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AMICE Position Paper on the review of Sustainable

Finance Disclosure Regulation

Executive Summary

AMICE welcomes the European Commission’s proposal to revise the Sustainable Finance
Disclosure Regulation (SFDR 2.0). The objective of simplifying disclosures, enhancing legal
clarity, and improving consumer understanding is broadly supported within the mutual and
cooperative insurance sector.

However, insurers face several structural, prudential, and operational challenges under the
proposed framework. These challenges relate primarily to:

the 70% threshold,

insurers’ traditional products and general account products, including the treatment of
sovereign bonds,

insufficient accommodation for multi-option insurance products,
unrealistic criteria for transition products,

the safe harbour provision,

transitional arrangements regarding entity-level disclosure requirements,
the scope of the exemption for “closed-ended type” products,

consumer information and template design,

the extensive reliance on delegated acts,

10 data availability,

11. the need for sufficient implementation timeline, and

12. the need for alignment with other legislative frameworks.
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AMICE calls for a more proportionate, coherent, and workable SFDR that reflects the realities
of insurance-based investment products and supports long-term, risk-appropriate savings for
European consumers.
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1. Introduction

AMICE acknowledges and supports the Commission’s ambition to make the SFDR clearer,
more usable, and more centred on product-level disclosures. We particularly welcome the
proposal to remove entity-level obligations. This refocuses the SFDR on sustainability
characteristics relevant to consumers, while avoiding duplication with other frameworks such
as the CSRD.

The introduction of a three-category product system, together with the removal of the
ambiguous definition of “sustainable investment,” provides greater conceptual clarity. Yet the
practical and prudential implications of the proposed regime require significant refinement to
ensure it is operational for insurers and beneficial to consumers.

2. Product categorisation and the 70% threshold

The proposal requires that at least 70% of investments be allocated to activities consistent with
the objective of the relevant category (ESG Basics, Transition, Sustainable). While this
measure aims to strengthen the clarity of the classification and limit the risk of greenwashing,
the introduction of a rigid quantitative threshold could reduce flexibility in portfolio construction,
limit investment opportunities, and undermining insurers’ ability to maintain adequately
diversified portfolios.

More critically, an inflexible application of the 70% threshold may force insurers to take on
structurally riskier assets to qualify for a sustainable designation, contradicting their obligations
under Solvency Il and their broader duty to protect policyholders’ interests. Strict adherence to
this threshold during periods of market stress—such as sharp interest-rate movements,
geopolitical shocks or volatility in fixed income markets—could jeopardise solvency positions
and impair insurers’ capacity to safeguard guaranteed benefits.

A further risk deserving attention is the potential impact of high and rigid thresholds on product
innovation. Insurance-based investment products that integrate ESG factors in a credible but
hybrid or progressive manner may fail to meet categorical requirements, creating incentives to
standardise product design at the expense of differentiation. Over time, this could lead to a
narrowing of available offerings, limiting insurers’ ability to develop dynamic sustainability
strategies tailored to the specific features of long-term insurance solutions and reducing the
range of choices available to retail clients with differing investment needs and sustainability
preferences.

In addition, while Recital 14 recognises that the relevant percentage of investments necessary
to meet the objectives of the product may not be immediately reached during a phase-in period,
further clarity is required. The percentage should be attained at the latest at the expiry of the
phase-in period. It is necessary to clarify, e.g. in the same recital, the appropriate length of
such phase-in period. The recital should also state that temporary and non-material deviations
below the threshold value due to, for example, market movements do not result in the product
losing its categorization, provided that the product's investment strategy remains compatible
with the category conditions.
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AMICE Recommendation
AMICE calls for a more proportionate and flexible approach to the 70% thresholds, including:

» a clearly defined and sufficiently long phase in period;

= explicit recognition that temporary and non-material deviations due to market
movements do not affect categorisation; and

= differentiated treatment that reflects the prudential constraints and long term nature
of insurance investment portfolios.

