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December 2, 2024 
 
Kathleen Wrye 
Director, Pensions Policy 
Financial Crimes and Security Division 
Department of Finance 
90 Elgin Street, 13th Floor 
Ottawa, Ontario, K1A 0G5 
 
Email: re-pension@fin.gc.ca 
 
Subject: Comments on the Proposed Amendments to the Pension Benefits Standards Regulations, 1985 
 

ACPM is the leading advocacy organizaƟon for plan sponsors and administrators in the pursuit of a 
balanced, effecƟve and sustainable reƟrement income system in Canada. We are the voice of reƟrement 
plan sponsors, administrators and trustees in both the private and public sectors and our membership 
represents reƟrement income plans that cover millions of plan members.  

The ACPM is wriƟng to provide comments on the proposed amendments to the Pension Benefits Standards 
RegulaƟons, 1985, as published on November 2 in the Canada GazeƩe, Part I, Volume 158, Number 44. 
The amendments would prescribe the types of informaƟon (e.g. jurisdicƟons and categories of plan assets) 
that must be disclosed by the Office of the Superintendent of Financial InsƟtuƟons (OSFI) on the 
investments of federally regulated pension plans with assets under management greater or equal to 
$500 million, retroacƟve to 2022. 

We have several concerns regarding the scope and implicaƟons of these amendments. Our comments 
refer to defined benefit pension plans, except where defined contribuƟon plans are explicitly menƟoned.  

 

Transparency 

The stated objecƟve is to improve the transparency of pension plans by publicly posƟng the distribuƟon 
of investments. While transparency is generally a worthy objecƟve, increased levels of it do not necessarily 
benefit the public. In order for increased transparency to have a posiƟve effect, it must meet a public need, 
for which liƩle or no jusƟficaƟon has been provided. 

In our view, if transparency of pension plan asset investments by geographical region and asset class is 
deemed to be in the public interest, it would be beƩer achieved by one or more of the following 
approaches: 

- Providing clear disclosure to plan members via exisƟng mechanisms such as the annual statement. 
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- CollecƟng relevant aggregate data for all Canadian pension plans via exisƟng StaƟsƟcs Canada 
mechanisms to measure the current state as well as the impact of any future policy changes 
designed to encourage investments in Canada. 

- Where applicable by securiƟes regulaƟons, conƟnuing disclosure via company (plan sponsor) 
financial statements, which are audited and contain relevant facts and commentary. 

It is the ACPM’s view that transparency is not achieved through simplisƟc public disclosure by employer, 
due to a lack of defined terms and a rushed implementaƟon, and more criƟcally a lack of explanatory 
narraƟves. 

 

Plan member perspecƟve 

In the ACPM’s collecƟve experience, plan members’ biggest concerns are their benefit enƟtlements and 
the security of their pensions. Members rarely express concerns with the extent to which their pension 
plans are invested outside Canada – or how they are invested at all – as the plan sponsor bears the risk. 
Therefore, we do not agree that members are looking for the addiƟonal transparency the proposed 
regulaƟons aƩempt to achieve (to “help plan members and reƟrees to beƩer understand where their 
pensions are being invested”). 

To the extent that members do find this informaƟon useful, it does not seem fair that only members of 
the largest pension plans would have access to it, or that members must go to an external source to seek 
it out. It would be more pracƟcal and cost-effecƟve to include a breakdown of each plan’s investments by 
broad geographical region on the member’s annual statement in lieu of a more public disclosure.  

 

Regulatory inefficiency 

Plan investment data is already available through several sources: 

 Federally regulated pension plans are required to file audited fund statements containing detailed 
informaƟon on plan investments and are subject to rigorous audit standards. Statements are filed 
with OSFI and available to any plan member. 

 Plan member annual statements already contain investment informaƟon including target asset 
mix and top 10 investments. 

 StaƟsƟcs Canada collects aggregate data for all pension plans, albeit with slightly different 
geography breakdown than proposed in this regulaƟon but available quarterly. 

 OSFI itself collects data by geography. 

Plans are currently entering related, but not idenƟcal, investment data in two places: StatsCan, and the 
OSFI60 form. The proposed regulaƟons would add a third way of asking for the asset breakdown between 
domesƟc and foreign investments. Even if one or both of the exisƟng approaches are modified, the 
addiƟonal disclosure requirements fall outside exisƟng data collecƟon mechanisms; therefore, there is 
addiƟonal cost and administraƟve burden to collect this informaƟon, further exacerbated by retroacƟve 
compliance to 2022. 
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The ACPM’s posiƟon is that data that is made available to the general public (outside of plan beneficiaries) 
is best collected in aggregate via StaƟsƟcs Canada. The 2023 Fall Economic Statement Ɵed the increased 
transparency to the federal government’s efforts to idenƟfy more opportuniƟes for investments in Canada 
by Canadian pension funds. The starƟng point should be robust data collecƟon via StaƟsƟcs Canada that 
can idenƟfy the current state as well as measure the subsequent impact of policy changes directed at 
encouraging investments in Canada.  

The ACPM is aware that federally regulated pension plans have already been approached by OSFI to submit 
their data for 2022 and 2023 by January 31, 2025. Such a request coming at this Ɵme with such a short 
Ɵmeframe calls into quesƟon the authenƟcity of the current consultaƟon process. The ACPM would expect 
that plan sponsors will be given at least three months to comply with any new reporƟng regulaƟon once 
it comes into force.  

