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(?? = Inaudible/Indecipherable)

Moderator Normand Gendron: I would like to introduce some individuals who have recently completed 35 years
as members of the CIA. Will you please stand as I announce your name? Shiraz Bharmal, Pat Flanagan, William
Osenton, and Lloyd Steinke. Ladies and gentlemen, please give a good hand for these people.

(applause)

I would also like to welcome two important visitors from other actuarial associations. I’m not sure if they’re in
the room, I haven’t seen them. There’s Robert Beuerlein, the immediate Past President of the Society of Actuaries.
And there is also Kenneth Hohman, President Elect of the Conference of Consulting Actuaries. I don’t believe they’re
in the room, but they are scheduled to be at the meeting in the coming hours.

It is our tradition to recognize those members who have recently passed away. Since our last meeting it is my
sad duty to report the, the deaths of three of our members…George L. Hogeman, FCIA 1970, AIA 1953, FSA 1949.
William John Perkins, FCIA 1965, FCAS 1957. George A. Reynolds, FCIA 1970, FSA 1952 and MAAA 1965.

Veuillez vous lever pour observer un moment de silence. Merci.
We shall now move into the General Business Session of the Institute. Because will be voting taking place, we’ll

follow a formal procedure to accurately determine the number of members present and the votes on each motion.
I will preside over the meeting. David Congram will serve as secretary. Lynn Blackburn, Les Dandridge, Daniel
Lapointe, Rosemary Leu and Sheila Richard will serve as scrutineers. And Tina Hobday, our legal counsel is next
to me at the head table.

The notice of this general business session was sent to members on June 4th, 2007 and notice of a revised agenda
was sent on June 14th, 2007. According with the consent of members, I will dispense from the reading of the notice.
The secretary has received proof of notice being sent to members. I direct that the proof of notice be annexed to
the minutes of this meeting.

Before commencing with the various motions, I would like to comment on voting procedures. Each Fellow of
the Canadian Institute of Actuaries who is present is entitled to one vote. Associates, correspondents and visitors are
not allowed to vote or to make or second motions. This applies to voting on motions other than bylaw amendments.
When the time comes to vote on the bylaw amendments, only those members who have an orange voting card
will be permitted to vote. The voting cards were distributed with your name badge to those members who did not
vote by proxy. If you did not vote by proxy and you did not receive an orange voting card, please see one of the
scrutineers in the room prior to the votes on the bylaw amendments. For those members who are not registered
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for this annual meeting but are present for this general business meeting please see the scrutineer for a voting card
if you have not already voted by proxy.

We have over 359 Fellows of the Institute present at this general meeting and over 546 persons present in total.

In order to establish that we have a quorum for the meeting, I would ask that all Fellows of the Institute stand so that
the scrutineers can count the number of Fellows present.

(chatter)

Moderator Gendron:OK, everybody can sit down now please.There are 210 fellows in the room, so we definitely have
quorum. I hereby declare that the requisite quorum of members is present and direct, as the scrutineers report, this
be annexed to the minutes of this meeting.

The agenda of the present meeting is shown on the screen. May I ask the Secretary-Treasurer to make a motion
to approve the agenda?

Speaker David Congram: That the agenda be approved as presented.

Moderator Gendron: May I have a seconder for the motion? Richard Bisson? You have heard the motion from
David Congram and seconded by Richard Bisson. Is there any discussion on the motion? And I’ll put the motion
to the meeting. All those in favour, please signify by raising your hand. Opposed, if any? Carried.

I want to offer my congratulations to the CIA members who, who were elected to the board in 2007 elections.
The incoming president elect is Michael Hale. The incoming Secretary-Treasurer is James Christie. The new directors
are Barbara Addie, Steven Easson, Helmut Engels andMichael Smith. I will now call uponMichael Hale, your soon
to be President Elect, to say a few words. Michael.

Speaker Michael Hale: Thanks. I want first to thank you for the honour of making me your President Elect. I
will work hard to deserve your trust. Where I think I can serve you best is in conserving and expanding our areas
of practice, increasing our influence in public policy and delivering opportunities for learning and growth for us as
individuals. I believe strongly in building consensus and unity through teamwork.

Encore une fois, je voudrais remercier tout le monde pour la confiance qu’on m’a accordée. Je peux vous assurer
que je chercherais toujours à mériter cette confiance par mes actions. Thank you.

(applause)

Moderator Gendron:Thank you Michael. Next is the Secretary-Treasurer’s report on finances and approval of au-
ditors. May I ask the Secretary-Treasurer to make a motion to approve the appointment of the CIA auditors. David.

Speaker Congram: I move that the members confirm the Board’s decision of June 27th, 2007 to approve the
appointment of Watson, Falkins, Cory LLP as the CIA auditors for the fiscal year of 2007 and 2008.

Moderator Gendron: May I have a seconder for the motion? Dave Dickson. You have heard the motion by
David Congram, seconded by Dave Dickson. Is there any discussion on the motion? I put the motion to the meet-
ing. All those in favour, please so signify by raising your hand. Opposed? Carried. David Congram will stay here,
but I’m in his place right now.

Speaker Congram:Goodmorning. I’ve overseen themeetings with the Auditor, BrianWatson now for two years and
I would just like to mention to you that I have every confidence in that organization and I commend the decision
of the membership to confirm the auditors in place. On the recommendation of the Finance Committee, yesterday
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the Board approved the financial statements. And I wanted to take just a few minutes and report on those very
quickly to you, given I know there’s a long agenda today.

