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1. Introduction 

 

PensionsEurope was asked by the European Commission to prepare an impact analysis of 

the administrative burden (including the compliance costs) of a new IORP II proposal on the 

European IORPs.  The following guidance documents and questionnaires were provided by 

the European Commission: 

 

- Assessing the Administrative Burden of an IORP II proposal: Guidance 

Document 

- Questionnaire to assess the administrative burden of an IORP II proposal 

- Questionnaire on compliance costs 

- Assessing the Compliance Costs of an IORP II proposal: Guidance Document 

- Results template to assess the administrative burden of an IORP II proposal 

 

The report presents the results received from 5 countries (Belgium, Italy, Norway, the UK 

and Spain) as well as some remarks from Finland, Sweden and Austria. PensionsEurope’s 

German and Dutch members also provided input that can be found separated from this 

document. Each part of the report is presenting the response received from one of those 

countries in the format of the questionnaire and questions received from the European 

Commission. It also includes remarks about difficulties or shortcomings faced in the process. 

 

PensionsEurope received very few responses from IORPs as many issues appeared during 

the process. This process was costly for IORPs and the uncertainties contained in the 

questionnaires combined with difficulties for each jurisdiction to interpret EIOPA’s Advice 

requirements render the process very difficult. However, as requested by the European 

Commission, the following data show some trends on the potential impacts. 

 

The content of this paper cannot be extrapolated at country level. Indeed, the very low 

number of respondents and the difference between the respondents make it impossible to 

extrapolate. Furthermore, only relatively big IORPs were able to provide responses within 

the time frame provided by the European Commission. As a result, the outcomes exposed in 

this paper are not representative of the IORP sector at all. 
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At the end of the report, the annexes are exposing some more detailed data (when 

available). If so desired by the European Commission, we would be prepared to further 

discuss additional information or to elaborate further on the answers provided.  

 

 

 

__________________________ 
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2. Belgium 

 

In Belgium, 6 IORPs responded to the questionnaires. Belgium currently abides with all 

requirements with regard to governance and reporting requirements. Therefore, as no new 

material cost is expected, no figure is provided. However, IORPs shared the following 

important qualitative statements.  

 

The cost impact of the IORP II requirements highly depends on the interpretation of the 

guidance as stated in the EIOPA’s Advice. We refer to the more detailed questionnaires 

(governance/administrative burden) where we indicate how the different, non-pillar I, IORP 

II elements are implemented in current regulation, either hard or soft (available in Annex 1). 

In our estimate of the impact we assumed that no additional requirements will be 

implemented and that today practices can continue without any further changes. For the 

impact of the pillar I elements of IORP II we refer to the Belgian figures of the QIS study, 

including the qualitative questionnaire. 

 

Q1. Please specify the administrative burden in the table below in EUR currency.  

 

 Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

 Recurrent  One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

Compliance with 

governance 

requirements  

Not applicable as no 

incremental cost for 

non-pillar I elements 

For ORSA pillar I, 

please see results 

Quantitative Impact 

Study 

Other costs are not 

material 

For ORSA pillar I, 

please see results 

Quantitative Impact 

Study 

Other costs are not 

material 

Reporting to 

supervisors 

Not applicable as no 

incremental cost for 

non-pillar I elements 

Not material Not material 

Pension Benefit 

Statement 

(reporting to 

members and 

Not applicable as no 

incremental cost 

Not material Not material 
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beneficiaries) 

 

Q2. Where the administrative burden is likely to increase due to the IORP II proposal, 

please explain the reason(s). You may wish to focus on the most important reasons.  

 

The administrative burden related to IORP II is mainly coming from pillar I issues (notably 

ORSA). For the impact of these elements, we refer to the Belgian QIS results, including the 

qualitative questionnaire.  

 

Q3. If the figures from Q1 reflect the situation for large IORPs, please provide advice on 

how to adjust these figures for smaller IORPs. Please indicate also the cut-off point 

between large and small.   

 

The size of the Belgian IORPs is relatively small, assets vary between 10 to 1,200 million €. 

Apart from the pillar I-related requirements, most governance and communication elements 

are already foreseen in the current Belgian regulation today. As a result, the impact for these 

non-pillar I elements are classified as non-material for both large and small Belgian IORPs. 

 

Q4. Please indicate if you think that the IORP II proposal could lead to a reduction in the 

administrative burden.   

 

Not applicable. 

 

Q5. Other comments and suggestions.   

 

Please note that the cost impact of the IORP II requirements highly depends on the 

interpretation of the guidance as stated in the Call for Advice. We refer to the detailed list 

below and the overview in Annex I where we indicate how the different, non-pillar I, IORP II 

elements are implemented in current regulation, either hard or soft. In our estimate of the 

impact we assumed that no additional requirements will be implemented and that today 

practices can continue without any further changes. For the impact of the pillar I elements of 

IORP II we refer to the Belgian figures of the QIS study, including the qualitative 

questionnaire. 

 

Governance requirements 

 

Information on the governance of the pension institution is done via to the supervisory 

authority via an online platform (eCorporate). This platform contains up to date information 
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on agenda and minutes of meetings (General Assembly, Board of Directors, Investment 

Committee, etc…), annual accounts, detailed list of all investment lines, statistics, reports 

from the recognized commissioner/internal auditor/compliance officer/actuary, main 

IOPR/scheme documents such as plan rules/collective bargaining agreement/management 

agreement/financing plan/statement of investment principles, different policies (around 

avoidance of conflict of interests, integrity, compliance, internal control including risk 

management, outsourcing, continuity, internal/external information, etc…), charter of the 

internal auditor/compliance officer, internal rules, procedure for complaints, ethical code, a 

self-assessment test , a fit & proper questionnaire, etc.. This information gives a total view 

on the activities of the IORP.  

For a full overview of the current implementation of the IORP II governance requirements 

we refer to Annex I. 

 

Reporting to supervisory authority 

 

Information on the main trends and objectives is done via the annual report of the Board of 

Directors to the General Assembly. Furthermore all IORPs do report on the main activities to 

the supervisory authority via online platforms (OneGate and eCorporate). This platform 

contains up to date information on agenda and minutes of meetings (General Assembly, 

Board of Directors, Investment Committee, etc…), annual accounts, reports from the 

recognized commissioner/internal auditor/compliance officer/actuary, main IOPR/scheme 

documents such as plan rules/collective bargaining agreement/management 

agreement/financing plan/statement of investment principles, different policies 

(outsourcing, continuity, etc…), etc.. This information gives a total view on the activities of 

the IORP, including trends and objectives. 

 

Information on contributions, expenses and performance (being net contributions) can be 

found in the management agreement (in a generic way). Details and breakdown are 

provided via the annual accounts and transparency report. 

 

Information regarding the projection of the net performance can be found in the financing 

plan and the actuarial report. Towards the supervisory authority updates to the financing 

plan need to be reported on an ongoing basis, the actuarial report is provided on an annual 

basis. 

 

Information regarding risk mitigation techniques can be found in the statement of 

investment principles and the financing plan. This information needs an update at least 
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every three years. But towards the supervisory authority updates need to be reported on an 

ongoing basis.  

 

Information on the costs for investments is given in the annual transparency report. This is 

part of the mandatory information to the supervisory authority. Members can get a copy of 

this report on simple request. As part of the outsourcing policy, all work outsourced to asset 

managers is part of a written agreement which describes all related costs. Information on 

income related to investment activities is not relevant for Belgian IORPs as they do not 

provide investment activities for third parties. 

 

Information on the net performance is reported on an annual basis to the supervisory 

authority (actuarial report, report of the Board of Directors, transparency report, etc…). 

Members affiliated to a pure DC plan can find this information on the annual benefit 

statement. 

 

Information on the projected expected performance as well as the key assumptions with 

regard to the investment decisions is part of the SIP, the actuarial report, the ALM study and 

as such is part of the information to the supervisory authority. 

 

Information about any investments in tradable securities is provided on an annual basis to 

the NBB and as such is available for the supervisory authority as well. 

Information on any material contributions and expenses are provided via the annual 

 

Reporting to members and their beneficiaries 

 

Information on the pension scheme guarantees, the current balance and the pension 

projections are given to members via the annual benefit statement (vested rights, vested 

reserves and projected benefits). At the moment the benefit gets in payment, beneficiaries 

get an individual document with all related benefit information. 

 

Practical information is part of the annual benefit statement. Furthermore the benefit 

statement mentions the contact details where plan rules can be obtained on simple request. 

A detailed breakdown of the costs is given in the annual transparency report which can be 

obtained on simple request. 

Information on investment options and risk profile is part of the plan rules, the statement of 

investment principles and the transparency report. All documents can be obtained by the 

member and beneficiaries on simple request. 
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Information on past (net) performance can be asked via the different transparency reports 

which can be obtained on simple request. But every member (active and deferred) also has 

the right to ask for an historical overview of his individual pension balances – this 

information also provides an overview of past net performances. 

 

 

_______________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PensionsEurope input in Impact Assessment of Pillar II and III (update) – 18 
July 2013 

 

 

9 

 

 

3. Germany 

 

The Arbeitsgemeinschaft für betriebliche Altersversorgung e. V. (aba, the German 

Association for Occupational Pensions) is pleased to provide input on the questionnaires 

concerning the qualitative requirements (Pillars 2 and 3) for IORPs. Tables can be found in 

Annex 2 of this document. 

 

 

Although our members generally welcome any opportunity to support the legislative process 

at a national and European level, the recently issued questionnaires trouble us:  

 

1. Our significant concerns  

1.1 The impact assessment has been prepared at too high speed  

 

Following the QIS conducted for capital requirements (pillar 1) at high speed during the last 

months of 2012, the consultation on pillars II and III commenced at the end of 

January/beginning of February 2013 with extremely detailed questions on cost impacts that 

were to be provided based on little more than a very broad-brush sketch of a framework to 

base such budgets on. Moreover, a deadline for responses of the end of March for receiving 

answers was set. Understandably, there was very little support from the industry to spend 

significant time and effort on what was quite obviously going to be a futile exercise.  

 

We feel that the request can be compared with an appeal to provide budgets for road 

construction and maintenance when the terrain, let alone a plan for the extent of the road 

network to be constructed, is unknown. Since then, not surprisingly, the questionnaires have 

been revised twice – one into an ultra-short and the second into a shortened version. 

