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Why does the Conduct Standard exist? Here are our players in this space...



The Legislature
gives the FSCA
the powers to

contract

Directly regulate

That makes it possible for To ensure the o
the fund to meet its own administrator meets the administrator
obligations to members the standard

Why does the Conduct Standard exist?



The Legislature
The path of failure or success gives the FSCA

e powers to

Directly regulate

That makes it possible for To ensure the o
the fund to meet its own administrator meets the administrator
obligations to members the standard

Why does the Conduct Standard exist?
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3 e R What does it provide
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30 What is a Conduct Standard in law?
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Issued by the FSCA under section 106 of the Financial Sector Regulation Act

It is subordinate legislation: not a guideline, circular, or best-practice notice

It has the force of law and binds every person to whom it applies

Obligations exist by operation of law, not by contractual incorporation or consent

Parties cannot contract out of a conduct standard

The FSCA enforces it directly, enforcement does not depend on the fund taking
action

Non-compliance puts the administrator's section 13B approval at risk
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The Conduct Standard

* Refers back to 13B of the Pension Funds Act

* Replaces BN 24 of 2002, modernises conditions for 13B administrators
 Embeds TCF principles and aligns administration with the

* Introduces clearer accountability for

* Moves from a rules-based approach -

Why it matters:
* Elevates the conduct expectations of administrators

e Strengthens protection of members and funds
* Increases transparency, governance and oversight
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Area What it introduces

Business Principles & . 2
P TCF, transparency, governing body accountability, documented governance arrangements

Governance
Key Persons Appointment/termination notifications; FSCA may object; oversight responsibilities
Fit & Proper Ongoing competence, honesty, integrity; remediation powers for FSCA

Administration

Mandatory SLAs; minimum content (scope, comms, fees, timelines, termination, handover)
Agreements

Only to approved 13B administrators; fund consent required; retained accountability; annual

Outsourcing S

Conflicts of Interest Policy, disclosure, training; publication; notify FSCA of material conflicts

Communication &

; Plain language; structured complaints framework, reporting, escalation, record keepin
Complaints el 5 P & EE

Data & Records Data management framework; retention minimumes; safe custody; system change notifications

Financial Requirements Accounting records; trust account rules; Pl & fidelity cover; liquidity & solvency

Termination Handover duties; timelines; required reports to fund and FSCA




PENSION
LAWYERS o
ASSOCIATION | s
0O
™

ummary of the Standar

(and other docs)

e Bar code at the en

* |n conference app
 Will be on PLA website

| See summary in handout

Conduct Standard 2 of 2025 (RF)

Obligations on benefit administrators

Summary Reference

1. GOVERMANCE AND ORGANISATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

An aaminisirator must maintaln Sound QOVernance arrangamants
appropriate to the nature, scale, and complexty of s business
{propartional ty). This Includes:
+  Adlearly documentsd governance framework with defined
roles,respansibilies and reporting lines
A beard or governing bedy with adequate aversight
Mechanisms 1o identity, manage, and escalate confiicts of imerest
A documanted sk management framewor
Poiicles and procadures that are reviewed regularty and kept
cument.

2. KEY PERSONS

Administrators must ensure that sl ey perscne (28 defined) ane it
and praper on an angaing basis:
*  Key persons Include those responaibée for management and control
of the administraior
Fit and proper requirements caver: integrity, campetence,
operalional abiiity, and financial soundness
Adminisirators must notfy the FSCA of changes 1o key persans
and any mathers affecting their fit and proper status.
Compeienca must be maintmined MIoUGA cantinuing profeaaional
development

_a. ADMINISTRATION AGREEMENTS

Every adminisiration amangement must be governad by a writien
agreement that
- Claarly sats out the scope af services o be provided
Allocates responsibiiity bebween the fund and the adminisirator
Addressss service levels and performance standards
Condaing provisians for reparling ta the fund baard
Deals with termination, tranaition and data portabillty
Compiles with the minimum conlent requiremants prescribed by the
‘Standard

Existing agreements must be reviewed and updated for compliance.

Administrators must embed TCF 36 @ £ors conduct principle acmss

il operations:

+  Members and beneficiaries must be treated tairty al every stage of
the product ifecycie
Communication mList be clens, Smeous, and not misiaading
Camplaints must be dealt with tairy, promply, and cansistently
TCF outcomes must be measurable and monftoned

(Pty) Lid

Ensimini

5. OUTSOURCING

Where an sdministraior outsources any function:

- The sdministrator remains socountabis for the outsourced
function - sccountabliiy cannot be delegated

- Awritien outsourcing agreement must be in place

+ The adminisiraior must maintsin adequale oversighl of the service
provider

= The fund must be informed of material outsourcing arangements
The sdministrator must take Bction whens e servics provider falls

6. OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS

Adminisiratons must mainiain:

- Adequate operational capacity - systems, infrastructure and
human resources suflicient to dellver services
Buainses continulty and disaster recovery plans hat are teated
regularty

= Cyber risk managsment - approprisies controls 1o protect member
datn and fund assets

= Dala governance - accurate records, appropriabe retention policies
and member data intagrity

. paymants management - processes bo idertly and
Blioeate unresshed cantibuliana prompily

7. FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS

Adminisirators must at all imes mainiain:

- Curent assets equal to or greater than curent labilites and
Bquid assats covering al least 8/52 weeiks of annual expenditure,
compiying with the moal siringent raquiramenis If ragulated undar
ather lagisiation
Indemnity insurance and fidallty guaranies Insurance at adequats
levels

- Specific provisions for deposits of fund monies, trus! accounts,
‘Ssuspense accolunts, unclassified payments and related accounts..
Mo ea-mingiing.

