run-off of claims and on the pricing policy of the undertaking, the underwriting year approach might not be useful at all. Note that for very short term risks, u/w or a/y approach can be seen as equivalent.

Non-Life Business: Feasibility of completion

The main difficulty is that the split of claims of year N between


risks covered in N but related to premiums written in N-1 (renewals or unearned premiums) or to new contracts written in N or 


changes of guarantees (extension…) written in N but related to contracts written prior to N period. 

In the case of endorsements, it would be very difficult to decide whether the modifications of the guarantees under the contract provided by the endorsement should be considered as a “risk accepted during the period” or as a “risk accepted prior to period ”. In both cases undertakings will face difficulties; if the modification is labelled as “risk accepted during the period” the amount of the risk related to the sole modification of the guarantee would have to be isolated, and this will not be possible when the undertaking reports and manages their risks under the accident year approach. 

However, a similar problem arises when the modification is considered as a “risk accepted prior to period” and the undertaking is treating the modifications of guarantees as a cancellation of the initial contract followed by the issuing of a new contract.

Hence, the approach by underwriting year in VA C2C is not suited to the functioning of a non-life contract and would potentially create non-homogeneous situations between undertakings. 

The same difficulty occurs for the premiums as the actuarial analysis and methods are based on an accident year.

Please refer to the document “VA C2C_Amended Proposal - AMICE 2012-01-20.xls” where we propose some amendments to the current template in order to be allow the feasibility of the accident year approach. Those changes suggest that the “opening Best Estimate” could be easily divided into three categories:

1)
BE related to risks covered prior the period: it may be obtained from the claims provision.

2)
BE related to risks covered during the period: to be obtained from the premium provision.

3)
BE related to risks covered after the period: to be obtained from the premium provision.

On the one hand, the information on “risks covered during the period” and “risks covered after the period” could be further split in changes due to estimates & assumptions. On the other hand, it should be pointed out that when proxies are used in the premium provision calculation, those elements could have a nil value. 

Finally, we acknowledge the relevance of the VA templates in order to understand the changes in basic own funds related to three sources of change. 

 It seems to us justified to invest in the development of these templates provided they are relevant for supervisory purposes and management purposes. However, these objectives will not be achieved if the underwriting year approach is required and particularly when the undertaking has adopted the accident year standard for filling out the TP- E3 template.

Life business

A lot of work will be necessary to fill out the VA C2C template for the life business; they are particularly difficult to fill in when technical provisions are calculated with stochastic methods. 

A good example of the application of the proportionality principle, in the life business, would be to provide the cells from this template on a net basis in those cases where reinsurance is not material. Another example would consist of submitting the information on an aggregate basis at solo level and not per lob. 

Sign Inconsistencies in the template

We found several inconsistencies in the signs in both VA C2B & VA C2C. We provide our proposal for correcting those mistakes.

Group Business

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

VA templates at group level should only retain aggregate results of solo level VA templates. EIOPA should take into account the following:

1)
The complexity: as the group balance sheet is build up from the adjusted solo - balance sheets, applying these adjustments on every item of solo level VA templates is unnecessarily complex and burdensome. Some of the elements are not relevant; this is the case for VA – C2C template whose nature seems to be lost at group level when entities of different nature are aggregated.

2)
In relation to intra-group reinsurance contracts, the correspondence between the LoBS from the business ceded and accepted is not possible.

Thus, we believe that the VA templates at group level should not follow the same building blocks as the solo templates and they should be less detailed and be reported at a more aggregated level. VA – C2C templates should be computed net of reinsurance. 


	AY addressed in new version

Noted and corrected

Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage


	110.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2C– General
	We support the 5% LOB threshold for the variation analysis (and it’s applicability more widely).
We suggest a simpler, alternative layout, using brought-forward and carried-forward balances, which would accommodate both accident year and underwriting year analyses. Under this proposal, the section on risks accepted prior to the period would disappear and the section on risks accepted during the period would include the brought forward premium provision, with subsequent lines (B1-D1) pertaining to those accumulated during year N only.

It is unclear whether part of Risks accepted prior to period - Changes in estimates (only for scope of risks captured in BE) relates to LOB as well or only totals. 

Running of calculation to test impact of single assumptions would be time consuming – especially taking into consideration that this templates would be filled in at the end (one cannot make variation analysis without having the full picture before). There may be problems with keeping to deadlines (any re-run due to possible mistakes would be problematic).

We have a number of comments on cells which do not have a reference in this template, for example VA–C2C–A0, or which apply to a range of cells. Comments are as follows:

(a)
For areas split by LoB, cell A0, where should the figures for each LoB be shown? To avoid inconsistencies it needs to be specified. Possible examples include placing LoB either in separate tabs or in separate columns.

(b)
Cell CC7: this should be equal to item G2 (change in expected reinsurer default) rather than C3.

(c)
Cell CC1: Summary table at the bottom: the table does not seem to currently allow for the natural run-off of BE TP from prior years, due to payments etc. Items A1-D1 and G1 should be included to reflect this explicitly. The overview table at the top does reflect this run-off through item AA4. 

(d)
For items E1 and H1 for clarity ought to refer to BE of future cashflows as oppose to BE of cashflows. Clarification is needed as to whether they are discounted or not and to what point do the discount refers to; for instance, is it to current year? Confirmation that it includes legally obliged and non-incepted as at reporting date.

(e)
VA – C2C LOG.doc states that recognition of these cash flows should be ‘consistent with how future cash flows are accounted for in the Best Estimate’ , but this may be difficult to ensure, given that cashflows may not be split in an accident year basis as some may be on an underwriting year basis.

(f)
VA – C2C LOG.doc: AA1 – In this section where it says: Note: Inception of risks accepted during the reporting period should be considered at the annual closing, not at the actual date of inception of the risk; movements between actual date of inception and period end (ex: supplementary premiums or claims paid) are not reported separately in this template.’  We would like confirmation that it is simply suggesting that one ought to allow for legally obliged only and not unincepted business. 

We also seek clarification on the treatment of development factors - Is a change of development factors a change in assumption or a change in experience? A4-E4 – We seek clarification as to whether this includes the impact of legally obliged contracts?
	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
AY addressed in new version

Clarified in new version

Addressed in the new version, with a deemed more simple and meaningful order of calculation 
Noted – Addressed in new version


	111.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2C– General
	The preparation of this template will be overly burdensome and there are still various points that need to be clarified. We do not support the split by Line of business and we do not believe it provides any meaningful analysis for Life companies in particular.

Running of the calculation to test impact of single assumptions would be time consuming – especially taking into consideration that these templates would be filled in at the end (one cannot make variation analysis without having the full picture before). There may be problems with keeping to deadlines (any re-run due to possible mistakes would be problematic).

We do not support the split by LoB. We believe it is unnecessarily burdensome for explanation in the movement in BoF. 

However should it be still required, for areas split by LoB, cell A0, where should the figures for each LoB be shown? To avoid inconsistencies it needs to be specified. Possible examples include placing LoB either in separate tabs or in separate columns. Further, if the LOB analysis is required, we support the introduction of thresholds by lines of business to be excluded, including exclusions based on a certain % of the total business.

The definitions of premiums paid, claims paid, etc are not consistent with IFRS and will cause major issues in reconciling transactional data.

The definitions of premiums paid, claims paid, etc are not consistent with IFRS as these are based on actual cash flows.  This is similar to IFRS but not the same. This is a major issue as this refers to transactional data. The impact of providing for a cash based P&L next to an accrued P&L is major. 

The example given in the log file does not make this any clearer:

“E.g., for an annual contract starting 01/06/N, premiums paid at year end will reflect 6 months and BE cash in will reflect 6 months)”.

At the end of the year we earned 6 months of premium, but that does not necessarily reflect the cash flow.

Where and how to incorporate unearned premiums is also unclear. We propose to stay as close as possible to the IFRS definitions on P&L items.  This is to prevent creating a separate S2 P&L.

We oppose the proposed split for premiums, claims, expenses and assets held for unit linked funds. 

We propose to split the best estimate elements into risk prior period and during period only as there is no risk to shareholder and such analysis is therefore meaningless.

Materiality split for LOB’s (5%)

We presume that the intention of the materiality threshold is not to include Line of Business that do not fall within the 5% materiality.

Other points


How to account for changes in portfolio (sale, purchase, other) is complex and difficult


How to align the definition of risk accepted during the period is presumed to be fully derived from the definition of contract boundaries.


	Noted 
As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT.
As regards cash flow issue: This point has been addressed in the new version. 


	112.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA – C2C– General
	The C2C template has been improved compared to the previous versions, however it is still the VA-templates  with the biggest issues.

The template has two blocks of cells “Risk accepted during period” and “risks accepted prior to period”. This could be interpreted as an “underwriting year” approach. In the other templates undertakings have the option of reporting based on accident year. Most actuarial analyses and internal reports are based on accident year. Hence, we strongly urge  for  mandatory accident year reporting in C2C or alternatively to make both methods available.

Furthermore the split between risk accepted during period and risks accepted prior to period is not common practice among Danish companies, and hence would most likely be costly to implement. Furthermore the split is not likely to have relevance to the prospective risk. 

Unwinding and change in interest rate is included for changes in Best Estimate for risk accepted prior to period. They could however be included for current  period also. If a contract is incepted say march 1st there will be some discounting by march 31st, and hence interest changes will manifest themselves within the period.

Finally we believe that the split of expenses between prior and current period will be arbitrary and for the most part EIOPA will in response see the result of a distribution key, which could be somewhat arbitrary.
	AY addressed in new version

Disagree, but the template has been enhanced to facilitate it being filled in in this respect.

	113.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA – C2C– General
	Applying to groups is very burdensome (time, resources, IT-system,etc.)

Separate templetes for direct and reinsurance businesses.

It is difficult to report the reinsurance to new and old business. The reinsurance template should be simpler.

We are not and will not be able to report premiums, claims and expenses divided into UW year.  It doesn’t add any value to divide premiums and claims to the year then the risk was accepted. For non-life undertakings new business does not have higher risk than old business. The template is constructed for life undertakings.

It is difficult to separate claims, expenses and technical provisions between risks accepted during the period and risks accepted prior to the period. When we do calculations we use accident year and not underwriting year. 

Calculation of Technical Provisions provide a choice of either accident year or underwriting year basis. The QRT should be consistent to this.

The combination of risk accepted and LoB for expenses will have to be based on assumptions that can not be checked and reconciled. What value would such reporting give for supervisory purposes?

It would be good if EIOPA could prepare a formula document to show into what parts the variance TPN-TPN-1 is analyzed because there are several ways to analyse it. The text in General is not detailed enough. From the document it would be easier to conclude what the calculations assumed really are. Now their specifications are quite obscure. Eg.

Take account of the effect of unwinding discount rate (see cell A2)

- Based on this adjusted figure (BE at closing N-1 + A2) , run the calculation with the change of discount rates  that applied during year N

or

Step d/ based on figure (c) i.e., after the unwinding of discount rate and after changes in discount rates, simulate the changes in assumptions  that applied during year N (if any) ( this will provide the variation of BE related to changes in assumptions (cell BB5=A3(economic assumptions) + B3 (non economic assumptions)

Step e/ consider total BE at the closing of year end N (source BS-C1 and = cell BB8 in VA C2C) and derive the variation of BE due to experience on risks accepted prior to period (cell BB6=E4) as follows: …

don’t give guideline how really to calculate. What is the adjusted figure of BE and what is the policy data?

The most usual variance analysis for the risks accepted prior to period is

TPN-TPN-1 = [TPN- TPN(old estimates and assumptions)] + [TPN(old estimates and assumptions)- TPN(expected at N-1)] + [TPN(expected at N-1)- TPN-1] =
= [TPN- TPN(old estimates and assumptions)] + [TPN(old estimates and assumptions)- TPN(expected at N-1)]+

[unwinding + netCFN(expected at N-1)] =
= changes due to estimate and assumption changes calculated at N with the actual portfolio +

changes due to variance in year N calculated at N with old assumptions and estimates and the actual portfolio +

netCFN(actual)+ unwinding

Here netCF the cash flows during year N.

TPN(expected at N-1) is easily calculated from the expected cash flows from which the cash flows of year N is excluded. Those cash flows have been calculated a year before.

The separation to estimate and assumption changes doesn’t seem to be generally accepted. Should the separation to be financial and other non-operational and operational changes?

See for more arguments the comments to cell BB1.

If there is non-proportional reinsurance the recovarables are burdensome to allocate for the risks accepted during and prior period. It would be better to treat ceded insurance and reinsurance separately?

There should be Article reference (to L1 and L2) whose requirements the template satisfies.

Risks accepted:

In P&C business the claim liability is allocated according to accident year and the re-allocation to the year accepted is not preferable. In other reports the claim liability is reported acording to the accident year and it would be preferable that the reporting occurs every in the same way. It is relevant when the event has occured not when it has been accepted. The main question if the reserving is correct. In the life business more relevant is the correcteness of the future premiums.

In life business this easier but there are problems if the allocation requires that the contracts where there has been additional selling should be calculated in two times, before the additional selling (which is unneeded elsewhere and makes the calculation too complex) and after. The solution shall be to report only totally new risks accepted.

Distinction between “risk accepted during / prior to reporting period” i.e. underwriting year (UWY) is difficult to produce and the information is not currently available for claims in several lines of business. Thus, approximations should be used. However, accident year (AY) based information exists, as the technical provisions are calculated as the AY basis. It should be allowed to use AY in stead of UWY.

Clarification of signs of figures should be made. For example Claims and benefits seems to have “+” sign and BE cash flows “-”-sign. This is somewhat contradictory.
	Noted
As regards ceded reinsurance, this point has been addressed (no detailed breakdown requested anymore). 
AY addressed in new version

	114.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2C– General
	The template should be analysed at a total level instead of at a line of business level: The analysis of changes in BOF due to technical provisions by each line of business is onerous and doesn’t give any additional insight for the supervisor. Because of the level of detail, the cost of providing this information is high in relation to the benefit it provides. We think accuracy will come at an unnecessary cost, with no added value,  for analysing re-insurance as this is not the way we analyse reinsurance business. We propose to analyse the changes in BOF due to technical provisions by the total of the lines of business.

The analysis of changes in BOF due to technical provisions regarding the calculation is far too prescriptive (e.g.  valuation of risks accepted during the period must be valued at period end, on end period assumptions etc.). We  believes that more flexibility should be left to companies filing for an internal model when preparing the variation analysis, to allow companies to present the VA in line with the way they manage the business, which would also allow VAs to be built without constraints in mind. 

Significant time and additional resources will be necessary to achieve successful implementation. We propose the analysis of changes in BOF due to technical provisions should be calculated according how the company is managed.

The structure of this template does not follow the logic of the MCEV Analysis of Earnings. This relates especially to the fact that the “roll forward” (cells A1 to E1A) is made based on actual values as opposed to MCEV logic where model values are used. A parallel analysis of MCEV and Technical Provisions – using the same model runs – is therefore not possible.

It is unclear whether part of risks accepted prior to period - Changes in estimates (only for scope of risks captured in BE) relates to LOB as well or only totals. 

Running of calculation to test impact of single assumptions would be time consuming – especially taking into consideration that this templates would be filled in at the end  (one cannot make variation analysis without having the full picture before). There may be problems with keeping to deadlines (any re-run due to possible mistakes would be problematic).

We have a number of comments on cells which do not have a reference in this template, for example VA–C2C–A0, or which apply to a range of cells. Comments are as follows:

(a)
For areas split by LoB, cell A0, where should the figures for each LoB be shown? To avoid inconsistency it needs to be specified. Possible examples include placing LoB either in separate tabs or in separate columns.

(b)
Cell CC7: this should be equal to item G2 (change in expected reinsurer default) rather than C3.

(c)
Cell CC1 : Summary table at the bottom: the table does not seem to currently allow for the natural run-off of BE TP from prior years, due to payments etc. Items A1-D1 and G1 should be included to reflect this explicitly. The overview table at the top does reflect this run-off through item AA4. 

(d)
For items E1 and H1 for clarity ought to refer to BE of future cashflows as oppose to BE of cashflows. Clarification is needed as to whether they are discounted or not and to what point do the discount refers to; for instance, is it to current year? Confirmation that it includes legally obliged and non-incepted as at reporting date.

(e)
VA – C2C LOG.doc states that recognition of these cash flows should be ‘consistent with how future cash flows are accounted for in the Best Estimate’ , but this may be difficult to ensure, given that cashflows may not be split in an accident year basis as some may be on an underwriting year basis.

(f)
VA – C2C LOG.doc : AA1 – In this section where it says : Note: Inception of risks accepted during the reporting period should be considered at the annual closing, not at the actual date of inception of the risk; movements between actual date of inception and period end (ex: supplementary premiums or claims paid) are not reported separately in this template.’  We would like confirmation that it is simply suggesting that one ought to allow for legally obliged only and not unincepted  business. 

