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	European Commission position on points 
of the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) opinion considered as essential

	Point 1.1
The Commission welcomes the Committee’s Opinion[footnoteRef:1] and reaffirms that ensuring retirement with dignity and adequate income remains a fundamental priority of the European social agenda. The Commission wishes to reiterate that it has no intention to interfere in the design or management of national pension systems, particularly public schemes, which remain strictly in the remit of Member States. The proposed legislative package[footnoteRef:2] focuses solely on improving the supplementary pensions to provide 
a value-adding component to the retirement mix, helping to address demographic pressures without undermining the primary role or adequacy of public pension provisions. [1:  	European Economic and Social Committee, Opinion on the Supplementary pensions package: PEPP and IORP, 30.4.2026, ECO/695-EESC-2025 (ECO/695-EESC-2025).]  [2:  	European Commission, Press Release, Commission proposes to boost supplementary pensions to help ensure adequate retirement income, IP/25/2738, Brussels, 20 November 2025, available at: https://finance.ec.europa.eu/publications/commission-proposes-boost-supplementary-pensions-help-ensure-adequate-retirement-income_en. ] 

Point 1.2
The Commission acknowledges the importance of maintaining public pension systems alongside improvements to supplementary schemes. It fully supports the role of social partners and collective bargaining in the design of pension plans, remaining committed to the diversity of national systems and the freedom of social partners to negotiate pension arrangements. Consequently, the proposed measures aim to foster social dialogue and participatory governance without infringing upon the established autonomy of Member States or their representative organisations.
Point 1.3
The Commission acknowledges the recommendation that reforms of the IORP II Directive[footnoteRef:3] and the PEPP Regulation[footnoteRef:4] should respect national competences and existing pension models, while maintaining flexibility to reflect the diversity of national systems. [3:  	Directive (EU) 2016/2341 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 December 2016 on the activities and supervision of institutions for occupational retirement provision (IORPs) (http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2016/2341/oj). ]  [4:  	Regulation (EU) 2019/1238 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 June 2019 on a pan-European Personal Pension Product (PEPP).] 

The Commission would like to highlight that the proposed review of the IORP II Directive does not change its minimum-harmonisation nature. The framework remains flexible enough to accommodate national specificities and continues to allow Member States to further tailor the requirements set out in the Directive, without affecting national social and labour laws or the role of social partners in managing occupational pension schemes.
Similarly, the PEPP Regulation does not in any way affect Member States’ prerogative to organise their pension systems or the role of social partners across Member States.
Point 1.4
The Commission recognises the importance of reducing fragmentation, enhancing comparability and transparency, and maintaining the trust of scheme members. At the same time, it reiterates that the proposal was not intended to alter the minimum harmonisation nature of the Directive. The proposed amendments have been designed not to interfere with well-functioning national systems or increase regulatory burdens and costs for IORPs and members. The proposal in fact seeks to strike a balance between sufficient transparency, strong member protection and effective supervision, while avoiding the introduction of unnecessarily burdensome requirements.
Concerning the recommendation to assess periods of underfunding, including distinctions between cyclical and structural factors, Member States already have broad discretion to regulate this issue at national level. In addition, Article 14(2)(b)[footnoteRef:5] already provides that recovery plans should consider the specific situation of the IORP, including its asset/liability structure, risk profile, liquidity plan and membership profile. [5:  	Directive (EU) 2016/2341 (http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2016/2341/oj). ] 

