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{ Fields marked with * are mandatory. }

Instructions

Article 98 of the Insurance Recovery and Resolution Directive (IRRD) requires the Commission to issue a
report on assessing the appropriateness of minimum common standards, consulting EIOPA in the process. To
this end, on 1 August 2025, EIOPA received a Call for Advice on specific topics related to the harmonization of
IGS with deadline for submission on 31 May 2026, which has been extended to 31 August 2026.

This public consultation aims to gather stakeholders’ feedback on:

® E|OPA's draft advice on minimum common standards for IGS in the EU (EIOPA-B0oS-26-176); and
® Annex to EIOPA's draft advice on minimum common standards for IGS in the EU (EIOPA-B0S-26-177)

Deadline for submitting a response to this online survey is Friday 26 June 2026, 23:59 CEST.

Due to the tight deadline for the Call for Advice, the consultation period is limited. However, the current draft
advice and its technical annex have been informed by stakeholders’ feedback from an online survey
conducted by EIOPA from 4 to 27 February 2026.

When answering to this survey, please consider the specific sections and paragraph numbers of the draft
advice. For the technical annex, please indicate specifically in your answer the relevant sub-section and
paragraph number(s) to indicate to where your comment relates to.

Publication of responses

Your responses will be published on the EIOPA website unless: you request to treat them confidential, or they
are unlawful, or they would infringe the rights of any third party. Please, indicate clearly and prominently in your
submission any part you do not wish to be publicly disclosed. EIOPA may also publish a summary of the

survey input received on its website.



Please note that EIOPA is subject to Regulation (EC) No 1049/2001 regarding public access to documents
and EIOPA’s rules on public access to documents.

Declaration by the contributor

By sending your contribution to EIOPA you consent to publication of all non-confidential information in your
contribution, in whole/in part - as indicated in your responses, including to the publication of the name of your
organisation,

and you thereby declare that nothing within your response is unlawful or would infringe the rights of any third
party in a manner that would prevent the publication.

Personal Data Protection

As a European Authority, EIOPA processes personal data in line with Regulation (EU) 2018/1725 of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2018 on the protection of natural persons with regard to
the processing of personal data by the Union institutions, bodies, offices and agencies and on the free
movement of such data. You may find more information on how your personal data are being processed as
well as your rights as data subject in the Privacy Statement.

General information about the respondent

* Contact person (name and surname).

Belma Yasharova

* E-mail address of contact person

belma.yasharova@amice-eu.org

* Name of the stakeholder organization.

AMICE

* Type of stakeholder.

) Insurance or reinsurance undertaking

@ Industry Association/Federation
) Consumer Protection Association
) Insurance Guarantee Scheme (IGS) / Policyholder Protection Scheme (PPS)
~ IGS/PPS Association
' Academic

' Other

* Please indicate your country.

Belgium



* Please provide your explicit consent for the publication of your response
@ Yes, publish my whole response
O Yes, publish a part of my response

' No, do not publish my response

1. INTRODUCTION

Do you have any comments on the Introduction?
@ Yes
2 No

Request for technical advice

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes | No
11| @
12 | @

Please provide your comment to para 1.1.

AMICE welcomes the opportunity to respond to EIOPA’s consultation on its draft Advice on Minimum Common
Standards for Insurance Guarantee Schemes (IGS).

AMICE supports the objective of ensuring a high level of policyholder protection across the European Union.
However, any consideration of minimum harmonisation of IGS, particularly where it would imply the mandatory
establishment of national schemes, should be based on clear and robust evidence of need, demonstrating that
the expected benefits would materially outweigh the associated costs.

The narrative set out in the introductory section presents an imbalanced view suggesting that policyholders do
not sufficiently benefit from the Internal Market. This does not reflect the reality that policyholder protection has
been significantly strengthened through the Solvency Il framework, which introduced a comprehensive and risk-
based approach to prudential regulation, as well as through the adoption of the Insurance Recovery and
Resolution Directive (IRRD), which is currently being implemented. These frameworks together provide a high
and consistent level of protection across Member States.

