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Key results of our study

1

The demand for sustainable funds continues to grow and
exceeded that for conventional funds in 2020. The share of
net assets of funds domiciled in Europe already amounts
to 11% and new product development is increasingly taking
place in the sustainable sector.
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Equity is by far the most important asset class of
sustainable funds, but ESG factors are now also increasingly
being integrated into fixed income and allocation funds.

Sustainability is not only the domain of actively managed
funds – the percentage of passively managed funds in this
segment has reached 20%.

More ambitious impact funds account for only 1% of the total
net assets domiciled in Europe, but recent fund flows indicate
a rising interest of investors.

Luxembourg maintains its market leader position as the
largest European fund hub also in terms of sustainable fund
products. A third of the assets managed via sustainable
funds is domiciled in Luxembourg.

What’s in it for you?
This study provides a snapshot of the recent investment and regulatory trends in the sustainable fund market in Luxembourg and other
European fund domiciles. The following statements summarize the
key observations and principal learnings derived from the analysis of
the European fund market.
→ Sustainable funds have represented a growing segment of

investment solutions in Europe, in particular in the last years. The
net assets in sustainable fund products have more than doubled
since 2018 and reflect 11% of total net assets domiciled in Europe
at the end of 2020. More than half of the net new money that
went into the investment fund market in 2020 was attracted by
sustainable funds.
→ The steady increase in the share of sustainable assets is

observable in the UCITS as well as the regulated open-end AIF
spheres. The retail fund sector has specifically experienced a high
demand for sustainable funds recently.
→ Equity is by far the most important asset class making up more

than 60% of the sustainable fund assets compared to only 44%
in conventional funds, allowing asset managers to exert a
greater influence on the ESG efforts of companies; other asset
classes are steadily catching up though, especially fixed income
products. Also, money market funds are increasingly integrating
ESG factors in their investment strategies.

→ Sustainable funds are mainly anchored in active solutions,

however, sustainable passive funds, especially ETFs, are evolving
rapidly; meanwhile the share of sustainable passive net assets
has reached 20% of the total sustainable fund sector – similar to
the levels seen in the conventional sphere.
→ Sustainability strategies such as impact funds are by far

outweighed by funds with less ambitious ESG objectives. Only
about 1% of total European funds’ net assets follow an impact
investing approach. However, increasingly higher proportions of
net flows into impact funds indicate an increasing demand for
more ambitious sustainable strategies.
→ The classification of funds according to SFDR is ongoing. At the

time of this study about 77% of the funds and ETFs domiciled in
Luxembourg had been reviewed by Morningstar. Of these,
roughly 29% and 4% of the corresponding net assets were
classified as Article 8 and Article 9 respectively, representing
combined assets of EUR 1.1 trillion. Meanwhile, 55% of the whole
European investment universe has been reviewed in terms of
numbers. Of these, about 28% of the corresponding net assets
are classified as Article 8 and 3% as Article 9, representing
combined assets of EUR 2.1 trillion.1)

1) Note that these figures differ from other reports from Morningstar due to a different coverage at different times of data extractions but also because the analyzed universe in this report does not include money market funds, fund of funds, and feeder funds.

→ In line with its positioning as the largest European fund hub,

Luxembourg maintains its market leader position also in terms of
sustainable fund products. About a third of the assets managed
by sustainable funds are domiciled in Luxembourg and two thirds
of the net inflows attracted by funds domiciled in Luxembourg
were directed into sustainable strategies in 2020.
→ Notwithstanding Luxembourg’s leading positioning, other

European domiciles are quickly ramping up their volumes.
The increasing launch of new funds and/or repurposing of
traditional solutions show other domiciles' ambition to also
position themselves as the hub of choice for sustainable fund
providers, with Ireland specifically benefitting from its strong
position as a domicile for passive funds and ETFs.
→ Global large asset management firms are key success drivers for

both major European fund domiciles, Luxembourg and Ireland.
The top 5 fund providers in the respective domiciles manage
more than 30% of net assets in Luxembourg-domiciled
sustainable funds and approximately 60% of net assets in
Ireland-domiciled sustainable funds. However, high
concentration also means high dependence on individual asset
managers leading to higher risks in terms of the level and
volatility of net flows and net assets. In this respect, Luxembourg
is benefitting from a broader range of fund promoters both in
terms of individual companies and provenience.

→ All observed trends still face strong influence of the transition

period that sustainable finance is experiencing in Europe. New
regulatory requirements, changing investors’ preferences and
evolving tools and assessment approaches (e.g. ESG ratings)
continue to shape the sustainable fund market and influence the
overall asset volumes and flows.
→ The market shares of the different domiciles in Europe have been

remarkably stable over the last seven years with Luxembourg
continuously functioning as the largest domicile for UCITS with a
market share of about 36% and with a solid position as domicile
for regulated AIFs as well. Looking at the overall efforts and
measures that the financial marketplace of Luxembourg has
initiated or is going to launch to contribute to directing the
world´s economy towards more sustainability, there is no reason
why the central position of Luxembourg should not last or
strengthen even more.
A key element will be the availability of and access to highquality data, a fact that the EU also wants to take into account,
among other things, through the implementation of the Corporate
Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) and its considerations on
the establishment of a central database with financial and sustainability-related information (European Single Access Point, ESAP).
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Introduction
and objective
of the study
After the Paris Agreement was signed by 196
countries at the United Nations Climate Change
Conference in 2015, ESG2) -related matters have
reached mainstream exposure as organizations
adapt their sustainability footprint and ESG
strategies in response to increasing public
sentiment and regulation towards making the
global economy a more sustainable marketplace
both in terms of embracing the environmental
changes and better social and corporate
governance practices.

Meanwhile, data providers, rating agencies and
other organizations have evolved and now cater
for the need for more differentiated categorizations and risk assessments of products and
providers alike regarding ESG factors, contributing
to a more thorough comparison of competing
asset managers and their products. This also leads
to an increasingly critical analysis regarding the
level of implementation of what has been declared
and advertised in terms of sustainability
ambitions.

To achieve the ambitious goals and drive the
necessary changes, the governments need the help
of the financial sector and private investors, as
reflected by the EU Commission´s Action Plan for
Financing Sustainable Growth, a legislative
roadmap aimed to redirect capital towards
sustainable investments and to promote
transparency in this area.

There are a number of established fund hubs in
the EU and Europe which function as domiciles
for UCITS and AIFs and as platforms for the
distribution and cross-border distribution of
funds, all benefiting from the increased activity of
asset managers launching new ESG funds, and the
strong demand and associated inflows into these
products. As the fund industry often forms a
significant part of the local financial marketplace,
it is not surprising that the fund hubs try to attract
as much business as possible, resulting in a
competitive environment in favor of the asset
managers. Among these fund hubs, Luxembourg,
as the largest fund domicile in Europe and the
worldwide leader in cross-border distribution of
funds, has long played a key role. However, most
of these funds are actually managed elsewhere,
and sustainable funds may increasingly be
domiciled either in the countries of provenience
or, especially regarding funds launched by
non-European asset managers, in other EU fund
hubs depending on their competitiveness with
Luxembourg.

Against this background the fund industry plays
an important role as asset managers function as
intermediaries between both institutional and
retail investors, and companies and institutions in
need of financing the necessary adjustments of
their operations and the restructuring of the entire
economy. By integrating ESG factors in their
investment processes they serve as an important
mechanism to direct capital towards sustainable
projects and business models, assessing and
managing sustainability risks. At the same time,
they make their ambition levels and activities
regarding sustainability transparent to the
investors, following the respective Sustainable
Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR).

2) ESG: Environmental, Social, Governance.
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”The sustainability trend has
taken off: the governments’
and regulators’ objective of
using the fund industry as a
catalyst to create a greener
Europe seems to be working.”
Dr. Carsten Wittrock,
Partner, Frankfurt

Our study aims at providing a snapshot on how
sustainability objectives and the respective
legislative interventions have shaped the fund
industry in Europe in the last years with a
particular focus on the role, competitiveness and
positioning of the Luxembourg fund hub. Since
the analysis focuses on the overall market
developments and the competitive position of
Luxembourg within this dynamically changing
environment no reference is made to the
differences between conventional and sustainable
funds in terms of risk and performance
characteristics or fees and costs, nor did we look at
individual asset managers and their products. All
these aspects are discussed intensely and have
been addressed in other studies recently.3)
The following section looks at the key trends
observed on the European market for sustainable
funds and investigates the development path of
sustainable funds domiciled in Luxembourg and
other traditional European fund hubs.

Prior to the analyses, the respective funds in scope
based on the extensive Morningstar database are
described, and the methodological approach used
in the analyses is explained. The section
“European regulatory landscape – the transition to
a more regulated sustainable finance marketplace”
gives an overview of the regulatory landscape for
sustainable finance in Europe, and in the
following section (“ESG ratings and the need for
further methodological standardization”) the key
developments and challenges faced in sustainable
ratings are picked up as these, in addition to the
regulatory classification, provide further
information on the sustainability level of both
funds and providers. Lastly, the section
“Competitive factors of Luxembourg’s financial
ecosystem” provides a deep dive into the financial
center of Luxembourg, the recent developments
and the competitive levers that make Luxembourg
a domicile of choice for sustainable funds.
This study is intended to be the first of a series of
similar, regularly conducted studies based on an
analogous approach to monitor the dynamic
development and trends of the sustainable fund
sector.

3) See for example “European Sustainable Funds Landscape: 2020 in Review, Morningstar, February 2021”; “How Does European Sustainable Funds' Performance Measure Up?”, Morningstar, June 2020.
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Luxembourg as the most important European domicile
for sustainable funds
Net assets in sustainable funds
EOY 2020 in EUR bn

1,155

Europe, total A)

Luxembourg

371

France

136

Sweden

136

Ireland

135

87

United Kingdom

Switzerland

67

Netherlands

49

Belgium

Germany

Norway

42

36

20

A) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds
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Recent developments
in the European
sustainable funds
industry
35%

Analyzed fund
universe and
definitions used for
sustainable funds
For the purpose of this study, the Morningstar
fund database is used. Relevant extractions from
it have been performed in the period of April/
May 2021. The study considers open-end funds
including ETFs (both UCITS and regulated AIFs)
domiciled in the EU-27 countries, Switzerland,
Liechtenstein, Norway and the United Kingdom
(excluding British Overseas Territories, crown
colonies, etc.). Feeder funds and funds of funds
were excluded from the analyzed fund universe
to avoid double counting of fund assets. Money
market funds are cash-equivalent investments
and have also been excluded from the core study
as they tend to be rather volatile in terms of flows
due to the short-term horizon of those investing
in them (which arguably is not consistent with
the overall sustainability principles aiming for a
long-term impact on sustainability goals). However, as evidence shows a trend towards integrating
ESG factors into money market funds too, they are
analyzed separately at the end of this chapter.

The core analysis covers the period from 1/201812/2020 in which both coverage and quality of
ESG-related data on fund level are high. Funds
with incomplete information on either flows or
net assets were excluded from the analysis.4)
The used data basis means that not all funds
domiciled in the EU and the selected European countries are considered. Especially the AIF
sector is only partially covered as solely regulated open-end AIFs such as UCIs5) in Luxembourg
are considered. Therefore, on a total level, most
of the figures do not match with other statistics produced by ALFI, EFAMA, CSSF or national
fund associations, which needs to be considered
if different domiciles are compared. The main
differences, apart from the exclusion of the
above-mentioned fund categories, originate from
the non-inclusion of certain categories of AIFs,
which are captured in official statistics but not
by the Morningstar database and for which no
fund-specific sustainability-related information
is available. One important category of these AIFs
includes funds which are used by institutional investors to manage their assets rather than relying
on discretionary mandates, often for accounting
and tax related reasons.

