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ABOUT THE SURVEY 

In 2011, the main institutional investors in the OECD - pension funds, insurance companies and 

mutual funds - hold over US$71 trillion in assets. Traditionally, these investors – and, in 

particular, pension funds, life insurers and mutual funds that operate in retirement savings systems 

- have been seen as sources of long-term capital with investment portfolios built around the two 

main asset classes (bonds and equities) and an investment horizon tied to the often long-term 

nature of their liabilities. 

In recent years diversification benefits and higher expectations of investment returns are 

increasingly driving investors to alternative investments, such as private equity, real estate and 

commodities
1
. Alternative investments generally have lower liquidity, sell in less efficient 

markets and require a longer time horizon than publicly traded stocks and bonds. In addition 

favourable conditions such as the growth of assets under management, privatisation trends, and 

changing regulations, have increased the interest of institutional investors in general, and more in 

particular of pension funds in infrastructure investment often considered as part of the alternative 

investment allocation. 

Despite this recent growth however, official data on pension fund investment in alternative 

investment and in particular infrastructure is scarce. National statistical agencies do not currently 

collect separate data on these investments, and the different forms available to investors to gain 

exposure to these asset classes means that information is buried under different headings
2
.  

In order to identify the flows and better capture the underlying trends in asset allocation and 

investment strategies of institutional investors, in 2010 the OECD launched a pilot survey on 

investments by selected individual pension funds both within and outside the OECD that are 

among the largest in their respective country. 

                                                      
1
 As noted in the IOPS ‘Good Practices in the Risk Management of Alternative Investments by Pension Funds’2 (IOPS 

Good Practices), there is no precise definition of alternative investments. The nature of alternative investments is 
dynamic and ever-evolving, and closely linked to the development of financial markets. While there is no official 
definition of alternative assets, the term is usually applied to instruments other than listed equities, bonds, and 

2
 For example infrastructure investment is rarely part of a separate allocation usually being considered part of the 

private equity or real estate allocation. Pension fund investment in listed infrastructure vehicles is reported by 
national statistics agencies as national or foreign equities and lending to infrastructure vehicles is reported as fixed 
income, while direct investment or participation in private equity vehicles is often reported within the category 
“other”. 
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For the 2011 Large Pension Funds (“LPFs”) survey, data has been received from 26 pension 

funds, a mix of defined benefit (DB) and defined contribution (DC) schemes, mainly public sector 

pension funds but also some corporate funds managing on aggregate USD 1.6 trillion. This 

information complements the OECD Public Pension Reserve Funds (“PPRFs”) survey carried out 

in 2011. Altogether, data has been received from 52 institutional investors from more than 20 

countries around the world including some non OECD countries such as Brazil, Colombia, Peru 

and South Africa, accounting for over USD 7 trillion of assets under management
3
.  

The survey is part of the recently launched OECD project “Institutional Investors and Long Term 

Investment”
4
. Going forward, the survey will be extended to more funds and countries as well as 

to other institutional investors (e.g. Insurers and Sovereign Wealth Funds), providing insights and 

detailed investment information which complement the administrative data gathered at the 

national level
5
. 

The purpose of this exercise is to monitor and compare the investment behaviours, operating 

costs, and performances of the largest institutional investors in each region or country analyzing 

in greater depth the general trends observed at a national level. While the quantitative and 

qualitative evidence collected through the survey will be of prime value to the ultimate investors, 

it will also be used to inform regulators and other policymakers in order to help them better 

understand the operation of institutional investors in different countries and produce appropriate 

regulation. 

Based on a qualitative and quantitative questionnaire, the survey is divided in two different parts, 

a general overview of the largest institutional investors taken into consideration (Part A – General 

Overview) further divided in two sets of investors, the Large Pension Funds and Public Pension 

Reserve Funds and a more specific focus on infrastructure investment (Part B – Infrastructure 

Investment)  

“Part A - The General Overview”, focuses on institutional investors’ size and growth, asset 

allocation, international exposure and investment performance. “Part B – Infrastructure 

Investment”, focuses on capital flows in infrastructure, investment structures, sector and 

geographies. For this part of the report -the infrastructure investment survey -we included data 

from 28 funds out of the total 52 funds - the complete survey
6
.

                                                      
3
 PPRFs are reserves/buffers to support otherwise PAYG financed public pension system as opposed to pension 

funds which support funded pension plans in both public and private sector, see Annex A,  for definitions of the 

types of sovereign and public pension reserve funds. In the survey were included also some SWFs such as Norway’s 

Government Pension fund –Global and Russia’s National Wealth Fund. 

4
 See www.oecd.org/finance/lti  

5
 See Pension Market in Focus 2011 - www.oecd.org/daf/pensions/pensionmarkets  

6
 For further analysis based on this data please see Large Pension Funds Investment in Infrastructure: Recent Trends 

http://www.oecd.org/finance/lti
http://www.oecd.org/daf/pensions/pensionmarkets
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k8xd1p1p7r3-en
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Large Pension Funds Surveyed 

Assets 2010

USD billions

Netherlands Stichting Pensioenfonds ABP (ABP) 312.3

United States California Public Employ ees' Retirement Sy stem (Calpers) 201.6

United States California State Teachers' Retirement Sy stem (Calstrs) 146.6

Denmark ATP Denmark 141.8

South Africa Gov ernment Employ ees Pension Fund of South Africa (GEPF) 138.6

Netherlands Pensioenfonds Zorg and Welzijn (PFZW) 131.8

Canada Ontario Teachers' Pension Plan (OTPP) 101.7

Brazil Caix a de Prev idência dos Funcionários do Banco do Brasil (Prev i) 88.8

United Kingdom Bt Scheme 56.5

Canada Ontario Municipal Employ ees Retirement Sy stem (OMERS) 52.4

Netherlands Pensioenfonds Metaal en Techniek (PMT) 49.4

United Kingdom Univ ersities Superannuation Scheme (USS) 48.9

Denmark PFA Pension (PFA ) 46.0

Chile AFP Prov ida, Chile, Grupo BBVA (AFP Prov ida-Chile) 40.5

Australia AustralianSuper (AustralianSuper) 33.8

Australia UniSuper (UniSuper) 27.5

Mex ico Afore Bancomer, Mex ico, Grupo BBVA (Afore Bancomer-Mex ico) 16.4

Australia Sunsuper Superannuation Fund (Sunsuper) 15.8

Colombia AFP Horizonte, Colombia, Grupo BBVA (AFP Horizonte-Col) 7.9

Italy COMETA 7.5

Spain Fonditel 7.3

Perú AFP Horizonte Perú, Grupo BBVA (AFP Horizonte-Perú) 7.2

Spain P.P. CAJA MADRID (CAJA MADRID) 5.4

Italy FONCHIM 3.9

Portugal Banco BPI Pension Fund (Banco BPI) 3.1

Spain Prev isión Social, Empleados del Grupo Endesa, F.P. (Endesa) 2.1

Total 1,694.7

Country Name of the fund or institution

 