Under Solvency ll, insurers are required to determine the economic value of their liabilities through a best
estimate calculation. This is the probability weighted average of future cash flows. In this calculation all
plausible scenarios are included with the probability weighing. Assets will have to be maintained to cover this
amount through Asset and Liability Studies/management.

In addition to the best estimate, insurers are required to calculate the Risk margin. Although the risk margin
represents the cost of the capital required to cover for the capital requirements when a third party would take
over and maintain the best estimate on their balance sheet, it can also serve as an additional buffer (Note: In
the IRRD - default value, the risk margin is released into the own funds.).

Again, in addition to the Risk Margin, insurers have to maintain capital to cover the Minimum Capital
Requirements. The MCR is calibrated at a Value-at-Risk of 85%.

Subsequently, the insurers have to maintain capital to cover de Solvency Capital Requirement. The SCR is
calibrated at a Value-at-Risk calibrated at 99,5% (a 1:200-year event covering all the prescribed and identified



risk).

On top of the SCR, insurers maintain a buffer based on their own capital adequacy.

Based on the governance and risk management systems, insurers have a ‘ladder of intervention’ which deals
with deteriorations in the capital position. The supervisor has their own ‘ladder of intervention’ which next to the
supervisory review also entails measures when there is a breach of the SCR and MCR and in between. The
resolution authority has their own ‘ladder of intervention’ when there is a ‘fail or likely to fail’ considering the
solvency and/or liquidity position of the insurer.

Only if all that capital and supervisory intervention does not work, is there a difference in the protection of the
policyholders across the European Union.

In the introduction, EIOPA does not sufficiently reflect the low probability of insurer failure nor the role of the
economic balance sheet in ensuring that assets are held to cover policyholder obligations.

The narrative also suggests that costs would initially be borne by insurers, with the expectation that these would
be outweighed by longer-term benefits. However, the Advice does not provide a clear or concrete assessment
of these expected benefits. Instead, they are presented at a high level and remain largely based on
assumptions rather than robust evidence.

In this context, EIOPA relies on a behavioural study conducted across five Member States. However, the scope
of this study is limited, and the structure of the questions appears to guide responses in a particular direction.
For example, it is intuitive that consumers would indicate a willingness to change behaviour when presented
with scenarios that combine increased benefits with reduced costs. As such, the findings should be interpreted
with caution and do not constitute a sufficiently reliable basis for policy conclusions.

Moreover, the IRRD framework remains under development and is subject to a planned review by 2030.
Introducing additional harmonisation measures before the effects of the updated Solvency Il framework and
IRRD can be assessed would be premature and not evidence-based.

Please provide your comment to para 1.2.

The comparison with guarantee schemes in the banking and investment sectors is not appropriate, as the
economic and risk characteristics of insurance differ fundamentally from those sectors. Insurance liabilities are
generally long-term and predictable and do not give rise to the same liquidity risks or systemic dynamics as
bank deposits. As a result, the rationale for EU-level harmonised compensation mechanisms does not translate
directly to insurance.

In addition, insurance markets across the European Union are characterised by significant structural
differences. National insolvency regimes, contract law frameworks and policyholder protection systems vary
across Member States, while markets differ in size, concentration, product mix and their broader social and
fiscal organisation. Insurance products themselves also differ significantly in their design and risk
characteristics.

These features mean that introducing harmonised IGS rules would disregard fundamental legal, economic and
social determinants and would risk leading to frameworks that are not appropriately calibrated to individual
markets. While some products may appear relatively standardised at a high level, this does not justify broader
harmonisation, especially given that existing national systems have historically proven to be effective.
Furthermore, differences in company law and insolvency frameworks directly affect how guarantee schemes
can operate, including their triggers and interaction with liquidation procedures. Aligning a harmonised
framework with these diverse systems would present significant legal and operational challenges.

In this context, a uniform approach would create miscalibration, leading to excessive requirements in some
markets and insufficient protection in others. It also raises subsidiarity concerns, as policyholder protection
mechanisms are closely linked to national legal and economic frameworks and can generally be effectively
designed at Member State level.

The Single Market works for insurers, but not yet for policyholders: the current landscape of IGS in the EU



Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes | No
13 | @
14 | @
15 | ©
16 | ©
17 @
18 | ©

Please provide your comment to para 1.3.

