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Reference

Comment

General Comment

From a process point of view, we cannot understand the haste that EIOPA is conduct-
ing this consultation in. The reason given in section 1.10.1 for shrinking the normal
three month consultation period by 50% (the “imposition of an external timetable”)
seems unsatisfactory given the extent of the economic repercussions of the measures
being proposed.

From a technical point of view, we believe that EIOPA’s reliance on “market consisten-
cy” e.g. on setting discount rates or determining the fair value of assets, is fundamen-
tally questionable. Apart from practical aspects such as volatility, the theoretical foun-
dation is not sound either, because “perfect” market conditions only seldom prevail.
The result is then regulatory intervention - as recently withessed in several European
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countries — making an academically questionable foundation arbitrary too. For an ex-
tensive period of time now (ever since the outbreak of the sovereign debt crisis in Eu-
rope), interest rates and sovereign bond prices have mainly been driven by massive
interventions by governments and central banks and did not reflect a “fair value” so
that a mark-to-market or mark-to-model approach has to be seen very critically.

The draft document consists mainly of an unchanged Solvency II approach with addi-
tional valuation of sponsor support and pension protection scheme. Thus the approach
being proposed is even more complicated than Solvency II for insurers. So we expect
that the implementation for IORPs would be even more expensive than for insurers. To
avoid an increasing of costs we fear that the employers will shut down their defined
benefit schemes which will be contradictory to the aim of achieving adequate, safe and
sustainable pensions.

We have serious doubts that the proposed QIS as presently conceived will be feasible
at appropriate costs and with appropriate accuracy within the given timeframe. We
expect significant implementation costs, especially for IORPs that have limited actuari-
al/ financial expertise. Therefore, the QIS might overwhelm many IORPs both in terms
of human and financial resources necessary to carry out the exercise. As a result, the
quality of QIS can be expected to be very inconsistent between IORPs and between
Member States. At the very least, a quality assurance check should be established in
EIOPA when aggregating and analysing the QIS results. Furthermore, we recommend
that the additional requirements and cost burden should be considered both for each
proposal separately and for all of the proposals together.

Q1.

We strongly disagree because this draft document consists mainly of an unchanged
Solvency II approach with additional valuation of sponsor support and pension protec-
tion scheme. We were surprised and disappointed to see that EIOPA’s advice on the
Commission’s Call for Advice was effectively unchanged from the original draft despite
the overwhelmingly critical input from the vast majority of commentators in the Euro-
pean pensions industry.

As we made clear in our response to the EIOPA consultations on the Commission’s Call
for Advice we challenge the central assumption that insurance and pensions business
is so similar, that the same principles can be used as a starting point. We do not think
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that this assumption is appropriate. As compared with insurers, IORPs typically oper-
ate according to a different business model, typically have different ownership struc-
tures, are subject to very different legal frameworks, currently encapsulate more di-
versity and have different risk profiles. Thus we believe that the key quantitative pa-
rameters of the Solvency II model, nhamely the mark-to-market and mark-to-model
valuation requirements for plan assets and liabilities, respectively, the one-year fore-
cast period at a statistical confidence level of 99.5% (or 97.7 or 95% for that matter)
cannot be copied unchanged to IORPs. Excessively high and volatile capital require-
ments based exclusively on the state of financial markets (duration gap between avail-
able assets and liabilities; low interest rates; state of the markets at the valuation
date) are inappropriate for the IORP business model. Additional and fancy capital re-
quirements do not necessarily improve the security of benefits but rather jeopardize
the ability to provide for benefits.

Moreover, we fear that a fair value approach would force IORPs towards pro-cyclical
investment decisions. This would reinforce the trend to overinvest in overvalued secu-
rities on the basis of historical ratings that can also not always necessarily be relied
upon.

As we have already mentioned, it is questionable whether a mark-to-market valuation
of liabilities is the right approach to determine the capital requirement.

In our opinion a risk margin in addition to the technical provisions is inappropriate be-
cause there will typically be no external financial investors that calculate on a cost of
capital basis. Including the risk margin in calculating the technical provisions as a risk
buffer to cover against adverse deviations from the best estimate leads to an element
of double counting of risk. If there is a risk margin included in the technical provision,
then ceteris paribus the SCR is increased proportionally. We are convinced that the
proposed simplification of not accounting for a risk margin is much more appropriate
for IORPs.

