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[bookmark: _Toc280628648]Responding to this paper 
The European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA) invites responses to the specific questions listed in the ESMA Consultation Paper on PRIIPs Key Information Documents, published on the ESMA website.

Instructions
Please note that, in order to facilitate the analysis of the large number of responses expected, you are requested to use this file to send your response to ESMA so as to allow us to process it properly. Therefore, ESMA will only be able to consider responses which follow the instructions described below:
· use this form and send your responses in Word format (pdf documents will not be considered except for annexes);
· do not remove the tags of type <ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_1> - i.e. the response to one question has to be framed by the 2 tags corresponding to the question; and
· if you do not have a response to a question, do not delete it and leave the text “TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE” between the tags.
Responses are most helpful:
· if they respond to the question stated;
· contain a clear rationale, including on any related costs and benefits; and
· describe any alternatives that ESMA should consider

Naming protocol
In order to facilitate the handling of stakeholders responses please save your document using the following format:
ESMA_ PRIIPS _NAMEOFCOMPANY_NAMEOFDOCUMENT.
E.g. if the respondent were XXXX, the name of the reply form would be:
ESMA_ PRIIPS_XXXX_REPLYFORM or 
ESMA_ PRIIPS_XXXX_ANNEX1
To help you navigate this document more easily, bookmarks are available in “Navigation Pane” for Word 2010 and in “Document Map” for Word 2007.

Deadline
Responses must reach us by 29 January 2016.
All contributions should be submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input/Consultations’. 
[bookmark: _Toc335141334]
Publication of responses
All contributions received will be published following the end of the consultation period, unless otherwise requested. Please clearly indicate by ticking the appropriate checkbox in the website submission form if you do not wish your contribution to be publicly disclosed. A standard confidentiality statement in an email message will not be treated as a request for non-disclosure. Note also that a confidential response may be requested from us in accordance with ESMA’s rules on access to documents. We may consult you if we receive such a request. Any decision we make is reviewable by ESMA’s Board of Appeal and the European Ombudsman.
[bookmark: _Toc335141335]
Data protection
Information on data protection can be found at www.esma.europa.eu under the headings ‘Legal notice’ and ‘Data protection’.




Introduction

Please make your introductory comments below, if any:

<ESMA_COMMENT_PRIIPS_1>
Founded in 2005, the Finnish Structured Products Association is the trade body of the structured products sector in Finland. The FSPA represents the interests of all local issuers and most of the distributors in the local market.

Scope
PRIIPs being one part of a larger regulation package the FSPA would like to see a statement that the proposed KID is compliant or at least not in conflict with the other present and coming requlation such as the Mifid regulation and that there are no additional requirements for the PRIIPs products.

The FSPA is surprised of the broad definition that include all derivatives also those that are not used for “investments” which has all the time been the focus of the discussion. The FSPA believes that including hedging purpose would lead to opposite direction with the purposes of the Capital Markets Union and looks like a lapsus in the technical definitions.

KID
The KID's are required when products are made available to investors. For non-continuous issues where the initial public offering has ended before 1st of January 2017 should therefore not be needed a KID although the RTS does not clearly state this.

[bookmark: __DdeLink__142_2010012272]Risks
The FSPA is worried that the proposed SRI hides important information from the investors. Where as we do agree about the main risks and the concept of combined or collected risk information we think that one should avoid choosing a “simple” solution that gives a “wrong” answer. Instead the FSPA favours using a model that is more transparent about the risks and allows comparisons on different levels although it would require the retail investors to consider several factors instead of one.
[bookmark: __DdeLink__142_20100122721]
Costs
The FSPA does not agree that the underlying spread should be seen as a cost. It is impossible to trade at mid-price which is the indirect suggestion of the proposal. It also puts PRIIPs cost into different level of playing field with non-PRIIPs investments whose spread should be reported here. Furthermore we also note that gathering this information may be the most expensive part in implementing PRIIPs KID since we are not aware of data processing systems in use that would handle spreads as costs. 

