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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Member States and European institutions/agencies, including the Commission, the ECB and
since 2011 the European Supervisory Authorities (ESAs), have been active in varying
composition in different international networks of standard setters, often called
‘international organisations’, although this denomination should be reserved for those being
set up by Treaty. One of these networks is IOPS, the International Organisation of Pension
Fund Supervisors.

The increased role of these standard setters might limit the leeway for independently
shaping the policy of the European Union (EU). That perception of limiting the shaping of
policy may be valid overall but seems to depend on the network and whether the focus of
the network is purely on exchange of good practices and knowledge to improve
supervision, or whether the focus glides towards regulation, and if so, how quantitative
these rules are formulated and what their impact may be, especially if they are ‘enforced’
via a series of moral suasion mechanisms.

IOPS, a private association with worldwide membership, consisting of governmental public
authorities involved in the supervision of occupational and/or private pension
arrangements, was set up as a non-profit entity under French law. Its Secretariat is hosted
by the OECD. The association focuses on issues relevant for national supervisory authorities
for private pension schemes. It has been less ‘in the eye’ of the crisis than other recognised
international standard setters, such as BCBS/Basel, IOSCO or IAIS.

This report provides factual background information about IOPS, the EU’s role and
representation therein, IOPS’s accountability as well as its coordination and impact, and an
evaluation of IOPS against the ILA recommended Rules and Practices for Accountability of
International Organisations.

A key conclusion is that the role of the EU in IOPS is currently limited. As neither the
Commission nor EIOPA are members, the ‘EU’s role’ is exclusively in the hands of pension
fund supervisory authorities of EU Member States, some of which are specialised
authorities, while most are integrated supervisors, i.e. supervisors that combine the
pension supervisory function with supervision of other financial sectors, and which are often
also monetary authorities. There is no structured interaction today between the EU
institutions and IOPS. The current Articles of Association of IOPS allow for both, the
Commission and EIOPA, to become Associate members. Governing membership, requested
by EIOPA in 2012 (when it was declined), is statutorily reserved for national supervisors,
the result of a decision taken in 2004 when IOPS was founded. In the perception of
stakeholders, some competition exists between IOPS and the Working Party on Private
Pensions of the OECD, largely because of the overlap in issues studied and shared staff and
members.

A reconsideration of the EU’s involvement would be necessary should IOPS increase its
footprint on the outside world and become a more broadly and internationally recognised
standard setter with increased regulatory focus of a quantitative nature, such as common
solvency standards.
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1. ORGANISATION

KEY FINDINGS

 IOPS is a non-profit private association with worldwide membership, established
under French law, and is focused on improving quality and effectiveness of
supervision of private pension schemes. Its Members are national supervisory
authorities for private pension funds. IOPS’ secretariat is hosted by the OECD.

 There are three types of membership: Governing, Associate and Observer status.
19 Governing Members (coming from 19 EU Member States) - or 25 % of the
Governing members - are EU supervisory authorities which are well represented in
the governance bodies. Today, no European institution or the EU as a whole is
member of IOPS in any form. The current Articles of Association of IOPS would allow
the Commission and EIOPA to become Associate Members. However, they could not
become Governing Members because IOPS’ statutory focus is on national
supervisors. This is the result of a decision taken when IOPS was founded in 2004.
Consequently, when EIOPA applied for Governing Membership in 2012 its request
was not honoured. There is limited to no structured interaction today between the
EU institutions and IOPS. Observers are paying Members. EU observers exist, but do
not play a meaningful role.

 There is a strong link with the OECD, which goes beyond the operational link. In the
perception of stakeholders, some competition exist between IOPS and the Working
Party on Private Pensions of the OECD, largely because of the overlap in issues
studied and shared staff and Members.

 The Membership of IOPS by pension supervisors does not create international legal
obligations.

1.1. Legal status
IOPS, the International Organisation of Pension Supervisors, is a private association,
established as a non-profit entity in July 2004 in accordance with French law, the Act of
1 July 1901 on contracts of association. Consequently, it is a private law association1. IOPS
is domiciled in Paris, France2.

IOPS refers to itself as ‘an independent international body’, which represents
‘institutions involved in the supervision of private pension arrangements’3. IOPS
does not represent regulators4.

1 According to IOPS, the qualification ‘private association’ may lead to misleading interpretations, especially
amongst non-technical readers: for example, the use of the term could give a false impression that IOPS and
its activities are of private or commercial nature, which obviously is not the case; source: correspondence with
IOPS.

2 Revised Articles of Association of the IOPS as approved at the 2014 Annual General Meeting of the
Organisation, Article 1, hereafter called IOPS, Articles of Association. Currently, IOPS is in the process of
finalising the registration of the document under the French legislation.

3 IOPS, Annual Report 2014, Foreword, p. 5.
4 It should be noted that the OECD has a policy focus, whereas IOPS has a supervisory focus; for the difference

see for example Lumpkin, S., Supervision of financial services in the OECD area, p.2: ‘Financial supervisors in
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Although the staff of the Secretariat consists of international civil servants, provided by the
OECD, IOPS was not created by treaty and is thereby not an international organisation
according to international law5. The reference in Article 2.2 IOPS Articles of Association
to ‘international organization’ may be misleading6, although the term is explained as being
‘open for universal membership’.

Its predecessor was INPRS, the International Network of Pension Regulators and
Supervisors, an informal network of regulators and supervisors, which the OECD helped to
establish in 2000. However, its participants soon realised that the usefulness of INPRS
required the establishment of a formal body, focused on issues relevant for pension
supervisory matters, invested with its own legal personality, and requiring increased
operational independence. Both, the OECD and the INPRS, started IOPS7.

1.2. Mission and objectives
The major goal of the IOPS is to improve the quality and effectiveness of the
supervision of private pension systems throughout the world, thereby enhancing their
development and operational efficiency, and allowing for the provision of a secure source of
retirement income in as many countries as possible.

The aims and purposes of the IOPS can be summarised as follows8:

 To serve as the standard-setting body on pension supervisory matters (and
regulatory issues related to pension supervision), taking into account the variety of
different private pension systems;

 To promote international co-operation on pension supervision and facilitating
contact between pension supervisors and other relevant parties, including policy
makers, researchers and the private sector interested in pension supervision;

 To provide a worldwide forum for policy dialogue and exchange of information
on pension supervision;

some OECD countries are given broad regulatory powers, but in others regulatory power is vested in an entity
other than the financial supervisory agency, typically the finance ministry or its equivalent’.

5 A more correct definition is ‘transnational (or trans-governmental) regulatory network’ (TRNs) as defined by
Slaughter, A.-M., A New World Order; quoted according to Verdier, P.-H., ‘Transnational Regulatory Networks
and their limits’, p. 115: ‘In the strongest normative account of TRNs to date, Anne-Marie Slaughter argues
that TRNs can solve what she describes as the ‘globalization paradox.’ On the one hand, TRNs effectively
address global problems that individual governments cannot tackle alone. On the other hand, because TRNs
are decentralized, dispersed, and involve participants that are domestically accountable, they do not pose the
kinds of threats to democracy, freedom, or national sovereignty that make world government undesirable.
While advocates of TRNs acknowledge some of their drawbacks—such as limited democratic accountability and
imperfect global representation—they claim that these deficiencies can be alleviated through relatively modest
reforms, such as broader membership and links with global civil society.’ See also Raustiala, K. The
Architecture of International Cooperation: Transgovernmental Networks and the Future of International Law
and Zaring, D., International Law by Other Means: The Twilight Existence of International Financial Regulatory
Organizations. According to these scholars ‘TRN Members are not states but national regulatory agencies, and
TRNs have no international legal personality or status beyond that conferred on their organization under the
national law of their host country’ (quoted according to Verdier, p. 118).

6 Article 2.2 IOPS, Articles of Association: ‘IOPS shall be an international organization and shall, as such, be
open for universal membership, subject to the provisions of Article III.’

7 See Preamble to IOPS, Articles of Association; see also IOPS, Information for Potential Members. For the link
with the OECD, see Section 1.7.2.

8 IOPS, Work of Programme; IOPS, About.
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 To participate in the work of relevant international bodies in the area of pensions,
including joint activities to improve collection of data and analysis;

 To promote, conduct and facilitate the distribution and communication of research,
and to collect information in co-operation with relevant international bodies.

1.3. Governance structure

1.3.1. Members
IOPS has three categories of Members: Governing Members, Associate Members and
Members with Observership status.

 A Governing Member is ‘Any entity, responsible in whole or in part for the
supervision of pension funds, plans, schemes or arrangements in a country or in the
subdivision of a country, whether invested with its own personality or not.’9.

 An Associate Member is ‘Any governmental authority including any international
authority, that is responsible in whole or in part for pension regulation or the
establishment of pension policy and that has an interest in pension supervision and
(solely at the invitation and discretion of the Executive Committee) any international
governmental (or similar) organisation that has a direct, institutional interest in
pension supervision.’10.

 An Observer-status Member (hereafter called Observer) is any other entity
interested in pension supervision such as researchers and research organisations,
industry-representative bodies and professional associations, financial institutions,
professional firms engaged in the business of providing pension-related services and
international governmental organisations interested in international pension
supervision11.

Figure 1: IOPS Governing Members by Continent

Source: www.iopsweb.org, ICODA European Affairs-Lowet analysis. Note: Total = 76, as of March 2015.

9 Article 3.1. IOPS, Articles of Association.
10 Article 3.2. IOPS, Articles of Association.
11 Article 3.3. IOPS, Articles of Association.
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IOPS consists today of 87 Members12 worldwide: 76 Governing Members13, seven
Associate Members and four Observers, and continues to grow. It should be stressed that
its ‘key resource is its very active membership’14. Some large economies such as the US or
Japan are not Members of IOPS15. The full list of Members is displayed in Annex II. The
head of the supervisory authority must officially represent the Governing Member16.

Map 1: IOPS Members

Source: www.iopsweb.org, www.amcharts.com, ICODA European Affairs analysis.

Note: Members; Non-Members; as of March 2015.

1.3.2. Internal structure
The IOPS governance structure consists of the Annual General Meeting, the Executive
Committee, the Technical Committee and the Secretariat.

12 According to IOPS, Member benefits are: ‘you have privileged access to all relevant information and topical
discussion, together with quality research (some of which is confidential in nature) generated by IOPS; you
contribute to and influence the leading global standards which the IOPS sets; you have an exclusive invitation
to IOPS informative events that provide excellent access to leading global peers in the field of private pension
supervision; you can request work on specific areas of interest where you may require assistance as the IOPS
programme of work is set by the Members; you will receive three editions per year of the Cambridge Journal of
Pension Economics and Finance, which is the only academic journal focusing on the economics and finance of
pensions and retirement income’12; see IOPS, About.