Point 1.5
The Commission takes note of the recommendations to further amend the PEPP Regulation by requiring that provision of PEPPs is based on advice, providing savers with clear information and cost simulations, strengthening the European Insurance and Occupational Pensions Authority’s powers to address risks to savers, and increasing the minimum threshold for cross-border PEPP transfers.
Nonetheless, the Commission would like to stress that mandatory advice already applies to tailored PEPPs, while this requirement was deliberately removed for the basic PEPP in view of its simple and inherently suitable design. The basic PEPP is conceived as a per se suitable product for savers, notably due to its mandatory life-cycle strategy, the requirement to invest at least 95% of assets other than cash in simple financial instruments, and the strong value-for-money framework ensuring cost-effectiveness. Therefore, a mandatory advice for the basic PEPP would be unwarranted and would introduce additional costs that would undermine the objective of cost effectiveness. In addition, pre-contractual information under the KID has been further strengthened, alongside the role of the European Insurance and Occupational Pensions Authority (EIOPA) to establish and coordinate collaboration platforms bringing together the relevant competent authorities to facilitate information exchange, promote supervisory convergence, and, where appropriate, assist in resolving disagreements between authorities. Finally, the Commission notices that no specific thresholds for cross border transfers are envisaged under the PEPP Regulation.
Point 1.6
The Commission recognises the importance of requiring Member States to consider measures to improve gender balance and gradually reduce gender gaps in private pension systems, in cooperation with social partners through social dialogue.
Point 1.8
The Commission takes note of the recommendation that PEPPs should remain strictly individual and that group purchasing should not be allowed, as well as the Committee’s concerns that workplace PEPPs could conflict with collectively negotiated schemes. It also notes the importance of preserving the role of IORPs, which manage collective pension assets within frameworks based on social dialogue and collective bargaining.
In this regard, the Commission stresses that the PEPP remains a voluntary personal pension product governed by an EU Regulation and that its legal nature is unchanged. The proposal only clarifies an existing implicit requirement that Member States should not prohibit employer contributions where this is in line with national social and labour law. The personal contract between the individual PEPP saver and the PEPP provider remains unchanged, and employer contributions do not affect the product’s classification. Furthermore, workplace use, including in auto-enrolment where permitted under national law, does not turn the PEPP into an occupational scheme but simply allows use of a personal pension product where appropriate. National social and labour law and the autonomy of social partners remain fully respected.
Point 1.9
The Commission notes the Committee’s concern with the proposed wording regarding Article 19[footnoteRef:6]. The Commission would like to emphasise that the prudent person principle is a cornerstone of efforts to deliver adequate and sustainable pensions. It enables IORPs and PEPPs to build diversified portfolios delivering the real returns needed for pension adequacy, while balancing returns with security and liquidity through a high fiduciary standard. [6:  	COM(2025)842 final (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex).] 

Point 1.10
The Commission emphasises that the Recommendation[footnoteRef:7] is designed to allow Member States to implement such mechanisms in a manner adapted to their specific national contexts. As explicitly stated in Article 10 of the Recommendation, these efforts must be carried out while respecting the role and autonomy of social partners. [7:  	C(2025)9300 (http://data.europa.eu/eli/reco/2025/2384/oj). ] 

Point 1.11
The Commission takes note of the proposal to establish a specific monitoring committee. However, it considers that the existing institutional framework already ensures rigorous and transparent oversight of pension systems and their social impact. The recurrent Pension Adequacy Reports, the upcoming Report on Adequate Social Protection in Old Age and the recurrent Ageing Reports, developed in close cooperation with Member States through the Social Protection Committee and the Economic Policy Committee, provide comprehensive data and impact assessments on income levels, poverty prevention, and the long-term sustainability of all pension pillars. Furthermore, the Social Protection Committee carries out regular monitoring and analysis of pension adequacy, including poverty prevention, through the pension adequacy benchmarking framework and thematic reporting. Finally, the European Semester serves as the established vehicle for monitoring national reforms and coordinating social and economic policies at the EU-level. In this context, as outlined in the SIU Strategy, the European Semester framework will also be actively employed to assess the broader socio-economic impacts of the SIU initiatives and their announced measures, including the evolution and adequacy of supplementary pension systems across the Member States.
Point 1.12
The Commission shares the EESC’s view on the importance of monitoring the social impact of supplementary schemes and notes that the primary role of pension dashboards is to systematically monitor the long-term adequacy and sustainability of multi-pillar systems. These dashboards are designed to track pension gaps and inequality risks over time, providing policymakers with the necessary data to respond to any identified segregation effects. By evaluating the entire pension landscape, the Commission aims to ensure that the growth of supplementary pensions contributes to poverty reduction and overall income adequacy without compromising social cohesion.
Point 1.13
The Commission intends to present the Fair Labour Mobility package in the third quarter of 2026 to modernise, simplify and digitalise rules and processes in labour mobility and social security coordination. As part of the package, the Commission intends to present a proposal for a European Social Security Pass which aims to digitalise portable documents in the area of social security, ensuring their instant verification to facilitate the interaction between mobile workers, businesses and public authorities as regards social security rights and entitlements.
Point 1.14
The Commission agrees that raising awareness of pension prospects and providing continuous financial education are vital for informed decision-making. The Recommendation specifically promotes the development of national pension tracking systems to provide citizens with a clear, user-friendly overview of their pension entitlements and projected future benefits from both public and supplementary schemes. These tracking tools, as advocated by the Commission, can facilitate easy access to the guidance and data necessary for individuals to navigate all stages of retirement planning, including the decumulation phase. Furthermore, the Commission supports the roll-out of the European Tracking Service for pensions, which will support mobile workers by facilitating access to information on pension rights held in different Member States through a single cross-border platform. This objective is fully aligned with the Commission’s Financial Literacy Strategy[footnoteRef:8], which aims to empower individuals with the necessary skills and knowledge to manage long-term savings. [8:  	COM(2025) 681 final (EUR-Lex - 52025DC0681 - EN - EUR-Lex).] 

