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Pension Scheme
Destinations and Endgame
Pathways
Few are more adept at handling multiple functions and
contending with a wide array of moving pieces than those
managing pension schemes. In a weighty exercise akin to
air traffic control, sponsors and trustees must survey the
many routes available to them and determine the optimal
approach to their destination.
In our new survey of United Kingdom and Ireland defined benefit (DB) schemes,1 we focused
on the long-term goals of these schemes and the various paths available to them as they seek
their endgames. The availability and use of each path is largely tied to the current regulatory and
market backdrop.
We surveyed 100 pension schemes from the United Kingdom and Ireland. Our survey included
pension staff members, investment professionals, and finance/treasury team members
from schemes across a broad swath of industries (see Appendix for complete participant
demographics). The survey was performed in August 2021 and implemented through computerassisted telephone interviews.
For their long-term aims, schemes desired to either (1) reach low dependency, or a position
where they can continue to run until the last payment has been made, without requiring further
contributions from the sponsor, or (2) transfer assets/liabilities of the scheme to a third party such
as an insurance company or other consolidator. Our survey participants were relatively evenly
split regarding which goal they were seeking (Figures 1 and 2). However, the planned strategies to
reach these goals and the estimated arrival time to their destinations varied, depending on each
scheme’s funded status, covenant strength, governance, assets under management (AUM), and
risk tolerance.

Figure 1
Long-Term Goals Are
Evenly Distributed

Low Dependency /
Long-Term Run-Off
44%
Transfer of Assets and
Liabilities to a 3rd Party
56%
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Figure 2
Better-Funded Schemes
Are More Likely to Seek
Low Dependency

Low Dependency / Long-Term Run-Off

Transfer of Assets and Liabilities

Fully Funded Well
Weak
/ Surplus
Funded
Funded
(100%+)
(90%–99%) (<90%)

Fully Funded Well
Weak
/ Surplus
Funded
Funded
(100%+)
(90%–99%) (<90%)

67%

33%

67%

14%

33%

86%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to choose one goal. Weak funded schemes (<90%): N = 43; Well
funded schemes (90%-99%): N = 33; Full/surplus funding (100%+): N = 24.

Overall, we discovered that pension funds have different characteristics depending on their longterm goals. Figure 3 summarizes various criteria that could inform the path that schemes will take.

Figure 3
Scheme
Characteristics
Help to Determine
Endgames

Pension Scheme

Characteristics
Higher Funding Status

Lower Funding Status

Higher Covenant Strength

Lower Covenant Strength

Lower Interest in Cashflow Driven
Investment

Higher Interest in Cashflow Driven
Investment

Lower Interest in Longevity Swaps

Higher Interest in Longevity Swaps

Lower Burden of Governance
Shortcomings

Higher Burden of Governance
Shortcomings

Lower Appetite for Outsourcing

Higher Appetite for Outsourcing

Long-Term Goals
Low Dependency /
Long-Term Run-Off

Transfer of
Assets and Liabilities

44% of respondents

56% of respondents

Percentage of survey participants with stated goal.

As for timing, most survey participants expected to achieve their long-term goals within 12 years,
but this varied among schemes (Figure 4). Our data showed that for schemes striving for low
dependency, bigger schemes (greater than $1 billion AUM) had longer time horizons than smaller
schemes, most likely because the larger schemes will probably take more time to wind down.
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Figure 4
Expected Timeframes
to Reach Long-Term
Goals Vary Widely
 Low Dependency
 Transferring Assets
and Liabilities

40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

Percent

Less than
3 years

3–5
years

6–9
years

More than
15 years

13–15
years

10–12
years

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to choose one timeframe. Low dependency goal schemes, N=44;
transferring assets and liabilities goal schemes, N=56.

As expected, investment performance was seen as the biggest challenge for schemes to achieve
their long-term goals within their desired time frames. Looking more granularly, investment
performance was potentially a bigger concern for schemes looking to transfer their assets and/
or liabilities to a third party. Furthermore, schemes with strong covenants were less worried about
governance risk (Figures 5 and 6).