Answers are now being solicited for any one of these three versions.  

 

We do not understand why the Commission does not seek a constructive dialogue with the 

IORP industry in Europe, including the local regulators, rather than putting forward once 

again a poorly amended Solvency II approach for “testing by the industry”. A much more 

promising and constructive approach would be to commence a thorough and diligent study 

of the existing IORP landscape in advance of the design of a new and common regulatory 

framework. There are previous examples of such approaches having been successfully 

undertaken in real life (e.g. the Turner commission in the UK).  
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1.2 The questions are inconcise, making their answering unwieldy  

 

Our members have found some of the questions ambiguous, thus leaving room for 

interpretation, and generally time-consuming to complete, as some refer to qualitative 

requirements which in turn are based on quantitative requirements. Since the application of 

these requirements to IORPs has not been clarified yet, one is being asked to estimate costs 

of unclearly scoped work based on an undefined framework. 

 

Nevertheless, eight IORPs have rallied around and taken some significant work upon 

themselves to attempt a constructive answer to the questionnaires.  

 

2. General approach taken in preparing cost estimates  

 

Since the provisions planned for Pillar 1 have been deferred, we have condensed our two 

scenarios to a single one (the second one had been based on the assumption that Pillar 1 

was to be implemented). Since the basis on which costs are to be provided is unclear, we 

have prepared the budgets in respect of implementation and recurring work on a number of 

assumptions:  

 

a) the quantitative requirements (pillar 1) , i.e. the calculation of technical provisions 

and solvency capital requirements for IORPs applicable under the current regime, will 

remain unchanged,  

b) the requirement to have separate individuals fulfill key functions will not apply and 

the proportionality principle will be applied circumspectly,  

c) there will be no requirement to produce an additional set of financial statements (i.e. 

accounts) or parts of financial statements over and above existing statutory reporting 

requirements under German GAAP,  

d) there will be no fundamental change in the reporting requirements to the regulator 

i.e. no change as represented by the Quantitative Reporting Templates (QRTs) 

applying to insurers but a modest change in reporting requirements likely to bring a 

measure of consistency in European reporting and  

e) at first glance the pillar III reporting requirements to members and beneficiaries 

described in EIOPA’s advice to the Commission of February 2012 should not 

necessarily materially alter the requirements that already exist under the current 

regime; however, we suspect that some change for all IORPs to bring a measure of 

consistency in European reporting may be likely; we have thus included in our cost 

estimates the cost of modest amendments to reporting requirements (described in 

more detail below),  
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Information was shared initially amongst the members of the working group to attempt a 

consistent understanding on the preparation of the budgets. The respective results were 

then shared and discussed together with a small group of actuaries from the German 

Actuarial Association and again reviewed for plausibility.  

 

Considering how these results were then to be aggregated over Germany as a whole, the 

following approach was chosen: Since the relative weight of implementing the governance 

and reporting requirements rudimentarily sketched out in EIOPA’s advice of February 2012 

increases exponentially relative to cost under the current regime as the size of IORPs 

decreases, estimates were made separately for small, medium and large enterprises:  

- small: assets of less than 100 m euro  

- medium: assets of more than 100m and less than 1 bn euro  

- large: assets of more than 1 bn euro  

 

3. Qualification of results and importance of assumptions  

 

We emphasize that the costings provided in this paper are to be considered as “ball-park 

estimates”. This is because it is still unclear what: 

  

- qualitative requirements,  

- specific reporting requirements required under standard and special circumstances,  

- proportionality rules and  

- level two and level three guidance (i.e. the remaining framework)  

 

apply. Quite clearly, costings prepared on such foundations cannot be taken at face value 

and must be revisited once the framework is clear.  

 

Further reasons for uncertainty in our budgets are that in many cases it is unclear how 

regulations in respect of certain areas such as key functions, benefit statements and ORSA 

(Own Risk and Solvency Assessment) will be implemented in practice. Depending on the 

actual implementation rules there is a wide range of resulting costs. The goal must be to 

make these consequences transparent at the outset and not wait for Level 2 and 3 

provisions to materialize. 
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The approach described in section 2 above was nevertheless chosen for the sake of 

simplicity and to highlight the fact that the cost of implementing the proposed measures 

without a clear definition of “proportionality” will be prohibitive for all small and most 

medium sized operations. We suggest that the Commission seriously considers the situation 

of these funds now and not defer this to a later stage in the process.  

 

We have nevertheless attempted to provide cost estimates in the following, and have 

concentrated on the issues which are most likely to have an impact on the administrative 

burden of IORPs. Quite clearly, these figures will change dramatically, if the underlying 

assumptions are not met. For example, if ORSA and/or the holistic balance sheet approach 

will apply under pillars II and III I their full extent – i.e., in a way which goes beyond the risk 

assessment using the current systems (see enclosure) -, the cost estimates provided on 

pages 4 – 6 will increase by a multiple.  

 

4. Additional cost of governance provisions (pillar II)  

 

From a bird’s eye view, many of the elements of pillar II may be viewed as little more than 

what is currently best practice for those running pension funds. For example, in relation to 

the requirements on fitness and propriety of IORP managers and internal controls, the 

existing IORP Directive already sets common minimum standards. Provided Member States 

have implemented these measures appropriately, it could be taken for granted that is seems 

unlikely that the proposals in these areas will mark significant change.  

 

By contrast, in areas where there are no existing parallels in the IORP Directive, carrying 

across Solvency II principles is likely to lead to some substantial changes and costs. Certainly 

the experience gained by insurers in preparing for Solvency II is that these new elements 

have proven considerably more significant and costly than had been initially anticipated by 

the first broad-brush principles aired in the first level exercise. The development of the ORSA 

and requirements for reporting to the regulator are prime examples.  

 

Also, the precise interpretation of “proportionality” will be crucial. EIOPA offers reassurance 

that measures will be proportionate but much then depends on how exactly this is 

translated into practice. For example, measuring proportionality relative to risk could be 

substantially more onerous than measurement relative to IORP size or resources. From a 

German perspective, a number of requirements contained in EIOPA’s response to the Call for 

Advice are significantly more onerous than those contained in the German current regime. 

Hence there are costs associated with complying with them.  
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We expect that, relative to current cost of fulfilling Governance requirement the 

proportionate additional cost impact will be:  

 

40% for large, 

125% for medium and 

185% for small 

 

IORPS. This assumes that the implementation costs are amortised over two years. In 

absolute monetary amounts, in millions of euro, the additional cost is estimated to amount 

to:  

 

18m for large, 

34m for medium and 

22m for small 

 

IORPs. The main reasons for the prohibitive increase for small and most medium sized IORPs 

are the additional requirements to fulfill the general governance structure & functions, 

internal control & compliance, fit & proper, risk management and ORSA requirements. These 

estimates do not even include the cost for smaller IORPS having to possibly move from 

triennial to annual valuations. Reasons for the increase in cost include the known costs of 

implementing general governance structure and functions and risk management.  

 

5. Additional cost for disclosure to supervisors (pillar III, part 1)  

 

There is potential for substantial additional impact although its extent will depend on the 

degree of harmonisation that the Commission and EIOPA are seeking. In estimating the cost 

increase, we have assumed that the separate reporting requirements for different schemes 

in one fund will be maintained. Not requiring these (if either the fund is financed collectively 

or if there is only a single debtor) would reduce our estimates.  

 

We expect that the additional cost impact will be:  

 

90% for large, 

700% for medium and 

1,200% for small 

IORPS. Again, this assumes that the implementation costs are amortised over two years. In 

absolute monetary amounts, in millions of euro, the additional cost is estimated to amount 

to:  
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6m for large, 

18m for medium and 

11m for small IORPs. 

 

6. Additional cost for disclosure to members and beneficiaries (pillar III, part 2)  

 

While the ‘Solvency II’ Directive for insurers is the basis for much of EIOPA’s advice, albeit 

with some amendments to take account of the “specificities” of pensions funds , for the 

disclosures that pension funds should make to members (or participants), the ‘Key Investor 

Information Document’ under the UCITS IV Directive
1
 is apparently taken as inspiration.  

 

For many Member States, it may appear that the proposals would represent little or no 

change. However, using the Key Investor Information Document under the UCITS IV Directive 

as a model does not inspire confidence, since that Directive resulted in a 15-page 

prescriptive ‘regulation’
2
 from the Commission – setting out, in great detail, both the format 

and content of communication material.  

 

We have assumed that there will be a modest change in reporting requirements that will be 

brought about by the intention to achieve a measure of consistency in European reporting, 

at least in the medium term. There will be a lot of diligent work to be performed at the 

outset here to reach a sensible result. For example, requiring defined benefit plans to 

disclose an “account balance” makes no sense if the beneficiary has not claim on funds but 

only to a benefit. Also, we expect the requirement for “digital information disclosure” to 

result in additional systems, implementation and recurring costs.  

 

Since the baseline costs under the current regime can very significantly from fund to fund, 

we have not been in a position to estimate these. However, we estimate the additional cost 

in absolute monetary amounts, in millions of euro, to amount to:  

 

6m for large, 

17m for medium and 

5m for small IORPs. 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 Directive 2009/65/EC on the co-ordination of laws, regulations and administrative provisions relating to 

undertakings for collective investment in transferable securities 
2
 Regulation 583/2010   
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7. Closing Comments  

 

Considering the overall cost increases estimated for all German IORPs under the premises 

made in pre-paring this paper the overall cost for governance and reporting requirements 

vis-à-vis the current regime is estimated to: 

 

almost treble (150% increase or 140m euro p.a.) 

 

We suggest that the Commission seriously reconsiders the approach taken. In particular, in 

order not to frighten employers away from their important role of voluntarily providing 

retirement benefits to a large portion of Europe’s population and so as not to strangulate 

small and medium sized IROPs, we strongly suggest that the Commission considers to:  

 

- disclose all rules and requirements for pillars II and III in the forthcoming draft 

wording of the IORP-directive , including in particular measures in respect of small 

and medium sized IORPs i.e. issue de-tails of the rules to be applied to take account 

of proportionality,  

- first fully understand local-grown risk management regimes and, if found robust, 

accept them (i.e. not insist on harmonisation for its own sake in order not to 

encourage pro-cyclicality that can be expected to be compounded by unnecessary 

alignment with the insurance industry,  

- allow time to revisit the cost estimates made on possibly incorrect assumptions once 

the entire framework has been disclosed and  

- refrain from measures implementing (i) ORSA modeling as required under pillar I 

and/ or (ii) the holistic balance sheet approach into pillars II and III as these will have 

the effect of multiplying the ball-park cost estimates provided.  

