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1. Background and Analysis  

 

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

 

 

 

2. Draft Technical Standards 

 

Recitals 

 

Q2. Do you have comments on the Recitals? 

(Recitals 1 to 10) 

 

 

In general, the Regulatory Technical Standards (RTS) should refer to the “ultimate parent in scope of group 

supervision” rather than only “ultimate parents” to appropriately reflect recital 25 IRRD that stipulates that 

“any group treatment for pre-emptive recovery and resolution planning should apply to all group entities subject 

to group supervision”.  

 

Articles 

 

In general, the Regulatory Technical Standards (RTS) should refer to the “ultimate parent in scope of group 

supervision” rather than only “ultimate parents” to appropriately reflect recital 25 IRRD that stipulates that 

“any group treatment for pre-emptive recovery and resolution planning should apply to all group entities subject 

to group supervision”.  

 

Q3. Do you have comments on the Section I on the operational organisation of resolution colleges?  

(Articles 1 to 9) 

 

 

https://www.eiopa.europa.eu/consultations/consultation-draft-regulatory-technical-standards-functioning-resolution-colleges-irrd_en
https://www.eiopa.europa.eu/document/download/5a9512cf-e818-46e9-a536-0159159ab025_en?filename=Consultation%20Paper%20on%20draft%20RTS%20on%20the%20functioning%20of%20resolution%20colleges.pdf
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Industry welcomes the flexible approach taken, with resolution colleges able to reach their own written 

agreements on working methods. In addition, the minimum requirement for colleges to meet every two years 

(Article 6.1) is reasonable, given the planning interval. 

 

Industry also welcomes the requirement in Article 6.5 for exchange platforms and data channels to be secure, 

given the importance of protecting sensitive company data. However, this should be done in a way that does 

not require authorities and companies to spend extensive resources on developing special IRRD communication 

channels. 

  

Article 7.2 implies that all relevant information for the development of group resolution plans is provided by the 

ultimate parent undertaking in scope of group supervision. This contradicts Article 12(2)/12(3) of the IRRD. 

According to the Directive, resolution authorities should first obtain information from supervisory authorities, 

and only if such data is unavailable or unsuitable should undertakings be required to provide it directly. 

Therefore, the industry recommends removing the part “provided by the ultimate parent undertaking.” 

 

Article 8.1: Clarification would be welcomed on how it can be ensured that the decisions made at the Resolution 

College are communicated uniformly within all member states (and possibly also third countries) by the 

national resolution authorities to the respective group entities? 

 

 

 

Q4. Do you have comments on the Section II on the group resolution planning?  

(Articles 10 to 23) 

 

 

In general, the Regulatory Technical Standards (RTS) should refer to the “ultimate parent in scope of group 

supervision” rather than only “ultimate parents” to appropriately reflect recital 25 IRRD that stipulates that 

“any group treatment for pre-emptive recovery and resolution planning should apply to all group entities subject 

to group supervision”.  

 

Article 10.1c, Article 12.3, Article 29.4: An alignment within the consultations between “silence as consent” 

versus “explicit consent” would be welcomed. 

 

Article 13.1.e: A summary of the key elements of the resolution plan, including the assessment of resolvability 

and the identified impediments to resolution, should be shared with the ultimate parent entities in scope of 

group supervision. This corresponds to the last sentence of Article 9 (6) in Level 1 of the IRRD: 

 

“The summary of the key elements of the plan shall be disclosed to the insurance or reinsurance undertaking”. 

 

Article 13.3, Article 20.3: Regulations on the discussion of certain joint college decisions with ultimate parent 

companies in scope of group supervision should be made mandatory (i.e. “should” should replace “may”) in 

order to strengthen transparency, accountability and alignment with the responsibilities of the parent entity. 

Such discussions are essential to ensure that the parent undertaking fully understands the key elements, 

implications and potential impediments to resolvability. 

 

Article 11.1.g, Article 15.1.g, Article 22.1.h: The industry considers that the current draft does not sufficiently 

ensure that the group’s perspective is explicitly taken into account. It may also be necessary to make it 

mandatory to take the group's perspective into account in the decision-making process and not only the views 

expressed by the authorities consulted in the decision processes of the resolution colleges/ authorities. 

Therefore, we suggest an adjustment to explicitly require that the group’s perspective is included alongside the 

views of the authorities consulted. This would enhance transparency, foster a more balanced decision-making 

process, and strengthen the alignment between resolution authorities and the group entities concerned. 
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When reaching a joint decision, a “right to rectification” should be established, analogous to Article 7(5) IRRD, 

which states: “On the basis of a reasoned opinion, the group-level resolution authority should be required, to 

draw up a revised group pre-emptive resolution plan taking into account the concerns expressed by the 

resolution authority concerned.”. This would ensure that differing views among authorities could be addressed 

in a structured manner. However, it is equally important to preserve the group's overall decision-making 

framework and avoid fragmentation. Therefore, all measures should be taken to preserve group resolution plans 

in their entirety. 

 

In exceptional cases where a group resolution plan is not possible, it should be stated that the resolution colleges 

are responsible for resolving any inconsistencies between the individual and group resolution plan, rather than 

the subsidiary or group. Additionally, individual resolution plans at subsidiary level should not result in duplicate 

reporting requirements for the subsidiary or group. 

 

 

Q5. Do you have comments on Section III on the cross-border group resolution?  

(Articles 24 to 35) 

 

 

Group resolution plan versus individual resolution plans: 

• In the event that a subsidiary authority requires an individual resolution plan, can it be clarified how this 

interacts with the group resolution plan? For example, if a group consists of 10 entities and two have 

individual resolution plan(s), does the group plan continue to keep these two entities in scope? 

• How should contradictions between the two plans be handled, e.g. group resolution plan vs. individual 

resolution plan(s)? 

• If there is one group resolution plan, there is “manoeuvring room” in the event of a resolution. In contrast 

if there are separate individual resolution plan(s), there is only one entity in scope, and if it is in 

resolution, it cannot be rescued by other group companies. The industry suggests that it should be 

emphasised that individual plans should be in exceptional circumstances only. 

 

Annex: Impact assessment  

 

Q6. Do you have comments on the policy issue? 

 

 

Any other comments 

 

Q7. Do you have any other comments? 

 

 

Generally, the RTS is overly detailed, which seems unnecessary given that the resolution college is composed 

of competent authorities accustomed to liaising with others. 

 

 

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. 


