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Moderator David J. Oakden: The agenda for the meeting is shown on the screen. May I ask Secretary-Treasurer Luc
Farmer to make a motion to approve the agenda?

Mr. Luc Farmer: I approve.

Moderator Oakden: And can I ask for a seconder? The seconder of the motion is Jean-Louis Massé. You now have a
motion by Luc Farmer and seconded by Jean-Louis Massé. Is there any discussion on that motion? All those in favour,
please signify by raising your right hand. Opposed, if any? The motion is carried.

The minutes of the last general meeting of the members, held on November 23, 2000, were approved by the Board on
March 28, 2001.

I would now like to call on your soon-to-be Vice-President/President-elect, Dave Pelletier, to say a few words.

Mr. A. David Pelletier: Thank you, David. Fellow actuaries, it is great to have this opportunity to contribute to our
profession in Canada and I thank you very much for that honour. To help prepare for this moment, I looked back over
the last several speeches of the various Presidents-elect. You will be glad to hear that they are very brief and I will be
following their example.

I was struck, however, by the comments made by Marc Fernet. As he was preparing his speech, he said that a previous
President had told him “Being President was the greatest learning experience of my life.” I think that shows a terrific
attitude, an openness to the needs and wants of the profession and various publics, and I do hope that I will have the
same reaction at the end of my term.

I want to congratulate the new directors who were elected with me, Josephine, Charles, Pierre, John, and Rob. It will
be a great pleasure to work with them and the other directors over the next three years. I also want to thank Mike Mills

1Peter Clark, not enrolled in the Institute, is President-elect of the Institute of Actuaries in the UK.



2

Délibérations de l’Institut Canadien des Actuaires, Vol. XXXII, no 2, juin 2001

Affaires générales (SP #1)

and Brian FitzGerald. It has been an honour to run with them and I hope that both will continue with their activities
which have been much appreciated by the CIA.

Many thanks also to my employer, RGA, for giving me the opportunity to serve the profession.

Involvement and communication will be two goals of mine over the next couple of years. The Member Services Council
(MSC) has been focussing on how we can best structure our volunteer efforts for maximum effectiveness, and for the
benefit of all concerned. It is very important that we keep that up and that is one thing on which I will be focussing.

When I talk about communications, I mean in both directions. It is as important for the members of the Board to hear
what the actuaries have to say than the opposite. To facilitate open communications, I encourage the use of e-mail through
the listserver or directly to me.

This has been an interesting year for the CIA. It has been a transition year from the old structure to the new Board and
the three councils. Dave Oakden has done a great job in presiding over this transition year. This is Jean-Louis’ year
starting tomorrow, and I look forward, along with all of you, to supporting him in the initiatives he takes on this year.
Thanks very much.

Moderator Oakden: Thank you, Dave. Dave was the chair of the task force that put together the CIA’s restructuring.
He saddled me with the task of getting all the kinks out of it, and when he takes over, it will be a well-oiled machine.

We have 490 persons registered for this meeting, including spouses and guests. We have a number of people here from
outside Canada and I would like everyone from outside Canada to please stand up and be recognized.

It is also our tradition to recognize those who have recently passed away since our last meeting. It is my sad duty to
report the deaths of five members: Munir Dewji, Rea Hayes, Bhushan Kohli, Donald Macklin, and Pierre Treuil. Could
you please stand for a moment of silence?

Thank you. Please be seated.

On a happier note, we have the leaders of several other actuarial associations attending our meeting. I would just like
to read your names and ask you to please stand and be recognized:

• Rob Brown, President of the Society of Actuaries (SOA) and also a Past President of the CIA

• Peter Clark, President of the Institute of Actuaries

• Bob Conger, President-elect of the Casualty Actuarial Society (CAS)

• Brian Graff, Executive Director of the American Society of Pension Actuaries

• Larry Johansson, the President of the American Academy of Actuaries (AAA)

• P.A. Balasubramanian, Vice-President of the Actuarial Society of India

I would now like to call on Peter Clark, the President of the Institute of Actuaries, to bring us greetings from the UK.
Peter is going to comment a little on compliance review.

Mr. Peter Clark: Ladies and gentlemen, thank you for this warm welcome. It is with great pleasure that I am here in
Toronto with you today. Thank you David for inviting me.

I am Peter Clark, President of the Institute of Actuaries, and also chair of an actuarial discussion group composed of
actuaries from the European Community. As such, I speak French from time to time, but there is a small problem. Your
President granted me ten minutes for my speech, and your administrator, gave me eight minutes. This is a small problem
and I may switch to English in a few minutes. I apologize for both screens being in English.
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Now, peer review is a very hot topic here in Canada, but likewise in the UK. This topic was addressed in a report issued
in February of last year. We discussed it at the Institute in London and also at the Lindbergh Faculty. It raised much
disagreement and this is why another report became necessary. We discussed it in November of last year, then in
December. I will now switch to English.

I am not sure that my French is quite good enough. I offer my apologies to the French speakers among you.

The problem with the Equitable started with guaranteed annuity options. These were granted during the 1970s and
1980s. The company felt that there was a fairly simple way around this – they could adjust the terminal bonus that was
the nonguaranteed bonus payable at the end of the term. However, some of their policyholders disagreed and took them
to court. This eventually went to the highest court in the United Kingdom, the House of Lords. The House of Lords,
in July last year, ruled that what they were doing was quite illegal and so what they then did was put the company
up for sale. Almost as soon as the House of Lords passed its judgment, the company put itself up for sale and several
insurance companies expressed an interest. Finally, in December, the number of companies had got down to one – the
Prudential of the United Kingdom – and the Prudential withdrew.

You may ask, why did Prudential withdraw? The answer was that not only were there guaranteed annuity options on
the policies that had been written, but each of those policies also included the option to have additional premiums written
with the same guarantee. The result was that the extent of the guarantee was completely unquantifiable. Thus, as soon
as Prudential lost its interest in buying the company, the Equitable closed to new business. Now, this was a complete
shock to the system.

