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PensionsEurope statements 

 

1. PensionsEurope believes that the Holistic Balance Sheet approach remains conceptually 

wrong, even though it welcomes the fact that EIOPA sought to address some of the concerns 

raised in previous consultations. PensionsEurope emphasizes its view that EIOPA should not 

pursue the ambition of applying the HBS concept to IORPs solely on its own initiative.  

 

2. If used to determine capital requirements, the HBS would place unacceptable burdens on 

IORPs and their sponsoring undertakings. Every increase in the costs of providing 

occupational pensions decreases an employer’s willingness to provide this important social 

benefit, especially where it is done on a voluntary basis. Additional cost will be borne mostly 

by beneficiaries and members and thus results in lower benefits. PensionsEurope warns that 

the HBS will exacerbate moves to close Defined Benefit (DB) schemes at a time when Europe 

needs better occupational pension coverage. 

 

3. In accordance with the subsidiarity principle, we emphasize that regulation to enhance the 

sustainability of pension promises between employers and employees and which is 

introduced via the prudential regulation for IORPs, is a national matter. The prudential 

regulation for IORPs has to be designed and implemented in line with the national 

framework of social and labour law of the Member States. We highlight IORPs cannot be 

dissociated from pillar I (State) pension provision, when determining the security, adequacy 

and sustainability of a Member States’ pension system. 

 

4. The HBS is not suitable as a regulatory instrument at EU level: 

 

− It is not an appropriate instrument to cover the wide range of diversity of IORPs in 

Europe; 

− It is not workable: To get the HBS workable numerous simplifications are needed but 

those would challenge the whole approach; 

− It does not sufficiently take into account the importance and predominant role of the 

national frameworks of social and labour law concerning occupational pension matters; 

− It is too complex to calculate and requires data which often is not available; 

− It seeks to provide an objective assessment of the risks inherent within Member State’s 

second pillar pension system, but such objectivity is spurious; 

− It is potentially very costly and it is difficult to interpret and to communicate its results. 

 

5. We think the HBS is conceptually wrong: 

 

− The volatile mark-to-market valuation of pension liabilities is unsuitable for the 

assessment of very long duration of pension liabilities; 

− It cannot be used as an instrument for setting capital requirements as it renders 

conditional pension promises unconditional in practice; 

− It is inconsistent with the procedures of pension scheme recovery plans because if the 

HBS does not balance, there is no further recovery plan possible, since all legally 

enforceable security instruments are already included in the HBS; 

− The IORP has no competence to change an agreement between social partners that 

seems to be unsustainable; 

− It cannot therefore be used for supervisory responses 
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6. Elements of the HBS might be used as a complementary risk management instrument but 

other existing techniques would fully satisfy this role.  

 

7. The HBS results and information are very difficult to disclose to members and beneficiaries. 

The HBS only gives current market value of different items and does not give any insight on 

future developments of the financial position of the IORP. A fundamental problem is that 

these valuations are not real but theoretical as the market for the liabilities evaluated does 

not exist. Members and beneficiaries are interested in the future outcome of/benefits from 

their occupational entitlements and especially in the security mechanisms and instruments 

of the IORP to safeguard these entitlements. In this context, the disclosure of hypothetical 

numbers and possible deficits of an IORP due to a HBS may only lead to a higher level of 

insecurity and to a loss of confidence. A public disclosure of HBS results also could harm the 

sponsor by giving the impression of high obligations against the IORP. 

 

8. We think the fundamental conceptual shortcomings of the HBS should be discussed and 

addressed. A decision then needs to be taken on what purpose the HBS could serve, if any at 

all. This should be analyzed by means of a sufficiently long consultation period and 

sufficient time for EIOPA to draw conclusions from the responses provided by stakeholders. 

There may be a role for its use by individual Member States and their national competent 

authorities; but this decision and its implementation are matters for those countries alone.     

