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WARNING: The EIOPA tool has a 5000-character limitation per response 

Information about the respondent

	Q1. Please indicate the name of the respondent, personal name and/or organisation?



To be completed by Secretariat when submitting

	Q2. Optionally, please indicate email or contact details in case it is desired to approach you for clarification on your answers?



To be completed by Secretariat when submitting 
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3. Insurance sector
[bookmark: BorderPlate]
	Q3. Have you identified any overlaps, inconsistencies or gaps in your regulatory reporting obligations? Please specify the frameworks involved and provide concrete examples (e.g., duplicated fields, conflicting definitions, missing data).
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The industry welcomes EIOPA’s initiative to assess inefficiencies, overlaps and inconsistencies in regulatory reporting and to explore the development of an integrated data collection framework. 	Comment by Insurance Europe: For SII/IRRD Reporting comments are broadly based on:
 Insurance Europe response to EIOPA consultation to ITS amendments on reporting and disclosure (Oct 2025 - here), and 
where appropriate also on ECO-SLV-24-386, “Industry preliminary suggestions regarding the QRT simplifications in line with EC reduction objective”
And
IRRD messages
In this context, it is important that this work also contributes to a broader simplification agenda, with a clear focus on reducing duplication, improving consistency across frameworks and lowering reporting costs, while maintaining effective supervision and ensuring that simplification leads to tangible reductions in reporting burden.
Insurance Europe acknowledges a number of EIOPA's current ITS amendments on reporting and disclosure as positive simplification steps—notably removing reporting requirements for matching adjustment portfolios (non-RFF), frequency reductions for S.06.03 CIU look-through (Q2/Q4 only), and S.28 MCR templates (annual only). This response is prepared while EIOPA's amendments remain under finalisation. While these changes are appreciated, full deletion of the variation analysis package (S.29), alongside new Nat Cat templates (S.27.02/03 despite granularity concerns) would lead to further essential simplification.
From a prudential perspective, while Solvency II reporting is already relatively harmonised, several overlaps, inconsistencies and gaps remain.
Overlaps persist between Solvency II reporting and other EU frameworks, in particular EMIR (derivatives reporting), ECB statistical reporting and fund reporting under UCITS/AIFMD. Insurers are often required to report similar or identical data points under different frameworks, using different formats, taxonomies and submission channels. In particular, derivatives exposures reported under QRT S.08.01 (open derivatives) partially overlap with EMIR trade repository data, while look-through requirements under QRT S.06.02 (list of assets) and QRT S.06.03 (look-through for CIUs) overlap with information already reported by asset managers to supervisors.
Further duplication arises where identical or near‑identical data is requested in Solvency II QRTs, financial stability templates and annual reports/IFRS financial statements (for example for S.02.01, S.05.01, S.06.02, S.23.01 and S.03.01/S.39.01), without the possibility to reuse the same datasets.
Similar overlaps exist with the proposed Insurance Resolution and Recovery Directive (IRRD) reporting templates (EIOPA-BoS-25/286). Reporting should start with the bare minimum of information and add to it as experience shows further data is truly needed. The current ECB and SRB discussions on the need for simplification of BRRD recovery planning and resolution reporting indicate the need to adopt a similar approach to IRRD reporting from the outset, as does the experience of reporting for former FSB-designated G-SIIs. Any reporting should only be required for those undertakings in scope of resolution planning. The twenty mandatory reporting templates currently proposed in EIOPA-BoS-25/286 and accompanying Annexes are too extensive and burdensome, and do not reflect the necessary exchange of information between supervisory and resolution authorities. Simplifications should include:

Deletion of templates requiring information already covered by Solvency II reporting.
Deletion of templates requiring qualitative market-wide judgements which the resolution authorities are better placed to make, including the impact on the financial system, substitutability and market share.
Deletion of templates covering critical functions. It is the resolution authority's role to determine whether an insurer provides critical functions.
Reduction in granularity and detail (for example, the ownership reporting threshold capturing all shareholders with more than 2% of share capital should be raised to 10%, in line with the approach taken in Solvency II).
Removal of the ability for resolution authorities to request data from insurance undertakings even if already held by supervisory authorities, merely due to format incompatibility.
In addition, overlaps arise from national reporting requirements that complement Solvency II, leading to parallel reporting streams with similar data but different definitions, taxonomies or timelines.
Data gaps also exist where Solvency II relies on external data sources, notably for look-through reporting of collective investment undertakings under QRT S.06.03, where ready-made data in the required format is often not available and data availability and quality are not always sufficient to meet regulatory expectations.  