Figure 5
Investment Performance
Identified as Key Risk

Investment
Performance

Governance
Shortcomings

Cost /
Manager Fees

Risk
Management

51%

26%

26%

19%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to label the potency of each risk, via one answer for each. These
percentages reflect respondents who called each risk “High/Very High.” N=100.

Figure 6
Investment
Performance Risk
Perceived Is Tied to
Fund Goals
 Schemes Seeking to
Transfer Assets and
Liabilities
 Schemes Seeking
Low Dependency

50

Percent

40
30
20
10
0

Very Low

Low

Moderate

High

Very High

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to label the potency of the investment performance risk, via one
answer. For schemes seeking to Transfer Assets and Liabilities, N=56; For schemes seeking to achieve low dependency, N=44.
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Insights into the
Future of DB

We identified several key trends that help us understand how the DB landscape will look in the
coming decades given the strategies that are becoming more prominent and the risks that
schemes are trying to avoid. Our primary findings include:

CDI Interest Expected
to Expand

While liability-driven investing (LDI) is heavily in use, schemes —
especially those with adequate funding status — are turning to
cashflow driven investment (CDI) strategies to manage cash needs.

Weaker-Covenant
Schemes More Apt to
Seek Transfer

Our data shows that schemes with weaker covenants are also the
schemes that are less funded, which is consistent with our findings
that lower-funded schemes are more commonly seeking to transfer
their assets and liabilities over the long term.

Schemes Apprehensive
Toward Illiquid Credit

Schemes, even those with longer endgame horizons, are not
displaying an overwhelming appetite for the inclusion of illiquid assets
in CDI strategies. Our survey moreover unveiled that appetite relates
to funding status and current fiduciary responsibility.

Outsourcing a Response
to Regulatory Burdens
and Market Themes

Schemes are driven to outsource fiduciary responsibilities in
response to a wide range of challenges in the DB space, including
governance shortcomings and rising demand for environmental,
social and governance (ESG) integration.

“

Schemes really have two primary things that they’re thinking about: one is getting
to fully funded on their technical provisions, at which point the sponsor doesn’t
have to contribute cash in order to be comfortable with where the scheme is.
Beyond that, the expectation now is that you should have a long-term target. This
is all in the context of a general stepping up of requirements from The Pensions
Regulator (TPR) around long-term funding plans for schemes.”
— Simeon Willis, Chief Investment Officer, XPS Pensions Group
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CDI Interest Expected
to Expand
LDI in Place at Majority
of Schemes

Our survey confirmed that LDI is already heavily in use for DB schemes, which is consistent with
the market and regulatory backdrop. Changes in accounting standards and a regulatory push
for better risk management have encouraged the United Kingdom and Ireland pension industry
to adopt an LDI approach aimed at matching assets to liabilities. Under International Financial
Reporting Standards — a requirement for the EU since 2005 — any volatility in a scheme’s
funding position directly impacts its sponsor’s balance sheet. This has encouraged schemes
to increasingly turn to an LDI investment approach, using long-duration bonds and other
instruments to match movements in liabilities.
Funding status has also increased across the global DB space in 2021 due to higher discount
rates and strong equity markets, encouraging schemes to de-risk using long-dated fixed income
to try to lock in funding status gains. Our survey data on the use of LDI is consistent with flows
into European DB schemes, per data from Goldman Sachs. Goldman noted that since 1999,
almost all of the flows into European pensions and insurance companies have been fixed income
assets, with almost no flows into equities.2 Most schemes have largely already implemented LDI.

CDI Gaining Traction

93%

73%

70%

have implemented LDI
to some degree

have implemented CDI

are using both CDI and
LDI in their portfolio

Meanwhile, CDI is a newer focus for schemes. The strategy involves building cash-flow-matching
portfolios by investing in higher yielding instruments. CDI has entered the mainstream more
recently than LDI, with 38 percent of schemes surveyed employing CDI for at least three
years, and the remaining 62 percent either not using it, or using it only within the past two years
(Figure 7).
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Figure 7
Less than 10 Percent of
Schemes Implemented
CDI More than Five
Years Ago

Not currently using this strategy,
and not considering

8%

Not currently using this strategy,
but considering implementing

19%

Implemented this strategy
within the last 2 years

35%

Implemented this strategy
3–5 years ago

30%

Implemented this strategy
more than 5 years ago

8%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to choose one answer. N=100.