 

9. PensionsEurope warns of the macro and micro economic consequences of the introduction 

of the HBS especially on asset allocation, financial stability, sponsors’ behaviours and last but 

not least the sponsor’s own balance sheet. Putting more money aside to cover risks that 

might be overcome over time would also make long-term investment financing of the 

economy more difficult and would have a substantial impact on further economic 

development, innovation and growth. 
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1. Background 

 

On 13 October, EIOPA published a Consultation Paper on Further Work on Solvency of IORPs
1
. This 

paper was published together with a Mapping Exercise for Further Work on Solvency of IORPs
2
. 

PensionsEurope submitted its response
3
 to the consultation paper on 13 January 2015. 

 

The Consultation paper is further step towards tested EIOPA Advice
4
 to the Commission. According 

to the Consultation Paper (p.6), “EIOPA has undertaken this work on its own initiative, in its capacity 

as independent advisor to the European Parliament, the Council and the European Commission”. The 

Consultation is also a follow-up to the Quantitative Impact Study
5
 (QIS) for IORPs that took place in 

2012 and the Discussion Paper
6
 on Sponsor Support Technical Specifications published in July 2013. 

 

According to EIOPA (Consultation Paper p. 6), “this work is not related to the Commission’s proposal 

for a revision of the IORP Directive, adopted on 27 March 2014”.  

 

By the end of March 2015, EIOPA plans to have draft technical specifications for a quantitative 

impact assessment. During the summer of 2015, EIOPA will run a quantitative impact assessment of 

further work on solvency of IORPs including a stress test. The aim is to submit a tested advice on 

solvency for European Commission at the end of 2015 or early 2016. 

 

 

2. Introduction 

 
PensionsEurope commends EIOPA for responding to the concerns raised in previous rounds of 

consultations as well as during the Quantitative Impact Study (QIS). Indeed we welcome that EIOPA 

brought forward ideas such as the balancing item approach, the focus on principle-based approach 

(for example with regards to sponsor support valuation) as well as the consideration of a range of 

possible frameworks where the Holistic Balance Sheet (HBS) could be used. 

 

We appreciate the mapping exercise published together with the consultation on solvency for IORPs 

which shows the major existing differences between and in the Member States with regards to 

occupational pension provision. 

  

We also welcome that EIOPA for the first time discusses the central question of the regulatory 

function of the HBS (trigger points, funding requirements and EU-wide SCR, tiering of assets, 

                                                           
1
 Available here: https://eiopa.europa.eu/Publications/Consultations/EIOPA-CP-14-

040_CP_on_Further_Work_on_Solvency_of_IORPs.pdf 
2
 Available here: https://eiopa.europa.eu/Publications/Consultations/EIOPA-CP-14-

040_Mapping_Exercise_for_Further_Work_on_Solvency_of_IORPs.pdf 
3
Available here: 

http://www.pensionseurope.eu/system/files/PensionsEurope%20final%20response%20EIOPA%20consultation

%20solvency%20for%20IORPs%20-%2013-01-2015.pdf 
4
 Available here: http://ec.europa.eu/finance/pensions/docs/consultations/20130719-eiopa-advice_en.pdf 

5
 Available here: https://eiopa.europa.eu/Publications/Quantitative%20impact%20studies/EIOPA-BoS-13-124_-

_Report_on_QIS_on_IORPs-20130704.pdf 
6
 Available here: https://eiopa.europa.eu/Publications/Discussion%20paper/EIOPA-13-322_-

_Discussion_Paper_on_Sponsor_Support_-_20130704.pdf 
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recovery period) although we think that it should have been answered at a much earlier stage before 

all the in-depth-analysis of the HBS elements.  

PensionsEurope highlights that it was difficult to provide reliable answers to certain questions 

contained in the consultation paper from a pure European perspective. It is especially true when 

different options are discussed. This shows the wide diversity of the occupational pension sector and 

the difficulties or even impossibility to harmonise it. That is why, if, against our recommendation, the 

HBS is to be introduced, we stress it should be possible to authorise several options in order to 

reflect the specificities of occupational pension systems in the various EU Member States. 

