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Executive Summary 
 
The Bell Pensioners’ Group makes a number of proposals to improve the defined benefit 
pension framework.  The recommendations in this submission, and the principles on 
which they are formed, include: 
 

• Retirees cannot relive their lives of useful employment.  This makes them the 
most vulnerable of pension stakeholders, and makes all the more necessary 
pension reform that will support attainment of the pension promise. 

 
• The deficiencies in the pension framework are not caused by the current financial 

downturn, but are made more obvious by it.  The deficiencies, relating to funding 
obligations, plan reporting, the Income Tax Act, and other issues, must be 
addressed. 

 
• Improved transparency will assist plan members in understanding the status of 

their plan, and enhance their ability to influence its performance. 
 

• Funding limits specified in the Income Tax Act impede the prudent funding of 
pension plans, and therefore needlessly threaten the pension promise.  The limits 
should be eliminated.  If, however, the Government feels that a funding limit is 
nevertheless warranted, it should be no less than 25%. 

 
• Current financial circumstances may warrant a temporary extension to the 

amortization of funding deficits for some sponsors.  However, an extension 
should only be granted based on compelling case-specific evidence.  The onus 
should be on the sponsor to make its case for relief to the regulator and to its plan 
members. 

 
• To mitigate – but not eliminate – the risk of underfunding at some point, sponsors 

should be required to maintain fund levels at a minimum of 105% of solvency. 
 

• Outdated plan valuations can mislead plan members about the status of their plan, 
and can permit sponsors to delay actions necessary to achieve prudent plan 
funding.  Annual valuations should be required. 

 
• For plans that are not being terminated, contributors should have access to the 

plan surplus, but only under conditions that promote continued full funding of the 
plan. 

 
• When a plan sponsor winds up business, plan members should be treated as fully 

secured creditors. 
 

• Voluntary plan termination should not be permitted unless the plan is fully 
funded, or unless the sponsor allows each plan member to choose from alternative 
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benefit packages, the benefits from the fully funded plan among those 
alternatives. 
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1.   Introduction 
 
The Government of Canada has invited comments concerning certain aspects of Canada’s 
pension environment through its consultation paper “Strengthening the Legislative and 
Regulatory Framework for Private Pension Plans Subject to the Pension Benefits 
Standards Act, 1985”.  The following comments are made on behalf of the Bell 
Pensioners’ Group (BPG) which represents the interests of the approximately thirty 
thousand pensioners of Bell Canada.  As Bell Canada is a federally regulated corporation, 
the pension plans that it sponsors are subject to the Pension Benefits Standards Act 
(PBSA).  As the BPG’s membership is made up of members of Bell Canada’s defined 
benefit (DB) pension plan, the comments below are made in the context of DB plans. 
 
2.   The Need for Change 
 
The BPG is pleased that the Government of Canada is seeking ways to strengthen the 
pension framework.  For many retirees of Bell Canada, their pension entitlements are 
their single largest asset.  For these retirees and their beneficiaries, the financial security 
of their remaining years is inextricably linked with the security of their pensions. 
Members of DB plans have worked for years on the understanding that that work will be 
rewarded in the form of a pension whose benefits are defined well in advance.  This is 
what is referred to as the “pension promise”. If the security of their pensions is 
undermined, retirees have little, if any, recourse to achieve in other ways what they 
expected to achieve through their pensions. The simple fact is that retirees cannot relive 
their lives of useful employment.  From this simple fact it follows that pension legislation 
and regulation must not threaten, but indeed should support meeting the obligations of the 
pension plan.   
 
In recent months the world has experienced a financial downturn of troubling 
proportions.  Canada has not been immune to this downturn, which has highlighted 
deficiencies in the current private pension legislation and regulations.  These deficiencies 
must be addressed.  The current economic realities make these deficiencies more obvious, 
and their correction more urgent.  It is understandably easy to be complacent in good 
times when the deficiencies are masked.  If there is one positive aspect to the current 
troubles, it is that it has focused the attention of government on the need for action. 
Complacency is no longer an option. 
 
The BPG welcomes the opportunity to address the need for change in the context of the 
Government’s call for comments. 
 
 
3.   Retirees are the most Vulnerable of the Pension Stakeholders 
 
The Government’s call for comments comes at a time when a number of provinces have 
recently concluded their own investigations into the provincial pension frameworks.  
Though these investigations have provided insight into the provincial pension 
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frameworks, and have made many useful suggestions for improvement, there is a very 
troubling theme that is found, in particular, in the reports concluding the Ontario 
investigation1 and the Alberta/British Columbia investigation2.  It is critically important 
to retirees that this theme is not adopted, either implicitly or explicitly, in any 
amendments to the PBSA that may arise from the current examination by the 
Government of Canada into its own pension legislation. 
 
Both provincial reports present the objective of maintaining the security of existing 
pension plans as being in conflict, at least in part, with an objective of encouraging new 
DB plans.  Both reports conclude that there is a need for “balancing” the interests of 
sponsors with the interests of plan members, and balancing the interests of active and 
retired members with the interests of “future” members.  Indeed, the Ontario report calls 
for a purpose clause to be enshrined in legislation that would enjoin regulatory bodies to 
balance the objective of protecting pension plans with the objective of encouraging new 
ones.  
 
The notion of balancing the two policy objectives raises the possibility that regulation 
may be allowed to risk somewhat the pension promise already made to existing plan 
members in the hope that other promises might be extended to other employees, now and 
in the future.  The BPG objects to this approach.  If regulations are made less rigorous in 
the belief that relaxed rules may be seen in a more favourable light by potential sponsors, 
those regulations can only be less effective in protecting the pension promise.  To put it 
another way, achievement of the first objective could be endangered by pursuit of the 
second.  To say the least, it would be unfortunate if the risk in achieving the pension 
promise is increased by regulations which should, instead, be directed at mitigating that 
risk. 
 
Pension plans are voluntarily offered and reflect the sponsor’s perception of what is 
required in the labour market. This perception has and will likely continue to be 
influenced by negotiation with unions or other employee groups.  The appropriate time to 
strike a balance between the sponsor’s interests and the plan members’ interests is when 
the pension promise is being struck.   
 
A trade-off between retired members, on the one hand, and sponsors or non-plan 
employees on the other, is not a trade-off of interests among equals.  As noted above, 
retirees cannot relive their years of employment.  Contrast this with the fact that sponsors 
can always adjust their business plans, and active employees can always take steps to 
improve their pension plans or other compensation going forward.  Retirees are the most 
vulnerable of the pension stakeholders, and legislation and regulation should reflect this 
reality.   
 
