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Moderator Geoffrey Guy: We have a different kind of session here, and before I start I will just introduce the speakers and give 
you some sense of what we are talking about. The CIA was concerned at the board level that we didn’t have a clear idea or a 
clear view of what our public policy issues were that CIA should be involved in and take an interest in. And so I formed a com-
mittee and some of the members of the committee are on my panel, or one of the members of the committee is on my panel, 
and I see one of the members of the committee, Mike Hale, in the audience. We spent some time looking across the Canadian 
environment in all our various areas of practice in determining what we thought the public policy issues were. We have produced 
a report which isn’t yet in circulation. It was circulated to the board yesterday. I am going to have it translated and put on the 
website. So if any of you want to read what we concluded can get a hold of that probably in about, oh I don’t know X weeks’ 
time. I don’t know how long it takes to get it translated, X might be two, but I am not sure.

But what we are going to do today is we are going to break the presentation to four parts. The first, I am going to get John Brierley 
who many of you know was a member of the committee, still is a member of the committee, and he is going to talk through 
the main conclusions that we reached as we formed this, as we produced this report. Then I am going to ask Allan Reynolds 
to come and speak. Allan is a Vice-President with GPC, which is a new public relations company. He gave us an input to this 
report, but his perspective on just public relations and public policy issues and the CIA in positioning with the media and so 
on, is something which I think you will find interesting.

And then Daniel Lapointe, who was introduced I think at some point during the day, but he is our new executive director of 
the CIA. Daniel was with the Haemophiliac Society before this, and has had experience in this area as well with non-profit 
organizations dealing with public policy issues. So he is going to give you his perspective too. The fourth part of the agenda 
really is to get any input or comments that any of you might have from the floor. With this size of audience you probably all 
will get a chance to speak if you wish to.

But I guarantee we will be out of here by - when do we finish? At 5 o’clock, is that..?

UM: Five fifteen.

Moderator Guy: Five fifteen is our deadline, so we will be finished--

UM: You can finish at 5 o’clock if you want to.
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Moderator Guy: Well I won’t promise that, otherwise everybody will get edgy right about two minutes past five.

So anyway, we will start off with John, and then we will just flow this thing through. Thanks.

Speaker John Brierley: Okay, what I am going to talk about is the categories that we put our issues into, how we categorize 
them, and a summary of the issues for each of those categories and the ideas that we gave to the Board.

The first thing we did in our discussions was we started talking about the issues by practice area, and the more we started doing 
that the more we thought that was not quite the right way to put these issues together. So we broke them into different areas, 
different classifications that had nothing to do with what practice area actuaries are involved in. For reputation, what we are try-
ing to do there is maintain the reputation that actuaries currently enjoy, and to enhance it as we go on in the future, particularly 
if we get more involved with public policy issues it will be critical for us to have that good reputation.

Staking an experience claim. What we are talking about here is expanding the role of actuaries into non-traditional areas. One 
particular kind of role that we have in mind is risk management, it is an up and coming area that we think that actuaries can 
participate in, and we have a short period of time to really get up to speed on that before other professionals take the place that 
we could have.

Accounting standards - they are in the middle of change. There are international accounting standards, and workers compensa-
tion is going through accounting standard changes. Pension plans - well pensions just has so many issues. We could probably 
devote several sessions to the issues on pension plans, but what we really need we felt was a vision for pension plans going 
forward. Something instead of a historical combination of all of the regulations that we have had, to step back and say, “what 
should pensions really look like, let us forget about how we got here, where should we be going in the future”. Capital require-
ments - again, another area where we are having some significant changes. International standards are in process, MCCSR is 
changing, in the P&C industry minimum capital test is something new and will evolve.

Then within each of these categories we have two types. We have true public policy issues which are really something external 
to the actuarial profession, and related issues which deal with how these issues affect actuaries. For reputational issues you will 
notice that there are no true public policy issues, that are primarily because this is associated with what happens to actuaries, 
and it is really an internal issue, how do these issues affect us, and it is not really something that is going to affect the public. 
One of the challenges that we have as actuaries is communication of very difficult technical work to non-technical people, and 
it has not always been a strong point. So this is something that we really need to get better at.

We have had some attacks on some of our theoretical approaches, financial economics particularly and pensions plans, the 
commuted value standard that has just gone through some significant attack on whether that is the right thing or the wrong 
thing. Automobile pricing is a political issue, has been a significant issue in some of the provincial elections in the last little 
while. And there is a task force that was set-up to deal with this that is being chaired by David Oakden, and that report is still 
in draft form, but it is getting close to being released.

Other reputational issues - Equitable Life in the UK was a big deal. We probably didn’t get the entire effect of that here, but 
it was certainly a big deal in the UK. There is the Lord Penrose report which was something like an 800+ page report on this. 
And going forward, there is something called the Morris Inquiry. So that issue is not dead and we will see where that takes us.

For disclosure, using different techniques, this is really a life insurance company issue. Where brokerage analysts look to life 
insurance companies to open up the black box that we have, and what we did was we just did it different ways and really didn’t 
provide the type of information that the analysts might have been hoping for. So, if we are able to do a better job at giving 
consistent information I think that would help our reputation.