<ESMA_COMMENT_ PRIIPS_1>


Question 1
Would you see merit in the ESAs clarifying further the criteria set out in Recital 18 mentioned above by way of guidelines?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_1>
The FSPA would appreciate further guidelines, especially for OTC-derivatives used for hedging purposes. The products are included without exception but the KID and the technical standards do not in any way seem to apply to hedging (non-investment) products since there are no investment scenarios and so on. “Packaged Investment and Insurance Products” – term also implies that the hedging purpose should perhaps not be included to the PRIIPs regulation. More guidelines are required for hedging products if they are included.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_1>


Question 2
(i) Would you agree with the assumptions used for the proposed default amounts? Are you of the opinion that these prescribed amounts should be amended? If yes, how and why?
(ii) Would you favour an approach in which the prescribed standardised amount is the default option, unless the PRIIP has a known required investment amount and price which can be used instead?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_2>
(i) If the evidence shows that retail customers do not understand percentage figures only then the suggested default amounts are not the best possible. The percentage calculation from 15000 euro is more difficult to perform and the results in euro become more difficult to compare and thus less meaningful than if the amount would rather be 10000 euro. Difference between 1000 and 10000 euro is easier to calculate and understand. The FSPA suggests 10000 as the other a standard amount.
(ii)  Yes, that is a good approach

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_2>


Question 3
For PRIIPs that fall into category II and for which the Cornish Fisher expansion is used as a methodology to compute the VaR equivalent Volatility do you think a bootstrapping approach should be used instead? Please explain the reasons for your opinion? 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_3>
The FSPA has no definite opinion about this question. The important thing is that the investments can be quantified to have market risks in similar buckets and can thereby be compared with relevant information.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_3>


Question 4
Would you favour a different confidence interval to compute the VaR? If so, please explain which confidence interval you would use and state your reasons why. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_4>
The FSPA believes that choosing VaR 97,5 would not provide results that would sufficiently reflect market risk differentiation. The FSPA supports instead the model chosen in Sweden (SPIS) with extreme or unlikely values measured by VaR 99 and an unfavourable case (in SPIS terms Expected Downside Value) as an average downside measure in more normal market conditions. These two measures reflect the market in both as it ‘normally develops’ and in the extreme cases such as we saw a few years ago. The model also reflects better the pay-out structures of different types of PRIIPs
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_4>


Question 5
Are you of the view that the existence of a compensation or guarantee scheme should be taken into account in the credit risk assessment of a PRIIP? And if you agree, how would you propose to do so?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_5>
No, the FSPA don’t think it should be taken into account because they are normally of secondary nature and the investor will suffer a delay at the minimum. On the other hand the information about such scheme is important and must be explained in the KID in the section “What happens if X is unable to pay?”
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_5>


Question 6
Would you favour PRIIP manufacturers having the option to voluntarily increase the disclosed SRI? In which circumstances? Would such an approach entail unintended consequences?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_6>
No, the KID should not have variations between issuers or countries. Non standard SRI’s raises the production costs for different countries but above all the retail investors would need to understand the differences between different SRI’s.
The proposed SRI is a concept that the FSPA finds difficult in the first place since it is introduced out of the blue sky and it cannot be referred to anywhere unlike all the components which are commonly in use. The FSPA thinks that the proposed SRI may lead to the need of having quantified market risk published separately in the marketing material since the SRI does not provide relevant information to compare a structured product with a fund or a non-PRIIP. 
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_6>


Question 7
Do you agree with an adjustment of the credit risk for the tenor, and how would you propose to make such an adjustment?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_7>
In principle the FSPA does agree with the tenor argument but the FSPA is not in favour of generating a new adjustment concepts and generating SRI’s that are not easy to compare to other investments nor studied in the financial literature. The FSPA notes that it is not logical to combine credit risk into a SRI for some type of bonds when other bond issues do not have any risk adjustments for their credit risk for any tenor, but a qualitative credit rating. A better way in our opinion would be noting the short/ long term rating for the issuer depending on what kind of an investment is proposed. 
There should always be a separate estimate of the credit risk in addition to the market risk. The FSPA finds that those local issuers who lack a proper rating should state that in the KID. That is not at all taken into account in the suggested SRI. The FSPA thinks that SRI could be a collection of existing concepts, market risk (as proposed here on 1-7 scale), issuer credit risk and narrative liquidity risk – all with their own values.  This kind of SRI would never ignore a main risk (see answer 8).<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_7>

