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Foreward

It facilitates a number of opportunities 
during the year to focus on the specific 
issues of relevance to non-executive 
directors in the funds industry, and 
provides discussion and debate on the 
impact of these issues on companies 
operating in the sector, in an open forum.

We asked over 272 independent non-
executive directors to participate in the 
survey this year and gathered some very 
useful data and insights in relation to the 
current market for directors’ remuneration 
in the funds industry. In this report, we 
track how fee levels have changed over the 
past year. As this is the third time we have 
conducted the survey, we have a clearer 
idea of trends emerging in the industry, 
allowing us to make more in-depth year  
on year comparisons. 

Our Asset and Wealth 
Management Directors Network 
@ PwC continues to grow from 
strength to strength. The aim  
of the network is to provide a 
forum for you, as independent 
non-executive directors of  
funds and fund management 
companies, to discuss common 
challenges with your peers.

In line with last year’s survey, we saw  
that the role of fund directors continues 
to evolve, particularly following the 
publication of the Fund Management 
Companies Guidance in November  
2015 as part of the Central Bank of 
Ireland’s (“CBI”) CP 86 consultation 
process. Issues such as directors’ time 
commitments and the new organisational 
effectiveness role were discussed by  
a panel of directors during a breakfast 
seminar hosted by PwC in May 2016,  
at which the results of the survey  
were presented.

With an ever-increasing focus on the role 
of an independent non-executive director 
and their time commitment, whether in 
the capacity of a director or a designated 
person, we hope that our annual survey 
will act as a tool to track the impact of 
such developments on directors’ fees.

Finally, on behalf of 
PricewaterhouseCoopers, I would like  
to thank all who responded to our survey 
for their contribution and the insights 
they provided. 

Ken Owens 
Partner
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As part of our ongoing  
commitment to support and 
facilitate the growth of the  
funds industry in Ireland, we  
once again surveyed Ireland’s  
fund directors as part of our  
2016 Directors’ Remuneration  
and Time Commitment  
Benchmarking survey.

Live discussion session

In addition to the survey, we held a live 
breakfast discussion session at PwC 
headquarters on 10 May, where 35 of our 
survey respondents gathered to provide 
further insights into some of the most 
pressing issues and challenges facing 
directors in the funds industry.

The live session was led by PwC Asset and 
Wealth Management Partner, Ken Owens. 
For additional insight and context, four 
directors participated in panel discussions.

Participant information

The amount of responses for the survey was 
up on last year. This was a result of the 
feedback received from last year’s survey, 
which we incorporated into the format and 
design of this year’s version. The ultimate 
objective was to make the survey more 
user-friendly. 

•   272 independent directors and members 
of the Asset and Wealth Management 
Directors Network @ PwC were 
surveyed. We received responses for 226 
individual director appointments: 76% 
relating to investment funds, 19% 
relating to Management Companies 
(“mancos”) and AIFMs and 5% relating 
to fund service providers. These figures 
are consistent with the responses 
received last year. 

•   For data protection reasons, the surveys 
had to be kept anonymous. Therefore the 
number of directors who actually 
completed the survey is unknown. 

•   In terms of gender diversity, 20% of 
respondents were female compared to 
7% last year.

In contrast to 2015 where one third of the 
directors were accountants, there was a 
more varied spread in professional 
backgrounds. This year, 1 in 5 respondents 
were accountants. The fact that 12% have a  
portfolio management background shows 
the depth of that knowledge in the 
industry. Risk management and 
distribution continue to be under-
represented in the director pool. 

About the survey

21%

10%

3%

12%
13%

10%

9%

5%
3%

4%
10%

Accountant

Compliance

Distribution

Portfolio Management

Fund Administration

Depositary/
Custodian

Legal

Investment 
Operations

Risk Management

Transfer Agency
Other *  The demographics 

of the survey 
participants 
incorporate all 
entity types: funds, 
mancos/AIFMs  
and fund service 
providers.

Demographics of survey participants*
Professional Background of Respondents
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Key findings

•   There are more male directors at the 
lower end of the pay scale, with 61% of 
males earning €20,000 or less versus 
40% of females in that remuneration 
range. 

•   41% of female directors earned between 
€20,000 and €40,000, compared to 31% 
of males who were in this range.

•   There was more than double the amount 
of females than males in the highest pay 
scale of over €40,000.