Again, the attacks on theoretical foundations. As we get more involved in the public, others will be looking at us with a little 
more scrutiny. Pension techniques have certainly had their challenges, banks look at actuaries slightly differently in the risk 
management area and how we look at credit risk. And there has been of course a very big concern over a wide range of results. 
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Regulators, which is one of our key publics has had a problem with this for a long time, and it ended up having a peer review 
process for the insurance industry, and the next step is likely practice review for the pension actuaries.

Some ideas that we have for the Board - ensure that peer review is effective. So we have gone through the first year of peer re-
views on yearend work, and it is time to perhaps step back, find out how effective that was, and not wait for the three year cycle 
to go through, but start right away and find out what can be improved in the process, is it working, how do people feel about 
it. Revisit our review process for pension - again, this is something that is just about to occur. OSFI, Nick Le Pan, has written 
a letter to the CIA, and the CIA hasn’t responded. Basically just as a let us get together and find out what the real problems 
are before we go any further, but it will likely end up being something that looks very similar to the practice review that was 
attempted to be put in place in 1999.

We will be looking at publishing material on an ongoing basis to reduce the range of results. Not so much standards of prac-
tice, there are lots of standards around, but mostly in the form of education notes, perhaps some surveys, the C1 survey that 
was done on appointed actuaries was quite effective, and there may be some research papers that we should be looking at to 
reduce the range of results. It is a bit of a motherhood statement, but maintain communication with regulators. It is important 
to maintain communication with all of our publics, and it is something that we haven’t done a really good job on in the past. 
The key there is to be proactive, not reactive.

Staking an experience claim - healthcare is probably the number one issue with Canadians, and we think that this is an oppor-
tunity that we have in the very short-term to influence what happens with healthcare. It is certainly a hot topic in the political 
grounds right now, so this is the time to try to do something in that area. Some related issues, risk management, something that 
is an evolving field, that if we don’t get involved with now we may be left behind. There is significant competition with other 
associations that have already ten times the membership that the CIA has, so we have our work cut out for us. Investment issues 
is something that we may be able to expand on, on asset liability management, interest rate risk modelling.

Some ideas for the Board - promoting actuarial expertise and risk management is something that in terms of insurance risks, we 
have been pretty good risk managers on. Perhaps we can expand that to operational risks, business risks, credit risks. One of 
the ideas that we have is to participate in non-actuarial conferences. For example, the Society of Actuaries participated recently 
in a conference put on by GARP, which is the Global Association of Risk Professionals. We want to continue our advocacy for 
the Medicare actuary. Up until now, we have been attempting that at the federal level, it hasn’t worked too well. We would like 
to expand that to looking at the provincial levels as well, and that might be an area that we can influence.

We would like to identify topics of public interest, and that isn’t necessarily, I don’t exactly have a laundry list of what that might 
be at this point, but what we really need to do is be proactive in that area, not reactive. A fourth item, increase expertise that 
actuaries have in investment areas. If we are going to expand our role in asset liability management or interest rate risk models, 
we should be able to have some seminars put on to help in that area. A good example is the seminars for segregated funds that 
we have been putting on over the last few years.

Counting standards - again, no public policy issues here, this is mostly technical or internal issues, but there are accounting 
standard issues and life insurance with international standards coming around, pension - financial economics is something that 
might be influencing the accounting of pension plans. There is a wide range of practice. There are differences in regulation that 
is just a series of issue after issue with pension. P&C - they still are in the early stages of doing discounting, so there is additional 
work to be done on standards to bring that sort of thing into line, at least in terms of the wide range of practice that might enfold. 
Workers’ compensation, again there is a revision to their accounting standards that is in progress.

With the international standards there are two things that we need to deal with here, and one is to be proactive and influence 
where these standards are going. That is a very difficult task, we’re really the tail trying to wag the dog in that process, but we 
have to at least participate. The second area is in education of Canadian actuaries as to where these accounting standards are 
going, because they are going very quickly and all of a sudden we may be faced with having to deal with these things, and we 
need to have some time in order to be able to do that. The CICA is going to allow international standards to apply from Decem-
ber 31st, 2005 - that is only a year and a half away. These standards look somewhat like US GAAP where you have a disconnect 
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between assets and liabilities, where you have market value of assets, and you have something that looks more like book value 
of liabilities, and the changes in market don’t necessarily go through income unless you realize a gain or loss. So there will be 
some education involved and we need to be very aware of what is happening on the international scene.

Ideas for the Board - again, continuing in the international committees. This is an expensive process for the CIA, these do not 
actually occur in Toronto, but all over the world. Our participation does enhance the reputation of Canadian actuaries globally, 
and that in itself is worthwhile. It is going to be a very extensive project to educate everyone on exactly where this comes out, 
and the sooner we get going on that the better. We need to work fairly closely with OSFI in this process so that we don’t end up 
with a Canadian GAAP and an international GAAP and a US GAAP and somebody else’s GAAP. We want to try to get as much 
consistency as possible to make things a little bit easier to explain to our publics.

A vision for pensions - what does that mean. We have an aging population, we have un-funded liabilities in many plans. The 
UK if we look at globally is taking action to address some public concerns over insolvencies, there are challenges with defined 
benefits and how companies are looking at those plans and just wondering if it is all worth it with all of the challenges involved 
in setting up pension plans, and perhaps defined contribution, even though it has some difficulties, and being not necessarily 
the best thing for employees, it is so much simpler that might be a trend in the future.