Point 2.1
Regarding the comment about lack of an impact assessment of the EU's Supplementary Pensions Package, the Commission underlines that the publication of the package was accompanied by a Staff Working Document[footnoteRef:9]. This document provides a comprehensive, evidence-based and in-depth analysis of the underlying problems that the package, including the two legislative proposals, seeks to address, as well as a detailed overview of the different policy options assessed by the Commission. The assessment and conclusions were based on an extensive and robust analysis, evidence and expert recommendations, including from EIOPA[footnoteRef:10], the European Court of Auditors[footnoteRef:11], and the Letta[footnoteRef:12] and Draghi[footnoteRef:13] reports. [9:  	SWD(2025) 367 final (EUR-Lex - 52025SC0367 - EN - EUR-Lex).]  [10:  	Technical advice for the review of the IORP II Directive.]  [11:  	European Court of Auditors, Special report 14/2025: Developing supplementary pensions in the EU – EU action not effective in strengthening occupational pensions and establishing a pan-European personal pension product, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2025, available at: https://www.eca.europa.eu/ECAPublications/SR-2025-14/SR-2025-14_EN.pdf.]  [12:  	 Letta, E., Much more than a market: Speed, security, solidarity – Empowering the Single Market to deliver a sustainable future and prosperity for all EU citizens, Report requested by the European Council, General Secretariat of the Council, Brussels, April 2024, available at: https://www.consilium.europa.eu/media/ny3j24sm/much-more-than-a-market-report-by-enrico-letta.pdf. ]  [13:  	Draghi, M., The future of European competitiveness: A competitiveness strategy for Europe, Report prepared at the request of the European Commission, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, September 2024, available at: https://commission.europa.eu/topics/competitiveness/draghi-report_en. ] 

Point 2.2
The Commission understands that automatic enrolment is a delicate issue and that the decision on whether to allow such arrangements should rest with the Member States. It is important to underscore that the provisions in Article 47(4) and (5)[footnoteRef:14] of the proposed Regulation are meticulously formulated as a Member State option, so as not to impinge on the Member States’ prerogative to decide whether or not to allow such arrangements. The option is also without prejudice to national social and labour law on the organisation of national pension systems and the autonomy of social partners. The Commission does therefore not consider that it opens the door to auto-enrolments for all supplementary pension systems”’, as auto-enrolment in supplementary pension arrangements is and remains a Member State decision. [14:  	COM(2025) 840 final (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0840 - EN - EUR-Lex), p. 26.] 

Point 2.3
The Commission acknowledges that the transition to default supplementary pension participation would represent a significant shift in many Member States but notes that the Recommendation is designed to be fully adaptable to the national specificities. Member States where social partners play a central role in governance can continue to maintain that role, ensuring that automatic enrolment complements rather than replaces existing structures. Indeed, such systems often establish a baseline for coverage that can strengthen the position of social partners during collective bargaining and negotiations.
Point 2.5
The Commission agrees that the powers of supervisory authorities must be clearly defined to avoid overlaps and duplications, and that the supervisory authority of the Home Member State must retain primary competence. Paragraph 1 of Article 65a[footnoteRef:15] of the proposed Regulation provides that EIOPA only performs a facilitation and coordination role with respect to the cross-border provision of PEPPs, including, where justified, through the set-up of collaboration platforms for information exchange and enhanced collaboration between the relevant competent authorities. Paragraph 3 of the same article clearly states that this role is without prejudice to the role and powers assigned to the Home and Host supervisory authorities under the Regulation. It therefore does not step in the place of competent national authorities, nor does it impinge on their role and mandate. [15:  	COM(2025) 840 final (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0840 - EN - EUR-Lex), p.28.] 

Point 2.6
The Commission takes note of the concerns raised regarding the proposed 25% participation threshold for approving cross-border transfers, which is considered too low by the Committee. Nonetheless, the Commission considers that the proposed text strikes an appropriate balance between ensuring sufficient representation of members and beneficiaries and facilitating cross-border transfers, particularly considering the documented difficulties in garnering enhanced majorities or participations as pointed out by EIOPA and the European Court of Auditors. Both the 25% participation threshold and the simple majority requirement for approving transfers were suggested by EIOPA in its 2023 technical advice[footnoteRef:16] and are assessed as sufficient to ensure adequate representation of members and beneficiaries, without unduly hindering cross-border consolidation and the scaling-up of the sector. [16:  	Technical advice for the review of the IORP II Directive, p.109.] 

