Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Diflon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2015 9:10 AM

To: Giil, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX

Ce: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: FW: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Attachments: LLQP BC course provider CLHIA Itr 150ct15.pdf; Letter to Frank Swedlove CLHIA -

SNov15.pdf; TOROL-#6115546-v5-Letter_to_Matier.pdf; Letter to Jill McCutcheon pdf
FYl. | have not read the materials in detail but | note that the last letter, page 3, responds specificaily to your {Marcus)}
question of an Alberta licensed agent (BC will recognize under labour mobility obligations).
Gina, can you please cliff the materials and assign to Kari and me.

Brian

From: Gerry Matier [maiito:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 8, 2015 7:38 AM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Brian

I thought | should update you on how things have unfolded since Council's decision not to approve insurance companies
as LLQP course providers.

CLHIA expressed its concerns in October, and | have attached its letter and Council's response. [t is my understanding
CLHIA has no plans at this time to comment further.

s.13,5.16

$.13,5.16 The other, Primerica, has raised concerns and is
questioning Council's decision and its authority. Attached is Primerica’s position and Council's initial response. Cauncil
has also invited Primerica to meet with it directly, which is happening today's monthly Council meeting.

[ will let you know what comes of the meeting.

Gerald Mafier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Cotumbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PQ Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Tolf Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecaunciiofbe.com | www.insurancecouncilofbe.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. if you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender
immediatety by return emaif and detete the message unread without miaking any copies. Thank you.
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Frank Swedipve
Prasideni and CEG

October 15, 2015

Brett Thibault

Chairperson

Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300 - 1040 Waest Georgia Street
Vancouver, BC VGE 4H1

Dear Mr. Thibault:

Iam writing regarding the Council's decision to only recognize independent educational institutions as
course providers for the Life Licence Qualification Program {LLQP). CLHIA has serious concerns ahout
both the stated rationale for this decision as well as the practical effect that the timing of this decision
will have for insurers who planned to act as LLQP course providers.

By way of background, four life insurance companies currently act as LLQP course providers in British
Columbia. These campanies have been training prospective advisors since the LLQP was introduced in
January 2003 and their performance during this period is a matter of public record. With the
introduction of the new LLQP, a fifth insurance company plans to begin acting as an LLQP course
pravider. At the time the Council's decision was announced, all five companies had successfully applied
for national accreditation and were in the process of seeking provincial recognition.

In its explanation for its decision, the Council suggests that, since an educational institution's reputation
is linked to the performance of the candidates it trains, it has an interest in placing the interests of its
students and the Ceuncil first. It is difficult to see how the same reasoning does not apply to insurance
companies. If anything, insurance companies have even more at stake than these independent
organizations. In the vast majority of situations, individuals trained by an insurance company will
continue to represent that company as a licenced agent after they have passed the LLQP exam. The
reputation of insurance companies, therefore, is linked not just in the short term with how well their
students perform on the exam but also over the longer term in how they continue to perform as
professional advisors.

The Council also notes that the practice of life insurance companies training potential advisors for the
purposes of licensing or registration is unigue within the financial services industry, While this may be
true, the position of life insurance companies vis-a-vis their advisors is also unique, At jeast in the
common law provinces, itis generally understood that an advisor carrying out duties assigned to him or
her by an insurer to, among other things, solicit applications for insurance and give advice about that
insurance is deemed to be acting as an agent of the insurer,

Canadian Life and Meagith hsureoce Asseciation Assnciation canadisnne des compagnies d'assuranoues da personnes
79 Wallington 51 West, Sodte 2300 T4, rue Welinplon Ouest, bureay 2309
P.0. Box 88, TO South Tower CP &0, T South Tower

Toronto, Gatarde MOK 106G
AME-F77-2221 vapw . olhiacs

Toranto {Onlarin) MSK 1G5
415-FF-2E30 wenw accap.ca

Toronte  «  Montréal v Oftawa
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Finally, the Councit notes that there are obstacles to auditing the training programs of life insurance
companies that do not arise with independent, educationat institutions. While enroliing students in the
pragram of a life insurance company may not be feasible, CLHIA submits that Council has a variety of
equally effective options for ensuring the quality of an insurer's program. Beginning with the LLOP
course provider accreditation process, each course provider is required to document how its program
covers the full scope of the LLQP curriculum. it is cur understanding that the Council would have access
to this by virtue of its participation in CISRO and the LLQP Governance Committee. We note further that
scction 2.16 of the LLQP licensing agreement requires that a "LICENSEE shal! provide its Derivative
Works to LICENSOR on request.”" As well, detailed statistical analysis of how well LLQP candidates do in
each of the competency areas assessed in the LLQP exam provides empirical evidence of the
effectiveness of the course provider's instructional practices.

For ail these reasons, we respectfully submit that the Council's concerns about potential conflicts of
interost associated with fife insurance companies acting as LLQP course providers are unfounded.
Accordingly, we strongly encourage the Council to reverse its decision to not recognize life insurance
companies as LLQP course providers.

With respect to the timing of the decision, life insurance companics seeking recognition were only
advised of the Council's decision at the end of September. The LLQP National Accreditaticn Criteria for
course providers was finalized and published in January 2015, 1tis our understanding that the Council
would have been involved developing and approving these criteria. Life insurance companles intending
to act as LLQP course providers would have relied on these criteria, and the licensing agreement that
was published at the same time, when they developed their business plans and finalized decisions to act
as course providers. If the Council decides to continue this policy about fife insurance companies, CLHIA
respectfully submits that there should be appropriate grandfathering for companies that initiated
requests for recognition befare the decision was announced.

Yours sincerely,
Original signed by
Frank Swedlove

F5:241
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: <>i INsurance CouNcIL ofF BritisH COLUMBIA

November 5, 2015

Mr. Frank Swedlove

President

Canadian Life and Iealth Insurance Association Inc.
Suite 2300, 79 Wellington Street West

P.O. Box 99, TD South Tower

Toronto, Ontario

M5K 1G8

Dear Mr. Swedlove:

Subject: The Insurance Council of British Columbia (“Council™)
Life Licence Qualification Program (“LLQP™)

I am writing in response to your letter dated October 15, 2015, regarding Council’s decision to
recognize only independent educational institutes as LLQP course providers in British Columbia
cffective January 1, 2016. Council considered your comments at its October 20, 2015 meeting.

By way of background, it is irnportant to stress the importance Council has placed on developing

- appropriate educational requirements for prospective life and/or accident and sickness insurance
agents (“life agent”™). Even before the introduction of the LLQP in 2003, Council was engaged in
reviewing its Iife agent licensing requirements, having determined the existing educational
criteria was grossly inadequate and out of date. In 1998, Council determined that improved
licensing education requirements were required and was proposing that all life agents be required
to obtain their Chartered Life Underwriter (or equivalent) designation within five years of
obtaining a licence. Council’s initial work to improve the licence education requirements in
British Columbia lead to the development of the LLQP.

After the implementation of the LLQP, Council continued to improve the educational
requirements in British Columbia with changes to its exam format, including spending over
$400,000.00 on the development of new .LQP exam questions.

In 2011, Council commenced a process to update the LLQP and its licensing exam in British
Columbia. Shortly afterwards, other Canadian jurisdictions indicated an interest in moving
forward on a review of the LLQP on a harmonized basis, and, when Quebec expressed an
Interest in being a part of a harmonized LLQP, Council agreed to participate.

A2

Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street Telephone: 604-688-0321
RO, Box 7, Vancouver, B.C. VBE 4H1 Toll-Free Within 8.0.: 1-877-688-0321
wwwinsurancecouncilofbo.com Facsimile: 804-662-7767
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Frunk Swedlove

Canadian Life And Health Insurance Association
November §, 2015

Page 2 of 3

For the past 18 years, Council has been committed to ensuring the cducational requirements for
obtaining a life agent licence meets the standard expected by British Columbians. Since 1998,
Council has favoured a higher educational standard, development of specific study material, and
the use of a modular exam format. Council is pleased that specific study material and modular
exams will be introduced in 2016, Council’s decision to imit LLQP coursc providets to
independent educational institutions is a reflection of Council’s commitment to ensuring
prospective lifc agents recetve the appropriate level of training and education prior to obtaining
an insurance licence.

With this in mind, Council does not dispule your cornment that life insurance companies have an
interest in the knowledge and training of perspective life agents. However, life insurance
companies do not all operatc on the same business model. Some life insurance companics offer

a wide range of insurance products, while others offer only a limited range of insurance products.

On this basis alone, lifc insurance companies’ interest in the level of training required by life
agents can differ significantly, and do not necessarily sharc common objectives regarding the
appropriate levet of knowledge and training required to hold a life agent licence.

Since before the I.LL.QP was introduced in 2003, life insurance companies have argued against
improved licence education standards, suggesting that insurance companies may not necessarily
have the same objectives as that of Council, or the insurance buying public, as to what
constitutes properly traincd life agents. Council believes an insurance company’s business
mode! can have a bearing on the level of training that would be provided by an insurance
company approved as an LLQI course provider, which docs not exist with independent
educational institutions.

This opinion can be highlighted by a response provided in Part 4, question 4, of the National
Accreditation Form, completed as part of the national approval process for potential [.L.QP
course providers. Question 4 asked: What are the requiremenis to act as a trainer for your
organization?

In reviewing one insurer’s responsc it stated, in part:

“The ideal candidate will hold at least a high school diploma and one year
experience as a licensed life agent.”

This criteria for who would be considered qualified to instruct potential life agents may be
appropriate if the purpose is just to help prepare a person to write Council’s licence exam, but
Council does not believe it is adequate to properly train a potential life agent on all ihe material
contained in the LLQP.
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Frank Swedlove

Canadian Life And Health Insurance Association
Novernber 5, 2015

Page 3 of 3

Council is pleased to hear Canadian Life and Health Insurance Association Inc. affirm the
position that life insurance companies arc responsible for the actions of life agents contracted
with them. Ilowever, accepting responsibility for the actions of contracted life agents is not, in
itself, sufficient to meet Council’s mandate of public protection. Council’s mandate is to ensure
that life agents are properly educated to provide the correct, knowledgeable advice to the
consumer at the time of the insurance transaction. Knowing that a life insurance company may
step up if a life agent provides the wrong insurance advice or product is helpful, but does not
replace ensuring that life agents are properly trained 1o provide a client with the correct advice at
the time of the transaction.

Council noted your comments regarding the timeliness of notifying insurance companies seeking
to be LLQP course providers in British Columbia of its decision. Council originally notified
interested LI.QP course providers as carly as July 2, 2015, that it would not be making a decision
until September 2015. At no time did any of the applicants seeking 1o be LLLQP course providers
communicate that this was an issue.

As for Council’s deciston not to recognizc life insurance companies that had received national
accreditation as harmonized LLQJ course providers, industry stakeholders were advised
throughout the consultation process that while the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory
Organizations would establish criteria governing the national accreditation of LLQP course
providers, the authority and ultimate responsibility for determining who would qualify as an
LLQP course provider rested with each jurisdiction.

Council appreciates your feedback, but is confident that its decision to Hmit LLQP course
providers to independent educational institutions is not only consistent with the practice in all
other financial services sectors, bul serves the best interests of all individuals seeking to become
life agents, as well ag the insurance buying public.

Yours truly |

Brett Thibauli, FCIP, CRM
Chairperson
Insurance Council of British Columbia

BT/ig
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Jilt McCutcheon Borden Ladner Gervais LLP

T (416) 367-6121 Scotia Plaza, 40 King St v

F (416} 361-2468 Taronlo, ON, Canada M5H 3Y4
imecutcheon@blg.com T 416.367 6000

F 4163676749 Borden Ladner Gervais

big.com

November 12, 2015
By Email

Gerry Matier

Executive Director

[nsurance Council of British Cotumbia
300 - 1040 West Georgia Street

P.O. Box 7

Vancouver, BC

V6E 4H1

Mr. Matier:

Re: Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada

We are soliciters for Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada (“Primerica™). Thank you for
speaking with me carlicr in the week and for agreeing to grant Primerica an opportunity to meet
with Council about some arcas of concern. As promised, we provide a brief summary of the
issues below.

Primerica’s main concern relates to Council’s recent decision 1o denty insurance companies an
opportunity to be course providers with respect to the new Life Licence Qualification Program
(“LLQP”) scheduled to come into cffect on January 1, 2016, The other area of concern, which we
also summarize below, relates to certain privacy practices of Council.

A. Council’s Decision to Reject Primerica’s Application to be an LLOQP Course
Provider

On September 30, 2015 you wrote to Mr. Salvatore Chine, VP, Training and Development at
Primerica. In that letter you communicated Council’s decision to restrict course providers for the
LELQP to established independent educational institutions and further communicated that Council
had determined that it is nol prepared to recognize insurance companies as approved course
providers, including those that have received national approval as an Approved LLQP Course
Provider from the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations (“CISR0O™). Councii’s
stated position is a departure from current course provider criteria. Moreover, Council’s

Lawyers | Patent & Trade-mark Agents
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Borden Ladner Gervais

determination is without regard to the fact that life insurance companics will be acceptable LI.QP
course providers in all other provinces of Canada.

We are of the view that Council cannot act to disqualify insurers from being LLQP course
providers without the adoption of a rule (a “Rule”™) in accordance with the /nsurance Council
Rule-Making Procedure Regulation (the “Regulation”). Under this Regulation, Council must
publish the text of any proposcd Rule and give notice inviting comment from the public. The
Minister of Finance must be provided with a copy of the proposed Rule, a written explanation as
to the need lor and the cxpected cffect of the proposed Rule, and a copy of the written comments
received from the public about the Rule.

Council’s decision to depart from what is otherwise a uniform approach to the LLQP in all other
common law provinces is, in our view, of substantive importance and properly the subject malter
of a Rule. Council cannot enforce and administer a Rule that is not adopted in accordance with
the Regulation.

Also, Council’s Scptember 29™ letter suggests that Council’s decision is in retaliation to
Primerica having brought legal action against the licensing bodies in Ontario and Saskalchcwan,
also on the subject matter of the LLQP. Council must exercise its discretion in a mannet that is
founded in its enabling legislation, the related regulations and based on its Rules, as properly
adopted, and not on collateral factors.

[ have raised with you that there are issues under the Labour Mobility Act, SBC 2009, ¢ 20. In
response, you have conveyed that Council will accept applications for life agent licenses where
the applicant is licensed in another province and the applicant’s LLLQP course was conducted
through a course provider that is an insurcr. Again, we would have thought that this also would
be part of a Rule addressing the varied approach to the LLQP to be adopted and applied by
Council in the Province of British Columbia.

B. Irivacy Practices of Council

Primerica has also become aware that applicants for a life agent’s license who presently hold part-
time employment outside the insurance industry (the “Applicants™) are now permiited to be asked
by Council to submit both a job description and a letler from cach Applicant’s current employcr
(the “Employer”) confirming that the Employer is aware of the Applicant’s application for an
insurance agent’s license (the “Requested letter”). As many Primerica agents are parl-time, this
issue is of particular importance to Primerica.

The requirement for the Requested [etter does give rise to a number of concerns under the
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, RSBC 1996, ¢ 165 (the “FOIPP Act™)
which applies to Council and which concerns can be sumruarized as follows:

¢ The Requested Letter is a collection of information that is not authorized under a legal
authority as is required by the FOIPP Act;

e ‘The Requested Letter is not directly related to nor is it necessary for the activities of
Council, as is required by the FOIPP Act;
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Borden Ladner Gervais

* Asitis not open to an Applicant to decline to provide the Requested Letter and stiil
complete the process to obtain a license, the Applicants cannot be taken to consent to the
collection, use and disclosure of personal information which necessarily results in
providing to Council the Requested Fetter'. Consent is requircd under these circumstances
under the FOIPP Act;

* Council is not authorized under any Act or any rule of Council to conduct the indirect
collection of personal information that necessarily results from the submission of the
Requested Letter. The applicant cannot be taken to consent to this indirect collection and
the associated disclosure 1o the Employer of their personal information for the reasons set
out above;

¢ Under the FOIPP Act, a public body must ensure that an individual from whom it collects
personal information is told the purpose for collecting it, the legal authority for collecting
it, and the title, business address and business telephone number of an officer or employee
of the public body who can answer the individual's questions about the collection. In our
view Council has not met ali these requirements of the FOIPP Act in respect of the
Requested Letter; and

» The only information we could find on Council’s website about privacy is about website
privacy. No privacy officer is identified. The FOIPP Act requires that a privacy officer
for a public body must be appointed and made known to individuals who shall provide

personal information to the public body. Council does not appear to have done or be doing
these things.

C. Request for a Mecting

We think it makes sense for us to discuss these imporiani issues with you and members of
Council in person as soon as possible and in ho case later than the end of this month. Kindly do
advise forthwith as to the earliest opportunity for such a meeting. Given the proposed
implementation of the new LLQP on January 1, 2016 there is urgency and as such, to expedite a
meeting, we have copied the Chair of Council on this letter.

Sincerely,

Jill E. McCutcheon

c.C. Bretl Thibault, Chairperson, Insurance Council of British Columbia

' Obviously, in requiring the Requested Letter there is a disclosure to the employer of the fact that the applicant is
sceking to obtain a life agent’s license and this is personal information to the applicant.

(S
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: Oﬁ Insurance Counci. oF BRriTisH CoLuMBIA

November 26, 2015
PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL via EmAIL

Ms Jill MicCutcheon

Borden Ladner Gervais LLP
Scotia Plaza -

40 King Street West, 44® Floor
Toronte, Ontario

MS5H 3Y4
Dear Ms McCutcheon:
Subject: Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada (“Primerica™)

[ am writing in response fo your November 12, 2015 letter, regarding Primerica’s concerns
relating to the Insurance Council of British Columbia’s (“Council™) decision to not recognize life
insurance companies as course providers, with respect to the Life Licence Qualification Program
(*LLQP), commencing January 1, 2016.

As per our subscquent telephone conversation, I want to confirm that Council has invited
Primerica to attend its December &, 2015 Council Meeting. As discussed, Council has put
Primerica on its agenda for 9:30 a.m. The meeting will take place at Council’s office located at
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, Vancouver, British Columbia.

LLQP Course Provider Status

In anticipation of the meeting, clarification fo some issucs addressed in your letler may be
appropriate.

In regard to the position that Council cannot disqualify life insurance companies from being
[LI.QP course providers without first adopting a rule in accordance with the Insurance Council
Rule-Making Procedure Regulation (“Rule™), further information would be appreciated.

Under Council Rule 2(1}a), it slaiés:

(1) An individual applying for a life insurance agent licence must:
(a) successfully complete:
(i) the LLOPF course; and

(i) within I year of completing the LLOP course and within the 1 year preceding
the application dale, have successfully completed Council’s LLOP qualifying

exam,

2
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street Telephone: 604 -688-0321
PO Box 7, Vancouver, B.0C. VBE 4H1 Toli-Free Within B.C.. 1-B77-688-031
www.insurancecounciofbe com Facsimile: 604-6862-7767
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Jill McCutcheon
November 26, 2015
Page 2 of 4

Under the Definitions section of Council Rules, LL.QP coursc is defined as:

“ .. the Life Licence Qualification Program course based on the LLOP Design
Document adopted by the Canadian Insurance Self-Regulatory Organization and
approved by Council. ”

While Council Rules defines the LILQP course, and requires that applicants for a life and
accident and sickness insurance agent (“life agent™) licenee must {irst successfully complete the
LILQP course, there are no limitations on who Council can recognize as an LLQP course
provider. Other than for the purposes of defining L.LQP, where the Canadian Insurance Self
Regulatory Organization (now known as the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory
Organizations) (“CISRQ”) is referenced in regard to the LLQP design document, Council Rules
makes no reference to a uniform approach or an LLQP course provider approval process. In
proposing that Council reguircs a Rule before it can exclude an entity from being an I.LLQP
course provider, is Primerica proposing that Council requires a Rule relating to the process in
British Columbia for recognizing LLQP course providers, or just that Council cannot prevent an
entity from being an L.J.QP course provider unless a specific Rule is in place?

Council acknowledges that it has agreed to act in concert with the other provineial jurisdictions,
and not permit an cntity to be an LLQP course provider in British Columbia, unless that entity
has first been recognized by the CISRO LLQP Governance Committee. However, the decision
as to which nationally recognized LLQP course provider is approved in British Columbia rests
with Council, which is consistent with all the other Canadian jurisdictions.

With regard to Council’s reference to the legal action commenced by Primerica in its capacity as
an LLQP course provider as a factor for limiting LLQP course providers to independent
educational institutions, it is nol clear as to how it can be interpreted as “retaliation”. As set out
in its letter of September 30, 2015 to Mr, Chine at Primerica, Council’s decision to limit LLQP
course providers in British Columbia is based on its mandate to ensure public protection, and to
ensure that life agents are properly educated to provide correct and knowledgeable advice to
consumers. In Council’s view, an insurance company’s business model can have a bearing on
the leve! of training provided by an insurance company approved as an LLQP course provider,
which does not exist with independent educational institutions. Council believes an independent
educalion institution’s effcctiveness as an LLQP course provider has a bearing on its credibility
as an educator gencrally and, as a consequence, it is in the best interests of an educational
institution, Council, and the students, to put the students and Council’s interests first.
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HIF MeCutcheon
November 26, 2013
Page 3 ofd

With regard to the reference to the Labour Mobility Act, SBC, 2009 (“LLMA”) and a need for a
Rule, further clarification is necessary. Council acknowledges that it is bound by the LMA.
Council will recognize licensed life agents, whe are residents of other provinces, having
qualified for a life agent licence in their home jurisdiction by completing the LL.LQP course
through a course provider not recognized in British Columbia. Under the current LLQP
program, there are LLQP course providers operating in other jurisdictions that are not recognized
in British Columbia. Council has, and continues to accept, licence applications from individuals
who have used such course providers and gone on fo obtain a life agent licence in their home
jurisdiction without a specific Rule. As long as Council continues to operate in compliance with
the LMA, it is not clear as to the nature of the Rule being requested.

Council’s Privacy Practices

Primcrica has also requested clarification on Couneil’s practice to require applicants for a life
agent licence, who are also employed outside the insurance indusiry, to provide a fetter from
their non-insurance employer, confirming knowledge of, and agreement o, the applicant also
being licensed as a life agent (the “Requested Letter”).

Section 174(3) of the Financial Institutions Act (the “Act”), states:

(3} Before issuing a licence to an applicant or consenting Io a ransfer of a licence, the
Council may
() conduct an investigation, and
(b) require the applicant to provide the Council with additional information,
documents or verification that the Council considers necessary for
evaluation of the application.

In addition, Council Ruie 3(2)(c) states:

(2} If an applicant satisfies Cowuncil that the applicant:

(e} does not hold other business interesis or activities which would be in conflict to
the duties and responsibilities of a licensee, or give rise to the reasonable
possibility of undue influence.

then the Council may consent to issuing a licence.
Based on the above, it is within Council authority 1o require the Requested Letter and that such a

request, based on the Act and Council’s Rules, is not contrary to the Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act, RSBC, 1996, ¢ 165 (“FOIPPA”).
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Jil McCutcheon
November 26, 2015
Page 4 of 4

It should be noted that an applicant is open to decline to provide the Requested Letter and still
complete the licence application process. While providing the Requested Letter may facilitate a
speedier licence application process, failure to provide the Requested Letter does not prevent an
applicant from pursuing his or her licence application.

If an applicant elects not to provide the Requested Letter, Council must still make a decision,
pursuant to Part 6 Division 2 of the Act, on whether to grant or decline the licence application.
The applicant is then entiticd, pursuant to section 237 of the Act, to request a hearing, and if
unsuccessful at the hearing, has the right of appeal to the Financial Services Tribunal, pursuant to
scction 242 of the Act.

In regard to concerns with Council’s compliance with FOIPPA, T can advise that Council has
updated its website to provide greater details regarding its privacy policies. This information can
be found at the botiom of its home page, under the heading “Privacy Policy”.

My comments above have been provided to assist Primerica in its preparation for its meeting
with Council on Tuesday, December 8, 2015, Tt is not necessary to respond in advance of the
meeting, but if any additional information is required prior to the upcoming meeting, please let
me know.

Yogr&Srul_)’f_,__ o
.\ri‘ r'/ '

N e
T N

; \

Gerald Matier

Lixtoutive Director

604-695-2001
gmatier@insurancecouncilofbe.com

GM/ig
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Dillon, Brial;l_ﬂN:EX

N R ]
From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2015 3:57 PM
To: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX
Ce: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Briefing Note LLQP Course Providers October 6

Okay, thanks. Over to you Gina.

Marcus Gil

Executive Director

Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
BC Ministry of Finance

250 387-7567

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2015 3:47 PM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Toovey, Kari FIN:EX; Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Briefing Note LLQP Course Providers October 6

Kari and | think your changes look good. Given your comments/guestion, { have removed the words “written in an
applicant’s home province” fram the sentence in the background at page 2 that “The LLQP has two components, a pre-
licensing course and an exam written in an applicant’s home province.” We could specifically ask Gerry the question, |
suppose. And yes harmonization involves the exam too, | have clarified that the national approval is preliminary and |
have added a colon after the reference to “one change” on page 4. Brian

J\FCSP\Brian\Brian 2015\LLQP\Briefing Note LLQP Course Providers.doc

From: Gili, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2015 1:15 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Briefing Note LLQP Course Providers October 6

See what you think. File is back in vour mail slot. 31351
5.13,5.16
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Ministry of Finance

BRIEFING DOCUMENT

To: Kim Henderson Date Requested: September 30, 2015
Deputy Minister Date Required:
Initiated by: Heather Wood Date Prepared: October 6, 2015

Assistant Deputy Minister
Policy and Legislation

Ministry Marcus Gill Phone Number: 250 387-7567
Contact: Executive Director Email: marcus.gill@gov.bc.ca
Financial and Corporate Sector
Policy Branch

CIliff #: 346204

TITLE: Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQF) Course Providers

PURPOSE:

(X) FOR INFORMATION

COMMENTS:

¢ On September 30, 2015, the Insurance Council of British Columbia (Insurance
Council} advised the five insurance companies seeking recognition as LLQP course
providers that it will onlv consider applications from indebendent educational

institutions. S-135.16
s.13,5.16

¢ Al other provinces are expected to permit life insurance companies to be course

providers.
e 5.13,5.16

Executive Director approval: ADM approval:
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Briefing Document Page 2

DATE PREPARED: October 6, 2015
TITLE: Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQP) Course Providers

ISSUE: Insurance companies will likely raise concerns about a recent decision of
the Insurance Council of British Columbia respecting the LLQP

BACKGROUND:

Current LLQP: In BC, persons seeking a life insurance agent’s licence must complete
the LLQP course from a LLQP course provider recognized by the Insurance Council of
British Columbia (Insurance Council). The current LLQP educational requirement for a
life insurance agent's licence was implemented in 2001-2002 in co-operation with other
Canadian jurisdictions except Quebec. These requirements were adopted by
regulations made under the Financial Institutions Act (FIA). In 2004, the FIA was
amended to give the Insurance Council rule-making authority over educational,
experience and other qualifications for license applications. The Insurance Council is a
self-regulatory organization governed by industry members, including independent
agents and agents who work for insurance companies, appointed by the Lieutenant
Governor-in-Council.

The LLQP has two components, a pre-licensing course and an exam. The pre-licensing
course covers materials that are not included in the exam but are within the scope of an
agent’s role. The LLQP pre-licensing course is based on a curriculum design document
developed by the Canadian Council of Insurance Regulators (CCIR) and the Canadian
Insurance Services Regulatory Organization (CISRO). A number of educators and life
insurance companies are currently approved by regulators to offer the LLQP course.
Some course providers prepare their own materials while others purchase course
materials from other companies.

s.13,5.16

s.13,5.16

Last year, CISRO announced its decision to implement the proposed changes to the
LLQP in January 2016. One insurer, Primerica, has been adamantly opposed to the
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Briefing Document Page 3

initiative, claiming that the changes will significantly undermine its ability to recruit and
license new agents. Primerica iobbied governments, commenced a letter writing
campaign by its agents, published advertisements tn some regional BC newspapers
and commenced legal action against licensing bodies in two other provinces {Ontario
and Saskatchewan). Other insurers and insurance industry organizations ended up
largely supporting the proposed LLQP changes and in particular the move to full
harmonization across Canada, s.13:5.16,

ce

BC Insurance Council decision to not recognize insurance company course
providers: On September 30, 2015, the Insurance Council advised the five insurance
companies seeking recognition to be LLQP course providers that it will only consider

applications from independent educational institutions. $.13.5.16
5.13,5.16

$.13,5.16 All other provinces are expected to permit insurance companies
to offer the course.

s.13,5.16

$.13,5.16 Finally, Council referred to concerns about “one insurance company LLQP

course provider [Primerica], which used its status as an LLQP course provider to
commence legal action against licensing bodies in Ontario and Saskatchewan.”

DISCUSSION:
5.13,5.16

Two of the changes announced last year were particularly opposed by Primerica
because the company believes that they would raise costs and impede their ability to
recruit new agents. First, instead of each course provider being able to develop or
purchase course materials from any source, CISRO decided to develop the basic study
material to be used by LLQP course providers. A second key change is to move to a
modular learning/testing system, which is intended to improve the core knowledge level
of candidates wanting to enter the profession.
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Page 4

s.13,5.16

s.13,5.16

Interprovincial relations: s.13.s.16
5.13,5.16

s.13,5.16

Trade Agreements: 513516
$.13,5.16

Page 18 of 267 Page



Briefing Document Page §

s.13,5.16

Government oversight: Government oversees the activities of the Insurance Council,
including through appointments of its members and Ministerial approval of rule changes,
but generally does not get involved in the details of the regulatory program. The
government also has the authority to override any rule through a regulation passed by
Cabinet. In this case, the Insurance Council does not need to change the rules in order
to implement the adjustments to the LLQP.
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

A .
From: Gifl, Marcus A FIN:EX
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2015 2:46 PM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Do you think it is a good idea to cali®> 151
$.13,5.16

Marcus Gill

Executive Director

Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
BC Ministry of Finance

250 387-7567

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2015 10:25 AM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX: Toovey, Kari FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Marcus:

Here is link to updated BN with a few changes as suggested by Harry.

JAFCSP\Brian\Brian 2015\L1 QP\Briefing Note LLQP Course Providers October 6.doc

5.13,5.16

Cheers,

Brian

Gina: This will need to be cliffed and the front page updated, etc., after Marcus has signed off. Can you include the email

from Gerry and attachment as background material for the file. Thanks, Brian

From: Gerry Matier [mailfo:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 2:15 PM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Harry/Brian
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| want to provide you with a heads up of a decision recently made by Council regarding the upcoming changes to the
Life Licensing Qualification Program {LLQP), which is the licensing requirement for obtaining a life insurance agent's

ticence.

5.13,5.16

s.21

5.13,5.16

cheers
Gerry

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 360, 1040 West Geargia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC V6E 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecounciiofbc.com | www.insurancecouncilofbe.cam

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended sclely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and cantains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mait in error, please notify the sender

immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

L B . . B
From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2015 10:06 AM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX

Subject: LLQP

Attachments: Re: ICoBC Crse Prdrs; Re: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Attached are two emails from Harry, one with comments on the note {which | will input and send you a link to the
revised version) and the second a copy of Harry’s reply to a person at FSCO asking where things are at in BC. Any
thoughts on the latter email; | am not sure what we would say to FSCO assuming we even want to do so. Brian
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

L A R
From: James, Harry FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2015 9:37 AM

To: Anatol Monid

Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Chang, Frank FIN:EX

Subject: Re: ICoBC Crse Prdrs

i Anatol

I understand our policy people are aware of the issue s.22 so I'm not surc what if anything is
happening.

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 5, 2015, at 12:01, Anatol Monid <Anatol. Monid@fsco.gov.on.ca> wrote:

Hi harry,
s.22
Any developments with respect to the Councils decision on insucrs as course providers.

We are meeting with Primerica on Wednesday and would like to inderstand the lay of the land
out there.

Thanks, Anatol

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphonc on the Rogers network.

If you have received this message in error, please notify me immediately and delete this e-mail and any attachments without copying,
distributing or disclosing their contents.

Si vous avez regu ce message par erreur, veuillez nous en aviser immédiatement et détruire ce courrie! ainsi Que toute pigcs jointe en vous
abstenant d'en faire une copie, d'en divulguer ou d'en diffuser le contenu.
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

- L
From: James, Harry FIN:EX
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2015 8:30 AM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: Re: Insurance Council of 8.C. - LLQP

Hi Brian
| don't have edit access do can only offer comments.

In your opening bullet points | would suggest changing individual companies to life insurers.s.13.5.16
s.13,5.16

I'd try to shorten the background on the LLOP and | don't think there was any spelling out what the acronym stands for.
I'd also emphasize earlier in the background the intent of harmonization.

Other than that | think it is ok
Sent from my iPhone

> 0On Oct 5, 2015, at 19:00, Ditlon, Brian FIN:EX <Brian.Dillon@gov.bc.ca> wrote:

>

> Harry:S-22 Here is a draft of the
BN on the LLQP. Can you review and let me know of any changes you would suggest; | have not provided anything on
FICOM's views but feel free to add in if you would like. As this is an info note, | expect there will be a desire to send up
s00n so please review and comment quickly. Thanks, Brian

> From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncitofbc.com)

> Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2015 5:17 PM

> To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

> Subject: Re: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

>

> Hi Brian

]

> There should be no problem. As BC is approving providers that are approved in the other jurisdictions, there is no
issue with regards to BC licensees,

-3

> Council wili not have an issue with non-resident licensees who were certified by an insurer. There are already many
similar examples already with generai and adjusters. The licensing requirement vary across canada and is accepted that
licensees are entitled to an equivalent licence in other jurisdictions. This will be no different.

-l

> Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the TELUS network.

> From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

> Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2015 4:51 PM

> To: Gerry Matier

> Cc: Gilf, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX

> Subject: RE: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP
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>
>

> Gerry: Thanks for the info during the call. Marcus had another question. s.13.5.16
s.13,5.16

>

= From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]

> Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 3:13 PM

> To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

> Subject: RE: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

>

> Hi Brian

>

>2:15 tomorrow will work for me. The work by Quebec has not changed, it has to do with who can be the educator of
individuals who are planning to write Council's licensing exam and subsequently apply for a life licence. | can provide a
more detailed explanation tomorrow.

>

> cheers

~

> Gerry

-

> From: Dillen, Brian FIN:EX [mailto:Brian.Dillon@gov.bc.ca)

> Sent: September-30-15 3:13 PM

> To: Gerry Matier

> Cc: James, Harry FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX

> Subject: RE: insurance Councif of B.C. - LLQP

-2

> Gerry: Marcus has suggested we set up a call to discuss the background to this decision. Are you free tomorrow at say
2:15 for a half hour? Marcus noted that the original plan was for Quebec to prepare the course materials; is the plan
now for the first five entities to produce these materiais? Cheers, Brian

>

> Harry: not sure about your timing but we could get a conference number for a dial in if you are available.

>

> From: Gerry Matier [maiito:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com)

> Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 2:15 PM

> To: James, Harry FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

> Subject: Insurance Council of 8.C. - LLQP

>

> Hi Harry/Brian

-]

> | want to provide you with a heads up of a decision recently made by Council regarding the upcoming changes to the
Life ticensing Qualification Program (LLQP), which is the licensing requirement for obtaining a life insurance agent's
licence.

>
5.13,5.16

s.21
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s.21

5.13,5.16

> cheers

-3

> Gerry

>

> Gerald Matier | Executive Director| tnsurance Councii of British Columbia Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO
Box 7, Vancouver, BC V6E 4H1

> T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001 Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

> gmatier@insurancecouncitofbc.com<mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com> |
www.insurancecouncilofbc.com<http://www.insuranceccuncilofbc.comy

>

> WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

> This e-mait message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it
is addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mait in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.

-

> <Briefing Note LLQP Course Providers.doc>
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2015 4:40 PM

To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Cc: Tocvey, Kari FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Insurance Council of B.C, - LLQP

Heather: we spoke to Gerry and he indicated, with respect to vou questions that:

1. interms in timing, the original request for applicants was only a few months ago and the applications were only
received in june/July. So the timing of their decision is not out of line with the process. More generally, it has
been a leng standing Insurance Council goal to not have individuat companies as course providers, going back to
the original implication of the LLQP in the early 2000s. Therefore, the Council position should nat, in Gerry's

view, be of great surprise to the companies.
$.13,5.16

Gerry feels that for most of the companies, this will not be a major change in their program, nor increase costs, as they
already obtain course materials from these independent providers and they already generally provide a certificate to
the students about completion of the course $.13,5.16

5.13,5.16

We will prepare a draft information note for you to brief the DM with. s.13,s.16
s.13,5.16

Brian

From: Woeod, Heather FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 3:35 PM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Toovey, Kari FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Brian,

Yes please and we will brief Kim, since | think we know now that she at least {if not the MO} will be receiving requests
from Primerica and perhaps other insurance companies for meetings.s.13.5.16

1
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5.13,5.16

Heather

From: Diilon, Brian FIN:EX
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 3:05 PM
To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Cc: Toovey, Kari FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Heather: It appears that the LLQP may well raise significant interest again. Marcus has suggested we talk to Gerry and
get further background but | imagine you would like an IN or BN ar some N for the Minister’s information. Brian

From: Gerry Matier [ mailto:gmatier@insurangecouncilofbe.com)
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 2:15 PM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX; Dilion, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Harry/Brian

[ want to provide you with a heads up of a decision recently made by Council regarding the upcoming changes
to the Life Licensing Qualification Program (LLQT*), which is the licensing requirement for obtaining a life
insurancc agent's licence.

5.13,5.16

s.21

5.13,5.16
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Harry's emails

Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Thursday, October 1, 2015 912 AM

Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX
LLQP

Fwd: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP; Re: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP; Re:

Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: James, Harry FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2015 7:55 AM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Fwd: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP
FYI

Scnt from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:

From: Gerry Matier <gmatier(@insurancecouncilofbe.com>
Date: October §, 2015 at 11:49:13 NDT

To: "James, Harry FIN:EX" <Harry. James{@ficombe.ca>
Subjeet: Re: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Barry

The letters went out to the companies yesterday.

Gerry

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphonc on the TELUS network.
Original Message

From: James, Harry FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2015 4:34 AM

To: Gerry Matier
Subject: Re: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

I see Brian is trying to arrange a call. I'd suggest waiting on the releasc until after that call. 1
think they will want a chance to brief the Ministers office before it goes out

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 30, 2015, at 19:41, Gerry Malier <gmatier@insurancecoungilotbe.com> wrote:

I cc'd Brian Dillon, so I assumed he would. Is there someone vou believe I should
contact directly?

Gerry

1
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Sent: September-30-15 2:58 PM
To: Gerry Matier
Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:J:X

Subjecet: Re: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Thanks Gerry. Has anyone given a heads up to the Mimsters office?

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 30, 2015, at 18:48, Gerry Matier
<gmatier@insurancecouncilofbe.com> wrotc:

Hi Harry/Brian

[ want to provide you with a heads up of a decision recently made

by Council regarding the upcoming changes to the Life Licensing

Qualification Program (LLQP), which is the licensing requircment
for obtaining a lile insurance agent's licence.

5.13,5.16

s.21
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s.21

s.13,5.16

cheers

Gerry

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Counctl of British
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Columbia Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7,
Vancouver, BC

Vor 4111

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001 Toll I'ree Within BC:

1-877-688-0321

gmaticri@insurancecouncilotbe.com<mailto:pmatier(@insuranceco
uncilotbe.com> |
www.insurancecouncilofbe.com<http://www.insurancecouncilotb
c.com>

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This ¢-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it 1s
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be
privileged and exempt from disclosurc. Any distribution, copying
or disclosure is strictly prohibited. Il you have received this e-mail
in crror, pleasc notify the sender immediately by return email and
delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you,
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Brian

'm at CCIR today. s.13,s.16

James, Harry FIN:EX
Thursday, October 1, 2015 6:02 AM
Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Toovey, Kari FIN:EX
Re: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

call at our afternoon break time. We are 4 1/2 hrs ahead of BC

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 30, 2015, at 19:43, Dillon, Brian FIN:EX <Brian.Dillon@gov.bhc.ca> wrote;

I'f try to

Gerry: Marcus has suggested we set up a call to discuss the background to this decision. Are you free
tomorrow at say 2:15 for a-half hour? Marcus noted that the original plan was for Quebec to prepare

the course materials; is the plan now for the first five entities to preduce these materials? Cheers, Brian
Harry: nol sure about your timing but we could get a conference number for a dial in if you are
available.

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbe.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 2:15 PM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Harry/Brian

I want to provide you with a heads up of a decision recently made by Council regarding the upcoming
changes to the Life Licensing Qualification Program (LLQP), which is the licensing requirement for
obtaining a life insurance agent's licence.

s.13,5.16

s.21

s.13,5.16
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s.13,5.16

cheers

Gerry

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Columbia

Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VB6E 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofbe.com | www.insurancecounciiofbe.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY BNOTILE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to which it is addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and
exempt from disclosure. Any distribution, copying or disclosure Is strictly prohibited. if you have
received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by return email and delete the
message unread without making any copies. Thank you.
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: James, Harry FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2015 7:57 AM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Re: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP
s.13,5.16,8.21

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 30, 2015, at 19:43, Dilion, Brian FIN:EX <Brian.Dillon@gov.be.ca> wrote:

Gerry: Marcus has suggested we set up a call to discuss the background to this decision. Are you free
tomorrow at say 2:15 for a half hour? Marcus noted that the original plan was for Quebec to prepare
the course materials; is the plan now for the first five entities to produce these materials? Cheers, Brian
Harry: not sure about your timing but we could get a conference number for a dialin if you are
availahte.

From: Gerry Matier {[mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 2:15 PM

To: lames, Harry FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Harry/Brian

I want to provide you with a heads up of a decision recently made by Council regarding the upcoming
changes to the Life Licensing Qualification Program (LLQP), which is the licensing requirement for
obtaining a life insurance agent's licence,

s.13,5.16

s.21

s.13,5.16
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s.13,5.16

cheers

Gerry

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Columbia

Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VGE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncitefbe.com | www.insurancecouncilofbe.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to which it is addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and
exempt from disclosure. Any distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender immediately by return email and delete the
message uaread without making any copies. Thank you.
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: <>.: INsURANCE CouNcIL oF BRITisSH CoLuMBIA

September 30, 2015
PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL

Mr. Roger McCutlagh

Training Specialist, Traimng, Product Development & Translation
Combined Insurance

Suite 400, 1100 Burloak Drive

Burlington, Ontario

L7L 6B2

Dear Mr. McCullagh:

Subject: The Insurance Council of British Columbia (“Council”} - Approval of Course
Providers for the Lifc Licence Qualification Program (“LLQP™) in British
Columbia

[ am writing {urther to your application to be recbgnized as an L.L.QP course provider in British
Columbia, commencing January 1, 2016.

Council has completed its review of the criteria for determining both who and how it will
approve prospective LLQP course providers. 1n doing so, Council has determined that, effective
January 1, 2016, it will only consider applications from established, independent cducational
institutions, with a preference given to those educational institutions specializing in the financial
services sector. In addition to being an independent educational institution, it will be a
requirement that any applicant to be an LLQP course provider have first received approval as an
Approved LLQP Course Provider from the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory
Organizations (“CISRO”).

In reaching its decision, Council has determined it is not prepared to recognized insurance
companies, including those that have received national approval from CISRQ. Tt reached this
decision based on the following factors.

Independent educational institutions are first and foremost educators and the applicants
currently sceking Council’s approval to be LLQP course providers are all established
independent educational institutions in the financial services sector. Council believes an
independent educational institution’s effectiveness as an LLQP course provider has a
bearing on its credibility as an educator generally and, as a consequence, it is in their best
interests, as well as Council’s and the students’, to puf their students’ and Council’s
interests first. '

2
Selite 300, 1040 West Geargia Street Telephone: 60%—688-0321
RO Box 7, Vancouver, B.C. VBE 4H1 Toli-Fres Within B.(C.: 1-B77-688-0321
www. insurancecouncitofbe . com Facsimite: 604-562-7767
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Roger McCullagh
September 30, 2015
Page2 of 3

By restricting LLQP course providers to independent educational institutions, Council
will be in a better position to audit an LLQP course provider’s program to ensure it is
meeting Council’s objectives. With independent educational institutions this can be
accomplished by simply enrolling an individuaf in their LLQP course and paying the
applicable fee. An independent educational institution is not harmed as it is compensated
and is not penalized if Council’s “person” does not complete the LLQP course,

The same cannot be said with an insurance company approved LLQP course provider.
Students using an insurance company LLQP course provider have been recruited by the
insurance company, and insurance company LLQP course providers do not accept
mndividuals who “just walk in off the street.” An insurance company LLQP course
provider can only be audited by requesting permission to attend, which defeats the
purpose of the audit, or by arranging for someone to get recruited and then take the LLQP
course. The idea of having someone get recruited solely to audit the LLQP course is not
appropriale as it would cause an insurance company to incur costs related to the
recruitment process.

Council noted that most of the insurance companies that are currently approved as LLQP
course providers rely on one of the independent educational institution LLQP course
providers for their educational material. The insurance companies use the third party
LLQP material, corabined with product specific material relevant to that insurance
company, to train their recruits, '

Council is still prepared to allow insurance companies to employ this model, but with the
one change being that insurance companies will be required to use the material provided
by an approved independent educational institution, and the approved independent
cducational institution will be the one to certify the student has completed the LLQP
course and is prepared to write Council’s licensing exam. The independent educational
institution approved LLQP course provider will be cvaluated on the performance of the
students being trained by the insurance company. As Council intends to continue to
monitor the effectivencss of LLQP course providers based on students’ success rates on
the first attempt at Council’s licensing exam, a failure by an insurance company to
propetly prepare students for Council’s licensing exam will reflect poorly on the
independent educational institution’s overall results.

Council was concerned by the actions of one insurance company LLQP course provider,
which used its status as an LLQP course provider to commence legal action against the
licensing bodies in Ontario and Saskatchewan. Council views this legal action as having
little to do with its status as an LLQP course provider and more to do with its role and
business model as an insurance company. While Council recognizes an insurance
company’s right to protect its role as an insurance company, it is not prepared to grant
additional status that may hamper Council’s role in ensuring the consumer is properly
protected.
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Roger MceCullagh
September 30, 2015
Pape 3 of 3

Lastly, Council noted that in no other area of the Canadian financial services sector are
industry participants authorized or recognized as educational providers for the purposes
of obtaining a related licence or registration.

Council believes the issues identified above represent the potlential for conflicts of
interest that could impact how well students are trained, which has a bearing on Council’s
responsibility to ensure licensees are properly trained and the public’s expectation that
life agents in British Columbia are properly trained.

Y rstrul -

grald Matier
Executive Director
604-695-2001
gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com

GM/cp

Page 40 of 267 Page



Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Gerry Matier <gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 10:03 AM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Recent Hearing at Insurance Council June 9th
Attachments: Primerica-07242014152145 pdf

Hi Marcus

5.13,5.16

cheers

Gerry

Sent: August-18-14 2:51 PM

To: Gerry Matier

Cc: Dillen, Brian FIN:EX; Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Recent Hearing at Insurance Council June Sth

Gerry, thanks for the #lluminating clarification.

Marcus Gill

Executive Director

Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
BC Ministry of Finance

250 387-7567

From: Gerry Matier [mailto;gmatier@insurancecouncilcfbe.com]
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:45 AM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Recent Hearing at Insurance Council June 9th

Hi Marcus

in reading the e-mails below that address some issues raised by Primerica, | feel you may benefit from some

clarification.

s.13,5.16
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s.13,5.16

Just thought this may be helpful.

cheers

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Celumbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

WARKING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual ar entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return emait and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN;EX [maitto:Marcus.Gill@gov.bc.ca]

Sent: August-08-14 1:10 PM

To: 'Barry Andruschak’

Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; 'hande.bilhan@primerica.com'; Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Gerry Matier
Subject: RE: Recent Hearing at Insurance Council June Sth

Barry: Thanks for the update. We are pleased that the parties could come to an agreeable result.

Marcus Gill

Executive Director

Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
BC Ministry of Finance

250 387-7567

From: Barry Andruschak [mailto;s.22
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2014 12:21 PM
To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
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Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; hande,bilhan@primerica.com: Woad, Heather FIN:EX; Gerry Matier
Subject: Re: Recent Hearing at Insurance Council June Sth

Helle Heather, Marcus, Brian and Hande
The insurance council decided to let the nurses (as well as other health care professionals) get their insurance ficences.

We are pleased with this result. Again, many thanks te you all and Gerry Matier for expediting the hearing towards a
positive conclusion.

Regards,

Barry Andruschak
National Sales Director
Primerica

Victoria,BC

On Jun 20, 2014, at 11:31 AM, "Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX" <Marcus.Gill@gov.bc.ca> wrote:

Thank you for the update Barry. We hope the outcome of the hearing is acceptable to
all parties. Please do keep us posted.

Marcus Gill

Executive Director

Financiai and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
8C Ministry of Finance

250 387-7567

From: Barry Andruschak [mailto;s.22

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 6:33 PM

To: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: hande.bithan@primerica.com; Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Gifl, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: Recent Hearing at Insurance Council June Sth

Hello Brian, Heather, Marcus and Hande.

Quick follow up for you on the Insurance council hearing regarding the licensing restrictions of Nurses
and other health care workers. Thanks to Gerry Matier, the hearing was moved from September to
June the Sth. The board listened to presentations by fawyers for both sides. The board hopes to have a
decision by their July 15th council meeting. !t is my hope that the long wait for these worthy applicants
to receive their licenses will soon be over.

We wilt keep you posted on the outcome.
Thank you again for your assistance.

Barry Andruschak
Natianal Sales Director
Primerica Canada
Victoria, BC
2508121934
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On May 8, 2014, at 5:00 PM, "Dillon, Brian FIN:EX" <Brian.Dillon@gov.bc.ca> wrote:

Hande:

It was a pleasure meeting with you and your colleague, Barry Andruschak, this
afternoon. As reguested, | am sending you further information on the current
Insurance Council Rules concerning confiict of interest.

As you know, in December 2013, the Council published for a S0 day comment period
proposed draft “Conflict of Interest Guidelines for Insurance Agents, Adjusters, and
Salespersons”. The draft Guidelines provide definitions and examples of conflict of
interests, They also provide more detailed guidance on a number of core issues,
including general duties, disclosure of conflicts, client consent, other empioyment and
disclosure of compensation. Council staff have indicated that the Council received 9
submissions frem insurance organizations, companies and individuals. The submissiens
will be posted onfine and the Council plans to review the submissions before making
any decision on issuing final Guidelines.

The purpose of the Guidelines is to clarify how Council interprets existing rules and
exercises its powers; guidelines are not themselves legally binding. The Counci! believes
that the proposed Guidelines will assist insurance agents in understanding current legal
ohligations imposed under the legislation, regulations, rules and code of conduct, and
Cauncil’s exercise of its powers.

Legislation enacted in 2004 authorizes Council to adopt legally binding rules respecting
applications for licenses, impose conditions on licensees and establish codes of conduct
for insurance agents (see section 225.1 generally and specifically 5. 225.1(2}{a),(d}{, {e)
and (g) of the Financial Institutions Act available at:
http://www.bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/96141 07 ).

in accordance with its statutory autharities, Council has adopted ruies and a Code of
Conduct {Code). The Code includes broad principles respecting conflicts of interest {see
in particular section 7{3} available

at htip://www.insurancecouncilofbc.com/Publicweb/CodeofConduct.himl ).