Investment risk - again, financial economics versus the way we charge for credit risk is something that needs to be resolved, 
counting and measuring pension obligations. The history that we have had in the way that regulations have evolved has caused 
a significant challenge in consistency across the country in how we measure various elements of pension plans. We need to 
resolve some of the basic issues like risk sharing, the cost of plans, and the rights of sponsors and plan members. Funding of 
plan deficits, that is going to be a significant issue if a large plan becomes insolvent, and we need to be ready to deal with that 
type of issue.

If a large company like Air Canada runs into difficulty with a pension plan, which is highly likely, the approaches that actuaries 
have taken in order to get those plans into that kind of a situation might easily come under attack whether it is justified or not. 
And it is going to point to a wide range of practice in funding methods, and we need to be able to maintain good communica-
tion with the regulators, and hopefully we can avoid that becoming a significant issue. The actuarial profession is in the middle 
of the pension debate. We are viewed as an important player, these are good things. But we do need to organize our views, we 
can’t be squabbling amongst ourselves all the time, and we need to be able to communicate something in an effective manner.

There is a task force that David Brown has been chairing, and acting on those recommendations will be a large step forward in 
this vision for pensions going on in the future. Again, if there is a high profile wind-up, we need to be ready to have a position 
on that so that we don’t get caught as the fall guy. We need to have a position on fair value, accounting for assets and pension 
plans consistent with valuation techniques for the liabilities and, again, maintain a dialogue with the CICA on accounting 
standards.

For capital requirement issues - there are some things going on there. International committees have been actively involved. 
There is capital modelling that we can participate in, and this may be the next big opportunity we have to influence the global 
process. That may end up being something very similar to what the banks have been able to accomplish in the Basel II, which 
allows for modelling of capital risks if you are able to do it, and a factor approach if you are not able to do it. But what it also 
means is that if you are able to model then you end up having to hold less capital. If we end up doing something like that for 
the insurance industry it would be very good for our reputation, and I think for our publics if we are able to do that on the 
methods that we have already initiated in Canada. And the idea for the Board there is to play a leading role in the development 
of these standards. But again, this is expensive, but I think it is worth it. It will enhance the demand for actuaries and it will 
also assist with enhancing the reputation of actuaries in Canada. Thanks.

…(applause)…

Moderator Guy: Thanks, John. Now, I will ask Allan if he will come up.
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Speaker Allan Reynolds: Thank you. Geoff asked me to take a few minutes to consider some of the work that was recently 
done that John just went over, and any additional thoughts that might have related to public relations and public policy, and 
just look at some of the objectives and issues that are being talked about through the lens of communications broadly. Our firm, 
GPC, has come aboard very recently, just within the last couple of months to work with the CIA, and so I hope to see more of 
you more often.

When we look at communications in the CIA we are really talking about something that is really born from necessity but, in 
turn, gives birth to opportunity, I think, moving forward over the next while. I say necessity because, as already touched on, 
there are growing demands for accountability, transparency and integrity on the part of all companies. This is not just obviously 
to those who are CIA and other related professions, but particularly it is focused on those who are being scrutinized more, 
that have fiduciary responsibility more than other kinds of corporations. That is where we are starting to see more government 
scrutiny and more media scrutiny coming in. But again, this necessity is going to create some opportunities as we will talk 
about, to move beyond just being reactive and responsive to something that will enable you to pre-empt some negative things 
and promote positive messages.

I say necessity for proactive in total communications, because we see there the changing issues environment that is around the 
CIA right now. We have already talked about Nic Le Pan, and the group at OSFI, there will be other places as well. Media - media 
is always a two-edge sword as far as this organization or anyone in it is concerned. It can cut through some difficulties and really 
open a path to getting positive messages and image out, but it can also have its other edge of cutting to hurt, and we have seen, 
for example, the editorial by Terrance Corcoran in the Financial Post a couple of days ago, that really, in my mind, misunderstood 
a lot of the role of what actuaries are, but I think that is the sort of thing that we face and it is necessary to confront that.

Employers are concerned and some are even frightened. When you see, in my experience, audience groups that are frightened, 
that is a real recipe for issues to come out negatively in the media, and something that a group to whom that fear might be targeted 
needs to be ready for and not take for granted. And then there are competitors that cause you to need to be more proactive. We 
are not just talking here about only organizations like accountants and I think CGAs, economists, and others who are trying to, 
particularly CFAs, there is a growing number of specialists who are trying to crowd onto the stage in a very limited spotlight to 
be seen and the noise level is rising. I would even add that as far as competitors are concerned it is within the CIA’s own ranks 
in terms of some dissenting actuaries relative, for example, to the updated standard controversy that we have seen in the media 
lately. I think we are not going to see the end of that one quickly and there may well be other things.

There are other elements I think too that really come into play on the reputation of the CIA. We talk about the broad trends 
for greater accountability, and that is not just a fad, I think we all know that by now, it is not the crisis of confidence that it has 
reached in the States and in some parts of the UK, but the toothpaste is sure out of the tube on that one and it is not going to 
be put back in. We will see this really turn into an ongoing demand for all people in high sensitive areas of business.

