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Key Terms and Acronyms 

The following list of terms and acronyms are used throughout this Report. 

Administrator GCE, the legal administrator of the Plan 

Annual Report Annual Report to Members on the Plan 

Board Pension Board, reporting to the GCE 

CAPSA Governance Guidelines Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities Pension Plan 
Governance Guidelines – December 2016 

Church  The United Church of Canada 

Committees Collectively, the PPAC and IC  

FSCO Financial Services Commission of Ontario 

Fund The pension fund for the Plan 

GC General Council  

GCE General Council Executive, the legal Administrator of the Plan 

IC Investment Committee, reporting to the Board 

ITA Income Tax Act 

PBA Pension Benefits Act (Ontario) 

Plan Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada 

PPAC Pension Plan Advisory Committee, reporting to the Board 

RI Responsible Investing  

Service Providers External providers of services to the Plan 

SIPP Statement of Investment Policies and Procedures 

Statement of Beliefs Statement of Beliefs and Guiding Principles 
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Introduction 
 

The Board of the Plan and Fund of The United Church of Canada, at the direction of the GCE, Plan 
Administrator, retained Morneau Shepell to collect and review information respecting current decision-
making and governance practices of the organization in relation to the Plan and to analyze these 
practices in light of industry best practices. This analysis was to assist Morneau Shepell in identifying 
opportunities for improvement and in making recommendations for the development of a more 
effective fiduciary framework. 

Our methodology in carrying out this review and analysis included: 

 Reviewing specified existing documentation; 
 Discussions with management and staff regarding Plan governance processes; 
 Formal interviews with various GCE, Board and Committee members regarding Plan governance; 
 Plan member outreach, including a member survey and in-person focus groups; 
 Analysis of findings in light of the documentation review, interviews and our experience with 

other pension fund clients; and 
 Presentation of our findings.  
 

We note that “good governance”, within the context of pension plans, has taken on increasing 
importance over the past several years. For many plans, “good governance” may require significant 
effort and time to achieve. Pension governance practices are open-ended and constantly evolving. The 
model of good pension governance recommended by Morneau Shepell is one of continuous 
improvement, which includes a process of working towards the ever-moving target of “good 
governance” in a structured way which recognizes the organization’s available resources. We believe 
that this is also how the GCE approaches governance. 

In general, we believe that the Plan is very well managed. However, recognizing the evolving nature of 
governance under a continuous improvement model, there are some areas where we recommend 
review and improvement. Many of our recommendations are in the nature of best practices against 
what is already very high quality governance. 

We have attempted in this Report to focus our attention on the governance issues which we believe 
have the greatest potential for cost effective improvement, while also giving you information respecting 
areas which you may want to consider making improvements to in the future. We note that our 
observations are based on interviews with a limited number of GCE, Board, PPAC and IC members, a 
review of member survey and member focus group results, and a review of specific documentation we 
have been provided over a three-month period. Our conclusions, therefore, must be considered in this 
light.  
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The following pages summarize our observations and the related recommendations for improved 
pension governance for the Plan. Please feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns you may 
have. 

 

  

Bethune Whiston Jacquie Fabro   Gregory Clooney 
Partner Senior Consultant  Consultant 

Tel: (416) 383-6436 Tel: (416) 390-2631 Tel: (416) 445-8899 
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Executive Summary 
 
The review of the Plan governance structure focused on 6 key components which set the parameters of 
the Report. The key components are outlined below and a summary of our recommendations (in 
keeping with established best practices pursuant to the CAPSA Governance Guidelines, attached as 
Appendix A) are in the following section. The documents requested and reviewed for this assessment 
are outlined in the attached Appendix B and C, respectively. 

(i) Assessment of the Plan’s Current Governance Structure: 

We performed a review and assessment of the Plan’s current governance structure for compliance with 
legislative requirements, regulatory policies and guidelines and industry best practices (subject to the 
following). This entailed a review of internal policies, practices, procedures and certain other 
documentation that guide the GCE, Pension Board and its delegates and staff in the administration, 
operation and management of the Plan. 

This also entailed interviews with members of the GCE, Board, PPAC and IC.  

Excluded Items 

• Pursuant to the RFP, we did not perform a detailed review of the Plan text or supporting 
documents for the Plan such as Annual reports, the SIPP, the member booklet, etc. 

• However, some of these were reviewed on an “as-needed” basis in the course of the 
governance review. 

• Specific third party administration and governance support service providers were not 
reviewed. The general processes for selecting and monitoring providers were assessed but 
this did not involve a review of current providers.  

Subject to the specific comments set out in our Report, we have found that: 

• the existing governance structure is generally in keeping with industry best practices,  
• accountability is thoroughly and clearly assigned,  
• relevant issues are being considered on a timely basis,  
• there does not appear to be conflict or overlap in roles,  
• external members of the Board and Committees are appropriately qualified, and 
• legal requirements appear to be met. 

We note that we have made a number of recommendations for the GCE to consider respecting best 
practice. 

 

(ii) Assessment of GCE, Board, PPAC and IC 
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Our review included a specific subset of policies and procedures that establish, populate, educate, 
sustain and support the Board, PPAC, and IC. These entities have been directly and indirectly delegated 
responsibility for the administration, operation and management of the Plan by the GCE and 
accordingly, this assessment includes a review of their respective terms of reference and existing 
processes for self-evaluation.  

Subject to the specific comments set out in our Report, we have found that: 

• the composition of and the process for populating the Board and Committees complies with 
legal requirements and is consistent with best practice, 

• the Board and Committees appear to be populated with the necessary skills and expertise to 
carry out their duties, 

• the orientation and education processes are in compliance with the law, such that it is, but 
could be improved to meet best practices, 

• additional processes to ensure appropriate self-evaluation for the Board and Committees are 
recommended,  

• although there do not appear to be formal succession policies in place, the structure of the 
entities and the processes in place for filling vacancies appear to allow continuity of institutional 
knowledge, and 

• the ratio of expert members to lay members is working, although members-at-large could be 
better supported with educational opportunities. 

We have detailed comments in the Report respecting what the Board and Committee members feel 
works or doesn’t work, including respecting term-lengths and Vice Chair positions. 

(iii) Assessment of Reporting 

Our review included an assessment of the frequency, sufficiency and quality of reporting by each 
delegate, both internal and external (i.e., the third party-administration and governance support service 
providers). From an internal perspective, reporting is broadly described to include an assessment of the 
adequacy of meeting minutes and documentation of actions and decisions taken by the Board, PPAC, IC 
and staff. We note that we did not receive any specific reports made by any of the Board, Committees or 
staff to any internal entity, however, we did review the minutes we were provided, seek out input on 
this topic during the interviews and we reviewed the reporting that was provided to the Plan members 
through the Annual Reports. The minutes we reviewed were more than adequate and we were advised 
that staff’s actions and decisions were adequately documented. 

(iv) Exploration of Responsible Investment Standing Committee and Member Advisory Committee  

Our review included an exploration of the possibility of creating a Standing Committee on Responsible 
Investing and a Member Advisory Committee. 

 (v) Interviews of Members of the GCE, Board and Committees 
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Interviews of members of the GCE, Board, PPAC, and IC were conducted to assess what the members 
feel works or needs improvement in relation to the Plan’s governance. As noted above, the information 
gathered in the interview process was used to inform our assessment and recommendations. 

(vi) Consultation with Plan Membership 

Our review included Plan member input, which was gathered via a member survey to assess familiarity 
with the governance of the Plan and member satisfaction with communication and governance 
practices. This was followed by a volunteer-based series of focus groups, where participants were asked 
to expand on some of the topics and themes identified in the survey results. The Administrator, by 
incorporating member outreach in reviewing its governance, is to be commended for addressing the 
spirit of Principle 9 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines – Transparency.  
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Summary of Recommendations  
 

This section provides a summary of all recommendations contained in this Report. We recognize the risk 
of overwhelming participants in the governance process with well-meaning but unnecessary procedural 
requirements and have sought to keep our recommendations practical. 

Governance Review: Recommendations 
The following governance recommendations, in no particular order of importance, relate to the 
governance structure, the documentation we were provided and the current reporting in respect of the 
Plan. 

1. We recommend the GCE and Board consider reviewing the Statement of Beliefs to ensure it 
remains relevant and accurately reflects the actions and intentions of the Church and/or GCE. 
We appreciate this may be in process as the IC has made recommendations in regard to the 
Statement of Beliefs to the Board. It is not clear if there has been a formal review of the 
Statement of Beliefs since its adoption 13 years ago in 2005; the Church should consider 
adopting a regular review process (Principle 11 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines).  
 

2. The GCE may also wish to consider reviewing the mandates for the Board and Committees, 
adopted in 2010 and 2011 respectively, as well as adopting a regular review process. 
 

3. We recommend the Board consider developing and introducing a standardized orientation 
process for new members of the various entities (Principle 3 of the CAPSA Governance 
Guidelines). This orientation process could be general in nature and include new members of all 
entities or could be tailored on an entity by entity basis, as needed. 
 

4. We recommend the Board consider developing and introducing an annual performance 
review/self-evaluation process for the Board and Committees (Principle 4 of the CAPSA 
Governance Guidelines), however, the process could also be general in nature. A review of the 
entity’s Terms of Reference and the overall governance structure for the Plan could be done at 
the same time. The self-evaluation process could be done separately or could be incorporated 
as part of an education process.  
 

5. We recommend the Board consider developing and introducing education sessions of a general 
or entity-specific nature (Principle 5 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines). These sessions could 
be tied to a standardized orientation process, or self-evaluation process, or conducted 
independently. 
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6. The Board should consider marking the date of preparation or adoption and/or revision on all 
materials. This would be useful information to assist in the determination of how dated a 
document may be at a certain point in time.  
 

7. We recommend the Board and PPAC consider identifying, in the minutes of the Board and 
PPAC, when the entity is exercising administrative functions (where a fiduciary duty is owed) 
versus when it is exercising sponsor functions (Principle 1 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines).  
 

8. We recommend the GCE consider providing a training session for the new GCE on the duties it 
owes in respect of the Plan, in particular when a fiduciary duty is and when it is not owed 
(Principle 1 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines).  
 

9. The Board may wish to consider harmonizing the requirements of the forward agendas of the 
Board and Committees in respect of reviewing the Code of Conduct, policies and Terms of 
Reference (the Board is to review all 3 but the Committees only the Code).  
 

10. If no detailed document retention or member communication policies exist the Board may wish 
to consider adopting these policies in keeping with FSCO policies A300-200 (please see Schedule 
1) and A300-450 (please see Schedule 2). 
 

11. If no detailed Risk Management Policy exists (Principle 7 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines), 
the Board may wish to develop one. 
 

12. If no mechanism exists to oversee compliance with legislation, plan documentation and 
administrative policies exists (Principle 8 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines) the Board may 
wish to develop this. 
 

13. We recommend the Board consider creating an electronic governance binder, a central intranet 
location containing relevant governance material, which all members of the various entities 
would be able to access (Principle 2 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines).  
 

14. The Board may wish to undertake a review of the Plan website content or structure, in regard 
to how information is made available to members, with a view to making it a more intuitive and 
user-friendly experience (Principle 9 of the CAPSA Governance Guidelines). 
 

15. At this time we do not recommend a change to an independent Board of Trustees, however, If 
considered thought is to be given to such a change, the GCE may wish to undertake a review 
(possibly by an independent entity) of the advantages and disadvantages of both approaches, as 
well as an estimate of the costs for any transition as well as ongoing administration and 
maintenance. 
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16. While we do not recommend the creation of a Vice Chair position nor any changes to the terms 
of appointments at this time, we note that the GCE may wish to revisit this area in the future in 
case the situation changes over time. In particular, there may be a benefit to harmonizing the 
term of entity membership with the term for the Chair. 
 

17. We note that succession issues have not arisen in the past and the GCE has consistently had a 
very strong pool of volunteers. Should this change in the future, the GCE may wish to consider 
developing a more standardized succession policy. 
 

18. Although our review did not include a review of the Service Providers, we noted that issues in 
relation to the services of one of the Service Providers (which also existed in connection with 
their predecessors) were discussed during the interviews, and it may be useful to use these 
circumstances as an opportunity to develop a Service Provider Selection and Review Policy if 
one does not already exist. 

The following governance recommendations relate to the necessity of creating a Responsible 
Investment (RI) Standing Committee and a Member Advisory Committee (MAC). 

 
19. We do not recommend the formation of a RI Standing Committee at this time as the current 

ad hoc working group appears to be operating well, responding to the immediate needs of the 
IC and meeting current requirements. 
 

20. If issues related to RI remain unresolved despite the efforts currently being made and that may 
be made in response to this governance review and outreach to the membership, it would be 
appropriate to revisit the consideration of an RI Standing Committee. 
 

21. We have been advised that the formation of a MAC is strictly at the discretion of the Church and 
/or the GCE. We do not recommend the formation of a MAC at this time. 
 

Focus Group Report: Recommendations 
The following communication recommendations are based on both the feedback obtained through the 
focus groups, as well as general communication best practices. 

1. Communicate with focus group participants – thank them for their contribution and give them a 
sense of what the feedback was and how the Board intends to use it. We would also suggest 
that all members receive some information and a sense of “next steps” from the survey 
results/focus group findings. 
 

2. Address the Board’s decision not to divest from Goldcorp. Explain how the relationship between 
General Council, GCE and the Board works so that members can understand that this decision 
was not in defiance of the Church’s order. 
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3. Communicate the process for determining pension increases so retirees understand why an 

increase has not been granted in several years. 
 

4. Clarify the changes that were made to the Plan back in 2011 to re-build trust with members. 
Address the rumours and misinformation being spread by Unifaith that the Plan was changed to 
a Target Benefit Plan. 
 

5. Acknowledge the difficulties facing the Board as it manages the Plan into the future. Specify how 
the Board comes to its decisions. Members understand there are complexities involved in 
making pension decisions; however, they want more information about them and also in a clear, 
plain tone (several mentioned that the current tone is “too pacifying” and not direct enough). 
 

6. Acknowledge how the Board operates from both a fiduciary and ethical standpoint – members 
want to know that the Plan is being managed both to support its members financially, but also 
to adhere to the high social and ethical standards of the Church. 
 

7. Communicate issues that are currently facing the Church and how they will impact the Plan. 
Members are worried about the declining number of churches/clergy. They wonder whether 
situations they see in the media (e.g. Sears) will happen to them. They feel strongly that these 
factors will directly impact the sustainability of the Plan. They want to know that the Board is 
thinking about these issues and has a plan to address them. 
 

8. Communicate with a combination of push and pull tactics – a couple times a year, ensure that 
key issues are addressed and communication delivered directly to members via email and post. 
Also provide lots of opportunity for members who want to “dig deeper” to find the information 
they are looking for. Whenever and wherever possible, use face-to-face communication – 
almost every participant agreed that it can be very powerful. 
 

9. Help members feel better supported. Improve visibility of “how to get support when you need 
it.” Ensure members understand who they can contact with questions, and also who they can 
escalate to if their concerns are not addressed. 
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Governance Review  
 

Overview of Governance Structure 
 
General Council Executive 

The GCE, as the legal Administrator of the Plan, is discharging the administration functions established 
under the Pension Benefits Act, the Income Tax Act and common law (collectively, “Applicable 
Legislation”). Therefore, the GCE is subject to both a legislated and common law fiduciary standard of 
care. While the GCE may delegate administrative responsibilities to other committees, employees or 
agents, the fiduciary duty ultimately rests with the GCE; it cannot delegate its overall fiduciary 
responsibility to ensure that the Plans are administered in accordance with Applicable Legislation. 

The GCE retains ultimate authority for the Plan but has chosen to delegate the day-to-day management 
of the Plan to the Board. We note that the delegation by the GCE to the Board is, in our opinion, very 
prudent given the size and complexity of the Plan and the size and complexity of the GCE itself. This 
delegation allows the GCE, which is also responsible for a large number of non-Plan related duties, to 
concentrate its efforts on the general oversight of the Plan. The GCE receives regular reporting from the 
Board which allows it to oversee the delegated tasks properly and to ensure compliance with Applicable 
Legislation. 

The GCE approves the Statement of Beliefs, appointments to the Board and related Committees, the 
terms of reference for the Board and the trust agreement, and annual reports received from the Board. 
Please see the attached Appendix D for the Statement of Beliefs.  

Expected Change to GCE Member Composition 

There are 60 members of the GCE with representation from different regions and with both lay and 
clergy representation. As a multi-employer pension plan, at least 50% of the members of the GCE are 
also required to be members of the Plan.  

The GCE, in its role as Administrator, is somewhat atypical in that the number of members which 
constitute the membership is much higher than is typically seen. While there is no set ‘right’ number of 
members, our experience is that we typically see membership in bodies with plan oversight 
responsibilities numbering between 6 and 18. There is the possibility that such a large number of 
members may prove unwieldy or inefficient in administrating the Plan. However, the current structure 
appears to be operating efficiently and there was no evidence the size of the GCE was unduly hampering 
it in its role as Administrator. 

The Church, as part of a larger restructuring of its operations, has proposed a considerable reduction to 
the membership of the GCE (we have heard mention of either 15 or 18). We did not receive any detailed 
written information respecting this transition, however, in our view this streamlining of the GCE, in its 
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role as Administrator, is a positive development. We note that it would be important for the 
constitution of any streamlined GCE to be similar to the current entity.  

Pension Board 

The Board has been delegated Plan management responsibility from the GCE for the day-to-day 
operation of the Plan. The Board recommends to the GCE any changes to the Statement of Beliefs, 
appointments to the Board and related Committees, and changes to the terms of reference for the 
Board.  

The Board approves amendments to the Plan, actuarial valuation reports and cost certificates, changes 
to administration, communication, funding, and the SIPP, and audited financial statements.  

The Board appoints external advisers and agents (such as actuary, auditor, third-party benefits 
administrative providers, and legal advisers) and monitors the trustee, funded status, voting of proxies, 
and investment managers. It also ensures compliance with policies, legislation, plan governance, and 
terms of reference. 

The Board has been empowered by the GCE to delegate, as it deems appropriate, to employees of the 
Church, Committees, or to third-party service providers. These delegates provide regular reporting to 
the Board to permit the Board to oversee the delegated tasks properly and to ensure compliance with 
Applicable Legislation. We were not provided with any examples of the reporting that is provided to the 
Board.  

Investment Committee  

The IC recommends to the Board any changes to the pension governance system and existing policies, 
the Statement of Beliefs (in relation to Fund investments), the SIPP, or the appointment of a funding 
agent. The IC approves the appointment of investment managers and allocation of funds. The IC 
evaluates the asset mix, investment performance, performance of external advisers, cash flow, voting 
proxies, and regulatory submissions 

Pension Plan Advisory Committee  

The PPAC recommends to the Board any changes to the governance system, design and funding policies, 
contribution levels, Plan amendments and interpretation, and the actuarial valuation report. The PPAC 
approves actuarial methods and assumptions, service standards, and eligibility requirement waivers. The 
PPAC evaluates the consistency of the Plan’s funded position, service standards, and required 
submissions to applicable regulators.  

Please see the attached Appendix E for a chart of the Governance Structure 
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Assessment of the current governance framework 
Our overall assessment of the Plan is that the GCE, given the pre-eminence of the Fund and the size of 
the organization, has done an excellent job of setting up an effective and appropriate pension 
governance system that addresses its fiduciary duties under the PBA and also responds to many of the 
Principles in the CAPSA Governance Guidelines.  

The tripartite fiduciary governance framework consisting of the GCE as Administrator, delegating day-to-
day responsibility for the Plan to the Board, which in turn delegates as required to the PPAC and the IC, 
enables the GCE to address its legal and regulatory responsibilities in an effective, prudent and pro-
active manner.  

In our view, the material utilized by the Board to communicate Plan information, both general and 
member specific, is collectively appropriate, rich in content, generally well written and consistent. 
However, the website content in relation to Plan which provides this material is not entirely structured 
in a user-friendly or intuitive manner. We also note that some members, via the survey and focus 
groups, mentioned that the website content could be difficult to navigate. 

The GCE’s overall commitment to the periodic review of its policies and procedures as well as the 
performance of its various stakeholders ensures that high quality governance remains paramount.  

It is not clear if there has been a formal review of the Statement of Beliefs since its adoption 13 years 
ago in 2005. The GCE and the Board should consider adopting a regular review process in respect of this 
and other significant governance documentation. If the Statement of Beliefs is reviewed by the GCE we 
would recommend considering at least the following statements: 13, 16, 19, 24, 25 and 33. 

We noted that the forward agendas included in the handbook we were provided (described more fully 
below) indicated that a review of governance structure and processes would be done by the Board and 
Committees every 5-8 years. This is a good practice. Regular review is recommended by the CAPSA 
Governance Guidelines.  

We were provided portions (sections 4, 11-22) of a Staff Handbook approved by the Pension Board on 
March 24, 2009. The information contained in these sections provided a summary of various aspects of 
plan governance at that time, as did the forward agendas of the Board and Committees we were 
provided. We note that in the forward agendas the Committees are required to confirm compliance 
with the Code of Conduct annually in Q1, whereas the Board is also expected to review policies and 
Terms of Reference. We are uncertain why the Committees are not also expected to review policies and 
Terms of Reference (and it is not clear that the Board’s review of the Terms of Reference occurs every 
year). It might be appropriate to build in an annual performance assessment as part of this item on the 
agendas.  

We requested copies of a number of documents for review (please see Appendix B). The documents we 
received and reviewed are listed in Appendix C. We did not receive any detailed document retention 
policy, a member communications policy, or a risk management policy. We note that FSCO has provided 
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detailed policies on document retention and member inquiries and complaints. We would recommend 
these policies be developed if they are not already in existence. 

In our opinion, the roles and responsibilities assigned to the various stakeholders, including the Board, 
PPAC, IC, staff and management, are appropriate, consistent with Principle 3 of the CAPSA Governance 
Guideline and characterized by the following positive attributes: 

 A delineation of roles and responsibilities; 
 A differentiation between the policy/strategy, implementation and monitoring 

functions; 
 Use of delegation and a corresponding requirement for accountability which reflects 

legal and regulatory responsibilities;  
 Detailed documentation of roles and responsibilities; and 
 Clear communication to all stakeholders.  

 

Recommendations in keeping with the CAPSA Governance Guidelines (including Principles 3, 7, 9 and 11): 

o The Board may wish to undertake a review of how information is made available to members, in 
particular with regard to its website content, with a view to making it a more intuitive and user-
friendly experience.  

o We recommend the GCE and the Board consider reviewing the Statement of Beliefs to ensure it 
remains relevant and accurately reflects the actions and intentions of the Church and/or GCE. 
We appreciate this may be in process as the IC has made recommendations in regard to the 
Statement of Beliefs to the Board. The Church should consider adopting a regular review process 
(every 5-8 years, or as otherwise considered appropriate).  

o The GCE may also wish to consider reviewing the mandates for the Board and Committees, 
adopted in 2010 and 2011 respectively, as well as adopting a regular review process. 

o The Board should consider marking the date of preparation on all materials. This would be useful 
information to assist in the determination of how dated a document may be at a certain point in 
time.  

o The Board may wish to consider harmonizing the requirements of the forward agendas of the 
Committees to include reviewing policies and Terms of Reference.  

o If no detailed document retention, member communications, or risk management policies exist 
the Board may wish to consider adopting these policies in keeping with FSCO and/or CAPSA 
recommendations.  
 