 

StandardizaƟon of data 

The issues idenƟfied in the Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement focus on publicly disclosed informaƟon 
not being standardized.  However, the format of the proposed disclosure itself is non-standard, and we 
urge Finance to consult with industry on a process for defining and obtaining the informaƟon, definiƟons, 
and geographic categories in meaningful ways, should the disclosure proceed: 

 A look-through to the geographic locaƟon of an asset is not always easy to obtain – for example, 
ascertaining the locaƟon of separate infrastructure investments in a global fund, or determining 
the domicile of a stock that is listed in more than one country. It is highly unusual to release such 
informaƟon publicly without an external audit review and with no opportunity to provide 
explanatory comments. 

 disclosure for derivaƟves and complex investments could vary substanƟally depending on such 
definiƟons.  For example, a bond overlay could be reported as a differing combinaƟon of bonds, 
short-term assets and other assets (such as derivaƟves) for a policy of the same underlying 
economic value, depending on the definiƟons and implementaƟon structure. 

 

Comparing investments between employers 

The issues idenƟfied in the Regulatory Impact Analysis Statement also cites the lack of standardizaƟon as 
“making it difficult to compare the distribuƟon of investments between pension plans”.  Each pension plan 
is required to undertake its own analysis of an appropriate investment mix.    

The Canadian AssociaƟon of Pension Supervisory AuthoriƟes (CAPSA) Guideline for Risk Management for 
Plan Administrators states: 

“IdenƟfying the categories and level of investment risk that the plan administrator is willing or 
expected to take in order to meet the pension promise ensures that the plan’s statement of 
investment policies and procedures (SIP&P) and investment strategies are consistent with the 
plan’s objecƟves and overall risk appeƟte.” 
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CAPSA’s Pension Plan Prudent Investment PracƟces Guideline states: 

“The investment policy reflects the investment objecƟves of the pension plan.” and “Asset 
allocaƟon should reflect the characterisƟcs of the pension plan’s liabiliƟes, demographics and risk 
tolerances. Decision makers should consider a full range of possible investment opportuniƟes.” 

Note that asset class allocaƟon is more important than geography when construcƟng an appropriate 
porƞolio. 

By publicly posƟng investment mixes, both by asset class and geography, without any fulsome disclosure 
of the pension plan’s characterisƟcs, the government is encouraging the simplisƟc comparison of asset 
allocaƟons without adequately capturing the complexity of a pension fund's risk management and 
investment decision-making processes. That plans of the same employer are commingled further 
illustrates that the fiduciary duƟes are disregarded in the proposed regulaƟons, as those duƟes apply on 
a plan-by-plan basis. As a result, the goal of transparency is not effecƟvely met.  

To the extent that members of the public will take note of the new disclosures, the ACPM is extremely 
concerned that such informaƟon will be taken out of context or used to pressure plan administrators to 
make changes to their investment allocaƟons, which could conflict with their exisƟng fiduciary duƟes to 
plan members.  

 

Encourage alignment with Canada’s provinces first, to ensure common disclosure across all plans in 
Canada 

Regulatory inefficiency is further exacerbated by the requirement that only federally regulated pension 
plans must comply. Federal pension plans account for only 7% of all pension plans in Canada.  Even with 
90% of federally regulated plan assets being required to report, such a small sample size will not yield a 
credible baseline or acƟonable data. It would be more effecƟve to align to a common disclosure standard 
with the provinces first before mandaƟng federal plan compliance (if disclosure by plan is pursued vs 
aggregate reporƟng through StaƟsƟcs Canada). 

Alignment with the provinces is by no means assured. Ontario's Finance Minister, represenƟng the largest 
province in Canada, has emphasized the fiduciary responsibility of pension funds and their proven track 
record of effecƟve investment on behalf of members, and has maintained that the government should 
focus on creaƟng a more aƩracƟve investment environment in Canada. Ontario Finance Minister Peter 
Bethlenfalvy told The Logic’s editorial board “I’m not keen on prescripƟve direcƟves to invest more in 
Canada.”1  

It is important to recognize the jurisdicƟonal differences and the exisƟng regulatory frameworks at the 
provincial level. If this informaƟon is needed to a greater degree of granularity than exists today, we would 
encourage Finance to work with its provincial partners to reach a consensus before requiring federal plans 
to expend Ɵme and effort complying with new processes.  

 

 
1 “Ontario finance minister rejects idea to mandate Canadian pensions to invest at home”, by Catherine McIntyre, November 19, 2024 
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Defined contribuƟon plans should be exempt from reporƟng 

ACPM strongly recommends that member-choice defined contribuƟon pension plans be exempt from 
these legislaƟve requirements, as they already are with annual statement investment allocaƟon 
requirements. In most defined contribuƟon plans, members make their own investment choices, and the 
transparency of individual investment decisions is inherently maintained through the informaƟon 
provided to the members. Imposing addiƟonal disclosure requirements will lead to increased 
administraƟve complexity and costs.  

 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, leveraging exisƟng data collecƟon mechanisms through StaƟsƟcs Canada and ensuring a 
standardized, comprehensive disclosure format would beƩer serve the objecƟve of transparency. An 
approach that respects the fiduciary responsibiliƟes of plan administrators and the autonomy of plan 
members in defined contribuƟon plans would be more appropriate.  

Sincerely, 

 

                                

Korinne Collins                                                                         

Chief ExecuƟve Officer, ACPM      

 