Another element that occurs to me that does impact the reputation of actuaries, and its reputation, notwithstanding John’s ref-
erence to the fact that you have a good reputation, you do I think amongst other financial institution peers, but when you talk 
about the news media, and other broadly based employers and employees, the image is a lot less clear there, and then probably 
and most often I would say no image or not a clear image at all. That gets complicated by the fact that people, to the extent 
they have a stereotype of actuaries have it around the imagery of the math types with a little bit of a nerdy quality to them and 
About Schmidt movie, and the jokes that everyone tells we are all familiar with why do some accountants become actuaries is 
because they found bookkeeping too exciting and that sort of thing.

So all of that is out there, not quantifiable or at least it hasn’t been quantified yet through any research that I am aware of, but 
we do know from other behavioural science research with other professional groups such as accountants and lawyers and psy-
chiatrists, that image there that is a little bit negative, or at least has some kind of stereotype around it that isn’t really positive or 
dramatic and exciting, does influence the way they think about that profession. Of course, the difference there is those three do 
have some negativity around them, and the key advantage I think of actuaries is that there is not a strong image. So it is, I think, 
obviously a lot easier to build a stronger image and reputation from something that is starting more from zero as opposed to 
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trying to overcome something negative. It is easier to paint a nice picture on a blank canvas, than it is to try to paint something 
pretty over an awful ugly painting that already exists. So I think there is a lot of opportunity that will come from that.

Key reasons why there is good opportunity, in my early days, are from thinking about communications for the CIA, is that, 
as I think we have just seen, the CIA does have some really interesting issues to deal with and to communicate. These are is-
sues that can be acted on and I think a lot of the stakeholders and audiences that you need to influence are ready to hear this. 
Particularly, if we combine that with good public policy and government relations, that is a one/two punch that can be quite 
effective. Communications is really nothing more than advancing the CIA’s interests, plain and simple, through proactive and 
reactive or responsive media relations, integrated with public policy, and to integrate these public policy initiatives wherever 
possible with the communications. I am not going to spend a lot of time at this early stage on building a brand for the CIA. 
That is something, I think, that our early communications will create a foundation for on which we will be able to build quite 
a strong brand for actuaries so that they do become more of a known quantity over time.

What are some of the long-term goals we need to keep in mind in starting to develop proactive communications. Well for the CIA 
broadly we are looking at things like increasing demand for actuaries, that is an important goal, seeing more of you employed in 
banks and trust companies and other areas where you perhaps haven’t been as traditionally employed. Enhancing your profile 
and influence as a profession, to be sought out more often for your expertise, and contributing to public policy in a meaningful 
way, and here this ties in I think the public interest element of your profession that is so important. You will be speaking to 
really key audiences that we’ll help you with, I think that were touched on a moment ago, but they really devolved down to 
about three major ones being governments - both elected and un-elected officials - federally and provincially, and some of those 
are in provincial standards legislation officials, but there is everything from OSFI to other oversight organizations. Employers 
are an important category of audience, and that is not only employers of actuaries, but also employers who are plan sponsors. 
And then the general public is a third major audience. We are not going to be targeting against the broad public so much, but 
thinking about the employee plan members who do have a big stake and I think are going to be people that we are going to 
hear about more and more over time because they are very concerned about the security of their own pensions.

Proactive communications then moving forward on this with a broad scale communications plan, which GPC has been asked to 
develop for the CIA, and we are just working on completing that now, so what you are getting is just a very quick sneak preview 
of some coming attractions regarding just a couple of general elements that will be part of a much bigger and broader plan. 
But the goals are both proactive and, in combination, responsive communications are to create and raise the positive profile of 
the organization and of actuaries generally, to be able to control the messages in your own agenda more tightly, and thirdly, to 
increase the credibility that you have with the target audiences that we just talked about.

Proactive communications is going to be very much involved, certainly for this first year, in leveraging the CIA’s key issues that 
were just identified, a lot of those, a moment ago. Because the truth is, that these issues are, they’ve been given a lot of thought 
and I have been comparing them against some, to the amount of media coverage that has been given to them over the last several 
months to a year, and they really do align together, so these issues are going to grow in prominence and we need to be there 
speaking to them as a profession. So we will help the CIA focus on the manageable issues where we do have a clear or a fairly 
clear consensus on the way forward, look at issues where we will be able to showcase the range of expertise of the actuaries, 
and to ensure that communication always supports the long-term goals of the organization.

Here is another way to think about how we decide on proactive issues to communicate. Looking at it, thinking about if an issue 
is a triangle or, for the more mystical of you, a power of the pyramid, but the triangle analogy. When we look at the base, we 
have a potential there of all the proactive issues we might address. And then those we want to focus on are those ideally where 
we can both address together the media, the government group. The news media, the governments and other stakeholders all 
will have an interest in let’s say a particular issue under healthcare for instance or pensions. And the issues that we can find 
that will help us communicate through the media with government and public policy and, as well, to some of the other key 
stakeholders in the business and public community are the ones that are the most optimum to focus on. Because right where 
they intersect, at the apex of the triangle, is where they come together, that is where an issue to focus on that will allow the 
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messaging through the news media and through other communications to reinforce each other, and to repeat themselves so it 
drives the message home more effectively rather than just an isolated shot here and there.