Because the Equitable was the oldest life insurance company in the United Kingdom, various things followed from that.
There was an instant firing squad in the press and in public opinion. The first people in there were the Equitable people.
The second people in the firing line were the regulators – the Financial Services Authority in the United Kingdom. People
were saying, “Why didn’t the regulators see this coming? Why didn’t they do something sooner?”

Thirdly, the actuarial profession was being significantly criticized. Bear in mind that the Equitable was a company that
was still very significantly run by actuaries. How did these people react to that? The Equitable brought in a completely
new Board, a new chief executive, and a new appointed actuary. The thing to realize is that they all came from outside
the company.

Then, everyone set up their own inquiries. The Institute and the Faculty of Actuaries set up an inquiry chaired by a
Past President of the Institute. It included a Past President of the Faculty, one more actuary, and two non-actuaries, which
I found was significantly important. This was seen to be an independent inquiry to provide professional guidance. Was
the guidance that we gave sufficient? The regulator – the Financial Services Authority – set up their inquiry. The Institute
of Chartered Accountants of England and Wales set up an inquiry, and Parliament set up a Select Committee inquiry.

Parliament has issued a provisional report. None of the other three has yet reported. I am hoping that the actuarial
professional inquiry will be reporting later this summer, and I will be talking to the Financial Services Authority when
I get back to the UK to find out how their inquiry is going.

Now, a number of issues follow from this. One of the things that is being questioned is the role of the appointed actuary.
Another is the whole question of the future of the with-profits business. Indeed, this afternoon in London, there is a
key meeting being held by the Financial Services Authority because they have launched a review, and not just into
Equitable. They have one review into the affairs of Equitable but they have another review into the whole future of with-
profits and how that should be regulated in the future. Then, there is the whole question of the disciplinary process.
The disciplinary process is subject to strict rules. Clearly, I cannot comment on whether there are any disciplinary actions
with respect to the actuaries who were involved at the Equitable but there is clearly a potential issue there.
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So, what was the external view? Our Consumer Association was talking about the whole issue of with-profits. They issued
their report in January of this year, which, again, followed on from the Equitable closure to new business. They were,
and are, highly critical of the large discretion in the product. Then a report came from the Parliamentary Select
Committee. So, you can see that the role of actuaries being heavily reviewed.

I want to return to my comment about compliance review. Those reports were being discussed in February and November
of last year and people were, in many cases, reluctantly coming to the view that some sort of peer review and possibly
internal peer review was necessary. There is now a much greater acceptance in the United Kingdom that external peer
review will be right for the appointed actuary if there is to be a future in with-profits business and a significant role for
the appointed actuary. Certainly, the Institute was working on this and I hope, later, we will be producing a Green Paper,
a discussion paper, on this topic. The Association of British Insurers, the trade body, is working on this, also. I was at
a meeting last week with the trade body and I know it is one of the issues that has considerable importance in their
view.

I have a theme as President of the Institute, and I gave a much longer talk than Dave when I took over as President.
I think it was about 90 minutes, which is why Rick was getting very worried about my standing up here. My key message
was one of communication and I think this becomes extremely relevant in the context of all that I have been talking
about.

One of the failures within the Equitable was a failure of communication and a failure to get across what was actually
going on. I think, for the profession, there are three challenges. There is a public challenge for how the profession
communicates externally, and there is an internal challenge. This is one that we are addressing in the UK, and we are
now setting up a new Communications Committee. One of its subcommittees will be an Internal Communications
Committee. There is also the whole subject of personal communication. I know that you have a session here at this
meeting and I will be attending that to hear how actuaries, as individuals, can communicate. Communication is a real
challenge for each of us.

Moderator Oakden: Thank you, Peter. I think it is very important as we move ahead with peer review that we take
advantage of all the lessons we can learn. Certainly, the lessons from the Equitable are important lessons that we should
consider.

When I called on Peter Morse to brief the Board on the results of the election, I made the mistake of welcoming to the
meeting the new members who were elected and so I basically took away all his thunder. I realize that I have also
introduced the President-elect and so I have probably taken away his biggest announcement. However, I would now
like to call on Peter Morse, Chairperson of the Elections Committee, to present the results of the elections.

Mr. Peter F. Morse: Thank you, David, and good morning. This brief report from the Elections Committee will focus
on the subjects shown on the slide. I do feel as though, as David has alluded, that we not only have had all our thunder
stolen, we did it to ourselves since we announced the results of the election on June 1 on the Announcements List!

If they are here, I would like to ask the newly-elected directors to stand and remain standing until all have been
introduced. They are Charles Gilbert, Pierre Mainguy, John Manistre, and Rob Stapleford. The first elected CIA
Secretary-Treasurer since 1989 is Josephine Marks. And, as you have already been introduced to him, the Vice-President,
and soon to be titled President-elect, is Dave Pelletier. Dave will become the thirty-ninth President of the Institute next
June.

Congratulations to all the successful candidates and thanks on behalf of all members to those who stood for election but
were unsuccessful.
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Moving on to the voting statistics, only 34.5% submitted a second ballot. Given the increased publicity concerning the
election and the availability of electronic voting, this was rather disappointing. While the total vote went up by 17, this
actually represented a small decrease in the percentage of members voting.

One interesting statistic is that there were 257 voters this year who did not vote last year, which means that we lost 240
voters last year. Resignations might account for a few but why did we lose the others? We are not sure of the answer.

The percentage of members voting was highest in Atlantic Canada, Ontario, and British Columbia. The lowest percentage
of voting was in Québec and in the group from outside Canada.