Assessment of the GCE, Board, PPAC and IC Membership 
A specific subset of the review of policies and procedures is the assessment of policies and processes 
that establish, populate, educate, sustain and support the Board, PPAC, and IC. These entities have been 
directly and indirectly delegated responsibility for the administration, operation and management of the 
Plan by the GCE and accordingly, this assessment includes a review of their respective terms of 
reference and existing processes for self-evaluation.  
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We are of the opinion that members of the Board and Committees are very well versed in their fiduciary 
responsibilities and are intimately aware of the critical governance issues. We note that the Board and 
PPAC perform both plan sponsor (with no accompanying fiduciary duty) and administrative functions 
(for which they owe a fiduciary duty). 

Overall, the Board and Committee members are of a very high caliber and are experienced experts in 
their relevant fields. The fields of specialization of the members include actuarial, investment 
management, legal and accounting. Further, one member of the Board is also a member of each 
Committee. 

We did identify some areas for possible improvement in order to meet best practices.  

Recommendations in keeping with the CAPSA Governance Guidelines (including Principles 2, 4, 5, 11):  

o We recommend the Board consider developing and introducing a standardized orientation 
process for new members of the various entities. This orientation process could be general in 
nature and include new members of all entities or could be tailored on an entity by entity basis, 
as needed. 

o We recommend the GCE and the Board consider developing and introducing an annual review 
process of the Terms of Reference for all entities, as well as a review process of the governance 
structure as a whole. This review could be part of a self-evaluation process (see below) or 
included as part of an annual structured educational process. 

o We recommend the Board consider developing and offering education sessions of a general or 
entity-specific nature. These sessions could also be tied to a standardized orientation process, or 
self-evaluation process, or conducted independently. 

o We recommend the Board consider creating an electronic governance binder, a central intranet 
location containing relevant governance material which all members of the various entities 
would be able to access. In addition to providing a useful repository of governance material in a 
well-organized fashion, the organization would be better able to respond to audit requests, it 
would be useful for onboarding new members to the various entities and encourage the 
retention of institutional knowledge. Please see the attached Appendix K for an example of the 
material which could be contained in this type of electronic binder. 

o We note that succession issues have not arisen in the past and the GCE has consistently had a 
very strong pool of volunteers participating on the Board and Committees. Should this change in 
the future, the GCE may wish to consider developing a more standardized succession policy. 

o We recommend the Board consider developing and introducing an annual performance 
review/self-evaluation process of a general or entity-specific nature. A review of the entity’s 
Terms of Reference and the overall governance structure for the Plan could be done at the same 
time. The self-evaluation process could be done separately or could be incorporated as part of an 

o We recommend the Board and PPAC consider identifying, in the minutes of the Board and PPAC, 
when the entity is exercising administrative functions (when a fiduciary duty is owed) versus 
when the entity is exercising a sponsor function.  
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o We recommend the GCE consider providing a training session for the new GCE on the duties it 
owes in respect of the Plan, in particular, when a fiduciary duty is, and when it is not, owed. 

o While we do not recommend the creation of a Vice Chair position nor any changes to the terms 
at this time, we note that the GCE may wish to revisit this area in the future in case the situation 
changes over time. In particular, there may be a benefit to harmonizing the term of entity 
membership with the term for the Chair.  

 

Assessment of Reporting 
The numerous policies and procedures instituted to document and support the governance framework 
for the Plan, including the delineation and delegation of roles and responsibilities as well as the 
processes for implementation, reporting and monitoring are detailed and appropriately flexible at all 
levels. The documentation ensures proper accountability up and down the governance hierarchy. We 
note that we did not receive any specific reports made by any of the Board, Committees or staff to any 
internal entity, however, we did have discussions during the interview process respecting the reporting 
that occurs and no significant concerns were raised. We note it came up in several interviews that the 
interviewee was not aware of the number of staff that work on the Plan, and at least one person 
indicated that they wondered if there were any capacity issues in that regard. 

We reviewed and were very impressed with the reporting that was provided to the Plan members 
through the Annual Reports. The minutes we reviewed were more than adequate and we were advised 
that staff’s actions and decisions were adequately documented. 

 

Exploration of Member Advisory Committee 

A member advisory committee (MAC) is a group of people selected from among active, retired, and 
former members of a plan, who meet to discuss plan administration matters and other topics of interest 
to plan beneficiaries. We have been advised that the formation of a MAC is strictly at the discretion of 
the Church and/or the GCE. 

In general, the role of a MAC is to: (a) monitor the pension plan; (b) make recommendations on the 
plan's administration (although the plan administrator is not required to accept or act on these 
recommendations); and (c) promote awareness and understanding of the plan. 

We note that the Church, with the restructuring of its operations and the proposed streamlining of the 
GCE, is in a time of considerable change, and we have identified a number of possible actions the Church 
could take to improve plan governance and member communications. We suggest the Church may wish 
to consider the possibility of the establishment of a MAC at a later time, once the changes to the GCE 
have settled and the Church has had an opportunity to consider our recommendations. 

Recommendation: 



Governance Review of the  20 
Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada  
Final Report, February 6, 2018 

o We have been advised that the formation of a MAC is strictly at the discretion of the Church 
and/or the GCE. We do not recommend the formation of a MAC at this time. 
 

Exploration of Responsible Investing Standing Committee  

The PBA was amended effective January 1, 2016 to introduce new requirements regarding responsible 
investing (RI), in particular with regard to environmental, social and governance (ESG) disclosure. This 
includes a requirement for the SIPP to include information as to whether ESG factors are incorporated 
into the plan’s investment policies and procedures, and if so, how this is done. In addition, annual 
member and biennial former member/retiree statements are required to contain specific language 
regarding a plan’s SIPP and disclosure of ESG factors within the SIPP. This is the extent of the legislative 
requirements. 

We were impressed with the level of attention being focused on the issue of responsible investing by 
the Church and its governing entities, and the understanding of member concerns in this area shown by 
all of the entities. In our experience, this effort and attention is in excess of what would be shown to this 
issue by many other plan sponsors and administrators. However, we understand that the GCE and 
participating employers are in a unique situation in this regard and have additional pressures that many 
plan sponsors would not face. 

Recommendations: 

o We do not recommend the formation of a RI Standing Committee at this time as the current ad 
hoc working group appears to be operating well, responding to the immediate needs of the IC 
and meeting current requirements.  

o If issues related to RI remain unresolved despite the efforts currently being made and that may 
be made in response to this governance review and outreach to the membership, it would be 
appropriate to revisit the consideration of an RI Standing Committee. 

 
Potential Change from GCE to Independent Board of Trustees as Administrator  
We were asked to gauge the response of interviewees to a potential change from the GCE as the legal 
Administrator to an independent Board of Trustees. The response of interviewees to this potential 
change was consistent, with a strong majority being of the opinion the current structure was operating 
effectively and such a change was unwarranted. The responses of interviewees can be found in the 
following section of our Report and are perhaps best summarized by, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” In 
addition, we note that there was some concern, if the Board became an independent Board of Trustees, 
that this could damage member trust in the structure. The Board needs to make difficult decisions, 
balancing the interests of different groups of members, and under the current structure, there is the 
perception of some oversight over the decisions that are made. The impact of such a change would 
require a thorough investigation, which is outside the scope of our review. 
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Recommendation: 

o If considered thought is to be given to a change to an Independent Board of Trustees, the GCE 
may wish to engage an independent review outlining the possible advantages and 
disadvantages of both approaches, as well as an estimate of the costs for any transition as well 
as ongoing administration and maintenance. 

 

Interviews of Members of the GCE, Board, PPAC and IC 

We conducted interviews between November 13 and 28 with various members of the GCE, Board, PPAC 
and IC. Three members were chosen within each entity for a total of 12 interviews which were generally 
60 minutes, or longer, in length. These interviews were mainly conducted in-person at the Church’s 
General Council office, with some conducted via video or teleconference to ensure that members, 
regardless of their physical location, could participate. 

Participants 

Participants were chosen from the current membership of the GCE, Board, PPAC and IC. An effort was 
made to interview the Chairs of each of the entities as well as 2 other members. A list of 4 possible 
participants from each entity was compiled and interviews were scheduled by General Council staff. 
Please see the attached Appendix F for a list of participants. 

Methodology 

The interviews were conducted by Bethune Whiston with the assistance of either Gregory Clooney or 
Tejash Modi. Participants were advised their responses would be anonymous. The interview questions 
were divided into 2 main sections: 

(i) less complex/nuanced questions that participants were asked to complete in writing prior to 
the interview (these answers were further explored during the interview); and  

(ii) more complex/nuanced questions that were asked and discussed during the interview. 

The interview questions were customized for each entity but the majority of questions asked of all 
participants were similar and fit within the following broad categories: 

• Mandate and Responsibilities 
• Skills and Knowledge 
• Governance 
• Self-Evaluation 
• Composition and Structure  
• Reporting 
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• Impact of External Communication  
• Most Critical Issues Facing Entity 
• Member Advisory Committees  
• Responsible Investing 

Please see the attached Appendix G for the interview questions for each entity.  

Key Findings 
 

We have compiled an aggregate summary for all entities of the key findings of the interviews n order to 
maintain the anonymity of the participants. We have noted where comments or concerns are relevant 
to a particular entity.  

Mandate and Responsibilities 

Almost all participants felt they had a clear understanding of their mandate and responsibilities. Almost 
all participants had reviewed their Terms of Reference and/or the Statement of Beliefs upon joining 
their entity as part of their informal orientation. Participant’s familiarity with the documents varied but 
in general they had not reviewed the documents recently (with the exception of those who reviewed 
the documents after receiving the interview questions in advance). Most felt there would be a benefit 
from a review of key documents on some basis (annual, biannual, etc.). Most described their orientation 
as unstructured and felt there may be some benefit in providing a more structured and formal 
approach. Some felt there was a lack of understanding of the roles of other entities and/or staff.  

Note: IC participants had recently reviewed the Statement of Beliefs as part of an Asset Liability Study. 
IC participants expressed some concern that the Statement of Beliefs is contradictory in some areas and 
in need of updating. We understand that the IC made written recommendations to the Board with 
regard to this issue. 

Skills and Knowledge 

Almost all participants felt their entity had, in aggregate, the necessary skills and expertise to carry out 
their delegated duties. Almost all participants felt there was room for improvement with regard to the 
sufficiency of orientation/education programs available to them. Most participants felt there may be a 
benefit in some form of structured education on an annual or similar basis (however, we note that a 
number of the participants receive relevant education in their other roles). Most members felt there 
was an appropriate succession practice in place but described it as being of an ad hoc nature. Some felt 
there may be a benefit to a more standardized approach to succession.  

Note: Some GCE participants expressed concerns with regard to some uncertainty in the face of the 
expected changes to the structure of the GCE. 
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Governance 

All participants felt that the GCE has a sound governance framework in place. Most participants felt 
satisfied with the process of how service providers are chosen and monitored, while also expressing 
concerns with the actual outcome of this process (see Note). Almost all participants asked (GCE & 
Board) expressed doubt that plan members, in general, are familiar with and/or understand the 
governance structure and practices. Most participants asked (GCE & Board) felt that there is a sufficient 
level of information available to members, while also noting there is room for improvement in how it is 
provided. All participants asked (GCE & Board) felt that governance actions and decisions are adequately 
documented. Almost all participants (PPAC & IC) felt the actions and decisions of staff are adequately 
documented. 

Note: Some participants raised ongoing issues with a Service Provider as an example of the service 
provider selection process resulting in a less than ideal situation. Some participants felt the issue may lie 
in the integrity of the data that the Church, through its individual churches, is providing to the Service 
Provider. It is our understanding that this may be a legacy issue that the Board is currently exploring and 
we have refrained from making recommendations in this regard given the scarcity of information that 
we were provided.  

Self-Evaluation 

Almost all participants stated there was no process for the self-evaluation of performance. Almost all 
participants stated they did not recall having done any self-evaluation, either by entity or by individual. 
Almost all participants felt they and/or their entity would benefit from a structured evaluation process. 
Most participants felt an annual self-evaluation which incorporated a review of key documents would be 
beneficial, but some thought the process could be less frequent.  

Composition and Structure  

All participants felt there was no issue with obtaining a general consensus, while entertaining different 
viewpoints, amongst their entity. Almost all participants felt that their entity functioned very well in this 
area. 

Note: The Board, PPAC and IC were asked if they felt their entity should have a Vice Chair. The responses 
varied by entity, with the Board having no strong opinion, the PPAC largely (2/3) in favor of one, and the 
IC seeing no particular need. 

Note: The Board, PPAC and IC were asked if the terms for both the Chair (2 years) and for membership 
on the entity (3 years) were appropriate. The responses varied and no one felt particularly strongly 
about it, with the Board feeling a 3-year term for Chair did make sense intuitively, whereas the PPAC 
and the IC felt satisfied with the current terms. 
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Reporting 

Almost all participants felt that they received proper reporting to and from the appropriate parties. 
Almost all participants were very satisfied with the minutes. One member felt that minutes could be 
provided sooner. 

Note: We have no recommendations for improvement in this area. Our opinion is that it appears the 
reporting by each delegate is sufficiently frequent and detailed to enable the delegating party to 
properly oversee its delegates. Governance actions and decisions, Board and Committee meeting 
minutes, and staff’s actions appear to be adequately documented.  

Impact of External Communication  
Participants from the GCE and Board were asked what impact external communications by Unifaith have 
on Plan members’ perception of how the GCE manages and administers the Plan. The discussion 
encompassed other semi-organized groups as well. Further, what challenges does it create for the GCE 
as Administrator? 

None of the participants had seen any communications first hand. Half of the participants were aware of 
the external communications by Unifaith prior to the interview. These participants felt that the external 
communications were inaccurate and created a need to provide the correct information to Plan 
members. None of the participants felt this was a significant challenge or issue for the GCE.  

Most Critical Issues Facing Entity 

Participants were asked what are the most critical issues/concerns for their entity and if they felt the 
issues are being considered in a timely fashion. Given the nature of this question we have summarized 
this section by entity. We note that the same concerns were not necessarily expressed by each of the 
interviewees. 

GCE: 

o Intergenerational inequity and/or demographic changes  
o Addressing member concerns, driven in part by misinformation being distributed to members  
o Ensuring the Plan remains viable in the long term  
o Issues with a Service Provider  
o Education and direction of GCE members, ensuring they understand their role  
o The impact of the change to the new GCE structure 

Board 

o Self-evaluation and education of the members of the entity  
o Addressing member concerns, driven in part by misinformation being distributed to members 
o Examining possible updating of the Statement of Beliefs  
o Issues with a Service Provider  
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o Concerns that staff/management are unable to address the Service Provider data integrity issue, 
may require additional staffing  

o Focusing on longer term strategy  

PPAC  

o Issues with a Service Provider  
o Concerns that staff/management are unable to address the Service Provider data integrity issue, 

may require additional staffing  
o Possible impact of administrative monetary penalties (AMPs) being introduced in Ontario  

Note: Concerns regarding a Service Provider and how to address the issue were particularly strong for 
the PPAC participants. 

IC  

o Proper use of policy/screening and balancing engagement with divestment  
o Initial training/orientation and improvements in orientation/education  
o Better management of Plan member communication/education  
o Ensuring consultants are engaged as needed 
o Balancing of outside expertise with internal staff  

Member Advisory Committee  

Participants from the GCE, Board and PPAC were asked for their input on the introduction of a MAC. A 
description of a MAC and its role was reviewed and participants were asked for their thoughts on 
various aspects, including; should a non-mandatory MAC be formed, the sufficiency of member input in 
the Plan, their awareness of statutory duties regarding a MAC, and the resources required to support a 
MAC. 

Given the nature of this question we have summarized this section by entity. 

GCE 

Participants, while generally open to the idea of a formation of a MAC, were not certain of the need. 
Some participants felt a MAC could be repetitive and unnecessary given Plan membership 
representation on the General Council of at least 50%. Some concerns were raised with how 
membership would be determined and the potential impact of members with strong biases on legacy 
issues. Some participants felt that a MAC may be beneficial when addressing larger issues. If 
implemented, participants were uncertain as to the impact on resources but no significant challenges 
were noted. Participants were not familiar with the newly effective statutory duties in relation to a 
MAC. 

Board 
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Participants, while generally open to the idea of a formation of a MAC, were not certain of the need. 
Participants noted there is already oversight by Plan members via General Council and GCE. Participants 
felt that Plan members do not have much input on the Plan, but that many/most lack the expertise to 
provide input. They expressed concerns that a MAC would expect to have more than an advisory role 
and members may be dissatisfied if they are unable to influence decisions. If implemented, participants 
were uncertain as to the impact on resources but no significant challenges were noted. Participants 
were generally not familiar with the newly effective statutory duties in relation to a MAC. 

PPAC 

Participants, while open to the idea of a formation of a MAC, were not certain of the need at this time. 
Participants noted a MAC could be repetitive given Plan member representation on the GCE of at least 
50% and oversight by Plan members on the Board. Participants felt they would benefit from more 
information on the topic. If implemented, participants were uncertain as to the impact on resources but 
no significant challenges were noted. Participants were generally not familiar with the newly effective 
statutory duties in relation to a MAC. 

Responsible Investing 

Participants from the GCE, Board and IC were asked for their input on the Board’s RI Working Group, an 
ad hoc body that exists to consider issues related to responsible investing and ESG. There is no 
legislative requirement for a pension plan to form an RI committee and the Board should be 
commended for doing so. Specifically, participants were asked if they felt that a standing committee on 
RI should be established. Participants were also asked for their input on the challenges raised by the 
Church in terms of RI. 

Given the nature of this question we have summarized this section by entity. 

GCE  

Participants were unanimous in feeling that RI is a critical issue and that the RI Working Group is doing 
an excellent job. Participants were unanimous in feeling that a Standing Committee was not required 
given their level of satisfaction with the current body.  

Board 

Participants, for the most part, felt that RI is a critical issue. Participants felt that a Standing Committee 
was not required at this time. One participant felt there may be a benefit to a Standing Committee if it 
was able to reduce the Board workload in this area and make recommendations on divestment, 
engagement, and similar issues raised by Plan members.  

IC 
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Participants felt that further information would be needed before they could commit to a position on 
establishing a Standing Committee. Participants, for the most part, felt that RI is a critical issue. 

 

Possible Change to an Independent Board of Trustees 

The GCE and the Board were asked for their thoughts on the GCE continuing as the Plan Administrator 
versus the Board becoming an independent Board of Trustees.  

Half of the participants felt that this possible change should be explored further so that an informed 
decision could be made. A few participants noted this change could positively or negatively impact 
member trust in the Plan and/or the Administrator. A few participants had no opinion, and one 
participant felt that the GCE should continue as the Plan Administrator.  
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Consultation with Plan Membership  
 

As part of the governance review, individual Plan member feedback was gathered through: 

• A comprehensive online survey —followed by 

• Nine in-depth focus group sessions with volunteer Plan members, designed to further explore 
topics discussed in the survey 

The survey was open to all members and, based on the number of participants, outcomes can generally 
be considered reflective of the full Plan membership. Focus group feedback and outcomes are reflective 
of a smaller group (<50) of members who volunteered to “have a greater say” in the governance review 
process. 

For ease of reference, we include below the high-level Survey Results, followed by the Executive 
Summary and the Recommendations from the Focus Group Report prepared by Morneau Shepell in 
December 2017. Please see the attached Appendix H for Survey Results and Appendix I for the Focus 
Group Report. 

High-level Survey Results 

• The majority of survey participants (69.22%) agreed that the Board provided them with 
enough information to understand the Pension Plan and their rights under the Plan 

• The majority of survey participants (64.81%) said that if they had a question about 
their pension, they would contact the United Church Benefits Centre 

• 71.66% said that the Board does a good job communicating regularly about their 
pension 

• 48.39% of survey participants found the Connex newsletter to be the most helpful resource 
for Pension Plan information; 21.22% said the Pension Plan Summary was most helpful; while 
12.82% pointed to the Annual Report as the most helpful resource 

• 53.79% said they knew where to find information about the governance of the Pension Plan 
• 42.76% thought the Board does a good job of managing the Pension Plan, while 48.16% were 

not sure 
• The majority, 60.63% said they believed the Board operates with the Plan members’ best 

interests in mind 
• 39.81% said they felt confident in the security (sustainability) of the Pension Plan, while 47% 

were not sure 
• When asked to rank pension plan governance items in order of importance, the highest number 

of participants pointed to the Sustainability of the Pension Plan. This was followed by 
responsible investing of the Pension Plan’s assets; good quality communication about the 
Pension Plan; the processes and procedures the Board uses to administer the Plan; and being 
able to provide regular input on Plan governance 
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Focus Group Report: Executive summary 
Morneau Shepell conducted nine focus group sessions between November 20 and November 30, 2017 
with members of the Plan to gain feedback and opinions about Plan governance and communication. 

Participant opinions of the Plan varied from extremely favourable to mistrusting. Overall, participants 
were concerned with the longevity of the Plan in light of changes that the Church is facing – such as 
church closures and the declining number of new clergy. Most felt that the communication could be 
more direct and informative. 

Many participants felt that communication about the Plan can be difficult to find, and that it sometimes 
lacks depth and directness. Members felt strongly that communication should be sent directly to them 
either via email or direct mail to ensure they are aware when new information has become available. 

Other highlights of the focus group sessions include: 

• Participants were split on the topic of member input on the Plan’s governance: 
o Some believed strongly that members should have a voice in how the Plan is invested, 

funded, changed, etc. (Some mentioned a PAC, while others weren’t sure of the exact 
right forum – just that an opportunity for two-way dialogue was needed). 

o Others believed the Board should be left to do the job for which they are qualified. 
• Most members expressed a need for more transparent communication about the Plan status, 

future of the Plan, investment return and approach, Board members (who they are, their 
challenges, and their decision-making process). Many simply said they would like more 
“straight talk.” 

• While a few participants were cautiously optimistic about the Plan’s future, many expressed 
concerns, and even some suggestions: 

o In several sessions, a recommendation was made to have a portion of proceeds from 
the sale of church properties put toward the Plan to help fund it for the future. 

• Retirees were concerned that there have been no increases in many years, and no explanation 
as to why increases have not been granted. 