13 With Lithuania and Zimbabwe as the latest additions of 2015.
14 IOPS, 10-Year Anniversary Brochure, p. 18.
15 In both countries, pension supervision is not in the hands of one autonomous body but executed via several

ministries e.g. the Department of Labour (US); it is understood that US ministries cannot become member of a
private association. However, it is also understood that non-IOPS Member countries which are Members of the
OECD follow the work of IOPS via the OECD Working Party on Private Pensions.

16 Article 3.5(a) IOPS Articles of Association.
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The General Meeting

The Governing Membership Annual General Meeting17 (hereafter called ‘Annual General
Meeting’) can be attended by all Members, regardless of their class of membership but
only Governing Members may vote.

The Executive Committee

The Executive Committee18 consists of a minimum of five and a maximum of 12
elected Governing Members. The members of the Executive Committee are institutions,
not persons. Representatives of nine pension supervisors form the Executive Committee in
2015: These are the supervisory authorities of Australia, Austria, Botswana, Egypt,
Hungary, India, Italy, Romania and Turkey19.

In addition, there are four ex officio members with voting rights: the President of the
Organisation20, the Vice-President21, the Chair of the Technical Committee22 and the Vice-
Chair of the Technical Committee23. Also the Treasurer24 is an ex officio member but
without voting rights. The Executive Committee shall meet 2-4 times a year, remote
participation is possible.

Figure 2: Executive Committee Members of IOPS by continent

Source: www.iopsweb.org, ICODA European Affairs-Lowet analysis. March 2015.

17 The General Meeting is, according to Article 5(2) IOPS Articles of Association, competent, among others, to
elect the members of the Executive Committee; to elect a President and Vice-President; to decide on the
annual fees; to approve the annual budget; to approve the biannual Programs of Work, including the annual
revision; to endorse any principle, standards or similar guidance.

18 According to Article 6 IOPS Articles of Association, the competences of the Executive Committee include the
following: the appointment of Chairpersons and Vice-Chairpersons of the Technical Committee and
subcommittees; the appointment of the Treasurer; the establishment and dissolution of sub-committees and
other working groups; the consideration of Membership applications; the oversight of the Secretariat; the
establishment of the agenda of the Annual General Meeting and Conferences the Preparation of the Biannual
Programme, the Annual Budget and the Annual Report; advice and comment on standards, principles, and
good practices, prior to their voting in the General Meeting.

19 IOPS, Organisational Structure.
20 Dr. Edward Odundo, CEO from the Retirements Benefits Authority, Kenya.
21 Edgar Robles Cordero, Superintendent, Pensions Superintendence of Costa Rica.
22 Mr. Darren McShane, Chief Regulation & Policy Officer and Executive Director, Mandatory Provident Fund

Schemes Authority (MPFA), Hong Kong, China.
23 Mr. Dirk Broeders, Senior Strategy Advisor, Supervisory Strategy Department, the Dutch Central Bank (DNB)

Netherlands.
24 Mr. Dirk Broeders, Netherlands.
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According to the Articles of Association, membership of the Executive Committee is limited
to no more than one person per country and ‘at all times, the composition of the Executive
Committee shall reflect the membership of the organisation’ 25.

The Technical Committee

The Technical Committee26 is open to all Governing and Associate Members, but
nominations must be made and approved by the Executive Committee27. The Chair28 and
Vice-Chair29 are nominated from among the Technical Committee Members but they are
appointed by the Executive Committee by majority voting for three years, with a possible
prolongation period of two years. Decisions require a double majority of the Executive
Committee: once the quorum of a majority of voting members is established, a majority
vote of the voting members present is required.

Observers, as they represent the private sector30, may attend only in special meetings of
the Technical Committees, organised on purpose for such attendance. They are not allowed
to be regular members. Interest has hitherto been very limited31.

Sub-Committees and Working groups

The Executive Committee and the Technical Committee can establish Sub-Committees and
Working Groups32. So far, no such bodies have been established.

The Secretariat

The Secretariat33 is hosted by and outsourced to the OECD in Paris according to the
IOPS/OECD partnership agreement34. The staff of IOPS has the status of international
civil servants.

Secretary-General is since 2004 André Laboul. He was also the Head of the Financial Affairs
Division at the OECD35; and currently holds the position of Deputy Director, Directorate for
Financial and Enterprise Affairs, OECD36.

25 Article 6 (1) (d) IOPS Articles of Association.
26 Article VII IOPS Articles of Association. The competences of the Technical Committee include the following:

participation in and conduct of the development of principles standards and good practices on pension
supervisory issues; development of the Programme of Work of the Organisation; serving as forum to discuss,
develop and analyse matters related to pension supervision that are of interest to the membership.

27 Article 7.1 IOPS Articles of Association; no difference in attendance rights.
28 Its current Chair is Darren McShane, Mandatory Provident Fund Schemes Authority, Hong Kong, China.
29 Its Vice-Chair is currently, Dirk Broeders, DNB, The Netherlands.
30 Private institutions, researchers and research organisations, self-regulatory and industry-representative

bodies, professional associations; see Article 3.4. of the Revised Articles of Association.
31 Source: interviews with Observers.
32 Article 8.1 IOPS Articles of Association.
33 Article 9 IOPS Articles of Association.
34 IOPS never employed own staff; the OECD guarantees also the continuity of the IOPS secretariat. IOPS

Governing Members voted in 2014 for the renewal of the partnership agreement with the OECD for a further
three years. For the renewal, see IOPS, Annual Report 2014, p. 18.

35 This Division is responsible for financial markets, private insurance and private pensions issues and is servicing
the eight OECD related financial Committees and Groups (including the OECD Committee on Financial Markets
and the OECD Committee on Insurance and Private Pensions).

36 See IOPS/AIOS/SuPen, Global Pensions Perspectives: Investment, Financial Culture for Retirement and New
Generation Reforms.
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1.3.3. Stakeholder involvement

Observer-status Members

IOPS has paying Observers. Only four organisations are Observers of IOPS37. Observers
pay the highest fee, equal to the most developed economies fee38.

Observers are entitled to attend and observe open meetings of the Technical
Committee and sub-committees or other working groups. They are not eligible to chair (or
serve as Vice-Chair of) committees. They have no voting right but may observe the Annual
General Meeting39.

European Observers expressed in interviews that they find it very difficult to follow the
work of IOPS, partially due to the fact that ‘the meetings take place across the world’40 and
because, to date, the developments in IOPS did not catch a large part of their attention.
Additionally, as there is ‘interaction’ between IOPS and the OECD Private Pension Working
Party41, one Observer preferred the latter, also because the differences between the OECD
and IOPS are not clear according to this observer. Finally, the relevance for the EU of the
IOPS work is not visible42.

Consultation process

IOPS has an unclear public consultation process. Consultation of non-Observer
stakeholders is not mandatory according to the Articles of Association and takes place on
an entirely voluntary basis. In the draft of the document ‘IOPS Consultation Process’ of
7 December 2006, general guidelines of the consultation process are set out43.

On the occasion of a consultation, IOPS intends to be clear about the five questions
relevant for a consultation: Who? What? Why? How? When? The answer to these questions
should reflect the following principles:

 IOPS should consult all interested parties44;

 IOPS should be clear about the work subject to the consultation, which should be
attached45;

 There should be a genuine need for, or a benefit to be gained from the
consultation46;

 The method of the consultation should be made clear, should be appropriate and the
consultation should be well managed, carried out in a timely fashion according to a
planned and published timetable47;

37 Insurance Europe, Pensions Europe, American Council of Life Insurers (ACLI), and International Actuarial
Association (IAA).

38 The fee amounts to EUR 8,250 EUR p.a.; see IOPS, Brochure for Non-Members; see also Section 1.3.6.
39 Article 3(4), Article 5(2)(a) IOPS Articles of Association.
40 Source: interviews with Observers. For a full overview of all meeting venues see IOPS, Meetings and events.
41 No public information (apart from references in documents) could however be found on the OECD website on

the OECD Private Pension Working Party (OECD PPWP); see OECD, Funded Pensions; see also Section 1.7.2.
42 Interviews with Observers.
43 See IOPS, Consultation Process.
44 IOPS, Consultation Process, p. 3.
45 IOPS, Consultation Process, p. 3.
46 IOPS, Consultation Process, p. 4.
47 IOPS, Consultation Process, p. 4.
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 The consultation shall take place at the earliest stage which is practical, in order to
allow for the consideration of as many views as possible48.

In the past decade IOPS has conducted five public consultations49. Furthermore, two
additional consultations have taken place on joint OECD/IOPS projects50. For most of the
past public consultations, the comments received by stakeholders are not publicly available.
It should be noted that Members, when being consulted about supervisory material, could
organise national consultations in their country.

1.3.4. Voting modalities
At the Annual General Meeting, only Governing Members may vote. No single Governing
Member may exercise more than one vote regardless of the number of countries in which it
acts as a supervisor. Only one vote per country is allowed51.

Majority voting is required for all decisions except statutory changes, which require a
qualified majority. Remote voting is foreseen. Votes can only be cast by the designated
representative of a Governing Member52.

1.3.5. Accountability
Since the beginning in 2005, IOPS publishes an Annual Report which contains a report
from the President, a report of the Chair of the Technical Committee, a report of the
Secretariat, a report of the treasurer and the audited financial statement of the previous
year. In addition, the report lists the achievements compared to the aims of the past
year53.

Further, IOPS publishes its Work Programme54. The Work Programme details in broad
terms the status (completion and continuation) of projects already launched – the on-going
work - but also the new projects on which the Technical Committee agreed to start work
and which are explained in terms of objectives and project team55. IOPS does not publish a
(monthly or quarterly) Newsletter.

48 IOPS, Consultation Process, p. 5.
49 2008: Public Consultation on ‘Guidelines for the Supervisory Assessment of Pension Funds’. 2009: Public

Consultation on ‘Guidelines on the Use of Intervention Powers, Sanctions and Enforcement’; 2010: Public
Consultation on ‘Principles of Private Pension Supervision’; ‘2011: Public Consultation on ‘Good Practices on
Pension Funds’ Use of Alternative Investments and Derivatives’, 2013: Public Consultation on ‘Good Practices
for Governance of Pension Supervisory Authorities’. Source: IOPS, Annual Reports 2005-2014.

50 In 2007, OECD/IOPS conducted a public consultation on ‘Guidelines on the Licensing of Pension Entities’ and in
2010 a public consultation on the ‘Good Practices for Pension Funds’ Risk Management Systems’.

51 Except for the approval of accounts for the financial year where each Governing Member shall have one vote.
This only applies for Turkey (according to the current list of IOPS Members, see Annex II).

52 Remote voting is possible, either on paper or electronically; see Article 5(2)((e) and Article 9 IOPS Articles of
Association.

