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Gordon Aitken (RBC):  Gordon Aitken from RBC.  Now, first, on bulks, it seems there’s a huge 

opportunity, and other people have talked about it.  The organic opportunity for you to grow is big, but 

what if a block of business becomes available and the strain is lower than available, if you were to 

grow organically?  I mean Partnership was essentially a big block, I just wanted to run your thoughts 

around acquiring blocks of business?  Second, moving to a new mortality tables, just confirm what 

you’re using, why you didn’t move this time round, maybe give us some sensitivity to if you were to 

move to the 2015 tables, or even the 2016 tables, what would the increase on operating profit would 

be?  Thank you. 

Rodney Cook:  Well, if I just start off with the bulk deals, you’re absolutely right.  If you have close 

regard to some of our competitors last year, the benefit of being able to bring across a transitional, from 

a previous insurance company, which might make the capital zero, or even negative, has a clear and 

beneficial impact on the overall capital utilisation of those businesses.  Of course, we didn’t do that, 

other than the very point you made, that we did a £7 billion transaction, if you like.  The critical 

element, for us, is both a benefit and a challenge.  Our model is focussed on the matching assets with 

lifetime mortgages, and I don’t see how we would find, for a £3 billion deal, a quarter of those in 

lifetime mortgages overnight.  The regulator requires you to hold credit capital for that until you fully 

align your assets.  What I’m excited about in terms of the potential for insurance books becoming 

available, and, of course, that is a matter for those companies that hold them, but there is conjecture in 
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the market that, that will utilise some of the capital from other players and it will enable us to continue 

to focus on the very area that I shared with you, which is small to medium sized transactions under 

£250 million in the actual bulk buying market.  

So, Gordon, we see that back book potential, as positive for us, even if we don’t participate directly.  

Of course, if it was a smaller section, or a panel of providers, then we could certainly play a part, 

because of that crucial zero or negative capital need under Solvency II.  David is also the UK 

Managing Director of bulks (UK Corporate Business), on that end, could we have a comment on 

mortality? 

David Richardson:  Yes, I absolutely agree with your comments on very large bulk deals, that’s not 

really where we’re planning on playing.  In terms of the developments in longevity improvement, we 

do still use the CMI 2014 tables.  The new CMI projections are due to come out later this month, but 

clearly we look at trends ourselves, rather than just looking at their papers, and there are really two 

questions I think you need to ask yourself.  Are the changes and very significant slowdown in mortality 

improvements that we’re seeing at population level, are they a blip or is there a significant change 

taking place?  That’s the first question, and second question is then how does that relate to your 

particular book of business?  Now, on the first question, we are falling down on the side of this is not a 

blip, there has been a noticeable slowdown in mortality improvements.  Just to be clear, that’s not to 

say mortality isn’t improving, it’s just improving at a much slower rate than we saw in the first decade 

of this century.  So, we’re pretty clear that we think it is a significant development.  That is at a 

population level, how that translates to an insurer’s book of business will vary by situation.   

So, that’s something which requires, I think, careful thought and examination, particularly for a 

company like ours with an, effectively, impaired book of lives. How will those population statistics 

translate into your own particular book of business is an involved question, and also, indeed, how it 

translates into DB business as well, who are not average population either.  So, our approach to this is 

going to be evidence-based, we’re going to be prudent in our approach and we’re going to be steady.  

There’s nothing in our numbers which reflects any of those trends at the moment, it’s something we’re 

going to keep a very close eye on today.  I think it’s too early to give an indication to what it might do 

to earnings, although clearly it’s a very positive backdrop. 

Rodney Cook:  Certainly it will be important for our regulators, because the PRA’s always held a view 

that longevity improvements were somewhat in advance of what the companies felt was their 

experience.  I think the CMI is the important, unbiased, if you like, provider of that information.  Next 

question, please. 

Fulin Liang (Morgan Stanley):  Hello, this is Fulin Liang for Morgan Stanley, I have two questions 

actually.  First of all, about the New Business margin, can I just clarify one thing?  So, your new 

business margin doubled in 2016, and that is actually after you reinsured a higher proportion of GIfL, is 

that correct?  So, it’s not purely, comparing apples to apples, so it’s slightly different.  Also, about the 

same margin, did you actually change the pattern of your profit as well?  So, I guess the question is did 

you actually see the payback years actually shorten, as a result of this improvement of the NB margin?  

