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1. Background and Analysis

Q1. Do you have comments on the Background and Analysis Section?

We welcome the opportunity to contribute to EIOPA’s proposals on reporting. Overall, given that most resolution
authorities are at the earliest stages of their work and the information truly required remains unclear, we suggest
that very little data should initially be required via mandatory templates, with a plan to review and add to these
as work progresses. This process would be assisted by industry’s proposal for a Stop-the-Clock on the Insurance
Recovery and Resolution Directive (IRRD).

As it stands at present, the proposed new reporting for the IRRD is too extensive and burdensome in both
the number of templates and the information requested.

In particular:

@8 The templates covering critical functions (i.e. IR.07.01 - IR.07.04 and IR.07.06) should be deleted as
it is the resolution authority that decides whether the insurance company provide critical functions (see
Guidelines on criteria for the identification of critical functions EIOPA-BoS-25-100).

@ In addition, insurance companies should not assess the level of impact of a function on the financial
system and real economy. Instead, this should be done by the resolution authority. The same applies
for the assessment of substitutability and market share.

B8 The information required on liabilities is overly detailed and granular.

In the section “Background and Analysis”, EIOPA states that based “on Article 12(1) of Directive (EU) 2025/1,
insurance and reinsurance undertakings or the ultimate parent undertaking (collectively “insurers”) have to
provide the resolution authorities with all information necessary to draw up and implement (group) resolution
plans”. This broad statement does not fully reflect the important caveats and limitations foreseen in the
Directive. Additional procedural requirements for data collection are clearly defined in Article 12 IRRD and must
not be ignored in the ITS. The main requirements are that information is only requested from the undertakings
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(i) the information is necessary to draw up and implement (group) resolution plans, and
(i) the information is not already available from the supervisory authority.

In light of this, along with the Commission's objective to reduce regulatory burdens by 25% for all businesses,
and the 'once-only' principle (cf the initiative “Simplification - European Commission” of August 2025), EIOPA
should provide clear justification for any new, industry-wide reporting requirements on a data item-by-data item
basis. The justification of EIOPA to request extensive data from insurers is that “that while some information
might not be relevant for all of them, a very restrictive set of information would increase ad-hoc data requests
in a format that is not harmonised” does not appear sufficiently substantiated. This request goes beyond the
requirement of the Directive that resolution authorities have the power to request “necessary” information.
“Necessary information” does not include information that "might not be relevant”. In this context, the industry
does not consider it appropriate for EIOPA to request “more data as resolutions authorities and insurers and
reinsurers undertakings gain experience”. Resolution authorities should request information when required (and
only then).

All information provided in QRTs, RSR, SFCR, ORSA and Recovery Plans is already available to supervisory
authorities and so should not be re-requested. If the information is requested in a slightly different format, or if
this information can be derived from SII reporting, then it would not appear to be consistent with the principles
of the IRRD. Note that the requirements in the IRRD to obtain data first from the supervisory authority are more
explicit than the corresponding rules in the Directive for credit institutions and investment firms (Article 11(2)
and Annex B Directive 2014/59/EU)).

Therefore, the industry does not consider the draft ITS to be consistent with Article 12 of the IRRD (see also
Article 6). Industry recommends that EIOPA revises the ITS to consider the two distinct information pathways
under Article 12 IRRD: firstly, EIOPA being required to “specify procedures and a minimum set of standard forms
and templates for the provision of information” and secondly requiring that supervisory authorities provide some
of this information. The ITS might also specify how information is exchanged between resolution authorities and
supervisory authorities, or between resolution authorities, including cases where the information is already
available through Solvency II reporting.

It is also noteworthy that the impact assessment disregards that increased costs for insurance companies due
to additional reporting ultimately have a negative impact on policyholders, as this (in many cases unnecessary)

cost will lead to higher premiums.

2. Draft Technical Standards

Recitals

Q2. Do you have comments on the Recitals?

In general, the ITS should refer to the “ultimate parent in scope of group supervision” rather than “ultimate
parents”, to appropriately reflect recital 25 IRRD which stipulates that “any group treatment for pre-emptive
recovery and resolution planning should apply to all group entities subject to group supervision”.