Public Pension Reserve Funds Surveyed 

Assets 2010

USD billions

United States Social Security  Trust Fund 2,609.0

Japan Gov ernment Pension Inv estment Fund 1,312.8

Norw ay Gov ernment Pension Fund - Global 509.1

Saudi Arabia General Organisation for Social Insurance (1,4) 400.0

Korea National Pension Fund 280.4

Canada Canadian Pension Plan 136.0

China National Social Security  Fund 126.5

Sw eden National Pension Funds (AP1-AP4 and AP6) 124.7

Russian Federation National Wealth Fund 88.4

Spain Social Security  Reserv e Fund 85.3

France AGIRC-ARRCO 71.7

Australia Future Fund 65.8

France Pension Reserv e Fund 49.0

Argentina Sustainability  Guarantee Fund 45.7

Ireland National Pensions Reserv e Fund 32.3

Belgium Zilv erfonds 23.3

Norw ay Gov ernment Pension Fund - Norw ay 23.1

Portugal Social Security  Financial Stabilisation Fund 12.8

New  Zealand New  Zealand Superannuation Fund 11.2

Chile Pension Reserv e Fund 3.8

Mex ico IMSS Reserv e 3.6

Poland Demographic Reserv e Fund 3.4

Total 6,017.9

Country Name of the fund or institution
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Part A1 – General Overview Large Pension Funds (LPFs) 

Large Pension Funds Size 

The total amount of assets under management for the Large Pension Funds (LPFs) covered 

was over USD 1.6 trillion by the end of 2010. Within the OECD countries for which we 

received data, the Netherlands has two of the largest funds, ABP at USD 312.3 billion and PFZW 

at USD 131.8 billion. Also among the largest funds are the US funds Calpers with USD 201.6 

billion and Calstrs with USD 146.6 billion, Danish fund ATP with USD 141.8 billion and 

Canadian fund OTPP at USD 101.7 billion.  Pension funds assets in G20 countries South Africa 

and Brazil, amounted to  USD 138.6 billion for GEPF and USD 88.8 billion for Previ, making 

them the largest funds in their respective continent. 

The assets put aside by the Largest Pension Funds for which we received data increased by 

17.3% on average between 2009 and 2010. The largest increase was observed for GEPF with 

37.7%,  AFP Horizonte Peru with 31.1%, and the Dutch fund PMT with 30.7%. Other Latin 

American countries are also growing fast with Afore Bancomer Mexico at 22.4%, AFP Horizonte 

Colombia 20.7%, and AFP Provida Chile 14%. Pension funds in Australia Canada and Denmark 

also experienced high increases, larger than 10% due to the good investment performance in 2010. 

In terms of total assets relative to the national economy, on average, LPFs assets accounted 

for 17.5% of the national GDP in the countries covered in this publication. ATP Denmark 

had the highest ratio at 43.3% of GDP, followed by ABP with 40.1% of GDP (which with PFZW 

represents over 55% of the Dutch GDP), GEPF with 34.5% and AFP Provida with 20% of GDP.  

LPFs Asset Allocation 

Asset allocation key drivers include the liability profile of the investor, capital markets 

expectations, risk appetite and decision making structure. Pension funds’ asset allocation differs 

significantly across countries. LPFs asset allocation is influenced in particular by factors such as 

country specific regulations, plan type (DB or DC), sponsor strength and liability considerations 

for DB plans (e.g. open versus closed plans), default investment allocation in DC plans.  

The average portfolio for the LPFs shows that 44% of the total assets were invested in fixed 

income, 37% in equity, 6% in cash and 16% in alternative investments. Bonds and listed equities 
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represent most of LPFs portfolios for the vast majority of Italian, Spanish and Latin American 

portfolios. Afore Bancomer for example had an aggregate amount of 96.6%, Cometa of 95.4% 

and Endesa of 94.7%, the remainder consisting of alternatives and other assets. For Canadian, 

Dutch and UK funds listed equity represent the largest portion of their portfolios. 

Alternatives 

Some of the LPFs surveyed had substantial allocations to alternatives. Alternative 

investments accounted for respectively 51% and 40% of total assets of the Canadian funds OTPP 

and OMERS and between 20% and 30% of total assets for other 7 funds: PFZW, Sunsuper, PMT, 

Fonditel, AustralianSuper, ABP and USS. 

The funds with the highest allocation to real estate were PFZW with 15% and BPI with 14.2%. 

Private equity and hedge funds allocation were 17.7% for Sunsuper and 14.6 % for OTPP. Dutch 

funds have the highest allocation to commodities (between 2% and 6 %). As part of the alternative 

asset allocation, some funds also started to invest in infrastructure. 

LPFs Foreign investment 

The level of international diversification to foreign equities among the pension funds 

surveyed was generally very high, with exposures representing more than 80% of the total stock 

of equities held for PFZW, PFA, Fonchim, Cometa, Endesa and OTPP. In relation to fixed 

income, USS, PFZW, Sunsuper and Fonchim invested over 60% of their portfolios abroad. On the 

other hand, Latin American pension funds, with the exception of the Chilean ones, had very low 

levels of overseas investment. The South African GEPF had a negligible allocation to foreign 

equities (less than 2%) and its fixed income portfolio is fully domestic. 