Another thing, a question about lifetime mortgage, did you actually set an upper limit in terms of how 

much you want to sell of lifetime mortgage, in terms of your DB and annuity sales?  Thank you. 

Rodney Cook:  So, Simon, if you can pick up on new business margin change, pattern of profit, and 

David will pick up on the limits and how we balance the asset and liability requirements.  Just to be 
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clear, I think you were hinting, to the best of our knowledge and yours, reinsurers don’t do anything for 

free, and so therefore if you say decision, if you increase your reinsurance, you’re giving up a potential 

profit.  Of course, we were doing that for beneficial reasons, such as for capital usage and efficiency.  

So, that was the decision making, but these are the numbers after those calculations.  So, Simon, can 

you pick up on profit pattern? 

Simon Thomas: Yes, I mean clearly the pattern of profit has obviously fundamentally changed over 

the two years, and I think, as I highlighted, one of the key drivers was the change in the pricing on the 

individual bit first, at the start of 2016.  Where I think, in essence, it was about November-December 

2015, almost to a man, every provider put their prices up by about 5% on the GIfL product.  That 

pricing change was driven by the Solvency II regime that was coming in, and that, essentially, has been 

retained.  The pricing discipline has been kept on the GIfL side.   

Historically, I always described that GIfL was lower margin than the DB, and I think with the pricing 

changes that we saw at the start of this year, well, start of 2016, I would describe from a pattern 

perspective that the DB margin and the GIfL margin to be broadly similar.  They will vary, it will 

depend on each DB scheme, as you go through, as you can imagine, some of them are more 

competitive, or less competitive than others.  Margins between the two products are closer, I would 

certainly say, than they were at the start of 2016.   

In terms of the way that we look at the margin though, we haven’t changed the approach, in the sense 

that we back the new business profit with a fixed rate of 25% of lifetime mortgages, that’s what’s 

included in these.  We have our prudence deductions that we have against that new business margin as 

well, and they haven’t changed.  These are comparable in that respect, but clearly, from a returns and a 

profit recognition pattern perspective, we are getting a far, far better payback in relation to those. 

Rodney Cook: Yes, I appreciate, following last October, some commentators were confused and 

thought, because we’re written a lot more lifetime mortgages, we were using a much higher backing 

lifetime mortgage ratio to back the liabilities.  So, the margin is calculated 25%, if we write more, then 

they’re warehoused and that’s beneficial for our future business.  Of course, as David will point out, 

perhaps when he also goes to the lifetime mortgages, we showed you that detailed ALM chart and we 

are making very clear that the tail of the DB liability profile is an even better match for lifetime 

mortgages.  So, that does mean that you could potentially have a higher LTM backing ratio going 

forward.   

David Richardson:  Yes, that’s right, so I think the fundamental point here is not to think about 25% 

as a fixed number, that we have to adhere to.  The key thing we looked at is how the cashflows of all 

the assets we invest in, so a combination of the corporate bonds, cash, gilts, and the lifetime mortgages, 

how those compare to the liability profile that we write, or expect to write, looking forward, for the 

transactions that Rodney spoke about earlier.  It’s balancing that out and trying to find the optimum 

mix, which gives you the best balance between profits, capital, as well as liquidity considerations.  That 

is something we continually look at, as the nature of the business is changing over time, we see that 

longer tail on DB.  The other point that Rodney touched on earlier, is that we now, as a combined 

group, have a much greater number of levers to pull in the LTM market.  So, we’ve got more 

distribution channels and more types of products.  Not all LTM products have the same cashflow 

profile, some are shorter duration than others.  There is the capability to move to, I would call, a more 

refined approach, which is something that we’re looking at, but looking backwards, the numbers, as 

prepared for 2016 and 2015, both use 25% in the profit recognition. 
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Rodney Cook:  Right, thank you.  Next, Andrew? 

Andrew Crean (Autonomous):  Thank you, Andrew Crean from Autonomous, three questions, if I 

can?  Firstly, you talk about the cost savings, could you actually give us the cost on the proforma 2016 

versus proforma 2015, so we can understand the cost base?  Secondly, the Other operating companies 

which lost £12.4 million, could you go into a bit more detail as to where the loss is occurring and give 

us a sense as to what you think that’ll look like in the future?  Then, thirdly, in terms of your Solvency 

II roll forward, could you give us the impact, in pounds million, of the amortisation of the TMTP and 

the run off of the risk margin, please? 