(g)
We seek clarification on the treatment of development factors - Is a change of development factors a change in assumption or a change in experience? A4-E4 – We seek clarification as to whether this includes the impact of legally obliged contracts?

The template C2C should be consistent to other templates. Therefore this template should be shown only on entity level.

In the LOG file, the order of calculation is prescribed. There should be no regulation as to the order of the calculation steps. Such limitations could lead to unnecessary complexitiy (e.g. regarding processes), less efficiency,  and a reduction in informative value.


	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
As regards flexibility on the order of calculation, this has been addressed in the new version (see LOG).
As regards cost and resource issues, the template has been enhance to facilitate it being filled in.
As regards the rollforward section, the point has been addressed in the new version.
Addressed in new  version



	115.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA – C2C– General
	The new proposal looks like a profit and loss rather than a pure risk approach.

The implementation effort of the VA-template will be very high, especially for template C2C and undertakings will have major problems fulfilling the requirements of variation analysis.

The required information is too granular and cannot be fulfilled with recent analytical tools by the majority of undertakings. Several cash flows have to be generated with sequential changes in parameters, e.g. interest rate for old and new business, gross and net reinsurance etc. This is very burdensome and very costly (time consuming).

The new detailed reporting requirement of cash flows for risk accepted during the reporting period seems very problematic. The separation of investments held in the opening balance sheet and the new acquired investments during the period is not possible.

The variation analysis for investments is very critical. The variations of assets can only be analysed for the whole investment portfolio and it is not possible to analyse these variations only for the basic own funds. The previous QRT was more suited for the variation analysis of assets.

The QRT should not require a variation analysis separated by lines of business. Instead the previous approach to separate by assumptions (biometry, lapse/surrender, cost) was more suited.

The impact of reinsurance has to be reported at too granular a level.
	Noted and addressed, with an enhanced and simplified new version.  
As regards cash flow issue, this has been addressed in the new version.
As regard the level of breakdown on investments, this has been addressed in the new version. 
As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
On reinsurance, addressed in new version.

	117.
	ILAG
	VA – C2C– General
	To provide such data will incur  considerable IT development and cost. In some companies premiums and claims are not identified within the accounting systems as being in relation to policies written in the year or policies in existence at the start of the year. To provide this split would require extensive IT development.

The template needs to be simplified as it will be very difficult to complete in its current form.
	Addressed in the new version of template, which has been simplified.

	118.
	KPMG
	VA – C2C– General
	We note that VA Templates should only be requested from the second year of Solvency II implementation (i.e. at end of 2014 if first full S2 annual reporting occurs at end of 2013), which we believe is appropriate as it aligns with the Solvency II effective date.  However, it is unclear what organisations should interpret as the supervisory reporting requirements in 2013 if, as expected, the Solvency II effective date is 1 January 2014 i.e. what will preceed “full” S2 reporting?

As for the other forms, it is not always easy to follow the calculations and understand where the values have come from, though this is one of the clearer forms. Organisations will also need to make sure that their model produces relevant outputs, so they are just picked up by the reporting forms – for many companies these calculations will be challenging.
	Noted
As regards reporting requirements for 2013, this will be clarified.
Further guidance will be given.

	119.
	PwC
	VA – C2C– General
	There are currently still discussions in relation to the definition of contract boundaries and it may be necessary to update the guidance once the Level 2 requirements are  clear.
	Noted

	121.
	Royal London Group
	VA – C2C– General
	This template appears to be a mixture of accounting and actuarial data. It needs to be clarified if this is the case or not. If accounting data is required to provide the premiums and claims then there will be considerable IT development and cost. Premiums and claims are not identified within the accounting systems as being in relation to policies written in the year or policies in existence at the start of the year. To provide this split would require extensive IT development.

Premiums, claims and expenses are stated as the amounts ‘paid’. This is not how they are recorded or accounted for. Would it not be better for these to be shown on an accruals basis?

The template needs to be simplified as it will be very difficult to complete in its current form.
	This issue has been addressed, with, now, premiums, claims and expenses on an accrual basis.
The template has also been simplified in different aspects.

	122.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA – C2C– General
	As commented under form Cover-A1 above, there needs to be more guidance on how the numbers here agree with those in the TP-E series, for instance.

By analysing the form between risks accepted during the reporting period and prior to the reporting period, this template is effectively forcing the use of analyses based on underwriting year – this runs counter to the move away from insisting on such a basis for the TP-E series of templates. We suggest a simpler, alternative layout, using brought-forward and carried-forward balances, which would accommodate both accident year and underwriting year analyses. Under this proposal, the section on risks accepted prior to the period would disappear and the section on risks accepted during the period would include the brought forward premium provision, with subsequent lines (B1-D1) pertaining to those accumulated during year N only.

Since analysis is requested by line of business, a layout similar to that in form E1, say, with a total movement column might be easier for undertakings.
	Agree – Consistency between template is achieved in new version.
AY is addressed in new version. 



	123.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2C– General
	Please refer to VA - C2A– General

Please refer to VA – C2B - General

Data on transactions are essential for ECB statistics and analysis. On the liabilities side, transactions for life insurance may be computed in the following way (according to ESA95):

“5.108. Transactions in net equity of households in life insurance reserves consist of additions less reductions, which are to be distinguished from nominal holding gains or losses on the funds invested by insurance corporations.

Additions consist of:

(a) actual premiums earned during the current accounting period;
(b) plus premium supplements corresponding to the income from the investment of the provisions, which is attributed to policy holding

households;
(c) less service charges for life insurance.

Reductions consist of:

(a) amounts due to holders of endowment and similar insurance policies when they mature and amounts due to beneficiaries from deaths of insured persons;
(b) plus payments due on policies that are surrendered before maturity.”
In this template technical provisions are included as a whole. The availability of technical provisions breakdown at least by life and non-life is, therefore, important.
	Noted

	124.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA – C2C– General
	For Cell I1 – Please advise why this value is included when we are reporting by Line of Business?  It will only be relevant for one Line of Business.

Should formula in CC7 be CC7 = G2?
	This points is being clarified in the new version.

	125.
	UNESPA – Association of Spanish Insurers
	VA – C2C– General
	
	

	126.
	XL Group plc
	VA – C2C– General
	Total change in Basic Own Funds is analysed by LoB, with materiality rule so LoBs only reported if > 5% of Technical Provisions – there is no mention of a balancing ‘other’ category, so we are unsure how it will agree in total to the Own Funds form. An additional other category should be included.

The definition and example of balances to include in actual cash flows for risks accepted during the period is unclear. This needs further clarification.

The definition of non-economic assumptions is vague and does not include any non-life examples.


	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   There is no issue of incompleteness.
More guidance has been given in this respect.

	127.
	CEA
	VA – C2C-Costs
	Please refer to VA – C2B – General & Costs and VA – C2C-General.

In addition to major costs which would result from requiring new systems to support reporting of transactional data and data which deviates from IFRS definitions, we find that reporting per LOB will have a dramatic cost impact on the industry. This is particularly applicable for non-life undertakings that whose segmentation per LOB is greater than for their life counterparts. We propose to report variation analysis information only at solo undertaking level.

Also, the split between old and new business will require a more granular breakdown than that already proposed in the technical provisions templates.

As previously mentioned, these templates are still based on underwriting year; the information will not be available in existing reporting systems that are based on the accident year. To develop an alternative would incur an extremely high cost and for the purpose of reporting, we would ask that undertakings do not have to change the way they run their business.


	Noted
As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
Noted
AY issue addressed in new template



	128.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2D – Benefits
	A VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).  
	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures.

VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula.

	129.
	CEA
	VA – C2D – Benefits
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – Benefits.


	

	130.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2D – Benefits
	A VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).  
	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures.
VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula.

	131.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2D – Benefits
	A VA would be of benefit if it explained the movement in BOF in relation to the risks, but is of little benefit as currently proposed (as it would not be used by Management to understand the risks or manage the business).  


	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures.
VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula.

	132.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2D – Costs
	The cost would be reasonable if the VA was in a format useful to Management
	Noted – with the enhancement of the template, we believe cost has reduced, and VA is in a format useful for management. 

	133.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2D – Costs
	The cost would be reasonable if the VA was in a format useful to Management
	Noted – with the enhancement of the template, we believe cost has reduced, and VA is in a format useful for management.

	134.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2D – Costs
	The costs would be reasonable if the VA was in a format useful to Management


	Noted – with the enhancement of the template, we believe cost has reduced, and VA is in a format useful for management.

	135.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA – C2D – Costs
	See “General” above.
	

	136.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2D – Frequency
	Agree that VA should be produced annually
	Noted

	137.
	Association of Financial Mutuals (AFM)
	VA – C2D – Frequency
	 We note that there is no exemptions. We think that proportionality should be applied and there should be exemptions from this template as it is an onerous requirement
	Disagree – as VA deals with variation of BOF, there is no relevance for exemption, and, from a supervisory perspective, understanding of the variation of BOF is always of interest. Proportionality will automatically apply (meaning, depending on the level of variation and the complexity of the business, the template will be to be filled more).

	138.
	Barnett Waddingham
	VA – C2D – Frequency
	 We note that there are no exemptions. We think that proportionality should be applied and there should be exemptions from this template 
	Disagree – as VA deals with variation of BOF, there is no relevance for exemption, and, from a supervisory perspective, understanding of the variation of BOF is always of interest. Proportionality will automatically apply (meaning, depending on the level of variation and the complexity of the business, the template will be to be filled more).

	139.
	CEA
	VA – C2D – Frequency
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – Frequency.


	

	140.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2D – Frequency
	Agree that VA should be produced annually
	Noted

	141.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2D – Frequency
	Please refer to VA - C2A– Frequency
	

	142.
	CEA
	VA – C2D – Groups
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – Groups.


	

	143.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2D – Groups
	According to the consultation paper on QRTs there is no open issue in the application for groups. Please change the wording in no, because in the consultation paper there is a clear statement, that the summary sheets should be identical.
	Notes.
Decision was to exclude for groups at this stage.

	144.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2D – Groups
	Please refer to VA - C2A– Groups
	Noted

	145.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2D – Purpose
	This template provides information on changes in BOF due to ‘other items’ but is not particularly meaningful in understanding the underlying causes of the changes i.e. it does not map to underlying risks. 
	This template has been deleted, with part of the analysis in VA C2A and VA C2B.

	146.
	CEA
	VA – C2D – Purpose
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – Purpose.


	

	147.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA – C2D – Purpose
	This template provides information on changes in BOF due to ‘other items’ but is not particularly meaningful, for life companies,  in understanding the underlying causes of the changes i.e. it does not map to underlying risks. 
	This template has been deleted, with part of the analysis in VA C2A and VA C2B.

	148.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2D – Purpose
	This template provides information on changes in BOF due to “other items” but is not particularly meaningful in understanding the underlying causes of the changes i.e. it does not map to underlying risks.


	This template has been deleted, with part of the analysis in VA C2A and VA C2B.

	149.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA – C2D– General
	We are not convinced that this template will work because it is a mixture of profit and loss and balance sheet movements. What the template is trying to do is to analyse the movement in BOF.

This would be achieved much more simply by including a SII basis p&l account and supplementing this with any movements in BOF which do not go through p&l, e.g. issue of subordinated debt. The latter is already captured on OF-B1A in any case.
	This template has been deleted, with part of the analysis in VA C2A and VA C2B.

	150.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA – C2D– General
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – General.


	

	152.
	Royal London Group
	VA – C2D– General
	We are not convinced that this template will work because it is a mixture of profit and loss and balance sheet movements. What the template is trying to do is to analyse the movement in BOF.

This would be achieved much more simply by including a SII basis p&l account and supplementing this with any movements in BOF which do not go through p&l, eg issue of subordinated debt. The latter is already captured on OF-B1A in any case.
	This template has been deleted, with part of the analysis in VA C2A and VA C2B.

	153.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA – C2D– General
	In line with our comments above on Cover-A1 and VA-C2C, the basis on which data is produced needs to be reconsidered. In this form, there is a mixture of data produced on an accruals basis (e.g. current tax) and data produced on a paid basis (e.g. interest charges).

We believe it would be far easier for reporting teams to report using financial statements data derived from the accruals basis – in any case, since the balance sheet is produced using the accruals basis (hence the existence of debtors, for instance), the accruals basis would actually be consistent.
	This template has been deleted, with part of the analysis in VA C2A and VA C2B.

	154.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA – C2D– General
	Please refer to VA - C2A– General


	

	155.
	XL Group plc
	VA – C2D– General
	It is not clear whether interest charges, other (non-operating) incomes and Other (non operating) expenses are cash flows or incurred charges. 


	This template has been deleted, with part of the analysis in VA C2A and VA C2B.

	156.
	CEA
	VA – C2D-Costs
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – Costs.


	

	157.
	AMICE
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	Investment management charges should not be split between VA C2B and VA C2C but rather be shown in aggregate in one place: VA C2B cell AA2.
	Agreed and modified

	158.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	The log definition is unclear. What is meant by investment expenses ‘related to insurance…obligations’? Does this mean the expenses of managing the assets backing insurance liabilities?
	The template has been modified for better clarification.

	159.
	Crédit Agricole Assurances
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	A comment in the VA-C2B template state « not further analyzed » concerning the “Investments expenses” to be filled in this cell AA2. Does this mean that EIOPA won’t request a further level of detail for these “Investments expenses”? Or that EIOPA hasn’t yet ruled on the final detail that would be requested?
	EIOPA won’t request a further detail of analysis.


	160.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	Expenses excluding investments management expenses related to recognised insurance and reinsurance obligations (these latter being taken into account in tab VA C2C within cash flows) 

Is it possible to specify what does expenses include ?
	The template has been modified for better clarification.

	161.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	There are also negative cash flows from derivatives, should those be in this cell or should all derivatives be handled net  in cell A1 or A4.   See general comments.
	This point has been addressed in the new version (derivatives included in VA-C2B).
Note that cash flow information is not requested anymore.

	162.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	See comment VA C2B-cell A1 for comments on derivatives.


	

	163.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	Are (re)insurance obligations assumed to include or exclude the SCR?


	There is no link to SCR consideration.

	164.
	PwC
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	It would be helpful if EIOPA provides an example for expenses which are applicable here.  
	LOG has been enhanced.

	165.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	The log definition is unclear. What is meant by investment expenses ‘related to insurance…obligations’? Does this mean the expenses of managing the assets backing insurance liabilities? 
	The template has been modified for better clarification.

	166.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	The LOG does not specify whether this is to be on a paid or accruals basis. Please see our other comments on this point (paid vs accruals) – VA-C2C cell A1 and VA-C2D “General”.
	The template has been modified (accrual based instead of cash flow based).

	167.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2B – cell AA2
	Please clarify the definition of ‘Investment Management expenses related to recognised Insurance and Reinsurance obligations’ as noted in the Log file.
	The template has been modified for better clarification.

	168.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell A1
	The definitions used in A1 to A4 are not in line with accounting conventions such as IFRS.  This will cause unnecessary confusion.  P&L data reported in these templates should be consistent with IFRS, as adjusted for any valuation differences.  If this is not to be the case a full SII P&L would have to be defined.

-
A factual element of investment return, but not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.

-
Clarification required that interest accrued not include in this item (and include in A6-A8)

-
VA C2B -cells A1-A3 Possible cross check with spreadsheet D3
	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	169.
	CEA
	VA C2B -cell A1
	This comment applies to VA C2B-cells A1-A3.

This template must be checked for consistency against template Assets-D3.

Interest received (cash flow position) will not fully explain the movement in OF positions. I.e. undertaking has bonds that had accrued interest at opening Balance in the amount of 100 cash units. During Q1 the undertaking received 120 cash units interest in cash. On the Closing Balance accrued interest of 10 cash units. According to the scheme proposed, the undertaking has to report 120 cash units as a position explaining changes in BOF due to investments, however real change equals only 30 cash units (10 (CB) + 120 – 100). We therefore propose to remodel this cell. 

The wording and the content should be consistent with Assets-D3. Therefore the wording should be changed in “interest” according to Assets-D3-cell O3: the description in the LOG is not clear. 

The sold investments have to be valued with the exit/sold price. Otherwise the development of the investments (shown in the cells O1 until O5) is not correct if you adjust the “change in investment values (= realised and unrealised gains/losses)”.

Further clarification required:


We question whether the received basis corresponds to the fair value investment valuation principle? 


Should this value be accrued or is this according to the definition of the revenue?


Does this include all the returns from derivatives? Or is there assumption that this deals only with interest derivatives? 


There are also some expenses from derivatives, should those be in here, or in AA2?


Where should security lending fees be recorded?


