Comments Template on CEIOPS-CP 58

Deadline

. . . . . 11.09.2
Consultation Paper on the Draft L2 Advice on Supervisory reporting and disclosure 4 por?' gg.?
Name of PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP
Company:
Disclosure of | CEIOPS will make all comments available on its website, except where respondents specifically request
comments: that their comments remain confidential.
Please indicate if your comments should be treated as confidential: No
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= Please fill in your comment in the relevant row. If you have ho comment on a paragraph, keep
the row empty.
= Our IT tool does not allow processing of comments which do not refer to the specific paragraph
numbers below.

o If your comment refers to multiple paragraphs, please insert your comment at the first
relevant paragraph and mention in your comment to which other paragraphs this also
applies.

o If your comment refers to sub bullets/subparagraphs, please indicate this in the
comment itself.

Please send the completed template, in Word Format, to secretariat@ceiops.eu. Our IT tool
does not allow processing of any other formats.
The numbering of the paragraphs refers to Consultation Paper No. 58 (CEIOPS-CP-58/09).
Reference Comment
General We welcome opportunity to comment on this consultation paper, and take this opportunity to highlight
Comment the key points of our response:

¢ (CP58 requires both the SFCR and RTS to be stand alone documents, with no information included
by cross-reference. This may result in significant duplication in the RTS of information contained in
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the SFCR. In addition some of the prescribed information may be contained in other published
sources (such as IFRS financial statements), and in the RTS there may be duplication of information
contained in item B.4 (ORSA) with information in other sub-items, particularly around risk
management. We therefore believe consideration should be given to allowing inclusion of
information in the SFCR by cross reference to other publically available documents, and in the RTS
by cross reference to other documents available to the supervisor, including the SFCR. Whilst we
recognise that undertakings are likely to prepare information on a common basis inclusion by cross
reference may avoid duplication of effort and avoid documents becoming unnecessarily voluminous.

e The principle of proportionality is considered to be included by nature in the proposals for
qualitative reporting set out in the consultation paper, since more complex undertakings will
naturally make more complex disclosures and undertakings will not be required to fulfil disclosure
requirements not applicable to them. However, this principle may be very difficult to apply in
practice. Qualitative disclosure requirements may be highly onerous for less complex undertakings,
especially given that disclosures are made in a prescribed format (and it may be impossible to
argue that any element of the format is genuinely not applicable). CEIOPS may wish to consider
providing a framework to guide management in applying the principle of proportionality in practice,
although this should not be prescriptive to ensure that management are able to exercise
appropriate judgement in the application of this principle. However, a framework may help to
ensure that smaller and simpler entities are not overburdened by disclosure requirements. For
example, permitting the amalgamation of standard headings within the SFCR/RTS when it is
appropriate to do so, and not reporting quantitative information in respect of immaterial items /
lines of business, may be appropriate applications of proportionality. Proportionality is also an
important consideration in defining the frequency of reporting of the RTS and in determining the
level of controls required over reporting.

* Requirements for quantitative reporting set out in the Consultation Paper are provisional and
therefore subject to change. The industry will need the opportunity to comment on final proposals
in these areas in order for fully consulted on guidance to be developed.

e We understand that the provision of quarterly reporting may be of benefit to the supervisory
process. However, reporting on a quarterly basis will represent an increase in frequency and
workload for undertakings in some territories. The content and timing of quarterly reporting should
therefore be assessed, considering experiences of Basel II, to ensure that it is proportionate and
justified by the benefit it will provide to the supervisory process.

* The Consultation Paper makes no provision for transitional arrangements for quantitative reporting
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templates where data stretching back over more than one year is required (for example claims
development). This information may be very difficult to provide, and it may be proportionate to
exempt undertakings from providing comparative information, or to allow it to be provided on a
“best endeavours” basis (without requirement for audit).

* We welcome the proposal for a proportionate approach to the audit of the qualitative and
quantitative information that will require certain information only to be subject to audit. We believe
external assurance is a valuable tool to give supervisors and other uses confidence over the
reported data. However, the level of assurance and form of report to be provided has yet to be
determined and it is vital that stakeholders should be given an opportunity to comment on the final
proposals. Careful consideration should be given to ensure that the information designated for audit
is “auditable” and that the costs of audit requirements are proportionate to the benefits provided.

* We note that the area of external assurance over the internal model is identified as an area for
further consideration. Supervisors may require some assurance over the inputs to, application of,
and results from the internal model as part of the annual reporting process although they may well
have gained significant assurance over the model design as part of the model approval process. We
recommend that CEIOPS consults with providers of assurance services to develop guidance for
supervisors in this area. Audit requirements will also be determined by national audit regulations
and we recommend that CEIOPS engages with relevant national authorities in this respect.

e Further clarity will be required on reporting and audit requirements for groups. In particular, no
detailed guidance has been provided on group quantitative reporting templates, requirements for a
group RTS or audit scope. An opportunity must be provided for the industry to comment on the
detailed proposals as these are developed.

e The external experts from whom supervisors can directly request information should be clearly
defined as those performing specific functions set out in law and regulation. As set out in the
Directive the supervisor should be able to request information from those specified external
experts. However, the supervisor should not be able to mandate that the external expert performs
additional work or produces additional reports over and above the work agreed under the expert’s
engagement with the insurer. However, the external expert may agree to perform additional work
as part of a separate engagement.

1.1.

In many areas, and in particular in the areas of audit requirements and quantitative reporting
templates, the advice in CP 58 is provisional. In order to provide the fully consulted advice requested
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by the European Commission, CEIOPS will need to consult further on these aspects of its advice. We
note that the group quantitative reporting templates will be subject to consultation (paragraph 3.503)
so these areas could be combined into this later consultation.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

2.5.

2.6.

2.7.

2.8.

2.9.

2.10.

2.11.

3.1. The scope of "Group” as defined does not align to the scope used for accounting purposes. We
recommend that the scope is aligned with the accounting consolidation scope to ensure consistency
and comparability between regulatory and accounting reported information, as is indicated is required
by the level 1 directive.
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3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

3.7. Supervisors should have regard to the principle of proportionality in developing additional information
requests from undertakings; in particular requirements for additional information from all insurers (for
example in response to changes in market conditions) can be a significant burden. Where practicable it
would be beneficial if supervisors consulted with stakeholders before making such requests.

3.8.

3.9.