That said, CDI allocations are expected to grow, particularly among fully-funded schemes
(Figure 8), given the funding requirements for CDI. Schemes searching for higher returns could
accordingly take on more CDI, as CDI can take advantage of higher yields on investments such
as domestic and overseas credit, illiquid debt, loans or derivatives, real assets, high-yield debt,
real estate debt, direct lending, infrastructure bonds, or other high-income assets with some
contractual component. Figure 9 shows that interest in CDI was higher for schemes seeking to
transfer assets and liabilities, versus schemes aiming for low dependency.

Figure 8
Allocations to CDI Are
Expected to Rise

Cashflow Driven Investing (CDI)

Liability-Driven Investing (LDI)

Fully Funded Well
Weak
/ Surplus
Funded
Funded
(100%+)
(90%–99%) (<90%)

Fully Funded Well
Weak
/ Surplus
Funded
Funded
(100%+)
(90%–99%) (<90%)

67%

63%

34%

53%

78%

56%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to answer “Do you expect to increase your allocations to either of
the following strategies over the next three years?” For weak-funded schemes, N=43; For well-funded schemes, N=32; For
fully-funded/surplus schemes, N=24.
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Figure 9
Schemes Seeking
to Transfer Assets and
Liabilities Display More
Interest in CDI

CDI

LDI

Achieving low dependency

70%

93%

Transferring assets and liabilities
to third party

75%

93%

Using Strategy Today

Expect to Increase Allocations to Strategy Over the Next Three Years
Achieving low dependency

44%

79%

Transferring assets and liabilities
to third party

55%

54%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. For “using strategy today,” N=44 for low dependency goal schemes, and N=56 for
transfer assets/liabilities goal schemes. For “expect to increase allocations,” N=43 for low dependency goal schemes, and
N=56 for transfer assets/liabilities goal schemes. Respondents answered with all strategies that applied.

Knowledge about the benefits of CDI varied by schemes’ AUM and fiduciary management
setup. Larger schemes exhibited more confidence in their understanding of CDI. In addition,
schemes that outsource fiduciary management tended to better comprehend how CDI and LDI
complement each other, understand the integration of CDI, and value it as an important tool for
their long-term goals, versus those schemes that don’t outsource.
Overall, we note that schemes most prominently used “somewhat agree” to describe the
importance of CDI or their understanding of CDI, implying some trepidation and the potential for
more education around the strategy.

“

One of the challenges I have is that most pension schemes have inflation-linked
pensions, and it’s very hard to manage that risk in CDI without having any LDI at all.”
— Ian Mills BSc FIA, Partner and Head of DB Endgame Strategy, Barnett Waddingham
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Schemes With Weaker
Covenants More Apt to
Seek Transfer
Schemes claiming to have weaker covenants were more apt to have a long-term goal to transfer
their assets and liabilities, rather than to have low dependency (Figure 10). This is in line with
our findings that schemes with weaker covenants were more underfunded, as underfunded
schemes were more likely to target transfer, though their weak funding might make this difficult
to achieve. That said, schemes with weak and strong covenants were both outsourcing fiduciary
responsibility with a roughly even split.