First of all, I’m pleased to report that the CIA has had a solid financial year and maybe the next slide… As you

can see from this slide, the revenue, which is income over expenses, for the year ending March 2007 was around
about $92,000. In our budgeting we had anticipated that this would be a loss of about $80,000. But there were
sort of three things that really turned that around. The first is the timing of discipline costs, which was always one of
the issues. The second was even though we were concerned about the Chicago meeting, the Secretariat was able to
contain those costs and we did have additional meetings during the year, so that contributed to a profit. And finally
the use of professional staff has not taken off as quickly as we would anticipate. Looking at the net revenue over
the last four years, which I have displayed on this slide, you can see that it has been trending down. Clearly, what we
have been doing is, obviously our objective, is to try and keep revenues and expenses sort of very close together. And
in our budget for the next year we are planning expenses to exceed by about $200,000 the income of the organization.
Let me take you to the next slide.

In terms of managing the finances of the CIA, it was a number of years ago that we set up the guideline,
which in fact the board endorsed this year, to operate within a percentage of 70 to 90% of revenue. Obviously our costs
or our revenues do fluctuate each year, so this ratio doesn’t exactly follow exactly. What if you get additional revenues?
But as you can see, that ratio has been shifting down over the last three years, which I think is reasonable. But what
I’m more concerned about is that we’re clearly well within target. One of the things that is going to take place as of
April 1st, and a lot of you will know that the accounting stands with financial instruments is, came into effect and
that affects us on April 1st, 2007. So one of the things that happens is we’ll move to a market value of our assets.
And if you can put the next slide on, you can see that that does obviously improve our position, as we have an
unrealized gain within our assets. But again, we are still well within the overall margins for this year. So looking
forward to the next year you can see why we’ve chosen to operate at slight expenses over revenue.

But I’d like you to know exactly what sort of commitments the board has given. And this final slide I think
focuses on the strategic spending that’s taking place. And one of the things that we have done is made a commitment,
the Board made a commitment, late last year that we really need to move on research. And that to do this we needed
to make a real strong commitment, but over a three-year period we would be really making an impact. So there’s been
a commitment of a quarter of a million dollars each of the next three years. And obviously we want to position ourselves
to manage that. You can see the other activities where our continued support of public and government relations
and communicating with our publics. The expansion of the activities and also the planned use of professional staff.
I know that we’ve been under budget in this area for two or three years now, but it is starting to take hold and people
are learning how to make use of this very effectively. So with the expanding activities of the Institute, the Finance
Committee did consider, and as you already know, we raised our fees pretty well marginally — just pretty close to
inflation, with a concept that we do need to continue to maintain adequate revenues to support the actual activities
we have here.

So in ending I would just like to thank the Finance Committee who’ve been very helpful with me over my
two years as Secretary-Treasurer and I believe as I step down as Secretary-Treasurer, our financial position positions
us to, in our ambitious plans in a good position. Thank you very much.

(applause)

Moderator Gendron:Next I would like to invite Allan Brender to make a presentation on behalf of the Actuarial
Foundation of Canada. Allan.

Speaker Allan Brender:Thank youNormand, goodmorning. I’d like to say a few brief words about the Foundation.
The Actuarial Foundation of Canada was established basically by a resolution of what was in the CIA Council, now
the Board.We began operations three and a half years ago, December of 2003.We’re a charitable public foundation.
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Among other things we can give tax receipts… for everything that we receive. Our purpose basically is to support
in the public domain certain activities which are basically of use to the public to give back to the public and, to do
things which are of interest to the profession. The kinds of things that we’re primarily involved in right now and our

largest effort at the moment has been support of encouraging mathematics ability and mathematics education primarily
at the secondary school level. We’re involved with curriculum development, we’ve supported development of special
curriculums in Alberta, we’re involved with things like junior achievement or les jeunes entreprises du Québec, which
is the equivalent of junior achievement, supporting some of their programs.We provided a number of prizes for various
science fairs, data fairs and things of that kind. Every time that we do these things, our logo is prominently displayed.
A number of the times when people have won these awards, local press usually, and particularly in small towns,
will often cover it, mention of the fact that people have won the Actuarial Foundation prizes is always prominent.

So, in addition to supporting these activities, we think that we are encouraging mathematics in a lot of students.
We are gaining exposure for the profession, making students and their teachers aware of the profession as someplace
where mathematically talented students might look.

We’re concerned in the long run with developing consumer education and the financial affairs because an awful
lot of consumers don’t understand much of what they’re dealing with in terms of their mortgages, their RRSPs and
their credit cards and so on. So we have a long range plan to start doing some of those things. We support academic
research. The CIA has redirected the funds that it has traditionally given to support research through the U.S. Actuarial
and Education Research Foundation is directed it through the Institute. We cooperate with the Actuarial Foundation
in the United States in supporting that research. And I’d remind you that there’s a significant need for that because
Canadian universities are in fact I think much more advanced and able to do a lot of that research and I think we’re
seeing today that as the profession develops that reintroducing stochastic methods, finance methods and so on into a
lot of the things we do that we’re making use of a lot of the results of that type of research and we need to continue
supporting it.

