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General
Comment

The current proposals are too general and will not support effective harmonisation.

Greater emphasis needs to be placed on the demarcation of responsibilities between group and local
supervisors to ensure consistency and harmonisation. Based on supervisors’ own statements,
inconsistencies are known to exist with some lead supervisors expecting to take a significant role in the
supervision of all group entities whilst others significantly expect to delegate those responsibilities.

Additional disclosure requirements should not be required specifically for the role of the
college.

We do not believe that the information needed from (re)insurance undertakings for the purpose of this
Consultation Paper should in any respect go beyond what is already required in CP 58: Supervisory
Reporting and Public Disclosure Requirements.

It would be useful if hyperlinks could be added where reference is made to other sources of
information within this Consultation Paper.
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3.1.
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3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

3.9.

3.10.

3.11.

3.12. Comments in 3.32 are also relevant here.

3.13.

3.14.

3.15.

3.16.

3.17.

3.18. Flexibility should exist as to where best to disclose the assessment of solo undertakings’
governance processes, systems and controls.

The CFO Forum believes the required disclosures should be flexible enough to cater to the organisation
structure of the group concerned. Groups should have the flexibility to agree with the supervisor as to
how disclosures for solo entities are dealt with. For example, where the risk management function is
centralised, the disclosure may be made at the group level.
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3.19.

3.20.

3.21.

3.22.

3.23.

3.24.

3.25.

3.26.

3.27.

3.28.

3.29.

3.30.

3.31. Guidance around the role of the College is repeated in CP60 – Advice on Group Solvency
Assessment.

To ensure consistency, we recommend that guidance around the role of the College is defined in only
one place in the Level 2 implementing measures and any need to further reference the role of the
college is cross-referenced to the relevant section.

A mandatory minimum process for exchanging information should be established so as to
achieve consistency.

Each College of Supervisors will be specific to the group it is supervising. A standardised minimum
process of exchanging information should be established so that consistency is achieved in the
treatment of groups across Europe.
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3.32. Further clarification is required around which body will grade the progress of the different
colleges and how conflicts between supervisors will be resolved.

It is not clear which body will monitor the progress of the different Colleges of Supervisors against the
principles set out in 3.32. It is also not clear which body would resolve any conflict between
supervisors. Further clarification in these areas is required.

The diagram in 3.16 should be updated to reflect this outcome.

The scope of essential information should be the same for all companies across Europe to
ensure consistency.

We suggest the scope of the essential information should be the same for all companies across Europe.
Relevant information exchanged by the supervisors regarding the group should be communicated to
the group.

Comments in 3.18 and 3.31 are also relevant here.
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3.60. The 2% threshold for market share is too low. Consideration needs to be given to the
market share of the territory in the context of the group as a whole.

Attention needs to be given to the materiality of market share relative to the group operations as a
whole.

This is of particular relevance for large groups operating in new markets. A market share of 2% or 5%
in one territory could still account for an insignificant part of the group’s total operations and would
therefore be of less importance to the supervision of the group. The CFO Forum recommends that a
sliding scale should apply taking into consideration both the market share of the operation and the
overall materiality to the group.

3.61.

3.62.

3.63.

3.64.

3.65.

3.66.

3.67.

3.68.

3.69. Communication with the group and its entities should also be described in the coordination
arrangements.

The coordination arrangements should also include how communication with the Group and its entities
at both central and local level is to be coordinated.
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3.70. The level 2 implementation measures should include a timetable for the establishment of the
cooperative and consultative framework and the communication of this to group.

Timetable is a key feature of both group governance review and internal model pre-application process,
especially in a group context as it involves different supervisors and different undertakings.

The level 2 implementation measures should include a timetable for setting up the cooperative and
consultative framework and communicating it to the Group. This is essential given the requirement to
meet the first deadline of 31st October.

3.71.

3.72.

3.73.

3.74.

3.75.

3.76.

3.77.

3.78.

3.79.

3.80.

3.81.

3.82.

3.83. The specialist supervisory teams as defined in 3.77 should be referenced here to enhance
their visibility and groups’ understanding of the way they will be supervised.

We welcome the use to specialised supervisory teams to facilitate the relationship between supervisors
and groups and recommend that reference to them is added here to enhance their visibility and ensure
groups understand the way they will be supervised.
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3.84.

3.85.

3.86.

3.87.

3.88.

3.89. The Level 2 implementation measures should put in place a proper protocol for protection of
data.

The guidelines for protection of data in CP62 and the Directive are insufficient. Supervisors will have
access to information which will be market sensitive both for individual companies and potentially have
wider market impacts.

The Level 2 implementing measures should put in place a proper protocol around the use, sharing and
protection of confidential information, including specific guidelines on exceptional circumstance.
Consequently there should be no circumstances when supervisors are permitted to breach these
guidelines.

3.90. Comments in 3.89 are also relevant in here.

3.91.

3.92. Crisis management needs to be considered earlier.

CEIOPS needs to consider processes to permit a harmonised response to pan-European or global crisis
events.

3.93.

3.94.

3.95.

3.96.

3.97.
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3.116. Consistent disclosure requirements should be established to facilitate all elements of
supervision.

Additional disclosure requirements should not be required specifically for the role of the college.

In order to limit the already high level of supervisory disclosure that will result from the Solvency II
framework, the CFO Forum does not believe that the information required for undertakings for the
purpose of this CP should go beyond that already required in CP58: Supervisory Reporting and Public
Disclosure requirements.

3.117. Comments in 3.116 are also relevant in here.

3.118.
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