We are bound to have times when some of our issues, communications, will focus on only a couple of these, but in most cases we 
will be trying to hit at least two or, and all three wherever we can. Turning to reactive communications as it is referred to in the 
CIA, I like responsive a little better, but I will stick with the terminology, proactive works best when there is solid preparedness 
for reactive communications and vice versa. Reactive works better when there is good proactive out there trying to pre-empt 
some negative issues from becoming a crisis. There was quite a good piece of paperwork done by the public relations commit-
tee, and I believe Steve Easton was chairing that, and it did a very good job of putting forward a system to identify the kinds 
of issues that might be anticipated that could be worked on and develop positions and statements to respond to them ahead 
of time. Another piece of it or what were called the unexpected issues, which would be ones that just to have a system ready 
to respond to them very quickly through the media or to other groups, a government that might be querying the CIA about 
them. So we are going to work with the organization to do that, to help prepare for issues we think could arise within the next 
year, to have a rapid response system if something hits the fan out of the blue, and to do that we will be needing to altogether 
monitoring all the issues very closely by keeping in touch with government and what is reported in the press.

Speaking of press, we talk about the news media here for a few minutes, because we will be dealing with the media a bit more 
often. I think you are going to find actuaries in the media over the next year more positively. But as you become more of a public 
face that is also going to bring along some other controversial sides too. I could do a whole hour on media relations. I used to 
be a journalist, I worked before in consulting with the Thompson Newspapers as a reporter, and then MacLean Hunter, now 
Roger’s Media as a business editor, and then Financial Post as a reporter. One of the reasons I left media relations was really 
because I found that there is a certain kind of hypocrisy about it that organizations like this sometimes take the brunt of. For 
one thing, that they are not really as accountable as they should be for accuracy but they want everyone else to be accountable, 
and they are really not as objective as they should be, although they always claim that they are fair-minded.

Interestingly, there was a recent study in the Columbia School of Journalism Review, sort of the bible of the journalism field, 
and it was pointing out something, I think I have a quote from it here, but it is very instructive about how media respond and 
what the study found, where have I got it? Some of it underscores things that I think we already know, but some of it is new 
as well. But the study of journalist attitudes in the Columbia Journalism Review summarized their approach as follows - that 
reporters are biased towards conflict because it is more interesting than stories without conflict; they are biased towards stick-
ing with the pack because it is safer, they are biased towards event-driven coverage because that is easier, and they are biased 
towards existing narratives or stereotypes because that is safer and easier to do. And yet, the whole time they see themselves as 
self-appointed, self-anointed reformers under it all. They don’t see themselves necessarily as being un-objective or biased and 
I know that is what originally attracted me to the business.

But in fact they don’t really have, they go into it with the attitude spoken, that yes, sure we like conflict, if it bleeds it leads 
and that is what goes to the top of the story. Or the other attitude where they don’t always speak about it so much but there 
underneath everything, the undercurrent, even in a lot of business media is to be a bit reformist. I think we see that in Terrance 
Corcoran’s recent editorial if any of you read that in the Financial Post the other day. I think he sees he is being a bit reformer 
and for the public good. They see themselves as there to comfort the afflicted and afflict the comfortable is probably how they 
put it. So we need to be aware of that as an organization and recognize that the media typically are neither our enemy nor our 
ally, although they can be both, and as I mentioned about the two-edged sword with them too they are a vehicle, certainly 
though for our own messaging to achieve our own goals, so therefore we do treat them with respect and caution even through 
gross inaccuracies. Sometimes we will have to make a professional attempt to turn around and correct them which, by the way, 
I should add I know that some people including Brian Fitzgerald did go see Terrance Corcoran about, several months or a year 
ago following some misguided editorial that he had written and they thought they had explained the pensions issue properly 
to him, and yet we saw that editorial the other day. It shows that it is an ongoing process, that it doesn’t get turned around 
overnight to try to get journalists to understand actuaries properly. We have to always be ready with our good responses, and 
be realistic about what we can get through the media over the next few months. It won’t be a slam dunk to turn around the 
reputation and to build it up to something more positive overnight.
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Just touching briefly on some examples of the kinds of tactics and strategies that we want to go forward with, with the key 
issues that I identified. And again, just repeating what John pointed out, those are key issue areas that have been identified in 
what I thought was a very good report by the Public Policy Committee. Looking in slightly more, just quickly, in a little more 
detail at each one of those, the healthcare costs we may find some areas that give us some openings to gain some more positive 
exposure. The Medicare actuary role, for example, and around which we have been trying to actually do some proactive media 
relations over the last couple of days, and two or three interviews have so far emanated from that, we expect a couple more, 
trying to take advantage of the fact that the CIA is meeting here, and the fact that there is a campaign going on federally and 
that is dealing with healthcare issues.

Waiting lists and other issues are very much in the public mind and we believe we can get a lot more mileage out of that Op Ed, 
that we all work together to have, Gery Berry and Mike Lombardi, authored that was in the Globe a couple of weeks ago. We 
have a number of recommendations on slightly revising that and putting it out into other media forums as guest articles, and 
that will be good for the actuaries. Both of those first two issues under healthcare really do fit very much the issues triangle that 
I just showed you, because they do address all the needs of the news media and are interested in it. This is a subject of interest 
to government, and we have been and will continue to meet with government on this. And thirdly, other stakeholders such as 
patient groups and members of the general public.