1 year

Greater than
€40,000

€20,001
to €40,000

€20,000
 or less

11-15 years

2-5 years

16-20 years

6-10 years

>20 years

5% 10% 15% 27% 33%

11% 18% 33% 59% 67%55%

89% 18%26%77% 56%

€20,000 or less

Female

Male

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

41% 41% 19%

60% 32% 8%

Remuneration by years operating as a non-executive director Remuneration by gender

Years operating as a  
non-executive director 

70% of non-executive directors have  
been in this function for 10 years or less  
in 2016. 29% have been operating as a 
non-executive director for between 11  
and 20 years, while only 2% were  
operating for more than 20 years. 

There was a 10% increase, from 67% to 
77%, in the number of directors acting 
as a non-executive director on a full-time 
basis compared to last year’s results.

With regards to levels of remuneration, the 
results are consistent with the 2015 
findings. Almost nine out of ten directors 
are paid €20,000 or less in their first year. It 

follows that the longer one is operating 
as a non-executive director, the more 
likely they are to be paid over €40,000.

Double the amount 
of females than males 
in over  
€40,000  
category
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Female directors

There was an increase of 75% of female 
directors who earned between €20,000 and 
€40,000 in 2016.

The greatest increase noted has been in the 
highest remuneration bracket, where there 
was a 137% increase in females earning 
this level of remuneration for their 
directorships. This is likely driven by the 
higher participation rate in the survey by 
females.

Remuneration by gender: what has 
changed from 2015 to 2016? 
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Key findings

•   Over 5 in every 10 directorships earned 
€20,000 or less and 3 in every 10 
directorships earned between €20,000 and 
€40,000 in 2016, consistent with the 2015 
survey.

•   In the 2015 survey, there was an increase in 
the top tier earnings. However, in this year’s 
survey, there was a 30% decrease in those 
earning more than €40,000. This is likely 
driven by the higher participation rate in the 
survey this year rather than fee reductions.

•   80% of respondents received an increase  
in remuneration during the year, with  
56% receiving an increase between  
€2,000 to €5,000

€20,000 or less

2014

2015

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

7%35%58%

13%32%55%

2016 9%34%57%

€20,000 or less

2014

2015

2016

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

8%44%48%

15%47%39%

23%44%33%

Our aim with this report is to shed some light on remuneration in relation to the funds sector 
by mapping fees to fund types, size, strategy, and by exploring how fees are agreed and revised.

Fees

The main reasons given 
for an increase in 
remuneration were:

•   A bigger workload/greater 
responsibilties (40%)

•   An increase in the amount  
of sub funds (36%)

•   26% of directorships experienced an 
increase in remuneration.

•   73% of these increases were between 
€2,000 - €5,000. The main reason given 
for the increase is in line with that for 
funds, that is an increase in workload/
responsibilities.

Key findings

•   4 in every 10 directorships of mancos/
AIFMs earned between €20,000 and 
€40,000.

•   There was a significant increase in those 
earning greater than €40,000 – this 
figure has more than doubled since 2014.

Remuneration by fee range - Funds Remuneration by fee range - Mancos/AIFMs
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Key findings:

•   Not surprisingly and consistent with  
last year’s results, the level of a director’s 
remuneration increases in line with the 
AUM of a fund.

•   7 in every 10 directorships earned  
over €20,000 for funds with an AUM 
between €1bn and €5bn and 8 in every 
10 earned over €20,000 for an AUM 
greater than €5bn.

•   Based on these findings, it appears  
that larger funds pay more to non-
executive directors.

Key findings

•   Just as AUM correlated with higher 
remuneration, so too does the number  
of active sub-funds.

•   More than half of all respondents in the 
0, 1 and 2 to 5 sub-fund brackets earned 
under €20,000.

•   Over one third of respondent directors of 
a fund with over 20 active sub-funds 
earned more than €40,000.

•   From our findings, the premise that the 
more sub-funds a fund has, the higher 
the remuneration appears to be correct.

€20,000 or less

Greater
than €5bn

€1bn-€5bn

€100m-
€1bn

<€100m

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

33%50%17%

24%44%32%

3%41%57%

93% 7%

€20,000 or less

>20

11-20

6-10

2-5

1

0

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

45% 18% 36%

27% 27% 45%

29% 65% 6%

54% 41% 6%

81% 17% 2%

63% 25% 13%

Remuneration by Assets Under Management (“AUM”) of funds Remuneration by number of active sub-funds
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Key findings

•   61% of fund directorships were UCITS 
and 39% were AIFs, which remains 
relatively consistent with last year’s 
survey results.