	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	170.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell A1
	VA C2B -cells A1-A3 Possible cross check with spreadsheet D3

Definition not in line with IFRS – see comments in general section above.
	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	171.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2B -cell A1
	Does this include all the returns from derivatives? In the LOG document stands:      “Also aplicable to derivatives generating cash flows”. Please compare to Asset D3- A7: “Also applicable to derivatives generating interest  flows”    See general comments.


	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	173.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell A1
	This comment applies to VA C2B - cells A1-A3.

Interest received (cash flow position) will not fully explain the movement in OF positions. I.e. undertaking has bonds that had accrued interest at opening Balance in the amount of 100 cash units. During Q1 the undertaking received 120 cash units interest in cash. On the Closing Balance accrued interest of 10 cash units. According to the scheme proposed, the undertaking has to report 120 cash units as a position explaining changes in BOF due to investments, however real change equals only 30 cash units (10 (CB) + 120 – 100). We therefore propose to  remodel this cell. 

The wording and the content should be consistent with  Assets-D3. Therefore the wording should be changed in “interest” according to  Assets-D3 - cell O3: the description in the LOG is not clear. 

The sold investments have to be valued with the exit/sold price. Otherwise the development of the investments (shown in the cells O1 until O5) is not correct if you adjust the “change in investment values (= realised and unrealised gains/losses)”.

This a factual element of investment return, we do not think it is meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.

Clarification required as to whether that interest accrued not included in this item (and therefore include in A6-A8). We propose to align with IFRS regarding the definition of investment revenue (accrued income). The current definition of investment revenue (cash flow) doesn’t align with IFRS (accrued income) and should align with IFRS to avoid additional workload and different definitions of investment revenue. The current proposed presentation doesn’t give any additional insight for the supervisor and creates unnecessary reconciling items between IFRS and SII.


	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	174.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2B -cell A1
	Why is this requested on a cash received basis. This should be on an accruals basis. If it is on a cash basis then it will not explain the movement in BOF as part of the movement in BOF is the movment in accruals.

In addition it will be onerous to produce this information on a cash received basis as it is currently recorded on an accruals basis.

This information is already on Assets D3. Couldn’t the information be copied from there?
	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	175.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B -cell A1
	We assume that this is equal to cell A7 in Assets-D3 and request that either this be confirmed or an explanation be given of how/why there is any difference.
	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	176.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2B -cell A1
	Are these values Gross or Net of Tax?  If Gross we need to bring tax paid into the calculation.  Values may not tie to IFRS due to Unit-linked values not being included on this template.

Log file indicates that values are reported on a cash basis, accepted accounting practice is on an Accrual basis – in line with IFRS reporting.  Will not tie to Balance Sheet.  Please advise how accrued interest is accounted for.

Please clarify the definition of ‘Investment Management expenses related to recognised Insurance and Reinsurance obligations’
	These values are gross of tax (tax considerations in VA C2A).

	177.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2B -cell A1
	Interest received is required to be disclosed on a received basis and not an accrued basis.  This is counter intuitive to the balance sheet requirements and the investment reporting requirements. Per D1, the total Solvency II amount includes accrued interest.  Assets reported under D1 will reconcile back to assets as reported in C1 balance sheet.  As such, when the roll forward of investments is performed in the VA C2B, there is no cell where the movement in accrued interest is reported.
	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	178.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell A2
	A factual element of investment return, but not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.

Need clarification whether reported net (in Poland dividend paid is less CIT) or gross.
	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	179.
	CEA
	VA C2B -cell A2
	Further clarification required:


Clarification is required on whether the information in this cell is required on a gross or net basis.


We question whether the received basis corresponds to the fair value investment valuation principle? 


Should this value be accrued or is this according to the definition of the revenue?


	

	180.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell A2
	For life companies, this reflects a factual element of investment return, but not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.

Definition not in line with IFRS - see comments in general section above
	This point has been addressed in the new version.

	181.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2B -cell A2
	Should dividents be gross or net?
	Dividends should be gross.


	182.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell A2
	Similar to the previous cell, this a factual element of investment return, we do not think it is meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.

Please clarify that this is reported net of tax (for example in Poland dividend paid is less CIT) or gross.


	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures.
VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. 
Dividends should be gross of Tax



	183.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2B -cell A2
	See comment in A1, this should be on an accruals basis.
	This has been modified in the new template.

	184.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B -cell A2
	We assume that this is equal to cell A6 in Assets-D3 and request that either this be confirmed or an explanation be given of how/why there is any difference.
	Template has been modified. 

	185.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2B -cell A2
	Are these values Gross or Net of Tax?  If Gross we need to bring tax paid into the calculation.  Values may not tie to IFRS due to Unit-linked values not being included on this template.

Log file indicates that values are reported on a cash basis, accepted accounting practice is on an Accrual basis – in line with IFRS reporting.  Will not tie to Balance Sheet.  Please advise how accrued interest is accounted for.
	These values are gross of Tax. 
The template has been modified with accrual based information.

	186.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2B -cell A2
	Refer to VA C2B Cell A1 above
	

	187.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell A3
	A factual element of investment return, but not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.
	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures.
VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. 


	188.
	CEA
	VA C2B -cell A3
	Please refer to VA C2B -cell A2.


	

	189.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell A3
	See comments on A1 above
	

	190.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell A3
	See comments on A1


	

	191.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2B -cell A3
	See comment in A1, this should be on an accruals basis.
	

	192.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B -cell A3
	We assume that this is equal to cell A8 in Assets-D3 and request that either this be confirmed or an explanation be given of how/why there is any difference.
	The template has been modified.

	193.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2B -cell A3
	Are these values Gross or Net of Tax?  If Gross we need to bring tax paid into the calculation.  Values may not tie to IFRS due to Unit-linked values not being included on this template.

Log file indicates that values are reported on a cash basis, accepted accounting practice is on an Accrual basis – in line with IFRS reporting.  Will not tie to Balance Sheet.  Please advise how accrued interest is accounted for.
	These values are gross of Tax. 

The template has been modified with accrual based information.

	194.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2B -cell A3
	Refer to VA C2B Cell A1 above
	

	195.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell A4
	A factual element of investment return, but not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.
	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures,
V.A is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula. 


	196.
	CEA
	VA C2B -cell A4
	Please refer to-VA C2B -cell A2.


	

	197.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell A4
	See comments on A1 above
	

	198.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2B -cell A4
	This cell seems unnecessary as the C2D should capture all “other” movements, hence to ensure consistency, this cell should be removed
	The template has been modified for better clarification.

	199.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2B -cell A4
	Should other derivatives than interest generating detivatives be reported here? See A1.
	

	200.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell A4
	See comments on A1


	

	201.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2B -cell A4
	See comment in A1, this should be on an accruals basis.
	

	202.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B -cell A4
	Given the scope of the assets to which such revenue information relates is defined by BS-C1, which in turn agrees to Assets-D1, the latter also related to Assets-D3, we assume that this cell is equal to cell A15 in Assets-D3 and request that either this be confirmed or an explanation be given of how/why there is any difference.
	The template has been modified for better clarification.

	203.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2B -cell A4
	 Are these values Gross or Net of Tax?  If Gross we need to bring tax paid into the calculation.  Values may not tie to IFRS due to Unit-linked values not being included on this template.

Log file indicates that values are reported on a cash basis, accepted accounting practice is on an Accrual basis – in line with IFRS reporting.  Will not tie to Balance Sheet.  Please advise how accrued interest is accounted for.
	These values are gross of Tax. 

The template has been modified with accrual based information.

	204.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2B -cell A4
	Refer to VA C2B Cell A1 above
	

	205.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell A6
	Why are fair value gains split between cells A6 to A8? This does not add any value. Surely all that is needed is the total fair value gains in the period. The asset admin systems do not calculate and store gains in this way. This will require extensive IT development to achieve.

It is difficult to separate change in valuation of assets between opening balance sheet and “acquired during the period”.  We suggest lines A6 and A8 should be combined.

-
A factual element of investment return, but not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.

-
Clarification required that interest accrued include in this item (and not in A1)
	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	206.
	CEA
	VA C2B -cell A6
	This comment applies to VA C2B-cells A6 – A8.  Please also refer to our comments on Assets – D3.

It will be difficult to split results by old and new business.

It is difficult to separate the change in valuation of assets between the “opening balance sheet” and “during the period”. Especially in situations where there are already some instruments in the portfolio at the beginning of year, the undertaking will then buy more, sell some, buy more etc. At the end of period, all instruments can be new, or it can be mixture of old and new. 

The separation of investments between those held in the opening balance sheet and those newly acquired during the period will be incredible difficult. For some undertakings, it is an impossible task to envisage. It unclear which assets are sold, for example if you have big asset inventories at the beginning of the year and you buy new assets during the year. If you sell a part of these assets, we question are the sold to be reported the new assets or the assets of the former inventory?  Undertakings would have to use an assumption, such as ‘first in-first out’ or ‘average price calculation for the assets’.

This approach would imply a multi-million Euro investment and would require an additional general ledger for Solvency II purposes.  This additional ledger would require a cash-based accounting methodology which is completely different from the accounting principles used in practice today. 

Further clarification required:


How does the template take into account FX changes?


How should reporting be done when the undertaking uses an average balance principle? 


Not clear if included interest accrued (if so there is double counting compare comments to cell A1 above, if not where interest accrued are to be shown) ( further explanation needed.


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	207.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell A6
	See comments on A1 above 

The need to distinguish between changes in valuation on assets held at opening balance and assets acquired during the year eludes us. It is not required under IFRS and does not seem to add insight/value. 

It requires a considerable effort to include this in our transactional systems and financial reporting.

See also our comments on QRT Assets D3.


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	208.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2B -cell A6
	The DIA strongly opposes the split required in cells A6-A8.  These cells require a split of BOF movements by realized and unrealized gains. This is not in line with Solvency II being a market based regime, cf. the Directive art. 75. In a market based regime there is no need for a split of investment revenues between realized and unrealized gains. We do not see the relevance of this split. In our view it adds no value to the ongoing supervision. As this information is no longer relevant, the A9 cell (total impact) is sufficient. It basically makes no sense in a market consistent regime. Furthermore the split is very cumbersome to perform. It requires clarification on the following issues not currently specified in the guidelines:


Acquisition costs and time of any sold portfolio


Which method of assessment should be used: LIFO (Last in first out), FIFO ( First in first out) etc. 


Is the assessment to be made in Euros or local currency


Which exchange rates are to be used: spot rates or rates on the day of the transaction.


Are there any transitional in place  for undertakings which do not have acquisition costs for all investment portfolios.


Some companies have a system where the acquisition costs of each purchase of a paper acquired during a year is not registered. Instead an average price is calculated. The split of A6-A8 would thus be based on the average price, which would also influence the comparability between companies of the split.

We do not see any value added with regard to risk assessment in the split of realised and unrealised gains. The supervisory association should focus on the current portfolio of assets, and the risk associated with these assets.  Confer also our comment on Assets D1, cell A25


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	209.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2B -cell A6
	It is difficult to separate changes in valuation of assets between held at opening balance sheet and acquired  during the period. Especially in situations where we  have  some instrument in the portfolio already in the beginning of year and then we buy more and sell some after that and  buy more etc. . In portfolio where  average price principle is used it is   not possible to report the changes separately.  What is  the meaning with this separation or could cells A6 and A8 be only one line?  (if this is the only way to do it) We do not see this kind of split useful  for internal purposes.

The best solution would be to classify these by property classes. This applies to A6-A8 if VA can’t be postponed.


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	211.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell A6
	This comment applies to VA C2B - cells A6 – A8.  Please also refer to our comments on Assets – D3.

It will be difficult to split result on old and new business.

Similar to previous cell, this a factual element of investment return, we do not think it is meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.

As noted above, clarification required that interest accrued include in this item (and not in A1)

We propose to report additions, disposals, realized and unrealized revaluations of the asset portfolio during the year according to IFRS and to avoid additional workload and different definitions of revaluation. The proposed presentation doesn’t give any additional insight for the supervisor and creates unnecessary reconciling items between IFRS and SII (with the exception of valuation differences).

The separation of investments held in the opening balance sheet and the new acquired investments during the period isn`t possible. It`s totally unclear which assets are sold if you have big asset inventories at the beginning and you buy during the year new assets. If you sell a part of these assets, are the sold assets the new or the former ones? Therefore you have to install an assumption perhaps first in  - first out or an average price calculation for the assets.

More appropriate would be to show realized and unrealized gains in the portfolio.

Is there a possible cross check between VA C2B -cells A1-A3 to template D3? 


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	212.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2B -cell A6
	Why are fair value gains split between cells A6 to A8. This does not add any value. Surely all that is needed is the total fair value gains in the period. The asset admin systems do not calculate and store gains in this way. This will require extensive IT development to achieve.
	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	213.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B -cell A6
	There is no reason why the change in BOF due to changes in investment valuation needs to be analysed between cells A6, A7 and A8. We (and many other firms) simply do not keep such records. When multiple purchases are made of a single stock, an average cost price is computed. When changes in investment valulation are quantified, they are done in total. The purpose in the LOG does not explain why this is needed, apart from stating the obvious. We request that this analysis be removed.
	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	214.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2B -cell A6
	What is the benefit of splitting Unrealised gains on Investments between Assets held at opening date and Assets acquired during the period?  They should be aggregated.
	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	215.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell A7
	A factual element of investment return, but not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.

Possible cross check with spreadsheet D3
	Noted but VA aims at allowing reconciliation to Balance Sheet opening & closing figures.
VA is indeed not risk based, which is deemed to lead to even more complex analysis for undertakings using standard formula.
The template has been modified to address the check with D3.

	216.
	CEA
	VA C2B -cell A7
	This template must be checked for consistency against template D3.

Is it right to put here bond redemptions, asset and fund capital reductions?

Unclear about what should be reported here.


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	217.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell A7
	See comments on A1 above
	

	218.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2B -cell A7
	See comment on A6
	

	219.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2B -cell A7
	Unclear about what should be reported here.

Should capital reductions and redemptions  be reported here and also  the variation margin of derivatives which are received or paid on a daily basis although they are not sold or closed.      


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	220.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell A7
	This template must be checked for consistency against template D3.

Is it right to put here bond redemptions, asset and fund capital reductions?

Unclear about what should be reported here.
	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	221.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B -cell A7
	See cell A6 above.
	

	222.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell A8
	The need to distinguish between changes in valuation on assets held at opening balance and assets acquired during the year is not required under IFRS and will have a major impact on transactional systems.  The benefit of providing this information is not clear.  


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	223.
	CEA
	VA C2B -cell A8
	The need to distinguish between changes in valuation on assets held at opening balance and assets acquired during the year eludes us. It is not required under IFRS and does not seem to add insight/value. 

It requires a considerable effort to include this in our transactional systems and financial reporting.

See also our comments on QRT Assets D3.

It will be difficult to split result on old and new business.

See comment VA C2B-cell A6.


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	224.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell A8
	See comments on A1 above

The need to distinguish between changes in valuation on assets held at opening balance and assets acquired during the year eludes us. It is not required under IFRS and does not seem to add insight/value. 

It requires a considerable effort to include this in our transactional systems and financial reporting.

See also our comments on QRT Assets D3.
	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	225.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2B -cell A8
	See comment on A6
	

	226.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2B -cell A8
	See A6
	

	228.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell A8
	The need to distinguish between changes in valuation on assets held at opening balance and assets acquired during the year eludes us. It is not required under IFRS and does not seem to add insight/value. 

It requires a considerable effort to include this in our transactional systems and financial reporting.


	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	229.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B -cell A8
	See cell A6 above.
	

	230.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2B -cell A8
	What is the benefit of splitting Unrealised gains on Investments between Assets held at opening date and Assets acquired during the period?  They should be aggregated.
	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	231.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2B -cell A8
	Split seems to be too granular, and it is thought that it would be more appropriate to add cell A6 and cell A8 together, as under a FVTPL (IFRS) valuation , these amounts are typically not disclosed separately.
	The template has been modified to address this issue.

	232.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell O1
	Factual information but does not explain movement in BOF. 
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use. 

	233.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell O1
	See comments on A1 above
	

	234.
	FEE
	VA C2B -cell O1
	The template indicates that this figure should be reconciled to the Solvency II balance sheet. However, it is insufficiently clear, whether these figures should include investments for the account of policyholders.
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	235.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell O1
	Factual information that is not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.    
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	236.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2B -cell O1
	It is unclear what the  “check BS C1” comment requires – is this a check that will be included in a later version, or is the user required to check this themselves? It is also unclear what this section “Summary of Investment Balance Sheet variation” is for, is this just to provide a check on the A9=O4 value? It does not appear to affect the figures in “Overview”

	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	237.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	VA C2B -cell O1
	The reference is made to BS-C1. What Cell of BS-C1 is being referred to? Is that BS-C1:A4?
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use

	238.
	PwC
	VA C2B -cell O1
	We assume the cross check to balance sheet BS C1 should be to that cell as at the previous reporting date.
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use. 