Question 8
Do you agree with the scales of the classes MRM, CRM and SRI? If not, please specify your alternative proposal and include your reasoning. 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_8>
The FSPA agrees with the MRM scale 1-7 and buckets that allow comparing products and allow meaningful informed information and advice to investors. The FSPA opinion is that dividing PRIIPs into different categories should not be allowed to give results that do not follow uniform principles for the risk definitions. The measures for MRM should be all quantitative (with possibly the exception in answer 9). Therefore we do not like the different qualitative classifications for example in the Category V. The FSPA does not think the German and Greek government bonds represent the same market risk and both just cannot be put qualitatively into government bond funds with MRM class 3. Also the categorical qualitative classification for structured PRIIPs to MRM class 6 does not even try to be correct since the structured PRIIPs can represent any of the MRM classes from 1 to 7. 
The FSPA thinks that CRM & SRI scales are bound to confuse the investors, both retail and professional. If the MRM and CRM scales are combined into SRI the MRM scale should also be left as standalone besides the SRI indicator. The FSPA fears that PRIIPs SRI indicator will not fulfil the requirements in other regulation such as Mifid since it does not provide sufficient, comparable information, not even to the advisors to suggest an investment. For example the market risks of high yield funds are mainly 4 but the SRI would propose a much higher value for a structured note. The FSPA proposes a SRI which presents the main risks separately which would also be the case in the Swedish SPIS-model.
In addition the FSPA questions the scale of the credit risk. The proposed scale of the credit risk has no effect to the SRI while the underlying market risk is high. But if the underlying market risk is low the credit risk has an effect on the SRI! What is the value added of a combined SRI if a high credit risk can be ignored or hidden in some cases? The FSPA opinion is that the issuer’s high credit risk should always be noted! 
The FSPA is especially worried that a possible result of undertaking two similar investments with higher market risk and SRI 7 in both cases might lead to an attractive income from the issuer with high credit rating and losses in the other case due to bankruptcy. And the KID would not have had any indication of the fact that the credit risks were not similar.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_8>

Question 9
Are you of the opinion that for PRIIPs that offer a capital protection during their whole lifespan and can be redeemed against their initial investment at any time over the life of the PRIIP a qualitatively assessment and automatic allocation to MRM class 1 should be permitted? 
Are you of the opinion that the criteria of the 5 year tenor is relevant, irrespective of the redemption characteristics?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_9>
The FSPA agrees with the opinion since quantitative and qualitative assessment is likely to lead to the same result although calculation with a quantitative method would be the correct way to get the MRM 1 result.  We find capital protection of initial investment at any time over the life of the PRIIP being rare and note that Category I definition in Annex II paragraph 9. a) is different from the above definition in the question. The quantitative approach should be applied to Category I paragraph 9. b) and c) PRIIPs though they would most likely always receive MRM class 7.
Yes, the FSPA is in favour of a long reference period rather than a very short period in the MRM calculations. A longer period shows more of an economical cycle variations and five years cover the life of most investments with the clear exception of insurance products. The period should be adjusted to the length of the investments though.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_9>

Question 10
Are you aware of other circumstances in which the credit risk assessment should be assumed to be mitigated? If so, please explain why and to what degree it should be assumed to be mitigated? 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_10>
Yes, the FSPA notes that for certain products the credit itself can be the underlying of a structured product. In these cases the FSPA opinion is that the risk from the underlying credit represents MRM and should be quantitatively analysed as the market risk. Look through approach calculation of this “credit risk” together with CRM of the issuer would give a SRI that does not make sense to the FSPA<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_10>