4) See annex for further information regarding data coverage.
5) Investment funds set up under Part II of the Law of 17 December 2010 relating to undertakings for collective investment. Other investment funds
which may qualify as AIF are funds which are set up under the Law of 13 February 2007 relating to special investment funds and funds set up under
the Law of 15 June 2004 relating to the investment company in risk capital.
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This is, for example, the case for institutional
investors in Germany, the Netherlands and Austria
who mainly use AIFs to manage such assets. In
contrast, institutional investors in France and the
UK tend to rely on discretionary mandates.6) Since
these kinds of AIFs (in Germany and other markets
referred to as Special Funds) as well as discretionary mandates are not subject of this study,
no explicit conclusions are drawn regarding the
institutional business and the level of sustainability investment levels (institutional share classes
of UCITS and AIFs only cover a fraction of institutional investments).
Further methodological remarks are available for consideration in the appendix.
As a result, the analyzed fund universe consists
of approximately 33,000 funds for 2020 of which
about 3,200 are sustainable funds. Only the oldest
non-liquidated share class with the longest history of a fund is considered rather than each share
class reflected by ISINs to avoid an inflating number of funds where different share classes merely
differ in terms of fees, currency, etc., but not in the
actual investment strategy.
For the identification of sustainable funds in this
study, the Morningstar classification was applied.7)
Morningstar defines a strategy as “sustainable”
if it is claimed as primarily focusing on sustainability, impact or ESG factors in the prospectus
or other regulatory filings and/or the fund uses
binding ESG criteria for its investment selections.
At the next level of granularity, “Sustainable
Investment” funds are categorized into three
distinct groupings. “ESG Funds” prominently
focus on incorporating binding ESG factors into
the investment process (e.g., by applying a best-in-

class screening process, frequently in conjunction
with the exclusion of certain sectors or individual
companies which are considered critical regarding
ethical values or norms or their involvement in
the production or sale of tobacco, weapons, etc.).
“Impact Funds” seek to deliver a measurable
impact on specific issues (often with reference to
the well-known 17 U.N. Sustainable Development
Goals) or consider themes like gender diversity,
low carbon, or community development alongside
financial return. “Environmental Sector Funds”
are strategies that invest in environmentally oriented industries like renewable energy or water.
In practice all these sustainable strategies are not
mutually exclusive as various combinations of the
strategies are applied to construct a sustainable
portfolio. For a significant proportion of funds,
two or even more categories are therefore relevant
at the same time. For the purpose of this study, a
distinction is only made between impact funds
and all other sustainable funds. Funds are only
considered as impact funds if their investment
strategy is solely directed towards impact investments without combining it with other strategies.
Funds that merely employ exclusions of certain sectors, companies, or practices but do not
integrate sustainability as a central and binding
feature into their investment strategy are not
considered sustainable and are assigned to the
conventional fund universe. Also, all funds that
are not (yet) characterized/flagged as sustainable
in the Morningstar database are considered conventional funds. This deliberately taken conservative approach may underestimate the actual
importance of sustainability in the European fund
industry in some areas.

6) For example, the net assets for regulated AIFs domiciled in Germany amount to EUR 135 billion in the study whereas official statistics by BVI or EFAMA
state EUR 2,093 billion at the end of 2020. At European level, the total net assets of regulated AIFs captured in the study amount to EUR 1,062 billion (Luxembourg: EUR 185 billion) as opposed to EUR 7,120 billion (Luxembourg: EUR 815 billion) reported by EFAMA at the end of 2020. The remaining net assets of
UCITS after the exclusions amount to EUR 8,730 billion (Luxembourg: EUR 3,538 billion) compared to EUR 11,644 billion (Luxembourg EUR 4,158 billion) reported by ALFI and EFAMA. If money market funds, which are treated separately for the purpose of this study, are included, the net assets covered amount
to EUR 11,720 billion (Luxembourg: EUR 4,116 billion).
7) Morningstar Sustainable AttributesSM, Framework and Definitions for “Sustainable Investment” and “Employs Exclusions” Attributes, July 2020.
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In 2020, we specified
that to qualify as a
sustainable fund,
ESG must be the core
of its strategy.”
Hortense Bioy,
Global Director of Sustainability Research,
Morningstar

At the beginning of 2020, Morningstar introduced
a stricter definition of what is considered a sustainable strategy. To qualify as a sustainable fund,
ESG must be the core of its strategy. The application of this more stringent definition resulted in a
significant number of reclassifications within the
existing fund universe. About 600 funds with net
assets of EUR 345 billion (~35% of all sustainable
assets by the end of 2019) were reclassified from
being sustainable to being conventional at the
beginning of 2020 without having changed their
strategy. To avoid drawing incorrect conclusions
about developments from the results of the analysis solely due to methodological changes in the
period under review, all funds that were recategorized from sustainable to conventional at the
beginning of 2020 were also classified as conventional for the preceding years retrospectively.8)

Under the SFDR rules the universe of European
funds are classified by their managers into one of
the following three categories:

→ Sustainable, or Article 9, funds – so called
after the regulation that defines them as those
funds that have a sustainable investment
objective

→ Other ESG, or Article 8 funds, a category of
financial products that promote, among other
characteristics, environmental or social characteristics or a combination of those characteristics, provided that the companies in
which the investments are made follow good
governance practices

→ All other funds that have no stated sustainability/ESG ambitions

8) Funds which were classified as sustainable in the past based on the less stringent definition but did not survive until 2020 were not subject of the recategorization exercise performed by Morningstar. Therefore, such funds were not detected and could not be reclassified accordingly. The effects are insignificant though since only a few sustainable funds were liquidated in 2018 and 2019.
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During the time the study was conducted, Morningstar was in the process of reviewing the fund
universe regarding their regulatory classification.
As funds domiciled in Luxembourg were in focus
at the beginning, about 77% of them were reviewed and classified by the time of this analysis.
Meanwhile, about 45% of funds domiciled in other domiciles have also been classified and could
be analyzed in addition to get a broader indication
about the entire market regarding the regulatory
driven classification according to SFDR.

European sustainable
funds market: trends
and characteristics
Luxembourg as market leader
for sustainable funds in Europe
As Figure 1 shows, Luxembourg can claim to be
the leading domicile for both conventional and
sustainable funds regarding net assets. Sustainable funds accounted for EUR 371 billion by the
end of 2020 followed by France, Ireland and
Sweden, all of them with almost identical net
asset levels of about EUR 135 billion. Interestingly

though, the share of sustainable funds’ net assets
in the total net assets differs significantly between
the different domiciles with the Netherlands,
Sweden, France, and Switzerland exhibiting well
above average figures, also leading to the overall
lower share of sustainable fund assets in total net
assets domiciled in Luxembourg as opposed to
those domiciled in all other European domiciles
combined. The above-average penetration of ESG
funds in these markets is consistent with their
longer history in undertaking efforts to integrate
sustainable aspects in the investment process,
committing to sustainability through legislation
and building capabilities for the market of sustainable investments. Most of them also have a
strong pension market due to the nature of their
retirement systems with a corresponding legislation that often requires the consideration and
disclosure of ESG factors in the pensions’ investment strategies. On the contrary, the share of
sustainable funds as a percentage of total net fund
assets is close to average for Luxembourg and below average for the second-biggest fund domicile
in Europe, Ireland. The rather low average share of
sustainable funds in total net assets in Ireland can
be attributed to the fact that a large part of funds
domiciled there are set up by US asset managers.

Figure 1: Net assets, overall and split by domicile
Net assets per domicile
EOY in EUR bn

Luxembourg

3,517

Sustainable fund categorization
EOY 2020
3,725

2,946

4%

Impact funds
Other sustainable funds2)

+239%
6%

9%

10%

91%

Rest of Europe1)

Sustainable
Conventional
6,142

Net assets per domicile
EOY 2020 in EUR bn
Luxembourg

10%

3,725

7%

1,935

UK 6%

1,405

Ireland

France
Germany
Switzerland

6,526

26%

5,016

+198%

5%

8%

12%

2018

2019

2020

9%

91%

523

7%

29%

Netherlands
Other
domiciles
Europe,total3)

481

14%

Sweden
Impact funds
Other sustainable funds2)

529

35%

462
141

13%

1,050

11%

10,251

1) EU27 (excluding Luxembourg) and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) Including funds with ESG or environmental focus or funds that combine impact objectives with other ESG or environmental factors 3) EU27 and
Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds
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The share of sustainable funds in the US is comparatively low. In contrast, Luxembourg is mainly
chosen by European asset managers as a domicile
for their funds. Funds managed in countries like
France or Germany that have a significant share of
the domiciled funds in Luxembourg, exhibit much
higher shares of sustainable products in their own
countries compared to the US and UK, which may
contribute to the higher average share of sustainable net assets in comparison to Ireland.
The overall European net assets for both conventional and sustainable funds increased over the
period of 2018 to 2020. Net assets for sustainable
funds increased disproportionately compared to
those of conventional funds by as much as 239%
and 198% in Luxembourg and the rest of Europe,
respectively.
Sustainable funds are mainly categorized as ESG
funds both in Luxembourg and the rest of Europe.
The share of net assets of the more ambitious
impact funds in the total sustainable net assets
reaches equal levels of about 9% at the end of
2020.

Luxembourg with the highest share of flows
into sustainable funds
Over the period of 2018 and 2020, net new money
was positive across Europe with an increasing
share of flows into sustainable funds. As Figure 2
exhibits this share amounted to almost 44% for
the rest of Europe in 2020, reflecting an increase
in net new money in sustainable funds of 422%
compared to the flows in 2018. Considering the
flows in funds domiciled in Luxembourg, the
share of flows in sustainable funds was even more
impressive, steadily increasing over the last three
years and culminating to almost 70% of the total
net new money in 2020 which corresponded with
an increase in the absolute net new money by
561% compared to 2018.
Only in Norway, the share of sustainable flows
in the total net new money was higher than in
Luxembourg but not comparable as the absolute
net new money was rather small. Strikingly, the
overall net new money in France was negative due
to negative flows from conventional funds which
were not compensated by the positive flows into
sustainable funds. Luxembourg’s position as market leader in the European sustainability market
is underlined by the development of the net new
money.

Figure 2: Net fund flows, overall and split by domicile

Luxembourg

Net fund flows per domicile
EOY in EUR bn
141
126

Sustainable fund categorization
EOY 2020

+561%
50
29%

42%

67%

Impact funds
Other sustainable funds2)
10%

90%

Rest of Europe1)

249

273
+422%

Impact funds
Other sustainable funds2)

44%
19%
2018

24%
2019

10%
2020

90%

35% 147

Ireland
Luxembourg

67%

141

39

UK 33%
21%

22

Switzerland 47%

21

Germany 23%

16

Netherlands
Sustainable
Conventional

123

Net fund flows per domicile
EOY 2020 in EUR bn

Sweden 43% 9
France
Other
domiciles
Europe, total3)

-2
21
52%

414

1) EU27 (excluding Luxembourg) and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) Including funds with ESG or environmental focus or funds that combine impact objectives with other ESG or environmental factors 3) EU27 and
Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds
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Compared to the allocation of sustainable funds at
the end of 2020, the inflows in sustainable funds
were directed to a slightly higher proportion of
impact funds at the expense of the less ambitious
sustainable strategies. That means that investors
across Europe are increasingly looking for more
ambitious investment funds with strategies other
than simply incorporating ESG factors into their
investment processes.

Analyzing the net flows into sustainable funds
domiciled in Europe over time (Figure 3) reveals
that Luxembourg was able to attract almost half
of the flows in the last two years. Ireland was able
to increase its share of inflows steadily from 17%
in 2018 to 24% in 2020, most likely due to the
increasingly active US asset managers in Europe
in this segment.

Figure 3: Net fund flows into sustainable funds, split by domicile
Net fund flows into sustainable funds per domicile
EOY in EUR bn
9% 3% 12%
2018

38

38% 17%
8% 5% 7%
47%

2019

20%

5%

7% 4%

14%

111

2%
2020

44%

24%

4%

2%

6%

5%

13%

216

2% 2%
Luxembourg

Ireland

France

Sweden

Netherlands

Germany

Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds

”Investors across Europe
are increasingly looking
for more ambitious
investment funds with
strategies other than
simply incorporating
ESG factors into their
investment processes.”
Arnd Heßeler,
Executive Manager, Luxembourg

United Kingdom

Switzerland

Other
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Other European domiciles are increasingly
active in launching sustainable products

Despite Luxembourg being the domicile with the
highest net assets both in terms of conventional
and sustainable funds, new fund launches and
repurposing of conventional to sustainable funds
by asset managers seems to be more prominent in
other domiciles as can be seen in the bottom part
of Figure 4.