Part A2 – General Overview Public Pension Reserve Funds (PPRFs) 

Public Pension Reserve Funds Size 

Total amounts of public pension reserve fund (PPRFs) assets were equivalent to USD 4.8 

trillion by the end of 2010 within the OECD countries for which we received data. The 

largest reserve is held by the US social security trust fund at USD 2.6 trillion, while Japan’s 

government pension investment fund is second at USD 1.3 trillion. Canada, Korea and Sweden 

also accumulated large reserves. The survey also shows PPRFs in three major non-OECD 

countries that are G20 members: Argentina, China and Saudi Arabia. 

The reserves put aside by the PPRFs for which we received data increased by 5.0% on 

average between 2009 and 2010. The largest increase was observed for Poland’s demographic 

reserve fund, with 39.1%. PPRFs in Argentina, New Zealand, Norway and Korea also 

experienced high increases, larger than 15%.  
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In terms of total assets relative to the national economy, on average, PPRF assets accounted 

for 19.6% of GDP in the OECD area in 2010, compared to 75.9% in the non-OECD 

countries covered in this publication. Korea had the highest ratio at 27.6% of GDP, followed by 

Sweden with 27.2% of GDP and Japan with 25.9%. Large reserves are also accumulated outside 

the OECD, in PPRFs or sovereign wealth funds that have a pension focus such as Norway and 

Saudi Arabia that had ratios of respectively, 123% and 106% of GDP. 

PPRFs Asset Allocation 

Compared to other pension funds, many PPRFs have a relative certainty of the asset base as 

well as amount and timing of future cash flows. Hence, PPRFs are not forced, in theory, to seek 

the short-term returns that many other market participants must achieve due to their investment 

objectives, yield requirements or business models, nor are they driven by short-horizon market 

dynamics. On the other hand some PPRFs may be subject to political pressure, directly 

influencing their asset allocation decisions.  

The average portfolio for the PPRFs in OECD countries shows that 58% of the total assets were 

invested in fixed income, 26% in equity, 7% in cash and 9.4% in alternative investments. 

However this average includes a diverse set of funds and allocations. In Belgium, Spain and the 

United States 100% of the portfolio is invested in domestic fixed income while in Canada, 

Australia and New Zealand, the fixed income allocation is lower than 30% for each fund, with 

approximately 40% in equity and up to 30% in alternative investments.  

Alternatives 

Some PPRFs increased their existing allocations to non-traditional asset classes like private equity 

and hedge funds. For instance, the Australian Future Fund allocated 17.7% of its assets in private 

investment funds in 2010, from 12.7% in 2009 and 4.8% in 2008. This share should remain stable 

as the fund’s target allocation into alternative assets is set to 15%. Some funds also started to 

invest in infrastructure, mainly through listed and unlisted equity.  

PPRFs Foreign Investment 

With some major exceptions, such as reserve funds in France, Ireland and Spain, most PPRFs 

have maintained exposures to foreign markets. Reserve funds in countries like Portugal, New 

Zealand, Sweden, Portugal, and Canada invested over 60% of their equity portfolios abroad. The 

Chilean pension reserve fund’s fixed income portfolio is fully invested abroad. This is the 

opposite of funds in Belgium, Poland, Mexico and the United States that invest their fixed income 

portfolios in the domestic market only.  
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Part B – Infrastructure Investment 

 

Infrastructure Survey Findings 

For this part of the report -the infrastructure investment survey - we included data from 28 funds 

out of the total 52 funds - the complete survey. Out of the total 28 funds, 22 are LPFs and 6 are 

PPRFs. The funds taken in consideration are investing in infrastructure and provided information 

on their infrastructure investment allocation.  

Although the majority of the funds surveyed stated they are actively investing in infrastructure 

with percentage allocation up to 20% of their total portfolios, these total allocations are not 

comparable, as they relate to different forms of investing and often imply different understanding 

and perspectives of the investment proposition in infrastructure. 

Investors are taking different approaches to infrastructure investment. Behind the separate 

investment allocation to infrastructure lies the investor decision to consider infrastructure 

as an asset class in its own right. Pension funds with a dedicated allocation have a target 

allocation to the asset class as part of the total portfolio and access the investment largely through 

unlisted equity instruments (infrastructure funds or direct investment). For pension funds with no 

separate allocation, infrastructure will fit into both the fund's equity and fixed income allocation, 

according to the type of security or investment used (mainly bonds and listed corporate equities).  

Based on the information provided by the 28 funds taken in consideration for this part of 

the survey, total investment in infrastructure at the end of 2010, considered as direct 

exposure, was USD 41.8 billion which represents 2.9 % of total assets surveyed (USD 1.4 

trillion). If we consider total assets under management for the complete survey (i.e. 52 funds 

for USD 7.7 trillion AUM) infrastructure investment of USD 41.8 billion represents 0.5% of 

the total
7
.  

Of the total allocation the largest portion USD 37.9 billion or 2.6%  relates to unlisted equity (i.e. 

infrastructure funds or direct investment) and USD 3.9 billion or 0.3% to fixed income (i.e. 

infrastructure project bonds or loans).  

The USD 37.9 billion unlisted equity allocation to infrastructure was split in USD 30.9 billion in 

the form of direct investment and USD 7 billion through infrastructure funds. The USD 3.9 billion 

fixed income allocation included USD 3.5 billion bond investment and USD 380 million in loans 

                                                      
7
 Figures may be  understated given that for fixed income the majority of the funds don’t report such details on their 

allocation and infrastructure unlisted equity is often included in other asset classes. Some funds also report their 

allocation to infrastructure through listed equity (i.e. infrastructure corporates), that we have considered as indirect 

exposure. 
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Part A1 – General Overview Large Pension funds (LPFs) 

Large Pension Funds Size 

The total amount of assets under management for the Large Pension Funds (LPFs) covered by the 

survey was over USD 1.6 trillion by the end of 2010 (Table 1). Within the OECD countries for 

which we received data, the Netherlands has two of the largest funds, ABP at USD 312.3 billion 

and PFZW at USD 131.8 billion. Also among the largest funds are the US funds Calpers with 

USD 201.6 billion and Calstrs with USD 146.6 billion, Danish fund ATP with USD 141.8 billion 

and Canadian fund OTPP at USD 101.7 billion.   