Question 11
Do you think that the look through approach to the assessment of credit risk for a PRIIP packaged into another PRIIP is appropriate? 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_11>
No, the FSPA does not agree that the look through approach should be applied to PRIIPs that take the sole responsibility of underlying arrangements thereby absorbing all other credit risks to the issuer. For example the credit risk of an OTC-derivative that forms a part of a capital protected note’s final terms (the issuers hedge) should be seen as a credit risk to the issuer who is responsible of the whole note and thereby responsible to bear potential losses from the OTC counterparty’s failure. If the investor is exposed to separate risks to the different “parts” of a structure through for example ‘a portfolio management technique’ the FSPA opinion is that the look through approach is appropriate. The FSPA has also given such a recommendation to the members. 
We hope that the “material exposure” of Annex II paragraph 55. (b), (c) and (d) represents this idea since it is not covered by (e). But the text should be more specific or reformulated. The words in paragraph 53. “or indirectly” also lead to assigning the credit risk to wrong counterparty according to the above presented arguments.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_11>

Question 12
Do you think the risk indicator should take into account currency risk when there is a difference between the currency of the PRIIP and the national currency of the investor targeted by the PRIIP manufacturer, even though this risk is not intrinsic to the PRIIP itself, but relates to the typical situation of the targeted investor?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_12>
The FSPA opinion is that currency risk, if any, should be disclosed but not taken into account in the risk indicator. That solution would also serve an investor who is targeted but not subject to the currency risk due to her base currency<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_12>

Question 13
Are you of the opinion that the current Consultation Paper sufficiently addresses this issue? Do you it is made sufficiently clear that the value of a PRIIP could be significantly less compared to the guaranteed value during the life of the PRIIP? Several alternatives are analysed in the Impact Assessment under policy option 5: do you see any additional analysis for these assessment? 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_13>
The FSPA thinks that the example provided does not differ in any way of a 30 year fixed rate bond which could be an alternative investment to a PRIIP. Valuation with a quantitative model will lead to right yearly volatility bucket. A warning text about price possibly being less during the life than the value at maturity is already applied in the marketing material.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_13>

Question 14
Do you agree to use the performance fee, as prescribed in the cost section, as a basis for the calculations in the performance section (i.e. calculate the return of the benchmark for the moderate scenario in such a way that the return generates the performance fee as prescribed in the cost section)?  Do you agree the same benchmark return should be used for calculating performance fees for the unfavourable and favourable scenarios, or would you propose another approach, for instance automatically setting the performance fees to zero for the unfavourable scenario? Please justify your proposal.

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_14>
The FSPA believes that the same benchmark should be used in all scenarios and performance fee should be calculated in those cases where it would be realised. That means that it would be unlikely used in the unfavourable scenario and likely used in the favourable scenario. The investments final terms tell when performance fees are really charged. These facts should be reflected in the scenarios which should be presented after deduction of the costs. The possibility to compare different results is one reason why the FSPA originally suggested that there should be more than three alternatives for the performance scenarios.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_14>

Question 15
Given the number of tables displayed in the KID and the to a degree mixed consumer testing results on whether presentation of performance scenarios as a table or a graph would be most effective, do you think a presentation of the performance scenarios in the form of a graph should be preferred, or both a table and a graph? 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_15>
The FSPA finds the table format a very clear way of presenting although it requires that the reader concentrates on the figures and headings. The table should present both euros and percentages after costs. A graph is always a simplified description and may not contain enough relevant information. Both table and graph would not add information but they would emphasise this one thing above others and require too much space in the KID which is at least needed for description of the product. <ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_15>

Question 16
Do you agree with the scope of the assets mentioned in paragraph 25 of Annex VI on transaction costs for which this methodology is prescribed? If not, what alternative scope would you recommend?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_16>
The FSPA thinks that using standard cost values gives really very little real investor information of a product costs. There are many sources of inaccurancy involved in the calculations anyway that we think that paragraphs 24 and 28 would cover the cost calculation for these assets as well.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_16>