Being a foundation, we have to look for money. Up until now we have concentrated on looking for big donations
and believe me, we intend to concentrate, to continue doing that. But I want to remind you that with your dues
statement from the CIA this year there was a separate sheet asking people for donations. There was not a huge
response. And what I would like to encourage among most of the people here, all of the people here today, is, ask you
to get into the habit of donating regularly, not particularly large amounts. I mean I realize that most of the people
in this room are building families, are paying off mortgages and establishing yourselves financially. And the money
doesn’t flow. But I mean I might say, been there, done that. The fact is though we’re in a relatively well paying profession
and I think all of us have a few dollars. And I think that it would be a good idea to support your profession, to give
back to society and I would encourage you to provide small but consistent donations and as life improves, the numbers
can climb. Because I think that what we’re doing is important. It does provide a lot of exposure to the outside world
for the profession and will eventually bring us the continuing recruits that we need to persist and develop it. So that’s
all I have to say. I would appreciate your support and I thank you for your time. And for the first time in history
I’ve spoken for less than the allotted time.

(applause)

Moderator Gendron: Thank you, Allan. We are very cognizant of the time today. We have a very tight schedule
for the various votes that have to take place. In the interest of time, you will understand that because of this short
session, the time for discussion, I would like to ask everyone to speak, who comes to the microphone to speak for
no more than one minute. And the motion is on the bylaw amendments, so please keep your comments on the
bylaw amendments themselves and not on the issues that might be peripheral to the amendments.

John Dark, Chairperson of the Education and Eligibility Council will provide the assembly with background
information on the proposed revision. And Dave Dickson, Chairperson of the Committee on Continuing Education
is present to answer any questions from the assembly. John, if you will take your one minute.
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Speaker John Dark: Thank you, Normand. I’m going to speak to the provision to the bylaws in respect to
qualification standards, which is in the blue folder that’s on your table. And of course it’s all been exposed previously.
As, as Chair of the EEC, we are intimately involved with this change, the purpose of which is to enshrine qualification

standards in our bylaws. And I’d like to remind everybody that in fact the amendment today is about enshrining
qualification standards in the bylaws. It is not, this amendment is not directly related to CPD. So we’d like to confine
discussion to the qualification standard issue.

Qualification standards don’t even really exist in our bylaws at the moment, they only exist in rule two. And so
what this bylaw amendment does, specifically in section seven, is move the concept of the qualification standards
into our bylaw and provides a process by which the Board can adopt these standards after the EEC has gone through
a process to develop them, which includes an exposure period to the membership. And I think it’s very important
to understand that what this means is that the members will have a chance to comment and participate actively
in the development of these standards.

Having myself just gone through two exposure drafts on the appointed actuary certificates, I can tell you that
an awful lot of input is received and a lot of analysis is done to deal with that. And I think that’s a very important
part of this amendment. The other major part of the rule is in section eight, although throughout the rest of the
bylaws there are a few references to qualification standards that have been changed. And in section eight it allows
for the process by which people can be disciplined for not complying with the qualification standards. What this
does is allow situations where qualification standards are not met to be dealt with by a less intrusive process than
our full-blown discipline process, which can be very intrusive, time consuming and quite expensive. So I think both
of these contribute to the efficiency of the Institute and will contribute to the strength of our Institute. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron:Thank you John. I’ll first read the motion. The motion to confirm the Board’s decision to
adopt amending bylaw number 2007-1 is shown on the screen. That the Board decision on March 14, 2007 to
adopt amending bylaw number 2007-1 be confirmed. May I have someone to move the motion to confirm the
board’s decision to adopt bylaw number 2007-1? Jean-Louis Gauvin. Seconded by Allan Brender. You have heard
the motion by Jean-Louis Gauvin, seconded by Allan Brender. Is there any discussion on the motion? In order to
I guess do it in a more orderly fashion, microphone one is for people who would like to speak for the motion, in
favour of the motion and microphone number two is for the people who would like to speak against the motion.

(laughter)

Michael Hawkins: The proposal from my perspective can be broken into two parts. It allows termination of
membership for non-compliance with qualification standards and it gives the Board the authority to create and revise
qualification standards as it sees fit and without obtaining membership consent. If this proposal is accepted it’ll
give the Board the ability to put any restrictions on members to do any work as the Board sees fit and for the Board to
set procedures for termination of membership as it sees fit. You can love or hate qualification standards and still
think this is an unacceptable centralization of power. I do and I oppose this proposal because of that. It’s inherently
a governance issue. If we must have qualification standards, yes define them in the bylaws, but at the same time
we don’t have to give a blank cheque.

Moderator Gendron: You have 30 seconds more.

Michael Hawkins: Qualification standards directly affect our ability to work and earn a livelihood, to continue
businesses that we have built, to serve our clients and keep a hard earned professional designation. It is not unreasonable
for members to be extremely interested in how qualification standards are brought to bear and to want to vote.With
regards to serving the public interest, CIA provides a professional body for public so that the public knows that members
are members of a profession that are educated, are to conduct themselves professionally and there are consequences
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if they don’t. Bad qualification standards can disenfranchise actuaries. Bad qualifications standards can deny the
public the service of qualified actuaries and likewise deny qualified actuaries the right to serve the public. Bad
qualification standards can drive qualified actuaries out of the CIA and outside of the governance of a professional

body. I accept it’s not the intent to foist bad qualification standards upon us, but I do not accept that a bad qualification
standard might not be foisted upon us. Good governance is to ensure that bad things do not happen in, sometime
in the future. A trust me argument is not a serious argument. If the Board trusted us we wouldn’t need qualification
standards. Let’s not give the Board these powers. Let’s keep the current governance structure for qualification standards
whereby they are submitted to us members for approval. On that basis, I hope this proposal is rejected. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron: Thank you. Allan next.

