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Professor
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Faculty of Law
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September 14, 2012

John Stevenson, Secretary
Ontario Securities Commission
20 Queen Street West, Box 1903
Toronto, ON M5H 3S8
Dear Mr. Stevenson,
Re: Notice and Request for Comments re Proposed Amendments to National Instrument
31-103: Cost Disclosure and Performance Reporting
The Investor Advisory Panel (“IAP” or “Panel”) is an independent body established by the
Ontario Securities Commission in August, 2010. We are charged with representing the views of
investors and providing input on the Commission’s policy initiatives, including proposed rules
and policies, the annual Statement of Priorities, concept papers and other issues. The Panel is
pleased to comment on the Canadian Securities Administrators’ (CSA) Notice and Request for
Comments re Proposed Amendments to National Instrument 31-103: Cost Disclosure,
Performance Reporting and Client Statements (“Notice” or “Proposed Amendments”).1
OVERVIEW
The Investor Advisory Panel strongly supports the Proposed Amendments and the CSA’s
continued efforts to redress the information imbalance between investment dealers/advisers and
their clients. Canadian investors need transparent, detailed, and meaningful disclosure about the
costs and performance of their investments. Disclosure of commissions (trailing or in relation to
fixed income products) is particularly important given the conflict of interest that these payments
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create and the absence of a legal fiduciary duty that would require advisers to prioritize their
clients’ interests. We are pleased that the proposed disclosure and reporting requirements will
apply uniformly to dealer representatives regardless of their registration category or jurisdiction
in Canada. All investors are entitled to the same quality of reporting; we endorse the CSA’s
rejection of “tiered” reporting which would reduce the reporting and disclosure obligations of
smaller firms.2 The Panel also supports enhanced scholarship plan disclosure, which will help
particularly vulnerable investors understand the unique risks of these investment vehicles. Given
the great importance of these initiatives, we see no reason to delay the implementation period of
the Proposed Amendments by an additional year and are disappointed by the CSA’s plans to do
so. Our comments about specific issues and proposals contained in the Notice are set out below.
DETAILED SUBMISSIONS
Consistent with the Panel’s previous submissions, we consider this initiative to be a critical step
towards improving the transparency of the investment services industry in Canada and educating
consumers about the costs and performance of their investments.3 We join other investor
advocates in calling on the CSA to introduce these reforms as soon as possible.4 Our position
regarding the substance of the Proposed Amendments is as follows:
Trailing commissions. The IAP supports the “complete, upfront and understandable” disclosure
of fees through annual disclosure of all charges associated with an investor’s account, including
trailing commissions.5 Disclosure of fees and returns in total dollars should educate investors
about the actual costs of their investments. This disclosure will encourage a more thorough and
informed discussion about the value of the adviser’s services and the risks that are undertaken to
earn client returns.
Research regarding Canadians’ knowledge of investing, including our own research study
conducted last year, shows that most investors do not understand trailer fees, nor realize they are
paying them.6 Yet financial services firms and trade associations assert that this cost information
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is available elsewhere or would lead to double-counting of investment charges.7 These claims do
not hold up to scrutiny, in our view; industry pressure should not cause further delay or any
dilution of the proposed cost disclosure requirements.
Fixed income commissions. The proposal to require disclosure of the dollar amount of
commissions is an important first step to provide protection for fixed income investors, who
historically have received almost no information about the costs of their investments. We are
skeptical of claims that such information is difficult to obtain and supply,8and believe that the
financial services industry has a very good idea of which bonds are most profitable and the
source of their profits.9 It’s time for investors to have access to this information as well. We
encourage the CSA to mandate additional disclosures, such as the extension of the proposed
point-of-sale (POS) disclosure requirements to fixed income products.10
Percentage return calculation method. We support the CSA’s proposal to mandate the use of
dollar-weighted performance as the standard return calculation. This method best addresses the
primary concern of investors, how their investments have performed net of deposits and
withdrawals. A uniform method of calculation should also deepen investors’ understanding and
allow for easier comparisons between different investments. However, the time-weighted method
of performance measurement is also important as it illustrates the contribution of the investment
adviser and is recommended as the preferred approach within the industry. 11 We encourage
financial services representatives to provide this information as well.