Question 17
Do you agree with the values of the figures included in this table? If not, which values would you suggest? (please note that this table could as well be included in guidelines, to allow for more flexibility in the revision of the figures)

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_17>
The FSPA has no opinion of the values if standard cost is used.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_17>

Question 18
Do you agree that the monetary values indicated in the first table are a sum of costs over the respective holding periods? Or should the values reflect annualized amounts? If you prefer annualized amounts, which method for annualisation should be used (e.g. arithmetic average or methods that consider discounting effects)?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_18>
Annual base is according to the FSPA the only sensible base to compare costs for financial products. Annual basis applies to many costs in genera also outside the financial industry and should be the most familiar to consumers. Therefore the costs should be annualised. 
On the other hand three and five year figures would have the same percentage and amount that would be 3 or 5 times bigger. Not the actual realised cost. The FSPA doubts that it would be relevant information. Although we admit that the costs might add to a big amount during years, the comparison of a 14-day ETN, 5 year bond and 20 year insurance in total cost does not make any sense. A table without 3 and 5 year figures should perhaps be used for the the sort term PRIIPs?
Arithmetic average should be a good solution structured products up to reasonably long maturities. Discounting would not give better answer giving the extremely low interest rates. Discounting would also be a problem for the open end UCITS. The FSPA does not have a definitive opinion on the method.
Many of the PRIIPs that the FSPA represents are not recommended to be held for so long time as a year. And definitely not for three or five years although the products, for example ETP’s with gearing, have long maturity or no maturity date at all. For these types of products there should not be any costs calculated for longer periods than one year because nobody should own them for so long and the cost should never be applicable. For the PRIIPs that have a maturity of less than one year the cost should probably be an annualised “reference cost” for comparison reasons although that can never realise for the investor. This concept has been introduced in Sweden by Setipa. A clear warning must be issued for products whose costs are calculated on annualised base but either cannot or are not recommended to be held for so long time.  <ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_18>

Question 19
Do you think that estimating the fair value of biometric risk premiums as stated in paragraph 55(b) of Annex VI would raise any technical or practical difficulties?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_19>
N/A
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_19>



Question 20
Knowing that the cost element of the biometric risk premium is included in the total costs calculation, how do you think the investor might be most efficiently informed about the other part of the biometric risk premium (i.e. the fair value), and/or the size of biometric risk premium overall? Do you consider it useful to include the fair value in a separate line in the first table, potentially below the RIY? Or should information on the fair value be disclosed in another part of the KID (for instance, the “What is this product?” section, where the draft RTS currently disclose biometric risk premiums in total, and/or in the performance section)? What accompanying narrative text do you think is needed, and where should this be placed, including specifically narrative text in the cost section? 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_20>
N/A<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_20>

Question 21
Given evidence as to the difficulties consumers may have using percentage figures, would you prefer an alternative presentation of the second table, solely using monetary values instead? As with the first table, please also explain what difficulties you think might arise from calculating monetary values, and whether this should be on an annualized basis, and if so, how?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_21>
The FSPA thinks that the difficulty in understanding percentage figures is likely to apply both on cost and income and using suitable standard amounts might help the problem with monetary values (see Answer to Question 2). Both percentage and monetary value would still not add new information, it would emphasise this one feature above others. To avoid using too much space the relative and absolute values should be reported together in the same place and not in separate tables or graphs. Comparison requires presentations based on same length of time – annual basis is the FSPA preference.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_21>


Question 22
Given the number of tables shown in the KID, do you think a more graphic presentation of the breakout table should be preferred?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_22>
The FSPA finds the graphic presentation difficult since so much information has been wished to appear. If graphs are used then the table should be skipped. Presenting same information in two formats is not recommended and could even confuse the investor<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_22>

Question 23
The example presented above includes a possible way of showing the variability of performance fees, by showing the level for all three performance scenarios in the KID, highlighting the ‘moderate‘ scenario, which would be used for the calculation of the total costs. Do you believe that this additional information should be included in the KID?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_23>
The FSPA finds the presentation acceptable but thinks that if this way to present costs is chosen the other ways should be dropped. This seems to be multiplying information that is already presented. (We refer to answers 14 and 22).  
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_23>



Question 24
To reduce the volume of information, should the first and the second table of Annex VII be combined in one table? Should this be supplemented with a breakdown of costs as suggested in the graphic above? 