Simon Thomas:  Let me talk about the operating companies for starters.  In these results we’ve got 

about £12 million coming through over the year.  Of that I would probably say that approximately £3 

million of that overall loss was from TOMAS and approximately £4 million from JRS.  The rest was 

from the Other Group companies, the actual high level JRP Group plc company, effectively.  The 

overseas company had a small loss coming through that, that’s JRSA, that would be about £1 million 

coming through that line as well.  Now, in terms of looking forward on this, obviously JRS and 

TOMAS has been brought together under the HUB company that Rodney described a few minutes ago.   

Our anticipation is that these companies clearly are dealing with distribution, they’re dealing with 

software, as well.  Our long-term expectation, probably over the business plan period, is that these will 

be moving towards break even and we believe, therefore, that that combined £6 million will be 

extinguished over the period.  Clearly the Group company, JRP Group plc company itself, still has 

costs, and that will still incur costs, and that’s probably likely to reside for that period of time, Andrew.   

Rodney Cook: Unfortunately, Simon and David and I will not become a profit centre any time soon.   

Simon Thomas: On the cost base, it used to be, that New Business was 70% for us and about 90% for 

Partnership, so it’ll probably be blending at about 80% of the overall cost base.  What I’d say is that, 

clearly, from the synergy perspective, the £45 million, those are operative costs that aren’t affecting 

any of these HUB companies and things like that.  These are costs that are affecting what I would 

describe as the main operative part of our business.  Therefore, you’d expect to see probably about 80% 

of those going against the new business profit in the future, and being captured from the £45 million 

run rate, when it comes through, at the end of 2018. 

Rodney Cook: 20% against the in force - Once they’ve been delivered, then the chief actuary can 

decide whether we can capitalise those and take advantage of that. 

Simon Thomas: He needs a bit of convincing. 

Rodney Cook: Well, sorry, you need to have delivered that, and now, the Solvency II roll forward? 

David Richardson: Yes, so, on the TMTP run off, we’re not disclosing that breakdown here, or the 

risk margin component, but the two broadly run off together.  The TMTP is higher than the risk 

margin, and that’s because the risk margin is not the only onerous and maybe unduly conservative 

element of the Solvency II directive, which is really what we’re trying to get to, by contrasting the 

Economic Capital position versus the Solvency II position.  So, what you see in the £51 million, that 

total release you’re getting off the back book is the sum of the release of the risk margin, the release of 

all the other areas of prudence that you’re forced to hold in Solvency II, and the SCR over and above 
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the TMTP amortisation.  You can double that, grow it at around 20% per annum going forward, and 

that would give you a good fix on how this is going to develop over the next few years. 

Rodney Cook: Just to explain, totally, the business that’s written post the 1st January 2016 has a much 

faster release and higher proportional release than past business.  The reason for that is that there’s no 

transitional attached to the new business. So, when we make payments out to customers that have 

started from 2016, those payments out or the debts that we recognise, that will release the grand total of 

the SCR and the risk margin, with no offsetting transitional repayment.  In the back-book, then the 

transitional must be repaid, but, as David said, in our particular case, particularly given the shorter 

duration of our business, each year’s business flying off from the previous, prior to 2015, actually 

releases more than the amount that we have to repay back to the PRA, who gave us this nice loan.  If 

you can refer to a transitional as a loan. 

Oliver Steel (Deutsche Bank):    Oliver Steel, Deutsche Bank.  So, first question, how much flow do 

you expect to get out of the Prudential panel?  Secondly, I can’t quite work out whether your 

investment mix has changed or not, I haven’t really looked through the back of your statement yet, but 

did you envisage any further change in the investment mix?  Is there any more extra margin you can 

squeeze, in terms of new business?  Then, thirdly, just coming back to the question about the sort of 

assumptions used in the new business margin, I always thought that taking out more reinsurance 

actually brought forward the new business profit.  In other words, it benefits the new business margin, 

so, I’m just wondering, if we check your numbers against the EV new business margin, assuming the 

EV new business margin captures the cost savings in full?  Then, sort of, how would it correlate with 

the doubling of the new business margin on an IFRS basis? 

David Cooper (Group Director of Marketing and Distribution): Yes, so, the Prudential panel has 

four participants.  Couldn’t comment on the volumes, that’s really for the Prudential, but clearly they 

were the largest writer of GIfL once upon a time.  So, we expect it to be substantial. 