• Many participants believed the Board does operate in members’ best interest, while some were 
just not sure. Most agreed the Board is well qualified to manage the “fiduciary” part of the Plan, 
but wondered if they truly understand the ethical and social concerns of members – “we know 
they are dedicated to making good financial decisions for the Plan but do they understand the 
make-up of its members and what they really need?” 

Focus Group Report: Recommendations 
The following communication recommendations are based on both the feedback obtained through the 
focus groups, as well as general communication best practices. 

10. Communicate with focus group participants – thank them for their contribution and give them a 
sense of what the feedback was and how the Board intends to use it. We would also suggest 
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that all members receive some information and a sense of “next steps” from the survey 
results/focus group findings. 
 

11. Address the Board’s decision not to divest from Goldcorp. Explain how the relationship between 
General Council, GCE and the Board works so that members can understand that this decision 
was not in defiance of the Church’s order. 
 

12. Communicate the process for determining pension increases so retirees understand why an 
increase has not been granted in several years. 
 

13. Clarify the changes that were made to the Plan back in 2011 to re-build trust with members. 
Address the rumours and misinformation being spread by Unifaith that the Plan was changed to 
a Target Benefit Plan. 
 

14. Acknowledge the difficulties facing the Board as it manages the Plan into the future. Specify how 
the Board comes to its decisions. Members understand there are complexities involved in 
making pension decisions; however, they want more information about them and also in a clear, 
plain tone (several mentioned that the current tone is “too pacifying” and not direct enough). 
 

15. Acknowledge how the Board operates from both a fiduciary and ethical standpoint – members 
want to know that the Plan is being managed both to support its members financially, but also 
to adhere to the high social and ethical standards of the Church. 
 

16. Communicate issues that are currently facing the Church and how they will impact the Plan. 
Members are worried about the declining number of churches/clergy. They wonder whether 
situations they see in the media (e.g. Sears) will happen to them. They feel strongly that these 
factors will directly impact the sustainability of the Plan. They want to know that the Board is 
thinking about these issues and has a plan to address them. 
 

17. Communicate with a combination of push and pull tactics – a couple times a year, ensure that 
key issues are addressed and communication delivered directly to members via email and post. 
Also provide lots of opportunity for members who want to “dig deeper” to find the information 
they are looking for. Whenever and wherever possible, use face-to-face communication – 
almost every participant agreed that it can be very powerful. 
 

18. Help members feel better supported. Improve visibility of “how to get support when you need 
it.” Ensure members understand who they can contact with questions, and also who they can 
escalate to if their concerns are not addressed. 
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Context for the Guidelines 

The Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities (CAP SA) has designed these guidelines and 
associated refetence tools to help plan administrators meet their govetnance. responsibilities. 

Published origiruilly in 2004, these guidelines have been used widely by pension plans in Canada. The 
current version includes updated and clarified principles and guidance on implementation of the principles. 

Pension Plan Gove:tnance 

Pension plan governance refers to the structure and processes in place for the effective administration of 
the pension plan to ensure the fiduciary and othet responsibilities of the plan administrator are met CAPSA 
believes that good pension plan govetnance is essential if plan members and beneficiaries are to receive 
the benefits they are entitled to, and to understand their rights and responsibilities under the pension plan. 

The objective of pension plan governance is to enable the plan administrator to deliver on the pension 
promise consistent with the pension plan documents and pension legislation. Pension legislation defines the 
pension plan administt:atof" as the body tesponsible for the govetnance of the pension plan. 

PetlSio:a. Plan Administ:rator 

Pension legislation specifies who may be a plan administrator and identifies the plan administrator's 
responsibilities. The plan administrator may be any of the following: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

the employer who established the plan, 
a pension committee, 
a board of trustees, 
an insurance company, 
a bargaining agent, or 
another body established or permitted by law . 

The party appointed as the plan administrator is usually stated in the plan documents. 

The plan administrate! may use delegates to help carry out governance responsibilities. Delegates may 
include etnployees of the plan administrator and external third party service providers. 

* Please note that defined terms are it.iidzed and balded when first used. Definitions ate in the Glossary of Terms, 
contained at the end of the guidelines. 
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Pension GoveJ:JJ.ance System 

An effective pension gavemance system: 

• 

• 

• 

establishes a framework for defining the duties, associated responsibilities and accountabilities 
for all participants in the governance process, 
covers all facets of pension plan management, including communication, fundiitg, investments 
and benefit administration, and 
provides careful oversight while enhancing protection for plan members and beneficiaries . 

Good pension plan governance: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

is essential for meeting fiduciary and other responsibilities, 
tninimizes risks and rnaxirnizes efficiency, 
promotes accuJ:ate, timely and cost-effective delivery of pension benefits, 
promotes administration of the plan in the best interests of plan members and beneficiaries, 
requites control mechanisms that encourage good decision-making, proper and efficient 
practices, clear accountability, and regulax review and evaluation, 
contnbutes to positive pension plan performance, and 
helps to demonstrate due diligence on the part of the plan administrator . 

Govema11ce Guidelines 

This CAPSA Guideline on Pension Plan Governance provides a broad, flexible outline of key pension plan 
governance principles. Different types and sizes of plans, however, may require different governance 
practices. Although pension plan administrators need to adapt their governance practices to specific 
circumstances and resources, we strongly recommend that all plan administrators adopt a governance 
structure and processes consistent with the principles that follow. The tools and strategies used to reflect 
these principles may vary depending on the characteristics of each pension plan. 

The Guidelines recommend principles for effective pension plan governance. They outline the appropriate 
roles and responsibilities of the plan sponsor only when the plan sponsor is acting as plan administrator. 
They do not cover the roles and responsibilities of the plan sponsor under general corporate governance 
principles. Many individuals who have pension plan governance responsibilities also have responsibilities to 
the plan sponsor. Consequently, those with governance responsibilities must clearly understand the 
different roles and responsibilities for each. Further, when taking actions that affect the pension plan, they 
must carefully document the actions for both sets of responsibilities. In particular, whenever the two roles 
are in a conflict of interest, the administrator must act in the best interests of plan members and 
beneficiaries. 

CAPSA encourages all pension plan administrators in Canada to assess whether their current pension plan 
govemance structures and processes are effective and to strive for the best practices set out in the 
Guidelines. 

Note, however, that the Guidelines are not intended to create additional rights and responsibilities for any 
party to a pension plan. Though voluntary, they are meant to help plan administrators achieve and maintain 
good pension plan governance. 
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.CAPSA Guidelines 

This CAPSA Guideline on Pension Pim Governance provides overall guidl!nce to assist plan administrators 
of all types md sizes of pension plans in achieving md maintaining good govemmce. Plan administrators 
md other governance participants may also wish to reference other CAPSA Guidelines md publications 
that are appropriate to the plan's circumstances. 

Each of the CAPSA Guidelines and other publications can be obtained through CAPSA's website 
(www.capsa-acor.org) under "CAPSA Guidelines". 

CAPSA Pension Plan Governance Principles 

Principle 1: Fiduciuy responsibility 

The plan administrator has flduciary responsibilities to plan members and beneficiaries. The plan 
administrator may also have other responsibilities to other stakeholders. 

Principle 2: Govemance framework 

The plan administrator should establish and docUJnent a govemmce framework for the administration of 
the plan. 

Principle 3: Roles and responsihilides 

The plan administrator should clearly describe and doCUJnent the roles, responsibilities, and accountabilities 
of all participmts in the pension plan governance process. 

Principle 4: Per/Ormance monitoring 

The plan administrator should establish and doCUJnent performance measures to monitor the performance 
of participmts in the governance and administration of the plan. 

Principle 5: .Knowledge and skiJls 

The plan administrator, directly or with delegates, has a duty to apply the knowledge and skills needed to 

meet the plan administrator's responsibilities. 

Principle 6: Gove:mance io.JOrmadon 

The plan administrator should establish and docUJnent a process to obtain and provide to govemmce 
participants appropriate information to meet fiduciary and other responsibilities. 

Decembex 2016 4 
Governance Review of the 
Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada 
Final Report, February 6, 2018 

36



Principle 7: Risk management 

The plan administrator should establish and document a framework and ongoing processes, appropriate to 
the pension plan, to identify and manage the phn's risks. 

Principle 8: OveJ:Sight and compliance 

The plan administrator should establish and document appropriate prncesses to ensure compliance with the 
legislative requirements and pension plan documents. 

Principle 9: TraruparetlCy and accountability 

The plan administrator should establish and document a communication process with the aim to be 
transparent and accountable to plan members, beneficiaries and other stakeholders.· 

Principle 10: Code of conduct and confiictofinterest 

The plan administrator should establish and document a code of conduct, incorporating a policy to manage 
conflicts of interest 

Principle 11: Govem.ance review 

The plan administrator should establish and document a process for the regular review of the pension plan's 
gove:tnance framework and processes. 
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CAPSA Pension Plan Governance Guidelines 

Pri.nciple 1: Fiduciary responsibility 

· · The plan administrator has fiduciary responsibilities to plan members and 
beneficiaries. The plan administrator may also have other responsibilities to other 
stakeholders. 

A fiduciary.relationship is one of trust between two or more parties where one (or more) person(s) (the 
fiduciary~es)) has an obligation to act in the best interests of the other party. 

(a) Fiduciary responsibilities 

Fiduciary obligations are owed when legislation imposes such duties or when: 

i a plan administrator and/ or any delegates can exercise discretionary power to affect the interests 
of members or beneficiaries; 

ii. a plan administrator and/ or any delegates can unilaterally exercise that power so as to affect the 
interests of the members or beneficiru:ies; and 

m. the members and/ or beneficiaries ai:e in a position of vulnerability at the hands of the plao 
administrator and/ or any delegate. 

The plan administrator and delegates must act honestly, in good faith and in the best interests of plan 
members and beneficiaries of the pension plan as pai:t of their fiduciary responsibilities. 

In its fiduciary role, the plan administrator's responsibilities include: 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

treating members and beneficiaries impartially and considering the interests of those members 
currently accruing a pension, those who are in receipt of a pension and any others who may be 
entitled to a benefit from the plan, 
acting with the care, skill and diligence of a prudent person, 
interpreting the plan terms fattly, impartially and in good faith, 
managing conflicts of interest, and 
within the scope of such duties and its authority, ensuring that members and beneficiaries 
receive promised benefits. 

The pension governance process should help the plan administrator carry out its fiduciary and other 
responsibilities. Although plan administrators may delegate certain tasks of the plan administrator to third 
parties, the administrator retains fiduciary responsibility. 

(b) Other responsibilities 

The plan administrator may also have other responsibilities to other stakeholders. 

December 2016 6 
Governance Review of the 
Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada 
Final Report, February 6, 2018 

38



When employers, bargaining agents, or their nominees act as plan administrators, they must understand the 
difference between their plan administrator and other roles, and act accordingly. Employers and bargaining 
agents should follow the principles in these Guidelines when acting as plan administrator. 

Principle 2: Govemance framework 

The plan administrator should establish and document a governance framework for 
the administration of the plan. 

The governance framework should; 

i. identify the duties and functions that need to be performed for the plan administrator to meet its 
fiduciary and other responsibilities; and 

ii determine and demonstrate on an on-going basis how the plan administrator will meet such fiduciary 
and other responsibilities. 

The plan administrator may wish to consider sharing relevant documents related to the governance 
framework with the plan members, beneficiaries and other stakeholders beyond those legally required. 

Principle 3: Roles and responsibilities 

The plan administrator should clearly describe and document the roles, 
responsibilities, and accountabilities of all participants in the pension plan 
governance process. 

The plan administrator: 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

is ultimately responsible and accountable for managing the plan; 
may delegate operational management tasks, but should provide oversight to ensure 
responsibilities are fulfilled; · 
is responsible for selecting the delegates and monitoring the actions of delegates; 
is responsible for managing any conflicts of interest that arise; and 
should ensure that the pension governance structure, roles and responsibilities, accountabilities 
and reporting relationships (i.e. chain of delegation) are clearly documented and communicated 
to all participants in the pension plan governance process. 

When the same person or entity performs both pension plan administration and corporate functions, there 
should be a clear recogoition, understanding, and documentation of the different roles and responsibilities 
of each function. When a decision related to the pension plan is made, it should be clearly documented, and 
its rationale and the role under which it is taken should be included 
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P.t:inciple 4: Perfi:J.cmance monitoring 

The plan administrator should establish and doc.ument performance measures to 
monitor the performance of participants in the governance and administration of the 
plan. 

The plan administrator is responsible for: 

• establishing and documenting appropriate performance measures; 
• regularly monitoring the petfottnance of all participants in the governance process, including 

the plan administrator, internal staff and delegates; 
• regularly reviewing the appropriateness of such performance measures; and 
• establishing procedures and taking follow-up actions to correct inadequate petfottnance . 

Since performance evaluations need to be based on objective, impartial assessments, the plan administrator 
may require independent professional assessments. 

P.t:inciple 5: Knowledge ands.kills 

The plan administrator, directly or with delegates, has a duty to apply the knowledge 
and skills needed to meet the plan administrator's responsibilities. 

The plan administrator is ultimately responsible for the governance and the administration of the pension 
plan. In order to apply the knowledge and skills needed to meet the plan administrator's responsibilities, the 
plan administrator should identify the relevant qualifications, resources and experience necessary to meet 
these respollSlbilities. The plan administrator should either obtain appropriate support to directly fulfill the 
administration role or delegate the function to external experts. 

The plan administrator and delegates in the governance structure should together possess and apply the 
knowledge and skills to fulfill the plan administrator's responsibilities. 

The plan administrator should, on appointment and on an ongoing basis, consider whether all delegates 
have the relevant qualifications, resources and experience to catty out their function and have access to 
appropriate education. 

Principle 6: Govemance iniV.cmatio:n. 

The plan administrator should establish and document a process to obtain and 
provide to governance participants appropriate information to meet fiduciary and 
other responsibilities 

Processes should exist so that the plan administrator obtains the necessary information to meet its fiduciary 
and other responsibilities. 
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The plan administrator should ensu:te that delegates have appropriate infotnllttion related to the pension 
plan that is needed to carry out theit tesponsibilities. 

Principle 7: Risk management 

The plan administrator should establish and document a framework and ongoing 
processes, appropriate to the pension plan, to identify and manage the plan's risks. 

A plan's risk management framework should ptovide reasonable assurance for the achievement of the plan'.s 
objectives through: 

a) identifying the risks; 
b) assessing and prioritizing the risks; 
c) ensu:ting a cleat undei:standing of the responsibilities for the management of the risks; 
d) accepting the risk or designing and implementing an appropriate risk-mitigating response; 
e) monitoring and evaluating the risks and effectiveness of the responses and risk management 

processes generally; and 
f) documenting the risk management processes. 

Principle 8: Oversight and compliance 

The plan administrator should establish and document appropriate processes to 
ensure compliance with the legislative requirements and pension plan documents. 

Every pension plan should have documented processes to enable compliance with legislative requirements 
and to ensu:te functions related to the administration and governance of the pension plan fall within the plan 
terms, plan administrative policies, and legislative requirements. 

Principle 9: Transparency at).<] accountability 

The plan administrator should establish and document a communication process 
with the aim to be transparent and accountable to plan members, beneficiaries and 
other stakeholders. 

Tue plan administrator should establish a communication process, taking into account both fiduciary and 
other responsibilities, so that plan members, beneficiaries and other stakeholders have access to information 
about the plan as required by applicable legislation. In addition, the plan administrator should consider 
what, if any, other information about the plan will be made available to plan members, beneficiaries and 
other stakeholders. 

Plan administrators should inform pension plan membei:s and beneficiaries of the process for asking 
questions and raising concerns. 

When communicating with plan members, the plan administrator should: 

a) communicate how important decisions about the plan ate made; and, 
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b) inform them of the risks, benefits, options, and responsibilities of membership in the plan. 

In establishing and docnmenting the conimunii:ation process, the plan administrator should consider the 
different interests of stakeholder groups, and whether communication methods might be adapted to meet 
those interests more effectively. 

P.tindple 10: Code of conduct and conflict of .interest 

The plan administrator should establish and document a code of conduct, 
incorporating a policy to manage conflicts of interest. 

The plan administrator should establish and periodically review a docnmented code of conduct applicable to 
the administration of the plan. The code of conduct should set out expected behaviours. It should also 
include or incorporate procedures to identify, monitor and address material conflicts of interest, both actual 
and perceived. 

Plan administrators should ensure delegates have an appropriate code of conduct that incorporates a policy 
to manage conflicts of interest, as well as processes for appropriate disclosure of conflicts and breaches of 
the code of conduct. 

P.tindple 11: Gove.ro.ance t:eview 

The plan administrator should establish and document a process for the regular 
review of the pension plan's governance framework and processes. 

The plan administrator should regularly review the pension plan's governance framework and processes and 
establish a timeframe for the review. The attached Pension Plan Administrator Governance Self-Assessment 
Questionnaire has been developed to assist the plan administrator in cattying out a governance review. 

The governance review may result in the plan administrator setting goals and objectives for the future and 
modifying its policies and practices to improve overall pension plan govemance. Where the review identifies 
governance shortfalls, the review process should also identify and implement methods to address them. 

The plan administrator may wish to communicate the result of the governance review to plan members, 
beneficiaries and other stakeholders. 
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Glossary of Terms 

administration the oversight, marui.gement and operations of the pension plan and its 
pension fund including the investment of the assets of the pension fund. 

benefi.ciaties individual, group, body or entity entitled to a benefit under the terms of 
a pension plan other thari plan members. 

delegate• any party who carries out aspects of the administration of the pension 
plan and investment of the pension fund (including a committee or third 
party service provider). "' 

plan admini•trator the individual, group, body or entity that is responsible for the oversight, 
management and operations of the pension plan and pension fund. 

plan .tnem.ber(s) or .tnetnber(s) all current and former employees, including retired employees, entitled 
to benefits under the pension plan. 

plan sponsor the individual or entity that is responsible for determining the design of 
the pension plan, setting the benefit structure for various classes of 
members, and esmblishing, amending or terminating the pension plan. 

third party service provider the entity (or entities) or individual(s) that is/are retll.ined by the plan 
administrator to perform some or all of the delegated duties associated 
with the pension plan and the pension fund that the administrator is 
requited to perform. 

stakeholder a party who has an interest io decisions and actions about the pension 
plan. It includes plan members and beneficiaries, and may include others 
who may be entitled to pension plan benefits in circumstances such as 
marriage breakdown. Depending on the circumstances of the pension 
plan, it may also ioclude the plan administrator, empfoyers, collective 
bargaining agents, employee and employer associations, and others. 

In Qu6bec, there is also the notion of 11delegatee11
, which is distinct from that of the 11 delegaten. The delegatee has, with 

respect to delegated functions, the same responsibilities as the phi.n administrator. 

December 2016 11 
Governance Review of the 
Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada 
Final Report, February 6, 2018 

43



Appendix B - Governance Document Request List 

Governance Review of the 
Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada 
Final Report, February 6, 2018 

44



Pension Plan for the United Chnrch of Canada (the "Plan") 
Governance Review 

Document Request List 

We would like to review or have access to the following documents as part of the governance review, It is 
recognized that many of these may not exist and that there is some overlap in the documenta1ion 
reqnested. · 

S"e cific Documents 

'.;~ ~,:··,,., ~ . .,,,., ~ • I ~~·\., i,.;c,• 

fil 
"· ''" . 

··:::.L •:"' ? .~;?.: 
1. Most up-to-date governance structure I description 

2. Most nn-to-date Statement of Beliefs and Guiding Princinles 
3, Most up-to-date Governance Handbook Policies & Terms of 

Reference (including, but not limited to, the Pension Board Terms 
of Reference) 

• the version of the Handbook we have is marked "Revised 
September 2016" and contains a "Draft Policy" for the 
Pension Board Terms of Reference 

4. Most up-to-date lists of all Pension Board and Committee 
members with bios 

5. Terms of Reference for the Investment Committee 
6. Terms of Reference for the Pension Plan Advisorv Committee 
7. Terms of Reference for any ad hoc committees that deal with the 

Plan 
8. Terms of Reference or any other constituting docnment for the 

Resnonsible Investment Workin,,. Gronn 
9. Document which assigns accountability for approval, 

recommendation and implementation of all Plan-related tasks (if 
not contained in any other docnment listed in this Reouest List\ 

10. Pension Board and Committee member search and nomination 
nrocedure or nolicv 

11. Procedure or policy for selecting and monitoring third party 
governance sunnort services 

12. Job/role descriptions for internal individuals/entities involved in 
Plan administration 

13. The names of internal individuals involved in the administration 
of the Plan, their qualillcations and structure of delegations 

14. Process for documenting staff actions and decisions in relation to 
the Plan and actual docnmented records of such actions and 
decisions (loot three years -i.e., Jannorn 2015 to nresent\ 

15. Performance measures for all key decision makers and procedures 
to correct inadeauate nerformance 

16. Succession policies for Pension Board, Commitrees, internal 
denartments etc: .. 

17. Orientation/education processes for Pension Board and Committee 
members 

18. Pension Board and Committee self-evaluations (last three years -
i.e., Januarv2015 to nresent) 

C:\Users\gclooney\Documents\UCC\GOV REPOR'I\DOCUMENT REQUEST\UCC_govemance _documentrequestlist_tmodi_09112017 ,doc 

.. , .. 
,,, .(!/ 

" 
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19. Minutes of Pension Board and all Committee meetings (last three 
years -i.e., Januarv 1, 2015 to present) 

20. Minutes of Executive General Council to the extent Plan related 
issues were discussions (lastthree years- i.e., January 1, 2015 to 
ore sent) 

21. Governance self-assessment report and policy respecting periodic 
governance review 

22. Uo-to-date Plan text and amendments 
23. Plan custodian or trust ao:reement 
24. Employee book!ets(s) and recent significant other member 

communications 
25. Conflict of interest oolicy 
26. Code of Ethics/Conduct 
27. Service orovider selection and review oolicv 
28. Document/Record retention policy 
29. Member communication nolicv 
30. Policy on internal control framework to address and control the 

Plan's risks (policies on costing, funding, expense control etc.) 
(i.e., risk review/assessment report) 

31. Mechanism to oversee compliance with legislation, Plan 
documents and administrative policies 

32. Process with respect to access to information 
33. Plan mission statement 
34. Written governance obiectives 
35. Correspondence from Regulators (FSCO) {last three years - i.e., 

January 2015 to present) 
36. Disoute resolution oolicv 

·~· '-"'""-"""-
37. Description of all resources and tools available to Plan members 

in order to inform them of Plan governance as well as Plan 
features/entitlements 

Other. 