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_24>
Yes, definitely. The FSPA would also like to point the facts presented earlier about some products short recommended holding periods and the annual basis for comparisons of investments.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_24>

Question 25
In relation to paragraph 68 a) of Annex VI: Shall the RTS specify that for structured products calculations for the cost free scenario have always to be based on an adjustment of the payments by the investor?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_25>
The cost represents the valuable information. RIY represents to our understanding the percentage value of the costs and should be called cost % to make it clearer.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_25>

Question 26
Regarding the first table of the cost section presented in Annex VII, would you favour a detailed presentation of the different types of costs, as suggested in the Annex, including a split between one-off, recurring and incidental costs? Alternatively, would you favour a shorter presentation of costs showing only the total costs and the RIY?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_26>
The FSPA cannot understand why costs should be detailed in more specified items. Is that really an investor need? We understand that only the total cost is such a need. Specifying one-off, recurring and incidental costs is still reasonable and should be used if the other products use it. The FSPA notes that the 3 and 5 year periods are impossible for many products. We also note that the PRIIPs consumer testing shows that RIY should not be disclosed since the concept would most likely not be understood.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_26>

Question 27
Regarding the second table of the cost section presented in Annex VII, would you favour a presentation of the different types of costs showing RIY figures, as suggested in the Annex, or would you favour a presentation of costs under which each type of costs line would be expressed differently, and not as a RIY figure -expressed as a percentage of the initial invested amount, NAV, etc.?

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_27>
The FSPA sees no value added, just more work in the specifications. All cost should be presented on same basis i.e. annual base.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_27>

Question 28
Do you have any comments on the problem definition provided in the Impact Assessment?

Are the policy issues that have been highlighted, in your view, the correct ones? If not, what issues would you highlight?

Do you have any views on the identified benefits and costs associated with each policy option?

Is there data or evidence on the highlighted impacts that you believe needs to be taken into account?

Do you have any views on the possible impacts for providers of underlying investments for multi-option products, and in particular indirect impacts for manufacturers of underlying investments used by these products, including where these manufacturers benefit from the arrangements foreseen until the end of 2019 under Article 32 of the PRIIPs Regulation?

Are there significant impacts you are aware of that have not been addressed in the Impact Assessment? Please provide data on their scale and extent as far as possible.

<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_28>
The FSPA fully agrees with the identification of the main risks and the investor reporting based on them. The Impact Assessment though is excessively relying on qualitative or opinion based analysis in judging the risk reporting pros and cons. For example in Option 2.1 adding the word “difficult” has turned an argument to become a negative argument (a con) instead of being a positive argument. The FSPA answers to many of the other questions show how the comparability between different investments is weakened by such opinions thereby placing PRIIPs-type investments into a different level of playing field. The FSPA finds in general that relying strongly on qualitative measures or generating new concepts instead of using the existing quantitative measures cannot form a reliable base for risk analysis. For example the SRI that neglects the high credit risk when also the market risk is high.
The definition of 'cost' where parts of the spreads are calculated into the transaction costs have not been analysed in the Impact Assessment. The FSPA believes that such a definition will turn out to be very costly especially for the fund industry.  The systems development will be enormous since practically none of the present systems record these calculated ‘costs’ as a part of any transaction or it's cost. To track these non-deductible costs will be difficult. The FSPA sees the spread more a trading related than a product related item. This part of the transaction cost will also generate problems in comparison to non-PRIIPs. 
The FSPA interprets the Impact Assessment of criteria for republication of the KID so that the non-continuous offers should not normally require an update. The FSPA agrees with this policy option. A very possible effect of such a requirement would be that the secondary market i.e. mainly selling before the maturity might be limited.
<ESMA_QUESTION_PRIIPS_28>
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