	Q4. What are the main challenges your organization faces in preparing and submitting insurance regulatory data and how could these areas of process be simplified or improved?
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· The main challenges relate to complexity, duplication, lack of stability and excessive granularity.
· Frequent updates to ITS, taxonomies and validation rules are a key cost driver. Even targeted amendments require significant IT system changes, data remapping, testing and quality checks. This is particularly relevant for core reporting templates such as QRT S.02.01 (balance sheet), S.06.02 (assets), S.12.01 (technical provisions) and S.23.01 (own funds), where any structural change has a wide impact across systems and processes. While recent EIOPA proposals go in the direction of simplification in certain areas, it is important that future changes result in a net reduction of reporting burden and do not introduce additional complexity elsewhere.
· A second challenge is the granularity of certain templates, especially QRT S.06.02 and S.06.03 (asset and look-through reporting), S.08.01 (derivatives), and S.36.01 / S.36.02 (intragroup transactions including derivatives). Gathering this information often requires the use of multiple data sources, significant manual effort and complex reconciliations, while the supervisory value is not always commensurate with the burden.
· Reporting frequency is another important factor: the combination of quarterly and year‑end cycles – in particular Q4 reporting in parallel with annual Solvency II and financial statements – generates peak‑load operational pressure without providing materially new information compared to the annual templates.
· Duplication across frameworks further increases burden without clear added value. Similar data is reported under QRT S.08.01 and EMIR, or through QRT S.06.02 / S.06.03 and UCITS/AIFMD reporting, but cannot be reused due to differences in formats and definitions.
· To simplify and improve processes, the following measures would be particularly beneficial:
Strengthening the “report once, use many times” principle by enabling the reuse of data already reported under other EU frameworks, in particular for S.08.01 (derivatives) and S.06.03 (look-through for CIUs).
Reducing or removing overly granular or duplicative templates, notably S.06.03, S.08.01 and S.36.02, where equivalent data sources exist or supervisory value is limited.
Reviewing reporting frequencies to avoid unnecessary peak periods (for example by removing Q4 reporting, and by moving selected quarterly templates such as S.06.02/S.06.03 to annual where risks permit).
Increasing stability of reporting requirements by limiting the frequency of ITS changes and ensuring adequate implementation timelines across all QRTs.
Further enhancing proportionality, including simplified reporting requirements for smaller and less complex undertakings.
Improving supervisors’ access to existing datasets to avoid parallel reporting channels.

	Q5. Have you identified any overlaps, inconsistencies, or gaps in current product disclosure requirements for insurances? Please indicate the frameworks concerned and give examples (e.g., duplicated disclosures, unclear definitions, missing elements).
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European consumers face an information overload challenge, especially in relation to Insurance-based investment products (IBIPs) with sustainable features. This is due to the combination of different EU pieces of legislation (e.g. IDD, PRIIPs, Solvency II, SFDR, GDPR, Consumers Rights Directive, e-Commerce Directive), often developed in silos and with pure investment products in mind. 

While the Retail Investment Strategy (RIS) had the ambition to streamline disclosures requirements, moving Solvency II disclosures into the IDD framework, it seems that the total amount of disclosures is not decreasing and some overlaps with the PRIIPs regime remain. Once there is clarity on the RIS text, we would therefore recommend EIOPA to check again the list of overlapping information published in Annex VIII of their Technical advice on Retail Investor Protection. 

At any rate, some encouraging elements would be introduced under the RIS: the long-awaited digital-by-default approach, with the option of layering; mandatory consumer testing; a clearer display of insurance benefits in the PRIIPs Key Information Document (KID) as well as a mandate to the ESAs to work on simplifications of this important document.

