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This email (including attachments) was intended for a specific recipient, it is confidential and may contain information 
that is privileged or otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. No waiver of confidentiality or privilege nor 
consent to disclosure may be inferred from the electronic nature or transmission of this communication. If you are not the 
intended recipient, your use, dissemination, copying or retention of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received 
this email in error or are not a named recipient, please immediately notify the sender, by return email, and destroy all 
copies of this email in your possession. 
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Insurance Brokers Inc., Henry Equestrian Insurance Brokers Ltd., Secure Insurance Solutions Group Inc., PBL Insurance 
Limited, McLean Hallmark Insurance Group Ltd., Indemnis Trade Risk Management Limited, Capital Benefit Financial 
Group Inc., Corporate Benefit Analysts Insurance Agency (1986) Inc., The Consortia Group, Inc. and Elective Benefit 
Services, Inc. NFP is the registered business name used by NFP Canada Corp. in each of the provinces and territories of 
Canada, where permitted. 
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Question 8: Do you agree that the superintendent should have the authority to impose special penalties on late filings as 
an efficient enforcement mechanism? Yes; however, I would like to see a longer window (i.e. filing penalties starts at 
$25/day, with it increasing to $250/day after the fifth day). 
 
Question 9: Do you agree that the superintendent should have the authority to impose costs of proceedings where the 
superintendent is satisfied that the person who was the subject of the proceeding has not complied with a provision of 
the PBA? Yes, as long as they have not complied with a provision of the PBA. 
 
Thanks, 
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The Pensions Division of The Financial and Consumer Affairs Authority (FCAA) is considering recommending 

amendments to The Pension Benefits Act, 1992 (the PBA) to the Saskatchewan government and consulting 

interested parties and organizations on those potential amendments.  

 

As mentioned in the consultation paper, the amendments being considered may include provisions respecting 

the imposition of terms and conditions on approvals, consents and permissions, enhanced enforcement tools, 

the severance of parts of plan amendments for registration purposes, the cancellation of registration of plan 

amendments or parts of plan amendments, as well as other miscellaneous administrative amendments.  

 

We generally support the amendments that are being proposed because harmonizing the PBA and 

Regulations to reflect the tools and powers found in pension legislation in other jurisdictions across Canada as 

well as making changes that brings the PBA and Regulations in line with other regulatory legislation 

administered by the FCAA is both warranted and welcomed. 

 

We generally support the direction being considered and so we are not responding to all of the questions 

posed.  Instead, we are providing brief comments only on questions 2, 8 and 9.  

 

Question 2: Do you agree that the superintendent should be able to sever a part of an amendment that does 

not comply with the PBA or PBR and register the part of an amendment that does comply? 

 

We would generally agree with this ability being added to the authority of the Superintendent, with 

consideration being given to the over-all intent of the amendment in question.  More specifically: severing and 

rejecting a part of an amendment may compromise the intent of the remaining parts of the amendment or the 

intent of the pension plan. Depending on the circumstances, it may be more beneficial to reject the entire 

amendment rather than only parts of the amendment. To that end, we would suggest that, before the 

Superintendent does sever and reject certain parts of an amendment and approves the remainder, the 

Superintendent consults with the plan administrator and ensures that severing and rejecting certain parts of 

the amendment would not be contrary to the overall intention of the amendment and the pension plan.  This 

may be more desirable than using a formal appeal process that involves the courts.   

 

Question 8: Do you agree that the superintendent should have the authority to impose special penalties on late 

filings as an efficient enforcement mechanism? 

While we understand the rational to impose penalties on late filings, as a mechanism to both discourage late 

filings and to help compensate for the additional work that late filings create, we would suggest that there be 

an opportunity for the plan administrator to request an extension of a filing deadline and thus avoid a late 

penalty, if there are good reasons for needing an extension and the request is made in advance of the filing 

deadline.  
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Question 9: Do you agree that the superintendent should have the authority to impose costs of proceedings 

where the superintendent is satisfied that the person who was the subject of the proceeding has not complied 

with a provision of the PBA? 

 

We believe that ordering a party to pay costs should only be considered in non-routine situations where a 

party is appealing an initial decision from the regulator, and that any decision to order a party to pay costs 

should consider factors such as whether novel issues were raised, the conduct of the parties, and whether any 

aspect of the proceeding was improper, vexatious, or unnecessary. 

In addition to the above comment, we believe a number of questions should be address if this change is made. 

The following are two such questions: 

• Would there be a procedure to contest the costs levied if the person in question does not agree? 

• How would the costs be calculated? 
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