3.10. Paragraph 3.10 refers (at the fourth bullet) to items to be included in the RTS of group members
which, it is assumed, will be reported to their local supervisors. CEIOPS should clarify the nature and
extent of reporting that will be required in respect of the group to the group supervisor, as this is not
covered in either CP58 or CP60. Is a full group RTS required (as indicated in paragraph 3.32) in
addition to entity level RTSs? It is clear from paragraph 3.503 that group quantitative reporting is
proposed but it is unclear what qualitative reporting to the group supervisor in respect of the group is
proposed (although Article 258 (2) notes that Article 35 shall apply mutatis mutandis).

3.11. This paragraph details certain items not covered by this paper or by CP60. These items will be
important for some and should be covered in future CEIOPS consultations.

3.12.

3.13.

3.14.

3.15.

3.16.
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3.17. It is stated that the reporting requirements are based on the “information that supervisors would need
to receive”. Whilst section 3.4.3 articulates the reasons the supervisors need to receive each of the
items identified for inclusion in the RTS there is no equivalent analysis in respect of each of the
quantitative reporting templates. A clear articulation of supervisory data needs in respect of each of the
proposed quantitative reporting templates would help respondents to identify where there may be
more efficient or effective ways of meeting those needs.

3.18. Paragraphs 3.18-3.19 refer to the impact assessments contained in Annex A and Annex B (which in
turn refer to 2 further templates). We are concerned that these assessments do not form a sufficient
basis for stakeholders to assess the impact of the proposals. The assessments focus on qualitative
comparisons of differing options without providing any quantitative, absolute, assessment of their
impact. Without an assessment of the absolute, as well as relative, costs and benefits of each of the
options considered it is difficult for stakeholders to make an assessment as to whether the proposals
represent proportionate regulatory responses.

3.19. See paragraph 3.18 above.

3.20. See paragraph 3.18 above.

3.21.

3.22.

3.23.

3.24.

3.25.

3.26.

3.27.

3.28. In the first bullet (and in paragraph 3.29 and 3.34) it is stated that “the RTS is a stand-alone

document, which does not require reference to any other document in order to be understood”. As set
out in paragraph 3.27, supervisors will also receive the SFCR, there will therefore be some duplication
in the RTS of matters included in the SFCR. As well as being repetitive, this may lead to an
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unnecessarily large volume of information to be considered by supervisors.

In addition, there may be other data sources that contain information relevant for supervisory
purposes (e.g. published accounts, the own risk and solvency assessment performed in accordance
with Article 44) which could be provided to supervisors. Where supervisory information needs can
properly be met by such data we believe it would be proportionate for the RTS to clearly and
specifically cross refer to where the reporting requirements are met (potentially subject to prior
supervisory approval). While in practice we expect that many undertakings will prepare a single set of
information from which the separate reports can be populated, some insurers may find it more efficient
to avoid significant repetition between documents.

3.29. This paragraph notes that CEIOPS envisages the SFCR will be a stand alone report. Given the stated
objective (see paragraph 3.21(c)) to promote “compatibility of ... reporting rules with the international
accounting standards elaborated by the IASB” it is to be expected (and desired) that there will be a
significant overlap between the requirements of the SFCR and the requirements of financial statements
prepared under IFRS. As a result we question the desirability of requiring the SFCR to be a fully stand
alone document when it may well duplicate significant elements of financial statements prepared under
IFRS. We therefore believe the SFCR should be permitted to incorporate, by reference, and potentially
with prior supervisory approval, items included in financial statements provided they are publicly
available in the same way and to the same timetable as the SFCR. Items in respect of which Solvency
IT prescribes a different measurement basis from the financial statements may need to be reported on
the Solvency II basis within the SFCR.
See paragraph 3.28 in respect of RTS.

3.30.

3.31.

3.32. See paragraph 3.10

3.33.

3.34. See paragraph 3.28 in respect of RTS and paragraph 3.29 in respect of SFCR.

3.35.
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3.36.

3.37.

3.38.

3.39. We believe clarification is needed as to who would be considered as “external experts” for the purposes
of these paragraphs. Arguably many external parties engaged by insurers are likely to have expertise
in the area for which they are engaged. However, we believe the term should be precisely defined to
encompass only those external parties performing specified functions (for example the external
auditors and, where applicable, any external parties engaged to fulfil the actuarial function). It should
additionally be ensured that any requirements introduced by Member States are consistent with other
local laws and regulation applicable to the external expert.

Where external parties are engaged by an insurer on an ad hoc basis (as opposed to performing
functions specified by law and regulation) the supervisor will be able to request directly from the
insurer any information/reports provided from the external party to the insurer. Therefore, we do not
believe it is necessary or appropriate for such external parties to be considered to be external experts
for this purpose, although we recognise that they may in some cases be covered by regulations in
place over outsourcing.

“Section 3.7.2” should read “Section 3.7.3”

See further comments on paragraphs 3.540 and 3.541.

3.40.

3.41.

3.42.

3.43. See further comments on paragraphs 3.45.

3.44.

3.45. We note that the principle of proportionality is considered to be ‘built in” to the supervisory reporting

and public disclosure requirements, since undertakings with more complex risk profiles will have more
complex disclosures, and disclosures do not need to be made where the requirement does not apply to
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an undertaking.

Whilst not disagreeing with either of these principles, we would anticipate that they may be difficult to
apply in practice. It is unlikely that many of the requirements will be ‘not applicable’ to any
undertaking, even if they may not be material to them. CEIOPS may wish to consider providing a
framework to guide management in applying the principle of proportionality in practice, although this
should not be prescriptive to ensure that management are able to exercise appropriate judgement in
the application of this principle. However, a framework may help to ensure that smaller and simpler
entities are not overburdened by disclosure requirements. For example, permitting the amalgamation
of standard headings within the SFCR/RTS when it is appropriate to do so, and not reporting
immaterial items / lines of business, may be appropriate applications of proportionality.

Additionally, where reporting is required under a standard structure, more simple undertakings may be
obliged to disclose information on relatively simple or low-risk areas of their businesses to provide
information under the elements of the structure. The structure could therefore potentially result in an
unnecessarily high minimum volume of disclosure for the more straightforward undertakings.

3.46.

The definition of materiality will be of great importance in setting the scope of disclosure. Supervisors
will need to ensure consistency and an appropriate level of materiality across undertakings and, given
the aim of harmonised reporting, across territories.

Since materiality affects many areas of Solvency II, we would recommend that CEIOPS considers
establishing a single principle of materiality to be applied across Solvency II, rather than discussing
materiality separately in different consultation papers.

We believe that the principle of proportionality should be applied to quantitative reporting templates so
that, for example, there is no requirement to separately report immaterial classes of business.

3.47.