8. COMMUNICATION, DISCLOSURE AND ACCESS TO
RECORDS

The Conduct Standard does not contain & single, consalidated
reparting obiigation to the fund, but instead provides for reporting and
disclosure abligations across mullipie provisions:
- Communication and disclosure (para 16)
+ Records on request (paras 11(2){) and 25(2)(c))
+ Communication and reporfing procedure (para 11(3)e))
Conflict of Inderest policy (para 15(3)c))
Unaliocated trust account monies (para 31(d))
Insurance disciosures (para 33(2))
- Administration system changes (para 35(5))
»  On termination (para 12(1)(c))
« Cessation or Equidation (para 37(1))
+ Suspension or withdrawal of approval {para 38(1))
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e 7 administrators - mix of small, medium and large

* 41,9% of Assets Under Administration
* 51% of active members.
* Anonymously presented. No info on specific funds - anonymity. Just small, medium and large

* Diverse mix of fund client types and administrative complexity: small, medium, large, very large, only one self-administered,
umbrella, stand-alone, bargaining council and retail fund administration

* This is a qualitative survey, not a statistical study

* The value is not necessarily in the percentages. It is in what administrators at very different scales and of very different types
said when asked the same questions. Where findings converge across that range, the convergence itself is meaningful.

* The qualitative findings are useful as a basis for a factual departure for structured discussion, though the extreme range in scale
among respondents means they should be read as structured, comparable testimony from administrators at very different
stages and sizes, not as a representative picture of the industry

* No other comparable evidence at this stage — novel



Survey result and analysis

Do administrators understand the Standard and are they implementing it?

Q: Overall, where would you say your administrator currently

sits in relation to Conduct Standard 2 of 2025 (RF)?

» Still trying to understand what it means

» Early stages of implementation
* Partially implemented

* Largely implemented, with refinements ongoing

* Fully implemented for currently effective

provisions

* Fully embedded and operationalized

e Other

5. Overall, where would you say your administrator currently sits in relation to Conduct Standard 2

of 2025 (RF)?

. Still trying to understand what... 0
. Early stages of implementation 1
@ Partially implemented, with id... 0
. Largely implemented, with refi... 4
. Fully implemented for currentl... 2
@ rully embedded and operatin... 0
@ Other (please specify) 0

QOther 0
o

.

Finding:

The participants are making
meaningful progress

86% of respondents are either fully
implemented or largely implemented
with refinements ongoing. Only 1
respondent (a smaller administrator)
is still in early stages

The fully implemented respondents
include a small Administrator and a
large Administrator suggesting that
both small smaller/ more specialised
and large well-resourced
administrators can achieve full
compliance

The respondents in the "largely
implemented" category represent the
broad middle ground. They have the
architecture in place but are still
refining processes, particularly around
administration agreements and
operational embedding
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® Making administration agreements compliant
e Governance structures and frameworks

e Key persons requirements

e Qutsourcing provisions

e Conflict of interest management —

e Data management and record-keeping

e Accounting records and financial statements
e Treating Customers Fairly (TCF)

e Accountability and role clarity

e Fit and proper requirements

e Operational procedures and internal controls
e Applicability to self-administered funds

Other



Q: Which areas of the Conduct Standard have been the most
challenging to implement so far?

6. Which areas of the Conduct Standard have been the most challenging to implement so far?

. Accountability and role clarity

1

Finding

Three areas stand out as most

. Governance structures and fra... 2 Commonly cited:
@ Key persons requirements 2 ° ‘|) Makmg administration
resting C e agreements compliant. Particularly
@ Treating Customers Fairly (TCF) the process of reviewing,
: . redrafting, and rolling out updated
Fit and t 1 9o :
@ fit and proper requirements SLAs to existing clients
Making administration agree... 2 2
® ° ° e 2) Governance structures and
@ Outsourcing provisions 1 frameworks; and
@ Conflict of interest manageme... 1 ° (3) Key persons requirements
@ Data management and record... 1 * Findings suggest that diversified
° 1 administrators serving multiple
Accounting records and financ... 1 fund t pes face Compounding
complexit
@ Deposit of monies and trust a... 0 P y
. * 29% reported no significant
@ Undlassified payments and sus... 0 challenges, indicating that some
. el administrators had frameworks in
Indemnity and Fidelity Guaran... 0 - - I — o :
* v g ° place that aligned well with the
b :
. Financial soundness reguirem... ] CondUCt Standard S requlrements
@ Operational procedures and in... 1 * Administrator 7 raised the unique
challenge of applying the standard
@ We have not experienced sign... 2 to Self—admlnlstered funds - a
) structural issue that may warrant
@ Other (please specify) 1 specific FSCA guidance
@ Other 2

Survey results and analysis



Q: When it comes
to oversight and
responsibility,
what has been the
most challenging
in practice?

Finding:

Reliance on reporting and
management information
Understanding where
responsibility sits when
functions are delegated
Oversight of outsourced
functions

Not a significant challenge

Other

. Reliance on reporting and ma...
. Understanding where respons...
. Oversight of outsourced functi...

. Mot a significant challenge for...

@ Other (please specify)

@ Other

Oversight and responsibility is an area of relative comfort with 57% of respondents found it not to be a significant challenge.

However, the three areas of difficulty that were cited are all connected to the delegation and outsourcing framework:

(1) where responsibility sits when functions are delegated;

(2) oversight of outsourced functions; and

(3) reliance on reporting and management information.

This suggests that while the internal accountability structures are well understood, the lines of responsibility become lessclear in outsourced

or delegated scenarios . Acommon theme across regulated industries.

Survey results and analysis




Q: Do you have
clarity on whatis
meant by
"governance
arrangements"”
and what should
be included within
them?

@ Ves, we are clear on what shou...
. Partially, but further clarity wo...

. Mo, we do not have sufficient ...

@ Other (please specify)

@ Other

Finding:

Yes, we are clear on what should be - This is one of the strongest

inclgded : areas of alignment across
Partially, but further clarity would be the sample

helpful o .