The overall increasing importance and visibility of sustainable investing in Europe enables
some domiciles to increase their market share of
sustainable funds in terms of net assets. As Figure
4 reveals, both Luxembourg and Ireland strengthened their market position in terms of sustainable
net assets over the last three years at the expense
of other domiciles like France and Sweden. While
Luxembourg expanded its strong market position
slightly, administrating almost a third of the net
assets in sustainable funds at the end of 2020, Ireland grew more dynamically, starting from a much
lower level, with a market share of about 12% at
the end of 2020 compared to only 7% in 2018.

It shows that Luxembourg’s share of new launches and repurposed funds in terms of net assets
decreased from 53% in 2018 to 25% in 2020. This
was accompanied by a decreased share from 49%
(2018) to 35% (2020) in the number of new fund
launches and repurposed funds. Some domiciles
increasingly attracted new fund launches with significant volumes at the expense of Luxembourg.
However, this did not prevent Luxembourg from
expanding its market share in overall sustainable
assets due to the strong inflows.

Figure 4: Net assets and new launches / repurposing of sustainable funds, split by domicile
Net assets of sustainable funds per domicile
EOY in EUR bn
2018
2019

29%

7% 15%

15% 7% 7%

13% 372

3% 4%
14%
9%

31%

16%

6%

6% 4%

12%

689

3%
2020

32%

12%

12%

12%

4% 3%

8%

6%

12%

1,155

Net assets of newly launched & repurposed sustainable funds per domicile
EOY in EUR bn
4% 4%
2018

53%

2019
2020
Luxembourg

16% 53

7%

4% 8% 3% 2%
7%
12%

31%
25%

Ireland

9%
France

Sweden

23%
14%

4% 5% 4%
3%
3% 2% 4%

Netherlands

10%

Germany

Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds

10%

107
19%
United Kingdom

14%
Switzerland

157
Other
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Figure 5 confirms the ever-high relevance of funds
of US and UK provenience domiciled in Ireland:
49% of the total fund assets domiciled in Ireland
originate from US asset managers and 32% from
UK asset managers as opposed to only 21% and
22% respectively for Luxembourg.9) In absolute
terms, however, Luxembourg retains its leadership
as the preferred domicile for UK asset managers in
Europe.

European asset managers who are, for example,
located in Switzerland, France or Germany tend
to choose Luxembourg as their favorite domicile.
This, together with funds originating from US and
UK firms, leads to a much broader and diversified
base of fund initiators in Luxembourg as opposed
to the highly concentrated fund hub in Ireland
relying on US and UK managers mainly.
The statistic about the net new money in 2020 in
Figure 6 also reveals another structural difference
of the two most significant fund domiciles in
Europe. While the funds domiciled in both marketplaces attract more or less equal levels of net
new money in 2020, at 68%, the share of flows in
sustainable funds is twice as high in Luxembourg
as in Ireland.

The ongoing high relevance of Anglo-American
asset managers for the Irish marketplace is also
supported by the flows depicted in Figure 6:
almost 80% of the total net new money in 2020
originates from Anglo-American firms, with a
focus on US firms.

Figure 5: Provenience of asset management companies for funds domiciled in Luxembourg
and Ireland10)
Provenience of asset management companies by net assets
EOY 2020 in EUR bn
Sustainable funds1)

21%
Luxembourg

7%

Conventional funds2)

8%
2% 10%
371

3%

Ireland

3%

5%

4%
135

1,800

UK

Switzerland

France

Germany

Netherlands

1%

11%
3%

2% 2% 6%

49%

1,935

49%

32%

32%

34%

US

5%

21%

22%

12%

4%

1%

2%

3,725

11%

11%

2% 2% 6%

47%

4%
23%

11%

22%

17%

22%

3,353

12%

18%

10%

5%
6% 2%

2%

16%

Total funds3)

Other

N.A.

1) In the pie chart, total sustainable net assets in EUR bn 2) In the pie chart, total conventional net assets in EUR bn 3) In the pie chart, total net assets in EUR bn
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds. Approximation made by allocating the funds to the country of the global headquarters of the
respective asset management company; in case of asset manager with multiple headquarters, assets distributed across countries. Headquarters country data coverage of approx. 97% of total net assets for 2020

9) The allocation of net assets between US and UK asset managers is somewhat ambiguous as the large Anglo-American asset management firms manage
their funds on different management platforms not necessarily located where their headquarters are. Nevertheless the analysis shows the structural difference between the two domiciles in terms of their main fund initiators.
10) So far analyses were based on the domicile of funds regardless of where they are managed. A large amount of funds domiciled especially in Luxembourg
and Ireland are managed by subsidiaries of asset management firms that are located elsewhere. To get a rough estimate of the shares and flows of funds
domiciled in Luxembourg or Ireland by provenience as shown in figures 5 and 6, the funds were allocated to the country of the global headquarters of the
respective subsidiary (or, in case of companies with sites in two different countries, volumes were allocated between the involved countries). Note that the
figures do not necessarily comply with other statistics as only a part of the market is considered. Notwithstanding, the results confirm that Ireland functions as a main hub for US asset managers and to a lesser extent British, Swiss and German firms whereas Luxembourg is known as a hub mainly for European asset managers, especially those from Switzerland, France and Germany – countries which also function as significant domiciles in their own right.
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Strikingly, a high share of net new money originated from Swiss asset managers and can potentially be assigned to the specific importance of the
EU markets for Swiss providers with the need for
complying with the new regulatory requirements
such as the SFDR or the EU Taxonomy.

Figure 6: Net fund flows attracted by Luxembourg and Ireland by provenience of asset
management firms
Net fund flows per domicile
EOY 2020 in EUR bn

Luxembourg
Provenience of asset
management companies –
sustainable funds
Provenience of asset
management companies –
conventional funds
Provenience of asset
management companies –
total funds

US

UK

Switzerland

8 11 14

26

34

20

Ireland

13 6 20 3 95

24

17 10 46

11

France

31

18

51

15

Germany

23

6

21

Netherlands

141

22

75

Other

51

9

96

40

5 13 8

147

N.A.

Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds. Approximation made by allocating the funds to the country of the global headquarters of the
respective asset management company; in case of asset manager with multiple headquarters, assets distributed across countries. Headquarters country data coverage of approx. 97% of total net assets for 2020
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Sustainability more prevalent in UCITS compared to regulated AIFs
The European fund market is largely driven by
UCITS, accounting for more than 60% of the total
net assets of EUR 18,765 billion of the total fund
markets at the end of 2020. This study considers
open-end funds and ETFs only, regardless of them
being UCITS or regulated AIFs. Whereas UCITS
are largely covered by the database the regulated
open-end AIFs only amount to net assets of EUR
1,063 billion, therefore representing only a fraction of the total market segment with net assets of
EUR 7,120 billion at the end of 2020.11)
Figure 7 shows the overall AIF market in Europe
and the share of the sub-segment of AIFs analyzed
in this study. The net assets account for all regulated AIFs regardless of them being sustainable
or conventional. The most important domicile is
Germany, followed by France and the Netherlands,
and Luxembourg as well as Ireland, both being
equally important.

The market shares of the different domiciles at the
end of 2020, shown in Figure 8, are significantly
affected by the preferences of institutional investors. While institutional investors in Germany and
the Netherlands prefer to invest via fund wrappers
in the form of AIFs, segregated accounts (discretionary mandates) are more prevalent in the UK.
This is the main reason why the shares of the net
assets of regulated open-end AIFs captured in this
study on the overall total AIF net assets vary in the
different domiciles. If only the regulated open-end
AIFs are considered, the UK becomes the biggest
domicile with a total of EUR 288 billion net assets,
followed by Luxembourg as the largest domicile in
the EU in this respect with EUR 185 billion.
The market shares of all AIF domiciles with regard
to the overall AIF market are remarkably constant
over time which holds true for Luxembourg and
Ireland as well, both maintaining an equal market
share of about 11% over the last 3 years.12)

Figure 7: Net assets of AIFs in most important European domiciles over time
Net assets in AIFs per domicile and share of regulated open-end AIFs
EOY 2018-2020 in EUR bn
Germany

France

Netherlands

Luxembourg

Ireland

UK

Other

Europe, total1)

AIF market

7,120

776

758

644

58%

498

47%

468

17% 16% 15%

401

796

23%

733

611

24%

+10%

+11%

815

24%

798

704

959

904

6% 7% 8%

+14%

2019

Regulated open-end AIF2)

+8%

58%

21% 19% 20%

14% 15% 15%

2020

9% 9% 9%

794

1,183

1,133

+10%

2018

7% 6% 6%

+7%
1,029

2,093

1,950

1,690

+11%

6,744

5,873

+10%

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) Regulated open-end AIFs as captured in Morningstar fund data base (in Luxembourg, for example, these mainly consist of UCIs (so called “Part II funds”). Total AIF market
includes, in addition, closed-end AIFs and AIFs that are less regulated, especially those mostly set up for institutional investors (Special Funds, Special Investment Funds, in Luxembourg, for example, these include SICARs and SIFs).
Source: Total AIF assets: EFAMA Quarterly Statistical Releases; Regulated AIF assets: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds
7

11) See section “Analyzed fund universe and definitions used for sustainable funds” for more details.
12) Actually, the market shares remained constant even over longer periods not shown here.
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Figure 8: Market shares of most important European domiciles for AIF assets at the end of
2020
Market share of fund domiciles based on AIF net assets
EOY 2020 in EUR bn
Rest of Europe
11%
UK

Germany

7%

29%

Ireland 11%

Luxembourg

7,120

11%

17%
France

13%
Netherlands
Source: EFAMA Quarterly Statistical Release Q4 2020, March 2021

No specific reference can be made regarding the
share of sustainable assets and the corresponding
market shares of the European domiciles across
the whole AIF market, as it is mainly driven by
institutional investors and respective information is restricted to the sub-segment of regulated
open-end AIFs covered in the study. Nevertheless,
a closer look in this segment may provide at least
some high-level hints on sustainability trends in
the whole AIF sector.

Figure 9 compares the share of sustainable net assets in both UCITS and the regulated open-end AIF
segment subject of the study across all European
domiciles. Compared to UCITS, the share of sustainable open-end AIFs in total net assets is slightly lower at the end of 2020, but also increased over
the last years. The domiciles that drive the overall
sustainability share the most in this segment are,
at the end of 2020, France with a share of 37% of
sustainable in total regulated open-end AIF net
assets, followed by the Netherlands (25%) and
Sweden (21%). These are all domiciles where the
share of sustainability is also far above average in
the UCITS sector. Luxembourg (3.4%) and Ireland
(1%) exhibit rather small levels in the regulated
AIF segment.

Figure 9: Share of sustainable assets in UCITS and AIF sub-segment
Breakdown of UCITS/AIF sustainable funds by net assets, total Europe domiciled funds1)
2018
UCITS net assets
EOY in EUR bn

2019

2018

Sustainable funds

2019
2020

8,192

7%

2020

Regulated open-end AIF net assets
EOY in EUR bn

6,753

5%

8,731

11%

845

5%

1,017

7%
9%

Conventional funds

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds. Excluding funds with no data available on UCITS/AIF categorization

1,063
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All in all, it appears that the demand for sustainable funds is also increasing in the AIF sector.

Equity funds still dominating asset class of
sustainable funds

As pointed out, this conclusion can only be drawn
for the relatively small, regulated sub-segment of
the AIF market considered here.

As can be seen in Figure 10 equity is the dominating asset class of sustainable funds across all European domiciles amounting for more than 60%
of the sustainable assets managed by funds.

Figures from Germany, the biggest overall AIF
market due to its large institutional AIF sector,
show that most of the net new money directed
to sustainable funds went into the retail sector
or UCITS over the last three years; the share of
sustainable assets of the total open-end AIF market, making up 60% of the entire fund market in
Germany, was about 2.6% in 2019, less than the
equivalent in the UCITS market.13) Therefore, the
overall share of sustainable funds in the whole
European AIF market relative to the total regulated
open-end AIF market segment considered in this
study is most likely smaller given the high relevance of Germany.