By practice area, it was pension at 42%, life at 37%, P&C at 22% and the “others” category, which includes a substantial
number of retired members, was at 25%. The particularly low percentages were Québec and the P&C practice area. Maybe
this is attributable to the fact that there was only one Québec-based candidate on the ballot and no P&C practitioners.
It is appropriate to point out that there were three Québec-based members who were offered the chance but declined
to stand for the office of Vice-President. There were also five Québec-based members and one P&C practitioner who
declined to stand for the office of director. There will be more on this general issue a little later.

The committee views the low percentage turnout as a problem that the Board should address. It may be appropriate to
survey the membership or a segment thereof, such as a focus group or perhaps all non-voters, to ascertain the reasons
for their non-participation in the election process. It is believed that unfamiliarity of the candidates and their positions
on hot Institute topics may have contributed to voter apathy. Accordingly, the committee suggests that a brief position
statement from candidates for all offices on several key topics be included in the second ballot package. Such a position
statement need not be as extensive as that currently provided by candidates for the office of President-elect. It is also
suggested that photographs of candidates be included beside their biographical data. This will increase the workload of
Secretariat staff and may delay the elections process a little, but we believe a later recommendation will assist in speeding
the process along and thereby compensate for the delay.

Finally, we think that the report of the SOA task force on their election process should be reviewed.

Turning to electronic voting, electronic voting was introduced as an option for the second ballot with few problems. It
was necessary for members to register with the online registry and then voting was a very simple process. There were
251 members who voted electronically, 100 of whom had not voted last year. Surprisingly, only 179 of 546 electronic
actuaries who voted submitted an e-ballot. It is likely that fear of the registration process – which was actually very simple
– deterred some members. This may change in the future as we understand that there are plans to introduce a member’s-
only section of the CIA web site. By the time of next year’s election, more members will have registered for this section,
and, thus, be able to vote electronically with little fuss. Security was generally not a problem although two inadvertent
cases of duplicate votes were uncovered. All members who e-voted received a confirmation sent to the e-mail address
on file that their vote had been received.

It is intended to extend electronic voting to the first ballot, as well, in 2002 since we have now determined it can be
done at nominal cost.

Turning the subject now to members and their willingness to stand for election. We had many members who led the
first ballot nominees but declined to let their names stand on the second ballot. For President-elect, 12 out of the first
14 nominees declined. Of the leading candidates for director, 21 out of 30 declined. The President-elect experience is
consistent with that in recent years and reflects an onerous amount of work, which the President must undertake, and
there is travel as well. However, the director experience is not consistent with that. While those members who declined
had well thought-out reasons for doing so – generally job or family-related – the situation does make the first ballot
process somewhat flawed and a bit of a farce with many wasted votes. Further, most, if not all, of the reasons for a member
declining to seek election to office existed at the time of mailing of the first ballot. Many members, if they had known
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their nominees were going to decline, would have likely nominated other members. Many of the leading nominees came
from the listing of members with Board or committee leadership experience, which is included in the first ballot.

The Elections Committee, therefore, recommends that those members whose names are pre-listed should be contacted
in advance of the distribution of the first ballot package to confirm that they would be likely to accept a nomination.
It should be pointed out that the SOA already contacts, by e-mail, the members whom they intend to pre-list for the
first ballot. Those who do not wish to have their names listed are simply required to send a return e-mail. If introduced,
this process will result in a more effective first ballot and should not result in almost half the first ballot votes being wasted
as occurred this year in the President-elect nominations.

I will conclude by giving you a quick look at the committee’s summary of recommendations, most of which have been
mentioned in my comments here today.

Moderator Oakden: Thanks, Peter. I would just like to point out that I am as concerned as Peter is with the low voter
turnout, and especially with the low turnout on the electronic voting. I would like to point out that, next year, I will
be a member of the Elections Committee, and if anyone has any thoughts or comments they would like to pass around,
please speak to me during a coffee break and I would be very pleased to consider those.

I would now like to call on Luc Farmer, our Secretary-Treasurer, to make his report on Friday’s Board meeting.

Mr. Farmer: Good Morning, everyone; bonjour à tous. As a good actuary, I have decided to do my last presentation
as Secretary-Treasurer in each official language in the same proportion as the number of members registered in each one
for this meeting.

So, in a few minutes ahead, I will have the pleasure to present you a summary of the Board’s meeting that was held
on Friday, June 13 in Toronto. Firstly, Peter Morse presented the results of the election as he just did now, using the
same presentation. Secondly, the Board approved the following changes to the statutes, which will be submitted for
ratification by members later during this session. There are two changes: the first one is to replace the designation Student
with that of Associate, and the second is to come back to the title of President-elect, instead of Vice-President.

It has been one year since the new structure has been in place (i.e., the new Board and the new councils). The
chairpersons of the councils and a small group of the Board have been meeting to discuss how the structure was working
and they came up with some recommendations to ensure that there is a good link between the Board and those three
councils. They want to ensure that there is good communication of council issues to the Board when the major decisions
need Board approval or support. In order to achieve that, last year, the Board received the minutes of all council meetings.
Also, at all Board meetings, there is a presentation from each council chairperson on the key issues facing them. Finally,
they recommended that there should be appropriate representation of Board members on each of those councils. Right
now, the bylaws state that there should be two Board members on each council. It was proposed that there should be
a change in the bylaws coming in November and the change is that there should be two to four Board members but
never more than 50% of the total number of members on a council. As I just mentioned, each chairperson of the three
councils presented to the Board the key issues affecting each of their groups. Right after my presentation, each of them
will tell this assembly what their councils are working on.

Jean-Louis Massé, our next President, proposed the idea of developing a network of employer contacts. At the last Board
meeting, we created a task force to study this idea and come back in November with some recommendations. The network
of employer contacts would be used, in particular, to enhance communications with members, to help manage the
volunteer process, and to be used for many other projects.