Articles

Q3. Do you have comments on the following articles?
(Articles 1 to 8)
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In general, the ITS should refer to the “"ultimate parent in scope of group supervision” rather than “ultimate
parents”, to appropriately reflect recital 25 IRRD which stipulates that “any group treatment for pre-emptive
recovery and resolution planning should apply to all group entities subject to group supervision”.

Article 1:

It should be clarified in Article 1 that only companies required to have pre-emptive resolution plans are in the
scope of reporting in accordance with the ITS. Under the proposed wording, it seems that all (re)insurance
companies and ultimate parent undertakings need to report these templates to the (group) resolution authority,
regardless of whether they are in scope of pre-emptive resolution planning and whether they are material for
the group. This is not in line with the intended minimum scope and foreseen burden in IRRD regarding resolution
planning. Companies not required to have a pre-emptive resolution plan should only be subject to ad-hoc
reporting and not regular IRRD reporting.

Article 1(1) (Submission of information):

The paragraph should read “Insurance and reinsurance undertakings and, in the case of groups, the ultimate
parent undertaking in scope of group supervision shall submit to the resolution authority, or to the group-level
resolution authority, respectively, the information considered necessary by the resolution authority, and not
already provided to the supervisory authorities, according to the format specified in the templates set out
in Annex I, following the instructions set out in Annex II.” Otherwise, it is not aligned with the actual
requirements of the Directive.

Article 1(2) (Simplified requirements):

8 By default, the reporting requirements should not apply to insurance and reinsurance undertakings that
are small and non-complex, except where the resolution authority considers that such an undertaking
could represent a particular risk at national or regional level (cf. IRRD Article 9 (2)).

@ If resolution authorities preliminary assess an insurance and reinsurance undertaking could represent
a particular risk and could be earmarked for resolution, they can ad hoc request the undertaking to
report specific templates to support resolution authorities in their final assessment.

@ The industry believes this approach will ensure that smaller or less systemically significant entities are
not overburdened with full-scale resolution planning, while still maintaining safeguards for financial
stability.

@8 It would also be helpful to confirm how and when resolution authorities will communicate simplified
obligations under Article 4 of Directive (EU) 2025/1.

Article 2:

For groups, the current ITS could be interpreted such that - irrespective of any materiality thresholds -
information has to be provided for all (re)insurance undertakings, and their respective “service entities”. In
particular, information seems to be required in the group templates with respect to undertakings that would not
be covered by resolution planning requirements based on Article 9(2) of the IRRD and that are not relevant to
the resolution objectives of the group. This should be clarified in the ITS.

The requirement of Article 9(2) that small and non-complex undertakings shall not be subject to resolution
planning requirements, except where the resolution authority considers that such an undertaking represents a
particular risk at national or regional level, also applies to group resolution plans and must be reflected in the
ITS.

Article 3:

The reporting interval being at least every two years is reasonable, given the planning interval. It should be
clear that higher reporting frequencies other than in the case of material changes specified in Article 3(3) should
be a rare exception, with greater clarity around the conditions under which resolution authorities may require
more frequent reporting.
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The proposed reporting deadline coincides with SII reporting: this could be extended or postponed for resolution
reporting (Article 3(1)) to ease the burden on companies. It is questionable if a fixed deadline and frequency
should be covered by the ITS at all, as the frequency is related to Article 11 IRRD and not Article 12. Therefore,
this is at the discretion of Member States and the resolution authorities.

It is equally important to ensure an appropriate sequencing for the implementation of the reporting and planning
requirements. This should be addressed via the industry’s proposed Stop-the-Clock. However, if this is not done,
the first resolution plan should be drawn up by the authorities for the financial year from 1 January to 31
December 2029, based on the recovery plan for the first full financial year 2028. Such a sequencing
approach would ensure a balanced and proportionate implementation of the RTS and ITS requirements. Lessons
learned from the recovery planning process could be directly applied to the resolution phase, thereby improving
the overall quality, consistency, and reliability of both frameworks overall. We consider this sequential approach
to be the most efficient and proportionate solution for all stakeholders involved. It would enhance quality, reduce
risks and costs, and ultimately strengthen the resilience of both insurers and supervisors

Article 4:
Industry would appreciate clarification as to what constitutes a “material change” that would trigger re-
submission of data, and what mechanisms are in place to ensure data quality before initial submission.