A risk margin of 8% as proposed in HBS.5.2 is almost twice the current Solvency I
requirement. EIOPA does not give adequate justification for this opinion.

Furthermore, we think that introducing a regulatory imposed general level of harmoni-
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zation throughout Europe is questionable because the cost of establishing such harmo-
nization is disproportionately high. Cross-border activities are organized on a company
or sponsor basis.

We believe that the diversification of IORPs in Europe is so widespread that there is no
reasonable way to find a one-size-fits-all approach.

Q2.

In our opinion the valuation of all the components of the holistic balance sheet is ex-
tremely complex. The valuation of sponsor support is far beyond existing valuation
methods applied by IORPs. In particular, multi-employer plans will be extremely diffi-
cult to handle within the suggested framework. The simplifications recommended in
the draft technical specifications are not sufficient and further simplifications are nec-
essary. We believe that security mechanisms (sponsor support, pension protection
schemes) have to be valued with a sufficiently clear and simple assessment. As men-
tioned before any valuation on a mark-to-market or mark-to-model basis is inappro-
priate. This is particularly true for the valuation of both the sponsor support and the
PPS.

Q3.

We are convinced that the draft technical specifications do not provide enough infor-
mation and are sufficiently clear and understandable.

The given approach is extremely hard to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We
fear that within the 140.000 IORPs in Europe only a small fraction will be able to per-
form the necessary calculations. Apart from objections against a mark-to-market or
mark-to-model valuation we mentioned before, we believe that in most cases a pure
duration based valuation will be sufficient and more robust to calculate the SCR before
sponsor support and PPS.

In our opinion a very significant simplification and easing must be permitted in accord-
ance with the principle of proportionality. For instance, smaller and more simple struc-
tured IORPs should be permitted to prepare their balance sheets in simplified form (or
exempted altogether) and only in intervals of several years in line with local account-
ing requirements. Furthermore, deviations from local accounting requirements (as is
the case in most continental European countries) will lead to internal contradictions
and significantly increased cost.
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Q4.

We believe that the calculations proposed in the technical specifications are not feasi-
ble with appropriate accuracy within the given timeframe of the QIS.

As mentioned above this draft document consists mainly of an unchanged Solvency II
approach with additional valuation of sponsor support and pension protection scheme.
Thus the approach being proposed is even more complicated than Solvency II for in-
surers. We fear that most IORPs are not able to make the necessary calculations in the
given timeframe without support from external consultants. We expect that the costs
will be inappropriate; this will reduce the number of participants so that the infor-
mation value is questionable.

Q5.

General remarks:
1. The items falling under Q5 are handled in the following questions so these
are not addressed under this question.
2. To comment on all the details of section 2 would exceed the given frame. We
therefore only discuss points of general importance here.

In HBS.4.2 it is required that the cash flow projections should be based on the most
recent mortality tables which include a future trend in the mortality rate although spe-
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cial mortality tables based on the individual structure of the population of members
and beneficiaries of the IORP are applied. In those cases these specific mortality tables
of the IORP should be applicable for the cash flow projections too.

For the segmentation into pure conditional, pure discretionary and mixed benefits it is
very likely that economically similar pension plans will be classified differently in the
different member states due to different legal frameworks and different interpretations
of the definitions. This is likely to lead to results that will not be comparable (HBS.4.23
- HBS.4.33).

The calculation of the best estimate of non-unconditional benefits is very complex and
time consuming. A simplification is necessary to reduce work and to achieve compara-
bility between different IORPs and different member states.

In HBS.4.47 there are two cases mentioned:

a) The sponsor provides unlimited support and a pension protection scheme is in
place that guarantees a reduced amount of benefits.

b) The sponsor provides unlimited support and there is no pension protection
scheme in place.

There are countries (e.g. Germany) where the pension protection scheme guarantees
essentially the full amount of benefits.

In general, the risk margin (c.f. section 2.5.) should be accounted for in the calculation
of the technical provisions. It is only an option to drop the risk margin. The general
question has to be answered whether the solvency capital requirement (SCR) covers
all the risks - including those risks already accounted for in the risk margin - or not. If
the SCR covers all the risks then there is no space for an additional risk margin incor-
porated in the technical provisions. Here too there is an element of double counting.

Many IORPs calculate their technical provision as the difference between the present
values of all future benefits (including benefits corresponding to future service) minus
the present value of future contributions (including contributions for future service).
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This should be taken into account in connection with the sponsor support (HBS.6.12
and HBS.6.13).