 

We appreciate that sound risk management based on the requirement that managers of 

IORPs should develop a robust sense of risk awareness, actively support it and uphold it at all 

times is a goal worth striving for. Such a system would include the definition of an 

appropriate risk strategy consistent with the chosen business strategy, adequate 

organizational and operational rules, the establishment of an appropriate internal risk 

treatment and control system, as well as the establishment of an internal auditing sys-tem 

and internal controls. Management should adequately and regularly inform the supervisory 

body of the risk situation. We believe that a more stringent framework for IORPs based on 

the quantitative requirements (e.g. ORSA) is unnecessary, if there are proven, adequate 

safeguards backing up the promises in place already.  
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___________________________ 
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4. Italy 

 

In Italy 1 IORP responded to the questionnaire and provided figures. This IORP represents 

around €164mln of assets under management with 17.955 members
3
. The IORP currently 

complies with the qualitative and reporting requirements. The only cost increase would 

come from the prevision of a legal separation of the sponsoring undertaking and the 

institution. The estimated cost for the implementation of IORP II qualitative and disclosure 

requirements is around €12.000. The breakdown of the current costs can be found in Annex 

3. 

 

Q1. Please specify the administrative burden in the table below in EUR currency.  

 

 Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

 
Recurrent 

One-off 

implementation 
Recurrent 

Compliance with 

governance 

requirements  

€15.152 €12.000  

Reporting to 

supervisors 
€3.666 

 
 

Pension Benefit 

Statement 

(reporting to 

members and 

beneficiaries) 

€3.952 

 

 

 

Q2. Where the administrative burden is likely to increase due to the IORP II proposal, 

please explain the reason(s). You may wish to focus on the most important reasons and 

use the tables in the annex. 

 

The only cost increase for this IORP is due to the prevision of a legal separation of the 

sponsoring undertaking and the institution; however this is a one-off implementation cost. 

                                                           
3
 Data from end-2012 
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For the other costs the situation will be the same that the current situation as specified in 

the table of this questionnaire (available in annex 3). 

 

Q3. If the figures from Q1 reflect the situation for large IORPs, please provide advice on 

how to adjust these figures for smaller IORPs. Please indicate also the cut-off point 

between large and small.   

 

Some of the administrative burdens of the IORP II proposal (for example n. 2, 5 and 9 in the 

table of reporting to supervisors) apply only to IORPs with a number of members and 

beneficiaries superior to 100, so for this IORP we consider these burdens like current 

burden. 

 

Q4. Please indicate if you think that the IORP II proposal could lead to a reduction in the 

administrative burden.   

 

At first sight we think that IORP II proposal will leave more or less unvaried our 

administrative burden. 

 

Q5. Other comments and suggestions.   

 

It should be noted that all the costs relating to the administrative burden specify in the 

tables are supported by the sponsoring undertaking. 

 

 

 

________________________ 
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5. Norway 

 

One IORP responded to the questionnaire in Norway. It is the fourth largest IORP in Norway, 

with a total asset of 9,852,000,000 NOK (€1,311,261,301) under management. The 

distinction between one-off implementation and recurrent burden was difficult to make, 

that is why the figure refers to the whole likely burden. The breakdown of these figures can 

be found in Annex 4. 

 

It should be noted that this IORP currently abides with the Solvency II framework 

implemented by the Norwegian Financial Supervisory Authority for IORPs. The estimated 

cost for the implementation of IORP II qualitative and disclosure requirements is around 

€67.000 

 

 Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

 
Recurrent 

One-off 

implementation 
Recurrent 

Compliance with 

governance 

requirements  

NOK 2.7 million 

(≈358.000€) 

NOK 0.5 million 

(≈67.000€) 

Reporting to 

supervisors 

Pension Benefit 

Statement 

(reporting to 

members and 

beneficiaries) 

 

 

___________________________ 

 

 

 



PensionsEurope input in Impact Assessment of Pillar II and III (update) – 18 
July 2013 

 

 

20 

 

 

6. The Netherlands 

 

Preliminary remarks: 

 

The Federation of the Dutch Pension Funds was asked to prepare an impact analysis of the 

administrative burden (including the compliance costs) of a new IORP II proposal on the 

Dutch IORPs.  The following guidance documents and questionnaires were provided by the 

European Commission: 

 

- Assessing the Administrative Burden of an IORP II proposal: Guidance 

Document 

- Questionnaire to assess the administrative burden of an IORP II proposal 

- Questionnaire on compliance costs 

- Assessing the Compliance Costs of an IORP II proposal: Guidance Document 

- Results template to assess the administrative burden of an IORP II proposal 

 

The answers to the questionnaires and interpretations thereof are based on the current 

situation in the Netherlands. In general, we think that the changes will have an impact on 

certain issues but we also want to stress that the impact might be much higher once the 

draft IORP II directive is drawn up and specific topics are presented in more detail. 

 

Next, our findings are presented in a format, agreed with the European Commission. These 

findings comprise a first estimation of which intended changes to the IORP Directive will 

have a high impact on the administrative and compliance costs of pension funds.  

 

We would like the readers to consider that the Dutch Pension System is based on collective 

pension arrangements. Therefore, the proposals for individualized provision of data to 

participants that are not directly relevant in a collective scheme will impose significant costs 

on Dutch IORPs.  

 

An additional disclosure of the items ‘transaction of assets, special register for assets 

covering TP, new pension scheme, cross border information, information on risk mitigating 

techniques, information on the key assumptions with regard to investment decisions’ is 

needed to make a good impact analysis. Therefore for the moment we refrain from giving an 

estimation of potential additional costs related to these items. 
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If so desired by the European Commission, we would be prepared to further discuss 

additional information or to elaborate further on the answers provided.  

 

In this answer we disclose our approach, the assumptions made, our findings and final 

conclusion. We want to emphasize that in the Netherlands the IORPs generally make 

extensive use of (pension) service providers. Much regulation or execution of regulation is 

outsourced to the (pension) service provider. The supervision of the (pension) service 

providers is done by IORPs or third parties. Therefore internal control, compliance, 

remuneration etc. is mostly executed at the level of the (pension) service provider, who are 

bound to detailed service level agreements and strict compliance. Though the outsourcing 

does not discharge the IORPs of their responsibility, they should be able to fall back on the 

(pension) service provider if appropriate business assurance provisions are in place. We 

assume that it is not the intention that the work done by the (pension) service provider is 

repeated by the (body of the) IORP. 

 

Approach chosen 

 

We reviewed the questionnaires, assessed whether the information requested is already 

included in the current Dutch laws and regulations and examined the present reporting 

requirements. We also looked into EIOPA’s Advice on the potential new requirements and 

whether they are already implemented in the Dutch pension law.  

 

As there was insufficient guidance and details we had to make our own assumptions on 

definitions. It should be clear that we interpreted the questions raised by reference to the 

current situation in the Netherlands. Misinterpretations can therefore not be excluded. 

 

At present, terms and conditions of pension agreements and the related regulatory regime, 

in particular in respect of the solvency framework and the governance and communication 

rules, are under fundamental review in the Netherlands.  This will also affect the reporting 

requirements to supervisory authorities. When doing this impact analysis we did not 

anticipate on these developments, but took the current Dutch pension law as a basis.  

 

Executive Summary 

 

Reporting requirements 

 

The Dutch pension funds have to deal with a very extensive range of reports and reporting 

requirements. Based on our own interpretations, we conclude that the requirements as 



PensionsEurope input in Impact Assessment of Pillar II and III (update) – 18 
July 2013 

 

 

22 

 

 

quoted in the questionnaire do lead to a substantial raise of cost (which are at least tens of 

millions of Euros) for the following items: 

 

• Preparation of annual accounts and annual reports per pension scheme 

• Current balance and flows per member in a DB-scheme 

• Depending on the details of the requirements, the following items may lead to a 

substantial increase in costs: Information of Annex B, Table I, 12-18, Information on 

investment options & risk profile, Information on past performance 

An additional disclosure of the items ‘transaction of assets, special register for assets 

covering TP, new pension scheme, cross border information, information on risk mitigating 

techniques, information on the key assumptions with regard to investment decisions’ is 

needed to make a good impact analysis of the potential additional costs related to these 

items. Therefore for the moment we refrain from giving an estimation of these costs. 

 

 

Governance requirements 

 

Although the governance requirements in Netherlands go quite far and are often established 

through legislation, it seems that the requirements will be extended and costs will increase 

in the following areas: 

Reporting on internal control mechanisms, risk management systems, / compliance,  

• Fit & Proper,  

• Supervisory board 

• Outsourcing (including the use of investment managers, custodians / depositories) 

 

Depending on the details of the requirements, the following items may lead to a substantial 

increase in costs as well:  internal control mechanism, entrusting management to other 

entities and remuneration policy. 

 

Q2. Where the administrative burden is likely to increase due to the IORP II proposal, 

please explain the reason(s). You may wish to focus on the most important reasons and 

use the tables in the annex.  

 

a. Reporting requirements 

 

1. Reporting requirements to Supervisory Authorities 
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Below we only present those items for which we expect additional costs 

 Annex A, table I, 2:  Annual accounts and annual reports for each pension scheme operated 

by the institutions: At present, annual accounts and annual reports are generally being made 

per pension fund, although a pension fund can execute several pension schemes. Annual 

accounts / reports per pension scheme are generally not prepared. In the case reporting 

requirements are being extended to annual accounts / reports per pension schemes, this will 

lead to a significant increase in costs for those pension funds operating multiple pension 

schemes. As we currently don’t have exact information about the number of pension funds 

where this applies, we cannot estimate the impact sufficiently accurate. Impact can be 

expected on all types of funds, both industry wide as company and funds for independent 

professionals, and ranging from small to large. 

 

2. Reporting requirements to Members & Beneficiaries 

 

Below we only present those items for which we expect additional costs or where the 

documentation received was not clear. 