They are followed by fixed income (19%) and
allocation funds (16%). All other asset classes are
insignificant in terms of net assets so far. This
differs significantly compared to the conventional funds sphere where the share in equity
funds accounts for only 44% of the net assets and
fixed income plays a much more significant role
amounting to over 30%.
Looking at the net assets of new launched funds
in 2020 this seems to continue in the future. Over
68% (62%) of the net assets of all new launched
sustainable funds in Europe (Luxembourg) were
invested in equity followed by allocation strategies with a share of 19% (18%) and fixed income
with 12% (18%).14)

Figure 10: Asset class distribution by net assets
Asset class distribution by net assets
EOY in EUR bn
Luxembourg

Sustainable Funds

Conventional Funds

Equity

Europe, total1)

2018

58%

27%

12% 2% 1% 109

55%

22%

18%

1% 4% 372

2019

59%

26%

12% 1% 2% 211

59%

19%

18%

2020

62%

19% 16%

1% 3% 689
<1% 2% 1,155

16%

6% 5% 7,590
4% 4% 8,970

24% 11% 371
1% 2%

62%

2018

36%

37%

17%

7% 3% 2,837

41%

2019

37%

38%

17%

6% 3% 3,306

43%

33%

15%

2020

39%

37%

44%

33%

15% 4% 9,096
4%

Fixed Income

Allocation2)

3,353
16%
5% 2%

Alternative

33%

Other

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) Multi-asset class strategy
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds

13) See BVI, Yearbook 2020 and latest press releases. Note that the definition of what is considered a sustainable fund may differ from the definition applied
in this study.
14) See corresponding numbers of funds and more recent product developments in the section “Sustainable product development accelerating”.
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One explanation for the focus on equity in the sustainable sphere is the more favorable possibility
for engaging in stewardship and influencing the
companies’ behavior towards sustainability targets. Figure 11 supports this argumentation with
the share of equity funds within the impact funds
category being 70% as opposed to only 61% in all
other fund categories.
This confirms the expectation that the higher the
ambition level regarding sustainability the higher
the percentage of equity investments.

“Investment management
enters a new phase where
ESG adds a third
dimension – that of
impact – alongside risk
and return.”
Nathaële Rebondy,
Head of Sustainability Europe at Schroders

The complexity and diversity of bond markets as
well as the corresponding data availability may
also be factors that have specifically held back the
proliferation of sustainable fixed income products. Nevertheless, the integration of sustainability in fixed income has become more widespread
recently in line with the increased availability of
sustainable fixed income instruments such as
green bonds, etc. This is especially true for Luxembourg where fixed income funds have a higher
share of 24% compared to the European average
with only 19% in 2020 as shown in Figure 10. Taking net new money of newly launched funds into
consideration, Luxembourg will also maintain
its leading position in sustainable fixed income
funds. While 20.9% of net new money was directed into fixed income sustainable funds in Luxembourg in 2020, it was only 14% at European level.

Would you like to read on?
Please find the complete interview to be
downloaded at: https://bit.ly/3kq50Px

Figure 11: Asset class distribution by net assets, split by sustainable fund categorization
Asset class distribution by net assets per sustainable fund categorization
EOY 2020 in EUR bn

Impact funds

70%

8% 2% 104

20%

Europe, total1)
Other sustainable funds2)

Equity

Fixed Income

Allocation3)

61%

19%

17%

3% 1,051

Other

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) Including funds with ESG or environmental focus or funds that combine impact objectives with other ESG or environmental factors 3) Multi-asset class strategy
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds
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Passive investment strategies are getting
more popular within sustainable funds

Notwithstanding the discussion about pros and
cons of passive investing, the data shows that
passive investments have also picked up in the
sustainability sector (Figure 13). At the end of 2020
they constituted about 21% of the net assets of
the European sustainable fund universe totaling
about EUR 245 billion net assets with index tracking open-end funds still dominating this sector
even though flows into passive ETFs have accelerated lately.

The debate about active and passive investing
does not stop when it comes to sustainable investments. Some argue that a thorough integration of
ESG factors into the investment process can only
be achieved by active managers especially when
more ambitious targets are set like those defined
for impact funds. This is supported by the higher
percentage of active funds in the impact funds category (85%) compared to the other sustainability
fund categories (78%) as can be seen in Figure 12.

This share is more or less level with the 20% observed in the conventional sphere. This compares
with passive net assets of about EUR 73 billion in
2018 – an increase of almost 240% over the last
three years compared to only 40% in the conventional funds sector. Strikingly, the share of assets
in sustainable passive funds in the total sustainable passive assets reached 20% in 2018 already
and exceeded the respective share in the conventional sphere (17%) at that time.

Nevertheless, the surprisingly high share of passive funds in the impact funds sphere shows the
competitiveness of passive fund providers.

Figure 12: Active/passive distribution by net assets, split by sustainable fund
categorization
Active/passive funds distribution by net assets per sustainable fund categorization
EOY 2020 in EUR bn

Impact funds

85%

15%

104

Europe, total1)
Other sustainable funds2)

Active

78%

Passive

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) Including funds with ESG or environmental focus or funds that combine impact objectives with other ESG or environmental factors
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds

22%

1,051
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Figure 13: Overview of net assets, split per active/passive investment strategies
Net asset breakdown by active/passive strategy
EOY in EUR bn
Luxembourg

Ireland

Europe, total1)
1,155

109
87%

Net assets of
conventional funds

2,837

211

84%
+304%

86%

3,306

3,353

92%

92%

93%
2018

Passive

689

371

Net assets of
sustainable funds

135
34%

372
+362%

2020

1,296
62%
2018

1,702

1,800

59%

57%

2019

2020

79%

80%

+236%

80%

7,590

+30%
2019

26
25%

61
30%

8,970

9,096

81%

80%

2019

2020

83%

+41%

+57%
2018

Active

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds

As shown in Figure 13, the increasing importance
of sustainable passive products is observable
across all European domiciles.
Although the share of sustainable passive investments in the total sustainable assets is smaller in
Luxembourg (16%) than in the total market (21%)
it has grown much faster over the last 3 years by
over 300%, only surpassed by Ireland with an
even higher share of 66% and a stronger growth of
about 360%.

With net assets in passive funds of EUR 318 billion
of which 18% are sustainable, Luxembourg is
ranked third after Ireland (EUR 864 billion/10%)
and UK (EUR 362 billion/5%) with Switzerland
being another player with significant net assets
in this segment (EUR 287 billion/3%). Since the
passive investment business is highly concentrated with only a few large providers the market
position can be affected by the choice of a hub by a
single asset management company.

“What we see in passive
management, ETFs more
specifically, is a big switch
from traditional, plain
vanilla approaches to ESG.”
Matthieu Guignard,
Global Head of Product Development and
Capital Markets at Amundi ETF

Would you like to read on?
Please find the complete interview to be
downloaded at: https://bit.ly/3kq50Px
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sustainable investments and on the other hand
the increasing demand for passive sustainable
investments at the expense of both active and passive conventional strategies. Ireland’s strong position in the passive market is also reflected here as
58% of the total net flows in passive funds in 2020
were attracted by funds domiciled in Ireland.

This is confirmed when looking at the products
of the large passive investment providers. For
instance, ETFs from iShares, the biggest passive
ETF provider, are mainly domiciled in Ireland and
to a lesser extent in Germany. The products of
Northern Trust, one of the biggest open-end index
fund providers, are also domiciled in Ireland and
the Netherlands rather than in Luxembourg. This
is the reason why Ireland, being the market leader
as domicile for passive funds, realizes a market
share of 42% in this segment. Nevertheless, Luxembourg can build on the strong growth and the
highest share of sustainable passive funds.

After all, 31% of the net new money directed to
sustainable passive investment strategies was
attracted by Luxembourg in 2020 compared to
only 22% in 2019. Accordingly, Luxembourg seems
to be on the right track to catch up with the other
European domiciles by participating disproportionally in the ongoing trend for sustainability in
general and in combination with passive strategies in particular.

The ongoing trend towards passive funds within
the sustainable sphere is also supported by the net
new money development. Figure 14 shows on the
one hand how flows are increasingly directed into

Figure 14: Overview of net fund flows, split per active vs. passive investment strategies
Breakdown of net fund flows by active/passive strategy
EOY in EUR bn
Luxembourg

Ireland

Europe, total1)
216

Net fund flows into
sustainable funds

95
14
83%

53

81%

85%

6
25%

22
22%

51
32%

111
38
75%

73%

68%

264
73
Net fund flows into
conventional funds

Passive

35
52%

76%

2018

2019

46
92%

61
34%

2020

2018

194
45%

96
38%

2019

2020

Active

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds
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”It is well known that the asset
management industry is
highly concentrated;
this concentration is even
higher in the sustainable
funds segment.”
Norman Karrer,
Partner, Zurich

A marketplace dominated by large players
It is well known that the asset management
industry is a highly concentrated industry with a
few large players dominating the markets. Figure
15 reveals that this concentration is even higher in
the sustainable funds segment. On average more
than 50% of the net assets in sustainable active
funds in Europe were invested in funds launched
by the top 20 providers as opposed to only about
42% for conventional funds.

In terms of single fund hubs, Luxembourg and,
even more significantly, Ireland show a strong positioning of the top fund providers in either market. The top 5 asset managers cover approximately
31% of net assets in Luxembourg-domiciled sustainable funds and a staggering 59% of net assets
in Ireland-domiciled funds. The high concentration in Ireland is certainly due to its position as
the largest hub for passive investments where
Ireland has a market share of 42% as opposed to
Luxembourg with only 15% at the end of 2020.
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Special focus: trends in sustainable money
market funds

The high concentration in these domiciles shows
that the global large asset management companies
are the key success drivers for both Luxembourg
and Ireland as they tend to direct their cross-border distribution into Europe and other countries
via these hubs – for both active and passive funds.
However, high concentration also means high
dependency on individual asset managers leading
to higher risks in terms of the level and volatility
of net flows and net assets. In this respect, Luxembourg has significant advantages over Ireland as
the concentration with regard to both individual
asset managers as well as their provenience is far
lower.

Given their short-term nature and the specific
underlying investment objectives (mainly as
cash equivalent), money market funds have been
analyzed separately to verify the significance of
sustainable solutions also in this specific product
class.
The integration of ESG factors is challenging in
any asset class given the data limitations and lack
of market infrastructure. This is specifically true
for money market funds as they operate under
tight regulatory and investor-driven requirements
to maintain high levels of liquidity and security.
As a result, they seek conservative, liquid shortterm assets and primarily hold sovereign debt and
high-quality securities issued by global banks. As
there is only a limited number of AA- and A-rated
global banks that access the market daily excluding or limiting exposure to even a small number of
them for sustainability reasons could create issuer
diversification challenges.

Figure 15: Market share of main fund providers in Luxembourg, Ireland and Europe overall
Percentage of sustainable and conventional funds´ net assets of largest fund providers
EOY 2020
Luxembourg
% of total
net assets

100%
80%
60%

69%

40%

47%

20%
0%

Europe, total1)

Ireland

31%

84%
71%
56%
38%

52%

50%

23%

Sustainable Conventional
funds
funds

Top 5 fund providers

59%

71%
59%

Top 10 fund providers

Sustainable Conventional
funds
funds
Top 20 fund providers

Other fund providers

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct, zeb research calculations. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds
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20%

18%
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funds
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Non-financial issuers pose challenges as well
for several reasons: their often lower ratings, the
lower frequency of corporate issuances and the
inconsistency as well as smaller size of non-financial issuances relative to the overall market.
Other short-term investments that are normally
used by money market funds include asset-backed
commercial papers, repurchase agreements secured by non-government collateral (alternative
repo) and municipal securities. Evaluating and
monitoring the ESG characteristics of the underlying collateral for these types of securities creates a
broad set of operational challenges. These challenges are exacerbated by infrequent data reporting as well as inconsistent information provided
by the various parties involved.