The RIS will require a complete overhaul of the existing documentation set for product disclosures, introducing:  
· A new EU standard template for IDD pre-contractual disclosures 
· A new EU standard template for Life investment products
· A new EU standard template for periodic disclosures for Life investment products (LIPID)
· Changes to the Insurance Product Information Document (IPID)
· Ambitious changes to the PRIIPs KID, including a new machine-readability requirement

This represents a significant challenge in terms of compliance efforts, and it is concerning that the level of implementation costs and complexity have not been properly assessed by policymakers. Besides, the PRIIPs KID experience has demonstrated that standardised templates, content and terminology do not work well in practice (leading to 17 batches of changes, continual Q&As, etc.). It will therefore be key to:
· Ensure proper consumer testing and flexibility in the Level 2 work on the new IDD templates, as the information will need to be fit for different types of products and markets
· Learn from the positive experience with the IPID to develop the new LIPID: the IPID works well as it is short, with clear headlines, icons and colours, and it allows layering and pop-up options
· Provide market participants with editable blueprints of the new mandatory templates, which proved to be useful in the past to save time and cost for the industry’s implementation.
· Make sure that compliance costs are justified and outweighed by concrete improvements in consumer-facing disclosures

As to the PRIIPs KID, the insurance industry sees significant potential of improvement and has already developed a number of proposals for simplification:
· Ensure maximum visibility to the new “Product at a Glance”, while avoiding repeating the same figures in the rest of the document. For PRIIPs KID with a layering option, clarify that only the Product at a glance dashboard appears in the first layer of the PRIIPs KID, with all the other information items moved to subsequent layers. 
· Reduce the confusing list of costs, focusing on what really matters to people: the total cost at the end of the recommended holding period (RHP). In this respect, the Reduction in Yield (RiY) has proven to be a solid and reliable indicator for IBIPs and should be maintained.
· Avoid intermediate time periods in the “What are the risks and what could I get in return?” section as IBIPs are medium to long term products and clients are duly informed that they reap the full benefits at RHP
· Reduce to the minimum stressful changes to an already well-established regime for MOPs. In particular, it should be clarified that a static list or table would be sufficient to comply with the new RIS requirements of tools to facilitate comparison.
· Avoid repetitions based on the mandatory narratives (eg RHP and the invested amount).

Looking ahead, it will also be key to avoid unnecessary complications in other ongoing reforms, namely:
· Oppose the SFDR proposal to re-open the PRIIPs KID to include additional ESG information, as it would only add complexity and increase information overload. Consumers should not receive duplicative information: it is sufficient for them to receive the ESG information in the SFDR templates.
· Clarify as part of the SFDR Level 1 review that hyperlinks are permitted for both pre‑contractual and periodic disclosures, to direct investors to information provided by the financial market participant responsible for each underlying investment option, in line with the simplification agenda and the objective of reducing compliance and administrative costs. 
· Make the ESAP smart and simple. The ESAP has the potential to reduce reporting requirements, and provide consumers with a public display of products indicators, thus eliminating the need of further pan-EU PRIIPs comparators or similar tools. However, the necessary details on machine-readability requirements must be available in due time, and the ESAs should provide a blueprint that can be used by the industry for example to comply with the KID new machine-readability provisions, in order to save time and money.
· Maintain the current costs requirements in the PEPP KID and benefit statement, as they are sufficiently detailed for understanding and product comparability. In particular, introducing a “reduction in wealth” (RIW) indicator, “total costs over the previous 12 months” and “estimation of the impact of the costs on the final PEPP benefits” would be highly misleading. 
· Avoid the risk of duplicative and inconsistent new requirements as part of the IORP II review amendments to the IDD Art. 22, recognising that sufficient rules already exist at national level.

On a general basis, Insurance Europe recommendations on better regulation expressed in the booklet “Making EU regulation that works and benefits consumers” remain valid. In this respect, it would be important to expand the scope of the better regulation tools to the work of the ESAs.

The insurance industry also recommends other creative approaches to simplification, such as an easier to navigate display of the IDD and PRIIPs requirements, Q&As updates and general good rules on the European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs) websites. 