No, we do not have sufficient clarity 86% of respondents are
Other clear on what governance

arrangements entail

* Only one Administrator
indicated that further
clarity would be helpful.
The same respondent who
cited the widest range of
implementation challenges

* This high level of clarity is
encouraging, given that
governance arrangements
form the foundation of the
Conduct Standard's
compliance framework

Survey and analysis



Q: From an operational perspective, what

has been the most difficult aspect of
implementation?

Training staff on conduct expectations
Embedding conduct at junior or operational levels
Staff turnover and continuity

Translating high-level requirements into day-to-day
processes

Other

. Training staff on conduct expe...

. Embedding conduct at junior ...

. Staff turnover and continuity

. Translating high-level require...

@ Other (please specify)

@ Other

iy

Survey and analysis

Finding:

This is possibly the single most critical finding of the survey

"Translating high-level requirements into day-to-day processes" was cited by 71% as by far the dominant

operational challenge

This indicates a gap between regulatory intent and operational reality

Administrators understand what the Conduct Standard requires in principle, but struggle to operationalise it
into daily workflows, process checklists and frontline accountability

Training and staff continuity were also cited as compounding factors.

Compliance cannot be treated as a once-off legal exercise. It requires ongoing operational embedding and

monitoring




Q: Which area currently presents the
greatest uncertainty or risk for your
organisation?

. Cyber risk and data protection 3 4
. Third-party or outsourcing risk 0
. Incident response and escalati... 1
. Treating Customers Fairly 0
. Complaints management 1

. We are reasonably comfortabl... 4

1|
@ Other (please specify) 0 l
@ Other 1 o

Survey and analysis

Finding:

While 4 of 7 respondents are reasonably
comfortable, cyber risk and data
protection emerged as the leading area
of uncertainty (43%), including the two
largest administrators and the most
diversified mid-size administrator

This is significant because the larger the
administrator, the greater the data
exposure and the more complex the
cybersecurity, IT and data architecture
required

With the FSCA's increasing focus on IT
and cyber governance and the POPIA
requirements, this intersection of
conduct standards and cyber resilience/
data governance represents an emerging
significant area of legal and regulatory
risk



Su rvey a nd ana lysis Q: Do you have a standard report on your

compliance with the Conduct Standard that
you can provide to the funds you administer?

* Yes, standard compliance report @ Ve 4
available
* No standard report @ No !
* Alternative approach: annual @ Other (please specify) 2
assurance letter; included in
compliance report @ Other :
Finding:

* Thereis no uniform approach to compliance reporting. While 57% of respondents have a standard report,29% use
alternative mechanisms (annual assurance letters or inclusion in broader compliance plans), and 1 has no report at all.

* One administrator provides trustees with a bi-annual governance newsletter and detailed compliance reports to
management.

* Another administrator provides an annual assurance letter covering all applicable legislation
* Solutions are pragmatic but do they provide the granularity that funds require?
* This diversity of approaches suggests an opportunity for industry standardisation



12. Do you believe funds (or their consultants) are asking appropriate questions about your Finding:

compliance with the Conduct Standard? * Thisis atension pointin the
industry. While all
respondents agree that funds

are broadly asking appropriate
@ o 2 questions (100% said "mostly
’ yes" or "yes"), there is a clear
@ Mosty yes ’ concern that some requests
@ Mostly no 0 : overshoot
@ \o 0 , * 43% of respondents said
_ requests go beyond what is
@ Other (please specify) 0 reasonable (particularly
@ Other 0 ‘ requests for copies of internal
governance policies)
0

* The emerging consensus
position is that funds should

13. Do you believe that funds’ information requests include information that may go beyond what receive assurance of
; bl ied (f o il o oilicia s compliance, not copies of the

policies which contain
confidential and proprietary

@ ves 3 information
® \o 1 * External policies can be
. shared: e.g. complaints
@ Other (please specify) 3 management and conflict of
® Other 3 interest

* Where internal policies are
shared redacted versions may
be appropriate

* This distinction between

Survey and analysis e T R



Ple Q: Is there one issue relating to Conduct Standard 2 of 2025 (RF) that

PENSION i . ] .
kgg‘gcﬁ';-“;mso }3 keeps coming up internally, or that you wish there was clearer
" guidance on?

Finding
Three distinct themes emerged:

(1) Complaints management and the challenge of ensuring staff competency at
all levels

(2) The practical burden of making all administration agreements/SLAs compliant.
This is not just a legal drafting exercise but a project management challenge
involving existing client relationships

(3) The applicability of the standard to self-administered funds which is the only
area where a respondent framed their issue as a direct question to the FSCA (see
later in presentation)

Survey and analysis



Survey summary of results

TAKEAWAY 1: THE STANDARD IS BROADLY WELL-UNDERSTOOD - 71% of respondents find it generally clear. No respondent said it was unclear. The standard's drafting quality is not the barrier
to implementation

TAKEAWAY 2: IMPLEMENTATION IS WELL ADVANCED BUT NOT COMPLETE - 86% are fully or largely implemented. The industry is broadly on track, but refinements are ongoing, particularly
around administration agreements and operational embedding

TAKEAWAY 3: THE #1 CHALLENGE IS OPERATIONALISATION - "Translating high-level requirements into day-to-day processes" was cited by 71% of respondents. This is the gap between legal
compliance and practical reality. Boards and trustees should focus oversight here

TAKEAWAY 4: CYBER RISK IS THE EMERGING FRONTIER - 43% identified cyber risk and data protection as their greatest area of uncertainty. The intersection of the Conduct Standard with
POPIA and broader IT governance is an area of growing legal risk

TAKEAWAY 5: ADMINISTRATION AGREEMENTS ARE A PRACTICAL BOTTLENECK - Making SLAs and administration agreements compliant is a major undertaking involving legal review,
redrafting, and client-by-client rollout. This is both a legal and project management challenge

TAKEAWAY 6: THE "ASSURANCE VS DISCLOSURE" DEBATE IS LIVE - Administrators push back against fund requests for copies of internal governance policies. The emerging industry position is
that funds should receive assurance of compliance, not the policies themselves (unless public). Redacted or summary versions may be offered for specific policies

TAKEAWAY 7: COMPLIANCE REPORTING NEEDS STANDARDISATION - Approaches range from standard reports to annual assurance letters to no report at all. Would the industry benefit from a
standardised compliance reporting template?