As Figure 16 shows, money market funds have
represented approx. 9% of the total net assets
in Luxembourg for the past three years. A much
higher relevance of these funds can be observed
in Ireland and France where their share in total
net assets reaches up to 24% and 42% in 2020. In
terms of sustainable money market solutions, the
picture is quite scattered, with France being the
main fund hub with a significant share of sustainable money market funds (29% of money market
net assets are based on sustainable solutions
compared to Luxembourg with only 2%). As net
new money data confirms, the demand for money
market funds in 2020 was high. In contrast to all
other European domiciles, where the share of
flows directed in sustainable money market funds
kept steady over the last two years (approx. 15%), it
decreased from 6% to only 1% in Luxembourg.

Against this background, providers of money market funds have only recently turned their attention to applying explicit ESG strategies within the
funds and offering sustainable products.

Figure 16: Development of sustainable money market funds
Development of sustainable money market funds
Luxembourg
Share of money
market funds in the
total fund net assets
Net assets of money
market funds
in EUR bn
Share of money market
fund flows in the total
fund flows

10%

Rest of Europe1)
15%

9%

9%
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2%

2%
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13%
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33%
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33%

22%
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21%

866

13%
945

24

17
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1%

2018

2019

2020

1,079

27%
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34

2018

24%

37%

35%

559
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296

295

2%

14%

22%

38%

-2)

- 2)

89
28

16%

15%

2019

2020

2018

5%

4%

2019

2020

Sustainable funds

42%
379

29%
103%
82

59
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1) EU27 (excluding Luxembourg) and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) net outflow in the given year
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds
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Sustainable product development
accelerating
The European sustainable funds space saw an unprecedented level of product development activity
in 2020, with 495 new funds coming to market,
roughly 20% of them in the passive sector up from
13% in 2018 as shown in Figure 17.15)
Launching new funds is not the only way asset
managers have been responding to increased
investor demand for sustainable investment
options. They also repurpose existing conventional funds by adding binding ESG criteria to their
investment objectives and/or investment policies.
And many reflect the new mandates by rebranding
the funds. Transforming existing funds into sustainable strategies is a way for asset managers to
leverage existing assets to build their sustainable
funds business, thereby avoiding having to create
funds from scratch.

This may also be a way for fund companies to reinvigorate ailing funds that are struggling to attract
new flows. Others may choose to “green” their
entire range of funds by, for example, expanding
their exclusions policies and divesting from the
biggest carbon emitters.
Consistent with record numbers of fund launches,
repurposed funds have also increased. 284 such
funds were identified in 2020, over 87% of which
reflected the change by rebranding. Repurposed
funds that rebrand typically add terms such as
sustainable, ESG, green, or SRI to their names to
increase their visibility among investors who are
looking to invest more sustainably.
Newly launched funds and repurposed funds
together amounted to 779 new funds offered to
investors looking for sustainable investment
strategies. Of these, 35% were domiciled in Luxembourg, 16% and 13% in Ireland and France,
respectively.16)

Figure 17: New sustainable product launch and product repurpose
Breakdown of sustainable funds split per active/passive for total Europe1)
EOY
Number of repurposed sustainable
funds

Number of new sustainable funds

2018 13% 87%

238

2019

84%

2020

16%

80%

20%

Passive

92% 123

8%

360

7%

495

Number of new conventional funds

93%

10%

174

3%

97%

8%

284

5% 95%

2,269

90%

92%

2,128

1,756

Active

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds. Count of number of funds including only oldest share class per fund

15) Figures on the number of new fund launches or repurposed funds may differ from other reports. This is due to different data definitions (e.g., exclusions) as well as different point of times data were extracted for analyses.
16) The product development intensity remained high in the first quarter of 2021 where 111 new sustainable funds were launched, half of them being equity funds and 25% and 23% of them fixed income and allocation funds, respectively, indicating the growing demand for sustainability in other asset classes
too; see Morningstar, European Sustainable Fund Flows: Q1 2021 in Review, April 2021.
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Even though the number of new conventional
fund launches was still more than twice as high
as the combined number of new and repurposed
funds in the sustainable sphere, the trend towards
sustainable funds is clear as both the numbers of
new and repurposed funds are increasing whereas
the opposite can be observed in the conventional
fund sector.
Asset managers continued to expand the range
of options available to investors in terms of asset
class and market exposure as summarized in Figure 18. Equity remained the source of the greatest
product proliferation with a share of 55% in the
new offerings in terms of numbers, followed by
fixed income and allocation strategies with 20%
and 19%, respectively.

Additional analyses show that funds with an
environmental flavor accounted for 13% of new
launches. Of these, 66% target climate change.
Funds such as these allow investors to mitigate
risk and/or gain exposure to companies that will
benefit from, or contribute to, the transition to
a low-carbon economy. The range of options for
climate-conscious investors is growing.17) Climate
related strategies were also in focus in the product development of passive funds, for example
funds that track Paris-aligned indexes. To achieve
Paris-alignment classification, a fund must invest
in companies that reduce their emissions by an
average of 7% annually – the pace of phasing-out
of fossil fuels set out in the Paris agreement – and
the fund overall must have a carbon-emissions
footprint 50% below that of the broader market.

While broad ESG funds continued to represent
the bulk of new offerings in 2020, impact funds
accounted for about 9% of new fund launches and
repurposed funds.

Figure 18: Product development per asset class
Asset class distribution by number of new sustainable fund
launches and repurposed funds for total Europe1), EOY 2020
In the pie, total number of new sustainable fund launches
and repurposed funds

New sustainable fund launches and repurposed funds by
sustainable fund categorization, EOY 2020
In the pie, total number of new sustainable fund launches
and repurposed funds

Other
5%
Allocation2)

19%

779
20%
Fixed income

55% Equity

91%

779

9%

Impact
funds

Other sustainable
funds3)

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) Multi-asset class strategy 3) Including funds with ESG or environmental focus or funds that combine impact objectives with other ESG or environmental factors
Source: Morningstar Direct. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds. Count of number of funds including only oldest share class per fund

17) See Morningstar, European Sustainable Funds Landscape: 2020 in Review, February 2021.
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European regulatory
landscape – the
transition to a more
regulated sustainable
finance marketplace
As per the vision initially set out in the 2018
Action Plan18), the European Commission has in
recent years ramped up the legislative efforts in
response to the various calls for a more regulated
and standardized playing field in the sustainable
finance industry.
Legislators have taken aim at addressing challenges such as the lack of a common definition of ESG
criteria or the lack of transparency on how sustainability risks and targets are managed by corporations and how ESG factors are incorporated in
financial organizations’ investment decisions.
At the time of the launch of this study, the first
set of rules have just been adopted or entered into
force across various initiatives, in particular related to the new Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation (SFDR) and the delegated acts on MiFID II,
while other equally important regulatory requirements (e.g., the new EU Taxonomy) are expected
to be fully rolled out over the next two years.

18) https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/sustainable-finance-renewed-strategy_en
19) See annex for regulatory initiatives in other European countries.

Even though, as recognized by various market
participants, legislative efforts are going in the
right direction and have set the frame for more
standardized procedures and approaches in
sustainable finance, the overall picture is not yet
complete.
Financial organizations and investors will need
to cope with this phase of transition in regulatory
requirements over the next few years as Figure 19
shows – in this case only related to the regulation
in the EU.19)
The following paragraphs will provide more insights into the principal legislative initiatives and
the expected evolution.
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Figure 19: Selection of relevant ESG initiatives for European funds industry
Initiatives
European Union
2019
SFDR1)
Taxonomy
Regulation2)
NFRD3) / CSRD4)

2020
Implementation
level 1

Prestudy

2021
Implementation level 2

Implementation

Draft EU
Com NFRD

MiFID II,
UCITS/AIFMD
(Expected) publication

2022

2024

Application and first reporting

Advanced implementation

Implementation of NFRD

Prestudy

(Expected) application

2023

Pre-study
on CSRD

Implementation
of CSRD

Application and first
reporting on CSRD

Implementation

Expected reporting

1) Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation 2) Climate change mitigation and adaptation as of January 1, 2022. Extended application of water, circular economy, pollution prevention and biodiversity and ecosystems-related objectives as
of January 1, 2023 3) Non-Financial Reporting Directive 4) Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive

Sustainable Finance Disclosure Regulation
(SFDR)
Having come into force on 10 March 2021, the
SFDR20) requires both financial market participants (i.e., issuers of financial products) and
financial advisors to comply with new minimum
standards in terms of sustainability-related public
disclosures. In short, the regulation requires
financial entities to provide clients and investors
with information on sustainability factors and
risks at both product and company level.
This information is intended to be made available
to clients and investors on a pre-contractual basis.
Additional reporting requirements on a periodical
basis will come into force at a later stage in 2022.

For fund providers, the implications are manifold. According to the new regulation they will
need to explain in pre-contractual disclosures
how sustainability risks are considered in their
investment process as well as how sustainability
risks may impact the returns of their financial
products (Article 6). In addition, they will need
to assess if and to what extent their funds fall in
one of the following categories, i.e., funds that
promote social or environmental characteristics
(“Article 8 funds”) or funds that have sustainable
investment as their main objective (“Article 9
funds”), and comply with the respective reporting
requirements. Figure 20 provides an overview of
the principal disclosure requirements at product
level according to SFDR.

Due to various derogations and interdependencies with other legislative interventions (e.g., EU
Taxonomy) it is expected that the full landscape of
SFDR requirements will not be in force before the
end of 2022.

20) Regulation 2019/2088 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 November 2019 on sustainability-related disclosures in the financial services
sector.
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Figure 20: Essential requirements for fund products specified by the Sustainable Finance
Disclosure Regulation (SFDR)
Principal disclosure requirements at product level according to SFDR
Article 6

Article 8

Article 9

All funds

Funds that promote environmental
or social characteristics

Funds that have sustainable
investment objectives

Practical
examples

 Funds that don’t integrate ESG
characteristics/objectives, funds
considering adverse impacts of
investment decisions, etc.

 Funds excluding harmful sectors,
funds applying best-in-class/
positive screening approaches,
etc.

 Funds that invest in companies
that tackle environmental or
social issues, e.g. climate change,
renewable energies, etc.

Disclosure
logics

 Disclosure on how sustainability
risks are integrated in investment
process
 Assessment of impacts of
sustainability risks on returns

 Information on how
environmental or social
characteristics are met
 If an index has been designated
as a reference benchmark,
information on whether and how
this index is consistent with those
characteristics

 Disclosure of the approach used
to achieve the sustainable
investment objective
 If the fund has an index
designated as a reference
benchmark, information on how
the designated index is aligned
with that objective and how that
differs from a broad market index

Source: Regulation (EU) 2019/2088

“Sitting on the board of a number
of funds, I can only confirm that
the whole process of complying
with SFDR is not a one-off
exercise and we expect funds to
continuously adapt their offering
documents.”
Denise Voss,
Chairwoman LuxFLAG

Would you like to read on?
Please find the complete interview to be
downloaded at: https://bit.ly/3kq50Px
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Most fund providers have already categorized
their sustainable investment funds according to
the definitions provided by SFDR. At the time of
this analysis, Morningstar’s database had reviewed
about 77% of the funds domiciled in Luxemburg
with respect to their classification as either Article
8 or Article 9 funds. This corresponded with 91%
of the net assets as of year-end 2020. The coverage
for the other European domiciles was 45% at that
stage which results in an overall coverage of more
than 55% of the total European fund universe as
defined in this study which corresponded with
66% of the net assets as of year-end 2020.
Figure 21 shows that of the reviewed funds domiciled in Luxembourg a third of the funds’ net
assets are classified as sustainable whereas the
majority of two thirds of the total net assets are to
be considered Article 6 funds. About 4% of the net
assets are managed according to the principles set
by Article 9 and 29% along less ambitious sustainable strategies as defined in Article 8.
These percentages conflict with the 10% share of
sustainable assets in the total fund assets domiciled in Luxembourg (and 11% in the total
European fund assets) based on Morningstar's

definition of sustainability in figure 1. This underlines the rather strict definition of sustainability
applied by Morningstar as opposed to the criteria
that qualify funds according to SFDR, especially
with regard to Article 8 funds.
These figures do not change significantly if the
overall European market is considered even
though the share of Article 8 and Article 9 funds
decreases slightly. Given that already more than
half of the European funds have been reviewed reflecting 66% of the corresponding net assets, these
figures should provide a solid insight into the
status of the European market structure in terms
of the classification of funds according to SFDR.
As can be seen at the bottom of Figure 21, flows
are increasingly directed to sustainable funds.
Interestingly, the figures deviate a bit more as
76% of the flows in funds domiciled in Luxembourg were invested in Article 8 (49%) and Article
9 (27%) funds whereas the percentage of flows
into sustainable funds on a total European level
was only 57%, with 18% of the flows attracted by
Article 9 funds. Irrespective of these differences,
the flows clearly show the trend toward sustainable strategies and confirm what has been already
observed applying the sustainability definition of
Morningstar.