Table 1. Total Assets in 2010 of selected LPFs 
8
 

USD billions % of GDP % increase (1)

Netherlands Stichting Pensioenfonds ABP (ABP) 312.3 40.1 13.9

United States California Public Employ ees' Retirement Sy stem (Calpers) 201.6 1.5 12.7

United States California State Teachers' Retirement Sy stem (Calstrs) 146.6 1.1 23.6

Denmark ATP Denamark 141.8 43.3 23.4

South Africa Gov ernment Employ ees Pension Fund of South Africa (GEPF) 138.6 34.5 37.7

Netherlands Pensioenfonds Zorg and Welzijn (PFZW) 131.8 16.9 15.7

Canada Ontario Teachers' Pension Plan (OTPP) 101.7 6.4 12.0

Brazil Caix a de Prev idência dos Funcionários do Banco do Brasil (Prev i) 88.8 4.1 6.5

United Kingdom Bt Scheme 56.5 2.5 11.8

Canada Ontario Municipal Employ ees Retirement Sy stem (OMERS) 52.4 3.3 11.5

Netherlands Pensioenfonds Metaal en Techniek (PMT) 49.4 6.3 30.7

United Kingdom Univ ersities Superannuation Scheme (USS) 48.9 2.2 11.8

Denmark PFA Pension (PFA ) 46.0 14.7 11.8

Chile AFP Prov ida, Chile, Grupo BBVA (AFP Prov ida-Chile) 40.5 19.9 14.0

Australia AustralianSuper (AustralianSuper) 33.8 2.7 15.4

Australia UniSuper (UniSuper) 27.5 2.0 10.2

Mex ico Afore Bancomer, Mex ico, Grupo BBVA (Afore Bancomer-Mex ico) 16.4 1.6 22.4

Australia Sunsuper Superannuation Fund (Sunsuper) 15.8 1.2 ..

Colombia AFP Horizonte, Colombia, Grupo BBVA (AFP Horizonte-Col) 7.9 2.9 20.7

Italy COMETA 7.5 0.4 14.4

Spain Fonditel 7.3 0.5 12.8

Perú AFP Horizonte Perú, Grupo BBVA (AFP Horizonte-Perú) 7.2 4.6 31.1

Spain P.P. CAJA MADRID (CAJA MADRID) 5.4 0.4 2.7

Italy FONCHIM 3.9 0.2 14.4

Portugal Banco BPI Pension Fund (Banco BPI) 3.1 1.4 -2.2

Spain Prev isión Social, Empleados del Grupo Endesa, F.P. (Endesa) 2.1 0.1 3.1

Total selected Pension Funds (2) 1,694.7 17.5 17.3

Country Name of the fund 
Assets

 
1. % assets increase calculated on local currency values. 

2. Weighted average for assets as a % of GDP and % increase. 

                                                      
8
 For this table, for four pension funds Calpers, Calstrs, ATP, BT Scheme, data has been gathered from publicly 

available sources. For one fund data was incomplete and not included in the survey. 
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Table 1 also shows pension funds in four major non-OECD countries: South Africa, Brazil, 

Colombia and Peru. Pension funds assets in G20 countries, South Africa and Brazil amounted to 

USD 138.6 billion for GEPF and USD 88.8 billion for Previ, making them the largest funds in 

their respective continent. 

The assets put aside by the Largest Pension Funds for which we received data increased by 17.3% 

on average between 2009 and 2010. The largest increase was observed for GEPF with 37.7%, 

AFP Horizonte Peru with 31.1%, and the Dutch fund PMT with 30.7%. Other Latin American 

countries are also growing fast with Afore Bancomer Mexico at 22.4%, AFP Horizonte Colombia 

20.7%, and AFP Provida Chile 14%. Pension funds in Australia, Canada and Denmark also 

experienced high increases, larger than 10% due to the good investment performance in 2010. 

In terms of total assets relative to the national economy, ATP Denmark had the highest ratio at 

43.3% of GDP, followed by ABP with 40.1% of GDP (which with PFZW represents over 55% of 

the Dutch GDP), GEPF with 34.5% and AFP Provida with 20% of GDP. On average, LPFs assets 

accounted for 17.5% of the national GDP in the countries covered in this publication.  

LPFs Asset Allocation 

Asset allocation key drivers include the liability profile of the investor, capital markets 

expectations, risk appetite and decision making structure. Pension funds’ asset allocation differs 

significantly across countries. LPFs asset allocation is influenced in particular by factors, such as 

country specific regulations, plan type (DB or DC), sponsor strength and liability considerations 

for DB plans (e.g. open versus closed plans), default investment allocation in DC plans.  

Figure 1. Asset Allocation of LPFs – Actual 2010 
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1. OTPP reports a negative value in other investment due to a money market figure of -31.4 billion. The negative 

value of OTPP cash was considered equal to zero in the graph above. 
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The simple average portfolio for the LPFs shows that 44% of the total assets were invested in 

fixed income, 37% in equity, 6% in cash and 16% in alternative investments.  

From the LPFs survey as shown in Figure 1, fixed income exposure at the end of 2010 was 

highest at Italian fund Cometa, with an allocation of 84.9%, followed by PFA pension with 82.1% 

and Afore Bancomer with 77%. Structured products considered as fixed income instruments 

accounted for 5.3% of Fonditel and 2.7% of ABP and BPI total assets. The highest listed equity 

allocation were Previ’s and Unisuper’s, at respectively 64.7% and 58.1% of total assets. 

Bonds and listed equities represent most of LPFs portfolios for the vast majority of Italian, 

Spanish and Latin American portfolios. Afore Bancomer for example had an aggregate amount of 

96.6%, Cometa of 95.4% and Endesa of 94.7%, the remainder consisting of alternatives and other 

assets.  

Alternatives 

Some of the LPFs surveyed had substantial allocations to alternatives. Alternative investments 

accounted for respectively 51% and 40% of total assets of the Canadian funds OTPP and OMERS 

and between 20% and 30% of total assets for other 7 funds: PFZW, Sunsuper, PMT, Fonditel, 

AustralianSuper, ABP and USS. 

The funds with the highest allocation to real estate were PFZW with 15% and BPI with 14.2%. 