38. Any other internal Plan related governance policy or procedure 
document 

39. An other information you believe we should review 

1n all cases, any amendments to the documents which have been adopted or are in process of adoption are 
reCjlles!ed. 
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Appendix C - Governance Documents Received and Reviewed 

o Statement of Beliefs and Guiding Principles (October 31, 2005) 

o Plan text Qanuary 1, 2016) (for reference purposes only- not for compliance) 

o Statement of Investment Policies and Procedures (October 13, 2011) 

o Funding Policy (March 16, 2016) 

o Forward Agendas (undated) 

o Governance Chart Qune 2016) 

o Committee Membership Terms (undated) 

o Plan Volunteer Biographies (2016-2017) 

o Annual Report of the Plan (2015 & 2016) 

o Minutes of GCE and Committees (2015 - 2017) 

o Staff Handbook (March 24, 2009) sections 4, 11-22 available on SharePoint, 

o Website content- thorough review of various aspects of pension plan website content 
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THE UNITED CHURCH OF CANADA PENSION PLAN 
STATEMENT OF BELIEFS AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

To establish a strategic framework for the management and operation of the Pension Plan of 
The United Church of Canada and the related Fund (the Plan), the Executive of General 
Council in its role as Administrator of the Plan has adopted the following Beliefs and Guiding 
Principles on April 23, 2005, and October 31, 2005. While numbered for convenient 
reference,-these statements are all of equal Importance in the operation of the Plan . 

. General 
1. The church believes In taking a best practices approach to governance of the Plan, 

including 
a. clear and documented allocation of responsibilities, 
b. development and documentation of all key beliefs, guiding principles, and 

related policies, 
c. proper reporting, oversight, and performance evaluation, 
d. reviewing peer pension practices, and 
e. obtaining advice from experts or delegating, as needed. 

2. All beliefs, guiding principles, and related policies should be consistent with, and 
mutually supportive of, each other and be balanced and reasonable. 

3. The Administrator and all its delegates must be guided by what is in the best interest 
of the Plan members In all investment and administrative activity. In matters relating 
to plan design and funding, the broader Interest of the church and participating 
em players should also be considered. 

4. All Plan-related activities will comply with legislation (e.g., Pension Benefits Act and 
Income Tax Act), church policies (e.g., relevant human resources and compensation 
policies), and Pension Board policies {e.g., plan design, funding, Statement of 
Investment Policies & Procedures). 

5. All Plan-related activities will be based on honesty and understanding and on 
transparency and full disclosure where relevant and appropriate • 

. Plan Design 
6. The design of the Plan should reflect that saving for retirement is a shared 

responsibility and Is dependent on government, employer, and individual saving 
initiatives {the three-legged stool). 

7. Saving for retirement using the church's Plan should occur over the course of an 
employee's service with pastoral charges and other participating employers. 

8. Plan members should be encouraged to plan for their retirement income. 
9. The Plan must be affordable to pastoral charges, other participating employers, and 

members. The pastoral charges and other participating employers should pay the 
greater share. 

10. Market risk should be borne by the pastoral charges and other participating 
employers. 

11. The Plan should provide a life-time retirement income for the member, protection for 
surviving spouses and beneficiaries, and benefits of relatively equal value to 
members with or without a spouse. 

12. Age 65 is appropriate for the normal retirement date. 
13. A member who retires at the normal retirement date with 35 or more years of 

credited service In the Plan with an average earnings history should have an 
adequate level of retirement income from all sources. 
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The United Church of Canada Pension Plan: Statement of Beliefs and Guiding Princfp!es 

14. Subject to reasonable minimum age and/or service criteria, members should be able 
to retire earlier than the normal retirement date, with limited additional cost to the 
Plan as a general rule. However, the Plan should retain the flexibility to provide 
program enhancements such as the current unreduced pension upon retirement at or 
above age 60 with 35 or more years of credited service, or special early retirement 
windows. 

15. If a member continues employment with a pastoral charge or other participating 
employer beyond the normal retirement date, the member should be able to defer 
pension commencement beyond the normal retirement date on an equitable cost 
basis. 

16. Retirement Income from the Plan should maintain its real value over the long term 
subject to available funding. 

17.Accrued benefits belong to members from the date of enrolment in the Plan. 

Funding 
18. Funding levels must ensure a high. level of certainty regarding the security of benefits 

under the Plan. 
19. Contributions from the pastoral charges, other participating employers, and 

members should be stable and predictable. 
20. The funding mechanisms used for the Plan must be tax effective. 
21. Funding of the Plan, including actuarial assumptions and methods, should assume 

that the Plan will remain a going concern. 
22. Plan documentation and the legislation enable surplus to be applied to meet 

contribution obligations of the pastoral charges, other participating employers, and 
members, but otherwise require surplus to be used for the exclusive benefit of the 
members; however, members do not have any unilateral rights to access surplus 
while the Plan is ongoing or to force a wind-up of the Plan. 

23. Cost-effectiveness in spending and efficiency in operations will guide utilization of the 
Fund assets and church resources in Plan-related activities. 

24. Equity among the membership generations is desirable in terms of contribution levels 
and allocation of surplus to fund future benefit upgrades or Plan improvements . 

. Investment 
25. Investment markets provide opportunities to produce a real rate of return and an 

inflation component. 
26. Investment-grade conventional bonds and conventional mortgages provide a 

measure of certainty for the Fund's ability to pay future plan benefits, since these 
securities have guaranteed periodic investment income and guaranteed principal 
values at their maturity. 

27. Asset classes like equities, real estate, real return bonds, and real return mortgages 
are likely to offer better inflation protection than conventional bonds and 
conventional mortgages. 

28. 
A. Investment in equities offers the potential for higher total investment returns 

over the long term than would be the case if the Fund invested solely in 
conventional bonds and conventional mortgages, enabling lower contributions 
to fund the Plan's anticipated benefits. 

B. The risk from equities not having guaranteed periodic Investment income and 
guaranteed maturity values and dates Is adequately compensated for by the 
higher expected return over the long term. 

29. Investment in established foreign capital markets offers the potential for higher total 
Investment returns over the long term than if the Fund were invested solely in 
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The United Church of Canada Pension Plan: Statement of Beliefs and Guiding Principles 

Canadian investment vehicles, since the Canadian market capitalization is 
approximately 2\% of world market capitalization In public companies and Canada 
does not provide access to many quality Industries and companies. 

30. Diversification reduces volatility. 
31. Non-traditional Investments may improve the total investment returns over the long 

term, but should be used only if they are fully understood, well proven in the market 
place, and priced appropriately. 

32. It is important to avoid, whenever possible, having to sell a significant part of the 
portfolio in a bear market to meet the benefit payment obligation. 

33. Socially responsible investment procedures can be emp.loyed provided there is 
reasonable assurance that the best long term interest of the members is being 
served. 

34 .. Investment processes should be cost-effective, prudent, and provide value-added 
return. 

35. Active management adds value in most asset classes over the long term. It Is 
possible to manage a portfolio with considerably fewer holdings and different 
industry weightings than the benchmark Index with the objective of adding value. 

36. Indexed products can add value in certain asset classes and geographies by lowering 
costs, enhancing transactional ease, and/or increasing market exposure. 

37. Derivatives such as options, swaps and hedges, and short··selling can add value by 
reducing various risks such as market risk, interest rate risk, credit risk, liquidity 
risk, and currency risk. Derivatives and short-selllng should never be used for 
speculative purposes. 
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Appendix E - Pension Plan Governance Chart 
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Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada: Governance Structure 
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Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada: Governance Structure 

Other Advisers and Management Tools 
1. Financial statements are reviewed by the auditor, PrtcewaterhouseCoopers, and by the Audit 

Committee of the United Church before being recommended to the Pension Board for adoption. 
This scrutiny helps ensure that proper and adequate financial controls are employed. 

2. Actuanal valuations and additional analyses, such as asset liability studies, a re provided by 
the actuarial adviser, Mercer. These analyses guide the Pension Plan Advisory Committee, the 
Investment Committee, and the Pension Board. They provide the basis for decisions made 
about contribution ievels and benefit improvements, and assist with asset mix decisions. 

3. Day-to-day investment activities for most of the plan are handled by third-party managers 
who are carefully overseen and reviewed by the Investment Committee. They operate within 
the framework of the Statement of Investment Policies and Procedures (SIPP) and are expected 
to achieve a specified performance level. Each manager has a mandate in a specific area of 
investment expertise (e.g., Canadian equities). 

4. Other service providers to the pension plan indude RBC Investor Services, which holds and 
protects the assets in the fund; Hicks Morley, which provides legal advisory services; and 
Shareholder Association for Research & Education, Sustainalytics, and Glass Lewis & Co., which 
provide expert advice and assistmce on, respectively, shareholder engagement, portfolio 
screening, and proxy voting. 

The United Church of Canada 

Board Accountability: Code of Conduct and Compliance Certificate 
The Pension Board, established by the Executive of the General Council In 2004, has been delegated 
the perfonrnance of certain functions forthe day-to-day management of the plan under the 
guidance of the Statement of Beliefs and Guiding Principles. 

All members of the Pension Board and its two committees, members of other related committees 
and task groups that may be formed from time to time, and staff are required to certify, in wntlng, 
on an annual basis, an understanding of the provisions ofthe Code of Conduct The Compliance 
Certificate was reviewed by Hicks Morley, the plan's legal adviser, and has been read and signed by 
all members associated wtth the Pension Board. 

June 2016 ~tglise Unle du Canada 
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Appendix F - List of Interviewees 

Governance Council Executive 

Nora Sanders (Chair) 

Graham Brownmiller 

Brian Cornelius 

Pension Board 

Marcus Robertson (Chair) 

Douglas Greaves 

Paul Purcell 

Pension Plan Advisory Committee 

Anne Soh (Chair) 

James Clarkson 

Steven McCormick 

Investment Committee 

Deborah Leckman (Chair) 

William (Bill) Mackenzie 

David Kaposi 
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Appendix G - Interview Questions for GCE, Board, PPAC and IC 
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United Church of Canada 

Governance Review of the Pension Plan 

Interview Questions for General Council Executive 

Morneau Shepell has been mandated to conduct a Governance Review of the 

Pension Plan of the United Church of Canada. This process includes interviews 

with members of the General Council Executive, Pension Board, Pension Plan 

Advisory Committee and Investment Committee. 

Each interview will be approximately 60 minutes in length and anonymity will be 

respected. 

This document contains the interview questions we have identified for the 

General Council Executive. Please review the questions in advance of your 

interview. The questions for each entity have been broken down into two sets: 

(i) less complex/nuanced questions that are to be completed in writing 

prior to the interview; and 

(ii) more complex/nuanced questions that we will ask and discuss during 

the interview. 

Please provide detailed responses in your written answers and try to avoid yes/no 

answers where possible. Please provide your written answers prior to the start of 

the interview. 
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General Council Executive ("GCE") Interview Questions 

Name of Interviewee:. _____________ _ 

Time on GCE: ------

Background( e.g.~ professional, involvement with the Church, 
etc.) _________________________________ _ 

Pre-Interview Questions 
(If writing by hand please use the back of the page if you need additional space) 

Board's Mandate and Responsibilities 
Questions Responses 

1. Are you familiar with the GCE's 
responsibilities in respect of the Pension 
Plan? What are your main responsibilities? 

2. Where are these responsibilities 
documented and when was the last time 
you reviewed such a document? 

3. When is the last time you reviewed the 
Statement of Beliefs and Guiding 
Principles? 

4. Do you consider yourself a fiduciary? To 
whom are you a fiduciary in the context of 
the Plan? 

5. Do you feel the GCE's current composition 
and the process for appointing members 
to it is appropriate? 
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6. A new GCE model made up of up to 18 
people selected from a pool nominated by 
the regions (Conferences) on the basis of 
competence is being proposed. If the new 
GCE model is adopted, what competencies 
should be recruited to allow the GCE to 
execute its role as Administrator of the 
Plan? 

Skills and Knowledge 

Questions 
7. What skills and expertise do you feel are 

necessary for the GCE to possess? 

8. Do you feel that the GCE has, in aggregate, 
the necessary skills and expertise to carry 
out the delegated duties? What, if 
anything, is missing? 

9. Do you feel that sufficient 
orientation/education programs are 
available for the GCE in order to satisfy its 
responsibilities? 

10. Are there appropriate succession policies 
in place to ensure continuity of GCE 
knowledge? 

Responses 
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Governance 

Questions Responses 

11. Do you feel that GCE, as Plan 

administrator, has a sound governance 

framework in place 7 

12. What are your thoughts on the GCE 
continuing as Plan administrator as 
currently mandated versus the Pension 
Board becoming an Independent Board of 
Trustees and assuming this responsibility? 

13. Are there areas within the governance 
framework where more attention is 
needed, or areas which could be 
improved? 
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In-Person Interview Questions 
GCE's Mandate and Responsibilities 

Questions Responses 

1. Is there anything the GCE is presently 

doing that you believe it should not be 

doing or that it should delegate to the 

Pension Board? 

2. Is there anything the GCE is not doing that 

you believe it should do (and not delegate 

to the Pension Board)? 

3. Is there anything the GCE is doing that you 

believe should/could be improved upon -

in either efficiency or substance? 

Evaluation 

Questions Responses 
4. Is there a process for the GCE to self-

evaluate its performance in respect of its 
duties? 

5. Have you been involved in the self-
evaluation process? · 

6. Do you think additional processes are 
needed for self-evaluation? 

Composition and Structure 

Questions Responses 

7. Is obtaining consensus amongst the GCE 

members in relation to the pension Plan 

an issue? 
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Reporting 

Questions •. Responses 
8. Do you feel that the GCE receives proper 

reporting (both in terms of content and 
frequency) from the Pension Board? 

Governance 

Questions Responses 

9. Do you feel the Plan membership is 
familiar with and understands the current 
governance structure and practices? 

10. What are your thoughts about the 
information provided online to Plan 
members? 

11. Are you satisfied with how service 
providers are chosen and monitored? 

12. Are you satisfied with how Plan 
Information is communicated to Plan 
members? 

13. Do you feel governance actions and 
decisions are adequately documented? 

14. Are GCE meeting minutes in respect of the 
pension plan adequately documented? 

Impact of External Communication 

Questions Responses 

15. What impact does Unifaith's 
communication have on Plan members' 
perception of how UCC manages and 
administers the Plan? 

16. Does Unifaith's communication create 
challenges for the GCE as Plan 
Administrator? In what way? How can 
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these challenges be overcome? 

Other 

17. Issues: 
a. What are the most critical 

issues/concerns for the GCE in 
relation to the operation, 
management and administration of 
the Plan? 

b. Do you feel these issues are being 
considered in a timely fashion? 

18. A member advisory committee (which 
under the PBA is actually known as an 
advisory committee) is a group of people 
selected from among active, retired, and 
former members of a plan, who meet to 
discuss plan administration matters and 
other topics of interest to plan 
beneficiaries. The role of a member 
advisory committee would be to: (a) 
monitor the pension plan; (b) make 
recommendations on the plan's 
administration (although the plan 
administrator is not required to accept 
them); and (c) promote awareness and 
understanding of the plan. 

a. Do you believe that Plan members 
have sufficient input into the 
administration, management and 
operation of the Plan? 

b. Do you feel that a separate 
member advisory committee 
should be established? 

c. Are you aware of the statutory 
duties imposed on a plan 
administrator where a member 
advisory committee is established? 

d. Are there are any challenges in 
having a member advisory 
committee? 

e. Do you feel that currently the GCE, 
the Pension Board, its committees 
and UCC, in general, have the 
resources to support a member 
advisory committee? 

f. "Might the GCE as Administrator 

7 
Governance Review of the 
Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada 
Final Report, February 6, 2018 

63



better reflect Plan member 
interests or opinions?. If so, how?" 

19. Responsible Investing: 

Currently, the Pension Board's Responsible 
Investment Working Group (an ad hoc 
body) exists to consider issues related to 
responsible investing. 

a. Is responsible investing a critical 
issue for the UCC as Plan 
Sponsor/Administrator? For Plan 
members? 

b. Do you feel a standing committee 
(i.e., permanent) on Responsible 
Investment should be established? 

i. Why? 
ii. If yes, how should it be 

constituted and what 
should its mandate be? 

iii. If no, why not? 
c. What are the challenges the UCC 

faces in terms of responsible 
investing? 
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United Church of Canada 

Governance Review of the Pension Plan 

Interview Questions for Pension Board 

Morneau Shepell has been mandated to conduct a Governance Review of the 

Pension Plan of the United Church of Canada. This process includes interviews 

with members of the General Council Executive, Pension Board, Pension Plan 

Advisory Committee and Investment Committee. 

Each interview will be approximately 60 minutes in length and anonymity will be 

respected. 

This document contains the interview questions we have identified for the 

Pension Board. Please review the questions in advance of your interview. The 

questions for each entity have been broken down into two sets: 

(i) less complex/nuanced questions that are to be completed in writing 

prior to the interview; and 

(ii) more complex/nuanced questions that we will ask and discuss during 

the interview. 

Please provide detailed responses in your written answers and try to avoid yes/no 

answers where possible. Please provide your written answers prior to the start of 

the interview. 
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Pension Board Interview Questions 

Name of interviewee: _____________ _ 

Term on Pension Board: 1st, 2"d or 3rd 

Current Chair: Y /N 

Previous Chair: Y /N If "Y": When 

Experience:·---------------------------------

Pre-Interview Questions 
(If writing by hand please use the back of the page Hyou need additional space) 

Pension Board's Mandate and Responsibilities 
Questions Responses 

1. Are you familiar with the Pension Board's 
Terms of Reference? 

2. When is the last time you reviewed the 
Terms of Reference? 

3. When is the last time you reviewed the 
Statement of Beliefs and Guiding 
Principles? 

4. What are the Pension Board's main 
duties/responsibilities in relation to the 
Plan? 

5. What do you believe is the most important 
function for which the Pension Board is 
responsible? 

6. Do you feel the Pension Board's member 
search and nomiriation practices are 
appropriate? 
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Skills and Knowledge 

Questions Responses 
7. What skills and expertise do you feel are 

necessary for the Pension Board to 
possess? 

8. Do you feel that the Pension Board has, in 
aggregate, the necessary skills and 
expertise to carry out the delegated 
duties? What, if anything, is missing? 

9. Do you feel that sufficient 
orientation/education programs are 
available for the Pension Board in order to 
satisfy its responsibilities? 

10. Are there appropriate succession policies 
in place to ensure continuity of Pension 

. Boa rd knowledge? 

Governance 

Questions Responses 
11. Do you feel that UCC, as Plan 

administrator, has a sound governance 
framework in place? 

12. What are your thoughts on the PB 
becoming an independent Pension Board 
of Trustees versus the General Council 
Executive continuing as Plan administrator 
as currently mandated? 

13. Are there areas within the governance 
framework where more attention is 
needed, or areas which could be 
improved? 
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Reporting 

Questions Responses 
14. Do you feel that the Pension Board 

receives proper reporting {both in terms of 
content and frequency) from the Pension 
Advisory Committee and Investment 
Committee? 

15. Do you feel that the Pension Board has . 
proper and sufficient access to the General 
Executive Council (both in terms of 
content and frequency) 
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In-Person Interview Questions 
Pension Board's Mandate and Responsibilities 

Questions Responses 

1. Is th.er~ anything the Pension Board is 
presently doing that you believe it should 
not be doing or that it should delegate to 
the PPAC or IC? 

2. Is there anything the Pension Board is not 
doing that you believe it should do? 

3. Is there anything the Pension Board is 
doing that you believe should/could be 
improved upon - in either efficiency or 
substance? 

Evaluation 

Questions Responses 

4. Is there a process for the Pension Board to 
self-evaluate its performance in respect of 
its duties? 

5. Have you been involved in the self· 
evaluation process? 

6. Do you think additional processes are 
needed for self-evaluation? 

Composition and Structure 

Questions Responses 
7. Are the lengths of term for both the 

Pension Board chair (i.e., 2 years) and 
membership ion the Pension Board (i.e., 3 
years) appropriate? 

8. Should the Pension Board have a Vice-
Chair? 

9. Is obtaining consensus amongst the 
Pension Board members an issue? 

10. Is the ratio of members with professional 
pension expertise to other members on 
the Pension Board appropriate? 

11. Are members-at-large appropriately 
supported? 
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12. Is obtaining consensus amongst Pension 
Board members an issue? 

Governance 

Questions 
13. Do you feel the Plan membership is 

familiar with and understands the current 
governance structure and practices? 

14. What are your thoughts about the 
information provided online to Plan 
members? 

15. Are you satisfied with how service 
providers are chosen and monitored? 

16. Are you satisfied with how Plan 
information is communicated to Plan 
members? 

17. Are you satisfied with how Plan records 
and documents are kept? 

18. Do you feel governance actions and 
decisions are adequately documented? 

19. Are Pension Board meeting minutes 
adequately documented? 

Impact of External Communication 

Questions 

1. What impact does Un/faith's 
communication have on Plan members' 
perception of how UCC manages and 
administers the Plan? 

2. Does Un/faith's communication create 
challenges for the GCE as Plan 
Administrator? In what way? How can 
these challenges be overcome? 

Responses 

Responses 
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Other 

20. Issues: 
a. What are the most critical 

issues/concerns for the PPAC in 
relation to the operation; 
management and administration of 
the Plan? 

b. Do you feel these issues are being 
considered in a timely fashion? 

21. A member advisory committee (which 
under the PBA is actually known as an . 
advisory committee)is a group of people 
selected from among active, retired, and 
former members of a plan, who meet to 
discuss plan administration matters and 
other topics of interest to plan 
beneficiaries. The role of a member 
advisory committee would be to: (a) 
monitor the pension plan; (b) make 
recommendations on the plan's 
administration (although the plan 
administrator is not required to accept 
them); and (c) promote awareness and 
understanding of the plan. 

a. Do you believe that Plan members 
have sufficient input into the· 
administration, management and 
operation of the Plan? 

b. Do you feel that a separate 
member advisory committee 
should be established? 

c. Are you aware of the statutory 
duties imposed on a plan 
administrator where a member 
advisory committee is established? 

d. Are there are any challenges in 
having a member advisory 
committee? 

e. Do you feel that currently the 
Pension Board, its committees and 
UCC, in general, has the resources 
to support a member advisory 
committee? 

22. Responsible Investing: 

Currently, the Pension Board's Responsible 
Investment Working Group (an ad hoc 
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body) exists to consider issues related to 
responsible_ investing. 

a. Is responsible investing a critical 
issue for the UCC as Plan 
Sponsor/Administrator? For Plan 
members? For the Pension Board? 

b. Do you feel a standing committee 
(i.e., permanent) on Responsible 
Investment should be established? 

i. Why? 
ii. If yes, how should it be 

constituted and what 
should its mandate be? 

m. If no, why not? 
c. What are the challenges the UCC 

faces in terms of responsible 
investing? 
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United Church of Canada 

· Governance Review of the Pension Plan 

Interview Questions for Pension Plan Advisory Committee 

Morneau Shepell has been mandated to conduct a Governance Review of the 

Pension Plan of the United Church of Canada. This process includes interviews 

with members of the General Council Executive, Pension Board, Pension Plan 

Advisory Committee and Investment Committee. 

Each interview will be approximately 60 minutes in length and anonymity will be 

respected. 