With respect to employment conflicts of interest, British Columbia rules generally
permit insurance agents to work part time {unlike some other jurisdictions) and have
other employment. However, under the current rules (made by Council in 2004 and
approved by the government at that time), the Council must be satisfied that any
applicant for an insurance agent’s licence “does not hold other business interests or
activities which would be in conflict to the duties and responsibilities of a licensee, or
give rise to the reasonable possibility of undue influence” {see Rule 3(2){e) available at:
http://www.insurancecouncilofbe.com/Downloads/PdfForms/Rules%2020July2012. pdf

).

Council has made a number of rulings respecting other employment by insurance
agents. My understanding is that for example Council has refused in the past to issue
an insurance agent license application to a police officer because of concerns ahout the
infiuence a police officer would have in relation to potential clients. in other
circumstances, Council has imposed conditions on licensees to manage the potential
conflicts of interest.
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The draft Guideline specifically lists 8 occupations, including: immigration consultant,
teacher, priest/pastor, doctor and politician, which Council has determined create or
have the potential to create a confiict of interest. The draft Guidelines indicate that an
agent, hefore engaging in any occupation that may include real or perceived positions
of power or trust, should discuss the occupation with Council to determine if any
limitations would be appropriate.

it is important to note that any person dissatisfied with a decision of the Counci
respecting a refusal to issue a licence or the issuance of license subject to conditions
may appeal the decision to the Financial Services Tribunal.

Please tet me know if you need any further information on this.
Regards,
Brian

Brian Dillon

Financiat and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
Ministry of Finance

Room 012

617 Government Street

Victoria BC VBV 1X4

Mailing address:

PO Box 9418 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria BC V8W 9v1

Ph: 250-356-0539
Fax: 250-387-9093
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MCKERCHER ..

July 24, 2014 Reply To:  Nicholas M. Cann
Pirect Dial:  (306) 565-6526
Email: n.cann@mckercher.ca

Assistant, Joyce
Direct Dial:  {308) 565-6574

Life Insurance Council of Saskatchewan
310, 2631 - 28th Avenue
Dear SirfMadam:

Re: Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada v. Insurance Councils of
Saskatchewan and Life Insurance Council of Saskatchewan

Further to the above, enclosed for service upon you, please find the following documents:

1. Criginating Application on behalf of Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada, filed
July 24, 2014; and

2. Acknowledgment of Service,
Kindly complete the enclosed Acknowledgment of Service and return it to our waiting courier.
Sheuid you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact the writer‘
Yours truly,
McKercher LLP
e JiRanbeul
LA Nicholas M. Cann

NMC/jht

Encls. Criginating Application, filed July 24, 2014
Acknowledgment of Service

Our File Reference:

PLEASE REPLY TO: 114550,1
MCKERCHER LLP BARRISTERS & SOLICITORS R O kerbace
800 - 1801 Hamilton Street Regina, 5K S4P 4B4 Canada o ) :m‘immornmmfgéeg;h COUNBEL OF GARARA

MEMEER OF LAWYERS ABSOCIATED WORLDWIDE
MEMBER OF SMPLOYRAENT L3N ALLIMNCE

{308} 565.6500 F(306) 565-6565
LEGAL OFFICES IN SASKATOON & REGINA
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FILED 1N THE OFFICE OF THE
LOCAL REGISTRAR ON THE

A hay OF_Jedy 2014

COURT FILE B. No. IS T ) edogh el
NUMBER Q.B. No. 159} of 2014 oty Ll REgi@ias D

COURT OF QUEEN'S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN - Audiclsl Gontre of Regin®
JUDICIAL CENTRE REGINA '
APPLICANT PRIMERICA LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY OF |

CANADA
RESPONDENTS INSURANCE COUNCILS OF SASKATCHEWAN

and LIFE INSURANCE COUNCIL OF

SASKATCHEWAN

ORIGINATING APPLICATION

NOTICE TO THE RESPONDENTS
This application is made against you. You are a respondent.

You have the right to state your side of this matter before the Court. To do so, you must be in
Court when the application is heard as shown below:

Where Court of Queen’s Bench, 2425 Victoria Avenue, Regina,

Saskatchewan |
Date Monday, December 153, 2014 -
Time 10:00 z.m.

Go to the end of this document to see what you can do and when you must do it.

MATERIAL FACTS GIVING RISE TO THIS CLAIM: -

The Parties

1. Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada (“Primerica”) is a duly incorporated life
insurance company that carries on business as such across Canada and, infer afia, provides
middle-income cansumers access to affordable fife insurance. Primerica is one of only a few
insurance companies which service middle-income consumers, and is the largest provider of
life insurance to this market. Primerica is also a course provider under the current regime for

qualification of life insurance agents, as described further below.
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2. The Insurance Councils of Saskatchewan operates under an authority delegated by
the Superintendent of Insurance (the “Superintendent’) pursuant to s. 466.1 of The
Saskatchewan Insurance Act, R.S8.S. 1978, c. 8-26 (the “Insurance Act’), and consists of the
Life Insurance Council of Saskatchewan, the General Insurance Council of Saskatchewan and
the Hail Insurance Council of Saskatchewan, which are established by The Saskaichewan
Insurance Councils Regulations, R R.S. ¢. S-26 Reg 2 as amended {the “Insurance Councils
Regulations”}. The respondents the Insurance Councils of Saskatchewan and the Life

insurance Council of Saskatchewan will be collectively referred to herein as “ICS”.

3. ICS is a member of the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations
{“CISRO"), fogether with cther provincialfterriterial regulators of the life insurance industry

across Canada (collectively with ICS, the “Regulators”).

The Life Insurance Industry in Canada

4, The life insurance industry in Canada offers a wide variety of preducts with a growing
and pronounced focus on wealth management. As a result of the complexity of these
products and limited access to life insurance agents, low and middle-income consumers are

often left without needed life insurance.

5. Primerica’s business focuses on term life insurance products designed to address this
underserviced middle-income market. Primerica’s licensed agents are themselves middle
market Canadians whose life insurance sales efforts are directed towards their own
communities. Primerica's business recognizes that expanding and diversifying the number of
life insurance agents is necessary to ensure that this middle market has adequate access to

appropriate life insurance.
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The Life Licensing Qualification Program

8. For a number of years, ICS and the other Reguiators worked together with
stakeholders in the life insurance industry, like Primerica, to harmonize the industry, and

specifically, to harmonize the standards for life insurance agent qualification.

7. On June 1, 2002, ICS approved the fife licensing qualification program (the “LLQP") for
qualifying life insurance agents. In Saskatchewan, the LLQP was authorized by changes to
the Life Insurance Council Bylaws. The other paricipating Canadian provinces, likewise

enacted regulations or by-laws to adopt the program.

8. The LLQP was-a Canada-wide replacement program for individual provincial
examinations then in place. The LLQP was adopted as the method of qualification for life
insurance agents by all provinces except Quebec. As of approximately 2003, it is the only

program through which one can become licenced to sell life insurance in Saskatchewan.

9. The LLQP is a one-step licensing system that requires compietion of a mandatory pre-
licensing course and passing a qualification examination. Course providers in Saskatchewan,
such as Primerica, are approved by ICS to provide course materials and administer the _

course. The examination itself is set and administered by an administrator approved by ICS.

10. This straightforward system has allowed Primerica to target and sustain the necessary

objectives of recruiting and training agents to service middle market Canadians,
The Letter of Intent

11. In or around the time that ICS approved the LLQP as the new agent qualification
program in 2002, ICS entered into a letter agreement with then-approved course providers,

inciuding Primerica (the “L.OI").
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12. The LOI sets out basic obligations of ICS and of course providers such as Primerica.
In exchange for Primerica agreeing to be bound by the provisicns governing course providers,
ICS agreed, among other things, that it would:

“Consult and communicate with course providers, prior to making any

changes to the curriculum design document or to the examination format
or content.” [emphasis added]

13.  The LOI was executed on May 24, 2002. At all materials times thereafter, Primerica

and ICS conducted themselves in accordance with the terms of the LOL
New CISRO Life Licensing Qualification Regime

14, In or about July, 2012, CISRO held a stakeholder information session and for the first
time announced to industry, including Primerica, that it was replacing the LLQP with a new

licensing regime {the "CISRO Program").

15. By that time, unbsknownst to anyone, including Primerica, ICS and all the other
Canadian Regulators, had already entered into a Co-operative Memorandum of
Understanding Targeting the Implementation of a Canada-Wide Insurance of Persons (Life
and Health) Qualification Program (the ‘MOU"). The Regulators deliberately kept all
discussions regarding the CISRO Program and the agreements entered into between them,

secret.

18.  The MOU was an agreement in writing among the Regulators that included, among
other things, the adoption of the Quebec regulator's (Autorité des marchés financiers, the
“AMF”) modular exam format, and giving to the AMF a lucrative service provider contract for
production of educational materials, with an associated revenue stream and related fees:

2.1 The Program’s objeclive is to modify the Life Licence Qualification
Program, which is in effect in all Canadian provinces and territorics other
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than Quebec, and the qualification process in effect in Quebec, for the
targeted insurance intermediaries.

2.2 Program implementation would include four phases, beginning June
2012 through 1o September 2015...

3.1 'The Participants acknowledge that, for the purpose of Program
implementation, a participation agreement should be entered into as soon
as possible and no later than 90 days after the present MoUJ takes effect,
and they agree to make reasanable efforts necessary to do sa...

3.3 ...in particular, the participation agreement should make provisions
for:

3.3.1. The AMF assuming the project’s financial administration
and management as well as initial costs for Program development.
The participation agreement will ensure that, once the Program is
implemented, the costs assumed by the AMF will be reimbursed
to it throngh the sale of exam manuals across Canada and that,
provided the AMF is reimbursed in this way, no financial
contribution will be required from Participants that adhere to the
present MoU...

4.2 The Participants acknowledge that information relaling to the
Program’s implementation and ils content should be treated as
confidential information and they agree only to disclosc it according to
the communication plan that will be established by the Participants’
representatives. ..

17. ICS executed the MOU on June 1, 2012, before any public disclosure of the idea that
the LLQP was being replaced. It came into effect on June 15, 2012, again prior to any public

disclosure of the new program.

18. Notably, the MOU itseif was not publicly disclosed until well after Primerica submitted a
request for information in Saskatchewan pursuant to The Freedom of Information and
Frotection of Privacy Act, §.S. 1990-1981, c¢. F-22.01, and similar information requests based
on simitar statutes in other provinces (together, the “Freedom of Information Requests”).

Then, on or around the time the documents requested under Primerica’s Freedom of
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Information Requests were to be released (i.e. September/October, 2013, approximately one

year after the MOU was entered into) CISRO for the first time posted the MOU on its website.

19, Accordingly, for almost a year, ICS and the other Reguiators hid the fact that a new
program had already been agreed to between the CISRO members, and given their
contractual obligations, no changes to the key features of the CISRO Program, including the

format of the exam, could be made.

20, Primerica made extensive efforts to communicate with ICS and enforce its right to
consultation under the LOI. All of its efforts were thwarted, and ICS refused to engage in any
consultation. It was only later, through the information disclosad in the Freedom of Information
Requests, that Primerica leamed the reason ICS and the Regulators would not consult with it;
because they had already made binding commitments to a new exam format and program

structure, and therefore no meaningful consuitation was possible.

21. By executing the MO'U, IC8 contractually bound iself to undertake a wholesale
restructuring of the licensing process, including restructuring the LLQP in accordance with a
new modular, open-book exam format, and new content. Despite the contractual terms of the
L.OI which required it to consult with Primerica prior to changing the LLQP, as set out above,
at no time did ICS engage in consultation with Primerica, and in particular no consuitation

occurred prior to ICS entering into the MOU.

22.  As required by the terms of the MOU, ICS entered into a Participation Agreement
Regarding the Implementation of a Canada-Wide Insurance of Persons (Life and Health}
Qualification Pregram (the "Participation Agreement”) and a Service Agreement in Respect
of the impiementation of a Canada-Wide Insurance of Persons (Life and Health) Qualification
Program (the “Service Agreement”). The Participation Agreement and Service Agreement

set out in detait the LLQP restructuring, the funding arrangement, and the governance
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structure of the new CISRO Program which requires that certain key aspects of the Program,
including the modular, apen book format of the exam, cannot be altered without unanimous
approval of all of the Regulators. Both the Participation Agreement and the Service

Agreement became effective on or about April 8, 2013.

23. The effect of the MOU, the Participation Agreement and the Service Agreement is a

complete overhaul of the current process for qualifying life insurance agents. For example:

(a) Under the new life licencing regime, the AMF will be tasked with deveioping and

maintaining the exam for all provinces;

(b} Without regard to the fact that course providers developed their own training
materials at significant expense, which materials were reviewed and approved
by 1CS, under the new regime compulsory educational materials are now
mandated {o be purchased under a licence agreement and used in the training

of all candidates seeking licensure;

(c) The single exam has been replaced with four separate modular examinations;

and

(d) Fees related to licensing previously set by each Province are now set by the

AMF and are significantly increased.

24, All of these changes were effected without any consultation with stakeholders,

including Primerica.
ICS Breached the L Of Agreement

25, By its agreement to the terms of the LOI, ICS commitied to engage in meaningful

consultation with Primerica prior to making, or committing to make, any changes to the LLQP.
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ICS did nct engage in any consultation with Primerica before contractually agreeing to change

the LLQP.

26, Meaningful consuitation, as mandaied by the LOI, reguired any and all proposed
changes be raised with Primerica prior fo any decision or agreement as to changes.
Comments received, inciuding Primerica's, then ought to have been taken into account by ICS

in formulating change.

27.  Instead, in contravention of the LOI and in breach of its duties to Primerica, ICS
engaged in secret negotiations with the Regulators which resulted in the MOU. ICS then
aftempted to conceal the extent and binding nature of the commitment it had made bs;*
agreeing not to release the MOU to the public. In so doing, ICS acted in a manner entirely

contrary to its contractual duty to consult with Primerica.
ICS Breached the Doctrine of Legitimate Expectations

28.  The doctrine of legitimate expectations provides that where a government official
makes a representation within the scope of his/her authorily about an administrative process
and the representation gives rise to legitimate expectations, the govermment may be held to its

word.

29. In entering into the LOI, ICS represented and agreed that it would consult and
communicate with Primerica prior to making any changes to the curriculum design document
or to the examination format or content. This was wholly within the scope of its authority and
gave rise to legitimate expectations by Primerica that it would be consulted prior to any

decisions being made, and that the consuliation would be meaningfut.

30. By failing fo engage in meaningful consultation with Primerica prior fo negotiating and

entering into the MOU (as set above in paras. 24 to 26 above), and instead deliberately
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choosing to engage in secret negotiations that excluded stakeholders, ICS viglated

Primerica’s legitimate expectations.
The CISRO Program Detrimentally Impacts the Middie Market

31. The CISRQ Program includes, inter afia, a new modular and open-bock examination

format.

32. A modular examination format has the known consequence of increasing the number
of “false fails”, i.e. when an otherwise qualified applicant will efroneously fail the licensure
examinations. This occurs because the modular format is not reliable in testing proficiency.
The consequence of “false fails” is exacerbated where each module test is based only on a

small number of test questions, as is the case under the new exam format.

33 Further, where an exam already has an adverse-effect on minorities and test takers for
whom English is a second language {which groups represent a large portion of Primerica’s
sales force), the impact of false fails is magnified by the madular format. The result is that the

adverse impact on these communities is multiplied.

34. While linguistic and cultural minorities are desirable in a sales force because these
communities tend to buy insurance from their own members, the open book format
disproportionately disadvantages these very communities. For instance, an open-book exam
structure impacts linguistic minorities since candidates whose first language is not English or
French require more time to review the reference material. Given that the examination is a
timed exam, provision of reference material adversely impacts the performance of candidates
taking the test in a second language, with the resuit that fewer of these candidates are able to

pass the exam.
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35. Modular exams are only routinely used in professional licensure, i.e. law, medicine,
accounting. They are not routinely used for credentialing licensure, such as for insurance
agents. The CISRO Program is idiosyncratic in using a modular format open-book exam in a
credentialing context, with ICS offering no evidence or rationale to justify such a departure

from established norms.

36. The result of the new modular open-book examination format agreed to by ICS is that
fewer candidates will be licenced as agents under the new regime. This in turn will have a

significant impact on the availability of affordable insurance, in particular to the middle market.

37. Underinsurance is a widespread problem in Canada. it impacts all demographic
segments but with particular detrimental effect on the middie-income market and the middle-
age demegraphic, wha is more likely to have young dependants and fewer financial resources

to rely on in the event of the death of a household wage-earner.

38. Despite the availability of a range of alternative life insurance distribution methods,
studies confirm that without the involvement of a face-to-face insurance professional, maost
peaple either do not buy life insurance or do not buy enough life insurance. Accordingly, if

there are fewer licenced agents, the problem of underinsurance will be exacerbated.

39. None of these factors were considered by CISRO, when it unilaterally, without the

benefit of any consultation with industry, contractually agreed to replace the LLQP.,

40, Given the detrimental impact of the CISRO Program, consumers in the underinsured
middle-market group will have even less access to affordable insurance, contrary to ICS's

public interest mandate.

41, ICS was obliged to consult with Primerica prior to replacing the LLQP, pursuant to the

terms of the LOI, and as informed by the Regulatory Initiative. Further, pursuant to obligations
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arising from the Accountability Directive, ICS was also obliged to take stakeholders' views into

account when finalizing regulatery changes.

42. Having failed to comply with its obligations to consult with stakeholders, including
Primerica — the largest service provider to the middle-income market - ICS did not have, nor
did it consider and take into account, information regarding market impact prior to the

contractual commitrnents i entered into with other Regulators, commencing with the MQU.
ICS Actions are Contrary to Law

A. Unlawful Procurement

43. [CS is bound by the Financial Management and Administration policy number 4515
Procurement of Services and policy number 4510 Contracts for Services (collectively, the

"‘Procurement Policy™).

44.  Among the requirements mandated by the Procurement Policy, government agencies
(including 1CS) must use formal open competitive procurement process for all non-
construction services procurements with a procurement value of $75,000 or more. Ultimately,
the Ministries of Saskatchewan are responsible for ensuring services are awarded in a fair,

open and transparent manner.

45.  The contract described above with the AMF is for non-construction services, and is of
a value of over $75,000. CISRO has confirmed that in providing services under the Services
Agreement, the AMF is acting strictly as a service provider and not in its capacity as a
Regulator. The Services Agreement therefore ought fo have been subject to an open

competitive procurement process.
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46.  Despite being bound by the Procurement Policy, {CS did not follow the Procurement
Policy in selecting the AMF as the entity o develop and administer the new exams, There
was no public process, no competing bids, and no approvals obtained prior to ICS executing

the contract with the AMF.

47.  The selection by I1CS of the AMF as developer and administer of the new exam is in
violation of the Procurement Policy and unlawful. The MOU, the Participation Agreement and
the Service Agreement, in that each provide the AMF will be a vendor of services for the
development and administration of the CISRO Program, should therefore be dectared null and

void.
B. Unlawful Fees

48. ICS does not have the lawful authority fo sets the fees that they are obliged to set

pursuant to the Service Agreement.

49,  Section 100(1) of the Insurance Act provides fees payable under the Insurance Act to
the Superintendent must be prescribed by the reguiations:
100(1) The fees payable to the superintendent by an insurer ar other person
mentioned in this Act shall be prescribed by the reguiations.

50.  ICS does not have the authority to establish reguiations.

51. Similarly, 1CS does not have the authority o establish the necessary fees pursuant to
the Insurance Councils Regulations. Section 23 provides 1CS with power to establish fees, but
not the power to estabiish fees payable to ancther party:

Any council may, by bylaw, establish and provide for the

collection of fees that are payable to that council by applicants

and licensees in connection with licensing and any other service
provided by that council.
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52. Therefore, iICS does not have the authority to establish fees, payable 10 AMF, in
respect of services under the insurance Act. In particular, [CS may not establish any fees for
the issuance or renewal of licences, and in respect of the LLOP and education courses under
the LLQP, as these are matters provided for pursuant to section 420 of the /nsurance Act and

Saskatchewan Insurance Regulations, 2003, RR.S. ¢. 5-26 Reg 8.

53. Under the existing LLQP regime, the licencing fees for life insurance agents are set
pursuant to section 100. No other fees are set or required in respect of the life insurance
licencing scheme under the /nsurance Act. Rather it was agreed when the LLQP was first
developed, that the educational course component of the LLQP would be provided by

approved course providers on a commercial basis.

54. In contrast to the existing licencing scheme, pursuant to the MOU, Participation
Agreement and Service Agreement, ICS is obliged to establish fees, which must be paid in
respect of various aspects of the life insurance licencing scheme provided for under the
Insurance Act to a third party, AMF. ICS does not have this authority and therefore the MOU,

Participation Agreement and Service Agreement should be declared null and void.
55, In particular, Section 3.1 of the Service Agreement provides:

The Service Provider [AMF] will provide the examination
preparation manuals (the “Study Material™) to the Course
Providers in accordance with a licence agreement to be cntered
into between the Service Provider and each Course Provider (the
“Licence”). A single model of the Licence will be used for all
Course Providers (a term sheet of the Licence is set out in
Appendix D). Licenced Course Providers will have to apply to
and obtain approval from the Regulator [ICS] in order to provide
the Course in the jurisdiction of the Regulator.

58. “Course Provider” is defined under the Service Agreement as a third party course

provider approved by ICS.
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37.  Appendix E to the Service Agreement sets out the funding terms and conditions of the

new LLQFP program. It stipulates that:

A. 7) The initial Investment and the Maintenance Cost incurred
by the Service Provider will be recovered through a funding
model approved by the Board. The funding model will reguire
each Course Provider {o pay to the Service Provider a licensing
fee based on individual student enroliment as set out in
Appendix D.

8) The licensing fee to be paid for the Study Materials by Course
Providers will be determined by the Board [of CISRO, including
FCS] before the date the Program is implemented.

58, These provisions require ICS to establish a fee to be paid, by course providers on
behalf of applicants, for “Study Materials.” in other words, for every person who wishes fo
obtain a license in Saskatchewan, a set fee is required o be paid by Course Providers to the
AMF." ICS has thereby agreed to establish a fee that must be paid to obtain a license under
the /nsurance Act, or alternatively to act as a Course Provider under the Insurance Act. |CS

does not have the autharity to set such a fee,

59. Similarly, by signing the Service Agreement ICS undertook to require all examination
providers (administrators) to purchase examinations directly from AMF:

B. 8) In particular, and subject to the foregoing, the Regulator

undertakes to require the examination provider to purchase

cxaminations directly from the Service Provider and fo include

that cost in the examination fees charged by the examination
provider.

60, ICS undertook to do something that it cannot. Requiring the purchase of examinations
at a particuiar price establishes a fee which must be paid, the AMF, to obtain a license, the

ICS does not have the authority o set such a fee.

! For clarity, the “license fee” agreed to under the Service Agreement refers to an intellectual property
licencing fee to use the Study Materials developed by the AMF. As such, the required fee is in respect
of the life insurance agent licencing scheme under the Insurance Actand ICS does not have the
authority to set this fes, or any other fee.
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B1. Further, there is anly one way in which a fee may be required to be paid to the AMF,
without an amendment to the Insurance Act. If the government desires that licencing fees be
paid to an entity other than the Superintendent, s. 466.1{4)(f) of the Insurance Act provides

that the Lieutenant Governor in Council aliows for the establishment of an Insurance Council

or council, and those councils may make regulations to:

fix and cotlect licence, registration or other annual and special
fees from applicants, registrants and licensees in occupational
groups in the insurance industry that are necessary to allow the
council to finance the exercise of its assigned powers.

62. Licencing fees may therefore only be paid to a council formaliy “recognized” under the
insurance Act. The ICS, and its associated councils, are examples of councils that have been
formally recognized. AMF has not been formally recognized and it cannot be formally

recognized.

63.  Any council must carry out ail of the following functions under the Insurance Act.

466.1(4) Without limiting the generality of subsection (3), the
Lieutenant Governor in Council may make regulations granting to
a council, on any terms and conditions that he considers
appropriate, the power fo:

(a) accept and exercise powers, functions and responsibilities
delegated to it by the superiniendent;

(b) establish the educational, training and other standards and
qualifications required for the licensing or registration of members
of the occupational groups in the insurance industry;

(b.1) establish, with respect to persons or categories of persons to
whom the council has issued a ficence, standards of conduct,
competence and proficiency and standards of training and
educaticn, including additional and coniinuing ftraining and
education requirements;

(c) establish and enforce ethical, cperational and trade practices
for members of accupatianal groups in the insurance industry;

(d) investigate complaints and adjudicate or mediate disputes
regarding services provided by any member of an occupational
group in the insurance industry;
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(d.1) assess and coliect the costs of investigations and hearings
conducted by it and suspend licences for the licensee’s failure to
pay these costs;

(e) make recommendations to government;

{f) fix and collect licence, registration or other annual and special
fees from applicanis, registrants and licensees in occupational
groups in the insurance industry that are necessary to allow the
councif to finance the exercise of its assigned powers:

(f.1) assess and collect fines to be paid and penalties for late
payment of fines and suspend licences for the licensee's failure to
pay fines and penalties assessed;

(9) initiate and engage in programs of consumer protection;

{h) subdelegate its powers to subcouncils or commitiees;

(i) make bylaws necessary for its efficient functioning.

84.  AMF cannot meet these requirements. Therefore it is not a “recognized” organization,

nor can it qualify as cne.

€5.  As a result, the purported delegation by iCS to have fees paid to the AMF in relation to
licencing is uniawful. For this reason as well the MOU, the Participation Agreement and the

Service Agreement should be deciared null and void.

Statutory Grounds

86.  Primerica will rely on Rule 3-4¢ of The Queen’s Bench Rules.

67. Primerica will rely on sections 100, 426, 466.1 and 467 of the Insurance Act.

68. Primerica will rely on section 23 of the /nsurance Councils Regulations.

69, Primerica will rely on such further and other grounds as counsel may advise and this

Honourable Court permit.
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DATED at the City of Regina, Saskatchewan, this_ 24 day of July, 2014.

VAN

Agent for Service for
Primerica Life Insurance Company of

Canada

If you mtend fo rely on a
Hod conmdered  you must

CONTACT INFORMATION AND ADDRESS FOR SERVICE

Name of firm:

Name of lawyer in charge of
file:

Address of legal firm:

Telephone number:
Fax number:

E-mail address;

McCarthy Tetrault LLP
F. Paul Morrison / Julie K. Parla

Suite 5300, P.Q. Box 48
Toronto Dominion Bank Tower
Toronto, ON M5K 1ES

(418) 601-7887/8190
(416) 868-0673

pmorriso@meccarthy.ca / jpartla@meccarthy.ca
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Whose address for service in Saskatchewan is:

Name of firm: McKercher LLP

Name of fawyer: Nicholas M. Cann

Address of legal firm: 800 - 1801 Hamilton Street
Regina, SK S4P 4B4

Telephone number: (308) 565-6526

Fax number; {3086) 565-6565

E-mail address: n.cann@mckercher.ca

File number: 114550.1
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COURT FILE NUMBER Q.B. No. 1591 of 2014
COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH FOR SASKATCHEWAN

JUDICIAL CENTRIS REGINA

APPLICANT PRIMERICA LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY OF
CANADA

RESPONDENTS INSURANCE COUNCILS OF SASKATCHEWAN
and LIFE INSURANCE COUNCIL OF
SASKATCHEWAN

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF SERVICE

You are asked to fill out and sign this form withoul delay, and to mail it in the accompanying
postage prepaid envelope addressed to Nicholas M. Cann of McKercher LLP or to return it
by fax to the attention of Nicholas M. Cann of McKercher LLP at (306) 565-6565. 1 you do
not return this signed and completed Acknowledgment of Scrvice without delay, you may not
receive notice of any further proceedings or any documents may be personally served on you
and you will be required to pay the costs of service.

I acknowlcdge service on me of a copy of the following document.:

1. Originating Application on behalf of the Applicant, Primerica Life Insurance Company

of Canada, dated July 24, 2014.

(Signature)

(Date of Service}

My name is:

(full legal name)

My address for service is (address in Saskatchewan where Court documents may be mailed
to or left for you):

Life Insurance Council of Saskatchewan

310, 2631 — 28" Avenue

Reging, SK 848 6X3

My telephone number is:

Page 65 of 267 Page



Page 2

My fax number is {optional):

My c-mail address is (optional):

_-Schc you w1th doc,umcnts unul you servc on_the other partles and file with the' court »
"Imtlcc of a-new. addmbs for; eTVice : e

CONTACT INFORMATION AND ADDRESS FOR SERVICE

Name of firm: McCARTILY TETRAULT 1.LP
Name of lawyer in charge of file: F. Paul Morrison/Julie K. Parla
Address of legal firm: Suite 3300, P.O). Box 48

Toronio Dominion Bank Towcr _
Toronto, ON MS5K 1E6 ' -

Telephone number: (416) 601-7887
(416} 601-8190
Fax number; (416) 868-0673
E-mail address: pmorriso{@mecarthy.ca

iparla@mecarthy.ca

WHOSE ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IN SASKATCHEWAN IS:

Name of firm: McKERCHIR ILLP -

Name of lawyer in charge of file: Nicholas M. Cann

Address of legal firm: 800 - 1801 Hamilton Street
Regina, SK S4P 4134

Telephone number:; (306) 565-6500

Fax number: (306) 565-6565

Fi-mail address: n.cann{@mckercher.ca

File number; 114550.1
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 9:38 AM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX

Ce: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX

Subject: FW: LLQP Update - Primerica Legal Action in Ontario
Attachments: Primerica - Notice of Claim.pdf; Primerica.pdf

Harry: Thanks. Brian

From: James, Harry FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 8:58 AM

To: Wilkinson, Sandra JAG:EX; Dilfon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Chong, Frank FIN:EX; Withnell, Kiah FIN:EX

Subject: FW: LLQP Undate - Primerica Legal Actien in Ontario

Fyl

Haryy James

Loirector; Policy Inttiatives

I"inancial Instimtions Commission
2800-555 West TMastings Streel
YVancouver, BC VA1 4NG

Phone 604 600-1935 | lax 6014 660 3365
www fic.gov.be.ca

ﬁ Please consider the environment hefore printing this emait

Unless otherwise agreed expressly in wrting by the author, this communication is to be treated as confidential and the information in it
may not be used or disclosed except for the purpose for which it has been sent. It is infended only for the use of the person to whom it
is addressed. Any distribution, copying or use by anyone else is stictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mafi i enior, please

telephione me immedialtely and destroy this e-mail,

From: Carol Shevlin [maitto; Carol.Shevlin@fsco.gov.on.ca]
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 8:36 AM

To: Angela Mazerolle; Carol Shevlin; Rogers, Carolyn FIN:EX; Charles Johnston; Dan Carlson; Doug Doak; Mcl.ean, Doug
B FIN:EX; Doug Murphy; Fiona.Charbonneau; Grant Swansen; Ian McIntosh; Jim Scalena; Julien Reid; Laurie Balfour;

Mark Prefontaine; Nathalie Sirois ; Patrick Dery; Penny Lee; Peter Blandy; Phil Howell; Robert Bradley

Cc: Alayne Brygadyr-McCoy ; Alex Lambrecht; Anatol Monid; Andrew Willett; Ann Baksh; Bartosz Chrostowski; Bey
Biakesley; CCIR-CCRRA; Craig Whaien; Darlene Hall; Darrell Leadbetter; David Weir; Dawn Madassa; Denis Poirier ; Eric
Stevensan ; Chong, Frank FIN:EX; James, Harry FIN:EX; Heidi Davison; Jackie Grant; Janice Callbeck; Jean-Francois
Routhier; Jennifer Calder; Julie Demers; Karen Steele; Withnell, Kiah FIN:EX; Lesley Thomson; Letitia Miclescu; Louise
Gauthier; Maria Masliwec; Marie-Claude Maiihot; Mario Beaudoin ; Martha Desouza; Martin Ship; Burns, Molly FIN:EX;
Nelly Ching; Nicole Beaulieu; Nurez Jiwani; Peter Burston; Phillip McInnis; Rachel Olaso-Pezeshkian; Ron Fuflan; Saveria
Villanti; Scott Moore; Seta Singh; Shonna Neil; Stephane Langlois; Sussana Lecusay; Sylvia Parsons; Tom Golfetto; Usha

Anandarajah; William Ngu
Subject: FW: LLQP Update - Primerica Legat Action in Onfario

CCIR Members,

Forwarding from Ron Fullan.
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Sent: July-09-14 12:45 PM

To: CISRO

Cc: Carol Shevlin

Subject: LLQP Update - Primerica Legal Action in Ontario

TO: All CISRO members
c.c. Carol Shevlin for distribution to CCIR Members

{ pass on the attached as an FYl to all CISRO and CCIR members.
As an LLQP Course provider, Primerica has signed a Letter of Intent with all jurisdictions that currently use LELQP. This
weel, Primerica filed a Notice of Cloim in Ontario based on the Course provider Letter of Intent it has with FSCO. A copy

of the Notice of Claim is attached.

They have atso filed a Form 8-K with the United States Securities and Exchange Commission informing them of the legal
action. A copy of the Form 8-K is also attached.

if you would like any further information regarding this subject, please contact me.

Ron Fuitan
Chair, CISRO

B L e T ADEATT 1T T SO T LY L P T ST Y O WL 20 ¢ AR T R T T, T

1§ ol hiz
their oo
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meccarthy

SERVICE OF A COPY N ’
ADMITTEDTHIS.. . ..Davy oF, T4 Ao |
Crown Law Office (Civit Law)

MINISTRY OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
FORONTARIO

Per.d] e oA
720 BAY STHEET
TORONTO, ONTARID #4754 250

MeCarthy Tétrault LLP

PO Box 48, Suite 5300
Toranto-Dominion Bank Tower
Toronto ON M5K 1E8
Canada

Tek 416-362-1512

Fax: 416-868-0673

Julie K. Parla
Partner

Direct Line: {(416) 601-8180
£mail: jparla@mecarthy.ca

tetrault

Assisfant: Kalie Leavilt
Direct Line: 416-601-8200 (542746}
Email: keavit@mccarthy. ca

July 7, 2014
Via Personal Service

Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Ontario
c/o Ministry of the Attorney General

Legal Service Division

Crown Law Office Civil

720 Bay Street 8" Floor

Toronto ON M7A 239

ATTN: Sandra Nishikawa
Dear Ms. Nishikawa

Re: Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada — Notice of Claim pursuant to
Section 7(1) of the Proceedings Against the Crown Act, RSO 1990, ¢ P 27

We are retained as counsel to Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada (“Primerica”).

Primerica has advised the Financial Services Commission of Ontario (*FSCO") of significant
concerns regarding the new fife licence qualification program ("L.LQP") developed by the
Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations ("CISRO"), in respect of which the
insurance regulator members of CISRO, including FSCO, have entered into binding
agreements. In particular, the process by which the new LLQP licensing scheme has been
adopted is in breach of obligations owed by FSCO to Primerica in contract and at common law,
and features of the program are contrary to law.

Despite the fact that it was FSCO who entered into the agreements in question, you have
advised that FSCO takes the position that any claim in respect of these issues is properly
brought against the Crown.

In light of FSCO's position, Primerica hereby provides notice of a claim, should such notice be
required, under section 7 of the Proceedings Against the Crown Act RSO 1990, ¢ P 27.
Particulars of the claim, which will be issued as an Application pursuant fo Rufe 14.05 of the
Ruies of Civil Pracedure after the 60 day notice period has expired, are as follows:

1. FSCO and Primerica are parties to a Course Provider Letter of Intent {“L.OI"), which
establishes contractual obligations as between them. Pursuant toits terms, FSCO is
obliged to “Consult and communicate with course providers, prior to making any
changes to the curriculum design document or to the examination format or content.”
femphasis added] In breach of this provision, FSCO and the regulator members of
CISRO, contractually agreed to a wholesale restructuring of the LLQP, including to the
format of the exam, prior to any disclosure of the new program, and without any
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consultation with industry and Primerica in particular. FSCO is thereby in breach of the
Lot

The contractual agreements referred to as having been entered into without any
consuitation, are as follows:

a. 'Co-operative Memarandum of Understanding Targeting the implementation of a
Canada-Wide Insurance of Persons {Life and Health) Qualification Program (the
HMOUII)

b. Participation Agreement Regarding the Implementation of a Canada-Wide
Insurance of Persons {Life and Health) Qualification Program (the "Participation
Agreement”); and

¢. Service Agreement in Respect of the Implementation of a Canada-Wide
(nsurance of Persons (Life and Health} Qualification Program (the "Service
Agreement’).

Collectively {the “Agreements”}

2. in entering into the LOI, FSCO represented and agreed that it would consult and
communicate with Primerica prior to making any changes to the examination format or
content. This was wholly within the scope of its authority and gave rise to legitimate
expectations by Primerica that it would be consulted prior to any decisions being made,
and that the consultation would be meaningful. By failing to engage in meantngful
consuitation with Primerica prior to negotiating and entering into the Agreements, FSCO
violated Primerica’s legitimate expectations.

3. FSCO, as an agency of the Ontario government, is bound by the Management Board of
Cabinet Procurement Directive, dated April 2011 (the “Procurement Directive”). The
terms of the Procurement Directive require that the service provider under the Service
Agreement be selected pursuant to a public procurement process. FSCO did not follow
the Procurement Directive in selecting the Quebec insurance regulator, the Autorité des
marchés financiers (“AMF”} as the entity to develop and administer licencing
examinations in respect of the new LLQP. Further, there is no exemption at law
applicable to selecting the AMF as the vendar of services. Accordingly, the selection by
FSCO of the AMF as developer and administer of the new exam is in viotation of the
Procurement Directive and unlawful.

4. By virtue of the funding mechanism agreed to pursuant to the Agreements, namely that
each course provider will be required to pay an intellectuai property licencing fee in
respect of materials developed by the AMF, which fee will be paid directly to the AMF,
FSCO has established fees in relation to matters under the /nsurance Act, and in
particular in respect of insurance agent licencing and the licencing program. FSCO does
not have the jurisdiction to set fees. Fees may only be set by the Minister, pursuant to
section 121.1 of the /nsurance Act. The provisions of the Agreements in respect of the
funding mechanism, are therefore also contrary to law.

5. Further, FSCO is bound by the Service Agreement to make the AMF whole in the event
the revenue from licence fees applicable to the “Study Materials” falls short of what the
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AMF expects to recover. This arrangement creates a contingent liability which, under s.
28 of the Financial Administration Act, RSO 1990, ¢ F.12, requires the approval of the
Minister of Finance. In an attempt to avoid a contingent liahility, FSCO contracted with
the AMF to require its exam administrator {currently Serco) to purchase examinations
directly from the AMF in order to counter any shortfall in revenue. However, no such
terms were in fact agreed to as between FSCO and Serco. The Service Agreement with
the AMF therefore created a contingent iiability, which required Ministerial approval. No
such approval was sought or provided. Accordingty, the Service Agreement is invalid
and should be declared null and void.

6. Inthe alternative, and in any event, as the funding mechanism agreed to pursuant to the
Agreements, requires that any shortfall in the financial recovery owing to the AMF be
paid by way of an exam fee to be levied through the third-party exam administrator, this
too represents a fee which FSCO does not have the authority to set, and which is
unlawful.

7. Section 393(21){d7) of the Insurance Act provides that if the government requires that
licencing fees be paid to an entity other than FSCO, the Lieutenant Governor in Council
may make regulations providing that part or all of the fees paid to cbtain or renew
licences be paid to an organization recognized under subsection 393(14). The AMF Is
not an organization “recognized” under the Insurance Act, nor can it qualify to be, given
the legislative requirements applicable to a “recognized organization”. As the funding
mechanism under the Agreements requires payments to be made directly to the AMF,
the Agreements are contrary to law and in breach of the provisions of the Insurance Act.

As a result of these significant breaches, Primerica will seek various declaratory relief, including
a declaration that the MOU, the Participation Agreement and the Service Agreement, be
deciared null and void.

Yours very truly,

D

Julie K. Parla

JKP/p
Doci# 13563892

cC: Ministry of Finance, via courier
ec: Peter Schneider {Primerica)
Karen Sukin {Primerica)
David Grad {Primerica}
Paul Morrison (McCarthy Tétrauit)
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

from: Gillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2014 4:14 PM

To: Gretes, George FIN:EX

Ce: Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX
Subject: LLQP

Attachments: Doc May 22, 2014, 140 PM.PDF

George:

Further to you question about job impacts if any flowing from the LLQP changes, below is the information provided by
Gerry Matier, ED with the Council, along with the attachment he sent {it is poor quality so | found more or less the same
add (different MLAs listed) in the Kamloops This Week paper and that is copied below).

Gerry's response seems pretty comprehensive, but let me know if you need any further information.
Brian

Information from Gerry:

“Whether we are talking about the current LLQP program or the "new" LLQP program there is no impact on B.C.
jobs‘ $.13,5.16

s.13,5.16

All other providers are in Alberta (1) and Ontario {8) and none of them are likely to lose jobs as a result of the
introduction of the revised 1LLQP.

Exam question development was originally done by a U.S. contractor hired by B.C., Alberta and Ontario back in
2000/01 when the LLQP was originally developed. Since then Council has developed additional exam questions
(for use in B.C. only) and we used LOMA, which is located in Atlanta, Georgia. We used LOMA because the
resources we would narmally have turned to {Advocis, ILS, etc) are all LLQP course providers and would have
heen in a conflict.

Council hasts ali the exams in B.C. and does the marking. Nothing is going to change with that process.

I want to be clear, there are no jobs moving to Quebec and Quebec is not taking over the exam process, B.C., in
conjunction with all other jurisdiction is using Quebec's (AMF) education department to develop the new
material and exam questions, which is being done under our {CISRO) direction. The first time around, as |
mentioned above, we used an American contractor to do the same thing. The only difference is that Quebec is
doing the work for free and will recoup it in licence fees once the revised LLQP program commences in 2016
(unlike the first time round when we paid the contractor up front and never recouped any of the costs.

s.13,5.16
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From Kamloops this Week newspaper:

A3 4 FEEEAY by 2F S0bs
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
.

T A -]
From: FIN EA Minister PREM:EX
Sent: Friday, June 6, 2014 8:37 AM
To: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX
Cc: Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX
Subject: RE: LLQP
Brian:

Thank you for the clarification.
Cheers,

George Gretes

Executive Assistant | Office of the Honourable Michael de Jong
Minister of Finance & House Leader | Province of British Columbia

Office; 250.387.2214 | Fax: 250.387.5594 | website: http://www.gov.bc.ca/fin/

é Please consider the environment before printing this email

From: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2014 4:14 PM

To: Gretes, George FIN:EX

Cc: Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Toovey, Kari FIN:EX
Subject: LLQP

George:

Further to you guestion about job impacts if any flowing from the LLQP changes, below is the information provided by
Gerry Matier, ED with the Council, along with the attachment he sent (it is poor quality so | found more or less the same
add (different MLAs tisted) in the Kamloops This Week paper and that is copied below).

Gerry's response seems pretty comprehensive, but let me know if you need any further information.
Brian
Information from Gerry:
“Whether we are tatking about the current LLOP nroeram ar the "new™ i | OP nragram thers is na imnart on R €
iob 5.13,5.16
jobs.
5.13,5.16

All other providers are in Alberta (1) and Ontario {8) and none of them are likely to lose jobs as a result of the
introduction of the revised LLQP.

Exam question development was originaily done by a U.S. contractor hired by B.C., Alberta and Ontaric back in
2000/01 when the LLQP was originally developed. Since then Council has developed additional exam questions

1
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(for use in B.C. only) and we used LOMA, which is located in Atlanta, Georgia. We used LOMA because the
resources we would normally have turned to {Advacis, ILS, etc) are all LLQP course providers and wouid have
been in a conflict.

Council hosts all the exams in B.C. and does the marking. Nothing is going to change with that process.

I want to be clear, there are no jobs moving to Quebec and Quebec is not taking over the exam process. B.C., in
conjunction with all other jurisdiction is using QGuebec's {AMF} education department to develop the new
material and exam questians, which is being done under our {CISRO) direction. The first time around, as |
mentioned above, we used an American contractor to do the same thing. The only difference is that Quebec is
doing the work for free and will recoup it in licence fees once the revised LLQP program commences in 2016
(unlike the first time round when we paid the contractor up front and never recouped any of the costs.

s.13,5.16

From Kamioops this Week newspaper:
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2014 4:32 PM
To: ‘Gerry Matier'

Subject: RE: LLQP

Gerry: Thanks for the quick response. | will let you know if there are any follow up questions but your information
seems pretty comprehensive and ¢lear. Brian

From: Gerry Matier {mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncifofbc.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2014 3:29 PM

To: Ditlon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP

Hi Brian

Whether we are talking about the current LLOP pbroeram or the "new" LLOP nroeram there is no imoart oan RB.C.
e 5.13,5.16
5.13,5.16

All other providers are in Alberta (1) and Ontario (8) and none of them are likely to lose jobs as a result of the
introduction of the revised LLQP.

Exam question development was originally done by a U.S. contractor hired by B.C., Alberta and Ontario back in 2000/01
when the LLQP was originally developed. Since then Council has developed additional exam questions (for use in B.C.
only) and we used LOMA, which is located in Atlanta, Georgia. We used LOMA hecause the resources we would
normally have turned to (Advocis, ILS, etc) are ail LLQP course providers and would have been in a conflict.

Council hosts all the exams in B.C. and does the marking. Nothing is going to change with that process.

| want to e clear, there are no jobs moving to Quebec and Quebec is not taking over the exam process. B.C., in
conjunction with ali other jurisdiction is using Quebec's (AMF} education department to develop the new material and
exam questions, which is being done under our (CISRO} direction. The first time around, as | mentioned above, we used
an american contractor to do the same thing, The oniy difference is that Quebec is doing the work for free and will
recoup it in ficence fees once the revised LLQP program commences in 2016 (unlike the first time round when we paid
the contractor up front and never recouped any of the costs.

s.13,5.16

Let me know if you have any questions - | can be reached at 604 790-0146.

1
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Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com | www.insurancecouncitofbc.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX [mailto:Brian.Dillon@gov.bc.ca]
Sent: June-05-14 2:48 PM

To: Gerry Matier

Subject: LLQP

Further to my veicemait, perhaps doing it in table form would be clearest, something like:

Current Where Propased Where
produced/done produced/done
Course Materials Prepared by Most materials are
various companies | produced in
and course Cntario and other
providers provinces. One
Exam Materials
/Questions
Marked
??
??

In summary, the expected impacted from changes on BC jobs will be: [none to minimal because currently ... if that is the
case which [ think it is but we should be very accurate here.)

| also have anather completely separate question. Can you tell me whether non-voting members have any involvement
in the administration of the Council (appointment of staff, job classifications, salaries, etc.) or is it just the voting

members? Just not sure how the process works in terms of administration with the voting and non-voting members.

Thanks very much,
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Peter Tzanetakis <PTzanetakis@advocis.ca>
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 6:47 AM
To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note
Marcus,

5.13,5.16
Regards,

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corporate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
350 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Toronto, ON M5V 3A2

D: 416.342.9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 9813

F: 416.444.8031

ptzanetakis@advogis.ca

www.advocis.ca

This communication (and any attachments) is directed in confidence to the addressee(s) listed above, and may
not otherwise be distributed, copied or used. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and defete this communication {and any attachments) without making a copy.

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX [mailto:Marcus.Gill@gov.bc.cal

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2014 1:46 PM
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To: Peter Tzanetakis; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note

Thanks for sending the link Peter. 5.13,5.16
5.13,5.16

Marcus Gill

Executive Director

Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
BC Ministry of Finance

250 387-7567

From: Peter Tzanetakis [mailto:PTzanetakis@advodis.ca]
Sent: May-21-14 7:43 AM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: FW: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note

Guys,
Here is a sample of the lobbying campaign being spearheaded by Primerica. It is happening across Canada.

hiip/fcommunitylifeinsurance.ca/

As discussed and in my follow ug note below, we are not part of this. We hope that we can continue to work with the
regulators to ensure this rolis out effectively and to ensure there are no artificial barriers to getting people into the life
insurance business.

.13

Please keep me informed on any action or direction you plan with your regulators,
Regards,

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corporate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
390 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Toronto, ON M5V 3A2

D: 416.342.9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 9813

F: 416.444.8031

ptzanetakis@advocis.ca

www.advocis.ca
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This communication (and any attachments) is directed in confidence to the addressee(s} listed above, and may
not otharwise be distributed, copied or used. if you have received this communication in error, please notify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any attachments) without making a copy.

From: Peter Tzanetakis

Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:38 PM

To: Brian Dillon {Brian.Ditllon@gov.be.ca); Marcus. Gill@gov.be.ca
Cc: Kathy Kaskiw

Subject: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note

Brian, Marcus,
it was great meeting with you last week to discuss the changes happening in the industry.

As requested, attached is a briefing note on the LLQP CISRO revamp project and some of the issues and concerns we
have raised during this process. We continue to work with members of CISRO to ensure that we can continue to offer
this program and to bring more and higher quality individuals into the life and health insurance industry.

Kathy Kaskiw, VP Education and Member Services is the lead on this for us, so if you have any guestions do not hesitate
to contact her.

Regards,

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corporate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
390 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Toronto, ON M5V 3A2

D: 416.342.9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 9813

F: 416.444.8031

ptzanetakis@advocis.ca

www.advocis.ca

This communication (and any attachments} is directed in confidence to the addressee(s) listed above, and may
not otherwise be distributed, copied or used. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any attachments} without making a copy.
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Peter Tzanetakis <PTzanetakis@advocis.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2014 11:39 AM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dilton, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note

| will get back to you with a forma! response as the lead on this file is our VP of Education. My comments below are
some initial thoughts.

5.13,5.16

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corporate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
3820 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Toronfo, ON N5V 3A2

D 416.342.9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 9813

F: 416.444.8031

ptzanetakis@advocis.ca

www.advocis.ca

This communication {and any attachments) is directed in confidence to the addressee(s) listed above, and may
not otherwise be distributed, copied or used. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any attachments) without making a copy.

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX [mailto:Marcus.Gill@gov.be.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2014 1:46 PM

To: Peter Tzanetakis; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note

Thanks for sending the link Peter. $.13,5.16
5.13,5.16
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5.13,5.16

Marcus Gill

Executive Director

Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
BC Ministry of Finance

250 387-7567

From: Peter Tzanetakis [mailto:PTzanetakis@advocis.ca]
Sent: May-21-14 7:43 AM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: FW: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note

Guys,
Here is a sampie of the lobbying campaign being spearheaded by Primerica. It is happening across Canada.

http:/fcammunitylifeinsurance, caf

As discussed and in my follow up note below, we are not part of this. We hope that we can continue to work with the
regulators to ensure this rolls out effectively and to ensure there are no artificial barriers to getting people into the life
insurance business.