TAKEAWAY 8: SELF-ADMINISTERED FUNDS NEED TAILORED GUIDANCE - a self-administered fund raised a fundamental question: which requirements apply to self-administered funds? This
question of proportionality and applicability may deserve direct FSCA guidance

TAKEAWAY 9: DIVERSIFIED ADMINISTRATORS FACE COMPOUNDING COMPLEXITY - The breadth of fund types served amplifies implementation complexity
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30 Administration and service level agreements

* There is a dedicated section
* But requirements scattered through the Standard
* Quite a big re-write

* Must be done by 6 August 2025 — early signals that this could be a
problem

* Administration agreement and SLA Checker (made available)
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Administration Agreement Compliance Checker

D F] D L. . « l—— = AL i

‘Pressnt and
. Resquirament cs2rer | compiiant | Aeement
(Y1 N/ Partial
@ clause aumbar of ih Al Adeﬁmpnmofmaadnmlsmnsamaesmwmnlmmllperfmnformamm including the | Para
ibilities of the 11(2)(a)
- ” T AZ The rticular andior ibilities of the fund's boand that are to be exercised by the Para
| PART A— MININUM CONTENT: ADMNSTRATION AGREEMENT (PARAGRAPH 12 | Fistrator on the fund's be (may also appear in the SLA) i 1(2)b)
Prasant and
Agresmant A3 | The adrinistrator's duties and responsibilities in relation to communicating with and rmaking Para
* Fuquirsment cazrt "mﬂq elalisg no. drsdnsueslnmbeﬁafﬂnﬁmd |ndud|nuhﬁrum?ht:m l'lb:hldl EH'I'I'I?TEDH rlnust 11(2)e)
communicate with members and the type of mformation must be communicated (may also
A1 | docerpton o the adrinsraion sarices tho adiniatorwil perfon fo th . includng he | Fae appesr in the SLA)
A2 |Th lar povers and ibdities of the fund's board that be exercised by the P A4 | Detalls of the administrator's complaints management processes and procedures, whichmust be | Para
e manfm%'a ey S it iy ot e to be enercised by i) communicated o mambrs " 1(2)e)
A3 in relation o with and making Pars fn
dudusuvslumrbasufﬂwmnd including the in which the. must | 11(2)(c)
‘and thé type of nformation that must be communicated (may also
nwhm&m
Ad | Details of the ini processes and which must be Pars
communicated to members e
AS | The remuneration to which the administrator is entitied and the basis on which fees for the Pars
inistration services are calculated 1))
A5 [The requiremert Ip dclose any income eamed drecly o ncirecty by e sominsraor (or &5~ | Pars
other divisions, subsidiaries or associates) from providing other sesvices to the fund or performing 11‘22)(5)
certain functions for the fund fn
AT | An undertaking by the administrator to imeously provide information to the fund regarding take-on | Para
including the ties of th parties 2)e)
A { Gonfrmation hat ll records pertaning to th acniisaton ofthe fund remain th sok proparty o | Fare
A3 | The records must be made avalable to the fund on request within 7 days of the date of request, or | Para
such other period as by the fund )
A10 | The emedies avalabis shouid a reach of any conclon of e samirlsiaton agreemeni or sevie | Para
level agreement ocour (e.g. breach, cure periods, damages, etc) 12)a)
A1 | The procedure that must ba followed to recify any such breach P
A2 in respect of services to another benefit Para "
e s e o oo e ki st e oot e | # Requirement CS2 ref Present and Agreement clause
A13 | Confirmation that the administrator remains accountable for all duties, responsibilities and recard- Pars .
Keeping o any other beneit 13(1)e) compliant (Y/N/ no.
A4 [ Arsqirsmen vl e s pior v consertbe cbtaned bl anyautsouriog aangeement | Pas, Parti |)
artia
A15 | Aprovision that a party may only terminate the agraement on at least 00 days' written notica before | Para
the effective date of temmination 1210 . H H H
e P . A1 | A description of the administration Para 11(2)(a)
i . L .
A17 | Details of how the administrator wil hand over to another benefit administrator or the fund on Pars services the administrator will
terminabon, mmmm of al Information, records and data within 15 business days after the ;'Eém . .
i perform for the fund, including the
A18 | Subriasion it 30 dapsster e seaive dats o terminaion o f s econcilation of ek Para i . .
acoour, banefts and conrbuions: () 2 eeminasion report. and (i) a reporton 120100} specific duties and responsibilities of
A18 | Tansjer of ecoris i an ki frmt et suppotascent an efsclve tarmer o e fund or | s the administrator
A20 | Details of whether the adminsstrator mploys a head of complianca, compliance offcer o person | Para
responsiks for moritring compllance wih the Ac, regatons,the Consict Siandar and the nes | 11(2)0)
A2 | The particular powers and/or Para 11(2)(b)
. F— L pe— responsibilities of the fund's board
(v 1 N Parfiag | ©0%8 .
B1 | Clear timelines for the performance of the relevant ditiea end responsibilies of the perties essel | Par that are to be exercised by the
out in the administraion agreement 1(3)a)
B2 z;mlﬂnglmuﬁmprmaummungmnu aspects relevant (o the administration services ':l‘:,;)(b) admlnlstrator on the fUnd'S beha|f