For the year ending March 31, 2001, the financial statements were presented. The key facts are:

• Member equity at the end of the year is $2,687,000 out of which there is $566,000 of restricted surplus and $2,121,000 of
unrestricted. This represents more than 100% of the membership dues, which are in the order of $2,100,000. For the first
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time in a long time, we have had a deficit this year. It was decided not to increase dues even if the budget called for deficit
because of the size of our surplus. The largest increase in expense, which explains the deficit, is the fact that we are using more
paid actuaries to help the committees and the councils. We spent $150,000 more than the years before on that. The legal fees
also increased, mainly for the changes in the bylaws that you are going to approve later. Travel reimbursements have increased
a lot, also. This is because of our new structure with the Board and the three councils. There are lots more people involved.
Finally, our meeting costs have increased. There is a Board resolution that meetings should be self-sufficient, and so, for 2001-
2002, we have increased the cost of meeting registration fees in order for the meetings to be self-supporting.

• The Committee on Emerging Issues is one of the few committees that reports directly to the Board and not to one of the three
councils. That committee presented a long list of issues that must be prioritized to see if some of them could be grouped together.
It has been decided that, at each Board meeting, we would discuss one or two of those issues. At the last Board meeting, we
brainstormed on the future of supply and demand of actuaries. With the consolidation of the financial sector, there is fear
that the number of actuaries working in traditional fields would decrease. Among a lot of suggestions, one of them was to
build and publish case studies of individuals working in non-traditional areas.

• Finally, the Board was informed of all meetings that took place between the previous Board and the last one. There was the
annual meeting with the Canadian Association of Pensions and Supervisory Authorities; the IAA Meeting in Portugal; the
annual meeting with the Department of Finance and the Canada Customs and Revenue Agency; the meeting with the
Association of the Workers’ Compensation Board of Canada; the annual meeting with OSFI; the International Presidents
Meeting; the annual meeting with the Canadian Life and Health Insurance Association; and the annual meeting with the
Insurance Bureau of Canada.

Moderator Oakden: Thank you, Luc. Now, I would like to move on to the appointment of auditors. At its meeting of
June 15, 2001 – that was last Friday – the Board approved the appointment of the auditors for 2001 and 2002. Members
are now asked to ratify the Board’s decision. Luc, can I ask you to make a motion?

Mr. Farmer: (Inaudible)

The motion has been made. May I have a seconder? The seconder is Jean-Louis Massé. You have heard the motion by
Luc Farmer and seconded by Jean-Louis Massé. Is there any discussion? I now put the resolution to the meeting. All
those in favour, please signify by raising your right hand. Opposed, if any? The motion is carried unanimously.

I would now like to call upon the council chairpersons to present a brief status report on their activities, and I would
like to start with Jim Christie, Chairperson of the Eligibility and Education Council.

Mr. James K. Christie: Thank you, David. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. I would like to begin, first of all, by
telling you who the current members of the Eligibility and Education Council (EEC) are. With the new restructuring,
it is important that you understand who is on these councils and who represents you. Rob Stapleford is the vice-
chairperson of this council, and, as of tomorrow, will be taking on the chairmanship. The other current members are
Wally Bridel, John Brierley, David Dickson, Sarah Fitzmaurice, Pierre Mainguy, Josephine Marks, and Mike Smith.
Josephine Marks, John Brierley, and I will be retiring tomorrow.

The restructuring has placed various working committees of the CIA under the directorship of one of the three councils.
In the case of the Eligibility and Education Council, we have a number of committees now reporting directly to the EEC.
These are the Committee on Applications of Rules and Standards (CARS); the Committee on the Rules of Professional
Conduct; the Committee on Continuing Education; the Committee on Education and Examinations; the Eligibility
Committee; the Committee on Papers; and the Program Committee, on whose office this meeting is brought to you today.
There is also the Committee on the Seminar for the Appointed Actuary and the Committee on the Pension Seminar. In
addition to these committees, there are numerous liaisons with the other actuarial organizations around the world, such
as the Society of Actuaries, the Casualty Actuarial Society, and the American Academy of Actuaries, to name just a few.
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What I would like to report on today is where the EEC has made significant progress in the current year. While we
will take credit for it, much of the work has been done by the committees reporting to us and it really isn’t the work,
directly, of this council. First of all, we successfully ran three Practice Education Courses and it has been a tremendous
effort for the Committee on Education and Examinations to get those up and running. We have learned now how hard
it is for the SOA and CAS to actually run the exam process. We have had, as well, a discussion draft on peer review,
and, as of last Friday, an exposure draft on peer review has been released by CARS.

In addition to these items, we have made significant progress in other areas as well. The EEC has commissioned some
paid actuarial research on what is going on in the actuarial education front around the world. We now have a draft
document which we imagine as being the living organism that will continue to keep us abreast of what is happening,
and will help the CIA coordinate its efforts. We have met with our various committee chairpersons and liaison people
to coordinate the activities on education because there is a tremendous amount of activity taking place both under the
auspices of the CIA and also through various other actuarial organizations around the world. We do want to be part
of that and coordinate our efforts with that. On that front, Rob Stapleford will lead a workshop this afternoon at 4:00
– Workshop 27 – and I urge all of you to attend that.

Another area where there has been significant progress, although most of this work has been done by the Member Services
Council (MSC), is the replacing of the “Student” designation with that of “Associate,” assuming that is approved by the
membership today.

We have a number of issues on which we would like to focus in the coming year. On the education front, we want
to make sure that the EEC effectively coordinates the work of all the various committees working on education and
examinations. There are a number of things taking place on which the CIA should be active. There is the concept of
the Quantitative Risk Analyst (QRA), which is forming and may replace or supplement or act as a parallel track to the
earlier examination process. It will be – if it all comes to pass – some type of global early actuarial education. We are
beginning to think about co-sponsorship of the formal examination process with the Society of Actuaries and the Casualty
Actuarial Society. I will speak a little more about that in a minute. We also have the Society of Actuaries’ 2005 Task Force.