Taken as a whole the suggestions for the valuation of the sponsor support are too
complex, difficult to understand and many IORP “s will not have the technical ability to
perform the necessary calculations.

Q6.

Ad 2.5. (Risk margin)

In our opinion a risk margin in addition to the technical provisions is inappropriate be-
cause there will typically be no external financial investors that calculate on a cost of
capital basis. Including the risk margin in calculating the technical provisions as a risk
buffer to cover against adverse deviations from the best estimate leads to an element
of double counting of risk. If there is a risk margin included in the technical provision,
then ceteris paribus the SCR is increased proportionally. We are convinced that the
proposed simplification not to account for a risk margin is much more appropriate for
IORPs.

Ad 2.6. (Sponsor support and pension protection schemes)

The simplification tentatively seems to be appropriate. However, it has to be pointed
out that in case of a 100 % coverage by a pension protection scheme the result is a
full cover of the gap between the pensions payable by the IORP and the benefits de-
fined by the pension plan.

Ad. 2.7. (Recoverables from insurance contracts)

Section 2.7. states that for purposes of calculating the amounts recoverable from in-
surance contracts, the cash flows should only include payments in relation to compen-
sation of pension obligations. In this context it is not clear whether this means only the
pension amounts to be paid by the IORP to the beneficiary or if it is possible to (poten-
tially) include the future expected surplus paid by the insurance.
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Q7.

Including future trends in mortality rates in any suitable manner is certainly appropri-
ate by taking into account what is practically realizable by the IORPs.

Mortality rate-trends should be defined at a national level, for example by national
working groups, and not at a harmonized European level, so that structural disparities
can be dealt with appropriately. So, the different expected demographic developments
in the single member states, which will in some cases be very different within the Eu-
ropean Union, could be adequately taken into account on the definition of these
trends. Given the individual structure of the population of members and beneficiaries
of IORPs, adequate / realistic future trends in mortality rates will also strongly differ
between different IORPs in the same member state.

As a simplification, future trends in mortality rates from actuarial accepted national /
sector-based mortality tables could be applied instead of an individual IORP-based fu-
ture trend in mortality rates.

Taking into account future mortality trends while accounting/calculating the liabilities
of an IORP could at first be very difficult for IORPs that have never carried out such
calculations before. For that reason, simplified assumptions are more appropriate for
IORPs than complex calculations.

Q8.

The specifications are neither clear nor transparent enough. Most of the IORPs in Ger-
many will not be able to compute the liabilities easily for all the required components.
For the purpose of this QIS much more estimates and extensive simplifications will be
desirable with respect to the different characteristics of the individual plan designs of
the IORPs.

Many very difficult assumptions are necessary to value the liabilities and that means a
lot of work. As a valuation of the liabilities of the IORP is only possible / feasible by
taking into consideration the further developments / further performance of the assets
of the IORP, the execution of the suggested calculations will be (very) difficult. Fur-
thermore, a lot of management rules, based on inaccurate information, will have to be
stipulated and will thus lead to imprecise / indefinite results that will be not appropri-
ate and comparable in between the various IORPs. The calculation of the pure condi-
tional, mixed and pure discretionary benefits as well as the options and guarantees
embedded in pension contracts will overburden many IORPs, because instruments and
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methods to carry out such difficult calculations are mostly not readily available to the
IORPs. More detailed description of what constitute unconditional, pure conditional,
pure discretionary and mixed benefits required.

We welcome the specification in HBS.4.53, that defined benefits paid until the death of
the beneficiary, are not regarded as an implicit financial guarantee which would have
to be valued separately as part of the technical provisions.

Q9.

The possibility of reducing benefits should be considered in the valuation of the best
estimate of liabilities. This is true for any contingent reduction of benefits which is al-
lowed according to national law, irrespective of whether a pension protection scheme
exists or not.

Q10.

The valuation of sponsor support should be based on publicly and easily accessible
data, e.g. historical data or analyst estimates. For multi-employer IORPs it should be
sufficient to base the estimate on a few representative sponsors (as recommended in
HBS.6.35); since the inclusion of every single sponsor would be excessive. In addition,
it appears inappropriate to use for all unrated companies the same rating as for com-
panies with rating B or less. Instead, a country-specific or even industry sector specific
average should be used.