(may also appear in the SLA)
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PART A — MINIMUM CONTENT: ADMINISTRATION AGREEMENT (PARAGRAPH 11(2))

Present and PR
i# Requirement CS2 ref compliant cﬂl i
(Y / N/ Partial) ’
A1 | A description of the administration services the administrator will perform for the fund, including the | Para
specific duties and responsibilities of the administrator 11(2)(a)
A2 | The particular powers and/or responsibilities of the fund's board that are to be exercised by the Para
administrator on the fund’s behalf (may also appear in the SLA) 11(2)(b)
A3 | The administrator’s duties and responsibilities in relation to communicating with and making Para
disclosures to members of the fund, including the circumstances in which the administrator must 11(2)(c)
communicate with members and the type of information that must be communicated (may also < '
appear in the SLA)
A4 | Details of the administrator's complaints management processes and procedures, which must be Para
communicated to members 11(2)(c)
fn 1
A5 | The remuneration to which the administrator is entitled and the basis on which fees for the Para
administration services are calculated 11(2)(d)
A6 | The requirement to disclose any income earned directly or indirectly by the administrator (or its Para
other divisions, subsidiaries or associates) from providing other services to the fund or performing 11g2)(d)
certain functions for the fund fn
AT | An undertaking by the administrator to timeously provide information to the fund regarding take-on | Para < |
procedures, including the responsibilities of the relevant parties 11(2)(e)
A8 | Confirmation that all records pertaining to the administration of the fund remain the sole property of | Para
the fund 11(2)(f)
A9 | The records must be made available to the fund on request within 7 days of the date of request, or | Para < |
such other period as determined by the fund 11(2)(f)
A10 | The remedies available should a breach of any condition of the administration agreement or service | Para < |
level agreement occur (e.g. breach, cure periods, damages, etc) 11(2)(g)
A11 | The procedure that must be followed to rectify any such breach Para
11(2)(9)
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Administration agreement and service level agreement — focus

on certain requirements

A12 | Requirements in respect of the outsourcing of administration services to another benefit Para
administrator, including that any such other benefit administrator must be approved in terms of 11(2)(h)
section 13B of the Act

A13 | Confirmation that the administrator remains accountable for all duties, responsibilities and record- Para
keeping outsourced to any other benefit administrator 13(1)(b)

A14 | Arequirement that the fund's prior written consent be obtained before any outsourcing arrangement | Para
is entered into 13(2)

A15 | A provision that a party may only terminate the agreement on at least 90 days’ written notice before | Para
the effective date of termination 11(2)(i)

A16 | Provision for earlier termination in the case of a breach of the agreement Para

11(2)(i)

A17 | Details of how the administrator will hand over to another benefit administrator or the fund on Para
termination, including transfer of all information, records and data within 15 business days after the | 11(2)(j);
effective date of termination Para

12(1)(b)

A18 | Submission within 30 days after the effective date of termination of: (i) a reconciliation of bank Para
accounts, benefits and contributions; (ii) a termination report; and (iii) a report on unresolved 12(1)(c)
complaints

A19 | Transfer of records in an electronic format that supports efficient and effective transfer to the fund or | Para
new administrator 12(2)

A20 | Details of whether the administrator employs a head of compliance, compliance officer or person Para
responsible for monitoring compliance with the Act, regulations, the Conduct Standard and the rules | 11(2)(k)
of the fund
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i 5 | on certain requirements

PART B — MINIMUM CONTENT: SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENT (PARAGRAPH 11(3))

Present and
# Requirement CS2 ref compliant :E::::‘::t
(Y I N/ Partial) :
B1 | Clear timelines for the performance of the relevant duties and responsibilities of the parties as set Para
out in the administration agreement 11(3)(a)
B2 | Robust administrative procedures dealing with all aspects relevant to the administration services Para < .
that will be rendered 11(3)(b)

Administration Agreement Compliance Checker
Conduct Standard 2 of 2025 (RF) (“CS2”)

PART B — MINIMUM CONTENT: SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENT (PARAGRAPH 11(3))

Present and
# Requirement CS2 ref compliant A:;neement
(Y / N/ Partial) | ©'2use no-
B3 | Aclear and effective communication and reporting procedure, specifying at minimum: what is Para < !
reported, at what frequency, to whom and through what channel 11(3)(c)
B4 | The manner and frequency of review of the service level agreement Para
11(3)(d) < |

Note on effective dates: Paragraphs 11 and 12 of the Conduct Standard take effect 12 months after the date of publication (6 August 2025),
i.e., on 6 August 2026, including in respect of administration agreements entered into before the date of publication. Funds and administrators

should ensure compliance by that date.
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Annexures - suggestions

O
°":>r\:g>xa>“A

e Service levels and turnaround times
e Sometimes fees

* New: insurance disclosure (then its done upfront) Note: going to lead

* Reporting and communication (a suggestion) — Lont; z‘:c'jjft“”“me
consolidate across the agreement management

* Not an annexure but may work well —a compliance

with legislation tracker (use ours and add other
legislation to it)
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What should funds be
asking their
administrators?
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20 e~ | What should funds be asking their
30 ? | administrators?

ASSOCIATI

* Various opinions ... e.g. the fund doesn’t monitor our compliance
with other FSCA requirements, why this one?

* Should funds ask for an annual confirmation/ attestation of 7 Legistature=
. . { Law: sets standard
compliance with CS annually?

