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V2 Status update on areas of the Solvency II review across industry, EC, Council and EP
The following tables include a summary of the proposals, per topic, made by EC, Council and EP. A way forward for industry positioning during the Trilogues is proposed for discussion.
Topics 
	
	EC proposal
	Council general approach
	Parliament position
	Industry way forward

	VA
	[Positive] VA reference portfolio to consist of 100% fixed income assets (‘Rescale factor’)

[Positive] Improve country-specific VA (‘macro VA’) 

[Positive] Increase the general application ratio (GAR) to 85% 

[Positive] Include a duration ratio (‘CSSR’) 

[Positive] Does not include EIOPA’s proposed liquidity ratio 


[Negative] Risk Correction (RC) to become a % of the current spread

[Positive] No introduction of an own asset approach 












[Neutral] Mandatory supervisory approval required for companies who wish to start applying the VA. 
	[Positive] Rescale factor, macro VA, GAR and CSSR consistent with COM proposal.

[Positive] Council introduces flexibility in the calculation of the CSSR for those countries which have currencies pegged to the Euro.

[Neutral] In EGBPI discussion on risk correction, there seems to be general support for the EC’s proposed changes to EIOPA’s proposals in order to limit volatility and procyclicality concerns raised (eg Italy) (Art 77d(c)). However, the calibrations being discussed by EGBPI are not as beneficial as those proposed by industry.

[Negative] Council introduces the possibility for companies to apply a company specific ratio which can lower the company’s VA to be consistent with an own assets VA where quality overshooting is present (the ratio is capped at 100% so a company cannot benefit from having a VA higher than the reference) portfolio(s)). Supervisory approval is also required.  


[Negative] Council extends the supervisory approval process to permit additional national criteria to be used in the application process.
	[Positive] Rescale factor, macro VA, GAR and CSSR consistent with COM proposal.

[Positive] Parliament introduces flexibility in the calculation of CSSR for countries which have currencies pegged to the Euro.


[Positive]
No change to the risk correction. 

[Negative] 
Optional undertaking-specific 
adjustment for VA remains but is capped at 125% and subject to application criteria.

[Neutral] As per EC, mandatory supervisory approval required for new VA applications.

	Way forward: Support EP proposal but oppose the introduction of the undertaking specific adjustment.

The EP proposal incorporates all the positive elements of the EC proposal, including maintaining the current RC calibration without any changes. Continue to oppose the introduction of the overshooting ratio but preference for the EP’s proposed alternative over the Council’s version. 



	Extrapolation
	[Negative] Adopt EIOPA’s proposed new methodology.

[Negative] Set alpha parameter to 10%

[Positive] Implement gradually the change (starting with an alpha parameter at 20%) as a
transitional until 2032 

[Negative] with impact disclosed
	[Negative] EC/EIOPA’s proposals are included in the Council position. (Art prop77(a))

[Neutral] Alpha level itself not yet discussed, just whether the calibration should be determined in level 1 (Directive) or level 2 (Delegated Acts).

[Neutral] Council includes disclosure of combined impact of transitionals (eg transitional on extrapolation, TRFR and TMTP) to be disclosed in SFCR. (Art 51)

COM is requested adopt level 2 texts to specify the extrapolation methodology, convergence parameter, DLT assessment, FSP and transitional mechanism.
	[Negative] As per EC proposal, EIOPA’s methodology is adopted.

[Negative] Convergence parameter of c. 13% (minimum).

[Negative]
No specifics for non-Euro currencies.

[Negative] Transition mechanism is removed. 


[Positive] First Smoothing Point (FSP) for the Euro set at 20 years.

	Way forward: Support EP proposal which includes a (min) convergence parameter of c. 13%, a FSP for the Euro of 20 years and no disclosure requirement for the transition mechanism results. 
The industry position is, however, still that the convergence parameter should be higher than 13 % and around 70 % for SEK.

	Risk Margin
	[Positive] Reduction of CoC to 5% (but to be set in EGBPI/Level 2 discussions)
[Positive] EC proposed lambda of 0.975 with no floor (but to be set in EGBPI/Level 2 discussions). 
[Negative] No diversification between life and non-life undertakings.
	[Negative] The CoC and lambda parameter have not been defined in the Council proposal.
	[Positive] CoC of 4.5% in L1 

[Positive]  Time dependency of RM is introduced, but [Negative] exact calibration of lambda left to L2.
	Way forward: Support EP proposal for CoC and continue lobbying for a lambda that is lower than proposed by EC/EIOPA to ultimately achieve a c.50% reduction in risk margin. 

