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	Question 1—Objective and scope of risk mitigation accounting (Section 7.1)

	
The IASB proposes that:

(a) the objective of risk mitigation accounting be for financial statements to represent the economic effect of an entity’s risk management activities if the entity manages repricing risk on a net basis.

(b) risk mitigation accounting be applied on a voluntary basis. However, an entity would be permitted to apply risk mitigation accounting if, and only if, the entity mitigates repricing risk on a net basis and the entity’s business and risk management activities have the characteristics specified in paragraph 7.1.4.

(c) an entity be required to document formally how it will apply risk mitigation accounting.

Paragraphs BC11–BC37 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why.

Reply:  

1.1 The RMA model proposes a new approach for how entities account for their risk mitigation activities as they relate to open portfolios of net repricing risk. The model represents an evolution of the existing hedge accounting guidance currently available under IFRS. The RMA model is strongly principles based and has, at its foundation, the risk management strategy the entity applies.  

1.2 It is clear non-linear derivatives, such as options (except for net written options), are eligible for designation under the RMA model. The ED provides that Banks might suggest methodologies for the construction of benchmark derivatives when using non-linear derivatives to hedge non-linear risks. If the RMA model caters well to the use of non-linear derivatives, this might prove an attractive aspect of the model for banks anticipating greater use of such derivatives in response to heightened regulatory attention on portfolios subject to non-linear risk. 

1.3 The ED makes it amply clear that the risk mitigation objective cannot change the net repricing risk exposure from a positive to a negative exposure, and vice versa. The model ensures that only derivatives which reduce risk are eligible for accounting treatment under the RMA model. This is because the risk mitigation objective should only mitigate risk and should not introduce new risk.  A risk mitigation adjustment is recognised in the statement of financial position as a corresponding entry to the designated derivative. This adjustment is measured as the lower of (in absolute amounts) the cumulative gains or losses on the designated derivatives (from designation date) and those on the benchmark derivatives. Any excess of total gains or losses from the designated derivative not recognised as part of the risk mitigation adjustment is recognised immediately in profit or loss. The risk mitigation adjustment is subsequently recognised in profit or loss in the same reporting periods during which the repricing differences arising from the financial instruments in the underlying portfolios affect profit or loss. The requirements for adjusting benchmark derivatives to reflect unexpected changes and for recognising a risk mitigation adjustment excess could be complex to apply and require significant judgement. While offering flexibility, the absence of detailed guidance could raise questions around practical implementation. The risk mitigation adjustment excess requirements are essentially a reasonableness assessment and, conceptually, have similarities to the impairment testing requirements under IAS 36, ‘Impairment of Assets’. They differ from current hedge accounting requirements, which only permit adjusting the carrying amount of the hedged item to the extent that it is actually hedged, as opposed to the extent to which it can be fully hedged. 

1.4 Many banks manage interest rate risk at levels below the consolidated group – often hedging intercompany exposures within the group and using intercompany derivatives. However, at the consolidated financial statement level, these intercompany transactions are not eligible for inclusion in underlying portfolios and cannot be designated derivatives under the RMA model. This creates a disconnect between the RMA model’s requirements and how many entities actually manage risk. 

1.5 Insurers typically mitigate risk as part of their broader asset-liability management strategies. In certain situations, however, they might still need to use derivatives to hedge interest rate risk – particularly for long-duration liabilities. Where insurers hold financial assets measured at fair value through other comprehensive income (FVOCI), applying the RMA model to related hedging activities could create a risk of double-counting fair value gains and losses: once in other comprehensive income (OCI) when the FVOCI assets are initially measured, and again in profit or loss when the risk mitigation adjustment is subsequently recognised.

1.6 SIRC of ICAI agrees that having a clear primary objective or a hierarchy of objectives is important for the selection of consistent requirements for the RMA model and the subsequent consistent application of the requirements. We further state that the extent of this departure becomes an important factor to judge whether the objective has been achieved. Also, the objectives may be complementary rather than contradicting one another. 

1.7 SIRC of ICAI agrees that the application of the RMA model should be voluntary. We also agree that entities that choose not to apply RMA should provide certain disclosures.

1.8 The scope of the proposed amendments is entities that manage repricing risk on a net basis using derivatives. The ED will help the financial statements to ‘better’ represent the economic effect of an entity’s risk management activities, if the entity manages repricing risk on a net basis. SIRC of ICAI also support RMA providing information about the purpose and effect of derivatives used to mitigate repricing risk. We support the proposal to require entities to apply RMA at the level at which the entity mitigates the repricing risk arising from underlying portfolios in accordance with its risk management activities. However, this might give rise to application challenges given that within a single organisation risk mitigation may take place at several levels. For example, risk mitigation may take place first at a subsidiary/branch level and subsequently at a higher consolidated level. Therefore, further work is needed to understand the practical implications of this requirement. Assuming that ‘net basis’ in the third criterion means the net of financial assets and liabilities, the RMA model could become inapplicable by entities which apply dynamic risk management on a gross basis, for example: by calculating the effect arising from portfolios of financial assets only without the netting effect of portfolios of financial liabilities. It is necessary to further analyse whether the existing alternatives could be sufficient to address the needs of those entities, notably those which currently apply the EU IAS 39 carve-out.

1.9 Further, where interest rate environments differ, although there are common features to various approaches to interest rate risk management, there is no consistent approach to managing repricing risk amongst different banks across jurisdictions Therefore, we do not expect the proposed RMA could reflect every bank’s existing risk management practice. While such misalignment might be necessary, further work is needed to understand whether the proposed RMA could still meet the underlying risk management objectives in a way that is both able to be implemented in practice, without undue cost or effort, and provides useful information to users of financial statements. 

1.10 Representing the economic effect of an entity’s interest rate risk management activities in the financial statements and a close alignment between the actual interest rate risk management practices and their reflection in the financial statements is a key objective of the model proposed in the ED. This may improve the situation under the current accounting framework.

1.11 Even though the primary objective of the ED is to faithfully reflect an entity’s risk management activities, it also addresses accounting mismatches. The ED considers eliminating the accounting mismatches as an equally important objective of RMA. The ED also emphasises the importance of avoiding creating potential accounting mismatches by the RMA model itself. 