Article 5:
To avoid potential inconsistencies, this Article should refer to the corresponding formats and specifications
defined for Solvency II Quantitative Reporting Templates (QRT) reporting.

Article 6:
While the industry understands that resolution authorities must be able to request information necessary for
resolution planning, there is inconsistency between:
B8 Article 6(1), which states that additional information should be available on request from the insurance
company, e.g. if SII data is not available in the appropriate format from supervisory authorities; and
8 Article 12(3) of the IRRD, which states that additional information requests to undertakings should be
subordinate to requests to supervisory authorities and only used when information is lacking, not merely
in an inappropriate format.

Industry therefore suggests clarifying that additional information requests to undertakings should be strictly
subordinated to requests addressed to supervisory authorities. Undertakings should only be approached in
exceptional cases where information is lacking. This would ensure consistency with the IRRD, avoid duplication
of reporting channels, and reduce unnecessary administrative burden for undertakings. In case of inappropriate
formats, it seems reasonable that resolution authorities adopt the Solvency II formats directly, where available.
If resolution authorities want to change the format and structure of the data (e.g., to align with the
corresponding banking resolution data), this task should not be assigned to the insurance industry.

Industry would also welcome clarification on how resolution authorities will be expected to justify requests for
additional information not covered by Annex I, and whether flexibility is allowed in terms of the format and
timeline for submitting additional data.

Article 7:

It should be clarified that the resolution authority, before requesting additional information from the insurance
companies in accordance with Article 6, must request this information from the supervisory authority to see if
it has it. This is in line with Article 12(2) and Recital 23 in IRRD. Furthermore, the order of Article 6 and 7 should
be reversed to emphasise that the reporting burden for insurance companies should be limited as much as
possible.
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Industry would also welcome clarification on how resolution authorities and supervisory authorities will ensure
coordination to avoid duplication of data requests, and further details of the process for verifying whether
requested data is already available to supervisory authorities.

To facilitate the IRRD objective of reducing administrative burdens for undertakings (Recital 13), this article
should also mandate cooperation between Resolution Authorities for financial conglomerates. The information
provided by the banking head of group of a conglomerate to the banking resolution authority may well be the
same as the information required for insurance undertakings. In this context, banking resolution authorities
should obtain the information they need, as applicable, from the insurance supervisory and resolution authorities
and vice-versa. Cooperation between banking and insurance supervisory and resolution authorities would ensure
consistency between the Banking Recovery and Resolution Directive (BRRD) and IRRD analysis.

Annex I: Impact assessment

Q4. Do you have comments on the policy issues?
Policy issue A: the structure, scope and level of detail when defining the content of the resolution plans

Policy issue B: Reporting on Granular Liabilities

When discussing policy options, an assessment should be carried out to justify requesting information from
undertakings. Specifically, the following two tests must be passed to be compliant with the text of the IRRD:

1. Why is EIOPA/the Commission of the opinion that this information is necessary to draw up (group)
resolution plans for the majority of undertakings/ groups that are subject to resolution planning? Only
information that is necessary should be requested from undertakings / groups. And only when this
information is necessary for the majority of undertakings it is reasonable to include it into the “minimum
set of standard forms”.

2. If the information is considered necessary: Can this information be derived from existing Solvency II-
Reporting, and thus requested from the supervisory authority? Only information that is not available
from the supervisory authority should be requested from undertakings/ groups.

The IRRD does not allow for the preemptive collection of data from undertakings that is likely not to be relevant
to resolution planning. As EIOPA is not stating the underlying reasons why a specific piece of information is
required, compliance of the ITS with the IRRD cannot be assessed. Therefore, the current consultation is not
assessing the true potential costs and benefits of the regulation, which should be comparing the two options
“requesting the information” and “not requesting the information”. The Impact Assessment is not compliant with
Article 29 of the EIOPA Regulation. This applies to all information requested in the templates, and not only to
the “reporting on granular liabilities” options.