A defined benefit pension plan is a promise made between an employer and its 
employees.  The promise is that for the years of work provided, a pension – defined in 
advance - will be paid.  In this light, any potential lessening of the integrity of a pension 
                                                 
1  “A Fine Balance”, The Ontario Expert Commission on Pensions, November 2008 
2  “Getting Our Acts Together, Pension Reform in Alberta and British Columbia”, Report of the 
Joint Expert Panel on Pension Standards, November 2008 
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plan is seen to be no more legitimate than would be a retroactive reduction to the salary 
paid to an employee for work already completed.  And the call for “balance” as is 
contemplated in the provincial reports is seen to be no more appropriate than would be a 
call for retroactive salary reductions to existing employees so that new employees might 
be hired, or so that the sponsor’s profits might be improved. 
 
The BPG is not suggesting that encouragement of new DB plans is an unworthy 
objective.  Rather, the BPG endorses that objective, but only so long as pension 
legislation and regulations do not risk achievement of the pension promises already 
made.  It is not clear to what extent new DB plans can be encouraged in today’s work 
environment.  However, it is clear that legislation and regulation can protect existing DB 
plan members, and should do so.  
 

Recommendation #1 
Pension legislation and regulations should have as a priority objective 
the maintenance of the pension promise that has been struck between 
the employer and its plan members by protecting the financial security 
of existing defined benefit pension plans. 

 
Below, the BPG comments on the DB issues raised in the consultation paper, and 
proposes means by which the risks to which DB plan members are exposed can be 
mitigated.  The proposals may require changes to the PBSA,  its Regulations, or other 
legislation. 
 
4.   The Need for Transparency 
 
As noted at the outset of these comments, a retired member’s pension entitlements may 
be the single largest of his or her assets. In fact, it may be the only asset of meaningful 
proportion.  Prudent planning of one’s financial well being requires information that 
pertains to the pension plan’s ability to make the pension payments that have been 
promised.  For the information to be meaningful, it has to be timely and accurate.  Plan 
members are key stakeholders in the welfare of the pension plan – since their current and 
future lives are greatly influenced by its performance.  They must be able to be heard 
when decisions about the plan are being made.  These considerations call for 
transparency in plan management, the timely availability of pertinent plan information, 
and open regulatory processes that permit the voice of plan members to be heard.   
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(a) Disclosure of Information 
 
The BPG supports the OECP’s recommendations in this regard3.   
 

Recommendation #2 
To improve open and transparent governance, at a minimum, 
information provided to plan members should include the following: 
• A simple description of how pensions are funded and benefits are 

calculated under the plan; 
• Information of the plan’s funded status (including the extent to 

which it is in surplus or deficit, and whether a contribution holiday 
is in progress or is contemplated).  This information should be 
provided annually, no more than four months following year end. 
To enhance accountability, an attestation of accuracy should be 
signed by the plan administrator, and the chief executive officer and 
the chief financial officer of the sponsor; 

• the sponsor's plans to address any funding deficiency; 
• The potential impact of its funded status on active and retired 

members’ pensions;  
• A telephone number and/or web site address where further 

information can be obtained from the administrator or the sponsor, 
and similar coordinates for the pension regulator; and 

• A Statement of Funding Policy, discussed in the next subsection. 
 

This information should be provided to each person as he or she becomes a member of 
the plan.  Legislation should allow the dissemination of disclosure items by electronic 
means, at the option of the member, or the member’s beneficiary should the member be 
deceased.   
 
This information is at least as important to retired members as it is to active members.  
For active members, pension information relates to their potential future income – 
possibly many years in the future.  For retired members, it relates to their current 
financial status, and is therefore of immediate and significant consequence. 
 

Recommendation #3 
Legislation should allow the dissemination of disclosure items by 
electronic means 
 
Recommendation #4 
Disclosure items should be provided to all plan members, both active 
and retired, and to their beneficiaries as necessary. 

 
 

                                                 
3  This list of informational requirements is drawn, in part, from the OECP Report at 
Recommendation 8-22. 
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(b) Statement of Funding Policy 
 
A statement of funding policy would allow members to understand, and challenge if they 
thought necessary, the risks to which their pension entitlements are exposed.  For 
instance, pension plans that invest in the plan’s sponsor can be regarded as exposing itself 
inappropriately to the risk of the sponsor’s financial position.  Not only would the 
sponsor’s ability to make ongoing contributions to the pension fund disappear in the face 
of that sponsor’s insolvency, but the investments that the plan has already made in that 
sponsor would be in jeopardy as well. 
 
As another example, if a plan administrator were to eschew conservative but low risk 
investments in favour of higher paying, but higher risk investments, plan members may 
feel that their current and future entitlements were being subjected to unwarranted risks.  
Having information on the investment strategy would help the members understand their 
risks, and give them an opportunity to voice their opinions on the direction taken by the 
administrator.  Legislation, too, can play a role.  This is discussed in section 12. 
 
In single-employer defined benefit plans, it is frequently the case that the plan 
administrator is the sponsor itself, or an agent of the sponsor.  In this case, members may 
have a concern that their interests, interests that are embodied in the health of the pension 
plan, may be subservient to the interests of the sponsor.  The Act is positive in that it 
requires the administrator to administer the plan as a trustee for the members of the 
pension plan, both active and retired4.  However, it equally requires the administrator to 
act as trustee for the employer.   
 
Steps can and should be taken to ensure that the administrator understands that its duties 
are performed to the benefit of the pension plan and its members, even if that may not 
necessarily coincide with the perceived short term or long term benefit of the sponsor.  In 
this regard, the report of the Ontario Expert Commission on Pensions calls for an arms-
length relationship between the administrator and sponsor, though it acknowledges that 
that recommendation would be a substantial and problematic departure from current 
practice.  The BPG believes that current practice is acceptable as long as the sponsor of a 
DB plan informs its plan members of the steps it takes to ensure that the administrator 
performs its duties to the exclusive benefit of the plan. A statement of funding policy can 
alleviate members’ potential concern on this point by articulating the means by which 
accountability to the plan is effected.   
 