Point 2.7
The Commission shares the EESC’s concerns regarding protracted underfunding of IORPs and acknowledges the need for a balanced approach that protects members and beneficiaries while avoiding abrupt reductions in pension promises. The relevant provision in Article 14[footnoteRef:17] establishes a maximum period of ten years for temporary underfunding, though Member States remain free to set shorter periods in national law. This reflects existing practices in some Member States, where varying approaches – including non-use of this option – have led to inconsistencies in member protection.  [17:  	COM(2025) 842 final (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex), p.31.] 

Point 2.8
The Commission recognises the need to reinforce the clarity of the rules concerning sustainability preferences to foster trust and avoid greenwashing. Nonetheless, the Commission notes that it remains unclear through which legal instrument the “standards established by the Commission”, as proposed by the EESC in amendment 16 would be established. Furthermore, it is important to recall that, in line with the prudent person principle, investment decisions remain the sole responsibility of the IORP. In this respect, the legislation should preserve a sufficient degree of flexibility regarding strategic asset allocation.
Point 2.9
The Commission fully shares the Committee’s point that members and beneficiaries should receive clear, comprehensive and accessible information, particularly considering the varying levels of financial literacy among European citizens. In this regard, the Commission would like to underline that its proposal contains several amendments aimed at enhancing disclosure requirements and ensuring that members and beneficiaries receive all relevant information in a standardised and harmonised manner across the Union.
Point 2.10
The Commission notes the concerns raised regarding the sometimes wide range of existing decumulation options. In this regard, the Commission underlines that the proposal for a Directive reinforces the information that must be provided to members at the pre-retirement stage (Article 42[footnoteRef:18]) and also introduces a requirement for the provision of a concise explanatory package detailing the features, implications and risks of different payout options. [18:  	COM(2025) 842 final (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex), p. 45.] 

Point 2.11
The Commission notes the concerns expressed regarding the proposed amendments to the IORP II Directive aimed at enhancing transparency and comparability, in particular the reservations relating to increased legislative harmonisation and standardisation. However, the Commission would like to underline that the proposed amendments do not fundamentally alter the nature of the Directive, which remains a minimum harmonisation framework. At the same time, a certain degree of harmonisation is necessary considering the differing requirements across Member States, in order to ensure that members and beneficiaries throughout the Union receive adequate, sufficient and comparable information. Finally, the Commission considers that the proposal strikes an appropriate balance between strengthening transparency requirements and avoiding excessive compliance burdens for IORPs.
Point 2.12
The Commission takes note of the EESC’s considerations and wishes to draw attention to Article 25[footnoteRef:19] of the proposed Regulation that lays down the requirement for a value-for-money assessment within the product oversight and governance process. This Article provides that competent authorities shall evaluate PEPPs ‘against relevant supervisory benchmarks used for the value for money assessment’. It moreover provides that Article 25 of the Insurance Distribution Directive (IDD)[footnoteRef:20], as revised in the context of the Retail Investment Strategy (RIS) shall apply mutatis mutandis. [19:  	COM(2025) 840 final (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0840 - EN - EUR-Lex), p. 21.]  [20:  	Directive (EU) 2016/97 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 January 2016 on insurance distribution (recast) (Directive - 2016/97 - EN - IDD - EUR-Lex). ] 

On the suggestion concerning the demonstration of ‘significant concerns’, the Commission would like to clarify that Article 63[footnoteRef:21] of the proposal for a Regulation provides that competent authorities may exercise product intervention powers under point (a) where there are reasonable grounds to believe that (i) the PEPP gives rise to significant or reiterated saver’s protection concerns or (ii) consistently fails to offer value for money or (iii) poses a risk to the orderly functioning and integrity of financial markets or the stability of whole or part of the financial system within at least one Member State. The Commission does not consider appropriate to add − as suggested by the EESC – a statement that ‘significant concerns shall be demonstrated by non-compliance with the common indicators of quality-price and saver protection’, as this may reduce the margin of appreciation that competent authorities should possess to be in a position to react to different threats the nature of which cannot be anticipated in advance and take appropriate supervisory action under point (i) above. [21:  	COM(2025) 840 final (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex), p. 28. ] 