 

3. The HBS is not suitable as a regulatory instrument at EU level 
 

3.1 The HBS is not an adequate instrument to cover the diversity of IORPs in Europe 

 

An objective and transparent assessment of the financial security of IORPs and the sound 

management of risks outlined in this consultation paper is an ambition PensionsEurope shares with 

EIOPA. However, we are of the opinion that the HBS is not the right way to achieve this, as it does 

not recognize the specificities of national pension systems sufficiently. Pension security needs to take 

into account the overall pension system of a country, including the balance between security, 

sustainability and adequacy. We would like to stress in this respect that both State pensions and 

occupational pensions fall under the subsidiarity principle and therefore as part of the national social 

and labour law are under the competences of individual Member States. We have our doubts 

whether the HBS approach can be consistent with the principles of subsidiarity and whether further 

EU-level harmonization is warranted.  

 

3.2 The HBS dilemma: if it is sound, it isn’t practical; and if it is workable, its results 

are questionable   

 

While without doubt EIOPA on its own initiative has invested a lot of time and efforts in the HBS, we 

do not think that the presented concept is to any degree satisfactory: the parts which are 

intellectually coherent are impossible for all IORPs to comply with given their limited resources (e.g. 

stochastic modelling that is not used by all IORPs); where simplifications have been introduced, the 

appropriateness of those simplified heuristics and the chosen parameters is doubtful and thus the 

intended goal of comparability of results is highly questionable. From a practical perspective more 

simplifications would be better – but even as it stands at the moment it is not clear what the derived 

figures would show and what they could be used for. This illustrates the dilemma of the HBS: to get 

the HBS workable simplifications are needed but those would challenge the whole approach. Thus 

even if we were supportive of the introduction of the HBS, this would not be a suitable approach. 

  

3.3 The HBS is very costly and it is difficult to interpret its results  

 

Additionally, we expect the HBS implementation to be very costly and we doubt that any potential 

benefits will outweigh those costs. PensionsEurope regrets that EIOPA does not consider the role 

that less complex and less costly alternative risk management instruments such as ALM studies, 

stress tests, continuity analysis etc. can play in the supervision of IORPs. Costs will have a negative 

impact on the benefits for IORP’s members and beneficiaries and the willingness of employers to 

provide occupational pensions. Moreover, we think that the HBS is a very complex method – 

therefore extremely difficult to interpret and use - especially for small and medium sized IORPs.  
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The lack of response/participation by small/medium IORPs to this consultation (and earlier ones) 

strongly indicates this problem.  

 

3.4 The HBS does not take enough into account the social aspect of IORPs  

 

Despite the improvements since earlier consultations recognised above, we do not only oppose the 

general idea of introducing new solvency requirements for IORPs, but also the HBS approach as 

proposed. It must be noted that the HBS approach, even if it takes into account existing steering 

mechanisms, does not adequately account for the social character of IORPs and is therefore not 

appropriate. In other words, it neglects that the members of IORPs are protected by labour, social 

and co-determination law.  

Against this background it is presumptuous that the EIOPA consultation suggests that Member States 

should adjust their national social and labour law so that it would be compatible with potential new 

prudential regulation
7
. We strongly oppose the idea that EU prudential law should be given any 

precedence over national social and labour law (SLL).  

 

3.5 The HBS and the market consistent valuation 

 

We consider the market-based approach challenging for liabilities with such long durations. Any 

valuation and risk management that is based on a market value approach could set the wrong 

incentives for those running the institution. Calculating technical provisions on a market consistent 

basis including a risk free interest rate is not necessarily appropriate for IORPs. Such a valuation risks 

being pro-cyclical and would not take into account the specifics of most IORPs. This type of valuation 

could harm solid long-term planning, as well as risk analysis and related calculations. It would 

therefore not necessarily contribute to more security for the members and beneficiaries.   

 

 

4. Valuation of the Holistic Balance Sheet 
 

4.1 Balancing items approach 

 

We welcome the efforts of EIOPA to take into account the different security mechanisms existing in 

various Member States. PensionsEurope strongly believes sponsor support and pension protection 

schemes (PPS), benefit reduction mechanisms as well as discretionary decision-making processes are 

key items providing security and predictability to members and beneficiaries. That is why we 

welcome the idea of treating those as balancing items. 