We note that materiality is defined in terms of the risk-based decisions to be taken by supervisory
authorities when performing the SRP. While this aligns materiality with the target audience of the RTS
(i.e. the supervisor), there may be an expectation gap in practice, particularly in early years, between
the information disclosed by undertakings and the expectations of the supervisors. It will therefore be
important for supervisors to clearly indicate the nature and extent of disclosure they require to perform
their SRP.

3.48.
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3.49.

3.50.

3.51.

3.52.

3.53.

3.54.

3.55.

3.56.

3.57.

3.58. The target audience for the SFCR is defined in very wide terms, which may not be appropriate for the
form of disclosure. The needs of the different stakeholders included are very different, for example the
needs of a policyholder are significantly different from those of a rating agency, and providing
information suitable for all stakeholders may result in a very high volume and level of detail of
disclosure.

Undertakings may not consider it appropriate to be required to target their public disclosure to the
needs of other insurance and reinsurance undertakings (except in their capacity as policyholders).
CEIOPS may also wish to recognise that the needs of all external stakeholders do not need to be met
by the SFCR, for example undertakings may provide tailored presentations or information to financial
analysts or ratings agencies consistent with their own business objectives.

However, notwithstanding the above, undertakings should be free to provide within the SFCR
information targeted at particular user groups.

3.59.

3.60.

3.61.
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3.62.

"3.2.6" should read “3.2.5".

3.63.

3.64.

The requirement to replicate equivalent information in full in the SFCR goes beyond the Level 1 text
which permits undertakings to ‘refer to’ equivalent information without any requirement that it must be
reproduced in full. This requirement may remove the benefit to undertakings of being able to refer to
information reported elsewhere and will result in @ much greater volume of disclosure and repetition
between documents. We believe consideration should be given to allowing the inclusion of material by
cross reference, as permitted by the Level 1 Directive, potentially with prior agreement of the
supervisor.

If CEIOPS does not recommend the ability to include material by cross reference it should clarify
whether it will be acceptable for undertakings to replicate information in its original form and format,
for example, would it be acceptable to include copies of pages from statutory accounts where these
contains equivalent information, or would the information have to be reworded (as may be implied by
paragraph 3.283 where there is a change in target audience).

This comment applies also to paragraph 3.288

3.65.

See comments on 3.64

3.66.

3.67.

3.68.

There may be disclosure obligations imposed on undertakings other than those that are listed or that
have access to capital markets. In particular, accounting requirements may require certain disclosures
(e.g. IAS 1 requires details of the consequences of non-compliance with externally imposed capital
requirements and IAS 37 requires details of contingent liabilities (which may include potential liabilities
arising from supervisory action)).

In addition, there be other circumstances in which disclosure is required (e.g. to law enforcement
agencies)

As a result the considerations in this paragraph are relevant to all undertakings not just those that are

Template comments

11/51




Comments Template on CEIOPS-CP 58
Consultation Paper on the Draft L2 Advice on Supervisory reporting and disclosure

Deadline
11.09.2009
4 p.m. CET

listed or have access to capital markets.

3.69. The disclosure policy may also usefully include which information will not be published by an
undertaking based on the principle of proportionality and materiality.

3.70. This is relevant in the context of qualitative reporting as well as quantitative reporting templates.

3.71. We assume that ‘governance procedures’ includes internal controls, and would welcome clarification of
this point.

3.72.

3.73.

3.74.

3.75.

3.76. As set out in our comments to paragraph 3.68 there may be other legal or regulatory requirements
that lead to disclosure of supervisory information being required. We do not believe insurers should be
put in a position where they are unable to meet other legal or regulatory requirements by virtue of
supervisory permission being withheld. As a result we believe that, in the absence of compelling
reasons to the contrary, supervisors should grant permission for disclosure where, and to the extent, it
is necessary for an insurer to meet a legal or regulatory requirement.

3.77.

3.78.

3.79. Clarification should be given as to what would be considered as “relevant professional standards” as
referred to in this paragraph (for example, standards for the actuarial function, standards for technical
provisions).

3.80.

3.81.

3.82.

3.83.
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3.84.
3.85.
3.86. We note CEIOPS’ aim to achieve consistency and comparability of published information in setting out

a standard structure for the SFCR. While a prescribed form for public disclosure will encourage
comparability between undertakings and may help undertakings structure their minimum content, it
may also be seen to restrict the ability of undertakings to provide a tailored explanation of their
results, risks, management, etc. to the public, and therefore restrict the overall usefulness of the
information in achieving its intended purpose. In practice, the executive summary may become a
longer document in which the undertaking can set out their tailored message, which may conflict with
the intentions for the executive summary set out in paragraph 3.91.

The SFCR has 39 prescribed sub-headings under 5 main headings together with an executive
summary, details of internal model (where applicable) and quantitative templates. Some insurers,
particularly those with comparatively simple operations, may consider such a structure to lead to a
document that is unduly complex in structure. Consideration should be given to the extent to which
undertakings should be permitted freedom to structure their own report in accordance with their
disclosure policy, for example by allowing insurers to merge the reporting of items under sub-headings
where it is proportionate to do so and where it is clearly indicated that this has been done (for example
ORSA is part of the risk management system and so arguably items B3 and B4 could be discussed
together where this aids clarity).

The level of detail to be given under each of the SFCR headings may be capable of a wide range of
interpretations. We would not support more prescription of the form and content of the SFCR and
believe that the application of the principle of proportionality is a matter for judgement by
undertakings. However, it may be helpful if an example SFCR were developed by CEIOPS to illustrate
the level of detail that is envisaged, including, for example, examples of items to be included in “other
risks” (paragraph 3.150), albeit this should be performed at Level 3 and no aspect of the example
should become mandatory for undertakings.

Where quantitative information is to be given as part of the SFCR it should be clarified (except where it
is self evident) whether this should be on an accounting or a solvency basis.

To the extent any elements of the SFCR are subject to external audit these will need to be clearly
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identifiable and separable from the other parts of the SFCR. It may therefore be necessary to revisit
the format of the SFCR to facilitate this once any external audit requirements have been finalised.

3.87.

3.88.

3.89. We believe the issue of which quantitative templates will be for public disclosure to be an important
one and CEIOPS should ensure there is adequate consultation on its proposals in this regard.

3.90.

3.91. The executive summary is stated to be aimed specifically at policyholders. While it may be useful for

policyholders who will not necessarily read the SFCR in its entirety, there may be other users for whom
an executive summary would also be useful and those users should also be considered in the drafting
of the executive summary.
We believe the executive summary can usefully be used to provide a synopsis of the key information
contained within the other sections of the SFCR, in addition to the information required by paragraph
3.94. The executive summary is not bound by a prescribed structure and so this area gives the insurer
the freedom to communicate the key issues in a manner it feels appropriate to the market.