 

- Annex B, table I, 12-18: Information is available, but is not necessarily sent to members 

and beneficiaries. Assuming that online publication upon request is sufficient, we expect 

no material additional costs. In case that online publication upon request would not be 

sufficient anymore, this would result in a tremendous increase of costs.  

 

- Annex B, table II, 1.3: Current balance per member: In general, Dutch DB pension 

entitlements are being accrued and financed based on collective principles. Information 

of the current balance and inflows and outflows per member or per beneficiary is 

therefore not available nor can be a meaningfully calculated. In the specific Dutch DB-

system this information does not have any added value. If this requirement leads to an 

additional reporting obligation, this will have a major impact on additional reporting 

costs. We estimated that these costs amounts to tens of millions of euros. 

 

- Annex B, table II, 2.1: Detailed breakdown of costs: Assuming that disclosure of entry, 

switch, exit and management cost is sufficient, we expect no material addition costs as 

these costs are generally already disclosed. 

 

- Annex B, table II, 2.2: Information on investment options & risk profile: Predominant 

pension fund schemes  are still based on collective arrangements including investment 

decisions. Should information on investment options & risk profile be required in the 
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context of individualized pensions in an IORP, the additional regulation will undoubtedly 

lead to substantial additional costs of up to tens of millions of Euros.    

 

- Annex B, table II, 2.3: Information on past performance: although the required level of 

detail of this items is unclear to us, we assume that this information is available. Next to 

that we assume that the historical overview is limited in time (one or two year) and 

certainly not extended backwards to the date of entry for each individual member. 

Therefore, we expect no material additional recurring costs. However, there might be 

implementation costs to change the current setup of the member statements, estimated 

at a couple of millions. 

 

- An additional disclosure of the items ‘transaction of assets, special register for assets 

covering TP, new pension scheme, cross border information, information on risk 

mitigating techniques, information on the key assumptions with regard to investment 

decisions’ is needed to make a good impact analysis. Therefore for the moment we 

refrain from giving an estimation of costs. 

 

Part 2 of Questionnaire 

 

Governance requirements 

 

Below we only present those items for which we expect additional costs or where the 

documentation received was not clear. 

 

- Annex A, table I, 5.1: Concerning internal control mechanism: in the Netherlands there is 

no obligation to show the adequacy and effectiveness of the internal control 

mechanisms externally, for example by means of an Internal Control Statement. We do 

see reporting on the internal controls between the (pension) service provider and the 

IORP in the form of an annual ISAE 3402-reports. This is not reported externally but part 

of the outsourcing agreement. If the internal control mechanism is outsourced, in the 

new IORP directive the supervision on this function should be materially at the (pension) 

service providers. If this shifts to the body of the IORP this will increase the costs. The 

IORP should be able to rely on most of the internal control mechanism of the (pension) 

service provider, most of which have an assurance report certified by an external 

auditor. 

 

We see no material impact on the internal control mechanism, if the current status quo 
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can be maintained. If more details or public assurance reporting is required higher costs 

are inevitable. The amounts to be expected are in the range of tens of millions. 

 

- Annex A, table I, 8.1: Entrusting management to other entities: Although the framework 

of outsourcing is regulated by law, the item ‘outsourcing’ is subject to various 

developments (with regard to the contractual terms and conditions, risk management, as 

well as the reporting requirements). We do not see a material impact if functions like the 

actuarial, internal audit, compliance etc. can be delegated or outsourced to (pension) 

service providers or external/hired advisors who report to the (board of the) IORP. If the 

IORP has to maintain own departments for these functions or retain this knowledge fully 

within the body of the IORP, we see a significant increase in costs for large IORPs and 

even more for middle sized and small IORPs. For the total Dutch pension industry we 

estimate this to be tens of millions. 

 

- System of governance (CfA section 18.5, points 1 and 2): It seems an undesirable 

situation that all policies are reviewed by the external supervisor in advance. The 

proportionality can be supported by the (pension) service provider or third parties. The 

body of the IORP should be able to employ advisors which can support the IORP. 

If all material changes are to be reviewed by an internal supervisory board, this will mean 

a cost increase of at least € 10-15 million for the combined Dutch pension industry, 

because this requires an internal supervisory body to be available more regularly then 

current. If all changes are to be reviewed by a supervisory board the costs will increase 

even more to at least double that number. At this point we do have supervisory bodies in 

the Netherlands for a general review of the board of the IORP. Depending on the size of 

the IORP this general review is executed between every year and every three years and 

the organizational design is varied, from Visitation committees to Internal supervision 

Committee or Audit committees. 

 

- Remuneration policy CfA section 18.5, point 3:  We acknowledge that remuneration is an 

important part of the social responsibility of the IORP. We feel that the IORP should 

make an (risk) assessment in this respect. It should furthermore be examined from a 

material point of view.  If compliance with a strict remuneration policy and monitoring of 

compliance with  this policy is required for all levels (look through) of outsourcing 

(including asset management) the costs will increase materially and it might at the same 

time substantially reduce the number of parties willing to contract with IORPs. In this 

case this might in addition lead to significant exit costs for existing contracted out 

relationships. 
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- Depositories (CfA section 26.5, point 3): Dutch pension funds currently invest both 

indirectly in investment funds, as in direct investments. Investment in funds can be UCITS 

or non-UCITS. The UCITS-funds already have a separate depository, so no additional costs 

are expected here. Current non-UCITS funds will soon fall under the AIFM-directive, 

which also requires a depository, so no additional costs resulting from the IORP-directive 

will occur. For direct investments currently no separate depository is required. In our 

opinion, there is also no need for this, as pension funds themselves are by definition a 

separate legal entity with no other goal then to hold the assets and procure the benefit 

payments. If however a separate depository becomes a requirement, costs will be 

significant, as separate fees will be charged to the pension funds, including insurance 

charges for the liabilities incurred by the depositories, and the additional oversight. 

Estimated in total at tens of millions, predominantly for the larger pension funds (the 

smaller invest more heavily in investment funds). In addition, the implementation costs 

will be substantial, as transferring the legal title of the assets will incur reregistration 

costs, stamp duties and other transaction costs in several jurisdictions. 

 

- Annex A table 1 2.1: Fit & Proper: In the current IORP directive we see the option of “… 

employ advisers with appropriate professional qualifications and experience.”. In the 

Netherlands it is general practice that through outsourcing or use of external advisors 

the IORP is supported in certain areas of expertise. If this option is not continued this will 

increase the cost of the IORP, as knowledge is hired or implemented at the level of third 

parties (outsourcing).  

 

Q3. If the figures from Q1 reflect the situation for large IORPs, please provide advice on 

how to adjust these figures for smaller IORPs. Please indicate also the cut-off point 

between large and small.   

 

In view of the short time span available for answering to this questionnaire, we were not 

able to make a cut-off point between large and small IORPs. Where possible we tried to 

provide estimation for the whole Dutch pension sector.  

 

Q4. Please indicate if you think that the IORP II proposal could lead to a reduction in the 

administrative burden.   

 

Considering the preliminary analysis, we do not see that the IORP II Directive would lead to a 

reduction in administrative burden. 
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Q5. Other comments and suggestions.   

 

An additional disclosure of the items ‘transaction of assets, special register for assets 

covering TP, new pension scheme, cross border information, information on risk mitigating 

techniques, information on the key assumptions with regard to investment decisions’ is 

needed to make a good impact analysis. Therefore for the moment we refrain from giving an 

estimation of costs. 

 

Against the background  of the important role of outsourcing in the Netherlands to 

professional pension service providers, we observe that these  providers  report to the (body 

of the) IORP or that the (body of the) IORP is supported by external/hired experts on items 

like compliance, internal audit, internal control mechanism, remuneration, whistle blowing, 

actuarial function etc. We do acknowledge that the final responsibility lies with the board of 

the IORP, but feel that through risk assessments and proper business assurance procedures 

the IORP should be able to delegate most of these functions as these are (partly) outsourced 

or supported by external/hired experts.  

If this can be continued this will in our opinion have a limited impact on costs, as described 

in more detail in the above questions. If this cannot be continued we estimated that these 

costs amount to tens of millions of euros. 

 

Level of detail and reporting frequency will not change through the new requirements. If 

more details or a higher frequency is required, costs will increase. 

 

Proportionality will be important for middle sized and smaller IORPs. 

 

Next to laws and regulations, the Dutch pension funds also have to comply with specific 

codes or other principle based guidance following the so-called ‘zorgplicht’ (duty of care). 

We assume that the total set of rules is sufficient to meet the requirements as stated in the 

questionnaires. 

 

 

 

 

_______________________ 
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7. The United Kingdom 

 

In the UK, 3 IORPs responded as well as a consultancy firm. One of the IORPs was only able 

to provide figures relative to the current burden which is £1.2 million for compliance with 

governance requirements, £0.1 million for reporting to supervisors and £0.2 million for 

reporting to members and beneficiaries. 

 

First IORP: 

 

Q1. Please specify the administrative burden in the table below in EUR currency.  

 

 Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

 Recurrent  One-off implementation Recurrent 

Compliance with 

governance 

requirements  

- £360,000 

(manpower) 

- £300,000 

(external) 

-  £75,000 

(Investment 

manager) 

 

= £720,000/yr  

= €850,000 

- £300,000 

- £500,000 ORSA 

quantitative 

requirements (if 

applicable) 

 

 

 

= €1,000,000 

- £120,000 

- £50,000 ORSA 

quantitative 

requirements 

(if applicable) 

 

 

 

= €100,000 

Reporting to 

supervisors 

- £180,000 

(manpower) 

- £100,000 

(external) + 

£25,000 

(investment 

manager) 

 = £300,000/yr = c. 

€350,000  

- £100,000 

 

 

= €120,000 

- £50,000 

 

 

=€60,000 

Pension Benefit 

Statement 
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(reporting to 

members and 

beneficiaries) 

 

Q2. Where the administrative burden is likely to increase due to the IORP II proposal, 

please explain the reason(s). You may wish to focus on the most important reasons.  

 

- Any long & detailed proposal requires analysis and advisor fees to understand the 

new requirements.  There is then a training (and TKU) requirement for staff and 

Trustees. There will thus be a significant one-off cost even if the net effect were to be 

‘no change’ to the existing activity. 

 

- Increased reporting to supervisory authorities is implied in the proposals, including 

many areas which currently are not part of our regular detailed returns (such as the 

implementation of investment strategy & return assumptions, qualifications of 

personnel). 