 

4.2 Valuation of sponsor support 

 

We share the opinion that the overarching principle of the valuation of sponsor support should be 

market consistent in the sense that we think it is adequate to use market data - where available and 

                                                           
7
 “If EU prudential requirements were amended, Member States may need to adjust their social and labour law 

in order to ensure that their overall framework continues to reflect the previously agreed objectives.” (5.138 at 

p.113 of the Consultation Paper). 
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applicable - to account for the ability of the sponsor to pay, especially in cases where sponsor 

support may be used in tandem with other security mechanisms, such as benefit reductions. 

 

We agree with EIOPA that the specifics of the market consistent calculation of sponsor support 

should be left to Member States and IORPs to implement as appropriate and as specific as possible 

with regards to their own circumstances. This would allow full recognition of the many differences 

between Member States’ pension systems and would, therefore, result in a more robust policy 

outcome. This approach would facilitate finding suitable solutions for the valuation of sponsor 

support for the widely different types of sponsors. 

 

PensionsEurope also warns that it is still not obvious how to deal with “non-standard” scenarios 

where a sponsor supports more than one IORP, where a single IORP has several sponsors or where 

sponsors are non-corporate (charities, universities) or public (municipalities etc.). We think all these 

aspects are far from being solved in this consultation and would deserve much more specific 

considerations assuming that the HBS approach should be applied. Again, these are all issues that 

would be better addressed by individual Member States and their national competent authorities as 

they are best able to consider the nature of the variety of sponsoring undertakings and IORPs in their 

jurisdiction. 

 

5. Shortcomings in the uses of the Holistic Balance Sheet 
 

5.1 Inadequate use for capital requirements (pillar 1) 

 

We think the HBS is conceptually wrong as an instrument for setting capital requirements. As 

capital requirements are neither part of the pension promise nor of the financing of this promise, we 

think there is no place for capital charges in the HBS. If this were to be done, conditional benefits 

would become unconditional in practice: Once the initially calculated capital charge is met by means 

of a higher funding ratio, the capital charge will have grown as the value of the conditional benefit 

will be higher at a higher funding ratio. This leads to a spiral that will only stop once the maximum of 

the originally conditional benefit will be granted, making it implicitly unconditional.  

 

Moreover, capital requirements for conditional benefits would imply a double charge for risk taking 

as both the resulting upward potential and the downward risk result in higher capital requirements. 

This would result in taking less risk and thus also lower returns. This is likely to be harmful for 

members of an IORP as lower returns lead to lower pensions and higher contributions.  

 

a. HBS is inconsistent with using Solvency Capital Requirement (SCR) 

 

PensionsEurope is convinced that the combination of the HBS and SCR is conceptually wrong. The 

HBS shows the current market value of all conditional and unconditional pension promises (assuming 

there is a complete market, which in reality is not the case), and the way in which these promises are 

backed by current assets and conditional future payments (or benefit reductions). As capital 

requirements are neither part of the pension promise nor of the financing of this promise, there is no 

place for an SCR on the HBS.  

 

Box 1: 

 

This can be illustrated for a simple (complete) agreement with a finite horizon where the participants 

will receive all revenues of the fund when it will close. If the stochastic simulations for the HBS are 
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conducted over the full (finite) lifetime of the pension agreement, the HBS will exactly balance. The 

current value of assets is exactly balanced by the current value of ‘unconditional’ liabilities plus the 

profit sharing option (e.g. indexation option) minus the loss sharing option (benefit reductions). If the 

simulation horizon ends before the end of the agreement, the conditional pension rights after the 

simulation horizon will not be valued, and consequently there will generally be a residual (positive or 

negative). This residual represents transfers to or from the generations that will still be in the fund 

after the simulation horizon. In the view of EIOPA, the pension fund only disposes of sufficient capital 

when this residual will exceed the SCR. This would then in practice mean that, irrespective of the 

starting financial situation of the fund, current members should always have to make transfers to 

future generations. This cannot be regarded as beneficial for the current participants. In addition the 

longer the simulation horizon, the smaller the value of the residual will be (as the transfers are 

discounted), and therefore the less likely that the HBS (including the SCR) will balance. 