1.12 With reference to ‘Credit risk’, while the proposals make it clear that the effect of credit risk should not dominate the changes in the fair value of the designated derivatives, they are silent in relation to the consideration of the effects of credit risk in the net repricing risk exposure.  Clarification and guidance with respect to how credit risk is intended to interact with the various aspects of RMA, such as the underlying portfolios, net repricing risk exposure, benchmark derivatives, the risk mitigation adjustment and discontinuation are to be provided by the ED.

1.13 The importance of clearly defining the scope for the proposals is highlighted by the fact that entities that are in scope, but that decided not to apply RMA, would be required to provide qualitative disclosures about their repricing risk management activities.

1.14 We highlight that the proposed RMA may result in a risk mitigation strategy for accounting purposes that may not be fully aligned with an entity’s risk management practices and hence, an entity may be required to maintain dual formal documentation of their risk management strategy - for risk management and for accounting purposes - respectively. Further work will inform the likely complexity and additional operational burden for entities.






	Question 2—Underlying portfolios (paragraphs 7.2.1–7.2.4)

	
The IASB proposes that risk mitigation accounting be applied based on underlying portfolios—that is, portfolios of financial instruments that expose an entity to repricing
risk. The IASB proposes that financial instruments be eligible for inclusion in underlying portfolios only if they are:

(a) financial assets classified as subsequently measured at amortised cost or fair value through other comprehensive income (in accordance with paragraphs 4.1.2 or 4.1.2A of IFRS 9 Financial Instruments);

(b) financial liabilities classified as subsequently measured at amortised cost (in accordance with paragraph 4.2.1 of IFRS 9); or

(c) future transactions that could result in the recognition or derecognition of financial instruments specified in (a) or (b).

The IASB is also proposing that an entity apply risk mitigation accounting only to its exposure to repricing risk that is not otherwise mitigated. However, if a financial instrument is designated as a hedged item for a risk other than repricing risk, the hedged exposure would be eligible for inclusion in underlying portfolios.

Paragraphs BC38–BC63 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for
these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these
proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why.

Reply:
2.1 SIRC of ICAI support the proposed amendments related to underlying portfolios, 
including allowing the inclusion of financial instruments that give rise to repricing risk only on a portfolio basis. However, we are concerned about how RMA interacts with financial assets subsequently measured at fair value through other comprehensive income, for instance, some banks include FVOCI assets in their repricing risk management strategy and therefore would include them in the underlying portfolios. This means that the interest rate risk of such assets is already reflected on the balance sheet. As the risk mitigation adjustment, which represents the effective portion of the fair value changes due to changes in interest rates, is also recognised on the balance sheet, an entity’s net assets may potentially be overstated or understated which could in turn lead to increased volatility on the balance sheet and have potential wider implications.  Clarification is needed on whether the departure from the Conceptual Framework of Financial Reporting to recognise the risk mitigation adjustment as an asset or liability is justified in relation to the proposed inclusion of FVOCI assets in underlying portfolios as the accounting effect above introduced by the model does not appear to faithfully represent the economic effect of the entity’s risk management activities.

2.2 The ED states to manage repricing risk on a net basis, an entity calculates the aggregated effect of repricing differences arising from financial assets, financial liabilities and future transactions with fixed and variable interest rates and SIRC of ICAI  agrees with this statement, noting that not all financial assets and financial liabilities are within the scope of IFRS 9, e.g. insurance liabilities are not, and not all financial assets and financial liabilities within the scope of IFRS 9 are in the scope of the RMA model, e.g. financial assets measured at FVTPL. Conceptually, including financial assets or financial liabilities that are remeasured for changes in (fair) values caused by changes in the mitigated rate in the underlying portfolios will, through the proposed risk mitigation adjustment, cause inflated recognitions of the interest rate component of the fair value gains or losses which may not be a faithful representation of the economics. In other words, the financial assets measured at FVOCI and recognised on the balance sheet contain an interest rate component of fair value gain or losses. To the extent a FVOCI exposure is in the same direction as the NRRE, this interest rate component is also (partly) present in the risk mitigation adjustment, which is also recognised on the balance sheet, thereby inflating the balance sheet. In addition, there may be an impact on the capital/solvency requirements. Therefore, further modelling and assessments of results from field testing may be needed before concluding on the severity of this feature of the proposed RMA model. This inflated accounting may be seen as a concern for both banks and insurers. For banks, the risk mitigation adjustment as an asset could increase an entity’s capital requirements and could be expensive.

2.3 Moreover, clarity on whether all financial instruments that are eligible (if they are not otherwise mitigated) should be included in the underlying portfolios or whether an entity can decide which financial instruments to be included. If it is the latter, it is to be clarified whether there may be any unintended consequences.

2.4 When items of an entity that are exposed to repricing risk are excluded from the underlying portfolios, there is no given certainty that the net exposure from the resulting underlying portfolios is a true, or directionally correct, depiction of the net exposure of the entity or the sub-unit within the entity to which RMA is applied.  We agree that an entity shall apply RMA only to its exposure to repricing risk that is not otherwise mitigated. However, given the requirements in paragraph 6.4.1 of IFRS 9, the requirements in paragraphs 7.1.7(a) and (b) of the ED and the overlay nature of the RMA model, clarification is needed for the introduction of this provision.

2.5 The ED proposes that equity can be used as a proxy to determine which variable rate financial assets to be included in the underlying portfolios. An entity would start with their internal modelling methodologies and then would identify the financial assets subject to repricing risk that back the equity instruments. These financial assets would then be included in the NRRE. As equity per se cannot be included in the underlying portfolios, one has to stress the importance of having this proxy.  It is to be explained whether this proxy could be applied for other items that are not eligible for RMA.

2.6 It is highlighted that there may be a conceptual difference between equity instruments that represent a claim on the residual net assets of an entity and equity instruments that do not but which are defined as equity because the entity may defer payments indefinitely or settle in a variable number of equity instruments. In interest rate risk management, the first group of equity instruments may be considered to finance certain groups of fixed or floating interest rate financial assets and thus get an imputed interest cost that is being managed, while the second group of equity instruments, which include Additional Tier 1 instruments, would typically have a contractually expected cash flow that is being managed as financial liabilities for interest rate risk management purposes. Having said this, entities may not have sufficient relevant exposure in financial assets to create a solution by including financial assets from the underlying portfolios for AT1 instruments.