Figure 10
Schemes With
Weaker Covenants
More Likely to Seek
Asset and Liability
Transfer

Strong
Employer Covenant

Weak / Neutral
Employer Covenant

36%

26%

 Achieve Low Dependency
Exit Via Risk Transfer

63%

37%

32%

68%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to choose one goal. For weak/neutral covenant firms, N=62. For
strong covenant firms, N=38.
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Schemes Apprehensive
Toward Illiquid Credit in CDI
Schemes exhibited some unease with employing illiquid credit in their CDI strategies. Very few
firms “strongly agreed” or “strongly disagreed” with using illiquid assets. Figure 11 illustrates that the
comfort level with illiquid assets relates to funding status and outsourcing policies. Well-funded
schemes exhibited more readiness to use illiquid assets. In addition, schemes that are outsourcing
are more likely to “strongly agree” with using illiquid assets. This could imply that outsourcing
schemes are leveraging the skills of their asset manager or consultant to appropriately include
these assets. Notes Willis, “When you invest in a private market asset, you’ve got to work on the
basis that you’re not going to be selling this asset, because if you do sell it, you’re likely to have to
sell it at a discount.”

Figure 11
Fully-Funded Firms
and Outsourcing Firms
More Comfortable
With Illiquid Assets

Total

Weak
Funded
<90%
4%
39%

Well
Funded
90%–99%
5%
40%

3%
30%

Fully Funded
/ Surplus
100%+

Outsourced

Not
Outsourced

4%
50%

11%

2%
41%

32%

Strongly Agree
Somewhat Agree
Neutral
Somewhat Disagree

27%

Strongly Disagree

26%

21%

30%

27%

17%
30%
24%

29%

16%

7%

9%

37%

9%

21%

9%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to select one answer to “We would be comfortable with the
inclusion of illiquid credit assets in a cashflow driven investing (CDI) solution.” For weak funded firms, N=43; for well funded
firms, N=33; for full/surplus funded firms, N=24. Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding to whole numbers.
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Figure 12 shows that schemes with longer time horizons to reach their goals were more inclined
to allocate to illiquid assets. This is unsurprising, because schemes that invest in illiquid credit
are faced with less liquidity to unwind their positions if necessary. Liquidity is a more significant
concern now that DB scheme participants have more options for transferring their assets following
the pension freedom reforms that came into effect in 2015, and relaxed a significant portion of rules
around withdrawing monies from defined contribution holdings. These reforms make it harder for
firms to determine the timing of their liquidity needs.

Figure 12
Firms With a Longer
Time Horizon Are More
Open to Illiquid Assets
Endgame Horizon

13%

10+ Years

<10 Years

48%

35%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Question asked was: “We would be comfortable with the inclusion of illiquid credit
assets in a CDI solution,” and percentages reflect those answering “Somewhat/Strongly Agree.” For horizon of 10+ years,
N=63; for horizon of <10 years, N=37.
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Outsourcing a Response
to Regulatory Burdens and
Market Themes
According to “sterile flight deck” procedures for aircraft, crew members cannot perform
nonessential duties such as unnecessary conversations, non-safety-related announcements, or
other noncritical matters during certain periods of the flight. In other words, in these times, crew
members need to stay focused without distraction.
Of course, avoiding distraction isn’t possible for DB scheme sponsors, given regulatory changes
such as the Pension Schemes Act 2021, which requires trustees to put in place a funding and
investment strategy that ensures benefits can be met over the long term. Trustees must also
provide the intended funding levels and investments at set dates. As a result of regulatory
burdens and market themes (such as ESG investing), many schemes that aren’t outsourcing
fiduciary management today plan to do so in the future. Specifically, while less than one-fifth
(19 percent) of schemes currently outsource to a consultant or asset manager, 40 percent of
those yet to do so said they have strong/very strong appetite to outsource over the next three
years (Figure 13). The flip side is that about one-third of survey participants said they have no or
low appetite to do so in the next three years.

Figure 13
Schemes Exhibit
Healthy Appetite for
Future Outsourcing

35

Percent

30
25
20
15
10
5
0

Very Strong
Appetite

Strong
Appetite

Moderate
Appetite

Low
Appetite

No
Appetite

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents were asked to provide their appetite for outsourcing fiduciary
management over the next 3 years. N=81, based on the 81 firms who have yet to outsource currently.
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ESG a Burden Driving
Firms to Outsource