Speaker Brender:Thank you. I’d like to speak to why we need the standards and I don’t believe it’s because of the
question of the Board trusting us. The fact is that we have rule number two and rule number two is the only thing
that really governs here and it says that an actuary should not practice unless they’re in the field, unless they’re qualified
to do so. Everything relies upon the judgment of the person who wants to do the work. Now I can tell you from
personal experience because I happen to work for OSFI, and happen to be in a position where we look at the actuaries
and we happen to be in a position where we strongly say that we rely on the appointed actuary. And that is true.
I mean this is not just verbiage, we really do rely on the actuary and what the actuary does. And we have had a number
of occasions where in fact people have accepted appointments who distinctly were not qualified. One of those
cases led to discipline with the membership, where the member essentially was suspended.The result of that member’s
work was that two fraternal institutions failed and are no longer in business. Because a member failed to provide
the adequate financial resources.

Other cases — I’ve seen people who have accepted appointment who in fact I felt were definitely not qualified
and we managed to defer that appointment while they got additional mentoring. And so the conclusion I’m led
to is that you can’t always rely on rule number two. It depends upon the judgment of the person who is themselves
supposed to do the job. And we’ve had too many cases where in fact that judgment fails. I would not want to go
through a mental operation with a doctor who has graduated from medical school but is not a certified surgeon.
And that profession has, for certain specialties, distinct requirements about practice, about experience and certification.
A number of other professions have the same sort of thing. In the situation that we’re in where the regulator is relying
upon, and I’d say the public, relying upon the signature of this professional in, for very specific things, I think there
is a need for definite qualification standards.

Moderator Gendron: OK, thank you. Next is on the number two side…

Joe Nunes: Joe Nunes.

Moderator Gendron: Joe Nunes.

Joe Nunes: So we’re clear, my opinions are mine alone and don’t represent any organization or volunteer position
I hold. I think Allan’s right in the sense that, you know, sooner or later we got to get our qualification standards
straightened out and we need them and they’re going to have to be in place. The idea of relying on members to
self-judge themselves as qualified to do the work and in particular, the idea that because you’ve got a FCIA 37 years ago
that you’re still equally qualified as you were 37 years ago, I don’t think is going to work in the eye of the public
in the future. So I think that we have to have qualifications standards.

My objection is I don’t think we’re ready for this bylaw and my main opposition is that we actually have, to the
best of my knowledge, one qualification standard, which is continuing professional development. And it’s been recently
revised, it’s currently I would say substantially untested and we don’t really know how it’s going to affect large

PROCEEDINGS OF THE CANADIAN INSTITUTE OF ACTUARIES Vol. XXXVIII, No. 2, June 2007

CIA GENERAL BUSINESS SESSION 6



numbers of our members at some point to people outside the country, but not just those people, people inside this
country that hold tangential positions to the traditional actuarial training that they’ve had have some uncertainty
over what their obligations are in the future. And I think that what makes me extremely uncomfortable is this bylaw

moves to start removing members of our profession next year who don’t comply with an untested system. And I
think that we’re best served by deferring the implementation of this bylaw until a future date, once we know that
we have the right qualification standards in place.

Moderator Gendron: Thank you Joe. Quickly Shiraz.

Shiraz Bharmal:Hi, I strongly support the adoption of this particular bylaw because I think, I agree with Joe that
we do need the qualification standards, but I thinkmore than that we also need a wherewithal to be able to implement
this qualification standard and that’s what this bylaw is doing. And in terms of governance, I think there are full
consultation processes built into the bylaw and I think it’s a bad presumption to assume that there will be bad qualifying
standards, given that there are consultation periods, consultation processes that are taken very seriously. And in terms
of any penalties for non-compliance, there is a very substantial appeal process built into the bylaw. It didn’t appear till
four months after an alleged non-compliance has been, has been discovered. Not only that, there’s been a conscious
effort on the part of the EEC and the Committee that serves the qualification standards to make sure that during
the process while the qualification standards are new and are being tested out that complete deference is given to the
members’ views and members’ concerns or members’ reasons for not having complied or not knowing that he or she
did not comply with the bylaw. So I think the time is now and if we don’t have the bylaws we won’t be able to test
it and I encourage everybody to support the bylaw.

Moderator Gendron:Thank you.Thank you Shiraz. I’ll take the next two people standing please limit to oneminute.
And then we’ll move onto the vote.

Michael Hawkins: I end up being opposed to the bylaw just more on personal principle, but one, I don’t think it
should be cheap nor easy to kick someone out of the organization. If it’s a very serious issue presumably it would
require a very serious investigation. If it’s a trivial issue then I don’t think someone should be kicked out. And personally
I really don’t think someone should lose their qualifications because they missed an hour of a management training
somewhere. Also, just to add another comment about brain surgery, I think I would be happier if I had the brain
surgery than if I went to have brain surgery and I found out my surgeon had been disqualified and could no longer
do the surgery because they missed the proverbial hour of management training. Off topic or not, and I think it’s
been said many times in other forums, qualifications are good. I mean this whole process is good, but somehow,
somewhere someone earmarked, and I mean that in a U.S. Senate terminology, this management training thing
and yes it’s apple pie, you can’t argue against it, it’s a good thing, people want…

Moderator Gendron: I understand that there are arguments, but not… running overtime. But…

Michael Hawkins: Ah… OK, thank you.