2.7 Furthermore, paragraph B7.2.17 of the ED refers to variable-rate financial assets that are exposed to repricing risk which may back equity. It is unclear whether fixed-rate financial assets that may back equity may also be eligible to be reflected in the underlying portfolios.

2.8 Paragraph 7.1.6 of the ED states that an entity should apply RMA at the level at which the entity mitigates the repricing risk arising from underlying portfolios in accordance with its risk management strategy. Clarification is needed on whether the RMA model can be applied at the consolidated level rather than on a sub-level basis, e.g. at the subsidiary level, as the reporting entity allocates the risk limits to the lower levels. Also, the subsidiary level underlying portfolios could have internal derivatives, and externalisation of these derivatives would be done at consolidated level. If the group manages repricing risk as the sum of already hedged positions of each subsidiary, there needs to be clear processes and controls to show that each subsidiary’s position is effectively closed with market derivatives at group level, and intragroup derivatives often include mark-ups. If the group manages repricing risk by netting positions from several subsidiaries and hedging the group-wide net gap, the implementation effort is heavier.

2.9 SIRC of ICAI is of the view that both the fixed rate pricing and the volume of forecast transactions should meet the highly probable criterion in order for such transactions to be treated as fixed rate exposures. This requirement does not appear to be included in the ED, and it is unclear whether this is the intended interpretation in paragraph BC55 of the Basis for Conclusions and paragraph IE193(b) in the Illustrative Examples. It is suggested that the ED may include specific application guidance in Appendix B of the ED and provide better explanations in the accompanying documents to improve the clarity of this proposed requirement. 

2.10 Clarity on the treatment of a portion of customer deposits repayable on demand as fixed rate exposures in paragraph IE197(d) of the Illustrative Examples can be improved by explaining that the “estimate is based on the very low sensitivity”.




	Question 3—Determining the net repricing risk exposure (paragraphs 7.2.5–7.2.10)

	
The IASB proposes that an entity determine the net repricing risk exposure by aggregating the repricing risk arising from underlying portfolios by repricing time bands based on expected repricing dates. The expected repricing date is the earlier of the dates on which financial instruments in the underlying portfolios are expected to be settled or to reprice.

The IASB also proposes that the entity determine the net repricing risk exposure in a manner that is consistent with how it makes risk management decisions, including with regard to:

(a) the basis on which the entity aggregates the repricing risk arising from underlying portfolios and determines the repricing time bands (based on expected repricing dates); and

(b) the measure the entity uses to quantify the repricing risk exposure in each repricing time band.

Paragraphs BC64–BC69 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why.

Reply: 

3.1 SIRC of ICAI supports the IASB in not requiring risk limits per repricing time band and the fact that the ED does not prescribe which approach to use as long as it is used consistently. However, some banks do not calculate their interest rate risk exposure by time bands because their risk management is based on the expected maturity of each cash flow from individual asset, liability or transaction while other banks do. It is unclear how entities that do not manage their interest rate risk across time bands would apply the RMA model. 


3.2 SIRC of ICAI observes that an entity should apply RMA at the level at which the entity mitigates the repricing risk arising from underlying portfolios in accordance with its risk management strategy. But there is lack of guidance on how to apply RMA for an entity that manages repricing risk for one mitigated rate at multiple lower levels within the reporting entity. Guidance needed on the issues of internal offsetting, how to treat inconsistencies in durations of mitigated time horizons and repricing time bands and how to apply RMA if the measure the entity uses to quantify the NRRE in one or more repricing time bands (for example, a cash-flow- or fair-value-based measure) varies within the reporting entity.

3.3 It is to be mentioned that benchmark rates, although traded and changing continuously, are often fixed once per day. If for accounting purposes a repricing time band of longer duration than one day is used, then:

- if the NRRE for that repricing time band is considered as one number, the accounting would change rather than reflect the NRRE for that period; or

- if the NRRE for that repricing time band is considered as a vector of daily net positions, the interaction with designated derivatives to establish the RMO for that repricing time band may create operational issues and questions on whether the RMO reflects the objective of the entity for that repricing time band.

3.4 In the environment in which the RMA model is intended to be applied, smaller and larger changes to expectations are often expected to frequently occur and thus are part of the expected changes. How to treat changes is therefore core to the RMA model. SIRC of ICAI is of the view that that the RMA model has no guidance on how to treat changes, but it has extensive guidance on how to treat unexpected changes without a description of what are differentiating unexpected changes from other changes in an environment in which the RMA model is intended to be applied.


3.5 Paragraph 30I of IFRS 7 requires an entity to provide disclosures that explain its risk management strategy for managing repricing risk. This explanation should enable users of financial statements to understand how the entity determines the NRRE. Apart from the references to the entity’s risk management strategy and how the entity makes risk management decisions in the guidance and requirements referred to above, the ED is entirely silent on how to consider credit risk when determining NRRE. Stakeholders would expect that any credit risk be included in the expected cash flows and making this explicit would be useful so that entities are aware that they need to include credit risk when calculating the NRRE.

3.6 The proposed model is intended to be aligned with actual risk management practices, yet in practice it will not achieve this alignment. One of the reasons is the treatment of internal contracts, for example contracts in the same legal entity in the same country, as well as transactions within the legal entity between different branches that have different functional currencies, and between the branches and the parent in its home country. The board of the parent company sets consolidated risk limits, which are then cascaded down through the organisation and are ultimately assigned to individual traders in group treasury or capital markets. The individual trader represents the lowest operational level that would need to be documented. However, at that level the open positions are the net result of both internal and external transactions and therefore do not represent the true consolidated risk positions. Although internal instruments are fundamental to real life interest rate risk management, they cannot be included in the model. As a result, entities would be required to document positions, excluding internal transactions, that do not reflect their true risk management activities. This creates an unavoidable disconnect between accounting outcomes and the way risk is actually managed, raising questions about the model’s ability to faithfully represent an entity’s risk profile.

3.7 While the proposed amendments require an entity to determine the net repricing risk exposure (NRRE) consistently with how its risk management decisions are made, it is opined that the proposed requirements to quantify the NRRE and restrict the risk mitigation objective to be within the amount of NRRE in each repricing time band may not be suitable for certain risk management strategies. Further application guidance and illustrative examples are necessary in this area.