	Q6. Are there any datapoint gaps or redundancies in the current sustainability reporting and disclosure requirements that hinder your organization's ability to identify, assess, mitigate, and manage sustainability-related risks, or that create unnecessary burden and complexity?



1. Significant overlaps and inconsistencies exist across the EU sustainable finance framework. Insurers are required to report Taxonomy eligibility and alignment both under SFDR and CSRD/ESRS, often using different scopes, timelines and definitions, which leads to duplicated reporting and inconsistent outcomes. Furthermore, SFDR requirements relating to sustainability preferences and product categorisation interact with IDD/MiFID rules but are not fully aligned (for instance, IDD currently does not allow all Article 8 products to be marketed as “green”), leading to duplicated or conflicting disclosure obligations at product level.
· Datapoint gaps under CSRD/ESRS: Despite the simplification efforts, several ESRS requirements remain overly complex and highly data‑intensive, such as the double materiality assessment and disclosures on anticipated financial effects, which suffer from significant estimation uncertainty, the absence of standardised methodologies and the lack of comparable underlying data. Requirements to calculate absolute emissions similarly rely on extensive assumptions and complex modelling, producing datapoints of low reliability. 
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· Under SFDR, insurers face persistent gaps in Principal Adverse Impact (PAI) data and incomplete Taxonomy information from investee companies, resulting in a heavy reliance on estimates and external data providers. Divergent expectations from national competent authorities further reduce consistency, adding to the operational burden and limiting the comparability of sustainability risk indicators.
· Robust data remains critical for effective risk management. However, significant data gaps persist under CSRD/ESRS, particularly for non‑EU entities and non‑listed assets, and the narrower CSRD scope will further reduce the availability of publicly accessible ESG information. Continued reliance on estimates undermines the reliability of risk assessments. Wider uptake of the voluntary sustainability reporting standard for non‑listed micro, small and medium‑sized enterprises (VSME) would help address these gaps, provided these reports are made digitally accessible (e.g., via iXBRL on ESAP).
· The EU Taxonomy also presents substantial datapoint gaps that hinder insurers’ ability to identify and assess sustainability‑related risks. The technical screening criteria (TSC) and DNSH requirements remain unusable or unassessable for many activities because the necessary underlying data are simply not available at policyholder or asset level. For underwriting, the Taxonomy provides datapoints only for a very narrow subset of climate‑related perils, leaving insurers without the information needed to reflect their broader adaptation role. Large portions of insurers’ portfolios fall outside the CSRD scope, including SMEs, households and non‑EU exposures, making it impossible to obtain the DNSH or TSC evidence required to apply the Taxonomy in a risk‑relevant manner. As a result, insurers are required to produce figures that are largely mechanical, incomplete and of limited value for risk management.

4. IORPs 

	Q7. Have you identified any overlaps, inconsistencies or gaps in your regulatory reporting obligations? Please specify the frameworks involved (e.g. EIOPA BoS IORPS Decision, national reporting) and provide concrete examples (e.g., duplicated fields, conflicting definitions, missing data).
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· Answer 
· 

	Q8. What are the main challenges your organization faces in preparing and submitting IORPS regulatory data and how could these areas of process be simplified or improved?
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· Answer 
· 

	Q9. Have you identified any overlaps, inconsistencies, or gaps in current product disclosure requirements for IORPS? Please indicate the frameworks concerned and give examples (e.g., duplicated disclosures, unclear definitions, missing elements).
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· Answer 
· 


	Q10. Have you identified any overlaps, inconsistencies or gaps between ESG-related disclosure obligations under IORP II and other applicable frameworks (e.g., SFDR, national ESG requirements)? If so, please explain them concretely. 
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· Answer
· 



	Q11. Are there any datapoint gaps or redundancies in the current sustainability reporting and disclosure requirements that hinder your organization's ability to identify, assess, mitigate, and manage sustainability-related risks, or that create unnecessary burden and complexity?
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· Answer
·  