 

- References to ‘harmonisation’, ‘common format’ etc. imply much existing reporting 

will need to be changed in detail if not in basic content which is likely to require IT 

system changes. 

 

- An implied increase in documentation and record-keeping for activities we already 

carry out but may not have formal written policies for (such as applying a 

remuneration policy). 

 

- The ORSA links in with the HBS and potential capital requirements for a DB scheme. 

As the assumption basis is different to the current TP valuation, it is assumed an 

implementation cost in line with the tri-annual valuation to cover understanding 

requirements, agreeing the basis for e.g. sponsor covenant, obtaining required 

market data and implementing changes to reporting systems. The ‘ongoing’ cost is 

then in line with our current costs for the AAR and similar reporting.  This assumes an 

annual exercise – if it must be more frequent, the ongoing costs are higher. 

Q3. If the figures from Q1 reflect the situation for large IORPs, please provide advice on 

how to adjust these figures for smaller IORPs. Please indicate also the cut-off point 

between large and small.   

 

No comment 
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Q4. Please indicate if you think that the IORP II proposal could lead to a reduction in the 

administrative burden.   

Given that the proposals are all either neutral or incremental compared to the existing IORP 

directive and UK regulation it is difficult to construct any way in which they could lead to a 

reduction in burden. 

 

Q5. Other comments and suggestions.   

 

For ‘Pension Benefit Statements’, the response to the CfA (s. 29.5 para 5) says that 

information requirements for members & beneficiaries should be unchanged for a DB plan, 

so there are no additional costs assumed. If that is not the case, clearly there will be more 

costs.  The original questionnaire included a suggestion that ‘pension scheme guarantees’ 

also need to be shown in the PBS: I am not sure how that applies to the UK but we currently 

do not show anything of this on benefit statements. Similarly our current statements do not 

give a summary of all contributions paid because these are irrelevant: only years of service 

and pensionable salary matter.  A ‘standard EU template’ including this unhelpful 

information would have a significant implementation cost, although ongoing costs would be 

small. 

 

Costs for the Trustee Board’s time have not been included, only executive staff and external 

advisors. There could be a significant training requirement, and on an ongoing basis if 

additional reporting is mandated (rather than allowable on an exception basis) there time 

spent in Board & Committee meetings will increase. Many of the proposals require 

consultation or approval by the ‘supervisory board of the IORP’.  

 

There are many references to (a) additional reporting to supervisory authorities in some 

areas, particularly investment and governance and (b) information being ‘continuously’ 

available. It is not clear if the latter means ‘always’ or ‘quarterly’ or something else: some 

management reporting on our investments is currently available quarterly and is significant 

work to produce; if this had to be available in ‘real time’ there would be additional cost.  

Much of our reporting to TPR is on an exception basis: For instance, if the scheme is not in 

deficit, a recovery plan is not needed. If information on ‘business plans’, assumptions, risks 

etc. must be provided by all funds that is different (and a greatly increased cost to the 

regulator) than the current risk-based approach where reporting requirements can vary 

significantly by fund. 

 

Concerning ORSA, it is possible to ensure liquidity and solvency in various ways: Good cash 

forecasting and a high level of liquid assets should reduce the level of detailed reporting 
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requirements on a daily basis.  In particular, pension fund beneficiary cash-flows and 

contributions are by their nature much more predictable than in the insurance industry so 

short-term continuous reporting on solvency is less useful. 

 

Second IORP: 

 

The following data corresponds to a £13bn DB scheme managed by the IORP.  This IORP also  

manages a number of other pension schemes , not all of them subject to EU regulation, and 

costs are already allocated somewhat arbitrarily between them, particular management 

costs.  Many members are actives in one scheme and deferred in another so the boundaries 

are blurred anyway. 

 

The scheme’s administrative costs overall in 2012 were (as per draft accounts) in £mln: 

 

Administration and processing 4.7 

Pension Protection Fund  0.7 

Actuarial fees    0.8 

Investment advice to Trustee 0.7 

Audit fees    0.1 

Legal fees    0.1 

Other professional fees  0.4 

Total     7.5 

 

 

The current costs have been estimated as follows: 

- The three most senior people spend 50% of their time on all governance (including 

running Board & Committee meetings etc.) and 25% of their time “reporting to 

supervisors” which includes annual report & accounts, valuation & annual report, as 

well as PPF returns, scheme return, ONS return etc. 

- About 50% of actuarial fees relate to governance and reporting. 2012 included most 

of the costs for the 2011 valuation so was (on average) a bit high, but then some of 

the investment advice also relates to governance and reporting.  There are also fees 

for benchmarking information (e.g. the WM50 report) which is related to 

governance. 

 

Most legal fees are not covered in the above as there is an in-house lawyer paid for by the 

sponsor. The manpower costs include a very high overhead tariff (for accommodation, 

desktop IT, phones etc.). This is probably out of line with the industry as the IORP is based in 



PensionsEurope input in Impact Assessment of Pillar II and III (update) – 18 
July 2013 

 

 

32 

 

 

the sponsor’s offices in Canary Wharf rather than a dedicated administrative office outside 

London. 

 

 

 

 

Q1. Please specify the administrative burden in the table below in EUR currency.  

 

 Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

 Recurrent  One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

Compliance with 

governance 

requirements  

 

 

£7.5 million 

(€8.9 million) 

 

 

See comments 

below 

 

 

See comments 

below Reporting to 

supervisors 

Pension Benefit 

Statement (reporting 

to members and 

beneficiaries) 

 

Q2. Where the administrative burden is likely to increase due to the IORP II proposal, 

please explain the reason(s). You may wish to focus on the most important reasons and 

use the tables in the annex.  

 

For ‘Pension Benefit Statements’, EIOPA’s Advice says that information requirements for 

members & beneficiaries (PBS) should be unchanged, so this line have been ignored.   

Additional One-Off Work  

• General: 

- Reviewing and understanding the new regulations. Consultation with the 

Sponsor about changes to governance arrangements required; 

- Agreement with the Sponsor on revised budgets. 

• Analysis and understanding of ORSA reporting requirements and project to 

implement for the Fund (much of this will be related to work done on implementing 

Pillar I so not obviously easy to split out) 
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• Specific areas that appear to require changes to existing processes or more detailed 

analysis: 

- Definition of cross-border schemes (potentially involving significant work with 

the sponsor as well to ensure that the employment rules mean that the 

scheme is not cross-border; 

- Changes or restrictions on permitted investment instruments including 

derivatives; 

- Any form of reporting required on business planning / ALM work / investment 

objectives and assumptions; 

- A ‘common format’ for disclosures; 

- ‘Harmonisation’ of reporting to supervisors; 

- Changes to ‘fit and proper’; 

- Frequent references to ‘continuous’ reporting e.g. of risk management, ORSA; 

- Additional documentation on risk management, control framework, internal 

audit, remuneration policy etc. in line with new regulation; 

- Changes to rules on custodians, particularly those outside the EU. 

Recurring Work 

• For most written policies, the review period is changed from ‘annually’ to ‘regularly’ 

with no indication as to whether this might be more or less frequent. 

• New supervisory reporting requirements may include: 

- Analysis of actual investments and any deviation from the SIP; 

- Additional oversight and/or reporting on investment management, 

assumptions; 

- Compliance with ‘fit and proper’ requirements for Trustee directors & key 

staff; 

- Notification of changes to outsourced service providers and/or advisors; 

- Reporting on the results of ORSA. 

• ORSA – by definition, this links into the HBS calculations required for Pillar I which (at 

least for carrying out analysis on the QIS) have been expensive to run in detail.  The 

level of cost required will depend on the level of spurious precision required in the 

data. 

 

Q3. If the figures from Q1 reflect the situation for large IORPs, please provide advice on 

how to adjust these figures for smaller IORPs. Please indicate also the cut-off point 

between large and small.   
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No comment 

 

Q4. Please indicate if you think that the IORP II proposal could lead to a reduction in the 

administrative burden.   

 

No comment 

 

Q5. Other comments and suggestions.   

 

No comment 

_______________________ 
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8. Spain 

 

This part aggregates the answers to the questionnaire sent by 4 entities. The respondents 

are management companies, which are in charge of the management of both IORPs (2
nd

 

pillar) and individual pension plans (3 pillar). These 4 management companies represent the 

following figures: 

 

Number of pension plans                                 168    

Number of pension funds                                   79    

Number of member and beneficiaries                          477.593    

Assets under management             €  million 4.934  

 

This represents a very low percentage over the total sector, of which main figures are 

summarized below.  

 

Number of management companies                                  95 

Number of pension plans 

Of which belong to 2
nd

 pillar 

                     3.151 

                         168 

Number of pension funds 

Of which belong to 2nd pillar 

                            1.570 

                                328    

Number of member and beneficiaries 

Of which belong to 2nd pillar 

                10.360.490 

                   1.986.747 

Assets under managements 

Of which belong to 2nd pillar 

      € million  86.536 

       € million  31.705  

 

Besides the small number of answers, the responses show large variations in outcomes, 

what is directly linked to two facts: 

 

a) The content of EIOPA’s response to the Call for Advice obliges to make a lot of 

assumptions, because it frequently does not specify clear measures, just outlines 

general actions. These different assumptions lead to very different figures. 

 

b) The impact of certain measures may considerably differ amongst entities.  

 

For example, the cost of periodical conducting of an ORSA would vary notably, 

depending on whether the IORP is purely defined contribution (75% of Spanish IORP) 

or partially or purely defined benefit (25% of Spanish IORP).   
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Likewise, although Spanish regulation applicable to IORP do not require the 

introduction of an internal audit function, those management companies which 

belong to a financial group already have an internal audit function, which work at the 

group level. 

 

As a consequence, the figures obtained cannot be extrapolated to get a fair landscape of the 

total Spanish sector. Rather, they should be used to identify trends or to get a better 

qualitative comprehension of the eventual impact of an IORP proposal on Spanish sector. 

 

 

Q1. Please specify the administrative burden in the table below in EUR currency.  