	


	Question 4—Designated derivatives (Section 7.3)

	
The IASB proposes that only interest rate derivatives with a party external to the reporting entity that are used to mitigate the entity’s repricing risk in accordance with
its risk management strategy be eligible to be included as designated derivatives.

Paragraphs BC70–BC77 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for
these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these
proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why?

Reply: 

4.1 SIRC of ICAI generally support the IASB’s proposals in relation to designated derivatives, noting that they are similar to existing hedge accounting requirements for hedging instruments under Chapter 6 of IFRS 9. We agree that externalising the interest rate derivatives is similar to IFRS 9 hedge accounting whereby qualifying hedge accounting instruments should be external to the reporting entity. However, we think there is a lack of clarity on how RMA functions when non-linear derivatives, such as options, are used to mitigate repricing risk. For instance, there does not appear to be guidance on how the time value of options are accounted for under the proposed model. From an operational perspective, where there are differences between the items being risk managed in practice and the items eligible for inclusion in the underlying portfolios, we believe it may also be difficult to identify the relevant derivatives to be included in or excluded from RMA given the dynamic nature of the risk management strategies.






	
Question 5—Risk mitigation objective and benchmark derivatives (paragraphs
7.4.1–7.4.7)

	
The IASB proposes that an entity:

(a) specify a risk mitigation objective that is consistent with the amount of repricing risk the entity mitigates using designated derivatives, but does not exceed the amount of net repricing risk exposure in each repricing time band;

(b) construct benchmark derivatives to replicate the timing and amount of repricing risk as specified in the risk mitigation objective; and

(c) adjust the amount of repricing risk represented by the benchmark derivatives if unexpected changes in financial instruments included in underlying portfolios reduce the net repricing risk exposure to an amount below the risk mitigation objective specified at the beginning of the period.

Paragraphs BC78–BC87 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for
these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these
proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why.

Reply:
5.1  SIRC of ICAI support a risk mitigation objective that is consistent with the amount of repricing risk the entity mitigates using designated derivatives. However, further work is needed to assess the implications of the requirement that the risk mitigation objective does not exceed the amount of net repricing risk exposure in each repricing time band. We opine that IASB should consider providing additional guidance in relation to the construction of benchmark derivatives, for instance: 1. the determination of the repricing date for a benchmark derivative within a repricing time band; 2. The construction of benchmark derivatives when the underlying portfolios 
contain optionality (i.e. prepayments) and the requirement for benchmark derivatives to have an initial fair value of zero’ 3. The interaction with the designated derivatives should also be considered (For instance when hedging with options as designated derivatives which would likely have a non-zero fair value at inception). Further guidance  is sought in relation to the acceptable approaches for adjusting the benchmark derivatives to capture the effects of ‘unexpected changes’ in the underlying portfolios as well as examples of circumstances when the operational simplification (in proposed paragraph B7.4.14) could be applied.

5.2 We also support the use of benchmark derivatives that represent the timing and amount of repricing risk specified in the risk mitigation objective. Conceptually, benchmark derivatives are similar to the ‘hypothetical derivatives’ currently used in cash flow hedge accounting.  

5.3 However, we state that multiple issues may arise from the requirement stipulated in paragraph 7.4.5 of the ED that an entity shall construct new benchmark derivatives to have an initial fair value of zero based on the mitigated rate; for example: For example, there are practical considerations on how this requirement is to take into account uncertainties of cash flows (credit risk, prepayments, extensions and other behavioural issues) in the underlying portfolios. This may create issues in a situation of late hedging of past positions (e.g. hedging undertaken following a merger or an acquisition). SIRC of ICAI notes the requirement in paragraphs 7.4.8 and 7.4.9 of the ED concerning over-hedging, i.e. that any remaining gain or loss on the designated derivatives that was not recognised as part of the risk mitigation adjustment shall be recognised in profit or loss. While such requirement represents the accounting logic, similar to existing hedge accounting rules, it may represent a departure from the actual risk management, where the difference between over-hedging and under-hedging of similar magnitude is not as significant as it is in terms of accounting.

5.4 In addition, over-hedging in one time band while under-hedging in another one may represent an entity’s actual risk management. Some entities may do this because, there may not be swaps for all currencies covering different maturities. An entity may have a position in Year 11 but, because of illiquidity in the market, it may trade a swap to ten years, thereby resulting in an over-hedge in Year 10 but an under-hedge in Year 11. Therefore, compliance requirement in paragraphs 7.4.8 and 7.4.9 of the ED on the impact of over-hedging need a re-consideration.


5.5 Further, it is to be clarified when NRRE occurs on different dates than designated derivatives within the same repricing time band, how should the RMO and thus the benchmark derivative be identified? and If the repricing time band is set to one day, how should the working of the lower of test result in an RMO that really reflects the entity’s risk management strategy?

5.6 A stakeholder understand that a usual manner of interest rate risk management is by time bands with declining, but then how should the model address this scenario, notably the switch from less granular long-term time bands to more granular short-term time bands has to be explained?

5.7 Paragraph B7.1.8 of the ED states that an entity may manage repricing risk based on different currencies and that a mitigated rate may be specified for each of the main currencies. The last example in paragraph B7.5.3 of the ED implies that an entity may manage underlying portfolios in different currencies. Se need further guidance on how to deal with different currencies would be useful, for example how to define the RMO and the benchmark derivatives.

5.8 SIRC of ICAI notes that the requirements in (a) paragraph 7.4.5 of the ED that new benchmark derivatives are to be constructed so as to have an initial fair value of zero, (b) paragraph 7.4.6 of the ED to adjust the benchmark derivatives to capture the effects of unexpected changes in the NRRE, and (c) paragraph 7.4.7 of the ED to ensure that the exposure to repricing risk represented by the benchmark derivatives does not exceed the NRRE in any repricing time band will operationally induce entities to construct benchmark derivatives that cover no more than one repricing time band each. The fixed legs in the benchmark derivatives will thus deviate from the fixed legs in the designated derivatives, which will typically cover multiple repricing time bands.