53 See IOPS, Annual Reports 2005-2014.
54 The most recent ‘Programme of Work for 2015-16’ was approved by the Governing Members at the Annual

General Meeting held in Swakopmund, Namibia, in October 2014.
55 See IOPS, Work Programme from 2005-2006 to 2015-2016.



The European Union's Role in International Economic Fora – Paper 9: The IOPS

PE 542.198 15

Figure 3: IOPS Work Programme for 2015-2016

Source: www.iopsweb.org.

1.3.6. Financing of activities
IOPS is financed by three types of resources56:

 Application fees;

 Annual fees from its Members;

 Donations, grants, contributions and other sources of revenue or allocation.

A three-level model of membership fees57 is used, according to the stage of economic
development in the Member's country, based on the World Bank’s country classification,
using per capita gross national income58.

The three levels of fees are currently the following:

 High-income economies: EUR 8,25059;

 Middle-income economies: EUR 5,500;

 Low-income economies: EUR 2,750.

In 2012 and 2013, IOPS had only membership fees as revenue. An estimated 5-7 % is
generated by the Observers. In 2013, the main costs of IOPS were the costs of the
Secretariat, provided by the OECD under the official partnership between both

56 Article 4(1) IOPS Articles of Association.
57 IOPS, Membership/How to Join.
58 World Bank, World Development Indicators.
59 Observers pay the highest fee.
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organisations (see item ‘Administration’, representing about 75 % of the costs of the
Association), and conference expenses (about 15 %)60. IOPS had an operating surplus
in 2013.

1.4. Current EU membership of the organisation
1.4.1. Participating entities

There are 19 Governing Members coming from 19 EU Member States, these are the
pension supervisors of Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic, France, Germany,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, the Slovak Republic, Spain and United Kingdom61. Some EU pension supervisors
are members since IOPS’ foundation. Some are specialised authorities, while most are
integrated supervisors.

Table 1: IOPS EU Governing Members

Jurisdiction Supervisory authority Integrated
supervisor

Austria Financial Market Authority Yes

Belgium Financial Services and Markets Authority (FSMA) Yes

Bulgaria Financial Supervision Commission Yes

Czech Republic Czech National Bank Yes

France Prudential Supervisory Authority (ACP) Yes

Germany Federal Financial Supervisory Authority (BaFin) Yes

Hungary The Central Bank of Hungary Yes

Ireland Pensions Authority No

Italy Pension Funds Supervision Commission (COVIP) No

Lithuania Bank of Lithuania Yes

Luxembourg Financial Sector Supervisory Commission Yes

Malta Financial Services Authority Yes

Netherlands Central Bank of the Netherlands (DNB) Yes

Poland Polish Financial Supervision Authority Yes

Portugal Insurance and Pension Funds Supervisory Authority Yes

Romania Financial Supervisory Authority Yes

Slovak Republic National Bank of the Slovakia Yes

Spain Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness Yes

United Kingdom The Pensions Regulator No

Source: www.iopsweb.org, ICODA European Affairs-Lowet analysis; data as of March 2015.

60 IOPS, Annual Report 2014, p. 27; ICODA European Affairs-Lowet analysis.
61 IOPS, Members (status as of 25.3.2015).
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In addition, there is one Associate Member from EU origin: the Private Pension System
Rights Guarantee Fund of Romania. Among the four Observers, two represent European
interests: Pensions Europe as of 200562 and Insurance Europe as of 201463.

1.4.2. Status of membership of EIOPA and Commission
Today there is no membership of any European Institution or of the EU as a whole,
neither as Governing Member, nor as Associate Member or Observer. Regarding the
Commission, the current Articles of Association of IOPS do not allow for a Governing
Membership of the Commission for two reasons: first, the Commission is not a pension
supervisor; and second, it does not represent a country (supervisor)64. An Associate
Membership is possible for the Commission. However, currently there seems to be no
formal interest from the Commission: ‘the Commission is not a member of IOPS and the
issue is not under active consideration’65.

EIOPA applied for an IOPS Governing Membership in 201266 and did foresee in its
multi-annual work programme to contribute materially and to participate actively67.
However, as mentioned, the Articles of Association of IOPS do not allow for a Governing
Membership, as EIOPA is not a pension supervisor of a country or a subdivision of a
country68. Already since its foundation69, there is no appetite within IOPS to have regional
organisations play a role as Governing Members70.

The IOPS Executive Committee, when receiving EIOPA’s application to become a Governing
Member, determined on the basis of the Articles of Association that EIOPA qualified for
Associate Membership but not for Governing Membership, reserved for national supervisory
authorities. The IOPS offered to EIOPA to become an Associate Member, which corresponds
to the status of other international organisations71. When IOPS proposed this different
status, EIOPA withdrew its application72. Unlike as for IAIS, there was no strong push

62 (The predecessor organisation of) Pensions Europe was also involved in the predecessor of IOPS, source:
Observers interviews.

63 IOPS, Annual Report 2014, p. 9.
64 The fact that IOPS does only allow national supervisors is historical: at the time of creation of IOPS, the

International Association of Pension Funds Supervision (AIOS) also existed, with only supervisors as Governing
Members. AIOS is a civil non-profit organisation, composed of the supervisory systems for funded pension
from the following countries: Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Mexico, Panama, Peru, Dominican
Republic and Uruguay. Today, AIOS is not a Member of IOPS, nor vice versa.

65 Reply of the Commission to questionnaire, March 2015. This policy seems to be a continuation of the previous
policy which was due to budgetary reasons and the fact that the OECD Private Pension Working Party retained
more attention. Source: interviews.

66 EIOPA, Annual Report 2012, p. 12see also IMF, EU: Publication of Financial Sector Assessment Program
Documentation ––Technical Note on European Insurance and Occupational Pensions Authority Assessment
p. 31: ‘EIOPA has also submitted its application for becoming an IOPS Governing Member in the current year’.

67 EIOPA, Multi-Annual Work Programme 2012-2014, no references to IOPS anymore in EIOPA’s Multi-Annual
Work Programme 2015-2017.

68 Article 3.2 IOPS Articles of Association.
69 The fact that IOPS does only allow national supervisors has historical reasons.
70 It has not been researched to which extent there would be an appetite to obtain the required majority to

change the Articles of Association in that direction.
71 Source: correspondence with IOPS.
72 Interview EIOPA; interview IOPS; exchange of letters is not public; no reference to the result of the EIOPA’s

application to IOPS was made in the 2013 Annual Report. Curiously enough, the EIOPA Work Programme
2014, approved in 2013, still contains the item: ‘Support EIOPA Chair in his role as IOPS Executive Committee
member and coordinate support to the work of IOPS (subject to governing membership)’; this proves EIOPA
had serious intentions to be involved in the IOPS work.
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or perceived need from Member States, nor was there a track record of participation and/or
input of EU institutions, thus EIOPA ceased its efforts. In addition, as resources are scarce,
EIOPA did not insist73 to become a Governing Member. At the same time, it should be noted
that this result was not a negative assessment, and one of the IOPS Governing Members
interviewed hoped for the same constructive relationship with EIOPA as with the AIOS or
the OECD:

‘The only difference between an Associate and a Governing Member is, when voting on
administrative issues, the Associate Members have no vote. For the other work, they are at
the same level. IOPS doesn’t make hard law. The principles are soft, not binding. The
status of Associate Members and the status of Governing Members, from the point of view
of participating to the work, being able to influence the work, giving content to the analysis
of IOPS, are exactly the same. For a number of IOPS members, that makes it more difficult
to understand why it should be so important for EIOPA to become full Member if the goal is
to cooperate on substantial work.’74

The fact that EIOPA did not become a Governing Member of IOPS does not mean that there
is no interaction, but this interaction between IOPS and EIOPA does not take place
via a formal structure75. Given that 19 out of the 28 EU Member States are represented
via their national pension authority in IOPS, mutual briefings can voluntarily take place via
the national pension supervisors. In addition, in some cases, EIOPA has been requested by
letter to reply to an IOPS consultation76.

There were working contacts between IOPS and EIOPA via the respective Presidents,
Secretariats77, as well as via the IAIS Pensions Coordination Group, PCG78, based on a
working agreement between the IAIS and IOPS79. The PCG was disbanded as of July 2014.

IAIS and IOPS maintain a partnership agreement. IAIS, in which EIOPA and the EU Member
States play a strong role, is an Associate Member of IOPS.

73 Interview EIOPA; see in this context Wouters, J. Odermatt, J., Ramopoulos, T., The EU in the world of
international organizations: diplomatic aspirations, legal hurdles and political realities: Although Wouters et al.
consider in this article the EU’s legal status in international organisations, which IOPS is not, a parallel can be
drawn between the reasons for membership of international organisations and transnational networks such as
IOPS: according to the authors, the rationale for membership of ‘the EU’ in an international organisation is
‘also conditioned by the willingness of states, Members to that (international organisation) to sanction such a
development.’

74 Interview Rinaldi Ambrogio, COVIP, IOPS Executive Committee member.
75 According to IOPS Annual Reports, IOPS and EIOPA provide each other regularly with updates of their work. No

traces of meeting could be found in EIOPA’s calendar as published on EIOPA’s website. EIOPA however
provides in its budget some space for liaising with IOPS.

76 See for instance the consultation on IOPS Draft Good Practices for Governance of Pension Supervisory
Authorities: in August 2013, EIOPA replied in its capacity as ‘a European Supervisory Authority for the
supervision of the European private pensions’, see EIOPA, Response to IOPS Consultation on IOPS Draft Good
Practices for Governance of Pensions Supervisory Authorities.

77 Source: correspondence with IOPS.
78 Chaired by Julia Cillikova, Slovakia.
79 According to the IAIS, Annual Report 2014, the PCG:

 Reviewed and provided feedback in IOPS supervisory material;
 Monitored the consistency of the standard-setting work and publications;
 Held joint seminars;
 Held formal PCG meetings that included updates from the insurance and pensions unit of the European

Commission and also EIOPA;
In 2014, the PCG;
 Held a joint seminar covering four current topics;
 Held two formal PCG meetings that included updates from the insurance and pensions unit of the

European Commission, EIOPA and the World Bank.
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1.5. EU Membership in internal bodies
Five pension supervisory authorities from EU Member States are Members of the 13-
Members strong Executive Committee: FMA, Austria; COVIP, Italy; Financial Supervisory
Authority, Romania; the Central Bank of Hungary, Hungary, and ex officio DNB, the
Netherlands80.

Participation in the Technical Committee is open to all EU Governing and Associate
Members81. Mr. Dirk Broeders, DNB, the Netherlands, is Vice-Chair of the Technical
Committee.