	MA
	[Positive] EC notes intention to adopt EIOPA proposal
	[Positive] No known opposition to the EC proposal (Art 77b)
	[Neutral] Inclusion of group contracts considered as single contracts under point (i) of paragraph 1.
	Way forward: Both EP and Council proposals can be supported as they propose minor changes to the MA.

	Interest rate risk 

	[Positive] EC proposes EIOPA shifted methodology but 
introduced extrapolation of the stressed curves.
	[Neutral] Majority of MS accept EC proposals and also support EIOPA’s proposed -1.25% floor.

Council includes a mandatory 5-year transitional measure for implementation of IRR changes. 

Impact of transitional proposed to be disclosed separately in the SFCR. (Art 111(1)(b), Rec 42a)
	[Positive]
Extrapolation (as per Article 77a) of the stress curves is included in Directive. 

Negative term-dependent floor whose calibration shall ensure a sufficiently small likelihood of interest rates not being at all times above it.

[Neutral] Mandatory phasing-in over a period of up to five years for all undertakings.
	Way forward: Support EP proposal.


	Long Term equity
	[Positive] EC has committed to developing a workable set of criteria.
	[Neutral] EC presented both the EIOPA proposals and the FR, NL and LU governments liquidity test idea at the recent EGBPI. Feedback was that opinion is split among MS on the way forward.
	[Positive] Simplified LTE criteria are proposed.
	Way forward: Support EP proposal, which incorporates more simplified and workable criteria for all markets without being over prescriptive (although further definitions/criteria could be included in Level 2).


	Transitionals 
	
	[Negative] Includes a new Article 308e which includes the new transitional measures (Extrapolation and IRR), includes a new requirement on detailing the timing of phasing-in measures and gives NSAs the power to revoke the application of transitional measures where undertaking does not demonstrate enough progress towards compliance with SCR at end of transitional period.
	
	Way forward: Not prioritise.


	Symmetric equity adjustment
	[Negative] Propose to increase the corridor of the symmetric adjustment to +/-17% (from +/-10%)
	[Positive] Does not include the EC’s proposed changes to the corridor of the symmetric adjustment (Art 106 para 3)

	[Negative] Widen corridor of the symmetric adjustment (+/- 17%).

[Positive] Exclusion of unit-linked policies
	Way forward: Support Council proposal to not widen the corridor and support EP proposal to exclude unit-linked policies.


	Macroprudential
	[Negative] New intervention powers before SCR is breached, such as restricting or suspending dividends and other shareholder payments “during periods of exceptional sector wide shocks” but on a case-by-case basis.

[Neutral] Liquidity Risk Management Plans (LRMP) where insurers (other than low risk undertakings) develop indicators to identify, monitor and address potential liquidity risk (no exemption for IM users). VA/MA liquidity analysis can be integrated in LRMP.

[Positive] Powers to remedy perceived liquidity vulnerabilities in exceptional circumstances (eg temporarily suspend redemption rights of life insurance policy holders with subsequent impact on dividend distributions, bonuses and variable remuneration).



[Negative]  Integration of macroeconomic considerations in ORSA and PPP
	[Negative] Council makes minor changes to the EC proposals but no change of substance. 







[Positive] LRMP are limited to be only at request of supervisor. Proposes EIOPA develops guidelines rather than RTS and exempts subsidiaries if a group LRMP in place. (Article 144a, Article 246a)




[Positive] Power remedy perceived liquidity vulnerabilities in exceptional circumstances shall only be exercised in exceptional circumstances, as a last resort measure and where it is in the collective interest of the policyholders and beneficiaries of the undertaking. Temporarily suspend redemption rights of policyholders on life insurance policies of undertakings facing significant liquidity risks. (Article 144b)

[Positive] Reduces scope of macroprudential considerations in ORSA and PPP - additional analysis of “macroprudential concerns” only to be included at request of the supervisor; nature/scale/complexity of the risks inherent in the business of the undertakings to be considered; subsidiaries can be exempted from ORSA requirements where a group analysis in place. (Art. 144d)
	[Negative] Similar to EC proposal, supervisory measures are introduced aimed at preserving the financial position of undertakings during exceptional sector-wide shocks.