	239.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2B -cell O1
	We believe it ought to be clarified that this cell should agree to the prior year balance sheet, not the current year one.

Also, we assume that this cell includes Property held for own use and Cash and Cash equivalents – this needs to be clarified.
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	240.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2B -cell O1
	Refer to VA C2B Cell A1 above
	

	241.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell O2
	Factual information that is not meaningful in explaining the change in BOF in relation to the risks modelled in the SCRs.    
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	242.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell O2
	See comments on A1 above
	

	243.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2B -cell O2
	We see no value-added for the supervisory authorities in receiving figures for investments acquired and sold (gross), respectively. These figures are presently not compiled by Danish insurance undertakings as they make no use of the figures. These figures are not useful if one wants to investigate the impact on BOF due to movements in the investment portfolio and valuation. Redemption of debt securities followed by reinvestment of the proceeds – as well as other types of corporate actions – will inflate this figures.
	This issue has been addressed in the new version.

	244.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2B -cell O2
	Refer to VA C2B Cell A1 above
	

	245.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2B -cell O3
	This comment relates to cell O4. The formula in this cell is wrong. O4 will not be equal to A9. Similarly O5 will not equal to O1 +O2 – O3 +O4.
	Agree and addressed in the new version. 

	246.
	CEA
	VA C2B -cell O3
	We question if bond redemptions, asset and fund capital reductions should, as stated, be reported here?

The description in the LOG is not clear. The sold investments have to be valued with the exit/sold price. Otherwise the development of the investments (shown in the cells O1 until O5) is not correct if you adjust the “change in investment values (= realised and unrealised gains/losses)”.


	This issue has been addressed in the new version.

	247.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2B -cell O3
	See comments on A1 above
	

	248.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2B -cell O3
	We see no value-added for the supervisory authorities in receiving figures for investments acquired and sold (gross), respectively. These figures are presently not compiled by Danish insurance undertakings as they make no use of the figures. These figures are not useful if one wants to investigate the impact on BOF due to movements in the investment portfolio and valuation. Redemption of debt securities followed by reinvestment of the proceeds – as well as other types of corporate actions – will inflate this figures.
	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	249.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2B -cell O3
	Should  the capital reductions and redemptions be handled here as sale like in cell A7?
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	250.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2B -cell O3
	Is it right to put here bond redemptions, asset and fund capital reductions?

The description in the LOG is not clear. The sold investments have to be valued with the exit/sold price. Otherwise the development of the investments (shown in the cells O1 until O5) is not correct if you adjust the “change in investment values (= realised and unrealised gains/losses)”.
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	251.
	Lloyd’s
	VA C2B -cell O3
	On the LOG it has been indicated that this  cell is the “Value of investments divested during the period, at last reporting period (or, if acquired during the year, at acquisition price). It measures the amount of sales (using last reporting value).

By applying the above proposed approach, is there a double counting in the calculation of the closing value of investments, cell O5?. For example, assuming nil opening balance and purchases of EUR400 of investments and that were all subsequently sold at profit of EUR100, the closing value would be EUR100 even though the reality is that it is nil.

We  propose that the  narrative should be “Value of investments divested during the period, at the sales amount”
	The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	252.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2B -cell O3
	This comment relates to cell O4. The formula in this cell is wrong. O4 will not be equal to A9. Similarly O5 will not equal to O1 +O2 – O3 +O4.
	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	253.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2B -cell O3
	Refer to VA C2B Cell A1 above
	

	254.
	CEA
	VA C2B-cell AA2
	See comment VA C2B-cell A1 for comments on derivatives.

Expenses incurred are asked for here compared with expenses paid in C2C cell D1.


	

	255.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell A1
	
Obtaining this by LOB and separately for NB would be a new accounting requirement as splits by LOB are no longer required for other QRTs.    

It would be more consistent with the way that business is managed for NB to be measured at Point of Sale and hence to exclude revenue items in this ‘Risks accepted during period’ section, or to use ‘expected’ revenue items to project to year end with variances analysed within other lines of the analysis.  


It is not considered important to see the underlying split of revenue items separately in explaining the BOF where it is the total cashflows and BEL movements from writing new business that impact on the BoF.  


Clarification required: are A1-D1 items on actual basis (experience) or from model? Suggest wording changed from ‘Premium Paid’ to “Premiums received on contracts underwritten during year N”. A minor point but hopefully will improve clarity
	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
The template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	256.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell A1
	The definition for this cell is not in line with IFRS i.e. premium split in risk accepted during period/ risk prior to period.

Clarification would be helpful that the premiums of the renewed contracts after the contract boundary at the end of the previous year are included.

These comments apply to VA C2C-cells A1 to D1:

It is not clear where values are based on accrual (e.g. premiums written) or cash (e.g. premiums paid) accounting. While we do not always understand – at item level – if cash or accrual values are required we would also not understand the purpose of a mix of these values. Combining these values prohibits a complete and consistent variation analysis. Reporting processes currently only support accrual accounting, with significant implications on costs if capacity for transactional (cash-based) reporting was added.


	VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT. In this respect, template has evolved towards a better link to other templates like Cover A1.
As regards cash flow based / accrual based information, this issue has been addressed in the new version, with accrual based information requested.

	257.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell A1
	-
Obtaining this by LOB and separately for NB would be a new accounting requirement as splits by LOB are no longer required for the previous version of the QRTs. 

-
It is not considered important to see the underlying split of revenue items separately in explaining the BOF where it is the total cashflows and BEL movements from writing new business that impact on the BoF.  

-
Suggest wording changed from ‘Premium Paid’ to “Premiums received on contracts underwritten during year N”. A minor point but hopefully will improve clarity
-
Definitions not in line with IFRS and will cause burdensome reconciliations to other transactional data
	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
As regards cash flow based / accrual based information, this issue has been addressed in the new version, with accrual based information requested.
VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT. In this respect, template has evolved towards a better link to other templates like Cover A1.


	258.
	Crédit Agricole Assurances
	VA C2C -cell A1
	It is outlined that in a first time a breakdown by Life / Non Life wil be provided, then in a second time a breakdown by LoB. Could we understand that this template will be required in a first time only broke down by Life / Non-Life ?
	No, the intention is to have, as a first step of breakdown, a Life / Non Life split, and then a further split per LoB 
As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   

	259.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell A1
	Undertakings have reported difficulties in providing data for A1 through E1. The cells need better guidelines, and could also be strengthened  with some examples of calculations. Another issue is that the order of calculation of the cells has influence on the results of each cell. Thus the order is not arbitrary and should be stated in the guidelines.

For life insurance contracts we see little point in making a split between premiums on contracts underwritten during period and premiums on contracts underwritten prior to period. Since the vast majority of premiums will be paid on contracts underwritten prior to period.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use, notably with respect to the order of calculation.
As regards the split per period, EIOPA considers it as an interesting analysis; template has but been enhanced to allow better clarification, reconciliation with Cover A1 and allocation keys where needed (see LOG).

	260.
	Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu
	VA C2C -cell A1
	The definition is not clear, needs to be explained more : difference between acquired and paid premiums.
	Template has been enhanced to allow better clarification.

	261.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell A1
	The definition for this cell is not in line with IFRS i.e. premium split in risk accepted during period/ risk prior to period.

Clarification would be helpful that the premiums of the renewed contracts after the contract boundary at the end of the previous year are included.

The example mentioned regarding premiums paid is not even true for contracts with monthly premium payments, as if a contract starts at 01/06/N, at the year end there are already payments made for 7 months.

Obtaining this by LOB and separately for New Business would be a new accounting requirement as splits by LOB are no longer required for other QRTs.   

-
It would be more consistent with the way that business is managed for NB to be measured at Point of Sale and hence to exclude revenue items in this ‘Risks accepted during period’ section, or to use ‘expected’ revenue items to project to year end with variances analysed within other lines of the analysis.  

-
It is not considered important to see the underlying split of revenue items separately in explaining the BOF where it is the total cashflows and BEL movements from writing new business that impact on the BoF.  

-
Clarification required: are A1-D1 items on actual basis (experience) or from model?

Suggest wording changed from ‘Premium Paid’ to “Premiums received on contracts underwritten during year N”. A minor point but hopefully will improve clarity


	Template has been enhanced to allow better clarification.
VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT. In this respect, template has evolved towards a better link to other templates like Cover A1.
As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
As regards the split per period, EIOPA considers it as an interesting analysis; template has but been enhanced to allow better clarification, reconciliation with Cover A1 and allocation keys where needed (see LOG).

	262.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell A1
	The example mentioned regarding premiums paid is not even true for contracts with monthly premium payments, as if a contract starts at 01/06/N, at the year end there are already payments made for 7 months. 

If the premium for a contract, starting 01/07/N is paid annually, the whole premium should be recognized here as premium paid. In this case, no BE for premium cash in is recognized. It should not be the intention to refer to the earned premium, as the BE referres to actual cash flows independent from the financial year, whereas earning effects are only relevant for financial year view (as relevant e.g. for IFRS purposes).
	Template has been enhanced to allow better clarification.



	263.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2C -cell A1
	This cell asks for ‘contracts underwritten’ in the year. Is this only new contracts? Should it include increments written on contracts in force at the beginning of the year.

It will be very onerous to split out the premiums for new contracts in the year. It will be far harder to separately identify premiums for increments.

Premiums should be on an accruals basis, not on a cash received basis.

This template is mixing accounting and actuarial data. It would be more practical if the template showed the movement in technical provisions using only the premiums, claims and expenses data used within the actuarial models.
	As regards the split per period, EIOPA considers it as an interesting analysis; template has but been enhanced to allow better clarification, reconciliation with Cover A1 and allocation keys where needed (see LOG).

As regards cash flow based / accrual based information, this issue has been addressed in the new version, with accrual based information requested.



	264.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2C -cell A1
	Given the demand for premium paid data here, as opposed to premiums written or earned in Cover-A1, the consistency of the data being demanded in all of these templates needs to be considered, to ease the burden on undertakings. We do not believe it is proportionate to expect all undertakings to have to analyse these data in all three ways.
	Agree and addressed in the new version 

	265.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2C -cell A1
	The definition is unclear on premium receipts – actual cash  flows, Does this include reinsurance premium paid for risks accepted during the current period as it does not seem to be stated elsewhere..

The definition could furthermore be expanded as it is unclear whether premiums received in advance in respect of policies bound but not incepted should also be reported here
	Agree and addressed in the new version

	266.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell A2
	More meaningful to consider this alongside expected investment return on the assets.  Is it necessary to show results gross of reinsurance and reinsurance separately given it is only net results that impact BOF?  
	Partially disagree
EIOPA considers it relevant to separate the analysis for investment (VA C2B) and technical provisions (VA C2C).

	267.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell A2
	It is unclear if table “Risk accepted prior to period – Changes in estimates (only for scope of risks captured in BE)” is to be filled out per LOB or in total.

Further clarification required:


What is meant by discount rates that applied during year N? It changes all the time. 


What is calculation of the unwinding of discount rates? Is it run of one year N?


Isn’t the approximation TP at the yearend * yield of 1 y at the yearend of N-1 sufficient? It is used regularly in the embedded value calculations.


	The intention is to have, as a first step of breakdown, a Life / Non Life split, and then a further split per LoB.

As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
Template has been enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).

	268.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell A2
	For life businesses, it may be more meaningful to consider this alongside expected investment return on the assets.  Is it necessary to show results gross of reinsurance and reinsurance separately given it is only net results that impact BOF?  
	Disagree

EIOPA considers it relevant to separate the analysis for investment (VA C2B) and technical provisions (VA C2C).

	269.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell A2
	The split of BE-changes between unwinding and interest changes will be dominated by interest rate change for life insurance companies. Hence life insurance companies should not have to perform this split.
	Template has been enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).

	270.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell A2
	What does mean discount rates  that applied during year N? It changes all the time. 

What is calculation of the unwinding of discount rates ? Is it run of one year N?

Isn’t the approximation TP at the year end * yield of 1 y at the year end of N-1 sufficient? It is used regurarly in the embedded value calculations.
	Template has been enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).

	271.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell A2
	Further clarification required


What is meant by discount rates that applied during year N? It changes all the time. 


What is calculation of the unwinding of discount rates? Is it run of one year N?


Isn’t the approximation TP at the year end * yield of 1 y at the year end of N-1 sufficient? It is used regularly in the embedded value calculations.

More meaningful to consider this alongside expected investment return on the assets.  Is it necessary to show results gross of reinsurance and reinsurance separately given it is only net results that impact BOF?  

From the actuarial perspective, it is reasonable to calculate the unwinding effect based on prior year end Best Estimate (based on former discounting pattern), as it is described here.


	Template has been enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).
Disagree

EIOPA considers it relevant to separate the analysis for investment (VA C2B) and technical provisions (VA C2C).

	272.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell A2
	From the actuarial perspective, it is reasonable to calculate the unwinding effect based on prior year end Best Estimate (based on former discounting pattern), as it is described here.
	Template has been enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).

	273.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell A3
	Showing the impact of changes to assumptions isolation to the impact on asset values is not meaningful.  This is meaningful only for assumptions that have no impact on asset values e.g. correlation assumptions. It is also not meaningful to show the impact of changes in unit growth / asset growth separately from changes in discount rates as both use the same risk-free rates.

This provides no breakdown of which assumptions have been changed and the impact for each change.

The difference between experience and assumptions in general insurance is indistinct, and not captured within the claims provisioning process. We do not currently have the ability to split these items, so at best the split will be estimated. (P&L attribution for internal reporting, for example, will not include a split between assumptions and experience, as this is not considered relevant for general insurance.)

For non-life business, could you confirm/list the possible economic variables that ought to be included in this cell?
	Disagree

EIOPA considers it relevant to separate the analysis for investment (VA C2B) and technical provisions (VA C2C).
Template but has been enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).


	274.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell A3
	In order to isolate this strict scope of variation, the calculation should be the following:


Consider total BE at the closing of the period N-1 (i.e., based on former assumptions…) – this figure should be equal to that in TP E1/F1 at year end N-1.


Based on this figure, preliminary take account of the effect of unwinding discount rate and changes in discount rate (see cells A2 and D2). 


Then, based on this adjusted figure, run calculations of the changes in economic assumptions that applied during year N (if any) ( this will provide the variation of BE strictly related to changes in economic assumptions. 

This calculation should be done using the actual portfolio at year end N using the current discount and first old economic assumptions, and secondly new ones.

Clarification would be helpful on what is meant by “the calculation” and “portfolio”.


	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).


	275.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell A3
	See General comments in VA C2A on the lack of usefulness of these templates for life companies

The difference between experience and assumptions in general insurance is indistinct, and not captured within the claims provisioning process. We do not currently have the ability to split these items, so at best the split will be estimated. (P&L attribution for internal reporting, for example, will not include a split between assumptions and experience, as this is not considered relevant for general insurance.)


	Disagree on the lack of usefulness of these templates for Life business

EIOPA considers it relevant to separate the analysis for investment (VA C2B) and technical provisions (VA C2C).
Template but has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).


	276.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell A3
	These cells contain an analysis of the change in BE due to changed assumptions. This dynamic could also be analysed by calculating the BE of the beginning of the year based on the assumptions of the end of the year. This method is used for internal reporting in several Danish companies.
	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).


	277.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell A3
	In order to isolate this strict scope of variation, the calculation should be the following:

- Consider total BE at the closing of the period N-1 (i.e., based on former assumptions…) – this figure should be equal to that in TP E1/F1 at year end N-1.

- Based on this figure, preliminary take account of the effect of unwinding discount rate and changes in discount rate (see cells A2 and D2) 

- then, based on this adjusted figure, run calculations of the changes in economic assumptions  that applied during year N (if any) ( this will provide the variation of BE strictly related to changes in economic assumptions

is not a clear guideline. What does mean run the calculation. Portfolio?

This calculation should be done using the actual portfolio at year end N using the current discount and first old economic assumptions and secondly new ones.
	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).


	278.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell A3
	Showing the impact of changes to assumptions isolation to the impact on asset values is not meaningful.  This is meaningful only for assumptions that have no impact on asset values e.g. correlation assumptions. It is also not meaningful to show the impact of changes in unit growth / asset growth separately from changes in discount rates as both use the same risk-free rates. This provides no breakdown of which assumptions have been changed and the impact for each change.

The difference between experience and assumptions in general insurance is indistinct, and not captured within the claims provisioning process. We do not currently have the ability to split these items, so at best the split will be estimated. (P&L attribution  for internal reporting, for example, will not include a split between  assumptions and experience, as this is not considered relevant for general insurance.)

For non-life business, confirm /list the possible economic variables that ought to be included in this cell.


	Disagree 

EIOPA considers it relevant to separate the analysis for investment (VA C2B) and technical provisions (VA C2C).
Template but has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).