5.13,5.16

Please keep me informed an any actian or direction you plan with your regulators.
Regards,

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corpoerate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
390 Queens Quay West, Sulte 209

Toronto, ON MBY 3AZ2

D: 416.342.9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 2813

F: 416.444.8031

ptzanetakis@advocis.ca

www.advocis.ca

This communication (and any attachments) is directed in confidence to the addressee(s) listed above, and may
rot otherwise be distributed, copied or used. If you have received this communication in error, piease notify us
by repfy e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any attachments) without making a copy.

From: Peter Tzanetakis
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:38 PM
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To: Brian Dilion (Brian.Dillon@gov.be.ca); Marcus. Gill@gov.he.ca
Cc: Kathy Kaskiw
Subject: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note

Brian, Marcus,
It was great meeting with you last week to discuss the changes happening in the industry.

As requested, attached is a briefing note on the LLQP CISRO revamp project and some of the issues and concerns we
have raised during this process. We continue to work with members of CISRO to ensure that we can continue to offer
this program and to bring more and higher quality individuals into the life and health insurance industry.

Kathy Kaskiw, VP Education and Member Services is the lead on this for us, so if you have any guestions do not hesitate
to contact her.

Regards,

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corporate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
390 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Toronto, ON M5V 3A2

D: 416.342.9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 9813

F: 416.444.8031

pizanetakis@advocis.ca

www.advocis.ca

This communication (and any attachments) is directed in confidence to the addressee(s) listed above, and may
not otherwise be distributed, copied or used. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any aftachments) without making a copy.
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Peter Tzanetakis <PTzanetakis@advocis.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2014 7:43 AM

To: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note
Attachments: 140514 CLIWE Ads.pdf

Guys,

Here is a sample of the lobbying campaign being spearheaded by Primerica. It is happening across Canada.

http://communitylifeinsurance.ca/

As discussed and in my follow up note below, we are not part of this. We hope that we can continue to work with the
regulators to ensure this rolls ocut effectively and to ensure there are no artificial barriers to getting people into the life
insurance business.

.13

Please keep me informed on any action or direction you pian with your regulators.
Regards,

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corporate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
3980 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Toronto, ON M5V 3A2

D: 416.342.9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 8813

F: 416.444.8031

ptzanetakis@advocis.ca

www.advocis.ca

This communication (and any attachments} is directed in confidence to the addressee(s) listed above, and may
not otherwise be distributed, copied or used. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any attachments) without making a copy.

From: Peter Tzanetakis

Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:38 PM

To: Brian Dillon {Brian.Dillon@gav.bc.ca); Marcus.Gill@gov.be.ca
Cc: Kathy Kaskiw

Subject: Advocis LLQP Briefing Note

Brian, Marcus,

It was great meeting with you last week to discuss the changes happening in the industry.
1
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As reguested, attached is a briefing note on the LLGQP CISRO revamp project and some of the issues and concerns we
have raised during this process. We continue to work with members of CISRO to ensure that we can continue to offer
this program and to bring more and higher quality individuals into the life and health insurance industry.

Kathy Kaskiw, VP Education and Member Services is the lead on this for us, so if you have any gquestions do not hesitate
to contact her.

Regards,

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corporate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
390 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Toronto, ON MSV 3A2

D: 416.342.9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 9813

F: 416.444.8031

ptzanetakis@advocis.ca

www.advacis.ca

This communication (and any attachments} is directed in confidence to the addressee(s) listed above, and may
not otherwise be distributed, copied or used. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any attachments) without making a copy.
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

FYI
Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

McLean, Doug B FIN:EX

Friday, May 16, 2014 11:01 AM

Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Fwd: LLQP Communication

LLQP Stakeholder Letter - April 2014-EN.pdf; ATTO0001.htm; LLQP Stakeholder Letter -
April 2014-FR pdf; ATTO0002.htm

From: "Carol Shevlin" <Carol.Shevlin@fsco.gov.on.ca>
To: "Angela Mazerolle" <Angela.Mazerolie@fcnb.ca>, "Brad Geddes" <brad.geddes@gov.ab.ca>, "Carol
Sheviin" <Carol.Sheviin@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Rogers, Carolyn FIN:EX" <Carolyn.Rogers@ficombc.ca>,

"Charles lohnston” <¢johnst@osfi-bsif.gc.ca>, "Dan Carlson" <dcarlsgen@gov.nu.ca>, "Doug Doak”
<doug_doak@gov.nt.ca>, "Mclean, Doug B FIN:EX" <Doug.McLean@ficombec.ca>, "Doug Murphy"

<murphydh@gov.ns.ca>, "Fiona.Charbonneau” <Fiona.Charbonneau@gov.yk.ca>, "Grant Swanson”

<Grant.Swanson@fsco . gov.on.ca>, "lan Mcintosh" <ian.mcintosh@gov.sk.ca>, "lim Scalena”

<Jim.Scalena@gov.mb.ca>, "Jutien Reid" <Julien,Reid@lautorite.ge.ca>, "Mark Prefentaine”

<mark.prefontaine@gov.ab.ca>, "Nathalie Sirois " <nathalie.sirois@lautorite.gc.ca>, "Patrick Dery"

<patrick.dery@lautorite.qc.ca>, "Penny Lee" <penny.lee@osfi-bsif.gc.ca>, "Peter Blandy”

<peter.blandy@gov.ab.ca>, "Phil Howell" <Phil. Howell@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Robert Bradley"

<rabradiey@pgov.pe.ca>

Cc: "Alayne Brygadyr-McCoy " <Alayne.Brygadyr-McCov@gov.ab.ca>, "Alex Lambrecht"
<Alex Lambrecht@gov.nt.ca>, "Anatol Monid” <Anatol.Monid @fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Ann Baksh”

<Ann.Baksh@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Bartosz Chrostowski" <Bartosz.Chrosiowski@fsco.gov.on.ca>, 'Bev

Blakesley" <bblakesley@gov.mb.ca>, "CCIR-CCRRA" <ccir-cerra@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Craig Whalen”

<cwhalen@gov.nl.ca>, "Darlene Hall" <Darlene. Hali@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Darrell Leadbetter”

<Darrell.Leadbetter@osfi-bsif.gc.ca>, "David Weir" <david . weir@fcnb.ca>, "Dawn Madassa"

<Dawn.Madassa@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Denis Poirier " <denis.poirier@lautorite.gc.ca>, "Eric Stevenson "

<eric.stevenson@lautorite.qe.ca>, "Chong, Frank FIN:EX" <Frank.Chong@ficombc.ca>, "James, Harry

FIN:EX" <Harry.James@ficombc.ca>, "Heather Grace" <heather.grace@gov.ab.ca>, "Heidi Davison”

<Heidi.Davison @fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Jackie Grant" <Jacqueiine.grant@fcnb.ca>, "Janice Callbeck”

<jccalibeck@gov.pe.ca>, "fean-Francois Routhier" <Jean-Francois.Routhier@lautorite.qc.ca>, "Jennifer

Calder” <CALDERIL@gov.ns.ca>, "lulie Demers" <julie.demers@lautorite.gc.ca>, "Karen Steele”

<STEELEKA@gov.ns.ca>, "Withnell, Kiah FIN:EX" <Kiah. Withnell@ficombc.ca>, "Laurie Balfour"

<Laurie.Balfour@gov.ab.ca>, "Lesley Thomson" <Lesiey.Thomson@gov.sk.ca>, "tetitia Miclescu"

<Letitia.Miclescu@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Louise Gauthier" <louise.gauthier@lautorite.qc.ca>, "Marie-Claude

Mailhot" <marie-claude.mailhot@lautorite.gc.ca>, "Mario Beaudoin "

<mario.beaudoin@lautorite.gc.ca>, "Martha Desouza" <martha.desouza@osfi-bsif.gc.ca>, "Martin Ship”

<Martin,Ship@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Grist, Michael FIN:EX" <Michael.Grist@ficombc.ca>, "Nelly Ching"

<Nelly.Ching@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Nicole Beaulieu" <Nicole.Beaulieu@lautorite.qc.ca>, "Nurez liwani”

<Nurez.Jiwani@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Wangkhang, Pamela FIN:EX" <Pamela.Wangkhang@ficombc.ca>,

"Peter Burston" <Peter.Burston@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Phillip Mclnnis" <pimcinnis@gov.pe.ca>, "Rachel

Olaso-Pezeshkian" <Rachel.Olasg-Pezeshkian@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Ron Fullan®
<Ron.Fullan@skcouncil.sk.ca>, "Sandra Maietta” <Sandra.Maietta@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Saveria Villanti"

1
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<Saveria Villanti@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Scott Moore" <SMoore @gov.mb.ca>, "Seta Singh”
<Seta.Singh@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Shonna Neil" <Shonna.Neil@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Stephane Langlois”
<stephane.langlois@lautorite.gc.ca>, "Sussana Lecusay” <Sussana.Lecusay@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Tom
Golfetto” <Tom.Golfetto@fsco.gov.on.ca>, "Usha Anandarajah™ <{jsha.Anandarajah@fsco.gov.on.ca>,
"William Ngu" <NGUWN@gov.ns.ca>

Subject: FW: LLOP Communication

CCIR Members,
Forwarding from Ron Fullan,

Carol

From: Fullan, Ron (ICS) [mailto:Ron.Fullapn@skcouncil.sk.cal
Sent: May-16-14 8:41 AM

To: Carol Shevlin

Subject: LLGP Communication

Carol

We have just completed a stakeholder communication piece summarizing the LLQP project, including
what the project entails, and why we are doing it. The English and French versiens of the
communication are attached.

Can you share these with CCIR members?

They have been posted to our CISRG website.

Thanks.

Ron

if you have rocaiy
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CISR&EETOCRA

AN

T

April 28, 2014

Subject: Life Licence Qualification Program {(LLQP} updating project

Dear LLQAP Stakeholders:

As you may be aware, Canadian insurance regulators, weorking together through the Canadian Insurance
Services Regulatory Organizations (CISRO) are in the process of updating the Life Licence Qualification
Program {L.LQP) to ensure that it remains an effective entry level qualification program for individuals
entering the life insurance industry in Canada. The 13-jurisdiction membership of CISROQ, through their
individual autherities to set educational requirements for their jurisdictions, have launchead this national
harmonization initiative.

With a project of this nature, there are often misconceptions concerning some of the detalils of the project.
CISRO members wouid iike to take this opportunity to reiterate the key aspects of the updating project.

A Truly National Program

Currently there is one Curriculum Design Document that is the basis of the entrance course and exam in
ali common law jurisdictions. There are some differences in exam questions between jurisdictions.
Quehec has its own life qualification program which is based on 2 Curriculum Design Dacument that is
very similar to the one used in the common law provinces.

The revised LLQP will include all jurisdictions across Canada in a single life qualification program in line
with the requirements of the Agreement on Internal Trade. The project is integrating the best elements of
the current LLQP and Quebec programs to evolve the LLQP into a program that is consistent throughout
Canada.

Changes for Quebec candidates will include the implementation of 2 mandatory pre-examination course,
merging of group insurance and taxation into preduct specific modules, and elimination of their
educational prerequisite. Candidates in other jurisdictions will see a new open-book modular examination
and course material developed under the direction of the CISRO membership that will ensure consistency
among course providers. The course will be delivered by independent certified course providers in all
jurisdictions.

An Effective Governance Model

The full membership of CISRO will be responsible for all key decisions on maintaining and safeguarding
the integrity of the program. A Governance Committee, made up of representatives from several
jurisdictions, will be responsible for the day to day operation of the LLQP, including addressing
stakeholder questions and concerns. The inaugural Governance Committee which will oversee the
update project is made up of representatives fram British Celumbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Ontario,
Quebec and New Brunswick.

A Properly Funded Program

The updated LLQP includes a user pay funding mechanism to cover ongoing maintenance of the
program. This will significantly reduce the risk to the program and ensure its long term integrity. The
development costs relating to this project will be incurred by future applicants taking an LLQP course.
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This differs from the original implementation of the LLQP in 2002, whera the costs were born by the
licensees in three jurisdictions only. Qverall, a single program for all jurisdictions wili greatly increase the
cost efficiency compared to trying to maintain separate programs. The costs wifl be reasonable compared
to the cost to candidates for aother financial industries in Canada. While the exact amount is not yet
known, it will not exceed $140 per candidate.

Program Experts

The program will involve the services of two distinet sets of experts, both of whom will be acting under the
direction of the LLQP Governance Committee.

Educational Experts

CISRO members chase {0 take advantage of the educational expertise that exists within its
membership. The educational team ai the Auforité des marchés financiers (AMF) s acting as the
Educational Develcpment Experts for the project. They wilt be responsible for, among other
things, the creation and maintenance of the Curricutum, standardized course material, the exam
guestion database and exam.

Subject Matter Experts

CISRG members have also engaged Subject Matter Experts from the insurance industry in all
parfs of Canada to participate in the design, drafting and review of the Curriculum, course
material and exam questions. Drawing Subject Matter Experts who are active agents or trainers
helps {o ensure that the LLQP remains relevant to professional practice.

Standardized Course Material

CISRQO members, with the assistance of the Education Experts and the Subjest Matter Experts, will create
standardized course material. This ensures that the terminolagy used in the course material and on the
examination will be consistent. Standardized course material also fulfils an important consumer
protection need, as it defines the minimum breadth of knowledge required by regulators for a new
licensee, rather than having that minimum standard determined by others. Current exam results by
course provider indicate that there is a wide variance in the guality of exam preparation. Current exam
first time pass rates range from a low of 62% to a high of 95+%. The course material will aiso provide
licensed agents with a resource for their practice. Course providers will augment the course material
through such things as study guides and practice exams.

A New Exam Format

The exam wilt {est a candidate’s knowledge and understanding of the key aspects that an agent is
expected to know to enter the industry. As the exam is modular, candidates will be required to
demonstrate that they are proficient in each of the identified areas of the life insurance industry. The
proposed modules are as follows:

Life Insurance: Individual and Group, including tax issues related to Life Insurance products;
Accident & Sickness Insurance: Individual and Group, including tax issues related to Accident &
Sickness Insurance products;

Segregated Funds and Annuities: including tax issues related to Segregated Funds and
Annuities;

Ethics and Professicnat Practice; This moduie will have two versions, one for Common Law and
one for Givil Code.

The medular exam wili enhance the protectian of consumers by ensuring that an agent demonstrates
competency in each area. As the exam is an open book exam, it will be more reflective of the reality of an
agent's practice.
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The modular exam wil! benefit students as well, allowing them to focus their study efforts for the initial
exam, as well as any modular rewrites. CISRO members see this change as a significant benefit to
applicants. Instead of having to sit a four hour exam with no bregks, applicants will now benefit from
breaks during the exam and the modular format wilf allow students o tailor their exam experience. in
addition, if an applicant is not successfut on one module, the applicant only needs to re-write that section,
and not the whole exam. Development of the exam questions will be the last step in the project. That
work is scheduled to begin in early 2015.

Stakehoider Coﬁsultation

CiSRO has engaged in significant consultation with stakeholders. The project commenced with in person
Occupational Analysis Workshops involving over 80 agents from across the country. Online stakehoider
surveys were conducied for drafts of the Competency Profile and the Curricilum. As indicated above,
stakeholders have ailsc provided expertise as Subject Matter Experts.

CISRO members are very pleased with the level of stakeholder engagement and the project has truly
benefited from the input obtained through this extensive consultation process. As examples, stakeholder
input has resulted in changes to the methed of distribution of course material, the approach to teaching
and testing tax related concepts, and the fiming of implementation. CISRO is optimistic that this
engagement will continue in the remaining phases of the project.

implementation

The implementation date for the updated LLQP is January 1, 2016. Course material is expected to be
ready for distribution to course providers in the first quarter of 2018,

CISRO members would like to thank all stakeholders for their input in this important praject. Together we
are ensuring the long term integrity of the program and enhancing consumer protection.

The CISRO website (hitpu/iwww.cisro-ocra.com/) is regularly updated in order to provide access to key
program analyses, documents, and forms, such as survey resuits, the Curiculum, and the reguest for
access to detaited plans. Please visit the Publications and Initiatives pages periodically in order to stay
informed about the latest developments in the implementation of the updated LLQP.

Sincerely,

'

Ron Fuilan
Chair, Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations (CISRQ)
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Diflon, Brian FIN:EX

AR
From: Hande Bilhan, Principa! <hande@sagepublicaffairs.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 13, 2014 6:47 AM
To: Gitl, Marcus A FIN:EX; 'Barry Andruschak’; Wood, Heather FIN:EX
Cc: Diilon, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: Re: Insurance Council Hearing for Nurse Occupation

Excellent news indeed. We are looking forward to positive developments and reasonable compromises on the proposed
new license exam as well.

Many thanks again for meeting with us. Your interest in and understanding of our issues is much appreciated.
Best regards,
Hande Bilhan

Hande Bilhan | Principal
SAGE PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND RESEARCH
Office; 416-900-1132
Mobile: 416-276-59664
ca.linkedin.com/in/handebilhan
@HandelnToronto
www.sagepublicaffairs.com

Qriginal Message
From: Gifl, Marcus A FIN:EX
Sent: Monday, May 12, 2014 12:29 PiM
To: 'Barry Andruschak'; Wood, Heather FIN:EX
Cc: 'Hande Bilhan'; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Insurance Council Hearing for Nurse Occupation

Good news Barry. Thank you for the update.

Marcus Gill

Executive Director

Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch BC Ministry of Finance
250 387-7567

From: Barry Andruschak [mailto;s.22

Sent: Monday, May 12, 2014 9:26 AM

To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Ce: Gill, Marcus A FiNLEX; Hande Bilhan; glenn.williams@primerica.com; Peter Schneider; Rosie Orlando; Brad Girard;
Arleigh; s.22 . RMicGowan@®@blg.com; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Insurance Council Hearing for Nurse Qccupation

Hello Heather, Marcus, Brian, and everyone,
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Thank you for your time and expertise at our meeting last Thursday May 8th.

One of the issues arising from our discussion was to get a hearing with the insurance council of BC regarding occupation
restrictions for nurses sponer than Sept 18th, as was currently proposed.

Gerry Matier has been able to arrange the hearing for June Sth.
We will keep you informed of the results.

Thank you again,

Barry Andruschak

National Sales Director

Primerica Canada

Victoria,BC
Cell:2508121934
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

From: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2014 3:50 PM

To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Gitl, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Meeting with Heather Wood on May 8

These are the attendees for tomorrow's meeting with Primerica:

Barry Andruschak, National Sales Director, Victoria Hande Bilhan, Government Relations Liaison Local colleague
{tentative)

From: Barry Andruschak [mailto:s.22 ]
Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2014 3:24 PM

To: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Subject: Re: Meeting with Heather Wood on May 8

Helle Heather,

At this paint it witl just be myself and our Government Relations ligison, Hande 8ilhan. There may be one more local
colleague of mine joining us at the most.

Barry

>On May 7, 2014, at 9:54 AM, "Hagar, Vanessa A, FIN:EX" <Vanessa.Hagar@gov.bc.ca> wrote:
>

> Hi Barry,

>

> Just confirming your meeting with Heather Wood tomorrow, May & at 1:30 pm. Could you kindly let me know if
anyone will be in attendance with you?

>

> Thank you,

-2

> Vanessa Hagar

> Executive Assistant to Heather Weod, ADM

> Policy and Legislation Division

> Ministry of Finance

»T: 250-356-9911

=

>

>

> -----0Original Message-----

> From: Barry Andruschak [mailto:s.22
> Sent: Monday, April 28, 2014 9:29 AM

> To: Hagar, Vanessa A, FIN:EX

> Subiject; Re: Disregard last email
>
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> Thank you Vanessa. | will let you know this Friday.or Monday at the latest, who will be attending with me.

-3

> Barry Andruschak.

-

>>0n Apr 28, 2014, at 11:59 AM, "Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX" <Vanessa.Hagar@gov.bc.ca> wrote:

>>

>> Hi Barry,

>

>> This will confirm your meeting with Heather Wood and staff on May 8 at 1:30 pm. Please call me upon arrival to the
building and  will show you to the boardroom. My number is 250-356-9911 or alternate is Melissa Morgan at 250-356-
5928.

>

>> If you could also let me know who will be attending with you, it would be appreciated.

>

>> Thank you,

e

>>Vanessa Hagar

>> Executive Assistant to Heather Wood, ADM Policy and Legislation

>> Division Ministry of Finance

>>T. 250-356-9911

e

>>

>> e Original Message--—--

>> From: Barry Andruschak [mailto $-22 ]

>> Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 4:59 PM

>> To: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

»>» Cc: Rosie Orlando

»> Subject: Re: Disregard last email

>>

>> Hi Vanessa

a>

»>> Yes May 8 at 130 would wark better. Thank you.

>>

>>

>> Barry Andruschak

>>

»>>0n Apr 25, 2014, at 2:29 PM, "Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX" <Vanessa.Hagar@gov.bc.ca> wrote:
S>>

>>> Hi Barry,

Bl

>>> | heard from Melissa Morgan this morning and she said that you may need to reschedule the April 30 meeting with
Heather. Could you let me know if a meeting on May 8 at 1:30 pm would be better?
=5

>»> Thank you,

el

>»> Vanessa Hagar

>>> Executive Assistant to Heather Wood, ADM Policy and Legislation

>>> Divisien Ministry of Finance

>>>T: 250-356-9911

>

>
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>>> From: Barry Andruschak [mailto:s.22
>»> Sent; Friday, April 25, 2014 9:10 AM
>>> To: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

»>> C¢: Rosie Qrlando

>>> Subject: Disregard tast email

>

>>> Sorry Vanessa and Rosie,

>

>>> Last email sent in error.

>

>>> Barry

>o>

>>>> On Apr 14, 2014, at 7:02 PM, "Hagar, Vanessa A, FIN:EX" <Vanessa.Hagar@gov.bc.ca> wrote:
>o5>

>>»> Dear Mr, Andruschak,

>>>>
>>>> This will confirm your meeting with Heather Wood and staff on Wednesday, April 30 at 2:00 pm, $.15
s.15 . As the boardroom is located in a secured area on the 1st floor, you will
need to call me upon arrival to the building and | will come down to meet you. The easiest access is through the main
doors offs.15 where you will find a courtesy telephone located on the lobby wall next to the elevators.
My number is 250-356-9911 or alternate is Melissa Morgan at 250-356-5928.
S>>

>>>> Heather will be joined by Marcus Gill (Executive Director, Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch) and Brian
Dillon (Director, Financial Institutions).

Sm>

>>>> If you could kindly confirm who will be in attendance with you, it would be appreciated.
e

>»>> Kind regards,

Do0>

>>>> Vanessa Hagar

>>>> Executive Assistant to Heather Wood, ADM Policy and Legislation
>>>> Division Ministry of Finance Room 105 - 617 Government Street
>>>> Victoria, BC V8W 9v§

>>>> Phone: (250) 356-9911 / Fax: (250} 387-9061

PSS

-

BB e Original Message-----

>»>> From: Barry Andruschak [mailto s.22

>>>> Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 12:11 PM

»>>>To: Hagar, Vanessa A, FIN:EX

»>»> C¢: Rosie Orlanda

>>>> Subject: Re: Meeting with Heather Wood

2D

>»>> Hello Vanessa,

- 4

>>>> A meeting for April 30th at 2pm would work well. Thank you.
55

>>>> Barry Andruschak

»»>>> National Sales Director

»>>>> Primerica Canada

>>>>> 3-415 Dunedin St

>»>>> Victoria, BC.
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>»>>> Cell: 2508121934

-S4

SHDD LEEEE L AR LESE R EE L EL R EE R EEEE L L T

5>

PSS

>»>> Begin forwarded message:

>>>> From: Barry Andruschak <s.22 ~ >

>>>> Date: March 28, 2014 at 1:33:15 PM PDT

>»>> To: Juanita Cusack <s.22 ) >

»>»>> Subject: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et ai.

>>>> March 28th, 2014

B

»>>> Mr. lim Hopkins

>>>> Asst, Deputy Minister, Finance

»>>> Vigtoria, BC

>>>>

»>>>> Dear Mr. Hopkins,

20>

>>>> Wae are a part of an Insurance industry coalition that has been meeting with numerous MLA's across BC and
Canada. Qur local meeting, yesterday, was with our MLA Lana Popham hecause we live in her riding. Qur other
colleagues live in Mike Farnsworth's riding and met with him this morning, Friday March 28th.

b

>>>> However we do not want you, or the Minister of Finance to be blind sided by the opposition before you have a
chance to hear abaut this important and urgent issue in your sector.

b

>>>> We are life insurance agents/branch managers representing 1200 agents and thousands of clients in BC in our
company alone. (10,000 agents across Canada). We have serious concerns about a proposed bureaucratic change to the
way life insurance agents are qualified that will make the current problem of the rising number of underinsured families
in BC worse, not better.

B

>>>> This May, the Insurance Council of BC is preparing to restrict current agents and applicants from
renewing/receiving their licenses by discriminating against their current occupation. In particutar, not allowing people in
the health care field, such as nurses from abtaining a part time license.

-

>>>> Fewer life insurance agents mean iess life insurance coverage for the people of BC. This poses a significant threat
to the financial health of BC households. Life insurance agents are critical to providing consumers the opportunity and
motivation to protect their household income and their family's financial well-being. Our company alone paid over 10.9
million dollars of death claims to BC families in 2013. Without this coverage many families would have been forced to
sell their homes, up root their children, possibly declare bankruptcy, which would create a larger burden on the social
systems in the province.

b

>>>> The second matter is a Canada wide concern. In July of 2012, the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory
Organizations (CISRO} announced that it was changing the Life License Qualification Program {LLQP). The LLQP is the
exam life insurance agents must take and pass if they wish to be qualified to sell life insurance. CISRO wants to replace
the current exam that is used in nine provinces across Canada, excluding Quebec, in favour of a new exam made in
Quebec, and run by the Quebec regulator - Autorité des marchés financiers {AMF). The Quebec exam will significantly
increase the cost and the barriers to entry for new life insurance agent recruits cutside Quebec, and will result in fewer
life insurance agents qualified to work in BC. In our company alone, our agent numbers in Quebec have dropped from
800 to 400 in the last few years.

55>

>>>> More agents are needed in communities like ours, but the CISRO/Insurance Council of BC proposal will result in
fewer agents being qualified. The proposal wifl seriously harm our business and ogur ability to recruit and provide

4
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employment opportunities to those in our community at a time when most of our community members need more
income and employment opportunities - not less.

oo ]

>>>> We would like the opportunity to discuss this important issue with you in-person as soon as possibie. | would ask
also that you bring our concerns to the attention of Michaet de Jong and discourage the Insurance Council of BC's plan
to restrict certain occupations from obtaining a license and to reconsider the CISRO plan for a BC exam run out of
Quebec, for the benefit of Quebec.

g -

>>>> Thank you in advance for the opportunity to meet you, and/or the deputy and/or the Minister himself at a place
and time of your convenience. The license restriction by occupation will affect current licensees this May 2014. This wili
disallow a significant number of current agents the opportunity to renew their licenses, and prevent current applicants
who have already passed the provinciai exam from obtaining their licenses at all.

>35>

>>>> Best Regards,

>

»>>>> Barry Andruschak

>>>> National Sales Director Primerica Canada Victoria, BC

>>5>8.22

53>

]

>>>> Brad Girard

>>>> National Sales Director Primerica

»>>> Cequitlam, BC

S>>

>>>> Mike McCreesh

>»>> Senior Vice President Primerica

>>>> Ken Stuart

>>>> Regionat Vice President Primerica

>>>> Juanita Cusack

>>>> Regional Vice President Primerica

>3

>35>

>>>> Barry
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 2:19 PM

To: Gerry Matier

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: FW: LLGQP

Attachments: LLQP Stakeholder Letter-Apr '14-Version 2.docx
Thanks,

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 1:50 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: LLQP

Hi Brian

I am attaching one more information document that CISRO has prepared regarding the work relating to the revisions to
the LLQP.

Gerry

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Councit of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Geargia Streat, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC V6E 4H1

T: 804-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com | www.insurancecouncilofbc.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individua! or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure Is strictly prohibited. if you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you,
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April 28, 2014

TO: LLQP Stakeholders

As you may be aware, Canadian insurance regulators, working together through the Canadian Insurance Services
Regulatory Grganizations (CISRO) are in the process of updating the Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQP) to
ensure that it remains an effective entry level qualification program for individuals entering the life insurance industry
in Canada. The 13-jurisdiction membership of CISRO, through their individual authorities to set educational
reguirements for their jurisdictions, have launched this national harmonization initiative.

With a project of this nature, there are often misconceptions concerning some of the details of the project. CISRO
members would like to take this oppartunity {o reiteraie the key aspects of the updating project.

A Truly National Program - Currently there is one Curriculum Design Document that is the basis of the entrance
course and exam in all common law jurisdictions. There are some differences in exam guestions between
jurisdictions. Quebec has its own life qualification program which is based on a Curriculum Design Document that is
very similar to the one used in the common law provinces.

The revised LLQP will include all jurisdictions across Canada in a single life qualification program in line with the
requirements of the Agreement on Internal Trade. The project is integrating the best elements of the current LLQP
and Quebec programs to evolve the LLQP into a program that is consistent throughout Canada.

Changes for Quebec candidates will include the implementation of a mandatary pre-examination course, merging of
group insurance and taxation info product specific modules, and elimination of their educationai prerequisite.
Candidates in other jurisdictions will see a new open-book modular examination and course material developed
under the direction of the CISRO membership that will ensure consistency among course providers. The course will
be delivered by independent certified course providers in ali jurisdictions.

An Effective Governance Model — The full membership of CISRO will be responsible for all key decisions on
maintaining and safeguarding the integrity of the program. A Governance Committee, made up of representatives
from several jurisdictions, will be responsible for the day to day operation of the LLQP, including addressing
stakeholder questions and concerns. The inaugural Governance Coemmittee which will oversee the update project is
made up of representatives from British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Ontario, Quebec and New Brunswick.

A Properly Funded Program — The updated LLQP includes a user pay funding mechanism to cover ongoing
maintenance of the program. This will significantly reduce the risk to the program and ensure its long term integrity.
The development costs relating to this project will be incurred by future applicants taking an LLQP course. This
differs from the original implementation of the LLQP in 2002, where the costs were born by the licensees in three
jurisdictions only. Qverall, a single program for all jurisdictions will greatly increase the cost efficiency compared fo
trying to maintain separate programs. The costs will be reascnable compared 1o the cost to candidates for other
financiat industries in Canada. While the exact amount is not yet known, it will not exceed $140 per candidate.

Program Experts — The program will involve the services of two distinct sets of experts, both of whom will be acting
under the direction of the LLQP Governance Committee.

# Educational Experts — CISRO members chose to take advantage of the educational expertise that exists
within its membership. The educational team at the Autorité des marchés financiers (AMF) is acting as the
Educational Development Experts for the project. They will be responsible for, amang other things, the
creation and maintenance of the Curriculum, standardized course material, the exam question database and
exam.

» Subject Matter Experts — CISRO members have also engaged Subject Matter Experts from the insurance
industry in all parts of Canada to participate in the design, drafting and review of the Curriculum, course
material and exam questions. Drawing Subject Matter Experts who are active agents or trainers helps to
ensure that the LLQP remains relevant to professional practice.
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Standardized Course Material — CISRO members, with the assistance of the Education Experts and the Subject
Matter Experts, will create standardized course material. This ensures that the terminology used in the course
material and on the examination will be consistent. Standardized course material also fulfills an imporant consumer
protection need, as it defines the minimum breadth of knowledge required by regulators for a new licensee, rather
than having that minimum standard determined by others. Current exam results by course provider indicate that there
is a wide variance in the quality of exam preparation. Current exam first fime pass rates range from a low of 62% to a
high of 95+%. The course material will also provide licensed agents with a resource for their practice. Course
providers will augment the course material through such things as study guides and practice exams.

A New Exam Format — The exam will test a candidate’'s knowledge and understanding of the key aspects that an
agent is expected to know to enter the industry. As the exam is modular, candidates will be required to demonstrate
that they are proficient in each of the identified areas of the life insurance industry. The proposed modules are as
follows:

» Life Insurance - Individual and Group, including tax issues related to Life Insurance products

¥ Accident & Sickness insurance — Individual and Group, including tax issues related to Accident & Sickness
nsurance praducts

Searegated Funds and Annuities — including tax issues related to Segregated Funds and Annuities

Ethics and Professional Practice — This module will have two versions, one for Commaon Law and one for
Civil Code.

¥

The modular exam will enhance the protection of consumers by ensuring that an agent demanstrates competency in
each area. As the exam is an open book exam, it will be more reflective of the reality of an agent's practice.

The madular exam will benefit students as well, allowing them to focus their study efforts for the initial exam, as well
as any modular rewrites. CISRO members see this change as a significant benefit to applicants. Instead of having to
sit a four hour exam with no breaks, applicants will now benefit from breaks during the exam and the modular format
will allow students to tailor their exam experience. |n addition, if an applicant is not successful on one module, the
applicant only needs to re-write that section, and nat the whole exam. Development of the exam questions will be the
tast step in the project. That work is scheduled to begin in early 2015.

Stakeholder Consultation - CISRO has engaged in significant consultation with stakeholders. The project
commenced with in persan Occupational Analysis Workshops involving aver 80 agents from across the country.
Online stakeholder surveys were conducted for drafts of the Competency Profile and the Curriculum. As indicated
above, stakeholders have also provided expertise as Subject Matter Experts.

CISRO members are very pleased with the level of stakeholder engagement and the project has truly benefited from
the input obtained through this extensive consultation process. As examples, stakeholder input has resulted in
changes to the method of distribution of course material, the approach to teaching and testing tax related concepts,
and the timing of implementation. CISRO is aptimistic that this engagement will continue in the remaining phases of
the project.

Implementation - The implementation date for the updated LLQP is January 1, 2016. Course material is expected to
be ready for distribution to course providers in the first quarter of 2015.

CISRO members would like to thank all stakeholders for their input in this important preject. Together we are
ensuring the long term integrity of the program and enhancing consumer protection.

The CISRO website (hitp/Avww.cisro-ocra.com/) is regularly updated in order to provide access to key program
analyses, documents, and forms, such as survey results, the Curriculum, and the request for access to detailed
plans. Please visit the Publications and Initiatives pages periodically in order to stay informed about the latest
developments in the implementation of the updated LLQP.

Sincerely

Ron Fullarn
Chair, Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations {CISRQC)
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

R I
From: Cillen, Brian FIN:EX
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2014 9:21 AM
To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX
Subject: Accepted: Meeting with Primerica (Heather, Marcus, Brian)
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Thursday, April 24, 2014 4:44 PM

Edwardson, Jamie GCPEEX

Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

FW: Primerica - IN

IN_LLQP changes - insurance council - DRAFT.docx

Looks good. One small possible tweak shown in redline in the attached; we originally intentionally did not include a
bullet on the substantive value of the changes from the perspective that the Minister’s rale is one of oversight of the
Council, not delving into specific reforms. However, we can appreciate that a more positive substance comment on the
proposals is warranted; however, we have suggested softening the statement as the Council/CCIR are still working with
the industry on the specifics of the proposal. Cheers, Brian

From: Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 2:5% PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: Primerica - IN

Hi Brian — ! made a few edits to the response points and background. Sounds like we mostly need bullets to help address
the letter-writing and occasional phone call. Can you take a look at the attached and see if I've miss-stated or missed

anything?
Thanks,
Jamie
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

CONFIDENTIAL
DRAFT ISSUE NOTE Reforms to the Life Licence
Ministry of Finance Qualification Prog ram
Date: March 31, 2014 (LLQP)
Minister Responsibie: Michael de Jong

ADVICE AND RECOMMENDED RESPONSE:

The Insurance Council has been working with its counterparts
across Canada to improve the Life Licence Qualification Program
to better protect consumers purchasing life insurance.

The goal of nNew and improved education materials willis to better
prepare agents for their roles. Improving the training and testing of
prospective agents should improve consumer protection.

The Canadian insurance Services Regulatory Organizations
(CISROQ) is leading the development of consistent Canadian
standards of qualifications and practice for insurance
intermediaries.

I'm advised that CISRO is conducting ongoing consultations with
industry that started in 2012 and will continue through to the
implementation in 2016.

Concerns about enhancements to the LLQP should be raised
through participation in consultations with the Insurance Council
and its counterparts.

The Insurance Council is a self-regulatory organization with the
authority to make rules and establish educational requirements. It
is made up of industry members who participate in the
development of the regulatory requirements.

Government oversees the activities of the Insurance Council,
including through appointments of its members and Ministerial
approval of rule changes, but generally does not get involved in the
details of the regulatory program.

KeY FACTS REGARDING THE ISSUE:

some representatives in the B.C. life insurance industry are raising concerns about proposed
changes to the Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQP), which prospective life insurance
agents must complete in order to sell life insurance products. s.13
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

s.13

The current 1.ILQP educational requirement for a life insurance agent’s licence was impiemented
in 2001-2002 in co-operation with other Canadian jurisdictions except Quebec.

s.13

The Insurance Council of BC considers that changes to the LLQP arc warranted to enhance
consumer protcction. ‘The council 1s a self-regulatory organization with the authority 1o make
rules and eslablish educational requircments. [t is a member of the Canadian Insurance Services
Regulatory Organizations (CISRO), whose role 1s the development of consistent Canadian
standards of qualifications and practice for insurance intermediarics.

CISRO met with ali interested stakeholders in July 2012 to advise that it was undertaking this
project and gave January 2016 as the date the changes will be implemented. Since then there
have been meetings with all stakcholders every 90-120 days. CISRO held individual mectings in
February 2014 with all interested stakeholders and course providers, except Primerica which
refused to participate. CTSRO intends to continue this level of consultation with the industry
right through to implementation in 2016.

s.13
Cemmunications Contact: Jamie Edwardson 250 356 2821
Program Area Contact: Marcus Gill 250 387-7567
File Created: March 14, 2014
File Updated:

File Location:
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

Program Area

Comm. Director

Deputy

Minister's Office

L BOMGHW I

JE
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Thursday, April 24, 2014 2:59 PM

Dilton, Brian FIN:EX

Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Primerica - IN

IN_LLQP changes - insurance council - DRAFT.docx

Hi Brian — ! made a few edits to the response points and background. Sounds like we mostly need bullets to help address
the letter-writing and occasional phone call. Can you take a logk at the attached and see if I've miss-stated or missed

anything?
Thanks,
Jamie
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CONFIDENTIAL
DRAFT ISSUE NOTE Reforms to the Life Licence
Ministry of Finance Qualification Program
Date; March 31, 2014 (LLQP)
Minister Responsible: Michael de Jong

ADVICE TO MINISTER

ADVICE AND RECOMMENDED RESPONSE:

The Insurance Council has been working with its counterparts
across Canada to improve the Life Licence Qualification Program
to better protect consumers purchasing life insurance.

New and improved education materials will better prepare agents
for their roles. Improving the training and testing of prospective
agents should improve consumer protection.

The Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations
(CISRO) is leading the development of consistent Canadian
standards of qualifications and practice for insurance
intermediaries.

I’m advised that CISRO is conducting ongoing consultations with
industry that started in 2012 and will continue through to the
implementation in 2016.

Concerns about enhancements to the LLQP should be raised
through participation in consultations with the Insurance Council
and its counterparts.

The Insurance Council is a self-regulatory organization with the
authority to make rules and establish educational requirements. It
is made up of industry members who participate in the
development of the regulatory requirements.

Government oversees the activities of the Insurance Council,
including through appointments of its members and Ministerial
approval of rule changes, but generally does not get involved in the
details of the regulatory program.

KEY FACTS REGARDING THE ISSUE:

Some representatives in the B.C. life insurance industry are raising concerns about proposed
changes to the Life Licence Qualification Program (1.1.QP), which prospective life insurance
agents must complete in order to sell life insurance products. .13
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

The current L1LOQP educational requirement for a life insurance agent’s licence was implemented
in 2001-2002 in co-operation with other Canadian jurisdictions except Quebec.

.13

The Insurance Council of BC considers that changes to the LLQP are warranted to enhance
consumer protection. The council is a self-regulatory organization with the authority to make
rules and establish cducational requirements. It is a member of the Canadian Insurance Services
Regulatory Organizations (CISRO), whose role is the development of consistent Canadian
standards of qualifications and practice for insurance intermediaries.

CISRO met with all intcrested stakeholders in July 2012 to advise that it was undertaking this
project and gave January 2016 as the date the changes will be implemented. Since then there
have been mecetings with all stakeholders every 90-120 days. CISRO held individual meetings in
February 2014 with all interested stakeholders and course providers, except Primerica which
rcfused to participate. CISRO intends to continue this level of consultation with the industry
right through to implementation in 2016.

s.13

Communications Contact:

Program Area Contact:
File Created:
File Updated:
File Location:

Jamie Edwardson
Marcus Gil
March 14, 2014

250 356 2821
250 387-7567
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Program Area

ADVICE TO MINISTER

BD/MG/HW

Comm. Director

Deputy

Minister's Office
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 11:07 AM

To: Edwardson, Jamie GCPEEX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Cc: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Primerica

While other companies and organizations have concerns about the LLQP, they appear to be willing to work with the
regulators to address the concerns and are not likely at least at this stage to approach government with these concerns.

Primerica appears to be largely on its own in terms of insurance companies and others seeking to have the LLQP
reforms stopped, s.13.5.16
$.13,5.16

5.13,5.16

Brian

From: Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 10:34 AM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Ce: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Primerica

Hi Brian, are any other firms raising concerns, or is it just Primerica? Is there support from the rest of the industry for

the changes?

Sent: April-23-14 9:12 AM
To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Primerica

Fyt.

Sent: Tuesday, April 22, 2014 7:05 PM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: Primerica
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Hi Brian

Further to Primerica’s meeting next week, attached is a letter that appeared in the Richmond News a couple of weeks
ago and our response.

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 804-695-2001

Tolt Free Within BC: 1-877-668-0321

gmatier@insurancecoyncilofbc.com | www.insurancecouncilofbe com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. if you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2014 $:12 AM

Ta: Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Primerica

Attachments: 20140416093203469.pdf; richmond news.docx

Fyi.

From: Gerry Matier {mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbe.com]
Sent: Tuesday, Aprit 22, 2014 7:05 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Primerica

Hi Brian

Further to Primerica's meeting next week, attached is a letter that appeared in the Richmond News a couple of weeks
ago and our response.

Gerald Matier | Executive Director] Insurance Council of British Calumbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D 604-695-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofhe.com | www.insurancecouncilofhe.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure, Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.
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Outsourcing can lose money, jobs - Lefters - Richmond News

Outsourcing can lose money, jobs

Michael Brevner/ Richmond News
Aprit 4, 2014 12:00 AM

Copyright

© Richmond News

Page 1 of |
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! am writing further to the April 4th letter from Mr. Brevner titled "Outsourcing can lose maney, jobs"
that appeared in your paper. As the Executive Director of the insurance Council of British Columbia
{"Council"), | found Mr. Brevner's comments to be misinformed and, therefore, may be misteading to
your readers.

Mr. Brevner stated that to obtain a life insurance agent licence in 1989, "... (he) wrote a B.C. test, based
on B.C. standards". In fact, when he wrote his licensing exam in 1989, it was based on materia! that was
developed by an Ontario hased organization and the licensing exam was, at that time, the same one
used by maost jurisdictions in Canada.

Between 1999-2002, Alberta, British Columbia and Ontario tead the move to develop a more
comprehensive and up-to-date pre-licensing course, commonty referred to as the Life Licensing
Qualification Program {"LLOP") and licensing exam. Council funded approximately 35% of the overall
development costs and a U.S. education consultant was used. The result was an education program
that significantly improved an applicant's success rate (from approximately 40% to over 70%, based on
first exam attempts of the new LLQP exam.}

After being in place for over 12 years, it was time to review the LLQP program at a high level to ensure it
continued to be current, relevant and accurate. As part of this review, an opportunity arose for all
jurisdictions in Canada to harmonize the educational requirement for a tife agent's ticence. The decision
to use the education resources available from our sister reguiator in Quebec {(AMF) was an easy decision
as the AMF has the resources, gualifications and experience relating to development of insurance
education material. Rescurces that no other insurance regulator possesses. To the best of my
knowledge no B.C. jobs were created with the introduction of the LLQP and there is no evidence to
suggest, as Council moves forward with updating the LLQP, that any jobs will be lost in B.C. as a result.

Mr. Brevner alse stated that Council is moving ahead without industry or public consultatian. In fact
industry consultation began in 2012. Some of the consultation that has taken place includes
occupational analysis workshops; a public on-line survey for those that could not attend the workshops;
7 public meetings with industry groups and a number of individual meetings with industry stakeholders.
In addition subject matter experts from across Canada have assisted in developing the first draft of the
updated curriculum. This level of industry consuitation is expectad to continue right up to
implementation of the updated LLQP in 2016.

Finally, Mr. Brevner suggests " ... the new testing will be more expensive and more complicated”. In
fact, the LLQP review will result in a common set of study materials used by all Canadian jurisdictions
(which is a first in the field of insurance in Carada) that students will be permitted bring into and use in
the exam. In addition, the current exam, which consists of a four hour, 140 muitiple choice exam with
no breaks, will be replaced with four modular exams. The time allotted per exam will be one hour, for a
totaf of four hours for all medules. All four modules combined will consist of the same number of
multiple choice questions. There are key benefits to this format: If the student chooses to write alt
exams in one day, there will be a break between each one and if unsuccessful, only the failed module{s)
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witl have to be rewritten. Students will also have the option to spread out writing the exams over
mulitiple days should they so choose.

Council believes the current efforts to improve the LLQP and licensing exam will represent a significant
benefit to applicants seeking to become life insurance agents by ensuring common study material is
availabte to all appticants and by providing a better exam process. This will be accomplished at a per
student cost that is less than or equivalent to the educational entry criteria for other segments of the
financial services sector {i.e. securities, real estate and general Insurance).

Yours truly,
Gerald Matier

Executive Directar
Insurance Council of British Columbia
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

L L ]
From: Gervais, Monica MIT:EX

Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 3.22 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cec: Quiring, Janel MIT:EX; Ewing, Rebecca J MIT:EX

Subject: FW; LLQP & Primerica

Hi Brian,

Thank you for contacting the Trade Policy and Negotiations Branch. Contacts for potential NAFTA disputes are Robert
Musgrave and Rebecca Ewing.

As always, please contact me if you have any questions.

Regards,
Monica
Tel, 250-952-0702

From: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2014 11:52 AM
To: Gervais, Monica MIT:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: FW: LLQP & Primerica

Monica: Not sure who in your group is interested in these types of issues (potential NAFTA dispute) but if it is not you
perhaps you can send it on to those who would be interested. Essentially, an American insurance com pany Primerica
does not like some changes to course and exam requirements for life insurance agents being developed in Canada and
has suggested it is a NAFTA issue. s.13,5.16

5.13,5.16 At the moment it is really just a heads up, but { will keep
you posted as to any further developments. If you/colleagues need more information let me know. Brian

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2014 3:54 PM

TFo: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: LLQP & Primerica

Hi Brian

Just an FY1, Primerica is trying to make the proposed changes to the life licensing qualification course an exam an issue
under NAFTA. For you your information, | am attaching Primerica's White Paper which it submitted to NAFTA, along
with CISRO’s and Quebec's responses.

s.13,5.16
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cheers

Gerald Matier | Executive Director] Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 Wesi Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Teoll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com | www.insurancecouncilofbe.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 3:10 PM
To: Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice
okay

From: Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 3:03 PM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Hi Marcus, I've reviewed this and don’t think it's a public issue, more a stakeholder matter and can be managed through
correspondence. The bullets you've put forward would likely work fine for those purposes.

As a matter of process, {’d appreciate if the briefing note template be used for matters arising, rather than the issues
note template (the one with the boxes at the top}. The issues note format is for use by GCPE issue management
responses, and is only to be used for media and public issue-management documents. If the template gets used for
other assorted documents, it loses its signal purpose.

For cccasions when an issues note is required to advise the MO, contact us with the information and we’ll take the fead
on developing it.

Tharks,

Jamie Edwardson
Communications Director | Ministry of Finance | Pravince of British Columbia
P: (250) 356-2821 | M: (250) 888-0021 | jamie.edwardson@gov.hc.ca

From: Gilt, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: April-11-14 4:22 PM

To: Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: FW: CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Jamie: A couple of weeks ago, Vanessa sent you the attached IN on proposed changes to educational
requirements for insurance agents. Agents, all so far from Primerica Financial, are now engaged in a letter
writing campaign. So far | would guess we have had six or seven direct or indirect requests for the
government to intervene. |don’t know if you informed the MO about the issue but if you haven’t it might
make sense to let someone over there know about the issue and that we are responding to it in case a
Primerica agent contacts the MO directly.

Marcus
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From: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 4:33 PM

To: Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Ce: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Allen, Leanne V FIN:EX; Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Subject: FW: CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Jamie,

Attached is a draft issue Note on Reforms to the Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQP). This has now made the press
in TO (see attached news article) and staff have advised that we could expect some lobbying in BC 1o
follow. Forwarding for your thoughts on next steps. The Issue Note has been approved by Heather.

Thank you,

Vonessa Hagar

Executive Assistant to Heather Wood, ADM
Policy and Legislation Division

Ministry of Finance

T: 250-356-8911

From: leanne.allen@gov.be.ca [maiito:leanne.allen@gov.be.cal
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 3:44 PM

To: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX
Cec: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Subject: CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Vanessa, further to Heathers email, please find attached the final version rcady to go. Redline changes have
been excepted and reformated. Over to you for forwarding.

Please lct me know if you need me to walk a copy up or can you print it.

2014/03/26T15:42 lvallen (PLD-FCSP) Marcus has approved to ADM for approval
2014/03/26T15:44 Email notification for PL.D-ADM 1o Vanessa Hagar@gov.be.ca;
bee:leanne.allen@gov.be.ca

2014/03/31T15:40 lvallen (PLD-FCSP) Back to ADM for forwarding
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Fronu Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:44 PM

To: Edwardson, famie GCPE:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: RE; CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Attachments: FW: NEED INFQ: Insurance BC - Conflict of Interest Guidelines
A3

Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 4:27 PM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Re: CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Thanks Marcus, I didn't see it earlier, but will take a look.
{one suggestion, it would be good to send things like this to my staff or Janet, or at least include them in the
CCs. [ don't miss much that comes in, but if it's a busy day I might not catch it.)

On Apr 11, 2014, at 4:22 PM, "Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX" <Marcus.Gill@gov.be.ca> wrote:

Jamie: A coupie of weeks ago, Vanessa sent you the attached IN on proposed changes to educational
requirements for insurance agents. Agents, all so far from Primerica Financial, are now engaged in a letter
writing campaign. So far | would guess we have had six or seven direct or indirect requests for the
government to intervene. | don’t know if you informed the MO about the issue but if you haven't it might
make sense to let someone over there know about the issue and that we are responding to it in case a
Primerica agent contacts the MO directly.

From: Hagar, Yanessa A. FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 4:33 PM

To: Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Allen, Leanne V FIN:EX; Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Subject: FW: CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Jamie,
Attached is a draft Issue Note on Reforms to the Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQP). This has now made the press
in TO {see attached news article} and staff have advised that we could expect some lobbying in BC to

follow. Forwarding for your thoughts on next steps. The Issue Note has been approved by Heather.

Thank you,
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Vanessa Hagar

Executive Assistant to Heather Wood, ADM
Padicy and Legislation Division

Minisiry of Finance

T: 250-356-5%11

From: |leanne.allen@gov.bc.ca [mailto: Ieanne alien@qov bc cal
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 3:44 PM

To: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Cc: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: CLIFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Vanessa, further to Heathers email, please find attached the final version ready to go. Redline changes have

been excepted and reformated. Over to you for forwarding,.