•   The results suggest that a director of  
a UCITS with a manco is the most likely 
entity type to earn €20,000 or less. In 
contrast, a director of a self-managed AIF 
has a higher chance of reaching the 
highest remuneration bracket of over 
€40,000, with 25% of directors of this 
entity type in this pay scale.

•   Just under 25% of directorships were 
AIFs with a manco. 

•   Only 15% were self-managed AIFs. Key findings:

•   37% of responses related to a super 
management company (“super manco”) 
(i.e. a management company which is 
authorised as both a UCITS and AIFM) 
which is quite significant and signifies 
the increasing prevalence and 
attractiveness of this entity type.

•   Directors of third party management 
companies or AIFMs are more likely to 
earn less than €20,000, whereas the 
remuneration of a director of a super 
manco is quite evenly spread across the 
three remuneration categories, with 44% 
earning greater than €40,000.

•   90% of directors of a promoter owned 
AIFM earned greater than €20,000, 
while 27% of promoter owned UCITS 
management companies earned greater 
than €40,000.

•   Please note that these results relating to 
mancos and AIFMs represent just 19% of 
the total completed surveys. 

€20,000 or less

AIF with
 Management

Company

Self Managed
 AIF

UCITS with
Management

Company

Self Managed
 UCITS

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

3%38%60%

25%21%54%

11%16%73%

45%47% 8%

€20,000 or less

Super Management
 Company (AIFM and

 UCITS)

Third Party AIFM

Promoter Owned AIFM

Third Party Non-UCITS
Management Company

Promoter Owned
Non-UCITS

Management Company

Promoter Owned UCITS
Management Company

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

31% 25% 44%

75% 25%

11% 89%

100%

50% 50%

27% 45% 27%

Remuneration by entity type: Funds Remuneration by entity type: Mancos/AIFMs



€20,000 or less

US

UK

Ireland

Europe (Ex UK
Ireland and

Luxembourg

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

16%34%50%

7%40%53%

7%20%73%

70% 15% 15%

€20,000 or less

UCITS

AIF

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

56% 35% 9%

58% 31% 11%

Remuneration by entity type: UCITS v AIF funds Remuneration by promoter domicile

There is a higher chance of 
earning more than €40,000 
if the promoter is located in 
the US or Europe.

Key findings

•   More than half of directors of both 
UCITS and AIFs earn €20,000 or less. 

•   Over a third of directors of both entity 
types earn between €20,000 and 
€40,000. 

•   One in ten directors of UCITS and  
AIFs are in the higher remuneration 
range of greater than €40,000. 

•   All of these findings are in line  
with last year’s results. Key findings

•   Almost half of the funds promoters were 
domiciled in the UK, followed by 23% in 
the US and 12% in continental Europe. 

•   €20,000 or less is the most common 
form of remuneration across all fund 
promoters. 



Directors’ remuneration and time commitment benchmarking survey    11

•   This is reflective of the market as 
directors are less inclined to take on 
responsibility for the managerial 
functions. This is most likely a product 
of CP 86 and the requirement for  
the designated person role to be 
considered separately to the role of 
director. Following the CBI’s guidance, 
separate letters of appointment and 
separate time commitments must be 
assigned to each role.

•   On the other hand, 78% of respondents 
were not named as designated person, 
compared to 67% last year. These 
figures will almost certainly be further 
impacted by the guidance recently 
issued by the CBI with regard to 
non-Irish resident individuals acting  
as the named designated person.

•   60% of those directors who do not act 
as a designated person earn less than 
€20,000.

•   The percentage of directors named as 
designated persons earning €20,000 or 
less has increased by more than 10%.

Remuneration where director is named as a designated person - Funds

The top five 
managerial  
functions taken  
on by directors are:
1.   Monitoring of capital  

(UCITS/AIFMD)

2.   Supervision of delegates 
(UCITS/AIFMD) 

3.   Accounting policies and 
procedures (UCITS/AIFMD)

4.   Risk management  
(UCITS/AIFMD)

5.   Financial control  
(UCITS/AIFMD)

€20,000 or less

2014
Yes

2015
Yes

2016
Yes

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

8%50%42%

17%48%35%

14%41%46%

 The percentage of 
respondents named as 
designated person fell by 
over 10% (33% to 22%). 
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Key findings

•   45% of the appointments were for 
non-complex UCITS.