[Neutral] As per EC proposal, insurers, with the exception of LRPUs, shall maintain and keep up to date LRMPs with appropriate liquidity indicators to ensure their liquidity position even under stressed conditions. EIOPA’s RTS not required to specify the format of the LRMP nor the stressed conditions.


[Negative] Supervisory powers (e.g. restrictions of dividends and share buy-backs, suspension of redemption rights etc) can be applied to individual u/kings when liquidity risks and deficiencies are identified including cases where there is an imminent risk of non-compliance with the SCR. Powers to be reviewed every six months.

[Negative] Introduction of recital stating that u/kings can pose significant risk to financial stability and, therefore, macroprudential considerations to be incorporated in undertakings’ underwriting, investment and risk management activities.
	Way forward: Support Council proposal.

	Group supervision
	[Positive] Group MCR limit: 45% of group SCR







[Negative] Group floor is maintained and extended in L1 to non-EEA subsidiaries and holding companies with notional MCR =35% SCR. Double-counting of participations is not removed.








[Negative] Various proposals on group supervision covering eg requirements at Group level, incl. MCR/SCR calculations for Holdings, D&A, continuation of group SCR floor, etc.

	[Negative] removal of solution for trigger inversion. Instead, it is now suggested to apply, in case of MCR breach while the SCR is not breached, only Art 138 (non-compliance with SCR) (Art 230(3))



[Positive] Issue of double counting in the group floor is recognised and proposes to remove the inclusion of notional MCR for holding companies in the group floor calculation.

[Negative] Extension of the group floor to non-EEA subsidiaries is maintained and with it the risk of double counting their risks when they are already accounted for at the level of the EEA participating undertakings




[Neutral] Some further changes are proposed, such as changed definition for IHC, (Art. 212), introduction of a threshold below which the availability assessment for own fund items of related undertakings from other financial sectors does not need to be performed; 
EIOPA is requested to prepare RTSs specifying factors to be considered by NSAs when identifying a relationship between undertakings that could form part of a group. (Recital 82c)
	[Positive] Trigger inversion/Group MCR (Art 230) reverts to Commission proposal 


[Negative] Group floor is maintained and extended in L1 to non-EEA subsidiaries and holding companies with notional MCR =35% SCR. Double-counting of participations is not removed.

[Neutral] FICOD review/EC report by 31 December 2027, including legislative proposals if deemed necessary. 

[Negative] Reverted to EC proposal on calculation of currency risk in group solvency (Art 233a) 

[Positive] Removal of various proposals giving more powers to NSAs, such as de facto groups and NSA powers to change organisational structures, further no additional NSA powers to require the change of internal arrangements and requirement to restructure groups, no additional NSA powers for NSAs to require the establishment of an IHC/MFHC with head office in EU.
Finally only group NSA, in case not all undertakings have head office in same MS, may conclude that these undertakings form a group based on opinion that u/takings are managed on unified basis. 

	Way forward:   Support proposals preserving the trigger inversion solution as proposed by EC however the double counting issues should be addressed, in line with the Council proposal. 
Support the EP position on Art. 212 / 213.
In addition, regarding the calculation of currency risk in group solvency the industry supports the EC proposal. 



	Internal Models 
	[Negative] Require insurers using an internal model to report regularly to the supervisors an estimation of the Solvency Capital Requirement calculated with the standard formula.
	[Negative] Minor improvement, it is specified that the reporting can only be required with an annual frequency.
	[Positive] Removes the EC proposal to require regular SF reporting for IM companies, including in recital 44. 
	Way forward:   Strong support for EP position to remove the SF reporting requirement for IM companies. 

	Cross border supervision
	[Positive] In line with EIOPA’s proposals, cooperation between home/host NSA is enhanced and strengthened:
· eg by proposing minimum requirements regarding the exchange of information between the home/host NSA concerning the insurers and their activities in the host MS and insurers should notify material changes and emerging risks related to ongoing cross-border activities. NSAs should exchange such information.
· EIOPA is given role to resolve disagreements between NSAs. 