 

 Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

 Recurrent  

 

One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

 

Compliance with 

governance 

requirements  

€ 720.523 € 181.419 € 401.894 

Reporting to 

supervisors 

€ 17.500 € 62.500 € 46.750 

Pension Benefit 

Statement 

(reporting to 

members and 

beneficiaries) 

€ 85.597 € 156.866 € 35.889 

TOTAL € 823.620 € 400.785 € 484.533 

 

Spanish regulation already foresees some of the new measures that eventually could be 

included in the IORP II proposal, according to EIOPA’s response to the Call for Advice. The 

main new measures that could impact Spanish IORPs could be summarized as follows: 
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• Definition and application of a remuneration policy, aligned with the Level 2 

implementing measures for article 41 of Solvency II (CfA 13). 

• Extension of the “Fit and Proper” requirements to those carrying out certain 

functions (risk management, internal control, internal audit, compliance, actuarial 

and outsourced) and communication to the Spanish Authority (CfA 14). 

• Periodical conducting of an Own Risk and Solvency Assessment (CfA 16) 

• Establishment of a compliance function (CfA 17) 

• Establishment of an Internal audit function (CfA 18) 

• Establishment of an actuarial function (CfA 19) 

• Increase of the depository´s oversight duties (CfA 21) 

 

The cost of implementing such new measures by the entities which have answered the 

questionnaire is specified in the table above. It must be highlighted that the likely burden 

due to IORP II proposal (columns 3 and 4) would be additional to the current burden of 

complying with Spanish requirements (column 2). 

 

Notwithstanding, for a more detailed information, there is a breakdown of the costs in the 

Annex 5 to this document. 

 

Q2. Where the administrative burden is likely to increase due to the IORP II proposal, 

please explain the reason(s). You may wish to focus on the most important reasons and 

use the tables in the annex.  

 

In the case of Spain, most of the additional costs from an IORP proposal would come from 

Pillar II new requirements. Provisions regarding Pillar III (information to supervisor, members 

and beneficiaries) are mostly covered by the Spanish regulations. 

 

Q3. If the figures from Q1 reflect the situation for large IORPs, please provide advice on 

how to adjust these figures for smaller IORPs. Please indicate also the cut-off point 

between large and small.   

 

Although it is difficult to set the cut-off point, it would be very useful that, when defining it, 

not only the number of members, but also the volume of assets under management, were 

taken into account.  
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Q4. Please indicate if you think that the IORP II proposal could lead to a reduction in the 

administrative burden.   

 

Even if the IORP proposal establishes requirements less demanding than those already 

foreseen at domestic level, it is very unlikely that Member States will reduce the local 

requirements set out in the internal regulations. Therefore, the effect of an IORP II proposal 

would be the increase in the administrative burden (for the new requirements) or the 

maintenance of the current administrative burden (for those requirements already set out at 

a domestic level), but it is very difficult that it could lead to a reduction in the administrative 

burden. 

 

Q5. Other comments and suggestions.   

 

No comment. 

 

 

_____________________ 
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9. Other Responses 

 

Few PensionsEurope’s members were not able to provide any response to the 

questionnaires provided by the European Commission. However they provided the 

information below. 

 

a. Sweden 

The following response comes from SPFA (Svenska Pensionsstiftelsers Förening) which 

represents the 45 largest pension foundations in Sweden. It represents approximately  
160bn SEK under management. 

The purpose of the Swedish legal entities “Pensionsstiftelse” (pension foundation) is to 

secure pension liabilities of the employer, limited to the management of the assets held by 

foundation – which serve as collateral related to the liability carried by the employer. The 

responsibility for paying the pensions always remains with the employer. 

Since a Swedish Pensionsstiftelse does not and cannot carry any liabilities towards the 

employees, risk assessment and control can only relate to asset management. Today the 

Swedish Pensionstiftelse is a very cost effective legal structure, set up to secure liabilities of 

the employer, since it can be run with a limited staff, and is already under special supervision 

from the Swedish SFA and the County Boards in Sweden (double supervision). Further 

regulations and reporting to the supervising authorities will inevitably lead to increased costs 

for the employer and possibly less interest in this form of securing pensions, which is of no 

benefit to anyone. From a Swedish perspective, the implementation of the IORP Directive in 

2006 implied confusion regarding reporting to the supervisors and no real benefit for either 

employees nor employers.        

 

b. Finland 

 

In Finland most of pension funds operate with just half-day manager, so pension funds 

should either hire new person to each pension fund just to manage Solvency II-type on 

regulation and reporting or buy outside service. Starting expenses would be massive and in 

general it is estimated that Solvency II could almost double administrative costs and 

administrative burden for pension funds. 
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Administrative costs in about 50 pension funds are about €3.4 million. There are about 

36.000 retirees and 31.000 insured people. Salaries and statutory payments were about 

€1.050 million. As a result, all administrative costs reach about €4.45 million
4
. The average 

administrative costs per pension fund thus reach about €90.000. 

 

c. Austria 

 

Pension funds in Austria are small structures and are currently not in a position to handle 

such extensive questionnaires in detail. Many questions and requirements do not fit to the 

Austrian corporate structure. For example, a cost-sharing on its business units is not 

common in Austria. 

 

The planned IORP II Directive and the application of Solvency II requirements would provide 

personal and substantial financial burden for the Austrian pension funds. Approximately 100 

employees operate in the internal management of all Austrian pension funds. It is estimated 

that an increase of the administrative staff by 50-80% would be necessary to handle the 

increased workload by the planned IORP II Directive and the application of Solvency II 

requirements.  

 

These additional costs cannot be charged to the customer, and will therefore have to be paid 

by the pension funds. These additional expenses may also cause either wage costs increase 

and thus harm competitiveness or employers no longer offer an occupational pension plan.  

 

 

 

 

_________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
4
 Data from year 2007 
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Annexes: 

 

Annex 1: Belgium 

 

 EIOPA’s Advice to EC Belgian governance requirements for 

IORPs are determined in: 

(a) legal and regulatory provisions: 

- IORP Act of 27 October 2006 

(“IORP Act”) 

- Royal Decree of 12 January 

2007 on the prudential 

Control of IORPs (“Prudential 

Royal Decree”) 

(b) provisions determined by the 

Belgian Supervisory Authorities 

(FSMA) 

- Circular of 23 May 2007 of 

the Belgian supervisory 

authorities on the 

governance of IORPs 

(“Governance Circular”), 

which brings together the 

relevant legal and 

supervisory provisions 

accompanied by explanatory 

comments 

- Note of 23 May 2007 of the 

Belgian supervisory 

authorities on the prudential 

expectations regarding the 

governance of IORPs 

These governance requirements had 

to be implemented between 1.1.2007 

and 1.1.2012. 

Governance 

requirements 

[CfA 13 - art. 41 SII] 

• clear allocation of responsibilities 

• written policies on certain governance 

areas which are to be regularly reviewed  

• policies subject to prior approval by the 

administrative, management or 

supervisory body of the IORP 

• contingency plans  

• sound remuneration policy 

• Article 77 IORP Act: the IORP must have a 

management structure, an administrative 

and accounting organisation and internal 

control mechanism appropriate to its 

activities 

• Governance Circular:  

- IORP must have a management 

structure appropriate to its activities; it 

shall assign operational tasks clearly 

and distinguish appropriately between 

operational and supervisory tasks.  
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- composition, competences and 

responsibilities of each body of the 

IORP has to be clearly specified. 

- the Board of Directors has to draw up a 

continuity policy to ensure the 

uninterrupted provision of services and 

performance of activities; 

implementation by the competent 

body and information of the Board of 

Directors accordingly at least once a 

year  

• self-assessment questionnaire drawn up 

by the Belgian supervisory authorities; to 

be completed by the IORP as a working tool 

to allow the IORP to assess its governance 

against the relevant prudential 

expectations of the Belgian supervisory 

authorities and to plan the steps to take in 

the future to implement of improve it. The 

IORP has to make the self-assessment 

questionnaire available on request of the  

Belgian supervisory authorities 

Fitness & propriety of 

persons who 

effectively run the 

IORP 

[CfA 14 - art. 42, 43 and 50 SII] 

• persons who effectively run IORP or 

have other key functions: professional 

qualifications, knowledge and 

experience are adequate to enable 

sound and prudent management of the 

IORP or to properly perform their key 

function 

• effective procedures and on going 

controls to enable the supervisory 

authority to assess fitness and propriety  

• each member of an operational body of an 

IORP has to file an application form for 

authorisation as member of an operational 

body of an IORP  with the Belgian 

supervisory authorities upon appointment 

or renewal of his/her mandate; purpose of 

this information is to enable the Belgian 

supervisory authorities to ensure that each 

member of an operational body has the 

necessary professional reputation, as well 

as the necessary and relevant qualifications 

and experience to perform his/her 

functions 

Risk management [CfA 15 - art. 44 SII] 

• effective risk-management system to 

identify, measure, monitor, manage and 

report on a continuous basis the risks; 

should be well-integrated in 

organisational structure and in decision-

making process 

• risk management system should cover 

all the risk; including risks which can 

occur in outsourced functions and 

activities + overall risk generated 

through outsourcing 

• should also consider risks from the 

perspective of members/beneficiaries 

[CfA 16 - art. 45 SII] 

• ORSA = Own Risk and Solvency 

Assessment, including at least: 

• overall solvency needs taking into 

account specific risk profile, approved 

risk tolerance limits and business 

strategy  

• continuous compliance with solvency 

capital requirements and requirements 

• integrated in the integrity policy, the 

internal control system, the financing plan 

and the SIP. 