 

 

 

b. HBS is inconsistent with using a recovery plan 

 

The HBS concept is inconsistent with a recovery plan. Calculating the HBS including all conditional 

and mixed benefits as well as all security instruments requires that all extra possible future funding - 

like extra sponsor support and instruments such as benefits cuts - are included. If the HBS does not 

balance then no further recovery plan is possible, since all security instruments are already included 

in the HBS. The only conclusion one could draw is that the funding policy is insufficient to pay out the 

benefits as promised, thus the pension agreement seems to be unsustainable. 

 

c. HBS cannot be used for supervisory response 

 

A third fundamental problem with the use of the HBS for capital requirements concerns the 

supervisory response given that the HBS can only be calculated assuming a complete agreement 

(including an agreement beforehand on the sharing of surpluses and deficits between the different 

stakeholders and all recovery mechanisms).  

 

Box 2: 

 

This can be demonstrated for an IORP with an insufficient “holistic funding ratio” and a deficit of €100 

million in order to comply with the SCR. In this situation for example, an additional payment by the 

sponsor of €100 million will be impossible, because this future security mechanism has already been 

valued in the HBS. Therefore, the outcome of the HBS is a “take it or leave it” deal. If the supervisor 

would not like the outcome, it might only suggest adjustments in the agreement or the recovery 

mechanisms, but the resulting HBS-outcome would be highly unpredictable as all HBS-items are 

interrelated. As a consequence, PensionsEurope deems this approach as not suitable for prudential 
supervision. The HBS is mixing up prudential stipulations for the IORP with controls on the 

sustainability of agreements between social partners. The latter should be part of social and labour 

law and according to the subsidiarity principle is the competence of the national Member States. 

 

 

d. The HBS is too complex to calculate 

 

In addition to these fundamental problems, the HBS also implies severe practical problems. Indeed 

the QIS1 (2012) has shown that in practice IORPs faced great difficulties in providing accurate 
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numbers reflecting the technical specifications provided by EIOPA, if these are available at all. This is 

due to the unavailability of necessary data (market prices for long time horizons, standard deviations 

and correlations and missing market data (like the prices for wage inflation)), and the complexity of 

the methods used. The latter makes the HBS very sensitive - probably too sensitive - for model and 

parameter assumptions, which can result in the valuation of HBS changing by tens of percentage 

points depending on the assumptions used. The simplifications that are being investigated may solve 

the problem of the complexity on the one hand (especially for small and medium sized IORPs), but 

will inevitably lead to overall inconsistencies on the other hand: any simplification will inevitably lead 

to the entire HBS no longer being (market) consistent.  

 

5.2 Use for risk management (pillar 2)? 

 

The HBS might possibly be used as an instrument for risk management to obtain more insights in 

relative risks of the ‘balance sheet’, but other less costly methods would better achieve this goal. A 

well drafted HBS could provide insights in the relative risks for different stakeholders. It is important 

to note however, that this would not provide insights into the main goals of an IORP, for example the 

capacity to pay the current benefits or the capacity to compensate for inflation. It would only give 

the current valuation of the future cash flows against market prices (assuming there is a complete 

market, which in reality is not the case) of conditional and unconditional pension benefits and the 

way these promises are financed. It would therefore never be possible to use the HBS as the sole 

instrument for risk management, but other instruments would always be needed. Other instruments 

could for example consist of some sort of solvency projection (continuity analysis), ALM calculations 

and stress tests. As such instruments are available and already used within the different Member 

States to provide for an adequate risk management, we think there would be little additional added 

value of also using the HBS, especially given the complexity of the information that the HBS would 

provide. 

 

Finally, EIOPA should note that the IORP II Directive proposal and the related Council’s General 

Approach
8
 regarding IORP II from 10 December 2014 includes a new Risk Evaluation for Pensions 

(article 29) report which appears to duplicate much of what would be achieved by using the HBS as a 

Pillar II tool – i.e. better management of risks. We stress there is clearly no need for both.  