[Negative] 
· EC’s proposed 5% threshold for “significant” cross border activity is overly simplistic and not risk based.
· No standing exchange mechanism proposed.
· Ability for host NCAs to circumvent the home NCA when requesting information.
	[Negative] Includes new definition of “significant cross border activities”. These are defined as either
1. where FoS/FoE activities exceed €15m GWP
2. activities are considered relevant/sensitive by host NSA 

Where activities are considered sensitive by the host NSA, then host NSA must inform home NSA who has right to disagree with EIOPA given remedial powers. 
It also proposes more limited EIOPA powers to initiate on-site inspections.
EIOPA is requested to issue guidelines in relation to Art 33a and Art 159a specifying conditions under which insurers are deemed relevant for the local market of the host MS.
Regarding information requests, also it is proposed that host NSA can only contact an undertaking directly where the home NSA does not provide a response within 2 weeks of the request.
	[Positive] Inclusion of recital (5b) stating that further integration of single market is key objective of this review for several reasons. 

[Negative] Definition of significant cross border supervision remains quantitative and is reduced to 15% of GWP or €30m.

[Neutral] Collaboration platforms are mandatory for significant cross-border activities. Facilitated by EIOPA, they should be digital and technology based.

[Negative]
For significant cross border activities, any concerned NSA has the right to ask the host NSA additional information. 

[Positive] Home NSA should coordinate a joint on-site inspection, at request of any concerned NSA. In case the insurer is doing significant cross border business.
NSAs shall submit all ‘relevant’ information to the collaboration platform, within 1 month.

[Neutral] EIOPA receives remedial powers, in case of disagreements in platform, eg EIOPA may issue a recommendation to NSA concerned.

	Way forward: Support EP proposal to set up collaboration platforms in cases of significant cross border activities. 


	Sustainable finance
	[Positive] The EC proposes changes in line with the EIOPA recommendations and includes a mandate for EIOPA to report on whether a dedicated prudential treatment of sustainability risks is justified.
	[Neutral] Council General Approach includes:

1.  New EIOPA mandate to assess biodiversity loss risks (as well as whether a dedicated prudential treatment of sustainability risks is justified.)

2. Reduced frequency of recalibration of natcat parameters to 5 years                             
3.Clarification that EIOPA mandate on the GSF/BPF is not only on the assets side but include the liabilities.                        
4. ESAs to develop guidelines ensuring common standards for assessment methodologies for stress testing of ESG risks.
	
[Negative] Transition’ planning requirements introduced (broadly consistent with CRD). [Positive] LRPU are exempted 

[Negative] SFCR disclosure requirements for climate sensitivity analysis.

[Negative] A description of the implementation of the ‘transition’ plan is to be included in SFCR, including targets/milestones.

[Neutral] Requirement To consider previous analysis when doing sensitivity analysis in ORSA and when reviewing climate change scenarios, performance of tools and principles from previous scenarios should be considered.

[Neutral] Added ‘fossil fuel related assets’ to EIOPA mandate

[Negative] EIOPA mandated to assess and report EC the extent to which biodiversity risks are considered ORSA by 30 June 2024.

[Positive] Requirement for ESAs to develop guidelines on ESG stress test and ESA to investigate how S&G related risks could be integrated into stress test.  

[Negative] Prudent Person Principle includes explicit reference to long-term impact of investment decisions on ESG factors.

[Positive] Some governance related changes, such as AMSB members should be of good repute,  u/takings shall have in place an effective sys of governance which takes into account short, medium, long term when assessing possible materialisation of ESG risks, and risk management system to cover ESG risks relating to investment portfolio (management) and NSAs to ensure that ESG risks are considered over an appropriate set of time horizons.
	Way forward:   Support the EC/Council proposals. 
At the same time oppose the inclusion of the following EP proposals:
transition plans in the SII directive as proposed by the EP
Disclosure of climate sensitivity analysis results in SFCR.
EIOPA mandate to assess extent to which biodiversity risks are considered in ORSA.


	
Proportionality
	[Positive] 
· Automatic proportionality for LRPU and extended to low-risk groups 
· List of proportionality measures that apply automatically for LRPU 
[Negative] However, criteria to identify low risk undertakings are too restrictive and not risk based











