Moderator Gendron: Can you bring it back to the motion or…

Michael Hawkins: Yes, the motion would allow people the council to set a rule to kick someone out for breaking
that rule, which I think is a bad rule; therefore I must vote against the motion.

Moderator Gendron: OK, that’s fine. Thank you. Next.
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Mark Smith:Mark Smith. This bylaw amendment is fundamentally flawed. There’s a whole bunch of reasons why
it’s fundamentally flawed. The fact that we’re being restricted to 60 seconds of discussion about it is somewhat
flawed as well. But that aside, I want the membership to be fully aware that if you approve this bylaw amendment

you will have no input ever. You have no right to have input ever into qualification standards going forward. You are
giving complete executive power to the Board to decide what it’s going to take for you to do your job and you have
no recourse whatsoever. The other issue that I’d like to say is that the original bylaws in November 2005, since then
there has been a growing discontent when this bylaw proposal was put forth. On the basis of people outside the
country who are disenfranchised by this for a number of reasons, has resulted in my election to the Board because
my platform has been totally clear. And to quote Neville Henderson of the Elections Committee, I was the front
running candidate by a wide, wide margin. So this is an indication of the discontent amongst the membership of
a poorly flawed bylaw proposal. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron: Thank you. So we’ve heard from the floor that we’re not ready to call for the vote from the
members present. Those with orange card. So all those in favour, please so signify by raising your orange voting card.

I think everyone has a vote. Not yet. Les is still counting. Ok take your arms down, you’ve all been accounted for.
Anybody opposed? The secretary has the votes of the proxy voting and we’ll add those to the votes cast here today.
OK, the secretary just, the treasurer just handed me the results. The results of the proxy voting there were 426 votes,
140 were for the motion and 282 were against the motion.

(applause)

Moderator Gendron:Today there were 88 votes for, 103 against. That’s for a total of 228 votes for the motion and
385 votes against the motion. So the motion is defeated.

(applause)

Moderator Gendron: Next on the agenda is the members’ confirmation of amending bylaw 2007-2 elections.
Mike Lombardi, Past Chairperson of the Elections Committee will provide the assembly with the background
information on the proposed revisions. Mike.

Speaker Mike Lombardi:Well thank you Normand for that introduction. The next motion, as Normand said, is
about the Elections Committee. It’s been two years in the making. It started June 2005 with an Elections Committee
report to the Board at that time. It was called Selecting Greater Numbers and Diversity of Qualified Members for
Elected Positions. And the board received that report, asked for some further thought to be given, so the Elections
Committee took another year, came back June 2006 with the revised Elections Committee report. The report was
circulated to members December of last year. And the motion was approved by the Board at its March 2007 meeting.

So what is the essence of the report and the motion? Well generally it’s number one, to improve the conduct of
elections, making themmore efficient, more effective. And number two, to get more candidates to consider running
for office. So how did we propose this be done? There were a number of housekeeping items, but there were
essentially three recommendations. Number one was to expand the role of the elections committee. Why? So that
they could play a more active role in encouraging candidates to run. Number two, we recommended movement
to a single ballot system. Why? Because the two ballot system was proving very confusing and cumbersome to the
members. Sometimes people didn’t know if they were voting for nominations, which is the first ballot, or whether
they were voting for the actual positions, which was the second ballot. And number three, we wanted to give everyone
a fair and equal chance to stand for elections. Why? Because the current system of elections favours people in existing
roles and the first, second ballot system discourages others with leadership skills that want to contribute from running.
So that in a nutshell is the reason for the bylaw, the Elections Committee report and the motion in front of you.
Normand, over to you.
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Moderator Gendron: So the motion to confirm the Board’s decision to adopt amendment bylaw 2007-2 is shown
on the screen. And it reads, that the Board’s decision on March 14th, 2007 to adopt amending bylaw number 2007-2
be confirmed. May I have someone to move the motion to confirm the Board’s decision to adopt bylaw 2007-2?

John Dark. Could I have someone to second the motion? John-Louis. You have heard the motion by John Dark
and seconded by John-Louis Gauvin. Is there any discussion on the motion? Same principle applies to one or two.
That’s what they mean when they say they increase travel time.

Michael Hawkins:Obviously I’m here. I oppose this bylaw amendment. My opposition relates to what should be
retained in the bylaws versus delegated to the executive privilege of the Board. One of the proposed changes adds a
restriction that to be eligible for election to the Board a member needs to comply with nomination requirements,
as set by a Committee of the Board. There is no restriction whatsoever on what these nomination requirements
might entail. Good governance would put any nomination requirements in the bylaws, not leave this open ended.
Current eligibility is only limited by the member not having disciplinary problems. The sample nomination
requirement requires 15 fellows to sign for a prospective nominee. I am indifferent to having this requirement, but I
feel strongly that it or any other restriction should only be through the bylaws. Good governance again is to ensure
that bad things do not occur sometime in the future. Trust me, it’s not a serious argument. If the Board proposal
is defeated the Board can consider resubmitting for November with the offensive provisions of the proposal removed.
I appreciate the efforts of the Elections Committee to update our election process, but I’m sorry, one bad apple does
spoil the barrel. However, the fact is that the December 2006 proposal from the Elections Committee does not mention
nomination requirements. Only that nomination papers be required to be completed and that a certain number
of fellows endorse the nomination. In short, it will not be difficult to resubmit a revised proposal for November
that is acceptable and meets the proposal of the elections committee. Let’s vote down this proposal. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron: Thank you. Joe on the other side.