5. Insurance and IORPs types of reports (QRTS, ECB ADD-ONS, ESG, KID, IPID)

	Q12. What are your views and feedback on the areas outlined in 5.1 [QUANTITATIVE REPORTING TEMPLATES (QRTS) AND ECB ADD-ONS], including the alignment of concepts and standards, reduction of reporting burden, IT systems modernisation, alignment of reporting standards, and impact assessment?
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· The industry supports the ongoing efforts to streamline reporting obligations under Solvency II. Recent EIOPA proposals to simplify certain reporting elements are a step in the right direction and should be further built upon. Simplification efforts should prioritise achieving core objectives, avoid duplication, adhere to the once-only principle and focus on materiality. 
On alignment and reduction of burden, the most effective measures would be:
reusing data already available under other EU frameworks, notably EMIR, UCITS/AIFMD and ECB reporting, where accessibility, quality, scope and comparability allow it;
reducing or removing duplicative and non-core templates, including where information is already available in annual reports or other QRTs;
limiting structural changes and ensuring that any new templates or datapoints are strictly necessary, clearly justified, and accompanied by offsetting simplifications to ensure a net reduction in reporting burden;
· In particular, deletion of the Q4 reporting cycle – which coincides with year-end Solvency II and financial reporting and duplicates information already provided in annual QRTs – would achieve genuine peak-load burden reduction.
· On IT modernisation, changes should genuinely reduce workload for preparers. Altering QRT structures often increases complexity and necessitates adaptations to existing systems. A thorough assessment should therefore favour deletion of QRTs over template redesign. In parallel, clear documentation, updated logfiles and practical guidance would support implementation.


	Q13. Would a greater convergence in format of ORSA/ORA structure across sectors (e.g., insurance, pensions or others) be advantageous? If so, how?
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· A more prescriptive convergence in ORSA/ORA structure across sectors would not be advantageous if it reduces flexibility or turns ORSA into a template-driven exercise. The ORSA should remain a firm-specific, risk-based assessment tailored to the nature, scale and complexity of the undertaking and its business model.


	Q14.  What measures could be taken to streamline content and format across sectors or frameworks for sustainability type of reports?
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· Alignment between SFDR and related legislation: Full consistency with simplification objectives, ESRS, MiFID and IDD is essential. For example, IDD restricts the use of “green” terminology; distribution rules must be aligned with the SFDR categories to avoid consumer confusion and inconsistent product classification.
· Insurance Europe welcomes the proposed removal of entity‑level disclosure requirements under the SFDR. This change is essential to avoid unnecessary administrative burden and the duplication of reporting obligations already required under the CSRD. Maintaining this removal in the final Level 1 text is therefore crucial to ensuring a streamlined and coherent EU sustainability reporting framework.
· SFDR disclosures should prioritise informational value and be thoroughly consumer‑tested across all member states to ensure they are understandable, accessible and aligned with how retail investors process information in their local markets.
· Further streamlining is also needed within CSRD/ESRS. The ESRS remain highly complex to operationalise, and the reduction in disclosure requirements announced by EFRAG in their draft simplified ESRS will not translate into proportional relief for preparers. Further simplification and clearer principles focused on relevance and proportionality would support harmonisation across sustainability frameworks, ensuring consistency between SFDR, the Taxonomy and ESRS. To avoid fragmentation, the ESRS should also remain interoperable with ISSB standards and aligned with the GHG Protocol. Finally, reporting frameworks should be stabilised, avoiding additional sector‑specific requirements and giving implementation time to mature before new reporting layers are added.


	Q15.  What do you think is the most appropriate machine-readable format for product disclosure documents, taking into account the implementation costs and developments in AI?
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The Secretariat sees a need to comment on the following areas for further analysis and potential improvements identified by EIOPA:

· “While ESAP will simplify the collection of KIDs, more specific obligations for insurers regarding the structure of the website publication of KIDs and related information, such as the publication of past performance, should be considered”.

Secretariat suggestion: The PRIIPs Regulation already requires the KID publication on the manufacturers’ website, and the RIS seems to confirm such approach. For Category 2 PRIIPs, there is already a requirement to provide past performance information through a link in the “Other information section” of the KID, and there is no evidence that this is not working in practice.