Pleasc Ict me know if you nced me to walk a copy up or can you print il.

2014/03/26T15:42 lvallen (PLD-FCSP) Marcus has approved to ADM for approval
2014;‘03;’26’1‘1 5: 44 Email notification for PLD-ADM to Vanessa.Hagar(@gov.hc.ca;

,ﬁ?%fiiié%ﬁé """""""""" Marcus Written :2014;’03!19”‘ Lb___g_ D 335175

éLa‘;t Namc GILL [Rccewed '20_1 4/03/19 nype Other |

Title Exccutive Director ~ Due 2014/03/28 iAction Adv1<,<,________

Division Finaneial and Corporate oo Office PLD TCSP

‘Scctor Policy Branch B L

§Company . 'Mmlgtry of Finance ~  |Signed |~ Sign By e

AJAIESS b6y Box 9418 Stn Prov Govt|Clased fg?tere‘i GGWONG
Room 012 -617 File No.

) ______G“"cmﬂ""*“PEE‘-"c“ ______________________________________________

. VW

thy IV]L[OI’Id Postal 9V1 patch

. _ 1256 387- [Confidential: Yes Frequem Writer:No Ilected

i R . H a .

frovinee B PR 9567 loffcialNo

éCoumry EC’mada Fax 588338?- Email Marcus. Gill@gov.be.ca

Subject Reforms to the Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQP)

Responsibility

Copied To__

AddmssedT” ________ ; “‘hdd de J‘mé D ‘Draner Brian Dillon

Issue FICOM MLA James, Carole (BC NDP)

f y Sl e

X-Ref 31 '1.CCt0ra] Victoria-Beacon Hiil

_éAltachmpgts for Log 33517
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MSG: 335175 Incoming.msg
Document: 335175 IN_LLQP Draft March 31 Final.docx

Referrals for Log, 335175

fReeewed fé‘%tdtus ADM Approval

;iScnt To zPI D-ADM | Due 2014/03/28 dAj;:’e 3 State | Active
é%Aetlon Ad\ ice Completed ?Fll > No. I

omments From Scndmg Office2014/03/26T15:42 lvallen (PLD FCSP) Marcus has
_approved to ADM for approval
12014/03/26T15:44 Email notification for PLD-ADM to Vanessa.l lagar@gov.be.ca;
‘bee:lcanne.allen@goy.be.ca
014/03/31T15:40 Ivallen (PLD-FCSP) Back to ADM for forwarding
§2OI4X03,*’31 1'15:43 Email notification for PLD-ADM to Vanessa.Hagar@gpov.be.ca:
ec gina. wong(@gov.bc.ca; bec:leanne.allen@gov.be.ca g
Eg(Iomments From Receiving Ottice2014/03/27108:39 vahagar (PLD-ADM) To Heather for f
approval.

<National Harmonized Life Agent Proficiency Initiative NP Article.pdf>
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Peter Tzanetakis <PTzanetakis@advocis.ca>

Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 1:38 PM

To: Difton, Brian FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Kathy Kaskiw

Subject: Advacis LLQP Briefing Note

Attachments: 140411 Advocis Notes on LLQP Harmonization 11 April 2014.pdf

Brian, Marcus,
It was great meeting with you last week to discuss the changes happening in the industry.

As requested, attached is a briefing note on the LLQP CISRO revamp project and some of the issues and concerns we
have raised during this process. We continue to work with members of CISRO to ensure that we can continue to offer
this program and to bring more and higher quality individuals into the life and health insurance industry.

Kathy Kaskiw, VP Cducation and Member Services is the lead on this for us, so if you have any questions do not hesitate
to contact her,

Regards,

Peter Tzanetakis
Vice President, Government and Corporate Relations

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
390 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Toronto, ON M5V 3A2

D: 416.342,9813

T: 800.563.5822 ext. 9813

F: 416.444.8031

ptzanetakis@advocis.ca

www_ advocis.ca

This communication {and any attachments) is directed in confidence fo the addressee(s} listed above, and ma y
not otherwise be distributed, copied or used. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any attachments) without making a copy.
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Advocis

¥ Tha Fuangial Aevivn & Assoratias o Canacl

April 11,2014
Briefing Note On: The Harmonized LLQP

Questions on this report should be directed to:
Kathy Kaskiw, FLMI

Vice President, Education & Member Services, Advocis
416 342 9863 / 1 BOO 563 5822 x9863
kkaskiw@advocis.ca

I: Current Situation for obtaining a Life Insurance License

In all provinces except Quebec: the Life Insurance License covers all insurance products
including Group Insurance

* Candidate must complete an education program approved by The Canadian Insurance
Services Regulatory Organizations {CISRO). This program is called the Life License
Qualification Program (LLQP).

* There are a number of appreved providers; not-for-profit, for-profit and insurance
companies who hice life insurance agents.

* The provider is responsible for certifying successful completion of the program and
providing the candidate with documentation that the province accepts as part of his/her
application agreement to write the Provincial Exam

* The Provincial Exam is 4-hours, closed book (no breaks), and 140 multipie-choice
questions covering all insurance areas.

* [fthe candidate does not achicve a 60% pass rate on the exam s/he must re-write the full
exam.

= First time Pass Rate statistics can be found here: hilp://www.cisrg-
ocra.com/publications html

Currcni costs to candidate outside Quebec:

1. LLQP program: varies from insurance company delivery of the program to ~$495 for a
third-party program, -+ additional costs, to re-write, purchase of optional additional resources
such as preparation seminar

2. Curreat Provincial Exam Application: varies by province:

|Province | Life Insurance License Exam

| siooe
iB.C. $100.00
aberts | o

$100.00
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e — s
NFL/Lab | $100.00

In Quebec: the Life [nsurance Licenscs covers Individual Life Insurance and Accident &
Sickness only. Group Insurance License is separate.

Candidates must have successfully completed a post secondary educatlion program or
years of experience or some combination in order to be eligible to apply to write the
provincial exams.

While there is no mandatory education program in place such as the LLQP, there are
texts that can be purchased from the Autorité Des Marchés Financier (AMF) in order to
prepare lor the exams.

There are 5 Provincial 1-hour open-book Exams (no breaks) on: Law, Taxation, Life
Insurance, Disability Insurance, Financial 'roducts

Each exam includes 25 multiple-choice questions

The candidate must achicve 60% on all 5 exams, but only necds to re-write those exams
where 60% was not achieved.

Current costs lo candidate in Quebec:

1. The purchase of all 5 books from AMF is $425.00

2. The current exam application fce is $135 (for all 5 exams or just onc)

I1: Background on the LLQP

The LLQP was introduced by CISRO in 2003 {or all provinces except Quebec.

CISRO provided a *design document’ for course providers to develop their programs
from.

Unlike the AMF CISRO did not develop or distribute course content.

The Provincial Exams were developed from one exam bank and at outset all provinces
were using the same or similar exam from the same bank of questions

Since introduction no significant changes were made to the bank or the desigh document
and no capital investment was made in the program

At one point (not certain of the ¢xact date), BC decided to invest in their own exam bank.
Gerry Matier (a member of CISRO), will have the details.

II: LLQP Harmonization — development of the new program

In 2012 the AMTF which, unlike other provincial insurance regulators, is resourced for
education program development ear-marked funding to begin a review of their insurance
license bank including their supporting text books.
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* At the same time CISRO determined that a review of the LLQP and provincial exam
bank was overdue and the provincial governments made a decision to work together
towards a harmonized outcome.

July 2012 CISRO Announcement

» CISRO announced to the industry and LLQP stakeholders that the AMF was appointed
the fead on curriculum development and the outcome would be a modular exam approach
for all provinces.

o To Advocis’ knowtedge CISRO did not submit a Request For Proposal for the
development of the content. Could other organizations have developed the
content? Definitely, but whether or not they could have done it within CISRO’s
budget is hard to say because a detailed budget has never been fully disclosed

Cost Implications
* A decision had also been made that CISRO would provide the content, not just the design

document. The implication here is that the existing Intellcctual Property of the LI.QP
providers can no longer be used and course providers wishing 1o stay in the LLQP market
place will be required to ‘license’ the content from CISRO. Currently costs to maintain
the content according to the design document are relatively modest each year. However,
under the new program course providers will be required to pay $140 - $170 per
candidate (final cost has yct 1o be announced). This is a new ‘additional’ cost to course
providers.

* There are also other ongoing costs to course providers such as the ‘delivery’ of the
curriculum and the proprietary certification exam bank. As well course providers will
still be required to “certify’ that the candidate has mastered the curriculum to the extent
necessary 10 pass the Provincial Exams, administration etc. These “existing’ costs vary
by provider but will remain as fixed costs under the new program. .

* Course providers could decide to ‘absorb’ the new costs or pass them along to all the
LLQP candidates (not just those writing the provincial exam). Today this is a very price
sensitive marketplace.

* Bottom line on cost: for those course providers wishing to remain in the LLQP delivery
market, this extra cost to license the content from CISRO will cat info current margins.
[n addition, course providers will need to make an initial capital investment into their
offering in order to re-vamp or re-develop the evaluation aspects and other resources to
ensure alignment with the new curriculum. This will draw down on overall revenues and
may also be a contributing factor towards increasing the L1.QP registration fee.

= These cost impiications are also present for those insurance companies who certify their
own candidates under the current LLQP.

* Based on the factors outlined above, there’s a general belief that candidates seeking a tife
insurance license will be paying morc for the LLQP under the new program. However,
to what extent this will be more costly is unknown at this time.

= Once CISRO confirms the final cost 1o license the new content, Advocis will assess the
viability of remaining in the LLQP marketplace. Consideration will be given to pricing
sensitivities, market share impact and projected net revenue implications for the
association,

Page 129 of 267 Page



Advocis and CISRO

As The Financial Advisors Association of Canada, Advocis has been in steady consultation with
CISRO to try and mitigate any potential barriers to entry and as an approved LLQP course
provider we have also tricd to protect some market value for our program. During this period of
time we have had several meetings, informal and formal exchanges with Ron Fullan and with
CISRO.

Although we have not agreed on everything Advocis has been pleased with CISRO’s willingness
to listen and we appreciate the areas we have been able to make some headway on. We remain
on good terms with CISRO and work to keep a productive dialogue going.

For your reference we have included a copy of two formal leiters to CISRO:
»  Sce page 7 of this report for a copy of our November 12, 2012 letier
»  See page 11 of this report for a copy of our March 8, 2013 letter

Advacis remains in active dialogue with CISRO on the Harmonized LLQP.,

1V: The New LLQP: Effective Jannary 2016

1. The Lilc Insurance Licence Exam will be delivered by all provinces from a common exam
bank, in four 1-hour exams on: [.aw & Ethics, Life [nsurance, Annuities & Segregated Funds
and Accident & Sickness Insurance

2. CISRO will be exercising greater governance over the ongoing oversight of the LLQP

3. Approved course providers (it’s expected that the existing course providers will be
grandlathered) will be required to meet certain standards (under development by CISRO) to
deliver the curriculum, and certify understanding in order to pass the provincial exams.

4. Course providers will pay a licensing fee (exact amount to be determined) to CISRO for use
of the content

5. Course providers can utilize their cxisting intellectual property or augment it with new
material in order to maintain or capture a competitive advantage in the market place which
will now inciude Quebcec

6. A transition period from the existing program to the new program will be put in place (this is
under development with CISRQ)

V: Key Questions about the new LLQP: Advocis perspectives

1. Were changes to the LLQFP necessary?

The short answer is yes. As a provider of recognized industry designation programs Advocis
is well aware of the cost and necessity to regularly invest in its programs. The L1QP was
overdue. However, Advocis is not convinced that CISRO needed to go to the extent of
developing the actual program content. Our recommendation to CISRO was 1o provide a
glossary of terms, update the design document and exercise stronger standards for ongoing
course provider status.
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While this would still likely have resulted in some additional costs to course providers it
would not have becn as costly and course providers would have been in a better position to
continue to use existing intetlectual property. Granted, some of this may still be salvageable,
but that will not be known for sure until the new content is provided,

In fairness to CISRO, it would be remiss not to mention that Advocis has commended their
adherence to recognized curriculum development standards, openness to listen to our
concerns, and their willingness to involve and take advantage of the vast expertise of industry
stakeholders in program development.

Modular vs. Single Provincial Life Insurance Exam - which is better?

There are strong arguments for and against each approach. With respect to life insurance
licensure, time will tell if candidates fair better on four 1-hr exams or one 4-hr exam.

Advocis proposed a model similar to the Securities licence exam, two 2 ¥ - hour exams: ail
areas related to Life Insurance and all areas related 1o Annuities and Segrepated Funds.
However, CISRO’s approach is to move to four 1-hr exams.

There are benefits and challenges with each approach as outlined below:

Current: One 4-hour exam
Benefits:
" one exan,

* half-day

Challenges:
= hard for some candidates to sit through a 4-hour exam
* less than 60% means writing another 4-hour exam
" Potential consumer risk as a candidate could do very well in one area (ie. Insurance)
and poorly on another area (ie. Annuities & Segregated Funds) and still pass.

New:_ Four i-hour exams
Benefits:
= Polential increase in consumer protection as candidate will need to demonstrate a
minimum proficiency in all four arcas
* Candidates will only need to re-write those exams not passed

Challenges:
= Will take a full day to write all four exams — although schedules have yet to be
shared, it is anticipated that it wiil be challenging for smaller centres to be responsive
to demand especially where demand is low. This may require candidates to travel
greater distances and incur more costs in order to pass ail four exams
= Will likely be more costly
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Will the new program be a barricr to entry into the carcer of a Life Insurance Agent?

Advocis believes that anyone holding a Lifc Insurance license should demonstrate initial
proficiency in all arcas that the license covers. This is important even in those situations
where the agent may not be actively practicing in all areas covered by the license. There is a
potential risk to consumers whenever insurance products are sold in isolation without
consideration of full financial needs. While all advisors may not actively practice in all
areas, it’s important that a level of understanding exists in all arcas to know when to bring in
other professionals or specialists.

Those who today may be sceking a life insurance license to focus on a specific product sale
and only study that area in preparation for their life insurance license exam will likely find
the new program more difficult to pass. A greater investment in time and learning may be
required and for some, that might be a deterrent to the pursuit of a life insurance license.

If there are fewer life insurance licensed agents will the Canadian consumer be
underserved?

The industry has struggled for years to attract and retain {inancial advisors. Turn over,
especially in the first five years, remains high. Given our current demographic and economic
landscape the need for professional financial advisors has never been grealer.

Holding a license to scll life insurance products, means that a financial advisor can exercise
greater oversight in the implementation of the agreed upon recommendations that lead to
achicvement of financial goals. As a result, this remains an important clement for future
financial advisors.

Based on what we know to date about the new [.I.QP, it stands to reason that it will be more
costly and more time consuming to obtain a life insurance license than it is today. In addition
to the LLQJ? program cost implications, the potential increase in the provincial license fees
also needs to be taken into consideration, Today some of the less populated arcas are
challenged to run onc exam in a timely way, how will they run four?

If there are steps that can be taken to mitigate the costs that will be passed down to
candidates seeking a life insurance license, these steps should be taken now as the program is
moving into its final development phase. As noted in the two letters Advocis sent to CISRO,
cost is an element that was raised both times.

Advocis remains steadfast in its opinion that all industry stakcholders have an accountability
to ensure that Canadian consumers continue to have access and choice when it comes to the
financial advice they need.
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. R, Advacis
,{@.d‘s’{} {: i i’fm 3 Gueans Cusy West,

4 Suite 205

Toronto, GH MEV 342

T 4462455251

Movenmher 12, 32 1,800 BE3 5R2D
F 416 344 803+
wn've sty oLis ca

flon Fultan,

Chair, CISRO

f3ear Rop,
RE: Hurmonwed LEQP - Gotober 9, 2012 requicst for proposat

Thark you very mmuch (o1 the opporiunily Lo provide the Cosadian Insurance Serviees
Regubatery Orsanization (CISROY our observations and recommendations wilh respect o
the Harmonized LLOQP direction which is to become effective Seplentber 2015,

Advoacis firmiy supporis the need for

I, The completion of a consisient, mandatory edacation program privr o atlempling the

provimedal file insuranee license exzmis)i.

A common provineiat e insurance Heerse exant bak 2ed cxam blueprini thay must

by used by all provincial insurance reguiators

3 Anefficient and cosl effective process for candidates w bacome 1ife insurance
licensed thal meets defined proficicney slandards without creating any agificis
barmiers Lo the growing consumer demand for professionad Nnanciat advice

=

While Advocis recognizes that some of the woent steps CISRO has sken sinece the fuly
5, 20712 anncuncement hegin o achieve these goals, Advorts is concerned abost o
numzher of areas as detailed below. In cack iastance a recommendation has bees oullined
for consideration

I. Transparcney
The tuy 5, 2012 anncupcenient ciaght as by Ssrprise us we were not awage Bl
LLEP was en CISRLY s agenda nurch fess that & pranned solution appeased 1o be
defined and ready (or the Seplember 2015 launch. We appreciaw the upenness of Ui
CISRO Chadr to meet with Advorls and discuss concerns in the months hat folowed
as well as the Ocrober 9, 2012 wequest for this proposal. However, thifs process has
mieant that course providers have had to rxact o a propusal with lifile understanding
as o e raironale tor & change at His point i lme and what issues regulalons are
alempting @ address.

Recommendation:
More agiively engaze feedback and input from indusery and course LLOQP course
providers sach ay Advoeis in finatizing details. specificatly with respact wy

* ife development of the pew curriculwm in Enplish and Freach. and
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s fralizaton of e efficient effectivie fieensiag process thal will net crease any
artificizl bamers owards the atainment of 4 e insurance Hicense,

Consider e addgition of non-CISRO soausy on fhe LLOP Gowrnance Commities
fromt s inceplion.

Lxtent of Provincial Harmoensization

The Quebes modet af five. one-hour open-book exams that CISRO b Teaning wwards
[ow the Fest of Canada is noL one that ean be cusly adopred in the rest of Canada. Bt is
not chear o what extent there i fexibitity in $his area. Thiy speaks agoin to
transparency and the need w gain clariey on the fnal eense exam modet andfor Lie
prowess that will be fpitowed in order so conleng ia

Advoeis helipves that the implementation of o five-oxam modal inadf jurisdictions
w il heeone an arificial barrier towards the attainment of 4 life issurance ficense,

Recoinmendation

Shoutd it be determingd that the extent of “harmonizztion’ will permit some
justsdicizonl Nexibilay i exam-model, Advocis fuveurs a two-part cxam moded lor
Life Insurance License as follows with rewrites only roquired Tor the {atted exam,

Exam i r2hrs, or 2.5 brsr 75 questions}

+ Lile Insurance (Individuat & Group) ine2rating applicable common faw &
{ton

= Accident & Sickress (ndividuad & Groops inteprating appticable common law &
1axation

e ilpderwriting & Claims

Faam 20 (2hrs or 2.3 ms 75 guestions;

= Investments (rom Life [nsurance Companies a8 well g othier souzees) iniegrating
applicable commen Taw & taxabion

v Suitability: Needs Analysis, Retiement Planning, cie,

o Compliance Standasds AML. BNCL PIPEDA et

NOTE : In Quelice, it I8 secognirad thal 2 separite Group Insurance exam i seguimd
in order tr e fcensed (o sl Group Insurance in Uuebee

Content Develapiemt

Wilh (he Anforie des marché financiers (AMP) hest resourced among all proviaoial
insursnce wegulators to meet the demands of cumcuiunt deveiopment and considering
thai the AMF i currently waking the kad on the Occopational Skills Worksheps,
ensuning that {he interests of Eagfish Carmda we Ly represented s a concera,

Hecommendsiion
Immediately involve industey and approved-course providers in e content
dovelopment priess.

[ ]
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4. Content Distribution
We appreciate the confirmation ihat CISRO would not be invalved in distnbuting the
materiads dirctly o stedent apphicants. This witl eliminate any polenitat of CISRO

competing with upproved costse providers.

Hawever, as CISRO with be the sole developer of the content o be detivered
exciusively by approved course providers there is temendous concess that in the
absence ol clearly detfimed published standurds. any organization or aay person could
subsequentty step forward (o requost course-provider stagys.

Recommendation

Grven that e approvad-course provider's role will be i ensure an accepiable level
of knowtedge in oedey b allempt the provincial exam, approved-course provider
status should only be granted (0 those argamizations which have maintained proven
suecess in senagiag evaluations at the cerlification. desigasation or license level,

While CISRO may consider il prudens o ' grandluther’ course provider status lor
existing course providers. Advocts supeesis the foitowing crigeria for apphoved-
course providers moving forward:

e Be g cenilied educations) instinion appraved by Heman Resourees and Skilis
Bevgtopment Canada to issue T22074 initios iax rweeipls recognized by CRA
oud,

«  Mintstry of Edocation eeognized post secondary institution

ar,

»  Offor g ecognized Gnanciat industry designation that areets the following
minimen standards:

4. Be comprised of three or mere courses wequiring a meaimom of 30 sady
hours cach with successful completion conbirmed throogh en impaniad
assessment requiring a score of at keast 60%

b, Requice an annuat CH requirement (o mairtain stats in good standing

¢, Reguire sdhicrence to a published code of professional conduct

d. Have a published disciplinary policy o arbitrate breaches of its CPC

(£

Cost Recavery Madsl

Recogmizing that Uhe cost to develop and ssaintain course camculum amk 2 rohust
ftem bank of exam questions 1s well as motitoring item performance is a very cosUly
endenaking, Advocis 1s concerned that CISRG is placing the hurden of cost recovery
solely or LLQY course providers. Considening that every insurance prodact
anufacturer reliex on life instrance Heensed fmancial advisors (o sell their products,
Advaeiy maiMains that these organizations should help defray these costs.

G
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Recornsendagion
CISRO showhd appeal 0 CLH3A Tor fmancial support from all manafacturers to assist
in fundiag the cumicuium, cxam hank development and onegoing maikienance.

Foliowing te Sepwember 245 faunchs Gnanctat supporl fom mapulacierers for
ongoing maintenance could be olfset through with a boense-foe areangament with
approvedcourse providers for use of the cwmiculum. For example:

e Approved course providers would mmit a fee o CISRO on g quarterdy basis [or
each repisieant in their Life and A&S insurance license progradss.

«  Advocis suzgests tha the approved course provider icense fee for the Life and
A&S conient woubd be $25 - $30 per registran, fess for A&S eaty. This would ke
applicubie o all registranis in the life lieense education program, whether or ot
they ultimately appy (o write the provinctal loense exan.

We weuld be pleased o continue the LLOQP Harmonization dialogue with CISRO and
welcome any {ither questions of roquests For input as this iniGative progresses,

Sincerely,

Oy Potlock. M, LM Cbix, CHIP
Fresident and Chaef BExeoutive (Hlicer
Advacis

The Financial Advisers Association of Canada

i

10
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March & 2013

Ron Bullan
Chair, CISRG Life Licensing Harmonization Conimiliee

Dear Ron,
RE:; Harmmonized L1QY - January 17, 203 invitation to provide input

Advoacis appreciates e regalar updstes CISROY has agreed o provide indusiry and
course proveders and we are looking forwand o the Aprit gt mecting (o lears more about
the progress of the Curricnlum Desige Document (CDI dnd any funther clarity on the
moedularizai:on of the provincial sxam.

in the meantime Advocis bas two growing concerns which are outlined below,

I: Cost Recovery

Advocis 1s secking preater clarity and Uransparency on e Cost of this initiative. What
we've heard 5o farr 83 million devetopment budpet. 10 be recovered over time from
course providers via content eensing foes at a rate of approximately $140 por fioense
exam regisranl for a cettain muntber of years (possibly 5 years); and then possibly s
teduction to 370 - $75 per ticenwe exam regisivant therealler,

This cost burden is loo great. it witf force LLQP rgisiration fees 1o increase so
substantially that they witl becorme a barrier io enlry for somecne considering the career
ata e when Canadiaes seed professional financiat advisers mor: than ever.

As a course provider, Advaocis is not comforiable with fhis proposed model. Advocis
dnes ot believe that te burden of cost recovery should be placed exclusively on existing
coune providers.  Funher, we don't bebeve i1 s fair 1o saddke (he first five years of
students with these developmem costs And finally, we are pot convinced that once the
$148 fee is estahiished it wilt in fact be reduced. A robust moded with clarity is needed al
this juncture.

11
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Advocis appreciates CISROY s willingness to consider attemative cosl recovery models.
To that ord, Adviocss submils the folloswing proposat

Cost Reeovery Pioposal

Dewetopment Tosts - to Be cavered by the Lile Insurance Manlacturers based on an
equilable mocded that tkies Ao consideration rurkes share aceoss a3l prodecis covered by
the Provincial Lile Inssrance License. Advocis would be pleased to provide input to e
devetopment of thes medel, Bug recopnizes that the insurance companics watlkd be beltey
varipped Tor ths purpose. Advocis arees CISRO o seek submisswons from conpanies
for this purpose immedialedy.

Ougaing impleme patiog costs— 10 e covered by CISRCG-approved LLQP course
providers throuph periodic application fees for course-provider status and a license fee of
approximatly $30 for CISRO developed content to be applied atthe 1LLOP student level
not the pravincial license exam candidate fevel.

Approved cotrse providers would be avcountable for reperting regitraion kvels 1o
CISRO and CISRO woul have the rght to audic

Pevelopment Cost, Reduetion ldea

CISRO hus indicated that ose of the key dovers of this LLQP harmenizator intiative is
the tack of collsistent wrminsiogy across jurisdictions and veerse providers, Advocis
recommends that CISRE remedy this thenugh the developmient of a comprebensive
mandalory LLQP glossary of terms based on the COP. CISRO would Hoenss this
ghossary 1o atl providers aod reguive vl 2H providers batig heir content and evaluatien
companents in e with this glossary i erder 10 be rrcognized as a CISKO-approved
LLOP course provider

Benefug

1. CISRO development cost and Gmeline would be reduced.

3. Course providers could continue ter use existing content onoe the mandasory L1LOP
wrminoiogy had beir intearated to CISRO's satisfaction and approval received.

3. Beoniomic sustdinabiity of the LLOP course provider markefpiuce would be
rpimiaenad

£l: Timeline
Cinee the following is Tinalized; COD, comprohensive glossary and provincial exam
format, Advoris woull need a muntmum of six months o a year o ensuee offeetive

intepration of the terms througfuul the course condent, student rsouroes snd ail
evatuatiog compurienis, (Onee comploted, we expeet ihal CISRO would need a cortaln

12
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amount of tme Lo assess U Advocis program ip order 10 STant ongoing course provider
Status.

I CISRO perstsis in developing ail the content, Advocis would need ai keast a year 1o
make all the mecessary revisions 1 85 program is order Lo be sarket ready. This s not
auly based on confent updaling Bat on systens updating as well.

Advocis feels viry stronply that the indusiey would best be served with CISRO ina

soverance and standand selting sote and CISRO-approved course providess in an
wducatson rule.

We would be pleased to continue the LLOP Harmonization diziogue widt CISRE.and
weleome [urther opporunitics v Jo sa,

Sineeraly.
ey f
=
P

CGrep Pollock, MED . LLM. CDir, CFP
President and Chiel Execusive Officer
Advocts

The Financisl Advisors Association of Canada

13
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

.
From: Gill, Marcus A FIN;EX
Sent: Wednesday, April 9, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN;EX.
Subject: RE: 335480

This letter looks good to me. Gina please process, there is a capital ¢ missing from council in the penultimate
paragraph.

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, Aprii 9, 2014 9:27 AM
To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Ce: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: 335480

Here is the link to a proposed reply to this letter from a Primerica agent:

JAFCSP\Brian\Brian 2014\email 522 dotx

As noted, it is almost entirely based on the bullets but has included in the third last para the reference to a right of
appeal.

Brian
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EMAIL RESPONSE

335480

s.22
s.22

Dear s.22

Thank you for your email of March 27, 2014, addressed to the Honourable Christy Clark,
Premier, regarding the Insurance Council of British Columbia (Council). I have been asked to
respond on her behalf because the Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch is responsible
for providing advice on the legislative framework applicable to insurance agents.

The Council is a self-regulatory organization with the authority to make rules and establish codes
of conduct, including rules respecting conflict of interest. It has the jurisdiction to supervisc
insurance agents and ensure they are complying with the legislation, regulations, rules and code
of conduct. Council is made up of industry members who participate in the development of the
regulatory requirements.

In December 2013, the Insurance Council published for a 90 day comment period proposed draft
“Conflict of Intcrest Guidelines for Insurance Agents, Adjusters, and Salespersons”. The draft
Guidelines provide definitions and examples of conflict of interests. They also provide more
detailed guidance on a number of core issues, including general duties, disclosure of conflicts,
client consent, other employment and disclosure of compensation. Council received 9
submissions from insurance organizations, companies and individuals. The submissions will be
posted online and the Council plans to review the submissions before making any decision on
issuing final Guidelines.

The purpose of the Guidelines is 1o clarify how Council interprets existing rules and cxercises its
powers; guidelines are not legally binding. The Council believes that the proposed Guidelines
will assist insurance agents in understanding current legal obligations imposed under the
legislation, regulations, rules and code of conduct, and Council’s exercise of its powers,

Legislation enacted in 2004 authorizes Council to adopt rules respecting applications for
licenses, impose conditions on licensees and establish codes of conduct for insurance agents.
Council has adopted rules and a Code of Conduct (Code). The Code includes broad principles
respecting conflicts of interest. The proposed Guidelines are intended to provide clarity to
insurance agents concerning their obligations under the Code and other rules and how the
Council will interpret and apply the requirements.

With respect to employment conflicts of interest, British Columbia rules generally permit
insurance agents to work part time (unlike some other jurisdictions) and have other employment.
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However, under the current rules (made by Council in 2004 and approved by the government),
the Council must be satistied that any applicant for an insurance agent’s licence “does not hold
other business interests or activities which would be in conflict to the duties and responsibilitics
of a licensee, or give rise to the reasonable possibility of unduc influence™.

Council has made a number of rulings respecting other employment by insurance agents.
Council has refused in the past to issue an insurance agent license application to a police officer
because of concerns about the influence a police officer would have in relation to potential
clients. In other circumstances, Council has imposed conditions on licensees to manage the
potential conflicts of interest.

The draft Guidelines indicate that an agent, before engaging in any occupation that may include
real or perceived positions of power or trust, should discuss the occupation with Council to
determine if any limitations would be appropriate. The draft Guideline specifically lists 8
occupations, including: immigration consultant, teacher, priest/pastor, doctor and politician,
which Council has determined create or have the potential to create a conflict of interest.

It is important to note that any person dissatisfied with a decision of the Council respecting a
refusal to issue a licence or the issuance of license subject to conditions may appeal the decision
to the Financial Services Tribunal.

Government oversees the activities of the Council, including through appointments of its
members and Ministerial approval of rule changes, but generally does not get involved in the
details of the regulatory program. Concerns about the proposced Guidelines should be raised with
the Council so that they can be considercd by it in any decisions respecting adoption of final
guidelines.

I would like to thank you again for taking the time to write.

Sincerely,

Marcus Gill

Iixecuttve Director

Financial and Corporate Sector Policy Branch
Ministry of Finance
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Dillon, Brian FEIN:EX
-

. . M
From: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Sent: Wednesday, April 2, 2014 11:02 AM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Subject: FW: PC log 603488 s.22
Attachments: RE: Changes being made by the Insurance Council of BC -

Brian — Another one related to the last email (with attachments) | sent you...

From: FIN OFFICE FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, April 2, 2014 11:00 AM
To: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: FW: PO log 603488 s.22

Gina, is this one related to the backgrounder? {And if so, can we respond?)
Thanks!

Jessica Gillies

Correspondence Manager, Ministry of Finance
Correspondence intranet page | CLIFF user guide
phone 250 387-3513

This emaif and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individuat or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received
this emait in error please notify the sender immediately. Any uncuthorized copying, disclosure or distribution of the e-mail or the information it contains is stricty
forbidden.

From: McGaw, Danna R PREM:EX
Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2014 9:23 AM
To: FIN OFFICE FIN:EX

Subject: PO log 603488 s.22

Could your ministry please respond to the att'd comments obo Premier Clark?
Thanks so much,
Danna
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

N T T ]
From: 5.22 )
Sent; Thursday, March 27, 2014 6:49 AM
To: OfficeofthePremier, Office PREM:EX
Subject: RE: Changes being made by the Insurance Council of BC -

As the Legislative Assembly Computer Support personnel advise not to open attachments, text of the letter previously
sent can is contained in this email.

s.22

Christy Clark,

Premier of British Columbia
PO Box 9041, Stn Prav Govt,
Victoria, BC V8W 9E1

Via emait
Dear Premier Ciark,

tam writing to discuss an issue of great concern to me, and many of my friends and neighbours across this great
province.,

Recently, the insurance Council of BC has decided — behind closed doors, without any public consultation or hearings,
and without (to the best of my knowledge} any direction from the Ministry of Finance ~ to change discriminate against
people who have certain jobs. Specifically, they have arbitrarily decided that certain peopie are not worthy of hoiding an
insurance sales licence, because they are educators, health care workers, preachers, or work for non-profit
organizations.

These are the very people who work hard to support our communities, and often have odd hours which do not allow
them to easily find a secondary source of income to support their famities. Most of them work in the public sector, and
have been getting pay increases well below the rising cost of inflation, if at all. The ones that | know personally are
primarily new Canadians, or 1“generation Canadians, with limited income potential already imposed on them by our
society. They are alt hardworking, honest, and act with the utmost integrity, simply looking for a means to earn extra
income to support their families, while teaching friend friends and neighbours about proper financiai protection, and
offering insurance and investment options not usually made available to the working middie- and lower-income
famities.

Ir British Colombia, we are not allowed to discriminate based on a source of legal income when it comes to housing;
how is it that we can do so when it comes to chaice of a part-time career?

| would like to know what you, and the BC Liberals, are doing to counter this attack on hard warking members of our
communities, and | would appreciate the opportunity to meet with you, and show you exactly what it is that we do.
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Sincerely,
§.22

s.22

Sent: March-27-14 6:27 AM
To: 'premier@gov.bc.ca’
Subject: Changes being made by the Insurance Council of BC

Dear Premier Clark,
Please see the attached letter regarding recent changed made by the Insurance Council of British Columbia.
Thank you for attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

s.22
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Wood, Heather FIN;EX

Sent: Friday, April 4, 2014 2:34 PM

To: Gitl, Marcus A FIN:EX; Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Cc: Dilton, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

OK, Vanessa please let them know that we (threce) are pleased to meet with Primerica.

Heather

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Sent: Friday, April 4, 2014 2:32 PM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Wood, Heather FIN:EX; Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Cc: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

Brian agrees.

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, April 4, 2014 1:15 PM

To: Weod, Heather FIN:EX; Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Cc: Dilton, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

Heather: We have not met with the Primerica lobby.

No harm in meeting with them so long as we advise them the insurance Council is a self-regulatory
organization governed by insurance licensees that set their own standards for license qualification and that
government would very rarely, if ever, intervene in a self-regulatory organization’s own licensing
requirements, especially when the concern expressed is that the bar is being raised too high. Also the
guidelines published in relation to conflicts are just guidelines published for discussion and are not legal
requirements. S.13

Brian what do you think?

Marcus

From: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, April 4, 2014 1:01 PM

To: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

Reg 1s right that this issue is “ours™. Marcus/Brian, what do you reconuuend re: the request for a meecting? | believe you
Just met with these folks last week?

Ieather
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Sent: Friday, April 4, 2014 12:15 PM
To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

Heather — this meeting request was forwarded to us from Jim Hopkin's office. Not sure how you would like to
handle? Thanks.

From: Chand, Rita FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, April 4, 2014 12:05 PM

To: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Subject: FW: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

From: Bawa, Reg R FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, April 2, 2014 7:00 AM

To: Chand, Rita FIN:EX

Subject: Re: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

Rita - 1 believe this falls under Heather Wood's area
R
Sent from my iPad

On Apr 1, 2014, at 3:02 PM, "Chand, Rita FIN:EX" <Rita.Chand(@gov.be.ca> wrote:

Reg. have a read of the email meeting request below and let me know If this is something that
you think | should set up a meeting for.

| know that these same folks have contacted the DMO plus the MO.

From: Klear, Darshi D FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, Aprit 1, 2014 3:01 PM
To: Chand, Rita FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

| don’t think this is Jim’s issue but | am not sure who would take it. | wonder if Phil should be consulted,
but in any event you should ask the acting ADM, Reg.

Darshi

From: Chand, Rita FIN:EX
Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2014 2:57 PM
To: Klear, Darshi D FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

Darshi before Is end this to jim, can you just have o read of this please and tell me if it's
something that we nesd to set up?

From: Juanita Cusack s.
Sent: Friday, March 28, 2014 3:25 PM

Page 147 of 267 Page



To: Chand, Rita FIN:EX
Subject: Request for Urgent meeting with Asst Deputy Minister, Finance et al.

Thank you in advance for your help with this!

Begin forwarded message:

From: Barry Andruschak <s.22 >
Date: March 28, 2014 at 1:33:15 PM PDT
To: Juanita Cusack <s.22 T >

Subject: Request for Urgent meeting;vgm—Asst Deputy Ministcr, Finance et
al,

March 28th, 2014

Mr. Jim Hopkins
Asst. Deputy Minister, I'inance

Victoria, BC

Dear Mr. Hopkins,

We are a part of an Insurance industry coalition thal has been meeting with
numerous MILA's across BC and Canada. Our local meeting, yesterday, was with
our MLA Lana Popham because we live in her riding, Our other colleagues live
in Mike Farnsworth's riding and met with him this morning, Friday March 28th.

However we do not want you, or the Minister of Finance to be blind sided by the
opposition before you have a chance to hear about this important and urgent issue
in your sector,

We are life insurance agents/branch managers representing 1200 agents and
thousands of clients in BC in our company alone, (10,000 agents across Canada).
We have serious concerns about a proposed bureaucratic change to the way life
insurance agents arc qualified that will make the current problem of the rising
number of underinsured families in BC worsc, not better.

This May, the Insurance Council of BC is preparing to restrict current agents and
applicants from renewing/receiving their licenses by discriminating against their
current occupation. In particular, not allowing people in the health care field, such
as nurses from obtaining a part time license.

Fewer life insurance agents mean less life insurance coverage for the people of
BC. This poses a significant threat to the financial heaith of BC households. Life
insurance agents are critical to providing consumers the opportunity and
motivation to protect their household income and their family’s financial well-
being. Our company alone paid over 10.9 million dolars of death claims to BC

3
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families in 2013. Without this coverage many families would have been forced to
scll their homes, up root their children, possibly declare bankruptcy, which would
create a larger burden on the social systems in the provincc.

The second matter is a Canada wide concern. In July of 2012, the Canadian
Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations (CISRO) announced that 1t was
changing the Life License Qualification Program {LLQP). The LLQP is the
exam life insurance agents must take and pass if they wish to be qualificd to sell
life insurance. CISRO wants to replace the current exam that is used in nine
provinces across Canada, excluding Quebcee, in favour of a new exam made in
Quebec, and run by the Quebec regulator - Autorité des marchés [inancicrs
(AMF), The Quebec cxam will significantly increase the cost and the barriers to
entry for new lifc insurance agent recruits outside Quebcee, and will result in
fewer life insurance agents qualified to work in BC. In our company alone, our
agent numbers in Quebec have dropped from 800 to 400 in the last few years.

More agents are needed in communities like ours, but the CISRO/Insurance
Council of BC proposal will result in fewer agents being qualified. The proposal
will serious!y harm our business and our ability to recruit and provide
employment opportunities o those in our community at a time when most of our
community members need more income and cmployment opportunities - not
less.

We would like the opportunity to discuss this important issue with you in-person
as soon as possible. T would ask also that you bring our concerns to the atlention
of Michael de Jong and discourage the Insurance Council of BC’s plan to restrict
certain occupations from oblaining a license and to reconsider the CISRO plan
for a BC exam run out of Quebcc, for the benefit of Quebec.

Thank you in advance for the opportunity to meet you, and/or the deputy and/or
the Minister himsclf at a place and time of your convenicnce. The licensc
restriction by occupation will affect current licensees this May 2014. This will
disallow a significant number of current agents the opportunity to renew their
licenscs, and prevent current applicants who have alrcady passed the provincial
cxam from obtaining their licenses at all.

Best Regards,

Barry Andruschak
National Sales Director Primerica Canada

Victoria, BC

s.22
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Brad Girard
National Sales Dircctor Primerica

Coquitlam, BC

Mike McCrecsh

Senior Vice President Primerica
Ken Stuart

Regional Vice President Primerica
Juanita Cusack

Regional Vice President Primerica

Barry
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Diflon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, April 3, 2014 3:02 PM
To: Gill, Marcus A FINEX

Subject: Bullets for response to 335459
Marcus:

Here is a link to another set of MLA bullets requested for today. it is the combined set of ones on the LLQP and conflict
of interest. | have taken the bullets just approved for the LLQP (no changes) and added the bullets prepared for the
confiict of interest. For these fatter bullets, | have moved the “Discussion” items to the front as the “Recommended
Response” and in the Background t have dropped the paragraph on compensation disclosure as the Primerica materials
only address the employment issue.

JAFCSP\Brian\Brian 2014\335459 Bullets for response.docx

Brian
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335459 Bullets for Responsc

1. Life Licence Qualification Program

Recommended Response

* The Insurance Council of British Colurbia (Insurance Council) is a self-regulatory
organization with the authority to make rules and cstablish educational requirements. Il
is madc up of industry members who participate in the development of the regulatory
requirements.

e The insurance Council indicates that the changes to the Life Licence Qualification
Program (L.LOQP) are warranted to enhance consumer protection.,

e The move to a modular learning/testing system is intended to improve the core
knowledge level of candidates wanting to enter the profession. It will assess the
candidates” knowledge about each topic area ensuring that he or she has a basic level of
knowledge in that arca. The Insurance Council believes that the reforms will not
represent a significant change to what applicants are currently being taught and tested on.

¢ (Government oversees the activities of the Insurance Council, including through
appointments of its members and Ministerial approval of rule changes, but gencrally does
nol get involved in the details of the regulatory program.

¢ Concerns about cnhancements to the LLQP should be raised through participation in
consuttations with the Insurance Council and its counterparts.

Background

e ‘The LLQP was put in place in 2002 to adopt a modern, standardized educational
requirement for persons seeking to become a life insurance agent in all provinces except
Quebec. The LLQP has two components, the first of which is a pre-licensing course.
After successfully completing the pre-licensing course, licence applicants write a
licensing exam in their home province.

e The LLQP pre-licensing course is based on a curriculum design document developed by
provincial regulators. A number of educators and insurers are approved by regulators to
offer the LLQP course. Some course providers prepare their own materials while others
purchase course materials from other companies.

¢  With the introduction of the LLQP course and cxam, the [irst attcmpt pass rate of the
licensing exam increased from under 45% to over 70%. During the twelve years that the
LLQP has been in place, the insurance industry has provided feedback on the LLQP,
including recommendations on how the program could be improved. These included:

1. common terminology - with 14 course providers, different terminology is used,
Icading to confusion when writing the licensing exam;

2. no feedback to students when the LLQP licensing exam is failed; and

3. the licensing cxam is too long (4 hours) without a bathroom break.
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In 2010, the Insurance Council, along with other members of the Canadian Insurance
Services Regulatory Organizations (CISRO) commenced work on updating and
harmonizing licensing requirements for life insurance agents in all provinces. A CISRO
committee determined that Quebec's program was very similar to the LLQP, resulting in
the need for only minimum changes to the course design documents in all provinces (the
two programs each cover about 90% of the samc material).

The key differences were that Quebec required a minimum of 13 years education, did not
imposc a mandalory course requirement, prepared program material and offered a
modular licensing cxam consisting of five parts. Alter discussion, Quebec agrecd to drop
the minimum [3 years education requirement and supported introducing a mandatory
course requirement as a precondition of writing the exam. 'The other jurisdictions
supported adopting a modular licensing exam, as it would address two of the industry’s
issues listed above and fulfill CISR()’s intent indicated in 2001 to eventually move to the
modular exam approach.

CISRO has also decided 1o develop the actual study matcrial to be used by LLQP course
providers. By developing the course material, CISRO will be able to address issues
relating to different terminology and move providers away from just teaching how to pass
the exam. CISRO agreed 1o contract with the Quebec regulator’s education department
to complete the work neccssary to create one harmonized life agent licensing course and
exam as it has an in-house department dedicated to developing cducation programs for
the financial scrvices sector.

Students will be permitted to bring the study material to the exam to use as reference.
With the introduction of modular exams, students who do not pass will know where their
weakness is and will only be required to re-write those modules on which they were not
successful. Currently, if a student is not successful, they are required the re-write the
whole exam and because they receive no feedback they are unable Lo identify where their
knowledge necds to be improved.

The Insurance Council also notes that, while reference has been made to adopting the
"Quebce Model", it is probably more appropriate to describe the change as Quebec
adopting the CISRO model. The new coursc and exam will be much more similar to
what is currently offered in BC, than what is currently offered in Quebcc.

In July 2012, CISRO met with all interested stakeholders to advise that it was
undertaking this project and gave January 2016 as the date the changes will be
implemented. Since then there have been meetings with all interested stakeholders every
90 - 120 days. CISRO intends to continue this level of consultation with the industry
right through to implementation in 2016.

The Insurance Council adviscs that overall the insurance industry has been supportive of
the process so far. CISRO has received written support from a number of organizations
and companics.

However, one insurer, Primerica Lile Insurance Company of Canada (Primerica), 1s
adamantly opposed to the initiative claiming that the changes will significantly
undermine its ability to recruit and license ncw agents. Tt appears that Primerica is
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behind a letter writing campaign by its agents. Primerica has declined to participate in

the CISRO consultations saying that a decision has already been made.
.13

2. Conflict of Interest Guidelines

Recommended Response

¢ The Insurance Council of British Columbia (Insurance Council) is a self-regulatory
organization with the authority to make rules and establish codes of conduct, including
rules respecting conflict of intercst. It has the jurisdiction to supervise insurance agents
and ensure they are complying with the legislation, regulations, rules and code of
conduct. Council is made up of industry members who participate in the development of
the regulatory requirements.

* In December 2013, the Insurance Council published for a 90 day comment period
proposed draft “Conflict of Interest Guidelines for Insurance Agents, Adjusters, and
Salespersons™.

» Council reccived 9 submissions from insurance organizations, companies and individuals.
The submissions will be posted online and the Council plans to review the submissions
before making any decision on issuing final Guidelines.

¢ The purpose of the Guidelines is to clarify how Council interprets existing rules and
exercises its powers; the Guidelines arc not legally binding,

* The Counctl beticves that the proposed Guidelines will assist insurance agents in
understanding current legal obligations imposed under the legislation, regulations, rules
and code of conduct, and Council’s exercise of its powers. While some stakeholders may
be surprised about their obligations under the current framework, the draft Guidelines, if
adopted, would not themselves impose any legal obligations on insurance brokers or
agents.

e Government oversees the activities of the Council, including through appointments of its
members and Ministerial approval of rule changes, but generally does not get involved in
the details of the regulatory program.
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o Concerns about the proposed Guidelines should be raised with the Council so that they
can be considered by it in any decisions respecting adoption of {inal guidelines.

Background

¢ Certain duties are placed on insurance intermediaries by legislation and regulation. For
instance, under the Marketing of Financial Products Regulation, an insurance agent must
disclose the relationship they have with a financial institution providing the insurance and
whether a commission or compensation is paid by the financial institution.

e lcgislation enacted in 2004 authorizes Council to adopt rules respecting applications tor
licenses, impose conditions on licensces and establish codes of conduct for insurance
agents. Council has adopted rules and a Code of Conduct (Code). The Code includes
broad principles respecting conllicts of interest. The proposed Guidelines are intended to
provide clarity to insurance agents concerning their obligations under the Code and other
rules and how the Council will interpret and apply the requircments.

e The draft Guidelines provide definitions and examples of conflict of interests. They also
provide more detailed guidance on a number of core issues, including general duties,
disclosure of conflicts, client consent, other employment and disclosurc of compensation.

e Other employment: With respect to employment conflicts of interest, British Columbia
rules generally permit insurance agents to work part time (unlike some other
jurisdictions) and have other employment. Howcver, under the current rules (made by
Council and approved by the government), the Council must be satisficd that any
applicant for an insurance agent’s licence “does not hoid other business intercsts or
activities which would be in conflict to the duties and responsibilities of a licensee, or
givc risc to the reasonable possibility of undue influence™.

e Council has madc a number of rulings respecting other employment by insurance agents.
Council has refused in the past to issuc an insurance agent license application to a police
officer because of concerns about the influence a police officer would have in relation to
potential clients. In other circumstances, Council has imposed conditions on licensces to
manage the potential conflicts of interest.

¢ The draft Guidelines indicate that an agent, before engaging in any occupation that may
include real or perceived positions of power or trust, should discuss the occupation with
Council to determine if any limitations would be appropriate. The draft Guideline
specifically lists 8 occupations, including: immigration consultant, teacher, priest/pastor,
doctor and politician, which Council has determined create or have the potential to create
a conflict of intercst.
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, April 3, 2014 11:47 AM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Wang, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Dalten /s.22 - Licensing of Insurance Agents

Marcus: 1 have accepted all your changes which locked good and made a few further minor adjustments: see redline:

JAFCSP\Brian\Brian 20141335438 Bullets for Response Redline Brian comments.docx

Brian

From: Gili, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, Aprit 3, 2014 10:03 AM

To: Diillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Dalton / s.22 - Licensing of Insurance Agents

See what you think. | tried to shorten it a bit, but then | added material on Primerica which | think needs to be
said. There’s a few spots where | need you to confirm my understanding or add some material.

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Sent: Wednesday, April 2, 2014 4:34 PM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Dalton /s.22 - Licensing of Insurance Agents

Here is the longer version, probably going for toa much info?7?:

JAECSPABrian\Brian 2014\335438 Bullets for Response.docx

Brian

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, April 2, 2014 11:34 AM

To: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: RE; Dalton / s.22 - Licensing of Insurance Agents

I think we'll have to get into the substance to the extent that the substantive bullets address the claims made
in the letters. Also, we should check to see if all of these letters are coming fram Primerica representatives.

Sent: Wednesday, Aprif 2, 2014 11:23 AM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Cc: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: FW: Dalton / s.22 - ticensing of Insurance Agents
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Marcus: Apparently, several more LLQP letters have been received by communications {some just on the LLGP and
some on the LLQP and the conflict of interest guidelines). Gina and | could not find any other response on the LLQP
issue.

Here are suggested bullets (taken just from the suggested response part of the draft IN).

I\FCSP\Brian\Brian 2014\335438 Buliets for Response. docx

Do you think that is enough, or would you like me to get more into the substance: Insurance Council advises that
changes will not change the current course requirements, only ensure prospective agents are being properly trained;
Quebec becoming more like BC, etc.?

Cheers,

Brian

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2014 11:30 AM

To: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: RE: Dalton / s.22 - Licensing of Insurance Agents

Yes,

From: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2014 11:28 AM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Fw: Dalton / s.22 - Licensing of Insurance Agents

Is this us?