3.92.

3.93. See paragraph 3.91

3.94.

3.95. Many of the required elements of the SFCR already have to be disclosed for statutory accounts and/or
national GAAP purposes. We suggest that clarification is made on whether the SFCR information should
be consistent with the statutory accounts and/or national GAAP disclosures, or should be adjusted onto
a Solvency II basis where different. We believe that the requirements of 3.95 to 3.109 may lead to a
significant duplication of already publically disclosed information (SFCR and statutory accounts /
national GAAP).

3.96. See paragraph 3.103.

3.97.
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3.98. More clarity should be given as to whether comparative figures must be provided, and, if so, whether
there are any transitional arrangements for the first year of reporting.

3.99.

3.100.

3.101.

3.102.

3.103. We do not see why the name and address of the external auditors should be provided as a mandatory
SFCR disclosure requirement. In particular, it should be ensured that the provision of such detail does
not imply the SFCR has been subject to a greater scope of audit than is actually the case.

3.104. The reference to “all subsidiaries” would more appropriately be “all significant subsidiaries” to avoid
requiring detail of potentially large numbers of immaterial subsidiaries.

3.105. The distinction between underwriting activities and investment activities may be more familiar in
certain territories for general insurers where the gains on investment activities are directly attributable
to the shareholders. In long-term business this distinction may be less clear where investment gains
may be attributable to both policyholders and shareholders and where shareholders’ return from
insurance activities may, for example, arise from management charges of funds under management
which are in turn impacted by the performance from investment activities.

Allowing more flexibility around the headings under which the performance of the undertaking may be
presented will allow insurers to adopt a presentation that is most appropriate for their business.

Where CEIOPS believes that the detailed reporting of performance by, for example, type of product,
would be beneficial, this information could be included as part of the quantitative reporting templates.
Undertakings may consider that some of the required information is commercially sensitive.

3.106. See comments on paragraph 3.105 above.

3.107.

3.108.
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3.109.

3.110.

3.111.

3.112. We recommend that the expression “other key functions” be defined (for example, actuarial function,
internal audit function).

3.113.

3.114.

3.115.

3.116.

3.117.

3.118.

3.119. The SFCR requires a high level of detail on processes. This may prove onerous for larger and more
complex organisations with complex processes, particularly in those territories where similar
requirements have not existed previously, and may result in organisations publically disclosing
information at a level similar to Sarbanes-Oxley level documentation. This may be a significant burden
for some organisations in some territories and may not be seen to provide sufficient benefit to the
public.

3.120.

3.121.

3.122.

3.123.

3.124.

3.125.
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.126.

127.

.128.

The information on fitness and propriety should be required to include only senior management, and
undertakings should be allowed to apply a level of proportionality.

We recommend that the expression “other key functions” be defined (for example, actuarial function,
internal audit function).

.129.

.130.

.131.

.132.

.133.

.134.

.135.

.136.

.137.

.138.

.139.

.140.

.141.

W W W WwWwiw wiww|w w | w |ww

.142.

We note that many of the requirements of the SFCR in this area are closely aligned with existing
disclosures under IFRS - see comments on paragraph 3.30 in this regard.
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Paragraph 3.142 as drafted would appear to indicate that risk exposure, concentration, mitigation and
sensitivity would be reported within categories C.1 - C.7 for each category of risk. However, in
paragraph 3.86 it is indicated that risk exposure, concentration, mitigation and sensitivity would be
reported in categories C.8 - C.11 respectively. Clarification of the intention in this regard should be
given.

It would seem appropriate to allow reporting of risk exposure, concentration, mitigation and sensitivity
by type of risk (i.e. with C.1-C.7 as opposed to separately within C.8 - C.11).

In addition, consideration should be given to allowing liquidity risk and ALM risk to be reported
together as a single category, where proportionate.

3.143. Strategic risks should be added to the list of examples, as for paragraph 3.145(j).

3.144.

3.145.

3.146.

3.147.

3.148. There may be wide interpretation across undertakings of the sensitivities to apply, resulting in a lack of
comparability between the disclosures of different undertakings. It may be appropriate for supervisors
to have the ability to define a minimum set of sensitivities that undertakings should apply, although we
would not support specific sensitivities being defined at Level 2 to allow supervisors to easily adopt
sensitivities appropriate to current market conditions.

3.149.

3.150.

3.151. The level and volume of detail required around risk management may make the SFCR less informative

in practice for stakeholders. A clearer picture of the risks faced by an undertaking may be obtained if
undertakings are able (potentially with prior supervisory approval) to tailor the structure of their SFCR
in this area to best suit the circumstances of their business.
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3.152. The title of this paragraph refers to “Material” risk exposures. It should be clarified that disclosures
under each sub-paragraph are only required where the risk is material (e.g. in sub-paragraph d) “each
type of risk” should be “each material type of risk”).
The time and cost of providing the required level of detail may be significant, and the information
required to comply with this paragraph may be commercially sensitive.

3.153. The requirement to disclose “Information on concentration of insurance risk” may be subject to wide
interpretation by undertakings. To improve comparability between undertakings, it may be useful for
CEIOPS to develop a framework to aid management in their assessment of concentrations, and
examples could helpfully be provided in an example SFCR (see our comments on paragraph 3.86).

3.154. It is should be clarified that disclosures are only required in respect of material items. We note that
undertakings may consider this information to be commercially sensitive.

3.155.

3.156.

3.157.

3.158.

3.159. Consideration should be given to requiring information on investments in undertakings belonging to the
same group.

3.160.

3.161.

3.162.

3.163.

3.164.

3.165.
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3.166.

3.167.

3.168. The disclosure specified here would more appropriately be included in the Group SFCR as opposed to
the SFCR of the individual group members as the information on any asset valuation adjustments made
for group reporting purposes will more naturally be available at the level of the group as opposed to
the subsidiary.

3.169. An indication of the type of information CEIOPS intends to be disclosed under point ¢ may usefully be
provided as part of an example SFCR (see our comments on paragraph 3.86).

3.170. The disclosure specified here would more appropriately be included in the Group SFCR as opposed to
the SFCR of the individual group members as the information on any technical provision valuation
adjustments made for group reporting purposes will more naturally be available at the level of the
group as opposed to the subsidiary.

3.171.