5.9 SIRC of ICAI notes that this part of the model may be operationally challenging, especially in what concerns tracking issues. On the one hand, the IASB has provided some relief that if reasonable and supportable information to estimate the effect of unexpected changes on the benchmark derivatives is not available without undue cost or effort, an entity shall deem the unexpected changes to have occurred at the time when the RMO was last specified. In addition, there is the risk mitigation adjustment excess to ensure that significant impacts of unexpected changes are captured. On the other hand, one may have risk mitigation adjustment excesses more often, which would trigger changes to the benchmark derivatives, so some level of tracking is needed. 





	Question 6—Recognising and measuring the risk mitigation adjustment
(paragraphs 7.4.8–7.4.14)

	
The IASB proposes that an entity:

(a) recognise the risk mitigation adjustment in the statement of financial position based on the lower of:

(i) the cumulative gains or losses on the designated derivatives; and

(ii) the cumulative change in the fair value (present value) of the benchmark derivatives;

(b) recognise in profit or loss the amount accumulated as the risk mitigation adjustment in the same periods during which the repricing differences arising from the financial instruments in the underlying portfolios affect profit or loss;

(c) assess, at each reporting date, whether there is an indication that the risk mitigation adjustment might not be realised in full over the mitigated time horizon; and

(d) recognise immediately in profit or loss a reduction in the amount accumulated
as the risk mitigation adjustment if it exceeds the present value of the net repricing risk exposure as at the reporting date.

Paragraphs BC88–BC116 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for
these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these
proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why.


Reply:
6.1  SIRC of ICAI support measuring the risk mitigation adjustment based on the lower of the cumulative gains or losses on the designated derivatives and the cumulative change in the fair value (present value) of the benchmark derivatives since this means that only the effective portion is recognised.  We also support the release of the risk mitigation adjustment in the same periods during which the repricing differences arising from the financial instruments in the underlying portfolios affect profit or loss as this reflects the economic effect of an entity’s risk management activities. However, we believe that paragraph 7.4.8 of the ED could be articulated more clearly. The release of the risk mitigation adjustment to profit or loss, including any excess amounts recognised, could mean that the risk mitigation adjustment on the balance sheet is not always be measured at the lower of the cumulative gains or losses on the designated derivatives and the cumulative change in the fair value (present value) of the benchmark derivatives. 

6.2 SIRC of ICAI support the proposed requirement for entities to assess if the risk mitigation adjustment might not be realised in full over the mitigated time horizon at each reporting date. Given the complexity and the dynamic nature of the relevant interest rate risk management activities, a ‘backstop’ test is important to ensure that significant amounts of risk mitigation adjustment, which cannot be realised over the mitigated time horizon, do not remain on the balance sheet.

6.3 Whilst a change in interest rates would not trigger the quantitative comparison above on its own, unexpected changes in the wider underlying portfolio could trigger the test if such changes cannot be fully reflected via adjustments to the benchmark derivatives and the entity assesses that the risk mitigation adjustment might not be fully realised over the mitigated time horizon.  Therefore, the present value of the NRRE as measured in paragraph 7.4.12 of the ED to have a start date that is aligned with the date of origination of the relevant items in the underlying portfolio.  Alternatively, the start date could be interpreted to be aligned to the date the derivative was entered into, which could potentially resolve this particular issue. However, we envision this to be much more complex to put into practice as a lot more tracking of changes would likely be required.  We therefore suggest that the IASB clarify how the present value of the NRRE should be measured in the ED and to consider the consequences of this clarification on RMA, including on transition. In relation to the determination of the present value of the NRRE, we also believe additional clarity is needed to explain the rationale for the method of adjustment for variable-rate excess in paragraph IE228 of the Illustrative Examples.

6.4 With reference to the lower of test in paragraph 7.4.8 of the ED, a natural reading of the current wording will imply that the cumulative gains or losses on the designated derivatives do not incorporate gains or losses on designated derivatives that have been derecognised. The cumulative gains or losses of the designated derivative will be influenced by choices an entity makes in adjusting the position of designated derivatives by either settling designated derivatives or entering into offsetting designated derivatives, otherwise the amount of data that must be tracked to be able to calculate the risk mitigation adjustment and, when relevant, the risk mitigation adjustment excess will be of great concern.

6.5 SIRC of ICAI notes that the ED is silent on the granularity when calculating the risk mitigation adjustment. While the NRRE and RMO are calculated per repricing time band, a natural reading of paragraphs 7.4.8 and 7.4.11 of the ED leads to the conclusion that the risk mitigation adjustment and risk mitigation adjustment excess are calculated as an aggregate for each RMA model over the mitigated time horizon for that RMA model. This might be a source of operational challenges when a series of positive and negative adjustments of the RMO have occurred and these are linked with the recognition of the risk mitigation adjustment excess in profit or loss.

6.6 SIRC of ICAI understands that, in accordance with the ED, the risk mitigation adjustment excess serves as a final reasonability test and a method to capture any remaining excess in the value of the risk mitigation adjustment after consistent adjustments of the RMOs/benchmark derivatives, which are supposed to capture most of the effects of unexpected changes. Some more guidance needed to address questions which arise regarding the set of indicators that would evidence the existence of an ‘excess’, as required by paragraph 7.4.11 of the ED. It important to have non-exhaustive examples of indicators to guide entities in performing the risk mitigation adjustment excess test.




	Question 7—Discontinuation of risk mitigation accounting (Section 7.5)

	
The IASB proposes that an entity discontinue risk mitigation accounting prospectively
from the date on which the entity’s risk management strategy changes—that is, when
the entity changes how it manages repricing risk, including a change to the mitigated
rate.

The IASB also proposes that an entity that discontinues risk mitigation accounting
recognise the amount accumulated as the risk mitigation adjustment in profit or loss:

(a) on a systematic and rational basis over the mitigated time horizon, if the repricing differences arising from the financial instruments in underlying portfolios are still expected to affect profit or loss; or

(b) immediately, if the repricing differences arising from the financial instruments in underlying portfolios are no longer expected to affect profit or loss.

Paragraphs BC117–BC126 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these
proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why.