While AMICE recognises that differences in national IGS frameworks exist, these differences should not be
interpreted as evidence of a failure of the Internal Market. Solvency Il has already established a harmonised
prudential framework ensuring a high level of policyholder protection across Member States, including for cross-
border business. Variations in outcomes reflect legitimate national choices rather than structural deficiencies.
There is limited evidence that such differences have led to material policyholder detriment or have undermined
the functioning of the Single Market.

Please provide your comment to para 1.4.

The Advice does not sufficiently reflect the combined and evolving effect of Solvency Il and IRRD. The latter
introduces a comprehensive recovery and resolution framework which is not yet fully operational and remains
subject to further development and review. In particular, the IRRD framework includes provisions for a review
by 2030, reflecting the recognition that its impacts need to be assessed over time.

Introducing additional harmonised IGS mechanisms at this stage would therefore be premature, risks
duplication and overlap, and could undermine the coherent implementation of existing frameworks.

Please provide your comment to para 1.5.

Past cases of insurer failure highlight operational challenges, including coordination and claims handling in
cross-border contexts, rather than structural gaps in protection. These issues can be more effectively
addressed through enhanced supervisory cooperation, improved information exchange and procedural
coordination, rather than through harmonisation of guarantee schemes.

Furthermore, any policy discussion on the need for harmonised IGS should be based on up-to-date empirical
evidence. In this respect, it should be noted that the European Commission has previously requested updates
to EIOPA’s earlier reports on insurance failures and near-misses. To date, no updated assessment has been



published.
Without such evidence, it is not possible to conclude that insurer failures, policyholder losses, or cross-border

protection gaps have increased since the introduction of Solvency I, particularly in light of the recent and
ongoing regulatory reforms that will only take full effect from 2027 onwards.

Please provide your comment to para 1.6.

The heterogeneity of national systems reflects underlying differences in legal frameworks, insolvency regimes,
market structures and consumer protection approaches. This diversity is a natural outcome of subsidiarity and
does not indicate an inherent weakness requiring harmonisation. In many Member States, existing
arrangements already provide effective protection tailored to domestic conditions.

Please provide your comment to para 1.7.

Insurance markets differ significantly in terms of structure, product characteristics and socio-economic context.
A uniform EU framework risks imposing disproportionate solutions that do not reflect these differences.
Furthermore, there is no clear evidence of consistent or systemic policyholder detriment across Member States
that would justify EU-level harmonisation.

Please provide your comment to para 1.8.

Insurance is not a zero-failure sector, but failures remain very rare. The Solvency Il framework is designed to
ensure that intervention occurs at an early stage, with sufficient assets available to protect policyholders. The
IRRD will further strengthen this system. Any additional measures should therefore be considered only after the
full implementation and evaluation of these frameworks.

An IGS framework that helps the Savings and Investments Union

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No



Please provide your comment to para 1.9.

AMICE recognises the importance of consumer trust in the context of the Savings and Investments Union.
However, consumer trust in insurance products is driven primarily by product design, value for money, legal
certainty and claims handling, rather than by the existence of guarantee schemes.

Please provide your comment to para 1.10.

The behavioural study presented in the Advice is not sufficiently robust to support legislative conclusions. The
scenarios are simplified and do not include cost implications, and the framing may influence responses by
presenting increased protection without associated trade-offs. Such evidence should therefore be interpreted
with caution.

Please provide your comment to para 1.11.

The harmonisation of IGS is not necessary to support the development of the Savings and Investments Union.
Consumer confidence is already underpinned by strong regulation and supervision, and there is no clear
evidence that harmonised IGS would significantly influence consumer behaviour or cross-border market
integration.

2. APPROACH TAKEN




Do you have any comments on the Approach taken?
@ Yes
2 No

Legal framework

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
21 | @
2.2 ]
2.3 @
2.4 @

Please provide your comment to para 2.1.

The analytical framework appears to assume a need for harmonisation without fully assessing whether existing
frameworks are sufficient. It does not adequately take into account the low probability of failure, the strength of
existing prudential safeguards, or the diversity of national systems. In addition, it raises concerns regarding
proportionality and subsidiarity, as insurance markets remain largely domestic and shaped by national legal and
social systems.