•   21% of the appointments were  
for hedge funds. 

•   13% of the appointments were  
for complex UCITS.

•   The remaining 21% of appointments  
were made up of ETFs, MMFs,  
private equity/venture capital,  
fund of funds and property/real estate.

•   The spread of directorships across the 
various fund strategies is largely 
comparable with last year, with 45% 
representing non-complex UCITS funds.

•   Remuneration is largely consistent with 
the previous year across all major fund 
strategies. 

5%

30%

50%

5%

10%
€2,000 - €4,000

€4,001 - €5,000

€5,001 - €7,000

>€7,000
< €2,000

€20,000 or less

UCITS
Non-Complex

UCITS
Complex

Hedge Funds

Other

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

9%34%57%

10%29%62%

11%23%66%

46% 17%37%

Remuneration by fund strategy Additional remuneration for chairmanship

•   41% of respondents indicated that they 
received an additional amount on top of 
their total annual remuneration for 
holding the position of chairperson.

•   55% of those who act as chairperson 
earn between €4,000 and €7,000 extra: 
this is a 5% increase from 2015.

•   In terms of the profile of chairpersons, 
34% were male vs 47% female. 
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•   One in every five directors allocated 7 to 
10 days to their directorships, which is 
down on last year.

•   A very small 5% of directors allocated 1 
to 3 days, which is consistent with last 
year.

•   When we look at mancos and AIFMs, 4 in 
10 directors allocated between 13 and 30 
days to their directorship and only 9% 
allocated less than 4 days to their 
directorship.

Please note: the sample of 
directorships for mancos and AIFMs is 
significantly smaller than the surveys 
completed for funds.

*

•   32% of those who allocated more than 
12 days earned over €40,000. In 
comparison, none of the directors with 
time commitments of up to 4 days fell 
into the higher fee category.

•   The correlation between time 
commitment and remuneration for 
mancos/AIFMs is slightly inconsistent 
compared to that of funds. 25% with an 
allocation between 1 and 4 days earned 
over €40,000 and 33% in the 13 to 30 
days category earned more than 
€40,000.

Remuneration by days allocated to directorshipTime commitment and remuneration*
Number of days allocated to directorship - Funds

55%

22%

11%

4%
4% 5%

4-6

7-10

11-15

16-20
1-3>20

€20,000 or less

1-3

4-6

7-10

11-15

16-20

21-30

€20,000 - €40,000 Greater than €40,000

75% 25%

71% 26% 3%

39% 50% 11%

28% 39% 33%

29% 71%

50% 50%

In terms of remuneration, 
we can conclude that the 
more days a director 
allocates to a directorship, 
the more likely it is that 
he/she will make it into 
the highest bracket and  
be remunerated  
more than  
€40,000. 

Our survey 
shows that 
77% of 
directors 

allocated on average 4 to 10 
days per appointment. This 
is slightly lower than last 
year, with a total of 81% 
allocating the same amount 
of time per appointment. 
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•   Our survey revealed that of those 
respondents who obtained a new 
directorship in 2015, 73% had to do an 
interview to secure this position. 

•   81% of females obtained new 
directorships versus 63% of males.

•   The majority of those directors heard 
about the opportunity through contact 
with investment managers/promoters 
(30%), which may suggest that the 
investment manager added to their 
portfolio of funds by establishing an 
additional Irish fund.

•   The other main reason was referral from 
a law firm (28%).

•   It took on average 3.9 months to be 
appointed from the time a director first 
heard about the opportunity.

New appointments

66%

44%

Have you obtained any new
directorships in 2015?

73%

27%

Did you have to do an interview
for the appointments?

Yes No
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Separation of director and managerial function duties

The guidance issued in November 2015 
requires that directors who take on 
responsibility for the managerial functions 
must treat the time commitment with 
respect to these functions separately to 
those of the role of director. These directors 
must maintain separate letters of 
appointment for their role as director and 
as designated person, detailing the job 
specification, fee arrangements and time 
commitments relating to each role. 

This change is a clear indication from the 
CBI that the role of director and designated 
person must be separate, both from an 
administrative as well as a practical 
perspective. 