This document contains the interview questions we have identified for the 

Pension Plan Advisory Committee. Please review the questions in advance of 

your interview. The questions for each entity have been broken down into two 

sets: 

(i) less complex/nuanced questions that are to be completed in writing 

prior to the interview; and 

(ii) more complex/nuanced questions that we will ask and discuss during 

the interview. 

Please provide detailed responses in your written answers and try to avoid yes/no 

answers where possible. Please provide your written answers prior to the start of 

the interview. 
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Pension Plan Advisory Committee ("PPAC") Interview Questions 

Name of interviewee:--------------

Term on PPAC: 1st, 2nd or 3'• 

Current Chair: Y/N 

Previous Chair: Y /N lf"V":When 

Experience:'---------------------------------

Pre-Interview Questions 
(If writing by hand please use the back of the page if you need additional space) 

PPAC's Mandate and Responsibilities 
Questions Responses 

1. Are you familiar with the PPAC's Terms of 
Reference? 

2. When is the last time you reviewed the 
Terms of Reference? 

3. When is the last time you reviewed the 
Statement of Beliefs and Guiding 
Principles? 

4. What are the PPAC's main 
duties/responsibilities in relation to the 
Plan7 

5. What do you believe is the most important 
function for which the PPAC is 
responsible? 
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Skills and Knowledge 

Questions Responses 
6. What skills and expertise do you feel are 

necessary for the PPAC to possess? 

7. Do you feel that the PPAC has, in 
aggregate, the necessary skills and 
expertise to carry out the delegated 
duties? What, if anything, is missing? 

8. Do you feel that a sufficient and wide 
variety of orientation/education programs 
a re ava Hable for the PPAC in orderto 
satisfy Its responsibilities? 

9. Are there appropriate succession policies 
in place to ensure continuity of PPAC 
knowledge? 

Governance 

Questions Responses 
10. Do you feel that UCC, as Plan 

administrator, has a sound governance 
framework in place 7 

11. Are there areas within the governance 
framework where more attention is 
needed, or areas which could be 
improved? 
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In-Person Interview Questions 

PPAC's Mandate and Responsibilities 
Questions Responses 

1. Is there anything PPAC is presently doing 
that you believe it should not be doing? 

2. Is there anything PPAC is not doing that 
you believe it should do? 

3. Is there anything PPAC is doing that you 
believe should/could be improved upon -
in either efficiency or substance? 

Evaluation 

Questions Responses 
4. Is there a process for the PPAC to self-

evaluate its performance in respect of its 
duties? 

5. Have you been involved in the self-
evaluation process? 

6. Do you think additional processes are 
needed for self-evaluation? 

Composition and Structure 

Questions Responses 
7. Are the lengths of term for both the PPAC 

chair (i.e., 2 years) and membership on 
PPAC (i.e., 3 years) appropriate? 

8. ·Should the PPAC have a Vice-Chair? 
9. Is obtaining consensus amongst PPAC 

members an issue? 
10. Is there anything in the structure, process 

or constitution of PPAC that could be 
improved? 

Reporting 

Questions Responses 
11. Do you feel thatthe PPAC receives proper 

reporting (both in terms of content and 
frequency) from staff and external service 
providers? 

12. Do you feel that PPAC has proper and 
sufficient access to the Pension Board 
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(both in terms of content and frequency)? 

Governance 

Questions 
13. Are you satisfied with how service 

providers are chosen and monitored? 
14. Are you satisfied with how Plan records 

and documents are kept and how eligible 
members are enrolled? 

15. Are PPAC meeting minutes adequately 
documented? -

16. Are staffs actions and decisions 
adequately documented? 

Other 
17. Issues: 

a. What are the most critical 
issues/concerns for PPAC In 
relation to the operation, 
management and administration 
of the Plan? 

b. Do you feel these issues are being 
considered in a timely fashion? 

18. A member advisory committee (which 
under the PBA is actually known as an 
advisory committee) is a group of people 
selected from among active, retired, and 
former members of a plan, who meet to 
discuss plan administration matters and 
other topics of interest to plan 
beneficiaries. The role of a member 
advisory committee would be to: (a) 
monitor the pension plan; (b) make 
recommendations on the plan's 
administration (although the plan 
administrator is not required to accept· 

·them); and (c) promote awareness and 
understanding of the plan. 

a. Do you believe that Plan members 
have sufficient input into the 
administration1 management and 
operation of the Plan? 

b. Do you feel that a separate 
member advisory committee 
should be established? 

Responses 
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c. Are you aware of the statutory 
duties imposed on a plan 
administrator where a member 
advisory committee is established? 

d. Are there are any challenges in 
having a member advisory 
committee? 

e. Do you feel that currently the 
Board, its committees and UCC, in 
general, has the resources to 
support a member advisory 
committee? 
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United Church of Canada 

Governance Review of the Pension Plan 

Interview Questions for Investment Committee 

Morneau Shepell has been mandated to conduct a Governance Review of the 

Pension Plan of the United Church of Canada. This process includes interviews 

with members of the General Council Executive, Pension Board, Pension Plan 

Advisory Committee and Investment Committee. 

Each interview will be approximately 60 minutes in length and anonymity will be 

respected. 

This document contains the interview questions we have identified for the 

Investment Committee. Please review the questions in advance of your 

interview. The questions for each entity have been broken down into two sets: 

(i) less complex/nuanced questions that are to be completed in writing 

prior to the interview; and 

(ii} more complex/nuanced questions that we will ask and discuss during 

the interview. 

Please provide detailed responses in your written answers and try to avoid yes/no 

answers where possible. Please provide your written answers prior to the start of 

the interview. 
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Investment Committee ("IC") Interview Questions 

Name of interviewee: 
·----------------~ 

Term on IC: 1st, 2nd or 3" 

current Chair: Y /N 

Previous Chair: Y/N If "Y": When? 

Experience:. ________________________________ _ 

Pre-Interview Questions 

IC's Mandate and Responsibilities 
Questions Responses 

1. Are you familiar with the !C's Scope of 
Responsibilities document? 

2. When is the last time you reviewed the 
Scope of Responsibilities of the Investment 
Committee? 

3. When is the last time you reviewed the 
Statement of Beliefs and Guiding 
Principles? 

4. What are the IC's main 
duties/responsibilities in relation to the 
Plan? 

5. What do you believe is the most important 
function for which the IC is responsible 7 
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Skills and Knowledge 

Questions Responses 
6. What skills and expertise do you feel are 

necessary for the IC to possess? 

7. Do you feel that the IC has, in aggregate, 
the necessary skills and expertise to carry 
out the delegated duties? What, if 
anything, is missing? 

8. Do you feel that sufficient 
orientation/education programs are 
available for the IC in order to satisfy its 
responsibilities? 

9. Are there appropriate succession policies 
in place to.ensure continuity of IC 
knowledge? 

Governance 

Questions Responses 
10. Do you feel that UCC, as Plan 

administrator, has a sound governance 
framework in place? 

11. Are there areas within the governance 
framework where more attention is 
needed, or areas which could be 
improved? 
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In-Person Interview Questions 

IC's Mandate and Responsibilities 
Questions Responses 

1. Is there anything the IC is presently doing 
that you believe it should not be doing? If 
"yes" what is it? 

2. Is there anything the IC is not doing that 
you believe it should do? 

3. Is there anything the IC is doing that you 
believe should/could be improved upon -
in either efficiency or substance? If "yes" 
please elaborate. 

Evaluation 

Questions Responses 
4. Is there a process for the IC to self-

evaluate its performance In respect of its 
duties? 

5. Have you been involved in the self-
evaluation process? 

6. Do you think additional processes are 
needed for self-evaluation? 

Composition and Structure 

Questions Responses 
7. Are the lengths of term for both the IC 

chair (i.e., 2 years) and membership in the 
IC (i.e., 3 years) appropriate? 

8. Should the IC have a Vice-Chair? 
9. Is obtaining consensus amongst IC 

members an issue? 
10. Is there anything in the structure, process 

or constitution of the IC that could be 
improved? 

Reporting 

Questions Responses 
11. Do you feel that the IC receives proper 

reporting (both in terms of content and 
frequency) from UCC staff, investment 
managers and other service providers? 
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12. Do you feel that the IC has proper and 
sufficient access to the Pension Board 
(both in terms of content and frequency)? 

Governance 

Questions 
13. Are you satisfied with how investment 

managers and other service providers are 
chosen and monitored? 

14. Are IC meeting minutes adequately 
documented? 

15. Are staffs actions and decisions 
adequately documented? 

Other 
16. Issues: 

a. What are the most critical 
issues/concerns for the IC in 
relation to the operation, 
management and administration 
of the Plan? 

b. Do you feel these issues are being 
considered on a timely basis? 

17. Responsible Investing: 

Currently, the Pension Board's Responsible 
Investment Working Group (an ad hoc 
body) exists to consider issues related to 
responsible investing. 

a. Is responsible investing a critical 
issue for the UCC as Plan 
Sponsor/Administrator? For Plan 
members? For the IC? 

b. Do you feel a standing committee 
(i.e., permanent) on Responsible 
Investment should be established? 

i. Why? 
ii. If yes, how should it be 

constituted and what 
should its mandate be? 

iii. If no, why not? 
c. What are the challenges the UCC 

faces in terms of responsible 
investing? 

Responses 
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Appendix H - Member Survey Results 
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Executive Summary 

The Executive of the General Council (the Plan Administrator), commissioned a governance review of 

the Pension Plan of the United Church of Canada and related fund (the "Pension Plan"). The review 

focuses on: 

• Internal policies and procedures 

• Consulting with Plan members 

• Consulting with internal participants involved with Plan administration 

The review is inte~ded to ensure the Plan Administrator is managing, administering, operating and 

communicating the Pension Plan according to current legislative and regulatory requirements, 

appropriate best practices, and most importantly, in the most prudent and effective way possible. 

Morneau Shepell has been engaged to conduct the review and report its conclusions and any 

recommendations to the Board and Executive. 

Consulting with Plan members 

As part of the governance review, Morneau Shepell is gathering Plan member feedback through: 

• A comprehensive online survey -followed by 

• 10 in-depth focus group sessions with Plan members, designed to further explore topics 

discussed in the survey 

Online survey methodology 

This report presents the findings of the online survey, collected through Survey Monkey over a period of 

2 weeks -October23 to November 3, 2017. The survey consisted of 14 questions and was open to all 

Pension Plan members - those who are: 

• Actively employed 

• Entitled to a deferred pension 

• In receipt of a pension (retirees) 

Participants were assured that survey results would be kept confidential. 

In total, there were 1,241 responses to the survey. 

Of the survey participants: 

• 47.63% are actively employed 

• 49.15% are retired 

• 2.26 % are no longer with the church, but have a future (deferred) pension entitlement 
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• 0.97 % are receiving a survivor pension 

The majority of survey participants (50.28%) have been Plan Members for more than 20 years, and only 6.93% have been 

members for less than three years. 

Online survey results 

•. The majority of survey participants (69.22%) agreed that the Pension Board provided them with enough 

Information to understand the Pension Plan and their rights under the Plan 

• . The majority of survey participants (64.81%) said that if they had a question about their pension, they 

would contact the United Church Benefits Centre 

• 71.66% said that the Pension Board does a good job communicating regularly about their pension 

• 48.39% of survey participants found the Connex newsletter to be the most helpful resource for Pension Plan 

information; 21.22% said the Pension Plan Summary was most helpful; while 12.82% pointed to the Annual Report 

as the most helpful resource 

• 53. 79% said they knew where to find information about the governance of the Pension Plan 

• 42.76% thought the Pension Board does a good job of managing the Pension Plan, while 

48.16% were not sure 

• The majority, 60.63% said they believed the Pension Board operates with the Plan members' best interests In 

mind 

• 39.81% said they felt confident in the security (sustainability) of the Pension Plan, while 47% were not sure 

• When asked to rank pension plan governance items in order of importance, the highest number of participants 

pointed to the Sustainability of the Pension Plan. This was followed by responsible investing of the Pension Plan's 

assets; good quality communication about the Pension Plan; the processes and procedures the Pension Board 

uses to administer the Plan; and being able to provide regular input on Plan governance 

The report that follows offers full summary survey data, along with (unedited) individual comments offering further 

insight into specific topic. 
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Pension Plan Governance 

01 I am currently a member of the Pension Plan, and: 

Actively 
employed-... 

Actively II 
employed- la... · 

. ~f.i 
Actively .0ij 

l d ~f'~ emp oye -w ... Efi 

Retired 

No longer~ 
employed wit. .. I 

Receiving a I 
suivlvor ... · 

Oo/a 10% 

; A~SWERCHOlCES .. 

Actively employed - Ministry Personnel 

Actively employed- lay church employee 

Answered: 1,241 Skipped: O 

30% 50% 

Actively employed - with a related participating employer 

Retired 

No longer employed with the church, but have a future {deferred} pension entitlement 

Receiving a survivor pension 

·· l'.OTA1:. • ·· 
. <· .·· 

1 I 15 

70% 80°/o 90% 100% 

.,., .. :· 

35,94o/o 

9.51% 

·2.18o/o 

49,15o/CI 

2.26% 

0.97% 

446 

118 

27 

610 

28 

12 

·i,241. 

Governance Review of the 
Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada 
Final Report, February 6, 2018 

88



Pension Plan Governance 

Q2 I have been a plan member for: 

Lessthan I 
three years . 

Fourto10 -
years 

11 to 2.0 years 

More than20 
years 

Answered: 1,241 Skipped: O 

O?Ai 10% 20"/o. 30% 40% 50% 60"/o 70°,{, 80'% 90"/o 100% 

Less than three years 

Four to 1 O years 

11 to 20 years 

More than 20 years 

.·TOTAL·· 

... , 
.. 'o :·::,;-: .. : 

2 / 15 

; RES,PONsES . •• •.. 

6.93%1 

24.500/ii 

50.28% 

•. --·· ... 

86 

227 

304 

624 

1,24t. 
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Pension Plan Governance 

03 I am currently serving/working in or retired from: 

Alberta&. 
Northwest. •. 

AllNativel 
Circle ..• ·. 

"'i"'' Bay of Qulnte it?,i·"i>;;i 
Conference ~.~f1X~ 

British 
Columbia ... 

Conference of 
Manitoba and •••. 

Generali 
Council Office 

Hamilton 
Conference 

Manitou I 
Conference . 

Maritime·· 
Conference . 

Montreal and. 
Ottawa ... 

Newfoundland & cl 
Labrador ... 

Saskatchewan ~ 
Conference ~\jfl 

;10~J 

Toronto 
Conference 

Not sure which I 
Conference ~ 

'..'MswER cHotc~s ·• · 
Alberta & Northwest Conference 

All Native Circle Conference 

Bay of Qulnte Conference 

Answered: 1,241 Skipped: O 

20% 30% 40% 60% 

·., .. 

3 I 15 

70% 80% 

. RESPONSES . 
9.35°/o 

0.32%1 

6.69o/o 

116 

4 
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Pension Plan Governance 

British Columbia Conference 11.85o/o 147 

Conference of Manitoba and Northwestern Ontario 100 

General Council Office 57 
... --·---·--- ···----"-. -·--·-···· ·-· ····-·-·-····-·-·-···-·-"···•"""" .. ·----·-·· ·-··- '""'"" ·····-··--· ·····- . - ·----~-·---·--·-·-·------.··-··--·-- -·--- ·····- ······- ---·-·· 

Hamilton Conference 

London Conference 

Manitou Conference 

Maritime Conference 

Montreal and Ottawa Conference 

Newfoundland & Labrador Conference 

Saskatchewan Conference 

Toronto Conference 

Not sure which Conference 
. ,,., 

TOTAL 

4/15 

.. ,. 
... ·,· 

11.28°/o 

6.45°/o 

1.13% 

11.20% 

7.57°/o 

1.85% 

5.32% 

11.85% 

2.50% 

140 

80 

14 

139 

94 

23 

66 

147 

31 

. 1,241. 
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Pension Plan Governance 

Q4 The Pension Board provides me with enough information to 
understand the Pension Plan and my rights under it. 

ANS\NER.CHOICES 

Agree 

Disagree 

Agree 

Answered: 1, 163 Skipped: 78 

0% 10"/a 20% 30% 40% 50% 60"/o ?oak 80°/o 90'% 100'% 

. RESPONSES .. · 

69.22o/o 

30.78% 
. . . . 

805 

358 

·i'o-rili: .:·.· 
:.· ... --·-·:. ·' ":. ·:.:_.·.: 

··,··: .:····:.:;"''•. 

· ... : .... · ..... =·· . . . ' ·: _· ' . . ;1,163 . 
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Pension Plan Governance 

05 If I have a question about my pension, I contact: 

United Church 
Benefits Centre 

Staffat. 
Genera.I. coun... . 

A colleague 

Other. please 
specify: 

.:.ANSWERqlOJCES 

United Church Benefits Centre 

0% 1011/~ 

Staff at General Council Office (GCO} 

A colleague 

United Church website 

Other. please specify: 
··:·:- -· 

20% 

Answered: 1, 182 Skipped: 59 

30% 4-0% 50o/o 60% 

6 / 15 

90°/o 100% 

..... ,.,RESPQNSE/i. ••· ~ ':: 

64.81°/o 

11.76°k 

4.99o/o 

7.45% 

11.00% 

... ··.---·-· ·-···:-: 

766 

139 

59 

88 

130 

·.· •.. 1)82 
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Pension Plan Governance 

06 The Pension Board does a good job communicating regularly about 
my pension; 

Agree 

Disagree 

. ANSWER CHOICES 

Agree 

Disagree 

:votAi: .. 

Answered: 1, 154 Skipped: 87 

0% 10"/o 20% 30o/o 40% 50o/o 60"/o 70% son;., 90% 100o/o 

7/15 

·.RESPONSES 

71.66% 

28.34%1 

827 

327 
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Pension Plan Governance 

Q7 The most helpful resource for information about the Pension Plan is: 

Connex (or the 
former .•. 

Pension Plan 
Summary 

Unlted Churcll ~ 
website ;fl] 

Annual report 
of the Pens! •••. 

Pension Plan I 
videos (I.e.... 

1 

Pension I 
information ... 

Other, please 
specify: 

ANSWER c;iloic~s. 
...... 

0°/C 10o/a 

Connex (or the former Foresight) newsletter 

Pension Plan Summary 

United Church website 

Annual report of the Pension Plan 

Answered: 1, 178 Skipped-: 63 

20% 30% 40% 50% 

· .... 
' 

Pension Plan videos (I.e., "Pensfon p!aylist" on YouTube) 

Pension information sessions CUwebinars") 

Other, please specify. 

TOTAL'<:'·.· .. 

8 / 15 

70% 80% 

... , . 

90% 100% 

RESPONSES 
48.39o/o 

21.22% 

3.74% 

12.82% 

0.34% 

570 

250 

44 

151 

4 
- ----·--------·-·-·-··--·---·····~·-~-··----

2.97% 35 

10.53% 124 

'•.<tw· 
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Pension Plan Governance 

08 One thing the Pension Board could do to improve its communication 
with me about the Pension Plan is: 

Answered: 683 Skipped: 558 

(Written comments available upon request) 
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Pension Plan Governance 

Q9 I know where to find information about the governance of the Pension 
Plan. 

Agree 

Disagree 

What ls 
governance? 

ANSWER CHO[CES 

Agree 

Disagree 

What is governance? 

Answered: 1,173 Skipped: 68 

0% 10°/o 20°/o 30°/o 40°/a 50''/o 60"/o 70'% 80"k 90°/a 100°/o 

·.··.: .,~sPoN·s-E$:·,= ··::: .. ·.= · 

53.79% 

35.98% 

10.23% 
··.·:· ... 

, .. TOTAL, .. · · .. , ·.· .' · 

10/15 

631 

422 

120 

. . ·:..:: ··' .1',17.3. 
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Pension Plan Governance 

Q10 The Pension Board does a good job of managing the Pension Plan. 

. ANSWER cH01c.es .. 

Agree 

Disagree 

Not sure 
: TOTAL' ... 

Answered: 1, 167 Skipped: 7 4 

Agree 

Disagree. 

Not sure 

0°/ii 10°/a 20% 30°/o 40%1 50'% GOo/o 70% 80°k 90'% 100'% 

11 / 15 

•. REsPo'NsES > 
42.76% 

9.08%:i 

48.16% 

; :··· 
· ... · 

499 

106 
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Pension Plan Governance 

011 I believe the Pension Board operates with Plan members' best 
interests in mind. 

•ANSWER CHOICES· 

Agree 

Disagree 

Not sure 

Ans1..vered: 1, 166 Skipped: 75 

Agree 

Disagree I 

011.&. 10%1 20o/o 30% 40% 50% 6Qo/,, 70% SQCfo 9011/o 1QQ<1/., 

12 I 15 

· RESf'.ONSES; . 

60.63°/a 

7.29% 

32.08% 
:, .. . , 

707 

85 

374 
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Pension Plan Governance 

012 I feel confident in the security (sustainability) of the Pension Plan. 
Answered: 1, 168 Skipped: 73 

Agree 

Disagree. 

Not sure 

0°.lo 10% 20% 30°A. 40"/,, 50°/o 6:0o/o 70% 80% 90%1 100"/o 

Agree 

Disagree 

Not sure 

:l'orAL . ; · ,·.,:.-·. ,.·:. _.:.',:·: .. : .. 
...... -

13 I 15 

RESPONSES •. 
39.81% 

13.18"/o 

47.QQ6/o 
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Pension Plan Governance 

013 Please rank the following items in order of importance to you ( 1 is 
most important; 5 is least important): 

Sustainability 
of the Pens!... 

Responsible 
Investing of .•. 

Good quality 
commun!catio •.. 

Tha processes 
and procedur ... 

Being able to 
provide regu ... 

0 

Sustainability of the Pension Plan 

2 

Responsible investing of the Pensfon Plan's assets 

Answered: 1, 141 Skipped: 100 

3 4 5 6 

.. 1 · .... : i . . 

73.03°/o 18.61% 
734 187 

22.05% 52.731l/o 
222 531 

7 

3.28o/o 
33 

12.71% 
128 

8 9 

7.65% 
77 

5 

10 

3.28% 
33 

4.87o/o 
49 

TOTAi.:. SCORE .• 

1,005 4.56 

1,007 3.79 
.. ~···· -·· -·····"·· ....... ,,. ..•. •··"""'""· ··-···-·-·-·· ... -,_., ... -. ..... ,-~··•·--~--~-····.,-.•-.···>•"""--······---··-····-·-·n·~-~-·-~~ 

Good quality communication about the Pension Plan 

The processes and procedures the Pension Board uses to 
administer the Plan 

Being abfe to provide regular input on Plan governance 

5.26o/o 
54 

4.86% 
51 

4.36o/o 
48 

14 I 15 

15.89% 
163 

10.39% 
109 

5.72% 
63 

42.01°/o 29.34% 7.50% 
431 301 77 1,026 2.82 

31.84% 39.08% 13.82% 
334 410 145 1,049 2.53 
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Pension Plan Governance 

014 Do you have any final comments to share with us? 
Answered: 612 Skipped: 629 

(Written comments available upon request) 
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Appendix I - Focus Group Report 
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Executive summary 

Morneau Shepell conducted nine focus group sessions between November 20 and November 30, 2017 

with members of the Pension Plan of the United Church of Canada (the "Plan") to gain feedback and 

opinions about Plan governance and communication. 