Information about the involvement in the current IOPS projects by EU Member States’
pension supervisors is not provided on the IOPS website. However, for new IOPS
projects, the project teams are included in the Work Program. The interests of the EU
Members – judged by their participation - are the following:

 Supervision of investment management, including non-traditional investment,
infrastructure and long-term investment by pension funds - Project team: Hungary,
Italy, Poland.

 Role of supervision related to consumer protection in pension systems (complaint
mechanisms, comparison platforms, etc.) - Project team: Austria (leader), Slovak
Republic.

 Macro- and micro dimensions of supervision of large pension funds - Project team:
Italy, Slovak Republic.

 Supervision of guarantee capitals, guarantee funds and benchmarking investment
returns in private pension systems - Slovak Republic.

 Supervision of unclaimed pension benefits - No EU country participates for the time
being.

1.6. Description of activities and process

1.6.1. Mandate
The Programme of Work is approved biannually (with an annual revision) by the General
Meeting82 and is prepared by the Executive Committee, which has all the powers to achieve
the objectives and the purpose of the organisation.

1.6.2. Type of product
IOPS develops four types of materials:

 Principles of Private Pension Supervision;

 Standards;

 Guidelines and Good Practices83;

 Working Papers.

80 IOPS, Organizational Structure.
81 But Article 7(1) of the IOPS Articles of Association states: ‘Nominations for membership of the Technical

Committee shall be made to the Executive Committee.’
82 Article 5(2)(c) of IOPS Articles of Association.
83 These are often developed in conjunction with the OECD; see IOPS, Principles and Guidelines.
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The development of the Principles is perceived as a major achievement, and the
increasing membership leads to a broad distribution across the globe, especially in less
developed countries. This last item, Working Papers, was launched in 2007; external
experts may also submit papers for inclusion in the series.

In addition, other work includes, inter alia:

 Statistics/Database: IOPS Members currently provide statistical data via the OECD’s
Global Pensions Statistics Project. There is also a joint ISSA/IOPS/OECD
Complementary and Private Pensions Database;

 IOPS toolkit;

 Technical assistance84.

It should be noted that IOPS keeps an important library of research material per theme
and also per country85.

1.6.3. Internal bodies involved
The Technical Committee develops principles, standards, good practices and the
Programme of Work of the Organisation, which it recommends to the Executive Committee,
and which the Annual General Meeting approves.

1.6.4. Development of the product(s)
The Technical Committee has a pivotal role: it is the ‘essential group that develops
principles, standards and good practices on pension supervisory issues and on regulatory
themes related to pension supervision’86. The main supervisory material is developed on a
project basis with project teams consisting of interested Governing/Associate Members and
lead by a Member. As one of the objectives of IOPS is to be Member-driven, the role of
Members is crucial, as it is the Members, and not the Secretariat, who drive the projects.

The timeline depends on the project. There is no fixed process, nor procedure, but in
general the guidelines of the OECD in project management/development are followed:
collection of evidence via desk research or a survey among Members, analysis and policy
comparison, draft of instrument, and public consultation (if possible).

In addition, the Technical Committee serves as a forum to discuss, develop and analyse
matters related to pension supervision that are of interest to the Members. A very
important aspect of its work is information exchange on supervision, which takes place
among like-minded supervisors, all active in the area of private pension system
supervision.

The Technical Committee also oversees the extensive body of research and working
papers that the IOPS Members and the Secretariat undertake and write. In fact, IOPS
most frequent output consists of Working Papers.

In 2014, the Technical Committee held three meetings. One of the three meetings is
usually held back to back with the OECD Working Party on Private Pension.

84 For a complete overview, see IOPS Work Programmes from 2009-2010 to Work Programme 2015-2016.
85 IOPS, Research and Working Papers.
86 IOPS, Annual Report 2014, p. 7.
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1.6.5. Transparency
The IOPS website has a public and a Members’ dedicated area. IOPS publishes on its public
website the IOPS Principles of Private Pension Supervision and the IOPS Guidelines and
Good Practices.

The Annual Report provides a clear overview of the activities of the Executive and
Technical Committee, the Financial Statements, its aims, IOPS’ initiatives to achieve the
targets, and the goals for the following year. Together with the work programme, an
overview of the projects, on-going projects and new projects can be found on the
website. A presentation about the level of development of each project is given as well as a
list of Members interested in new projects. The Members participating in the on-going
projects are not mentioned87.

No reports of the meetings of the Committees are placed on the (public part of the)
website. There is no section for drafts under consideration. There is no section on the
website where information on past (and present) public consultation can be consulted88.

There is also no newsletter for the general public89. Finally, the intranet is only accessible to
Members.

1.7. Other relevant features and observations

1.7.1. How soft is soft law?
IOPS has maintained a focus on supervision and regulatory-related supervisory
issues when developing reports and working papers to enhance the understanding of the
functioning of different private pension systems. Its major achievement has been the
issuance of a set of qualitative Principles of Private Pension Supervision, consisting of ten
principles. These principles were issued in 2006 and revised in 2010. They are copied in
ANNEX V.

The Articles of Association of IOPS do not request Members to commit to implement the
principles and guidelines, unlike e.g. the By-Laws of IAIS90. However, even if they would do
so, such commitments would only have ‘private law value’ for the Association.

The IOPS membership of pension supervisors does not create international legal
obligations. According to Kal Raustiala and David Zaring, ‘Most importantly, the guidelines
and other documents (the TRNs) promulgate have no international legal status, meaning
that they do not create international legal obligations and do not require the same
cumbersome domestic ratification procedures as treaties. Finally, the networks do not
formally monitor the implementation of their decisions or provide dispute resolution
procedures.’91

There are however indirect mechanisms:

 IOPS developed in 2010 a self-assessment framework which provides a
structured tool for assessing the extent to which a pension supervisory authority
complies with the letter and spirit of the Principles. The Framework translates the
text supporting each Principle into key considerations to be taken into account when

87 IOPS, Work Programme from 2009-2010 to Work Programme 2015-2016.
88 This data can only be retrieved from the Annual Reports or the website of the OECD.
89 IOPS has a Facebook- and a LinkedIn-page, used for reporting to the general public and education of the

latter.
90 See new article 6(b) of the IAIS By-Laws.
91 See Zaring, pp. 303-304, as quoted by Verdier, p. 118.
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making the assessment, along with a series of specific questions. IOPS Member
authorities ‘are widely adopting the IOPS Principles and using them as a basis for
benchmarking and self-assessment’92.

About twenty IOPS Members conducted self-assessments to check their
authority’s compliance with the IOPS Principles, the results were presented and
discussed at the IOPS Technical Committee meetings93.

 One of the work streams of IOPS is to assure a better integration of IOPS
Principles as part of FSAP Reviews94: in its Work Programme, IOPS aims to work
with the World Bank on any necessary revisions to the IOPS Principles of Private
Pension Supervision or its methodology to see how the IOPS Principles could be
made more ‘practical’ and better integrated into FSAP process95.

However, today the IOPS principles are not part of the FSAPs. More precisely,
and in reply to a question to the IMF’s Monetary and Capital Department, explicitly
asking confirmation of this statement, the IMF stated that:

‘the IOPS Principles are not being used in the context of the FSAPs. The
coverage of the pension sector is largely in the context of capital market or macro
financial issues. A few pension sector experts have made a reference to the IOPS
principles96 but without any attempt at evaluating them. Also, the IOPS Principles
are not part of the IMF’s “List of Standards and Codes”.’97.

 The IOPS Principles have also been incorporated into OECD Core Principles of
Occupational Pension Regulation. As the Members of the OECD are countries,
represented by a delegation and led by an ambassador, the principles may find their
way into national jurisdictions via this channel.

Besides the principles, ‘the guidelines and good practices are not legally binding
instruments. However the Members are encouraged to observe and adopt them and
identify the areas of weakness to bring the regulation and supervisory regimes and
techniques in line with international standards’98.

92 See IOPS, Methodology for Review of Supervisory Systems using IOPS Principles and IOPS, Principles of
Private Pension Supervision.

93 Source: correspondence with IOPS.
94 FSAP reviews are ‘comprehensive and in-depth assessment of a country’s financial sector. FSAPs analyse the

resilience of the financial sector, the quality of the regulatory and supervisory framework, and the capacity to
manage and resolve financial crises. Based on its findings, FSAPs produce recommendations of a micro- and
macro-prudential nature, tailored to country-specific circumstances.’; see IMF, Factsheet: The Financial Sector
Assessment Program (FSAP).

95 According to IOPS, ‘These Principles have also been incorporated into the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) Core Principles of Occupational Pension Regulation and have been used by
the IMF and the World Bank in the Financial Sector Assessment Programmes (FSAP).’; see IOPS, Principles and
Guidelines. Furthermore, IOPS states that the IOPS principles are used occasionally, under some
circumstances, in the FSAP process. Source: Correspondence with IOPS.

96 The one example found is Ghana: Financial System Stability Assessment Update, 2011; see IMF, Ghana,
Financial System Stability Assessment Update. No reference to the IOPS Principles were made in the 2014
FSAP of Austria, only to IOPS in the list of abbreviations, see IMF, Austria: Publication of Financial Sector
Assessment Program Documentation – Technical Note on Insurance Sector. An IMF site search result did not
reveal any other country FSAP referring to IOPS principles.

97 For the list of the internationally recognised standards and codes which the IMF and World Bank have endorsed
in 12 areas as important for their work, see IMF, Factsheet: The Financial System Assessment Program
(FSAP); and IMF/World Bank, Review of the Standards and Codes Initiative. Correspondence with IMF,
Monetary and Capital Department of 24 March 2015.

98 IOPS, Principles and Guidelines.
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1.7.2. The relationship IOPS-OECD
Since its foundation, IOPS has a strong link with the OECD while being appropriately
independent:

 Historical link: the OECD started its creation; the collaboration is however older
than the ten years of existence of IOPS;

 Operational link: IOPS’ offices are at the same address as the OECD in Paris. The
Secretariat, consisting of international civil servants, is provided by the OECD,
based on a partnership agreement which was recently again renewed for three
years. The OECD Staff Regulations apply99. The secretarial support includes also
analytical support. The Secretary-General of IOPS, André Laboul, also holds the
position of Deputy Director of the Directorate for Financial and Enterprise Affairs,
OECD.

 Research link: The OECD, IOPS and ISSA have since 2005 a Partnership
Agreement for Information Gathering on Complementary and Private Pensions
(continuing the INPRS and ISSA agreement)100, project team: IOPS Secretariat and
OECD.

 Strategic link: the IOPS Principles have been incorporated into the OECD Core
Principles of Occupational Pension Regulation.