The proposed market consistent valuation method of security mechanisms is overly
complicated and in terms of the valuation of the deterministic and stochastic value of
sponsor support it is not appropriate.

For the valuation of sponsor support it is crucial that the sponsor has the financial
means to close a potential gap within the HBS. For this purpose, the present and fu-
ture potential support has to be considered. Therefore, the (probability weighted)
maximum value of sponsor support should be taken into account within the HBS, not
only a part of it. If the sponsor has the financial ability to fully guarantee a potential
gap in the HBS, the value of sponsor support should reflect this and close the gap.

The same holds true for the valuation of pension protection schemes (PPS). If the PPS
guarantees all relevant benefits, then the value of the PPS closes a potential gap with-
in the HBS. In this case there is no need for further calculations.
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We believe that the loss absorbing effects from sponsor support and PPS should be
dealt with together in a way that is as consistent as possible.

Qi1.

For German IORP’s the sponsor support in the case of a payment default isn't inde-
pendent of the pension protection scheme (PPS). If the PPS guarantees effectively all
relevant benefits, then the value of the PPS closes a potential gap within the HBS. In
this case there is no need for further calculations. Only if the member’s benefits are
not covered by the PPS there is a further calculation necessary.

In Germany, the PPS covers effectively all benefits. Furthermore it isn‘t possible to get
the desired information for any single employer without significant expense. Above all,
most German employers have no rating at all and are certainly therefore not neces-
sarily non-investment grade. It is therefore inappropriate to simply use a default prob-
ability of 4.175% for all such companies. Therefore, we believe that it isn't necessary
to calculate the (maximum) sponsor support depending on single credit risk or with
probability of default. If the calculation of the sponsor support is to be followed regard-
less, we therefore believe that every German IORP should value the sponsor support
using the credit risk and default probability of the German economy.

Also, it is very unusual for a company to always hold the same rating at any time.
Thus, for example, Moody’s, S&P, Fitch and DBRS often rate the same company differ-
ently. We propose that EIOPA deals with this by allowing the highest applicable rating
of one of the generally recognised rating agencies to apply.

Under German labour law the PSV covers effectively all benefits, thus closing the fund-
ing gap. Further, the PSV doesn’t pay any future cash-flows to the IORP but directly
to the beneficiary. In the event of an employer’s default the German IORP reduces the
level of benefits to a guarantee level and the PSV will pick up the difference.

We believe that the loss absorbing effects from sponsor support and PPS should be
dealt with together in a way that is as consistent as possible.

In practice, recovery is of little importance, complex and very special. It isn't possible
to get the information for any single employer without an expensive effort and in good
time. If the calculation is to be followed regardless, we therefore believe that every
German IORP should value the sponsor support using a recovery rate of the German
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economy.

Q12.

For the valuation of sponsor support it is crucial that the sponsor has the financial
means to close a potential gap within the HBS. For this purpose, the present and fu-
ture potential support has to be considered. Therefore, the (probability weighted)
maximum value of sponsor support should be taken into account within the HBS, not
only a part of it. If the sponsor has the financial ability to fully guarantee a potential
gap in the HBS, the value of sponsor support should reflect this and close the gap.

The same holds true for the valuation of pension protection schemes (PPS). If the PPS
guarantees all relevant benefits, then the value of the PPS closes a potential gap with-
in the HBS. In this case there is no need for further calculations.

In cases where the sponsor support is contractually limited the sponsor support should
be calculated with this maximum.

In all other cases it isn't possible to get the information for any single employer with-
out an expensive effort and in good time.

For multi-employer IORPs it should be sufficient to base the estimate on a few repre-
sentative sponsors (as recommended in HBS.6.35); otherwise, the inclusion of every
single sponsor would be excessive.

The proposed market consistent valuation method of security mechanisms is overly
complicated and in terms of the valuation of the deterministic and stochastic value of
sponsor support it is inappropriate.

Q13.