Figure 14
ESG Among the
Greatest Drivers of
Outsourcing

One of the most prominent reasons organizations are outsourcing (or considering outsourcing) is
to support ESG investing (Figure 14). This is even more true among fully funded/surplus schemes.
Among those, 70 percent said that ESG support is a key driver of outsourcing, while 22 percent
of well-funded schemes and 57 percent of weak-funded schemes said this. This could imply that
ESG plays second fiddle to funding status, but once a scheme is fully funded, then ESG becomes
more of a focus.
70%
Support with ESG investing

22%
57%
55%

In-house team is under-resourced

48%

 Fully Funded/Surplus
(100%+)

40%

Well Funded (90%–99%)
Weak Funded (<90%)

35%
Help reduce asset manager fees

52%
40%
35%

Improve portfolio risk management/
Implement de-risking strategies

30%
27%
35%
35%

Drive better investment returns/
performance

27%
25%

To manage pension operations
and administration more efficiently

52%
40%
25%

Increase access to alternative
asset classes

13%

Reach our long-term target
of self-sufficiency or
pension risk transfer more quickly

13%

17%
25%
20%
15%

Address governance shortcomings

30%
47%

Changing regulatory requirements/
Increasing governance burden

15%
9%
13%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Question asked was: “What are the main reasons why your organisation is considering —
or has already undertaken — the outsourcing of fiduciary management to a third-party provider?” For weak funded schemes,
N=30; For well funded schemes, N=23; For Fully funded/surplus schemes, N=20.
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Similarly, while bigger schemes had a higher proportion of respondents report “no appetite”
for fiduciary outsourcing, larger schemes more prominently pointed to ESG support as
an outsourcing driver. Schemes with less than $1 billion in AUM desired more support with
governance, compared with larger schemes (Figure 15).

Figure 15
Reasons for Outsourcing
Vary by AUM
Less than $1B

48%

In-house team is under-resourced

45%

45%

Help reduce asset manager fees

40%

More than $1B

42%

Address governance shortcomings

25%

39%

Support with ESG investing

58%

33%

To manage pension operations
and administration more efficiently

45%

30%

Drive better investment returns/
performance

Improve portfolio risk management/
Implement de-risking strategies

Increase access to alternative
asset classes

33%

18%
40%

15%
20%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Question asked was: “What are the main reasons why your organisation is considering —
or has already undertaken — the outsourcing of fiduciary management to a third-party provider?” For AUM <$1Bln, N=33; for
AUM >$1Bln, N=40.

“

With the funding code and new regulation, it’s a much more collaborative approach,
and there are grown-up conversations going on between trustees and companies
about, ‘Where are we going?’ ‘What’s the best way of getting there?’ ‘How do we
balance risk and take it in the right places?’ With schemes maturing and with COVID,
it all creates headwinds, and for trustees and companies that haven’t already done
so, they have to have that big-picture conversation.”
— Leonard Bowman, Partner and Head of Corporate DB Endgame Strategy, London, Hymans Robertson

The Right Approach Pension Scheme Destinations and the Endgame Pathways

15

The Updated Atlas

As schemes head toward their endgames, many firms are exploring routes toward transfer or
low dependency that have become more prominent in recent years — though many have had a
longstanding place in the DB space. There are a wide range of options for pension funds seeking
help with managing or transferring risk, though some strategies are gaining more traction than
others (Figures 16a and 16b):

Figure 16a
Percent of Low
Dependency Goal
Schemes Likely to
Use Strategy

Figure 16b
Percent of Asset and
Liability Transfer Goal
Schemes Likely to
Use Strategy