Recommendation #5 
Administrators should be required to establish a Statement of Funding 
Policy which should include, at a minimum, the following: 
• the conditions under which a contribution holiday would be taken; 
• the principles relating to the funding and investment of the pension 

fund; 

                                                 
4  Pension Benefits Standards Act, section 8(3). 
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• the extent to which the plan is permitted to invest in the sponsor; 
• the extent to which the plan is permitted to invest in any one 

investment; 
• an explanation of plan expenses incurred by the administrator; 
• the processes in place to ensure that the plan administrator and the 

resources upon which it relies use the skill and knowledge that they 
ought to possess by reason of their profession, business, or calling;  

• the processes put in place by the sponsor and administrator to 
ensure that the administrator performs its duties for the exclusive 
benefit of the plan; and 

• a description of the clear risks faced by the pension plan and how 
these risks will be addressed. 

 
The Statement of Funding Policy should be made available to all members, or their 
beneficiaries, in the same manner described above in section 4(a). 
 
(c) Regulatory Processes 
 
From time to time OSFI may be called upon to make determinations regarding the 
quantification of a plan’s liabilities or the terms of asset contributions, or some other 
issue that would affect the plan.  For instance, the consultation paper notes that the 
Superintendent can specify parameters to be used in valuation reports.  As another 
example, the consultation paper is canvassing opinions regarding the conditions where 
amortization periods might be extended.  Both these examples contemplate regulatory 
decisions that would have a material impact on the funding status of a pension plan. 
 
To allow the Superintendent to benefit from all pertinent evidence, it should make its 
decisions only after inviting, and then considering, the evidence put forward by all parties 
that could be affected by its decision.  Clearly the plan sponsor and the plan administrator 
would have contributions to make in the process.  So too the plan members, who have a 
personal stake in the health of the pension plan, could contribute to the process.  But this 
latter contribution can only be made if OSFI informs them that issues are under 
consideration, and puts in place a process that allows for their views to be heard.   
 

Recommendation #6 
Transparency of the regulatory process should be enhanced by 
requiring OSFI (a) to inform plan members, by way of postings on its 
web site, of the issues to be considered and (b) to invite affected parties 
to make submissions. 
 

The costs incurred by plan members in the preparation and presentation of pertinent 
evidence, deemed by the regulator to have made a contribution to the issue at hand, 
should be recovered from plan sponsors – and not from the pension funds.  In the 
telecommunications industry such a process is in place.  Interested parties who can be 
affected by the outcome of the proceeding can be reimbursed for that portion of their 
costs that the CRTC judges to have been responsibly incurred in the process of making a 
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contribution to the understanding of the issues.5  The recovery of costs is important.  
Permitting plan members to participate in a regulatory proceeding is meaningless if the 
resources required to do so are beyond their means.  Cost recovery gives voice to the 
views of plan members. 
 

Recommendation #7 
OSFI should establish a process that would allow for the recovery of 
costs incurred by pension plan members, or their representatives, in the 
preparation and presentation of evidence that contributes to the 
understanding of the issues. 

 
5.   Pension Surplus Threshold: Removing Impediments to Full Funding 
 
The consultation paper invites comments on the pension surplus threshold, and indicates 
that the Government’s objectives in regard to this issue are twofold; namely, ensuring 
funding flexibility for DB plans and controlling excess tax deferrals.  Changes to the 
current rules will work towards attaining both of these objectives. 
 
If DB pension plan investments were very stable over time, then the current ten percent 
pension surplus threshold would be sufficient to ensure full plan funding.  However, as in 
the case of any investment portfolio, pension plan investments vary with the fluctuations 
in markets.  Consequently, a plan that appears to be fully funded one month may be 
showing a serious deficiency the next.  The market turmoil that Canadians, among others, 
have experienced in recent months points out this reality all too clearly.  At the same 
time, sponsors may find that their ability to contribute to their pension plans varies over 
time; being relatively easy in good years, and difficult in the lean years. Sponsors are 
permitted to fund to levels in excess of solvency levels, in the hope that a potential 
underfunded situation is either avoided, or at least kept to manageable levels when 
returns are substandard or the sponsor’s capability to contribute is curtailed.   
 
The ten percent limit specified in the Income Tax Act is not sufficient to mitigate 
appropriately the risk of underfunding.  Again, the current economic downturn, with its 
double digit losses in portfolio performance, demonstrates the point.  Even without the 
widespread negative economic performance being seen today, a ten percent surplus limit 
runs an unacceptable risk of underfunding.  A relatively recent report by the C.D.Howe 
Institute6 cites the Income Tax Act limit of ten percent as an example of laws and 
regulations that have lead to a decline in DB plans.  The paper demonstrates that even a 
plan that is subject to no funding limits and that is, on average over a twenty year period, 
funded at 112% of solvency levels will be underfunded, due to variable market returns, a 
significant proportion of the time.  Imposing funding limits increases the number of times 
that the plan would be underfunded.  The paper concludes “[t]he more the ITA constrains 
sponsor contributions, the greater the likelihood that – should a sponsor become unable or 
unwilling to back its promises – participants will get pensions smaller than they 
bargained for”.  The following recommendation is found in the paper: 
                                                 
5  CRTC Telecommunications Rules of Procedure, subsection 44(1) 
6  “Lifting the Lid on Pension Funding: Why Income-Tax-Act Limits on Contributions Should 
Rise”, C.D.Howe Institute, Banarjee and Robson, April 15 2008. 
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“The Income Tax Act should not impede prudent funding of pension plans.  
Raising the limit for DB plans to the same 25 percent that currently applies 
to multiemployer risk-shared plans would be sensible, and a respectable case 
exists for making it higher yet.” 
 

The report of the Ontario Expert Commission on Pensions (OECP) addresses itself to the 
risk of underfunding DB plans and makes recommendations to mitigate that risk.  First, 
its recommendations would require, rather than just permit, sponsors to fund their DB 
plans to 105% of its solvency level.7  The five percent surplus is recommended explicitly 
as a buffer to protect against adverse fund outcomes.  Second, on the issue of the 
potential withdrawal of an amount from a fund in surplus, the OECP recommends that 
funds can be withdrawn, subject to certain conditions, provided that the withdrawal 
would not drop the funding to below 125% of solvency level, or 105% of solvency level 
plus two years of current costs (whichever is greater).8  Again, withdrawals are limited in 
this fashion explicitly to protect the fund from a future underfunded position.  
Consequently, as measures to protect against even temporary underfunding, the OECP 
contemplates a requirement to fund at 105% of solvency levels, and the potential that the 
fund may be at 125% of solvency levels, or more if the sponsor chooses not to withdraw 
funds above this level.   
 
The BPG agrees with the C.D.Howe Institute that prudent funding should not be impeded 
by the Income Tax Act, and shares its concern that the current surplus funding limit would 
do just that.  The BPG agrees with the OECP that sponsors should be required to provide 
a hedge against potential underfunding in lean times, and accepts their proposals in this 
regard. 
 