3.172. The disclosure specified here would more appropriately be included in the Group SFCR as opposed to
the SFCR of the individual group members as the information on any liability valuation adjustments
made for group reporting purposes will more naturally be available at the level of the group as opposed
to the subsidiary.

3.173.

3.174.

3.175.

3.176.

3.177.

3.178.

3.179.

3.180.
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.181.

.182.

.183.

.184.

.185.

.186.

.187.

.188.

.189.

.190.

.191.

.192.

This paragraph appears unnecessary.

.193.

.194.

.195.

.196.

.197.

W W W W Www www W wiwiwlwiw w | w||Ww

.198.

3.199.

3.200.

3.201.

See comment on paragraph 3.184 above.
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3.202.

3.203.

3.204.

3.205.

3.206.

3.207.

3.208.

3.209.

Whilst we recognise that this paragraph drives at consistency with Article 52 of the Level 1 text, in
practice it may prove challenging for undertakings to disclose the required level and depth of
information without putting commercially sensitive information into the public domain, especially where
a bespoke internal model has been developed. This may reduce the ability to achieve the objectives of
harmonization of reporting which enables a good understanding of the design, operational details and
reliability of the internal model.

3.210.

3.211.

3.212.

3.213.

3.214.

3.215.

3.216.

3.217.

3.218.

3.219.
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3.220.

3.221.

3.222.

3.223.

3.224.

3.225.

3.226.

3.227.

3.228.

3.229.

3.230.

3.231.

3.232.

3.233.

3.234.

3.235.

3.236.

3.237.

3.238.

3.239.

3.240.
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3.241.

3.242.

3.243. We note that the level of public disclosure of the internal model required is extensive. The level of

disclosure is defined in terms of a ‘knowledgeable person’, but it may be felt that a person
knowledgeable in financial modelling may not reflect the main target audience of the SFCR. Our
comments on paragraph 3.58 are relevant in this context.
Examples of the kind and detail of information CEIOPS would like to see disclosed in this section of the
SFCR may be usefully provided in an example SFCR at Level 3 (see our comments on paragraph 3.86),
otherwise some undertakings may feel that the provision of sufficient information to meet the
requirements of this paragraph may require the disclosure of commercially sensitive information
leading to requests for non-disclosure under Article 52 of the Level 1 Directive.

3.244.

3.245.

3.246.

3.247.

3.248. See our comments on paragraph 3.243.

3.249.

3.250. See our comments on paragraph 3.243.

3.251.

3.252. We note that there may be duplication between the disclosure required by this paragraph and that
required by paragraph 3.154, unless cross referencing without reproduction is permitted (our
comments on paragraph 3.64 apply in this context).

3.253.

3.254.
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3.255.

3.256.

3.257.

3.258.

3.259.

3.260.

3.261.

3.262.

3.263.

3.264.

3.265.

3.266.

3.267.

3.268.

3.269.

3.270.

This requirement may result in a level of duplication (see our comments on paragraph 3.273).

3.271.

3.272.

3.273.

The CP proposes that where a group submits a single group wide SFCR, a solo SFCR for each member
of the group must also be provided as an annex. This may be unduly burdensome, in particular for
large groups with many individual undertakings that are managed on a group basis, and may lead to
significant duplication. A proportionate approach may be for groups to provide common disclosures at a
group level and only require disclosure at the entity level when needed for a proper understanding of
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that entity.

3.274.

3.275.

3.276.

3.277. Details of which languages are understood by which supervisory authorities should be provided to
facilitate compliance with point (b). See also paragraph 3.273.

3.278.

3.279.

3.280.

3.281. The RTS is referred to in this paragraph as a “"document”. In practice it may be more efficient for both
supervisors and firms for the RTS or distinct elements thereof to be submitted by electronic means
(and the most effective means of submissions may change over times as technologies develop). Article
35 of the Directive provides for supervisory authorities “to determine the ... format” of RTS and we
believe that the most appropriate format may differ from territory to territory and over time and so
should not be prescribed at Level 2.
In addition, items to be reported under the RTS may include information contained in a number of pre-
existing documents that management use for internal purposes (for example the output of the ORSA).
We feel that CEIOPS should consider whether other documents used by management, particularly the
ORSA, may be included in the RTS in their form used by management, potentially with prior approval
from the supervisor (and with a clear indication of which of the RTS requirements they refer to).
See also comments on paragraph 3.28.

3.282. See comments on paragraph 3.28.

3.283. See comments on paragraph 3.28.

3.284.

3.285.
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3.286.

3.287.

3.288.

See comments on paragraph 3.28.

3.289.

3.290.

3.291.

3.292.

3.293.

3.294.

3.295.

3.296.

3.297.

3.298.

While it is for the supervisor to define the information that is required for the purposes of supervision,
we note that the information required is extensive and may be seen as a significant burden for some
undertakings, notwithstanding the concepts of proportionality and materiality outlined in sections 3.2.4
and 3.2.5.

We believe it is important for the information to be provided to the supervisors to be clearly defined.
However, there should be proportionate flexibility in the way that is reported to minimise the burden
on insurers and to ensure that information can be reported in an effective way. See comments on
paragraph 3.28.

As for the SFCR (see comments on paragraph 3.86) we believe consideration should be given to
allowing insurers to merge the reporting of items under sub-headings where it is proportionate to do so
and where it is clearly indicated that this has been done. In particular we note that the results of the
ORSA to be reported under item B.4 may encompass a number of other of the prescribed areas of the
RTS. Where the ORSA results fulfil this purpose in a way that is appropriate for supervisory reporting
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we believe it may be appropriate for those other areas to be cross referenced to the ORSA output
reported under heading B4 - see further comments on paragraph 3.325 below.

Where quantitative information is to be given as part of the RTS it should be clarified (except where it
is self evident) whether this should be on an accounting or a solvency basis.

To the extent elements of the RTS are subject to external audit these will need to be clearly identifiable
and separable from the other parts of the RTS. It may therefore be necessary to revisit the format of
the RTS to facilitate this once any external audit requirements have been finalised.

3.299.

3.300.

See comments on paragraph 3.28.

3.301.

3.302.

3.303.

3.304.

3.305.

The comments on the distinction of underwriting and investment activities in respect of the SFCR (see
paragraph 3.105) also apply to the RTS.

3.306.

See paragraph 3.305 above.

3.307.

3.308.

3.309.

3.310.

3.311.

3.312.

3.313.
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3.314.

3.315.

3.316.

3.317.

3.318.

3.319.

3.320.

3.321.

3.322.

3.323.

3.324.

3.325.

