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About NFU 

NFU – Nordic Financial Unions is an organization that promotes the interests of the 

Nordic financial trade unions in Europe. Through a high level of competence and 

dialogue, NFU contributes to shaping a sustainable financial sector, fundamental for job 

creation. Currently, NFU represents eight trade unions in the bank, finance and 

insurance sector in Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and Sweden.  

For more information, please visit www.nordicfinancialunions.org     

 

Consultation replies  

Question 1: Do you agree with the definition of value for money presented in 

paragraph 1.7?  

NFU welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation and provide views on 

the value for money concept. While our points will be detailed in the upcoming 

questions, concerning the definition, there are three main elements that we would lift 

for consideration. 

Firstly, the concept of value/benefits that has been put forward does not seem to take 

sustainability into account (paragraph 1.7 includes the following elements: investment 

performance, guarantees, coverage and services). The sustainable finance package 

announced by the European Commission on April 21st consisted of, among other, 

amended delegated acts, including the IDD. As sustainability preferences are 

suggested to be part of the suitability assessment, it would be valid to consider 

sustainability in the benefits concept. This is particularly important in such cases when 

customers would, for example, prefer a product aligned to their sustainability 

preferences over a product that offers maximized profit.  

Secondly, the definitions also mention the comparison of expenses borne by providers 

and in comparison to other comparable retail solutions on the market. For the 

purpose of clarity, it might be useful to define the scope foreseen under ´market´ and 
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whether it refers to national or cross-border context. Absolute comparisons of costs in 

a national or cross-border context would result in different outcomes and contexts. It 

is also worthwhile to mention the different specificities in product design that are 

practiced by market participants, due to traditions, consumer habits, value of advice 

etc, that the value for money concept needs to address as well.  

Finally, as noted by EIOPA, the concept of ´value for money´ is not defined in any legal 

text on Level 1. It would be useful to assess the purpose of raising it now, or more 

precisely, whether EIOPA foresees any action connected to this concept in line with the 

review of IDD. 

 

Question 2: Do you share EIOPA’s concerns about value for money in certain 

areas of the UL-market?  

The unit-linked market seems to bring different challenges and ways of operation 

across the EU. In the Nordic countries, the unit-linked products seem not to have 

caused significant challenges as in other countries, with certain exceptions. 

 

Question 5: What additional measures could EIOPA facilitate to advance value 

for money in unit-linked and hybrid products?  

It could be beneficial to EIOPA to gather best practices concerning positive experiences 

related to unit-linked and hybrid products and assess if they bring useful directions as 

to which measures can be facilitated further. For example, when looking at the 

developments in the Nordic countries, one of the elements that are often highlighted 

is the trust building between customers and employees when rendering services and 

advice, as well as the higher level of literacy among customers when making decisions.  

 

Question 7: Do you agree that for evaluation purposes, costs and charges should 

be assigned to specific benefits and services?  

Concerning costs, in this context it would be relevant to consider the value of advice 

and the mostly positive impact it has. The proposal includes classification of the costs 

connected to advice under the category of distribution costs. There should be further 

clarification as to what exactly is supposed to be considered in the advice-related costs 

and how the ´value for money´ will be addressed in that context.  



 

 

 

On the other hand, the proposal overall might lead to increased costs connected to 

the changes in the POG, which could at the end be taken up by the consumers. 

 

Question 13: Do you agree that distribution costs which are charged to the 

consumer as a percentage of the premium paid or the performance of the units 

can create a risk of being poor value for money?  

Under 2.11, both marketing and advice are listed as distribution costs. We find that 

they are two distinct terms, with advice having significantly more weight and being an 

essential part of the consumer experience. Therefore, advice as such and the value of 

advice should be further considered, not only from a cost perspective.  

Furthermore, the point continues to discuss the potential of conflict of interest and 

risk of low value for money that could come from the way distribution costs are 

charged. Even if advice is de-coupled from distribution costs, as described above, 

conflicts of interest or mis-selling do not only arise as a result of monetary incentives. 

Rather, performance targets and organizational culture have a strong role to play in 

that context.   

 

Question 19: Do you agree that mass marketed UL products should provide a 

limited number of options?  

One of the main challenges could be on how to avoid the potential for micro-

clasification. Through this approach, the prices of different insurance products are 

calculated based on various consumer parameters, including age, health, geography 

and workplace. This contributes to a more individualized approach to each consumer, 

where for example, different lifestyle details or the postcode of their residence could 

be crucial in setting the price of home insurance.  

As we have raised in earlier consultations, this already is a significant challenge in 

some member states. Consumer categories need to be understood from a dynamic 

point of view as well, and that needs to be reflected in the monitoring and assessment 

of the long-term value for money.  

 

 



 

 

 

Question 22: Do you agree that products with many different options carry 

additional conduct risks?  

Please kindly consult our answer to Question 13.  

 

Q23: Do you agree with the variables to be taken into account to determine 

product groupings? Or do you believe more/less variables should be taken into 

account?  

As a general note, it would be useful to assess the impact on cost, administrative burden 

as well as professional competence development of the proposal, as well as to whether 

it would limit the possibility for advisers to provide personalized advice, in line with the 

suitability of the customer and their preferences.  

Additionally, given the scope of the products being addressed with this consultation, it 

could be beneficial to have a joint approach/discussion with ESMA on moving forward.   

 

  

 

 

 