The OECP’s recommendation would have the added benefit of addressing the 
Government’s concern that a funding surplus of higher than ten percent may provide a 
sponsor with an incentive to defer tax through plan contributions greater than are 
necessary to keep the plan fully funded.  Because the OECP’s recommendation would 
ensure that contributions, up to 125% of solvency, would not be available to the sponsor 
at a later date, a disincentive to “over-contribute” is established.  This disincentive would 
counter the tax deferral incentive to “over-contribute” about which the Government 
appears to be concerned. 
 
The Pension Benefits Standards Regulations are also instructive on this point. In the case 
of DB plans not being terminated, regulations limit the withdrawal of surplus to be no 
more than the amount by which the surplus exceeds the greater of “two times the 
employer’s contribution to the normal cost of the plan” and “25% of the liabilities of the 
plan, determined according to a solvency valuation”.9  Consequently, the regulations 
acknowledge the benefit to the security of the plan by leaving at least a surplus of 25%.  
But the limitation found in the Income Tax Act makes it impossible to achieve this level 
of surplus.  
                                                 
7  “A Fine Balance”, Recommendation 4-17 
8  “A Fine Balance”, Recommendation 4-18 
9 Pension Benefits Standards Regulations, section 16(4) 
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Recommendation #8 
The funding limit in the Income Tax Act should be eliminated, because 
it impedes prudent funding and does not provide sufficient flexibility to 
mitigate the potential for underfunding when investments or the 
sponsor underperforms.  If, however, the Government feels that a 
funding limit is nevertheless warranted, it should be no less than 25%. 

 
 
6.   Temporary Funding Relief: Extraordinary Measures for Extraordinary 

Circumstances 
 
Currently sponsors of plans that demonstrate a solvency deficiency are given five years to 
bring their plans up to solvency levels.  This requirement arises from two underlying 
facts.  First, plans that are not fully funded represent a substantial risk to plan members.  
For instance, should the sponsor be unable to carry on business – and therefore be unable 
to make additional contributions – when the plan is underfunded, then plan members 
would not receive amounts that they had every right to expect.   The pension promise 
would be broken.  This fact alone would lead to the conclusion that the deficiency should 
be made up immediately.  Second, bringing plans to full solvency levels represents an 
expense to its sponsor that may be difficult to accommodate over a short period of time.  
This difficulty is exacerbated when the underfunding coincides with challenging financial 
performance by the sponsor.  The five year period has been chosen as the mechanism to 
balance these two facts, essentially tempering the desire for immediate security by being 
sensitive to the impracticalities of immediate funding. 
 
The question as to whether current economic conditions warrant a change, even 
temporarily, to the funding requirement should be answered in the context of the facts of 
the situation.  One of the hallmarks of the current financial crisis is, as the consultation 
paper notes, “a sharp decline in global equity markets that has reduced the funded status 
of federally regulated private pension plans”.  Considering only the risk to plan members, 
this decline would call for a contraction, not an extension, of the period to make good the 
solvency deficiencies.  However, it is recognized that the current economic climate 
generally makes it more difficult for sponsors to accommodate whatever funding 
deficiencies there may be.  This is the case not only because the deficiencies are greater 
due to poor market performance, but also because the sponsors’ funding capabilities may 
be curtailed at the same time. 
 
The BPG accepts that extraordinary circumstances faced by a sponsor may justify a 
temporary extension of the period for that sponsor to make up a solvency deficiency.  
However, BPG is also very aware that extending an amortization period places plan 
members at greater risk.  And the longer the period is extended, the greater the risk to the 
plan members.  It should be evident that the longer the time that a plan goes underfunded, 
the greater the risk that the plan may be wrapped up in an underfunded position. In 
addition, the longer the time that a sponsor has to address its funding deficiency, the 
greater the chance that continued financial challenges to the sponsor will make 
underfunding of its pension plan a chronic and ever-worsening problem. To mitigate 
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these risks, there should be a presumption of a rapid schedule for amortizing a solvency 
deficiency, and the presumption should only be overcome by compelling evidence 
regarding the specific case in hand.  Consequently, BPG proposes that amortization 
extensions should only be granted under the following conditions. 
 
 

Recommendation #9 
OSFI should only consider granting an extension to the amortization 
period when all of the following conditions apply: 
• There is a presumption that any solvency deficiency is to be 

amortized over five years.  No extension should be granted to an 
applicant sponsor unless OSFI is satisfied, based on all the evidence 
placed before OSFI concerning the particular circumstances facing 
that applicant, that an extension of the amortization period is 
warranted;   

• OSFI is satisfied that alternatives to an extension have already been 
exhausted by the applicant, or would place an unwarranted burden 
on the applicant; 

• OSFI has invited evidence relevant to the extension, in a public 
proceeding, from all parties that could be affected by an extension.  
Pension plan members, both active and retired, or their 
representatives would be among the affected parties; 

• The extended amortization period is not to exceed ten years; 
• The costs incurred in the regulatory process concerning the 

potential extension of the amortization period are not to be treated 
as an administrative expense of the pension fund, and are therefore 
not recoverable from the pension fund; and 

• No more than thirty percent of active plan members or thirty 
percent of retired plan members objected to the extension, or the 
difference in the payment schedules between the 5-year 
amortization period and the extended amortization period is 
secured by a letter of credit. 

 
The conditions impose a duty on a sponsor to make the case to its plan members and to 
the regulator that relief is warranted.  However, the burden of making the case is no more 
significant to the sponsor than is the risk to the plan members, and in particular the retired 
members, that arises from an extended amortization period.   
 
 
7.   Solvency Measurement and Funding Rules 
 
(a) Funding Requirements 
 
The rules regarding funding requirements should be directed, primarily, at permitting 
achievement of the pension promise.  That is, funding requirements should be focused on 
ensuring, to the extent possible, that at all times the assets of the fund are sufficient to 
cover its liabilities, on both an ongoing-basis, and on an insolvency basis.  When this is 
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the case, if the sponsor’s enterprise fails, and so its capacity to make ongoing 
contributions to the fund disappears, plan members can be assured that the promised 
pensions that they have every right to expect can be delivered. 
 