In light of the text of the IRRD, the Commission's objective to reduce regulatory burdens by 25% for all
businesses, and the 'once-only' principle (cf the initiative “Simplification - European Commission” as of August
2025), EIOPA must justify new, industry-wide reporting requirements on a data item-by-data item basis. The
justification of EIOPA to request extensive data from insurers is that “that while some information might not be
relevant for all of them, a very restrictive set of information would increase ad-hoc data requests in a format
that is not harmonized” is insufficient. This request clearly goes beyond the requirement of the Directive that
resolution authorities have the power to request “necessary” information (Article 12). “*Necessary information”
does not include information that "might not be relevant”. In this context, the industry rejects the objective of
EIOPA to ask, “for more data as resolutions authorities and insurers and reinsurers undertakings gain
experience”. Resolution authorities should request information when required (and only then), but not when the
industry has experience to provide the information.
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Article 12(2) of the IRRD is clear: “Resolution authorities shall obtain all such available information from
supervisory authorities before requesting information from insurance and reinsurance undertakings”. Therefore,
any information available as part of existing Solvency II processes must not be requested from undertakings.
In particular this includes all information provided in QRTs, Regular Supervisory Report (RSR), Solvency and
Financial Condition Report (SFCR), Own Risk and Solvency Assessment (ORSA) and Recovery Plans. The purpose
of the provisions in the Directive must be that if the information is requested in a slightly different format, or if
this information can be derived from SII reporting, then such a request for information is also contrary to the
principles of the IRRD. Note that the requirements in the IRRD to obtain data first from the supervisory authority
are more explicit than the corresponding rules in the corresponding Directive for credit institutions and
investment firms (Article 11(2) and Annex B Directive 2014/59/EU)).

As EIOPA shall “develop draft implementing technical standards to specify procedures and a minimum set of
standard forms and templates for the provision of information” under Article 12 IRRD, and Article 12 IRRD also
requires that supervisory authorities provide some of this information, industry recommends that EIOPA redrafts
the ITS to consider these two distinct information pathways. The ITS might also specify how information is
exchanged between resolution authorities and supervisory authorities, or between resolution authorities,
regardless of whether this information is provided by insurance undertakings as part of SII reporting.

Extensive information about reinsurance (ceded and accepted) is available from existing Solvency II reporting.
For this reason alone, information about reinsurance should not be included in the data collection requirements
of the IRRD. In this context it should be noted that reinsurance provided from Third Countries where the
Solvency regime is considered equivalent to Solvency II (Article 172 of the Solvency II Directive) would not be
covered by IRRD requirements on the side of the Third Country reinsurer. This leads to higher costs for reinsurers
established in the EU and thus to reduced competitiveness not only worldwide, but also within the EU market.

Annex II: Templates and instructions

Q5. Do you have comments on the following templates or the corresponding instructions?
(From IR.01.01 to IR.09.02)

The templates as they stand constitute a comprehensive new data set in addition to existing supervisory
reporting, which is not in line with the ongoing simplification agenda.

If a standardised data set is to be introduced, it should be explicit that additional inquiries from resolution
authorities should be exceptional to help minimise burden.

Please see comments on single templates in the following table:

Template Template title Assessment

code ‘
IR.01.01 Content of submission No comments

IR.01.02 Basis information The distinction between information provided for an individual

undertaking and for insurance group is not clear. Also, the
distinction from IR.02.01 for individual undertakings is not

clear.
IR.02.01 Legal entities Should largely be available from NSA. Only necessary
information not available from NSA should be requested.
IR.02.02 Ownership structure Should largely be available from NSA. Since the threshold for

shareholders is very low (more than 2% of share capital) and
no threshold is defined for the shareholdings held by the
undertaking, completing the template is only possible with
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Template title

Assessment

considerable effort. It should be examined whether information
at this level of granularity is actually necessary for resolution
planning. In particular, if some resolution tools are not relevant
for an undertaking, the corresponding information might not
be necessary.

If this is the case, it would be reasonable to apply a 10%
threshold, in accordance with Article 13 (21) of the Solvency II
Directive (2009/138/EC), which defines the qualifying holding.
Given the limited impact and low risk, the industry therefore
recommends increasing the threshold to at least 10%, in line
with the Solvency II Directive

IR.03.01

Liability structure - Non-
insurance

General Comments are missing. Therefore, it is difficult to
provide an assessment for this template. Information on
liabilities with a maturity of less than 7 days is not relevant for
insurers and not necessary for resolution planning. It should
therefore be deleted from the template.