Figure 21: Distribution of Article 8 and Article 9 funds for funds domiciled in Luxembourg
and Europe
Breakdown of funds’ net assets and fund flows per SFDR classification
Luxembourg

Europe, total1)

67%

69%

Percentage of Article 8/Article 9 funds,
in net assets as of EOY 2020 and EUR bn,
of funds reviewed by Morningstar2)

4%

3,386

6,759
28%

29%

23%
Percentage of Article 8/Article 9 funds,
in net fund flows in 2020 and EUR bn,
of funds reviewed by Morningstar2)

Article 9

Article 8

155

3%

43%
27%

49%

309

18%

39%

Not stated

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom 2) At the time of the analysis (EO May 2021), Morningstar had reviewed the Article 8/Article 9 classification (made by fund providers) for approx. 77% of funds domiciled in
Luxembourg and 55% of European funds overall, corresponding to approx. 91% of the Luxembourg net assets and to 66% of the total European net assets as of EOY 2020.
Source: Morningstar Direct, zeb.research calculations. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds.

18) https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/sustainable-finance-renewed-strategy_en
19) See annex for regulatory initiatives in other European countries.
20) Regulation 2019/2088 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 November 2019 on sustainability-related disclosures in the financial services
sector.
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It will be interesting in the years to come to see
whether investors will decide more and more to
invest in Article 9 funds as tentatively reflected
by the net new money which indicates a higher
percentage of flows attracted by Article 9 funds
compared to the rather low share of Article 9 funds
in terms of net assets.
As impact funds should normally qualify as
Article 9 funds, it is expected that the share of net
assets in Article 9 funds is high in this category as
opposed to the rest of the sustainability strategy
spectrum, namely ESG funds, which should rather
have a high proportion of Article 8 funds. This is
confirmed by Figure 22 where only the net assets
of funds domiciled in Luxembourg are considered
as the coverage regarding the SFDR classification
is sufficiently high.
Interestingly though, 31% of the net assets in the
impact funds sector are classified as Article 8
funds and a small fraction of 5% are not even considered sustainable at all. Also, there is a significant share of Article 9 funds’ net assets among the
other sustainable funds.21)

These observations can be due to different factors:

→ Different definitions of what constitutes an
ESG fund (light exclusions and ESG integration
may not meet Morningstar’s criteria for setting
a sustainable attribute but could be enough
for the fund manager to state the fund being
Article 8).

→ Vague language in fund documentation.
→ Timing – many groups have updated their
funds prospectus language to either clarify,
remove or add references to ESG which will
take time to be reviewed.

→ Diverse policies of asset managers, ranging
from setting ambitious targets to align their
entire product spectrum to a restrictive placement of only dedicated sustainable sector
funds.

→ Different interpretation of the criteria defined
in SFDR of what qualifies as sustainable in
a regulatory sense especially with regard to
Article 8 funds.

Figure 22: Article 8/Article 9 funds distribution by net assets, split by ESG Categorization
Article 8/9 funds by net assets per ESG categorization
EOY 2020 in EUR bn
Funds domiciled in Luxembourg

Impact funds

Other sustainable funds1)

Article 9

Article 8

63%

32%

31%

61%

5%

7%

Not stated

1) Including funds with ESG or environmental focus or funds that combine impact objectives with other ESG or environmental factors.
Source: Morningstar Direct, zeb.research calculations. Methodological remark: analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds. Coverage of approx. 77% of funds domiciled in Luxembourg, as per
5/31/2021

21) This can partly be attributed to the fact that for the purpose of this study impact funds are only classified as such if the attributes sustainable and impact are flagged but not if their strategy is mixed with other approaches. Those funds that combine different strategies may therefore also qualify as impact
fund and Article 9 fund, respectively. Cf. p. 19 for factors that contribute to the significant differences between the two different approaches
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For these reasons it is possible that some self-declared Article 8 funds are not classified as sustainable investments by Morningstar or that a fund
may be considered an impact fund by Morningstar
but the asset manager did not declare it as an Article 9 fund. The various interpretations of the regulation have resulted in a diverse group of funds
represented by Article 8 with entirely different
ambition levels and heterogeneous investment
strategies.

Taxonomy Regulation
Adopted by the EU in June 2020 and gradually
entering into force until January 2023, the new EU
Taxonomy Regulation22) aims to provide appropriate definitions to companies, investors and
local policymakers as to which investments can
be considered environmentally sustainable to
prevent market players from engaging in greenwashing practices when disclosing their sustainability footprint. At first, six environmental goals
are defined as shown in Figure 23. A first draft
to extend these goals by the definition of brown
activities as well as social aspects is announced to
be published by the end of 2021.
While the complete requirements of the EU Taxonomy are still under development and further
definitions will need to be agreed upon by policymakers and market experts (e.g., definition of
social sustainability), on April 21, 2021 the EU
released the first set of technical screening criteria
to define activities that substantially contribute
to two of the environmental objectives of the EU
Taxonomy, meaning adaptation to and mitigation
of climate change.

Figure 23: EU Taxonomy – environmental goals
An environmentally sustainable investment contributes to at least one of the following environment objectives
(according to the new EU Taxonomy)

Climate change mitigation

Sustainable use and protection of
marine water resources

Climate change adaptation

Transition to a circular economy

Protection and restoration of biodiversity
and ecosystems

Pollution prevention and control

Source: Regulation (EU) 2020/852

22) Regulation 2020/852 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 June 2020 on the establishment of a framework to facilitate sustainable investment, and amending Regulation (EU) 2019/2088.
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“Once the full EU Taxonomy
is in place, we will have a
dictionary of acceptable
economic activities
recognized as green, or
‘environmentally
sustainable’ and that
makes a substantial
contribution to at least
one of the EU’s climate and
environmental objectives.”
Sachin Vankalas,
General Manager LuxFLAG

The EU Taxonomy poses significant requirements
not only for financial market participants but
also for large listed non-financial companies that
already need to submit non-financial statements
under the Non-Financial Reporting Directive.
These institutions are required to report the proportion of sales and expenditures that are sustainable according to the EU Taxonomy. According
to an impact assessment the implementation of
the reporting requirements of Article 8 of the EU
Taxonomy Regulation will incur EUR 1,200–3,700
million in one-off costs and EUR 600–1,500 million in recurring costs per year.23) In particular, this
information is essential to ensure the required
transparency for fund managers to make informed
investment decisions and to comply with the disclosure requirements set out in the SFDR.

Would you like to read on?
Please find the complete interview to be
downloaded at: https://bit.ly/3kq50Px

Figure 24: Significance of sustainability in retail funds
Retail share classes at EOY – percentage of sustainable share classes
Funds domiciled in Europe, total1)

2018
2019

Sustainable funds

13%

Conventional funds

124

89%

11%

May-2021

116

92%

8%

2020

108

95%

5%

87% 127
Total number of
retail share classes
(in thousands)

1) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct, zeb research calculations. Analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds; including all surviving share classes at the respective EOY

23) The estimated magnitude of these costs is included in the impact assessment of the delegated act on a climate change mitigation and adaptation taxonomy (C(2021)2800; IA SWD(2021)152).

39

Other initiatives and key take-aways for the
sustainable fund industry
The new SFDR and EU Taxonomy regulations
are two of the cornerstones of the new European
regulatory landscape for sustainable financial
products. Other initiatives are being developed by
the European Commission and are complementary to the EU ambition to establish standards in the
way sustainable products including investment
funds are defined and their performance tracked,
to ensure more transparency in financial products
offered to individual investors. Among these, the
Commission adopted a few new directives including the Delegated Acts on the UCITS, AIFM and
MiFID II directives in April 2021.
These acts ensure that clients’ sustainability preferences are made part of the suitability assessment performed by an advisor and that sustainability factors are considered by product providers
and advisors as part of their product governance
procedures. Such rules are expected to enter into
force from October 2022.

To facilitate the acknowledgement and adoption
of sustainable financial products by private clients, legislators are also designing an Ecolabel24)
for financial products that should initially also
cover UCITS and AIF products. This should push
the public interest for sustainable products, as
confirmed in Figure 24 by the steadily increasing
percentage of sustainable funds in retail share
classes.
To be able to fulfil all the reporting requirements,
the topic of data quality is of key importance. Improving and ensuring data quality and availability
is addressed by current EU initiatives.
The Non-Financial Reporting Directive (NFRD)
requires large companies to report sustainability
information on an annual basis. More than 11,000
companies in the EU must report about how sustainability issues affect their business and about
their own impact on people and the environment
(“double materiality perspective“).

“The appetite and demand for impact investing
has significantly increased in the past years, also
for private retail investors. As proven by the
success of crowd-funding platforms, retail
investors also want to see their investments
making a positive impact, albeit obviously with
an eye on financial returns.”
Adriana Balducci,
Associate Director - Head of Advisory Services
at Innpact

24) https://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/product-bureau//product-groups/432/home.

Would you like to read on?
Please find the complete interview to be
downloaded at: https://bit.ly/3kq50Px
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The current reporting of sustainability-related
information, however, is not yet suitable to serve
as a basis for all information required by the SFDR
and EU Taxonomy. The proposed new Corporate
Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) aims
to strengthen the existing rules and ensure that
companies report reliable and comparable information needed by investors and other interested
parties. Under the new CSRD, all large companies
and all listed companies in the EU (nearly 50,000
companies) must follow the sustainability reporting standards in the future. The total estimated
costs of the reporting standard for the companies
are EUR 1,200 million in one-off costs and
EUR 3,600 million in annually recurring costs.

However, it is estimated that the use of a European-wide reporting standard could lead to annual
savings of EUR 1,200-2,000 million per year by
completely eliminating the need for additional
information requests.25)
According to the plans of the Commission, the
new reporting standard will be defined by the
end of 2022. Thus, the relevant companies should
be able to apply the new standard for the financial year 2023 and publish first financial reports
integrating non-financial information in 2024.
However, a final date for the implementation of
this new Directive has not yet been defined as various discussions and amendments are expected
to take place as part of the legislative procedure of
the European Parliament.

“Besides the increasing demand of retail
investors, two other sources are driving
the demand for sustainable investment: the
legislation to bring more sustainable
products to the market, and the governments through the European Green deal.”
Sandra Crowl,
Stewardship Director
Member of the Investment Committee at Carmignac

Would you like to read on?
Please find the complete interview to be
downloaded at: https://bit.ly/3kq50Px

25) Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council (Procedure 2021/0104/COD) amending Directive 2013/34/EU, Directive 2004/109/
EC, Directive 2006/43/EC and Regulation (EU) No 537/2014, as regards corporate sustainability reporting.
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In addition to the CSRD, the feasibility of introducing a European single access point (ESAP) for
company-specific financial and non-financial information is currently being assessed by the European Commission. The aim is to build an EU-wide
database that will contain financial information
on companies as well as sustainability information required and imposed by the SFDR and EU
taxonomy. This will in turn improve the quality
of reporting and the inclusion of ESG criteria in
the investment process of asset managers. The
consultation period took place in the first quarter
of 2021 and the Commission adoption is currently
planned for the 3rd quarter of 2021.26)
Given the number of ongoing legislative actions,
a proper assessment of the implications for fund
providers is a difficult task. While the legislative
objectives will lead to more standardized market
practices and clarify requirements for stakeholders, these regulatory interventions will not come

without costs and efforts for financial institutions.
Ramping up compliance procedures, acquiring external data, engaging legal advisors, etc. are some
of the expected short-term implications for fund
providers as they work towards building up the
required capacities and expertise to comply with
new regulations.
However, in the future ESG information and
data will be needed by asset managers for many
purposes such as portfolio control and risk management, in addition to regulatory purposes. ESG
data management must be built up from scratch at
most financial services providers. A well thoughtout and complete data model is therefore a key
success factor for the implementation of ESG data
in the investment and downstream processes such
as regular reporting according to MiFID II.

