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CEIOPS Performance Assessment
- Questionnaire – 
	Introduction 

Purpose

The purpose of this questionnaire is to receive feedback about the work carried out by CEIOPS since its foundation.

The Questionnaire is prompted by the 2007 stage of the EU’s review of the Lamfalussy approach. In particular the EU’s Inter-Institutional Monitoring Group (IIMG) has been assessing the functioning of this approach and, in this context, the activity of the 3L3 Committees (CEIOPS, CEBS and CESR).  The report by the IIMG will give elements for the review by the EU political institutions. CEIOPS has already reported on its activity to these institutions, under its accountability policy, and made contributions to the review, together with CESR and CEBS. Answers to the Questionnaire will inform CEIOPS’ further contribution to the review, which will be made public under CEIOPS’ transparency policy. However, individual response forms will remain confidential. CEIOPS will also take responses into account towards its present and future organizational and work planning. 

Format 

The Questionnaire has 2 parts:


· Part 1 is ‘Policy and Processes’. It covers CEIOPS’ functional aspects. 
· Part 2 is ‘Activities’. It covers CEIOPS’ work. 

The questionnaire was designed for ease of answering:


- It has a simple 3-box choice to rate CEIOPS. Please add a cross in the relevant box.


- In the box “suggestions for improvement” and in specific questions you are invited also to give a descriptive comment where relevant.

- The box “suggestions for improvement” can also be used for explanations of your rating.


Addressees

All organizations concerned with CEIOPS work. Feed back from any other interested party is welcome. 

Period to be covered

From CEIOPS’ foundation in late-2003, to date.


Support information for answers

To respond to the Questionnaire meaningfully, it will help to know CEIOPS’ position and work history as a Level 3 Committee. Since its formation in late-2003, CEIOPS has been dominated by helping the European Commission to revise the EU solvency regime for insurance companies, the ‘Solvency II project’. In practical terms, this has meant advising the Commission on the content of a level 1 Framework Directive and on the content of the potential implementation measures to be enacted at Level 2. Level 3 work, on developing standards, recommendations and guidelines to promote convergence of supervisory practices in the fields of insurance and occupational pensions supervision, has largely taken second place.   

The Solvency II project, privileged work for a Level 3 Committee, has significantly influenced CEIOPS’ operational structure, activities and personnel. Participation has been very extensive, both internally and externally. For example, during the project, the Commission has issued three waves of Calls for Advice. They have covered 23 subjects. Of CEIOPS’ 20 Consultation Papers composed and processed to date, 12 have been on Solvency II. Some have been on CEIOPS’ own initiative. They have been accompanied by organised public written and oral dialogues. CEIOPS’ many representations to political institutions, trade associations and the industry have also been characterized by the Solvency II project. Often CEIOPS’ numerous ongoing informal exchanges have related to it.

Despite the prominence of this work, CEIOPS has devoted part of itself to some pure Level 3 activities. The best known are its Protocols. These enhance cooperation and exchange of information in the fields of insurance and occupational pensions supervision. CEIOPS has created the ‘Budapest Protocol’, which formalises cooperation of authorities competent in the implementation of the IORP Directive (Institutions for Occupational Retirement Provision), in relation to the supervision of IORPs that operate cross-border. It is open to competent authorities that are not CEIOPS Members. CEIOPS’ ‘Luxemburg Protocol’ provides a similar framework for cooperation of supervisory authorities in the implementation of the IMD (Insurance Mediation Directive). For the supervision of insurance groups, CEIOPS developed Guidelines for Coordination Committees pursuant to the IGD (Insurance Groups Directive) and formed a Recommendation on Possible Need for Amendments to the IGD which was submitted to the Commission. Memoranda of Understanding were concluded by CEIOPS with the Swiss and US supervisors to extend cooperation over EU insurance groups with head offices or affiliates in those jurisdictions. More recently CEIOPS evolved and issued a Statement on the Role of the Lead Supervisor. CEIOPS has also worked with the other two Level 3 Committees, CEBS and CESR, on 3 Level 3 joint issues for EU financial services.

Looking ahead, in conjunction with the continued development of the Solvency II project, CEIOPS’ work programme will be increasingly devoted to a number of activities aimed at further enhancement of convergence and cooperation of supervisory practices in the insurance and pension funds sectors. 