No. A simple upward shift of the yield curve does not reflect the long term nature of
pension liabilities. The 50bp shift appears to be arbitrary though. Given the historical
range of interest rates and the duration of pension liabilities often significantly exceed-
ing 15 or 20 years, a simple vertical shift of 50 basis points is not sufficient to reflect
the nature of pension liabilities. Also, a simple vertical shift does not resolve the prob-
lem that market-based risk free interest rates are quite volatile whilst the liabilities are
not. So, using an interest rate as proposed for ‘Level A’ valuation sets inconsistent
management incentives for a pension fund that should be a steady long-term investor
in capital markets. In general, a ‘best estimate’ valuation of pension liabilities should
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not be based on risk free rates of return but rather - as supposed by IAS19 and US-
GAAP (ASC 715/FAS 87) - closer to a high quality corporate bond yield. The ‘Level B’
discount rate in this sense much more appropriately (if amended - see comment on
Q14) reflects the nature of pension liabilities.

In addition, independently of the measure for the discount rates a long-term moving
average of interest rates should be considered where the term for calculating the av-
erage should be close to an average duration of pension liabilities.

The suggested matching premium concept as specified in Annex 2 - at least from a
German point of view - does not seems to be in step with actual practice and seems to
be quite theoretical in nature. Managing a pension fund or part of it under such restric-
tive conditions may even cause serious danger for the funding level since the man-
agement could not react on changing market conditions which are typically difficult to
foresee at all times.

Q14.

In principle, the suggested approach for determining ‘Level B’ discount rates is a step
in the right direction (cf. Q13). Actually, we are convinced that the use of a ‘Level B’
type of discounts rate is an absolute must if the HBS is pursued. However, the cluster-
ing in the suggested asset classes seems to be too rough to capture the return charac-
teristics of typical German IORP portfolios. Also, given the restrictions in the depth of
the market, IORPs often have to invest to a certain extent in single A rated bonds is-
sued by corporates or financials since there are not enough AA or AAA investment op-
portunities. The assumption made in HBS.8.18 that the remaining part of the fixed
income portfolio is assumed to have the same average yield as the supposed fixed
income asset classes thus fails to capture reality. (see also our comment in “General”
as to depth and efficiency of capital markets)

Supposing a 3% risk premium for the whole bundle of non-fixed income assets from
historical evidence appears to be too low, especially when added to historically abnor-
mal fixed-income interest rates. At the least, a premium of 3.5% to 4.0% would be
recommended. When doing so real estate investment should be segregated and could
be accounted for with the suggested risk premium of 3%.

As mentioned above, we believe that, given the long-term nature of pension liabilities,
the nominal rates used should not be predominantly influenced by the current interest
rates’ level but rather by expected long-term equilibrium conditions. The fixed income
yield should therefore reflect a long-term historical average and the duration of liabili-
ties.
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Q15.

Setting these two assumptions without any justification appears very arbitrary indeed!
Given the variety of plan rules with respect to the degree to which benefits and thus
liabilities are influenced by inflation and salary development, the assumptions as to
these two parameters can be very important or not at all with respect to pension liabil-
ities. They may significantly differ between countries and economies, with respect to
salary increases, even between industries within one country. Also, depending on the
economical dynamics and developments they may even change significantly their level
over time. Thus IORPs themselves should be allowed to select appropriate assump-
tions, for instance as implied by financial markets. However, this must be consistent to
the method of deriving a discount (smoothing, equilibrium rates, etc. - cf. comments
on Q13). Alternatively, if more standardisation is desired, inflation and salary assump-
tions should be set on a country specific basis by member states’ supervisory authori-
ties.

Q16.

The stress scenarios are the same as for life (re)insurers and therefore technically un-
derstandable only for actuarial specialists in this field. The approach is extremely hard
to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We expect that the costs will be not appro-
priate and this circumstance will reduce the number of participants so that the infor-
mation value is questionable.
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Q17.

The risks in the specification are the same as for the life insurance industry. But for
German IORPs the following risks should not be included in the calculation of the SCR
as they are not likely to be so material:

¢ Health risk
Operational risk
Intangible asset risk module
Benefit option risk
Pension revision risk

* Pension catastrophe risk sub-module
We cannot identify any additional risks that should be considered in the calculation of
the SCR.

The interest rate risk does not reflect the long term nature of pension liabilities and
does not resolve the problem that market-based risk free interest rates are quite vola-
tile whilst the liabilities are not. So, using such an interest rate stress sets inconsistent
management incentives for a pension fund that should be a steady long-term investor
in capital markets.

The property shock (instantaneous decrease of 25%) is too high and does not reflect
the risk of property-investments of German IORPs.