· “Consideration of an appropriate machine-readable format for the KID that allows data to be readily extracted, taking into account AI techniques”.

Secretariat suggestion: Article 7 of the ESA ITS with regard to certain tasks of the collection bodies states that HTML, PDF and txt formats shall be deemed data extractable formats, while XML, XBRL, XBRL-csv, XBRL-xml and inline XBRL shall be deemed machine-readable IT languages. However, there is no assessment of how difficult and expensive it is to use such IT languages, and to transform PRIIPs KID tables in these other formats, nor whether insurance companies (big and small) are already familiar with these IT languages. We expect insurance companies will need to rely on external outsourcing services, while it would be much easier to keep using the PDF format. SupTech experiences reported by ESMA, IVASS and EIOPA seem to confirm that there are tools in place that can already extract information from the PDF of the KIDs published on insurance manufacturers’ websites.	Comment by Insurance Europe: Members are invited to provide  input.

· “Taking into account that for insurance products offering a range of investment options different KIDs are prepared, consideration of a mechanism to allow different KIDs for a product to be identified and grouped together, such as the inclusion in the KID (or the metadata of the KID) of a product code or ID. Any product code or ID should be used consistently across regulatory reporting frameworks (e.g. Solvency II) to enable product information across different reports or documents to be matched”

Secretariat suggestion: To be completed	Comment by Insurance Europe: Members are invited to provide feedback.

It is known that the ESAP requirements might be particularly challenging for MOPs. 
But how would the product code or ID work in practice? 
Who would physically write it/associate it to the underlying funds’ KIDs? 
Would the product code or ID be the same if the underlying fund is used/offered by a company in different commercial products?

· “IDD does not require the IPID to be published (only provided to the individual consumer). Such a publication requirement should be introduced in IDD, given that, as with the PRIIPs KID, the IPID is also a relevant document for supervisors. This would also provide a basis for the IPID to be incorporated into ESAP”.

Secretariat suggestion: The fact that the IPID is not mandatorily published on the provider’s website was never highlighted as a market nor supervisory issue. The ESAP Level 1 does not require the publication of IPID information and authorities have sufficient powers and tools to collect information from insurance companies where necessary. 	Comment by Insurance Europe: Members are invited to provide feedback. 

Secretariat reflection: Maybe we do not need to be that negative as companies are already publishing IPIDs

6. Derivatives and funds 


	Q16. Please describe the main challenges you encounter when compiling and reporting derivatives data under Solvency II or IORPS template S.08.01 / PF.08, providing as much specificity as possible, including complex fields or processes when applicable.
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· The main challenges are the granularity of the template, limited alignment with asset management systems, the need to use multiple data sources, and the burden of populating highly specific fields whose supervisory value is not always clear. The current design of S.08.01 goes beyond what is operationally aligned with existing systems and partially overlaps with EMIR reporting.
· Gathering the data requires significant effort and increases the risk of mistakes. Some fields are particularly burdensome or fragmented, while issuer / counterparty naming conventions linked to GLEIF can create unnecessary complications where the LEI already identifies the entity. EIOPA also recognises that EMIR does not currently provide all insurance-specific fields needed, including Solvency II valuation and unit-linked classification, and that data quality, validation and analytical complexity remain issues. 


	Q17. Do you believe that reducing derivatives reporting under Solvency II or IORPS would result in a significant reduction of your reporting costs? If yes, the reduction of which elements? Or, given the existing systems and internal quality checks already in place, would such a change bring limited additional benefit or even drawbacks at this stage?
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· Yes, reducing derivatives reporting under Solvency II would reduce reporting costs, especially if this concerns a reduction in frequency, fewer critical fields and less duplication with other frameworks. This is particularly relevant given the high operational burden associated with S.08.01 compared to its incremental supervisory value in its current level of granularity.
· In particular, moving S.08.01 to annual reporting, simplifying reporting to key fields only, and deleting data points with limited supervisory value would reduce data sourcing, reconciliation, validation and manual adjustment costs. However, premature decisions to move away from Solvency II derivatives templates should be avoided before the outcome of ESMA’s broader work on financial transaction reporting is fully reflected. 
· Where EMIR data can reliably provide equivalent information, LEI‑based identification of counterparties and aggregation for supervisory purposes should be favoured over maintaining parallel, highly granular fields in S.08.01, so that the “report once, use many times” principle is applied in practice.

