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[bookmark: _Toc280628648]Responding to this paper 
ESMA invites comments on all matters in this paper and in particular on the specific questions in Annex I. Comments are most helpful if they:
- respond to the question stated;
- indicate the specific question to which the comment relates;
- contain a clear rationale; and
- describe any alternatives ESMA should consider.

ESMA will consider all comments received by 1 April 2019. 

All contributions should be submitted online at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading ‘Your input - Consultations’. 


Instructions
In order to facilitate analysis of responses to the Consultation Paper, respondents are requested to follow the below steps when preparing and submitting their response:
· Insert your responses to the questions in the Consultation Paper in the present response form. 
· Please do not remove tags of the type <ESMA_QUESTION_LST_1>. Your response to each question has to be framed by the two tags corresponding to the question.
· If you do not wish to respond to a given question, please do not delete it but simply leave the text “TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE” between the tags.
· When you have drafted your response, name your response form according to the following convention: ESMA_LST_nameofrespondent_RESPONSEFORM. For example, for a respondent named ABCD, the response form would be entitled ESMA_LST_ABCD_RESPONSEFORM.
· Upload the form containing your responses, in Word format, to ESMA’s website (www.esma.europa.eu under the heading “Your input – Open consultations”).
Publication of responses
All contributions received will be published following the close of the consultation, unless you request otherwise.  Please clearly and prominently indicate in your submission any part you do not wish to be publically disclosed. A standard confidentiality statement in an email message will not be treated as a request for non-disclosure. 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 not to disclose the response is reviewable by ESMA’s Board of Appeal and the European Ombudsman.


Data protection
Information on data protection can be found at www.esma.europa.eu under the heading Legal Notice.

Who should read this paper?
The main stakeholders to whom these guidelines would apply are managers of UCITS and EU AIFMs as well as EU depositaries overseeing UCITS and EU AIFs. The paper will also be of interest to trade associations, investors and consumer groups relating to UCITS and EU AIFs. 



General information about respondent

	Name of the company / organisation
	German Insurance Association GDV
	Activity
	Insurance and Pension

	Are you representing an association?
	☒
	Country/Region
	Germany


Introduction
Please make your introductory comments below, if any:

<ESMA_COMMENT_LST_1>
General Comment
The German Insurance Association (GDV) is the association of insurers in Germany. Its more than 450 members are representing over 95% of the insurance market in Germany. 

Around a third of their total investments of 1,6 bn EUR German insurers have invested in investment funds. Fund investments thus play an important role for insurers. Thus, from an institutional investor’s perspective, a functioning and robust system of investment funds is of utmost importance. In this context stress testing of liquidity risk for individual AIFs and UCITS is an important tool and of direct relevance for investors. On the other side the conduct of liquidity stress tests involves considerable effort and expense. The incorporation of new standards like reverse stress testing into managers practice could require additional recources and could involve additional costs for investors.  In the case of reverse stress testing we see a particularly high effort with low or questionable benefits, since reverse stress testing can be redundant with standard stress tests or lead to implausible results. We therefore believe that reverse stress testing should not be mandatory, but should be seen as an optional instrument. 

<ESMA_COMMENT_LST_1>

1. 
: What additional costs and benefits would compliance with the proposed Guidelines bring to the stakeholder(s) you represent? Please provide quantitative figures, where available.
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_1>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_1>

1. : Do you agree with the scope of these Guidelines? Should certain types of funds be explicitly excluded from these Guidelines? Should MMFs remain in-scope of these Guidelines? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_2>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_2>

1. : Is additional clarity required regarding the scope of these Guidelines? Is additional clarity required regarding the meaning of ‘nature, scale and complexity’ of a fund? Are there circumstances in which it would, in your view, be inappropriate for a UCITS to undertake LST?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_3>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_3>

1. : What are your views on when the Guidelines should become applicable? How much time would managers require to operationalise the requirements of these Guidelines?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_4>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_4>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed approach of setting out a list of Guidelines all funds should follow, and the provision of explanatory considerations to help managers comply with those overarching Guidelines? Do you see merit in including some of the explanatory considerations in the final Guidelines? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_5>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_5>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed Guidelines? What amendments, if any, should ESMA make to its proposed Guidelines?   
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_6>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_6>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed explanatory considerations regarding LST of fund assets?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_7>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_7>

1. : What are your views on the requirement to undertake reverse stress testing, and the use of this tool?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_8>
We believe that reverse stress testing should not be mandatory, but should be seen as an optional tool:
 
· Reverse stress testing can be redundant with standard stress tests (appropriately defined) or lead to implausible results. In standard stress tests, the severe scenarios defined to test a fund’s survival are meant to be plausible. For funds not passing these tests (typically funds with high liability concentration and low asset liquidity), reverse stress testing would add no value, and for those passing the stress tests, reverse stress testing would mostly lead to implausible results as the scenarios that would bring the funds to their point of failure are unrealistic because too extreme. Reverse stress-testing is blind to the plausibility of scenarios. In a nutshell, appropriately defined standard stress tests already permit the identification of the funds that are vulnerable.
 