Participant opinions of the Plan varied from extremely favourable to mistrusting. Overall, participants 

were concerned with the longevity of the Plan in light of changes thatthe Church is facing- such as 

church closures and the declining number of new clergy. Most felt that the communication could be 

more direct and informative. 

Many participants felt that communication about the Plan can be difficult to find, and that it sometimes 

lacks depth and directness. Members felt strongly that communication should be sent directly to them 

either via email or direct mail to ensure they are aware when new information has become available. 

Other highlights of the focus group sessions include: 

• Participants were split on the topic of member input on the Plan's governance: 

o Some believed strongly that members should have a voice in how the Plan is invested, 

funded, changed, etc. (Some mentioned a PAC, while others weren't sure of the exact right 
forum - just that an opportunity for two-way dialogue was needed). 

o Others believed the Pension Board should be left to do the job for which they are qualified. 

• Most members expressed a need for more transparent communication about the Plan status, 
future of the Plan, investment return and approach, Pension Board members (who they are, 
their challenges, and their decision-making process). Many simply said they would like more 
"straight talk/' 

• While a few participants were cautiously optimistic about the Plan's future, many expressed 

concerns, and even some suggestions: 

o In several sessions, a recommendation was made to have a portion of proceeds from the sale 
of church properties put toward the Plan to help fund it for the future. 

• Retirees were concerned that there have been no increases In many years, and no explanation 

as to why increases have not been granted. 

• Many participants believed the Pension Board does operate in members' best interest, while 
some were just not sure. Most agreed the Pension Board is well qualified to manage the 
"fiduciary" part of the Plan, but wondered if they truly understand the ethical and social 
concerns of members - "we know they are dedicated to making good financial decisions for the 
Plan but do they understand the make-up of its members and what they really need?" 

Prepared by Morneau Shepel/, December 2017 ! 2 
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Recommendations 
The following communication recommendations are based on both the feedback obtained through the 

focus groups, as well as general communication best practices. 

1. Communicate with focus group participants- thank them for their contribution and give them a 

sense of what the feedback was and how the Pension Board intends to use it. We would also 

suggest that all members receive some information and a sense of "next steps" from the survey 

results/focus group findings. 

2. Address the Pension Board's decision not to divest from Goldcorp. Explain how the relationship 

between General Council, Executive of General Council and the Pension Board works so that 

members can understand that this decision was not in defiance of the Church's order. 

3. Communicate the process for determining pension increases so retirees understand why an 

increase has not been granted in several years. 

4. Clarify the changes that were made to the Plan back in 2011 to re-build trust with members. 

Address the rumours and misinformation being spread by Unifaith that the Plan was changed to 

a Target Benefit Plan. 

5. Acknowledge the difficulties facing the Pension Board as it manages the Plan into the future. 

Specify how the Board comes to its decisions. Members understand there are complexities 

involved in making pension decisions; however, they want more information about them and 

also in a clear, plain tone (several mentioned that the current tone is "too pacifying" and not 
direct enough). 

6. Acknowledge how the Pension Board operates from both a fiduciary and ethical standpoint -

members want to know that the Plan is being managed both to support its members financially, 

. but also to adhere to the high social and ethical standards of the Church. 

7. Communicate issues that are currently facing the Church and how they will impact the Plan. 

Members are worried about the declining number of churches/clergy; They wonder whether 

situations they see in the media (e.g. Sears) will happen to them. They feel strongly that these 

factors will directly impact the sustainability of the Plan. They want to know that the Pension 

Board is thinking about these issues and has a plan to address them. 

8. Communicate with a combination of push and pull tactics - a couple times a year, ensure that 

key issues are addressed and communication delivered directly to members via email and post 

Also provide Jots of opportunity for members who want to "dig deeper" to find the information 
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they are looking for. Whenever and wherever possible, use face-to-face communication -

almost every participant agreed that it can be very powerful. 

9. Help members feel better supported. Improve visibility of "how to get support when you need 

it." Ensure members understand who they can contact with questions, and also who they can 

escalate to lftheir concerns are not addressed. 
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Overview of participants, methodology 

Morneau Shepell conducted nine 60-minute focus group sessions with United Church Plan members 

between November 20 and November 30, 2017. These sessions were conducted via teleconference to 

ensure that Plan members, regardless of their location or technical ability, could participate. 

PARTICIPANTS 

Participants from across Canada dialed in, with representation from clergy, church support staff, 

retirees, and General Council Office. 

Participants' age range was diverse, though weighted towards mid-to-end of career for active members, 

along with a strong retiree presence. There was a fairly even balance of male and female participants. 

METHODOLOGY 

Each session began with an overview of the governance review- its purpose, the steps that were being 

taken, and an overview of Morneau Shepell's role as an independent party. Then, we walked through 

expectations for the focus groups and encouraged participants to share openly, while confirming that 

individuals' comments would be kept strictly confidential. 

Participants opened by telling us: 

• How long they have been a plan member 

• What inspired them to join the focus group - be it curiosity, a specific concern, or otherwise. 

We then walked through a series of questions related to plan communication and plan governance. 
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Key findings, by topic 
' 

General plan communication . 
• Many members felt that communication about the Plan was too vague and glazed over 

important issues (issues mentioned in the sections that follow). 

• One participant mentioned that communications are vague and can be interpreted in different 

ways. They referenced an article that was released in Connex in 2016 regarding taxes and taxing 

education allowances. The article was interpreted one way by her, and another way by another 

Minister, which caused confusion. 

• Most members preferred that future communication be written in a professional or "straight 

up" tone. 

• 8/9 groups mentioned that they would like more detail in the communication that is circulated. 

Members suggested that the communication piece can be short for the general population, but 

should contain links to additional information and reading for those who want to dig deeper. 

• 2/9 groups voiced their concern that communication is one way-from the Pension Plan to the 

members- and members would like more opportunities and forums to speak to decision 

makers and have their voice heard. 

• 4/9 groups mentioned that the communication and support system available for members 

about to retire is helpful. 

o One member stated that they have a support group (out West) that meets twice monthly 

and has been very valuable in terms of helping members prepare for retirement. They 

suggested that this be available to all members. 

• 1/9 groups mentioned an older form of communication - Benefacts and BenePen -that, in their 

opinion, offered more meaningful information than what is available now. 

• 2/9 groups mentioned how effective the in-person retirement workshops were, and how they 

don't find the webinar an appropriate substitute 

o 1/9 Groups mentioned that when they attended the retirement planning webinar, the 

speaker was not very clear. 

• 2/9 groups mentioned that there have been changes to their health benefits throughout the 

years, but always without communication to explain what the change is and why it is happening. 

One group felt that the messaging about benefits was written in a condescending way and made 

pensioners feel that they shouldn't use their benefits to ensure sustainability. 

Access to communication · 
• 5/9 groups mentioned that it is difficult to find communication pieces, and they have to do a lot 

of digging. Members felt that it would be helpful to receive more direct communication, rather 

than having to seek it out. They mentioned direct communication such as email, or direct mail to 

their home. 
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• One member reads the reports that are given to the Executive of General Council, which are 
available online and said that those are insightful. Those reports should be pushed directly to 
members so that they can better understand what's going on in the Plan. The member said that 
the information people want exists in these reports, but they don't know where to find it. 

• 2/9 groups thought it would be useful to have a separate website for all pension related 
communication, so that it's easy to find. 

Plan governance 
• 4/9 groups said that they did not know who is on the Pension Board, or what their qualifications 

are. 
• 2/9 groups said that they've read communication pieces about who is on the Pension Board and 

their qualifications. 
• 5/9 groups said that they don't understand how the pension governance structure works. They 

would like to understand which responsibilities and powers lie with which group, how many 
members are in each group, and how are they elected to their seat. 

• 1/9 groups voiced concern about the current pension governance structure, and how much 
power seems to lie with the Pension Board even though they are not the Plan administrator. 
They felt that the structure and powers should be rethought without a major overhaul. 

• 1/9 groups felt that the Plan governance is not broken, and should not be tweaked as it would 
be a waste of time and energy. 

• 2/9 groups said that they have no concern about those who are appointed to the Pension Board 
-they "are qualified and able to perform their duties." 

Investment 
• 7 /9 focus groups mentioned their frustration with the lack of communication around the 

decision not to divest from Goldcorp. They want to understand how the governance structure 

works- most were confused about the Pension Board's ability to defy the order of General 

Council. 

• Some members disagree with the investment decisions that have been made and wonder if 

there are other investments that can yield similar returns to those of Goldcorp while being 

ethically sound. 

• 2/9 groups said that they would like to see communication that outlines the ethical investment 

policy that the Pension Board enforces and the Investment Committee adheres to. 

• 2/9 groups said they have no interest in seeing communication about the ethical investment 

policy because they trust the Pension Board and Investment Committee to invest thoughtfully. 

They also fear that providing something like this in writing to members will cause chaos. 

• 1/9 groups felt that research should be done to find a way to divest from Goldcorp and invest 

that money ethically while keeping the Plan fully funded. 

• 1/9 groups would like general information about how the Plan grapples with ethical investment 

and social concern Issues while governing the Plan. 

• 1/9 groups wanted information about how the Pension Board investigates potential investments 

and decides where to invest. 
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• 3/9 groups felt that the Pension Board strongly operates in favour of their fiduciary 

responsibility rather than their ethical responsibility. 

• 4/9 groups felt that the Pension Board ought to place equal weight on their fiduciary and ethical 
responsibilities. 

Plan changes (2011) 
• 5/9 groups voiced concerns about the changes that were made in 2011, and never receiving any 

communication about the changes and their impact, or potential impact, to members. 

• Members felt mistrust about Plan governance as a result of not being told about pension 

changes that affect them. 

• 1/9 groups felt that the EGC is positioning the Plan to be able to change to a Target Benefit Plan 

for new members and are concerned about what that says about Plan sustainability. 

• 1/9 groups felt that members should have been consulted before the change was made so they 

could have a say in whether or not the change should be made. 

Plan sustainability 
• 9/9 groups were concerned with plan sustainability in light of the declining number of church 

members and clergy. They felt that this was an important issue facing the Church's Plan, and 

should be addressed in communication. 

• Some members understood that the Plan is sustainable (i.e. funded), but they would like more 

information about the financial status to feel secure and come to their own conclusion. In order 

to do this they would like more data than what is available in the annual report. 

• 3/9 groups mentioned that a percentage of proceeds from church property sales should go 

toward the Plan to ensure its long term viability, similar to what has been done with proceeds 

that go toward archiving. 

• 1/9 groups said they don't have sufficient information to know if the Plan is sustainable or not. 

• 2/9 groups said that they are afraid the Plan will go the same way as Sears, and need more 

reassurance with financial data. 

• 1/9 groups want more information about the Plan's forecasting and sustainability. They feel that 

since the Pension Board is doing these reviews and reports anyway, the members should be 

privy to this information. 

• 2/9 groups mentioned that they'd like information about how the United Church Plan compares 

to other plans that are available, so they can have a sense of how the Plan is doing by 

comparison. 

Increase to pension payments 
• 7 /9 groups voiced concern that there have been no increases to pension payments in 

approximately 9 years. 

• Members felt that the lack of increase was pointing to a larger funding issue within the Plan. 
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• Members want to understand what the Pension Board's considerations are when deciding 

whether or not to increase pension payments, so that they can understand why an increase to 

pension payments is not possible. 

o One member said that they would like to know what the rates of return on the Plan's 

· investments are to understand why an increase in pension payments is not possible. 

• 2/9 groups voiced concern that their buying power In retirement has significantly diminished 

due to the lack of increase in pension payments. 

Plan member input 
• 4/9 groups thought that members should have more input in the direction of the Plan. 

• 3/9 groups suggested that there should be a Pension Advisory Committee so that members 

could have a voice in how the Plan is invested, funded, changed, etc. as well as increase the 

Pension Board's accountability and transparency. 

o One group felt strongly that the introduction of a PAC would bring In members with 

expertise in climate issues, ethical investment, theology and faith - which would benefit the 

Plan's governance. 

• 3/9 groups felt that members should not have input in the direction of the Plan because 

members are not experts, and pension governance should be left to the experts. 

• 2/9 groups advised that they don't know how to apply to be on the Pension Board, and would 

like to apply. 

o One member mentioned that they had applied once to serve on the Pension Board, but 

were rejected because they are retired and were told that the Pension Board preferred to 

hire active members. 

• 1/9 groups mentioned that there was a time when members voted on major issues, but this 

doesn't happen anymore. This member wanted to understand why this no longer happens and 

expressed that it ought to start happening again. 

• 1/9 groups mentioned that they would like for there to be a cooperative relationship between 

members and the Plan governance groups, rather than combative. They felt that if members 

could better understand how the Pension Board comes to their decisions and the difficulties 

they contend with, it would allow for a more cooperative relationship. 

• 1/9 groups voiced concern that the West Is not well represented on the Pension Board. 

• 3/9 groups voiced concern around members having input. They fear that if members start 

micromanaging the Plan, mistakes will happen and this would have a negative impact on 

members. These members feel that governance should be left to the experts, not the members. 

o One member said "Un'ited Church does not do its theology by democracy; the same should 

go for our Plan (people don't understand this)." 
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Plan administration 
• 3/9 groups voiced their unhappiness with Plan administration. 
• 3/9 groups mentioned that It Is difficult to get in touch with the Plan administrator, and when 

they do get in touch with someone they can't get the answer they need. 
• 1/9 groups voiced concern about the extra challenge for members who live out West to get in 

touch with administration because of the time difference. 

o 1/9 groups mentioned that the Plan administrator should have more knowledge about the 

United Church and their philosophy so that they can better serve members. 

• 1/9 groups mentioned that they don't know what number to call when they have questions and 

they find the process frustrating. 
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Bethune Whiston, B.A., J.D. 
Bethune is a lawyer and Partner in our Ontario Retirement Solutions Practice at Morneau Shepell. 

She joined the firm in 1991. 

Bethune has been responsible for advising colleagues and clients on a broad range oflegal issues 

for both defined benefit and capital accumulation plans (CAPs), including plan governance, tax and 

regulatory compliance, registered and non-registered plan design and documentation, surplus 

issues, and pension plan mergers, conversions and wind ups. 

Bethune specializes in pension plan governance. Her governance experience has included working 

on mandates for the New Brunswick Municipal Employees Pension Plan, Ontario Power Generation, 

Navistar, the Boilermakers, SMS Construction & Mining Systems Inc., the Ottawa Youth Services 

Bureau, the Bermuda Ministry of Finance, the Bermuda Hospitals Board, the Office of the Auclitor 

General, and many others. 

Bethune manages the Toronto office of the Governance, Legal and Compliance Consulting Practice 

and is co-managing the firm's Regulatory Practice, which is responsible for administering over 180 

pension plan wind ups. Bethune has worked with the Governments of Canada, Bermuda, and 

Barbados in providing assistance in the drafting of pension legislation and regulations in those 

jurisdictions. 

Bethune participates regularly on committees and as an international speaker and writer. She is a 

was a member of the industry working group assisting the Canadian Association of Pension 

Supervisory Authorities (CAPSA) with a review and revisions to the Pension Plan Governance 

Guideline and Self-Assessment Questionnaire from 2014 until 2016, and she assisted CAPSA in 

drafting its guidelines on Prudent Investment and Pension Plan Funding in 2010 and 2011. She is 

on the faculty for the Osgoode Certificate in Pension Law, teaching on governance; she is Executive 

Editor of the Morneau Shepell "Summary of Pension Legislation in Canada" and is a contributing 

author on governance and co-editor of the "Morneau Shepell Handbook of Canadian Pension and 

Benefit Plans"; Bethune has held the position of Chair, both of the Legal Advisory Committee to the 

Financial Service Commission of Ontario (FSCO) and the Ontario Council of the Association of 

Canadian Pension Management (ACPM]; she was also a past Executive member of the Pension and 

Benefits Section of the Ontario Bar Association. 

Bethune was also appointed, in December 2013, to the Ontario Financial Services Tribunal (FST) for 

an initial three-year term on the recommendation of the Premier of Ontario and with the approval 

of the Lieutenant Governor. She was re-appointed in December 2016 for an additional two year 

term. The FST is an independent, adjudicative body composed of nine to 15 members. The FST has 

exclusive jurisdiction to determine all questions of fact or law that arise in any finance related 

proceeding before it. 
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Bethune graduated with a Bachelor of Arts from Western University in 1983 and a Juris Doctor 
(Bachelor of Laws) from University of Toronto Law School in 1986. Bethune obtained a Certificate 

of Adjudication for Administrative Agencies, Boards and Tribunals from the Osgoode Hall Law 

School of York University and the Society of Ontario Adjudicators and Regulators in 2014. 

Commission of Ontario (FSCO) and Vite-Chair ofExecutive Membership Committee of The 
Association of Canadian Pension Management (ACPM). 

Tejash (TJ) Modi, B.A., J.D., M.B.A. 
Tj is a lawyer and Principal at Morneau Shepell Ltd. He joined the firm in 2005. He received a BA. 

from York University (1995), aj.D. from Osgoode Hall Law School (1999), and a M.B.A. from the 
Schulich School of Business (1999). He was admitted to the Ontario Barin 2001. 

TJ is responsible for advising the firm's professionals and clients, both national and international, 

on pension and benefits plans, including design and documentation, regulatory compliance, wind 
ups, insolvency related pension litigation, governance, mergers and acquisitions and related due 

diligence, surplus withdrawals and taxation. 

TJ specializes in pension plan governance. His governance experience has included working on 

mandates for Unite Here Local 40 and 47, Ontario Power Generation, the Boilermakers, Purolator 

Inc., 3M Canada Inc., the British Columbia Lottery Corporation, the Bermuda Hotel Pension Plan 
Fund, and many others. 

In the Spring of2016, Tj was appointed the chair ofMorneau's national Governance, Legal and 

Compliance Consulting Practice. In this new capacity, Tj is responsible for the growth and 
development of the firm's regional legal consulting offices under a unified national structure and 

vision. TJ is also co-managing the firm's Regulatory Practice, which is responsible for administering 

over 180 pension plan wind ups. Bethune has worked with the Governments of Bermuda and 
Jamaica in providing assistance in the drafting of pension legislation and regulations in those 

jurisdictions. 

Since 2010, Tejash has been the Chalr of the firm's National Specialist group in plan and benefit 

governance. In this role, he remains abreast ofrecent developments in pension and benefits 

governance on both a national and international level and in so doing, strives to inform and educate 
his colleagues as well as prospective and existing clients on governance issues and risk 

management best practices. 

· TJ is a contributing author to the Morneau Shepell Handbook of Canadian Pension and Benefit 

Plans. He is also an adjunct professor with the Osgoode Hall Certificate in Pension law and a faculty 

member of the Humber College Pension Plan Administration Course, teaching on governance topics. 
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He is regularly invited to speak at conferences and workshops on pension governance and 
compliance related topics. 

In February 2017, TJ was appointed to the FSCO Legal Advisory Committee. The mandate of the 

Legal Advisory Committee is to provide confidential advice to the Deputy Superintendent of 
Pensions in respect of the Deputy Superintendent's responsibilities under Ontario's Pension 

Benefits Act and Financial Services Commission of Ontario Act and the regulation of pension plans 
in Ontario. Immediately prior to this appointment, he was a member of the FSCO Administration 
Advisory Committee. 

Jacquie Fabro 

Jacquie is a Senior Consultant in Morneau Shepell's Communication Consulting practice. She has 

more than 13 years of experience advising clients across a variety of industries including: retail, 

professional services, manufacturing, university, and pr\vate sector organizations. She works 
closely with clients to create targeted communication strategies and deliverables related to total 

rewards, employee engagement, and organizational change. 

Jacquie's expertise also includes: 

• Crafting thoughtful, strategic communication strategies and tactical rollout plans to achieve 

employee buy-in and drive business results 

• Creating innovative communication collateral that balances traditional delivery with · 

communication trends and social media to maximize outreach 

• Transforming complex concepts into easy, reader-friendly descriptions and tailoring messages 

and delivery channels to engage different employee groups 

• Meeting facilitation (focus groups, information sessions, workshops] 

• Project management 

Jacquie holds a Bachelor of Arts in communication from the University of Ottawa and a post

graduate diploma in corporate communication from Centennial College. She is a member of the 

International Association of Business Communicators (!ABC]. 

Gregory Clooney, LLB 
Gregory is Lawyer and Consultant in Governance, Legal and Compliance at Morneau Shepell. He 
joined the firm in 2012. 

Gregory has been responsible for advising colleagues and clients ori a broad range oflegal issues for 

both defined benefit and capital accumulation plans, including plan governance, tax and regulatory 
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compliance, registered and non-registered plan design and documentation, surplus issues, and 
pension plan mergers, conversions and wind ups. 

Gregory is well versed in pension governance issues and experienced in drafting governance 

policies and procedures, as well as educating and advising boards on governance matters. He 

assists clients with establishing prudent, effective and appropriate governance frameworks. He is a 
member of the Canadian Bar Association, the Canadian Pension and Benefits Institute, the 

Association of Canadian Pension Management, and the Ontario Bar Association, where he serves on 
the Executive Committee of the Pension arid Benefits Section. 

Gregory is a contributor to the Morneau Shepel! "Summary of Pension Legislation in Canada" and is 

a contributing author and coordinator of the "Morneau Shep ell Handbook of Canadian Pension and 

Benefit Plans". He also regularly drafts industry articles for internal and external clients advising of 
recent pension and benefit related news. 

Gregory received his Juris Doctor from the Dalhousie University School of Law in 2008. 
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Financial Services Commission of Ontario 
Commission des services financiers de )=Ontario 

SECTION: Administrator 

INDEX NO.: A300-200 

~ 
"'lllClllll~ 
Ontario 

TITLE: Management and Retention of Pension Plan Records by the Administrator 
- PBA ss. 19, 22 and 23 
- Regulation 909 s. 45 

APPROVED BY: Superintendent of Financial Services 

PUBLISHED: FSCO Website (June 2010) 

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 30, 2010 [references updated - March 2011] 

Note: Where this policy conflicts with the Financial Services Commission of Ontario Act, 1997, S. 0. 1997, c. 28 
(FSCO Act), Pension Benefits Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.8 (PBA) or Regulation 909, RR.O. 1990 (Regulation), the 
FSCO Act, PBA or Regulation govern. 