Joe Nunes: Joe Nunes. Unlike my opposition to the prior item, I think we do need to move forward and I think
if anyone’s been antagonized by voting twice for the same guy because we only have two people for President Elect
and things like we need to make an effort to get more candidates. I think that in all the discussions, the work that’s
been done around this bylaw has been genuinely, extremely well intended to make our election process I think more
open and at the same time more efficient so we’re not voting twice. And I think this, you know, notwithstanding
Mike’s I think good comments about governance and trust, I think that this is a place where I think you can trust the

Elections Committee to do a good thing and I think we’ll end up with a good result. And I think that if we keep
going on the path, well we’re down to two people for President Elect recently and if we keep going we may get down
to one person for President Elect. And I don’t think that that’s good governance in any stretch.

Moderator Gendron: If I don’t see anyone else to make comments, I will call on the vote. All those in favour, please
so signify by raising your orange voting card. I think the counting’s over, so you can take your arms down.

Anybody opposed, please raise your orange card. There’s three.
OK you can take your arms down, you’ve all been accounted for. The Secretary-Treasurer has the results of

the proxy vote and we’ll add those votes to the votes cast today.
OK, the Secretary-Treasurer just handed me the votes. By proxy there were 426 proxies received, 204 were for

the motion, 205 were against the motion and the number of 17 were abstained at that point in time. Today we
received 193 votes. 191 were for, 2 were against, for a total of 395 for the motion, 207 against the motion. The motion
is therefore carried.

(applause)
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Moderator Gendron: And next is the motion to amend rule 2. On June 5, 2007 I received a petition signed by
more than 145 fellows of the CIA requesting that the motion you can now see on the screen be presented to the
membership for approval pursuant to bylaw 1802. And the motion reads that the rules of professional conduct be

revised by deletion of an annotation 2-1 and revising rule 2 from a member shall perform professional services only
when the member is qualified to do so and meets applicable qualification standards. Two, a member shall perform
professional services only when the member is qualified to do so. Is there any discussion on this motion? In this
case, one would be the people who would like the motion to pass and there would be the ones who wish the motion
doesn’t pass. Same rule.

Michael Hawkins: I move the motion.

Moderator Gendron: Yeah, it does, doesn’t need to be moved. The, the petition…

Michael Hawkins: Very good. Thank you. I have received actually 164 petitions from members and I also received
one from a former FCIA who had resigned over the incoming CPD. So, and there is additional requests sent directly
to the CIA, so that’s over 6% of fellows.These requests to amend rule twowere sought and received, pushed back against
the existing qualification standards the members have found to be flawed. This is not opposition to continuing
professional development as a concept or even in all cases to having any qualification standards. This is opposition
to the current versions of qualification standards, CPD and practice certificates. The proposal to amend rule two
is the means that we members had at our disposal to force the Board to address our concerns.

Advocates of this membership proposal believe that the current versions of qualification standards are adverse
to the interests of the public, the members of the CIA and the CIA itself. The flaws are inevitable with a rules-based
approach rather than a principles-based approach. We want to move to a principles-based approach. It will prevent
actuaries who are qualified to serve the public from serving the public. Retirees and active members are effectively
prohibited from being effective members on any board or executive in any company. You cannot work in areas where
you’re not qualified to practice. As a personal example, I served on the board of a small charity. My practice area
is life insurance, but I took, participated in discussions and did work on benefits and liability insurance. I’m not
qualified to practice in those areas and I’d have to excuse myself in the future. And a retiree definitely would because
they haven’t submitted to CPD. I don’t think that’s in the interest of our profession to restrict us to be narrow technicians.
It also affects members on leave. It affects members who are, trying to be quicker here… it’ll affect areas… actuaries
who do part-time work. If you’re semi-retired or if you’re suffering illness, if your work’s divided between actuarial
and non-actuarial, such as an executive or if you’re in the systems area. It goes back to cost benefit for these people.

For those of us in those positions we’ll have to decide whether we want to continue in the profession if it becomes
too onerous. Foreign members also find it unduly onerous. And many of them have indicated that they will be
discontinuing their membership. The question for the Secretary-Treasurer is how many members has budgeting
for 2008 planned on resigning? And when we try to run all these retirees and other people through the discipline
process and we have to deal with all of these detailed records, only, under 30% of members are using an online tool,
so that means it’s over 70% of us either are going to not submit at all or we’re going to submit in some unknown
format by unknown means. What’s that going to do to our budget?

The other thing is that it’s very troubling on how it interrelates on the U.S. actuarial organizations. If a member
of a U.S. actuarial organization is not a member of our organization, does any work in Canada, they have to call
CPD with the CIA or they can’t do that work.

Moderator Gendron:We’ll have to interrupt you at this point because all the things that you are saying are all
the flaws that you see on the CPD standard and that they don’t address the issue of changing rule two.