[Positive] introduction of simplification for non-material risks

[Positive] Increase in thresholds for exclusion of SII. (technical provisions from €25m to €50m and premiums from €5m to €15m)
	[Neutral] 
LRPU is labelled as small and non-complex undertaking, which aligns with banking wording. (Art. 13) 
Conditions:
· Cross border - 15Mio or 5% of total annual GWP (Art. 29a)
· Non-traditional investments criterion is converted into ‘traditional investments criterion, traditional investments should be minimum 80% (EC shall specify in DA which investments may not be considered as traditional investments Art 29(6))
Additional criteria added based on which NSAs can refuse small and non-complex undertakings status
· Non-compliance with SCR, assessed with and without transitionals; (Art. 29b)
· Undertaking represents more than 5% of life/non-life of the home MS of the undertaking (market share) (Art. 29b)
notification requirement for small and non-complex undertakings, when it plans to use more/less proportionality measures than announced. (Art. 29b)
Art 29c specifies criteria under which NSAs can ask undertakings not to use automatic proportionality measures (serious concerns re: SCR with/without transitionals; severe deficiencies regarding functioning of system of governance; material changes in the insurer’s activities that affect compliance with the criteria)
EIOPA requested to publish scenarios to be used for prudent deterministic validation (Art 77e(aa))

[Positive] Groups with technical provisions (gross of reinsurance recoverables) below 50mio are exempted from SII. (Art. 4)
	[Positive] Simplified reporting for LRPU is proposed, including amendment proposal for CSRD (DIR 2013/34/EU).

[Positive] New recital (5a) noting that numerous legislative initiatives have recently been proposed and adopted to improve resilience and contribution to sustainability, in particular in relation to sustainability reporting. 

[Positive] Captives automatically classified as LRPU and IM companies can be eligible for LRPU status, subject to supervisory approval. 
[Negative] Reinsurers cannot classify as LRPU

[Neutral] 
Criteria follow EC criteria, except:
[bookmark: _Hlk141424802]cross border activity should be non-significant. 
[bookmark: _Hlk141425250]20% traditional investments criterion is replaced with gross market risk module (Art 105(5)) <20%
No capital add on has been set

[Positive] 
Specification that non LRPU should also benefit from proportionality. 
NSA may oppose the LRPU classification if the undertaking represents more than 5% of the (non) life insurance market of the home MS and in case of serious concerns, NSAs may ask, when justifying it in writing, in exceptional circumstances, u/takings not to use proportionality measure(s). 
Removal of requirement to have declaration that the u/taking does not plan any strategic change that would have an impact on the risk profile of the undertaking within the next 3 yrs.
LRPU to update written policies only every 5yrs.

[Neutral] 
EIOPA requested to develop RTS to specify methodology to be used when classifying (re)insurer as LRPU. 


[Positive] Groups with 
technical provisions (gross of reinsurance recoverables) below 50mio are exempted from SII. (Art. 4)

	Way forward: Strong support for EP proposal that allows undertakings qualifying for LRPU status under SII to be recognised as SME for the purpose of CSRD. 
Support the EC LRPU criteria , while further refinements to the criteria – non-traditional and size criterion in particular and non-life insurance class 3 -would have been welcomed to make proportionality work for all markets. 
Support proposal to have a review of the LRPU criteria in a few years. 



	Reporting
	[Positive] External audit requirement is limited to balance sheet disclosed as part of the SFCR, LRPU are exempted





 [Negative]  SFCR split in two parts, with proposals for streamlining, however narrative is still required.

[Negative] Limitations and exemptions remain at the discretion of the supervisor, although LRPU are prioritised 






[Negative] Disclosure in SFCR of information: 
· with and without VA/MA (in professional section of SFCR)
· use of transitionals for interest rates and technical provisions
· standardisation of the sensitivity of SCR.
Impact of changes to the convergence parameter of the alternative extrapolation method on financial position


[Neutral] Even though the EC extends the Reporting deadlines for annual QRTs (16 weeks), RSR and SFCR (18 weeks), the timelines for the Quarterly QRTs are kept (5weeks), and additional time will be needed for external audit.

[Negative] In addition, the 6-week extension for group reporting compared to solo reporting was removed, and the current proposal requires annual group reporting within 20 weeks. Because, extending the annual deadline for solo submissions while preserving the original group reporting deadlines will not benefit solo companies which are part of a group. In order to accommodate group reporting requirements (re)insurance companies within the group will have to provide final data within the original and not extended deadlines.