Here is also a good area under healthcare to really showcase some of the risk management expertise, and to stake a claim, an 
expertise claim in this area. So we will be looking at things like targeted media interviews and articles, developing those, perhaps 
some seminars and speeches, some of which will have media coverage, some of which won’t on these healthcare subjects that 
actuaries will give, maybe developing some advocacy advertising around it so that we can tightly control the message we want 
where and when we want it. We want to perhaps gain some third party professional endorsement from other peers or academics. 
I know when I was in the media if I saw a professional group coming forward with a point of view I would often call another 
organization to say, “What do you think about these guys?” And so we will want to build up some I think affiliations with other 
groups as well. And of course, government outreach is a key part of the healthcare campaign.

The visions for pension - we are going to look at really focusing on fair value accounting, the updated standard which have 
already put a news release out from yesterday, and really being ready for a high profile plan wind-up. This is where we have to 
be most responsive, I think, because there may well be a very high profile company or two imminently on this and actuaries 
may or may not bear some blame on that, so we need to be ready.

Reputationally - this is both, it is a key issue, it is also something that will flow an increase from handling all the other issues 
properly. But building the reputation will be very much both a proactive and responsive efforts. Being ready to deal with any 
criticisms that come up in key controversial areas, especially around accountability and transparency areas and keeping up 
a strong dialogue with the regulators. And finally, probably in the last order of best opportunity to be proactive is the area of 
accounting standards where that’s probably more of an industry dialogue but we do need to be ready to respond should the 
media have questions about that.

In summary, I would say that I think that the foundation’s built. A very good brand for actuaries is there. I am very excited about 
it and I think that over the next year we are really going to be able to put the act as an action in actuary more prominently and 
then move to building a bigger brand. Thank you.

…(applause)…

Moderator Guy: Thanks, Allan. Now, I will introduce Daniel here.

Speaker Daniel Lapointe: Hello, everyone. I would like to thank you, Geoff, for thinking of inviting me to be a speaker today. 
It is very nice of you. I will take 10 or 15 minutes, in fact, to go through my presentation.

What I would like to do with you today, essentially, is to share with you what I have learned in the past twenty-some years in 
the efforts that I have been involved in with respect to influencing public policy. I have been involved in several not-for-profit 
organizations since the early 1980s, and both as a volunteer and as an executive director. Before joining the CIA two months 
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ago I was the executive director of the Canadian Haemophilia Society. Before that, I held executive director positions in several 
organizations, all of them not-for-profit, namely the Quebec Paraplegic Association and La Magnétothèque, which is a talking 
book library for the blind, the library of talking books, being the French equivalent of the CNIB.

So, to varying degrees, each of these organizations that I worked with wanted to influence public policy. We must never forget, 
let us see if this PowerPoint works now. So, we must never forget that to varying degrees each of these organizations, those 
that I have been involved with, but also all the major not-for-profit organizations, trade associations, charitable organizations, 
professional bodies, all of them hope to influence public policy, public bodies, and governments. So, there is great competition 
out there and overall I would say that in my analysis very few organizations are successful.

In this area, as in so many others, there is no recipe that you can follow that will guarantee success. Sometimes what will work 
for one organization may not work for the other. What I think I can do today is to identify some general parameters that I think 
would help most organizations in their efforts to become more effective in public policy. So guidelines - there has to be a clear 
commitment at the Board level. This may seem relatively obvious, but it is not that obvious because the commitment at the 
Board level - it has to be understood that influencing public policy will be really on top of the priority list and, therefore, that 
commitment must translate into adequate financial resources, both for internal expertise but also external expertise. You need 
to have that expertise to be able to move forward and to have success.

Influencing public policy must be a part of a general communications plan. Above all, we must avoid a silo approach, efforts 
towards influencing public policy will have a bearing on other aspects such as branding initiatives for instance or then, again, 
advertisements, ad campaigns, partnership building. All of these components work together in a general master plan. So, spe-
cifically, trying to influence public policy is one part of a master plan. Of course, when we think of influencing public policy we 
think first and foremost of PR, media relations and we think in terms of government relations. The organization must identify 
a very limited number of key topics, or issues on which it will be proactive. We must avoid the mistake of spreading ourselves 
too thin on a vast array of topics. Of course, we are tempted in such an organization, either at the CIA or other organizations, 
you are tempted. You have volunteers who have particular topics that they want to see move forward. But in terms of a basic 
strategy, you must make a choice and you must concentrate your focus on a few key topics or issues and I mentioned like two 
or three.

You have to have key messages readily available on pre-identified issues in order to be able to react or, as Allan would say, to 
respond quickly when necessary. Some issues may pop up at anytime and the organization must be capable of stating its position 
without further process because you can be called by the media to give interviews or, then again, you can get an opportunity 
to meet with key representatives of public bodies on very short notice. Sometimes it is only a few days’ notice so you have to 
come to this meeting strong, with key positions, you have to be ready.

Furthermore, when I am talking about reacting quickly, sometimes it is a question of minutes, hours, but not days or weeks. 
That is not reacting quickly if it takes you four days to be ready to respond to a media interview for instance or even meeting 
with an important person such as a minister of this or that. So what you need to do is that you need to identify spokespeople, 
and you want to choose these spokespeople not only for their knowledge of the issues, but also for their communication skills, 
and not only communication skills in terms of giving an interview to the media, but also when you are meeting with public 
officials, knowing how to get out clear messages quickly within, sometimes, the first five or ten minutes of a meeting. These 
things are of paramount importance to be able to be efficient and effective.