The assessment does not sufficiently quantify the costs associated with harmonisation, including operational
costs, funding requirements and impacts on premiums and product availability. At the same time, expected
benefits are largely qualitative and based on assumptions rather than empirical evidence.

Please provide your comment to para 2.2.

The approach raises concerns regarding proportionality and subsidiarity. Insurance markets remain largely
national, and policyholder protection mechanisms are closely linked to national legal and economic systems.
Harmonising operational aspects such as timelines, procedures or triggers would require broader alignment of
civil and insolvency law, which would go beyond proportionate EU intervention and could create conflicts with
national legal frameworks.

The proposed approach is also inconsistent with the objective of regulatory simplification, as it risks introducing
additional layers of complexity and cost without clear added value.

Thematic areas of policy advice

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No



25 ® @

Objectives for policy assessment

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
2.6 ® @

27 @

Please provide your comment to para 2.7.

While the Advice refers to simplification and burden reduction, the proposed approach risks the opposite
outcome. It is unclear that harmonised IGS requirements would deliver sufficient added value to justify the costs
and complexity involved, particularly given existing national systems.

The approach also raises subsidiarity concerns and may require broader alignment of national legal
frameworks. Overall, it risks increasing regulatory burden and complexity without clear evidence of net benefit.
A more proportionate approach would focus on implementing existing frameworks and strengthening
supervisory cooperation.

Preferred policy options

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No

28| O | ®

3. EIOPA’s ADVICE FOR EACH THEMATIC POLICY AREA

I. General questions about the impact of minimum harmonized IGS

Do you have any comments on the sub-section of I. General questions about the impact of minimum
harmonized IGS?
@ Yes

7 No

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No



31 1

Please provide your comment to para 3.1.

Insurance markets across Member States are characterised by significant structural differences, including
insolvency regimes, legal frameworks, product designs and socio-economic conditions.

These differences make it difficult to design a harmonised IGS framework that would be appropriate across all
markets. Product heterogeneity across life, non-life, health and pension segments further limits the feasibility of
a uniform approach.

a. Analysis of the impact of covering different insurance policies

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No

3.2 @

Please provide your comment to para 3.2.

The diversity of insurance products potentially covered by IGS frameworks makes a one-size-fits-all approach
difficult to implement in practice and risks leading to inconsistent or inappropriate protection outcomes, as well
as unnecessary costs.

Level of standardization of the eligible insurance policies across the EU

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
33 @
34 O ]
35 | O @
36 O ]

10



Please provide your comment to para 3.3.

The level of standardisation of insurance products is overstated in the analysis. While similarities exist in certain
core features, product design varies significantly due to differences in legal frameworks, taxation and social
systems. This is particularly evident in life insurance, pensions and health products, which are deeply
embedded in national systems. In non-life insurance, strong market specificities exist on the main products
(casualty, motor and property insurance) because of the underlying object of the covers which are also specific
to a country/culture/law.

Cross-border relevance of the different insurance lines of business

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No

3.7 @

Please provide your comment to para 3.7.

Cross-border activity remains limited and is driven by structural factors such as taxation, contract law and
consumer preferences, not at all by differences in IGS frameworks.

Impact of the coverage of eligible policies in terms of protection for policyholders

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
3.8 @
3.9 © | ®
310 | O | @
311 | © | @

32| ©@ | @



Please provide your comment to para 3.8.

The analysis does not demonstrate a protection gap. Policyholders are already protected through capital
requirements, asset coverage and preferential rights in insolvency. The probability of failure is low, and losses
have historically been limited.

Importantly, in the insurance context, policyholders’ primary interest lies in the continuity of coverage and the
payment of valid claims, rather than reimbursement of premiums. This objective is directly addressed by the
IRRD framework, further reducing the case for additional compensation-based mechanisms such as
harmonised IGS.

Impact of the coverage of eligible policies for the insurance sector

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes | No
313 | ©
314 | © | @
315 | ©@ | @
36 | O | @
317 | © | @

Please provide your comment to para 3.13.