”A well thought-out
data model is a key
success factor for the
inclusion of ESG data
in investment and
downstream processes.”
Tommaso Cavalli,
Manager, Warsaw

26) European Commission, Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council for a European single access point for financial and
non-financial information publicly disclosed by companies, inception impact assessment, December 2020.
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ESG ratings and
the need for further
methodological
standardization
The development of ESG rating methodologies is
an additional example of the rapid evolution the
sustainable finance industry is going through and
of the still ongoing phase of transition, as different approaches are being developed and a common standard has not yet emerged.
As a result of the increasing diffusion of sustainable investments and the legal requirements
for investment firms to systemically factor ESG
elements into their investment decisions, ESG ratings have become significantly more important in
recent years. Different data providers have begun
offering ESG ratings on fund or product level, with
different methodological approaches typically
relying on a mix of top-down assessment of the
asset manager’s sustainability strategy versus a
bottom-up look at the ESG risk of the underlying
fund holdings. Ratings are ultimately used by
asset managers when making ESG-related investment decisions. Other rating approaches assess
the overall degree of sustainability not only on a
product but also on a company level.

rating methodologies in the finance sector.
An example of this approach are the ratings
performed by ShareAction based on extensive
questionnaires. ShareAction rated 75 of the world’s
largest asset managers’ approaches to responsible
investment, aggregating the individual assessments in the categories ´Responsible Investment
Governance, Human Rights, Climate Change and
Biodiversity´.27) Interestingly, the positive self-positioning of many asset managers regarding ESG
by means of their communication and web sites,
is not reflected in the ShareAction rating of these
firms, which indicates a mismatch of declared
ambitions and implementation levels.28)
As evidence shows (see Figure 25), different ratings result in different assessments due to the individual approaches used. Therefore, it is important for users to know in detail the methodology
and focus of the different rating providers to make
appropriate investment decisions, as is the case
with all ratings and rankings regardless of whether
they deal with sustainability or not.

Different categories may be evaluated, typically
based on scoring models to aggregate the scores
of several individual criteria analogous to other

27) See ShareAction, Point of No Returns, London, March 2020. ShareAction is a London-based non-profit charity working to build a global investment
sector which is responsible for its impacts on people and planet.
28) So far, the mismatch of the stated and actually implemented sustainability framework does not have any implications on the profitability of an asset
manager, but that may change in the future, see zeb European Asset Management Study 2020, Treading on thin Ice?, https://zeb-consulting.com/en-DE/publications/european-asset-management-study-2020
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“While Article 9 is a statement
made only by the investment
firm itself, it is no surprise that
funds which state their
intention to invest purely in
sustainable companies will
have a lower ESG risk.”
William Ridout,
Youri Groenhart,
Sustainalytics, a Morningstar
company

Would you like to read on?
Please find the complete interview to be
downloaded at: https://bit.ly/3kq50Px

Figure 25: ESG ratings for a sample of conventional and sustainable funds29)
Comparison of ESG ratings
Sample of four different funds per asset class / SFDR article classification
Ratings per fund
FI funds

ESG rating provider

Equity funds

Allocation3) funds

FundFundFundFund FundFundFundFund FundFundFundFund
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4
1
2
3
4

Conventional
funds

Article 8 funds

MSCI

A

A

A

AAA

AA

A

Climetrics1)

4

4

4

3

4

4

1

2

3

Morningstar2)

2

3

4

1

1

1

5

4

MSCI

A

AA

B

A

A

Climetrics

4

5

4

4

2

3

Morningstar

3

2

3

4

3

AA

AA

AA

A

Climetrics

4

4

5

Morningstar

4

4

4

MSCI
Article 9 funds

AAA AA

BB BBB

BBB BBB

A

A

3

4

5

2

3

3

5

AA

A

A

A

AA

4

4

2

4

4

4

4

3

4

5

5

5

2

AA

AA

AA

AA

AA

AA

A

AAA

4

5

5

5

4

4

3

5

5

5

3

5

3

4

5

4

5

5

 Correlation of ESG ratings across
rating agencies only in case of
funds with concrete sustainable
investment objective (Article 9
funds)
 In funds with “lighter” ESG
approach (Article 8 funds, i.e.
funds that promote environmental
or social characteristics) ESG
rating strongly varying across
rating agencies due to different
methodologies and levers for
calculation
High
rating

Avg.
rating

Low
rating

1) Climate score, a climate-focused rating, was introduced to the market in 2017 by ISS ESG and CDP 2) Morningstar rating is based on the rating of Sustainalytics (a Morningstar company), Climetrics rating is the fund rating of CDP and ISS
ESG 3) Multi-asset class strategy
Source: ESG rating agencies, zeb.research. Analysis based on a sample of 36 funds from multiple fund providers and multiple European domiciles, information on Article 8/9 and asset class sourced from Morningstar Direct

29) Analysis is based on a sample of 36 funds from multiple fund providers and multiple European domiciles. Although the sample size is limited, the
indicated low correlation of ESG ratings is also proven by other studies (e.g. Dimson et al. (2020) Divergent ESG Ratings, The Journal of Portfolio Management, 47 (1) 75-87; DOI: https://doi.org/10.3905/jpm.2020.1.175); Florian Berg, Julian F. Koelbel, Roberto Rigobon, Aggregate Confusion: the Divergence of ESG
Ratings, MIT Sloan School of Management, Working Paper 5822-19, Zurich 2019.
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To improve the quality and reliability of such ratings and hence reduce “the risk of greenwashing,
mis-selling and capital misallocation“, the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA)
recently suggested in a letter to the European
Commission to take legislative action to regulate
ESG ratings in the future30). Given the developing
market (the ongoing consolidation of providers,
innovation of methodologies, etc.), ESMA recognizes the challenges linked to the task of coming
up with a new legislation in this field, nevertheless it brought forward several proposed actions.
In short, ESMA advocates that “a common legal
definition should be developed for an ESG rating“
and that the providers of such ratings “should
be required to be registered and supervised by a
public authority”.

The Morningstar Sustainability Rating31) is a measure of the financially material environmental,
social and governance risks in a portfolio relative
to a portfolio’s peer group. The rating is a historical holdings-based calculation using the company-level ESG Risk Rating from Sustainalytics.
As the fund rating is basically an aggregate of the
individual ratings of each single investment in a
fund, its accuracy depends on the availability of
the relevant scores. Nevertheless, Figure 26 shows
that the share of the number of funds with a high
rating has increased over time. This indicates that
fund managers are increasingly aware of sustainability risks and take them more and more into
account in their investment processes. This is
certainly beneficial for the asset owners and one
component in the transformation process.

Given ESMA’s mandate as supervisor for Credit
Rating Agencies and the fact that many ESG rating
providers usually belong to groups also providing
Credit Ratings, ESMA finally advances the proposal to be mandated with the task of supervising ESG
rating agencies as well.

Figure 26: Morningstar Globe Rating distribution of sustainable funds
Percentage of sustainable funds with high or above average ESG risk rating
Based on Morningstar Sustainability Rating1)
Europe, total2)

2018

69%

2020

High / above average

71%

Average

23%

21%

8%

8%

Below average / low

1) Rating from one globe “Low” to five globes “High” 2) EU27 and Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom
Source: Morningstar Direct, zeb research calculations. Analysis excluding money market funds, closed end funds, fund of funds and feeder funds as well as funds for which no Morningstar sustainability rating is available. Count of number
of funds including only oldest share class per fund.

30) https://www.esma.europa.eu/sites/default/files/library/esma30-379-423_esma_letter_to_ec_on_ esg_ratings.pdf
31) Morningstar, Morningstar Sustainability Rating (Methodology).
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Competitive factors
of Luxembourg’s
financial ecosystem
Luxembourg has been a well-known hub for investment funds in Europe for a long time. Home
of more than 330 fund management companies32),
Luxembourg offers a stable location with strong
infrastructure and know-how for fund providers
to establish their fund offering. With more than
EUR 5 trillion in net assets and more than 14,000
funds domiciled33), the country is already the
leading domicile in Europe and the second largest
in the world after the US, benefiting from a globally-diversified base of management companies.
The government has set the ambition to strengthen this positioning also for sustainable funds,
whereby as illustrated in the previous section,

the steady growth experienced in the past years
in sustainable funds and the fact that sustainable
funds’ net assets already represent approximately
10% of the total net assets in Luxembourg, already
proves Luxembourg’s track record as a leading hub
also for sustainable finance.
Several elements help to explain Luxembourg’s
strengths in sustainable finance. Coupled with its
government’s ambition to strengthen the sustainable finance industry, these factors, summarized
in Figure 27, also serve as the perfect environment
for the further development of the sustainable
funds sector.

Figure 27: Success levers for Luxembourg’s sustainable funds industry
Regulatory environment

Successful track record
Luxembourg is the largest European fund domicile by
net assets and number of funds and it already holds
a leading role in domiciled sustainable funds

Legislation historically at the forefront in fund
disciplines, with typical short reaction time to new EU
directives/regulatory trends

It offers market leading practices and well rehearsed
processes across sustainability targets (e.g. impact
funds) and asset classes

Local regulator (CSSF), actively collaborating with EU
on the topic of sustainable finance

Unique standing for fund servicing

Broad choice of legal regimes /investment structures

01 03

Luxembourg success levers
for the sustainable fund industry

It has a unique concentration of investment fund
specialists with strong expertise in funds set-up and
administration

02 04

Network of advisors, auditors, etc. highly familiar with
cross-border fund registration and distribution, hence
facilitating servicing of foreign funds from
Luxembourg
Fund industry factors

Hub for new sustainable finance initiatives
Numerous initiatives launched in the past years
underpin Luxembourg central role for sustainable
finance (LGX – Luxembourg Green Exchange and
LuxFLAG green labels, etc.)

Strong government support and involvement in
pushing Luxembourg as a global center for green
finance (Luxembourg Sustainable Finance Initiative)
Luxembourg ecosystem factors

32) ALFI, Global Overview UCI, April 2021.
33) Of these only about EUR 3.5 trillion net assets and more than 10,000 funds were considered in this study due to the exclusions applied (e.g., excluding
fund of funds, feeder funds, closed-end funds, funds with uncomplete data, etc.).
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Luxembourg has traditionally shown a unique
standing for fund servicing with its concentration
of investment fund specialists offering strong
expertise in funds set-up, administration, custody
as well as a network of advisors, auditors, accountants, legal firms, etc. – all highly familiar with
cross-border fund registration and distribution,
all of them representing an additional enabler for
the servicing of funds from Luxembourg. On top
of this long-standing expertise with fund administration and custody, Luxembourg has already
developed a strong expertise in sustainable investment funds reflected by the fact that Luxembourg
is the most important domicile in Europe for
impact funds in terms of net assets.
Moreover, several local (e.g. Luxembourg Microfinance and Development Fund) and European
institutions (European Investment Fund) actively
engaging in sustainable funds are based in Luxembourg.
The legislative and regulatory environment also
contributes and always has contributed to Luxembourg’s success. The Commission de Surveillance
du Secteur Financier (CSSF) actively collaborates
and engages with the European institutions on the
topic of the new sustainable finance legislations
and ensures that the necessary adaptations from
a supervisory point of view are taken up in the
Luxembourg regulatory environment.
The Luxembourg government is dedicating various legislative efforts to further supporting the
sustainable finance sector. In its ESG investment
regulation, Luxembourg decided to reduce the
annual subscription fee for retail funds depending on the amount of ESG assets that the funds
invest in. Fund managers offering retail funds may
decrease the annual fund subscription fee from
0.05% to 0.01% of the net assets if they invest a
portion of the fund in EU Taxonomy aligned assets.34) This should attract more investment firms
to domicile their (retail) funds with an ESG focus
in Luxembourg.