We note that the ORSA covers conceptually similar ground to the RTS: “the ORSA can be defined as
the entirety of the processes and procedures employed to identify, assess, monitor, manage, and
report the short and long term risks a (re)insurance undertaking faces or may face and to determine
the own funds necessary to ensure that the undertaking’s overall solvency needs are met at all
times.'”. This appears, prima facie, to be a similar scope to the purpose of the RTS, to provide “all
regularly reported information necessary for the purpose of supervision®”.

There may therefore be overlap between information in the ORSA and information required to be
disclosed under sub-headings of the RTS. This may result in duplication, and our comments on
paragraph 3.281 apply.

In order to produce efficiencies, some undertakings may be inclined to structure their ORSA around the

! CEIOPS Issues Paper “Own Risk and Solvency Assessment (ORSA)” paragraph 9
* CP58 paragraph 3.281
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format of the RTS when this may not be the most appropriate structure for their business.

3.326.

3.327.

3.328.

3.329.

3.330.

3.331.

3.332.

3.333.

3.334.

3.335.

3.336.

3.337.

3.338.

3.339.

3.340.

3.341.

3.342.

3.343.

3.344.

See comments on paragraph 3.142 regarding the reporting of risk exposure, concentration, mitigation
and sensitivity which apply equally to the RTS.

3.345.
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3.346.

3.347.

3.348.

3.349.

3.350.

3.351.

3.352.

3.353.

3.354.

3.355.

3.356.

3.357.

3.358.

3.359.

3.360.

3.361.

3.362.

3.363.

3.364.

3.365.

3.366.
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3.367.

3.368.

3.369.

3.370.

3.371.

3.372.

3.373.

3.374.

3.375.

3.376.

3.377.

3.378.

3.379.

3.380.

3.381.

3.382.

3.383.

3.384.

3.385.

3.386.

3.387.
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3.388.

3.389.

3.390.

3.391.

3.392.

3.393. We note that this requirement may be subject to wide interpretation by undertakings leading to a lack
of comparability. CEIOPS may be able to provide an indication of the type of information required as
part of an example SFCR (see our comments on paragraph 3.86).

3.394.

3.395.

3.396.

3.397. Further guidance could be provided on where comparatives are required, and any transitional
arrangements in year one. This comment applies to all requirements for reporting of financial
performance.

Further guidance could be provided on the basis on which financial information is to be provided.
‘Management body’s discussion and analysis’ implies that management accounting information is
appropriate, which would align the reporting information with the way that management manage the
business. This comment applies to all requirements for reporting of financial performance.

Examples of the level of information required beyond what is provided in the SFCR (paragraph 3.105)
could be usefully provided in an example SFCR at Level 3 (see our comments on paragraph 3.86).

3.398. Examples of the level of information required beyond what is provided in the SFCR (paragraph 3.106)
could be usefully provided in an example SFCR at Level 3 (see our comments on paragraph 3.86)

3.399.

3.400.
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3.401.

3.402.

3.403.

3.404.

See our comments on paragraph 3.325.

3.405.

3.406.

3.407.

3.408.

Undertakings are required to inform the supervisor in advance of outsourcing of any critical or
important functions under article 48(3) of the level 1 directive. We therefore question the incremental
benefit of disclosing this information a second time in the RTS.

3.409.

3.410.

3.411.

3.412.

3.413.

3.414.

3.415.

3.416.

3.417.

3.418.

3.419.

3.420.

We note that undertakings’ interpretations of the business planning period and stresses to apply to
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comply with point b may be wide, resulting in a lack of comparability between undertakings and
potentially a lack of adequate stressing. While we would not consider it appropriate to define the
stresses and business planning period to be used at Level 2 (which would then be unable to be
adjusted to respond to economic and market conditions), it would be beneficial for supervisors to be
able to specify variables to be applied by undertakings.

3.421.

3.422.

3.423.

3.424.

3.425.

3.426.

3.427.

3.428.

3.4209. It is proposed that CEIOPS intends to specify at level 3 the detail of the quantitative reporting
templates. The quantitative reporting requirements may require systems developments to facilitate
their production and we believe it is important that preparers (and where applicable auditors) have
sufficient opportunity to comment on CEIOPS specific proposals in this regard. As such we would
encourage CEIOPS to develop its proposals in this regard at the earliest opportunity.

Undertakings should be able to apply the principle of proportionality so that reporting is not required
for immaterial lines of business. While judgements of proportionality should primarilybe the
judgements of management and not prescribed, CEIOPS may wish to consider providing a framework
to guide management in applying the principle of proportionality in practice.

Where reporting includes historic data (e.g. claims triangles) transitional arrangements may be needed
to recognise the fact that data may not have historically been collected in a way that facilitates
reporting in the prescribed quantitative reporting templates.

3.430. We concur with the proposed harmonisation of quantitative reporting templates.
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3.431.

3.432.

3.433.

3.434.

3.435.

3.436.

3.437.

This paragraph refers to “the limited accounting information required in Annex D”. For each of the
proposed templates it should be clarified (except where it is self evident) where accounting as opposed
to solvency figures should be used.

3.438.

Please clarify whether a reconciliation between the accounting balance sheet and the regulatory
balance sheet will be required as part of quantitative reporting.

3.439.

3.440.

3.441.

3.442.

3.443.

3.444.

3.445.

3.446.

3.447.

3.448.

3.449.

As noted by CEIOPS, proportionality will be an important consideration around quantitative reporting
templates, and we await further guidance at Level 3. CEIOPS envisages that some templates may only
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be required to be completed for material lines of business, and we would recommend the development
of appropriate guidance to facilitate application of this principle.

3.450.

3.451.

3.452.

3.453.

3.454.

3.455.

3.456.

3.457.

3.458.

3.459.

3.460.

3.461.

3.462.

3.463.

3.464.

3.465.

3.466.

3.467.

Submission of the SFCR within 3 or 4 months of the financial year end may be broadly aligned with
current external reporting requirements in certain territories (e.g. the UK) whereas in other territories
this may represent a significant change. In any event the depth and breadth of information required by
CP58 (even for those territories that currently require external regulatory reporting) may be a
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significant increase on current reporting requirements.

In particular the consolidated (group) data may necessarily need to be prepared subsequent to the
preparation of entity (solo) data and so it may be appropriate to allow groups to prepare their solo data
to one deadline then consolidate into their group data at a subsequent later deadline (allowing the later
deadline to be used when only a group SFCR is prepared).

It is likely that the first year of reporting under the Directive may involve a greater resource input by
preparers and auditors and so increase the time pressure of the reporting process. Consideration
should be given to a transitional arrangement permitting the extension of the reporting deadlines in the
first year of adoption.