 Member link: The OECD has a Working Party on Private Pensions101, chaired by
Ambrogio Rinaldi, Pensions Director at COVIP, the Italian pension fund supervisor,
and Member of IOPS executive committee. 24 members of the Working Party are
also IOPS members102. 15 IOPS Members come from the EU and are also OECD
Members103. This interaction allows for a potential tandem of regulation and
supervision.

 Joint meetings: each year, the IOPS organises a meeting back to back with the
OECD Working Party on Private Pensions in June and also holds - jointly with the
OECD - the OECD/IOPS Global Forum on Private Pensions, covering topics
developed under the respective programme of works and of particular interest to
local participants104.

 Joint projects:

 IOPS has worked successfully with the OECD in previous years on
projects of joint interest105. For example, and according to IOPS ‘the
programmes of work of the OECD Working Party on Private Pensions and
the IOPS are complementary to each other. The OECD Working Party on
Private Pensions focuses on policy and regulatory issues while the IOPS

99 OECD, Staff Regulation, Rules and Instructions Applicable to Officials of the Organisation.
100 See Section 1.6.3.; see also IOPS, Announcement of Cooperation between IOPS, ISSA and OECD; and

IOPS/ISSA/OECD, Partnership Agreement for Information Gathering on Complementary and Private Pensions.
101 The OECD Working Party on Private Pensions brings together delegates from 34 OECD Member countries and

four other countries (Brazil, India, Russian Federation and South Africa) as well as several international
organisations with observer status.

102 Source: correspondence with IOPS.
103 EU Member States which are not part of the OECD are: Bulgaria, Lithuania, Malta and Romania.
104 The OECD/IOPS Global Forum on Private Pensions will take place in Berlin, Germany, on 29-30 October 2015;

see IOPS, Meetings and Events.
105 The OECD is currently working on the following topics, which the IOPS could potentially contribute to:

Improving the design of retirement saving pension plans; Institutional investors and long-term investing;
Annuity products; Fiscal incentives and retirement savings.
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focuses on pension supervisory issues in relation to funded pension
systems in their standard-setting activities, analysis and data collection.
Certainly, overlap occasionally arises in some areas. The two institutions
consult each other from the early stages of development of their
respective programmes of work on pension regulatory and supervisory
issues to avoid any duplication of work and achieve the benefits of
synergies through development of joint projects.’106.

 The OECD Working Party on Private Pensions and IOPS have been
developing joint instruments. From the seven Guidelines and Good
practices, three are jointly developed by the OECD/IOPS107 and approved
respectively by the OECD Working Party on Private Pensions and the
IOPS Annual General Meeting.

 In the area of Supervision of investment management, including non-
traditional investment, infrastructure and long-term investment by
pension funds it is expected that this IOPS project will provide important
input into the work of the G20/OECD Task Force on Institutional
Investors and Long-Term Financing from the pension supervisory
perspective108.

106 Source: correspondence with IOPS.
107 OECD/IOPS, Good Practices on Pension Funds' Use of Alternative Instruments and Derivatives; OECD/IOPS,

Good Practices for Pension Funds’ Risk Management Systems; OECD/IOPS, Guidelines on the Licensing of
Pension Entities and OECD, OECD/IOPS Guidelines on the Licensing of Pension Entities. In addition, the draft
text of the Guidelines on the Licensing of Pension Entities was made available for public comment through an
online consultation from 26 July to 5 October 2007. Comments received were considered by the IOPS and the
OECD; see OECD/IOPS, Guidelines on the Licensing of Pension Entities: Comments received in Public
Consultation.

108 Other projects for supervisory follow-up, inspired by OECD work on the regulatory side, are related to the role
of supervision concerning consumer protection in pension systems (complaint mechanisms, comparison
platforms, etc.), pensions and financial sector stability, and consumer protection.
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2. IOPS ACCOUNTABILITY AND COORDINATION; LEVEL,
IMPACT AND ACCOUNTABILITY OF EU PARTICIPATION

KEY FINDINGS

 Although the Membership of IOPS by Member States’ pension supervisors does not
create international legal obligations for the EU, the voluntary incorporation of IOPS’
standards into EU law or into the law of a significant number of EU Member States
would alter its nature, thereby hardening the soft law.

 There is no formal coordination mechanism between EU Member States in regard to
IOPS work.

 A reconsideration of the EU’s involvement would be necessary, should IOPS increase
its footprint on the outside world by becoming a more broadly recognised
international standard setter, and/or having an increased regulatory impact.

2.1. Legal basis
As mentioned before, IOPS is a private association, under French law, and its Members are
national pension supervisors. Thus, the material produced by IOPS has no binding force
towards its Members. Although IOPS refers to itself as a standard-setting body109, only
voluntary incorporation of such standards into EU law or into law of a significant
number of EU Member States alters its nature, thereby hardening the soft law.

This point of view is defended by Newman and Bach110 (2014): ‘Once the EU, or a
significant number of Member States, have legally committed to a set of soft law standards,
these standards are no longer simply informal institutions or instances of private global
governance. Rather, they have been ‘hardened’ and are henceforth backed by domestic
law. Such hardening alters the incentives of EU actors to support and promote the global
regime. At the same time, it alters the attractiveness of the regime to other jurisdictions.
This is because European commitment frequently constitutes a tipping point,
signalling to other jurisdictions that a proposed private standard will likely diffuse widely.’

Newman and Bach continue further that this hardening changes also for the Members of
those regimes its very nature: ‘While national or regional regulatory incorporation boosts
certainty in the private regime, the traditional flexibility ascribed to such regimes is reduced
as they become entangled in the domestic regulatory, legislative, and legal structures of
large markets […]. By incorporating analytically the role of domestic law, our approach
leads us to question the flexibility of such standards emphasized in both the private actor
governance and power-based approaches. At the same time, it suggests much more
predictability and durability.’

2.2. Determination of positions of EU participants
There is no information available on the current positions of the participating EU Member
States.

109 See Article 2(1)(a) IOPS Articles of Association.
110 Bach, D., The European Union as hardening agent: soft law and the diffusion of global financial regulation,

pp. 430-452.
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A member of the Executive Committee stated the following concerning this matter:

‘There is no formal coordination mechanism between EU National Supervisory
Authorities, although all IOPS-EU NSAs are Members of EIOPA so there are interactions on
several occasions (such as EIOPA meetings where views and positions on pension topics are
exchanged)111. In addition, the body of ‘standards’ is less extensive and intensive than in
other financial services’ sectors and the focus has been more on reports, so the need for
coordination has not been present112.

Indeed, no need for such a coordination has ever been felt in IOPS. The discussion at IOPS
is never driven by “geographic blocks” (EU, US, Asia,…), as it might be the case in other
global organisations. Actually, the US is not a member (and is not expected to join in the
future113) and there is no other “block” with which the EU could confront its ideas or
positions. At IOPS, differences in views and possibly interests in directing work in one
direction or the other are much more driven by the structural features of pension systems
than by geographical proximity. For instance, it may well be the case that Eastern
European countries may want to focus on issues that are important for most Latin American
countries: indeed in all these countries pension systems are almost exclusively DC. On the
other hand, there are important EU countries (e.g. Germany- where DB schemes are
predominant and are interested in different issues. In this context, any attempt to have an
EU voice could easily be “dysfunctional”, impoverishing the internal discussions.’114

Yet, some Member States favour an enhanced involvement: ‘The EU should keep on trying
to favour, together with the Member States, that the advances on the subjects within the
scope of IAIS and IOPS are as aligned as possible with EU regulation and practices. The
participation can be enhanced if the EU could follow in more detail the different working
groups and share views very regularly with the Member States. Apart from that, it is key
that the EU is more active in trying to coordinate the participation of the Member States in
this forum. Trying to find the common interests among Member States to be defended by
every Member State in a similar way would be very useful. It would help the Member
States to understand each other and consequently support all together the positions that
are beneficial for all of us.’115

It should be noted that the IMF in its 2013 Technical Note on European Insurance and
Occupational Pensions Authority Assessment as part of the FSAP on the European Union
stated that ‘EIOPA’s representation role in international fora should increase. […] The
participation at IOPS Governing board should have a strong priority.’116

111 This is not the case the other way around: Nine EU Member States are not Member of IOPS.
112 There are ten IOPS principles (15 pages, see IOPS, Principles on Private Pension Supervision) versus 26 IAIS

Insurance Core Principles (close to 400 pages together with the standards, guidance and assessment
methodology, see IAIS, Insurance Core Principles), and versus 29 Core Principles for Effective Banking
Supervision accompanied by a separate assessment methodology (79 pages, see BCBS, Core Principles for
Effective Banking Supervision)

113 ‘In the US, supervision of pension funds is entrusted directly with the US Government and not with a separate
agency, as in the other fields of financial supervision. In our understanding, this prevents the US to seek
membership of an organization like IOPS, that formally is just a private association established under French
law.’

114 Interview Rinaldi Ambrogio, COVIP, IOPS Executive Committee Member.
115 Response of the Spanish Ministry of Finance on a Survey, sent to all EU Member States which are Member of

IOPS.
116 IMF, EU: Publication of Financial Sector Assessment Program Documentation – Technical Note on European

Insurance and Occupational Pensions Authority Assessment, p. 32.
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2.3. Transparency and accountability
Since neither the Union, nor EIOPA, nor the Commission are Members, accountability is a
purely national issue.

2.4. Conflicts of interest
IOPS has no formal procedure for identifying and managing conflicts of interest.

Since Observers are not allowed to participate in the Technical Committee, unless invited
or during open Technical Committee meetings, the involvement of the fee-paying
Observers has reduced potential for conflict of interests117. It is understood that the
‘corporate culture’ of IOPS is not to encourage private sector participation. In addition,
there are only a limited number of Observers. Furthermore, IOPS does not seem to depend
on these fees for its operational viability118.

It should nevertheless be noted that IOPS is working with one of its four Observers, the
International Actuarial Association (IAA), on a joint project called ‘The role of actuarial
calculations in the pension supervision’. This joint project ‘builds on the findings from two
surveys sent out in summer 2014 to actuaries and supervisory authorities. The paper
considers the importance of actuaries or other professionals preparing the actuarial review
and calculations in the supervision of DC, DB or hybrid pension plans, as well as determines
their main functions. The project also attempts to ascertain the interactions between the
supervisors and these professionals’119. Members interviewed stated not to see a conflict of
interest in the fact that one Observer is engaged with IOPS in this project as the IAA ‘is a
professional association’ and as actuaries work also for supervisors.

2.5. Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats
As there is no Union representation via the Commission or EIOPA in IOPS, this analysis
focuses on what IOPS means for EU Member States’ participants.