The Commission would also like to recall that Article 63 requires any measures adopted by a competent authority to be notified in advance to all relevant competent authorities and EIOPA together with relevant details and evidence and published on its website. It is therefore considered that transparency is sufficiently ensured. Taking also into account the regulatory simplification objectives, additional publication ‘in a European repository’ is considered unnecessary.
Point 2.13
The Commission shares the objective of improving financial education and ensuring that savers have appropriate means available to enable them to understand the product, its key features, costs and expected outcomes. The Commission notes that the proposal for a Regulation already improves the information provided to savers and prospective savers through the Key Information Document and the Pension Benefit Statement, particularly on costs aspects and the compound effect of all costs on the saver’s expected final capital. Concerning decumulation, the proposed new rules require the provision of a concise explanatory guide to PEPP savers prior to the start of the decumulation stage to help them better understand the implications of different pay-out options, reinforced by the requirement for providers to offer personal retirement planning including a personal recommendation to the PEPP saver on his or her optimal form of out-payment.
Point 2.14
It is noted that the proposal for a Regulation replaces the prudent person rule with the prudent person principle to promote greater investment flexibility, while maintaining a high standard of protection for savers. The proposal does not amend the requirement that PEPP providers take into account risks related to and the potential long-term impact of investment decisions on ESG factors.
Point 2.15
The Commission notes the proposed amendment concerning pension tracking systems. It recalls that the proposed text already provides for a standardised approach to the transmission and presentation of information, with a view to facilitating consistency, interoperability and the aggregation of pension data across systems.
Point 2.20
Long-term pension investments are vital for financing strategic priorities, including the environmental and digital transitions. By broadening the investment mix to include risk capital – appropriately mitigated through diversification – pension operators can improve outcomes for beneficiaries; however, the Commission aligns with the EESC that transparent governance and clear communication remain the necessary foundations for fostering public trust in these systems.
Point 2.21
The Commission acknowledges the distinct characteristics of collective and individual pension plans, noting that their suitability varies depending on the specific needs of different population groups. It recognises that collective plans, rooted in the workplace, are traditionally shaped by collective bargaining and social dialogue, whereas individual plans provide a private, complementary option for personal retirement planning.
Point 2.22
In this context, the Commission highlights that well-developed collective schemes in several Member States demonstrate significant advantages, particularly regarding lower administrative costs and economies of scale compared to individual products. These existing efficiencies are a vital component of the European pension landscape that the supplementary pensions package seeks to support and build upon.
Point 2.23
The Commission Recommendation on Pension tracking systems, pension dashboards and auto-enrolment is designed to be implemented in a way that ensures new supplementary options complement rather than undermine the integrity of established occupational systems. By respecting the autonomy of social partners and existing collective agreements, the Commission aims to provide Member States with a flexible framework that supports workers' rights while expanding the available retirement savings instruments.
Point 2.24
The Commission agrees that product standards must ensure suitability, cost-efficiency, and solid long-term returns. However, the Commission underlines that the IORP II Directive operates on a principles-based framework rather than strict product-design standardisation. The proposal promotes more investment freedom and confirms that social partners and trustees managing the schemes are best placed to define their investment strategy and set their own limits – rather than having investments unduly constrained by statutory limits. The proposed enhanced investment freedom allows schemes to seek solid long-term returns that are tailored precisely to the specific risk tolerance and demographic profile of their members. Suitability is effectively safeguarded through the high fiduciary standards embedded in the ‘prudent person’ rule under Article 19[footnoteRef:22], alongside reinforced governance and transparency requirements. [22:  	COM(2025)842 final, (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex), p.33-35.] 