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2014 11:27 AM

To: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX

Cc: Allen, Leanne V FIN:EX

Subject: Fw: Dalton /s.22 - Licensing of Insurance Agents

Hi,
FCSP? EICOM? Tax Policy?

Thanks,

Céline Anderson
Cotrespondence Coordinaror
Ministry of Finance

phone 250-356-8078

Correspondence intranet page | CLIFF user guide

This emaif and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individucl or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received
this email in error please natify the sender immediately. Any unouthorized copying, disclosure or distribution of the e-moil or the information it contains is stricily
forbidden.
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From: Gretes, George FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, April 1, 2014 8:38 AM

To: FIN OFFICE FIN:EX

Subject: Dalton / s.22 - Licensing of Insurance Agents

George Gretes

Executive Assistant | Office of the Honourable Michael de Jong
Minister of Finance & House Leader | Province of British Columbia

Office: 250.387.2214 | Fax: 250.387.55%4 | website: http://www.gov.bc.ca/fin/

Fﬂ Piease consider the environment before printing this emaii

Sent: March-31-14 11:37 AM

To: Gretes, George FIN:EX

Cc: Carey, Linda J FIN:EX

Subject: Fw: Concerns about proposed changes to Licensing of Insurance Agents

FYl and thanks p.

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the TELUS network.

From: Dalton.MLA, Marc

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 11:35 AM

To: §.22

Cc: Fedyshen, Carly LASS:EX; Duyns, Mark LASS:EX; Chandler, Penelope E FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Concerns about proposed changes to Licensing of Insurance Agents

Dear 522

Thank you for taking the time to email your concerns regarding propesed changes to life insurance agents. As
requested, { am bringing this to the attention of the Ministry of Finance for evaluation and response.

Sincerely,
Marc {Jalton

From; $-22

Sent: March 31, 2014 10:16 AM
To: Dalton.MLA, Marc
Subject: Concerns about proposed changes to Licensing of insurance Agents

March 31, 2014

Marc Dalton
Maple Ridge-Mission

marc.dalton.mia@leg be.ca
Mission Constituency:
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33058 First Ave
Mission, BC
V2V 1G3

Dear Mr., Dalton:

I ain a life insurance agent in your constituency. [ would like to bring to your attention my concerns about the
rising number of underinsured in British Columbia, particularly among middle income familics, and how a
proposed bureaucratic change to the way life insurance agents are qualified will make the problem worse, not
better.

In July of 2012, the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations (CISRO) announced that it was
changing the Life License Qualification Program (1.I.QP). The LLQP is the exam life insurance agents must
take and pass if they wish to be qualified to scl! life insurance. CISRO wants to replace the current exam that is
used in nine provinces across Canada, cxcluding Quebce, in favour of @ new exam made in Quebec, and run by
the Quebec regulator - Autorité des marchés financiers (AMF). The Quebee exam will significantly increasc the
cost and the barriers 1o entry for ncw life insurance agent recruits outside Quebec, and will result in fewer
licensed lile insurance agents qualified to work in British Columbia.

Fewer life insurance agents mean less life insurance coverage for the people ol British Columbia. This 1s a
critical problem that spans across all income levels, but is especially relevant for middle income families.
Studics have identificd substantial underinsurance in Canada, and the lack of sufficient insurance coverage
poses a significant threat (o the financial health of British Columbia households. As insurance is a “sold’
product, not a ‘bought” product, life insurance agents are critical to providing consumers the opportunity and
maotivation to protect their household income and their family’s financial well-being.

More agents are nceded in communities like ours, but the CISRO proposal will result in fewer agents bcing
qualified. My practice focuses on the middle market, and I rely on recruiling new agents to reach my
community and grow my busincss. Reducing the ability of recruits to obtain a license would increase the threat
to the financial health of those Canadians most in need of financial advice and planning.

The proposal will sericusly harm my business and my ability to rceruit and provide employment opportunitics
to those in my community. This at a time when most of our community members nced more income and
employment opportunitics — not less.

I would like 1o ask that you bring my concerns to the attention of the Minister of Finance, Michacl de Jong and
encourage the Insurance Council of British Columbia to reconsider the CISRO plan for a British Columbia
exam run out of Quebce, for the benefit ol Quebec.

Best Regards,
s.22

Page 159 of 267 Page



335438 Bullets for Response

Recommended Response

¢ The Insurance Council of British Columbia (Insurance Council) is a self-regulatory
organization with the authority to make rules and establish educational requirements. It
is made up of industry members who participate in the development of the regulatory
requirements,

* The [nsurance Council indicates that the changes to the Lifc Licence Qualification
Program (1.1.QP) are warranted to enhance consumer protection.

* The move to a modular learning/testing system is intended to improve the corc
knowlcdge level of candidates wanting to enter the profession. It will assess the
candidates” knowledge about each topic area ensuring that he or she has a basic level of
knowledge in that area. The Insurance Council believes that the reforms will not
represent a significant change to what applicants are currently being taught and tested on.

* Government oversees the activities of the Insurance Council, including through
appointments of its members and Ministerial approval of rule changes, but generally does
not get involved in the details of the regulatory program.

» Concerns about cnhancements to the LLQP should be raised through participation in
consultations with the Insurance Council and its counterparts.

Background

¢ The LLQP was put in place in 2002 to adopt a modern, standardized educational
requirement for persons seeking to become a life insurance agent in all provinces except
Quebee. The LLQP has two components, the first of which is a pre-licensing course.
After successfully completing the pre-licensing course, licence applicants write a
licensing exam in their home province.

* The LLQP pre-licensing coursc is based on a curriculum design document developed by
provincial regulators. A number of educators and insurers arc approved by rcgulators to
offer the LLQP course. Some course providers preparc their own materials while others
purchasc course materials from other companies.

e With the introduction of the LLQP course and exam, the first attempt pass rate ol the
licensing exam increased from under 45% to over 70%. During the twelve years that the
LLQP has been in piace, the insurance industry has provided feedback on the LLQP,
including recommendations on how the program could be improved. These included:

L. common terminology — with 10 course providers, different terminology is used,
leading to confusion when writing the licensing exam;

2. no feedback to students when the LLQP licensing exam is failed; and

3. the licensing exam is too long (4 hours) without a bathroom break.

* In 2010, the [nsurance Council, along with other members of the Canadian insurance
Services Regulatory Organizations (CISRO) commenced work on updating and
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harmonizing licensing requirements for life insurance agents in all provinces. A CISRO
committee determined that Qucbec's program was very similar to the LLQP, resulting in
the need for only minimum changes to the course design documents in all provinces (the
two programs each cover about 90% ol the same material).

The key differences were that Quebec required a minimum of 13 years education, did not
impose a mandatory coursc requirement, prepared program maierial and oftercd a
modular licensing exam consisting of five parts. After discussion, Quebec agreed to drop
the minimum 13 years cducation requircment and supported introducing a mandatory
course requirement as a precondition of writing the exam. The other jurisdictions
supported adopting a modular licensing exan, as it would address two of the industry’s
issues listed above and fulfill CISRO’s infent indicated in 2001 to eventually move to the
modular exam approach.

CISRO has also decided to develop the actual study material to be used by LLQP course
vroviders. By developing the course material, CISRO will be able 1o address 1ssues
relating to different terminology and move providers away from just tcaching how to pass
the exam. CISRO agreed to contract with the Quebece regulator’s education department
to complete the work necessary to create one harmonized life agent licensing course and
exam as it has an in-house departmeni dedicated to developing education programs for
the financial scrvices sector.

Students will be permitted to bring the study material to the exam to use as reference.
With the introduction of modular exams, students who do not pass witl know where their
weakness is and will only be required to re-write those modules on which they were not
successful. Currently, if a student is not successful, they are required the re-write the
whoic exam and because they receive no feedback they are unable to identify where their
knowledge needs to be improved.

The Insurance Council also notes that, whilc reference has been made to adopting the
"Quebce Model", it is probably more appropriate to describe the change as Quebec
adopting the CISRO model. The new coursc and exam will be much more similar to
what is currently olfered in BC, than what is currently offered in Quebec.

In July 2012, CISRO met with all intcrested stakeholders to advise that 1t was
undertaking this project and gave January 2016 as the date the changes will be
implemented. Since then there have been meetings with all interested stakehoelders every
90 - 120 days. CISRQ intends to continue this level of consultation with the industry
right through to implementation in 2016.

The Insurance Council advises that overall the insurance industry has becn supportive of
the process so far. CISRO has received written support from a number ol organizations
and companics.

However, one insurer, Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada (Primerica), is
adamantly opposcd to the initiative claiming that the changes will significantly
undermine its ability to recruit and licensc new agents. it appears that Primerica is
behind a lctter writing campaign by its agents. Primerica has declined to participate in
the CISRQO consaultations saying that a decision has already becn made.
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN;EX

Sent; Monday, March 31, 2014 4:33 PM

To: Edwardson, Jamie GCPE:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; Allen, Leanne V FIN:EX; Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Subject: FW: CUFF Referral 335175 - Advice

Attachments: ATT00001.htm; 335175_335175 IN_LLQP .docx; National Harmonized Life Agent

Proficiency Initiative NP Article.pdf

lamie,

Attached is a draft Issue Note on Reforms to the Life Licence Quaiification Program {LLQP). This has now made the press
in TO (see attached news article) and staff have advised that we could expect some lebbying in BC to
folfow. Forwarding for your thoughts on next steps. The Issue Note has been approved by Heather.

Thank you,

Vanessa Hagar

Executive Assistant to Heather Wood, ADM
Palicy and Legislation Division

Ministry of Finance

T: 250-356-5811

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 3:44 PM
To: Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX

Cc: Weng, Gina G FIN:EX

Subject: CLIFF Referrat 335175 - Advice

Vanessa, further to Heathers email, please find attached the final version ready to go. Redline changes have
been cxcepled and reformated. Over to you for forwarding.

Please let me know if you need me to walk a copy up or can you print it.

2014/03/26T15:42 lvallen (PLD-FCSP) Marcus has approved to ADM for approval
2014/03/26T15:44 Email notification for PLI)-ADM to Vanessa.Hagar(@gov.be.ca;
bee:leanne.alien@gov.be.ca

2014/03/31T15:40 lvallen (PLD-FCSP) Back to ADM for forwarding
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Insurance agent qualification deal with Quebec regulator will
kill jobs, increase costs, Ontario businesses warn

Armina Ligaya | March 27, 2014 | Last Updated: Mar 27 6:30 PM ET
More from Armina Ligaya | @arminaligaya

Copyright
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

P

From: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 1:39 PM

To: Dition, Brian FIN:EX

Cc Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX; Allen, Leanne V FIN:EX; Wong, Gina G
FIN:EX

Subject: RE: 1LQP

Thanks, Brian. Your changes do indeed address my questions (I realize 1 had more than one question now, by the
way). This is approved from my end now.

Heather

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 12:50 PM

To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Ce: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX; Allen, Leanne V FIN:EX: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Subject: RE: LLQP

Heather: Good questions. | aiready asked the Insurance Council if Primerica would be losing money as a course
provider (charging fees to their prospective agents for materials) and the Insurance Council reply was that Primerica
provides the courses but does not prepare the materials; it purchases course materials from various providers. So
Council did not think that change was a major concern, although Council estimates that CISRO will charge about $140
for the materials; which might be an increase for some course providers. 8y comparison, though, Council notes that the
mutual fund course (which most Primerica agents also must take) costs $400 (and the securities course fee is about
$1000), so Council feels the proposed $140 fee is fair.

5.13,5.16

| think the major concern for Primerica is that the company really only concentrates its education of prospective agents
on & few core areas of simplified insurance products (as that is what Primerica sells}; they do not need broadly trained
agents for their mode!. Getting a pass rate on a comprehensive exam is therefore perhaps easier and more efficient
than trying to get their large number of prospect agents through 4 different modular exams. Council notes though that
even if Primerica only sells simplified term insurance products, they may be replacing existing life contracts and in any
event need to provide an assessment if a term product is indeed appropriate for the client.

s.13,5.16

s.13,5.16 as opposed to perha}os the most
significant problem for the Primerica itself.

In 8C, there is one course materiat preparer and provider, but this is only a small part of its business {only 7 peopie took
their course out of 1500 people who wrote the Council exam last year), The company can still provide the course but
witl have to use the CISRO materials; given its low number of students, | would think it may not be that much of a
problem for the company to cease having to deveiop the materials.

Primerica Canada is based in Toronto, but is a sub of a large American company. Council indicates that Primerica has

about 1300 agents in BC, about 10% of all the life agents licensed here. However, as noted, their model is essentially

one of multi-level marketing, and they tend to roil through their workforce quickly (about 50% of their agents give up
1
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their life license at the end of the first year; and another 35% leave after the second year}. With this turnover, they
need to get lots of new agents licensed each year, and hence changes to the exam/course materials will likely have a
maore significant impact on Primerica than more traditional insurance companies.

| have updated the materials, as redlined in the attached.
Let me know if that does not answer your guestions and/or further background is needed,

Brian

From: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2014 10:27 AM

To: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX; Allen, Leanne V FIN:EX; Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Subject: RE: LLQP

Thanks, Brian. It is a very good note and appendix. I have only 1 guestion for your to consider addressing in the note or
appendix (maybe both) ~ how valid are Primerica’s concerns about increased costs {(and can you clarify exactly how
Primerica thinks its costs or cosls for others will increase — I'm having a hard time following some of the arguments cited
in the media story). Is this because both Primerica and Advocis are existing course providers who will have to pay a
{new?) fee under the national program? Are ihey not paying fees now? Is Primerica based in Toronto (what is their
presence in BC)?

Marcus, [ tike this idea of doing Ins rather than BNs — at least this way GCPE will be aware of emerging issues that could
truly emerge very suddenly. Good approach and let’s usc this approach more in the future.

Thanks again,

Heather

From: Dilton, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, March 28, 2014 11:20 AM

Fo: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Hagar, Vanessa A. FIN:EX; Allen, Leanne V FIN:EX; Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Subject: FW: LLQP

Heather:

You have in your office a draft N on the LLQP. $.13,5.16

s.13,5.16

Primerica has also approached the US government suggesting a chailenge under NAFTA is appropriate, s.13s.16
$.13,5.16
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I would recommend that we send the attached news article on to communications along with the draft LLQP IN if you
agree.

Cheers,

Brian

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbe.com]
Sent: Friday, March 28, 2014 9:10 AM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: LLQP

Hi Brian

The attached article appeared in the National Post today.

Gerald Matier | Executive Director] Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T. 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Toli Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com | www.insurancecouncilofbec.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended saiely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return emai! and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

DRAFT ISSUE NOTE Reforms to the Life Licence
Ministry of Finance Qualification Prog ram
Date: March 31, 2014 (LLQP)

Minister Responsible: Michael de Jong
CLIFF: 335175

CONFIDENTIAL

ADVICE AND RECOMMENDED RESPONSE:

The Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQP) was put in place in
2002 through a cross Canada initiative to adopt a modern,
standardized educational requirement for the licensing of life
insurance agents in BC and other provinces.

The Insurance Council has been working with its counterparts
across Canada on enhancements to the LLQP to better protect
consumers purchasing life insurance.

The Insurance Council is a self-regulatory organization with the
authority to make rules and establish educational requirements. It
is made up of industry members who participate in the
development of the regulatory requirements.

Government oversees the activities of the Insurance Council,
including through appointments of its members and Ministerial
approval of rule changes, but generally does not get involved in the
details of the regulatory program.

Concerns about enhancements to the LLQP shouid be raised
through participation in consultations with the Insurance Council
and its counterparts.

KEY FACTS REGARDING THE ISSUE:

.13
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

.13

The Council is a self-regulatory organization with the authority to make rulcs and establish
cducational requirements. It is a member of the Canadian Insurance Scrvices Regulatory
Organizations (CISRO) whose role is the development of consistent Canadian standards of
qualifications and practice for insurance intcrmediaries.

The Minister of Finance has oversight of the Council’s rule making through a requirement that
all rulc changes be approved by the Minister. As well, the government can override any rule
through a regulation passed by Cabinet.

Intervention by the government on a specific regulatory issue within Council’s authority would
ordinarily be undertaken only where there arc serious concerns about the process or impacts.
Staff from the Ministry and the Financial Institutions Commission (FICOM) support the effort to
create a harmonized national licensing regime and do not see any indication that the goal of these
rule changes is anything other than improving the training and testing of prospective agents
which should improve consumer protection,

Background to the LLQP and proposed reforms is found in the attached Appendix.

Communications Centact: 250 387-9092
Program Area Contact: Marcus Gill 250 387-7567
File Created: March 14, 2014

File Updated:

File Location:

Program Area Comm. Director Deputy Minister's Office

BD/MGHW
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

Appendix
Background to the LLOP and proposed reforms:

The current LTQP educational requirement for a life insurance agent’s licence was implemented
in 2001-2002 in co-operation with other Canadian jurisdictions except Quebce. The LLQP
replaced an out of date qualification exam that was poorly written and had a pass rate (based on
first attempts) of under 45%.

The introduction of the LLQP included the requirement for fife licence applicants to first
complete a study program, based on a curriculum design document developed by the provincial
regulators. A number of educators and insurers (one of which is Primerica) were approved by
regulators to offer the LLQP course based on an outline established by the regulators. Some
course providers prepare their own materials; others like Primerica purchase course materials
from other companies. After completing the course, Heence applicants write the LLQP cxam in
their home jurisdiction.

With the introduction of the LLQP course and exam, the pass rate (based on first attempts)

mcreased to over 70%. s.13
s.13

During the ten years that the LL.QP has been in place, the insurance industry has provided
feedback on the LI.QP, including recommendations on how the program could be improved.
These included:

1. common terminology — with 10 course providers, different terminology is used, leading
to confusion when writing the exam;

2. no feedback to students when the LLLQP cxam is failed; and

3. the cxam is too long (4 hours) without a bathroom break.,

In 2010, Council commenced work on a review of the LLQP design document. Around the same
time, there was discussion at the national level through CISRO for all jurisdictions, including
Quebec, to co-ordinate and harmonize the licensing requirements for life insurance agents.

CISRO established a committee consisting of the insurance councils of Alberta, BC and
Saskatchewan; the Financial Services Commission of Ontario; Quebec’s Autorité des marchés
financiers (AMF); and the New Brunswick Superintendent of Insurance to determine how best to
procced. The committee determined that Quebec's program was very similar to the LLQP,
resulting in minimum changes to the course design documents for all partics invelved.

The key differcnces were that Quebec required 2 minimum of 13 years cducation, did not impose
a mandatory course requirement (the government did prepare program matcrial whereas under
the LLQP designated course providers develop their own study material) and offered a modular
exam consisting of five parts. After discussion, Quebec agreed 1o drop the minimum 13 years
education requirement and supported introducing a mandatory course requirement as a
precondition of writing the exam. ‘The other jurisdictions supported adopting a modular exam, as
it would address two of the industry’s issucs listed above and fulfill CISRO's intent indicated in
2001 to eventually move to the modular cxam approach.
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

Based on this, CISRO agreed to confract with the AMF’s education department to complete the
work necessary to create one harmonized life agent licensing course and exam. Quebec was
selected because it had an in-house department dedicated to developing education programs for
the financial services sector and because the existing Quebec program and the LLQP were so
similar (the two programs each cover about 90% of the samec material}. s.13,5.16

s.13,5.16

The move to a modular learning/testing system is intended to improve the core knowledge level
of candidates wanting to enter the profession. It will assess the candidates’ knowledge about
cach topic arca ensuring that he/she has a basic level of knowledge in that area. At this stage,
CISRO believes that the changes will not represent a significant change to what applicants are
being taught now and should not rcsult in any significant change in what is being tested as a
requirement for obtaining a life insurance agent’s licence.

Primerica claims it has had issues getting candidates through the Quebec regime and is
concerned that the new L1QP will prove to be a significant barrier to entry for many of its ncw

agenl recruits, $-13.5.16
$.13,5.16

Couneil also notes that, while Primerica likes to refer to the changes as adopting the "Quebec
Model", it is probably more appropriate to state that Quebec is adopting the CISRO model. The
new course/cxam will be much more similar to what is currently offered in B.C., than what is
currently offered in Quebec.

CISRO has also decided 1o develop the actual study material to be used by LLLQP course
providers {most course providers have been developing their own materials; Primerica has used a
number of supplicrs to furnish it with the study materials it uscs). By developing the course
material, CISRO will be ablc to address issues relating to different terminology and move
providers away from just teaching how to pass the exam. CISRO anticipates that the cost of
thesc materials will be approximately $140 per student; currently, costs of coursc materials vary
among providers and purchasers.

Students will also be permitted to bring the study material to the exam to use as reference. In
addition, with the introduction of modular exams, students who do not pass will know where
their weakness is and will only be required to re-write those modules on which they were not
successful. Currently, if a student is not successtul, they are required the re-writc the whole
exam and becausc they receive no fecdback they are unable to identify where their knowledge
needs to be improved. Using modular exams will also permit students to take bathroom breaks
during the exam sittings.

s.13,5.16

However, Council will allow all four modular exams to be taken in one sitting or if students
preter over multiple days.
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ADVICE TO MINISTER

In July 2012, CISRO met with all interested stakeholders to advise that it was undertaking this
project and gave January 2016 as the date the changes will be implemented. Since then there
have been meetings with all stakeholders every 90-120 days. Most recently, CISRO held
individual mcctings in February 2014 with all interested stakeholders and course providers
except Primerica, who refused to participate. CISRO intends to continue this level of
consultation with the industry right through to implementation in 2016.

Overall, the Council advises that industry has been supportive of the process so far. CISRO has
recelved written support from the Canadian Association of Financial Institutions in Insurance
(CAFTID), Advocis and the Sun Life Assurance Company.
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

W

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, March 28, 2014 3:59 PM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP & Primerica

Doesn’t hurt to send it but note that s.13.s.16
s.13,8.16

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2014 4:02 PM
To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: FW: LLQP & Primerica

Fyi & Do you think | should share a copy of this with BC trade foiks?
Brian

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2014 3:54 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: LLGP & Primerica

Hi Brian

Just an FYi, Primerica is trying to make the proposed changes to the life licensing qualification course an exam an issue
under NAFTA. For you your information, | am attaching Primerica's White Paper which it submitted to NAFTA, along
with CiSRO's and Quebec's responses.

5.13,5.16

Anyway, | though you may find Quebec's comments helpful in putting Primerica's reference to the "Quebec model" in
perspective,

cheers

Gerald Matier | Executive Director] Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | £ 604-895-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofbe.com | www.insurancecouncilofbe.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure s strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender
immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.
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FINANCIERS

Translation

.Response to certain allegations in Primerica’sWhite Paper
that are potentially detrimental to Québec

BACKGROUND

The Autorité des marchésfinanciers (AMF) iscoordinatingtheupdating of the Canada-wide Life
Licence Qualification Program (LLQP), in conjunction with the participating provinces. So far,
British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Québec, New Brunswick andNova
ScotiahavesignedtheParticipation Agreement. '

There is a high level of consensus regarding this project across the country. The feedback from
stakeholders, including representatives ofthe Canadian- Life and Health Insurance Association
{CLHIA), concerning the consultation process, its transparency and the frequency of
communications is very positive. Primerica is the only company opposed to the project.

On February 7, 2014, representatives of the Québec government office in Washington met with
representatives of Primerica Inc., an American life insurance company, who wished to express
their objections to the LLQP. In addition to the meeting, Primerica produced a documententitied
“Adoption by Any Province of CISRO’s Insurance Agent Licensing Scheme Would Violate
Canada’s NAFTA Obligations and Subject Canada to Liability” which states that the adoption of
the LLQP is contrary to NAFTA (“White Paper”). ‘

Following this meeting and the publication of the White Pépe_r, the Québec government office
asked the AMF for information which would address the main arguments made by Prfmerfca_ in

its document and counter act their misinformation campaign.

The office would like to receive this information by March 11, 2014 since a meeting will be held
on March19™ between the federal government and representatives of the provinces which have
been the targets of Primerica’s lobbying. '

The following analysis reproduces a few quotes from the White Paper followed by a counter
argument. Note that only the main quotes involving Québec have been identified, although other
_points that are made also contain misinformation. -

ANALYSIS

1. The key components of the new life licensing system that would be imposed on every Province and
- Territory in Canada are the same as those curvently mandated by Quebec’s regulator, the AMF. In’
addition, the AMF would develop, administer, maintain and collect Jees with respect to the exam in

all Provinces. '

The provinces worked together to develop a national model in a spirit of 'v'oluntary
harmonization. The best practices of each program currently in place were borrowed to update
the qualification program. It is therefore incorrect to claim that it is a“Québec model”. '

It-is also incorrect to state that Québec’s regulator, the AMF, will administer and coilect fees with -
respect to the exam in all provinces. The Canada-wide Life Licence Qualification Program will
be administered by the participating regulators of each province, who will also be responsible for
the fees with respect to exams and the certification of representatives.

2. No competing insurance company in Canada will suffer losses as substantial as a result of the

Pplanned new licensing system. Primerica Inc.’s projected losses are not speculative but are readily
ascertained by comparison with its losses in Quebec Jollowing the implementation a decade ago of
‘the similar licensing scheme administered by the AMF in the province of Quebec. (...) Based on
Primerica’s experience in Quebec, the new exam model will reduce the number of life insurance
agents available to middle income Camadians across all of Canada, with an unfair and
disproportionate impact on New Canadians, rural, northern and remote communities, and middle
and lower-income families. '

It is difficult to claim that Primerica will suffer substantial losses following the implementation of
the Life Licence Qualification Program based on its experience in Québec since the same
model will not be applied. In particular, the requirements relating to the obiigation to work full-
time and have a minimum of 13 years of education found in the Québec licensing program are
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not being considered as part of the national program update. The elimination of these
requirements will no doubt make the profession more accessible in' Québec. '

In addition, the historical data (1996-2012) does not show a drop inPrimerica’s share of the
Québec market (see Schedule I},

3. To daie, CISRO has refused to engage in any meaningful dialogue to address the harms that will
occur upon implementation of this new licensing scheme. (..) There was no opportunily Jor
stakeholders to be heard. Every consequential detail already had been negotiated and finalized. No
structural or substantive changes have been made in the CISRO plan as a result of any informational
sessions with stakeholders. (.} CISRO refused to consider stakeholders’ comments, although
substantiated by expert opinion, evidence and market analyses sought by insurers. After the first
meeting in July 2012 where CISRO outlined the new plan, stakeholders were concerned that the new
system would create barriers to entry for agents, including that there would be a significant cost
increase for licensing, the time required by candidates lo complete the exam would be significanily
longer than the existing LLOP, that the open book format is not appropriate for an entry-level
licensing exam, and that the modular exam would unfairly result in false fails, lower passing ratios, a
decrease in the industry’s sales force, in addition to other disadvantages to candidates not foreseen
by CISRO.

The Canada-wide Life Licence Qualification Program is in the process of being developed. At
each stage and with each version, CISRO has set up mechanisms for consulting stakeholders,
such as the following: :

» Quarterly meetings have been organized with stakeholdets since July 2012, including
industry representatives, training providers and representatives of the Canadian Life and
Health Insurance Association (CLHIA) as well as other industry associations.

« Over 80 life insurance representatives from various companies, including Primerica,
participated in the occupational analysis workshops o_rganized throughout the country.

¢ CISRO posted a public on-line survey in the fall of 2013 to obtain feedback from
participants who were unable to attend the national occupational analysis workshops.
The competency profile helps identify the competencies required by a representative
about to enter the workforce. Over 700 people commented on the updated competency
profile and 90% of the comments received said that the profile accurately depicted the
required competences.

e 35 industry experts, including an expert from Primerica, worked with education
specialists to develop the first draft of the curriculum for the different modules of the Life
Licence Qualification Program. :

» Over 600 comments were received regarding the first draft of the curriculum for the
different modules of the Life Licence Qualification Program. Those comments were
taken into consideration and changes to the curriculum were made as a result.

« Experts are continuing to work with CISRO’'s education specialists to develop study
materials and evaluation tools, '

Several changes to the proposed Life Licence Qualification Program resulted from these
consuitations, such as the change to the financial model and the date the Program will take
effect. : :

Also, Mr. Fullan, CISRO President, met with representatives from Primerica on three cccasions.
Other jurisdictions did the same. :

4. In May and June, 2012, the Provinces signed a Memorandum of Understanding pursuant to which
they agreed that the AMF would develop and administer a nation-wide life insurance exam in
accordance with the plan proposed by CISRO, and further agreed to commit 10 binding participation
and services agreements with the AMF to effectuate the plan. In July 2012, CISRO announced the
planned new licensing system to industry. CISRO did not reveal thal commitments, including
financial obligations, had already been made by the Provinces.

The provinces signed a generic Memorandum of Understanding in June 2012. That
Memorandum of Understanding did not impose any financial or other commitment on the
signataries. Every aspect of the project to update the LLQP was disclosed at the meeting with
stakeholders.

The provinces signed a mare detailed participation agreement in April 2013 (the first pary
signed on April 7, 2013). A meeting of stakehclders fook place in Toronto on April 9, 2013 and
the presentation (which was_posted on the CISRO web site immediately after the meeting)
clearly states that a binding agreement was reached between thejurisdictions.
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Every aspect of the proposed changes to the Life Licence Qualification Program described in
that agreement was clearly communicated several times during various meetings with
stakeholders. : :

5. Adoption by any Province of CISRO'’s licensing scheme will violate Canada’s NAFTA Obligations
[-..Jin addition, implementation of the plan will violate Article 1110 of NAFTA which states “No
Party may directly or indirectly nationalize or expropriate an investment of an investor of another
Party in its territory or take a measure tantamount 1o nationalization or expropriation of such an
investment. . .”

First, it is important to state that the updating of the Life Licence Qualification Program is not
tantamount to nationalization or expropriation; it represents an updating of existing programs.
The current LLQP stakeholders can alt continue to play a role in the updated version of the
program. '

Furthermore, one of the main goals of updating the program is to increase consumer protection,
including through the modular evaluation which assures consumers that each representative
has achieved the desired level of competency for all products he may sell in Canada, which is
not the case with the current approach in jurisdictions other than Québec. '

In guoting sections from NAFTA, Primerica does not take inte account the first section, which
allows parties to adopt rules for the protection of investors.

Article 1410: Exceptions

1. Nothing in this Part shall be construed to prevent a Party from adopting or
maintaining reasonable measures for prudential reasons, such as:

(a) the protection of investors, depositors, financial market participants,
policyholders, policy claimants, or persons to whom a fiduciary duty is owed by a
financial institution or cross-border financial service provider;

{b) the maintenance of the safety, soundness, integrity or financial responsibiiity of
financial institutions or cross-border financia! service providers: and

(c) ensuring the integrity and stability of a Party's financial system.

6. Implementation of the scheme will unilaterally and withowt due process. repudiate Primerica
Canada’s implicit agreement with each adopting Province, on which Primerica, Inc, relied to
continue its investment in Canada and which entitled Primerica Canada to market its term life

insurance products through its network of current and future agents, '

Since the Canada-wide Life Licence Qualification Program is an entry-level program leading to
the certification of new candidates, it has no effect on representatives who are currently
certified.

The program is national but its enforcement is provincial, including the recognition of training
providers by the regulators of each province and the determination of fees for exams or -
centification. These recognition requirements will apply to al training providers of the same
province and all their candidates, not only those ofPrimerica. '

7. Quebec’s vegulaior, Autorité des marchés financiers (“AMF "), took the approach that insurance

agents must satisfy stringent criteria not typical fo comparable entry-level professionals before a
license is issued. ' :

The AMF’s process for developing the qualification program is a proven one that is derived from
the DACUM approach, an integrated skill management and development model recognized by
several Québec and Canadian organizations, such as the Canadian Vocational Association
{CVA). Since it is based an identifying the competencies to be acquired to determine the entry
requirements for the profession in question, it cannot be daimed that the qualification
requirements are excessive compared to the professional reality of fife insurance
representatives. ' ' :

8. A higher license fee will discourage a significant number of potential licencees. .

No jurisdiction has announced its intention to increase the costs associated with the issuance of
representatives’certificates. :

Although training costs will be determined by each training provider, CISRO believes that the -
fees charged to providers will be a maximum of $140 per student for the licence to use national
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material, an amount that is not likely to discourage certification. The final cost will be determined
based on the aciuat cost of developing the Canada-wide qualification program.

9. The new program significantly changes both the examination format and the content

How can Primerica claim that the exam content wili be significantly changed when they say in
their letter that:“(...) the content of the AMF exam is 90% similar to the content of the LLQP"?

It is true that the examination format will be changed, primarily due to the modular approach.
However, this approach represents an improvement to the program since it is essential that
candidates show that they have acquired competencies related to each product category they
are permitted to sell. With the current approach in jurisdictions other than Québec, a candidate
may fail all questions on the exam relating to segregated funds and nonetheiess be certified to
sell such products, which does not make sense from a consumer protection standpoint.

10. (..)it has undertaken a surreptitious tactic with the Provincial regulators to bring Quebec inio its
Jold, without obtaining or considering data to understand the potentially damaging consequences of
its plans ov considering less vadical measures. In short, the CISRO exam design will result in fewer
licenses being obtained by traditional prospecting by life insurance agents across Canada.

The project follows the principies of the Agreement on Internal Trade, which is intended to
harmonize qualification standards. The updating of the Canada-wide. Life Licence Qualification
Program will facilitate labour mobility while maintaining quality standards that will ensure that
consumers are protected. The participation of each jurisdictionin the updated program was
opticnal and each jurisdiction which signed the agreement therefore did so because the updated
program represented the changes they wished to see.

CONGLUSION
TheWhite Papersubmitted byPrimerica reiterates the erroneous allegations made previously in
letters to the CISRO-OCRA President_ for which they were given responses (seetheattached

response letters).
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SCHEDULE |

Table 1:Primerica’s market share in Québec from 1996 to 2012

Von Market DWP - Québec DWP - Canada ) th\E?i’r}?in Net earnings - Canada
share ($000) -~ ($000) Québec ($000)
1996 0.12% 7,073 73,328 9.6% 17,846
1997 0.13% 8,290 . 81,274 10.2% 20,387
1998 0.18% 9,966 91,173 10.9% 34,579
1999 0.19% 11,784. 102,463 11.5% 26,961
2000 0.20% 12,963 112,240 11.5% 53,568
2001 0.20% 14,035 122,304 11.5% 35,981
2002 0,19% 15,400 133,433 11.5% 48,996
2003 0.19% 16,711 143,820 11.6% 41,536
2004 0.21% 18,188 155,600 11.7% 52,790
2005 021% - 20,167 167,591 12.0% 43 457 -
2006 10.23% 22,311 180,433 12.4% 72,034
(2007 0.24% 24,832 194,614 12.8% 55,809
2008 0.25% 27,172 210,764 12.9% 63,071
2009 |0.25% 28,733 223,386 12.9% 101,437
2010 |0.25% 29,339 233,145 12.6% 66,690
2011 0.25% 29,312 240,897 12.2% 43,758
2012 0.24% 29235 249,068 11.7% 85,065

DWP:Direct written premiums

Source: AMF, Direction

- 2014,

des analyses quantitative set des modéles des assureurs, March 4,
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BRIEFING NOTE — May 2013 with December 2013 Addendum
Confidential

CISRO INTRODUCES PLANS FOR HARMONIZED LIFE AGENT
EDUCATION TO INSURANCE INDUSTRY STAKEHOLDERS

ISSUE

To obtain a licence to market and sell life insurance and accident and sickness products, a
candidate must currently pass the Life Licencing Qualification Program (the LLQP), a program
that was created through the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations
(CISRO), and introduced in 2003. CISRO is made up of the provincial agencies responsible
for the licencing of insurance intermediaries. In Atlantic Canada and the northern Territories,
that is the Offices of the Superintendent of Insurance. In the Western Provinces, licencing is
controlled by insurance councils. Ontarioc and Quebec are a combination of the two.

Insurance regulators across Canada, through CISRO, are working to modemnize the life agent
education program so that it is a truly national, fully funded program, with a strong
governance model aimed at ensuring an ongoing high standard of quality for the program.

On July 5, 2012, CISRO representatives met with insurance industry stakeholders to
introduce their plan for the new harmonized program. The new program is expected to be in
place late in 2015.

BACKGROUND

The Life Licence Qualification Program (LLQP) was introduced as the life licence education
standard in 2003 in all provinces and territories with the exception of Quebec, which already
had an updated life education qualification program in place. The curriculum design
document, the basis of the LLQP program, examination processes and questions, was
developed by industry subject matter experts in conjunction with educational experts. The
program also included a requirement to complete a course of study through one of 14 certified
course providers. Each provider developed their own course material, using the common
Curriculum Design Document.

Quebec, for more than 15 years, has employed a group of educational experts on their staff.
This group has created the current version of their province’s Curriculum Design Document,
and the license qualification exams. In addition, this group also produces all of the study
material for license applicants. The funding for this unit of educationat experts is through the
sale of study materials to license applicants in Quebec.
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BACKGROUND (cont’d)

While the LLQP is considered to be a high quality course and examination program, the one
issue that program creators were not able to successfully address was the establishment of
an ongoing governance model to ensure that the quality of the program would be maintained
and enhanced on an ongoing basis. An effective governance model would include processes
for regular reviews of the Curriculum Design Document, and the regular creation of new exam
questions.

Several years after the introduction of the LLQP, British Columbia determined that they would
prefer to develop their own exam question databank. The Curriculum Design Document
remains common to all provinces except Quebec. BC now has a final licensing examination
that is distinct from the other Common Law provinces.

An opportunity to create a truly national program arose from the following initiatives:

» LLQP regulators had determined that a full review of the current program, and its
governance structure was overdue.

» Quebec had announced plans to complete a simitar review of their program. This
review was to be launched in the second quarter of 2012,

» Jurisdictions were also working to align with the Agreement on Internal Trade (AlT) and
other inter-provincial agreements such as the Quebec/Ontario Co-operation and Trade
Agreement to support labour mobility. As part of this latter initiative, Ontario and
Quebec had undertaken a comparison of the current LLQP and Quebec Curriculum
Design Documents, and found them to be 90% similar. Differences included civil code
vs. common law, and tax structure differences between Quebec and other provinces.

PROPOSED NATIONAL LIFE EDUCATION PROGRAM

The proposed program will continue to be referred to as the Life Licence Qualification
Program (LLQP). It will include features of the current LLQP as well as Quebec’s current
program. Under the new program, applicants will have the same education standard across
the country, regardless of where the appiication is made. The updated program will have the
following features:

» CISRO will oversee the program with each jurisdiction getting an equal vote;

> A standing governance committee of CISRO, made up of 4 representatives of several
jurisdictions on a rotating basis, will deal with day to day operations;

» A service provider will develop and maintain the program;

» A pre-licensing training course through accredited course providers will be required by
every jurisdiction;

¥ Training materials will be created by the regulators using educational and subject
matter experts,

> There will be open book, modular exams with a requirement to pass each module.
Modules will relate to the various products that a life and accident and sickness licence
allows an individual to sell.
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PROPOSED NATIONAL LIFE EDUCATION PROGRAM (cont’d)

No changes to legislation or the life insurance licensing regimes in the current LLQP
jurisdictions are contemplated as a result of this initiative.

CISRO has engaged educational experts from the Auterité des marchés financiers (the
Quebec financial regulator) as the Service Provider to carry out the following work:

A complete review of the knowledge and skills required to be a life licensee;
Completion of an updated Curriculum Design Document (CDD), combining the results
of the knowledge/skills review with the CDD’s for the existing programs;

Creation of documented procedures to regularly review the CDD;

Creation of study material based on the new CDD:;

Creation of an updated databank of exam questions;

Creation of procedures to regularly create new exam questions;

Creation of updated exams based on the new exam question databank; and
Development of a transparent process to review ongoing issues raised by industry
representatives and course providers.

A2 A
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The Service Provider has significant experience in this regards and will work under the
direction of the LLQP Governance Committee. All deliverables will be developed concurrently
in English and French.

The new program will have several modules - each with its own study manual and exam. The
current LLQP closed-book single-exam process will shift to open-book modular exams.

As part of this project, consultation workshops have been conducted across Canada involving
more than 80 existing licensees representing more than 25 life insurance companies.

MANDATORY COURSE OF STUDY

As noted above, the current LLQP includes a requirement for the applicant to complete a
mandatory course of study through an accredited course provider prior to challenging the
provincial licensing examination. In the current Quebec model, the course of study is not
mandatory. The applicant can simply challenge the licensing exams.

Under the proposed program, regulators will harmonize their approach in this area, as the
course of study through an accredited course provider will be mandatory in all jurisdictions.

One fundamental change proposed from the current LLQP model is that common study
material will be created as part of the new program development. Course providers will be
licensed to use this material, and augment it with study aids, online tools, course seminars,
etc. to create the most effective learing experience for their students.

CISRO will be working with course providers in the coming months to develop the parameters
of this model.

Page 183 of 267 Page



STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT PLAN

Subsequent to the originat launch meeting on July 5, 2012, the Governance Committee has
taken the following steps to engage stakeholders in the process of creating the new program:

> Held a series of one-on-one meetings with representatives of the major insurance
companies to discuss the proposed parameters of the program, and the anticipated
decision points throughout the process;

> Held a series of one-on-one meetings with representatives of the largest course
providers to review the impacts of the new program;

» Attended meetings of the national industry body’s Distribution and Intermediaries
Committee to discuss the proposed parameters of the program, and the anticipated
decision points throughout the process;

» Conducted licensee workshops referred to above to identify the skills/knowledge
necessary for a life licensee;

» At the beginning of 2013, committed to quarterly stakeholder meetings to encourage
ongoing stakeholder comment throughout the development process;

» Conducted the first two of those stakeholder forums as follows:

o January 17, 2013 — to review key parameters, and to outline the committee’s
stakeholder engagement plan for the balance of the project. That plan inciuded
an outline of various points in the process where formal stakeholder feedback
would be requested,;

o April 9, 2013 —- to review the proposed schedule for roll-out of materials to
course providers and industry representatives

» Scheduled two further stakeholder forums as follows:

o July 8, 2013 — to introduce the new Curriculum Design Document

o September 12, 2013 — to review stakeholder feedback on the new CDD

Reaction has been generally positive, especially regarding the need to ensure that the
qualification program remains current. Stakeholders appreciate that many of the details are
not yet finalized and that CISRO will continue to seek their input as the program is developed.
There have been two specific concerns expressed, which CISRO continues to address:

The life insurance industry does not want new barriers to entry. Industry is concerned
that the new exams will be more difficult to pass, take longer to complete and will be
more costly to candidates. CISRO has stated that the proposed changes are not about
“raising the bar” for entry into the industry. Regulators have committed to work with industry
stakeholders to ensure that there are no significant negative impacts on candidates’ abilities
to pass the exams, and to complete the process in a timely way. Regulators have indicated
that there will be a smali increase in costs compared to the current model, since the current
model is missing key governance and maintenance processes that would normally be paid for
by the students accessing the program.

One current LLQP course provider is concerned that their business will be harmed by

the development of standard study materials and new course approval criteria. CISRO

has been working with current course providers to ensure that they can continue to add value
to the standard materials and compete in the marketplace.

4

Page 184 of 267 Page



ADDENDUM ADDED December 2013 — Primerica Issue

tn the first half of 2013, representatives from Primerica met with Ministers and government
representatives from various jurisdictions to express their concerns with the direction that
CISRO was taking with the LLQP. They met with the Saskatchewan Minister and
Superintendent of insurance on June 7, 2013, At that meeting the Minister asked that
Primerica put their concerns in writing, and the Superintendent would arrange for a written
response from the chair of CISRO.

Primerica CEO John A. Adams submitted their concerns in letters to all jurisdictions dated
June 20, 2013. Ron Fullan, the chair of CISRO responded to Mr. Adams on behalf of all
jurisdictions in his letter of July 22, 2013. Mr. Adams submitted a second letter to Mr. Fuilan
on November 12, 2013. This addendum wili provide an update on certain aspects of the
project to date, and also address key issues identified by Mr. Adams in his November 12,
2013 letter.

PROJECT UPDATE

The following outlines the phases of the project which have been completed to date, with an
indication of stakeholder involvement in the consultation process.

» Occupationat Analysis Workshops — The CISRO team completed workshops across
the country with more than 80 licensees to review and update its profile of the
knowledge and skills required for entry-level life insurance licensees.

Y

Competency Profile — The data gathered in the workshops was used to create a
Competency Profile, which summarized the knowledge and skills required for entry-
level life insurance licensees. The original project plan did not include a specific
stakeholder consuitation process on this document. (This was to be completed in the
next step). At the request of stakeholders, the CISRO team completed an online
stakeholder consultation survey specific to the Competency Profile. More than 750
industry representatives responded. More than 90% indicated that the profile was
complete and 98% answered that all of the competencies and components were
relevant.

»  Curriculum Design Document — The CISRO team, through its website, asked for
industry “subject matter experts” to assist with the completion of the Curriculum Design
Document (CDD). These subject matter experts were drawn from current licensees,
company representatives, industry associations and course providers. A committee of
subject matter experts and educational team representatives was created for each
projected course module. These committees were asked to define the Competency
Components, Sub-components and Contents of the Curriculum Design Document, i.e.
to define the knowledge and skills that would/should be tested as part of the licensing
exam process. CISRO published the Curriculum Design Document, and again
completed an online stakeholder consultation survey specific to the CDD. More than
650 industry representatives responded, with more than 86% supportive of the course
contents on every proposed module.
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Proposed Modules — The layout of projected course modules considered input from
industry stakeholders. CISRO proposed the following modules:

Life Insurance — Individual and Group

Accident & Sickness Insurance — Individual and Group

Insurance Investment Products — Annuities and Segregated Funds
Law, Taxation and Ethics

O C 00

Based on feedback from industry stakeholders, the CISRO team is currently examining
the taxation section. Stakeholder representatives believe that the taxation sections
should be included in the product-specific modules. A decision on this is expected
shortly. The final module layout will be communicated to stakeholders upon its
completion.

Transition Issues — Stakeholders have expressed concerns that the changes proposed
could have a negative impact on candidate success rates. The CISRO team has
undertaken to define a transition plan to the new exam structure to ensure that there is
no unintended negative impact. (Note: a similar process was used by CISRO when
LLQP was originally introduced).

Exam Administration — Stakeholder feedback has indicated concerns with jurisdictional
differences in the way that current LLQP exams are administered (i.e. frequency of
exam sittings, wait times when booking exams, etc.) The CISRO team has undertaken
to create Exam Administration guidelines to be distributed to all jurisdictions to help
address these concermns,

Course Content Development — A committee of subject matter experts and educational
team representatives is being created for each projected module. These committees
will be asked to create the study material for each module based on the Competency
Components, Sub-components and Contents of the Curricutum Design Document.
Again, these subject matter experts will be drawn from current licensees, company
representatives, industry associations and course providers.

Timing of Introduction of the Changes — In its initial communications to stakeholders,
CISRO indicated that the target date for implementation of the proposed changes was
September, 2015. Industry associations, course providers, and some insurance
companies have suggested that a January 1% introduction would be more manageable.
CISRO has agreed to delay implementation until January 1, 2016 based on this
feedback.
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KEY ISSUE RAISED IN NOVEMBER 12, 2013 PRIMERICA LETTER

Experts project that the proposed modular approach will result in a substantial increase in the
number of *false fails” — Primerica has indicated in meetings with the CISRO chair (circa fail
2012) and the Ontario Superintendent of Insurance (circa October 2013) that is has expert
studies supporting this concern. Both the CISRO chair and the office of the Superintendent of
Insurance in Ontario have asked for copies of those studies. To date, no such information
has been provided for review. The categorization of “false fails” also requires some
examination. A life insurance license in Canada allows the licensee to do the following:

Sell individual and group life insurance products;

Sell individual and group accident and sickness products;

Sell investment-type products like annuities and segregated funds; and

In the process of selling one of the above products, to have their clients enter into legal
contracts with insurance companies covering those products,

Y VYV

Under the CISRO model (and assuming that the curriculum is correctly designed) a potential
licensee who fails one of the modules will have demonstrated one of the following:

A lack of sufficient understanding of life insurance products;

A lack of sufficient understanding of accident and sickness insurance products;

A lack of sufficient understanding of insurance investment-type products; or

A lack of sufficient understanding of concepts related to the legal implications of the
contracts being signed by consumers.

A A

CISRO is suggesting that those should not be considered “false fails”. Demonstrating
sufficient proficiency in each of those subject areas should be a minimum reguirement to
holding a license that allows for the sale of those products, and the placement of the related
legal contracts. In fact, it is the opposite probiem that CISRO seeks to address — that the
current process results in “false passes”. Inherent in Primerica’s argument about increased
failure rate is the reality that currently students are being licensed to sell products that they do
not have sufficient minimum levels of proficiency to seil. As has been noted to stakeholders
in general, and Primerica specifically, this issue is further complicated by the fact that at least
one course provider has advised students not to study certain sections of the current course
material, based on the limited number of questions on the exam covering those sections.

Having said that, CISRO has indicated that the intention of the changes is not to lower the
pass rates, but rather to have licensees who are better prepared to sell the products covered
by their licenses. Among other things, the changes also contemplate improvements in
question structure (including readability), and the elimination of terminology probiems that
exist between the current courses and the LLQP exam. These changes should help the
audience that Primerica specifically identifies, which is English Second Language students.
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Adoption by Any Province of
CISRO’s Insurance Agent Licensing Scheme
Would Violate Canada’s NAFTA Obligations and
Subject Canada to Liability

Primerica, Inc. is a leading distributor of financial products to middle-income households
in North America and an important participant in the Canadian market, assisting clients in
meeting their needs for term life insurance. Over the past almost three decades, Primerica, Inc.
has invested hundreds of millions of dollars in Canada, covering all of Canada’s provinces and
territorics. Currently, the Canadian provinces, through the proposed implementation of a new
insurance agent licensing scheme, have embarked on a path that will result in the violation of
Canada’s NAI'TA obligations through a summary denial of national ireatment and minimum
standard of treatment and the expropriation of Primerica, Inc.’s investments in Canada.

Primerica, Inc., a public company listed on the New York Stock Exchange, wholly owns
and controls Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada and PFSL Investments Canada Ltd
(together, “Primerica Canada™), whose rights wiil be dircctly affected by acts for which Canada
is internationally responsible. Primerica Canada has operated in Canada for 27 years and is the
largest insurance company exclusively issuing term life insurance in Canada with more than $95
biilion of individual term life insurance in force in Canada. Primerica Canada has paid more
than $703 million in death benefits to middle income Canadian families, including $84.6 million
in 2012. Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada has an A+ rating from the nationally
recognized ratings agency A.M. Best.

Primerica Canada has the fargest distribution sales force in Canada. In February 2013,
Primerica’s Canadian life insurance sales force reached the 10,000 mark, making Primerica Lifc
[nsurance Company of Canada the only life insurance company to achieve this level. Primerica
Canada insurcs an estimated 500,000 individuals in Canada.

Since 2002, all Provinces other than Quebec administer life insurance licensing through a
single 140-question Life License Qualification Program (L.LQP). Quebec instead licenses agents
through a program developed and maintained by the Quebee regutator, L’ Autorité des marchés
financiers (AMF). While the content of the AMF cxam is 90% similar to the content of the
LLQP, unlike the LLQP thc AMF exam has an open book structure, 5 modules, and substantially
higher costs than the LLQP exam administered in the rest of Canada.