CEIOPS functions, products and plans are on its website. CEIOPS’ Annual Report 2005 gives a readable overview of these. They are all easily accessed for quick support in answering this Questionnaire. CEIOPS will very much appreciate your contribution. 


Please send your replies in word by email (Assessment@ceiops.org) 
by Friday, 20 April 2007 latest.
	Name of your Company/organization
	

	Contact person (name, email, tel)
	


	1. POLICY  AND PROCESSES

	1.1. CEIOPS’ general objectives: 

	
	Poor
	Average
	Good

	1.1.1. How do you rate the way (clarity) CEIOPS has presented its general objectives (i.e. its role as set by its founding text)?
	
	
	

	1.1.2. How do you rate the way (clarity) CEIOPS has presented and explained its ongoing policy (i.e. positions taken by CEIOPS on work issues)?
	
	
	

	1.1.3. Suggestions for improvement
	(Please describe)

	1.2. CEIOPS’ specific priorities: 

	
	Poor
	Average
	Good

	1.2.1. How do you rate the way (clarity) CEIOPS has presented and explained its work plan?
	
	
	

	1.2.2. In the context of its work plan, how do you rate the way (clarity) CEIOPS has presented and explained its ongoing specific priorities?
	
	
	

	1.2.3. How do you rate the appropriateness of CEIOPS’ priorities in achieving its objectives?
	
	
	

	1.2.4. Suggestions for improvement
	(Please describe)

	1.3. CEIOPS’ communication policy:

	
	Poor
	Average
	Good

	1.3.1. How do you rate the effectiveness of the current communication tools between CEIOPS and third parties?
	
	
	

	- web site 
	
	
	

	- email alerts
	
	
	

	- annual reports
	
	
	

	- informal dialogue with working groups 
	
	
	

	- secretariat
	
	
	

	- conferences
	
	
	

	- public hearings
	
	
	

	1.3.2. Suggestions for improvement
	(Please describe)

	1.4. Public consultation policy 

	
	Poor
	Average
	Good

	1.4.1. How do you rate the effectiveness of the current consultation policy?
	
	
	

	1.4.2. How do you rate access for input to the preparation of draft papers for consultation?
	
	
	

	1.4.3. How do you rate access for input to the formal consultation process?
	
	
	

	1.4.4. How do you rate the clarity of the draft papers for consultation?
	
	
	

	1.4.5. How do you rate the clarity of the feed back to your comments?
	
	
	

	1.4.6. How do you rate CEIOPS’ coordination of its consultations with those of other institutions?
	
	
	

	1.4.7. Suggestions for improvement
	(Please describe)

	1.5. 3L3 Cooperation

	
	Poor
	Average
	Good

	1.5.1. How do you rate the extent of 3L3 cooperation?
	
	
	

	1.5.2. How do you rate the way (clarity) the 3L3 Work Programmes have been presented?
	
	
	

	1.5.3. In the context of the 3L3 Work Programmes, how do you rate the way (clarity) 3L3 has presented and explained its ongoing specific priorities?
	
	
	

	1.5.4. Suggestions for improvement
	(Please describe)


	2.  ACTIVITIES

	2.1. Contribution of CEIOPS to EU Legislation

	
	Poor
	Average
	Good

	2.1.1. How do you rate the quality of the advices and the recommendations given by CEIOPS?
	
	
	

	2.1.2. In the context of the “Lamfalussy” process, how do you rate the potential value of a “Level 3” contribution?
	
	
	

	2.1.3. Suggestions for improvement


	(Please describe)

	2.2. CEIOPS work on convergent supervisory practices and cooperation (Level 3) 

	
	Poor
	Average
	Good

	2.2.1. How do you rate the quality of CEIOPS “Level 3” measures (e.g. Standards, Guidelines, Recommendations, Protocols)?
	
	
	

	2.2.2. How do you rate the extent to which CEIOPS is contributing to the emergence of European good practices? 
	
	
	

	2.2.3. How do you rate the potential impact of CEIOPS “Level 3” measures on your area of activity?
	
	
	

	2.2.4. Suggestion for improvements 
	(Please describe)


	3. GENERAL DESCRIPTIVE COMMENTS

	3.1. From the impact on your activities, have you any comment on CEIOPS’ intended role as a Level 3 Committee in the Lamfalussy process?
	(Please describe)
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