The Legislature
| gives the FSCA
€ powers to

and enf t
The path of failure or success e s

* Remember this relationship: >
* Combining this topic with others or lots of questionnaires?
. . . o Members - e
* How these questionnaires overlap with the Omni-Risk Return porsons the fund ey T Sy « Monitoringo
1 H H H i ini under inter alia and
topics or with other administrator reporting diiesto(amons admienator o R enreemen
administration to Fund and agains
. . services FSCA Administrator
e Assurances, attestations versus disclosure of docs and processes PFA&CS
* Our view — funds should be doing all of the above That makes i possible for o ensure the Drctyregult
the fund to meet its own administrator meets the administrator
obligations to members the standard

* Apply proportionality (a) size and complexity of administrator (b)
to what would be relevant information

* But don’t need to overlap with the FSCA requirements

* Find most streamlined way
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Administrator Compliance Questionnaire
Conduct Standard 2 of 2025 (RF)

For use by funds to ObeEin S55UTENcE of SAMINISEtor compliance. Responses should be provided In wiming and sUppartsd by the
documentation indicated. TS QUESIGHNAIE May be 30&a0ad and 5ent 10 the SAMINISTEIoT annUaly or 85 DAIT of 3 Sarvice review. It can also be
combined with Gther Juestionnaines.

First Name Adminisiraior

Perod under review Date of response

Compieted by (name and Stz

SECTION 1 - GOVERMANCE AND ORGANISATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

[¥se | Mo | Partial) m.ml""m nt'uor'

11| Does the adminisiraior have 3 documentad gavemancs framework In place
fthat was reviewed In the lasi two years.

1.2| Are roles, responsibiities and reporung lines cieary defined and documented?
1.3 Does the administrator nave a docwumented conflict of Interest paiicy?

Conflict of Interast policy and |3st
review date

1.4| Does the administrator have a documented risk management ramework?

SECTION 2 - KEY PERSONS

Summary of risk management
framewark

o fobe Pl
* Gusstion ['¥es | Ho |/ Fartiall | somment If recpones 16 SPartial” or SHo”
2.1 Are all key persons it and proper as reguired as ai the dabe of response? List of cuent key persons
2.2 | Confirm that no key person's it and proper status has been called Into Detalis It applicadle
quastion Guring the ravisw pariod.

2.3 | Provide detalls ITaIi'nII‘iSilEtﬂr has notifled the FSCA of any changes to key Detalls of any notifications mada
DETEONS

during the review period

2.4 | Does the Adminisirator have oon'petmoe malntenance procsssss or polices
In place for Key persons?

SECTION 3 - ADMINISTRATION AGREEMENT

D to ba plus
[¥sc | Mo | Partial) | oomment if recpones e “Parbal™ or SNo™

3.1 Has the adminisiration agreemeant gowaming this fund been raviewsd for If no or Partial, add date when the
complianca with C327 Funid will receive an updated version

3.2 | Does the agreement s2f out he full scope of services, sendes levels and
performance standands?

3.3 | Are there any provisions In the curment agreement that require updating? Detalls If applicanle
SECTION 4 - TREATING CUSTOMERS FAIRLY
o to ba. Pl
= = [¥ec | No ! Partial) | comment It recpones Ic =Parbial™ or SNo”
4.1| Does the administrator have a documentsd TCF policy or framewerk that was TCF Intemal pollcy summary ar
reviewed In e last 2 years? extemal TCF poicy
4.2 | How does the adminisFator monitor and measure TCF oubcomes? Prvide detall

4.3 | Has the Agministrator provided e Fund with a complaints report In the last slx
monihs?

2.4] OTthe complaints recaived In the review peniod relaing o this fund, what Compiaints uphoid £ata by category
proportion werentFqu" What were the mree mosi eommen categarnies of
Epaid compis
4.5 | What ehanges io processes, communicalions or practices have been made as Summary of changes made and the
a direct result of compiaints recaived of TGF monfioring conducted dusing te Gompialis or monfiodng Andings that
review period? prompted tham
4.6 'l‘ﬂ'lat SbepE doas the adminisirator take o ldentty potental member harm thiat Dascription of proactive hamm
nas not generaled 3 comalaint, Tor example beneft statement reviews! Identmization steps
audits, calculation reviews of proactive Member contact?
SECTION 5 - OUTSOURCING
o fobe Pl
* Gusstion [¥es | Ho | Fartiall | comment If recpones 16 SPartial” or SHo”
5.1 | Have any material funciions bean cutsourcad h)'meadmnlmrxln redation List of new ommnmd functions and
o this Tund during the review period? If yes, provide detalls sarvice providen

5.2 | Are writien cutsoursing agreements In place for each outsourced function™
5.3 | How does the adminisTator overses and monitor outsourced service
providers?

5.4 Does the adminisirator's business continuity and disasber recovery plan
address the eontinulty of adminisiration services In circumstances whera an
outsoureed sarvice provider falis of s unavallabie?

Oversight framework summary

Administrator Compliance Questionnaire
Conduct Standard 2 of 2025 [RF)

SECTION
to be plus

* == [¥es | No ! Partial) [ s “Fartial® or *Ho”
&.1| Does the adminisirator have a documented business continulty and disaster

recovery pian?
&.2 | Has the BCR/DRP been t2sted guring the raview pariod? Wnal wera the Date of last test. Test resulls or

ouicomes? summary thereal
.3 | Does the administrator have 3 cyber sk management framework? Cyber risk management ramewor (ar

sUmmary); st réview date
Detalls and remedlation seps It
applicable

.4 There have not been any materlal cyber Incldents or data breaches
experienced Buring period.

ihe review
£.5 | How toes the adminisiraior ensure the Integrity and accuracy of member data Data govemnance policy of SUMMAEry
far this fund?
6.6 | Are unciassMed payments managed winin the fmeines raquired [
applicable)?
.7 | Does the adminisiration system used by the adminksiratar comply with the
uiremenss of G52, especially 35 regards imeous and accurate sanvice
ﬁuﬂy record integrity, member communication and regulaiony reporting?
to be plus
* == [¥es | No ! Partial) " s “Farilal® or “Yes®
.8 | Has the administrator undertaten any sysem \, data ‘What data Integrity checks were
migration o new payrall far this fund during the revigw period? performed and the

what were
oulcomes? Summary of checks
pertormed and ouicomes, If appilcabis
If you answered Yes, what Is the

current total value and profile of
umwumlmﬁ

.9 | Does the fund have unciassied payments or unaliocated payments?