The strengths of IOPS for the EU Governing Member participants are

 Unique and exclusive focus on pension supervision (unlike as in EIOPA);

 National level attention;

 Importance of the learning opportunity: certain pension systems in the rest of the
world are closer to some EU Member States than the ‘neighbouring’ EU Member
States: ‘the positions do not come from being geographically close, but come from
the fact that the systems are designed in a similar way’120. The fact that Latin-
American members are very active is valued. The learning opportunity was also
important for e.g. East European supervisory authorities, newly establishing and
developing their pension systems121.

117 See Article 3.4 and 5.2 IOPS Articles of Association: Observers can also participate in the Annual General
Meeting.

118 See Section 1.3.6.
119 IOPS, Work Programme 2015-2016.
120 Interview Rinaldi Ambrogio, Italy, Member of the IOPS Executive Committee.
121 See in that context the fact that the IOPS Technical Committee was for a long time chaired by Solange

Berstein, superintendent of Pensions in Chile, a country internationally observed with great interest as it
moved from a Pay-As-You-Go system to a fully funded private system. The new private pension system started
operating on 1 May 1981. It is a fully funded, defined contribution system in which pensions are based on
individuals' savings accumulated during workers’ lives. It is compulsory for all wage and salary workers and
involves the mandatory payment of a percentage of gross earnings as contributions into a private pension fund
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 Absence of model or trading bloc competition: because of the fact that the focus
is on national supervisors, and because of the absence of the US, Japan and the
EU as a separate Member, there is no ‘model competition’ or dynamic in that
regard. The presence of a regional organisation, be it EIOPA or AIOS, would change
the dynamics; in addition, there is a tendency of regional organisations to represent
their Members. Current EU IOPS Members value that equilibrium.

 Lack of need or pressure to establish worldwide quantitative regulation such as
common solvency standards.

In terms of weaknesses:

 The fact that neither EIOPA nor the Commission are (Associate) Members can be
considered as an apparent weakness. At the same time, given that IOPS’ work has
limited relevance for the geographical (cross-border) dimension, as well as the
presence of other fora for informal interaction of the EU Member States’
participants, this ‘weakness’ should not be overestimated.

In terms of opportunities,

 The strong focus on the broad geographical and international nature of the
Membership of IOPS should continue to provide EU supervisors with a non-
competitive setting for exchange and learning. ‘The discussion in IOPS have always
been that we are not organized in regional groups like EU and non-EU. There is
much more convergence between countries that have similar pension systems; e.g.
Romania and Slovakia cooperate with Mexico and Kazakhstan and not with the UK,
Germany, France or the Netherlands. IOPS is actually working well; it is perceived
as positive that countries can speak freely on the national perspective; this goes
beyond the fact that one country is European and another not’;

 New IOPS work streams on the supervisor’s role in the area of long term
investments, safety mechanism, and pension funds and financial stability may
provide valuable insights for EU current and future participants and increase IOPS
relevance to, or impact on the world;

 Further, the challenges the EU is facing in the pensions area (shift from DB to
DC, ageing population, etc.) may induce the Commission (not necessarily the
Directorate General Financial Stability, Financial Services and Capital Markets
Union/DG FISMA) to examine the IOPS work program more closely, and - budget
permitting - participate.

 As soon as and if IOPS becomes a more broadly recognised international standard
setter, participation of the EU in international standard-setting bodies is important
and if the participation could be enhanced it should be done. ‘Processes of
setting standards and policy guidelines for financial sector regulation should be well
coordinated at both international and EU level’122.

selected by the individual from pension fund administrators (‘AFP’) licensed by the supervisory authority (the
Superintendency of Pensions, SP); see OECD, Chile, Review of the Private Pension System.

122 Response of the Lithuanian Ministry of Finance on a Survey, sent to a large number of EU Member States
(Member of IOPS) asking the following questions: How do you perceive the participation of the EU in IOPS?
How would you like it to evolve in the future? Can the participation be enhanced? Do you think that the
activities of IOPS, leading to international standards and policy guidelines, has an effect on the ability of the EU
or the Member States to independently shape its own policy?
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In terms of threats, a change in the direction of the focus of IOPS towards quantitative
standards and/or regulation may be a threat as neither the Commission nor EIOPA are
Members; however, there are no reasons to believe that such evolution is imminent.

Therefore, a reconsideration of the Union’s involvement would only be necessary, if
IOPS would increase its footprint beyond the Association, e.g. by becoming a more
broadly recognised international standard setter, and/or having an increased regulatory
impact through e.g. standards of a more quantitative natures, such as solvency standards.

2.6. Analysis of the possible linkages with Global Economic Governance
The IOPS principles are not included in the FSAPs. IOPS is planning to work with the
World Bank in order to make its Principles more ‘practical’ and better integrated into the
FSAP process123.

As mentioned in Section 1.7.1., the IOPS principles are currently not included in the IMF’s
List of Standards and codes124, which is the same list the FSB considers as key standards
for sound financial systems125. Hence, IOPS is not yet an international standard setter
recognised by the FSB.

At the same time, IOPS wants to promote its work to the outside world and elevate
the pension fund supervisory sector to a new level. It is endeavouring to have its
principles included in the FSB’s macro-stability work, to that end, it will continue the
dialogue with the FSB: ‘the IOPS Secretariat previously reminded the FSB to include IOPS
for any further work on non-banking and non-insurance entities which would cover pension
funds’126.

Currently, the FSB included in its compendium of standards, which merely lists the various
economic and financial standards (including the IOPS principles) three guidelines (of which
one is jointly developed with the OECD) and three good practices (of which two are jointly
developed with the OECD)127.

In addition, IOPS hopes that some of its projects may provide important input e.g. into the
work of the G20/OECD Task Force on Institutional Investors and Long-Term Financing and
the G20/OECD Task Force on Financial Consumer Protection from the pension supervisory
perspective, thus further increasing the relevance of IOPS for the world and furthering its
recognition as an international standard setter.

2.7. Qualitative evaluation of the EU on shaping international standards
The EU participation is in the hands of Member States’ supervisory authorities for a variety
of reasons such as the (historic) focus on supervision, the nature of the work of IOPS, and
the limited international/cross-border nature of pension systems.

123 This may imply only an impact for the World Bank part of the FSAPs (development) and not for the IMF part
(stability); the stability part is relevant for most but not all EU Member States.

124 For the list of internationally recognised standards and codes which the IMF and World Bank have endorsed in
12 areas as important for their work, see IMF, Standards and Codes; reference to the IOPS principles were not
made in the 2014 FSAP of Austria, see IMF, Austria: Publication of Financial Sector Assessment Program
Documentation – Technical Note on Insurance Sector, this information was made available following the FSAP
discussions that ended on 30 April 2013.

125 FSB, Key Standards for Sound Financial Systems.
126 IOPS, Work Programme 2015-2016.
127 FSB, About.
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During the development of principles, good practices and reports, European IOPS Members
can contribute and are active. Thus, relevant national and EU experiences have been
adequately taken into account.

IOPS is truly internationally focussed, the EU Members helped shaping, together with their
counterparts from all over the world, the standards, which IOPS has developed in its ten
years of existence in line with European experiences. An example can be found in the area
of risk-based supervision:

‘The IOPS has developed an extensive research base on the topic of risk-based supervision
(RBS), which can be used to educate and inform supervisors about developments in this
area or to provide the basis for the articulation of standards and good practices.

As a first part of the project on RBS, a major publication on risk-based supervision was
jointly prepared and released by the World Bank and the IOPS. The book includes country
case studies on supervisory authorities with leading risk-based pension supervision
systems (Australia, Netherlands, Denmark and Mexico), along with analytical papers on
the subject. Drawing on accumulated countries’ experiences and knowledge, the core of the
project was to produce a toolkit for RBS. The IOPS Toolkit for Risk-based Supervision was
officially launched in December 2010.’128

128 IOPS, 10 year anniversary Brochure.
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3. EVALUATION OF CONFORMITY WITH ILA
RECOMMENDED RULES AND PRACTICES

A brief evaluation of IOPS against the first part of the Recommended Rules and Practices
(RRP’s) of the International Law Association (ILA) in the area of accountability of
International Organisations reveals that IOPS meets the criteria, as set-up by the ILA
Accountability Framework. A full overview of the assessment of the ILA Accountability
Framework is provided in Annex V.

Nine principles were assessed in the evaluation:

 good governance;

 good faith;

 constitutionality and institutional balance;

 stating the reasons for decisions or a particular course of action;

 procedural regularity;

 supervision and control;129

 objectivity and impartiality;

 due diligence;

 the relationship with NGO’s.

It should be noted that IOPS is not an international organisation, established by treaty, for
which the ILA framework was initially created. Some RRPs are therefore not applicable
whereas others are not fit for an international association whose Members are not
sovereign states. Nevertheless, the evaluation leads to the conclusion that IOPS meets 39
of the 45 applicable criteria. Only in terms of transparency some improvement can be
made.

Concerning the need for improvement regarding transparency one can state that IOPS does
not adopt standards in public votes or does not allow for public participation in
(non-)plenary meetings. However, all standards, guidelines and good practices are subject
to public consultations. The standard-setting documents are adopted by the Governing
Members at the Annual General Meeting which is open to all Members (but not to the
general public).

The OECD provides the Secretariat of IOPS. Therefore, the staff is submitted to the OECD
Staff Regulations130 and the OECD Code of Conduct131, which contains stringent rules for
integrity, discretion, good faith, due diligence and conflict of interest132.

The Articles of Association, together with the common practices of IOPS, provide sufficient
rules to ensure appropriate governance, with a participatory decision-making process,
adequate access to information (both for Members, as for the general public), procedural
regularity and sufficient reporting and evaluation tools.