[Positive] Option to have a single group RSR subject to criteria
	[Negative] External audit requirement can be extended at discretion of NSA, and small and non-complex undertakings are no longer exempted by default. (Art. 51a), although recital 31 specifically mentions that an exemption is appropriate, but MS already having an audit requirement in place should have the possibility to apply audit to all undertakings and other parts of the SFCR.
Exception added for Portugal, where audit requirement can be fulfilled by ‘Atuario Responsavel’  















[Positive] NSAs can exempt insurers that are part of a group from reporting on an item-by-item basis. These insurers no longer have to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the NSA that reporting on an item-by-item basis is inappropriate. (Art. 35a)

[Negative]
•Requirement for (re)insurers to disclose in SFCR with and without the interest rate risk transitionals 
•Should include description of business and performance of the undertaking
•Requirement (re)insurers to disclose in SFCR with and without the combined impact of the transitionals


[Positive] Annual group submission extended to 22 weeks after the undertaking’s financial year end under Article 254 (3).
	[Negative] External audit requirement can be extended to other parts in addition to the balance sheet disclosed as part of the SFCR, 

[Positive] LRPU/captives are exempted according to Art 51a, (note that recital 31, specifying LRPU should be exempted from this requirement is deleted)

[Positive] removed from recital 30 that a ‘substantial’ part of the SFCR should be audited.

[Negative] No reduction in SFCR burden. SFCR shall consist of two parts, but removed ‘separate’. Second part addressed to ‘general public’
[Neutral] SFCR addressed to policyholders to include a description of risk profile,  including in relation to sustainability risks and the principal adverse impacts of the u/taking on sustainability factors	
[Positive] 
NSAs can exempt insurers that are part of a group from reporting on an item-by-item basis. These insurers no longer have to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the NSA that reporting on an item-by-item basis is inappropriate. (Art. 35a)
Proportionality principle is to be considered when determining the information (re)insurers have to submit for the purposes of supervision (Art 35(1)) 
limitations and exemptions from RSR shall not apply to u/takings to which a capital add-on has been set. (Art 35a(3a))
RSR requested every three years, and for LRPU every 5 years. If deemed necessary NSA can request to report more frequently.
EIOPA report on potential measures to develop an integrated data collection shall also have as a goal ‘to reduce compliance costs, in particular for LRPU.’
[Neutral] EC to consult EIOPA when deciding to change group/solo reporting deadlines in emergency circumstances. 


	Way forward: Support EC proposals limiting external audit requirement to balance sheet disclosed as part of the SFCR and exempting LRPU. 


Support extension of reporting deadlines proposed by EC as well as the extension of group deadlines proposed by council. Unfortunately there is no proposal to extend the 5-week reporting deadline for the quarterly QRTs.

It is unfortunate that the SFCR is not proposed to be streamlined, the part for other market participants is still very extensive and unnecessarily burdensome.


	IRRD (part of sus compromise)
	
	
	[Negative] In line with IRRD compromise, the provisions in the IRRD Directive amending the Solvency II Directive (Article 83 IRRD amending Articles 141, 267(3)(4) and 268(1) Solvency II are moved from the IRRD Directive to this Solvency II amending Directive.
	Way forward: Neither Parliament  (in S2 nor Council position (in IRRD) is satisfactory.

	Additional Amendments proposed by EP
	
	[Neutral] 

· EIOPA mandate to review whether the requirement on the separation of life/non-life insurance business is justified (composites).

	[Negative] Stress test results - NSAs/EIOPA cannot be prevented to disclose stress test results. 

[Positive] 
· Directive transposition timeline  
· Jan 25 – transposition
· Jan 26 – application 
· Co-legislators to be consulted beforehand on any proposal amending the Delegated Acts. 
· UK data to be removed from the calibration of the SCR/MCR parameters, subject to sufficient amount of data from other countries.

[Neutral] 
· EIOPA mandate to review whether the requirement on the separation of life/non-life insurance business is justified, by 28 June 2024 (composites).
· Crypto - Added definition of ‘crypto-asses’ and EC should adopt DA to reflect risk linked to crypto-assets in the market risk sub module
· Gender balance - Undertakings shall set individual quantitative objectives in view of improving gender balanced representation of both sexes within their governance structures.
· EIOPA Mandate to review all standard formula parameters by 2025 and every 5 years.
· Recital directing freed-up capital to productive investments and not to shareholder distributions and bonuses. (recital 3a)
· Investment policy should reflect objectives of revised EU list on non-cooperative jurisdictions for tax purposes and Dir 2015/849 re ‘high-risk third countries’. (recital 3b)

	Way forward: Strongly oppose EP’s proposal to allow EIOPA to disclose stress test results.  

Support EP proposed:
· timeline for SII implementation. 
· Removal of UK data from calibration of SCR/MCR parameters
· Co-legislators to be consulted beforehand on any proposal amending the Delegated Acts.
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