to this fund? Fravide aged
ik
SECTION T - FINANCIAL SOUNDNESS
to be plus
* e — (¥ex | No | Partial) [ s “Fartial® or *Ho”
7.1 | Does the administrator adequate a6 required by
c327
7.2 | 15 adequate noemnizy and Adeity guaraniee INsurance mantained? SUmmary of these INsurances
iny niave changed since the 3t
communic
7.3 | Are cllent monles held in separate frust accounts (f applicable), ree from co-
mingling?
7.4 as tme adminisrator expenenced any matenal nancial AMculy durmng the Detalts It applicable

reviaw period? If yes, provide detals.

SECTION B - REPORTING TO THE FUND BOARD

o ba plus
= Guastian [¥e& | Ko / Partan I & *Fartial® or “Ho"

81 Wasnwmamngyemmtmmmmmmmmm
the last 6 months?

8.2 | Has the adminlstrator provided a compllance report against CS2 durlng the
period of implementation?

& <]

8.3 | Were there any material Incidents, mm;arns:eumrz.appmmmme If you answerad Yes or Partial, please
administration semvices provided to the fund during the review period? the redevant detalls here

8.4 | Bagen on the manitanng conoucted under sectian 4 above, have TCF related mmawme
metrics shawn owerall Improwement, deteriaration or No matenal change aurng 3 trend summary ar from a TCF
tne revlew penod compared to the prior period? Provide 3 bref trend Summary. rnonmmgrm

Declaration and certiication
[ CErtity thar the responses provided S00VE &re SCCUTEte and complete 1o the Dest of my knawisoge.

Signed On behaif of

Mame and B Date

Mote on proportionality: Funds are entiied to request Information reasonably necessary io discharge thelr oversight obiligations. Requests
for the full text of Intemal policies and aperational manuals are generally not required - 3 cerfification, summary, or compllance confirmation ks
usually suMcient. The fund's legal advisar or can assist In what ks p In the ek

Prepaved for the Pension Lawyers Associalion of Sowh Aftica Confenence Rarch 2020, This questionnake Is a neference guide only and does nof constiule lega'
aovice or FAIS adwice.

Questionnaire



Administrator Compliance Questionnaire
Conduct Standard 2 of 2025 (RF)

I For use by funds to obtain assurance of administrator compliance. Responses should be provided in writing and supported by the

documentation indicated. This questionnaire may be adapted and sent to the administrator annually or as part of a service review. It can also be
combined with other questionnaires.

First Name Administrator

Period under review Date of response

Completed by (name and title):

SECTION 1 - GOVERNANCE AND ORGANISATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

# Questi Response Documentation to be provided plus
=Ll (Yes | No / Partial) | comment if response is “Partial” or “No”
1.1 | Does the administrator have a documented governance framework in place
that was reviewed in the last two years?
1.2 | Are roles, responsibilities and reporting lines clearly defined and documented?
1.3 | Does the administrator have a documented conflict of interest policy? Conflict of interest policy and last
review date
1.4 | Does the administrator have a documented risk management framework? Summary of risk management
framework
SECTION 2 - KEY PERSONS
" Question Response Documentation to be provided plus
(Yes | No / Partial) | comment if response is “Partial” or “No”
2.1 | Are all key persons fit and proper as required as at the date of response? List of current key persons
2.2 | Confirm that no key person's fit and proper status has been called into Details if applicable
question during the review period.
2.3 | Provide details if administrator has notified the FSCA of any changes to key Details of any notifications made
persons during the review period.
2.4 | Does the Administrator have competence maintenance processes or policies
in place for key persons?
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Our and FSCA understanding: self-administered funds are not subject to the Conduct Standard at this stage

But will be under COFI

Need to start working towards compliance

The definition of “benefit administrator In the
Standard does not include self-administered funds.
The Standard seeks to address the relationship
between the benefit administrator and the fund with
whom it is contracted, as contemplated in section
13B(1). Should the COFI Bill be promulgated prior to
this Standard coming into effect, the appropriate
steps will be taken to transition this standard into the
COFl framework and also to deal with self-
administered funds.

Noted. However, the Standard has to be based on the
current framework. The necessary changes will be
made once COF| comes into effect.

The definition of “administrator” cannot be deleted in
the Pension Funds Act by way of a Conduct Standard
(i.e. subordinate legislation cannot amend primary
legislation).

¢ | Self-administered funds

4.3. Approach to benefit administrators and self-administered funds

The revised COFl Bl now requires that a retirement fund that performs its own benefit
acmenistration should be authorised for the koensing activity of benefit adminestration in addition
to the activity of providing a financial product (item 5.b on Schedule 1), This is 10 ensure that the
current reguilatory gap m respect of self-administered funds is closed, as s138 of the Pension
Funds Act only applies %0 third party administrators

Retirement fund beneft administrators, previously known as section 138 adminsstrators, will be
subject 10 the requirements in the Bl as “third-party retirement fund administrators” (item 5.c on
Schedule 1). The regutation of retirement fund benefit administration s accordingly removed from
the Pension Funds Act to the COFI Bal framework (secton 13B is st 1o be repealed)
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Adequacy of insurance — methodology
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Current requirement:

(1) A benefit administrator must maintain in force professional indemnity
and fidelity guarantee insurance from and up to such an amount as
determined by the benefit administrator and which is adequate relative to
the complexity and size of its administration business

Not so easy

(2) The benefit administrator must disclose to the fund —

(a) instances where the professional indemnity and fidelity guarantee
insurance provides for a self-payment gap; and

* Fairly easy
* Upfront and

: : o . . ongoing
(b) any material exclusions, limitations or restrictions contained in the : :
fcsi ind , 4 fidelit toe * Consider adding
professional indemnity and fidelity guarantee insurance. cyber insurance

details as well

An administrator shall take out and maintain professional indemnity insurance and fidelity Previous Board Notice
guarantee insurance from and up to such an amount as the administrator's auditor in consuitation
with the registrar may determine.
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30 .| Adequacy of insurance — methodology

Previous Board Notice

An administrator shall take out and maintain professional indemnity insurance and fidelity

guarantee insurance from and up to such an amount as the administrator's auditor in consuitation
with the registrar may determine.