Where directors taken on responsibility for 
the managerial functions, directors are of 
the view that the separation of fees and 
time commitment will inevitably result in 
an increase to their time commitments. 
This in turn can then limit the number of 
directorships that directors can take on. 

The panel members and attendees agreed 
that going forward, directors will be 
reluctant to or may refuse to take on the 
role of designated director.

CP 86: the latest update

On 2 June 2016, the CBI issued its third 
consultation paper on Fund Management 
Company Effectiveness. This third 
consultation addresses managerial 
functions, operational issues and 
procedural matters. It sets out the work 
already undertaken by the CBI regarding 
governance and outlines the proposed 
approach to Compliance and 
Supervisability issues. 

This consultation paper follows a guidance 
paper relating to Fund Management 
Companies issued by the CBI on 4 November 
2015. The guidance paper contained the 
CBI’s finalised Delegate Oversight Guidance 
and the finalised guidance on the new 
Organisational Effectiveness role and 
Directors’ Time Commitments. 

The CP 86 consultation process is an 
ongoing body of work by the CBI to 
examine and improve fund management 
company effectiveness. The CBI’s 
motivation for this work is a belief that 
enhancing the effectiveness of fund 
management companies improves the 
protection of investors.

Delegate oversight

The ‘Fund Management Companies – 
Guidance’ document issued  
in November 2015, includes guidance  
on six areas covering:

1.   Investment management

2.   Distribution

3.   Risk management (both operational and 
investment risk)

4.   Operation and administration

5.   Support and resourcing

6.   Boards of externally-managed 
investment companies

Director time commitments

The CBI intends to treat in excess of twenty 
directorships combined with a high 
aggregate level of annual professional time 
commitment in excess of 2,000 hours as a 
risk indictor. Where any risk indicator is 
triggered, additional supervisory attention 
will arise under the CBI’s risk-based 
approach to supervision. As part of the 
consultation process, the CBI has been 
engaging directly with individual directors 
with these high levels of directorships 
combined with high aggregate levels of 
time commitments, in order to get a better 
understanding of this particular issue. 

The Central Bank has also indicated that 
the type and complexity of individual 
investment funds and sub-funds should 
also be considered carefully by individuals 
when assessing both the required time 
commitment and the necessary expertise 
needed at board level to oversee the 
investment fund.

Trends & insights 
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Managerial functions

Within the various consultation papers and 
feedback statements issued as part of CP 
86, the CBI has proposed reducing and 
streamlining the existing managerial 
functions from fifteen for AIFMs and nine 
for UCITS funds/management companies 
down to six. The six proposed managerial 
functions are:

•   Fund Risk Management

•   Operational Risk Management

•   Investment Management

•   Regulatory Compliance

•   Distribution; and 

•   Capital and Financial Management.

The third consultation paper issued in June 
2016 states that a designated person can be 
a director or employee of the fund 
management company, or can be seconded 
to the fund management company, on a full 
or part-time basis, from another firm such 
as the investment manager or consultancy 
firm. The designated person lies between 
the board of directors and service providers 
and the paper includes detailed guidance 
on the role of the designated person. 

Previously designated persons, who were 
not a director of the fund management 
company, were required to be resident in 
Ireland. 

The consultation paper provides that this is 
no longer the case. This development will 
be welcomed by many fund management 
companies and their promoters, as it allows 
for employees of the various functions 
within the fund promoter to take up the 
position of designated person. 

Per the consultation paper, a fund 
management company which has a PRISM 
impact rating of Medium Low or above will 
be required to have:

•   have at least three Irish resident directors 
or at least two Irish resident directors 
and one designated person based in 
Ireland; and

•   have at least two thirds of its directors in 
the EEA; and

•   have at least two thirds of designated 
persons in the EEA.

A fund management company which has a 
PRISM impact rating of Low will be 
required to have:

•   at least two Irish resident directors; and

•   at least two thirds of its directors in the 
EEA; and

•   at least two thirds of designated persons 
in the EEA.

Responses to this third consultation are 
required to be submitted no later than 25 
August 2016. The CBI is proposing a 

transitional period of one year following the 
completion of the consultation process for 
fund management companies to comply with 
the new rules and guidance under CP 86.