	279.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell A3
	In Non-Life (re)insurance, the future cash flows are not modeled on explicit assumptions like mortality tables and lapse rates as used in the life (re)insurance, but the projection methods to assess the (undiscounted) total amount of the Best Estimate rather provide assumptions regarding the development of future cash flows. E.g. when the Chain Ladder method, based on paid loss development triangles is used to project the Ultimate loss per Underwriting or Accident year, the development factors resulting from the projection represent the expected development of the future cash flows of the respective Underwriting/ Accident year. Therefore, the impact from experience will only result from changes in the Best Estimate of claims already incurred at the end of the period (i.e. the BE of claims provisions as at the year end). The impact of assumption changes are only changes in the undiscounted BE of Premium Provisions of those risks, that were shown as premium provisions at the beginning of the year and are still included in the premium provisions at year end.
	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).


	280.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2C -cell A3
	Is the change in assumed investment return (which equals the change in assumed discount rate) considered a change in economic assumption or part of the change in discount rate in cell D2)?
	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).


	281.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell A4
	Similar comments to cell A1.  The split of cashflows into ‘premiums, claims, benefits’ etc is not really needed to explain movement in BOF.

Under this presentation, it would be more consistent with the way the business is managed to include the premiums arising from new business.  Then the calculated AvE would include AvE on new business. Example will not include a split between assumptions and experience, as this is not considered relevant for general insurance.
	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification and easier use (notably with respect to accrual basis instead of cash flow basis).


	282.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell A4
	Premium split in risk accepted during period/ risk prior to period is not in line with IFRS.


	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification (notably with respect to order of calculation).
VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT. In this respect, template has evolved towards a better link to other templates like Cover A1.


	283.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell A4
	Similar comments to cell A1.  The split of cashflows into ‘premiums, claims, benefits’ etc is not really needed to explain movement in BOF.

Under this presentation, it would be more consistent with the way the business is managed to include the premiums arising from new business.  Then the calculated AvE would include AvE on new business.example, will not include a split between assumptions and experience, as this is not considered relevant for general insurance.

Claims (in the following cells) paid seem to be based on underwriting year. But in template E3 it is left to the individual company to decide for underwriting year or accident year.

Definition not in line with IFRS.


	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification and easier use (notably with respect to accrual basis instead of cash flow basis).
Accident Year / Underwriting year issue has been addressed in the new version.
VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT. In this respect, template has evolved towards a better link to other templates like Cover A1.



	284.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell A4
	For life insurance contracts we see little point in making a split between premiums on contracts underwritten during period and premiums on contracts underwritten prior to period. Since the vast majority of premiums will be paid on contracts underwritten prior to period.
	Disagree 

As regards the split per period, EIOPA considers it as an interesting analysis; template has but been enhanced to allow better clarification, reconciliation with Cover A1 and allocation keys where needed (see LOG).



	285.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell A4
	Similar comments to cell A1.  The split of cashflows into ‘premiums, claims, benefits’ etc is not really needed to explain movement in BOF.

Under this presentation, it would be more consistent with the way the business is managed to include the premiums arising from new business. Then the calculated Actual v Expected (AvE) would include AvE on new business.


	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification and easier use (notably with respect to accrual basis instead of cash flow basis).


	286.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2C -cell A4
	The definition is unclear here.  These amounts could be one of the following:

-
A: Premiums for incepted risks in year n-1 received during year n

-
B: Premiums for risks bound, but unincepted in year n-1 received in year n (in which case there will be an overlap with cell A1)

-
C: Both A and B

Further clarification would by very helpful

Furthermore, is this cell for net premiums (inclusive of reinsurance premium ceded) or gross premium.  If gross premium, there is no cell under which to report reinsurance premium ceded.
	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification and easier use.


	287.
	FEE
	VA C2C -cell AA5
	The blocks AO, AOB and AOA should obviously be completed by line of business. However, the cells AA1, AA3 and AA4 indicate that there is a recap for K1-Life and K1-Non life. This would suggest that certain information in VA C2C should be provided by individual line of business and a sub total for life and non life should be provided. However, we found no guidance where this recap comes from. In addition, the VA schedules are for individual undertakings only. Consequently, we are not sure whether a recap of K1-Life and K1-non life elements is relevant.
	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification and easier use.


	288.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell AA5
	As only the difference in the risk margin (in total) from the beginning of the year until the end of the year is shown here, there is no separate calculation regarding unwinding effect of the riskmargin nor is the effect from changes of the discount rate for the risk margin shown separately.
	Indeed
Such an analysis has not been deemed that necessary for reporting purposes.

	289.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell B1
	As above
	

	290.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell B1
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell A1 and VA – C2C – General comments on requesting additional technical documentation from EIOPA.

We question why the whole claim and benefit is reported here. It impacts on the investments and their net impact on the total change seems to be = 0. The paid sums at risk have no impact on technical provisions. 

It might be difficult to separate these claims and benefits from those which are due to the premiums before the contract boundary question is resolved. The insurance event date must be known.

Claims paid seem to be based on UWY, but in template E3 it is left to the individual supervisor/undertaking to decide whether UWY/AY is applied.

Further clarification required:


Should only the released part of the benefits reported here when the net impact with investments is the sums at risk?


	Template has been modified and enhanced to allow better clarification and easier use. 

UW/AY issue has been addressed in the new version.


	291.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell B1
	As above

Claims paid seem to be based on underwriting year. But in template E3 it is left to the individual company to decide for underwriting year or accident year.
	Agreed and addressed in the new version (notable both UW/AY issue are addressed in the new version).



	292.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell B1
	See comment on A1
	

	293.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell B1
	See above
	

	294.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2C -cell B1
	Is this intended to be an ‘actual’ figure from the accounting system or an estimate of the actual figure from the actuarial model?  Mixing figures from accounting and actuarial models is potentially problematic and a far more meaningful analysis would be produced if all figures in this template came from the actuarial models.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Order of calculation has been modified, with allowance for some flexibility (see LOG).

	295.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell B2
	As cell A2 above
	

	296.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell B2
	

	

	297.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell B2
	As cell A2 above
	

	298.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell B2
	The split of BE-changes between unwinding and interest changes will be dominated by interest rate change for life insurance companies. Hence life insurance companies should not have to perform this split.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Order of calculation has been modified, with allowance for some flexibility (see LOG).

	299.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell B2
	

	

	300.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell B3
	-
This gives no breakdown of the underlying assumption changes e.g. mortality, persistency, expenses.  

-
We would like to see more examples of what is expected here in a non-life context as it is difficult to isolate from the valuation work which will have been carried out on an accident year basis. What is required here will be impact of a change in assumptions for risks written prior to the current year i.e. all prior year accident years and some elements of the current accident year. 

-
We think that this item may include any impact from those policies incepted in the current year, but legally obliged in previous year, is this a valid interpretation? Subsequently, we seek clarification on whether this ought to be included in the experience section as oppose to the assumption section.

-
With regard to methodology changes, should this be included here?


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Order of calculation has been modified, with allowance for some flexibility (see LOG).

	301.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell B3
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell – A3.


	

	302.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell B3
	See General comments in VA C2A on the lack of usefulness of these templates for life companies

We would like to see more examples of what is expected here in a non-life context as it is difficult to isolate from the valuation work which will have been carried out on an accident year basis. What is required here will be impact of a change in assumptions for risks written prior to the current year i.e. all prior year accident years and some elements of the current accident year. 


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Order of calculation has been modified, with allowance for some flexibility (see LOG).

	303.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell B3
	These cells contain an analysis of the change in BE due to changed assumptions. This dynamic could also be analysed by calculating the BE of the beginning of the year based on the assumptions of the end of the year. This method is used for internal reporting in several Danish companies.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Order of calculation has been modified, with allowance for some flexibility (see LOG).

	304.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell B3
	See the previous comment.
	

	305.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell B3
	This gives no breakdown of the underlying assumption changes e.g. mortality, persistency, expenses.  

We would like to see more examples of what is expected here in a non-life context as it is difficult to isolate from the valuation work which will have been carried out on an accident year basis. What is required here will be impact of a change in assumptions for risks written prior to the current year i.e. all prior year accident years and some elements of the current accident year. 

We think that this item may include any impact from those policies incepted in the current year, but legally obliged in previous year, is this a valid interpretation? Subsequently, we seek clarification on whether this ought to be included in the experience section as oppose to the assumption section. Please clarify if methodology changes should be included in this cell


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.


	306.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell B4
	As above
	

	307.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell B4
	It is difficult to separate claims, expenses and technical provisions between risks accepted during the period and risks accepted prior to the period. This point relates to AY/UWY issue and the option provided for technical provisions. Proposals for VA should be consistent with this.

We question why the whole claim and benefit is reported here? It impacts on the investments and their net impact on the total change seems to be = 0. The paid sums at risk have no impact on the technical provisions. Should only part of the benefits reported here which release the TP incl. IBNR. The net impact with investments is the sums at risk?

Please refer to VA – C2C – General where we request additional technical documentation from EIOPA. 


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
As regards split per period, allocation keys will be allowed (see LOG).

	308.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell B4
	As A4 above

	

	309.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell B4
	It is difficult to separate claims, expenses and technical provisions between risks accepted during the period and risks accepted prior to the period. This point relates to AY/UWY issue and the option provided for technical provisions. Proposals for VA should be consistent with this.

We question why the whole claim and benefit is reported here? It impacts on the investments and their net impact on the total change seems to be = 0. The paid sums at risk have no impact on the technical provisions. Should only part of the benefits reported here which release the TP incl. IBNR. The net impact with investments is the sums at risk?

We requests additional technical documentation from EIOPA. 


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
As regards split per period, allocation keys will be allowed (see LOG).

	310.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	VA C2C -cell B4
	Is the value of B4 (Claims & benefits paid) gross of reinsurance (as is the data on the Cover-A1A report)?
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.


	311.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell BB1
	Factual information – no issues
	

	312.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell BB1
	EIOPA’s proposal for this cell is not clear. The order of the calculation does not seem to be correct or optimal. If the experience variance is calculated after the changes of the assumptions and estimates then the changes the assumptions and estimates are based on the portfolio at year end N-1, even though those changes had not been done then, but at year end N. 

Steps c and d, and therefore partly e, do not identify which portfolio is used.

We therefore propose to use the calculation order in the comments for VA – C2C-General.


	Order of calculation has been modified, with allowance for some flexibility (see LOG).

	313.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell BB1
	See the comments in General.

This is not very clear guideline. The order of the calculation doesn’t seem to be correct or optimal. If the experience variance is calculated after the changes of the assumptions and estimates  then the changes of the assumptions and estimates  are based on the portfolio at year end N-1 even though those changes hadn’t been done then but at year end N. It is not consistent. It would be be difficult to construct the portfolio at the end year N which would have been expected at year end N-1 but the cash flows from year N on exist and they need no adjustment. Therefore, the opposite calculation order in the comments in General is recommended. Steps c and d and therefore partly e don’t identify which portfolio is used.

The opposite order is followed mainly by the embedded value calculations. In IFRS 4 Phase II it has not been decided yet how the variance analysis is done but the discussion go to that opposite direction. In order that the companies can use the same clear and good practice and definitions everywhere in their reporting we support the opposite order.

Please, see for the discussion in IFRS 4 Phase II the staff papers 4D p.29 in

http://www.ifrs.org/Meetings/IASB+FASB+Meeting+October+2011.htm and paper 3A p.2-3 in

http://www.ifrs.org/Meetings/IASB+Meeting+June+2011.htm.

where the order is

(i) building block approach underwriting margin (being the experience variance)

(ii) experience adjustment related to the current period

(iii)changes in assumptions

For the embedded value calculation, please, see Annex A on p. 27 in

http://www.cfoforum.nl/downloads/MCEV_Principles_and_Guidance_October_2009.pdf

where the order of the relevant items is

Opening MCEV

New business value

Expected existing business contribution (referencerate) (1) (2) This is experience variance

Expected existing business contribution (in excess of reference rate) (1) (3) This is experience variance

Experience variances

Assumption changes

Economic variances

Closing MCEV

The guideline p.35 paragraph 179 states that the above order is the one which is recommended even though exceptions are allowed. http://www.cfoforum.nl/downloads/CFO_Forum_MCEV_Basis_for_Conclusions.pdf

The definition shall be replaced by

Steps a and b as expressed.

Step c /the cash flows during year N

Step d/ Calculate from the cash flows generated the year before with the assumptions then the TP at N.

Step e/ Calculate with the actual policy data at N with the assumptions the year earlier (as in d) the TP at N.

Step f/ Calculate with the actual policy data at N with the actual assumptions the TP at N.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Order of calculation has been modified, with allowance for some flexibility (see LOG).

	314.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell BB1
	See comments on cell D2. 

See comments on cell E4.
	

	315.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	VA C2C -cell BB1
	For cells BB1/BB8, a reference is made to BS-C1. What Cell of BS-C1 is being referred to? For BB1/BB8 is that L2+L5+L6D+L8+L11?
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	316.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell C1
	As above
	

	317.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell C1
	The separation of “salvages and subrogations recovered” is new in this template. In all other technical provision templates this effect is included in the “claims & benefits” position. To be consistent, we propose to delete this line item and include the effect in the line item “Claims & benefits”. This comment also applies to VA – C2C – cell C4.

Please refer to VA – C2C – cell B1 for comments on AY/UWY.


	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	318.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell C1
	As above B1

Salvage and subrogation should be merged into “Claims and benefits”. We see no benefit in separating this out.
	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	319.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell C1
	See comment on A1
	

	320.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell C1
	Salvage and subrogation can not be separated. Include this in claims and benefits paid instead.
	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	321.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell C1
	The separation of “salvages and subrogations recovered” is new in this template. In all other technical provision templates this effect is included in the “claims & benefits” position. To be consistent, we propose to  delete this line item and include the effect in the line item “Claims & benefits”. This comment also applies to VA – C2C – cell C4.

Please refer to VA – C2C – cell B1 for comments on AY/UWY.


	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	322.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2C -cell C1
	Given that salvage/subrogation data are not required to be separated out for the calculation for the gross best estimate per the draft L2 text (it is just defined as being part of the gross best estimate - Article 21bis, November 2011 draft Level 2 text), we believe it should not be required for any part of this template either. We believe that, if reserves are to be calculated net of salvage and subrogation, disclosure should also reflect this. This line should be subsumed within cell B1.
	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	323.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2C -cell C1
	Certain insurers do not record claims to such a detail as to report salvage and subrogation recoveries separately.  The requirement seems overly burdensome.
	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	324.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell C3
	Same comments as for cells A3 and B3.  In addition, it does not make sense to split out economic and non-economic assumptions gross of reassurance but combine the impact for reinsurance into one line.  This gives less granular information for results that are net of reinsurance than gross (even though it is only the net results that impact BOF) and means that we cannot separately identify the impact of demographic assumption changes on BOF.  These items, so at best the split will be estimated. (P&L attribution  for internal reporting, for
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	325.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell C3
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell – A3.


	

	326.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell C3
	Same comments as for cells A3 and B3.  In addition, it does not make sense to split out economic and non-economic assumptions gross of reassurance but combine the impact for reinsurance into one line.  This gives less granular information for results that are net of reinsurance than gross (even though it is only the net results that impact BOF) and means that we cannot separately identify the impact of demographic assumption changes on BOF.  these items, so at best the split will be estimated. 

Difficult to split by Line of Business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to Line of Business. Generating high quality data would lead to an unreasonable process and high IT cost.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	327.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell C3
	These cells contain an analysis of the change in BE due to changed assumptions. This dynamic could also be analysed by calculating the BE of the beginning of the year based on the assumptions of the end of the year. This method is used for internal reporting in several Danish companies.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	328.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell C3
	See the previous comment.
	

	329.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell C3
	Same comments as for cells A3 and B3.  

In addition, it does not make sense to split out economic and non-economic assumptions gross of reinsurance but combine the impact for reinsurance into one line. This gives less granular information for results that are net of reinsurance than gross (even though it is only the net results that impact BOF) and means that we cannot separately identify the impact of demographic assumption changes on BOF.  

Difficult to split by Line of Business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to Line of Business. Generating high quality data would lead to an unreasonable process and high IT cost.


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.
Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.



	330.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell C3
	It would be helpful to split this into economic and non-economic as it is likely this will be done at the same time as the split for A3 and B3.


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	331.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell C4
	As above
	

	332.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell C4
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell B4 where is issue of AY/UWY is raised. 

The separation of “salvages and subrogations recovered” is new in this template. In all other technical provision templates this effect is included in the “claims & benefits” position. To be consistent, please delete this cell and include the effect in the cell for “Claims & benefits”.