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Scholarship plan disclosure. We strongly endorse the CSA’s proposal to require special
reporting for group scholarship plans. These plans are generally subject to different and
narrower rules than self-directed RESP accounts and thus have unique risks that are not well
understood by investors. Group scholarship plans are often proactively marketed to small
investors, typically families with young children who may be newcomers to Canada.12
Mandatory pre-purchase disclosure of front-loaded fees is critical and would help clarify the
potentially high costs of these plans. The CSA should take additional steps to protect group plan
investors. We recommend that simplified point-of-sale disclosure similar to the requirements for
mutual funds be immediately extended to group scholarship plans.13 Other steps are necessary to
further educate consumers and ensure that (commissioned) sales agents do not provide
prospective investors with boilerplate disclosure that obscures the true costs, risks, and
limitations of these plans.14
Benchmark comparisons. The Panel recognizes that investors need to understand how
comparable investments performed, and the risks that were assumed in order to generate their
investment returns. The aim of these reforms should be to redress the current information
imbalance between investors and their advisers by improving the transparency of this
relationship and empowering investors to ask questions and seek additional information about
their investments. We have noted that while we consider benchmarks to be a useful tool in
enhancing investor understanding, they can also be complex and even misleading. Given low
levels of financial and particularly investor literacy in Canada, it is not surprising that many
investors find benchmarks confusing.15
The Proposed Instrument offers a sensible compromise: mandating the provision of a risk-free
benchmark (the 5-year GIC rate) while encouraging the use of other benchmarks tailored to the
basis for the comparability of composite returns among firms on a global basis”: GIPS, Guidance Statement on
Calculation Methodology (Revised) CFA Institute (2008) at 1, online:
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client’s account. We believe that with further study this approach should evolve over time to
provide more detailed information and guidance. We repeat our call on the CSA to undertake
additional research on the use of benchmarks to strengthen the impact of ongoing performance
reporting.
Extension to similar investments. We recognize that the Proposed Amendments do not cover
investment products such as GICs, other bank products, Canada Savings Bonds, and all
insurance-related investment products. Rather than maintain the current “race to the bottom” of
inadequate disclosure, we call on the regulators of the banks, life insurance companies and other
financial services providers to follow the CSA’s lead and implement similar reporting and
disclosure requirements. All should share a common goal: a uniformly high level of
transparency regarding all financial products sold in Canada.
Third party commissions. We are not confident that mandating consistent and simplified
disclosure about investment costs and performance will ensure that investors read such material
and make more informed or intelligent investment decisions; disclosure by itself may not be
sufficient. Regulators in the European Union, the United Kingdom and Australia are moving to
ban third party commissions rather than merely compel disclosure of them on the basis that these
payments are incompatible with the provision of independent investment advice.16 These
jurisdictions are also working to refine or introduce a fiduciary or best interests standard for
financial services professionals.17 While there seems to be little progress in the United States on
the issue of commission payments or the introduction of a prescribed framework for cost and
performance reporting, the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission is working to introduce a
uniform fiduciary standard for investment advisers and broker-dealers.18 The CSA should not
dismiss the possibility of banning commissions outright.19 We believe that the issue merits
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additional study to ensure that investor interests are safeguarded and that Canadian investors are
at least as well protected as investors in other developed markets.
CONCLUSION
The Investor Advisory Panel is pleased that the CSA is taking the lead internationally in
mandating more detailed and consistent reporting to clients of investment fees and
performance.20 This initiative is especially important in the continued absence of a fiduciary
obligation for financial advisers and salespeople. Our primary concern is the now three-year
delay in implementing these measures, which we believe is unnecessary and unduly
compromises investors’ interests. We otherwise support these measures and commend the CSA
for generally upholding the integrity of these requirements in the face of industry pressure to
dilute them.
We thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

The Investor Advisory Panel

Anita Anand, Nancy Averill, Paul Bates, Stan Buell, Lincoln Caylor, Steve Garmaise and
Michael Wissell.

compensation models can offer benefits to investors. However, it is essential that there be a significant increase in
the transparency to investors of the compensation their dealers or advisers receive. We think this means disclosure
that is complete, upfront and understandable to the average investor.”)
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