Rodney Cook: So, because it’s an Open Market proposition and we might have a 30% plus share of 

the Open Market, we don’t see any reason why we wouldn’t capture a traditional share there.  Who’s 

going to take investment mix? 

David Richardson: I’ll do the investment mix one.  Yes, so, I mean, Oliver, we’re always looking for 

ways to achieve the best risk adjusted yield, subject to close asset liability cash-flow matching and 

prudent risk management.  I think what I just flagged with the LTMs is that we now have more levers 

to pull in doing that.  For example, when you look at the different profiles, the GIfL can be matched by 

a very different type of LTM, maybe older lives or impaired lives, than the DB, where you might be 

looking at younger lives and unimpaired lives.  So, it’s consistent with our overall theme, the more 

sophisticated your risk selection, the greater the profit margins that you can draw out.  This is just 

another dimension of that. 

Rodney Cook: So, just to round that out, there are drawdown lifetime mortgages, there are lump sum 

lifetime mortgages, and, of course, their profiles are different, based on the younger age, and always 

based on the younger age in a couple.  There’s all that variety of those two.  Of course, there’s now 

interest serviced lifetime mortgages available in the market, which we also support. So, that’s where a 

person might have a DB pension, they can afford a certain amount to keep their loan to value down, but 

they can’t afford to fund the totality.  So, effectively, it works like that.  Of course, that produces, in the 

sophisticated cashflows, a completely different one.  Then, of course, the last one is, that we will 
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medically underwrite cases and give higher loan to values for people who are impaired and have 

shorter life expectancies.  As David indicated, that can meet some of those earlier cashflows than what 

you might have otherwise expected from what is effectively a zero coupon bond.  Simon, the new 

business margin question, and the comparative with the embedded value, please? 

Simon Thomas: The reinsurance points, I think the reinsurance change actually is fairly neutral, to the 

IFRS New Business margin this year.  We’ve increased the level of reinsurances to standard quota 

share in that sense, but it’s been, effectively, neutral coming through.  From an EV perspective, that 

would adopt the same approach, coming through, in terms of the layoff of the mortality reserve. 

David Richardson: Yes, so, the EV numbers do reflect the new reinsurance and, as Simon said, in the 

IFRS new business margin, it’s pretty much neutral due to the reinsurance.  You do get a reduction in 

your VIF in EV on your new business.  So, there is reduction in the new business margin in EV, yes, 

around 1 percent, give or take. 

Rodney Cook: Could someone remind me, what is the EV value of new business, post-tax? 

David Richardson: Post-tax, £142 million last year.  Only what’s achieved 

Simon Thomas: You can’t anticipate it. 

David Richardson: Yes, only what’s achieved 

Rodney Cook: So, to be clear, our employees consultation, Oliver, we didn’t finish with that until 

November, so, of course, there are some small cost savings in 2016, but it’s a small proportion of the 

£30 million that we’ve declared.  To repeat those two figures, we’re reporting £124 million, pre-tax 

IFRS new business profit, and £142 million post tax EV, which, has the release of the more prudent 

margins.  Apologies for the pre and post-tax complications, but you guys are familiar with that.  Next 

question, please 

Alan Devlin (Barclays):  Thanks, Alan Devlin from Barclays.  A couple of questions.  First of all, on 

the Open Market, what size opportunity do you think this is?  Is there any reason to think that your 

addressable market couldn’t double and the whole market effect becomes open and the internal 

vestings insurers that are left have to give Open Market quotes. On that, is that Open Market quote 

going to be in page 120 in font size six, or is it, you know, up at the front, with their own quote?   

Next, a question on capital, you said the board was comfortable at 130%, so you’re at 150% plus, your 

leverage is below all your peers.  I know you said you had a big margin before volume bias, but if you 

do get the margins you’re targeting, why would you not write more volumes in 2018 if the opportunity 

was out there, would you be willing to let your Solvency II coverage ratio drop and the absolute 

amount of SII surplus drop, if you were getting paid to take that risk?  Or could you do another debt 

raise to balance off the drop in solvency?  Thanks 

Rodney Cook: Right, so, perhaps if I take the Open Market opportunities.  So, clearly, from the 40% 

level, if we can get back up to 60%, which doesn’t seem unreasonable, since we’ve already been there, 

then that would be a 50% growth in our accessible market.  So, that’s a good opportunity, but, as I was 

highlighting, that just enables more buses to come along, if you like, that we can miss, and pick the 

ones that we want.  So, risk selection must mean that you’re selecting the risks and picking the ones 
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you want.  So, we see it more from that perspective, which, of course, is margin beneficial.  The 

consultation that the regulator is having with the large insurers, of course it will have to be resolved.  

