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1.   New Pension Regulations and the Re-registration of Fund Rules
Q:  What level of flexibility will IPEC allow during the transition to the new pension regulations, particularly for funds with complex or long-standing rule structures?

· the Pension and Provident Funds Regulations were gazetted as S.I. 151 of 2026
· Most of the new provisions  had already been brought into effect through Circulars and Directives. What we have done is to consolidate these into Regulations and most of them will be redundant e.g. Micropension Framework – provisions on registration of micropensions now provided for
· We will issue a circular advising of the circulars and Guidelines that have been made redundant by the Regulations
· Key transitional matter is the redrafting of fund rules – Pension funds have up to 31 December to submit re-drafted rules that align with new Regulations
· For Continuity, a fund’s existing registered rules remain in force until the redrafted rules are approved, so members’ rights and benefit administration are not interrupted during the transition.
· Flexibility will be exercised on a case-by-case basis on transitional arrangements should a fund face challenges
· Rules that are non-compliant in substance, for example, on vesting, preservation, benefit computation, governance or expense treatment will not be approved regardless of history.







2.   Market Structure, Delistings (ZSE → VFEX) and Alternative Assets
Q:  What regulatory adjustments is IPEC considering to address the compliance risks arising from delistings, the migration to the VFEX, and breaches of the private-equity limit? How will minority investor protection be strengthened?

· 27 delistings from ZSE since 2020, of which 13 re-listed on VFEX,  with the remaining majority going private
· a delisting reclassifies a holding from quoted equity to unlisted/private equity for regulatory purposes without any active decision by the trustees or insurer — an involuntary breach, not a prudential failure.
· However, a delisting does not suspend the fund’s duty to comply with investment limits and prudent-person requirements
· Regulatory fears/concerns on delisted companies that become private entities are as follows:-
· Valuation transparency
· Governance
· Liquidity 
Regulatory Adjustments
· Compliance grace periods of up to 2 years to comply with the 15%  exposure limit manage the risk of forced sales – applies to investment holdings that become genuinely unlisted (National Foods-type, or Econet), exclude or discount the involuntary legacy exposure from the 15% calculation so funds are not forced into a fire-sale.
· Meanwhile, we do acknowledge the proposal from the market to increase private equity exposure to 20%. However, the average industry exposure to PE is currently at 6%, which is much lower than the current cap.
· Review will be considered after assessing the performance of the current private equity investment
· Enforcing the requirement for Independent fair-valuation of private equity – have been working with RBZ and SECZIM on a joint Guideline on Private Equity and Venture Capital – whose intention is to enhance governance, accountability and transparency
· Protection of minority shareholders - a condition precedent to SECZIM for approving any voluntary delisting, is to offer exit mechanisms voluntarily. We are of the view that this should be included as part of listing rules/ prescribed in securities regulations
· Minimum notice period - between a delisting becoming unconditional and its effective date, long enough for institutional holders to act through normal governance process
· The Companies and Other Business Entities Act [Chapter 24:31] remains relevant before and after a delisting, including section 40, which permits qualifying minority shareholders to request an investigation into a company’s affairs.

3.   The Policyholder Protection Fund
Q:  What governance model is IPEC considering for the Policyholder Protection Fund, and how will contributions be structured?
· The Insurance and Pensions Commission Amendment Act provides for the establishment of a Policyholder Protection Fund as a backstop for policyholders and, in the pension’s context, for members where a regulated entity fails. 
· The design of the fund will anchored on two principles: institutional independence, so that the Fund commands public confidence; and contribution fairness, so that the levy is sustainable without overburdening any class of contributor.
Governance model
· Legal form: the Fund is proposed to operate as an autonomous statutory body corporate, per Section 23F(2) of the IPEC Amendment Act, with its own governance separate from the Commission’s operational structures.
· Board: up to eight members appointed by the Minister of Finance, Economic Development and Investment Promotion (MoFEDIP), drawing one representative each from IPEC, the Ministry, and the relevant industry bodies, together with independent members.
· Neutrality: the Chair and Vice-Chair to be appointed from among the independent members specifically, to preserve the Fund’s neutrality and guard against conflicts of interest.
· Fit-and-proper and accountability: Board members must meet fit-and-proper standards under the Public Entities Corporate Governance Act and the IPEC Act; the Board appoints the CEO through a competitive, publicly advertised process, subject to the Minister’s concurrence and a minimum qualification and experience threshold.