 

5.3 Inadequate use as a transparency tool (pillar 3) 

 

We support transparency towards members and beneficiaries, but we have concerns with regards to 

the use of the HBS for these transparency purposes. We do not think that the HBS approach is the 

right way to support it. 

 

The HBS could not be used for transparency purposes towards members and beneficiaries mainly 

because the information that is provided by the HBS is not the information that scheme members 

expect, it is too complex and also misleading. A scheme member wants and needs to learn about the 

risks facing his pension benefits, for example the probability that despite the pension promise, the 

benefits will be decreased or not adjusted to inflation, and what the magnitude of these events could 

be. The option values that are shown on the HBS do not provide this information, as these are not 

forward looking: PensionsEurope notes that the HBS only provides insight in the current valuation of 

assets (under current market conditions and supposing a market actually exists), pension promises 

                                                           
8
 Available here: http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-15901-2014-REV-2/en/pdf 
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and security mechanisms and does not provide an insight on their future development - therefore 

also not on the capital requirements over a one year horizon. The valuation of all kinds of options on 

HBS requires complex valuation methods like risk-neutral valuation which only gives the current 

valuation of the expected cash flows. The HBS can be seen as a picture of the current financial 

position of the IORP (at current market conditions), but it cannot be used as a forward-looking view 

to see the development of that financial position going forward. 

 

Therefore, the fact that an indexation option (the market value of conditional indexation) currently 

has a value does not convey any information about the probability that the pensions will be indexed. 

It only provides the current market price of the option. As the scheme member cannot trade this 

option, this value is not informative. Technically, the option values provide information about the 

value of the optionality in a risk neutral world, but this is not the (real) world in which participants 

live. Moreover, as market conditions may change quickly, the option value may be very volatile. We 

therefore conclude that the use of the HBS for transparency towards participants is neither desirable 

nor feasible. 

 

Therefore HBS information should only be disclosed to supervisors (if at all) as this information 

maybe of relevance for IORPs and supervisors but not for scheme members or beneficiaries. As the 

methodology is very complex, the results could be misinterpreted very easily and lead to an 

increasing uncertainty for the members and beneficiaries about the future value/sustainability of the 

given pension promises. The information requirements proposed in the Council’s General Approach 

regarding the Review of the IORP Directive are sufficient. 

 

6. Macro-economic effects 
 

We fear adverse macro-economic effects if the HBS were to be implemented due to increased capital 

requirements, the impact (of the sponsor support value in the HBS) on the market value of the 

sponsor, the higher contributions and/or lower benefits for the members which all might result in a 

lower incentive for employers to offer occupational pensions. We fear this would be contrary to the 

ambition of the European Commission to set up more occupational retirement schemes and increase 

the Europe wide coverage ratio of occupational pensions. Every increase in the costs of providing 

occupational pensions decreases an employer’s willingness to provide this social benefit. This is 

concerning as when in times where most European societies undergo demographic changes, 

occupational pensions should be strengthened and coverage should be extended as emphasized by 

the European Commission in the White Paper – An Agenda for Adequate, Safe and Sustainable 

Pensions
9
.  

 

PensionsEurope warns that the introduction of the concept of a risk-based SCR might affect the 

strategic asset allocation of IORPs and will create important incentives for the IORPs to move away 

from long term investing in the real European economy. Investing in long term investments such as 

infrastructure for example will lead to high(er) capital requirements, where government 

bonds/interest rate swaps are treated as “risk-free”. This could result in a rebalancing of the asset 

allocation away from investments in the European economy and companies that might fluctuate over 

the short-term, but might offer long-term potential in return for this volatility/risk into (government) 

                                                           
9
 Available here: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2012:0055:FIN:EN:PDF 
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bonds/swaps. We note that the European Central Bank also raised this issue in a paper
10

 published in 

July 2014.  

 

PensionsEurope warns these negatives effects run counter to the European Commission’s increased 

emphasis on the so-called Capital Market Union and the channelling of private (pension) savings in 

long-term and job/growth-friendly investments. 