Furthermore, there is an element of double counting in the requirement to assume a
20% decrease in mortality rates as the best estimate used in calculation of the tech-
nical provisions already includes allows for future improvements in longevity

The given approach is extremely hard to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We
expect that the costs will be not appropriate and this circumstance will reduce the
number of participants so that the information value is questionable.
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Q18.

We welcome that the loss absorbing capacity of adjustment mechanisms and security
mechanisms in principle are taken into account in the calculation of the SCR. But the
concrete way in which the loss-absorbing capacity is taken into account is inappropri-
ate. Specific details on how to calculate the net SCR parts are missing. In the case of a
material funding deficit, many German IORPs are forced at first to reduce future profit
participation rates, then to absorb the net worth and finally to call for the security
mechanism (all types of sponsor support and pension protection schemes). Therefore
it is necessary to consider this sequential order, when calculating the adjustment for
loss-absorbency of technical provisions and security mechanisms.

The given approach is extremely hard to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We
expect that the costs will be not appropriate and this circumstance will reduce the
number of participants so that the information value is questionable.

Q19.

The operational risk calculation is in line with the calculation for life insurance busi-
ness. Only if the IORP 's risks that are to be included within the Operational risk mod-
ule are similar to those of a life insurance company, are the calculations appropriate.
We do not believe this to be the case.

The given approach is extremely hard to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We
expect that the costs will be not appropriate and this circumstance will reduce the
number of participants so that the information value is questionable.

Q20.

The same simplifications as for life insures are used. Some of the basic calculations are
too complex and will overburden IORPs - given the expected materiality of the risk and
the purpose of this QIS - and certain risk categories are not relevant for IORPs.

The given approach is extremely hard to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We
expect that the costs will be not appropriate and this circumstance will reduce the
number of participants so that the information value is questionable.

Q21.

The sponsor default risk should not be part in the SCR calculation, because the proba-
bility of the sponsor’s default risk is already considered in the formula of the maxi-
mum sponsor support.

The given approach is extremely hard to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We
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expect that the costs will be not appropriate and this circumstance will reduce the
number of participants so that the information value is questionable.

Q22 The Benefit option risk sub-module has the same content as the lapse risk module for

) life insurers.

The given approach is extremely hard to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We
expect that the costs will be not appropriate and this circumstance will reduce the
number of participants so that the information value is questionable.

Q23 It is complex and thus expensive to include all these risk mitigating effects into a cash

) flow projection.

The given approach is extremely hard to handle in particular for smaller IORPs. We
expect that the costs will be not appropriate and this circumstance will reduce the
number of participants so that the information value is questionable.

I.1.1.

I.1.2.

1.1.3.

1.1.4.

I.1.5.

1.2.1.

1.2.2.

1.2.3.

1.2.4.

1.2.5.

1.2.6.

1.3.1.

1.3.2.

1.4.1.

Template comments 16/45




Comments Template on
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II

Deadline
31 July 2012
18:00 CET

1.4.2.

1.4.3.

1.4.4.

1.4.5.

I.4.6.

1.4.7.

1.4.8.

1.4.9.

I.4.10.

.4.11.

1.4.12.

1.4.13.

1.4.14.

1.4.15.

I.4.16.

1.4.17.

1.4.18.

1.4.19.

1.4.20.

1.4.21.

1.4.22.

[.5.1.

1.5.2.

I.5.3.

1.5.4.

Template comments

17/45




Comments Template on
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II

Deadline
31 July 2012
18:00 CET

I.5.5.

I.5.6.

I.5.7.

I.5.8.

I.6.1.

1.6.2.

1.6.3.

1.7.1.

1.7.2.

1.7.3.

1.7.4.

I.7.5.

[.8.1.

1.8.2.

1.8.3.

1.8.4.

I.8.5.

1.8.6.

I.9.1.

1.9.2.

1.9.3.

I.10.1.

1.10.2.

Template comments

18/45




Deadline
Comments Template on 31 July 2012
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II 18:00 CET

[.10.3.

1.10.4

[.11.1

HBS.1.1.

HBS.2.1.

HBS.2.2.

HBS.2.3.

HBS.2.4.

HBS.2.5.

HBS.2.6.

HBS.2.7.

HBS.2.8.

HBS.3.1.

HBS.3.2.

HBS.3.3.

HBS.3.4.

HBS.3.5.

HBS.3.6.

In “QIS 5 Technical Specifications” the same notation fault in the description of SCR
HBS.3.7. Lapsemass (7.54) is made.