Just how they present their offering, alongside, you know, if you went out, use other companies, by 

name, that you could get a better deal from.  So, I can’t tell you, today, precisely how that would look.  

Obviously, we will be advocating that it’s not on page 90 of the pack and in very small print, but in the 

end that’s a matter for the regulator.  They’ve been very public and, I’m not referring to any 

companies, but some companies have mentioned that they’re reviewing their past books of annuities.   

So, clearly the regulator has taken a stance on that, they have very clearly stated, publicly, that they 

want to see more competitive markets.  They made a public study that said 80% of all people who’ve 

stayed with their current companies would have been better off shopping around.  So, how could they 

not make that statement and then follow up by trying to take some action, if you like, that would 

highlight to the customers who are not aware of that situation, to become aware.  So, I can’t predict the 

future, but we clearly see that as a positive.   

So, let me recap on the margin, what both David and I are saying is that, in our view and the view of 

our company and our board, we do not need to economically run our company at a 216% economic 

ratio, which, today, is the 151%.  We were comfortable at 134%.  So, let me be very clear, why did I go 

to the market and borrow money?  We were very clear with you in October, that we expected the ratio 

to go down in 2016, now miraculously it hasn’t, but we expected it to.  It will go down in 2017, 

because on the charts you will see that the surplus is expected to be negative.  By the end of 2018, in 

pound terms, we projected that it would be break even, but because we’re growing our underlying 

business, the ratio would go down again.  The ratio would go down a small amount in 2019, even 

though we would be positive in pound terms.  David has told you, today, that on our business plan 

projections, the ratio would increase in 2020.   

So, the release of all of the reserves is starting to overpower even the growth, because I need to 

highlight to all of you, we are not in the same position as other insurers that are running fast, to 

approximately standstill.  Even last year we added a £1billion to reserves, so, you cannot keep adding a 

billion to the bottom line with required capital, without the SCR growing.  So, hopefully, we are 

seeking today and in October, and the charts we showed you in October are the same as today, and I 

apologise, at the bottom of the chart in October it said, ‘Not to scale.’  The reason for that was the 

hatched lines at the beginning and the end, where the opening reserves, of course, were not to scale to 

the pieces moving in between.  So, the movements we expected are to scale and we’ve given you the 

actual numbers, and I hope we’ve helped enough with how you might build it into your models for 

2017 and 2018.   

So, what I said to you, based on modest growth, strong profit growth, that I believe we can deliver to 

our shareholders, there is no need for any outside capital.  We will make separate determinations, 

there’s a huge opportunity, and we’re not silly if an attractive opportunity comes along.  The board was 

very clear that 134% they were comfortable at.  The point of making those very clear to you, that the 

ratio would go down, all of you had worked that out, but it would’ve been going down for the 134%.  

Now it might come down from 151%.   

So, obviously, the board is much more comfortable at that.  We expect to stay well above their risk 

appetite throughout the business plan period, without any external capital.  That is all caveated, as we 

always do, I don’t know what the world economics are going to be like over the next so many years, I 

don’t know what Europe might do in Solvency II, if Brexit doesn’t mean we’ve got much control.  
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There’s potential positive, the chief executive of the PRA was very clear that the risk margin is either 

excessive or at least it doesn’t move appropriately.  So, if he is able, with the UK government, to 

improve that situation, that would strongly benefit us, of course, our competitors and the whole 

industry.   

So, the other thing I did want to make clear and I’m sorry if it wasn’t clear enough in October, when 

we talked about returns, we were not basing them on 100% of SCR.  I want to also make clear today, 

we are not basing it on 151% of SCR, because we believe, just to be absolutely clear, that the Pillar 2 

regime that we operated under was a very strong regime that provided more than adequate protection 

for UK consumers at a 1 in 200 year event.  Solvency II has strengthened that hugely, at 100% of SCR.  

So, there is a balance to be had with investors and the PRA, if you like, and by expert commentators 

such as yourselves, as what is the right level in addition to that?  After all, it does have a drag on 

shareholder returns.  So, our board feels that 151% is not where we need to be, and the clearest 

evidence of that is the 216% of real 1 in 200 year event coverage.  So, I should just check, is there any 

further question on the phone? 