3. Insurers’ traditional products and general account products, including treatment
of sovereign bonds

Insurers’ traditional products (with guarantees) and general account products typically
comprise a significant proportion of sustainable assets, reflecting substantial investments
already made by the sector. These portfolios—diversified, long-term, and inherently
liability-driven—play a critical role in channelling capital into the real economy. They are
managed under robust prudential and sustainability requirements, including the Solvency Il
framework.

Given their importance, it is essential that the SFDR framework duly recognises and
accommodates these products. Ensuring their appropriate treatment will support the
continuation and expansion of sustainable investment practices across the insurance sector,
while preserving insurers’ capacity to provide long-term financing to the real economy.
Conversely, restricting the eligibility of traditional and general account products for the SFDR
categorisation would risk disincentivising insurers from systematically tracking, managing, and
advancing environmental and social objectives within these portfolios. Even though
classification for these products will be done on product-level, insurers should be able to
disclose their level of sustainability characteristics of the portfolio which constitutes the
product—both in marketing materials and in the context of IDD disclosures.

An important share of these portfolios consists of sovereign bonds. As such, sovereign bonds
must not be overlooked in the SFDR context. We therefore recommend that, where it can be
demonstrated with sufficient accuracy that specific sovereign bonds qualify as the types of
investments referenced in Articles 7-9 (transition, ESG basic, or sustainable), they should be
allowed to count toward the 70% thresholds set out under those articles. In instances where
no robust methodology exists to determine whether particular sovereign bonds meet the
criteria for Article 7-9 classification, we propose that such sovereign bonds should be excluded
from both the numerator and the denominator. This approach prevents undue penalisation of
insurers and ensures that methodological uncertainty does not distort SFDR categorisation
outcomes.
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AMICE Recommendation

The treatment of sovereign bonds within the SFDR framework remains consistent, workable
and reflective of insurers’ long-term investment strategies. AMICE recommends:

= Recognising sovereign bonds as eligible for Articles 7 — 9 thresholds where adequate
evidence supports their alignment

= Exclusion of sovereign bonds from the numerator and denominator where such
evidence cannot be reliably established.

4. Multi-Option Products (MOPs)

The proposal does not adequately account for multi-option products (MOPs), including unit-
linked insurance contracts offering numerous UCITS investment options. In some markets,
policyholders may select from over 200 underlying funds. Under the Commission’s proposed
approach, the product wrapper—not the underlying investment options—would determine
classification. This bears no relationship to how these products operate and may misrepresent
available sustainable choices.

Such an approach risks limiting consumers’ access to sustainable investment options and
creates uncertainty over responsibility between insurers and asset managers.

It should also be clarified in the regulation that the use of hyperlinks to information on
underlying investment options as well as the wrapper is permitted.

AMICE Recommendation

AMICE recommends that the classification be applied at the level of the investment option
rather than at the wrapper level. At the same time, insurers should retain the possibility to
communicate relevant sustainability characteristics at the overall product level—both in
marketing materials and in the context of IDD disclosures.

We propose that the SFDR includes a dedicated provision specifying the conditions and
rules governing such product-level sustainability communication when the formal
categorisation requirements apply solely at the option level.

We also recommend clarifying that the use of hyperlinks is allowed for information on both
the investment option level and the product level.

5. Transition products

The proposed Transition product category includes a strict condition requiring companies to
derive no more than 1% of profitability from fossil fuel activities. Such a criterion would exclude
many companies that are genuinely progressing along credible transition pathways but remain
temporarily dependent on legacy fossil-fuel revenues, thereby weakening the objective of
fostering real-economy decarbonisation.
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AMICE considers that the fossil-fuel revenue cap should be replaced by forward-looking,
science-based transition criteria, including the assessment of credible transition plans. Such
criteria should be complemented by clear requirements to disclose the outcomes of transition
efforts, including progress against interim targets and measurable decarbonisation indicators.