Note: The electronic version of this policy, including direct access to all linked references, is available on FSCO 's 
website at www.fsco.gov.on.ca. All pension policies can be accessed from the Pensions section of the website 
through the Pension Policies link. 

Pension plans, by their very nature, have long term time horizons. It is therefore imperative that the records related 
to a pension plan and the pension fund of the pension plan be managed and retained for a long period oftime. 

The main purpose of this policy is to discuss the long term commitments and responsibilities of the administrator of 
a pension plan (administrator) in the management of pension plan records and to provide guidance for prudent 
records management and retention practices. The obligations of other pension stakeholders in the management and 
retention ofrecords are also briefly addressed in this policy. 

This policy has a broad application that covers all sizes and types of pension plans (e.g., defined benefit pension 
plans, defined contribution pension plans, multi-employer pension pensions, etc.). Therefore, certain information 
and guidance contained in this policy may not be applicable to all pension plans. 

In this policy, the term "plan beneficiaries" includes members, retired members, former members, surv1vmg 
spouses, dependents, former spouses, estates, and other person(s) who have an entitlement under the plan (unless 
indicated otherwise). 

This policy is organized under the following sections: 

1. Responsibilities of the Administrator 

2. Plan Records and Retention Periods 

2.1 Plan Records that Pertain to Legislated Requirements 
2.2 Plan Records that Pertain to Individual Plan Beneficiaries and Payment of their Pension 

Entitlements 
Page 1 of 14 
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Index No.: A300-200/ Page 2of14 

2.3 All Other Plan Records that Pertain to the Day-to-Day Operation of the Pension Plan and 
Pension Fund 

3. Electronic Records 

4. Retention of Plan Records After the Wind Up of the Pension Plan 

5. Importance of Appropriate Records Management and Retention Practices 

6. Developing a Written Policy on Records Management and Retention 

7. Transferring the Ad1ninistrator's Record Keeping Responsibilities to Other Parties 

7 .1 Sale of the E1nployer's Business 
7.2 Insurance Company as Administrator 
7.3 Insolvency of a Plan Sponsor 

8. Other Legislation Applicable to Retention of Records Under a Pension Plan 

9. Responsibilities of Other Pension Stakeholders 

9.1 External Third-Party Service Provider(s) and Employee(s) of the Administrator 
9.2 Plan Beneficiaries 
9.3 Employers 

APPENDIX A 

Frequently Asked Questions 

1. Responsibilities of the Administrator 

Section 19 of the PBA requires the administrator to administer the pension plan and pension fund in accordance with 
the PBA, Regulation and filed documents. 

Section 22 of the PBA imposes a duty on the administrator to exercise the care, diligence and skill in the 
administration and investment of a pension fund that a person of ordinary prudence would exercise in dealing with 
the property of another person. Section 22 also requires the administrator, in the administration of the pension plan 
and in the administration and investment of the pension fund, to use all relevant knowledge and skill that the 
administrator possesses or, by reason of the administrator's profession, business or calling, ought to possess. 

Compliance with sections 19 and 22 of the PBA cannot realistically be achieved if plan records (that are discussed 
below) are missing or inaccurate. Without complete and accurate records, the administrator may not be able to meet 
its primary obligation to plan beneficiaries~ to pay pension benefits in the correct amounts when payments become 
due. The administrator should therefore implement and maintain prudent record keeping practices. 

FSCO recognizes that inadequate record keeping practices may have resulted in the loss of important plan records 
for some administrators. In such cases, administrators may be able to obtain copies of plan records that have been 
filed with FSCO through a written request under section 30 of the PBA. However, FSCO does not maintain records 
about individual plan members. To prevent or minimize loss of important records, FSCO strongly recommends that 
all administrators make it a priority to establish a formal and comprehensive written records management and 
retention policy. Such a policy should set out appropriate practices and procedures that address for example, how 
plan records are to be managed, how long records are to be retained and the individuals who are responsible for 
these records. 

The remainder of this policy discusses in detail the rationale for prudent records management and retention 
practices, and provides guidance on how such practices can be implemented. This policy is not intended to prevent 
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administrators from establishing more extensive records management and retention practices if that would be 
appropriate for their particular plans. 

2. Plan Records and Retention Periods 

Plan records include any documents related to the pension plan and pension fund (this includes documents in paper, 
electronic or any other format) that have been created or received by, or for the administrator, in connection with the 
operation of the pension plan and pension fund. These records generally include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 

• documents that create and support the pension plan and pension fund; 
• documents that pertain to the operation of the pension plan and pension fund; 
• documents that pertain to the investment of the pension fund; and 
• documents that pertain to individual plan beneficiaries. 

Terminologies and retention periods for plan records may vary from plan to plan, and they may also change over 
time. However, for the purpose of determining retention periods, plan records generally fall under one of the 
following three categories : 

a) Plan records that pertain to legislated requirements. 
b) Plan records that pertain to individual plan beneficiaries and payment of their pension entitlements. 
c) All other plan records that pertain to the day-to-day operation of the pension plan and pension fund . 

Plan records that fall under categories (a) and (b) are critical to the proper administration of the pension plan and 
pension fund, because they are essential to the determination of pension entitlements and for regulatory submissions. 

The following information may assist administrators in determining under which of the three categories a particular 
plan record falls. Retention periods for plan records will vary depending on the category. A Sample Retention 
Schedule for Pension Plan Records tool is available to administrators on FSCO's website and may be used as a 
guide in developing a records management and retention policy. 

2.1 Plan Records that Pertain to Legislated Requirements 

Plan records that fall under this category include all records that create and support the pension plan and pension 
fund. Some of these documents are listed under section 45 of the Regulation. For example, this includes: 

• pension plan documents/texts and all amendments related to the current pension plan and predecessor 
pension plan(s), if any; 

• documents that must be filed in support of an application for plan registration or amendments to the current 
pension plan and predecessor pension plan(s), if any (e.g., trust agreements, insurance contracts, collective 
bargaining agreements, member booklets, etc.); 

• documents that set out the employer's or previous employer's responsibilities with respect to the pension 
plan(s); 

• documents that delegate the administration of the pension plan or pension fund; 
• copies of tilings, reports or statements that are required to be filed with FSCO (e.g., annual information 

returns, pension fund financial statements, actuarial valuation reports, etc.); 
• copies of correspondence between the administrator, the administrator's third-party service provider(s) and 

FSCO staff (excluding correspondence concerning individual plan beneficiaries); 
• the parts of an agreement that pertain to the purchase or sale of a business or other assets of a business that 

relate to the pension plan; and 
• copies of any statements of investment policies and procedures. 
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Neither the PBA nor the Regulation limit the retention period for the above plan records. These records must always 
be made available to those who are eligible to inspect the records under section 29 of the PBA. 

2.2 Plan Records that Pertain to Individual Plan Beneficiaries and Payment of their Pension Entitlements 

Plan records that pertain to individual plan beneficiaries should be retained as long as they have an entitlement under 
the pension plan. This may include information related to plan enrolment, beneficiary designations, pension 
statements, court documents related to breakdown of a spousal relationship, etc. (See Sample Retention Schedule 
for Pension Plan Records for examples of individual plan records.) 

Once a plan member has terminated his or her employment or plan membership, and has elected to transfer his or 
her entitlement out of the pension plan, all plan records that pertain to the plan member do not necessarily have to be 
kept. However, it is important for the administrator to retain at least a summary of the terminated member's plan 
records that will provide confirmation that his or her entitlement under the plan has been settled. The summary for a 
terminated member should include, as a minimum, the following information: 

• the employee's name or identifying employee or social insurance number; 
• the plan membership entry date; 
• the termination date; 
• the vested status as of the termination date; 
• evidence of the disclosure made to the member at termination; 
• any options that were elected by the member; and 
• the payment amount and date it was made, including any evidence that substantiates the payment 

information (e.g., bank statements, a receipt that shows the transferred amount and destination, the name of 
the financial institution, a receipt for cash payment, the date when the cheque was cleared, or any other 
forms of evidence). 

The summary information that is retained must be sufficient to clearly identify the recipient of the payment, the 
exact amount that was paid to him or her, and date when the payment was made. 

Similarly, when final payment has been made from the pension plan to a plan beneficiary, the administrator should 
retain at least a summary of the plan records relating to the beneficiary. The summary for the plan beneficiary 
should include, as a minimum, the following information: 

• the plan beneficiary's name, employee number or social insurance number (as applicable); 
• the plan membership entry date (as applicable) 
• the retirement date (as applicable); 
• the retired member's date of death; 
• the date of death of the retired member's spouse or his or her designated beneficiary (as applicable); 
• the pension amount that was paid to the retired member, his or her spouse, designated beneficiary or estate 

(as applicable), including any evidence that substantiates the payment information (e.g., payment stubs, 
T4A statements, or any other forms of evidence); 

• the date(s) when payment(s) commenced and terminated, if periodic payments were made; and 
• the date payment was made and the amount of the payment, if a lump-sum payment was made. 

The summary information that is retained must be sufficient to clearly identify the recipient of the payment(s), the 
exact amount(s) paid to him or her, and the dates when the payment(s) commenced and terminated. 

It is important for the administrator to retain the records pertaining to individual members (or at least the summary 
of their records), because it is not uncommon for former members of the plan to come forward at the time of their 
retirement (which may be long after their termination) to make claims for payment of their pension entitlements. 
After the death of a former or retired member, such a claim may be made by the former or retired member's 
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beneficiaries or estate. Therefore, it is important for the administrator to have sufficient documentation to be able to 
verify the payment status of former and retired members' entitlements, in order to avoid duplication of the payment. 

In addition, in situations where a member's entitlement to a stated amount of pension benefit is challenged, the 
administrator may be required to provide historical information in order to verify benefit calculations. This could . 
include any information relevant to the benefit calculation (e.g., a member's period(s) of employment service, plan 
membership and/or union membership, employment earnings, pension plan contributions, plan provisions or any 
other documents that applied during the member's period of plan membership). 

In cases where it is optional for an employee to join the plan, the administrator should retain a copy of the election 
form or notice that was signed by the employee, as it provides evidence of his or her decision to join or not to join 
the plan. The administrator should also retain a copy of the employee's plan enrolment form as evidence of the 
employee's plan entry date. (This is particularly important in cases where the employee joins the plan some time 
after he or she first became eligible to join under an optional membership arrangement.) 

The administrator should consider communicating with members on an ongoing basis, to remind them of their 
obligations to notify the administrator whenever there is a change in their spousal relationship, beneficiary 
designation or mailing address. Such reminders can be built into the members' annual statements of benefits and 
termination statements. 

By educating members of their obligations regarding their entitlements under the plan, the administrator may be able 
to avoid the delays and costs associated with finding missing former members and dealing with conflicting spousal 
or beneficiary information after a member's death. The administrator may also wish to consider communicating with 
other plan beneficiaries about their obligations regarding their entitlements under the plan. 

In order to have an effective communication process between the administrator and plan beneficiaries, it is important 
for individuals to be able to easily update their personal and plan-related information. For example, a sponsoring 
employer's website may be used as one of the resources to serve this purpose (i.e., provided that personal 
information can be entered under a secured site). 

2.3 All Other Plan Records that Pertain to the Day-to-Day Operation of the Pension Plan and Pension Fund 

Plan records that fa ll under this category generally tend to be plan-specific (e.g., minutes of board meetings, 
investment manager's reports, etc.) and do not have to be filed with FSCO. The administrator should review and 
identify plan records that may fall under this category and make a decision about the retention period for these 
records. When deciding on the retention period, the administrator should consider, as part of its decision making 
process, whether the records will be required for purposes of determining pension entitlements and for making 
regulatory submissions. 

3. Electronic Records 

FSCO recognizes that it may not be practical, due to storage limitations, to retain all plan records in paper format. 
All three categories of records mentioned above may be stored and retained electronically, provided that they meet 
certain legal requirements as explained below. Electronic records encompass any documents or data that are stored 
and retained on a computer or any other electronic equipment (e.g., word processing applications, databases, 
spreadsheets, electronic mail, multimedia, web pages from the Intranet/Internet, etc.). When the records 
management and retention policy is being developed, the administrator should ensure that electronic records are 
treated with equal importance as paper records. 

Plan records in category (a) (i.e., records that pertain to legislated requirements) may be stored electronically, 
provided that imaged documents can be certified as true copies of the original paper documents. Imaged documents 
should be reliable, authentic and have sufficient integrity to be legally admissible in court. For information on the 
validity and legality of electronic records in court, refer to the Evidence Act (www.e-laws.gov.on.ca) and the 
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Canada Evidence Act (www.justice.gc.ca). The administrator may also wish to refer to the national standard that is 
published by the Canadian General Standards Board, entitled Electronic Records as Documentary Evidence 
(CAN/CGSB-72.34-2005) (www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/cgsbQ. 

Plan records in category (b) (i.e., records that pertain to individual plan beneficiaries and payment of their 
entitlements) may also be stored electronically as long as the administrator is able to reproduce or generate the 
information that is provided to plan beneficiaries (including any responses). For additional information, refer to 
FSCO policy A300-806 (Electronic Communications Between Plan Administrators and Plan Beneficiaries) and the 
Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities Guideline No.2 (Electronic Communication in the Pension 

Industry) (www.capsa-acor.org/). 

If the administrator decides to manage and retain records electronically, the administrator must ensure that adequate 
backup systems exist. The administrator must also ensure that electronic records will always be accessible upon 
request by regulatory bodies or plan beneficiaries, despite future changes in technology. 

4. Retention of Plan Records After the Wind Up of the Pension Plan 

In the event ofa full wind up of the pension plan, the pension fund of the pension plan will continue to be subject to 
the PBA and Regulation until such time as all assets of the pension fund have been disbursed in accordance with 
section 76 of the PBA. However, the pension plan may a lso remain subject to the PBA and Regulation in cases 
where the administrator 's obligations to those who are affected by the wind up have not been satisfied due to errors 
in the wind up report (e.g., missing members, incorrect calculations, etc.). Therefore, the administrator may remain 
responsible for the records long after the wind up date of the pension plan. 

5. Importance of Appropriate Records Management and Retention Practices 

Current and historic plan records are often required for purposes of determining a member's pension entitlement and 
for regulatory filing and reporting. For example: 

• As the primary source of information about the pension plan, the administrator is responsible for answering 
or obtaining answers to plan-related questions from plan beneficiaries and any other parties with respect to 
their interests in the pension plan. Members rely on the information that is provided by the administrator 
when making decisions about their entitlements. 

• It is essential for the administrator to maintain accurate and complete plan records, to ensure that correct 
payments are made to those who are entitled to them. 

• In situations where an individual's entitlement to a stated amount of pension benefit is challenged, the 
administrator may be required to provide historical information in order to verify the benefit calculations. 

• In situations where a former member of the plan claims that he or she did not receive his or her pension 
entitlement, the administrator may be required to provide proofofpayment. 

• Certain applications that must be filed with the Superintendent of Financial Services (Superintendent) 
require the filing of plan documents from the inception of the pension plan (and relevant documents from 
any prior plans, if appl icable). These documents may be required in support of the applicant's assertion that 
the application satisfies the requirements of the PBA and Regulation. 

• Accurate and complete records are a necessary source of information for regulatory fil ings (e.g., actuarial 
valuation reports, annual information returns, financial statements, etc.). 
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• The administrator may be responsible for reproducing excerpts from old plan documents in disclosure 
notices that are required to be distributed to plan beneficiaries (e.g., proof of surplus ownership for surplus 
sharing agreement notices, etc.). 

Inadequate records management and retention practices may lead to incomplete, inaccurate and therefore unreliable 
plan records, which may result in additional costs and delays for the plan sponsor and plan beneficiaries. In addition, 
recreating records from other sources is difficult, time consuming and sometimes impossible. If information that is 
required to be filed in support of an application or to meet compliance requirements is missing, the Superintendent 
may not be able to approve or consent to the application. 

Appropriate records management and retention practices are therefore essential for meeting the administrator's 
standard of care and other obligations to plan beneficiaries, and for protecting the integrity and accuracy of the 
information that is used in the administration of the pension plan and pension fund. These practices may also 
contribute towards operating efficiencies and reduce litigation risks. 

6. Developing a Written Policy on Records Management and Retention 

Plan records may be maintained by the administrator, by an external third-party service provider, or a combination 
of both. Plan records must be maintained in order for the administrator to fulfil various obligations with respect to 
the pension plan and pension fund. Therefore, FSCO recommends that the administrator develop a formal and 
comprehensive written records management and retention policy that will encourage consistent standards and 
contribute towards efficient management and control of the records. The development of a such a policy is also 
recommended by the Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities under Guideline No. 3 (Guidelines 
for Capital Accumulation Plans) and Guideline o. 4 (Pension Plan Governance Guidelines and Self-Assessment 
Questionnaire) ( www.capsa-acor.org/). 

FSCO recognizes that records management and retention policies will vary from plan to plan, depending on the 
complexity of each pension plan. The administrator should determine the policy's content, based on what is most 
appropriate for the pension plan. However, as a minimum, the fo llowing items should be considered and addressed 
in the policy: 

• the types of documents that must be retained and their retention period; 
• where the documents will be stored; 
• the form in which the documents will be stored; 
• how the documents can be accessed; 
• how private and confidential documents wi ll be treated; 
• the details of any delegations related to management of the documents; 
• the individuals (or positions) that are responsible for managing the documents; 
• the individuals who may access the documents; 
• training requirements for those who are responsible for the documents; 
• contractual agreements with service provider(s); 
• whether there will be an audit of record keeping processes; 
• the process for maintaining a back-up of the records; 
• the process for monitoring the documents; 
• the process for notifying members of the prudence of retaining their individual plan records; and 
• the process for disposing of the documents at the end of their retention period (including the process for the 

proper disposal of personal and confidential records). 

The administrator should monitor how well the plan records are being managed and the accuracy of those records. 
The administrator must be satisfied that those who are responsible for the plan records are complying with the 
policy. 
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7. Transferring the Administrator's Record Keeping Responsibilities to Other Parties 

As described below, there may be circumstances where the ad1ninistrator's responsibilities may be transferred to a 
different person or entity. 

7.1 Sale of the Employer's Business 

In the event that the e111ployer's business is sold, the administrator of the seller's plan may remain responsible for 
the plan records with respect to benefits that have accrued up to the date of the sale unless this administrator can 
de1nonstrate that the responsibility has been transferred to the adtninistrator of the purchaser's plan. The purchase 
and sale agreement should clearly identify the entity (or entities) that will be responsible for the administration of 
both accrued and future pension entitlements and the plan records related to those entitlements. Specifically, where 
the purchaser assumes responsibility for the accrued benefits under the seller's plan, the purchase and sale 
agreement should stipulate that the seller must provide the purchaser with general plan records from the inception of 
the plan to the date of sale, along with records that pertain to current and former members of the seller's plan. The 
ad1ninistrator of the purchaser's plan must have access to those records in order to satisfy, for example, section 
45(1 )3 of the Regulation which requires the administrator to provide the provisions of any previous plan to those 
who are entitled to view the plan documents. 

7.2 Insurance Company as Administrator 

Section 8(l)(d) of the PBA specifies that in order for an insurance company to be the named administrator of a 
pension plan, all pension benefits must be guaranteed by the insurance company. In situations where an insurance 
company is the administrator, the insurance company would be responsible for the plan records. 

7.3 Insolvency of a Plan Sponsor 

In the event that the plan sponsor becomes insolvent, the entity that is acting as the administrator would become 
responsible for the plan records. 

Insolvency can cover a broad range of situations from creditor protection under the Co1npanies' Creditors 
Arrangement Act to bankruptcy under the Bankruptcy and Insolvency Act. If the employer is the administrator and 
has not been relieved of administrative functions, the employer (as administrator) remains responsible for the 
management and retention of the records. If a new administrator is appointed by the Superintendent, the appointed 
administrator must take over this responsibility. There is no distinction in the PBA between the "ad1ninistrator" and 
the "appointed administrator". Consequently, all administrators are held to the same standard of care under section 
22 of the PBA, and must administer the pension plan and pension fund in accordance with section 19 of the PBA. 

FSCO recognizes the special challenges faced by appointed administrators, especially in cases where they take over 
pension plans with missing records. However, if an individual files a claim for an entitle1nent under the plan, the 
appointed administrator would be required to review and investigate this individual's claim, as would be required of 
the previous administrator. The appointed administrator may have to take extra steps to verify and locate plan 
records. Therefore, the response time to plan beneficiaries may be slower than under normal circu1nstances. 

The appointed administrator may access plan documents that are filed with FSCO by making a written request under 
section 30 of the PBA. 

8. Other Legislation Applicable to Retention of Records Under a Pension Plan 

Other legislation that inay be applicable to retention of records by a pension plan may also specify retention periods 
for employee records. They include, but are not limited to. the Income Tax Act (Canada), the Employment 
Standards Act, 2000, the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act, 1997, the Personal Health Information Protection 
Act, 2004, and the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. Some legislation may permit or require 
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the destruction of records after a specified period of time. However, even though other legislation may not require 
the retention of plan records, it does not mean it overrules the administrator's obligations under the PBA and 
Regulation, as these records are required to ensure proper administration of the plan. The administrator may be 
asked at any time to verify whether pension benefits were paid to plan beneficiaries in accordance with terms of the 
plan and the requirements of the PBA and Regulation. 

9. Responsibilities of Other Pension Stakeholders 

9.1 External Third-Party Service Provider(s) and Employee(s) of the Administrator 

The administrator may delegate responsibility for the management of plan records to its e1nployee(s) or to one or 
more external third-party service provider(s) (e.g., the custodian of the pension fund, a consulting firm, a company 
specializing in third-party ad1ninistration, etc.). However, the administrator must continue to supervise the plan 
records management activities of its employee(s) and its service provider(s), and be satisfied that records are kept in 
compliance with the standards set out by the administrator. The administrator remains ultimately responsible for 
plan records and accountable for any plan-related issues that may arise in relation to those records. 

A copy of the administrator's records management and retention policy should be provided to the service 
provider(s). If a service provider has its own policy on the management and retention of plan records, and the 
administrator is satisfied that the policy meets legislated and plan-specific requirements, the administrator may rely 
on the service provider's policy. The administrator must ensure that the agreement or contract between the 
administrator and the service provider addresses the items in the records management and retention policy, as well 
as the treatment of all records (e.g., paper, electronic, etc.) during the period the services are provided and at the 
termination of the contract (e.g., returning records to the administrator or transferring records directly to the 
successor service provider, etc.). 

If records are maintained in electronic form by the service provider, the agreement or contract should specify the 
ad1ninistrator's ability to obtain licence rights to the service provider's technology. If the service provider is 
unwilling to share technology rights, the service provider must find a way of returning the records to the 
administrator in a usable format. The original signed copies of plan documents that create and support the pension 
plan and pension fund (e.g., plan texts, amendments, trust agreements, etc.) must always be returned to the 
administrator. 