Private equity and hedge funds allocation were 17.7% for Sunsuper and 14.6 % for OTPP. Dutch 

funds have the highest allocation to commodities (between 2% and 6 %). As part of the alternative 

asset allocation, some funds also started to invest in infrastructure (see Part B –Infrastructure 

Investment). 

Trends 

In recent years investors have been considering changes in the policy asset mix to reduce 

exposure to the volatility of returns on publicly traded equities. However, due to low yields on 

fixed-income securities, they have been implementing the change through an increased allocation 

to private markets and alternative assets. 

For example: 

 OMERS approved an asset mix policy target in 2004 of allocating 37.5% of capital to 

private markets. In May 2009 the Board confirmed the decision, increasing the target 

allocation to private market to 47%. OMERS has been further implementing the portfolio 

shift in 2010, gaining greater exposure to private markets. 
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 ABP investment portfolio has been changing in the last three years. The relative share of 

equities and alternative investments in total investments increased and that of investments 

in fixed-income securities fell in 2009. Other investments are investments in infrastructure 

and hedge fund strategies. In the context of its three-yearly review of financial policy, 

ABP adopted the Strategic Risk Framework in 2009 which defined that ABP will seek to 

achieve at least 20 per cent inflation protection, inter alia by opting for inflation-linked 

bonds and investments in other asset classes such as infrastructure. 

 USS is expanding the range of activity undertaken internally building up its alternative 

allocation (current target 20%), with a corresponding reduction in the allocation to quoted 

equities.  

LPFs Foreign investment 

The level of international diversification to foreign equities among the pension funds surveyed 

was generally very high, with exposures representing more than 80% of the total stock of equities 

held for PFZW, PFA, Fonchim, Cometa, Endesa, OTPP. In relation to fixed income, USS, PFZW, 

Sunsuper and Fonchim invested over 60% of their portfolios abroad. On the other hand, Latin 

American pension funds, with the exception of the Chilean one, had very low levels of overseas 

investment. The South African GEPF had a negligible allocation to foreign equities (less than 2%) 

and its fixed income portfolio is fully domestic. 

Figure 2. Foreign investment of selected LPFs by asset class, 2010. 
As a % of total fixed income investment and as a % of total shares and other equity investment 
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LPFs Performance -  Investment Rate of Return  

Differences in investment performance show wide variation owing to differences in size, liability 

profile, asset mix and other factors (such as the level of interest hedging) observed in the sample 

of pension funds. 

Table 2. Nominal and real annual investment rate of return in selected LPFs, 2010. 
 

Nominal Real

Perú AFP Horizonte - Perú 19.4 17.6

Colombia AFP Horizonte - Colombia 18.8 16.2

Canada OTPP 14.3 12.3

Netherlands ABP 13.5 12.1

Netherlands PFZW 12.6 11.2

Mex ico Afore Bancomer - Mex ico 12.6 8.1

Brasil PREVI 12.4 7.0

South Africa GEPF 12.2 7.8

Chile AFP Prov ida - Chile 12.0 10.5

UK USS 11.7 8.1

Netherlands PMT 11.6 10.2

Canada OMERS 11.4 9.4

Australia Sunsuper 11.0 7.9

Denmark PFA 8.0 5.6

Australia AustralianSuper 6.1 3.2

Australia UniSuper 5.1 2.2

Portugal Banco BPI 3.1 1.7

Italy FONCHIM 2.4 0.9

Italy COMETA 2.1 0.5

Spain CAJA MADRID 1.7 -0.1

Spain Fonditel 0.5 -1.3

Spain Endesa 0.3 -1.5

Simple average 9.2 6.8

Country Name of the fund
Inv estment rate of return 2010

 

1. Returns are calculated on local currency values 

On average the funds performance was at 6.8 % as real rate of investment return over the year 

ending at December 2010. LPFs with conservative portfolios (Spain, Portugal and Italy) had 

stable but low investment returns in 2010. In real terms, while Italian funds had a low 

performance - less than 1% - but still positive, Spanish funds performed negatively.  

The highest investment returns in 2010 were observed among funds exposed to emerging markets 

equity such as Latin America and South Africa benefiting from the economic growth of their 

respective regions. Also performed well, often exceeding their strategic benchmarks, funds in 

which equities represent a large part of total assets invested such as for the Canadian, Dutch and 

UK funds. For these funds, the strong investment returns in many cases helped to offset much of 

the significant losses sustained in 2008. 
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Part A2 – General Overview Public Pension Reserve Funds (PPRFs) 

Public Pension Reserve Funds Size 

Total amounts of public pension reserve fund (PPRFs) assets were equivalent to USD 4.8 trillion 

by the end of 2010 within the OECD countries for which we received data (Table 3). The largest 

reserve is held by the US social security trust fund at USD 2.6 trillion, while Japan’s government 

pension investment fund is second at USD 1.3 trillion. Canada, Korea and Sweden also 

accumulated large reserves. 

Table 3. Total Assets in 2010 of selected PPRFs 

USD billions % of GDP % increase

Selected OECD countries

United States Social Security  Trust Fund 1940 2,609.0 17.9 2.7

Japan (1) Gov ernment Pension Inv estment Fund 2006 1,312.8 25.9 n.d.

Korea National Pension Fund 1988 280.4 27.6 16.7

Canada Canadian Pension Plan Inv estment Board (CPPIB) 1997 136.0 8.6 13.0

Sw eden National Pension Funds (AP1-AP4 and AP6) 2000 124.7 27.2 8.1

Spain Social Security  Reserv e Fund 1997 85.3 6.1 7.3

France (1) AGIRC-ARRCO n.d. 71.7 2.7 n.d.

Australia Future Fund 2006 65.8 5.5 8.4

France Pension Reserv e Fund 1999 49.0 1.9 11.1

Ireland National Pensions Reserv e Fund 2000 32.3 15.9 9.3

Belgium Zilv erfonds 2001 23.3 5.0 4.3

Norw ay Gov ernment Pension Fund - Norw ay 2006 23.1 5.6 16.9

Portugal Social Security  Financial Stabilisation Fund 1989 12.8 5.6 2.5

New  Zealand (2) New  Zealand Superannuation Fund 2001 11.2 7.9 17.1

Chile Pension Reserv e Fund 2006 3.8 1.9 12.2

Mex ico IMSS Reserv e n.d. 3.6 0.3 -6.7

Poland Demographic Reserv e Fund 2002 3.4 0.7 39.1

Total selected OECD countries (3) 4,848.1 19.6 5.0

Other major economies

Saudi Arabia General Organisation for Social Insurance (1,4) 1969 400.0 106.4 n.d.