IR.03.02

Liability structure -
Insurance

General Comments are missing. Therefore, it is difficult to
provide an assessment for this template.

IR.04.01

Intragroup financial
interconnections

Should largely be available from NSA. Only necessary
information not available from NSA should be requested

IR.05.01

Major liability
counterparties

It should be clarified that only the 10 major counterparties are
to be included in the template.

It remains unclear what is meant by insolvency ranking in
C0100. Such a rating is not available in e.g. Germany.

IR.05.02

Major off-balance sheet
counterparties

Should largely be available from NSA:

It should be clarified that only the 10 major counterparties are
to be included in the template. It remains unclear what is
meant by insolvency ranking in C0100. Such a rating is not
available in e.g. Germany.

IR.06.01

Insurance guarantee
schemes - per line of
business

Should largely be available from NSA.

IR.07.01

Critical functions -
Insurance (Life and Non-
life)

Should be deleted. The added value of a self-assessment of
impact on the financial system, on the real economy and of
substitutability is questionable. Such an assessment can only
reasonably be conducted at the industry level by the RA and
requires the availability of all relevant industry data. Therefore,
if the RA requires this information, it should be derived from
information held by the NCA, without requesting additional
information from undertakings.

IR.07.02

Critical functions - Non-
Insurance
functions

Should be deleted. The added value of a self-assessment of
impact on the financial system, on the real economy and of
substitutability is questionable. Such an assessment can only
reasonably be conducted at the industry level by the RA and
requires the availability of all relevant industry data.

If included, further guidance is needed. The distinction
between economic functions and critical functions remains
unclear.

IR.07.03

Critical functions -

Should be deleted. The added value of a self-assessment of
impact on the financial system, on the real economy and of
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Template Template title Assessment
code
Insurance or reinsurance substitutability is questionable. Such an assessment can only
related reasonably be conducted at the industry level by the RA and
functions requires the availability of all relevant industry data. Therefore,
if the RA requires this information, it should be derived from
information of the NCA, without requesting additional
information from the undertakings.
If included, further guidance is needed. The distinction
between economic functions, critical functions and LoBs
remains unclear.
ITS should not refer to Guidelines addressed to the resolution
authorities (C0020)
IR.07.04 Critical functions - Should be deleted. The added value of a self-assessment of
Mapping to legal entities impact on the financial system, on the real economy and of
substitutability is questionable. Such an assessment can only
reasonably be conducted at the industry level by the RA and
requires the availability of all relevant industry data. Therefore,
if the RA requires this information, it should be derived from
information of the NCA, without requesting additional
information from the undertakings.
IR.07.05 Core business lines - No comments
Mapping to legal entities
IR.07.06 Critical functions - Should be deleted. The added value of a self-assessment of
Mapping to core business impact on the financial system, on the real economy and of
lines substitutability is questionable. Such an assessment can only
reasonably be conducted at the industry level by the RA and
requires the availability of all relevant industry data. Therefore,
if the RA requires this information, it should be derived from
information provided by the NCA, without requesting additional
information from the undertakings.
IR.08.01 Relevant services Information about reinsurance should be derived from existing
SII reporting.
IR.08.02 Relevant services - No comments.
Mapping to critical
functions
IR.08.03 Relevant services - No comments.
Mapping to core business
lines
IR.09.01 FMI - Providers and users General comments are missing.
Definition of FMI is missing.
IR.09.02 FMI - Mapping to critical General comments are missing.
functions and core
business lines

Is it possible to populate the lists/drop-down fields (e.g. identifiers, codes) and provide some sample data
indicating how the forms should be filled out?
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Any other comments

Q6. Do you have any other comments?

Insurance Europe is the European insurance and reinsurance federation. Through its 39 member bodies —
the national insurance associations — it represents insurance and reinsurance undertakings active in Europe
and advocates for policies and conditions that support the sector in delivering value to individuals,
businesses, and the broader economy.