Point 2.25
The Commission recognises the value of public sector involvement in supplementary pensions. However, such a role for the public sector would be a matter that falls within Member States’ competence. The Directive does not provide a mandate for the Commission to define default providers or product design choices, which fall within national competence.
Point 2.26
The Commission acknowledges that past financial crises have underscored the importance of maintaining public confidence in supplementary pensions. However, it is essential to underline that occupational pensions are long-term products. Attempting to rebuild trust through mandatory capital guarantees could be detrimental to savers over a long investment horizon.
Evidence suggests that many heavily guaranteed products struggle to outperform inflation and generate higher costs. Indirectly forcing funds to invest in low-yield, ultra-safe assets to secure nominal guarantees erodes the real purchasing power of retirement savings over time. The proposal addresses long-term stability – not by introducing rigid and costly guarantees but by strengthening risk-management frameworks and fostering diversified asset allocation under the ‘prudent person’ principle. This approach ensures that pension funds can withstand cyclical market shocks while delivering the real returns necessary to ensure pension adequacy.
Point 2.27
The Commission emphasises that the promotion of supplementary pensions is intended to broaden the retirement income mix and is not a policy design aimed at reducing public pension replacement rates. Rather than shifting responsibility away from the state, the package aims to provide additional security, ensuring that occupational and personal pensions act as a value-adding complement to – rather than a replacement for – a sustainable public pension foundation.
Point 2.28
The Commission is aware of the cost-of-living pressures facing young people and disadvantaged groups, which is why the Recommendation focuses on making supplementary schemes broad and inclusive. The ability for individuals to complement statutory pensions reflects an effort to provide them with better tools and choices; however, the Commission remains committed to the principle that public systems will continue to provide a reliable safety net for those with limited capacity to save.
Point 2.29
The Commission maintains that the Recommendation is designed to facilitate coordination while respecting the diverse starting points of Member States. By providing a flexible framework rather than a one-size-fits-all mandate, the Commission seeks to foster voluntary cooperation that allows each national system to evolve at its own pace and in line with its specific socio-economic requirements.
Point 2.30
The Commission notes that successful automatic enrolment systems operate effectively within several Member States, including those with specific constitutional protections for property rights. Other Member States are currently considering implementing auto-enrolment frameworks. These systems are specifically designed to respect individual freedoms and the right to property by ensuring that participation remains voluntary through clear, accessible opt-out mechanisms. The Recommendation therefore offers a set of best practices for such models, which Member States can tailor to ensure full compatibility with their own legal and fundamental rights frameworks.
Point 2.31
The Commission recognises that the European social contract is best served when social partners are involved in the development of occupational pensions. To this end, the proposal reaffirms the autonomy of social partners, supporting an approach where automatic enrolment can be developed through social dialogue and collective bargaining to help maintain the legitimacy and long-term sustainability of the system.
Point 2.32
The Commission notes the suggestion for specific monitoring duties. However, it considers that the existing reporting obligations under the IORP II Directive and the PEPP Regulation, combined with the regular assessments in the Report on Adequate Social Protection in Old Age and the pension adequacy benchmarking framework, provide a robust basis for evaluation. These frameworks already require regulators and operators to supply the granular data necessary to assess the effectiveness and reach of supplementary schemes.
Point 2.33
Improving confidence in pension systems is a key objective of the current package. The Commission believes that the development of pension tracking systems and national dashboards, as outlined in the Recommendation, will enhance transparency and comparability across Member States.
Point 2.34
The Commission recognises the benefits of pension models based on social dialogue and collective bargaining. The supplementary pensions package is therefore designed to support these models by providing a flexible framework that respects the autonomy of social partners and encourages the channelling of capital into sustainable, growth-oriented investments.
Point 2.35
The Commission would like to underline that the 2025 Special Report[footnoteRef:23] of the European Court of Auditors on supplementary pensions in the EU does indeed flag a low uptake of EIOPA’s initiatives by national competent authorities. Putting this in context, the Court found that these initiatives were particularly limited in number and did not involve tools that are most impactful, such as guidelines that consist of a ‘comply or explain’ feature. The Court therefore recommended in its Report that EIOPA should prioritise use of instruments that have the greatest impact on supervisory convergence, with a target implementation date of 2027. [23:  	European Court of Auditors, Special report 14/2025: Developing supplementary pensions in the EU – EU action not effective in strengthening occupational pensions and establishing a pan-European personal pension product, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2025, available at: https://www.eca.europa.eu/ECAPublications/SR-2025-14/SR-2025-14_EN.pdf. ] 

Point 2.36
The Commission maintains that supplementary pensions are designed to be a value-adding component of a diversified retirement strategy. The proposed recommendations include suggestions for inclusive design and strong governance to ensure that these systems complement public provisions. The objective is to provide additional pathways for income security that are accessible to a broad range of savers, regardless of their income level or saving capacity.
Point 2.37
The Commission acknowledges the importance of ensuring that supplementary schemes reach all segments of the workforce, particularly those in non-standard or precarious employment. While headline poverty rates are often driven by complex socio-economic factors, the Commission maintains that well-designed automatic enrolment can be a powerful tool for reducing poverty in retirement. By lowering barriers to entry and establishing a consistent savings habit, auto-enrolment can help ensure that low-income and intermittent workers accumulate necessary assets over time. The Commission’s framework is intended to support Member States in implementing these systems as a value-adding complement to the public floor, ensuring that the expansion of the supplementary pillar contributes to long-term social adequacy and the prevention of pensioner poverty.
Point 2.39
The Commission’s EU Financial Literacy Strategy[footnoteRef:24], adopted in September 2025, explicitly identifies retirement planning as a key area for empowering citizens. By fostering a deeper understanding of pension systems and the benefits of long-term saving, the Commission aims to help individuals make informed decisions that ensure their financial wellbeing and preparedness for retirement. [24:  	COM(2025)681 final (EUR-Lex - 52025DC0681 - EN - EUR-Lex).] 