China National Social Security  Fund 2001 126.5 2.2 10.3

Argentina Sustainability  Guarantee Fund 2007 45.7 12.3 26.4

Total other major economies (3) 572.2 75.9 14.6

Memo item: Sovereign Wealth Funds with a pension focus (5)

Norw ay Gov ernment Pension Fund - Global 1990 509.1 122.8 16.6

Russian Federation National Wealth Fund 2008 88.4 5.9 -2.7

Country Name of the fund or institution Founded in
Assets

 

1. Data refer to 2009. 

2. Data refer to June 2010. 

3. Weighted average for assets as a % of GDP and % increase. 

4. OECD estimate. 

5. Norway's Government Pension Fund - Global and Russia's National Wealth Funds are sovereign wealth funds 

and not public pension reserve funds, because their mandate goes beyond financing pension expenditures.  

 

Table 3 also shows PPRFs in three major non-OECD countries that are G20 members: Argentina, 

China and Saudi Arabia. Reserves accumulated in Saudi Arabia’s general organisation for social 

security are estimated to have reached over USD 400 billion at the end of 2009, making them the 

third largest PPRF in the world, after the US and Japan. China’s national social security funds 

reached USD 126.5 billion at the end of 2010, an amount similar to the AP funds in Sweden.  
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The reserves put aside by the PPRFs for which we received data increased by 5.0% on average 

between 2009 and 2010. The largest increase was observed for Poland’s demographic reserve 

fund, with 39.1% (see last column of Table 3). PPRFs in Argentina, New Zealand, Norway and 

Korea also experienced high increases, larger than 15%. In most countries however, the increase 

was lower in 2010 than in 2009 (7.3% on average for OECD countries between 2008 and 2009, in 

comparison to 5.0% between 2009 and 2010).  

In terms of total assets relative to the national economy, Korea had the highest ratio at 27.6% of 

GDP, followed by Sweden with 27.2% of GDP and Japan with 25.9% (Table 3). In non OECD 

countries Norway and Saudi Arabia had ratios of respectively, 123% and 106% of GDP. On 

average, PPRF assets accounted for 19.6% in the OECD area in 2010, compared to 75.9% in the 

non-OECD countries covered in this publication.  

Large reserves are also accumulated in sovereign wealth funds that have a pension focus. The 

government pension fund “global” in Norway has two main goals: to facilitate government 

savings necessary to meet the rapid rise in public pension expenditures in the coming years, and to 

support a long-term management of petroleum revenues. Russia’s national wealth fund is 

dedicated to supporting the pension system to guarantee long-term sound functioning of the 

system (see annex A).  

PPRFs Asset Allocation 

Compared to other pension funds, many PPRFs have a relative certainty of the asset base as well 

as amount and timing of future cash flows. For example, the Canadian Pension Plan Investment 

Board (“CPPIB”) is not expected to use any investment income to help pay benefits until 2021. 

Hence, PPRFs are not forced, in theory, to seek the short-term returns that many other market 

participants must achieve due to their investment objectives, yield requirements or business 

models, nor are they driven by short-horizon market dynamics. On the other hand some PPRFs 

may be subject to political pressure, directly influencing their asset allocation decisions. 

The simple average portfolio for the PPRFs in OECD countries shows that 58% of the total assets 

were invested in fixed income, 26% in equity, 7% in cash and 9.4% in alternative investments. 

However this average includes a diverse set of funds and allocations. In Belgium, Spain and the 

United States 100% of the portfolio is invested in domestic fixed income while in Canada, 

Australia and New Zealand, the fixed income allocation is lower than 30% for each fund, with 

approximately 40% in equity and up to 30% in alternative investments
9
.  

                                                      
9
 By law, the US Social Security Trust fund must be invested in U.S. government obligations (debt instruments of the 

U.S. government). 
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Figure 3. Asset Allocation of PPRFs –Actual 2010 
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Alternatives 

Some PPRFs increased their existing allocations to non-traditional asset classes like private equity 

and hedge funds. For instance, the Australian Future Fund allocated 17.7% of its assets in private 

investment funds in 2010, from 12.7% in 2009 and 4.8% in 2008. This share should remain stable 

as the fund’s target allocation into alternative assets is set to 15%.  

Some funds also started to invest in infrastructure, mainly through listed and unlisted equity. For 

instance, 6% of the Canadian Pension Plan’s portfolio is invested in infrastructure assets via 

unlisted equity, and 9% of the Swedish AP3 funds portfolio is invested in infrastructure assets via 

listed equity.  

Trends 

 

Major changes in investment strategies took place in France, Ireland and Spain. In France, the 

foreign equity allocation was cut from 81% to 45% of the overall equity exposure between 

December 2009 and December 2010, while foreign bond exposure was cut from 68% to 19% over 

the same period. In Ireland, the fund was required to participate in the rescue of the failed Irish 

banks, leaving the NPRF with a quarter of its assets invested in Irish bank stock. The parliament 

also changed the fund’s statutes to allow investments in Irish government bonds. In Spain, the 

social security fund drastically changed its asset allocation. As of December 2010 it held over 

87% of its assets in Spanish government bonds, compared to 55% at the end of 2008. 
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PPRFs Foreign Investment 

With some major exceptions, such as reserve funds in France, Ireland and Spain, most PPRFs 

have maintained exposures to foreign markets (Figure 4). Reserve funds in countries like 

Portugal, New Zealand, Sweden, Portugal, and Canada invested over 60% of their equity 

portfolios abroad. The Chilean pension reserve fund’s fixed income portfolio is fully invested 

abroad. This is the opposite of funds in Belgium, Poland, Mexico and the United States that invest 

their fixed income portfolios in the domestic market only.  