Operator: There’s a question from Ashik Musaddi at J.P. Morgan.  Can you give us some colour on 

the Return on Equity of new business?  The second part is, what’s the spread on your earnings in terms 

of credit over equity and swap on new business?  Then, finally, annual default budget unwind, the 

proportion between the operating line and below the operating line numbers? 

Rodney Cook: Okay, well, if I take the first one.  In the RNS we published this morning, we reiterated 

our expectation and target, that we would be achieving mid-teen returns when we deliver our synergy 

savings and you see the evidence of our progress with respect to that.  I’ve just confirmed to you that 

that is not at 100% of SCR.  I am not going to share with you the board’s risk appetite, it’s well north 

of 100%, but it is not 151%.  We’re very satisfied that, from an investor perspective, and, of course, I 

think you will see from the extraordinary six months, we would’ve actually outperformed that already.  

I put it to you that if we’ve done it already, then there is a chance, in 2018 and onwards, that we could 

continue to do it.  I can’t make a promise because, as I said, I’m not going to tell you what the 

economic and capital requirements of the world are going to be in 2018 and 2019.  Can someone 

answer the question on spreads with respect to bonds and lifetime mortgages? 

Simon Thomas: I’ll do the default, yes. 

David Richardson: So, I think probably more useful to quote the combined spread we’re making, so if 

you look at the EV disclosures, the spread of new business over the course of 2016 was 262 basis 

points, over swaps.  That’s a weighted cashflow average of our corporate bonds, infrastructure and 

LTM spread 

Simon Thomas: Well, defaults tightened, towards the end of the year.  I think it’s about 46-47 basis 

points that we have in total, and about 26 of that would unwind in the investments and economic 

variance, as a long-term realistic view of default coming through.  The rest of it, therefore, the extra 

twenty would come through above the line, in the in-force operating profit. And, we had no defaults in 

2016 

Marcus Barnard (Numis):  Yes, Marcus Barnard from Numis. On the LTM market, there’s 

projections of it growing quite strongly, it grew 34% last year.  If you do see this growth continuing to 

come through, would you be prepared to increase your 25% limit to something higher?  I think even the 
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PRA have talked about allowing higher levels of illiquid assets backing annuity books.  Is that 

something you would review or consider? 

Rodney Cook:  So, David has hinted at that, clearly what our new actuarial systems are enabling us to 

do is to better risk match, as we indicated there are a multitude of different types of lifetime mortgages, 

but what we would seek to do then is to better match them, and not be held to any one particular 

percentage.  So, going forward, you can expect us to not be held to the 25%, however, in answering an 

important question earlier, which was, ‘What proportion was in the new business margin?’  Then 

obviously Simon has to answer that, strictly, for 2016, it was exactly 25%.  David, just to repeat, going 

forward, you intend to do what? 

David Richardson:  Yes, so, we’re not going to set ourselves any specific limits, because it is going to 

be a function of the mix of liabilities that we can write, between GIfL and DB, and, of course, it’s not 

uniform within those markets.  The opportunities that present themselves in the LTM market, which as 

you pointed out, Marcus, grew at 34% last year, most market forecasts are pointing to really strong 

growth. So, the opportunities to select the best type of mortgages for our liabilities seems to be growing 

all the time. We will always need to do it within prudent limits, you will always need to stress test.  So, 

it isn’t a question of the assets and liabilities matching under your central scenario, but also under stress 

scenarios as well.  So, it’ll never be a single percentage, I think, going forward it’ll be a risk-based 

approach. 

Rodney Cook: Well, the one thing that we saw very positively, but, of course, Marcus, it only 

happened two weeks ago, David Rule stood up and said, well, he might expect, over time, that annuity 

providers might back their liabilities with, say, 40% of long-term illiquid assets.  Now, that’s the first 

time a statement like that’s come from the PRA, to be fair, and we are factoring that into future 

discussions we will have with them, as to how best to deliver.  Make no mistake, he prefaced it by 

saying that would only be available to people with extremely good risk management processes and 

liquidity matching processes. We believe we have them, but in any dialogue with the regulator, you 

need to present your case. Going forward, we will use a more sophisticated match, than a simple 

percentage 

Thank you for your questions, and thank you to those on the phone. 
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