Current requirement:

(1) A benefit administrator must maintain in force professional indemnity and fidelity
guarantee insurance from and up to such an amount as determined by the benefit
administrator and which is adequate relative to the complexity and size of its
administration business

Was: Auditor in
consultation with the
Registrar

Lots of attempts to find a
methodology for this in
the past

Now:

* Determined by the
administrator

* Adequate

e Relative to complexity
and size of admin
business
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Process
Conduct Standard requirement
« “Adequate”: * Identify and document the complexity and size of your administration
« Complexity of admin business business (2 criteria given)
« Size of admin business * Translate your complexity and size profile into risk exposure: identify the

categories of loss that can arise: errors, omissions, fraud, third-party
claims. Assess the potential scale of each

* Develop a methodology that converts your risk exposure assessment
into a coverage figure and apply it consistently

Dictionary meaning of adequate
* “enough or satisfactory for a particular purpose”

« “ofa quaIity that is acceptable but not better than

acceptable’  Document the methodology and the coverage conclusion it produces, so
* quality or quantity your determination is recorded and can be demonstrated and defended
 “as much or as good as necessar¥ for some * Consider stress testing the conclusion against external reference points,
requirement or purpose; fully sufficient, suitable, . . . . .
or fit” including any industry benchmarks, your own claims history, peer
« “able to fulfil a need or requirement without being practice and broker guidance. Adjust if the conclusion falls outside a
abundant, OUtStanding, etc” defenS|b|e range

* Review the determination whenever the complexity or size of your
administration business changes materially and not less than annually
(probably with your renewal)




\Oo

PENSION - g L
LAWYERS 3
®ASSOCIATION &




NNU4
RIS =AY o

PENSION s
ke's'g:.ﬁ.@o o
How effective is TCF actually?

. TCF mandatory and enforceable for administrators

. The Standard requires administrators to treat members fairly

. But how would you know if they actually are being treated fairly?"



The measurement gap

What the Standard requires an
administrator to do: monitor and assess
its own TCF performance against
standards it has set for itself

And what would actually tell you
whether members are receiving better
TCF outcomes than before.

independently verified, externally
benchmarked evidence of actual
member outcomes

Standard will produce self-reported,
internally benchmarked data

* Who measures: the administrator measures itself. There is no independent verification of

whether the self-assessment is accurate or whether the metrics chosen are the ones that would
reveal real problems

* Whatis measured: e.g. frameworks, processes, and complaint volumes. Not whether e.g

benefits were calculated correctly, whether members understood their statements, or whether
outcomes are improving year on year

* Against what standard: the administrator's own prior assessment. There is no external
benchmark that says what good looks like or what counts as improvement



o How effective is TCF actually?
PENSION 30m‘ The Standard requires administrators to treat members fairly. But how would you know if
ON
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ASSOCIATI they actually are?"

UK experience - 3 failure modes documented:
a. the conduct principle converts into a documentation exercise
b. complaint signals are muffled because members cannot identify what they cannot see; and

c. where enforcement precedent in a new regime is limited, the rational path is documentation
quality over genuine conduct improvement

PPl experience
Large insurer communication experience

New tools to counter TCF failings (e.g. Consumer Duty) more focused on measurement,
attestation...



The TCF measurement gap

What the Standard requires an And what would actually tell you
admlnlstratorto do: monitor and.assess whether members are receiving better
its own TCF performance against IEIE G rrEs o he S,

standards it has set for itself

Standard will produce self-reported, Independently ve.r|f|ed, externally
: benchmarked evidence of actual
internally benchmarked data

member outcomes

* How do we close the gap?
* One way external FSCA benchmarks/ standards -probably unrealistic for our sector

The better answer is administrators genuinely measuring and demonstrating their own
improvement against TCF outcomes over time
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Kamlana:

“..effective regulation is not about prescribing detailed rules for every possible situation. It is about
ensuring that the right outcomes are achieved in practice.”

“This means institutions must consider not only whether they have complied with rules, but
whether the products they design, the advice they provide and the services they deliver genuinely
serve the interests of financial customers. And this shift does not begin only when the legislation
formally comes into effect, it should already be shaping how institutions think about conduct

today.”

The better answer is administrators genuinely measuring and demonstrating their own
improvement against TCF outcomes (and other outcomes) over time
Self regulation or
DON’T and the standard will be defined from the outside for us

48
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30 The pace of change

* Rapid regulatory reform: CS2, Two-Pot implementation, COFl on the
horizon

* Significant implementation pressure on administrators and funds
* Uneven readiness across the industry (as reflected in survey findings)

* Persistent operational challenges: data integrity, contributions, claims
processing

e Risk: outcomes-based framework introduced without a stable
operational foundation



Presented by:
Leanne van Wyk, Ensimini,
vanwykl@ensimini.com

Questions and
comments (if time)
Thank you for
spending time with
us

Miranda Mkhumbuzi-Rasehala, FNB
Employee Benefits,
miranda.rasehala@fnb.co.za
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