HBS.3.8.

HBS.3.9.

HBS.3.10.

HBS.3.11.

HBS.3.12.

HBS.3.13.

HBS.3.14.

Template comments 19/45




Deadline
Comments Template on 31 July 2012
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II 18:00 CET

HBS.3.15.

HBS.3.16.

HBS.3.17.

HBS.3.18.

HBS.3.19.

HBS.3.20.

HBS.3.21.

HBS.3.22.

HBS.3.23.

HBS.3.24.

HBS.3.25.

HBS.3.26.

HBS.3.27.

HBS.3.28.

HBS.3.29.

HBS.4.1.

HBS.4.2.

HBS.4.3.

HBS.4.4.

HBS.4.5.

HBS.4.6.

HBS.4.7.

HBS.4.8.

HBS.4.9.

HBS.4.10.

HBS.4.11.

HBS.4.12.

Template comments 20/45




Deadline
Comments Template on 31 July 2012
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II 18:00 CET

HBS.4.13.

HBS.4.14.

HBS.4.15.

HBS.4.16.

HBS.4.17.

HBS.4.18.

HBS.4.19.

HBS.4.20.

HBS.4.21.

HBS.4.22.

HBS.4.23.

HBS.4.24.

HBS.4.25.

HBS.4.26.

HBS.4.27.

HBS.4.28.

HBS.4.29.

HBS.4.30.

HBS.4.31.

HBS.4.32.

HBS.4.33.

HBS.4.34.

HBS.4.35.

HBS.4.36.

HBS.4.37.

HBS.4.38.

HBS.4.39.

Template comments 21/45




Deadline
Comments Template on 31 July 2012
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II 18:00 CET

HBS.4.40.

HBS.4.41.

HBS.4.42.

HBS.4.43.

HBS.4.44.

HBS.4.45.

HBS.4.46.

HBS.4.47.

HBS.4.48.

HBS.4.49.

HBS.4.50.

HBS.4.51.

HBS.4.52.

HBS.4.53.

HBS.4.54.

HBS.4.55.

HBS.4.56.

HBS.4.57.

HBS.4.58.

HBS.4.59.

HBS.4.60.

HBS.4.61.

HBS.5.1.

HBS.5.2.

HBS.5.3.

HBS.5.4.

HBS.5.5.

Template comments 22/45




Deadline
Comments Template on 31 July 2012
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II 18:00 CET

HBS.6.1.

HBS.6.2.

HBS.6.3.

HBS.6.4.

HBS.6.5.

HBS.6.6.

HBS.6.7.

HBS.6.8.

HBS.6.9.

HBS.6.10.

HBS.6.11.

HBS.6.12.

HBS.6.13.

HBS.6.14.

HBS.6.15.

HBS.6.16.

HBS.6.17.

HBS.6.18.

HBS.6.19.

HBS.6.20.

HBS.6.21.

HBS.6.22.

HBS.6.23.

HBS.6.24.

HBS.6.25.

HBS.6.26.

HBS.6.27.

Template comments 23/45




Deadline
Comments Template on 31 July 2012
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II 18:00 CET

HBS.6.28.

HBS.6.29.

HBS.6.30.

HBS.6.31.

HBS.6.32.

HBS.6.33.

HBS.6.34.

HBS.6.35.

HBS.6.36.

HBS.6.37.

HBS.6.38.

HBS.6.39.

HBS.6.40.

HBS.6.41.

HBS.6.42.

HBS.6.43.

HBS.6.44.

HBS.6.45.

HBS.6.46.

HBS.6.47.

HBS.6.48.

HBS.6.49.

HBS.6.50.

HBS.6.51.

HBS.6.52.

HBS.6.53.

HBS.6.54.

Template comments 24/45




Deadline
Comments Template on 31 July 2012
CP-12-003 - Draft Technical Specifications QIS IORP II 18:00 CET

HBS.6.55.

HBS.6.56.

HBS.6.57.

HBS.6.58.

HBS.6.59.

HBS.6.60.

HBS.6.61.

HBS.6.62.

HBS.6.63.

HBS.6.64.

HBS.6.65.

HBS.6.66.

HBS.6.67.

HBS.6.68.

HBS.6.69.

HBS.6.70.
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HBS.7.36.
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HBS.8.13.

HBS.8.14.
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HBS.8.16.

HBS.8.17.

HBS.8.18.