You want to empower your spokespeople. You want to train them and to prepare them correctly. Now what I mean by empower-
ing is that you must make sure that although you have an understanding of the organization around the key elements that are 
the basis of your position, once your spokespeople are either meeting with government people or, then again, giving interviews 
to the media, you have to empower them to take the liberty to move a bit right and left with the key position. Otherwise, you 
are paralyzed if you expect that every twist and everything has got to be processed to death through committees and so on, you 
are simply not effective and certainly not efficient.



Délibérations de l’Institut canadien des actuaires, Vol. XXXV, no 2, juin 2004

Les enjeux de la politique et l’ICA (E2-TR) 10

Networking is also fundamental in government relations. You need to be ready for those meetings when they happen. But you 
also need to keep in mind that networking is not always with the people who seem most obvious. Maintaining good relations 
with lower level bureaucrats is often more useful than getting to meet the minister. I have experienced that personally thinking 
naively that okay now I am going to meet the minister of this and that ministry and you think that, okay, now you have it made. 
But you don’t realize that what he is doing or she is doing is listening to the advice of not only his key team, but sometimes 
people at lower levels because it is processed through the structure. So these are things that you get to learn and you need to 
network with people at all levels.

Finally, you have to be patient. Results produced by efforts towards influencing public policy may take years. Very seldom do we 
savour meaningful success. Very seldom do you achieve meaningful success in a short period of time, you have to be patient.

I would like to end my presentation with what I call the case study. An experience I have been through very recently with the 
Haemophilia Society, and it was very interesting to go through the steps of preparing for a major campaign to influence public 
policy, and four years afterwards be able to measure the results. So I only want to take a few minutes in closing to talk about 
that experience. We wanted to raise awareness around a very little known bleeding disorder which is called von Willebrand 
disease. It is a very, very bizarre name. That is part of the problem, by the way, but that is the name of the disease. One percent 
of people have it, men and women, so that is about 300,000 Canadians who have this very little known bleeding disorder, and 
they are not even aware that they have it, but they have bleeding episodes that they have to live with. For some people it is so 
bad that they cannot even hold a job, the bleeding episodes are too frequent. This would be typically the case of women who 
every month would bleed excessively twelve days in a row, and three of these days they cannot even get out of the house.

So this is a situation that we had recognized as being a priority. After four years of efforts we were proud to see the accomplish-
ments we had made. We had triple the number of people with von Willebrand’s disease who were registered in a haemophilia 
clinic and were receiving treatment, triple the amount of people in this country. What we had also been able to do is make 
progress with provincial health authorities to get budgets in place to be able to diagnose people because the diagnosis process 
was a bit costly. You have to have lab tests and so on. Also, another area of success during that four year period was to be able 
to raise the awareness with health care professionals such as doctors, gynaecologists, and nurses. We had benchmark studies 
and we were conducting surveys so we could measure the progress we were making.

I think if I was to say in hindsight, “what did we do right to be able to transform a situation in only four years and to change lives 
of thousands of Canadians?”, because all these people who have been diagnosed and are being treated have a totally different 
quality of life than they used to have. First of all, there was a commitment at the board level, and there were also appropriate 
budgets put forward to be able to move forward. Also, the Haemophilia Society was working with a well-thought out com-
munication plan that was developed by an expert external firm such as GPC - it wasn’t GPC, but it was an expert firm - with 
clear strategies, tactics and well identified target audiences. The Haemophilia Society had a team of well-trained volunteers, 
doctors, nurses, patients, and a speaker’s bureau ready to give interviews and to support our communication and lobbying ef-
forts. We had them readily available. The CHS empowered spokespeople and staff to react quickly to emerging events in order 
to take full benefit of them. The commitment and the budgets were decided by the board of directors, the general parameters 
were decided at the committee level, but after that the fine tuning was left to staff and a handful, three people, two volunteers, 
to be able to fine tune things and to make things happen on a day to day basis. Of course, with the support of a PR firm and a 
communications firm that had the mandate to help us with that.

So this is one experience. I could have talked about several others with the Haemophilia Society as well as other organizations 
I have been involved with. But these experiences led me to believe that with the CIA we can definitely make progress. And as 
Allan said, it won’t be progress that we will measure in four months, of course not, but it won’t be progress that we will measure 
in ten years, it is going to happen sooner than that. We have a great opportunity in this country, because we have one organiza-
tion, we are not the United States that has several, we have one. And the other great opportunity is that we are Canadians and 
it just so happens we are pretty good. I think that as we get our act together we will be able to change things substantially, and 
we will be able to see these changes in the not too distant future.
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So that is what I had to say, Geoff.

Moderator Guy: Fantastic.

…(applause)…

Thanks, Daniel. I was very interested to hear your comments. I am sure that kind of experience will be invaluable to the CIA. 
We have just a few minutes. I have of course not quite managed it as a moderator should, but if anybody wants to make a com-
ment we have a few minutes if you have a comment or question from the floor. Anybody have anything they would like to add 
or would you like to wrap-up? Oh, there is a question here. If you could give your name please just for the record.