I would like to speak to you for a minute about joint sponsorship because it is likely to be an issue that the EEC addresses
a great deal over the next year. I wrote to the General List and I wrote an article in the CIA Bulletin about joint sponsorship
of exams, amongst other issues, and received a lot of response from that. Some of it was posted to the General List and
a lot of it was directed to me. There is clearly a lot of interest by the membership in what we do on this front, and I
urge you to continue to let the EEC have your comments on this as thoughts come to you.

Just briefly, what do we mean by joint sponsorship? We would like to see Fellows of the Canadian Institute of Actuaries
become Fellows by completing a CIA co-sponsored set of exams rather than by passing the exams of another organization.
We want a better position for the CIA to respond to global education initiatives and we want to emphasize the CIA’s
responsibility for the education of actuaries practising in Canada. At the same time, we want to avoid any increased
administration responsibilities. We do want to raise the profile of the CIA among students, and this means students in
the studying sense of that word when writing examinations, not as Associates.

We also thought about what we don’t want from joint sponsorship. We don’t want to break away from the SOA and
the CAS. We don’t want to operate a separate examination system and we don’t want to make it more difficult to achieve
an FSA or an FCAS. We are not looking to share in the revenues of the examination process of those other bodies and
we certainly don’t want to reduce involvement of Canadian actuaries in the education systems that are currently in place.

On the continuing education front, there have been some rough edges around professional development versus continu-
ing education. What we are trying to do is to encourage new Fellows and those about to become Fellows to develop
that life-long habit of continuing education. We want to encourage all the current members, as well, to make sure they
keep up with their continuing education requirements.
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On the eligibility front, we will be looking this year at the concept of an “Affiliate.” That is something less than a Fellow
but more than an Associate and would be a designation so that actuaries from foreign countries could come in and have
a position to occupy while they were becoming Fellows of the Canadian Institute of Actuaries. This will give them some
formal recognition, but, more importantly for us, it would place them in our jurisdiction in terms of following standards
of practice, and such. It would also help the CIA in its ongoing efforts to develop mutual recognition agreements with
other bodies.

That is where we will be going in the next year.

Moderator Oakden: Thank you, Jim. It is clear from that presentation that there are a number of very significant
developments in the education area. and I would like to thank Jim for his efforts over the past year in steering those
initiatives along.

I would now like to call on Geoff Guy, the Chairperson of the Practice Standards Council (PSC).

Mr. Geoffrey I. Guy: Good Morning. As Dave said, I am here as the chairperson of the Practice Standards Council. Rather
than give you a show-and-tell talk about the things we have done this year, I want to talk primarily about the work
we have been doing in the area of due process. But just before I do that, I think it is worth mentioning that a phenomenal
amount of work has been done in the area of Consolidated Standards of Practice (CSOP) and the Life Standards of
Practice. That is evidenced by the amount of space on this particular agenda for those two items. Also, if you look back
on the website, you will find a tremendous number of reports from the various committees. I am not going to go through
those in detail, but I will say that, in the near future, we expect to describe more fully on the website the work that
the committees are doing on a ongoing basis. It will be both the work they have just done, and, perhaps, more
importantly, the things that they are working on at the present time because those are the things that, as members, you
can influence going forward.

Anyway, in my ten minutes, I am going to talk about due process. For those of you who are new to the CIA, what
we are talking about is basically the process by which we develop practice standards in whatever area of practice we are
talking about. It is the way we expose them to members and the way we then issue them as formal standards of this
Institute. Now, as we go through this, we have three main objectives in mind and the first one is to speed up the process.
We live in a fast-changing world that you all know about from your business and personal lives. I think there is a concern
amongst some members that the amount of time the CIA takes – from the time we get an idea to the time when it becomes
a standard – is too long. In your own areas of practice, you can probably all see situations where things have taken,
perhaps, a year longer than one might think would be reasonable. So, we are trying to speed-up the process. We are
trying to encourage more participation by the membership and more feedback during the process, and also maintain the
quality for which we have built a great reputation.

Now, the current CIA due process has a series of steps. There are really three basic steps in it. The first one is that the
job of developing new standards is by a committee or task force, and, after a while, they produce a paper called a
discussion draft. The membership comments on that and then the committee re-issues it as an exposure draft. The
membership comments on that, and, eventually, a standard is issued with a specific effective date.

Now, what we are intending to do is to cut one step out of that process. We are intending to give a committee of
professionals the work of developing a new standard and then we are going to skip the discussion draft phase. We are
finding that the quality of the responses we are getting in that period is not as great as it is during the exposure draft
period and so we will move into a period of discussion/exposure where the membership will comment on the new
standard. In the important second step, we will have a period for implementation rather than pick a specific date (i.e.,
you can implement this anytime from next Monday through to some future date. It might be three month into the future).
I think that will give practitioners an opportunity to actually work with the new standards in what I regard as a test
environment. In my experience, when we have introduced a new standard and people actually start to work with it,
as opposed to theoretically thinking about the ideas after reading an exposure draft or discussion draft, a lot of important
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points come out. We hope that this phase-in implementation period will help us make what we hope will be small but
important modifications to our final standards.

Now, this doesn’t happen very often, but, once in awhile, the profession has to react incredibly quickly. It might be
something important to act on because of public interest, or it might be pressure from a regulator, and we have to act
extremely quickly. In those situations, we are going to skip any exposure draft at all. Now, I can hear some of your brains
working and saying, “Well, how can we be sure that the standard is effective?” I want to stress that we will do this only
in extreme situations. What we would then do, after a fairly short period of implementation, is allow a look-back process,
probably after a period of two years. In this way, we can say, “We had to do this quickly. Does it make sense, and should
we make revisions today?” So, we don’t expect to use this very often, but we think that it is important that the profession
have that facility available.