In July 2012, the Canadian Insurance Regulatory Organization (CISRO) announced a
new exam program for people who would like to become licensed life insurance agents. The
new system is scheduled to take effect in January 2016. The key components of the new life
licensing system that would be imposed on every Province and Territory in Canada are the same
as those currently mandated by Quebec’s regulator, the AMF. In addition, the AMF would
develop, administer, maintain and collcet fees with respect to the exam in all Provinces.
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The new insurance licensing scheme formed by CISRO, if adopted by the Provinces
without alteration, will: (1) sharply reduce the valuc of Primerica, [nc.’s investments through
reduction of its sales force and loss of market share and (2) markedly reduce Primerica, Inc.’s
revenues and profits and thercfore its return on its capital investments made in developing
Primerica Canada. Primerica, Inc. projects that there will be a dramatic reduction in its sales
force due to the structurc of the new examination and the higher per student costs of CISRO’s
new examination system. Primetica uniquely draws its sales force from lower and middle-
income and ethnically diverse Canadian communities, reflecting the communities in which these
agents serve, and training and licensing are cornerstones of Primerica’s business model. No
competing insurance company in Canada will suffer losscs as substantial as a result of the
planned new licensing system. Primerica, Inc.’s projected losses arc not speculative but are
readily ascertained by comparison with its losses in Quebec following the implementation a
decade ago of the similar licensing scheme administered by the AMF in the province of Quebec.

To date, CISRO has refused to engage in any meaningful dialogue to address the harms
that will occur upon implementation of this new licensing scheme.

For the reasons outlined below, Primerica requests that the USTR take up this issue as an
item for consultation with the Canadian government, in an effort to amicably resolve this dispute.

The Imminent Threat to Primerica Canada

According to documents obtained through Freedom of Information Requests and not
available to Primerica Canada until recently, in 2011, CISRO proposed to its members
(provincial insurance regulators) the possibility of replacing the existing insurance agent
licensing systems in all of Canada’s provinces (the I.LQP) with a modet that embodied the key
elements of the Quebec model and that would be developed and administercd by the AMF. In
May and June, 2012, the Provinces signed a Memorandum of Understanding pursuant to which
they agreed that the AMF would develop and administer a nation-wide life insurance exam in
accordance with the plan proposed by CISRQ, and further agreed 1o commit to binding
participation and services agrcements with the AMF to effcctuate the plan.  In July 2012,
CISRO announced the planned new licensing sysiem to industry. CISRO did not reveal that
commitments, including {inancial obligations, had already becn made by the Provinces.

Adoption by any Province of CISRO’s licensing scheme will violate Canada’s NAFTA
obligations because the licensing scheme was formulated without due process; it will, if left
unchanged, arbitrarily discriminate against Primerica, Inc. and will essentially strip Primerica,
Inc. of much of its rights to its investments in Canada. Specifically, implementation of the plan
will be in breach of Canada’s obligations to accord Primerica Canada with:

2

Page 189 of 267 Page



BUSINESS CONFIDENTIAL - LIMITED BISTRIBUTION
CISRO LICENSING SCHEME UNDER NAFTA
JANUARY 2014

“treatment no less favorable than that it accords, in like circumstances, to its own
investors with respect to the establishment, acquisition, expansion, management, conduct,
operation, and salc or other disposition of investments;”

“treatment no less favorable than that it accords, in like circumstances, to investments of
its own investors with respect to the estabfishment, acquisition, expansion, management,
conduct, operation, and sale or other disposition of investments,” under Article 1102 of
NAFTA: and

“treatment in accordance with international law, including fair and equitablc treatment
and full protection and security” under Article 1105 of NAFTA;

Int addition, implementation of the plan will violate Article 1110 of NAFTA which states “No
Party may directly or indirectly nationalize or cxpropriate an investment of an investor of another
Party in its territory or take a measure tantamount to hationalization or expropriation of such an
investment . . .”

The plan will significantly adversely affect Primerica Canada’s business while having no
similarly significant effcct on any competing Canadian businesses. Implementation of the
scheme will unilaterally and without due process repudiate Primerica Canada’s implicit
agreement with each adopting Province, on which Primerica, Inc. refied to continue its
investment in Canada and which entitled Primerica Canada to market its term life insurance
products through its network ol current and future agents. This expropriation will be carried out
without a valid public purpose, without the requisite due process, and without provision for the
full and prompt compensation required by NAFTA Article 1110 and applicable international
law.

Primerica has valid claims under NAFTA that stem from the arbitrary and unlawfu!
treatment that will result from the implementation by any and all Canadian provinces of the
CISRO plan. The impending NAFTA-violative injuries to Primerica, Inc. can be averted if
CISRO provides due process to Primerica and others in the industry and allows for reasonable
substantive changes to its plan.

Background

The Provinces and CISRO proposed major reflorms to the Canadian Provinces® life
msurance licensing system in 2001, That process, which resulted in the development of the
current exam system in all Provinces except Quebec, created a legitimate expectation of

3
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meaningful stakcholder involvement in connection with any further changes lo the life licensing
system. ‘hosc legitimate expectations reasonably included (ull consideration by the Provinces
and CISRO of stakeholder comments prior 1o adopting any fundamental changes that could
adversely affect the industry and stakeholders’ rights and interests.

Tn 2001, the last time that CISRO decided to change its licensing approach, CISRO
initially proposed that licensing applicants take a community college course (240 hours) and be
required to pass a substantially more difticult exam that would have involve modular testing.
Had that proposal been adopted, it would have been devastating to the ability of the life
insurance industry to license new agents. Not surprisingly, the proposal met widespread
opposition.

Over the course of many months and afier cxtensive consultations with stakeholders in
the insurance industry, including Primerica Canada, CISRO modified its proposed approach
through consensus with industry by creating the Life License Qualification Program (LLQP),
which Primerica Canada and other stakeholders supported based on ccrtain express assurances
from CISRO. During the consultation period, stakcholders frequently met with CISRO and
reviewed and presented proposals and counter-proposals for the LLQP. In addition, CISRO
considered studies and analyses on the proposed effects of LLQIP implementation. No contracts,
service agreements or memoranda of understanding regarding the LLQP were signed by CISRO
and/or the Provinces until after the stakeholders had had a thorough opportunity fo review and
provide feedback on the proposed LI.QP. Additionally, in May 2002, regulators entered into a
letter of intent with course providers, including Primerica Canada, agreeing to consultation prior
to making any changes to the LLQP licensing scheme on which industry and the regulators had
agreed. Regulators specifically agreed to: “Consult and communicate with course providers.
prior to making any changes to the curriculum design document or to the examination format or
content.” (Emphasis sup;:;lif.:d).l

Ultimately, in 2002, CISRO concluded that a single examination (without a set number of
study hours) as opposed to a modular one, as initially proposed, should be used. A modular
model was duly considered but rejected because both industry and regulators recognized the
grave market disruption it would cause -- with consequent effects on the industry’s growth
potential. The LLQP also established a course provider program, but did not effectively require
that course providers purchase a specific, much less government-mandated, manual. “To the
contrary. the LLQP gave coursc providers flexibility as to what materials to use to best prepare
applicants for a license. Documentation from 2002 confirms that CISRO ultimately determined

! Course Provider Letter of Intent, at 1 (May 24, 2002).

Page 191 of 267 Page



BUSINESS CONFIDENTIAL — LIMITED DISTRIBUTION
CISRO LICENSING SCHEME UNDER NAFTA
JANUARY 2014

that maintaining flexibility in the course materials for the LLQP was best for the industry and the
Canadian public.

The province of Quebec chose not to join the 2002 .LQP program. Instead, it
maintained its own ficense exam and system. Quchec’s regulator, Autorité des marchés
financicrs (*AMF™), took the approach that insurance agents must satisfy stringent criteria not
typical to comparable entry-level professionals before a license is issued. Under the Quebec
exam system (the “Quebec Model”), an applicant must: a) meet cducational requirements (i.c. a
minimum number of years of higher level education), b) schedulc, sit for and pass five individual
exams, ¢) purchase a training manual and d) pay the highest fees in the country to support a
bureaucracy surrounding the administration of the licensing exam. The Quebec Model has
resulted in a dramatic decrease in insurance coverage in Quebec. After 11 years of using the
Quebec Model, Quebec has the highest percentage of households underinsured (94%) of any
Province, the greatest life insurance coverage gap in Canada (3.8 years short of 7-year income
replacement), and the lowest mean face amount of individual insurance. In addition, the number
of agents in Quebec has increased by only 2.9% from 2005-2010, while Alberta increascd
32.9%, British Columbia increased 24.7%, and Ontario increased 20% over the same period. In
short, following the implementation of the current Quebec Model, more Quebec residents are
both underinsured and have fess access to insurance sales agents than residents of the other
Provinces. In seeming disregard of this, the planned CISRO licensing regime adopts the key
elements of the Quebec Model.

The Needs of the Current Canadian Insurance Market

Most middle income Canadians feel they would have troubie covering expenses within a
few months if the primary wage earncr in the household were to die tomorrow.> 6.1 million
Canadian households state that they are underinsured - this is 1.4 million more than in 2006.
Fewer Canadian househelds have life insurance today, either individual or group, than they did
seven years ago. Adoption nationwide of the Quebec Model or similar approaches would not
only be financially imprudent but would also be inconsistent with market demand, as it would
decrease the number of sales force agents.

Studies by LIMRA®, a global association of life insurance and financial services
companies, have shown that the number of licensed agents correlates strongly with the amount of
insurance coverage in the Provinces. Where underinsurance is high, the number of agents is

*Underinsured in Canada, LIMRA Custom Research {May 2013), at 4.

* Formerly known as the Life Insurance Marketing and Research Association.
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low." Morcover, overwhelmingly middle-market buyers of individual life insurance feel that
insurance advisors are the best source for information, and these buyers have shown a strong
preference (over 70%) for buying insurance face-to-face through an insurance agent, broker or
financial advisor. For those not spcaking French or English at home, more than 1 in 3 (37%)
report preferring an advisor of the same heritage or language. Yet, half of Canadians do not have
someone they would consider their “primary” or personal agent/advisor.” The size of the agency
force is not kecping up with population growth. After accounting for new hires minus agent
turnover, growth of the agency force has been stagnant. Based on Primerica’s cxperience in
Quebec, the new exam model will reduce the number of life insurance agents available to middle
income Canadians across all of Canada, with an unfair and disproportionate impact on New
Canadians, rural, northern and remote communities, and middle and lowcer-income {families.

Importantly, and highly relevant to Canada’s NAFTA obligations, the planned changes
disproportionately impact particular business models, and most prominently Primerica Canada’s,
which is highly dependent on a fair and cost-effective licensing structure. Primerica Canada’s
business model depends upon the ability to recruit and license new agents from diverse
backgrounds. Its large sales force allows it 1o help middle-income families obtain the insurance
protection they need. A higher license fee will discourage a significant number of potential
licencees, as affirmed by onc renowned expert: “I'hese procedures are likely to aggravate the
problem by dramatically increasing costs of both time lost from work and money to buy textis
and pay for exams. The groups most likely to be affected will be those targeting lower and
lower--middle income households who often come from those groups themselves.”™® Further,
current Quebcee exam and license fees are higher than any other jurisdiction in Canada with no
evidence of increased benefits to the industry, the sales force or consumers. In fact, it 1s clear
that there have been substantial harmful effects outlined above.

In light of the historic results of the Quebec Model, the current state of the insurance
agency force and underinsurance in Canada, and the clear record and precedent of CISRO’s 2002
LLQP consultation with stakcholders, and the contractual commitments sct out in the letter of
intent, Primerica legitimately expected that CISRO would not make changes to the LLQP
without “consult|ing] and communicat[ing] with course providers, prior to making any changes
to the curriculum design document or to the examination format or content.” In particular,
Primerica had a legitimate cxpectation that the provinces would not commit to replace the LLQP

1

LIMRA, at 25.
5
T LIMRA, at 28,

6 DR. EDWIN WLINSIEIN, THE BRONDESBURY GROUP, REvicw OF PROPOSLL REVISIONS TO 11iE LLQP, at 10
(October 16, 2012).
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with a new licensing program primarily based on the Quebec Model and especially would not do
so without any cconomic analysis of the potential impact of the changes or any true consultation
with Primerica Canada or industry.

The Development of CISRO’s New Scheme

In July 2012, without any prior industry consultation known to Primerica Canada — and
without offering any study or analysis whatsoever —- CISRO announced at a stakeholder
information session that it was replacing the LLQP with a modified version of the Quebec
Model. CISRO further informed the industry that life insurance licensing applicants would be
requircd to take a modular examination. In addition, CISRO revealed that preparation of the
course materials, development of test questions, and administration of the system, would be
turned over o Quebee’s regulator, the AMF. Finally, CISRO announced that the new system
would be funded through sales by the AMF of the AMF exam study guide’. The new licensing
scheme would, CISRO declared, take effect in September 20158, CISRO did not reveal that it
had already obtained signed Memorandums of Understanding commitling the Provinces to the
plan,

The Provinces are in the process of adopting CISRO’s new licensing scheme in a manner
that is inconsistent with their own cstablished procedures and regutatory obligations for adopting
changes to the life insurance licensing requirements. Further, pursuant to a Course Provider
Letter of [ntent (May 24, 2002}, the regulators had agreed to consult with Primerica and other
Course Providers prior to making any changes to the examination format or content. The new
program significantly changes both the examination format and the content — placing the
regulators in breach of their obligations under the Letter of Intent. Surprisingly though, the
Provinces’ 2012 decision-making process was in camera, determined by CISRO, contrary to
usual rule-making norms in Canada. No prior notice was given; no public hearing was heid. No
market analysis was performed. There was no opportunity for stakcholders to be heard. Every
consequential detail already had been negotiated and finalized. No structurai or substantive
changes have been made in the CISRO plan as a result of any informational sessions with
stakehotders. To the contrary, CISRO has purposefully limited ihe discussions of its exam
initiative to administrative and secondary aspects of the proposed system. As Primerica Canada

" CISRO later announced that the system would he funded by imposition of a licensing fee to the AMF with respect
to the AMF study guide. The licensing fee covers more than just the study guide it funds the AMF’s efforts. The
[ee will be imposed “with respect to” the study guide, because it is charged per examince, but it is charged
regardiess of whether or not the examinee oblains the study guide. With the payment of {he fee, the course provider
is the granted the right by the AMF 1o provide the study content to the student. The AMF wilf not be printing books.

8 CIsrRo has since extended planned implementation to January 2016,
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is a company that certifies ncarly one-third of all exam candidates in Canada, it is unthinkable
that its views werc not solicited or heard.

In fact, a month prior to the July 2012 announcement to stakcholders regarding the
changes to the LLQP, unknown Lo Primerica and to the Canadian industry gencrally, the
Provinces had each alrcady signed a Co-operative Memorandum of Understanding rccognizing
the AMF “as assuming the [ncw exam model’s] financial administration and management 4s
well as initial costs for Program development.” Per the Memorandum of Understanding, the
CISRO regulators agreed to select AMF as a service provider with no public competitive bidding
process, and without considering potential alicrnatives for less costly providers. The regulators
kept these agreements sceret until major pressure was applied, and even then, the regulators
failed to make public the final signed agreements. Frank Swedlove, President of the Canadian
[ ifc & Health Insurance Association (CLIIA), which represents over 99% of Canada’s life and
health insurance business, has complaincd to CISRO that signing of these agreements prior to
gaining stakeholder input was contrary to the “normal due process” and “show[s] that decisions
nad been made about the direction and scope of the changes [to the LLQP] even before
stakeholders were advised, in July 2012, that changes were being contcmplatcd.”g

CISRO refuscd to consider stakeholders® comments, aithough substantiated by expert
opinion, cvidence and market analyses sought by insurers. After the first meeting in July 2012
where CISRO outlined the new plan, stakcholders were concerned that the new system would
create barricrs to entry for agents, including that there would be a significant cost increase for
licensing, the time required by candidates o complete the exam would be significantly longer
than the existing LLQP, that the open book format is not appropriate for an entry-level licensing
exam, and that the modular exam would unfairly result in false fails, lower passing ratios, a
decrcase in the industry’s sales force, in addition to other disadvantages lo candidates not
foreseen by CISRO. At no time has CISRO or the Provincial regulators offered any evidence
that adoption of the CISRO plan will solve any valid problems that have been identified with the
LLQP.

The LI.QP program has some shortcomings. However, there is no indication that its
deficiencies have undermined the provision of sound service, nor is there any evidence of
consumer harm under the current system. In fact, Ms. Joanne Abram, Chicf Executive Officer of
the Alberta Insurance Council, reported a mere 67 complaints of 26,591 life insurance certificate
holders (licensed agents) and about two milfion policies in force in 2012 in Alberta. In
presenting this number, Ms. Abram stated that she was very pleased with the low number of

Y Letter from Frank Swedlove, President of the Canadian Life & Health Insurance Association {(CI.HIA), to Ron
Fuilan, Chair, CISRO and 1.1.QP Governance Committee (Oct. 8, 2013).
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complaints and would hold up members of the life insurance industry against any other industry
in terms of professionalism, knowledge and integrity. Primerica Canada itself had a total of only
I3 complaints across Canada with respeet to life insurance policics and segregated funds in 2012
that required additional authority for resolution, and none through the end of third-quarter 2013,
with over 10,000 agents and an estimated 500,000 policies in force in Canada — one of the lowcest
complaint ratios in the industry. In the rare instance a complaint arises, it is never, 10 Primerica’s
knowltedge, traceablc in any way to a shortcoming in examination format, Complaints about
agent misconduct have nothing to do with qualifications that can be tested through a licensing
exam, nor can they be avoided through a modular exam format.

CISRO’s efforts to cause the current LLQP examination system to be transformed into a
modified version of the Quebec Model are misdirected. [t should focus its influence on
promoting healthy growth in the life insurance sales force to help solve the pervasive problem of
underinsurance among middle-income Canadians. This requires a reduction in barriers, not
increasing the cost and complexity of licensing new agents. Instead, it has undertaken a
surreptitious tactic with the Provincial regulators to bring Quebec into its fold, without obtaining
or considering data to understand the potentially damaging consequences of its plans or
considering less radical measures. In short, the CISRO exam design will result in fewer licenses
being obtained by traditional prospecting by life insurance agents across Canada. An analysis of
the Quebec Model would have indicated the harm discussed above, and it can be avoided.

In fact, all of the infirmities of CISR(’s plan and the harms it would cause if
implemented by any province could be avoided by making modest, but important changes in the
LIQP. Thesc alternatives include:

* Raising licensing fees or collecting a fee directly from insurers to generate $250,000 a
year Lo update the databank of exam questions and maintain the current LLQP, which is
the amount Primerica calculates is necessary to cure the syslemic issues in the LLQP, in
contrast to the $3,750,000 - $4,000,000 that the AMF has projected it will spend on start-
up costs for the new CISRO model;

* Engaging in a competitive procurement process 1o appraise and select the exam vendor;

* Eliminating the modular format in favor of a single pass rate linear cxam; and

* Prior to moving forward, undertaking a third-party analysis of the current licensing
processes, including gathering and publishing statistics on the current Quebcc experience,

and obtaining a cost-benefit analysis of the LI.QP and the Quebec Model to determine
what, if any, changes are needed.
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Sensible reforms would atlow CISRO to remedy limited identified deficiencies in the
[.L.QP without artificially reducing the number of licenscs and significantly increasing the
expense of licensing. CISRO appears 1o be fixed on a plan that will have no demonstrated
benefit to the market segment that relies on the availability of term life insurance and will
discriminate against Primerica Canada, the largest company exclusively issuing term insurance
to the Canadian market.

Primerica offers these alternative reforms in the hope of a renewed dialogue that will
accomplish the shared objective: ensuring that Canadians have an opportunity 1o gain access to
adequate insurance protection with comfort in the process and confidence that their intcrests are
being served. As outlined above, Canada can rectify CISRQ’s plan in a manner that is consistent
with Canada’s international obligations.

Harm to Primerica

Implementation of a licensing scheme that significantly reduces the insurance agent saics
force and increases the costs of licensing will uniquely affect Primerica Canada and result in a
severe and precipitous reduction in value of Primerica, Inc.’s investments in Primerica Canada.
Primerica Canada focuses on the middle market, setling a limited number of types ot simple
income-protection (term) polices and encouraging consumcrs 10 invest the savings derived from
the payment ol lower premiums, enabling households to build future income. Primerica
Canada’s business model is uniquely designed to reach these middle market consumers. Other
stakeholders have a different model — more focused on higher margins, bigger face values,
diverse products and wealth management sold through brokers.

In addition to a unique business model, Primerica Canada will be disproportionately
affected because Primerica Canada’s insurance agents themsefves come from the middle-income
strata and its sales force is highly diverse, consisting of minorities and tinglish as a second
language (HSL) speakers. These individuals come from and represent the diverse communities
Primerica Canada serves. Primerica Canada’s sales force also is geographically dispersed,
representing rural communities throughout the country that would not otherwisc be reached. The
lost licenses under CISRO’s plan disproportionately would exist in minority, underserved
communities, and northern and rural communities, with a consequent sharp curtailment of
participation by residents in these markets. The Brondesbury Group, respecied experts in the
Canadian market, wrote in its report that “bascd on past research related to LLQP,” the burden of
the unreliable modular format “will primarily be borne by immigrants to Canada, whether they
are taking the exam in their mother tongue or not. Primerica Canada’s applicants, therefore, will
be especially susceptible to false fails, and the effect on Primerica Canada’s sales force, going
forward, and therefore on its stake in the market, wilt be dramatically more serious than on other

10
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msurance providers — without any benefit to Canadian insurance consumers and their Insurance
. 510
providers.”

Primerica, Inc. estimates that there will be well over a 50% percent decrease in new
annual licenses because of the adverse cffect of the increased licensing fec, and disparatc impact
on ESL and minority applicants. Such a sharp decreasc in licensed agents will nccessarily result
in a serious [oss in revenue, as Primerica’s business model relies upon a large base of sales
agents as described above. No competing company in Canada has this model and therefore no
competing Canadian company will suffer these substantial losses. Primerica, Inc.’s losses are
not speculative but can be readily ascertained by comparison with its losses following the
implementation of a similar licensing scheme in the province of Quebec.

How Best (o Move Forward

If CISRO’s scheme is adopted as-is by any Province, then, in accordance with the North
American Free Trade Agreement, with a view toward resolving this dispute amicably through
consultation and ncgotiation, Primerica, Inc. would have the right to provide to the Government
of Canada written notice of its intention to submit a claim to arbitration under NAFTA Chapter
I'l. Primcrica, Inc. would then also have the right to request that Canada and the governments
for which it is responsible under NAFTA begin formal consultations and negotiations with
Primerica, Inc. in an cfTort to amicably resolve the dispute, and the government of Canada would
be obligated 1o do so. However, formal dispute settlement procedures may not be the most
effective method to resolve this issue, particularly since harm resulting from the adoption of the
measure (7.e. significant market share loss) may be difficult to fully remedy through any award
subsequent to NAFTA Chapter 11 dispute proceedings.

Consultations now between the governments of Canada and the United States, and
between the government of Canada, affected provinces, the CISRO regulators and Primerica,
could yield practical resolutions that would serve CISRO’s purpose in harmonizing insurance
agent examination requirements, and serve the governments of Canada and the United States®
joint public policy objective of reducing unnecessary regulatory burdens on foreign investors.
These goals can be achieved through consultation - without Canada violating its NAFTA
commitments and without causing unnecessary harm to Primerica, Inc., a substantial investor
and provider of services (o the Canadian market.

IDXC 51083253 8

10
WEINSTEIN, at 4.

Page 198 of 267 Page



Ditlon, Brian FIN:EX

I —
From:; Cillon, Brian FIN:EX
Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 2:54 PM
To: Wong, Gina G FIN:EX
Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject; FW! LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Per Marcus’ instructions, can you process this document — not sure how it goes up. You should leave draft on it as it up
to Communications to finalize these types of notes.

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 2:52 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Thanks Brian. Please ask Gina to process.

From: Dillon, Brian FEN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 2:08 PM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

| think a mandatory course and specified course providers go hand in hand; Quebec prepared the materials, but did not
require a course. Under the new LLQP, there will be one set of course materials, not different ones produced by
different providers. I think your latter description is best, with the change noted, and we should go with it, | have
included them in update version at:

LAFCSPA\Brian\Brian 2014\IN_LLQP Draft March 19.doc

Does this work?

Brian

From: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 1:42 PM

To: Dilion, Brian FIN;EX

Subject: RE: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Looking close. 1 am still unclear on whether everyone is now moving to @ mandatory course or specified
course providers, or both.

Is this accurate?

The key differences were that Quebec required a minimun of 13 years education, did not specify which course
providers can teach the government-prepared program material (under the LLQP designated course providers
develop the study material) and offered a modular exam consisting of a five part exam.

Alfter discussion, Quebec agreed to drop the minimum 13 years education requirement and supported specifying
who can be a course provider. The other jurisdictions supported adopting a modular exam, as it would address
1
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two of the industry’s issues listed above and fulfill CISRO’s intent indicated in 2001 to eventually move to the
modular cxam approach.

Or is this or something else accurate? If a mandatory course is now proposed, isn’t it the other jurisdictions
that have moved to introducing a mandatory course?

The key differences were that Quebec required a minimum of 13 years education, did not speeify-whiek impose
a mandatory course providers-earteach requirement (the government did prepared study material whereas
¢under the LLQP designated course providers develop their own study material) and offered a modular exam
consisting of a five part exam.

After discussion, Quebec agreed to drop the minimum 13 years education requircment and supporied
introducing a mandatory course as a precondition of writing the exam. The other jurisdictions supported
adopting a modular exam, as it would address two of the industry’s issues listed above and fulfill CISRO’s
intent indicated in 2001 to eventually move to the modular exam approach.

From: Ditlon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 11:55 AM

To: Gili, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: FW: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Here is version with updates {and a few mare fixes — { thought referring to the 2004 rules making authority change after
the 2002 LLQP was confusing and unnecessary). Brian

From: James, Harry FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 11:49 AM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Gili, Marcus A FIN:EX; Chong, Frank FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Hi Brian,
5.13

Haryy James

Director, Poalicy Initiativer

Financial Tnstittions Comimission

Suite 2800, Box 12116 | 555 West Hastings | Vancouver, BC | V6B 4N6
Phone 604 660 1935 | L'ax 604 660-3365

woww fic.gov be.ca
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ﬁ Please consider the environment befere printing this email

Unless otherwise agreed expressty in writing by the author, this communication is to be freated as confidential and the information in it
may not be used or disciosed except for the purpose for which it has been sent. It is intended only for the use of the person to whom it
is addressed. Any disiribution, copying or use by anyone else is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please
tefephone me immediately and destroy this e-mail.

From: Dillfon, Brian FIN;EX

Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 9:33 AM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Chong, Frank FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Harry: Marcus has suggested changes to the iN key facts/background relating to government’s view of the LLQP
proposals, etc. It would say:

The Council is a self-rcgulatory organization with the authority to make rules and cstablish educational
requirements. It is a member of the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations (CISRO)
whose role is the development of consistent Canadian standards of qualifications and practice for
insurance intermediaries.

The Minister of Finance has oversight of the Council’s rule making through a requirement that all rule
changes be approved by the Minister. As well, the government can override any rule through a
regulation passed by Cabinet,

Intervention by the government on a specific regulatory issue within Council’s authority would
ordinarily be undertaken only where there arc serious concerns about the process or impacts. Staff
from the Ministry and the Financial Institutions Commission (FICOM) support the effort to
create a harmonized national licensing regime and do not see any indication that the goal of these
rule changes is anything other than enhanced consumer protection,

Are you okay with the bolded description of FICOM's view?
Thanks,

Brian

From: James, Harry FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, March 14, 2014 2:31 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Chong, Frank FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primetica Letter

Just a few minor changes. $-21
s.21

Harry James
Director, Policy Initatives
Financial Institutions Comumission
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5% Please consider the envirenment before printing this email

Unless otherwise agreed expressly in writing by the author, this communication is to be freated as confidential and the information in it
may not be used or disclosed except for the purpose for which it has been sent. It is infended only for the use of the person to whom it
is addressed. Any distribution, copying or use by anyone else is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please
telephone me immediately and destroy this e-maif.

From: Diflon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, March 14, 2014 11:19 AM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Harry: i spoke with Marcus about whether we should be proactive in briefing the Minister prior to the likely receipt of a
submission from Primerica. Marcus thought that a communications backgrounder might be better at this

stage. Attached is a draft of one; the background is too long and Marcus will shorten it before sending it up, but |
thought it would useful to have a longer background in our back pocket for a possible more detaited briefing. Can you
review and let me know if you have any suggested changes? See in particular the comment about FICOM’s views in the
last paragraph of the summary in the background. | plan to send the background on the LLQP to Gerry to see if he has
any further updates/corrections. Thanks, Brian

From: James, Harry FIN:EX

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 8:41 AM

To: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: MclLean, Doug B FIN:EX; Rogers, Carolyn FIN:EX

Subject: FW: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Hi Marcus/Brian

Just keeping you in the loop as to the latest development in the Primerica vs. LLOP matter.
s.13

Primerica is now removing its self from the consultation process and is trying to put pressure on CISRO to stop the
current plan to move to a modular approach and retain the old LLQP.

Page 202 of 267 Page



Harry fames

Director, Policy Initiatives

Financial Institutions Commission

Suite 2800, Box 12116 | 555 West I lastings | Vancouver, BC [ V6B 4NG6
Phone 604 660-1935 | Fax 604 660-3345

www.fic.dov.bc.ca

ﬁ Please consider the environment before printing this email

Unless otherwise agreed expressly in writing by the author, this communication is to be treated as confidential and the information in it
may not be used or disclosed except for the purpose for which it has been sent. it is infended only for the use of the person to whom it
is addressed. Any distribution, copying or use by anyone else is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please
felephone me immediately and destroy this e-mail,

From: Carol Shevlin [mailtc:Carol.Shevlin@fsco.gov.on.cal

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 7:30 AM

To: Angela Mazerolle; Brad Geddes; Carol Shevlin; Rogers, Carolyn FIN:EX; Charles Johnston; Dan Carlson; Doug Doak;
Mciean, Doug B FIN:EX; Doug Murphy; Fiona.Charbonneau; Grant Swanson; Ian McIntosh; Jim Scalena; Julien Reid;
Mark Prefontaine; Nathalie Sirois ; Patrick Dery; Penny Lee; Peter Blandy; Phil Howell; Robert Bradley

Cc: Alayne Brygadyr-McCoy ; Alex Lambrecht; Anatol Monid; Ann Baksh: Bartosz Chrostowski; Bev Blakesley; CCIR-
CCRRA; Craig Whalen; Darlene Hall; Darrell Leadbetter; David Weir; Dawn Madassa; Denis Poirier ; Eric Stevenson ;
Chong, Frank FIN:EX; James, Harry FIN:EX; Heather Grace; Heidi Davison; Jackie Grant; Janice Calibeck; Jean-Francois
Routhier; Jennifer Calder; Julie Demers; Karen Steele; Withnell, Kiah FIN:EX; Laurie Balfour; Lestey Thomson; Letitia
Miclescu; Louise Gauthier; Margaret Rowe; Marie-Claude Mailhot; Mario Beaudoin : Martha Desouza; Martin Ship; Grist,
Michael FIN:EX; Nelly Ching; Nicole Beaulieu; Nurez Jiwani; Wangkhang, Pamela FIN:EX; Peter Burston; Phillip McInnis;
Rachel Olaso-Pezeshkian; Ron Fullan; Saveria Villanti; Scott Moore; Seta Singh; Shonna Neil; Stephane Langlois; Sussana
Lecusay; Tom Golfetto; Usha Anandarajah; William Ngu

Subject: FW: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

Forwarding from Ron Fullan

Caroi

From: Fullan, Ron (ICS) {mailto:Ron.Fullan@skcouncil.sk.cal
Sent: March-10-14 3:48 PM

To: CISRO

Cc¢; Carol Shevlin

Subject: LLQP Project - Response to Latest Primerica Letter

TO: All CISRO Members
c.c.: CCiR Secretariat for Distribution to CCIR Members

Throughout our LLQP harmonization project, we have held quarterly meetings with stakeholders to provide project
updates, and allow for stakeholder feedback. In 2012 and 2013, those meetings were held on a large group basis. For
the first quarter meeting in 2014, we changed format to allow one-on-one meetings between stakehotders and our
Governance Committee. The meetings were very positive, and supportive of the ongoing communication, as well as the
professionalism of the process that is being followed.

We did have one stakeholder who chose not to participate in the one-on-one sessions. | received a letter via email from
Primerica the business day before the stakehalder sessions, outlining the reasons why they would not be participating.

I have attached for your information a copy of their letter, along with the response that will go out to them tomorrow.

Ron
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i you have received this message in error, please notify me immediately and delete this e-mail ana any attachments without copying, distributing or disclosing
their contents.

Si wous avez requ ce Message par erfeur, veuillez nous en aviser immediatement et détruire ce courriel ainsi que toute piece jointe en vous abstenant d'en faire
ure copie, d'en divuiguer ou d'en diffuser le contenu.

Page 204 of 267 Page



@ PrRIMERICA | oy
Plaza V, Suite 300
Mississauga, ON LEN 2R7

Mailing Address/Adresse postaie:
RO, Bax IT4/C P 174
Mr. Ron Fullan Streelsville, ON 5M 2B

Chairperson, CISRO _
Executive Director insurance Council of Saskatchewan
310 - 2631 - 28" Avenue

Regina SK S4S 6X3

Dear Mr. Fulian:

Re: individual Stakeholdsr Sessions

We write in response to your invitation, extended through the CLHIA and through Pat
Chamberlain, to meet with industry stakeholders on a one-on-one basis.

As you know, Primerica always has made time to meet with regulators and pubtic officials upon
their request on a variety of matters. We believe it is incumbent upon us as a major Canadian
insurer, to maintain a dialogue with our regulatory bodies. Moreover, as the Company with the
largest stake in life insurance producer licensing and as a course provider, we believe our views
should be (and, indeed, must be) solicited prior to any change to the LLQP,

We are certain you would appreciate, however, that the opportunity to have a genuine
“consultation” with the industry, and with us, regarding the decision to replace the LLQP, passed
the moment CISRO entered inte 2 Memorandum of Understanding and began the process of
implementing the new regime and signing a Participation Agreement. This commitment was
entered into without any stakeholder input and prior to any public disclosure that significant
revisions were being made to the LLQP. With respect, there is simply no legitimate argument
that room exists today — much less before today — for conversations to change these
commitments to retain the AMF to administer a multi-modutar, open book licensing examination
throughout the provinces. Binding agreements had been signed with substantial financial
penaities attached before these one-one meetings were contempiated.

We agree that bona fide consultations are required, and never have taken place. However,
CISRO cannot have a legitimate consultation unless the Memorandum of Understanding and
Participation Agreement are set aside. We are prepared to meet with you in person to discuss in
more detail the process issues we have raised regarding the LLQP replacement and whether it
would be possible to set aside the Agreements in order to consult on the LLQP. Piease letus
know if you are open to having that conversation.

Yours truly,

‘é@a&m .

QMms, CPA, CA

Chief Exacutive Officer
Primerica Chient frimerica Lile insurance PFSL Inveslments
Sorvices i, Company of Canara Canada Lid.

Les Services 3 la Clisnldte \ La Compagni d'Assurance-vie Les Platoments PESL
Primerica nc. Primerita du Canada du Canaga Llée
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OF SASKATCHEWAN Tel: 306.347.0862 Fux: 306.347.0525

{‘ INSURANCE COUNCILS 3102631 28th Ave,  Regina SK S4S 6X3

March 10, 2014

Mr. John A. Adams

Chief Executive Officer

Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada
2000 Argentia Road, Plaza V, Suite 300
Mississauga ON L5N 2R7

Dear Mr. Adams:

1 write in response to your undated letter to me titled “Individual Stakeholder Sessions”,
which was delivered via email on February 7, 2014 by Steven Ellingson, Government
Relations Analyst with your company. A copy of your letter is attached.

Our LLQP Governance Committee is obviously disappointed that your organization
chose not to participate in our one-on-one stakeholder consultation meetings in Toronto
on February 10, 2014.

We conducted a total of seven stakeholder sessions that day, The feedback we
received was very positive concerning the level of stakeholder communication that has
been included in our consultation process, the transparency of the process, and also
regarding our adherence to recognized cutriculum development standards.

You did indicate in your letter that you were prepared to meet with me in person to
discuss in more detail the process issues you have raised regarding the changes being
made to the LLQP. As [ have indicated in the past, | am prepared to meet with
stakeholder groups at any time to continue the open dialogue necessary to ensure a
successful implementation of the upgrades we are proposing.

Sincerely,

Ron Fullan
Executive Director, Insurance Councils of Saskatchewan.
Chair, CISRO

c.c. All CISRO Member Jurisdictions
All CCIR Member Jurisdictions

DB'){S'HDUHOD)IS‘MMM
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Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

TR A e T
From: Dilion, Brian FIN:EX
Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 11:33 AM
To: ‘gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com’; James, Harry FIN:EX
Ce: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: RE: LLQP

Gerry: Thanks that is heipful. Brian

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 19, 2014 11:18 AM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX; g. Matier; James, Harry FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN;EX

Subject: Re: LLQP

Hi Brian
In response to your comments:

1. Usc of term "Quebec' course”, maybe program is a more appropriate term. Qucbec's current program
involves specific study material and exams and do not specify who can teach the material. The LLQP is

recognized course providers and an exam, and we leave it to the course provider to develop the spectfic study
material.

2. The move to modular exams is not specifically intended to raise the bar, The issue is that we have found that
it is possibie to pass the LLQP but "fail" specific knowledge areas. 1.E. A person could get every question on

A&S wrong but still pass the overall exam.

The intent is to have an examinee demonstrate his/her knowledge in all areas. This was our concern when the
LLQP was originally introduced in 2002 and why we wanted modular exams back then.

If we do not move to modular exams, we would necd 1o raise the pass mark on the current exam to ensure an
cxaminee has demonstrated their knowledge.

I hope this helps

Gerry
Seat on the TELUS Mobility network with BlackBerry

From: "Dillon, Brian FIN:EX" <Brian.Dillon@gov.be.ca>

Date: Wed, 19 Mar 2014 09:37:52 -0700

To: Gerry Matier<gmaticr@insurancccouncilofbe.com>; James, arry FIN:EX<Harry.James@ficombe.ca>
Ce: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX<Marcus.Gill@gov.be.ca>

Subject: RI=: LLQP

Gerry: Marcus reviewed the note and pointed out an inconsistency:
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CISRO established a committee consisting of the insurance councils of Alberta, BC and Saskaichewan;
the Financial Services Commission of Ontario, Quebec’s Autorilé des marchés financiers (AME); and
the New Brunswick Superintendent of Insurance to detcrmine how best to proceed. The committee
determined that Quebec's course [Note: Don’t you also say that QC doesn’t have a course?| was
very similar to the LLQP, resulting in minimum changes to the course destgn documents {or all parties
involved.

The key differences were that Quebec required a minimum of 13 years education, had no required
course and offered a modular exam consisting of a five part exam. Afler discussion, Quebec agreed to
drop the minimum 13 years education requirement and supported introducing a mandatory course
requircment as a precondition of writing the exam. For its part the other jurisdictions supported
adopting a modular exam, as it would address two of the indusiry’s issues listed above and

fulfill CISRO’s intent indicated in 2001 to eventually move to the modular exam approach.

Can you clarify?
He also commented that:

The move to a modular learning/testing system is intended to improve the core knowledge ievel of
candidates wanting to enter the profession. Tt will assess the candidates’” knowledge about each topic
arca ensuring that he/she has a basic level of knowledge in that area. Primerica suggests that the intent
is to raise the bar but this is not the case. Note: How can we say this if the intent is to improve
consumer protection through improved core knowledge of candidates? At this stage, CISRO
believes that the changes will not represent a significant change to what applicants are being taught now
and should not result in any significant change in what is being tested as a requirement for obtaining a
life insurance agent’s licence.

i think that is a good point. The proposals will raise the bar by ensuring better, consistent education and testing, but as
pointed out in the following sentence does not involve new material, etc. 1think we will just take cut the raising the bar
sentence.

Thanks,
Brian

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2014 2:43 PM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP

Hi Harry

In response to your questions/comments, | have the following:

A E T e e ] s R g W er e v ol s P s s e paym cpen ey
1EsTIor what was Primierics’s EHABE TEs

In the past three Primerica's pass rate in B.C. is: 2013 - 62% (based on 380 first attempts)
2012 - 67% (based on 384 first attempts)

Page 208 of 267 Page



2011 - 60% (based on 362 first attempts)

To el el A ETEH Y Tyl S A2 et A Lon a2, LTI S SO N U S
Thouwgh shelved, CISRO had Indicated at the time to indugiry an infention to move
o

to this approaci, {Gerry is this correct. T recollect Ren Fullan mentioning this to me]

This is correct. We agreed to shelved these issues until the industry was satisfied that the LLQP was performing better
that the oid licence exam. The industry felt all the proposed changes would affect their recruitment but results showed
that from the very beginning the LLQP performed in a manner that exceeded the regulators' predictions.

All your other changes look good to me Harry

Gerry

From; James, Harry FIN:EX [mailto:Harry. James@ficombc.cal
Sent: March-14-14 2:32 PM

To: Gerry Matier; Dilion, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Gili, Marcus A FIN:EX

Subject: RE; LLQP

I have a few questions/changes/suggestions in red.

Harry James

Director, Poliey Instiativer

Financial Institutions Commission

Suite 2800, Box 12116 | 335 West Hastings | Vancouver, BC | V6B 4Né
Phone 604 660-1935 | Fax 604 660-3365

www.fic.gov.bc.ca

EP% Please consider the environment before printing this email

Unless otherwise agreed expressly in wriling by the author, this communication is to be treafed as confidential and the information in it
may not be used or disciosed except for the purpose for which if has been sent. It is infended onlfy for the use of the person fo whom it
is addressed. Any distribution, copying or use by anyone else is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please
telephone me immediately and destroy this e-mafl,

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2014 1:19 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; James, Harry FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP

Hi Brian

I reviewed the briefing note and made some edits (see attached). in addition, | have attached the letter and e-mails
received from the industry in support of the process; Primerica's conditions for its continued participation; as weli as its
two submissions opposing any changes and CISRO's responses.

As an FY!, Primerica has raised this issue in the USA as a trade dispute under NAFTA, $.13.5.16
s.13,8.16
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If you need anything else please let me know.

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Geoargia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 3111 D: 604-685-2001

Toli Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com | www.insurancecouncilofbe.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains infoermation that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX [mailto;Brian.Dillon@gov.bc.caj
Sent: March-14-14 11:25 AM

To: Gerry Matier

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; James, Harry FIN:EX

Subject: LLQP

Gerry: Hello. We understand that Primerica has pulled out of CISRO consultations and is continuing to object to LLQP
reforms. In expectation that we may need to provide briefing materials at some point in the next while, | have taken
the material you sent us last year, with some further background provided by FICOM, and drafted the below
background. Can you please review it and get back to me if you think it needs any corrections/further updates, etc. In
particular, there is reference to meetings with stakeholders scheduled last year; it would be better to indicate that they
were held and when. Thanks very much. Brian

Backeround to the LLOP and proposed reforms: The current educational
requirement for a life insurance agent’s licence, the LLQP, was developed in co-
operation with the other Canadian jurisdictions, except Quebec and was
implemented in 2001-2002. The LLQP replaced an out of date qualification exam
that was poorly written and had a pass rate (based on first attempts) of under 45%.

The introduction of the LLQP included the requirement for life licence applicants to
first complete a study program, based on a curriculum design document developed
by the provincial regulators. A number of educators and insurers (one of which is
Primerica) were approved by regulators to offer the LLQP course. Upon completion
of the LLQP course, a licence applicant would then write the LLQP exam in their
home jurisdiction. With the introduction of the LLQP course and exam, the pass
rate (based on first attempts} increased to over 70%.

Between 2002 and 2012, B.C. moved forward with improvements to the LLQP exam
(improving existing exams questions and developing new questions), while the
other jurisdictions did not. In addition, the Insurance Council found many LLQP
course providers had moved from teaching and training students based on the

LLQP document to teaching students how to pass the exam.
4
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During the ten years that the LLQP has been in place, the insurance industry has
provided feedback on the LLQP, including recommendations on how the program
could be improved. These included:

1. commeon terminology - with 10 course providers, different terminology is
used, leading to confusion when writing the exam;

2. no feedback to students when the LLQP exam is failed; and

3. the exam is too long (4 hours) without a bathroom break.

In 2010, Council decided that a review of the LLQP design document was

required. Around the same time, there was discussion at the national level {through
the Canadian Insurance Regulatory Services Organization (CISRO)) for all
jurisdictions to co-ordinate and harmonize the licensing requirements for life
insurance licences. These discussions included Quebec, which agreed to bring its
requirements in-line with the rest of Canada.

CISRO established a committee consisting of the insurance councils of Alberta, B.C.
& Saskatchewan; FSCO (Ontario); AMF (Quebec); and the New Brunswick
Superintendent of Insurance to determine how best to proceed. CISRO found that
Quebec’s program material was very similar to the LLQP. The key differences were
that Quebec required a minimum of 13 years education, had no required course and
offered a modular exam consisting of a five part exam.

After discussion, Quebec agreed to drop the minimum 13 years education
requirement and supported introducing a mandatory course requirement as a
precondition of writing the exam. For its part the other jurisdictions were

supportive of adopting a modular exam as it would address two of the industry’s
issues listed above.

Based on this, CISRO agreed to contract the services of the AMF (Quebec) education
department to review Quebec’s and the LLQP material to establish a common
course curriculum design document (it is believed that the two programs each cover
about 90% of the same material). CISRO has now decided to develop the actual
study material to be used by LLQP course providers (this is currently done by
course providers, including Primerica). This will address issues relating to different
terminology and move providers away from just teaching how to pass the exam. In
addition, students will be permitted to bring the study material to the exam to use
as reference.
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At this stage, CISRO believes that the changes will not represent a significant
change to what applicants are being taught now and should not result in any
significant change in what is being tested as a condition of obtaining a life
insurance agent’s licence. In fact, this process will likely increase the pass rate on
first attempts, making entry into the industry more accessible.

In July 2012 CISRO met with all interested stakeholders to advise that it was
undertaking this project and gave January 2016 as the date the changes will be
implemented. Since then there have been additional meetings with interested
parties. CISRO is committed to meeting regularly with all stakeholders as the
project proceeds. Stakeholder meetings were scheduled for January, April and
June/July 2013. Further, meetings in January 2014 were held with seven
stakeholders, while Primerica refused to participate.

Primerica claims it has had issues getting candidates through the Quebec regime
and is concerned that the new LLQP will prove to be a significant barrier to entry
for many of its new agent recruits. The Insurance Council feels that Primerica’s
problems in Quebec may be distorted by other factors - Quebec has a 13 year
education requirement and does not permit part time agents. Quebec alsohas a
dedicated tax module which is math intensive; however, this element will not be a
standalone module in the revised LLQP.

One of the concerns industry raised was that in Quebec testing is done over
multiple days - current thinking is to try to permit it to be done in one day to reduce
the impact of candidates needing to take multiple days off work.

Council notes that the intent of CISRO is not to implement the Quebec model as the
standard. The intent is to move to a modular learning/testing system to improve the
core knowledge level of candidates wanting to enter the profession. = The intent is
also not to raise the bar - just ensure that those entering the profession have better
core knowledge about the products that they can sell.

5.13,5.16
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Gerry Matier <gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com>
Sent: Friday, March 14, 2014 1:19 PM

To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; James, Harry FIN:EX

Subject: RE: LLQP

Attachments: Background to the LLQP and proposed reforms.docx;

CArlILetterofSupportforCISROLLQPFinal Feb21,2014.pdf; FW: Feedback.sorry for the
defay, FW: Thank You; Primerica letter dated June 20 2013.pdf; July 22, 2013 Letter to
Primerica.docx; John Adams to CISRO October 25 2012 FINAL[2].pdf; 11 - Primerica
letter.pdf; Feb 5, 2014 Letter to Primerica.docx; DOC031014-03102014081104.paf

Hi Brian

reviewed the briefing note and made some edits {see attached). In addition, | have attached the letter and e-mails
received from the industry in support of the process; Primerica's conditions for its continued participation; as well as its
two submissions epposing any changes and CISRO's responses.

As an FY1, Primerica has raised this issue in the USA as a trade dispute under NAFTA. s.16
s.16

if you need anything else please let me know.

Gerald Matier | Executive Director} Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC VBE 4H1

T: 604-888-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-695-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@tnsurancecouncilofbc.com | www.insurancecouncilofbe.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity o which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return emaif and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank vou.

Sent: March-14-14 11:25 AM

To: Gerry Matier

Cc: Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX; James, Harry FIN:EX
Subject: LLQP

Gerry: Hello. We understand that Primerica has pulled out of CISRO consultations and is continuing to object to LLQP
reforms. In expectation that we may need to provide briefing materials at some point in the next while, | have taken
the material you sent us last year, with some further background provided by FICOM, and drafted the below
background. Can you please review it and get back to me if you think it needs any corrections/further updates, etc. in
particuiar, there is reference to meetings with stakeholders scheduled last year; it would be better to indicate that they
were held and when. Thanks very much. 8rian
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Background to the LLOP and proposed reforms: The current educational
requirement for a life insurance agent’s licence, the LLQP, was developed in co-
operation with the other Canadian jurisdictions, except Quebec and was
implemented in 2001-2002. The LLQP replaced an out of date qualification exam
that was poorly written and had a pass rate (based on first attempts) of under 45%.

The introduction of the LLQP included the requirement for life licence applicants to
first complete a study program, based on a curriculum design document developed
by the provincial regulators. A number of educators and insurers (one of which is
Primerica) were approved by regulators to offer the LLQP course. Upon completion
of the LLQP course, a licence applicant would then write the LLOQP exam in their
home jurisdiction. With the introduction of the LLQP course and exam, the pass
rate (based on first attempts) increased to over 70%.

Between 2002 and 2012, B.C. moved forward with improvements to the LLQP exam
(improving existing exams questions and developing new questions), while the
other jurisdictions did not. In addition, the Insurance Council found many LLQP
course providers had moved from teaching and training students based on the
LLQP document to teaching students how to pass the exam.

During the ten years that the LLQP has been in place, the insurance industry has
provided feedback on the LLQP, including recommendations on how the program
could be improved. These included:

1. common terminology - with 10 course providers, different terminology is
used, leading to confusion when writing the exam;

2. no feedback to students when the LLQP exam is failed; and

3. the exam is too long (4 hours) without a bathroom break.

In 2010, Council decided that a review of the LLQP design document was

required. Around the same time, there was discussion at the national level (through
the Canadian Insurance Regulatory Services Organization (CISRO)) for all
jurisdictions to co-ordinate and harmonize the licensing requirements for life
insurance licences. These discussions included Quebec, which agreed to bring its
requirements in-line with the rest of Canada.