There may be exceptional circumstances where it is proportionate to allow undertakings additional time
to meet their reporting requirements. We believe supervisors should have the ability to grant an
extension to the reporting deadlines to individual insurers where they believe it is proportionate to do
So.

This comment also applies to paragraph 3.476, and to paragraphs 3.489, 3.494, 3.506 and 3.511 with
respect to the RTS and quantitative reporting templates.

3.468.

3.469.

3.470.

3.471.

This paragraph refers to Recital 21 which states “To publicly disclose information means to make it
available to the public either in printed or electronic form free of charge"

The use of the word “either" (as opposed to “both”) in the Recital implies that an insurer could fulfil its
obligations by making the document available in one or the other of electronic or printed form.

The proposals in paragraph 3.471 do not represent a consistent interpretation of this Recital. Insurers
with no website facility are permitted to make the document available solely in printed form. This
implicitly acknowledges that the Recital does not mandate disclosure in both printed and electronic
form.
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However, paragraph 3.471 refers to “the Directive’s requirement (Recital 21) that paper copies be
made available™ and paragraph 3.472 goes on to mandate paper copy disclosure even when electronic
disclosure has been made. This appears to be an incorrect reading of the Recital that allows optionality
on the form of disclosure. As a result, given printed disclosure would not appear to be mandated by the
Directive consideration should be given as to whether it is proportionate for CEIOPS to mandate it.

In sub-paragraph b) we note that whilst the use of a trade association’s website may be an option we
do not believe it should be a requirement (and so “should” should be replaced with "may”) as it will be
outside the insurer’s control whether a trade association allows publication of SFCRs on its website.
Also there may be many members of a trade association and so we do not believe it should be
mandated that the trade association’s website homepage should contain a link to each individual SFCR
contained on its website as this may lead to the homepage becoming unduly cluttered.

In sub paragraph ¢) we query whether a 5 business days requirement for despatch of the SFCR should
be mandated. Such a requirement may lead to insurers having to stockpile large quantities of SFCRs in
order to meet any short term unexpected level of demand. A longer mandated deadline (say 4 weeks)
with clear guidance that despatch should be made as soon as practical may be more proportionate.

3.472.

See comments on paragraph 3.471.

3.473.

3.474.

3.475.

3.476.

See comments on paragraph 3.467.

3.477.

See comments on paragraph 3.471.

3.478.

3.479.

See comments on paragraph 3.471.

3.480.
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3.481.

3.482. It would be helpful to understand the basis for CEIOPS’ query to the European Commission set out in
footnote 51 (i.e. why is there considered to be uncertainty as to whether undertakings have to comply
with these requirements on the first year end following the Directive’s implementation?). CEIOPS
should clarify at the earliest opportunity the date from which the reporting requirements will first apply.
We concur with the proposals that qualitative RTS information be limited to material changes on an
ongoing basis.

3.483.

3.484.

3.485.

3.486.

3.487.

3.488.

3.489. See comments on paragraph 3.467.

3.490.

3.491. Our comments on materiality on paragraph 3.46 and 3.47 are relevant in this context.

3.492.

3.493.

3.494. See comments on paragraph 3.467.

3.495.

3.496.

3.497.

3.498. See our comments on paragraph 3.510 below.
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3.499.
3.500. See comments on paragraph 3.498
3.501.
3.502.
3.503. Where a separate set of quantitative reporting templates is required for group reporting, our comments
on paragraph 3.467 with respect to group deadlines will apply.
See also paragraph 3.10.
3.504.
3.505.
3.506. See comments on paragraph 3.467.
3.507.
3.508.
3.509.
3.510. We understand that the provision of quarterly reporting may be of benefit to the supervisory process,

and we concur that the Directive’s requirement to report the MCR quarterly should be met (see
paragraph 4.498).

However, we would note that reporting on a quarterly basis will represent an increase in frequency and
workload for undertakings in some territories. The content and timing of quarterly reporting should
therefore be assessed to ensure that it is proportionate and justified by the benefit it will provide to the
supervisory process.

Submission of these templates 3 - 4 weeks after quarter end may be a very demanding deadline for
some undertakings in some territories, especially those for whom quarterly reporting is a new
requirement, and may require automation of the reporting process.
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We consider that the following questions would benefit from clarification:

* Will quarterly reporting templates be required for Q4? If so, the templates will be required to be
prepared several months in advance of the annual quantitative reporting templates, and will require
undertakings to devote resources during the busy period of closing ledgers and preparing statutory
accounting information.

* Where an annual deadline of 4 months after year end is used, undertakings will be preparing their
Q1 and annual templates simultaneously — would it be appropriate to avoid the coincidence of
reporting deadlines?

* Will any data analysis from the quarterly reported data be made available to the industry and
national supervisors?

See also comments on paragraph 3.498.

3.511. See comments on paragraph 3.467.

3.512.

3.513.

3.514.

3.515. We agree, in principle, with CEIOPS’ assessment that some but not all reporting should be subject to

external audit. External assurance is a valuable tool to give supervisors and other users confidence
over the reported data. However, external audit requirements do impose a time and cost on
undertakings. Focusing the external audit on those areas where assurance will be of most benefit to
the industry is therefore a proportionate response. In case the information that it not subject to public
disclosure, CEIOPS should consider the level of assurance that the supervisor can obtain itself or from
other sources in determining the benefit of audit.

We note that some data reported in the SFCR and RTS may also be contained in the statutory financial
statements and so will already be subject to external audit. The incremental cost of auditing this
information for the purpose of regulatory disclosures will therefore be lower than the audit of
information not already subject to audit in some form, and CEIOPS should take this into consideration
in assessing the cost/benefit of external assurance over the regulatory disclosures.

We note that CEIOPS views on what may be subject to external audit are currently tentative. We
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believe it is important that both preparers and potential auditors of information have an opportunity to
be fully consulted on CEIOPS final proposals. Consideration will need to be given to the “auditability” of
the proposed information (including any qualitative information within the scope of the auditors” work)
in absolute terms as well as the relative costs and benefits of requiring an audit (or other form of
external assurance). There will need to be clarity on precise scope of external assurance work to be
performed and the form and addressee of the assurance report to be issued.

Any required external assurance from auditors should be clearly defined by reference to relevant
professional standards (e.g. International Auditing Standards (IAS) or International Standards on
Review Engagements (ISRE) issued by the International Auditing and Assurance Standards Board). In
addition, consideration should be given to whether any reporting by external auditors should be private
reporting to supervisors or public reporting on elements of the SFCR (including quantitative templates
forming part of the SFCR).