Point 3 – amendment 1
The Commission notes the rationale behind the EESC’s suggestion to make reference in the recitals to labour market policies more holistically that can strengthen the public pension system. However, this would not be aligned with the specific object and scope of the IORP II Directive and the need to ensure that the proposal does not interfere with Member States’ prerogatives with respect to the design of their national pension systems and labour markets.
Point 3 – amendment 3
The Commission takes note of the EESC’s suggestions for amendments to the proposal for a Regulation[footnoteRef:25] to remove references to PEPPs in a workplace context. However, the Commission recalls that the proposal preserves the purely voluntary nature of the PEPP, which is and remains a personal pension product, distinct from occupational retirement schemes, irrespective of its possible use in a workplace context. [25:  	COM(2025)840 final (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex).] 

Point 3 – amendment 4
The Commission notes the EESC’s suggestion for deleting a large part of paragraph 6 of Article 19 of the proposed Directive[footnoteRef:26], which places some limits on the investment restrictions that national authorities may impose on IORPs. However, the Commission would like to point out the importance of the prudent person principle and the need to ensure that IORPs are able to appropriately diversify their portfolio, do effective duration matching between assets and liabilities, and have adequate investment freedom to be able to generate adequate long-term real returns in line with their long investment horizon. The Commission would also like to point out that the aforementioned limits on investment restrictions, such as the right of IORPs to invest up to 70% of assets in listed securities and up to 30% of assets in other currencies, are in the existing IORP II Directive. [26:  	COM(2025)842 final, (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex), p.34.] 

Point 3 – amendment 5
The Commission recognises the importance of ensuring the sustainability of public pensions. However, it reiterates that measures aiming to reinforce the sustainability of public pensions fall withing the remit of Member States and do not fall within the object and scope of the PEPP Regulation, as explained under point 1.1 and 2.27. 
Point 3 – amendment 6
Regarding the amendment concerning the creation of a monitoring committee, as explained under point 1.11, it is considered that the existing institutional framework already ensures extensive and transparent oversight of pension systems and their social impact. Setting up additional monitoring mechanisms would, in the Commission’s opinion, not bring material added-value, while it would require resources to establish and operate.
Point 3 – amendment 7
Regarding the EESC’s proposed amendment to Article 63(1) of the PEPP Regulation with respect to the way of demonstrating ‘significant protection concerns’, as explained under point 2.12, the Commission considers important to maintain the high-level wording of the grounds on which product intervention powers can be exercised, in order to ensure that national authorities have sufficient discretion to capture a variety of threats the nature of which cannot be anticipated in advance. The suggested amendment seems to link the notion of “significant protection concerns” to value-for-money considerations (which is a distinct ground), and this could restrict its breadth of application.
Point 3 – amendment 8
The Commission has taken note of the EESC’s proposed amendment to the proposal for a Regulation, which seeks to provide in Article 25[footnoteRef:27] that the value-for-money assessment should be based on common indicators defined by EIOPA and national authorities. In reply to point 2.12, the Commission explained in detail the provisions governing the assessment of PEPPs’ value-for-money . The Commission considers that the suggested amendment is already reflected in the proposed Regulation. [27:  	COM(2025)840 final, (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex), p. 21. ] 

Point 3 – amendment 9
The Commission notes the concerns of the EESC concerning consumer protection and the need to assist consumers to understand the nature, features, costs and expected outcomes of the PEPP. As explained in detail under point 2.12, the proposal for a Regulation introduces significant improvements to information disclosures that complement other protection rules such as the requirement to ascertaining demands and needs and the provision of a personal recommendation regarding payout options.
Point 3 – amendment 10
The Commission has considered the EESC’s proposed text providing for the integration of ESG factors in PEPP’s investment decisions under Article 41 of the PEPP Regulation. It does not however consider such text appropriate, for the reasons explained under point 2.14.
Point 3 – amendment 11
The Commission notes the proposed amendment to the proposed Article 51a of the PEPP Regulation[footnoteRef:28] concerning pension tracking systems. It is recalled that paragraph 6 of Article 51a provides that the format and structure of the information to be transmitted to pension tracking systems must be consistent with the format and structure prescribed by the PEPP Delegated Regulation with respect to the Pension Benefit Statement. This is expected to ensure a standardised format that facilitates the aggregation of pension data. In light of this facilitation and streamlining, the Commission does not consider it necessary to provide for ‘phased implementation profiles and adaptation proportionate to the size of the provider’.  [28:  	COM(2025)840 final, (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex), p.27.] 