CISRO established a committee consisting of the insurance councils of Alberta, B.C.
& Saskatchewan; FSCO (Ontario); AMF (Quebec); and the New Brunswick
Superintendent of Insurance to determine how best to proceed. CISRO found that
Quebec’s program material was very similar to the LLQP. The key differences were
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that Quebec required a minimum of 13 years education, had no required course and
offered a modular exam consisting of a five part exam.

After discussion, Quebec agreed to drop the minimum 13 years education
requirement and supported introducing a mandatory course requirement as a
precondition of writing the exam. For its part the other jurisdictions were
supportive of adopting a modular exam as it would address two of the industry’s
issues listed above.

Based on this, CISRO agreed to contract the services of the AMF (Quebec) education
department to review Quebec’s and the LLQP material to establish a common
course curriculum design document (it is believed that the two programs each cover
about 90% of the same material). CISRO has now decided to develop the actual
study material to be used by LLQP course providers (this is currently done by
course providers, including Primerica). This will address issues relating to different
terminology and move providers away from just teaching how to pass the exam. In
addition, students will be permitted to bring the study material to the exam to use
as reference.

At this stage, CISRO believes that the changes will not represent a significant
change to what applicants are being taught now and should not result in any
significant change in what is being tested as a condition of obtaining a life
insurance agent’s licence. In fact, this process will likely increase the pass rate on
first attempts, making entry into the industry more accessible.

In July 2012 CISRO met with all interested stakeholders to advise that it was
undertaking this project and gave January 2016 as the date the changes will be
implemented. Since then there have been additional meetings with interested
parties. CISRO is committed to meeting regularly with all stakeholders as the
project proceeds. Stakeholder meetings were scheduled for January, April and
June/July 2013. Further, meetings in January 2014 were held with seven
stakeholders, while Primerica refused to participate.

Primerica claims it has had issues getting candidates through the Quebec regime
and is concerned that the new LLQP will prove to be a significant barrier to entry
for many of its new agent recruits. The Insurance Council feels that Primerica’s
problems in Quebec may be distorted by other factors - Quebec has a 13 year
education requirement and does not permit part time agents. Quebec also has a
dedicated tax module which is math intensive; however, this element will not be a
standalone module in the revised LLQP.
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One of the concerns industry raised was that in Quebec testing is done over
multiple days - current thinking is to try to permit it to be done in one day to reduce
the impact of candidates needing to take multiple days off work.

Council notes that the intent of CISRO is not to implement the Quebec model as the
standard. The intent is to move to a modular learning/testing system to improve the
core knowledge level of candidates wanting to enter the profession.  The intent is
also not to raise the bar - just ensure that those entering the profession have better
core knowledge about the products that they can sell.

5.13,5.16
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Background to the LLOP and proposed reforms: The current educational
requirement for a life insurance agent’s licence, the LLQP, was
developed in co-operation with the other Canadian jurisdictions, except
Quebec and was implemented in 2001-2002. The LLQP replaced an out
of date qualification exam that was poorly written and had a pass rate
(based on first attempts) of under 45%.

The introduction of the LLQP included the requirement for life licence
applicants to first complete a study program, based on a curriculum
design document developed by the provincial regulators. A number of
educators and insurers (one of which is Primerica) were approved by
regulators to offer the LLQP course. Upon completion of the LLQP
course, a licence applicant would then write the LLQP exam in their
home jurisdiction. With the introduction of the LLQP course and exam,
the pass rate (based on first attempts) increased to over 70% (although
Primerica's result have been continuously lower than most other
providers. As an example, course providers such as Advocis, London
Life, Sun Life, the Canadian Securities Institute and IFSE (which
represent over 600 applicants in B.C. each year) have all maintained pass
rates of over 85%.)

Between 2002 and 2012, B.C. moved forward with improvements to the
LLQP exam (improving existing exams questions and developing new
questions), while the other jurisdictions did not. In addition, the
Insurance Council of British Columbia ("Council") found many LLQP
course providers had moved from teaching and training students based
on the LLQP document to teaching students how to pass the exam.

During the ten years that the LLQP has been in place, the insurance
industry has provided feedback on the LLQP, including
recommendations on how the program could be improved. These
included:

1. common terminology - with 10 course providers, different
terminclogy is used, leading to confusion when writing the exam;

2. no feedback to students when the LLQP exam is failed; and

3. the exam is too long (4 hours) without a bathroom break.
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In 2010, Council commenced work on a review of the LLQP design
document. Around the same time, there was discussion at the national
level (through the Canadian Insurance Regulatory Services Organization
(CISRO)) for all jurisdictions to co-ordinate and harmonize the licensing
requirements for life insurance licences. These discussions included
Quebec, which agreed to make an number of changes to its requirements
to do so.

CISRO established a committee consisting of the insurance councils of
Alberta, B.C. & Saskatchewan; FSCO (Ontario); AMF (Quebec); and the
New Brunswick Superintendent of Insurance to determine how best to
proceed. In the lead up to this review it was established that the material
covered in Quebec's course was very similar to the LLQP, resulting in
minimum changes to the course design documents for all parties
involved.

The key differences were that Quebec required a minimum of 13 years
education, had no required course and offered a modular exam
consisting of a five part exam. All of these differences had originally
been proposed with the introduction of the LLQP in 2001 but had been
shelved so as to speed up LLQI's introduction.

After discussion, Quebec agreed to drop the minimum 13 years
education requirement and supported introducing a mandatory course
requirement as a precondition of writing the exam. For its part the other
jurisdictions were supportive of adopting a modular exam as it would
address two of the industry’s issues listed above.

Based on this, CISRO agreed to contract the services of the AMF
(Quebec) education department to complete the work necessary to create
one harmonized life agent licensing course and exam. Quebec was
selected because it had an in-house department dedicated to
development of education programs for the financial services sector.
Because the existing Quebec program and the LLQP were so similar -
the two programs each cover about 90% of the same material, Quebec
was a natural choice (no other jurisdiction had similar resources) .
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CISRO has now decided to develop the actual study material to be used
by LLQP course providers (this is currently done by course providers,
Primerica did not develop its own material but has instead contracted
with different providers to use theirs).

By developing the course material, CISRO will be able to address issues
relating to different terminology and move providers away from just
teaching how to pass the exam. Students will also be permitted to bring
the study material to the exam to use as reference. In addition, with the
introduction of modular exams, students who do not pass will know
where their weakness is and will only be required to re-write those
modules on which they were not successful (currently, if is student is not
successful they are required the re-write the whole exam and receive no
feedback on where their challenges are so are unable to identify where
their knowledge needs to be improved.)

At this stage, CISRO believes that the changes will not represent a
significant change to what applicants are being taught now and should
not result in any significant change in what is being tested as a
requirement for obtaining a life insurance agent’s licence.

In July 2012 CISRO met with all interested stakeholders to advise that it
was undertaking this project and gave January 2016 as the date the
changes will be implemented. Since then there have been meetings with
all stakeholders every 90-120 days. CISRO is committed to continue with
these meeting with all stakeholders as the project proceeds. Stakeholder
meetings were scheduled for January, April, July and October 2013,
Further, in February 2014 CISRO held individual meetings with all
interested stakeholders and course providers except Primerica, who
refused to participate. (see their reasons attached). CISRO intends to
continue this level of consultation with the industry right through to
implementation in 2016.

Primerica claims it has had issues getting candidates through the Quebec
regime and is concerned that the new LLQP will prove to be a significant
barrier to entry for many of its new agent recruits. Council feels that
Primerica’s problems in Quebec may be distorted by other factors -
Quebec has a 13 year education requirement and does not permit part
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time agents. Quebec also has a dedicated tax module which is math
intensive; however, this element will not be a standalone module in the
revised LLQP.

It should be noted that Primerica likes to refer the changes as adopting
the "Quebec Model". In fact, it is probably more appropriate to state that
Quebec is adopting the CISRO model because the new course/exam are
going to be much more similar to what is currently offered in B.C. than
what is currently offered in Quebec.

One of the concerns industry raised was that in Quebec testing is done
over multiple days. Council will continue to allow all four modular
exams in one sitting (we will also allow students to write on multiple
days if they prefer). One of the additional benefits of the modular exams
is to now be able to provide bathroom breaks during the exam sittings,
something which is not possible now and the exam is 4 hours long,.

The intent is to move to a modular learning/testing system to improve
the core knowledge level of candidates wanting to enter the profession.
There has been suggestion by Primerica that the intent is to raise the bar
but this is not the case. The revised curriculum has not seen significant
changes but those that are occurring were done after extensive discussion
and consultation with the life insurance industry (including Primerica)
and there is general agreement that the material to be covered and tested
is appropriate for any entry level licensing course.

Overall, the industry has been supportive of the process so far. CISRO
has received written support from the Canadian Association of Financial
Institutions in Insurance (CAFII), Advocis and the Sun Life Assurance
Company (copies enclosed).

Also enclosed are copies of the correspondence from Primerica to CISRO
and CISRO's responses.
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February 21, 2014

Mr. Ron Fullan

Chair, Life Licence Qualification Program Committee
Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations
¢/o Insurance Councils of Saskatchewan

Suite 310 ~ 2631 28" Avenue

Regina, Saskatchewan 545 6X3

Dear Mr. Fullan:

As Board Chair of the Canadian Asscciation of Financial Institutions in Insurance, I'm pleased to communicate
our Assaciation’s support for the Life Licence Qualification Program {LLQP} modernization effort being led by
CISRO’s LLQP Committee; and to outline our views on a number of related interprovincial harmonization
issues which are germane to CISRO.

It is CAHI's view that after more than a decade of experience with the current, first iteration of the LLQP, a
review and modernization was necessary and timely,

We are comfortable with the direction the modernization effort is taking. We cangratulate your committee
on the significant progress made to date. In particular, we thank you for the open, transparent, and
consultative process you've employed. We appreciate the diligent, conscientious effort being made to obtain
stakeholder input at each stage along the way.

CAFIt has been involved in and consulted throughout the project to date, through such channels as

» the Occupational Analysis Workshops conducted across the country;

* the opportunity to review and provide feedback on the Curriculum Design Document:

+ the quarterly, face-to-face Stakeholder Information Sessions you’ve held; and

* the one-on-one stakeholder group meetings with the committee recently held in Toronto.

CAFIl endorses the modular (four} appreach that the committee is pursuing in modernizing the LLOP, We
hetieve that a modular approach will provide certain advantages to candidates pursuing a life licence and, in
turn, to their employers.

Importance of Labour Mobifity and Mutual Recognition of Licenses in Insurance

Insurance companies are increasingly using direct channels such as the internet and client contact centres to
sell coverage in all jurisdictions. Currently, for individual life insurance, contact centres employ LLQP-trained
agents, each of whom must hold licenses from all jurisdictions serviced by the centre, typically 13 different
licences. Similarly for home and auto insurance, contact centres employ agents who hold P&C licenses in all
jurisdictions.

Wiaking lnsurence Simple and Accpssine for Danasfiang

Hunedrs Usssuransu siple oF acceusibin pour les Canafians
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it is administratively very costly and cumbersome to have to manage licensing for 13 separate jurisdictions
(including separate background checks; monitoring expiry dates for each jurisdiction; complietion of forms;
compliance with multiple centinuing education, errors and omissions insurance, and notification
requirements).

The reality of client contact centre operations is that customers may contact a centre several times over the
course of a transaction -- to ask questions, complete the transaction, or to change coverage. In each case, if
the answering agent is not licensed for the jurisdiction of the caller, the call must be transferred and queued
for the appropriate agent, even though the answering agent would be fully competent to handie the caller's
needs, The result can sometimes be a poor customer experience.

Itis also costly and time-consuming to handle compliance with the reguirements of multiple jurisdictions.
Businesses have not been able to achieve the growth in the telemarketing/client contact centre channel that
customer demand warrants, for reasons directly related to multi-jurisdictional licensing challenges.

The current situation also poses risks to agents and companies in navigating the system, mainly through the
possibility of errors and inadvertent non-compliance.

CAFIl views a nationally harmonized regulatory model — one which recognizes the importance of the
telemarketing channel and alleviates the unnecessary burden imposed by multi-jurisdictional licensing —as an
imperative.

Ideally, if an agent is duly ficensed In one jurisdiction, that ficense should be recognized by other Canadian
jurisdictions under a system of mutual recognition, with no further local requirements imposed, other than
registration and fee payments,

Making this change will better align with the Agreement on Internal Trade, which stipulates that individuals
with recognized skills and qualifications should be able to work in their field in any jurisdiction in Canada,
without undue impediment. 1n addition, the increasing use of electronic commerce, in all sectors of the
insurance industry, has made physical location increasingly unimportant.

importance of a Nationai Online System for Licensing

In the life sector of the industry, the Life Licence Qualification Program {LLQP) has harmonized entry-level
proficiency reguirements for agents in all common law provinces; and the current LLOP modernization
initiative will bring Quebec into the fold by 2016.

As a further comment on interprovincial harmonization and multi-jurisdictional licensing, CAF) strongly
encourages all provinces and territories to join in on the Canadian Insurance Participant Registry {CIPR)
initiative being led and rolled out by the Alberta Insurance Council. As an online system for licensing intended
to be national in scope, the CIPR is an encouraging start on addressing a critical need that CAFIl has been
highlighting for years.
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Mandatory Continuing Education

CAFIl supports the view that mandatory continuing education is a key component of industry professionalism
and consumer protection. There is widespread recognition among nearly all prefessions and ticensure bodies
that continuing professional development — an embaodiment of commitment to career-long learning — is
essential to maintaining both the integrity of a profession and its credibility with the public.

Six provinces (British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario and Quebec) currently mandate
continuing professicnal develapment for life agents. However, for the reasens outlined above, it is CAFIl's
pasition that continuing education requirements must be harmonized across the country. For a number of
years, our Association has been encouraging all provinces to take the optimal approach and harmaonize.

Probationary Licensing and Supervision

The cbjective of the LLQP is to require that alt life agents meet prescribed proficiency requirements hefore
they begin interacting with consumers. Given the rigorous entry-leve} education and examination standards
of the LLQP, CAFI! believes that a probationary period for life agents is not warranted.

With respect to the life sector of the industry, four provinces {British Columbia, Saskatchewan, Manitcha and
Quebec) currently require that new life agents be supervised, with the duration and nature of the mandated
superyision varying considerably.

It's important to note that in the life sector, the insurer is responsible for the sale of its products and
therefore must monitor the performance, competence, and overall suitability of its agents on an ongoing
basis. Guideline G8 of the Canadian Life and Health Insurance Association, to which all CAFlt members alsc
belong, stipuiates that agent suitability includes compliance with regulatory requirements and using
acceptable sales practices.

CAFI! therefore submits that the risk-hased, self-regulatory monitoring of agents reguired under CLHIA
Guideline G8 makes mandatory supervision of new life agents unnecessary.

Conclusion

Thank you again, Ron, for the leadership, foresight, and determination that you and the other members of
the CISRG LLOP Committee have shown in your LLQOP medernization work.

We wish you God Speed towards successful completion of the project, and a timely launch of the new
program. And we look forward to the important impact that a fully harmonized, national LLQP can and
should have as a driver of interprovincial harmonization of other aspects of insurance licensing and
regulation.

Yours sincerely,

T s

Mark Cummings, Chair
Canadian Association of Financial Institutions in Insurance
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Frony: Fullan, Ron (ICS} <Ren.Fullan@skcouncil.sk.ca>
Sent; Monday, February 24, 2014 4:59 PM

To: 5.22

Subject; FW: Feedback.sorry for the delay

FYI

----- Original Message-—--

From: Pat Chamberlain [mailto:pchamberlain@abcouncil.ab.ca]
Sent: February-24-14 12:45 PM

To: Fulian, Ron (ICS)

Subject: FW: Feedback..sorry for the delay

Hi Ron. | just received this from Adam Mandami of Sun Life. Please let me know if there is anything i
can do to assist. Regards, Pat
From: Adam.Mamdani@sunlife.com [Adam.Mamdani@sunlife.com]
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2014 9:59 AM

To: Pat Chamberlain

Subject: Feedback..sorry for the delay

General Feedback re: LLQP Updates/Sessions

I have been pleased with the updates and requests for input thus far. it has allowed our company to
stay engaged in the process. We have been active in the CISRO stakeholder information sessions and
one one one meetings. In addition, participating in the CLHIA LLQP Advisory Group has provided us
with more information and critical feedback from other members.

We will continue to take an active role and attend upcoming meetings and calls.

Thanks,

Adam Mamdani, HBBA,MBET,CFP,CLU
Director, Sales Force Growth

Sun Life Financial Inc.

Office: (519) 888-2017
Mobile:{647)802-2326
adam.mamdani@sunlife.com
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This e-mail message (including attachments, if any) is intended for the use of the individual or entity
to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, proprietary , confidential and
exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that any
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. if you have
received this communication in error, please notify the sender and erase this e-mail message
immediately.

Le présent message électronigue (y compris les piéces quiy sont annexées, le cas échéant) s’adresse
au destinataire indiqué et peut contenir des renseignements de caractére privé ou confidentiel. Si
vous n'étes pas le destinataire de ce document, nous vous signalons qu'il est strictement interdit de le
diffuser, de le distribuer ou de le reproduire. Si ce message vous a été transmis par erreur, veuillez en
informer I'expéditeur et le supprimer immédiatement.
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Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Fullan, Ron {ICS) <Ron.Fullan@skcouncil.sk.ca=>
Sent: Thursday, March 6, 2014 1:41 PM

To: .22

Subject: FW: Thank You

FYl— Note from Advocis

From: Kathy Kaskiw [mailto:KKaskiw@advocis.ca]
Sent: March-06-14 3:42 PM

To: Fullan, Ron (ICS)

Cc: Pat Chamberlain

Subject: Thank You

Hi Ron,

This is a belated note to thank you and the cther members of the LLQP Harmonization Governance Committee for
meeting with Advocis on February 10", As mentioned that day, we appreciated the cpportunity to meet one-on-one as it
aflowed us to be more forthcoming than we have feit comfortable in previous meetings, given that we were in the
presence of our LLQP competitors.

Since the announcement of CISRO's intent to pursue a harmonized LLQP we have found the regular stakeholder
meetings to be very helpful. Although we recognize that we have not agreed on everything, we do fee! that CISRO has
listened to our concerns and considered our viewpoints. Under the guidance of the AMF we have been pleased to see
adherence to recognized curriculum development standards. We also appreciate the willingness to involve and take
advantage of the vast expertise of industry stakeholders in the development and review of the modules. We believe their
involvement will halp to produce the best possible outcome.

We're looking forward to hearing about the transition plans and course provider standards, seeing the finat content and
staying connected with the CISRO governance committee throughout the process. Thank you very much for your
continued openness and willingness to listen.

Best regards,

KK

Kathy Kaskiw, rFLmi
Vice President, Education and Member Services

Advocis

The Financial Advisors Association of Canada
390 Queens Quay West, Suite 209

Taronto, ON, M5V 3A2

T. 416,342 9863 [ 800.563.5822 ext. Y863

F: 416.444.5031

kkaskiw@advacis.ca / www.advocis.ca

Earn 12 Institute-accredited CE with Advocis
with Update 2013/
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This communication {and any attachments) is directed in confidence to the addressee(s) listed above, and may
nol otherwise be distributed, copied or used If you have received this communication in error, please nolify us
by reply e-mail or by telephone and delete this communication (and any attachments) without making a copy.
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October 25, 2012

Ron Fullan, Chair
CISRO

Pear Mr. Fullan:

I am writing to formalize our comments we made to you during our meeting in August,
regarding our significant concern over CISRO's recent proposal to revamp the Life License
Qualification Program (LLQP) announced in July.

We are opposed to the proposal as we see it as a direct threat to an effective life insurance
agent licensing process, and, in turn, a healthy life insurance distribution market.

There have been many years of collaboration and joint work between our industry, our
company and the regulators to make the LLQP work to the benefit of consumers, industry and
the regulators. We have consistently supported the regulators’ goal of ensuring that an
adequate entry standard for the industry is established and maintained. We have also continued
to advocate for a professionally administered, fair, entry-lavel exam. As a life insurance
company and a course provider we have met with CISRO regulators on a number of occasions
about potential short-comings in the LLQP and provided suggested solutions from experts. This
work involved many hours of cur senior management time and significant cost to us. We also
continue to work diligently to improve our company’s performance on the LLQP.

While we continue to support a strong licensing exam that maintains professionalism and
integrity, we strongly disagree with the proposal that CISRO put forward in July and strongly
object to the lack of consultative approach taken by CISRO up to that point.

CISRO has advised that the objective is not to raise the bar through the new proposed exam
structure, but the drastic changes proposed would appear to be heading to do precisely that,
even if not intentionally. We do not object to updating the LLQP nor do we object to an effort to
harmonize licensing standards. But neither needs to come at the expense of healthy recruiting
and agent licensing which are essential elements of effective distribution of life insurance.
Healthy distribution is a key to a robust and effective industry, which is an essential element of
Canadians’ financial health. Fewer agents mean less access to life insurance products as these
products are often proactively sold and not bought.

The enormous change proposed to the LLOP exam cannot be justified by the need to update the
curriculum and content of the exam. We have found no evidence that Canadian consumers
currently are not well-served by licensed agents or that current entry standards need to be
changed.,

Nor can this expensive change be justified by the desire to harmonize the exam, particularly
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since - as CISRC informed us - 90 per cent of the curriculum content is already equivalent or the
same in Quebec and the LLQP jurisdictions. In fact, the proposal does iittle to remove the
barriers created by provincial licensing and supervision requirements leaving 2 major shortfall
from the goa! of achieving provincial harmenization. Speaking to experts on the Agreement on
internal Trade, we understand that licensing stendards would be viewed as an issue impacting
labour mobility, and not the license exam structure itself.

Further, while the AMF has the advantage of an existing structure, that structure has known
drawbacks including questions regarding the guality of the content, its exorbitant expense, and
difficulty of content without offering a clear benefit in return. It is not clear to us why other
options for program delivery were not openly discussed and analyzed before a decision was
announced to turn over a national licensing exam to a single sourced entity. We believe there
are better and more effective ways of accomplishing the goals of advancing harmonization and
improving course content and curriculum. While we understand that there currently is a need
for a better funding mechanism te sustain a professional license exam, we believe there should
be discussions between industry and the regulators to identify better options to effectively fund
the exam.

Ten years ago, when CISRO created the LLQP as an appropriate entry standard into the industry,
it went through a consultation process with industry and stakeholders. We would like to see
similar consultation with respect to the current proposal and potential aiternative solutions.

We also believe it is critical for CISRQ to conduct an independent analysis of the ramifications of
the proposed modular exam structure prior to implementation of any changes. A cost-benefit
analysis of the proposed madel should be conducted, with an emphasis on the impact on the
number of agents entering the industry, and, ultimately, cansumer coverage.

The potentially detrimental conseguences for our industry in the form of significantly increased
cost, increased barriers to entry for agents as a result of increased fail rates through a modular
exam, and the resuiting negative impact on life insurance distribution are severe enough to
warrant us all to step back and together assess what changes are needed and how these can be
accomplished without major disruption to the industry.

We look forward to continued dialogue ta ensure that CISRQ’s goals of updating the LLGP
curriculum and exam are accomplished in a way that continues to serve the public well, meets
the requirements of the regulators, and maintains a healthy life insurance industry for the
benefit of Canadians.

We have a number of detailed comments we wish to make about the proposal but we believe the
best route at this point is o begin a vigorous consultation process so those comments might be
aired. We would appreciate the opportunity to meet with CISRO to present these concerns at
the earliest oppertunity.

Sincerely,

Original signed by

John Adams
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June 20, 2013 ii ¥ L 02 2013 Streetsville, ON LSM ZB8
Dave Wild P

601 - 1919 Saskatchewan Drive, _ﬂ”:*“

Regina, SK ; LTS AT

S4P 4H2

Dear Superintendent Wild:

I would like to thank you for taking the time on June 7" in Saskatoon ta discuss our concerns
regarding the proposed changes to the life insurance exam,

As I mentioned during our meeting, Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada (*Primerica™)
has raised a number of concerns with the Canadian Insurance Services Regulatory Organizations
(*CISRO”) concerning the replacement of the present Life License Qualification Pro gram (“LLQP™)
with a new, and distinctly different licensing regime, the “Quebec Model”. Primerica is one of {he
largest life insurers in Canada. We insure over 400,000 lives and operate in cvery province and territory
i1 Canada. Currently, we account for over one-third of all individuals who take the LLQP. There is not a
single larger stalceholder in the indusiry with respect to CISRQ’s licensing proposal and no other
compary, we respectfully submit, knows more than Primerica about the impact of licensin g changes on
the financial health of Canadian families.

We are writing because we believe that the approach being used by CISRO is wrong and is not
getting the airing such a drastic change mandates. When CISRO first announced its initiative it did so
essentially as a fait accompli. Virtually no amendments have been made to the original design, and the
only tweaks have been, if anything, to make the regime more onerous on potential insurers and
licensees. We believe we have raised our issues in a thoughtful and constructive way and indeed have
met individuaily with many of the CISRO members, including with you. While we have received
assurances that the new licensing system is not intended to reduce the number of licensees, to raise the
bar or to curtail middle-income consumers” access to financial help, we know from our own experience
that all of these consequences will occur.

We felt it would be prudent to ensure that you are fully aware of the depth of our concermns,
understand the impact this will have on our ability to serve our policyholders, and fully bring to bear the
lessons of history in assessing our request to put this proposal on hold and engage with stakehalders to
objectively compare its merits to other options. Serious public policy and legal issues are raised by the
decision to abandon LLQP in favour of the Quebec Model. While we have been told this initiative is not
an adoption of the Quebec regime, in reality it is exactly that, with the exception of some minar points.
Our desire is, and always will be, to be helpful and supportive as provincial regulators consider ways to
improve the life insurance agent licensing process. But given the importance of licensing fo consumers,
the industry and our company, we thought it was impartant to once again make clear that more
consultation and changes ta the CISRQ proposal are, in our view, both necessary from a public policy
standpoint and required by law.

The History of LLOP and the Quebec Model

Until 2002, each province had its own licensing system. At the time, most provinces adhered to
a two-tiered licensing approach. Under this approach, an agent initially received a Level 1 basic licence
allowing him or her to advise on insurance products under the supervision of a more experienced agent.

Primerica Cllent . Prirerica Life insurmnce PFSL investments
Sprvices ing. Campany of Canada Canada Lid,

Les Services & la Clientabe La Compagnie d'assuranse-Yie Les Placemenls P50
Primarica Int, Primerfca dy Canada fy Cangda Lide
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- Within a fixed period of time, the agent was required to upgrade his licence 1o 1 Level 2, which
authorized him to operate on his or her own, ' S :

In 2001, CISRO decided to change this licensing approach at the urging of Conmnect, a marketing
organization paid to promote comniunity college courses. CISRO proposed that licensing applicants
take a community cellege course (240 hours) and be required to pass a substantialty more difficult exam.
Had that proposal been adopted, it would have been devastating to the ability of the industry fo licence
new agents. Not surprisingly, the proposal met widespread opposition. _ : '

Based on extensive consultations with industry, CISRO revamped its proposed approach and
created the LLQP, which our Company supparted based on certain express assurances from CISRO.
Under the revamped LLQP, the Superintendent of each province was authorized to eliminate the two-
tiered licensing system in favour of a single entry-fevel examination without a set number of study _
hours. CISRO made clear that a single examination — as epposed to a modular one, as initially proposed
— would be used. The modular model was duty considered but rejected, as both industry and regulators
recognized the grave harm it would inflict on the industry’s growth potential. The final proposal created
a course provider certification process that CISRO administered. Importantly, in the enabling LLQF
regulations permitted the provinees to imipose on licensees, course providers or companies the
responsibilily to fund an extra-provincial regulator’s infrastructure such as the funding for the Autorité
des Marchés Financiers (“AMF”) as contemplated under the current proposal. Nor did the regulations
enabling the LLQP contemplate 2 modular examination format where multiple tests would be
administered to a single applicant. LLQP estublished a course provider program, but did not authorize
any province to require that eourse providers purchase a government-drafted manual. To the contrary,
the regutations gave course providers flexibility in how best to prepare applicants for a licence. This
issue was, in fact, the subject of much debate. The lack of 2 modular exam format eventually became a
material concession that paved the way for the industry to support CISRO’s proposal.

Quebec chose not to join the LLQP program. Instead, it developed its own unique licence exam
and system. The “Quebec Model” is not LLQP. Quebec’s regulator, the AMF, tock the approach that
entry-level insurance agents are akin to financial analysts and must satisfy stringent critenia before a
licence is issued. Under the Quebec Model, an-applicant niust: a) meet educational requirements, b)
schedule, sit for and pass five individual exams, c) purchase a training manuai and d) pay the highest
fees in the country to support a bureaucracy surrounding the administration of this process. The Quebec
Model, quite simply, was not contemplated nor authorized by the LLQP enabling statutes.

CISRO’s 2012 Prouosal:_ Ignoring History

Tn July 2012, CISRO suddenly armounced that it was replacing the LLQP with a modified
version of the Quebec Model. Witliout any prior industry consultation — and without offering any study
or analysis whatsoever — CISRQ informed the industry that beginning in 2015, life insurance licensing
applicants would be required to take a modular examination. In addition, preparation of the course
materials, development of test questions, and administration of the system, would be turned over to the
AMEF. The cost of this new process would be substantially higher than the current LLQP, and would be
borme by life insurance companies based on the number of their applicants writing the exams. CISRO
has advised that this cost would be at Jeast $3 - $4 million. While this cost estimate is significant, it is
likely a substantial understatemnent of the real costs. Under this regime, Primerica, as a company serving
middle income households through a large number of representatives, would be required to shoulder a

larger share of the burden than companics with a smaller number representatives serving upper Income
consumers. :

Subsequently, CISRO announced that the increased costs would be borne by course providers
and ultimately passed on to the end user: the student or insurance company. The new system would be
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financed by an implicit “tax™ imposed on course providers. The tax is imbedded in the cost of a training
manual that each applicant is effectively required to purchase in order to take the mandatory open book
exam. The cost of the manual bears no resemblance to the expense necessary to produce it - for
example, Primerica produces its LLQP training manual for approximately $7 per manual, after licence
fees. In contrast, CISRO intends to charge $140 for the Quebec Model manual. It is obvious that the
fee to be charged by CISRO for the manual is a imding mechanism for the program, rather than a cost
recovery fee to print and develop the manual. Why not consult industry on options to implement a
transparent cost recovery fee? ' E S ' ' :

Indeed, what has become clear is that the primary motivation behind CISRO’s proposal is
{inancial. Our conversations with CISRO have revealed that the Quebec Mode! °s chief appeal is that
the administrative and economic burdens of maintaining the current licensing process will be shifted to
the AMF, which has an established bureaucracy to administer life insurance agent licensing exams. The
irony, of course, is that the AMF’s bureaucracy is not designed for LLQP since Quebec opted out of that
program upon (s inception. - : '

Our understanding is that the funds collected by provincial regnlators under the authorization to
establish LLOQP in each province would then be sent {o the AMF as payment for its work, CISRO
‘selected the AMF without any competitive bidding process or public transparency — it was simiply a
“deal” cut among regulators. From our own experience working with professional testing vendors in the
United States, the selection of the AMF has unreasonably increased the expense of the new system
exponentially. Ttis also unclear on what basis CISRO determined the AMF was best-suited to prepare
and admimster an examination for every province given that Quebec has not participated d uring the
LLQP in the 10 years that the Heensing regime has been in existence. '

Primerica sincerely believed that CISRO appreciated the industry’s cooperation from 10 years
eatlier and would not again engage in a strategy of top-down imposition which failed previously. It was
at that time made clear that transparency, openness to alternatives, and meaningful industry consultation
were necessary elements of implementing changes to the life licensing system.

Adapting to Quebec Model will in essence treat all life insurance licence applicants as
prospective finaucial advisors versus entry-level Hfe insurance agents. There is no reason for this, and it -
certainly raises major public policy concerns for improving the financial well-being of middle income

families who will inevitably receive less service under the proposed model. Our very hasic questions

about why this model is being adopted and how the regime will operate have elicited little if any reason
to be confident in the proposal. :

CISRO’s Proposal Raisss Serious Public Policy Issues
1. Financial Considerations Are No Reason To Make Such an Extreme Change

The first question for any major policy change is, ar should be, “Why do it?” That fundamental
issue has not been answered here. CISRO has admitted it has not identified any consumer harm or
problem that requires a quantum feap in the cost and effort necessary to secure a life insurance agent
licence. Nor has it found any deficiency in the LLQP system. In fact, CISRO has repeatedly defended
LLQP over the years as an efficient, successful and workable licensing regimen where few, if any,
changes were warranted. For example, a study by Doctors Norma Nielson and Claudio Violato,
commissioned by CISRO, simply recommended minimal enhancements to exam questions and takin ga
more scientific approach to setting minimum performance standards. That study confirmed the LLQP
system “is designed to protect Canadian consiuners by ensuring adequate knowledge among individuals
who are granted a licence to sell life insurance and/or accident & sickness insurance”, While we
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acknowledge that Primerica has previously noted some concerns with the current LLQP sysiem, we
always advocated that the current system be improved, not completely replaced as 1s currently proposed.

Our suspibi_on,‘ as.noted, is that this extreme change bas nothing fo do with consumer needs.
Rather, the needs are purely the economic and administrative concems of regulatory bedies. If that is
s0, there are many alternatives other than replacing LLQP that could be considered.

The CISRO proposal is simply toa expensive. We estimate that the average total ca stafa
licence in the provinces will rise from $215 to over $1,000, which is what a licence in Quebec costs
today. This conspicuous disparity is detailed below. '

Chambre de la

. : : . Securite _Financlere'

Province Licence Fee Exam Fee - mambership Total
Alberta- - | s135.00 $100.00 ' S . $235.00
British Columbia $250.00 $100.00 | $350.00
Manitoha $150.00 $110.00 :  $260.00
New Brunswick $35.00 ' $125.00 $160.00
Newfoundland 5125.00 . $100.00. - : $225.00
_Nova Scotia $128.30 $64.40 ' $192.70
Ontario $75.00 $99.75 : $174.75
PEI $100.00 $50.00 : $150.00
Quebsc $431.00 $246.00 $327.67 $1,004.67
Saskatchewan $100.00 $90.00 ' © 5190.00

That is too much money. To put it in perspective, for the Border States in the United States, the
total cost of life licensing exams averages under $62, with some states charging less than $50". Even
when fhe tota! cost of a licence is factored in, the expense rarcly exceeds $100. Multiplied across
approximately 12,000 applicants in 2014, this amounts to an extra $9.6 million in annual cost to the
public. Tn addition, the systemic casts of the proposed Quebec Model will be even greater. For
‘example, applicants likely will miss at least one additional day of work to sit for the multiple modules,
It would cost the approximately 12,000 students wiio test each year another estimated 32.5 mithon in
lost wages for a second testing day, and more if they need to retake a nodule. In addition, CISRO fails
to account for the costs incurrcd by course providers and industry to implement and sustain the new
regime. Primerica alone invested af least $2 million to implement and comply with the LLQP model in
2002. In short, the cost of the CISRO proposal casily could exceed $15 mitlion in a single year and §75
million over 5 years. Al the very least the costs should be fully assessed, made transparent, and
understood before being imposed on indusiry. CISRO must be able to explain what consumer benefit is
so jmportant that requires such a drastic burden be imposed. - '

2. The Proposal Will Reduce the Number of Life Licensed Representatives

Having an adequate number of licensed life insurance agents is essential for the financial heaith
of Canadian louseholds. Numerous studies demonstrate that life insurance is “sold, not bought”, and
the critical ingredient for assuring households are adequately insured is the presence of a life licensed
agent motivated to offer a life insurance policy to a-purchaser. There is a direct relationship between the
number of agents and the amount of insurance in force. Life insurance is a vital part of any financial
plan as it protects a family in the event the primary wage earer dies prematurely. The absence of a hife
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insurance policy in such a circumstance significantly increases the probability a household will str nggle
financially, which impacts the ability to send children to post- secondary education save i'01 retirement
and avoid becoming dependent on the govemmem for support. :

We continue to be firmly of the view that the proposed systcm, based on our experience in
Quebec, will decrease the number of successful life insurance licence applicants. Barriers to entry have
a subsiantial effect on an individual’s willingness to apply for an insurance licence. CISRO'’s proposal
will significantly increase the cost of obtaining a licence. Added to this cost is the fact that the
exantnation will be much more difficult to pass. Instead of one exam, CISRQO is adopting a modular
format which requires an apphcant lo pass a series of examinations, where failure on one component
results in failing to obtain a licence. Apparently CISRO proposes to. adopt this format to satisfy the
AMF. Modular examinations are inherently more difficult and we are aware of no study that shows they
are “better” from a consumer protection standpoint. Dr. Edwin L. Weinstein, Ph. D., C. Psych., one of
Canada’s foremost testing experts, confirms that a modular exam with fewer questtcms has a lower
reliability than a fuil exam, therefore veneratmv mMore fatsc fails,

Expeucncc from Quebec mal\es this conclusion crystal clear, The modular AMF exam wuh its

- higher difficulty objective and the greater total cost of obtaining an insurance licence in Quebec (80%

-higher than the average provincial) have negatively impacted the market. Tn our company, the number of
Quebec-based life insurance agents has decreased by over 40% since 2005 alone. Quebec has the lowest
ratio of eitizens to agents in all of Canada. Of the Quebec citizens wha own an individual life insurance
policy today, the average face amount is si ignificantly less than the amount carried by households in the
other provinces. This gap is patticularly acute in the middle income market where the cost and difficulty
of oblamnng a licence has becorne a barrier to offering services to households with more modest income.

There could nat be a worse time to reduce the wumber of life Hcensed representatives. Today,
the average age of a life insurance agent in Canada is over 35 years old. The number of career agents in
North America has declined steadily over the last decades while at the same time the statistical
correlation between life sales and number of agents has been confirmed, demonsirating that “feet-on-the
stlcct’ ig the driver of individual life sales. Cher yl Retzloff of LIMRA articulated this problem well:

“There: 15 a diminishing pool of new young agent talent. Many of the expeuenced agents
'approachm g their own retirements may have no interest in the younger underinsured group or are
inept at speaking te the younger ganerallou in terms that wiil appeal to them. There is a need for

- new young agents, and more agents. The msurance sales career may need to be repositioned to
appeal to Gen-X and Gen-Y recruits.” Every Fxcuse in the Book — Wiy underi s ed CONSUIMNENS
are not buying by Cheryl D. Retzloff, LIMRA 2006

SlX milhon households in Canada feel that they have madequate life insurance protection and

- about one-third of the Canadian population has no life insurance coverage at all, An increasing number
of those with life insurance rely otly on group life insurance cover age, with the attendant risks related to
employment status. Moreover, Canadians generally have enough life insurance coverage to replace an
average of three years of income — not the 7-10 years needed according to experts. As of 2010, 50% of
‘households admitted they would either have immediate trouble meeting everyday living EXPENses or be
able to cover expenses for only a few months if a primary wage earner died — up from 39% in 1998. We
submit that this is not the right time to introduce new barricers to growth in this industry.

3. The Proposal Will Reduce Access To F‘z’ucmcfﬂf Help for M iddie Income Households
Primerica specializes in serving the mlddle market’ need for simple income protection products.

Nobody knows more about this market segment. From that experience we kmow that the first casualty of :
the new system will be decreased access to ﬁnaucmi assistance for middle income house]m]ds Not only
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will there be fewer availuble agents, but as licensing becomes more difficult and expensive, the
inevitable result is; that more agents look “upscale” " for their clients. Both of these realities mean cven
_ greater barriers to ensuring the basic financial needs of middic income households are met.

Yet, this is where the needs are. Primerica has paid $703 million in deatl beueﬁts to middle-
income Canadian [amilies, including $84 milkion in 2012 alone. Adding new barriers to serving this
economic segment will reduce the availability of insurance and make it more likely a family will
become dependent on Canada’s social system if and when a breadwumcr dies.

_4. 7 he Praposal Will Dr'sproporffonazefy Harm Qur Business Model

Qur business model uniquely positions us {o provide term life insurance products to the vast and .
underserved middle income market. Beginning in 1977, Primerica transformed the life insurance -
industry with a plnlesophy that has encouraged families to purchase affordable term life insurance, thus
saving more money to invest in their family’s future. Qur average customer carns $65,000 per year, and
aver 70% of our customers’ investment assets are in retirement savings accounts, Qur simple “Buy
Term and Invest the Difference” philosophy is the cornerstone of the financial game plan of millions of
North American families we have served over the years. This concept remains “the foundation of our
business, enabling us to deliver over $1 billion in death claims to middle income families in 2012. We
insure more than 4.3 millien lives in North America and approximately 1.9 million clients maintain their
investment accounts with us, making us a le’tdmg distributor of ﬁndnmal products to mlddle income
louseholds in North Amcnm :

At our core, we help underserved nuddie-income families become properly protected, debt free
and financially independent through our product offerings and our entrepreneurial business oppertunity.
As of December 31, 2012, Primerica had approximately 92,400 licensed life insurance agents in all 50
states, Puerto Rico, and Canada. We are proud of our sale force’s unwavering commitment to sewing
the financial 11ceds of middie-income Cauadlans Our sales foree is diverse, reﬂectmg the communitics
i which they serve. : '

‘Rectuiting and licensing are comerstones to our business model. Given the small commissions
generated by term life sales to middle income CONSUIErs, 1Many insurance agcnts cannot afford to build
a business in this market. Primerica is able to do it only by allowing representatives to work part-time
and earn supplemental income. While this is a unigue business model, Primerica has been successful at
recruiting and licensing diverse middle income Canadians into the indusiry, which has provided
households in our representatives’ local communities with access to simple financial products,

Our model makes us one of the few insurance companies aclively recruiting and licensing career
agents. In 2012, prospective Primerica agents wrote approximately 33% of the LLQP exams — by far the
largest percentage of total exams written by a single company. We will therefore be bearing the largest:
burden of increased costs and will be impacted by a reduction in successfui graduates to a greater extent
than any ollier company or course provider, ultimately impacting the conswners we serve. This raises
the spectrc ofre gu] ators arbitrarily changn ng the competitive dynamics of the life i mstrance m arl\et

We believe CISRO’s proposal will undermine our ability to serve our pohcyholdms Prumerica
has $95 billion in face amount of insurance in force in Canada, with over 241,000 policyholders. As
you know, our Company has raised issues with CISRO in the past about the importance of a fair
lcensing system: We are concerned that the current proposal will hanm our business model
dlsproporllonatcly to other insurers. We believe it is Inappropriate for a Lf:gulalory body to design &
licensing system in & manner that favors one business mod el over another
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5. .The Propasal WIH Have a stpm ate Impacr o Inumg: ant and Minority Communities

Acmss Canadf\ loday, qpploxuna‘zely 21% of the popuhl]on 18 bom abroad and, not
coincidentally, the same percentage of households comprise mumigrant families where a language other -
than English or French is their mother tongue. Exam difficulty affects immigrant applicants
disproportionately as terminology becomes yet another obstacle {o performance. Our experience is that
- English as a Second Language (“ESL”) applicants with an equivalent education level still have a lesser

chance of successfully eblcumng a licence th'lu Canadian born students. At the core of this difference 15
exam dLEﬁculty :

The same 18 true of nnnonty households. Exam difficulty plays a major role in the abthty to
obtain a licence as dpphecmts have ]ess expen ence with university or eollcgc level tests.

Quebee s own approach to this issue gives us little comfoﬂ Unllke other provinces, Quebec has .
set educational levels for its life producer licence. While, estenslbly, i is prepared to concede that
requirement to CISRO; we fear it will return through the backdoor in the form of a more difficult exam.
The first casualty as exam difficulty levels ris¢ is our minority and ESL applicant.

6. There Hus Been No Study or Analysis Pr ov.*ded that Supports ﬂre Need o Abundon LLOP in
Favour of the Quebec Model :

Altlmugh we have respectively qsked CISRO has yet to ruzknowleclge or-provide to industry any
study or analysis supporting the need to abandon the LLQP. Likewise, CISRO has not acknowledped or
- offered any thoughtful consideration as to why (he Quebec Model would be an improvenient over the
LLQP exam. To our knowledge, no analysis of the Quebec Mode! and its effectiveness was performed .
prior to defermining its suitability. In the normal course, regulatory bodies would be expected to
undergoe such ana]yscs in order lo make poheles founded on reasonable and justified bases.

Over the last few years, we have occaswnally presented various concerns to CISRO that the
existing LLQP could be improved, particularly with regard to addressing issues applicable to ESL.
candidates. In fact, we have shared with CISRO an analysis of the LLQP provided by Dr. Weinstein as
well as enhancements that would improve the LLLQP. No doubt these recommendations could be
implemented without the complete overhaul that has been proposed b y CISRQ, at a much lower cost and
expense to stakeholders, and without ereatmg the significant detrimental impacts inherent in the
proposed Quebec Model '

7. T he Stated Reasons Supporting The Change Are Without Merit

CISRO has been less-than clear on the reasons supportin g the Lesting model change. Aueedetal
conuments related to unqualified candidates passing the exam have been made yet no supporting
documentation hias been provided, even after multiple requests. With mandated pre-licensing
certification by a course provider followed by a four liour 140 question exam and a required 60% pass
mark, we find it difficult to helieve that unqualified candidates are passmg the current LLQP exam. The
lack of conisumer complaints within the industry supports this.

- We lnve been told that CISRO is in part motwaled bya desue to harmonize the life licence
exam in order to satisfy the principles in the Agresment on Internal Trade (AIT). However, the CISRO
pr Dposal does: nothmg to remove current barriers, which are ereated by provincial licensing "and
supennslon tequirements. The same gap will continue to exist. Moreover, 90% of the curriculum
content is already eqqulent in Quebec and in the LLOQP jurisdictions. In fact, it is differing licensing
standards across the provinces which unpact labour mobility ancl not the licence exam structure itself.
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To effectively satisly the gml of the AIT — labour mobility ~ Lhe Focus nceds to be on hdl‘l"llDl]lZ'l’[lOl‘k of
]Lfc lisurance licence categories, not lhe ]1cen51110 exam. - :

.Tilere are Better Altcma’twcs

By pmceedlng n the absence of a. cost benefit analysts of the need fora cllanrre an analysis of
the proposcd Quebec model, and without industry mput, CISRO risks 1111plemcnt1ng an unnecessanly
expensive solution that would create significant problems without addressing the real issues. We
believe there are alternatives that should be considered. Such alternatives will create the 1lecessa1'y
ﬁmdmg stream to address required uwdlﬁcauons to the LLQP.

“A Request For Proposals (“RFP”) should be 1ssued to 1dent1fy a qualified examination specialist
with expertise i examination development and governance. The RFP should be developed with criteria
_detenmnsd by stakelolders. In our view, maintaining the existing Course Provider structure while -
initiating necessary change o exam content and materials can be dorie at a much lower cost than the
complete overhaul that has been proposed to address what we have been told is a gap of 10% disparity
between provineial emrricula. We believe that an additional $250,000 funding stlcam for LLQP
maintenance together with $50,000 dedicated to a governance strocture made up of stakeholders would
be sufficient to fund the necessary changes. This translates ta $28 per examinee — 2 much more
reasonable figure than CISRO’s proposed per examinee increase of $140, or the more realistic projected
PEr exanines l_['lLI'EHbB of $800 in addition to the mfrasn ucture and implementation costs dlscussecl
above. :

: CESRO 5 PlODOS'l] Raises Serious Lcml Issues

As the CISRO proposal does not appear to be supported by ‘{llet:lHllled policy justifications and
is likely to cause a significant deterioration in access to life insurance by the middle and lower income
market segment in Canada, it raises serious legal issues. Ultimately the authonty to regulate hcensmg
remains with the provinces. In our view, the nature of the CISRO proposal requites some provinces to
adopt new regulations or amendments to existing regulations. Moreover, any adoption of the CISRO
proposal by regulators will raise legal concerns as to whether regulators have sufficiently adhered, both
as to process and (o substance, to the provinces’ own regulaiory policies. To the extent the CISRO
proposal is not transparent, duly authorized, is unreasonable, or has a discriminatory effect,
implementation of the proposal may be Sllb_] ect to judicial review.

Furthermore, the threat to Primerica’s bublncss. in Canada from the proposcd changes raises other
serious legal considerations. We expect that the CISRO ]Jroposa if adopted in its current form, would
undermine the licensed agent poputlation on which Primerica’s business model depends. Primerica pass
rates likely will be ne gatlvcly impacted by a modular exam format, as well as by the more analylical,
rather than definitioral exam that CISRO proposes will be necessitated by the open-book format. The
high cost of the exam is also expected to reduce the number of our recruits seeking to become licensed.
Fewer recruits who seek to become licensed and who pass the licensing exam will mean a reduction in
Primerica’s sales force and market share. This expectation is confirmed by. our experience with the
AMF in Quebec. Considering this potential impact on Primerica as well as the disproportionate cost
burden that we would bear due to the number of Primerica apphcanls we feel the CISRO proposal is
neither fair nor equitable under the law, and indeed may raise legal issues for Primerica’s parent
company under trade agreements suclh as NAFTA. We eslimate that the ﬁnancml harm to Pri lmeum n
Canada could be swmﬁcant

These factors contribute to our qucstioning the reasonabieness of CISRO’s model, and cause us
to anticipate a need for judicial review shauld CISRO proceed witheut meaningful consultation and
changes to its approach. '
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Where We Go From: Here

- Based upon the little information that has been publically shared to date, we request that the

- current CISRO proposal net move forward until more information is obtained, analysis conducted and

_ dialogue is held. We have an obligation lo fully examine whether the fundamental structure being
proposed is in the best interests of Canadians. Primerica believes that the industry stakeholders need to
be much more involved in decisions relating to the licensing process as they are the ones on the front.
lines of recruiting, training and licensing agents (o serve the public. To be clear, the current stakeholder
mformation sessions and engagement plan fail well short of @ meaningful consuitation process as none
of the key features of CISRO’s proposed plan appear to be subject to negotiation. While we appreciate
the opporiunity to engage in discussion on administrative and secondary aspects of the proposed system,
this does not by any means substitute the need for an immediate and open debate about how the
licensing regime should be shaped. ' o o ' R

We need analysis that enables objective discussion of how the proposed changes compare to the
- alternative of making adjustments to the LLQP, which could ensure a fair and reasonable licensing test
at a much lower cost and with significantly less distuption to agent training and licensing,

We also desire a transparent, fair and reasonable shaﬁng ‘of the reasonable costs associaled with
training, exam writing and licence approval, and we want those costs to reflect necessary changes that
will produce the supply of new agents needed to enable growtlt in the industry. :

: As a life insurance company thut relies on recruiting and licensing agents and as a national
- course provider with a large number of students, we continue to find the lack of meaningful consultation
and supporting documentation to dismantle an agreed upon licensing regime that works well, and the
- apparent willingness to accept negative public policy oulcomies, incomprehensible and a cause of great
concern. As one of the only companies actively soliciting the younger agents so desperately needed to
support the industry, we would like to further discuss these serious concems with you at the carliest
opporhumty. . : S - ' :

~ Again, 1 appreciate your time on Junc 7" and your thouphtful reception of our CONCers.
: Pl _ _ L p

We look forward to continue to work with you on this important issue and in closing, nay we
emphasize that these comments are offered i the hope of a renewed dialogue that will accomplish a
shared objective: ensuring Canadians have the opportunity to access adequate insurance protection with
comfort in the process and confidence that their interests are being served. ' ' '

Best regards,

Chief BxXecutive Qfficer

. . , - 5.--';"’ 'V-HA .. _r. . . %

'Data suppiied upan request.