	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	333.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell C4
	As A4 above


“salvages and subrogations recovered” should be merged into “claims & benefits” position as we see no benefit of splitting it out.
	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	334.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell C4
	Salvage and subrogation can not be separated. Include this in claims and benefits paid instead.


	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	335.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell C4
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell B4 where is issue of AY/UWY is raised. 

The separation of “salvages and subrogations recovered” is new in this template. In all other technical provision templates this effect is included in the “claims & benefits” position. To be consistent, please delete this cell and include the effect in the cell for “Claims & benefits”.


	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	336.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2C -cell C4
	Stating salvage and subrogation separately  seems to be overly burdensome on the insurer
	Agree and addressed in the new version.

	337.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell CC1
	Factual information – no issues
	

	338.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell CC1
	As already mentioned under “Purpose”: 

The level of detail regarding reinsurance recovcerables seems not feasible, especially taking into account the split between risks accepted during period an risk accepted prior to period. Expected reinsurance recoverable based on reinsurance contracts, especially for those on a non-proportional basis, cannot be split in a reasonable way into risks accepted during the period and those accepted prior to the period. From the actuarial perspective, there is no added value using some allocation algorithm to allocate the expected Best Estimate from reinsurance contracts onto the requested level of detail. 

Therefore we suggest not to split the reinsurance recoverables into risks accepted during and prior to period; unwinding effects and effects of changes in the discount rate might be shown separately, all other effects should be shown as one figure only, similar to the risk margin.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	339.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell CC1
	As already mentioned under “Purpose”: 

The level of detail regarding reinsurance recovcerables seems not feasible, especially taking into account the split between risks accepted during period an risk accepted prior to period. Expected reinsurance recoverable based on reinsurance contracts, especially for those on a non-proportional basis, cannot be split in a reasonable way onto risks accepted during the period and those accepted prior to the period. From the actuarial perspective, there is no value added using some allocation algorithm to allocate the expected Best Estimate from reinsurance contracts onto the requested level of detail. 

Therefore we suggest not to split the reinsurance recoverables into risks accepted during and prior to period; unwinding effects and effects of changes in the discount rate might be shown separately, all other effects should be shown only as one figure, similar to the risk margin.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	340.
	ING Group Data modelling team
	VA C2C -cell CC1
	For cells CC1/CC8, a reference is made to BS-C1. What Cell of BS-C1 is being referred to? For CC1/CC8 is that A16?
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	341.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2C -cell CC1
	Comment on cells CC5 and CC7: both are apparently meant to equal C3, which appears incorrect.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

	342.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell D1
	As above
	

	343.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell D1
	Some expenses (claim handling expenses) can be allocated to prior period risk.  For a number of expenses this is arbitrary (operating expenses allocated to insurance).

In template A1A “other expenses” are defined which are LOB independent. These are obviously insurance relevant but do not fit D1 or D4 (per LOB). We question how/ where to incorporate these expenses. This comment applies to VA – C2C – cells D1 – D4.

Expenses paid are asked for here compared with expenses incurred in C2B cell AA2.


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

As regards allocation per period, allocation keys will be allowed, as explained in the new LOG.

	344.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell D1
	In template A1A “other expenses” are defined which are LOB independent. These are obviously insurance relevant but do not fit D1 or D4 (per lob). How/ where to incorporate these expenses?

Some expenses (claim handling expenses) can be allocated to prior period risk.  For a number of expenses this is arbitrary (operating expenses allocated to insurance).Please clarify.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

As regards allocation per period, allocation keys will be allowed, as explained in the new LOG.


	345.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell D1
	See comment on A1
	

	346.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell D1
	See above
	

	347.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2C -cell D1
	Is this intended to be an ‘actual’ figure from the accounting system or an estimate of the actual figure from the actuarial model?  Mixing figures from accounting and actuarial models is potentially problematic and a far more meaningful analysis would be produced if all figures in this template came from the actuarial models.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.



	348.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell D2
	Not meaningful to consider this in isolation of impact of changes on interest rates on investment return.  For example, an annuity liability may be well matched by assets of the same duration and so changes to interest rates may have limited impact on BOF, but this cell would show a large impact from a change in discount rates (with the offset hidden in VA C2B).

Also, showing the impact of changes to discount rates in isolation of other assumptions that use the same interest rates (e.g. unit growth rates) is not meaningful.

It is unclear why changes to discount rates would not be in the same section as economic assumption changes.

Is it necessary to show reinsurance separately?
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.

Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.



	349.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell D2
	This seems to be applied to the old expected portfolio and therefore the effect of change is made to the situation where the current discount rate didn’t exist. 

The experience analysis should be performed first then this change of estimate should be performed by using the portfolio at year end N, excluding the new business using the discount rate at year end N-1 and N (which is the BE). See comment in General.

We question what is adjusted figure (BE at closing N-1 + A2)? Portfolio at year end N-1 where BE is the old BE + A2 or what?


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.



	350.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell D2
	See General comments in VA C2A

 
	

	351.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell D2
	The split of BE-changes between unwinding and interest changes will be dominated by interest rate change for life insurance companies. Hence life insurance companies should not have to perform this split.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.



	352.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell D2
	Based on this adjusted figure (BE at closing N-1 + A2) , run the calculation with the change of discount rates  that applied during year N ( this will provide the variation of BE strictly related to changes of discount rate

is not a clear guideline. What does mean run the calculation. 

What is adjusted figure (BE at closing N-1 + A2)? Portfolio at year end N-1 where BE is the old BE + A2 or what?

This seems to be applied to the old expected portfolio and therefore the effect of change is made to the situation where the current discount rate didn’t exist.

Because the experience analysis should first performed this change of estimate should be performed by using the portfolio at year end N excluding the new business using the discount rate at year end N-1 and N (which is the BE). See comment in General.
	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.



	353.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell D2
	Not meaningful to consider this in isolation of impact of changes on discount rates on investment return.  For example, an annuity liability may be well matched by assets of the same duration and so changes to interest rates may have limited impact on BOF, but this cell would show a large impact from a change in discount rates (with the offset hidden in VA C2B).

Also, showing the impact of changes to discount rates in isolation of other assumptions that use the same interest rates (e.g. unit growth rates) is not meaningful.

It is unclear why changes to discount rates would not be in the same section as economic assumption changes.

Is it necessary to show reinsurance separately?

Contains significant overlap with A3 (cell E53 - effect of econ assumptions). If the latter is to include all economic assumptions except the discount rate, then this should be clearly stated in the QRT’s.

From the actuarial perspective, it is reasonable to calculate the effect of changes of discount rates based on prior year end Best Estimates as used for calculation the unwinding effect (see cell A2), taking the unwinding effect into account.  


	Template has been modified for better clarification and easier use.



	354.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell D2
	From the actuarial perspective, it is reasonable to calculate the effect of changes of discount rates based on prior year end Best Estimates as used for calculation the unwinding effect (see cell A2), taking the unwinding effect into account. 

In the explanation for cells BB1 To BB8, the effect of changes in discount rates should also include the effects of changes in pattern for discounting, which is contradiction the explanation for cell D2 “effects of changes of discount rate on BE…”. 

The procedure described for cells BB1 to BB8 seems not appropriate from the actuarial perspective, as the change in the pattern used for the discounting of the year end BE is based on experiences made during the year and therefore the effect of using new discounting pattern should be shown as “variation of BE due to experiences…” in cell E4.
	Template has been modified for better clarification.



	355.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell D4
	As above
	

	356.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell D4
	As A4 above

	

	357.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell D4
	Expenses paid is not available in accounting now and hence system chances are needed.


	Agreed and modified in the new version.

	358.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell D4
	Expenses paid should be “booked expenses” instead – to be in accordance with local accounting rules.


	Agreed and modified in the new version.

	359.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell E1
	-
Including BEL at the end period value without allowing for the investment returns between point of sale and year-end will create a misleading (and potentially volatile) view of the impact of writing new business. This will be particularly the case for WP business, where positive investment return will increase the asset share and hence the BEL, thus reducing the apparent impact on BOF of writing new business (with the offsetting impact on assets hidden in VA C2B).  Conversely poor investment return will erroneously imply a larger increase in BOF from writing new business than is actually the case. 

-
It would be more consistent with the way that the business is managed for this to be measured at POS (or the expected year end position rather than the actual end position).  The new business impact measured here will be influenced by actual investment returns and changes to economic assumption over the period, and therefore not tie up to published NBC

This requires a gross BEL with reinsurance shown separately.  Is this necessary given that it is only the net of reinsurance results which impact BOF?   
	Template has been modified for better clarification.

Please note however that choice has been made to separate the analysis of investment (VA C2B) and Technical Provisions (VA C2)

	360.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell E1
	See General comments in VA C2A.

This requires a gross BEL with reinsurance shown separately.  We do not consider this necessary given that it is only the net of reinsurance results which impact BOF.  
	Template has been modified for better clarification.



	361.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell E1
	The guidelines for Cells E1-E1A and E4-E4A are unclear, they need to be improved if undertakings are to be able to report these cells.

See also comment on A1
	Template has been modified for better clarification.



	362.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell E1
	Sign “-” should be clarified, or if the sign is “+” then formula in F1 is wrong?!
	Template has been modified for better clarification.

	363.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell E1
	Including BEL at the end period value without allowing for the investment returns between point of sale and year-end will create a misleading (and potentially volatile) view of the impact of writing new business. This will be particularly the case for WP business, where positive investment return will increase the asset share and hence the BEL, thus reducing the apparent impact on BOF of writing new business (with the offsetting impact on assets hidden in VA C2B). Conversely poor investment return will erroneously imply a larger increase in BOF from writing new business than is actually the case. 

It would be more consistent with the way that the business is managed for this to be measured at POS (or the expected year end position rather than the actual end position).  The new business impact measured here will be influenced by actual investment returns and changes to economic assumptions over the period, and therefore not tie up to published NBC

This requires a gross BEL with reinsurance shown separately.  Is this necessary given that it is only the net of reinsurance results which impact BOF?   


	Template has been modified for better clarification.

Please note however that choice has been made to separate the analysis of investment (VA C2B) and Technical Provisions (VA C2).

	364.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell E1
	The BE of cash flows seems to be based on the closing discount rate and assumptions.  This is likely to result in some anomalies whereby the new business ‘result’ is impacted by movements in interest rates and other assumptions between the point of sale and the reporting date.  This will reduce the meaningfulness of the analysis.


	Template has been modified for better clarification.

	365.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2C -cell E1
	See cell E1A below.
	

	366.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2C -cell E1
	The definition is unclear.  Does the BE accepted during the period include BE for policies bound but not yet incepted, or does it relate only to on risk / incepted policies?
	Template has been modified for better clarification.

	367.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	Duplicate cell reference?
	Template has been modified for better clarification.

	368.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	Same comment as for cell E1 above
	

	369.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	Same comment as for cell E1 above
	

	370.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	The guidelines for Cells E1-E1A and E4-E4A are unclear, they need to be improved if undertakings are to be able to report these cells.
	Template has been modified for better clarification.

	371.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	Sign “-” should be clarified, or if the sign is “+” then formula in F1 is wrong?!
	Template has been modified for better clarification.

	372.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	Same comment as for cell E1 above


	

	373.
	RSA Insurance Group plc
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	The definition needs to be improved: it would seem that there is some overlap with the BE figure in cell E1 – in which case, we do not see why cell E1 is needed at all.
	Template has been modified for better clarification.

	374.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	In this template technical provisions are included as a whole. The availability of technical provisions breakdown at least by life and non-life is important to enable the computations of transactions.
	In the new version, split between Life and non Life.

	375.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	In this template technical provisions are included as a whole. The availability of technical provisions breakdown at least by life and non-life is important to enable the computations of transactions.
	In the new version, split between Life and non Life. 

	376.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2C -cell E1A
	Definition is unclear.  Does TP  as a whole mean the balance of all other movements in current period technical provisions i.e. reported estimates?
	Please refer to Article 77 of the Directive for definition.

TP as a whole designates the type of obligations for which Technical Provisions are calculated using replicating portfolios.

	377.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell E2
	As cell D2 above
	

	378.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell E2
	Please refer to VA – C2C – D2.


	

	379.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell E2
	As cell D2 above
	

	380.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell E2
	The split of BE-changes between unwinding and interest changes will be dominated by interest rate change for life insurance companies. Hence life insurance companies should not have to perform this split.
	Template has been modified in this respect.

	381.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell E2
	See the previous comment.
	

	382.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell E2
	Please refer to VA – C2C – D2.


	

	383.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell E4
	Overall this section (‘Risks captured prior to period – impact from experience and other’) will capture all elements not captured elsewhere.  This means that this captures ‘AvE experience’ but has a number of shortcomings:

-
The impact is not broken down into individual sources of profit or loss such as mortality, persistency etc

-
PPA and other changes are included in the same line, which reduces the usefulness in explaining the underlying causes of profit and loss.  

-
Unwind of TVOG will be ‘hidden’ in this section 

-
The impact of economic experience on BEL will be included in this line as well as the impact of demographic experience.  This is because economic experience may impact BEL e.g. due to impact on future AMCs on unit-linked business.

-
There are no proposals for With Profits business equivalent to the proposals for adjusting the results for unit-linked business.  Investment risk is largely borne by policyholders as for unit-linked business.  The change in BEL due to changes in investment return credited to Asset Shares would therefore come through as experience variances, leading to an extremely volatile figure that is likely to swamp other items of AvE and not provide meaningful information (as it would be offset in the asset template).  I.e. positive investment return will give apparent experience losses, and negative return will give apparent profits. 

-
Distortions will occur as ‘I-E’ tax is modelled in BEL but it is not included as a revenue item within VA – C2C.  Hence apparent ‘experience variance’ profits will emerge in VA –C2C as no allowance is made for the actual policyholder tax payments that were expected within the start-year BEL.  These apparent profits may be offset if allowing for ‘I-E’ tax in template VA – 2CD.

Similarly experience variances will occur for unit-linked business unless the adjustment for unit-linked business is made net of policyholder tax and this tax is not included in VA – C2D.  This issue relates to deferred tax as well as current tax e.g. the tax charged to unit funds or asset shares may relate to tax expected to be payable in the future.

It would be more consistent with the way the business is modelled to also include change in new business liabilities from Point of Sale in this figure (so as to include AvE on new business).
	Template has been modified in this respect.

	384.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell E4
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell A3.


	

	385.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell E4
	Overall this section (‘Risks captured prior to period – impact from experience and other’) will capture all elements not captured elsewhere.  This means that this captures ‘AvE experience’ but has a number of shortcomings, particularly for life company analysis:

-
The impact is not broken down into individual sources of profit or loss such as mortality, persistency etc

-
PPA and other changes are included in the same line, which reduces the usefulness in explaining the underlying causes of profit and loss.  

-
Unwind of TVOG will be ‘hidden’ in this section 

-
The impact of economic experience on BEL will be included in this line as well as the impact of demographic experience.  This is because economic experience may impact BEL e.g. due to impact on future AMCs on unit-linked business.

-
Distortions will occur as ‘I-E’ tax (UK) is modelled in BEL but it is not included as a revenue item within VA – C2C.  Hence apparent ‘experience variance’ profits will emerge in VA –C2C as no allowance is made for the actual policyholder tax payments that were expected within the start-year BEL.  These apparent profits may be offset if allowing for ‘I-E’ tax in template VA – 2CD.


	Template has been modified in this respect.

	386.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell E4
	The guidelines for Cells E1-E1A and E4-E4A are unclear, they need to be improved if undertakings are to be able to report these cells.
	Template has been modified in this respect.

	387.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell E4
	This comment is meant for discussion: 


Overall this section (‘Risks captured prior to period – impact from experience and other’) will capture all elements not captured elsewhere.  This means that this captures ‘AvE experience’ but has a number of shortcomings:

-
The impact is not broken down into individual sources of profit or loss such as mortality, persistency etc

-
PPA and other changes are included in the same line, which reduces the usefulness in explaining the underlying causes of profit and loss.  

-
Unwind of the time value of financial options and guarantees  (TVOG) will be ‘hidden’ in this section 

-
The impact of economic experience on BEL will be included in this line as well as the impact of demographic experience. This is because economic experience may impact BEL e.g. due to impact on future AMCs on unit-linked business.

-
There are no proposals for With Profits business equivalent to the proposals for adjusting the results for unit-linked business. Investment risk is largely borne by policyholders as for unit-linked business. The change in BEL due to changes in investment return credited to Asset Shares would therefore come through as experience variances, leading to an extremely volatile figure that is likely to swamp other items of AvE and not provide meaningful information (as it would be offset in the asset template). I.e. positive investment return will give apparent experience losses, and negative return will give apparent profits. 

-
Distortions will occur as ‘I-E’ tax is modelled in BEL but it is not included as a revenue item within VA – C2C.  Hence apparent experience variance profits will emerge in VA –C2C as no allowance is made for the actual policyholder tax payments that were expected within the start-year BEL. These apparent profits may be offset if allowing for ‘I-E’ tax in template VA – 2CD.