Organisational effectiveness

The purpose of this new role is to ensure 
that there is an independent director 
within the fund management company who 
has the specific task of keeping the 
effectiveness of the organisational 
arrangements of the company under 
ongoing review, with his or her reports 
being submitted to the board for discussion 
and decision.

The consensus amongst the panellists and 
attendees was that the guidance from the 
CBI on this new role is quite vague and 
gives little in the way of direction in terms 
of how they expect this role to be 
implemented in practice. Funds and their 
boards will therefore have to interpret the 
relevant guidance and put a process in 
place to facilitate the implementation of 
this additional function. The expectation of 
the panellists is that the CBI may provide 
feedback on the industry’s interpretation of 
this role by way of thematic reviews and 
questionnaires. 

Another view expressed at the May event 
was that due to the nature of the 
organisational effectiveness role – that is 
the oversight of the effectiveness of the 
organisational arrangements of the 
company, such a role could be perceived as 
veering into the territory of an executive 
director role. 

This is obviously not the intended 
consequence of this requirement, however 
some directors are of the view that 
involvement in the day to day oversight of  
a fund may compromise the independent 
status of a director. 

Appointment process

We asked the panel how the director 
appointment process has evolved in recent 
years and what managers look for in 
non-executive directors. The view is that 
the appointment process has become more 
formal and structured, in that a director 
will almost certainly be required to do at 
least one interview. 

At the outset of the appointment process, 
the managers focus on such areas of 
competency as risk management, 
distribution etc. However the main 
attribute they look for in a director is 
adequate experience in and excellent 
knowledge of the funds industry in Ireland. 

It was also noted that in recent months, 
managers have started to question potential 
directors on their time commitments and 
whether they have sufficient time to 
commit to a new directorship. This issue  
is addressed by managers prior to the 
commencement of the interview and 
appointment process, enabling managers  
to discount potential directors who may  
in their view not have the capacity to 
commit sufficient time to the directorship 
of the fund. 
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2015 was a very strong year for Ireland’s 
funds industry, with net assets in funds 
domiciled in Ireland increasing by 14% to 
€1,899bn. Ireland retains its position as the 
second largest fund domicile in Europe.

While the rising tide continues, the 
increase in remuneration we witnessed in 
last year’s survey for directors with top tier 
earnings over €40,000 was not replicated 
in this year’s results. However, fees earned 
by directors in the sub-€40,000 spectrum 
remained more or less similar to 2015.

This trend in directors’ remuneration is a 
product of recent industry and regulatory 
developments pertaining to investment 
funds. Based on the survey results, the 
overall landscape for fund directors has 
generally remained constant from previous 
years. However with the CP 86 consultation 
process still ongoing, we would expect to 
see the impact of the changes introduced 
by CP 86 reflected in the results of future 
surveys. There was an overall consensus 
amongst the attendees at the breakfast 
briefing that CP 86, in particular the  

focus on directors’ time commitment,  
the new organisational effectiveness role 
and streamlining of the managerial 
functions, will have a significant impact on 
directors fees and their time commitment 
going forward. 

The expertise and profile of Ireland’s 
independent directors continues to grow, 
as evidenced by the demographics of our 
survey participants. In terms of the 
appointment process for independent 
directors, the funds industry is still slightly 
behind general recruitment trends in that 
the majority of directors hear about 
opportunities through their relationships 
with the asset managers and the law firms. 
The appointment process employed by 
asset managers has become more 
structured and formal, which suggests  
that asset managers are following the CBI’s 
lead by focussing on such issues as board 
composition and directors’ time 
commitments when appointing 
independent directors to the board  
of their funds.  

We would like to sincerely thank our  
survey respondents and live discussion 
participants for making this research 
possible. We hope you have found it 
beneficial and insightful, and we look 
forward to continuing the discussion  
with you at the next Asset and Wealth 
Management Directors Network @ PwC 
event, which will take place on 8 
September 2016. 

Conclusion

How can we help?

The funds industry is a continually 
changing landscape. We have the 
knowledge and experience to assist you 
with your audit, tax and advisory needs 
across all the main types of funds 
including hedge funds, private equity, 
UCITS, ETFs, money market funds, real 
estate/property funds, and more.

Using our specialist Asset and Wealth 
Management group, the largest in 
Ireland, and our extensive global 
network we can tailor our approach  
to suit your particular fund  
type and provide market  
insights and experience  
that are second to none.
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