Now, let me just talk about the way that we actually approve new standards. The Practice Standards Council and the
committee that is developing the standard have a series of criteria that they use. Those criteria are listed on the next slide
and I would like to focus on one in the middle of that list. It is the one that says that the new standard must be generally
accepted by the membership. Now, in a perfect world, there is never a problem with “generally accepted.” You can see
that everyone is clearly on side with the new standard, and, if we were judging it, we would all get perfect tens. But
the real world isn’t all that simple. Sometimes we receive tremendous support for new standards, often we receive
concerns, sometimes we receive criticism, and we always receive lots of questions. We have seen vocal minorities that
are sometimes very important vocal minorities. We have concerns or praise for a particular new standard and we have
to be able to deal with that as we develop new standards. What the Practice Standards Council has committed to doing
for the membership – there is a paper that describes it in a little more detail – is fully consult with the membership before
we adopt a new standard. We will not approve a standard if it hasn’t been generally accepted by the membership.

Part of that also means that the Practice Standards Council will ask the committee or task force that has prepared the
report to tell the PSC what feedback they have received and what action is being taken. We want to make sure that there
are plenty of opportunities for feedback. In fact, when we look at this particular due process proposal, which is in front
of you today, one of the things we are going to arrange is what I call an “analyst conference call.” It is a 1-800 number
where you will be able to call in at a predefined time and you will hear a presentation from people at the Practice
Standards Council about the new due process. You will also have an opportunity in that call to ask questions and they
will be recorded. Afterwards, those of you who are not actually able to listen to the call will be able to hear the dialogue.
It will be rather like a telephone town hall meeting. We may hold town hall meetings as well, but, clearly, the geography
sometimes makes it hard to get significant feedback.

The one thing that we do recognize in the PSC – and those of you who are hoping for this are not going to see it –
is that we can’t come up with a precise description of what “general acceptance” means. It doesn’t mean unanimity; it
doesn’t mean we are going to get 100% of the people in favour. We can’t define what “x” is; it is not as simple as saying
that two-thirds are in favour. We are not going to be in a position where we will have a vote on these issues because
it is more subtle than that; it is a judgment call. What the PSC will do is make sure a standard receives lots of imput
from the practice committee and from the membership to make sure that we are very comfortable that the proposed new
standard has general acceptance before it is put into practice.

Let me talk to you about what is next. The first thing, as I just mentioned, is that there is a brief report; it is only about
ten pages long. If you haven’t picked one up, I encourage you to pick one up outside the room, and it is also available
on the website. It describes the current process in a little more detail, what our thinking has been, and why we are
proposing the new standard. There is information in there that will help you understand.

Secondly, I welcome any comments, as would other members of the PSC, and we have also slipped a new workshop
into the agenda which will be held at 10:30 tomorrow morning. The workshop leaders will be Dave Pelletier and me.
So, I encourage you – if you are not already booked into another workshop at that time, or if you are interested in this
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subject – to come along and give us your views and we will tell you more about our thinking on this. We will listen
to your ideas and feedback, and subsequently, as well. After hearing all that during the summer, we are going to put
the essence of this into the bylaws of the CIA. We hope that that it will be approved at the November meeting so that
standards issued after that date will follow this new due process.

Those are the comments I wanted to leave with you this morning. As I said, I wanted to concentrate on that one topic
rather than give you a kind of show-and-tell report. Again, I would like to thank all the committees and task forces
that report to the PSC. They have done extraordinary work in many areas this year. You will see the evidence in this
year’s program and also on the website.

Moderator Oakden: Thanks, Geoff. I encourage anyone who is interested in this issue to attend the workshop and to
let us have your comments on due process. Also, Geoff has just given an overview of one aspect on which the PSC has
been working, but anyone who has checked their mail in the past two or three weeks can see the evidence of the rest
of the PSC effort which is quite significant.

I would now like to call on Hélène Pouliot, Chairperson of Member Services Council, to present her report.

Ms. Hélène Pouliot: (Inaudible) My challenge, however, will be to achieve it in the next ten minutes that I have been
allowed. So, I will briefly talk about our mandate, the strategies we’ve implemented, our follow-up activities, and our
future projects. The mandate of the MSC is to promote the expansion and the success of the profession and its members,
to represent the members’ points of view, to maintain the professional image of the Institute, and to supervise the
development and delivery of services to members. So, the three strategies we implemented last year were: to enhance the
role and image of the actuary; to discuss the issue of volunteerism; and, to try and improve communications within the
Institute.

Our first strategy was to enhance the role and image of the actuary. Several activities took place on this front and I will
give you some details on each one of these.

One way to enhance the role of the actuary is to improve our relations with the government and other professions. On
the topic of health care, we presented a submission to the Standing Committee on Social Affairs, Science, and Technology.
This submission was titled, “Health Care in Canada: The Impact of Population Aging.” This submission discussed the
deficiencies of the health care system and the role that the actuary could have in addressing this situation. This submission
was very well received and we do intend to prepare a number of presentations for various members of governments and
to the business community on this subject.

Again, in the area of relations with the governments on the topic of pensions, we presented a submission to the Ontario
Minister of Finance on the merger of FSCO and OSC. We are, at the moment, preparing a second submission on the
same subject.

On the subject of Bill C-8, we presented our position to the House of Commons Standing Committee on Finance. In
the future, definitely, there is an intention to promote the role of the appointed actuary, particularly in legislation but
also in other insurance and financial services issues.

Another way to enhance the role of actuaries is to participate in debates on emerging issues, and one of those emerging
issues is genetics. We had a task force that was mandated to consider what actions the CIA should be undertaking with
respect to genetics. Stuart Wason led this task force and developed and published a statement on genetic testing and
insurance. This issue of genetics was then passed on to the Committee on Health Care and they will be looking at
increasing member education in this area and encouraging research and partnering with other organizations.