We concur that the issue of the extent and nature of external assurance over internal models that it is
possible, appropriate and proportionate to provide requires further discussion. The information
identified for audit in paragraph 3.517 does not include any external assurance requirement on the
SCR where it has been derived from an internal model (contrasting with the planned audit of the SCR
derived from the standard formula). We note that supervisors will have been through a process to
approve internal models prior to their use and the approval process (and subsequent supervisory
monitoring) may mean that supervisors already have comfort over many aspects of the internal model
which it would not therefore be proportionate to duplicate via external audit reporting purposes.
However, supervisors may require some form of external assurance over the application of the model
at the period end, including the accurate reflection of the results of the model in the quantitative
reporting templates.

This comment applies also to B2B.

3.516. We concur that it would not be proportionate to require quarterly quantitative reporting templates to
be subject to audit as a matter of course.
3.517. It would be useful if there was a clear mapping between the proposed reporting requirements that may

be subject to audit set out in this table and the elements of the SFCR/RTS and quantitative templates
set out elsewhere in the consultation paper. This is particularly relevant with respect to the qualitative
reporting requirements and for the quantitative reporting in respect of “summary of investments by
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class”.

We note that templates detailing technical provisions are identified for audit. In accordance with Article
76 “the risk margin shall be calculated by determining the cost of providing an amount of eligible own
funds equal to the Solvency Capital Requirement”. As set out in CP 42 paragraph 3.130, where an
internal model is used in the calculation of the SCR that same model may be used in the calculation of
the risk margin. As a result the comments in respect of paragraph 3.515 in respect of external
assurance over internal models will apply equally to the audit of technical provisions where the risk
margin is calculated by reference to an internal model.

3.518.

3.519.

3.520.

3.521.

3.522.

3.523.

3.524.

3.525.

3.526.

3.527.

3.528.

3.529.

3.530.

3.531.

3.532.

3.533.

Template comments

44/51




Comments Template on CEIOPS-CP 58

Deadline

11.09.2
Consultation Paper on the Draft L2 Advice on Supervisory reporting and disclosure 4 por?' gg.?

3.534.

3.535.

3.536.

3.537.

3.538.

3.539.

3.540. Article 35 2.(c) notes that the supervisors shall have the power to require information from external
experts. It should be clarified that the information that may be required should only be that that the
expert already possesses as a result of the performance of the expert role for which it was engaged.
The supervisor should not be able to require that the expert performs additional work or produces
additional reports over and above those already performed by the expert in fulfilling its role, as part of
that engagement. However, the expert may agree to perform additional work as part of a separate
engagement.

See also comments on paragraph 3.39.

3.541. We concur that requests for information should first be made to the undertaking and not the expert.
Such requests should not extend to information which is confidential to the expert and to which the
undertaking itself does not have access (for example contents of audit working papers).

See also comments on paragraph 3.39.
3.542. See comments on paragraphs 3.39 and 3.541.
3.543.
Annex A

3.544.

3.545.

3.546.
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3.547.

3.548.

3.549.

3.550.

3.551.

3.552.

3.553.

3.554.

3.555.

3.556.

3.557.

3.558.

3.559.

3.560.

3.561.

See comments on paragraph 3.564.

3.562.

See comments on paragraph 3.564.

3.563.

See comments on paragraph 3.564.

3.564.

We concur that a standardised reporting format should be required for quantitative reporting for the
reasons set out. We concur that a standardised format for qualitative information may place a
considerable constraint on undertakings. For these reasons we concur that Options 1 and 2 should not
be preferred options. See comments on paragraph 3.298 in respect of the proposed Option 3.

3.565.
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3.566. We note that Option 1 was rejected on the grounds that “it is believed that undertakings would expect
more detail on the level of information to be disclosed and that this should be set at Level 2”. This
statement to some extent prejudges the results of this consultation process. We believe it is possible
that some undertakings may consider the proposed level of prescription regarding the format of the
SFCR to be overly constraining. CEIOPS should consider the responses to this consultation in forming a
view as to whether the stated ground for rejecting Option 1 is valid.

3.567. We concur with the rejection of Option 2 for the reasons set out in the paragraph.

3.568. See comments on paragraph 3.566.

3.569. See comments on paragraph 3.566.

3.570.

3.571.

Annex B

3.572.

3.573.

3.574.

3.575.

3.576.

3.577.

3.578.

3.579.

3.580.

3.581.

3.582.
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3.583.

3.584.

3.585.

Annex C

3.586.

3.587.

3.588.

Annex D

Al

Bl

B2A

B2B

B3A

B3B

B3C

B3D

B3E

B3F

B4A

B4Q

C1
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C2

D1 Paragraph 3.517 indicates that the quantitative reporting template detailing "summary investments by
class” may be subject to audit. It is unclear which, if any, of the investment templates (D1-D5) is
anticipated will be used to fulfil this requirement as there is no single investment summary template.
The data in D1-D5 is at a level of granularity that may be disproportionate to require to be audited (or
potentially even to be required to be reported as a matter of course).

D2 See comment on D1.

D3 See comment on D1.

D4 See comment on D1.

D5 See comment on D1.

El The separate identification of technical provisions for new business is a departure from existing practice
in certain territories (e.g. the UK). Clarification of the contribution this information makes to
supervision could be provided.

E2

E3 This template reconciling the change in own funds should not be required in the first year of application
of the Directive as opening own funds will not have been calculated in accordance with the Directive’s
requirements

E4

ES5 An undertaking may have multiple bases for each assumption, and this template may therefore have to
be completed many times. It may be appropriate to define major classes for which this template must
be completed.

F1

F2

F3

F4
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F5 Completion of historic data may present problems in early years when undertakings have not
historically compiled data on this basis. Transitional provisions should be developed to address this
issue. Two potential approaches are to exempt undertakings from providing historic data prior to
adoption of the templates, or to have historic data prepared on a best-efforts basis and not subject to
audit.
This comment also applies to F6, H1, H2, H3 and H5.

F6

G1 This template includes at Column B “Product ID” which is “to be developed”. It is important that
preparers are properly consulted on the proposed Product IDs to be used.

G2 See comments on G1 regarding Product IDs and E1 regarding the identification of technical provisions
for new business.

G3

G4 We anticipate that this template may be difficult to prepare for some undertakings, although it may be
a useful contribution to quantitative data available to supervisors.

H1

H2

H3

H4 The footnote states “In column A: Relevant types set by the home state ..”. This appears contrary to
the principle of harmonisation set out at paragraph 3.434

H5

J1

]2

J3

J4
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