- CC: Minister Dflusti_ée and Attorney Generai Gordan Wyant
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INSURANCE COUNCILS 310 - 2631 28th Ave.  Regina SK 545 6X3
L OF SASKATCHEWAN Tel: 306.347.0862 Fax: 306.347.0525

July 22, 2013

Mr. John A. Adams

Chief Executive Officer

Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada
2000 Argentia Road, Plaza V, Suite 300
Mississauga ON L5N 2R7

Dear Mr. Adams:

Thank you for your letter of June 20, 2013 to Saskatchewan Superintendent of Insurance
Dave Wild expressing Primerica’s concerns regarding proposed changes to the life
insurance licensing exam in Canada. On June 7" you had a meeting on this subject with
the Superintendent, along with our Minister. At that meeting, the Minister requested that
you put your concerns in writing, and that | would respond to them in kind.

My understanding is that you have sent similar letters to most jurisdictions in Canada
{other than Quebec). In addition to responding on behalf of Saskatchewan, | have been
asked by the Canadian Council of Insurance Regulators (CCIR) to respond on their
behalf. Each of the other jurisdictions is, of course, free to respond to your letter directly,
or to accept this response in lieu of an individual cne.

Also, in my position as Chair of the Canadian insurance Services Regulatory
Organizations (CISRO), as well as Chair of CISRO’s LLQP Governance Commiittee, this
response is also being sent on behalf of all CISRO members.

My Personal Background

Inasmuch as this response comes on behalf of insurance regulators, | will also refer to
some personal experiences that | have had with LLQP, and | thought it would be valuable
for you to understand the perspective for my views.

I have been in the insurance industry for more than 40 years. Of that time, 30 years was
spent working in head offices of national insurance companies, including a 5-year role as
Director of Sales Training for one of those companies. | have also been a life insurance
licensee (completing the LLQP program in order to obtain my license), and spent more
than 5 years as a Sales Manager for a national insurance company. One of the
responsibilities in my Sales Manager role was training prospective recruits on the LLQP
program.

Finally, | have been involved in the regulatory part of our industry since 1992, when |
began to serve as a member of the Life Insurance Council of Saskatchewan. 1 accepted
my current position as Executive Director of the Insurance Councils of Saskatchewan on
January 1, 2010, and was elected Chair of CISRO in 2011. | was also a member of the
LLQP Implementation Committee when LLQP was first introduced.

RIS RUNOS Mmar
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Communications Meetings involving Primerica

Before addressing the issues, | thought it would be worthwhile o confirm the
communications meetings that have occurred involving Primerica representatives since
our project began last July. They are as follows:

# Including the initial project launch meeting, there have been 4 stakeholder
sessions involving both industry representatives and course providers. Primerica
was represented at all of those sessions.

5 | have met on at least four occasions with CLHIA’s Distribution and Intermediaries
Committee, which includes representatives from Primerica.

3 | have met on at least three occasions with representatives of Primerica
exclusively.

in all, | have been involved in at least 11 meetings in the past 13 months that included
Primerica representatives. Each of the comments included in this letter has been
covered in one or more of those sessions.

Issues Raised

| will attempt to capture and address the issues that have been raised in your letter.
Some are related, and | will try to address them in tandem.

CiSRQ is Abandoning LLQP

As we have stated repeatedly at our stakeholder meetings, we are not abandoning LLQOP
for a “...distinctively different licensing regime”. Our project includes the following:

» A complete review of the LLQP occupational analysis (skills required to perform
the job) which has not been completed since the early days of LLQP design,

» A complete review of LLQP’s Curriculum Design Bocument (CDD), which has not
been completed in this manner since LLQP was first introduced;

¥ Harmonizing the program with Quebec, who's CDD was confirmed to be 80%

similar to the LLQP. The updated CDD will integrate the results of the current

occupational analysis with the CDD’s from the existing programs;

Creation of documented procedures to regularly review LLQP’s CDD;

Creation of a common course of study material based on the CDD;

Creation of an updated exam question databank;

Creation of procedures to regularly create new exam questions;

Creation of updated exams to be delivered on a modular basis (which as you paint

out is a return to LLQP’s original design;);

» Development of a transparent process to review ongoing issues raised by
stakeholders.

YOV ¥ Y Y

| will outline the reasons behind each of these items later in this letter.

2
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CISRO is Adopting the "Quebec Model”

Again, we have repeatedly stated that we are not adopting the Quebec Model. The
Quebec Model includes the following:

» Minimum educational requirements (as you pointed outf)

» No mandatory course of study, and no course providers to deliver courses

» Examinations spread over multiple days

» A $500 (approximate) per student fee to access their common course material
» A separate course and license for Group Insurance

Our updated LLQP will have none of those features.

We have indicated that the updated LLQP will combine features of both the current LLQP
and Quebec’s current program. The combination of features will be as follows:

# No minimum educational requirement (Quebec will eliminate this requirement in
order to harmonize with the current LLQP approach)

» A mandatory course of study which must be completed through an accredited
course provider prior to challenging the LLQP exam (Quebec will add this
reqguirement)

» A common base course of study (which is a current feature in Quebec only)

» A modular approach to exams (which is part of the current Quebec approach, and
was also part of the original LLQP design). Note however that the modules will be
based on the work done in this project, not on Quebec’s current modules. | should
also point out that multiple qualification requirements have been part of the
Saskatchewan licensing regime, dating back pre-LLQP. The Life Insurance
Council of Saskatchewan has had a separate Bylaw exam for 25 years, and a
separate Segregated Fund gualification requirement for approximately 15 years.

#» Although the details have not yet been finalized, CISRO’s stated goal is to
structure the modular exams so that they can all be challenged on the same day.

» Fees to support the entire program (not just the base course material) that should
be in the range of $65-§70 per student in the fullness of time. (I'll comment more
on this in the “Financial Implications” section).

» A regime that integrates Group Insurance as part of the life insurance license, and
also as part of the course and exam content.
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What is Quebec's Role?

Quebec, through the Autorité des marchés financiers (AMF), has a dual role in the work
being done to upgrade LLQP, as follows:

» CISRO has hired AMF's educational team to act as the educational experts who
will support the program. In that capacity, the educational team takes direction
from CISRO, through our LLQP Governance Committee. (* qualifications below)

» As a participating jurisdiction, Quebec, along with every CISRO jurisdiction gets
one vote in all decisions that are made by CISRO relative to the LLQP program.

* The AMF’s Training and Qualification team consists of six educational specialists. Each
of these professionals has specialized university training (in some cases at a Master’s or
PhD level), and has developed sound expertise in one or more of the following areas:

measurement and evaluation (docimologyy);
educational fechnology;

didactic practices;

desktop publishing;

distance training;

andragogy {technigques for adult learning);
teaching;

educational administration.

YOV ¥V YV VWYY

These professionals alse have basic training in insurance or securities through the
successful completion of industry courses. However, their role is not to act as content
experts, but rather to oversee the work of subject matter experts (provided by industry) to
develop tools that are both anchored in professional practice and are compliant with the
best practices for developing qualification standards.

CISRQO is lgnoring History

In your letter, you suggest that CISRO decided in 2001 to change our licensing approach
at the urging of Connect, a marketing organization paid to promote community colleges.
The concept of LLQP actually began in 1997 when the Insurance Council of BC made a
presentation about proposed changes to entry level exam qualifications at a Western
Councils meeting. | attended that meeting. That proposal gained the support of other
jurisdictions, and eventually led to the development of LLQP. While the community
colleges may have played a role in the development of the LLQP curricuium, it would not
be accurate to say that the LLQP came as a result of their “urging”.
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The LLQP model originally proposed by CISRO inciuded the following:

» A move away from the two-tiered licensing regime present in most jurisdictions, in
favor of a single-tiered qualification program. Implicitly, the range of learning
required for the new approach would be equivaient to what licensees would cover
in both tiers of the then-existing qualification standard.

» A change in exam approach, away from testing memorization of material to a
broader test of application of material.

# A lowering of the exam pass mark to 60% to recognize the intended increase in
difficulty of the exam.

> A change to a modular approach to exams to reflect the fact that an insurance
flicense allows a licensee to sell multiple products.

» Creation of a mandatory requirement to complete a course of study prior to
challenging the LLQP exam.

» An increase in the target success rate (i.e. percentage of candidates who pass the
LLQP exam) to 75%, based on the belief that candidates would be better prepared
prior to chalienging the exam. Under the then-current model, the success rate was
below 50%.

The introduction of LLQP was specifically stated as an attempt to “raise the bar” on
qualification standards.

As you pointed out, CISRO consuilted with industry on the proposed model. Industry
representatives were generally supportive of the need to raise the bar, but were
concerned that the new approach would make it more difficult to pass the exam, and
could drastically reduce the number of life insurance representatives. Specifically, the
concern was that implementing a new system that increased the breadth of material,
increased the challenge level of questions on the exam, and moved to a modular
approach to the exam all at the same time, might have a significantly negative impact on
success rates, and the ability of insurance companies to successfully recruit new agents.

Based on industry feedback during the consultation process, CISRO agreed to the
following changes to the program:

» Not to proceed with the modular approach to examinations as part of the initial
implementation. | do not recall any discussion regarding this being a permanent
approach. [ will address the reasons why we are re-introducing this approach in
the "Why Are We Undertaking This Project?” section below.

» To allow a transition period where candidates could choose to challenge the entire
exam as designed, or take the exam in two parts to mimic the then-existing two-
tiered approach.

» Allow a pass mark of 50% for an introductory period to ensure that the impact of
the changes did not have any unintended negative effect on the ability of
applicants to successfully complete the licensing requirements.
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In action, the process involved regulators coming forth with a proposal to industry, and
after consultation, arriving at a solution that considered the initial goals which the
regulators had in mind, balanced against the needs and realities of industry.

Why Are We Undertaking This Project?

| must admit, | was a somewhat surprised to read in your letter that CISRO had not
offered any reasons why we are undertaking this project. In your letter you make
reference to the fact that “. . CISRO has been less than clear on the reasons supporting
this change ...” and *... nor has (CISRO) found any deficiency in the LLQP system ..."

I'd like to run though the evolution of this project, and outline the issues that CISRO is
attempting to address. As noted above, each of these itemns has been previously
communicated during meetings attended by Primerica representatives.

As you outlined in your letter, Primerica expressed concerns to CISRO regarding the

L LQP ~ specifically with examination questions. You engaged the services of Dr. Edwin
L. Weinstein, Ph. D., C. Psych (an expert previously used by CISRO on LLQP related
work) to chalienge the LLQP exam and offer his comments. Dr. Weinstein tabled his
report at a CISRO mesting, highlighting examples of ... fatal flaws in multiple choice
examination questions” that were presentin LLQP. The report indicated that these flaws
would cause particular issues with English Second Language {ESL) students.

As we examined this issue, CISRO determined that simply completing a $100,000+
exercise of tweaking certain questions would be, in effect, a mere band-aid solution. If
we were going to undertake a project to improve LLQP, there were systemic issues that
needed to be addressed as part of the project. Those issues included the following:

> There is currently no formal, transparent process for reviewing problem exam
questions in the databank — specifically no formal process to access educational
expertise to complete this work.

% There is currently no formal process for creating new exam questions in the
databank - again inciuding no formal process 1o access educational expertise 10
complete this work.

5 Our exams are slowly being compromised simply by the length of time that current
questions have been in use.

> There is currently no formal process for refreshing the Curriculum Design
Document - inciuding no formal process to access educational expertise to
complete this work.

» We had already evolved from one harmonized LLQP modet to the point where BC
continues to use LLQP's Curriculum Design Document, but has a separate
examination process.

5 BC had indicated that they would be completing their own review of the Curriculum
Design Document, with the likely outcome that their program wouid have moved
further away from the LLQP program used in other jurisdictions.

6
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» There were issues relating to conflicting terminology between the LLQP exam and
the courses which have been developed by our course providers.

» Qur original pass score of 60% anticipated modular exams, so that mastery of
each area was tested. The combination of our pass score of 60%, with a non-
modular exam that includes at least 6 subject areas, creates a potential gap where
a student could (badly) fail a key subject area but still pass the exam.

» As a complication to that problem, we had anecdotal comments from some course
providers that other course providers were instructing students to ignore certain
subject matters because there were not enough questions on the exam to make a
difference. As a side note, we received confirmation of that practice from former
LLQP students who participated in our recent occupational workshops.

Simply stated, CISRO’s current goal is to close the above gaps with solutions that wil
work on a long term, sustainable basis, rather than taking a one-time band-aid approach
to one specific issue.

Why Modular Exams?

I have already touched on some of the issues refated to the non-modular approach
above.

As you know, our Life & A&S licenses allow licensees to sell four types of products — life
instrance, accident & sickness insurance, group insurance and investment type products
(e.g. Segregated Funds and Annuities). It seems fundamental that a new licensee should
have to demonstrate some minimum leve! of proficiency in each of those areas. And
again, that fundamental concept was part of the originai LLQP design.

The single exam concept predates the introduction of:

» Universal Life as a life insurance product;
» Critical Hiness and Long Term Care as A&S products; and
» Segregated Funds as insured investment-type products.

it is becoming increasingly difficult to defend the reality that a new applicant can seli
these products without demonstrating a minimum level of proficiency (or as indicated in
the section above, without even studying that section of the material),

Also, to refer to Saskatchewan specific views, the Life insurance Courncil of
Saskatchewan had determined in recent years that our separate Segregated Fund
requirement needed to be upgraded to include a separate Segregated Fund exam, rather
than just a course of study. While that initiative was put on hold pending CISRO’s
proposed approach to LLQP changes, Saskatchewan was definitely of the view that
some form of modularization is necessary.
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Why a Common Base Course of Study?

From the inception of LLQP, 1 have viewed the separation between course development
and exam development as one of the challenges of the program. | mentioned one aspect
above, with the terminology challenges between our courses and the LLQP exam.

In my time as a Sales Manager training new applicants on LLQP, the comment | heard
most often from our people after writing the LLQP exam was that they encountered
terminclogy they had never heard before. In my 3+ years in my current position, talking
to people after writing the exams in our offices, it remains the most mentioned complaint.

In our current LLQP, | believe the most significant impact of this issue would be on the
one group you mentioned specifically in your letier — the English Second Language

group.

As an example, as a 40-year industry veteran | can easily tell that a Segregated Fund
and an Individua! Variable insurance Contract (IVIC) are one and the same., A brand new
applicant would not be able to interchange those terms.

However, if the difference in terms was more subtle, e.g. term vs. temporary insurance,
an English First Language student would not likely encounter a problem, but an English
Second Language student would have difficulty making that connection.

In addition to terminology, CISRO members feel that a common base course of study fills
an important consumer protection need, as it defines the minimum breadth of knowledge
required for a new licensee, rather than leaving that minimum standard to how a series of
course providers interpret our Curriculum Design Document.

Finally, CISRO regulators see the course as more than a once-used binder to help pass
an exam. We see it as an important resource tool in a licensee’s early years. Having a
common base-course approach allows us to investigate ways to update course materials
on an ongoing basis for students who have already passed the exam, and have started
their financial services careers.

Financial Considerations and Costs

This area of your letter contains several factual or conceptual inaccuracies, and | will
speak to some of the more important ones here.

First, you have indicated in your lefter that “Our suspicion ... is that this extreme change
... the needs are purely the economic and administrative concerns of regulatory bodies”.
As we have indicated at our stakeholder meetings, there will be no financial benefit to
any jurisdiction as a result of this project, or the ongoing administration of the LLQP.
Any revenues generated will be on a cost-recovery basis only. There will be $0 net
revenue.
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Your letter estimates “... that the average fotal cost of a license in the (current LLQP)
provinces will rise from $215 to $1,000 ..." This is based on current costs you outlined for
Quebec. CISRO has indicated the foilowing in its stakeholder meetings:

# That there is a cost missing from the current LLQP, i.e. the cost to maintain and
upgrade the program on an ongoing basis. This concept has been covered in at
least half of the meetings | mentioned above, and to date | have not had anyone
express a contradictory view. | would also suggest that any course of study has
costs for upgrade and maintenance built in to the student fees.

# That the annual additional cost of maintaining the program is estimated to be
around $65-$70 per student (not the $785 increase your letter suggests).

» That because of the “missing cost” in point one, we need to find a way to pay for
the upgrade work that is being done to LLQP in this project. This is also projected
to be in the $70 range per student for a 5-year recovery period. Again, when
combined with point #2, not an increase close to $785.

Relating to the final point, | have suggested at several of the stakeholder meetings that
we would welcome suggestions on how to cover those costs without impacting the

students in those first 5 years. We remain open to input from stakeholders on how to
address this issue.

You indicated in your letter that we need to build in a cost for people missing an extra day
of work to take exams. As noted above, CISRO's stated goal is to structure the exams so
that they can be challenged in one day.

Your letter comments that “... CISRO has advised that this cost (of completing the
upgrades) would be at least $3 - $4 million”. My actual comment at the stakeholder
meetings was the cost would be “at most” between $3 - $4 million, and that those
estimates were completed on a conservative “high estimate” basis. My stated belief was,
and still is, that we will complete the project under budget.

Your letter indicates that the costs of the proposal ... easily could exceed $15 miltion in a
single year and $75 million over 5 years”. There is no stated basis for those numbers,
and nothing in any of the parameters of our project that would support those figures.

The Proposal Wilt Reduce the Number of Life Insurance Representatives

In the first of the “Primerica only” meetings that | referred to above, | met with your
company representatives from both Toronto and Aflanta. At that meeting, you presented
me with some statistics that “demonstrated” the impact that the modular exam approach
had in terms of reducing the number of life insurance agents in Quebec. The conciusion
(as stated) was based on the fact that there were fewer agents per capita in Quebec than
in other provinces.
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When | examined the information later in my office, | discovered that no such conclusion
was possible based on the data presented. | base that statement on the foliowing:

% The data presented covered a period from 2005 to 2010. The modular exam
approach in Quebec was in place for this entire period, and therefore there is no
comparison to what the data looked like in a non-modular environment. Based on
that, there is no way to determine the impact of the modular exams with the data
from that period.

5 The data shows that the number of agents in Quebec didn’t actually go down
during that 5 year period, which clearly wouldn't support a conclusion that the
modular exam is reducing the number of life agents in Quebec.

» The data does show that the number of agents in Quebec is less than other
provinces, but shows no cause-and-effect relationship to the modular exam.

» Finally, your company’s position seems to ignore other factors — that there is a
minimum education requirement in place in Quebec, that the cost to enter the
industry is higher there (both of which are covered in your letter), and that Quebec
has a different position on part-time agents than other provinces.

| cannot comment on your company's experience in Quebec, since | am not privy o your
actual results there.

We have stated that this exercise is not about raising the bar, in particular not about
reducing the number of life agents. It goes without saying that passing a non-modular
exam is easier than passing every one of a series of modules (assuming similar pass
marks). Having said that, we believe there are offsetting positives included in our project.

On a modular basis, the re-writing process will be easier, since the student need only re-
challenge the modules they didn’t pass, rather than having to re-challenge the entire
exam.

The creation of a base course will eliminate terminology issues that exist today, and
should have a positive effect on overali results — particularly on English Second
Language students, as | have noted. (This positive impact should also occur for French
students in provinces other than Quebec).

Further, your letter implies that having the AMF educational team develop our exam
questions will result in more difficult exam questions. Your letter fails to mention that you
asked Dr. Weinstein to complete the Quebec exams as well, and one of his comments
was that the Quebec exam had questions that were better structured than LLQP. Dr.
Weinstein did note some deficiencies, and the AMF team has indicated that they are
willing to work with Dr. Weinstein to address those concerns. My expectation is that the
exam experience will be greatly improved as we upgrade LLQP.
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One further comment in your letter relates to the Quebec exam being more “analytical’. |
note that Dr. Weinstein includes the following comment in his report, “Contrary fo what we
had heard prior to the exam, we did not find the amount of calculation to be excessive.
While one exam had distinctly more calculations than others, most ‘calculations’ in all
exams were simple involving only one operation (i.e. addition, subtraction, multiplication,
or division). The number of calculations was quite reasonable and appropriafe to the
subject matter”.

To complete the Quebec comparisons, | have also noted in my stakeholder sessions
(particularly the ones with the CLHIA} that CISRO can learn from the experiences in
Quebec. That brings to mind one specific example from your letter. You made reference
in your letter that Quebec “... took the approach that entry-level agents are akin to
financial analysts and must satisfy stringent criteria before a license is issued”. | won't
comment on the accuracy of your statement, but instead will note that we have gone to
some length in our work to date to focus on what an entry-level licensee needs to know in
their first three years. If | assume your statement about financial analysts to be true, this
would be another indication that we are not adopting the Quebec model.

Legal Issues

| will not comment in great detail on this area. | will simply say that CISRO believes that
the upgrades we are proposing to LLQP can be done without legistative changes in any
jurisdiction.

Where Do We Go From Here?

As part of the stakeholder meetings, we have outlined the process that we are working
through. Each step of the process involves important stakeholder feedback.

We have completed occupational workshops across the country that involved more than
80 licensees from various companies.

We have produced a competency profile (skills needed by a new licensee} and published
it for comment. We received more than 700 responses, with more than 90% indicating
that it was an accurate reflection of the occupation in the first three years of license.

We are working through the Curricufurm Design process, accessing Subject Matter
Experts from across the country. We've received close to 100 applications, and have
used 35 of those people to develop the CDD document. Others will be used in each of
the remaining stages of the project.

| should also note that the Curriculum Design process is being completed using various
committees organized by subject. We received a request from a Primerica representative
to be on all of the committees — a request that was granted. Primerica was the only
company who had one individual on all of the subject committees.

11
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After completion of the Curriculum Design, we will be deciding on proposed modules,
again in consultation with stakeholders. The following steps include creation of study
material. and then exam questions. All of that work will be done using subject matter
experts nominated by stakeholders.

In conclusion, we believe there are sound, defensible, consumer-related and/or industry-
related reasons for each of the aspects of the LLQP program we are upgrading.

We value your feedback and appreciate that you have taken the time to write regarding
your concerns. There are many details still to be finalized; and we look forward to your
continuing input on these, and hope that this letter has helped to clarify the rationale for
the changes we are proposing.

Sincerely,

Ron Fuilan
Executive Director, Insurance Councils of Saskatchewan.
Chair, CISRO

c.c. Al CISRC Member Jurisdictions
All CCIR Member Jurisdictions
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Dear Mr, Fuiian: \:‘ :
This is in response to your letter to Primerica, dated july 22, 2013,

Although Primerica appreciates CISRO's reply, we write to continue to register our
strang objection to CISRO’s approach. We continue to disagree with the points made in your
letter and we stand firm with our concerns. Primerica always has been prepared to work
constructively with CISRO on licensing issues —and has done so repeatedly in the past —it is
now however clear that CISRO made a conscious decision not to engage in a genuine
consuitation process with respect to this particular initiative.

Despite CISRO's letter endorsing the importance of “stakeholder feedback,” and the
suggestion that “[tlhere are many details still to be finalized,” those words cannot be reconciled
with CISRO’s actions. Informatien that has come to fight shaws that prior to CISRO’s plan first
being made public, every meaningful detall already had been negotiated — and finafized - in a
series of written agreements exchanged between the AMF and CISRO members. CISRO kept
these agreements secret until public disclosure was inevitable through FOI requests and, even
then, CISRO failed to post the final, signed agreements. The “information sessions” CISRO has
held never were, nor could they be, genuine opportunities for consultation. Instead, CISRO has
used them to overcome industry’s objections and attempt to secure the industry's
acquiescence to the commitments it already had reached.

This lack of consultation violates commitments expressly made to Primerica as a course
provider as well as provincial policies that govern the canduct of regulatory bodies. The
absence of consultation has produced a flawed program that is harmful to the public. Ameng
other things, the new model will eliminate jobs, reduce the number of licenced representatives
available to serve middle income households, increase Yicencing costs, diminish insurance
participation rates particularly of middle Canada, drive up insurance premiums, inflict
marketplace disruption, and discriminate against new Canadians and non-English speakers.

Three agreements recently posted on CISRO’s wehsite ~ the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU), the Participation Agreement and the Service Agreement — confirm that
CISRO members agreed to the key aspects of the current Quebec license examination model
(“Quebec Madel”}, and agreed that the AMF would be retained to run the program, without
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ony prior consultation, and indeed before the revised program was even announced. in
particular, pursuant to the Participation Agreement, the Provincial regulators agreed to adopt a
new program which includes the key elements of the Quebec Model: a modular open-book
exam, a common manual, and development and administration of the program by the AMF.
Importantly, these and ather features of the new program cannot be changed without a
unanimous decision of the Roard, of which Quebec is a member [s. 4.5{d)]. Itis these very
features, amongst others, which raise the serious cancerns outlined above. Having agreed to
these LLOP modifications without prior consultation with Primerica, other course providers,
industry at large or the public, CISRO members are in breach of their obligations hath under
applicable rules and standards as wel as under a May 2002 Letter of Intent entered into with
Primerica.

Nor has CISRO met the minimum regulatory expectations governing its conduct. CISRO
never has completed a cost/benefit analysis 50 that the impact of its propasal could be
considered. Nor has CISRO given appropriate consideration to how the changes
disproportionately impact particelar business models, such as Primerica’s, which are highly
dependent on a fair and cost-effective licensing structure. Primerica’s ability ta help middle-
income and families of modaest means will be compromised severely by CISRQ's action. Asa
Company that licenses over one-third of all new agents in Canada, it is almast unthinkabie that
pur views would not be solicited prior to taking a course of action from which there is no real
chance of return.

CISRO's “fait accompli” approach has curtailed any chance for this sweeping public
npolicy change to be informed by the opinions of the many stakeholders impacted by the new
maodel, CISRO has usurped the right of the public to be invalved in a major regulatory change in
one of Canada’s largest industries, Our system of government is designed to provide the public
a voice in policy decisions of this magnitude. The documents CISRO signed obligate Ontario to
contract with the AMF untif 2023, ten years into the future. This enormous commitment was
done by a few regufators without any public input or debate.

Nothing in your letter supports the decision to replace the LLQP with a more restrictive
and expensive model. Instead of data and analysis, CISRO offers only unsubstantiated
assumptions to defend the new model referenced in your letter. Primerica has consulted with
preeminent testing experts, Having reviewed CISRO's proposal and the current AMF exam, and
based on empirical evidence, experts project that there will be a substantial increase in the
number of “False fails” as a result of implementing a modular exam format and lower first time
pass rates. Minorities and ESL speakers, who make up a significant portion of Primerica’s sales
force, in particular, will be disproportionately susceptible to false fails. Moreover, increased
difficulty levels also negatively will impact minority participation rates.

P rhe MOU was matle effective as of June 15, 2012, Section 3.1 pf the MOU contemplates that the Participation Agreement be
antared into 35 soon as possible, and ro later than 90 days afier the sffective date of the MOU {being June 15, 2012), CRISRO
members committed to sign the Participation Agreement and even agreed to financial penalties if they failed to do so, The
AMF's work on the new licencisg scheme began before the public had an opportunity to comment.
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The impact on successful licensure rates and participation rates is further magnified by
the dramatic increase in costs to obtain a license under the new model. According to CISRQ's
own figures, the new program at a minimum will increase the cost to obtain a ficense by 65%.
This amount could be twice that base depending on how many re-takes may be required to
ultimately pass the 4 modules of the exam. From Primerica’s experience, a fee increase of thig
magnitude discourages a significant number of potential licensees, Further, this cost does not
even inctude the societal harm that comes from the Joss of jobs in the insurance industry and
the increased strain on public resources as access to insurance products diminishes with the
anticipated decline in Canada’s licenced agent population. Finally, the funding approach puts
the overwhelming financial burden for the program on Primerica, even though other insurers
are larger in size.

Respectfully, the proposed cost of the program itself is unsupportable, Costing
benchmarks from other jurisdictions confirm that the administration of a professional and
updated insurance licensing program can be achieved at a significantly smaller expense. Hiring
the AMF as a “vendor” to build the licensing exams and administer the pragram without any
competitive procirement process has contributed to the excessive costs. The expense of the
new program will be borne by the public as the cost of insurance rises to accommodate the
costs of CISRO’s licensing regime. [t is incumbent on CISRO, as a representative of government
agencies, to adhere to a public, competitive bidding process in seiecting its service provider.
Contracting with the AMF as a vendor hehind closed dogrs is no substitute for conducting a
proper public procurement,

As far as we know, CISRO made no effort to measure the impact of its charge on the
public’s access to insurance. Since the number of licensed representatives in a province
corretates closely with insurance coverage rates, fewer candidates applying for and achieving
licensure will translate into less access to term life instrance for middle income consumers.
Had a proper consuitation and cost/benefit analysis accurred, this consequence would have
been considered.

Indeed, the absence of public input means that the only licensing model considered was
the one CISRO decided met its own needs. Primerica is aware of a number of alternatives that
will improve the current LLQP while avolding the harm that results from adoption of the
Quebec Model. These include, amongst others, raising licensing fees to generate $250,000 a
year to be used to update and maintain the LLQP, engaging in a competitive procurement
process to identify private sector professional testing service providers, and creating a
graduated licensing system in liey of imposing the one-size-fits-all madular format.

The availability of alternatives demonstrates why it is necessary that CISRO engage in a
genuine consultative process. It is axiomatic that a cha nge of this size should not be conceived,
and orchestrated, in private. It is only through public examinaticn and a proper rute-making
process that an appropriate analysis can be conducted and the right solution identified.
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It never is too late to correct a wrong. Respectfully, we ask that CISRO comply with its
obligations and the public’s expectation, and work with Primerica and industry to reach a
resolution that balances the regulatory needs with the legitimate public interest concerns.

Sincerely,

{Original signed)
John A. Adams CPA, CA
Chief Executive Officer
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INSURANCE COUNCILS 31C - 2631 28th Ave.  Regina SK 545 6X2
B OF SASKATCHEWAN Tel: 306.347.0862 Fax: 306.347.0525

February 5, 2014

Mr. John A. Adams

Chief Executive Officer

Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada
2000 Argentia Road, Plaza V, Suite 300
Mississauga ON L5N 2R7

Dear Mr. Adams:

Thank you for your letter of November 12, 2013 expressing Primerica’s continuing
concerns regarding proposed changes to the life insurance licensing program in
Canada. | wouid like to apologize for taking so long to reply. It has been a busy couple
of months.

My comments herein will speak to the various concemns that you raised in your letter,

1. No meaningful consultation process has occurred

The following outlines the phases of the project which have been completed to date,
with an indication of stakeholder involvement in the consultation process.

» Occupational Analysis Workshops — The CISRO team completed workshops
across the country with more than 80 licensees to review and update its profile of
the knowledge and skills required for entry-level life insurance licensees.

¥

Competency Profile — The data gathered in the workshops was used to create a
Competency Profile, which summarized the knowledge and skills required for
entry-level life insurance licensees. The original project plan did not include a
specific stakeholder consultation process on this document. (This was to be
completed in the next step). At the request of stakeholders, the CISRQ team
completed an online stakeholder consultation survey specific to the Competency
Profile. More than 750 industry representatives responded. More than 90%
indicated that the profile was complete and 98% answered that all of the
competencies and components were relevant.

> Curriculum Pesign Document — The CISRO team, through its website, asked for
industry “subject matter experts” to assist with the completion of the Curriculum
Design Document (CDD). These subject matter experts were drawn from current
licensees, company representatives, industry associations and course providers.
A committee of subject matter experts and educational team representatives was
created for each projected course module. These committees were asked to
define the Competency Components, Sub-components and Contents of the
Curriculum Design Document, i.e. to define the knowledge and skills that
would/should be tested as part of the licensing exam process. CISRO published
the Curriculum Design Document, and again completed an online stakeholder

CD'){S'|§3UHOD)|S'MMM
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consultation survey specific to the CDD. More than 650 industry representatives
responded, with more than 86% supportive of the course contents on every
proposed module. It should aiso be noted that at Primerica’s request, we
included one of your representatives on all of the working committees. This was
the only individual who participated in alt of the groups.

Proposed Moduies — The layout of projected course moduies considered input
from industry stakeholders. CISRO proposed the following modules:

Life Insurance — Individual and Group

Accident & Sickness Insurance — individual and Group

Insurance Investment Products — Annuities and Segregated Funds
Law, Taxation and Ethics

Q00O

Based on feedback from industry stakeholders, our Governance Committee is
now recommending that the Taxation part of the course be included in the
product-specific modules. The fourth module would therefore be “Law and
Ethics”.

Transition Issues — Stakeholders have expressed concerns that the changes
proposed could have a negative impact on candidate success rates. The CISRO
team has undertaken to define a transition plan to the new exam structure to
mitigate any unintended negative impact.

Exam Administration — Stakeholder feedback has indicated concerns with
jurisdictionai differences in the way that current LLQP exams are administered
(i.e. frequency of exam sittings, wait times when bocking exams, etc.) The
CISRO team has undertaken to create Exam Administration guidelines to be
distributed to all jurisdictions to help address these concerns.

Course Content Development — A committee of subject matter experts and
educational team representatives has been created for each projected module.
These committees will be asked to create the study material for each module
based on the Competency Components, Sub-components and Contents of the
Curriculum Design Document. Again, these subject matter experts are drawn
from current licensees, company representatives, industry associations and
course providers.

Timing of Introduction of the Changes — In its initial communications to
stakeholders, CISRO indicated that the target date for implementation of the
proposed changes was September, 2015. Industry associations, course
providers, and some insurance companies have suggested that a January 1
introduction would be more manageable. CISRO has agreed to delay
implementation until January 1, 2016 based on this feedback.
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2. CISRO members signed agreements that were kept secret until public
disclosure was inevitable

CISRO members signed a generic Memorandum of Understanding in June 2012. Every
aspect of the intended plan to review LLQP was communicated at an initial stakeholder
meeting held in Toronto on July 5, 2012, and subsequent stakeholder meetings held in
Toronto in October 2012 and January 2013.

CISRO members signed a more detailed Participation Agreement in April 2013 (first
signature Aprit 7, 2013). A stakeholder meeting was held in Toronto on April 9, 2013,
and the presentation (which was posted on CISRO’s website immediately following the
meeting) specifically mentions that a legal agreement had been completed between
jurisdictions. Every aspect of the proposed changes to the LLQP program outlined in
that agreement has been communicated clearly and repeatedly at various stakeholder
meetings. CISRO received no requests for copies of the agreement until a Freedom of
Information request was received by Ontario and Quebec. At that point, CISRO
decided to post the agreements on our website.

3. Lack of consultation violates commitments made to Primerica as a Course
Provider

The details of the consultation process to date are outlined in section 1 above. CISRO
jurisdictions currently operate under a Letter of Intent with course providers. The
proposed changes to LLQP have been undertaken in accordance with the terms of
those Letters of intent.

4. Experts project that the proposed modular approach will result in a
substantial increase in the number of “false fails”

Primerica had indicated in meetings with me (circa fall 2012) that it had expert studies
supporting this concern. At that meeting, | asked for copies of those studies. To date,
no such information has been provided to our Committee for review.

The concept of “false fails” also requires some examination. A Life and A&S licence in
Canada allows the licensee to do the following:

Sell individual and group life insurance products;

Sell individual and group accident and sickness products;

Sell investment-type insurance products like annuities and segregated funds; and
In the process of selling one of the above products, to have their clients enter into
legal contracts with insurance companies covering those products.

VVYVY
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Under the currently proposed layout of modules (and assuming that the curricutum is
correctly designed) a potential licensee who fails one of the modules will have
demonstrated one of the following:

A lack of sufficient understanding of life insurance products;

A lack of sufficient understanding of accident and sickness insurance products;
A lack of sufficient understanding of insurance investment-type products, or

A lack of sufficient understanding of concepts related to the legal implications of
the contracts being signed by consumers.

VYV
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CISRO is suggesting that those should not be considered “false fails”. Demonstrating
sufficient proficiency in each of those subject areas should be a minimum requirement
to hold a license that allows for the sale of those products, and the placement of the
related legal contracts.

In fact, it is the opposite problem that CISRO seeks to address — that the current
process results in “false passes”. Inherent in Primerica’s argument about increased
failure rate is the reality that currently applicants are being licensed to sell products that
they do not have sufficient minimum levels of proficiency to sell. As has been noted to
stakeholders in general, and Primerica specifically, this issue is further complicated by
the fact that at least one course provider has advised students not to study certain
sections of the current course material, based on the limited number of questions on the
exam covering those sections.

That said, CISRO has indicated that the intention of the changes is not to lower the
pass rates, but rather to have licensees who are better prepared to sell the products
covered by their licenses. Among other things, the changes also contemplate
improvements in question structure (including readability), and the elimination of
terminology problems that exist between the current courses and the LLQP exam.
These changes should help the audience that you identify specifically in your letter, i.e.
the English Second Language students. -

5. CISRO is abandoning LLQP and adopting the “Quebec Model”

As indicated in my July 2013 letter to you, and at various stakeholder meetings
throughout the project, CISRO is not abandoning LLQP and adaopting the Quebec
Model.

This issue is fully addressed in my July 2013 letter.

Page 258 of 267 Page



6. No cost-benefit analysis was completed

As we have noted in various stakeholder communications, the current life licensing
education fandscape is as follows:

» Quebec has their own iife licensing education program;

» All other jurisdictions in Canada (except BC) operate under the national LLQP
program, with a common Curriculum Design Document, and common
examinations;

> British Columbia uses the same Curriculum Design Document as LLQP, but has
a separate databank of exam guestions, and separate exams;

> Saskatchewan has a separate Segregated Fund requirement, and a separate
exam covering our Bylaws,

As CISRO began its examination of the changes required to the Governance model for
LLQP, and the need for the program to undergo a full review, the following summarizes
the scenario that was in place:

» Quebec had announced that it would be completing a review of its current
program;

» British Columbia had announced plans to do a complete review of the Curriculum
Design Document. [ would suggest that inherent in the BC announcement was
the possibility that they would be moving away from the common LLQP
Curriculum Design Document.

» The Life Insurance Council of Saskatchewan had discussed possible changes to
its current Segregated Fund requirement, which would have included a separate
exam for Segregated Funds. LICS agreed to put those discussions on hold
pending the exploration of a national solution.

» The remaining CISRO jurisdictions had determined that a full review of the LLQP
was necessary based on stakeholder feedback received, including a presentation
to CISRO that was requested by your organization.

In the absence of a harmonized solution, there would have been four review projects
undertaken by various jurisdictions, with movement away from a common industry
standard. The scope and cost of those multiple reviews were projected to be greater
than the cost associated with CISRO’s current proposed approach, and would have
resulted in movement towards four separate life licensing education programs in
Canada.

CISRO reviewed various options available, and concluded that the proposed course of
action would be less costly than the multiple reviews that were planned, would create
one harmonized life license education program instead of moving us towards four
separate programs, and would support the principles outlined in the Agreement on
Internal Trade that had been signed by all jurisdictions in Canada.
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In conclusion, we continue to believe there are sound, defensible, consumer-related
and/or industry-related reasons for each of the aspects of the LLQP program we are
upgrading.

We also continue to believe that open and frequent dialogue with stakeholders is the
best path to a successful implementation of the upgrades we are proposing. We value
your feedback and appreciate that you have taken the time to address your concerns in
writing. We look forward to your continuing input as the project moves forward.

Sincerely,

Ron Fullan
Executive Director, Insurance Councils of Saskatchewan.
Chair, CISRO

c.c. Al CISRO Member Jurisdictions
All CCIR Member Jurisdictions

Page 260 of 267 Page



Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Friday, February 7, 2014 9:47 AM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX

Ce: Anderson, Arlene FIN:EX

Subject: FW: Primerica Update - LLQP Project

Attachments: Feb 5, 2014 Letter to Primerica.docx; Primerica Letter-Nov 2013.pdf; July 22, 2013 Letter

to Primerica.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Harry: Thanks!

Marcus: Note the trade concerns in the email from Sask below. | would suggest Arlene share the materials with BC
trade folks so they are aware of the potential issue.

mes, Harry FIN:EX
iday, February 7, 2014 7:58 AM
on, Brian FIN:EX; Gili, Marcus A FIN:EX
ong, Frank FIN:EX

,ect: FW: Primerica Update - LLQP Project

Brian/Marcus,

Just so you are aware, Primerica is still expressing concerns about the changes CISRO is proposing to make to the LLQP.

{ farry James

Director, Policy Initiatives

Financial Tnstitutions Commission

Sutte 2800, Box 12116 | 355 West Hastings | Vuncouver, BC | Vol3 4N6
Phone 604 660-1933 | Fax 604 660-3365

www fic.qov.be.ca

g,% Please consider the environment before printing this email

Unless otherwise agreed expressly in wiiting by the atithor, this communication is to be treated as confidential and the information in it
may not be used or disclosed except for the purpose for which it has been sent. it is infended only for the use of the person to whomn it
is addressed. Any distribution, copying or use by anyone else is strictly prohibited. If you have recefved this e-malil in error, please
telephone me immediately and destroy this e-mail

From: Carol Shevlin [mailto:Carol.Shevlin@fsco.gov.on.ca]

Sent: Friday, February 7, 2014 6:33 AM

To: Angela Mazerolle; Brad Geddes; Carol Shevlin; Rogers, Carolyn FIN:EX; Charles Johnston; Dan Carlson; Doug Doak;
Mclean, Doug B FIN:EX; Doug Murphy; Fiona.Charbonneau; Grant Swanson; Ian McIntosh; Jim Scalena; Julien Reid;
Mark Prefontaine; Nathalie Sirois ; Patrick Dery; Penny Lee; Peter Blandy; Phil Howell; Robert Bradiey

Cc: Alayne Brygadyr-McCoy ; Alex Lambrecht; Anatol Monid; Ann Baksh; Bartosz Chrostowski; Bev Blakestey; CCIR-

CCRRA; Craig Whalen; Darlene Hall; Darrell Leadbetter; David Weir; Dawn Madassa; Denis Poirier ; Eric Stevenson ;

1
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Chong, Frank FIN:EX; James, Harry FIN:EX; Heather Grace; Heidi Davison; Jackie Grant; Janice Callbeck; Jean-Francois
Routhier; Jennifer Calder; Julie Demers; Karen Steele; Withnell, Kiah FIN:EX; Laurie Balfour; Lesley Thomson, Letitia
Miclescu; Louise Gauthier; Margaret Rowe; Marie-Claude Mailhot; Maric Beaudoin ; Martha Desouza; Martin Ship; Grist,
Michael FIN:EX; Nelly Ching; Nicole Beaulieu; Nurez Jiwani; Wangkhang, Pamela FIN:EX; Peter Burston; Phillip McInnis;
Rachel Olaso-Pezeshkian; Ron Fullan; Saveria Villanti; Scott Moore; Seta Singh; Shonna Neil; Stephane Langlois; Sussana
Lecusay; Tom Golfetto; Usha Anandarajah; Wiltiam Ngu

Subject: FW: Primerica Update - LLQP Project

CCIR members,
Forwarding from Ron Fullan.

Carol

From: Fullan, Ron (ICS) [mailto:Ron.Fulla
Sent: February-06-14 3:02 PM

To: CISRO

Cc: Caral Shevlin

Subject; Primerica Update - LLQP Project

TO: All CISRO Members

cC: Carol Shevlin {for distribution to CCIR Members) <,
f write to update you on two issues related to Primerica and CISRO’s LLQP project. - R

. '.\;a*
First, | have compieted a response to Primerica’s most recent letter outlining concerns with the LLOP - ‘0&-5?,&
my response {dated February 5, 2014} is attached. For reference | have aiso attached a scanned copy o d'QG'
November 12, 2013 fetter which autlines their concerns. Finatly, | have attached a copy of my July 22, 20 oc‘r 3
| have referred to it in the current letter. If you have any questions concerning any of these items, please\lx &°

s.13,5.16

If there are any further developments in this area, | will pass along an update at that point.

Ron Fullan

i

w2 received this Message 01 @110, $ie4se nolify me Immedistely and deloie this ernall sngd any stachments without Sogying. distribuling or disclosing
5

sr errour, veulilez nous B0 aviser mmédisiement et détruire ce cowris! pinst que toute pisce Kinte @0 vous abatsnan den faira
- conteris.
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® PriMERICA o s s
Plara v, Suite 300
Mississanga, DN LGN 2R7

Mailing Addressfadresse postame:
PO, fox 174/C 1 174
Mr. Ron Fullan Streetsville, ON L5M 2B8

Chairperson, CISRO _
Executive Director insurance Council of Saskatchewan
310 - 2631 - 28" Avenue

Regina SK 545 6X3

Dear Mr. Fulian:

Re: Individual Stakehoider Sessions

We write in response to your invitation, extended through the CLHIA and through Pat
Chamberlain, to meet with industry stakeho!ders on a one-on-one basis.

As you know. Primerica always has made time to meet with regulators and public officials upon
their request on a variety of matters. We befieve it is incumbent upon us as a major Canadian
insurer, to maintain a dialogue with our regulatory bodies. Moreover, as the Company with the
targest stake in life insurance producer licensing and as a course provider, we believe our views
should be (and, indeed, must be) solicited prior to any change to the LLQP.

We are certain you would appreciate, however, that the opportunity to have a genuine
‘consultation” with the industry, and with us, regarding the decision to replace the LLQP, passed
the moment CISRO entered inta a Memorandum of Understanding and began the process of
implementing the new regime and signing a Participation Agreement. This commitment was
entered into without any stakeholder input and prior to any public disclosure that significant
revisions were being made to the LLQP. With respect, there is simply ro legitimate argument
that room exists today — much less before today — for conversations to change these
commitments to retain the AMF to administer a muiti-modular, epen book licensing examination
throughout the provinces. Binding agreements had been signed with substantial financial
penaities attached before these one-one meetings were contemplated.

We agree that bona fide consultations are required, and never have taken place. However,
CISRO cannot have a legitimate consuitation unless the Memorandum of Understanding and
Participation Agreement are set aside. We are prepared to meet with you in person fo discuss in
more detail the process issues we have raised regarding the LLQP replacement and whether it
would be possible to set aside the Agreements in order to consult on the LLQP. Please let us
know if you are open to having that conversation.

Yours truly,

Y «Qo-{.ﬂ—-r“-‘ -

ms, CPA, CA

Chief Executive Officer

Frimeeca {hem Frimenca Life nsurasce PFSL Invesiments
Services Ing, Company ol Canada Cansla Lid.

Los Services 4 la Clleniély . La Compagnie dassurance-yip Les Placements PESL
Primerica Int. Primerfca du Canada du Canada Lide
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""‘-H..._\_‘_\__\_\_\_\_
4 INSURANCE COUNCILS 310- 2631 28th Ave.  Regina SK S4S 6X3
“ OF SASKATCHEWAN Tel: 306.347.0862 Fax: 306.347.0525

March 10, 2014

Mr. John A. Adams

Chief Executive Officer

Primerica Life Insurance Company of Canada
2000 Argentia Road, Plaza V, Suite 300
Mississauga ON L5N 2R7

Bear Mr. Adams:

| write in response to your tundated letter to me titled “Individual Stakeholder Sessions”,
which was delivered via email on February 7, 2014 by Steven Ellingson, Government
Relations Analyst with your company. A copy of your letter is attached.

Our LLQP Governance Commitiee is obviously disappointed that your organization
chose not to participate in our one-on-one stakeholder consultation meetings in Toronto
on February 10, 2014.

We conducted a total of seven stakeholder sessions that day. The feedback we
received was very positive concering the level of stakeholder communication that has
been included in our consultation process, the transparency of the process, and also
regarding our adherence to recognized curriculum development standards.

You did indicate in your letter that you were prepared to meet with me in person to
discuss in more detail the process issues you have raised regarding the changes being
made to the LLQP. As | have indicated in the past, | am prepared to meet with
stakeholder groups at any time to continue the open dialogue necessary to ensure a
successful implementation of the upgrades we are proposing.

Sincerely,

Ron Fullan
Executive Director, Insurance Councils of Saskatchewan.

Chair, CISRO

c.c. All CISRO Member Jurisdictions
All CCIR Member Jurisdictions

DD')iS’“:JUﬂOD)'S‘MMM
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Wood, Heather FIN:EX

e e S S e g
From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2015 4:40 PM
To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX
Cc: Toovey, Kari FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Heather: we spoke to Gerry and he indicated, with respect to you questions that:

1. Interms in timing, the original request for applicants was only a few months ago and the applications were only
received in June/July. So the timing of their decision is not out of line with the process. More generally, it has
been a long standing Insurance Council goal to not have individual companies as course providers, going back to
the original implication of the LLQP in the early 2000s. Therefore, the Council position should not, in Gerry’s
view, be of great surprise to the companies.

2. Gerry feels that they are harmonized with other provinces on the substance of the new approach to the LLQP
but it was always agreed that each province would have the final say on course providers. Overall, Council
believes it is in the public interest that independent educational institutions specializing in financial services be
the course providers, or at a minimum be responsible for certifying completion of the course.

Gerry feels that for most of the companies, this will not be a major change in their program, nor increase costs, as they
already obtain course materials from these independent providers and they already generally provide a certificate to
the students about completion of the course (or at least the companies using Advocis).

s.13,5.16

s.13,5.16

We will prepare a draft information note for you to brief the DM with.s.13,5.16
5.13,5.16

Brian

From: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 3:35 PM
To: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Cc: Toovey, Kari FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: RE: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Brian,

Yes please and we will brief Kim, since | think we know now that she at least (if not the MO) will be receiving requests
from Primerica and perhaps other insurance companies for meetings. | am curious about why these course providers

1
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are only receiving about 3 months of notice about the change ands-16
.16 I also find some of the Council’s arguments to be stronger than others.

Heather

From: Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 3:05 PM
To: Wood, Heather FIN:EX

Cc: Toovey, Kari FIN:EX; Gill, Marcus A FIN:EX
Subject: FW: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Heather: It appears that the LLQP may well raise significant interest again. Marcus has suggested we talk to Gerry and
get further background but I imagine you would like an IN or BN or some N for the Minister’s information. Brian

From: Gerry Matier [mailto:gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2015 2:15 PM

To: James, Harry FIN:EX; Dillon, Brian FIN:EX

Subject: Insurance Council of B.C. - LLQP

Hi Harry/Brian

[ want to provide you with a heads up of a decision recently made by Council regarding the upcoming changes
to the Life Licensing Qualification Program (LLQP), which is the licensing requirement for obtaining a life
insurance agent's licence.

5.13,5.16

s.21

5.13,5.16
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5.16 I expect you may be

hearing from one or more of the companies affected by this decision.

cheers

Gerry

Gerald Matier | Executive Director| Insurance Council of British Columbia
Suite 300, 1040 West Georgia Street, PO Box 7, Vancouver, BC V6E 4H1

T: 604-688-0321 ext. 311 | D: 604-685-2001

Toll Free Within BC: 1-877-688-0321

gmatier@insurancecouncilofbc.com | www.insurancecouncilofbc.com

WARNING - CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail message and any attachments thereto are intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which it is
addressed and contains information that is confidential and may be privileged and exempt from disclosure. Any
distribution, copying or disclosure is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return email and delete the message unread without making any copies. Thank you.

Page 267 of 267 Pag