In recognition of the fact that it is difficult to attract investment professionals to our profession, we thought we should
investigate a new category of membership for investment professionals. A task force led by Harry Panjer recommended
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against the creation of such a special designation. This was in light of the work that was currently being done with the
SOA on the QRA. This issue was then referred to the EEC for future consideration, as Jim indicated earlier.

To enhance the public image of actuaries, we feel it is necessary to work on our public relations effort. A small step was
made to approve the advertising of actuarial services on our website. We are, at the moment, developing a strategic public
relations policy, and will continue to work with the company Media Profile and will try to expand the use of our website
to do so. The ultimate objective is to raise the profile of actuaries through this type of public forum.

To enhance the role of government actuaries and social security actuaries, we asked a task force to look at this issue.
They are, at the moment, studying the existing mandate, the independence, the department, and the career opportunities
in Canada, and, also, in other countries. This task force will recommend changes to the existing structure of the Chief
Actuary’s Department to include health care and social program issues. We hope that the CIA, as a result, will be able
to provide some input to government to enhance the involvement, the profile, and the reputation of the actuarial
profession. More internally, it has been discussed and we have recommended a bylaw change and a name change from
“Student” to “Associate.” We think it is a better title for those members, and we have also asked the Younger Actuaries
Committee to recommend a means of raising the profile of Associates within the Institute.

Our second strategy is in regard to volunteerism. We started with the report of the Task Force on Volunteer Management.
This report included many recommendations, one of which was to appoint a Director of Volunteer Issues, and Pierre
Saddik has been appointed to this position. Pierre was assisted by the Volunteer Committee. Already, this task force is
developing a policy on the recognition of the volunteers’ work. This policy aims at recognizing the work of our members
for the good of the Institute. Moderator Oakden, our President, will give more details later today.

We also conducted a survey with the committee and task forces chairpersons, to better understand their points of view.
We are also developing a volunteer policy and management system.

Our third strategy was to improve communications within the Institute. In this respect, we asked our Younger Actuaries
Committee to expand its mandate, and think of a regional, and national strategy, to improve communications between
actuaries. We are also reviewing the bilingualism policy. It was implemented a few years ago and does not necessarily
reflect our actual reality, particularly for all communications on the Web. We are also drafting a recommendation to
improve and standardize translations. We are also reviewing our general policy on communications, which includes the
use of the web and regional clubs.

Finally, regarding the restructuring, the SOA is looking into the possibility of conducting a study of the life insurance
companies’ expenditures and the CIA is considering participating and having members participate, also.

Unfortunately, such an overview cannot possibly portray the amount of work invested by all the volunteers of the MSC.
I would like to personally thank all the committees and task forces that worked with us. I would also like to express
my gratitude to all the members of the MSC. And this officially concludes my term as President of the MSC. I would
like to congratulate Mike Mills for accepting next year’s challenge.

Moderator Oakden: Thanks, Hélène. The Member Services Council has certainly been involved in a huge number of
issues and it is interesting that when the Board is considering the emerging issues in our strategy for the year, roughly
half of those issues end up in the member services area. It certainly is a very important area to the Institute.

We now come to what we might describe as the most exciting part of this morning’s meeting, the approval of the revisions
to the bylaws. So, I ask for your patience while we get through this.

This meeting has also been called for the purpose of considering, and, if advisable, confirming revisions to the bylaws
and Rules of Professional Conduct in accordance with Bylaw 18.01, paragraph two, of the Institute. Amendments to the
Bylaws and the Rules of Professional Conduct were initially adopted by the Board on May 9, 2001, and were posted
on the website on May 30, 2001, and were sent to all non-electronic actuaries on June 1, 2001. I will now ask Jean-
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Louis Massé, your Vice-President, to assume the role of chairperson and I will review the amendments to the Bylaws
and Rules of Professional Conduct.

I sent you a letter on May 29, describing these and I will very briefly describe them this morning since we have already
alluded to them. There are basically two significant changes to the Bylaws, and then there are a number of items that
I would describe as “housekeeping items.” The significant change is changing the title of “Vice-President” to “President-
elect.” You may recall, a year ago we introduced a bylaw change to change the title of “President-elect” to “Vice-
President.” That change was recommended by the Task Force on Restructuring and was part of an overall change where
the President would no longer be elected by the members but would be elected by the Board. The Board would have
the right to change their minds if, after a year, they didn’t think the Vice-President was the right person to become
President. The members wanted to elect the President and the term “President-elect” is a term used by all the North
American actuarial bodies. For the past year, calling Jean-Louis “the Vice-President” became a bit confusing and I just
started calling him the “President-elect,” and so we are now just putting the Bylaws back the way they should have been.

The second change is one that both Hélène and Jim Christie have spoken about. We had several task forces studying
the issue of the title of “Student.” Many Students are very senior practitioners and have expressed discomfort with the
term. After much study, we have decided to change that term to “Associate.” We have put in a few controls to make
sure that people will not abuse that title to confuse the public and make them think they are Fellows. So, the second
significant Bylaw change is to change the title of “Student” to “Associate.”

There are a number of housekeeping matters. Some of them I will go through just very briefly. Some of our changes
to our disciplinary process introduced the aspect where someone charged with a lesser infraction could actually be
charged a greater portion of the expenses than someone convicted of a greater felony. So, we are going to correct that.
Also, the Bylaw changes appointed the President as the ex officio of all the councils, and the number of meetings that the
President was expected to attend became really impossible. So, we introduced a Bylaw change to permit the President-
elect to replace the President as the ex officio representative.