However, unless plan investments are made in entirely riskless vehicles and are 
sufficiently large to cover all liabilities, market fluctuations may cause a plan that was 
fully funded one month to be deficient the next.  The current economic downturn has 
illustrated how sudden and significant the market fluctuations can be, and how negative 
its results can be on the financial status of a plan.  Given this reality, to mitigate – but not 
eliminate – the risk of underfunding, sponsors should be required to fund their plans 
above solvency levels.  The greater the amount above solvency levels, the lower the risk 
of underfunding and the higher the financial burden on the plan sponsor.  As noted above, 
the OECP has acknowledged this dynamic and has balanced the need to mitigate risk to 
the pension promise with the need to accommodate the sponsor’s financial capability. 
The BPG agrees that allowing for a buffer above 100% solvency will help mitigate the 
risk of eventual underfunding.  Whether a buffer of 5%, as is recommended by the 
OECP, is a sufficient buffer can be tested over time.  If it is found that plans are 
unacceptably underfunded even with this requirement, then the size of the buffer should 
be revisited.10  In the meantime, the BPG proposes that federal legislation reflect the 
OECP’s recommendations concerning minimum funding levels.   

 
Recommendation #10 
• Sponsors should be required to fund their plans at 105% of solvency 

levels; 
• Sponsors whose plans are funded at 95% or more will have eight 

years to bring the plan funding to 105% of solvency; and 
• For plans funded below 95%, the current amortization period of five 

years should continue to apply until such time as they become eligible 
for the extended amortization period.11 

 
The BPG also proposes: 
 

Recommendation #11 
Once a plan reaches 105% of solvency, should it later fall below that 
level, the sponsor must regain the 105% level within five years. 
 

 
To be clear, the above proposals should be regarded as minimum funding requirements.  
The requirements are proposed with the objective of mitigating the risk of the plan being, 
at any time, in an underfunded position.  The buffer of 5% is suggested as a hedge against 
market fluctuations that cause negative financial results.  Obviously, a buffer larger than 

                                                 
10  In this regard, the Canadian Institute of Actuaries (CIA) recommended to the OECP during the 
course of its investigation into Ontario’s pension framework that DB pension plans should be required to 
maintain a “target solvency margin” to enhance benefit security.  The proposed margin is intended to 
maintain total plan assets above its liabilities.  The CIA suggested that the margin would be plan specific, 
its level to be related to the risks faced by the plan.  
11  “A Fine Balance”, Recommendation 4-15 
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5% would mitigate the risk further.  The C.D.Howe study referenced above illustrates 
that a plan that experiences a surplus more than twice the 5% buffer on average over time 
is still likely to be in an underfunded position at some point.  Cognizant of the potential 
burden on sponsors, the BPG is not suggesting that a buffer larger than 5% should be 
mandated, at this time. However, it is hopeful that sponsors may, from time to time, find 
it possible to make contributions that would have the effect of producing a surplus larger 
than 5%.  Consequently, it is critical that there be no impediment, either legislative or 
regulatory, that would preclude the possibility of achieving greater surpluses.  It is for 
this reason that Recommendation #8 calls for the elimination of the funding limits 
prescribed in the Income Tax Act. 
 
(b) Timing of Valuations 
 
The previous subsection describes the mandated targets for funding levels, and actions 
going forward that must be taken based on achieved funding levels to date.  The quantum 
of the funding level is derived in a valuation of the plan, as of a certain time.  The 
funding actions would be consistent with that valuation.  It should be self-evident that the 
funding actions would not be consistent with the funding targets described in the previous 
section if they are premised on an outdated valuation which no longer reflects the reality 
of the fund.  For instance, if a valuation indicates that the fund is at 103% of solvency 
levels, then the required funding actions would add 2% of liabilities over five years, 
while also covering annual service costs.  In the event that the valuation, because it is 
outdated, overstates the funding status, then the funding actions that arise from the 
outdated valuation may well fall short of the goal of 105% of solvency. 
 
Current regulations allow for triennial valuations once a plan has attained its funding 
target.  Consequently, the funding actions taken by the sponsor in a year are set based on 
a plan valuation that may be as much as three years old.  An example illustrates the point.  
In mid 2008 the sponsor of a large defined benefit pension plan published the results of 
its plan valuation as of year end 2007.  That valuation showed a surplus, on an ongoing 
basis and on a solvency basis.  Consequently, the plan administrator would have 
concluded that there was no requirement to amortize a funding deficiency, and so funding 
actions would need only consider service costs for each year until such time as the next 
triennial valuation would be made.  The next triennial valuation would be as of year end 
2010, and would be used in determining the funding requirements starting in 2011.  The 
impact of the current financial downturn has been felt most strongly since year end 2007.  
Indeed, the sponsor has noted that its pension plan in 2008 has been experiencing 
negative returns, a result common to investment portfolios in this troubling period.  It is 
clear that the valuation conducted in 2007 is no longer reflective of today’s 
circumstances, and the minimum funding requirements that are premised on that 
valuation would not achieve the desired result of full funding. 
 
Triennial valuations cannot be considered to accurately quantify the actual funding status 
of a pension plan.  The stability and predictability of financial results that a triennial 
valuation assumes are not commonplace.  Today’s financial environment makes this all 
too obvious, but even in calmer days this is a potential problem that risks attainment of 
the pension promise. 
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The BPG recognizes that continuous valuations are not practical.  It therefore 
recommends: 
 
 
 

Recommendation #12 
Legislation should require annual valuations. Funding plans should be 
established based on the most recent valuations.  To mitigate the 
potential that even annual valuations can become outdated, the 
valuation should be made available within four months of the plan’s 
year end. 

 
(c)  Contribution Holiday 
 
As long as a plan is sufficiently funded absent additional payments by the sponsor, then 
the sponsor should not have to make additional contributions to the plan.  What is meant 
by “sufficiently funded” is described in the next paragraph.  However, the sponsor should 
be required to make the case to the regulator’s satisfaction that a contribution holiday is 
acceptable before it foregoes making contributions to the pension fund. 
 
If a plan’s assets equal 105% of the plan’s liabilities, then the plan sponsor need only 
contribute in any year the annual service costs for that year.   If the plan’s assets are 
greater than the sum of 105% of the plan’s liabilities as shown in the previous year’s plan 
valuation and the current year’s service costs, then the plan would continue to meet its 
target without additional payments by the sponsor. In this case the plan would be 
considered to be “sufficiently funded”, and the sponsor should be permitted to take a 
contribution holiday.  That is, the plan sponsor need not make contributions to its plan in 
that year.  More generally: 
 

Recommendation #13 
The sponsor may take a partial contribution holiday so long as the 
plan’s assets together with the contributions made by the sponsor in a 
year at least equal the sum of 105% of the plan’s liabilities and that 
year’s annual service costs. 
 