Figure 4 . Foreign investment by asset class in selected PPRFs 2010. 
As a % of total fixed income investment and as a % of total shares and other equity investment. 
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PPRFs Performance - Investment Rate of Return 

In all countries, PPRFs performed less well in 2010 in comparison to 2009. On average, the funds 

performance fell from 7.3% to 3.9% in real terms. The biggest drops were observed for the 

Norwegian government pension fund (from 30.7% to 12.6%), the French pension reserve fund 

(from 14.9% to 2.6%), Swedish AP funds (from around 20% to 9%) and the Portuguese 

stabilisation fund (from 7.1% to -1.3%).  

PPRFs with conservative portfolios (Belgium, Spain, and the United States) had stable but low 

investment returns in 2009 and 2010. The highest investment returns in 2009 and 2010 were 

observed among funds in which equities represent a large part of total assets invested.  
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The Norwegian government pension fund was the most exposed to equities in December 2010, at 

63.0% of total assets and also had the best performance in both 2009 and 2010 (Figure 3). The 

second best performing funds – with also a high equity allocation – were the Swedish AP funds 

(equity allocation was respectively 59.9%, 57.4% and 51.0% for the funds AP4, AP1 and AP3). 

The funds with the highest allocation to private equity and hedge funds were Australia (17.7% of 

total in 2010), Canada (15.1%) and New Zealand (13.9%). The 2009 and 2010 recovery 

represents a major step towards healing the wounds caused by the 2008 financial crisis.  

The average yearly real rate of investment returns over the last 3 years is positive for most 

countries, ranging from -0.8% in the Swedish AP6 fund (0.5% in nominal terms) to 1.9% in 

Mexico (6.8% in nominal terms) (Table 4).  

Table 4. Nominal and real average annual investment rate of returns  

in selected PPRFs over 2008-2010 (%). 

 
3-y ear av erage return

Nominal Real

Mex ico 6.8 1.9

Korea 6.7 3.1

United States 4.9 3.1

Norw ay 4.8 2.0

Spain 4.4 2.5

Belgium 4.4 2.1

Australia 3.7 0.6

Poland 3.0 -0.5

Canada 2.4 0.9

Sw eden - AP4 2.2 0.9

Sw eden - AP1 1.2 -0.2

Portugal 0.7 -0.3

Sw eden - AP2 0.6 -0.7

Sw eden - AP3 0.6 -0.8

Sw eden - AP6 0.5 -0.8

France - FRR -3.5 -4.9

New  Zealand (1) -5.1 -7.7

Ireland -6.7 -6.3

Simple average 1.8 -0.3

Weighted average 4.4 2.5

Country

 

1. Data refer to the period June 2007 - June 2010. Returns are calculated on local currency values 
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Part B – Infrastructure Investment 

Infrastructure Survey Findings 

For this part of the report -the infrastructure investment survey - we included data from 28 funds 

out of the total 52 funds - the complete survey. Out of the total 28 funds, 22 are LPFs and 6 are 

PPRFs. The funds taken in consideration are investing in infrastructure and provided information 

on their infrastructure investment allocation.  

Table 5. Infrastructure Investment 2010 as percentage of total assets 

Unlisted

 Equity

Listed 

Equity

Fixed 

Income
Total

ABP Netherlands 312,257 0.3 n.a. n.a. 0.3

GEPF South Africa 138,572 0.1 n.a. 0.2 0.3

CPPIB Canada 136,039 6.0 0.8 na 6.8

PFZW Netherlands 131,780 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0

OTPP Canada 101,655 7.0 0.7 1.6 9.3

Prev i Brasil 88,847 0.0 13.5 n.a. 13.5

Future Fund Australia 65,824 4.1 na na 4.1

OMERS Canada 52,385 15.5 0.0 0.0 15.5

PMT Netherlands 49,426 0.6 n.a. 0.0 0.6

Pension Reserv e Fund France 49,033 0.0 na na 0.0

USS UK 48,889 2.9 n.a. n.a. 2.9

PFA Denmark 45,962 0.7 n.a. 0.0 0.7

AFP Prov ida Chile Chile 40,474 0.0 0.2 1.4 1.5

AustralianSuper Australia 33,800 11.5 0.2 0.1 11.8

AP-3 Sw eden 30,661 0.5 na na 0.5

AP-4 Sw eden 29,560 0.0 9.0 na 9.0

UniSuper Australia 25,676 4.4 n.a. 0.0 4.4

Afore Bancomer Mex ico Mex ico 16,430 0.0 2.1 0.5 2.6

Sunsuper Australia 15,782 4.3 n.a. 0.2 4.5

Superannuation  Fund New  Zealand 11,162 3.3 6.6 na 9.9

AFP Horizonte-Col Colombia 7,930 1.7 7.5 2.4 11.5

COMETA Italy 7,484 0.0 2.2 1.5 3.7

Fonditel Spain 7,328 0.0 n.a. n.a. 0.0

AFP Horizonte-Perú Perú 7,162 0.3 3.0 7.4 10.7

CAJA MADRID Spain 5,400 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.9

Fonchim Italy 3,915 0.0 n.a. n.a. 0.0

Banco BPI Portugal 3,114 0.0 10.2 10.6 20.0

Endesa Spain 2,082 0.0 8.7 4.7 13.4

Total 1,468,630

Name of the fund Country
Tot Assets 

USD million

Infrastructure Investment % of total assets
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Although the majority of the funds surveyed stated they are actively investing in infrastructure 

with percentage allocation up to 20% of their total portfolios as shown in Table 5, these total 

allocations are not comparable, as they relate to different forms of investing and often imply 

different understanding and perspectives of the investment proposition in infrastructure. 

Infrastructure Allocation in the Total Portfolio 

Investors are taking different approaches to infrastructure investment. Behind the separate 

investment allocation to infrastructure lies the investor decision to consider infrastructure as an 

asset class in its own right. Pension funds with a dedicated allocation have a target allocation to 

the asset class as part of the total portfolio and access the investment largely through unlisted 

equity instruments (infrastructure funds or direct investment). For pension funds with no separate 

allocation, infrastructure will fit into both the fund's equity and fixed income allocation, according 

to the type of security or investment used (mainly corporate bonds and listed corporate equities)
 

10
.  