I want to clarify the intent of a bylaw with respect to a member of the Board who has been charged a business offence
as to when he or she can serve on the Board. We also have some bylaws to allow the Board and councils to conduct
meetings by any means. The Bylaws specify how we can hold meetings and we just made that a little more general. That
way, different groups can decide they would like to hold a meeting by teleconference, or by telephone conference, or
maybe over the Internet. As things evolve, we want to have that flexibility. Also, we had some electronic voting this time
around and we would like to enshrine that into the Bylaws to make sure that it is permissible. As well, for this meeting,
ten people are required to demand the confirmation – a recount – of a vote, and that would increase to 20 or 25. I think
that is a very brief description. You have all had time to read this and go over the Bylaws in detail. I would now like
to move the motion, and, Jean-Louis, you are the chair.

Mr. Jean-Louis Massé: We have the motion in front us. May I have a seconder? Jim Christie has seconded the motion.
Is there any discussion? Please use the microphone.

Mr. B. Gordon Challes: What was the reason for going from 10 members to 25 for demanding the recount of a vote.
What was the big issue there?

Moderator Oakden: There was no big issue. When the number ten was introduced, it was the number used when the
Institute was initially formed. I am not sure how many members there were at the time, but there were just a few hundred,
and ten was a reasonable number. We probably have about 300 to 400 people here at meetings now and it was felt that
if you couldn’t get 25 people demanding a recount, we would be wasting our time on it. It is the fact that the Institute
has grown significantly and that this growth should be reflected in the number.

Mr. Massé: Are there any other comments? Hearing none, I will put the motion to the meeting. All those in favour, please
raise your hand. Thank you. Opposed, if any? The motion is carried.
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Moderator Oakden: Now I call Dave Dixon, Chair of the Program Committee, who will give you a status report on the
committee’s activities.

Mr. David R. Dixon: Thanks, David, and good morning. There is a lot of work that goes into these meetings. I guess
it breaks down into two components – one is the organization of the meeting and the second is the actual meeting with
all the speakers. I would like to take a second to recognize everyone involved with organizing the meeting and everyone
who is speaking at our meeting over the next couple of days. So, could everyone stand who is organizing or speaking
at the meeting?

At one of the EEC meetings, we discovered that some of our council members thought that our speakers were actually
paid for speaking at a meeting. I corrected that misconception!

We are starting to plan for the November meeting and so we are looking for speakers and ideas. If anyone has anything
to offer, they can contact either me or any member of the Program Committee, or the new chairperson for the Program
Committee, Leonard Pressey. We are also looking for people to participate in the Program Committee. I have been on
the committee for over four years now and it has been a great experience for me. I have met a lot of people and had
a lot of fun. So, if you are interested in joining the Program Committee, your best contact is Leonard Pressey or me.

At previous meetings, we attempted to gather evaluation forms at every session – sometimes successfully; often unsuc-
cessfully. We are trying something different this year and we are looking for your help. Rather than having individual
evaluation forms for each session, we are going to try electronic evaluation forms at the end of the meeting. So, when
you get back to your office or shortly after that, you will get an e-mail notifying you of the website location, and we
are asking you to give us your feedback on the meeting. We do look at all the feedback we receive and we do act on
that feedback. So, again, your feedback is important and I thank you for participating in that.

I have a number of announcements. There are a number of session changes and cancellations; they are all reflected in
your program and so I am not going to go through them at this point.

Tomorrow night, both the University of Western Ontario and the University of Waterloo are holding separate receptions
starting at four o’clock. Again, that is tomorrow night and there is information in your program about that.

Cassettes of the interpreted sessions are available for purchase onsite at the ITS desk just out here in the foyer. Also,
interpretation devices are available there. Please remember to return them at the end of the day.

Tonight, we have our cruse in the Toronto Harbour. It is supposed to be a beautiful evening and so it should be a really
great cruise. There are some changes to note. The bus is supposed to leave the hotel at 5:30 tonight and that is from
the West Lobby near the restaurant. We are boarding the ship at 6:00. The ship will leave at 6:30 and will return at
7:30. Buses will start coming back at that time, but you can stay on board until 8:30 if you want. There will be
refreshments and food available until 8:30, but, again, the ship will be coming back at 7:30 tonight.

As part of one of our volunteer efforts, we want to get pictures of all newly-elected Board members, chairpersons, and
vice-chairpersons. I ask all of you who are here today to go to Salon A from 10:45 to 12:00 to get your picture taken.
Again, that is for newly-elected Board members, chairpersons, and vice-chairpersons.

As most people are aware, we have a joint meeting with the SOA. People who are attending the Wednesday sessions
will find, behind their name tags, their ticket for lunch. You will need that for lunch on Wednesday only. The Society
works a little differently than we do and so there is a ticket behind your name badge.

My final announcement is that if you have requested special meals this week, you will have a green ticket with your
name badge. When you go for lunch, show this to your server, but don’t give it to the server because you will need
it all week.
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Thanks again for attending, and I look forward to a great meeting.

Moderator Oakden: Thank you, Dave, and thank you to the entire committee. I think they have done a great job in
putting this meeting together and it certainly is a lot of work to organize one of these meetings.

Is there any further business to bring forward before this meeting?

I would like to remind all members to secure their valuables. Meeting rooms cannot be considered secure; we have had
some problems in the past.

As there is no further business to be brought forward at this meeting, I wish to thank you for taking the time to attend.
Luc, as Secretary-Treasurer, will you move the final motion?

Mr. Farmer: I do.

Moderator Oakden: The motion has been seconded by Jean-Louis Massé. You have heard the motion by Luc Farmer
and seconded by Jean-Louis Massé. Is there any discussion on the motion? I now put the motion to the meeting. All
those in favour, please signify by raising your right hand. Opposed, if any? The motion is carried.

This session is now adjourned. We are not going to have a break before our guest speaker, but we will have a few
moments while we get things set up. I would like you all to take advantage of this to rise and stretch and we will proceed
again in a few minutes.