As proposed above, annual plan valuations should be conducted.  The most recent plan 
valuation would pertain to the plan year immediately prior to the year for which a 
contribution holiday, or partial contribution holiday, is proposed.  It is that valuation 
which would be used by the sponsor if it wished to demonstrate that a contribution 
holiday is appropriate.  If, however, it is decided that annual valuations need not be 
conducted, then the most recent valuation may be one, two, or three years old.  Using a 
plan valuation that predates the plan year immediately preceding the year in which the 
contribution holiday is proposed poses too great a risk to the pension promise for the 
reasons described in the previous subsection.  Consequently, legislation should be 
amended to state that: 
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Recommendation #14 
Any proposal by a sponsor for a contribution holiday, or a partial 
contribution holiday, in a year must use a plan valuation that pertains 
to a time that does not predate the end of the immediately prior plan 
year. 

 
 
(d)  Surplus Ownership and its Influence on Plan Funding 
 
The consultation paper notes that the issue of surplus ownership is contentious, and that 
uncertainty as to the ownership could be an impediment to the funding of plans.  For 
instance, a sponsor may be reluctant to fund in excess of minimum levels if it cannot get 
access to the surplus at some point in time.  As is described above, funding just to the 
minimum level, as defined in Recommendations #10 and #11, poses a risk of 
underfunding at some point in time.  Consequently, the uncertainty regarding the surplus 
ownership issue may be a disincentive to full funding. 
 
The BPG’s objective is to put in place funding mechanisms that will reduce the risk to 
achievement of the pension promise as much as possible, while being sensitive to the 
business realities of the sponsor.  Indeed, the BPG is well aware that a plan member’s 
best assurance of a financially healthy pension plan, i.e. one that is capable of delivering 
the pension promise, is a financially healthy sponsor.  Some of these mechanisms are in 
the form of rules and regulations described elsewhere in this paper.  The removal of the 
Income Tax Act limit on contributions, and the establishment of minimum funding rules 
are two such examples.  Other mechanisms are in the form of incentives to fund, or to put 
it another way, in the removal of disincentives to fund. 
 
The BPG accepts that a prohibition on access to pension fund surpluses by the sponsor 
can be a disincentive to fund the plan.  However, it also accepts as a fact that if a sponsor 
has easy access to amounts in excess of the minimum funding target, then it is likely that 
a plan’s funding status will never be above minimum levels since the sponsor has an 
incentive to withdraw surpluses and use them elsewhere in the enterprise.  As discussed 
above, a plan that is funded only to minimum levels is likely at some point to be 
underfunded, and to take some time to regain its target funding level. 
 
The OECP Report discusses the issue of surplus ownership.  It notes that there is no 
agreement on the issue, and states that there is no unequivocal conclusion to be drawn 
regarding ownership.  The following summarizes the approach adopted by the author of 
that report: 
 

I favour a presumption (absent clear contrary language) that surplus 
must be used to serve the purposes of the plan: to pay for contribution 
holidays or plan expenses; to be shared between the parties on plan 
wind-up; in very exceptional circumstances and after complying with 
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specified procedures, to be available for withdrawal while the plan is 
ongoing…12 

 
One of the conditions proposed in the Report regarding the withdrawal of surplus while 
the plan is ongoing is that the assets of the fund should not drop below the greater of 
125% of the plan’s liabilities, or 105% of the liabilities plus two year’s annual service 
costs.13 
 
The Pension Benefits Standards Regulations reflect this same approach.14  In the case of 
DB plans not being terminated, regulations limit the withdrawal of surplus to be no more 
than the amount by which the surplus exceeds the greater of “two times the employer’s 
contribution to the normal cost of the plan” and “25% of the liabilities of the plan, 
determined according to a solvency valuation”. 
 
The BPG endorses this approach.  It does not discourage funding above minimum levels 
because the sponsor will understand that surpluses can be used to take contribution 
holidays, or can be withdrawn above the threshold level.  At the same time it does not 
permit ready access to any surplus over minimum levels, and thereby mitigates the risk of 
underfunding at some point. 
 

Recommendation #15 
In the case of a pension plan that is not being fully terminated, plan 
sponsors should be allowed access to plan surpluses, calculated on a 
solvency basis, only on the terms currently specified in Section 16 of the 
Pension Benefits Standards Act. 

 
Of course, this recommendation and the current conditions laid out in section 16 of the 
PBSA would have no practical effect unless the limitations in the Income Tax Act were to 
be eliminated, or greatly relaxed. 
 
 
(e) Use of Letters of Credit 
 
The BPG agrees with the discussion on letters of credit found in the consultation paper.  
As long as letters of credit are structured in a way as to make the funding available when 
needed, as defined in previous subsections, they are a useful tool in the management of a 
sponsor’s pension obligations. 
 

Recommendation #16 
A properly structured Letter of Credit should be accepted as a means to 
meet solvency funding obligations. 

 
 
                                                 
12  “A Fine Balance”, page 104 
13  “A Fine Balance”, Recommendation 4-18, page 79 
14  The Pension Benefits Standards Regulations, 1985, section 16(4).  In addition to the surplus 
threshold condition, other conditions apply. 
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(f) Commuted Values and the Pension Fund 
 
The consultation paper seeks views on whether the Superintendent’s authority to issue 
specifications with respect to valuation reports should be extended to the determination of 
commuted values.  Currently, regulations require that commuted values offered to plan 
members must be determined in accordance with standards of the Canadian Institute of 
Actuaries (CIA). 
 
The Standards of Practice speak to the valuation of commuted values.  In particular, item 
3820.01 states that the commuted value should be independent of the financial position of 
the pension plan at the time of the valuation date.  Item 3820.04 states that the value 
should reflect the member’s full benefit entitlement as a pensioner.15 
 
Consequently, when a plan is underfunded, and some plan members elect portability 
options, the members remaining in the plan are, on average, in an even more precarious 
position.  Because some of the members elect to take commuted values at 100%, the 
shortfall in plan funding is spread over a smaller base of plan members, increasing the 
risk of underfunding to each of them.  In such a situation, it should be open to the plan 
members to request that the Superintendent consider the situation and arrive at an 
alternate solution that would take into account the interests of all stakeholders.  This 
determination could be made by the Superintendent following a public proceeding 
designed to canvass various alternatives.  This recourse is precluded by the current 
regulations.  The BPG supports the extension of the Superintendent’s authority to make 
specifications in respect of commuted values. 
 

Recommendation #17 
The Superintendent’s authority to issue specifications with respect to 
valuation reports should be extended to the determination of commuted 
values. 
 