Reply:
7.1 SIRC of ICAI agree with the IASB’s conclusion to prohibit voluntary discontinuation of RMA to avoid an entity applying RMA purely to achieve favourable accounting outcomes. This is consistent with the requirements in IFRS 9 that prohibit 
voluntary de-designation of a hedging relationship and the discontinuation of hedge accounting when the risk management objective for a particular hedging relationship remains the same, and all the other qualifying criteria are met. As a result, we support prospective discontinuation of RMA only if the entity changes its risk management strategy. However, further work is needed to confirm if further application guidance might be needed to identify circumstances that represent a change to an entity’s risk management strategy versus those that do not. 

7.2 SIRC of ICAI agrees that changes in how an entity manages its repricing risk, which is no longer consistent with the current management risk strategy, should trigger the discontinuation of the RMA model. Changes that reflect the dynamic nature of the entity’s repricing risk should not trigger discontinuation. We further agree that changes in the risk management strategy should be expected to occur very infrequently.

7.3 We also support the proposed accounting for the discontinuation of RMA, that is, that the accounting for the amount accumulated as the risk mitigation adjustment would vary depending on whether the repricing differences from the financial instruments in the underlying portfolios are still expected to affect profit or loss. At the same time, there may be practical challenges in determining whether the risk mitigation adjustment would continue to affect future profit or loss. We suggest the IASB to provide clarity as to whether an assessment of potential risk mitigation adjustment excess should be conducted upon discontinuation of risk mitigation accounting.

7.4 With reference to the illustrative examples provided in paragraph B7.5.3 of the ED, we have made the following observations: a) The rationale for considering a reduction of the mitigated time horizon as a change in the risk management strategy, as some previously managed risk positions are no longer being risk managed. However, it is not entirely clear what the implication of an extension of the mitigated time horizon should be. Previously managed positions continue to be managed while added positions are managed with the same implications as if they were managed in a new RMA model. It may be claimed that an extension of the mitigated time horizon, representing a pure extension of the use, should not lead to the discontinuation of the model, and hence clarification on this needed. b) While the position on key risk metrics is noted, it is to be clarified whether the difference in changes of key risk metrics and improvements in measurement techniques remains clear.

7.5 With regard to the examples in paragraphs B7.5.3 and B7.5.4 of the ED, SDIRC of ICAI suggests for clarification on whether changes to the structure of repricing time bands reflect a change in the entity’s risk management strategy or a change in the entity’s risk management activities.

7.6 Reading paragraph 7.5.3 of the ED, it does not seem necessary to perform a risk mitigation adjustment excess assessment in the case of discontinued RMAs. Whether this is or is not the case could be made clearer in the Standard. The entity is required to assess whether the repricing differences from the financial instruments in the underlying portfolios are still expected to affect profit or loss so as to continue making the adjustment set out in paragraph 7.4.10 of the ED. If the repricing differences from the financial instruments in the underlying portfolios are no longer expected to affect profit or loss, the economic benefit represented by the RMA no longer remains and must therefore be recognised immediately in profit or loss. This is similar to the model used in IFRS 9 micro-hedges, both fair value and cash flow. Providing additional guidance on this aspect would be helpful.




	Question 8—Effective date and withdrawal of IAS 39 (Section C1 of Appendix C to
IFRS 9)

	
The IASB proposes that an entity be permitted to apply the requirements for risk 
mitigation accounting from the beginning of the annual reporting period starting on or
after [the date the requirements are issued].

The IASB also proposes that an entity discontinue applying the hedge accounting requirements in IAS 39 Financial Instruments: Recognition and Measurement at the earlier of:

(a) the date on which the entity first applies the requirements for risk mitigation accounting; and

(b) annual reporting periods beginning on or after [the date on which IAS 39 is withdrawn].

Paragraphs BC127–BC128 of the Basis for Conclusions explains the IASB’s rationale for these proposals.

Do you agree with the proposal to withdraw IAS 39? Why or why not? If you disagree,
please explain what you would suggest instead and why. If the IASB decides to withdraw IAS 39, do you have any information for the IASB to consider in determining
the withdrawal date, for example the time that is likely to be needed to transition from
IAS 39?

Reply:
8.1  The proposed approach to RMA is complex, especially when coupled with the 
potential simultaneous transition of other types of hedge accounting (i.e. on individual hedges in accordance with IAS 39 or IFRS 9).  As a result, there is a need for a longer timeline to implement the proposed amendments. Furthermore, if what is done currently is in line with the basic principle of RMA, transition should not lead to de-designating hedging derivatives. Further, a thorough cost benefit analysis should be performed before making a decision on the withdrawal of IAS 39.

8.2 The flexibility provided could be problematic because it would allow banks to pick the most favourable market moment for the transition, lead to very different IAS 39 amortisation amounts depending on the timing, and create a lack of comparability since banks would not adopt the new model at the same time.

8.3 The ED states that an entity may apply RMA from the beginning of an annual reporting period starting on or after [the date the requirements are issued]. There could be a situation whereby an entity that is not applying IAS 39 may apply RMA as of the date of the (future) amendments instead of the beginning of the next annual reporting period. For this to be possible, it should be stated that an entity should not apply IAS 39 and RMA in the same annual reporting period.






	Question 9—Transition (Section C2 of Appendix C to IFRS 9)

	
The IASB proposes that:

(a) an entity apply the proposed requirements for risk mitigation accounting prospectively;

(b) an entity be permitted to revoke its previous designation of financial assets or financial liabilities as measured at fair value through profit or loss, if those financial instruments will be included in underlying portfolios that the entity uses to determine the net repricing risk exposure;

(c) an entity making the transition from IAS 39 discontinue hedge accounting for all hedging relationships and apply paragraphs 6.5.10 and 6.5.12 of IFRS 9 to the related hedge adjustments;

(d) an entity making the transition from the hedge accounting requirements in  Chapter 6 of IFRS 9 be permitted to discontinue hedge accounting for hedging relationships in which the hedged items are financial instruments that will be
included in the underlying portfolios in accordance with paragraph 7.2.1; and

(e) an entity be exempt from disclosing the quantitative information required by
paragraph 28(f) of IAS 8 Basis of Preparation of Financial Statements in the reporting
period in which the entity first applies the amendments.

Paragraphs BC129–BC147 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these
proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why.