AMICE Recommendation
AMICE recommends that:

= the 1% fossil-fuel profitability limit be replaced with forward-looking transition metrics;

= transition categorisation be contingent on the existence of credible, science-based
transition plans with clear targets; and

= disclosures include transparent reporting on outcomes and progress against those
targets.

6. The safe harbour provision

The Commission proposal introduces a safe harbour mechanism applicable to both
Sustainable and Transition products, based on a minimum level of Taxonomy-aligned
investments. This mechanism is intended to simplify the application of the 70% positive
contribution threshold by deeming it fulfilled where a specified level of alignment with the EU
Taxonomy is achieved, thereby incentivising the use of EU sustainability standards and
reducing methodological and disclosure complexity for financial market participants. While
taxonomy alignment is an important indicator, relying exclusively on it risks implying that
economic activities already classified as environmentally sustainable are inherently preferable
to all other forms of transition-enabling investment. This does not adequately reflect how
capital markets, and in particular insurers, support transition in practice.

In addition to the taxonomy-based approach, AMICE therefore suggests introducing an
alternative or complementary safe harbour based on investments in use-of-proceeds and
sustainability-linked instruments, such as green bonds, social bonds, sustainability bonds and
sustainability-linked bonds, issued in accordance with recognised market standards and
subject to external third-party verification.

A safe harbour set, for example, at 15% (or another appropriate percentage) of portfolio
allocation would better capture genuine contributions to sustainability-related objectives,
without implicitly prioritising taxonomy-aligned activities over other impactful investments that
support transition. Where relevant, this safe harbour could be made available for ESG Basics
and Sustainable product categories.

AMICE Recommendation

AMICE recommends that the co-legislators complement the taxonomy-based safe harbour
with  an additional, proportionate safe harbour recognising investments in
sustainability-related fixed-income instruments, including green, social, sustainability and
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sustainability-linked bonds, issued in accordance with recognised market standards and
subject to external verification.

7. Scope of the exemption for “closed-ended type” products

The proposal introduces a safeguard clause for financial products that are closed to new
investors—meaning products that were created and distributed before the application of the
new regulation and are no longer offered on the market. For such products, the proposal
foresees an optional exemption allowing financial market participants to refrain from applying
the new SFDR framework, thereby avoiding reclassification and the associated disclosure
requirements.

However, an interpretative ambiguity arises. While Recital 26 refers to financial products
“closed to new investors,” Article 17 instead uses the expression “financial products of the
closed-ended type,” which in technical terminology refers to specific closed-ended legal fund
structures (e.g., private equity or real estate funds). This creates uncertainty as to whether the
exemption is intended for all products no longer marketed or only for those that are legally
closed-ended.

To avoid unequal treatment across markets and ensure the rule functions as intended, the
scope of the exemption should be clarified so that it applies to any product that is no longer
open to new subscriptions, regardless of its legal structure.

AMICE Recommendation

The exemption should apply to all products closed to new subscription, and not only to
technically close-ended products.

8. Level 2 measures and implementation uncertainty

The proposal defers essential technical definitions—including threshold calculation
methodology, eligible activity criteria and new disclosure templates—to future delegated acts.
Level 1 cannot function without the timely publication of Level 2 measures.

AMICE Recommendation

Implementation deadlines should be triggered only once all level 2 standards are finalised
and published. AMICE also calls for sufficient consultation period and robust consumer
testing before the level 2 work is finalised.

9. Data availability

Insurers depend on reliable ESG data to classify products. There are significant constraints in
data availability—particularly for sovereign bonds and non-equity asset classes. Without
alignment with the CSRD data availability, insurers may be unable to comply with the SFDR
thresholds.
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A further concern arises in relation to Article 12a on data transparency. While the objective of
improving transparency on ESG data sources and methodologies is broadly supported, the
requirement to make underlying data available to investors on demand raises significant
practical constraints. In the current market, ESG data is largely sourced from third-party
providers operating under proprietary models and confidentiality agreements that typically
restrict disclosure of raw datasets and methodologies to third parties, including end investors.
This creates a direct conflict between regulatory requirements and contractual obligations that
insurers cannot realistically resolve, exposing firms to legal risk without necessarily improving
the decision-usefulness of disclosures.