 

PensionsEurope is very worried that this regulatory steering of the investment choices of IORPs 

might have a negative impact on the cost of providing adequate and sustainable pensions via a 

funded system. This regulatory incentive to move away from long-term investing might not only have 

a micro-economic but also an important macro-economic impact.  

 

Moreover, PensionsEurope warns that applying a solvency capital regime to IORPs based on the 

principles of Solvency II would risk being pro-cyclical and therefore could affect financial stability 

across Europe. We think a proper impact assessment of such a risk should be duly conducted. 

 

Finally, we also note that the HBS - if it were to be implemented – is likely to lead to the closure of 

many defined benefit (DB) schemes. Obviously, PensionsEurope is aware of the current shift from 

defined benefits to defined contributions (DC) schemes and the related shift of risk from the 

employer to the individuals. Without going into detail regarding the differences between DB and DC 

or hybrid schemes, we emphasise that European regulators should aim to support existing schemes. 

 

7. The future of occupational pensions in Europe 
 

We welcome the recommendation to consider that the new prudential requirements would not 

apply to existing entitlements. However, we still see a number of issues for the future of 

occupational pensions if an HBS-style approach to solvency were to be introduced: 

 

• With State pensions being scaled back in many EU Member States, we envisage a growing need 

for a second pillar with widespread coverage among EU citizens for the future, which supports 

individuals in closing the gap the reforms of the first pillar are presenting them with. Policy-

makers and supervisors both at the national and the EU level should do everything possible to 

ensure that the framework occupational pensions operate in is adequate to support this goal. 

 

• The consultation paper does not take into account any implications the HBS proposals and the 

supervisory responses will have on what employers offer and how it will affect coverage. To us it 

looks like EIOPA is assuming an occupational pension system where membership is mandatory. In 

many EU Member States this is not the case, and with further unnecessary burdens being 

imposed on employers offering occupational pensions, provision in those Member States is likely 

to go down.  

 

• We doubt that the current suggestions will strengthen long-term investment or cross-border 

activity. The causalities presented in the paper are very uncertain.  

 

                                                           
10

 Available here: http://www.ecb.europa.eu/pub/pdf/scpops/ecbop154.pdf 
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• We invite EIOPA to start thinking about alternatives to the HBS, such as ALM studies and 

continuity analyses. These might serve the same goals as the HBS, with the advantage of lower 

complexity, lower costs, and less model uncertainty and these are much more feasible for the 

many smaller and medium sized IORPs in the EU.  

 

 

 

________________________________ 
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About PensionsEurope 

 

 

PensionsEurope represents national associations of pension funds and similar 

institutions for occupational pensions. Some members operate purely 

individual pension schemes. 

 

PensionsEurope has 24 member associations in 22 EU Member States and 

other European countries with significant – in size and relevance – workplace 

pension systems
11

.  

 

PensionsEurope has established a Central & Eastern European Countries 

Forum (CEEC Forum) to discuss issues common to pension systems in that 

region.  

 

PensionsEurope member organizations cover the workplace pensions of about 

80 million European citizens. Through its Member Associations 

PensionsEurope represents approximately € 3.5 trillion of assets managed for 

future pension payments. 

 

PensionsEurope Members are large institutional investors representing the 

buy-side on the financial markets.  

 

PensionsEurope has established a Multinational Advisory Group (MAG) which 

delivers advice on pension issues to PensionsEurope. It provides a collective 

voice and information sharing for the expertise and opinions of multinationals. 
 

 
Contact: 

Mr. Matti LEPPÄLÄ, Secretary General/CEO 

Koningsstraat 97 rue Royale – 1000 Brussels 

Belgium 

Tel: +32 (0)2 289 14 14 / Fax: +32 2 289 14 15 

matti.leppala@pensionseurope.eu 

www.pensionseurope.eu 
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 EU Member States: Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Estonia Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, 

Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Spain, Sweden, UK. Non-EU Member States: Guernsey, Iceland, 

Norway, Switzerland. 