Reply:
9.1 SIRC of ICAI supports a prospective application of the proposed RMA model. However, further transition application guidance is needed to address certain aspects, such as dealing with off-market derivatives on transition to the proposed model. We support permitting entities to revoke their previous designation of financial assets or liabilities as measured at fair value through profit or loss, if those financial instruments will be included in underlying portfolios. In addition, we consider that entities should be permitted to irrevocably designate financial instruments as measured at fair value through profit or loss if the conditions in IFRS 9 paragraphs 4.1.5 or 4.2.2(a) are met on transition. We believe that this could provide an accounting alternative for entities that choose not to apply hedge accounting. The transition reliefs in paragraphs C2.58 and C2.59 of the ED useful because the application of RMA could provide the entities with a new accounting method that better and more faithfully reflects the effects of their risk management activities.

9.2 We further support exempting entities transitioning to RMA from disclosing the quantitative information required by paragraph 28(f) of IAS 8. We also recommend that matters arising out of the IASB’s Post-implementation Review of IFRS 9–Hedge Accounting should be considered in the context of RMA to the extent they are relevant, since some features in the proposed RMA model draw from existing hedge accounting requirements under Chapter 6 of IFRS 9; and certain aspects of the proposed amendments are intended to work together with Chapter 6 hedge accounting (e.g. hedged exposures).

9.3 We find that entities transitioning to the RMA model may revoke previous elections to use the fair value option in IFRS 9. It is not clear why entities that revoke the use of IAS 39 should not be allowed, at that point in time, to apply the fair value option in IFRS. 



	Question 10—Disclosure requirements (proposed amendments to IFRS 7)

	
The IASB is proposing new presentation and disclosure requirements to be included in
IFRS 7 Financial Instruments: Disclosures.

Paragraph 30E would require an entity to present separately from other line items:

(a) the risk mitigation adjustment, either as part of the entity’s assets (when it has a debit balance) or as part of its liabilities (when it has a credit balance) in the statement of financial position; and

(b) the amount of the risk mitigation adjustment recognised in profit or loss during the period in the statement of comprehensive income.

Paragraphs 30F–30P would require an entity that applies risk mitigation accounting to
disclose information that enables users of financial statements to understand:

(a) how the entity manages repricing risk according to its risk management strategy;

(b) how the entity’s risk management activities could affect the amount, timing and uncertainty of its future cash flows; and

(c) how risk mitigation accounting has affected the entity’s statement of financial
position and its statement of comprehensive income.

Paragraph 33A would apply to entities whose business and risk management activities
have the characteristics specified in the proposed paragraph 7.1.4 of IFRS 9 but that
choose not to apply risk mitigation accounting. Such entities would be required to
provide a qualitative explanation of how they manage repricing risk.

Paragraphs BC148–BC171 of the Basis for Conclusions explain the IASB’s rationale for
these proposals.

Do you agree with these proposals? Why or why not? If you disagree with any of these
proposals, please explain what you would suggest instead and why.

Reply:
10.1 SIRC of ICAI support the proposals to require separate presentation of the risk mitigation adjustment in the primary financial statements as this would provide users with better information on the effects of the entity’s repricing risk management activities. We also support requiring specific qualitative and quantitative disclosures in relation to the new model although the proportionality of such proposed disclosures will need further assessment, including whether they would provide useful information to users of financial statements.

10.2 However, we note that there is no explicit requirement to: 

a) disclose and explain the cause of the recognition of risk mitigation adjustment excess in the reporting period, if material, and 

b) how this has affected the expected profile of the release of the risk mitigation adjustment to profit or loss.  

10.3 We believe this information would be useful to the users of the financial statements.



10.4 We suggest IASB to consider the scope of RMA carefully such that the qualitative disclosures required by paragraph 33A of the ED do not have unintended consequences, such as significantly increasing the costs of financial reporting for entities that do not adopt dynamic interest rate repricing risk management strategies.

10.5 SIRC of ICAI agrees with the IASB’s proposals on the presentation requirements outlined in the ED (proposed paragraph 30E of IFRS 7). However, some additional guidance would be useful, e.g. on whether, in a situation of a discontinued risk mitigation adjustment, it should still be netted against other risk mitigation adjustments on the face of the statement of financial position if one of those items is an asset and another one is a liability. The Conceptual Framework indicates that offsetting is generally not appropriate (paragraph 7.10 of the Conceptual Framework). However, it would be useful to clarify this.

10.6 SIRC of ICAI welcomes the disclosure requirements proposed in paragraphs 30F–30P of the ED.  We are of the view that the ED considers mandatory disclosure requirements of the RMA model a significant step forward, notably in the context of the IAS 39 EU carve-out where such mandatory disclosures are not present. The proposed disclosures will improve the quality of information provided to users and the comparability of financial statements.

10.7 SIRC of ICAI notes that a significant volume of related information on the company’s risk management of interest rate risk is provided in other sources, e.g. in Pillar III reports. Therefore, we are of the opinion that the proposed disclosure requirements in the ED should focus predominantly on the aspects introduced in the financial statements by the accounting model itself rather than duplicate information presented elsewhere. The disclosure requirements as presented in paragraphs 30F–30P of the ED are generally in line with such an approach, thereby minimising duplication, and, in any case, entities may apply incorporation by cross-reference from the financial statements to other statements, similar to current IFRS 7 requirements10. 

10.8 SIRC of ICAI notes that the disclosure requirements introduced in paragraph 33A of the ED relate to companies that have decided not to apply the RMA model. In addition to the costs associated with such disclosures, such an approach is not aligned with the general hedge accounting requirements in paragraphs 21–24 of IFRS 7, where such disclosures are not required. Relating to the disclosure requirement on how the entity determines the NRRE, it would be useful to be explicit on how to consider credit risk when determining the NRRE.





	Question 11—Risk management strategy



	
The questions below relate specifically to entities that issue insurance contracts as defined in IFRS 17 Insurance Contracts. When answering these questions, respondents should assume that insurance contract assets and liabilities are eligible to be included in underlying portfolios in accordance with paragraph 7.2.1.

Based on the proposals in this Exposure Draft:

(a) please describe the extent to which your risk management strategy and activities align with, or differ from, the descriptions in paragraphs 7.1.1–7.1.2;
and
(b) please describe the extent to which your business and risk management activities align with, or differ from, the characteristics described in paragraph 7.1.4.