HBS.8.19.

HBS.8.20.
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SCR.1.2.

SCR.1.3.

SCR.1.4.

SCR.1.5.

SCR.1.6.

SCR.1.7.

SCR.1.8.

SCR.1.9.

SCR.1.

10.

SCR.1.

11.

SCR.1.

12.

SCR.1.

13.

SCR.1.

14.

SCR.1.

15.

SCR.1.

16.

SCR.1.

17.

SCR.1.

18.

SCR.1.

19.

SCR.1.20.

SCR.1.21.

SCR.1.

22.

SCR.1.

23.

SCR.1.

24.
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SCR.2.2.

SCR.2.3.

SCR.2.4.

SCR.2.5.

SCR.2.6.

SCR.2.7.

SCR.2.8.

SCR.2.9.

SCR.2.10.

SCR.2.11.

SCR.2.12.

SCR.2.13.

SCR.2.14.

SCR.2.15.

SCR.2.16.

SCR.2.17.

SCR.2.18.

SCR.2.19.

SCR.2.20.

SCR.2.21.

SCR.2.22.

SCR.2.23.

SCR.2.24.
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SCR.2.27.

SCR.2.28.

SCR.2.29.

SCR.2.30.

SCR.2.31.

SCR.2.32.

SCR.2.33.

SCR.2.34.

SCR.2.35.

SCR.3.1.

SCR.3.2.

SCR.3.3.

SCR.3.4.

SCR.3.5.

SCR.3.6.

SCR.4.1.

SCR.4.2.

SCR.4.3.

SCR.4.4.

SCR.5.1.

SCR.5.2.

SCR.5.3.

SCR.5.4.

SCR.5.5.

SCR.5.6.

SCR.5.7.

SCR.5.8.
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SCR.5.9.

SCR.5.

10.

SCR.5.

11.

SCR.5.

12.

SCR.5.

13.

SCR.5.

14.

SCR.5.

15.

SCR.5.

16.

SCR.5.

17.

SCR.5.

18.

SCR.5.

19.

SCR.5.20.

SCR.5.21.

SCR.5.22.

SCR.5.23.

SCR.5.24.

SCR.5.25.

SCR.5.26.

SCR.5.27.

SCR.5.28.

SCR.5.29.

SCR.5.30.

SCR.5.31.

SCR.5.32.

SCR.5.33.

SCR.5.34.

SCR.5.35.
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SCR.5.38.

SCR.5.39.

SCR.5.40.

SCR.5.41.

SCR.5.42.

SCR.5.43.

SCR.5.44.

SCR.5.45.

SCR.5.46.

SCR.5.47.

SCR.5.48.

SCR.5.49.

SCR.5.50.

SCR.5.51.

SCR.5.52.

SCR.5.53.

SCR.5.54.

SCR.5.55.

SCR.5.56.

SCR.5.57.

SCR.5.58.

SCR.5.59.

SCR.5.60.

SCR.5.61.
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SCR.5.68.

SCR.5.69.

SCR.5.70.

SCR.5.71.

SCR.5.72.

SCR.5.73.

SCR.5.74.

SCR.5.75.

SCR.5.76.

SCR.5.77.

SCR.5.78.

SCR.5.79.

SCR.5.80.

SCR.5.81.

SCR.5.82.

SCR.5.83.

SCR.5.84.

SCR.5.85.

SCR.5.86.

SCR.5.87.

SCR.5.88.
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SCR.5
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.92.

SCR.5
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SCR.5

.94.

SCR.5

.95.

SCR.5

.96.

SCR.5

.97.

SCR.5

.98.

SCR.5

.99.

SCR.5.

100.

SCR.5.

101.

SCR.5.

102.

SCR.5.
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SCR.5.

104.

SCR.5.

105.

SCR.5.

106.

SCR.5.

107.

SCR.5.

108.

SCR.5.

109.

SCR.5

.110.

SCR.5
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SCR.5
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SCR.5
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SCR.5
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SCR.5
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SCR.5

.116.
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SCR.5.129.

SCR.5.130.

SCR.5.131.

SCR.6.1.

SCR.6.2.

SCR.6.3.
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SCR.6.6.
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SCR.7.24.

SCR.7.25.
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SCR.7.50.

SCR.7.51.

SCR.7.52.
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SCR.7.74.
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SCR.7.76.

SCR.7.77.

SCR.7.78.
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