Brian Brown: I am Brian Brown, and I comment, obviously having walked into this room and listened and I have not had the 
benefit of seeing any of the paper - I have to wait for the French version obviously.

I am confused. I heard Ken Clark say, that once if Ken Clark could be confused on an issue then I am sure I can. I appreciate 
that I heard John’s presentation, and I have not read the report, but it strikes me as the issue categories are reputation, staking 
an experience claim, accounting standards, pensions and capital requirements. Those are different animals, and to my mind the 
reputation and staking experience claim is more why we would go out and try and influence public policy. It is self-serving to an 
extent and it can be seen that way. But those two things are why we would do it, or two of the possible reasons why we would 
do it. The others are issues. In John’s presentation those are the five bullets, there were two different levels of bullets and then, 
okay I haven’t read the report, but then when Allan spoke he had three bullets on there which were increase demand for actuar-
ies, enhance the profile of actuaries, and contribute to public policy. It is a case of are we clear why we are trying to influence 
public policy. Are we trying to do it because we have valuable insights as actuaries on a number of public policy issues, and we 
ought to be out there and doing it because it makes the world a better place, or are we doing it to get more jobs for actuaries. I 
didn’t get a clear picture on that, in fact I got a very unclear picture on that as to why we are doing this.

Moderator Guy: Thanks for the question. I will give my initial response and if anybody wants to add to it, I would welcome 
any other comments.

I do appreciate the fact that not having seen the report, and John’s job was to try and condense this ten page report down to a 
few crisp slides and so on, as well as that, I let each speaker take their own interpretation. I mean, we didn’t craft it so every-
thing was perfectly manicured together and so on. Similarly, the report had various internal audiences. I mean, we have given 
the report to the chair of the councils, we have given the report to the board and all the board members for them to act on as 
they see fit. Now clearly I would have an interest as chair of the committee in pushing things, but I think one of the important 
points you made was the fact that some of these things are in fact, you used the word self-serving. I would agree. Like enhanc-
ing our reputation and so on or ensuring our reputation is preserved, staking experience claims I think are in the interest of the 
actuarial profession but I don’t think I would call them public policy issues.

As we started to talk through these things we included them in the report and you will see in the report we have made a very 
distinct difference between those sorts of things and healthcare, pensions, what we call the capital management issues and so 
on, which we think are matters of broader public policy. But where we have gotten to in the discussions, and we clearly haven’t 
concluded the discussions, was clearly if we as professionals had our reputation to be damaged or deteriorate it makes it harder 
to participate in those public policy issues because you just don’t have the credibility with the audience. That was of particular 
concern in the pension field given what has happened in some other jurisdictions and so on.

So your question, I don’t think I can answer it any more crisply than that, but I will say to you, as a thank you for coming to 
the meeting, you can all have an advanced copy of the report if you wish. I would be more than happy though if any of you 
would like a copy of this report before it goes through the translation and gets posted on the web and so on, if you would drop 
me an email or just give me your business card I would be more than happy to email you a copy back. I mean, there is nothing 
in it which would prevent immediate distribution, and some of you who are interested in this topic may like to have a look at 
it earlier. We did attempt in there to get exactly to the points which Brian made.
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Does anybody have anything they want to add to that?

Speaker Lapointe: I would simply like to add to that. I think both goals are legitimate. So, if our purpose is to contribute, in a 
meaningful way, to public policy it is definitely for the very noble reason to try to make Canada a better place to live in, but it 
is also because if what the actuaries have to say, the perspective that actuaries have on specific issues - if that is heard, not only 
will it help Canada, but I think it is going to help the profession and it is going to create benefits for the profession. They are 
not contradictory. On the contrary, they go together and I think we should be there is no reason to hesitate to say that it is, in 
a way, self-serving also.

Speaker Reynolds: That was actually going to be my comment and I will just embellish slightly and quickly on it that anytime I 
have been involved in bringing an issue to government there is always, and let’s just take government for a moment as distinct 
from media and other places through a public policy initiative, it is always understood that you are there for a reason. This is not 
purely altruistic and purely public interest, but the notion is that what governments are hoping to see is that the public interest 
is served while at the same time helping to solve or prevent a problem for government, and at the same time doing something 
that if it happens to also have some benefits for your profession that is not at odds with what you are wanting government to 
help you with, that is okay too. So everyone has got a stake in the matter and that is understood from the beginning.

Going forward into the media one tries to emphasize the self-interest part of it a little less, but most reporters are pretty savvy 
and they know that’s there. But as long as we convey the message clearly and without contradictions they are happy to report 
it usually.

Moderator Guy: John, one last word and then we are going to have to wrap this session because I am out of time.

Speaker Brierley: Okay. Yes, there is nothing wrong with killing two birds with one stone. Clearly, what we are trying to ac-
complish is act in the public interest, but the CIA does have other goals. One of them is to find more different kinds of work 
for actuaries expanding the role. So why not do both at the same time if it is quite effective.

Moderator Guy: Okay well, I am out of time unfortunately. I would have liked more time for discussion, but I am sure this 
topic will come up again. I would like to thank you all for attending this session. As I said earlier, if you would like a copy of 
the more detailed report just let me know. I now call the session adjourned. Thank you.