Similarly experience variances will occur for unit-linked business unless the adjustment for unit-linked business is made net of policyholder tax and this tax is not included in VA – C2D.  This issue relates to deferred tax as well as current tax e.g. the tax charged to unit funds or asset shares may relate to tax expected to be payable in the future.

It would be more consistent with the way the business is modelled to also include change in new business liabilities from Point of Sale in this figure (so as to include AvE on new business).


	Template has been modified in this respect.

	388.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell E4
	Regarding consideration of effects due to discouont effects resulting from the usage of new discounting pattern: See comment on cell D2. 

Regarding the distinction between “effects of changes of assumptions..” vs. “variation of BE due to experisnces” (already mentioned under “purposes”): 

In Non-Life (re)insurance, the future cash flows are not modeled on explicit assumptions like mortality tables and lapse rates as used in the life (re)insurance, but the projection methods to assess the (undiscounted) total amount of the Best Estimate rather provide assumptions regarding the development of future cash flows. E.g. when the Chain Ladder method, based on paid loss development triangles is used to project the Ultimate loss per Underwriting or Accident year, the development factors resulting from the projection represent the expected development of the future cash flows of the respective Underwriting/ Accident year. Therefore, the impact from experience will only result from changes in the Best Estimate of claims already incurred at the end of the period (i.e. the BE of claims provisions as at the year end). The impact of assumption changes are only changes in the undiscounted BE of Premium Provisions of those risks, that were shown as premium provisions at the beginning of the year and are still included in the premium provisions at year end.
	Template has been modified in this respect.

	389.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell E4A
	As above
	

	390.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell E4A
	As E4 above
	

	391.
	Danish Insurance Association
	VA C2C -cell E4A
	The guidelines for Cells E1-E1A and E4-E4A are unclear, they need to be improved if undertakings are to be able to report these cells.
	Template has been improved for better clarification.

	392.
	The Directorate General Statistics (DG-S) of the E
	VA C2C -cell E4A
	In this template technical provisions are included as a whole. The availability of technical provisions breakdown at least by life and non-life is important to enable the computations of transactions.
	A detail between Life and non Life has been introduced in the new version. 

	393.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell G1
	Same comments as for cells A1 – D1 above.  

It is not clear whether this is intended to be net of reinsurance premiums (which it would need to be for the analysis to work) rather than just reinsurance recoverable.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	394.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell G1
	If the reinsurance is undertaking specific, having claim cost floors and caps like XL, the recoverables will be burdensome to allocate for the risks accepted during period.

Only the reinsurance recoverables are mentioned in this cell. The reinsurance premiums and reinsurance claims do not appear to be incorporated into this template. We question whether there are cells missing or are other values intended to be reported?

We would propose to change this cell to “change in” reinsurance and SPV recoverables” as the actual payments will not have an effect on own funds.


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	395.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell G1
	Same comments as for cells A1 – D1 above.  

It is not clear whether this is intended to be net of reinsurance premiums (which it would need to be for the analysis to work) rather than just reinsurance recoverables.

Difficult to split by Line of Business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to Line of Business. Generating high quality data would lead to an unreasonable process and high IT cost.

Only the reinsurance recoverables are explicitly mentioned in G1. Please clarify where reinsurance premiums and reinsurance claims should be covered in this template.


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	396.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell G1
	Should be change in reinsurance and SPV recoverables as the actual payments could but doesn’t have to effect own funds.

In the case of  the non-proportional reinsurance the recovarables are burdensome to allocate for the risks accepted during period.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	397.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell G1
	Same comment as for cells A1 – D1 above.  

It is not clear whether this is intended to be net of reinsurance premiums (which it would need to be for the analysis to work) rather than just reinsurance recoverables.

Difficult to split by Line of Business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to Lines of Business. Generating high quality data would lead to an unreasonable process and high IT cost.


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	398.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell G1
	This cell should include reinsurance premiums also?


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.


	399.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2C -cell G1
	Is this intended to be an ‘actual’ figure from the accounting system or an estimate of the actual figure from the actuarial model?  Mixing figures from accounting and actuarial models is potentially problematic and a far more meaningful analysis would be produced if all figures in this template came from the actuarial models.
	Template has been modified for better clarification in this respect.

	400.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2C -cell G1
	Please advise how reinsurance cashflows (premiums) paid to reinsurers are accounted for in this template.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed leve.l

Only a total amount of technical flows – on an accrual basis - on ceded reinsurance will be requested, with a reconciliation with Cover A1.

	401.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell G2
	It is not clear why this is shown as a separate item when many other items have been grouped together into cell E4.

Change of expected default is included in the change in estimate part. As this is a change in assumption then should it be included in the change in assumption section?
	Template has been modified for better clarification in this respect.

	402.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell G2
	Please refer to VA – C2C – D2.


	

	403.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell G2
	It is not clear why this is shown as a separate item when many other items have been grouped together into cell E4.

Change of expected default is included in the change in estimate part. As this is a change in assumption then should it be included in the change in assumption section?
	Template has been modified for better clarification in this respect.

	404.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell G2
	See the previous comment.
	

	405.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell G2
	It is not clear why this is shown as a separate item when many other items have been grouped together into cell E4.

Change of expected default is included in the change in estimate part. As this is a change in assumption then should it be included in the change in assumption section?


	Template has been modified for better clarification in this respect.

	406.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell G2
	Include with AA3 as it is an assumption change?


	Template has been modified for better clarification in this respect.

	407.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell G4
	The title ‘reinsurance recoverables received’ seems to ignore the reinsurance premiums received.  Is this meant to be net of reinsurance premiums, which would be needed for the analysis to work?
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	408.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell G4
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell G1 for comments on reinsurance recoverables.

We question if the recoverables received are already taken into account in the investments VA – C2B.  Also if the amount to be reported  here should be only the part of recoverables which decrease the part of reinsurance in IBNR, and the reinsurance deposits, if any.

Recoverables as the actual payments could but doesn’t have to effect own funds.


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	409.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell G4
	The title ‘reinsurance recoverables received’ seems to ignore the reinsurance premiums received.  Is this meant to be net of reinsurance premiums, which would be needed for the analysis to work?

Difficult to split by Line of Business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to Line of Business. Generating high quality data would lead to an unreasonable process and high IT cost.

Only the reinsurance recoverables are mentioned in G1. The reinsurance premiums and reinsurance claims do not seem to be part of this template
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	410.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell G4
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell G1 for comments on reinsurance recoverables.


	

	411.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell G4
	The title “reinsurance recoverables received” seems to ignore the reinsurance premiums received. Is this meant to be net of reinsurance premiums, which would be needed for the analysis to work?

Difficult to split by Line of Business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to Line of Business. Generating high quality data would lead to an unreasonable process and high IT cost.


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	412.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell G4
	This cell should include reinsurance premiums also?


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	413.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell H1
	It is not clear whether this is intended to be net of the BE of reinsurance premiums (which it would need to be for the analysis to work). 

It is necessary to show the impact of reinsurance on the BE separately (rather than show a net figure)?  
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level

	414.
	CEA
	VA C2C -cell H1
	Please refer to VA – C2C – cell G1 for comments on claims cost floors.

The following comment relates to VA – C2C- cells J1 – J4 for which there are no comment cells in this template.

Adjustment of valuation of assets held for unit linked funds:


Unit linked insurance is defined as a LOB. Given the LOG file, for unit linked products A1 = J1 and A4 = J4.


J1 and J4 are defined as calculated cells but no calculation is provided in the template. 

This is made unnecessarily complex because too many bases are covered within one template. It gives much more insight to cover the unit linked assets in the same manner as the C2B template. Unit linked investments have a direct result and movement in valuation identical to own investments. The split in prior – current year only adds complexity but provides no additional insight. 

The unit linked portfolio is an integral part of the information requested in Assets D1- D6.  This template is aimed at technical provisions.  


	Template has been simplified in this respect, to address this issue.

	415.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell H1
	It is not clear whether this is intended to be net of the BE of reinsurance premiums (which it would need to be for the analysis to work). 

It is necessary to show the impact of reinsurance on the BE separately (rather than show a net figure)?  

Difficult to split by Line of Business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to Line of Business. Generating high quality data would lead to an unreasonable process and high IT cost.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	416.
	Federation of Finnish Financial Services
	VA C2C -cell H1
	In the case of  the non-proportional reinsurance the recovarables are burdensome to allocate for the risks accepted during period.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	417.
	FEE
	VA C2C -cell H1
	Assuming that H1 is the best estimate as at the end of the financial year, this table should also have fields for reinsurance premium paid and reinsurance commission received during the period in order to tie into the reconciliation reserve. This would be consistent with the fields A1 – D1, which represent the realized cash flows on new business during the financial year for the policies written.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	418.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell H1
	It is not clear whether this is intended to be net of the BE of reinsurance premiums (which it would need to be for the analysis to work). Is it necessary to show the impact of reinsurance on the BE separately (rather than show a net figure)?  

Difficult to split by line of business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to line of business. 
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

	419.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell H1
	This cell should include reinsurance premiums also?


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.
Only a total amount of technical flows on ceded reinsurance will be requested, with a reconciliation with Cover A1.

	420.
	The Phoenix Group
	VA C2C -cell H1
	Please advise how reinsurance cashflows (premiums) paid to reinsurers are accounted for in this template.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.

Only a total amount of technical flows on ceded reinsurance will be requested, with a reconciliation with Cover A1.

	421.
	Thomas Miller & Co Ltd
	VA C2C -cell H1
	Refer to VA C2C cell E1
	

	422.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2C -cell H4
	As above, should this also refer to reinsurance premiums?  
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverables, which will not be requested at a detailed level.
Only a total amount of technical flows on ceded reinsurance will be requested, with a reconciliation with Cover A1.



	423.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2C -cell H4
	As above, should this also refer to reinsurance premiums?  

Difficult to split by Line of Business i.e. reinsurance contracts apply to branches or legal entities, or different portfolios, not to Line of Business. Generating high quality data would lead to an unreasonable process and high IT cost.
	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.
Only a total amount of technical flows on ceded reinsurance will be requested, with a reconciliation with Cover A1.



	424.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2C -cell H4
	See comments on G4


	

	425.
	Groupe Consultatif
	VA C2C -cell H4
	This cell should include reinsurance premiums also?


	Template has been modified as regards analysis on reinsurance recoverable, which will not be requested at a detailed level.
Only a total amount of technical flows on ceded reinsurance will be requested, with a reconciliation with Cover A1.



	426.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O10
	It is not clear if this is intended to reconcile to the difference between the opening and closing values on BS-C1.  It should be net of any actual payments over the period.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	427.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O10
	It is not clear if this is intended to reconcile to the difference between the opening and closing values on BS-C1. It should be net of any actual payments over the period.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	428.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O11
	It is not clear if this is meant to reconcile to the change in balance sheet items of anything not covered in VA C2C and other cells in VA C2D.  If so then this would not reconcile the movement in BOF.  For example, reinsurance receivables may reduce as actual recoveries are made, with no net impact on BOF.  VA C2D -cell O11-O12 Log document defines this cell as Variation of BS value from opening to closing on assets items not captured elsewhere in VA C2B and VA C2C and other cells in VA C2D E.g. impairment of intermediary’s receivables, or one off changes. The split here is not clear – every change in balance sheet items (assets and liabilities) are also reflected in P&L either as income or expense – EIOPA should give more precise explanations what should be presented in other incomes/expenses and what in Changes in BOF related to impact of variation of BS value of remaining Assets/Liabilities items
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	429.
	CEA
	VA C2D -cell O11
	In particular for VA templates, undertakings will require sufficient time in order to establish the appropriate systems and calculation processes to be able to deliver these reporting templates. EIOPA’s cooperation with industry to help with this process is very much appreciated.

Apart from the fact that clear guidance and quantitative examples in order to be able to prepare the variation analysis templates are missing, we question the need to prepare such a template under Solvency II purposes. The information is not necessary to provide the information related to the solvency balance sheet and hence own funds requested in the framework directive. The information necessary to prepare the template is not available in any currently existing IT tools and must be generated causing significant additional cost for insurance companies.

Profit and loss statements 

Cash flow based “variation analysis” data does not exist on this level of detail due to the existing accounting convention being accrual basis not cash flow basis. Requested templates combine accrual basis, cash basis and best estimates and therefore are more similar to profit and loss information rather than a pure risk based approach. Reporting requirements will force undertakings to hold double General ledgers – one based on cash flow and one based on accrual.  The new detailed reporting requirement of cash flows for risk accepted during the reporting period seems very problematic. It is difficult at present to anticipate how cash-flows would be reported in this template.

Comparison with Own Funds templates

Cell V8: in the context of calculating the basic own funds, this line item should be defined as “the excess of assets over liabilities” (cell OF B1A B23) and deducted by Other basic own fund items (cell OF B1A B26).

Cell V11: should refer to available own funds and not eligible own funds.

When making references between templates, we request that EIOPA always refer to the correct cell number and not to line numbers. It is difficult to assess the full impact of this template.

General comments

These templates are still based on underwriting year; the information will not be available in existing reporting systems that are based on the accident year. Clarification from EIOPA would be helpful that the option to use UWY/AY, as outlined in the impact assessment in relation to Technical Provisions, would also be available for these templates.

The variation analysis templates does not deal with any currency effect that could occur i.e. the impact of FX changes. This would be required in each of the underlying templates to order to allow a year-on-year roll-forward.

We query how to address possible mergers and acquisitions in analyses of changes of BOF, the templates do not currently deal with this.

Variation analysis templates would benefit from examples to illustrate how they should be interpreted.

There seems to be inconsistency in the way expense reporting is required across the VA templates. C2B requires expenses incurred, C2C requires expenses paid and C2D does not specify either paid or incurred expenses.


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	430.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O11
	It is not clear if this is meant to reconcile to the change in balance sheet items of anything not covered in VA C2C and other cells in VA C2D. If so then this would not reconcile the movement in BOF.  For example, reinsurance receivables may reduce as actual recoveries are made, with no net impact on BOF. VA C2D -cell O11-O12 Log document defines this cell as Variation of BS value from opening to closing on assets items not captured elsewhere in VA C2B and VA C2C and other cells in VA C2D E.g. impairment of intermediaries’ receivables, or one off changes. The split here is not clear – every change in balance sheet items (assets and liabilities) are also reflected in P&L either as income or expense – EIOPA should give more precise explanations what should be presented in other incomes/expenses and what in Changes in BOF related to impact of variation of BS value of remaining Assets/Liabilities items


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	431.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O12
	Similar comment to above.
	

	432.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O12
	See comment on O11.


	

	433.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O2
	This does not consider the underlying causes for variances.  It would be more meaningful to calculate the total ‘Net Assets’ as ‘assets less liabilities’, and to analyse the movement due to ‘Expected Return’ and sources of investment variances.   It is not clear why this item needs to be shown separately.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	434.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2D -cell O2
	See General comments in VA C2A on impact on contracts where policy holder bear the risk.


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	435.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O2
	This does not consider the underlying causes for variances. It would be more meaningful to calculate the total “Net Assets” as “assets less liabilities”, and to analyse the movement due to “Expected Return” and sources of investment variances. It is not clear why this item needs to be shown separately. 

We propose to align with IFRS regarding the definition of interest charges (accrued income). The current definition of interests charges (cash flow) doesn’t align with IFRS (accrued income) and should align with IFRS to avoid additional workload and different definitions of interest charges. The current proposed presentation doesn’t give any additional insight for the supervisor and creates unnecessary reconciling items between IFRS and SII.


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	436.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O3
	The definition refers to cashflow amounts and not actual charges incurred.  This is not consistent with accounting valuation and as mentioned in other feedback on the VA templates it is not clear what the objective of isolating purely cashflows is.

This should be on an accruals basis not ‘paid’.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	437.
	CEA
	VA C2D -cell O3
	The definition for this cell is not in line with IFRS.

Needs to be linked to total change in cash? (Cell O11?)


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	438.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2D -cell O3
	As O2

Definition not in line with IFRS
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	440.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O3
	See comment on O2


	

	441.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2D -cell O3
	This should be on an accruals basis not ‘paid’.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	442.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O4
	The definition refers to cashflow amounts and not actual charges incurred.  This is not consistent with accounting valuation and as mentioned in other feedback on the VA templates it is not clear what the objective of isolating purely cashflows is.

This should be on an accruals basis not ‘paid’.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	443.
	CEA
	VA C2D -cell O4
	The definition for this cell is not in line with IFRS.

Needs to be linked to total change in cash? (Cell O11?)