Full Buy-In

34%

Partial Buy-In

30%

DB Master Trust

20%

Longevity Swaps

14%

Fiduciary Management/
Outsourced CIO

11%

Full Buy-Out

39%

Partial Buy-Out

27%

Longevity Swaps

20%

Fiduciary Management/
Outsourced CIO

11%

DB Consolidator

9%

Source: State Street Global Advisors. Respondents asked to note all strategies that apply. For low dependency goal, N=44. For
asset and liability transfer goal, N=56. Question asked was: “Is your company likely to undertake any of the following strategies in
future, to help achieve its target?”
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DB Consolidation DB consolidation is one newer avenue for schemes seeking to transfer assets
and liabilities in the future. This involves transferring all of a scheme’s assets and liabilities to a
non-insurance third party, such as the Pension SuperFund or Clara-Pensions, that will provide
and administer pension payments, or manage the scheme to a position where a bulk annuity
purchase can take place. Through DB consolidation, schemes sever the sponsor covenant and
replace it with external capital. The structure of the consolidation provides a capital buffer and
improves the likelihood of members’ benefits being paid in full.
According to our survey, only 9 percent of schemes targeting transfer planned to take the
DB consolidator route, an option that is new to market and still awaiting regulatory clarity. On
October 21, 2020, TPR issued detailed guidance setting out its expectations of trustees and
sponsors considering transferring their scheme to a superfund.
Longevity Swaps These instruments serve as insurance policies for DB funding requirements.
With these instruments, schemes remove longevity risk by making fixed payments to a swap
provider, who will then pay trustees variable amounts for as long as each scheme member lives.
The first longevity swaps were written by defined benefit pension schemes in 2009. The swaps
are being used and considered by schemes that are targeting both low dependency and transfer.
In general, longevity swaps are in greater demand for those going down the transfer route.
Buy-ins For schemes targeting low dependency, buy-ins have gained more traction than
longevity swaps. With buy-ins, if participants outlive projections, insurers provide the surplus
required payments, allowing schemes to have a known and certain benefit obligation. Over 40
percent of schemes targeting low dependency have undertaken a partial buy-in as part of their
endgame strategy, while only 20 percent have used longevity swaps.
According to Andrew Udale-Smith, a Partner at Hymans Robertson and Fellow of the Institute
and Faculty of Actuaries, “If you’re very comfortable with your investment piece, which could be
because you’re very well hedged, longevity can be a bit of an outlier in that it doesn’t neatly fit
into that comfortable ‘we’re on top of this’ box like the investment piece. But if you don’t want to
hand the scheme over to an insurer via a buy-in, then a longevity hedging solution can be quite
attractive.”
DB Master Trust This is one strategic option for schemes seeking low dependency. With DB
master trusts, a third-party provider takes on the legal responsibility for all aspects of running the
pension scheme, and the provider is simultaneously managing the schemes of other employers.
The scheme essentially becomes professionally run and the scheme’s sponsors no longer have
to manage certain processes or logistics. The third-party provider also communicates with and
advises participants. Meanwhile, the company continues to pay the contributions and have
high-level oversight for the scheme. DB master trusts are growing in interest as schemes combat
increased regulatory oversight.
In addition, pension schemes can benefit from the economies of scale of the master trust
structure and take advantage of investment opportunities that may not be accessible outside
of the trust. According to our survey, a small 5 percent of schemes that were targeting low
dependency have adopted DB master trusts as part of their strategy, but 20 percent said that
they are likely to undertake DB master trusts in the future.
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The Long Haul

Figure 1 shows that 44 out of our 100 survey participants were aiming for low dependency.
Our data also illustrates that schemes that are either well funded, fully funded, or have a
surplus were more likely to have this goal. However, our demographics showed that more than
60 percent of schemes surveyed were closed to both new members and future accruals. Some
may argue that as schemes get smaller, they are all going to eventually desire a full buyout of their
assets and liabilities.

“

One of the key arguments for a buy-out comes about when it becomes
uneconomic to continue to run the scheme. If you’re very well-funded and your
scheme’s getting smaller, there comes a point where paying for somebody to take
it off your hands and manage it really efficiently and extinguish the risk is very
attractive. And I think that point will come for the vast majority of schemes—
apart from those that are very large and those that are still open.”
— Simeon Willis, Chief Investment Officer, XPS Pensions Group

Notably, the data suggests some “phasing in” approaches for both stated endgames. Most
schemes pursuing a transfer were considering a phased approach to buyout (the transfer of the
payment liabilities to an insurance company), with 57 percent of those schemes already adopting
partial buyouts, and 39 percent planning to undertake a full buyout and 27 percent likely to
undertake a partial buyout in the future.
For schemes aspiring to low dependency, there is also a phased approach to buy-ins that could
occur. Within our survey, 41 percent of those schemes had already adopted a partial buy-in
strategy, while 25 percent have already done a full buy-in. Meanwhile, 34 percent of those
schemes said they are likely to do a full buy-in in the future, and 30 percent said they are likely
to undertake a partial buy-in.

