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Q1. How useful is the highly standardised presentation of the information in this format? (1 choice)
Useless
Fairly useless
Neither useless nor useful    
Fairly useful
Very useful

Insurance Europe response: Fairly useless

Please explain: 

The templates do not deliver the desired level of comparability the ESAs are looking for at the level of single types of products, and even less across product types. This means that the highly standardised presentation of the information is not useful. The format is unnecessarily prescriptive and unworkable for firms. It will be impossible properly represent the features of all different products in scope (such as PEPP, hybrid products or MOPs). We understand that the Level 1 requirements present a significant challenge for the ESAs, but we believe this needs to be solved through maximum flexibility for companies rather than prescriptive standards. The only flexibility left to companies seems to be the choice of colours and fonts. 

The mock-ups may be suitable for disclosures in an annual report or prospectus (as required for funds), but the dislcosures formats required for other products are consumer facing. The level of detail and the choice of language is not appropriate for these formats (PEPP-KID, SII disclosures). 

The proposed presentation is not suitable because:

The templates are not comprehensible to the average consumer
The templates are far too long 
The definitions used are overly complex
It is not clear which wording is compulsory and which is included in the template as an example, but overall the language used is far too complicated
The ESG info overshadows the financial info when both should be equally important in making an investment decision  
The template duplicates information already provided elsewhere (eg in the Investment Strategy provided in the PRIIPs KID)




Q2. More specifically, how useful is the presentation of the information with the use of icons as visual aids (in mock-up 1 and 3)? (1 choice)
Useless
Fairly useless
Neither useless nor useful    
Fairly useful
Very useful

Insurance Europe response: Fairly useless

Please explain:

The use of icons/questions is welcome as it can potentially increase accessibility, but in the current form the questions (and accompanying icons) is  not sufficiently clear.

Q3. More specifically, how useful is the presentation of the information with the use of graphs as visual aids? (1 choice)
Useless
Fairly useless
Neither useless nor useful    
Fairly useful
Very useful

Insurance Europe response: Useless

Please explain:

The presentation of the information with the use of graphs as visual aids  duplicates the information contained in the narratives. 

Graphic representations can be misinterpreted by consumers as they imply a level of comparability which they cannot provide, since they apply the same methodology to very different products.

Q4. More specifically, how useful is the presentation of the information with the use of explana tory notes, in the column at the right side of the document, which are presented on a grey background)? (1 choice)
Useless
Fairly useless
Neither useless nor useful    
Fairly useful
Very useful

Insurance Europe response: Useless

Please explain:

The language of the ‘explanatory notes’ is too complicated (eg. ‘remuneration’, ‘liquidity’) and it is not clear if the ‘explanatory notes’ are fixed or can be adapted.




Q5. Are there any presentational aspects that might make it hard to understand the sustainability-aspects of products? For example, with regards the distinction between the sub-categories of investments, namely between #1A and #1B?

Yes
No
Other

Insurance Europe response: YES

Please explain:

The distinction between the sub-categories of investments is confusing (eg. sub-categories #1A and #1B).

In the periodic disclosures, there is no clear benefit for customers to receive a long list with the top 25 investments of the product and their sectorial split. It would be preferable to focus on the top 10 investments in order to provide more appropriate and helpful information to customer.

Q6. Do you have any other suggestions or comments to improve the presentation of these disclosure documents?

Make their use optional

To improve the presentation of the disclosure documents, the use of prescribed templates should be optional. A minimum level of standardisation is already achieved by the Level 2 provisions with regard to content, order and titles of the information, without the need to introduce new, mandatory templates. The optional use of templates (provided all the required information is clearly provided) would allow companies to adapt the information to different product features and existing national practices.  

 A more evidence-based process

Market participants can not properly comment on the effectiveness of the templates since:

The ESAs are focusing on the presentation of information before having solved overarching issues such as the distinction between article 8 product promoting sustainability characteristics and article 9 products with sustainable objectives. 
The ESAs did not have sufficient time to analyse the concerns already raised by market participants in the public consultation (ended on 1 September) and to incorporate in their proposals the outcomes of  the consumer testing exercise which is still ongoing.
The mock-ups for article 8 products are based on a fictious – and pretty simple - EFT without any example of its application to a real IBIPs (such as a PEPP, a hybrid product or a MOP)
A mock-up for article 9 products (with sustainable objectives) has not been included in the consultation

Challenging implementation timing

The SFDR applies from March 2021. However, the Level 2 details – including the final templates - are expected to be submitted by the ESAs to the EC by end-January 2021. Then they will be subject to the adoption process before publication in the OJEU. This will leave insufficient time – or no time at all - for insurers to properly analyse and implement the new requirements, and be able to deliver clear and reliable information to consumers accordingly.

Clarity on how to address the implementation challenges is urgently needed and the ESAs can play an important role here, both in terms of deadlines and contents of the Level 2 measures for sustainability-related products. This is equally true for the disclosures at entity level where we ask the ESAs to adopt a phased in approach.

Q7. When the templates are presented via digital media, can you foresee any particular challenges? Can you suggest how these particular challenges could be overcome while retaining the core aspects of the standardised template format?

Data show that products’ presentation on smartphones or tablets is key. A report based on Google data (link) show that the use of mobile devices in insurance searches increased dramatically since 2008 (+156% for life insurance between 2008 and 2014). The same report highlights that 67% of consumers who access the Internet through a smartphone or tablet are more likely to take action - buy a product, complete a form or download an app – on an website that is optimized for mobile devices. 	Comment by Insurance Europe: Members might have other studies to suggest

Unfortunately, the accessibility of the mock-ups via digital tools is far from optimal, given their length and the use of a table with different columns, which makes it difficult to read all the information on a smartphone or tablet. This aspect would require more analysis.

More use of links to pre-existing and available information, if already reported elsewhere, should also be encouraged.
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