The costs of harmonisation are underestimated. These include implementation costs, ongoing operational
costs, and funding requirements. Such costs would ultimately be borne by policyholders through higher
premiums or reduced product offerings.

These costs could be further amplified if IGS frameworks were required to interact with, or sit alongside,
resolution financing arrangements under IRRD. In particular, the development of resolution funding
mechanisms may extend beyond purely operational needs, adding an additional financial burden to the sector
without clear added value.

Moreover, a harmonised framework could incentivise a degree of product standardisation. However, underlying
risks would remain country-specific, potentially creating mismatches between coverage and actual risk
exposure and leading to protection gaps in certain jurisdictions.

b. Reduction of fragmentation In the Single Market

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
318 @ @

319 | © | @

12



3.20 ()] @

321 | © | @

Please provide your comment to para 3.18.

The behavioural evidence linking IGS to increased consumer trust and market participation is not robust. It
does not account for cost impacts and does not reflect real-world behaviour. In practice, consumer confidence
is driven by broader factors, including supervision and product quality.

c. Evaluating different structural set-ups for IGS

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
3.22 @
323 | © @
3.24 © @
325 | © @

Please provide your comment to para 3.22.

Even a targeted approach to IGS would face significant challenges due to product heterogeneity and national
differences. The design of IGS should remain within national discretion, allowing Member States to tailor
solutions to their specific market conditions.

/. Operational Functioning of IGS

Do you have any comments on the sub-section of /I. Operational functioning of IGS?

@ Yes

13



No

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
3.26 il

3.27 ®© @

Please provide your comment to para 3.26.

Operational harmonisation raises significant concerns, as elements such as triggers, deadlines and insolvency
procedures are closely linked to national legal systems. Harmonising these aspects would imply broader
alignment of civil and insolvency law, which is not appropriate at EU level.

a. Trigger moment(s) for IGS activation

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
3.28 @
3.29 @
330 O @
331 | @

Please provide your comment to para 3.28.

Differences in company law, insolvency regimes and liquidation procedures across Member States result in
diverse approaches to IGS intervention, including trigger mechanisms, payout processes and the continuation
of policies. Aligning triggers across such heterogeneous legal frameworks would therefore raise significant
practical and legal challenges. Given the ongoing implementation of IRRD, it would be more appropriate to
assess coherence with national frameworks once transposition is complete rather than introducing rigid
prescriptions at this stage.

14



Please provide your comment to para 3.29.

Differences in timing between supervisory or resolution actions and formal insolvency proceedings reflect
national legal systems and do not, in themselves, imply unequal levels of policyholder protection. Similarly,
variations in trigger timing do not necessarily lead to different outcomes for policyholders. Harmonising trigger
moments would not ensure genuine consistency, but could instead constrain supervisory flexibility and risk

duplicating elements of the IRRD framework. Any convergence should therefore remain principles-based and
proportionate.

Please provide your comment to para 3.31.

AMICE does not support the introduction of a mandatory harmonised trigger at EU level. While aligning

activation with a “failing or likely to fail” threshold may appear consistent with IRRD, it risks importing resolution
concepts into IGS frameworks in a way that is not always appropriate.

b. Time for submission of claims in compensation cases

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
332 | O @
333 | © | @
334 | © )
335 | © @

c. Deadline for payouts to policyholders in compensation cases

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
336 | © @
337 | © @
338 | © @

15



3.39 © CJ

d. Conditions and timing for continuation of policies by IGS

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
340 | © | @
341 | © | @
342 | © | @
343 | O @

e. Insolvency ranking

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
344 | O @
345  © | @
346 & © | @
3.47 © @
348 | O | @
349 | © @
350 | © @

Ill. Conditions for effective funding of IGS

Do you have any comments on the sub-section of //l. Conditions for effective funding of IGS
@ Yes

7 No

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?
Yes No
351 | © | @

3.52 @

16



Please provide your comment to para 3.52.