129 This principle is not applicable for IOPS since no subsidiary organs are present in the organisation.
130 OECD, Staff Regulations, Rules and Instructions Applicable to Officials of the Organisation.
131 OECD, Code of Conduct.
132 For a full evaluation of this ILA RPP’s to the OECD, see the OECD paper of this series, Hadzhieva, E., The

European Union’s Role in International Economic Fora – Paper 3: The OECD, PE 542.192, Brussels 2015.
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ANNEX I: List of Interviews / Survey

Organisation Name & Position Interview /
Questionnaire

IOPS/OECD
André Laboul, Belgium, IOPS Secretary-
General; OECD, Head of the Financial Affairs
Division

Interview

IOPS/OECD
Ambrogio Rinaldi, Italy, COVIP; IOPS, Executive
Committee Members; OECD, Chairman Working
Party on Private Pensions

Interview

IOPS BaFin, IOPS Member Survey

IOPS, Observer Insurance Europe Interview

IOPS, Observer PensionsEurope Interview

EU Commission Karel van Hulle, Former Head of Unit Insurance
and Pensions Interview

EU Commission DG Fisma Survey

EU Member State Lithuania, Ministry of Finance Survey

EU Member State Sweden, Ministry of Finance Survey

EU Member State Spain, Ministry of Finance Survey

EU Member State Slovak Republic, Ministry of Finance Survey
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ANNEX II: IOPS Governing Members
# Jurisdiction Supervisory authority

1 Albania Financial Supervisory Authority

2 Armenia Central Bank of Armenia

3 Australia Australian Prudential Regulation Authority

4 Austria Financial Market Authority

5 Belgium Financial Services and Markets Authority (FSMA)

6 Botswana Non-Bank Financial Institutions Regulatory Authority

7 Brazil National Superintendence for Closed Pension Funds (PREVIC)

8 Bulgaria Financial Supervision Commission

9 Canada Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities (CAPSA)

10 Cayman Islands Cayman Islands Monetary Authority

11 Chile Pensions Superintendence

12 China Chinese Insurance Regulatory Commission

13 Colombia Financial Superintendence of Colombia

14 Costa Rica Pensions Superintendence of Costa Rica

15 Czech Republic Czech National Bank

16 Dominican Republic Superintendence of Pensions

17 Egypt Egyptian Financial Supervisory Authority (EFSA)

18 France Prudential Supervisory Authority (ACP)

19 FYR of Macedonia Agency for Supervision of Fully Funded Pension Insurance (MAPAS)

20 Germany Federal Financial Supervisory Authority (BaFin)

21 Ghana National Pensions Regulatory Authority

22 Gibraltar Financial Services Commission

23 Honduras National Commission on Banking and Insurance

24 Hong Kong, China Mandatory Provident Fund Schemes Authority (MPFA)

25 Hungary The Central Bank of Hungary

26 Iceland Financial Supervisory Authority (FME)

27 India Pension Fund Regulatory and Development Authority (PFRDA)

28 Indonesia Financial Services Authority

29 Ireland Pensions Authority

30 Isle of Man Insurance and Pensions Authority

31 Israel Ministry of Finance

32 Italy Pension Funds Supervision Commission (COVIP)

33 Jamaica Financial Services Commission

34 Jordan Insurance Commission
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# Jurisdiction Supervisory authority

35 Kazakhstan National Bank of the Republic of Kazakhstan

36 Kenya Retirement Benefits Authority (RBA)

37 Korea Financial Services Commission (FSC)/Financial Supervisory Service (FSS)

38 Kosovo Central Bank of the Republic of Kosovo

39 Lesotho Central Bank of Lesotho

40 Liechtenstein Financial Market Authority

41 Lithuania Bank of Lithuania

42 Luxembourg Financial Sector Supervisory Commission

43 Malawi Reserve Bank of Malawi

44 Maldives Capital Market Development Authority

45 Malta Financial Services Authority

46 Mauritius Financial Services Commission

47 Mexico National Commission for the Pension System (CONSAR)

48 Mozambique Insurance Supervisory Institute (ISSM)

49 Namibia Namibia Financial Institutions Supervisory Authority

50 Netherlands Central Bank of the Netherlands (DNB)

51 Nigeria National Pension Commission

52 Norway Financial Supervisory Authority (Kredittilsynet)

53 Pakistan Securities and Exchange Commission

54 Palestinian Authority Capital Markets Authority

55 Papua New Guinea Bank of Papua New Guinea

56 Peru Superintendence of Banking, Insurance and Pension Funds Administrators

57 Poland Polish Financial Supervision Authority

58 Portugal Insurance and Pension Funds Supervisory Authority

59 Romania Financial Supervisory Authority

60 Rwanda National Bank of Rwanda

61 Serbia National Bank of Serbia

62 Slovak Republic National Bank of the Slovakia

63 South Africa Financial Services Board (FSB)

64 Spain Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness

65 Suriname Central Bank of Suriname

66 Swaziland Office of the Registrar of Insurance and Pension Retirement Funds

67 Switzerland Federal Occupational Pensions Regulatory Commission

68 Tanzania Social Security Regulatory Authority

69 Thailand Securities and Exchange Commission

70 Trinidad and Tobago Central Bank of Trinidad and Tobago
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# Jurisdiction Supervisory authority

71 Turkey Pension Monitoring Center

72 Turkey Undersecretariat of Treasury

73 Uganda Uganda Retirement Benefits Regulatory Authority

74 United Kingdom The Pensions Regulator

75 Zambia Pension and Insurance Authority

76 Zimbabwe Insurance and Pension Commission

Source: IOPS, Members; website as of 25 March 2014.
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ANNEX III: IOPS Associate Members and Observers
Jurisdiction Associate Member / Regulator

Panama Civil Servants' Pension and Saving Plan (SIACAP)

South Africa National Department of Social Development

Romania Private Pension System Rights Guarantee Fund

- International Association of Insurance Supervisors (IAIS)

- International Social Security Association (ISSA)

- Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)

- World Bank

IAIS Observers

American Council Life Insurers (ACLI)

International Actuarial Association (IAA)

Insurance Europe

PensionsEurope



The European Union's Role in International Economic Fora – Paper 9: The IOPS

PE 542.198 41

ANNEX IV: IOPS Principles of Private Pension
Supervision

IOPS Principles of Private Pension Supervision

Principle 1 Objectives National laws should assign clear and explicit
objectives to pension supervisory authorities

Principle 2 Independence Pension supervisory authorities should have
operational independence

Principle 3 Adequate
Resources

Pension supervisory authorities require adequate
financial, human and other resources

Principle 4 Adequate Powers

Pension supervisory authorities should be endowed
with the necessary investigatory and enforcement
powers to fulfill their functions and achieve their
objectives

Principle 5 Risk-based
Supervision

Pension supervisory authorities should adopt a risk-
based approach

Principle 6 Proportionality
and Consistency

Pension supervisory authorities should ensure that
investigatory and enforcement requirements are
proportional to the risks being mitigated and that
their actions are consistent

Principle 7 Consultation and
Cooperation

Pension supervisory authorities should consult with
the bodies they are overseeing and cooperate
with other supervisory authorities domestically and
internationally

Principle 8 Confidentiality Pension supervisory authorities should treat
confidential information appropriately

Principle 9 Transparency Pension supervisory authorities should conduct
their operations in a transparent manner

Principle 10 Governance

The supervisory authority should adhere to its own
good governance practices – including
governance codes, internal risk-management
systems and performance measurement - and
should be
accountable

Source: www.iopsweb.org.
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ANNEX V: ILA Accountability Framework

Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

A. Principles of good governance

A.1. Transparency

1. IO-s should, as a general rule, adopt normative decisions in a public vote Yes/
No

IOPS does not adopt standards in a public vote but all
standards, guidelines and good practices are subject to public
consultations. The standard-setting documents are adopted by
the Governing Membership at the Annual General Meeting,
open for all Members (but not the general public).

2. Meetings of non-plenary organs should in principle be public unless
inappropriate. No Meetings of non-plenary organs are not public

3. Non-plenary organs of an IO should as a general rule grant through their
Rules of Procedure an appropriate status to Member States, other States, and
non-State entities particularly affected by decisions to be taken or contributing
to operational activities.

Yes/
No

The Technical Committee can be attended by all fee paying
(either Governing Members, or Associate) Member or Members
with Observers-status if open meetings (see Article 3.4.b of
the Articles of Association) but not by any other stakeholder.
Associate Members are entitled to attend and speak at
meetings of the Executive Committee and the Technical
Committee, but are not allowed to chair these committees.
Observers are entitled to attend and observe open meetings of
the Technical Committee, its sub-committees and other
working groups but are not allowed to chair these
committees/groups.
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Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

A.2. Participatory decision-making process

1. Plenary organs of an IO should make appropriate procedural arrangements
enabling all Members to participate fully in the decision-making process. Yes

All Members may attend the Annual General Meeting; only
Governing Members have voting rights, other Members not; in
addition the Articles of Association foresee only one vote per
country even if multiple memberships (Article 5(2)(e) and (i)
of the IOPS Articles of Association).

2. Plenary organs of an IO should periodically review the membership of non-
plenary organs especially those possessing executive powers Yes

2-year review of Executive Committee Members. The Technical
Committee composition must be approved by the Executive
Committee. Members can be both Governing and Associate
Members. Observers can attend open Technical Committee
meetings.

3. When taking or reviewing decisions on coercive measures, organs should
enable Member States whose interests are specially affected to express their
views.

No

Article 4.7 of the IOPS Articles of Association allows for
suspension of membership in case of non-payment of the fee
for one year and revocation in case of non-payment of the fee
for two years; to be decided by the Annual General Meeting.

A.3. Access to information

1. Documents of an IO should, as a general rule, be available to all Member
States. Competent organs should, at regular intervals, review restrictions on
access to documents.

Yes

All IOPS working documents pertaining to the activities of the
Technical Committee, Executive Committee and the AGM are
available on the Clear space, which is an external password
created platform available to all IOPS Members.

2. IOs should as a general rule formulate and publish plans setting the general
orientation of their programmes and establishing the objectives to be achieved
and the strategies to be followed.

Yes
Work Programme approved and published; in addition Annual
Report explains progress compared to aims
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Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

3. When engaging in operational activities of a humanitarian, development or
peacekeeping nature, IOs should provide appropriate channels of
communication to the State or non- state entity concerned, and to groups and
individuals whose interests are particularly affected by such an operation, to
enable them to make their point of view known in a timely fashion.

NA No humanitarian, development or peacekeeping activities.

4. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 7 below, IOs should ensure access by
the public to information held by them (including their archives). IO-s should
not deny applications for access to information except for compelling reasons
on limited grounds such as privacy, commercial and industrial secrecy, or
protection of the security of Member States or private parties.

Yes

Since the creation of the organisation, all documents approved
by the IOPS Governing Membership (standard-setting work,
working papers, Programmes of Work, Annual Reports, etc.)
are available on the IOPS website; there is no publicly
available public access policy.

5. Non-plenary organs of an IO should provide information about their
activities to all Member States and wherever possible should make available
the text of draft decisions under consideration.

Yes

All IOPS working documents pertaining to the activities of the
Technical Committee, Executive Committee and the AGM are
available on the Clear space, which is an external password
created platform available to all IOPS Members.

6. When direct participation in confidential but formal consultations during
private meetings is not possible, the non-plenary organ should organise a
briefing for non-Members.

No No briefings for non-Members.

7. IOs should ensure effective protection against the disclosure of information
which has come to their knowledge in circumstances imposing an obligation of
confidentiality, and, when appropriate, should protect the identity of those who
provide them with information.

Yes

The OECD provides the Secretariat for the IOPS. The OECD
rules for disclosure of confidential information apply (see
OECD, Staff Regulations, Rules And Instructions Applicable To
Officials Of The Organisation).

8. IOs should publish regular reports on the measures they have taken to
implement the above provisions on public access to and the preservation of
confidentiality of documents and information.