Contribution structure — a phased hybrid model
· To balance the need to build the Fund quickly against the burden on contributors, the Commission proposes a phased approach:
Phase 1 (2027–2029): a simple flat levy, to accumulate the Fund to a credible size within a defined period.
Phase 2 (from 2030): transition to a risk-based levy, with rates varying by solvency, governance, liquidity and risk profile, once the Commission’s risk-rating capability is fully operational, rewarding well-run entities and pricing risk where it sits.

Recommended initial levy rates
	Contributor class
	Initial levy

	Long-term insurers
	0.20% of gross written premiums

	Short-term insurers
	0.20% of gross written premiums

	Funeral assurers
	0.15% of gross written premiums

	Pension / Provident / Retirement Annuity Funds
	0.05% of annual contributions



· Note for Principal Officers: pension funds attract the lowest levy rate of all contributor classes (0.05% of annual contributions). To avoid overburdening the industry, the Commission is considering additional measures, including offsets and phasing, so that the levy does not erode member benefits. 
· The levy is a member-protection cost, not an administrative charge, and should be treated and disclosed accordingly.







4.   The Electronic Supervisory System
Q:  When will IPEC roll out the regulatory requirements for the Electronic Supervisory System, and should pension funds procure or prepare their own systems in anticipation?

· Let me separate two key ICT projects relating to pensions that we are pursuing, the first one is the Electronic Supervisory System. This is a SupTech solution which is meant to assist us as IPEC to supervise the sector. All supervisory functions currently being done manually will be automated and these include, registration, receipt and analysis of supervisory returns, communication with supervised (general letters),offsite analysis, including risk identification, risk-rating of supervised entities and  trend analysis, among others.
· We are at procurement stage, and we are on the verge of making a decision before end of the month. Such a system will be integrated to any system of a supervised entity across all sub-sectors of the insurance and pensions industry.
· The 2nd project is the proposed establishment of a Shared ICT system for pension funds.  In pursuing this project, the Commission adopted a consultative approach and a  stakeholder working group comprising current administrators, pension funds, NSSA and the Government Pension Fund was set up. Benchmarking was done and we are seized with making a decision on the following:-
1. Model of the shared system – whether a single system for the entire industry or a shared system
2. Funding Model
3. Timelines
· As such, we will be guided by the position that will be taken and policy direction on the matter.
· Whatever model to be implemented, this is a project that some countries have taken 3 to 5 years to implement, hence I would not think we can advise pension funds/ administrators to hold off at this stage but take into consideration the plans for a shared system
· The most valuable step a fund can take now is to improve the quality, completeness and consistency of its data; member records, contribution histories, arrears schedules and financials. This is important as a digital supervisory system will expose data-integrity weaknesses immediately.
· The technical and reporting requirements, including data formats and submission protocols, will be shared with the industry once the procurement process is finalised, with adequate lead time for funds to adapt.


5.   The Expenses Framework and Administrator Losses
Q:  Has the Commission engaged administrators to understand the pressures driving reported losses, and what regulatory response is contemplated?

We have been assessing and tracking profitability of administrators and the default reason for loss making being cited through ZAPF meetings with the Commission has been the Expense Framework which capped the administration fees.

However, a closer look at the expense drivers indicates the following as major expense drivers:-
· Salaries – 35%
· Other staff costs – 12%, resulting in employment costs of 47%.
· Computer hardware – 8%
· Contribution Arrears: An administrator’s fee is calculated on contributions received, so arrears directly depress fee income.

It is also important to note that our Q2/2026 report highlights three (3) life companies having made losses (Zimnat, ZB and Old Mutual). Our view is that the life companies should align the expense structures to the level of income they are receiving from pension funds.
There is also need to relook at shared services of the EB business with other SBUs of the administrator as well as entities in the group i.e., HR, IT, finance, administration — are apportioned to the employee-benefits business.

The Commission has also observed that whilst the admin business may be making losses on the face of it, the groups are generating business through other entities in the group e.g, asset management, custodianship, etc.

Continued losses  could be an issue of having too many administrators for a small market, hence consolidation could be an option.



6.   Concluding Remarks

Call for all Chairpersons to track compliance with the provisions of the IPEC Amendment Act, particularly the following:-
· Establishment and remittance to the Policyholder and Pension Scheme Member Protection Fund
· Maintenance and tracking of asset register at institutional level in view of the establishment of an Asset Register at IPEC, which will be updated through industry returns and disposal notifications
· Rotation of Service Providers and Approval by IPEC – a draft Approval Framework has been shared for industry’s comments
· There is also need to comply with the S.I. 151 of 2026, recently gazetted.
Lastly, all Principal Officers and Chairpersons are urged to ensure tracking of benefit payments to pensioners and the values being paid.
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