Preserving national discretion over the establishment and design of IGSs—including the choice between ex-
ante, ex-post or hybrid funding —is essential to prevent unnecessary and disproportionate regulatory burdens
and costs. As with the IRRD financing arrangements, this decision should remain with Member States. The
Advice should therefore limit itself to recognising this flexibility and avoid introducing prescriptive minimum

requirements.

a. Adequate safeguards to ensure that liquidity is immediately available

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
353 | O @
354 | © )
355 | O @
356 | © @

b. Specific situations which need to be considered for ex-post levy collection

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
357 | © @
358 | © @
359 | O @

c. Considerations on combined or hybrid funding

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
360 O @
3.61 © @
362 | © | @

17



IV. Interaction between IRRD and harmonized IGS
Do you have any comments on the sub-section of /V. Interaction between IRRD and harmonized IGS?
@ Yes

' No

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
363 | @
364 | O )
365 O @

Please provide your comment to para 3.63.

There must be a clear distinction between IGS and resolution financing mechanisms under IRRD. Introducing
harmonised IGS standards before the IRRD is fully implemented risks creating overlaps and inefficiencies.
Additionally, such developments could complicate ongoing national transposition efforts, which are already
complex and resource-intensive.

a. Involvement of IGS in funding and application of resolution and insolvency proceedings

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
366 O @
367 | O | @
368 O @
369 | © @
370 @ O @
3.71 © )

b. Institutional set-up and arrangements: levels of coordination and cooperation between NRAs
and IGS



Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
372 | © )
373 | O @
3.74 @
375 | O @

Please provide your comment to para 3.74.

We favour maintaining the status quo, whereby Member States retain full discretion over whether to establish
IGS and how these schemes are designed.

4. EIOPA'S ADVICE: OVERVIEW

Do you have any comments to the overview of preferred policy options?
@ Yes

7 No

Please provide your comment to the overview of preferred policy options and specify the policy issue.

The preferred options do not sufficiently reflect the diversity of national systems, the costs involved, or the lack

of demonstrated need. They also do not adequately consider the interaction with IRRD or the implications for
subsidiarity.

5. CONCLUSION

Do you have any comments to the Conclusion?

19



@ Yes

2 No

Do you have any comments on the following paragraphs?

Yes No
51 | @
5.2
53

Please provide your comment to para 5.1.

The draft Advice does not provide a sufficient basis for harmonised IGS standards in the EU.

Insurance failures are rare and the existing framework - comprising Solvency Il and IRRD - already provides a
high level of protection. Introducing harmonised IGS would create an additional and overlapping layer of
protection, leading to increased costs, regulatory complexity and inefficiencies without demonstrated benefit. It
is therefore essential to maintain national discretion regarding all key elements of IGS design, including scope,
coverage, funding, governance, triggers and timelines.

A more appropriate approach would be to first implement and assess the amended Solvency Il framework and
IRRD, including their interaction, before considering further measures. This assessment should be evidence-
based and informed by observed market developments and the planned IRRD review.

INTRODUCTION TO THE TECHNICAL ANNEX

Do you have any comments to the introduction to the technical annex?
7 Yes

@ No

TECHNICAL ANNEX - SECTION 1: GENERAL QUESTIONS ABOUT THE
IMPACT OF MINIMUM HARMONIZED IGS

Do you have any comments to Section 1 on General questions about the impact of minimum harmonized IGS?
7 Yes

@® No

TECHNICAL ANNEX - SECTION 2: OPERATIONAL FUNCTIONING OF
IGS

20



Do you have any comments to Section 2 on Operational functioning of IGS?
@ Yes

@® No

TECHNICAL ANNEX - SECTION 3: DESCRIPTION OF CONDITIONS FOR
EFFECTIVE FUNDING OF IGS

Do you have any comments to Section 3 on description of conditions for effective funding of IGS?
T Yes

@ No

TECHNICAL ANNEX - SECTION 4: INTERACTION BETWEEN
HARMONIZED IGS AND THE IRRD

Do you have any comments to Section 4 on Interaction between harmonized IGS and the IRRD?
@ Yes

@ No

TECHNICAL ANNEX: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Do you have any comments to tables, graphs and and/or illustrations in the Additional information?
) Yes

@ No

Contact

Contact Form

21


https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/contactform/44cad34c-f671-dd14-31c1-ff38472ba90b

22