(g) When Plans Fail 
 
Funding requirements exist so that should the sponsor wind up business, its pension plan 
will continue to be viable and capable of meeting its obligations.  That is, even without 
the sponsor, the plan is intended to be able to live up to the pension promise.  If, however, 
the plan is underfunded when the sponsor fails, then there will be insufficient funds to 
fully meet the expectations of plan members.  Legislation should ensure that the interests 
of plan members are protected. The pension plan is in a unique position among creditors.  
Retired plan members rely on the plan to supply their promised pension amounts.  If 
these amounts are not forthcoming from the plan, retired members have no recourse to 
recoup the amounts from any other source.  It is not open to retirees to relive their lives 
and thereby gain from another source the pensions they already earned in the service of 
the failed sponsor company. 
 

                                                 
15  Standards of Practice – Practice Specific Standards for Pension Plans (including changes to 
section 3800, effective April 1 2009), Actuarial Standards Board, Revised Dec 8 2008. 
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Recommendation #18 
Any contributions owing, but not yet remitted to the pension fund, 
should be deemed to be held separate from the sponsor’s assets, and 
should therefore fall under deemed trust provisions of the PBSA.  This 
means that the contributions owing must be paid into the pension fund, 
and not be subject to distribution to creditors. 
 
Recommendation #19 
If the amounts identified in Recommendation #18 do not bring the 
pension plan to full solvency funding, then the pension fund and its 
members should be treated as fully secured creditors.   

 
8.   Requiring Full Funding on Voluntary Plan Termination 
 
(a) Voluntary Termination with conditions for full funding 
 
The consultation paper notes that permitting the voluntary termination of a plan without 
ensuring that it will be fully funded provides an incentive to sponsors to terminate its plan 
in order to get out from under its funding obligations.  Rather than providing the desired  
incentive to fully fund its pension plan, the possibility of avoiding funding obligations 
would provide the sponsor the opposite incentive. It is instructive to note in this regard 
that the federal jurisdiction is the only one in Canada which does not require a plan to be 
fully funded when being voluntarily terminated. 
 

Recommendation #20 
Legislation and regulation should allow, except as discussed in the next 
subsection, for the voluntary termination of plans only if: 

1) The plan is fully funded at the time of termination and 
consistent with an valuation of the plan conducted at the time 
of the proposed plan termination; or 

2) There is a payment schedule established that will ensure the 
full funding of the plan over a specified period. 16  

 
Regarding 2), OSFI must impose the payment schedule after considering, in an open 
process, evidence from all affected parties regarding the terms of the payment schedule.  
In so doing, OSFI should have a presumption that payment to full funding levels will be 
made immediately. However, the payment schedule can be extended over time, but only 
if OSFI is convinced that  

• doing so does not impose an unnecessary or material risk of permanent 
underfunding on the pension plan; and 

• requiring immediate funding would impose an unnecessary and harmful 
burden on the sponsor.   

In no event should a funding period of more than five years be permitted. Should a non-
immediate payment schedule be established, then contributions owing, but not yet 

                                                 
16  As in 1), “full funding” is intended to be read as consistent with a valuation conducted at the time 
of the proposed plan termination. 



Comments of the Bell Pensioners' Group 
Page 22  

remitted to the pension fund should be deemed to be held separate from the sponsor’s 
assets.   Under bankruptcy, these monies would not form part of the sponsor’s estate 
regardless of whether or not they were actually held separate. 
 
(b) Voluntary Termination with conditions for less than full funding 
  
It is conceivable that the sponsor may offer an option to plan members which would be 
preferable to some members relative to the benefits that would accrue to them if the plan 
were wound up fully funded.  For instance, active employees might consider that their 
entitlements under the partially funded terminated DB plan, together with salary 
adjustments or some other form of compensation (possibly promised payments under 
some other form of pension plan) would be more attractive than would be their 
entitlements under the fully funded DB plan upon termination.   
 
However, this sort of enticement to members who are active employees would be of no 
interest to retired members.  Further, it is possible that the sponsor could offer an option 
to all plan members which would be more attractive to some and less attractive to others, 
whether active or retired. 
 
The pension promise is made between the sponsor and the individual plan member.  If the 
sponsor chooses to offer an option, or options, to plan members, each individual – active 
and retired alike – should be allowed to choose which option, the benefits of the fully 
funded DB plan among them, he or she feels is most appropriate.   
 

Recommendation #21 
A partially funded DB plan should be allowed to be voluntarily 
terminated only if the sponsor allows each plan member (or their 
pension beneficiaries if the plan member is deceased) to choose among 
options made available by the sponsor.  One of the options must be the 
benefits that would have been provided had the plan been fully funded. 
 

9.   Partial Termination and Immediate Vesting 
 
As noted above in the discussion of the ownership of plan surpluses, the BPG supports 
the proposition that surpluses should be retained in the pension plan, subject to the 
conditions for withdrawal as discussed above.  The BPG also supports the immediate 
vesting of pension benefits for all members.   
 

Recommendation #22 
The concept of partial plan termination should be eliminated. 

 
10.   Void Amendments 
 
The BPG agrees with the principle that amendments to underfunded plans must not have 
the effect of further reducing the plan’s funded position.  As regards the solvency ratio of 
0.85, the BPG considers that a ratio of 0.85 clearly signals a significant underfunding, 
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and would cause one to question the wisdom of amending the plan in a way that would 
impoverish it to such a marked degree. 
 
However, the consultation paper correctly notes that a single measure, such as the 
solvency ratio, may be an imprecise guide to determine the capacity of the sponsor to 
support the amendments.  So that the individual circumstances of sponsors and their 
pension plans might be taken into account, the BPG suggests the following approach. 
 

Recommendation #23 
With regard to plan amendments that would have the effect of lowering 
the solvency ratio, 

• If the solvency ratio is at 0.95 or greater, net of amendments, it 
should be presumed that the amendments can be accommodated 
without imposing undue risk to all plan members. 

• If the solvency ratio, net of amendments, is between 0.85 and 
0.95, then the applicant sponsor must make the case to OSFI, in 
an open and transparent proceeding, that it can accommodate 
the amendments.  By “accommodating the amendments” means 
that the sponsor would propose a funding schedule, deemed 
reasonable by OSFI, that would bring its plan to the target 
solvency ratio of 1.05 over a period not to exceed five years. 

• If the solvency ratio, net of amendments, is less than 0.85 then 
there should be a presumption that the amendments cannot be 
accommodated.  It should be open to the applicant sponsor to 
make its case, as in the previous bullet, in an open and 
transparent proceeding.  Only very compelling evidence would 
be capable of overcoming the presumption. 