In 2016, Luxembourg opened the Luxembourg
Green Exchange, the world’s first platform exclusively dedicated to sustainable securities, listing
more than 1,000 bonds with a volume of more
than EUR 500 billion35).
Another initiative that goes in the direction of
increasing transparency in sustainable finance is
the launch of the Luxembourg finance labelling
agency (LuxFLAG), an agency aiming to promote
the raising of capital for sustainable investment
by awarding a standardized label to eligible investment vehicles.
A special mention also goes to the Luxembourg-EIB Climate Finance Platform, a joint
initiative between Luxembourg and the European
Investment Bank to mobilize and support investments in international climate finance, focusing
on climate change mitigation and adaptation,
where Luxembourg’s government currently acts as
the fund’s sole contributor.
Based on a solid, sustainability friendly environment with regard to its natural, human, social and
economic capital securing Luxembourg a place
among the top 10 countries worldwide36), and
backed by strong governmental support, this full
spectrum of initiatives contributes to strengthening the image of Luxembourg as a sustainable
finance hub and allows it to maintain its ever-strong position in an increasingly competitive
market.

34) Gouvernement du Grand-Duché de Luxembourg, Circular N ° 804bis, Portail de la fiscalité indirecte, February 17, 2021.
35) LGX https://www.bourse.lu/pr-luxse-1000-sustainable-bonds-on-lgx
36) See ESG country reports by Candriam where Luxembourg is placed in the top 10 countries worldwide. Candriam regularly assesses and ranks countries
in terms of their development with regard to sustainability by means of a differentiated evaluation model.
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”Based on a solid,
sustainability friendly
environment and backed
by strong governmental
support, Luxembourg has
developed into one of the
major sustainable finance
hubs in Europe.”
Marc-André Bechet,
Deputy Director General,
Director Communications, Events and
Business Development
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Conclusion

The importance of sustainability is increasingly
becoming a fact in society in general and in the
asset management and fund industry in particular. The initial transition time is accompanied by
an increased public engagement in sustainability
resulting in new political activities as a response
to this development. Accordingly, further regulatory initiatives will be published which will
affect the asset management and fund industry in
Europe and beyond. Given the increased demand
for sustainable investing supported by regulations
such as MiFID II, which requires customers to be
asked for their sustainability preferences in the
process of investment decisions, the market share
of sustainable funds will further increase. Eventually, sustainable funds will become the norm
rather than the exception.
Luxembourg, with its outstanding fund expertise
and ecosystem supporting the cross-border distribution of funds, its multilingual environment and
central position in the heart of Europe, is very well
positioned to further participate in these developments. The market shares of the different domiciles in Europe have been remarkably stable over
the last seven years with Luxembourg continuously functioning as the largest domicile for UCITS
with a market share of about 36% and with a solid

position as domicile for regulated AIFs as well.
Looking at the overall efforts and measures that
the financial marketplace of Luxembourg has
initiated or is going to launch to contribute to
directing the world’s economy to more sustainability, there is no reason why the central position
of Luxembourg should not last or strengthen even
more.
The dynamic developments require a continuous
monitoring of the impact that the evolution of
regulatory initiatives and increased public engagement will have on the sustainable investment
fund industry.
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Interviews and contributions
The following interviews have been conducted as part of this study.
Implementation of SFDR
Interview with Sandra Crowl, Stewardship Director, Member of the Investment Committee and Head of
the Socially Responsible Investing initiative at Carmignac
ESG fund labelling
Interview with Denise Voss, Chairwoman LuxFLAG, and Sachin Vankalas, General Manager LuxFLAG
Impact investing
Interview with Adriana Balducci, Associate Director - Head of Advisory Services at Innpact
Sustainable Asset Management: Active vs. Passive Strategies
Interview with Nathaële Rebondy (Head of Sustainability Europe at Schroders) and Matthieu Guignard
(Global Head of Product Development and Capital Markets, Amundi ETF, Indexing & Smart Beta, Amundi)
Current trends in ESG Ratings
Contribution by William Ridout and Youri Groenhart, Sustainalytics, a Morningstar company

Would you like to read on?
Please find the complete interview to be
downloaded at: https://bit.ly/3kq50Px
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Annex
Additional methodological remarks

For the purpose of the study, the following methodological approaches have been applied
Morningstar data point

Methodological remark

Domiciles in scope

All EU-27 countries, United Kingdom (excluding
Channel Islands and Gibraltar), Switzerland,
Liechtenstein and Norway

Investment funds in scope

Only open-end and exchange traded funds, excluding feeder funds and fund of funds to avoid
double counting of assets

Asset classes in scope

All, excluding money market (if not stated otherwise)

Asset under management/net fund flows

All values as per respective year-end

Number of funds

Counts and sum of assets based on oldest share
class only, to avoid double counting of assets

Obsolete funds

Merged funds excluded from analysis, to avoid
double counting of assets

Country of management

Approximation made by allocating the funds
to the country of the global headquarters of the
respective asset management company. In case
of asset managers with multiple headquarters,
assets distributed across countries

UCITS data point (Y/N)

In case of funds with no information on UCITS
classification, funds considered as UCITS if fund
flagged with “no” under Morningstar AIF data
point

Sustainable investment overall (Y/N)

Funds with no information available for data
point “sustainable investment overall” counted
as conventional funds
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Data coverage

The following Morningstar data points have been used for the purpose of the study. All counts are based
solely on non-liquidated share classes of funds with the longest history. Extractions from Morningstar
database have been performed in the period April/May 2021.
Morningstar data point

Data coverage information37)

Fund domicile

Coverage of 100% of funds

Assets under management

Coverage of approx. 90% of funds

Net fund flows

Coverage of approx. 91% of funds

Active/passive strategy

Coverage of 100% of funds

Asset class

Coverage of approx. 99% of funds

Fund provider

Coverage of approx. 97% of net assets

UCITS flag (Y/N)

Coverage of approx. 96% of funds

Institutional (Y/N)
(used to indirectly identify retail share classes)

Coverage of approx. 99% of funds

Morningstar Sustainable Investment (Y/N)

Coverage of approx. 79% of funds

Morningstar Sustainable Investment – Impact
Fund (Y/N)

Coverage of approx. 79% of funds

Morningstar Sustainability Rating

Coverage of approx. 46% of funds

SFDR Article 8/Article 9 flag

Coverage of approx. 77% of Luxembourg-domiciled funds and 55% for all European domiciles
in scope

37) Data coverage as per end of 2020. Percentages based on total fund universe in scope, i.e., excluding fund of funds, feeder funds
and counting only the oldest share class, except for retail share class analysis for which all share classes were analyzed.

56

Regulatory initiatives put forward by selected European
countries
As a response to the initiatives promoted by the European Commission or as a result of own “green”
ambitions, European countries have initiated several initiatives to foster their respective sustainable
finance ecosystems. Such initiatives are expected to significantly shape the launch of sustainable products in each of these respective jurisdictions, while countries compete for the role of pioneer in sustainable finance.
The following country-specific summaries provide a snapshot of the key initiatives launched by the
respective countries, with a particular focus on the initiatives shaping the investment fund industry.
France
Among other European countries, France has also claimed to become a leader in the field of green
finance. Thereby France’s green finance strategy is not only focused on local initiatives, but also has the
stated aim of promoting transition in developing countries38).
Regarding local initiatives, French companies have been obliged to take social and environmental issues
into account in their operations since 201939). Institutional investors are also required to report on how
ESG issues are integrated into their investment process and risk management40). To facilitate the choice
of sustainable financial products, the French Socially Responsible Investment Label was introduced.
Germany
In 2019, Germany initiated a strategy to become a leading sustainable finance location and founded the
Sustainable Finance Committee for this purpose. One cornerstone, among others, are sustainable emissions at all levels of the federal system41).
Since 2001, pension funds in Germany have also been obliged to inform beneficiaries about how ESG
issues are incorporated into the investment process of their contributions.42) The Renewable Energy
Sources Act offers tax advantages for closed-end funds that invest in wind power plants. Furthermore,
the German Federal Financial Supervisory Authority (BaFin) also pays attention to sustainability-related
risks, which is why a guideline has been published on how financial services companies should deal
with these risks. Finally, the German Sustainability Code provides companies with a voluntary minimum standard for reporting on non-financial impacts.
In addition to the adoption of the SFDR and the EU Taxonomy into German law, the Fund Location Act
(FoStoG), which is still in draft form, is intended to increase the attractiveness of Germany as a fund location. To achieve this goal, tax relief, an expansion of the permissible product range and the reduction
and digitalization of bureaucracy are planned.
Ireland
To maintain the local competitive market for investment products, as the second largest fund location
in Europe, Ireland’s approach to sustainable finance has been mostly linked to the implementation of
EU-sponsored initiatives, while refraining from implementing additional specific local regulations. In
the eyes of the government, this, coupled with the very attractive tax framework for investment products, is expected to continue to attract fund players, in particular providers of passive funds (ETFs) and
hedge fund solutions.

38) French Strategy for Green Finance.
39) PACTE Law.
40) Article 173 of Energy Transition for Green Growth Law.
41) Final Report of the Sustainable Finance Committee.
42) Insurance Supervision Act.
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Nordics
In 2019, Nordic governments made a pledge to make the region the most sustainable/integrated region
in the world with domestic commitments to climate action plans. This pledge demonstrates the level of
ambition of the Nordic countries. Although Norway (as well as Iceland and Liechtenstein) is initially not
directly affected by the SFDR, as it is not an EU member (but an EEA member), implementation is still
required for funds marketed in the EU. In addition, it must be implemented in local legislation if it is
included in the EEA Agreement43).
Due to the high level of ambition and the large number of Nordic countries, there are numerous regulations and initiatives such as the Bank of Finland’s investment standards – which set minimum ESG
requirements for the bond portfolio of the Finnish central bank – or the Swedish Sovereign Green Bond
Framework. Particularly noteworthy is the voluntary commitment to incorporate sustainability into the
management of sovereign and state pension funds44).
Switzerland
As one of the leading financial centers, Switzerland has a long track record in sustainable finance.
Thanks to the early promotion of public and private institutions, especially international private banks
and asset managers, Swiss market participants have pioneered many sustainable finance solutions later
adopted by other countries. It is in Switzerland that for example in the early 90s the first sustainable
discretionary mandate solutions were introduced45).
An aspect to be considered when comparing Switzerland’s position with other countries with respect
to the regulatory framework, is the flexible approach used by the Swiss government for the sustainable
finance market to evolve and innovate. Since 2016, sustainable finance has been an integral part of the
Swiss Government’s financial market policy, in a manner that encourages bottom-up feedback from
experts and institutions, market incentives, corporate responsibility and an open dialogue and collaboration between government authorities and industry representatives. More recently, the country has
introduced mainly voluntary-based initiatives at the national level and published guidelines for sustainable finance in 2020.
UK
By leaving the EU in 2020, SFDR and EU Taxonomy have not been adopted into UK law post-Brexit. However, it is possible to conceive scenarios where UK market participants will choose or will be required to
adopt SFDR provisions. This is the case for example of UK fund managers acting as delegated investment
managers to an EU firm which is subject to SFDR or other UK financial players under significant client or
stakeholder pressure to comply with SFDR disclosure requirements. The UK also plans to review the EU
Taxonomy, in particular the scientific metrics, and adopt the most relevant and appropriate aspects into
its own Taxonomy46).
Additional measures have also been adopted by the UK legislator to promote sustainable finance. Institutional investors have for example been required to incorporate sustainability into asset management.
UK pension funds have been obliged to include ESG criteria in the investment decision-making process
since 200047). The necessary disclosure of ESG criteria by listed companies is also addressed by local
regulations48).

43) https://www.efta.int/eea-lex/32019R2088
44) Guidelines for observation and exclusion from the Government Pension Fund Global.
45) Swiss Sustainable Finance, Switzerland for Sustainable Finance, Transforming finance for a better world
46) https://www.gov.uk/government/news/chancellor-sets-out-ambition-for-future-of-uk-financial-services
47) Amendments to 1995 Pension’s Act (1999/2000).
48) Changes to Companies Act 2006 (2013).
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the world.
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