· As it is bespoke per fund, it can require lots of efforts of conceptualization and implementation. In standard stress testing, scenarios are selected to predict their potential impact on the fund while reverse stress testing consists in finding the scenarios that cause the fund to fail. As reverse stress testing is carried out at individual fund level, this would result in an enormous amount of work, looking for all possible scenarios leading to each fund’s collapse and then filtering out the ones plausible. So reverse stress testing involves considerable effort with high expenses for low or questionable benefits. 
 
· A natural outcome of reverse stress testing would be the definition of a contingency plan, i.e. a plan to manage critical liquidity events, using available liquidity management tools to find solutions. But standard stress testing is already a mean to help define a contingency plan. Reverse stress testing would again add no real value here.
 
In this context, we note that under paragraph 18 of EFAMA’s “Guidelines on stress tests scenarios under Article 28 of the MMF Regulation” of 21 March 2018, reverse stress testing is seen as a non-mandatory, optional tool (“may also be of benefit”).
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_8>

1. : Do you see merit in providing further considerations for managers on the use of data relevant to asset liquidity, particularly in circumstances when data is scarce?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_9>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_9>

1. : Do you agree with ESMA’s wording regarding the asset liquidation method used in the LST model?  How would you describe the asset liquidation method used by you or the managers you represent?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_10>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_10>

1. : Do you agree with ESMA’s wording regarding ‘second round effects’? What is your current practice regarding modelling ‘second round effects’?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_11>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_11>

1. : What are your views on the considerations on difficult to model parameters, such as price uncertainty? What is your current practice concerning this issue?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_12>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_12>

1. : Do you agree with ESMA’s considerations on LST in funds investing in less liquid assets? What amendments should be made to the proposed wording? Do you think that ESMA should outline additional and/or specific Guidelines to be made in any other fund or asset types, such as ETFs?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_13>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_13>

1. : Do you agree with the considerations regarding LST on items on the liabilities side of a fund’s balance sheet?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_14>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_14>

1. : Do you agree with the considerations specifying the LST of redemptions and other types of liabilities may need to be considered distinctly, given a fund could potentially limit redemptions but not other sources of liquidity drain? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_15>
We believe that reverse stress testing should not be mandatory, but should be seen as an optional tool. In this regard, we refer to our answer on Q 8.
[bookmark: _GoBack]<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_15>

1. : Do you agree with the requirement to reverse stress test items on the liabilities side of the fund balance sheet?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_16>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_16>

1. : Do you agree with the requirement to incorporate investor behaviour considerations into the LST model ‘where appropriate’? Are there cases which you believe it would not be appropriate, and should these be detailed in these Guidelines?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_17>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_17>

1. : What do you think about ESMA’s Guideline stating that managers should combine LST results on both sides of the balance sheet?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_18>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_18>

1. : What are your views on ESMA’s Guideline that aggregated LST should be undertaken where deemed appropriate by the manager? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_19>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_19>

1. : What is your experience of performing aggregated LST and how useful are the results? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_20>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_20>

1. : What are your views on ESMA’s considerations concerning the use of LST during a fund’s lifecycle?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_21>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_21>

1. : What is your experience of the use of LST in determining appropriate investments of a fund?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_22>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_22>

1. : In your view, has ESMA omitted any key uses of LST?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_23>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_23>

1. : Do you agree with ESMA’s Guideline that LST should be undertaken in all cases annually, but that it is recommended to undertake it at least quarterly, unless a different frequency can be justified? What is the range of frequency of LST applied on funds managed by stakeholder(s) you represent?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_24>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_24>

1. : Should ESMA provide more prescriptive Guidelines on the circumstances which can justify a more/less frequent employment of LST?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_25>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_25>

1. : Do you agree that LST should be employed outside its scheduled frequency (ad-hoc) where justified by an emerging/imminent risk to fund liquidity?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_26>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_26>

1. : What are your views on the governance requirements regarding LST? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_27>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_27>

1. : Should more information be included in the UCITS RMP and AIF RMP? 
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_28>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_28>

1. : Do you have any views on how managers which delegate portfolio management can undertake robust LST, independently of the portfolio manager, particularly when the manager does not face the market?  
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_29>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_29>

1. : Do you agree with the proposed Guideline for depositaries on carrying out their duties regarding LST?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_30>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_30>

1. : In your experience do depositaries review the UCITS RMP and AIF RMP as a matter of course?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_31>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_31>

1. : Do you see merit in ESMA publishing further guidance on the reporting of results of liquidity stress tests? If so, in your view how should ESMA require that results be reported?
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_32>
TYPE YOUR TEXT HERE
<ESMA_QUESTION_LST_32>
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