Would the proposals for risk mitigation accounting in this Exposure Draft achieve the
IASB’s objective of better representing in the financial statements the economic effects of your activities for managing repricing risk compared with the currently available accounting options? Please explain why or why not, and what you would suggest instead.

Reply:
11.1 SIRC of ICAI understand that insurers typically hedge their capital position on a regulatory basis and, unlike, their IFRS financial statements do not form the starting point for their regulatory position.  Therefore, it is unclear at this stage whether the proposals achieve the objective of better representing in the financial statements the economic effects insurers’ repricing risk management activities compared with the currently available accounting options. Since the practice may vary from country to country more information required from the stakeholders. However, we believe this is an area that requires much further consideration and we would encourage the IASB to focus on ensuring the new model is suitable for banks first before considering it for insurers. If insurers are permitted to apply RMA but the proposed model is not suitable for their risk management strategies, the IASB should give further consideration as to 
whether insurers should be subject to the proposed disclosure requirements of paragraph 33A of the ED.

11.2 When developing IFRS 17 Insurance Contracts, the IASB concluded that it would not be appropriate to develop a bespoke solution for all hedging activities for insurance contracts, noting that such a solution should form part of a broader project.

11.3 SIRC of ICAI welcomes the fact that the IASB is seeking feedback from insurers in order to assess whether their interest rate risk management activities could be reflected using RMA. We of the view that an RMA model is needed also for entities that issue insurance contracts as defined in IFRS 17, as interest rate risk management is important to insurance entities’ business activities in order to minimise accounting volatility in profit or loss and accounting mismatches. Insurance liabilities (fulfilment cash flows as per IFRS 17) should be eligible to be included in the underlying portfolios. To the best of our knowledge, many perform interest rate risk management on a dynamic basis, with most of these exercising substantial management at both group level and subsidiary/branch level.

11.4 We further of the opinion that IASB’s RMA project should be to provide a robust solution aligning reporting under IFRS Accounting Standards with their actual practices of interest rate risk management rather than to provide targeted improvements to IFRS 9 and IFRS 17.



11.5 The ED focuses on repricing risk, which could be viewed as specific to the banking industry. Some of the most common significant interest rate exposures explained with reference to Insurers are below:

i) Management of assets and insurance liabilities, including duration gap, e.g. duration of assets being shorter than liabilities.

ii) Discount rate sensitivity

iii) Guaranteed benefits

iv) Policyholder behaviour

11.6 The insurance products mainly affected by interest rate risk exposure are life and health contracts, life investment and savings products, including traditional life insurance products with guarantees, and property and casualty reinsurance treaties. Some insurers calculate the interest rate risk position(s) managed dynamically on a net basis, considering the assets and liabilities / Solvency of own funds and solvency capital requirements. Some manage their dynamic interest rate risk position based on internal risk management targets and few manage it based on regulatory reporting or manages it based on both internal and regulatory targets. With reference to risk-management position, some assess the interest rate risk position managed dynamically for risk management purposes on a monthly basis, while the remaining four insurer respondents assess it daily or more often. 

11.7 IFRS 9 does not allow to mitigate remaining accounting volatility/mismatches. For example, for entities that choose fair value changes due to interest rate movements in both the insurance contract liabilities and the financial assets acquired to generate the required cash flows to be recognised in other comprehensive income (OCI), the fair value changes of the derivatives used to align those cash flows are recognised in profit and loss (P&L). This results in accounting mismatches.

11.8 There is difficulty in using the insurance liabilities as a hedged item in hedge accounting because of the highly probable requirement, which is hard to demonstrate for very long contracts, and due to the separately identifiable and reliably measurable criteria, which require a lot of judgement for insurance liabilities. Moreover, IFRS 9 current hedge accounting issues include new businesses not being able to be incorporated into the existing hedges unless they are highly probable, and even if the hedges are highly probable, this requirement is hard to demonstrate, as mentioned above. This weakens the effectiveness of the hedge and creates significant operational burden.

11.9 Unlike banks, insurers generally measure their assets and liabilities at fair value. In this case, a risk mitigation adjustment on the balance sheet would lead to inflated accounting in insurers’ financial statements on the interest rate component of the fair value gains or losses, particularly for financial assets measured at FVOCI. In addition, even with the risk mitigation adjustment on the balance sheet, there would still be volatility in OCI as explained in paragraph 192(a) above and paragraph BC45 of the ED. Therefore, some insurers have suggested not having a risk mitigation adjustment and instead allowing designated derivatives to apply FVOCI, especially when assets are measured at FVOCI and the OCI option is chosen for the insurance liabilities. Therefore, one way out is that instead of recognising the risk mitigation adjustment on the balance sheet, it may be recognised in OCI, similar to cash flow hedge accounting under IAS 39. Most of the insurers use OCI for discount rate effects for insurance liabilities, but there are insurers that use P&L instead. Therefore, the RMA model should work for both. Therefore, In addition, it is important to define the scope of behavioural assumptions and their link to interest rate risk, similar to banks that model on prepayments. The feasibility of operational implementation should be considered as there would be a much more complex process.

11.10 The IASB proposes that an entity determine the NRRE by aggregating the repricing risk arising from underlying portfolios by repricing time bands. However, some insurers do not manage risk by time bands but manage risk limits on an overall basis. Therefore, there should be flexibility in defining risk limits.

11.11 It is expected that the RMA model would particularly be used for insurance contracts that do not apply the VFA. This is because there is the risk mitigation option available for these VFA contracts in order to reduce accounting mismatches that were introduced by the VFA. However, if an entity has one hedging strategy for both VFA and non-VFA contracts, the question arises on how an entity would operationally segregate the derivatives for accounting purposes. Some insurers may view that the risk mitigation option under IFRS 17 is an accounting solution and that the asset and liability management is performed without making a differentiation between VFA and non-VFA contracts.

11.12 In a nutshell, SIRC of ICAI is of the view that the need for the insurance industry to get an accounting solution that better reflects its dynamic interest rate risk management in its financial statements compared to current accounting. However, based on the extensive use of FVOCI for financial assets and remeasurements of insurance liabilities, the issue of inflated accounting is expected to be significant if insurance entities were not to be provided access to a modified RMA model.
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