At the termination of the contract, the service provider must not destroy the records that it managed and retained on 
behalf of the administrator. Records must be transferred to the administrator or to another entity as specified in the 
agreement or contract. The service provider will be held responsible for the records that it controls and manages on 
behalf of the administrator. The standard of care that applies to the administrator under section 22 of the PBA also 
applies to the service provider. 

9.2 Plan Beneficiaries 

Plan beneficiaries are responsible for keeping plan records that they receive from the administrator (e.g., pension 
statements, notices, member booklets, etc.) They are also responsible for reviewing the pension statements that they 
receive from the administrator (e.g., annual statement of benefits, termination statements, etc.) and notifying the 
administrator if any information appears incorrect on their statements. 

It is to the benefit of plan beneficiaries to keep records related to the pension plan as proof of their entitlement to 
pension benefits (especially in cases where plan beneficiaries terminate their employment or plan membership prior 
to their retirement date with a deferred pension that is payable to them at a later date). It is also important for plan 
beneficiaries to keep the administrator up-to-date about any change(s) to their personal situation (e.g., change in 
mailing address, marital status, designated beneficiary, etc.). 
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In cases where the administrator is unable to verify an individual's n1ernbership in the company's pension plan, the 
individual has to provide the administrator with evidence of his or her employment and/or plan membership. The 
type of evidence that is required may vary depending on whether the pension plan provides mandatory or optional 
membership. For example, if the terms of the plan required all employees to join the plan from their date of hire, the 
individual may only be required to provide proof that he or she was a former employee of the company (e.g., Record 
of Employment statements, payroll stubs, T4 statements, etc.). However, if the terms of the plan gave employees the 
option of joining the plan, the individual may need to provide proof of plan membership (e.g., annual pension 
statements, plan enrolment or termination form, T4 statements, etc.). Once the individual's employment and/or plan 
membership has been established, the administrator will be required to verify whether or not this individual has been 
paid his or her entitlement under the plan. The administrator must be able to provide evidence in support of the 
adininistrator's actions. 

An individual may be denied entitlement if he or she does not have any records, or is unable to obtain records from 
any other sources (e.g., Canada Revenue Agency) that may provide proof of his or her employment in the company 
or membership in the pension plan. 

It should be noted that FSCO does not maintain records about individual plan members. 

9.3 Employers 

In cases where the employer is not the administrator (e.g., in multi-employer pension plans), section 23 of the PBA 
requires the employer to provide the administrator with any information that the administrator needs to comply with 
the PBA, Regulation and the terms of the plan. The employer is responsible for verifying the accuracy of the 
information that it provides the administrator and notifying the administrator of any updates to an individual's 
records that may affect his or her entitlements under the pension plan (e.g., date of hire, date of birth, change in 
salary, etc.). 

The administrator is responsible for the records it receives from the employer(s). The administrator must be satisfied 
of the accuracy of the infonnation provided by the employer(s) at the time when the infonnation is received and at 
the time when payments are processed. The administrator must resolve any inconsistencies in the information that it 
has received from the employer(s). 
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APPENDIX A 

Frequently Asked Questions 

Questions from Plan Adn1inistrators 

Q. My employee has retired and is receiving a pension from the plan. How long do I have to keep this 
individual's plan records? 

A. Plan records pertaining to an individual plan 1nernber should be retained as long as the member and his or her 
beneficiaries or estate have an entitlement under the pension plan. Upon the death of the plan member and his or her 
entitled beneficiaries, the administrator should retain a summary of their plan records which should include, as a 
minimum, the following information: 

• the plan beneficiary's name, employee number or social insurance number (as applicable); 
• the plan membership entry date (as applicable); 
• the retirement date (as applicable); 
• the retired 1nember's date of death; 
• the date of death of the retired member's spouse or his or her designated beneficiary (as applicable); 
• the pension amount that was paid to the retired 1nember, his or her spouse, designated beneficiary or estate 

(as applicable), including any evidence that substantiates the payment information (e.g., payment stubs, 
T4A statements, or any other forms of evidence); 

• the date(s) when payment(s) commenced and terminated, if periodic payments were made; and 
• the date payment was made and the amount of the payment, if a lump-sum payment was made. 

The summary information that is retained must be sufficient to clearly identify the recipient of the payment(s), the 
exact amount(s) paid to him or her, and the dates when the payment(s) commenced and terminated. 

Q. My employee terminated his or her employment and his or her pension entitlement was transferred out of 
the plan. Do I still have to maintain the plan records for this individual? 

A. All plan records pertaining to this individual do not necessarily have to be kept. However, it is important for the 
ad1ninistrator to retain at least a sum1nary of the individual's plan records that will provide confirn1ation of his or her 
payment status. The individual's records should include, as a minimum, the following infonnation: 

• the employee's name or identifying employee or social insurance number; 
• the plan membership entry date; 
• the termination date; 
• the vested status as of the termination date; 
• evidence of the disclosure made to the member at termination; 
• any options that were elected by the member; and 
• the payment amount and date it was made, including any evidence that substantiates the payment 

information (e.g., bank statements, a receipt that shows the transferred amount and destination, the na1ne of 
the financial institution, a receipt for cash payment, the date when the cheque was cleared, or any other 
forms of evidence). 

The summary information that is retained must be sufficient to clearly identify the recipient of the payment, the 
exact amount that was paid to him or her, and date when the payment was made. 
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Q. An individual has come forward claiming that he or she was a former employee of the company over 30 
years ago and is certain that he or she has an unpaid entitlement under the company's pension plan. What is 
the administrator's obligation to this individual? 

A. If the administrator is unable to verify the individual's membership under the company's pension plan, the 
individual has to provide the administrator with evidence of his or her employment and/or plan membership. The 
type of evidence that is required may vary depending on whether the plan provides mandatory or optional 
membership. For example, if the terms of the plan required all employees to join the plan from their date of hire, the 
individual may only be required to provide proof that he or she was a former employee of the cotnpany. However, if 
the terms of the plan gave employees the option of joining the plan, the individual may need to provide proof of plan 
1nembership. 

Once the individual's etnployment and/or plan membership has been established, the onus is on the administrator to 
verify whether this individual had an entitlement under the terms of the plan and whether such entitlement has been 
paid. The administrator 1nust be able to provide evidence in support of its actions. 

Q. If plan records are missing, what are some of the resources available to plan administrators? 

A. The ad1ninistrator may request a plan viewing at FSCO's premises to view current and historic plan documents 
that are in FSCO's possession. Please note, however, that FSCO does not maintain records about individual plan 
members. 

If annuities have been purchased for employees or their beneficiaries, the OmbudService for Life & Health 
Insurance (OLHI) may be able to direct the administrator (or the owner of the annuity) to the insurance company 
that holds the purchased annuity (contact OLHI toll-free at 1-800-268-8099 or visit OLHl's website at 
www.olhi.ca). 

Q. A company has closed down its business and wound up its pension plan. When do the administrator's 
responsibilities end with respect to the plan records? 

A. When a pension plan is terminated, the pension fund of the pension plan will continue to be subject to the PBA 
and Regulation until such time as all pension entitlements which are owed to the plan beneficiaries have been paid in 
full and no assets remain in the pension fund. In order to be discharged of further obligations with respect to the 
pension plan, the administrator must be able to demonstrate that the payments from the pension fund have been 
made in accordance with terms of the plan and the requirements of the PBA and Regulation. This means that the 
administrator may remain responsible for the plan records long after the wind up date of the plan. Therefore, it is 
impotiant for the administrator to make arrangements with an external service provider (e.g., the custodian of the 
pension fund, an insurer, a consulting firm, a company specializing in third-party administration, etc.) to ensure that 
members will continue to have a contact person for the settlement of their pension entitlements. 

Q. An individual who has a certificate showing that he or she is a deferred vested member of a pension plan 
has come forward several years after the plan was wound up. This individual is claiming that he or she did 
not receive his or her entitlement under the plan. What is the administrator's obligation to this individual? 

A. The administrator must be able to confirm whether or not this individual was included in the wind up and 
confirm if payment has been made to this individual. If payment has not been made, the administrator inust take 
appropriate steps to ensure that this individual receives his or her entitlement under the plan. The termination of the 
plan does not relieve the administrator of the obligations in respect of members who did not receive their 
entitlements. 
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Questions from Plan Members 

Q. What are my responsibilities for record keeping? What records should I keep? 

A. It is to your benefit to keep records that show you are a member of the pension plan, and that you have an 
entitlement under the plan. As a minimum, you should keep the following records (at least until such time you are 
ready to start the payment of your pension entitlement): 

• plan enrolment form (if completed) 
• annual pension statements 
• termination statement 
• certificate of a deferred vested entitlement (if issued by the plau) 

You are also responsible for reviewing the content of any pension statements that you receive from the administrator 
and notifying the administrator if any information appears incorrect on your statements. 

Q. I was an employee of company ABC over 30 years ago and was a member of the company's pension plan. 
When I left the company, I am certain that I did not receive my pension entitlement. What should I do? 

A. You should first check your records and find any documents that indicate you were a member of the pension 
plan or an employee of the company (e.g., plan enrohnent or plan termination forms, annual statements of pension 
benefits, T4 statements, Record of Employment statements, etc.). Once you have this information, you should 
contact the human resources department of the company and ask to speak with the individual who is responsible for 
the ad1ninistration of the pension plan. You may need to write to the individual and provide him or her with proof of 
your plan membership and/or proof that you were a former employee of the company. 

If the company was not able to help you, or if you are not satisfied with the co1npany's response, you may write to 
FSCO for a review of your case at: 

Pension Plans Branch 
Financial Services Commission of Ontario 
5160 Yonge Street 
Box 85, 4"' Floor 
Toronto ON M2N 6L9 

Please include any correspondence between you and the administrator of the pension plan. You should also include 
written authorization that allows FSCO staff to contact the administrator on your behalf and forward to the 
administrator copies of any correspondence you have provided to FSCO. 

Q. I am a deferred vested member of company ABC. I recently found out that the pension plan was wound 
up and the company closed its operations. I did not receive my pension entitlement. What should I do? 

A. You may write to FSCO for assistance at: 

Pension Plans Branch 
Financial Services Commission of Ontario 
5160 Yonge Street 
Box 85, 4'" Floor 
Toronto ON M2N 6L9 

Please note that FSCO does not maintain records about individual plan members. Therefore, you wi11 need to 
provide FSCO with copies of any relevant docutnents that indicate you were a member of the pension plan, along 
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with written authorization that allows FSCO staff to contact your former employer or any other person on your 
behalf, and forward that person copies of any correspondence you have provided to FSCO. FSCO will assist you in 
determining who to contact for the payment of your pension entitlement. 
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Financial Services Commission of Ontario 
Commission des services financiers de !'Ontario Nj 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~llllll!!ll~ 

Ontario 
SECTION: Administrator 

INDEX NO.: A300-450 

TITLE: Administrator's Management of Inquiries and Complaints from Plan Beneficiaries 
- PBA ss. 22 and 29 
- Regulation 909 s.45 

APPROVED BY: Superintendent of Financial Services 

PUBLISHED: FSCO website (April 2011) 

EFFECTIVE DATE: Apri l 15, 2011 

Note: Where this policy conflicts with the Financial Services Commission of Ontario Act, 1997, S. 0. 1997, c. 28 (FSCO 
Act), Pension Benefits Act, R.S. O. 1990, c. P.8 (PBA) or Regulation 909, R.RO. 1990 (Regulation), the FSCOAct, PBA 
or Regulation govern. 

Note: The electronic version of this policy, including direct access to all linked references, is available on FSCO 's 
website at www.fsco.gov.on.ca. All pension policies can be accessedji·om the Pensions section of the website through 
the Pension Policies link 

The purpose of this policy is to clarify the responsibilities of the administrator of a pension plan (administrator) in 
responding to inquiries and complaints from plan beneficiaries (members, retired members, former members, surviving 
spouses, dependants, former spouses, and other person(s) who have an entitlement under the plan). The policy also 
provides the administrator with specific guidance on how to effectively manage inquiries and complaints from plan 
beneficiaries. 

This policy is not intended to create additional rights, obligations or responsibi lities for those involved in the 
administration of the pension plan and pension fund, or for the recipients of pension entitlements, beyond those required 
under the PBA and Regulation, or by the common law. 

Responsibilities of the Administrator 

The administrator is responsible for the oversight, management and administration of the pension plan, and the 
administration and investment of the pension fund. Both the PBA and the common law impose a duty on the 
administrator to ensure that the pension plan and pension fund operate in accordance with the requirements of the law and 
in the best interests of plan beneficiaries. As a result, the administrator is ult imately accountable to plan beneficiaries. 

In accordance with section 22 of the PBA, the administrator has a duty of care and owes fiduciary duties to plan 
beneficiaries. Examples of the administrator's responsibilities to plan beneficiaries include: 

• correctly paying benefit entitlements to plan beneficiaries when they are due; 
• disclosing information about the pension plan, as it pertains to plan beneficiaries, within legislated timeframes; 

and 
• responding to plan beneficiaries' inquiries and complaints. 

As a fiduciary, the administrator is expected to observe high standards of integrity and honesty, and to act in good faith 

Page 1 of5 Governance Review of the 
Pension Plan of The United Church of Canada 
Final Report, February 6, 2018

138



Index No.: A300-450 I Page 2 of 5 

and in the best interests of plan beneficiaries. For example, when the administrator reviews a plan beneficiary's inquiry 
or complaint about the pension plan, the terms of the plan should be interpreted in a fair and impartial manner. (For 
additional information about the administrator's fiduciary duties owed to plan beneficiaries, visit the website of the 
Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities (www.capsa-acor.org) to access Guideline No. 4: Pension Plan 
Governance Guidelines and Self-Assessment Questionnaire.) 

When dealing with plan beneficiaries' inquiries and complaints, the administrator needs to be knowledgeable about the 
legislation that applies to registered pension plans. Such legislation may include, but is not limited to: 

• the PBA and Regulation; 
• the pension standards legislation of any other applicable jurisdiction (for multi-jurisdictional pension plans); 
• the Income Tax Act (Canada); 
• the Employment Standards Act, 2000; 
• the Labour Relations Act, 1995; 
• the Family Law Act; 
• the Workplace Safety and Insurance Act, 1997; and 
• the Freedom oflnformation and Protection of Privacy Act. 

If the administrator does not have the necessary knowledge to deal with plan beneficiaries ' inquiries or complaints, some 
or all of these responsibilities may be delegated to those individuals or third-party service providers (service providers) 
who have the required knowledge. However, these delegates are subject to appropriate ongoing oversight by the 
administrator. 

The administrator should also consider how plan records will be managed and maintained in order to have them readily 
available when dealing with plan beneficiaries' inquiries and complaints. For guidance on prudent record keeping 
practices, see FSCO policy A300-200 (Management and Retention of Pension Plan Records by the Administrator). 

In cases where the pension plan forms part of a collective bargaining agreement (or where plan beneficiaries have union 
representation, even though the pension plan may not be collectively bargained), the administrator may be required to 
inform the collective bargaining agent about certain complaints from plan beneficiaries. For these situations, the terms of 
the collective bargaining agreement would generally specify the union's involvement with respect to these complaints. 

For multi-employer pension plans, participating employers have an important role in the inquiries and complaint process. 
Partic ipating employers must provide the administrator with information that is required to address plan beneficiaries' 
inquiries and complaints to enable the administrator to comply with the terms of the pension plan, the PBA and 
Regulation. 

Communicating with Plan Beneficia ries 

The PBA and Regulation require the administrator to inform plan beneficiaries about their entitlements under the plan, 
and to provide information about the plan provisions that apply to them through various pension statements, notices or 
other documents (e.g., annual pension statements, member booklets, ad hoc notices about plan amendments, etc.). 

The administrator is also responsible for informing plan beneficiaries about their rights and obligations regarding the 
pension plan. This includes their right to know what pension plan information they are entitled to receive (e.g., pension 
statements, etc.), when and how often they are entitled to receive that information (e.g., how often they will receive 
pension statements, copies of plan records, etc.), and where they may access that information (e.g., where they can inspect 
plan records, etc.). 

In addition to any legislated requirements, it would be appropriate for the administrator, as a governance matter relating to 
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communications, to make the following information readi ly available to plan beneficiaries: 

• Who plan beneficiaries should contact for inquiries and complaints (e.g., name of specific individuals/positions, 
call centre contact information and the relevant telephone numbers, fax numbers, e-mail addresses, mai ling 
addresses, etc.). 

• The type of supporting information that needs to be included with each inquiry or complaint. 
• How plan beneficiaries should submit their inquiries or complaints (e.g., in writing). 
• The expected timeframe for receiving a response from the plan administrator. 
• Where plan beneficiaries may inspect the plan records that are listed under section 45 of the Regulation (e.g., 

plan texts, plan amendments, trust agreements, prescribed filings, etc.). 
• The administrator's internal dispute resolution process (if one exists) for situations where a plan beneficiary 

disagrees with the administrator's response and other options that may be available to him or her (e.g., how to 
request further consideration by the administrator's review panel (if any), directing the individual to FSCO, etc.). 

• The plan beneficiary's right to make a submission to FSCO in cases where a complaint cannot be resolved by 
the administrator. (Note: FSCO reviews each complaint on a case-by-case basis and determines whether the 
complaint can be resolved. Submissions by both the plan beneficiary and administrator will be considered before 
FSCO makes a determination about whether the administrator's actions are in compliance with the PBA, 
Regulation and FSCO's published policies. The administrator should consider advising plan beneficiaries of the 
information that is available on FSCO's website under General Information About Inquiries and Complaints for 
Pension Plan Beneficiaries.) 

The information that is listed above can be built into any of the statements or records that are required to be provided to 
plan beneficiaries, or it can be made available on the administrator's website, newsletters, bulletin boards, etc. The 
administrator should determine the best method of communicating this information to plan beneficiaries, to ensure that 
this information is readily available to anyone who has an inquiry or complaint, and that plan beneficiaries know how 
their inquiries and complaints will be handled by the administrator. 

Policy on Managing Inquiries and Complaints 

It may be helpful for the administrator to develop and implement a written policy on how to manage inquiries and 
complaints from plan beneficiaries. The administrator can start by establishing a timeframe for reviewing current 
processes and procedures, and for developing and implementing the policy. 

If the administrator already has such a policy in place (or once the policy is in place) a timeframe should be developed for 
the periodic review of the existing document to determine ifthere is any relevant information that needs to be updated 
(e.g., contact information, etc.) or if additional information needs to be included. 

The process for managing inquiries and complaints may be different. Inquiries are typically requests for information and 
do not involve a dispute or disagreement. Inquiries can generally be handled quickly. On the other hand, complaints 
typically arise from situations where there is a disagreement between the administrator and the plan beneficiary. The 
administrator may require additional time and resources to address complaints. Note that a plan beneficiary's inquiry may 
turn into a complaint ifthe administrator does not handle the inquiry appropriately or ifthe plan beneficiary is dissatisfied 
with the administrator's response. 

When developing the policy, the administrator should determine the content for this document based on what is most 
appropriate for the pension plan. The content will vary from plan to plan, depending on the number, frequency and 
complexity of inquiries and complaints that are generally handled by the administrator. In addition, the content will 
depend on whether inquiries and complaints are handled in-house or by service providers. FSCO recommends that the 
policy clarify (among other things) the roles and responsibilities of those individuals or service providers who are 
entrusted with this task, and that it be written in plain language. FSCO developed a tool called Guideline for Developing a 
Written Policy on Managing Inquiries and Complaints from Plan Beneficiaries that administrators may wish to refer to 
when developing the policy. 
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The administrator of a pension plan that receives large volume of inquiries may find it useful to separate different 
processes under different policy docu1nents (i.e., separate docu1nents for handling inquiries, complaints, communication 
requirements, training requirements, etc.). The administrator of a pension plan that seldom receives inquiries or 
complaints may find that the entire process for managing inquiries and complaints can be contained in a couple of pages. 
The length of the policy is not important. What is important is that the policy (or policies) clearly sets out everyone's roles 
and responsibilities and the processes that must be followed. 

In FSCO's view, the policy will contribute towards: 

• consistency and efficiency in the management of inquiries and complaints; 
• consistency and timeliness in the responses that are provided to plan beneficiaries; 
• identification of specific areas of plan administration that require improvement (e.g., by keeping track of the 

frequency of inquiries or complaints relating to a particular issue, etc.); 
• itnprovement of communications with plan beneficiaries (e.g., by managing plan beneficiaries' expectations with 

respect to response times, etc.); and 
• clarification of the administrator's fiduciary obligations. 

Delegation of the Administrator's Duties 

The administrator may delegate the responsibility of responding to inquiries and complaints from plan beneficiaries to a 
service provider. However, the administrator must continue to supervise the work of the service provider, and ensure that 
inquiries and complaints from plan beneficiaries are being processed in accordance with the requirements of the PBA, 
Regulation, terms of the pension plan, and any other applicable legislation. It should be noted thatthe service provider is 
subject to the same standard of care that is imposed on the administrator under section 22 of the PBA. 

The delegation should be made in writing and clearly specify the duties of the service provider. The agreement between 
the administrator and service provider should address (among other things), privacy concerns and any limitations on using 
plan beneficiaries' information for any reason other than benefit administration. The agreement should also provide 
instructions on how inquiries and complaints need to be processed on behalf of the ad1ninistrator. (Note: The 
administrator needs to ensure that plan beneficiaries are notified of any arrangements with the service provider, and give 
proper authorization for the release of personal information, in accordance with applicable privacy legislation.) 

If the service provider has its own policy on the management of inquiries and complaints, it may be adopted if the 
administrator is satisfied that it complies with the requirements of the PBA, Regulation, terms of the pension plan and any 
other applicable legislation. 

It is important for the administrator to be aware of plan beneficiaries' issues, even though they are handled by the service 
provider. The administrator is ultimately responsible for the final decisions that are made with respect to those issues, and 
any subsequent actions that may have to be taken, as directed by FSCO, the Financial Services Tribunal or the courts. 
Therefore, the administrator should establish policies and procedures to ensure that such information is made available by 
the service provider. As a general practice, staff in FSCO's Pension Division will copy the administrator on 
correspondence between FSCO and the service provider. 

Timing of Responses to Inquiries and Complaints 

The administrator should respond to plan beneficiaries' inquiries or complaints within a reasonable period of time. For 
the majority of inquiries and complaints, FSCO expects the administrator to provide a response within 30 days of 
receiving the written inquiry or complaint. If the administrator is unable to respond within the 30 days, plan beneficiaries 
should be notified of the reason for the delay and an anticipated date for when the response will be provided. 
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When responding to plan beneficiaries' requests for access to plan records under section 29 of the PBA, section 45(5) of 
the Regulation requires the administrator to comply with these requests within 30 days after receiving each written 
request. Plan beneficiaries are entitled to have access to plan records that are listed in section 45(1) of the Regulation that 
apply to them. Plan members are entitled to access these records once in a calendar year. 
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