AMICE Recommendation

AMICE calls for data requirements consistent with CSRD timelines and proportionality,
including transitional relief where necessary. AMICE further calls for Article 12a to be
calibrated in a more proportionate manner, with disclosure obligations focused on ensuring
meaningful transparency regarding data sources, the use of estimates and the general
methodological approach, without requiring the disclosure of commercially sensitive or
proprietary information.

10. Consumer information and template design

SFDR 1.0 templates were overly technical and effectively unreadable for consumers, and in
many cases even for sustainability experts. It is essential that any disclosure templates
undergo thorough testing prior to implementation. The national and product-level differences
must be carefully considered to ensure the future framework effectively informs and empowers
end-investors in line with their individual sustainability preferences.

AMICE Recommendation

AMICE recommends that all templates be subject to multilingual, representative consumer
testing, ensuring clarity, accessibility and real usability.

11. Implementation timeline
The Commission proposes an 18-month implementation period which seems to be insufficient.
A 24-month period is considered more realistic, given the expected volume of changes, Level
2 work, and need for cross-framework coordination.

AMICE Recommendation

A minimum implementation period of 24 months, starting only once all Level 2 measures
have been published.
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12. The need for regulatory coherence

While the Commission’s intentions to simplify and improve the SFDR are commendable, the
revised framework cannot succeed without full alignment with MiFID, IDD, PRIIPs and the
CSRD.

Insurers cannot meaningfully explain sustainability preferences to customers when key
definitions and concepts differ across legislative texts, and that inconsistent terminology risks
reproducing precisely the confusion the revision seeks to resolve. To ensure coherence, the
information provided to retail investors must be simplified and genuinely user-friendly, and the
interaction between the SFDR and other relevant EU legislation—such as the EU Taxonomy,
Solvency I, the IDD’s sustainability preference rules, the PRIIPs Regulation and the ongoing
Retail Investment Strategy—must be assessed holistically to avoid regulatory conflict and
duplication.

AMICE Recommendation

AMICE calls for the implementation of the revised SFDR to occur only after cross-framework
alignment is achieved, supported by a dedicated coordination period to allow insurers to
adapt.

13. Transitional arrangements regarding entity-level disclosures

AMICE welcomes the proposed removal of entity-level disclosure requirements under the
SFDR. This change is important to avoid unnecessary administrative burden and the
duplication of reporting obligations already required under the CSRD. Maintaining this removal
in the final Level 1 text is therefore crucial to ensuring a streamlined and coherent EU
sustainability reporting framework.

We also welcome the deletion of Article 2a SFDR, which previously empowered the ESAs to
develop regulatory technical standards on the “do no significant harm” principle.

To secure these benefits during the transition period, AMICE would welcome issuing an
EU-level no-action letter that confirms that firms will not face enforcement action should they
decide not to publish entity-level PAI statements between now and the application of the
revised SFDR regime.

AMICE Recommendation

AMICE recommends the issuance of an EU-level no-action letter to confirm that financial
market participants will not be subject to enforcement action should they choose not to
publish entity-level PAI statements during the transitional period prior to the application of
the revised SFDR framework.
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14. Conclusion

AMICE supports the overarching objective of the SFDR review: to create a clearer, more
reliable and more consumer-friendly sustainability disclosure framework. Yet the proposal
requires important adjustments to reflect the specificities of insurance-based investment
products, safeguard prudential requirements, and provide consumers with meaningful and
comprehensible information.

AMICE stands ready to cooperate with the European Commission, European Parliament,
Council and EIOPA to ensure that SFDR 2.0 becomes a coherent, operational and
proportionate framework that effectively contributes to the EU’s sustainability objectives
without compromising the ability of insurers to offer stable, long-term products to European
citizens.
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