Yes

The OECD provides the Secretariat for the IOPS. The OECD
rules for disclosure of confidential information apply (see
OECD, Staff Regulations, Rules And Instructions Applicable To
Officials Of The Organisation).
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Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

A.4. Well-functioning International Civil Service

1. Each IO should secure within its Secretariat the highest standards of
efficiency, competence and integrity and enforce the principles of impartiality,
loyalty to the aims and purposes of the IO, functional independence and
discretion, and the principles of equitable geographical representation and
gender balance.

Yes

The OECD provides the Secretariat for the IOPS. The OECD
rules apply. (see OECD, Staff Regulations, Rules And
Instructions Applicable To Officials Of The Organisation,
Regulations 2: Basic Principles, Rights and Duties and the
OECD Code Of Conduct)

2. IOs should not implement the above principles in such a manner as to
prejudice the proper administration of justice. Yes

3. IOs should provide for effective mechanisms of supervision and control over
the Executive Head and the Secretariat. Yes

Article 6(4)(j) of the Revised IOPS Articles of Association
contains provisions for control of the Secretariat by Executive
Committee; and Article 5(2)(c) IOPS Articles of Association for
competences of General Assembly.

A.5. Sound financial management

1. IOs should ensure as wide a participation as possible by Member States in
the budgetary process. Yes Budget approved in the Annual General Assembly , Article

5.2.(c); see also Article 10 of the IOPS Articles of Association.

2. IOs should maintain as far as possible a consistent methodology of
budgetary presentation.

Yes Can be derived from Article 10 of the IOPS Articles of
Association.
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Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

3. IOs should ensure that the budget is presented in such a way as to facilitate
internal and external audit and accountability. Accordingly:
a) the budget should be presented in such a way as to demonstrate that each
budgetary item has been duly authorised;
b) operational expenditure should be separately identified and accounted for;
c) the role of extra-budgetary resources, including the resources utilised by
agencies and quasi-autonomous bodies, should be made clear;
d) the same presentation and budget methodology should be utilised for both
regular budgetary and extra-budgetary resources.

a)
yes/
No
b)
yes/
No
c)
yes/
No
d)
yes/
No

The Annual General Assembly approves the budget, but as
there is no external reporting on the resolutions of the GA, the
part external accountability cannot be evaluated from the
outside; however, for internal accountability see Article 10 and
also Article 6(4)(c)(ii) of the IOPS Articles of Association;

Although IOPS publishes Annual Audited Accounts (Statement
of Activity) in the IOPS Annual Reports, which are available on
the IOPS website, there is no publication of the future budget.

4. The organ vested with the powers of approval of the budget should allocate
appropriate funding for activities duly decided upon by competent organs of
the IO. However, it should not approve appropriations, which it considers, in
good faith, to be unnecessary or excessive.

Yes See general principle of Article 4(6) and Article 6(4)(i) of the
IOPS Articles of Association.

5. During the course of the budgetary period interim financial and programme
performance reports should be made available to governing bodies at regular
intervals.

Yes

6. IOs should establish rules and standards for the acceptance of voluntary
contributions, gifts and donations from whatever source, and for the creation
of trust funds, designed to ensure that such contributions, gifts, donations and
trust funds are consistent with the policies, aims and activities of the
Organisation. An IO which accepts voluntary contributions, gifts and donations,
remains accountable to the Member States both for having accepted them and
for the way they are spent.

Yes See general principle of Article 4(4) and (5) of the IOPS
Articles of Association.
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Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

A.6. Reporting and evaluation

1. IOs should publish periodic general reports on the institutional and
operational activities undertaken in the period in question. Yes Annual Report, press releases but no newsletter.

2. Organs to which other organs report under the rules of the IO, should
ensure that such reports are regularly received in an appropriate form and
properly debated whenever required.

Yes

The IOPS has a biannual Programme of Work; within the
period of two years, the Chair of the Technical Committee
presents the revised Programme of Work to the Technical
Committee and after the approval to the Executive Committee
Members.

3. Prior to engaging in operational activities IOs should articulate their
objectives and the internal lines of responsibility so as to provide a reliable
yardstick for subsequent evaluation.

Yes See aims and achievements in Annual Report (post factum);
Annual Work Programme.

4. IO-s should establish appropriate mechanisms such as functional
operational lessons units to evaluate operational activities effectively and to
contribute to more effective future activities.

Yes

The IOPS is a member driven organisation. Every two years
before the preparation of the draft biannual Programme of
Work, the IOPS Members are consulted through the
questionnaire on the key subjects of importance and relevance
for their authorities for inclusion in the Programme of Work.
The draft Programme of Work is discussed at the Technical
Committee Meeting, further discussed and approved by the
Executive Committee and transmitted for endorsement by the
Annual General Meeting.

5. Subsidiary organs should be required to submit periodic reports to their
parent organ. NA No subsidiary organs.
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Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

B. The principle of good faith

IOs, their organs, and their agents are under a general legal obligation to act
in all their dealings in accordance with the principle of good faith.

Yes

Can be derived from Article 14 of the IOPS Articles of
Association; The OECD provides the Secretariat for the IOPS.
The OECD rules apply. (OECD Staff Regulations, Rules And
Instructions Applicable To Officials Of The Organisation,
Regulations 2: Basic Principles, Rights and Duties and the
OECD Code Of Conduct)

C. The principles of constitutionality and institutional balance

1. Each IO is under a legal obligation to carry out its functions and exercise its
powers in accordance with the rules of the organisation. Yes

2. Organs of an IO in carrying out their functions must respect the institutional
balance laid down in the constituent instruments of the IO. Yes See for example Articles 2(3) and 6(1)(d) of the IOPS Articles

of Association.

3. Organs and agents of an IO, in whatever official capacity they act, must
ensure that they do not exceed the scope of their functions. Yes See e.g. Article 6(3) last and before last sentence and also

Article 9(5) of the IOPS Articles of Association.

D. The principle of supervision and control

1. Parent organs have a duty to exercise a degree of control and supervision
over subsidiary organs which corresponds to the functional autonomy granted. NA No subsidiary organs.

2. Parent organs should use their supervisory and controlling power to
overrule a decision by a subsidiary organ if that decision is contrary to
applicable legal rules.

NA No subsidiary organs.
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Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

3. The supervisory and controlling power implies the right of the parent organ
to question the way in which the subsidiary organ has exercised its
competence.

NA No subsidiary organs.

4. These RRPs do not apply to organs of a judicial or quasi-judicial character
when acting in the exercise of their judicial or quasi-judicial function. NA

E. The principle of stating the reasons for decisions or a particular
course of action

1. Organs of an IO should state the reasons for their decisions or particular
courses of action whenever necessary for the assessment of their proper
functioning or otherwise relevant from the point of view of their accountability.

Yes See Article 6(4)(e) and Article 7(3) of the IOPS Articles of
Association.

2. With regard to decisions of a general nature, the reasons may relate to the
general character of such a decision only. Yes

3. With regard to a decision directly and immediately affecting rights and
obligations of particular States and non-State entities the reasons given should
set out the principal issues of law and fact upon which the decision is based.

Yes

The Revised Articles of Association provide basis for a decision
making by the IOPS Executive Committee regarding matters
directly and immediately affecting rights and obligations of a
particular Member and non-Member entities.

4. Non-plenary organs should reflect in their periodic reports information of a
non-confidential nature forming the basis of their decisions. Yes

Summary records of the IOPS Technical, Executive Committee
meetings as well as AGM are published on the Clear space
after each meeting ; report of Chairs in Annual Report.
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Section One: RRPs based upon principles, objectives and
concepts common to all IOs

Yes
/no Comments

F. The principle of procedural regularity

1. IOs should take necessary steps at all levels to:
a) prevent abuse of discretionary powers;
b) avoid errors of fact or of law;
c) ensure respect for due process and fair treatment, especially when organs
are exercising discretionary powers.

Yes See governance structure and system.

2. Organs of an IO vested with executive powers should provide in their Rules
of Procedure for an express requirement of giving prior notice to a defaulting
Member of the IO when coercive measures are being considered.

Yes See Article 4.7 of the IOPS Articles of Association.

G. The principle of objectivity and impartiality

1. An IO should conduct its institutional and operational activities in a manner
which is objective and impartial and can be seen to be so. Yes Especially towards its Governing Members.

2. Officers of an organ of an IO should perform their functions in a fair and
impartial manner. Yes A contrario Article 14 of the IOPS Articles of Association.

H. The principle of due diligence

1. Member States as Members of an organ of an IO, and organs and agents of
an IO have a fundamental obligation to ensure the lawfulness of actions and
decisions.

Yes

2. All organs and agents of an IO, in whatever official capacity they act, must
comport themselves so as to avoid claims against the IO. Yes See Article 14 of the IOPS Articles of Association.

3. Members of an IO have a duty to exercise adequate supervision of the IO,
i.e. to ensure that it is operating in a responsible manner so as to protect not
only their own interests but also that of third parties.

Yes Partly through the review/evaluation of the IOPS Secretariat:
Articles 9.2 and 9.1. of the IOPS Articles of Association.
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Section Two: RRPs for Treaty Organs Yes
/no Comments

1. As a rule, treaty-based organs should submit their reports to the meetings
of States Parties in order to enable them to exercise political and legal
supervision and control; they should also submit their reports at the same
time, although not necessarily in the same format, to the IO which is servicing
their functioning, in order to enable its primary plenary organ to exercise
financial and administrative supervision and control.

NA

2. In the case of dual reporting as recommended in the previous rule,
additional information provided by the ‘transit organ’ channelling the report
should also be made available to the meetings of the States Parties of the
treaty.

NA

3. Involvement of non-Party States in the process of supervision and control
should be limited to the administrative and financial aspects of the functioning
of the treaty-organs. Any more comprehensive review of the activities of the
treaty-organs should however be reserved to the States Parties.

NA

4. Treaty-based organs in the human rights field should continue to make
public the texts of both reasoned decisions on admissibility, and views or
opinions on the merits, of individual communications which have been
addressed to them, as well as the texts of general comments and
recommendations made under their respective instruments.

NA
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Section Three: RRPs on the Relationship between NGOs and
IOs

Yes
/no Comments

1. IOs should establish appropriate relationships with NGOs active within their
field of competence. Yes See Article 2(1) of the IOPS Articles of Association.

2. IOs should as a matter of practice establish at least an NGO liaison service
in order to facilitate NGO involvement in their activities. Yes

IOPS involves with the NGOs through the outreach events
(workshops, regional seminars, annual Global Forum on
Private Pensions) organised back to back with the IOPS
Committee Meetings.

3. The Department of an IO dealing with a particular category of issues should
at regular intervals convene a briefing where representatives of particular
NGOs may be given an opportunity to present their views on a particular
matter or a range of issues.

No



 