	Q18. Please describe the main challenges your organization faces in compiling and reporting look-through data for Collective Investment Undertakings under Solvency II (e.g., templates S.06.02, S.06.03) or under IORP reporting (template PF.06.03)? Please specify any technical difficulties, data availability issues, or resource-intensive processes (e.g., asset-level data collection, ISIN mapping, etc).
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· The main challenges are data availability, data quality, granularity and operational burden.
· Ready-made look-through data in the required format is not generally available on fund websites or information services. Preparing S.06.03 requires collecting and processing a very large amount of data on underlying fund portfolios, including data that is often already reported by asset managers under UCITS/AIFMD frameworks but cannot be reused in practice. This is particularly burdensome for unit-linked funds where risks are borne by policyholders, and the cost is not commensurate for small and medium-sized entities, low-risk firms or run-off companies.
· A more efficient solution would be centralised reporting by fund managers instead of individual insurers, preferably using existing market formats such as the TPT, while insurers would continue to report their fund holdings in S.06.02. At minimum, annual frequency, thresholds for small exposures, data groupings and simplified selection rules should be considered.
· At the same time, any move towards greater reliance on EMIR or fund data should not create parallel or additional reporting streams for insurers (for example through ad‑hoc templates solely for reconciliation purposes); instead, solutions should focus on supervisory data‑sharing arrangements that allow supervisors to access and combine existing datasets without re‑requesting the same information from undertakings. 


	Q19. Please describe any limitations and advantages of using reporting data based on EMIR, UCITS and AIFM regulation in comparison to Solvency II/IORP II reporting data. Are you aware of any legal barriers that may hinder the necessary data exchange and linkage among supervisors?
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· The main advantage is clear: these frameworks offer the possibility to operationalise the report-once principle and reduce duplicate reporting, provided the data is accessible, of sufficient quality, sufficiently granular and legally reusable. EIOPA itself notes that EMIR data could decrease the burden of detailed Solvency II derivatives reporting and that UCITS/AIFMD fund data could reduce Solvency II look-through reporting.
· The limitations are equally clear. EMIR data does not necessarily contain all insurance-specific fields needed for prudential supervision, including Solvency II valuation and unit-linked classification. Differences in validation, data quality and analytical use also matter. For UCITS/AIFMD data, legal barriers may hinder data exchange and linkage among supervisors, and national access may be restricted by legal or scope limitations.
· The priority should therefore be reuse where equivalent data exists, while avoiding premature replacement of Solvency II reporting until legal, quality and scope issues are resolved.


	Q20. Do you have any other proposals on additional potential instances of reporting duplication within the domain of financial transactions and investment exposures?
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· Yes. Additional areas of duplication include:
duplication between quarterly and annual QRTs, especially where the same Solvency II values are reported in both;
duplication between supervisory QRTs and financial stability templates;
duplication between Solvency II QRTs and annual reports / IFRS financial statements;
duplication across group and solo templates capturing near-identical data;
duplication in intragroup transactions and risk concentration reporting, especially in S.36 and S.37.
A consistent simplification approach should therefore extend the burden-reduction objective to all relevant QRTs, including where national specificities have been introduced, and focus on deletion, consolidation, annualisation and materiality thresholds.
· This should also take into account recent EIOPA simplification efforts and ensure that further work prioritises high-burden templates such as S.06.03, S.08.01 and S.36.