Michael Hawkins:Well that’s the reason that…
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Moderator Gendron: So, you said that in the early part, but now you’re kind of wandering into the, that…

Michael Hawkins: Not at all Mr. Gendron.

Moderator Gendron:… that bad things of the CPD standard.

Michael Hawkins: The reason for the proposal is to ask the Board to address these flaws from them. And the
members have this at their disposal. If you don’t address these flaws, you can bring back the rule two, change it
once you’ve fixed the qualification standards, but as it stands now, this very big consequence on our membership
coming in 2008. And it relates, how are you going to deal with it? The members of the U.S. actuarial organizations
haven’t even been notified. So if I’m the appointed actuary for say ManuLife, I can’t have anyone give me a valuation
report in 2008. And we’re supposedly doing these appointed actuary certificates to help safeguard the public, but at
the same time we’re destroying the actuary’s ability to do his work. So it is very relevant to the motion that this is
fundamental to the public interest, to our members to do their work and for the CIA to continue because if you
disenfranchise a large portion of the membership then you create these difficulties. There’s consequences to actions
and we’re in a competitive world, we’re dealing with many issues. If we don’t address these issues this organization
will have to deal with the fallout from that. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron: Thank you. Joe.

Joe Nunes: Joe Nunes. I think I’m pretty steadily on record as not liking the recent revisions to CPD in 2005.
And there was no proxy vote in 2005 when we passed at the Royal York Hotel those revisions. Nonetheless, I think
that changing rule two is the wrong idea. And I’m very much against changing rule two. I think we have to respect
the fact that as professionals, if we as a profession have a qualification standard, we need to follow it and it’s important.
The other thing from a more logistic legal point of view, I’m entirely unconvinced that if you remove the need to
follow qualification standards from rule two, you’ve created for yourself any sort of safe harbour in terms of discipline
because you’re still obligated to follow all of our bylaws and the rest of it and all our other standards and the qualification
standard exists. So I believe that Michael is well intended and that he has some very legitimate and genuine concerns
over the current qualification standard. But I think that has to be addressed through revisions to the qualification
standard, not revision to our rules and I’d ask you to leave our rules intact cause I think that they’re kind of the
important foundation of our profession.

Allan Brender: Al Brender. Reports. First of all, we’re talking about changing the bylaw, we’re not talking about
the form of CPD. This is a much more fundamental thing. I think it’s a big mistake to change a bylaw because you
disagree with some particular program that’s proposed. Second of all, these bylaws were worked out a number of years
ago and are fairly uniform across all of the North American actuarial associations… including this annotation. And I
think it would be a huge black eye on the Canadian profession to be seen as somehow removing some sense that
we have to test for excellence for qualification. Third of all, as I’ve said before, I see that there is definite need for
qualification standards. We’re no longer in a position where you can say I just trust the actuary to judge whether he
or she is qualified. And particularly the case of retirees and things of that kind, people, if they’re not up to date, if they
haven’t kept up to date, then somebody said, I think it was Joe, what you did 40 years ago is not what’s happening
today. And if you’re not up to date then you can’t do the job.

And last of all, I remind you that for example, OSFI, we have a guideline which says here’s the conditions we
expect of an appointed actuary. That was really derived from the conditions for practice to, in the United Kingdom.
And the point is, I think the office would much rather have the professions impose standards on their members
than have us impose standards on the members. And I think you’re in a position right now where particularly for
not only the appointed actuary, but other positions where you require an actuary’s signature under legislation,
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that either the institute does it and has qualification standards or others outside the profession will do it. And the
profession is much better off to police itself and keep others away. So I strongly oppose this motion and I believe
that we should keep the structure we have.

Moderator Gendron: Thank you. Next.

Ben Marshall: Hi, I’m Ben Marshall. Excuse me. It’s unfortunate there’s only yes and no microphones cause I’m
not here to promote yes or no, but just speaking in the interest of full and fair disclosure. I’m just going to read a
couple of excerpts from a letter I wrote to Mr. Gendron on June 14th in response to his e-mail, his mass distribution
e-mail of the same day.

Mr. Gendron wrote in his e-mail, our current rule two is already less rigorous than its American Academy of
Actuaries counterpart. My response is, that is a patently false assertion. It would be true if the phrase applicable
application standards in the CIA’s rule two and in the American Academy’s precept two encompassed a similar scope.
However, the applicable qualification standards under the American Academy’s precept two currently exists only
with regard to what are called prescribed statements of actuarial opinion, i.e. PSAOs, which encompass only a very
narrow range of actuarial practice. The applicable qualification standards under the CIA’s rule two on the other
hand include extensive CPD requirements that apply to any and all forms of actuarial practice. The scope of rule
two’s applicability is dramatically more rigorous than its American Academy of Actuaries counterpart.

And then in closing I’ve mentioned, as a lawyer/actuary, I’ve seen too many cases of litigation often between
companies involved in transactions that hinge on the language used by professional bodies in the rules of professional
conduct. You’d be well advised to carefully consider the litigation impact of using overly broad language or expansive
applicability. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron: Shiraz.