Conclusion

Our survey validates four major trends in the United Kingdom and Ireland DB landscape:
1
2
3
4

CDI interest is expected to expand.
Weaker-covenant schemes are more apt to seek transfer.
Schemes are apprehensive toward illiquid credit.
Outsourcing is a response to regulatory burdens and market themes.
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New regulatory actions such as the Pension Schemes Act 2021 and the more stringent
requirements from TPR are leading schemes to look closely at their end goals and articulate them
to their key stakeholders. Our data shows that schemes are likely to use a wide range of strategies
to reach their goals. Many of these strategies have been less popular with United Kingdom and
Ireland pension schemes in the past, but are now growing in consideration.
In other observations, fully-funded and larger schemes are more apt to take risks in their investing
strategies, and are more likely to see ESG as one of the significant burdens driving outsourcing,
versus weak-funded and smaller schemes. De-risking will most likely continue to be a focus as
well, given our data on funding status and the ongoing use of LDI.
In general, we believe that the new requirements placed on United Kingdom and Ireland pension
schemes will put pressure on pension fund sponsors as they try to manage additional disclosure
while staving off what they identify as key risks to their endgames (in particular, a decline in
investment performance). However, by having a firmer handle on their long-term goals, sponsors
can more easily phase in the most appropriate approach, and determine how their corporation
can best manage the responsibilities of servicing their remaining participants.
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Appendix

Survey
Methodology

Figure 17
Participant
Demographic
Highlights

This survey was conducted in August of 2021 via computer assisted telephone interviews
(N=100). Respondents were limited to senior leaders who are directly involved in pension fund
management for United Kingdom and Ireland schemes.

Region

Scheme Type

Employee Covenant

UK

Ireland

DB

DC

DB + DC

Weak

Neutral Strong

75%

25%

38%

0%

62%

46%

16%

38%

Scheme Status

Open to
New Members

0%

Closed to New
Members / Open to
Future Accruals

37%

Closed to New
In the Wind-Up
Members / Closed to Process
Future Accruals
0%

37%
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Figure 18
Total Assets
Under Management*

Less than
£/€ 500
Million

£/€500 to
£/€999.99
Million

£/€1 to
£/€2.99
Billion

£/€2 to
£/€2.99
Billion

£/€3 to
£/€4
Billion

23%

19%

28%

20%

10%

Less than 80%

80%–89%

90%–99%

100%

More than 100%

15%

28%

33%

20%

4%

Figure 19
Funding Level

Figure 20
Industry

Financial Services

12%

Retail

10%

Healthcare

8%

Oil and Gas

8%

Utilities

8%

Consumer Goods

7%

Construction and Materials

6%

TMT

6%

Transport and Logistics

6%

Aerospace and Defence

5%

Chemicals

5%

Electronic and Electrical Equipment

5%

Industrial engineering

5%

Travel and Leisure

5%

Mining

4%

* Ireland schemes were captured in euros and UK schemes were captured in GBP, but data combined for ease of reference.
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Figure 21
Job Role

Head of Finance

24%

Investment Director

19%

Chief Financial Officer

10%

Pensions Director

9%

Head/Director of Fixed Income

8%

Investment Strategist

7%

Chief Investment Officer

7%

Head of Corp. Treasury

5%

Head/Director of Public Equities

3%

Group Treasurer

3%

Chairman of Board/Committee

3%

Trustee/Trustee Director

2%
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State Street Global Advisors is a proven market leader that can help investors
capitalize on the latest DB trends with our insights and expertise. We look forward
to continuing to partner with our clients. More of our content on the European DB
space can be found at ssga.com/db-research-the-right-approach.
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