7. The regulatory reporting chain 


	Q21. Do you consider it useful to have a comprehensive single data dictionary for EIOPA that includes national-specific requirements to the extent possible?
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· Answer
· 

	Q22. Do you consider that alignments on cross-sectorial data dictionaries basis would bring material benefits, or downsides, towards your reporting? If so, should it be prioritized over alignment within sectors including at the national level?
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· Answer
· 

	Q23. How can regulators better facilitate automation to improve cost efficiency and accuracy in your data preparation processes?
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· Answer
· 

	Q24. Do you experience any additional efforts due to incompatible data formats across different authorities (e.g., national vs EU)? If so, please describe them.
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· Yes. Additional effort arises where similar information must be submitted to different authorities using different formats, taxonomies, validation rules, granularity levels or timelines. This is the case, for example, between Solvency II, financial stability reporting, ECB reporting and national supervisory reporting. It creates reconciliation work, IT adaptations, additional controls and manual intervention.
· This is why alignment of concepts, standards and data dictionaries is welcome in principle. However, harmonisation should reduce burden in practice. It should not result in more frequent reporting, new template layers or structural changes that require material system redesign. In particular, monthly reporting should be avoided, and any harmonisation should be based, as far as possible, on already available information and should be consistent with the broader EU simplification and competitiveness agenda.
· In addition, the “report once” approach for ECB add‑ons is still not fully implemented in all Member States, which means that some undertakings effectively operate two parallel channels (one for Solvency II/QRTs and one for ECB or national statistics) for similar datasets; resolving these legacy divergences would bring concrete and immediate benefits.

	Q25. Do you use EIOPA’s DPM deliverables for your reporting? If so, please indicate how they are used and any advantages or shortcomings you experience.


[image: CEA+baseline_RVB_200dpi(psd)]



								


Question template - EIOPA´s Report on Integrated Data Collection


	Our reference: 
	Click or tap here to enter text.
	Date:
	17-03-2026

	Referring to:
	https://www.eiopa.europa.eu/consultations/discussion-paper-eiopas-report-integrated-data-collection_en?prefLang=nl

	
	

	Related documents:
	
	
	

	Contact person:
	Prudential team
	E-mail:
	prudential@insuranceeurope.eu




[image: CEA+baseline_RVB_200dpi(psd)]
	


	Insurance Europe aisbl
Rue du Champ de Mars 23, B-1050 Brussels 
Tel: +32 2 894 30 00
E-mail : info@insuranceeurope.eu
www.insuranceeurope.eu
	© Insurance Europe. Confidential, internal document. Not for distribution, all rights reserved.





2

· Answer
· 

	Q26. Do you think that DPM 2.0 is a convenient evolution and whether it should or should not be a priority? Would the new DPM 2.0 features serve you for your reporting purposes? If so, please describe them and why.
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· Answer
· 

	Q27. Which alternative data collection scenario or which new technology would lead to a burden reduction in your view? What are in your view advantages and disadvantages compared to the current approach?
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· Answer
· 

	Q28. What improvements in identifiers would in your view reduce reporting costs and enhance data consistency?
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· Answer
· 

8. Reporting costs

	Q29. What proportion of your organization's insurance or IORPS regulatory reporting costs are attributable to initial implementation versus recurring operational costs (reporting costs when there is no change on requirements)?



Regulatory initiatives such as the Retail Investment Strategy (RIS), draft ESAP Level 2 measures and other ongoing reforms do not sufficiently assess the full reporting cost implications for industry. A comprehensive and consistent assessment of reporting costs should be ensured at all stages of the legislative process, including at Level 1 proposals, significant amendments and Level 2 implementation. This is particularly important in the current context where EU competitiveness and reduction of administrative burden are key priorities.
Recurring operational costs – driven by frequent taxonomy/ITS changes, complex reconciliations and overlapping reporting cycles – now represent a large proportion of total reporting expenditure for many undertakings. Prioritising framework stability and avoiding unnecessary new templates or data points would therefore be important alongside efforts to limit one‑off implementation costs.

	Q30. How do costs differ across EU prudential, statistical and ESG disclosures, and national specific reporting within your reporting entity (or the one/s that you support to)?
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· Answer
· 


	Q31. What are in your view the most resource-consuming aspects of data preparation for reporting in your organization? As for example: reporting timelines, data cleaning, data integration, external data sources, externalization of software/services.
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· Answer
· 

9. 5 Related initiatives (…, ESAP, …)


	Q32. Are there other aspects or is there any feedback which is not covered in the previous questions that you consider relevant for the report?
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· Answer
· 
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