Shiraz Bharmal: Shiraz Bharmal. I think our rules fundamentally define what we are going to serve our public as.
And it would be to my mind an error in changing rule number two because I think it tells our public that we are
serious about being qualified for the work that we are going to do for you. And we are serious enough to make
sure that we have enshrined it in our rules. I echo Joe Nunes’ comments that if we have concerns about a particular
qualification standard, the way to do is to direct our attention to those particular qualification standards and not
to the fundamental stuff of our rules. And I’m sure that many members of the board are here and they’ve heard
the concerns about the CPD and I’m sure that they will take those into consideration that it will be a mistake to
change the fundamentals of our profession to deal with the implementation of some of the qualification standards.
So I urge people to vote against this particular motion.

Moderator Gendron: Next.

Mike Smith:Mike Smith. I’m in favour of this motion. I do not believe that it changes the fundamental basis of the
actuarial profession. It merely tries to reverse the results of the November 2005 votes that were put to the membership
with regards to CPD. I think it’s important for the membership when considering this motion to understand that
with the first vote that we just had, it was very clear that the membership wants to retain the right to decide. And
along with retaining the right to decide, they also have the right to undecide. Now I want to make it clear to the
membership that this is the only way that we were able to see, to get the process of undeciding started. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron: One last comment.
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Speaker: Gordon Lang. I’ve already voted for this motion. In my view, the CIA is going against international
practices. I recently renewed my fellow of the Faculty of Actuaries and my FCA by ticking a box saying that I complied
with the CIA requirements. This rule two as it stands today combined with the proposed CPDwould deny the bulk,

if not all, actuaries not residing in Canada to do any work in Canada. As far as I’m concerned that’s totally against
everything that’s going on in the world today and also totally at odds with what other actuarial organizations
worldwide are doing. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron:Thank you. There being no other comment, I wish Mr. Marshall would have read my reply
as well, but that’s OK. All fellows present today are eligible to vote on this motion. The required is, two thirds majority
is required for the motion to pass. All those in favour of the motion, please signify, which is removing the, portions
of the rule two, the current rule two. So please so signify by raising your hand. In favour.

OK, you can take your arms down. All those against the motion, please raise their hand.
I think you can take your arms down.
The votes in favour of the motion are 31 and the vote against are 190, so the motion is defeated.

(applause)

Moderator Gendron:Maintenant je fais appelle a Dean Chambers, co-président de la commission responsable
d’organisation des assemblées annuelles et générales pour nous donner un mise a jour du programme des activités
de la commission. Dean.

Dean: Good morning and thank you. First, I’d like to take this opportunity to recognize the meeting organization
members and all of those volunteers that made this program possible today. If all of those folks could please stand
up and be recognized.

(applause)

Dean Chambers: Thank you very much. I’d be remiss if I didn’t take this opportunity to advertise the fact that
of course the program committee is always looking for new members. If for no other reason than you receive a warm
round of applause at the beginning of the meeting. So if of course you are interested, please see me or any of the
other members. A few housekeeping issues. Our interpreted sessions will be recorded and the audio tracks will be
available on the CIA website. If we could beg your indulgence for those interpreted sessions, if you could keep your
Blackberries off, as they do interfere with the equipment. We have a cyber café set up in the Balmoral Room for
those that are interested in checking e-mail or surfing the net. Our cocktail reception this evening will be held in
the Regency Foyer followed by dinner and entertainment in Regency D, E and F.

We have a few changes to the sessions today. Most are reflected in the programs that you picked up earlier this
morning. PD9, LTD Legal Issues and PD1, The Investment Actuary has been cancelled. However, we have a new
session entitled IP44, Preliminary Results of theT100 and ULLCOI Lapse Rates. That’ll be heldThursday at 2:15.
TS28, Introduction to Asset LiabilityModeling for Pension Plans will be held Friday afternoon at 2:15. IP33, Age and
Amount Requirements and PD37, Report from the Taskforce on Pension Value Consistency has been cancelled.
IP42, HotTopics for Seg Funds will now be held Friday morning at 10:30. I’d also like to note that we had an excellent
response to the Business Skills Workshop. They are all sold out. So attendance will be taken at the door for those
that have registered. Finally, on behalf of myself, my co-chair Neil Duffy and the Program Committee, we’d like
to extend our thanks to Sheila Richard and all the members of the CIA staff who’ve worked extremely hard and
through their efforts made this meeting possible this week. So thank you very much.

(applause)
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Dean:With that, we have an excellent meeting ahead of us. And I hope to see everyone here in Montreal for the
November General Meeting. Thank you. Mr. President.

(applause)

Moderator Gendron: Is there any further business to bring before this meeting? Mr. Hawkins.

Michael Hawkins:Michael Hawkins. I’d just like to invite people to a forum that’s being hosted tomorrow afternoon
at 4:00 on the 34th floor to discuss how to move forward on qualification standards. Thank you.

Moderator Gendron: So, if there’s no further business to be brought to this meeting, I wish to thank you for taking
the time to attend. The secretary will move the final motion. David.

Speaker Congram: I move that the general business session of the Institute be concluded.

Moderator Gendron:May I have a seconder for the motion? No one wants to leave the room or…Dave Dickson.
You have heard the motion fromDavid Congram, seconded by Dave Dickson. I don’t want discussion on this motion,
so I’ll put that to, to a vote right now. Everybody in favour raise your hand. Anybody opposed? This session is ad-
journed. Thank you.

(applause)

(chatter)

PROCEEDINGS OF THE CANADIAN INSTITUTE OF ACTUARIES Vol. XXXVIII, No. 2, June 2007

CIA GENERAL BUSINESS SESSION 14