Table 6. Infrastructure Investment 2010 - Portfolio allocation 

ABP Netherlands Separate Infrastructure

GEPF South Africa Separate Infrastructure

CPPIB Canada Separate Infrastructure

PFZW Netherlands Separate Infrastructure

OTPP Canada Separate Infrastructure

Prev i Brasil Not Separate Listed Equity

Future Fund Australia Separate Infrastructure

OMERS Canada Separate Infrastructure

PMT Netherlands Separate Infrastructure

Pension Reserv e Fund France Separate Priv ate Equity

USS UK Separate Infrastructure

PFA Denmark Separate Infrastructure

AFP Prov ida Chile Chile Not Separate Listed Equity  and Corporate Debt

AustralianSuper Australia Separate Infrastructure

AP-3 Sw eden Not Separate Listed Equity

AP-4 Sw eden Not Separate Listed Equity

UniSuper Australia Separate Infrastructure

Afore Bancomer Mex ico Not Separate Listed Equity  and 

Sunsuper Australia Separate Infrastructure

Superannuation  Fund New  Zealand Separate Infrastructure

AFP Horizonte Colombia Not Separate Listed Equity  and Corporate Debt

COMETA Italy Not Separate Listed Equity  and Corporate Debt

Fonditel Spain Not Separate n.a.

AFP Horizonte Perú Not Separate Listed Equity  and Corporate Debt

CAJA MADRID Spain Not Separate Listed Equity  and Corporate Debt

Fonchim Italy Not Separate n.a.

Banco BPI Portugal Not Separate Listed Equity  and Corporate Debt

Endesa Spain Not Separate Listed Equity  and Corporate Debt

Name of the fund 
Where does it fit in the porfolio 

allocation
Infrastructure AllocationCountry

 
                                                      
10

 Some investors would invest on an opportunistic basis in infrastructure as part of their real estate or private 

equity allocation and consider a separate allocation to the asset class as programmes mature 
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Box 1 - Investing in Infrastructure 

Pension funds can access infrastructure in several ways: 

 Debt financing: lending to the owners or operators of the infrastructure (e.g. through project bonds or general 
obligations bonds). 

 Listed infrastructure companies: Investment in equity of companies which are exposed to infrastructure. 

 Infrastructure funds: Pension funds can invest in publicly-listed equity funds trading on a stock exchange 
(e.g. Brookfield fund, Macquarie Power and Infrastructure Corporation) or in un-listed equity funds that focus on 
infrastructure investments (i.e. Cube Capital, Alinda). 

 Direct investment in projects (or Co-Investment along infrastructure funds) in equity of a single-asset project 
company (e.g. OMERS, OTPP acquisition of High Speed 1 in the UK). 

From an investor perspective, pension funds with a separate allocation to infrastructure aim to gain direct exposure 
to the characteristics of the infrastructure asset (i.e. long term, stable, often inflation linked etc.). Direct exposure is 
gained mainly through unlisted equity instruments (direct investment in projects and infrastructure funds) and project 
bonds while indirect exposure is normally associated with listed equity and corporate debt (see below)11. 

From a policy perspective one way to identifying how much finance from institutional investors is reaching  
infrastructure is by tracking the capital that institutional investors can provide via direct investment in these projects 

as highlighted in red below based on the main financing vehicles for infrastructure investment: 

Direct Investment 

(Direct Exposure) 

to Infrastructure 

Financing 
Vehicles 

Equity 

Listed

Shares

Infras 
Operators

''ETF' (shares 
of infra 

operators)

Listed infra 
project funds 

Unlisted

Direct 

Investment in 
project

Indirect

Infra project fund 
(private equity) 

Debt

Market 
Traded

Corp Bonds

OTC

Project / infra 
debt & bonds

Asset-backed 
security 
(SPV)

 

Source: OECD analysis 

 

                                                      
11

 Some funds consider investing in infrastructure projects  (i.e. a toll road) as a direct exposure to infrastructure and 

investing in  infrastructure corporate (i.e. a utility) as a way to gain indirect exposure to the characteristics of 

infrastructure  
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Investment Flows in Infrastructure 

Based on the information provided by the 28 funds taken in consideration for this part of the 

survey, total investment in infrastructure at the end of 2010, considered as direct exposure, was 

USD 41.8 billion which represents 2.9 % of total assets surveyed (USD 1.4 trillion). If we 

consider total assets under management for the complete survey (i.e. 52 funds for USD 7.7 trillion 

AUM) infrastructure investment of USD 41.8 billion represents 0.5% of the total
12

.  

Of the total allocation the largest portion USD 37.9 billion or 2.6%  relates to unlisted equity (i.e. 

infrastructure funds or direct investment in projects) and USD 3.9 billion or 0.3% to fixed income 

(i.e. infrastructure project bonds or loans).  

The USD 37.9 billion unlisted equity allocation to infrastructure was split in USD 30.9 billion in 

the form of direct investment in projects and USD 7 billion through infrastructure funds. The USD 

3.9 billion fixed income allocation included USD 3.5 billion bond investment and USD 380 

million in loans 

Table  7.  Infrastructure Investment 2010  as percentage of total AUM 

USD million
As % of Total Assets 

Infrastructure Survey*

As % of Total Assets - Complete 

Survey**

Unlisted Equity 37,961                                  2.6% 0.5%

Fix ed Income 3,920                                    0.3% 0.1%

Total Infrastructure Investment 41,881                                  2.9% 0.5%  

Note: 

* Infrastructure Investment Survey - Total Asset under Management (28 Funds) USD 1,468 billion 
** Complete Survey -  Total Assets under Management ( 52 Funds) - USD 7,712 billion 

 

                                                      
12

 Figures may be  understated given that for fixed income the majority of the funds don’t report such details on 

their allocation and infrastructure unlisted equity is often included in other asset classes. Some funds also report 

their allocation to infrastructure through listed equity (i.e. infrastructure corporates), that for this survey, we have 

considered as indirect exposure. 
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Annex A - Types of Sovereign and Public Pension Reserve Funds 

 

 

Source: OECD Pension Markets in Focus Nb 4 

 