Point 3 – amendment 12
The Commission shares the view that the powers of national competent authorities and EIOPA should be clearly delineated to avoid overlaps and uncertainty. It has carefully reviewed the proposed amendment in Article 65a of the PEPP Regulation[footnoteRef:29], which introduces a provision stating that the national competent authority of the Home Member State retains primary competence and EIOPA shall only intervene in ‘defined cross-border situations’. Under point 2.5, the Commission recalled that Article 65a clearly provides that EIOPA’s role is without prejudice to the role and powers assigned to the Home and Host supervisory authorities under the Regulation, and that EIOPA only performs a facilitation and coordination role with respect to the cross-border provision of PEPPs. Therefore, the Commission does not consider pertinent the addition of the proposed text, particularly since it could also create uncertainty concerning when EIOPA may or may not have such a facilitation and coordination role. [29:  	COM(2025)840 final, (EUR-Lex - 52025PC0842 - EN - EUR-Lex), p.28.] 

Point 3 – amendment 13
The Commission notes the EESC’s proposed amendment on cross-border transfers of IORPs with which it suggests requiring a qualified majority of two thirds and a participation threshold of at least 50%. As explained under point 2.6, the Commission’s proposal reflects findings by EIOPA and the European Court of Auditors, which indicate that high majorities and high participation thresholds have significantly hindered the ability to secure the necessary support for approving transfers.
Point 3 – amendment 14
The Commission has examined the EESC’s proposed amendment, which maintains the maximum underfunding period at 10 years and adds that competent authorities should assess the optimal duration while distinguishing between temporary and structural factors. It has also considered the suggestion of requiring providers to ‘submit annual reports and correction plans supervised by the competent authority with early warning mechanisms and automatic compensations for affected members’. However, the Commission does not consider that the proposed amendments would be appropriate, for the reasons set out under point 2.7.
Point 3 – amendment 15
The Commission takes note of the EESC’s proposed amendment for Article 17[footnoteRef:30] on the required Solvency margin. Under Article 17, the required solvency margin for a particular IORP is calculated based on that IORP’s pension liabilities and its capital at risk. Certain technical parameters stem from Council Directive 79/267/EEC – the first Life Insurance Directive – and have remained unchanged since their introduction. It is therefore appropriate to provide for the possibility of their adjustment through delegated acts, should this be considered necessary to ensure that they remain appropriate in light of market developments and supervisory practices. The Commission would underpin any suggestion for revised numbers and percentages on collected data, evidence, and views of stakeholders to ensure a well calibrated, robust framework. On the EESC’s suggestion for a recurring five-year review of the numbers and percentages, the Commission does not consider such a requirement justified, as these elements are not comparable to for instance inflation-sensitive figures. [30:  	Directive (EU) 2016/2341 on the activities and supervision of institutions for occupational retirement provision (IORPs), p.17, (http://data.europa.eu/eli/dir/2016/2341/oj).
] 

Point 3 – amendment 16
[bookmark: _Int_vM5oGa6j]The Commission shares the goal of ensuring appropriate transparency and avoiding greenwashing, and has carefully considered the proposed EESC’s amendment in Article 19 of IORP concerning members’ sustainability preferences. However, as explained under point 2.8, the Commission does not consider it appropriate to intervene in the investment strategies and asset allocation decisions of IORPs, as proposed by the EESC.
Point 3 – amendment 17
The Commission appreciates the provision of the proposed amendments to Article 38 concerning disclosures to IORP members and beneficiaries. As explained in point 2.9, the Commission proposal already introduces several improvements concerning the information provided, including through a standardised Pension Benefit Statement which should be layered and follow principles of good design (such as taking into account behavioural aspects).
Point 3 – amendment 19
The Commission notes the proposed amendments to Article 37 concerning disclosures to IORP members and beneficiaries. As explained under point 2.9, the Commission proposal already enhances the information provided under the aforementioned article. Given the minimum harmonisation approach of the Directive, the aim of burden minimisation, and the need to avoid information overload, the Commission considers that the proposed amendment is not pertinent.
Point 3 – amendment 20
The Commission notes the concern about possible overlap in disclosures with respect to the distribution of occupational pension arrangements by insurance distributors subject to the Insurance Distribution Directive (IDD)[footnoteRef:31], and appreciates the EESC’s proposed amendment. However, the applicable disclosure requirements under IDD would primarily relate to the nature and role/function of the distributor himself (no product information document –PID –would be provided) and complemented by IORP-based disclosures (on the IORP, the scheme features, pension benefits statement, etc). [31:  	Directive (EU) 2016/97 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 January 2016 on insurance distribution (recast) (Directive - 2016/97 - EN - IDD - EUR-Lex).] 
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