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	444.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2D -cell O4
	As O2

Definition not in line with IFRS
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	446.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O4
	See comment on O2


	

	447.
	Royal London Group
	VA C2D -cell O4
	This should be on an accruals basis not ‘paid’.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	448.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O6
	It is assumed that this is intended to include all tax as tax items are not included in VA – C2C.  However, it is not meaningful to include all tax here as ‘I-E’ tax will be included within the BEL, and so with regard to ‘I-E’ tax it is only variances to expected that will have a net impact on BOF.  


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

Choice has been made but to capture the effects of Tax (both current and deferred) under VA C2A.

	449.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2D -cell O6
	It is assumed that this is intended to include all tax as tax items are not included in VA – C2C.  However, it is not meaningful for life companies to include all tax here as ‘I-E’ tax will be included within the BEL (UK), and so with regard to ‘I-E’ tax it is only variances to expected that will have a net impact on BOF.  


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

Choice has been made but to capture the effects of Tax (both current and deferred) under VA C2A.

	450.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O6
	It is assumed that this is intended to include all tax as tax items are not included in VA – C2C.  However, it is not meaningful to include all tax here as ‘I-E’ tax will be included within the BEL, and so with regard to ‘I-E’ tax it is only variances to expected that will have a net impact on BOF.


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

Choice has been made but to capture the effects of Tax (both current and deferred) under VA C2A.

	451.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O7
	It is not meaningful to include changes in deferred tax where this relates to ‘I-E’ tax that has been included within liabilities.  For example, tax may be charged to asset shares or unit values creating spurious profits/losses in VA-C2C that are offset by spurious losses/profits here.  Similarly, the impact of new business on deferred tax assets (e.g. future tax relief on acquisition costs) would be more meaningfully included within assessment of the impact of new business.

In conclusion it would be more meaningful for the VA analysis to be performed net of tax with the impact of actual versus expected tax (current and deferred) included within the VA.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

Choice has been made but to capture the effects of Tax (both current and deferred) under VA C2A.

	452.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2D -cell O7
	For life companies, it is not meaningful to include changes in deferred tax where this relates to ‘I-E’ tax that has been included within liabilities.  For example, tax may be charged to asset shares or unit values creating spurious profits/losses in VA-C2C that are offset by spurious losses/profits here.  Similarly, the impact of new business on deferred tax assets (e.g. future tax relief on acquisition costs) would be more meaningfully included within assessment of the impact of new business.


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

Choice has been made but to capture the effects of Tax (both current and deferred) under VA C2A.

	453.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O7
	It is not meaningful to include changes in deferred tax where this relates to ‘I-E’ tax that has been included within liabilities. For example, tax may be charged to asset shares or unit values creating spurious profits/losses in VA-C2C that are offset by spurious losses/profits here.  Similarly, the impact of new business on deferred tax assets (e.g. future tax relief on acquisition costs) would be more meaningfully included within assessment of the impact of new business.

In conclusion it would be more meaningful for the VA analysis to be performed net of tax with the impact of actual versus expected tax (current and deferred) included within the VA.


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

Choice has been made but to capture the effects of Tax (both current and deferred) under VA C2A.

	454.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O8
	It is not clear what is required in cell O8 and O9 versus what should appear in cell O11 and O12 as variation in BS values of assets and liabilities generally flow through the P&L and therefore could equally be captured under O8 and O9 as O11 and O12.  More specific guidance is required.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	455.
	CEA
	VA C2D -cell O8
	The LOG defines this cell as “incomes not captured in tabs VA C2B and VA C2C”. Would this also include also extraordinary gains line?


Please clarify if this position shows the current positive cash flows regarding the line item O11/O12. Additionally we understand this line item in a cash flow view.  

This comment also applies to cell O9.


Please put this line item and the line item for expenses O9 together.

Please clarify if this position shows the current positive cash flows regarding the line item O11. Additionally we understand this line item in a cash flow view.  Please put this line item and the line item for expenses O9 together.


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	456.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2D -cell O8
	It is not clear what this would include. Log document defines this cell as Refers to incomes not captured in tabs VA C2B and VA C2C. Does it include also extraordinary gains line.

We propose that O8 & O9 are merged as there is no benefit of showing undescribed ‘other’ items seperately.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	458.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O8
	Log document defines this cell as Refers to incomes not captured in tabs VA C2B and VA C2C. Does it include also extraordinary gains line?

Please clarify if this position shows the current positive cashflows regarding the line item O11. Additionally we understand this line item in a cashflow view.  Please put this line item and the line item for expenses O9 together.
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	459.
	Association of British Insurers (ABI)
	VA C2D -cell O9
	It is not clear what this would include. Log document defines this cell as Refers to expenses not captured in tabs VA C2B and VA C2C. Does it include also extraordinary losses line?
	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B

	460.
	CEA
	VA C2D -cell O9
	Further clarification required:


Log document defines this cell as “expenses not captured in tabs VA C2B and VA C2C”. Does it include also extraordinary losses line?


Please clarify if this position shows the current positive cash flows regarding the line item O11. Additionally we understand this line item in a cash flow view.  Please put this line item and the line item for expenses O9 together.


Is expenses paid or expenses incurred required?


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B.

	461.
	CFO Forum & CRO Forum
	VA C2D -cell O9
	See comment on O8 above
	

	462.
	German Insurance Association (GDV)
	VA C2D -cell O9
	Further clarification required


Log document defines this cell as “expenses not captured in tabs VA C2B and VA C2C”. Does it include also extraordinary losses line?


Please clarify if this position shows the current positive cashflows regarding the line item O11. Additionally we understand this line item in a cashflow view.  Please put this line item and the line item for expenses O9 together.


	Template C2D deleted, with some information split under VA C2A and C2B

	463.
	CEA
	VA-C2A– General 
	In particular for VA templates, undertakings will require sufficient time in order to establish the appropriate systems and calculation processes to be able to deliver these reporting templates. EIOPA’s cooperation with industry to help with this process is very much appreciated.

Apart from the fact that clear guidance and quantitative examples in order to be able to prepare the variation analysis templates are missing, we question the need to prepare such a template under Solvency II purposes. The information is not necessary to provide the information related to the solvency balance sheet and hence own funds requested in the framework directive. The information necessary to prepare the template is not available in any currently existing IT tools and must be generated causing significant additional cost for insurance companies.

Profit and loss statements 

Cash flow based “variation analysis” data does not exist on this level of detail due to the existing accounting convention being accrual basis not cash flow basis. Requested templates combine accrual basis, cash basis and best estimates and therefore are more similar to profit and loss information rather than a pure risk based approach. Reporting requirements will force undertakings to hold double General ledgers – one based on cash flow and one based on accrual.  The new detailed reporting requirement of cash flows for risk accepted during the reporting period seems very problematic. It is difficult at present to anticipate how cash-flows would be reported in this template.

Comparison with Own Funds templates

Cell V8: in the context of calculating the basic own funds, this line item should be defined as “the excess of assets over liabilities” (cell OF B1A B23) and deducted by Other basic own fund items (cell OF B1A B26).

Cell V11: should refer to available own funds and not eligible own funds.

When making references between templates, we request that EIOPA always refer to the correct cell number and not to line numbers. It is difficult to assess the full impact of this template.

General comments

These templates are still based on underwriting year; the information will not be available in existing reporting systems that are based on the accident year. Clarification from EIOPA would be helpful that the option to use UWY/AY, as outlined in the impact assessment in relation to Technical Provisions, would also be available for these templates.

The variation analysis templates do not deal with any currency effect that could occur i.e. the impact of FX changes. This would be required in each of the underlying templates to order to allow a year-on-year roll-forward.

We query how to address possible mergers and acquisitions in analyses of changes of BOF, the templates do not currently deal with this.

Variation analysis templates would benefit from examples to illustrate how they should be interpreted.

There seems to be inconsistency in the way expense reporting is required across the VA templates. C2B requires expenses incurred, C2C requires expenses paid and C2D does not specify either paid or incurred expenses.


	The template has been improved and simplified to address most of the comments. 



	464.
	CEA
	VA-C2B– General 
	This template starts with VA of OF and uses a bottom up approach to build the VA template by using detailed information from other templates, the issue is how to make this match the balance sheet.  In reporting terms, this will be difficult.  

This would answer EIOPA’s questions on changes in investments and reconciliation. EIOPA should refrain from collecting performance related information here as it cannot be sourced from reconciliation information. We see this as the link between variation analysis, balance sheet and own funds templates. 

Consistency with IFRS

The definitions used are not in line with IFRS (e.g. direct income, and as a consequence indirect income/ movement in valuation). This is a major issue as this refers to transactional data and the potential cost impact of providing for cash based P&L next to an accrued P&L would be large. Once there is a difference in definition with IFRS in direct income this will have consequences for indirect income, revaluations, etc.  This triggers a cascade of events. 

It also does not seem to be consistent with balance sheet valuation of bonds. These are valued including accrued interest while accrued interest is not part of direct income.  For example, you would have the cash approach but the incurred interest would already be taken into account. When a bond pays a coupon, it would increase the value of cell A1 (interests received). 

We also question whether “interest received” refers to “interest cash” or “interest earned”.

We propose to add line items in C2B to allow for differences in valuation between IFRS and S2. These differences actually constitute the reconciliation account as defined in the previous set of templates.

Practical issues in completion 


If there is a merger in a group then where would the information be reported? 


When an undertaking sells new shares during year, we question what would be classed as old and new business – this isn’t used by accounting.  


It should be possible to use roll forward techniques as this will be necessary to bridge reporting data between two periods.


Cells A6-A8 will be very problematic, even undertakings who currently report according to fair value, do not have this information.  Overall we believe these templates are too focused on a transaction-basis, but these cells are particularly so. 
	The template has been improved and simplified to address most of the comments. 

VA does not primarily aim at closing to IFRS but rather at being consistent with SII whole framework and other QRT

	465.
	CEA
	VA-C2C – Materiality
	Please refer to VA – C2C – Costs for our comments on reporting per LOB. We appreciate EIOPA’s consideration of a materiality level for reporting per LOB however this could then have an adverse affect on the reconciliation reserve, how differences would be explained and subsequent quarterly reporting of template BS – C1.

This is an incredibly complex issue and to require more than entity level reporting is unduly burdensome.


	As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   

	466.
	CEA
	VA-C2C– General 
	The required information is used to cover too many bases and cannot be fulfilled with recent analytical tools by the majority of undertakings. Several cash flows have to be generated with sequential changes in parameters, e.g. interest rate for old and new business, gross and net reinsurance etc. New business also includes closed new business with an inception date in N+1. Those contracts are not part of cash flow calculation in the health insurance.

This is a very burdensome requirement, very costly and time consuming. Its primary purpose is to explain the increase or decrease in basic own funds. We propose that it focuses on that alone.

The Variation Analysis template for Technical Provisions is very similar to the suggestions of the IASB in the Exposure Draft “Insurance Contracts” concerning the P&L of insurance companies. The insurance industry has opposed this approach since it does not reflect the business model of insurance undertakings. We do therefore not see any reason why this format should be used for solvency purposes.

We question the feasibility for generating the required granularity of data for reasons of practicality and time – running models separately to explain the impact of each variable is not possible after period-end without threatening deadlines for regular statutory or group reporting (as the same people are working on statutory and SII reporting).

Separate reporting per LOB is of no use and is only possible using allocation keys.

Furthermore we do not understand how application of the proposed materiality thresholds (LOBs only reported above 5% of total) meets the requirement for a complete and consistent variation analysis. Information omitted for considerations of immateriality will result in incomplete explanation of the variation in BOF needed in other templates.

Consistency with IFRS

As previously mentioned in VA-C2B– General, many definitions are not consistent with IFRS such as premiums paid, claims paid, etc as these are based on actual cash flows. This is similar to IFRS but not the same. A major issue will be incorporating such transactional data with balance sheet information. Additionally, the impact of reporting cash based P&L next to an accrued P&L is major.

The example given in the log file does not provide clarification on this point. For example, an annual contract starting 01/06/N, premiums paid at year end will reflect 6 months and BE cash in will reflect 6 months)”. At the end of the year the undertaking will have earned 6 months of premium, but that does not necessarily reflect the cash flow.

Practical issues

Unwind and change of discount rate are used as an explanation of BE variation. We note that the explanation only shows prior years. This implies no major practical problems, but it raises a question as to whether it might be reasonable to include such components also for the current year. When an insurance contract has inception date for instance 1st of March then there will of course be some discounting already in the Q1 balance sheet (31st of March), and in the case of increase/decrease in interest rate, then there will indeed be variations as a result of discounting.

Running of calculation to test impact of single assumptions would be time consuming – especially taking into consideration that this templates would be filled in at the end (one cannot make variation analysis without having the full picture before)-problems with keeping the deadlines (any re-run due to possible mistakes would be problematic).

The impact of FX changes (currently missing) would be required in each of the underlying templates to allow year-on-year roll-forward.

We are not, and will not, be able to report premiums, claims and expenses divided into UW year.  It doesn’t add any value to divide premiums and claims to the year then the risk was accepted. For non-life undertakings new business does not have higher risk than old business. The template is constructed for life undertakings.

For many, most actuarial analysis and internal reporting are based on accident year. As a feedback to this template, we therefore strongly recommend that it is either rewritten to be based on accident year or that it allows such reporting. It should only require a few changes in the template.

The template is based on the assumption that claims and premiums will be reported by underwriting year (risk accepted prior and during the period). As already discussed in detail and also accepted by EIOPA many undertakings report claims by accident year.  Data and processes to calculate technical provisions are not designed for an underwriting perspective. Thus the variation analysis cannot be processed as proposed.

The template will also require that the expenses can be divided into accident year. This is not always straightforward; why one must typically use allocation keys.

It is difficult to separate claims, expenses and technical provisions between risks accepted during the period and risks accepted prior to the period. When we do calculations we use accident year and not underwriting year. A shift to underwriting year would add substantial it development expenses on top of other development costs to meet the QRT requirements.

Calculation of Technical Provisions provide a choice of either accident year or underwriting year basis. The QRT should be consistent to this

For Non-life the claim/ salvages allocation to periods is more than sufficiently covered in template TP-E3. 

If the reinsurance is undertaking specific having claim cost floors and caps like XL the recoverables are burdensome to allocate for the risks accepted during and prior period. We propose to treat ceded insurance and reinsurance separately.

As discussed further under VA-C2C– Materiality there should be no split by LOB for reporting this template. It is already very complex and should be required at undertaking level only.

Additional Technical documentation

It would helpful if EIOPA could prepare a formula document to show into what parts the variance TPN-TPN-1 is analysed because there are several way to analyse it. The text in General is not detailed enough. From the document it would be easier to conclude what the below-mentioned calculations really are. At present, the specifications appear unclear. Also the connection to the changes due to investments (VA – C2B) should be shown.

In the present specification it is not clear how, and in which order, the variation analysis is done. The order in which it is performed may be different from the order it is expressed. 

TPN-TPN-1 = [TPN- TPN(old estimates and assumptions)] + [TPN(old estimates and assumptions)- TPN(expected at N-1)] + [TPN(expected at N-1)- TPN-1] =
= [TPN- TPN(old estimates and assumptions)] + [netCFN(actual)- netCFN(expected at N-1)] +

[unwinding + netCFN(expected at N-1)] =
= changes due to estimate and assumption changes calculated at N with the actual portfolio +

netCFN(actual)+ unwinding

Here netCF should only show those cash flows impacting on TP, not sums at risk.

The separation to estimate and assumption changes doesn’t seem to be generally accepted. Should the separation to be financial and other non-operational and operational changes?

Further clarification required:


The combination of risk accepted and LOB for expenses will have to be based on assumptions that cannot be checked and reconciled. What value would such reporting give for supervisory purposes?


How to account for changes in portfolio (sale, purchase, other)?


Can the definition of risk accepted during the period be fully derived from the definition of contract boundaries?


Where and how do we incorporate unearned premiums into the VA-C2C? Are these part of the BE.


Where should claims incurred appear (IBNR)? We question whether it would appear in the best estimate which would then any differences would be recognised in the following year?


	Template has been modified and simplified in some aspects, to address some of these issues, notably AY approach allowed, cash flow based information replaced by accrual based information, allocation keys allowed for the split per period... 

As regards split per LoB, it has finally been decided to request the following breakdown on the analysis per period: 

-
For Life: only Life and Health SLT (no additional breakdown per LoB)

-
For Non Life: per LoB, without threshold (Note that the lines of business (LoB) will refer to both direct business and accepted proportional reinsurance)   
On FX impact, this has been addressed in the new version.
AY approach addressed in new version.


	467.
	CEA
	VA-C2D – Disclosure
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – Disclosure.


	

	468.
	CEA
	VA-C2D – Materiality
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – Materiality.


	

	469.
	CEA
	VA-C2D– General 
	Please refer to VA – C2A, C2B and C2C – General.

It should be clarified under which line item changes in cash to be reported, e.g. cell O11?


	Template C2D has been deleted
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