• important role of actuary in this respect 

(see below) 
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regarding technical provisions 

• deviation of risk profile from the 

assumptions underlying SCR 

 

Internal control 

system 

[CfA 17 - art. 46 SII] 

• have an effective internal control 

system, which includes a compliance 

function (regular assessment of 

compliance 

• framework of internal control should at 

least include administrative and 

accounting procedures, reporting and 

compliance arrangements, outsourcing 

arrangements and appropriate controls 

of outsourcing 

• compliance function shall include 

reporting and recommending to the 

administrative, management and 

supervisory body of the IORP on 

compliance with laws, regulations and 

administrative provisions with an impact 

on the operations of the IORP (including 

social and labour law) 

• responsibility of IORP to define 

consistent and adequate way of carrying 

out compliance function ; assigning 

compliance function to member of 

staff/member of BoD 

• whistle-blowing requirement for 

compliance function to inform 

supervisory authority if IORP does not 

take appropriate and timely remedial 

action 

• Article 77 IORP Act: the IORP must have a 

management structure, an administrative 

and accounting organisation and internal 

control mechanism appropriate to its 

activities 

• Governance Circular:  

- the IORP must has an adequate 

internal control mechanism; the 

competent operational body of the 

IORP has to ensure the 

implementation of the internal 

control measures and inform the 

Board of Directors accordingly at 

least one a year 

- internal control covers all of the 

measures required to ensure the 

ordered and prudent conduct of 

business, the economic and efficient 

use of resources, adequate 

knowledge and management of risks 

for the purpose of protecting the 

funds, the integrity and reliability of 

technical, financial and management-

related information as well as 

compliance with the legal and 

regulatory framework and the 

internal policies and procedures of 

the IORP 

- the IORP has to have an adequate 

compliance function; the competent 

operational body draws up an 

integrity policy and shall inform the 

Board of Directors accordingly at 

least once a year  

- the compliance function is an 

independent function geared 

towards the review and improvement 

by the IORP of compliance with the 

rule relating to integrity of its 

activities, which arise from the policy 

of the IORP and from the applicable 

legal and regulatory provisions; 

cannot be exercised by the actuary, 

the accredited auditor or the internal 

auditor of the IORP 

- integrity policy has to be laid down in 

policy memorandum defining the 

objectives of the IORP and analysing 

the risks incurred in this area. 

Implementation of the integrity 

policy is ensured by the compliance 

officer, who reports at least once a 

year to the competent operational 

body 
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- the compliance officer has to present 

his annually report to the Board of 

Directors; afterwards  the IORP has to 

upload the compliance report in the 

communication platform of the 

supervising authorities 

 

Internal auditing [CfA 18 - art. 47 SII] 

• internal audit function shall include 

evaluation of adequacy and 

effectiveness of the internal control 

system and other elements of the 

system of governance of the IORP 

• responsibility of IORP to define 

consistent and adequate way of carrying 

out internal audit function ; assigning 

internal audit function to member of 

staff/member of Board of Directors or 

outsource internal audit function  

• internal audit function is required to 

perform its activities in relation to the 

administrative, management or 

supervisory body of the IORP 

• relevant body of IORP should be 

required to determine what actions and 

recommendations are to be taken with 

respect to the internal audit findings and 

ensure that those actions are carried out 

• whistle-blowing requirement for internal 

audit function to inform supervisory 

authority if IORP does not take 

appropriate and timely remedial action 

• Article 77 IORP Act: the IORP must have a 

management structure, an administrative 

and accounting organisation and internal 

control mechanism appropriate to its 

activities 

• Governance Circular:  

- the IORP must have an adequate 

internal audit mechanism that is 

independent of the activities audited 

- internal audit is independent 

function aimed at reviewing and 

evaluating the adequacy, 

effectiveness and efficiency of the 

internal control mechanism; cannot 

be exercised by the actuary, the 

accredited auditor or the compliance 

officer of the IORP 

- all the activities of the IORP are 

covered by the scope of investigation 

of the internal auditor 

- the internal auditor has to present 

his annually report to the Board of 

Directors; afterwards  the IORP has 

to upload the internal audit report in 

the communication platform of the 

supervising authorities 

Actuarial function [CfA 19 - art. 48 SII] 

• actuarial function (address the risk that 

the IORP does not have an accurate and 

independent view of its liabilities) 

• Board of Directors/trusties of IORP are 

ultimately responsible for decision-

making; actuarial function provides an 

non-binding advice 

• requirement of independence (increase 

level of credibility of IORP’s financial 

reports) 

• whistle-blowing requirement for 

actuarial function to inform supervisory 

authority if IORP does not take 

appropriate and timely remedial action 

• Article 106IORP Act: the IORP must 

appoint an actuary (unless there is no 

biometrical risk): 

- expert in actuarial mathematics 

- issue opinions on the financing plan, 

reinsurance arrangements and the 

calculation of the technical provision 

• Article 42 and 43 Prudential Royal Decree 

- strict requirement regarding degree 

and minimum professional 

experience in) 

- requirement of independence: the 

function of actuary is incompatible 

with membership of one of the 

operational bodies of the IORP, 

membership to the leadership of one 

of the sponsoring undertakings;  the 

function of accredited auditor of the 

IORP; any other function within the 

IORP which could endanger the 

independence of the actuary  

• Governance Circular: 

- draw up annually report on the 

technical provisions,  

- must notify the supervisory 
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authorities and the Board of 

Directors of any fact or decision 

constituting a violation of the 

legislation or regulations applicable 

to the IORP and its activities that 

comes to his/her attention in the 

context of his/her function 

Outsourcing  [CfA 12 - art. 49 SII] 

• IORP’s remain fully responsible in case of 

outsourcing 

• if critical or important 

functions/activities are being 

outsourced: 

- quality of system of governance 

remains intact 

- no undue increase in operational risk 

- supervisory authority remain sighted 

of outsourcing an d are able to 

monitor compliance 

- satisfactory service to members and 

beneficiaries continues 

- competent operational body of IORP 

has to ensure proper functioning of 

outsourced activities (selection 

process/on going monitoring) 

• legally enforceable document (in written 

form) for any outsourced activity 

• supervisory authority can request 

information on outsourced 

functions/activities  

• Article 78 IORP Act: the IORP may entrust 

one or more of its activities for own 

account to a third party, either by 

mandate or by a business contract.  

- IORP is responsible for the choice and 

for supervision of external service 

providers; it shall ensure that the 

latter possess the necessary 

professional qualifications and 

experience 

- use of external service providers in 

no way diminishes the responsibility 

of the IORP or its operational bodies 

• Governance Circular: 

- IORP has to draw up an outsourcing 

policy, which must be approved by 

the Board of Directors and must 

clearly specify the conditions under 

which outsourcing may be carried out 

- each outsourcing requires a written 

agreement taking into account the 

aspects of continuity, the revocable 

nature of the outsourcing, the 

integrity of internal and external 

control and the integrity and 

confidentiality of the data entrusted 

to external service provider; the 

agreement must clearly describe the 

responsibilities of the parties. 

 

Depositories [CfA 21]  

• depositary is general term, comprising 

both safe-keeping of assets and 

oversight functions (control); custodian 

relates only to safe-keeping of assets 

[CfA 26]  

• Member States shall not restrict 

institutions from appointing, for the 

custody of their assets, custodians 

established in another Member State  

• Each Member State shall take the 

necessary steps to enable it under its 

national law to prohibit, in accordance 

with Article 14, the free disposal of 

assets held by a depositary or custodian 

located within its territory at the request 

of the institution's home Member State. 

• The appointment of the depositary shall 

be evidenced by a written contract that 

regulates the flow of information 

necessary to perform its functions for 

• Article 92 IORP Act: The IORP shall 

deposit its provisions at the NBB, a credit 

institution or asset management 

company that is allowed depositary 

activities under the national law of a 

member state. 

• Governance Circular: as part of the 

outsourcing requirements, written 

agreements with clear indications of 

costs 

• KB 12/11/2012 Art. 8-16: Description of 

the role of the depositary of ICB's 
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the pension scheme 

• Safe-keeping function (Custody) 

• Oversight function: 

• Carry out instructions of the IORP 

• carry out transactions within the 

usual time limits 

• treat income in accordance with 

national law and IORP rules 

• Depositary liability in case of losses 
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Annex 2: Germany 
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Annex 3: Italy 
 

BREAKDOWN OF BURDEN 

 

I. Compliance with governance requirements 
 

 We currently abide to 

the general 

requirements of 

EIOPA’s CfA 

Current 

burden 

Likely burden due to IORP II 

proposal 

  
Recurrent 

One-off 

implementation 
Recurrent 

1. General 

Governance 

structure  & 

Functions 

� Yes 

⌧ Partially 

� No 

Not 

estimable 
€12.000  

2. Fit & Proper ⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

Not 

estimable 
 

 

3. Risk Management ⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€832 

 
  

4. ORSA 

supervisory report 

⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

Not 

estimable 

  

5. Internal Control 

System 

⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

Not 

estimable 

  

6. Internal Audit ⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

Not 

estimable 

  

7. Actuarial 

Function 

⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€1.920 

 

 

8. Outsourcing ⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

Not 

estimable 

  

9. Depositories ⌧Yes €12.400   
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� Partially 

� No 

 

 

 

 

II. Reporting to supervisors 
 

 We currently 

abide to the 

general 

requirements of 

EIOPA’s CfA 

Current burden 
Likely burden due to IORP II 

proposal 

  Recurrent One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

Information on the main 

trends 

⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€208 

 

 

Information on 

objectives 

⌧Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€520 

 

 

Information on the 

contributions and 

expenses from 

occupational retirement 

provision 

⌧Yes 

� Partially 

� No 
€832 

 

 

Information regarding 

the performance 

relating to occupational 

retirement provision 

⌧Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€520 

 

 

Projections of the 

performance  

⌧Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€312 

 

 

Information on risk 

mitigating techniques 

⌧Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€208 

 

 

Information on income 

and expenses with 

respect to investment 

activities 

⌧Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€182 

 

 

Information on the 

overall investment 

performance 

⌧Yes 

� Partially €208 
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� No 

Projections of the 

expected investment 

performance 

⌧Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€156 

 

 

Information on the key 

assumptions with regard 

to investment decisions 

⌧ Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€260 

 

 

Information about any 

investments in tradable 

securities Information 

on any material 

contributions and 

expenses 

⌧Yes 

� Partially 

� No €260 
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III. Pension Benefit Statement (reporting to members and beneficiaries) 
 

 Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

 
Recurrent 

One-off 

implementation 
Recurrent 

Information on 

pension scheme 

guarantees 

(all schemes) 

€676 

 

 

Information on 

current balance 

(all schemes) 

€676 

 

 

Information on 

pension projections 

(all schemes) 

€676 

 

 

Practical 

information 

(all schemes) 

€312 

 

 

Detailed breakdown 

of costs 

(DC only) 

€312 

 

 

Information on 

investment options 

& risk profile 

(DC only) 

€780 

 

 

Information on past 

performances 

(DC only) 

€520 
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Annex 4: Norway 

 
BREAKDOWN OF BURDEN 

 