 
If OSFI concludes that the amendments cannot be accommodated in the pension plan, it 
does not necessarily mean that the benefits the amendments are intended to provide 
cannot be put in place.  As the Canadian Institute of Actuaries has noted in a previous 
submission on this issue, the regulator could “require the plan sponsor to fund annually 
the value of pension benefits being paid in the year related to the new amendments, until 
the solvency deficiency created by the amendment is fully funded”.17 
 
11.   Use of Surplus in Defined Contribution Plan Components 
 
The consultation paper invites comments on the appropriateness of clarifying that defined 
benefit surplus can be used to offset an employer’s defined contribution current service 
costs for hybrid plans. 
 
The use of the term “hybrid plan” is troubling because it conveys the notion that the 
components are neither defined benefit nor defined contribution but some sort of mixture 
                                                 
17  Submission by the Canadian Institute of Actuaries  presented to the Department of Finance 
(Federal), Comments on the Consultation Paper “Strengthening the Legislative and Regulatory Framework 
for Defined Benefit Pension Plans Registered under the Pension Benefits Standards Act, 1985”, September 
2005, page 11.  CIA document 205063. 
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of the two.  However, it is clear from the consultation paper that views are being sought 
in respect of an employer’s pension plan that includes a defined benefit component and a 
defined contribution component.  The two components are very different; and each 
imposes different obligations on the employer/sponsor and engenders different 
expectations of plan members.  The defined contribution component should be regarded 
in the same manner as one would regard a defined benefit plan with no other component.  
In particular, the sponsor would have funding obligations with respect to that component, 
and plan members would have expectations of the benefits that derive from that 
component. 
 
The BPG has addressed above the issue of surplus in a defined benefit plan.  Specifically, 
the BPG endorses the recommendation of the OECP that a surplus should remain in the 
plan, subject to the sponsor’s ability to withdraw the amount of surplus that exceeds the 
threshold of the greater of 125% of the plan’s solvency liability or 105% of that liability 
plus two year’s service costs.  Similarly, if the employer’s plan has a DB component and 
a DC component, then the employer can, if it wishes, withdraw the amount of surplus in 
excess of the threshold for that DB component.  The employer can use that withdrawn 
amount for any purpose, including a contribution to its DC component. 
 
Of course, the employer is also able to take a contribution holiday in respect of its DB 
component, under the conditions discussed in section 4(c) above.  The amounts “saved” 
by the employer because it need not make contributions to the DB component can be 
used by the employer as contributions to its DC component.  In that sense, it could be 
said that the surplus that gives rise to the DB contribution holiday is being used to make 
contributions to the DC component. 
 
The BPG stresses that the appropriate conceptual framework is to regard the DB 
component of the employer’s plan as a separate and independent pension plan, with its 
own obligations.  All recommendations that have been made by the BPG with regard to 
DB plans, including accounting standards, valuation, funding obligations, information 
requirements, statement of funding policy and so on, apply as well to the DB component 
of a “hybrid” plan, as the term is used in the consultation paper.  To establish rules for the 
DB component of a “hybrid” plan that differ from those that apply to DB plans would set 
up an incentive to add a non-DB component, possibly very small, simply to get around 
the rules thought to be appropriate for DB plans. 
 

Recommendation #24 
The defined benefit component of a multi-component pension plan 
should be treated as a separate and independent defined benefit pension 
plan. 
 
 
Recommendation #25 
A sponsor’s access to the solvency surplus associated with the defined 
benefit component of a multi-component pension plan should be 
governed by the terms of Recommendation #15. 
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12.   Investment Rules 
 
Section 4(b) discusses the need for a Statement of Funding Policy that would articulate a 
plan administrator’s capacity for, and approach to, investing for the benefit of the plan.  
This section is more narrow in scope.  Views have been requested regarding the 
appropriateness of legislative measures that would limit an administrator’s range of 
investment options.   
 
It is not clear to the BPG what the public policy objectives were that underlie each of the 
limitations that currently exist in the Pension Benefits Standards Act, and consequently it  
offers no opinion on whether the limitations have been effective in meeting those 
objectives, or indeed whether those objectives remain relevant going forward.   

 
Recommendation #26 
To the extent that the government does see a continued need for 
quantitative rules to be included in the Act, then 

• It should articulate the objectives of each of the rules; 
• It should review the rules periodically, say every five years, to 

determine if they are necessary to those public policy objectives.  
Any rule that is found to be unnecessary should be eliminated; 
and 

• It should assure itself that any such rule would not have the 
effect of materially undermining the security of the pension 
benefit. 

 
The BPG has stated throughout this submission that its primary focus is on the security of 
the pension promise, a key component of which is the financial security of the 
investments held by the plan.  This is critical to plan members, and in particular to retired 
members, because they expect that they will finance their later years, in large part if not 
exclusively, through their pension payments.  Subsection 8(4) of the Act requires the 
administrator to “exercise the degree of care that a person of ordinary prudence would 
exercise in dealing with the property of another person”.  Just as any prudent financial 
advisor would steer his retired clients away from risky investments, so too plan 
administrators, in exercising prudence with regard to a pension plan, should have a bias 
for low risk investments in a diversified portfolio.  Possibly, the current quantitative rule 
that prevents more than 10% of a plan portfolio being in one investment has arisen from 
this consideration.   
 
It would be helpful if the Act would articulate that plan administrators should have a bias 
toward low risk investments in a diversified portfolio.  In this regard it is the BPG’s 
understanding that pension regulators in other jurisdictions have instituted more 
conservative investment rules for pension funds under their control.  
 

Recommendation #27 
The PBSA should state that in the exercise of prudence with regard to 
the investment of assets of a pension plan, administrators should have a 
bias toward low risk investments in a diversified portfolio. 
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Bell Pensioners’ Group Inc. (BPG) is a federally registered not for profit organization that 
advocates on behalf of the more than 30,000 retirees of Bell Canada, almost one-third of whom 
are paying members.  BPG membership encompasses retired company officers, executives, 
management, non-management, engineers and other professionals, clerical employees and 
technicians. We are part of a growing network of pensioner groups that together represent tens of 
thousands of retired individuals from across Canada. 
 
This brief was prepared by the BPG pension committee.  Members of the committee volunteer 
their time and have developed an in-depth understanding of DB pension plans issues learned 
through continuous study, attendance at professional seminars and conferences, and through the 
constant monitoring of relevant media and pension stakeholders’ websites.   
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