I. Compliance with governance requirements 
 

 We currently 

abide to the 

general 

requirements 

of EIOPA’s 

CfA 

Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

  Recurrent  One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

1. General 

Governance 

structure  & 

Functions 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOK 2.7 

millions 

NOK 32 000 (≈4,300€) 

2. Fit & Proper � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

  

3. Risk Management � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 32 000 (≈4,300€) 

4. ORSA 

supervisory report 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 96 000 (≈13,000€) 

5. Internal Control 

System 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

  

6. Internal Audit � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

  

7. Actuarial 

Function 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

  

8. Outsourcing � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 
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9. Depositories � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

  

 

II. Reporting to supervisors 
 

 We currently 

abide to the 

general 

requirements 

of EIOPA’s 

CfA 

Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

  Recurrent  One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

Information on the 

main trends 

�  Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOK 2.7 

millions 

  

Information on 

objectives 

�  Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

  

Information on the 

contributions and 

expenses from 

occupational 

retirement provision 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 20 000 (≈2,700€) 

Information 

regarding the 

performance 

relating to 

occupational 

retirement provision 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 20 000 (≈2,700€) 

Projections of the 

performance  

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 20 000 (≈2,700€) 

Information on risk 

mitigating 

techniques 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 80 000 (≈10,800€) 

Information on 

income and 

expenses with 

respect to 

investment activities 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 40 000 (≈5,400€) 
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Information on the 

overall investment 

performance 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 40 000 (≈5,400€) 

Projections of the 

expected investment 

performance 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 40 000 (≈5,400€) 

Information on the 

key assumptions 

with regard to 

investment decisions 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 12 000 (≈1,600€) 

Information about 

any investments in 

tradable securities 

Information on any 

material 

contributions and 

expenses 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

NOK 52 000 (≈6,900€) 
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III. Pension Benefit Statement (reporting to members and beneficiaries) 
 

 Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

 Recurrent  One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

Information on 

pension scheme 

guarantees 

(all schemes) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOK 2.7 

millions 

  

Information on 

current balance 

(all schemes) 

  

Information on 

pension projections 

(all schemes) 

  

Practical 

information 

(all schemes) 

  

Detailed breakdown 

of costs 

(DC only) 

  

Information on 

investment options 

& risk profile 

(DC only) 

  

Information on past 

performances 

(DC only) 
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Annex 5: Spain 
 

BREAKDOWN OF BURDEN 

 

I. Compliance with governance requirements 

 

 We currently 

abide to the 

general 

requirements 

of EIOPA’s CfA 

Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II 

proposal 

  Recurrent  One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

1. General 

Governance 

structure  & 

Functions 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 116.154 € 11.950 € 3.019 

Explanation 

 

 Most measures included in 

CfA 13 are already established 

in the Spanish regulation 

(effective system of 

governance, documentation 

of IORP policies and business 

continuity).  

Spanish provisions do not deal 

with remuneration policy, so these 

columns estimate the cost of 

designing, implementing and 

applying a remuneration policy 

according to Level 2 implementing 

measures for article 41 of Solvency 

II. 

2. Fit & Proper � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 1.000 € 2.019 € 2.000 

Explanation 

 

 Spanish regulation already 

foresees the application of the 

fit and proper criteria to 

management board members 

and assimilated, not only at 

the time of the appointment, 

but during all the time they 

keep the position. Likewise, 

appointments and changes 

must be immediately notified 

to the Spanish Authority.  

In these columns they have been 

estimated the costs of extension of 

such eligibility requirements to 

those carrying out other functions 

(risk management, internal 

control, internal audit, compliance, 

actuarial and outsourced) and 

communication to the Spanish 

Authority. 

3. Risk Management � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

- - - 

Explanation  All measures included in CfA 

15 are already established in 

No new measures as a 

consequence of an IORP II 
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 the Spanish regulation, as a 

part of the General 

governance structure, so the 

current burden of risk 

management has been 

assessed above and is 

included in row 1 (General 

Governance structure  & 

Functions).  

proposal 

4. ORSA supervisory 

report 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 19.519 € 47.500 € 68.750 

Explanation 

 

 Spanish regulation only 

requires a yearly report on the 

effectiveness of the internal 

control procedures, but this 

report is referred to the 

management company level, 

and not to the IORP level. 

In these columns they have been 

estimated the costs of conducting 

an ORSA at IORP level, which, in 

the case of defined contribution 

(75% of Spanish IORPs) would be 

limited to capital requirement to 

cover against operational risk. 

 

5. Internal Control 

System 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 136.000 € 5.200 € 20.900 

Explanation 

 

 Spanish regulation requires 

every institution to have a 

sound internal control system, 

although it does not explicitly 

foresees a compliance 

function. 

In these columns they have been 

estimated the costs of designing 

and running a compliance 

function. 

6. Internal Audit � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 32.750 € 14.350 € 27.450 

Explanation 

 

 Although this is not a 

requirement from the Spanish 

IORP regulations, most 

management companies 

belong to a financial group 

which has already appointed 

this internal audit function to 

audit the whole group. 

In these columns they have been 

estimated the costs of designing 

and running an internal audit 

function. 

7. Actuarial Function � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 257.600 € 60.000 € 200.000 
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Explanation 

 

 Spanish regulations do not 

require the existence of a 

regular actuarial function, but 

a periodical review of the 

financial and actuarial balance  

for IORP, usually entrusted to 

external experts  on a three-

yearly basis (except for those 

IORP which are not purely 

defined contribution, where 

the review will be carried out 

on a yearly basis). 

In these columns they have been 

estimated the costs of designing 

and running an actuarial function. 

8. Outsourcing � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

-   

Explanation 

 

 No specific cost can be allocated to this item, as far as EIOPA 

provisions on outsourcing are already implemented in the Spanish 

rules and compliance with them do not imply any specific costs. 

9. Depositories � Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 157.500 € 40.400 € 79.775 

Explanation  Spanish regulations already 

oblige to the appointment of a 

depository, with safekeeping 

and oversight functions.  

Notwithstanding, oversight 

functions are slightly 

regulated. 

New oversight functions would 

imply a review of the contracts,  

closer and more frequent contact 

between management company´s 

and depository´s staff, as well as a 

likely increase in the depository 

fees. 

TOTAL  € 823.620 € 400.785 € 484.533 
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II. Reporting to supervisors 

 

 

 We currently 

abide to the 

general 

requirements 

of EIOPA’s CfA 

Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II 

proposal 

  Recurrent  One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

1. Information on 

the main trends 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 17.500 

 

Spanish IORP already have to 

send detailed information to 

the Spanish supervisor, 

according to predefined 

templates and by electronic 

means. 

Such information is sent on a 

quarterly basis and includes 

almost all information 

mentioned by EIOPA, except 

for that set out in rows 5 

(projections of the 

performance), 6 (information 

on risk mitigating techniques) 

and 9 (projections of the 

expected investment 

performance). 

The current estimated total 

cost of producing and sending 

this information amounts to € 

17.500. 

Only information regarding 

rows 5, 6 and 7 would create 

an additional cost, which is 

estimated in the next 

columns.  

- - 

2. Information on 

objectives 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

- - 

3. Information on 

the 

contributions 

and expenses 

from 

occupational 

retirement 

provision 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

- - 

4. Information 

regarding the 

performance 

relating to 

occupational 

retirement 

provision 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

- - 

5. Projections of 

the performance  

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 20.000 € 15.000 

6. Information on 

risk mitigating 

techniques 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 42.500 € 31.750 

7. Information on 

income and 

expenses with 

respect to 

investment 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

- - 
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activities 

8. Information on 

the overall 

investment 

performance 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

- - 

9. Projections of 

the expected 

investment 

performance 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

Included on 

estimation of row 

5 of this table 

(projections of 

the performance) 

Included on 

estimation of 

row 5 of this 

table 

(projections 

of the 

performance) 

10. Information on 

the key 

assumptions 

with regard to 

investment 

decisions 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

- - 

11. Information 

about any 

investments in 

tradable 

securities 

Information on 

any material 

contributions 

and expenses 

�Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

- - 

TOTAL  € 17.500 € 62.500 € 46.750 
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III. Pension Benefit Statement (reporting to members and beneficiaries) 

 

 We currently 

abide to the 

general 

requirements of 

EIOPA’s CfA 

Current burden Likely burden due to IORP II proposal 

  Recurrent  One-off 

implementation 

Recurrent 

1. Information on 

pension scheme 

guarantees 

(all schemes) 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

€ 85.597 

According to 

Spanish regulation, 

all member and 

beneficiaries must 

receive, on a yearly 

basis, a pension 

benefit statement, 

with a content 

shorter than that 

foreseen by EIOPA.  

The cost of 

producing and 

sending this 

statement 

amounts to € 

85.597. 

To adapt such 

statement 

according to EIOPA 

CfA it would be 

necessary to 

include the 

information 

established in rows 

1, 3, 5, 6 and 7 of 

this table. 

Therefore only the 

inclusion of 

information 

mentioned in rows 

1,3,5, 6 and 7 

would create an 

additional cost, 

which is estimated 

in the next 

columns. 

€ 156.866 

It is very difficult to 

breakdown the cost 

of including each 

item, therefore an 

aggregate estimation 

has been included for 

rows 1, 3, 5, 6 and 7 

€ 35.889 

It is very difficult to 

breakdown the 

cost of including 

each item, 

therefore an 

aggregate 

estimation has 

been included  for 

rows 1, 3, 5, 6 and 

7. 

2. Information on 

current balance 

(all schemes) 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

3. Information on 

pension 

projections 

(all schemes) 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

4. Practical 

information 

(all schemes) 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

5. Detailed 

breakdown of 

costs 

(DC only) 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

6. Information on 

investment 

options & risk 

profile 

(DC only) 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

7. Information on 

past 

performances 

(DC only) 

� Yes 

� Partially 

� No 

 TOTAL € 85.597 € 156.866 

 

€ 35.889 
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About PensionsEurope 
 

 

 

PensionsEurope represents national associations of pension funds and similar 

institutions for workplace pensions. Some members operate purely individual 

pension schemes. 

 

PensionsEurope has 23 member associations in EU Member States and other 

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

systems
5
.  

 

PensionsEurope has established a Central & Eastern European Countries 

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

region.  

 

PensionsEurope member organisations 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.  

 

 

 

 

 
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 

 

                                                           
5
 EU Member States: Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, 

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


