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Dear Sir,  
 
Re:  Proposed MFDA Rule 1.2.6 and Policy No. 9 

Bulletin #0788 – P Continuing Education (CE) Accreditation Process 
 

 
Portfolio Strategies Corporation (“PSC”) is a Calgary-based dealer that is a member of the Mutual 
Fund Dealers Association of Canada (“MFDA”) and registered as a mutual fund dealer and exempt 
market dealer in Alberta, British Columbia, Northwest Territories, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, 
Ontario, and Quebec, and as an investment fund manager in Alberta and Ontario.  
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on Proposed MFDA Rule 1.2.6 and CE 
Accreditation Process Policy No. 9 published on July 19, 2019.  
 
II. PURPOSE 

 
As per the MFDA Bulletin #0788 – P, the proposed new MFDA Rule 1.2.6 and Policy No. 9 were 
created with the intent of identifying an appropriate accreditation process for the MFDA’s CE 
requirements. Our comment letter contains responses to the specific questions posed in the 
Discussion Paper, as requested.  
 
III. ACCREDITATION PROCESS 
 
1. Should the MFDA directly accredit CE activity or delegate the task in the 
manner suggested? Why or why not? 
 
The MFDA should delegate the accreditation of CE activity to existing entities in the manner 
suggested, to reduce costs that will ultimately be borne by registrants; the MFDA should assign 
the task of accrediting CE activity to a third party MFDA Delegate, that has existing, established 
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accreditation methods in addition to industry knowledge and experience. The MFDA should not 
directly accredit CE activity, as they do not appear to have the expertise required to determine 
appropriate accreditation of CE courses, nor do they have the additional time or staff required 
to manage the accreditation process. Understanding that the task of accrediting CE content 
could become a heavy burden on the MFDA’s resources, rather than hire additional staff to 
manage this process, the MFDA should outsource their accreditation authority to an already 
established third party MFDA delegate.  
 
2. Please provide details of alternatives we should consider. 
 
The MFDA could use recognized course providers as Third Party Accreditors, such as the 
Continuing Education Course Accreditation Process (CECAP), the Business Career College, the 
Institute for Advanced Financial Education (the Institute), or the educational arm of the 
Investment Funds Institute of Canada (IFSE). It is our belief that the institutions listed here 
would not jeopardize their credible reputations as recognized course providers, with a 
shortsighted goal of obtaining illegitimate course accreditation. For this reason, we disagree 
that the MFDA Delegate would need to be prohibited from being a Third Party Accreditor, as 
suggested in the Bulletin #0788 – P. 
 
3. Are there any specific entities, or type of third parties that should or should not 
be considered for recognition? Please provide details. 
 
The following entities should be considered for recognition as Third Party Accreditors: CECAP, 
the Business Career College, the Institute, provincial Insurance Councils and the Canadian Anti-
Money Laundering Institute (CAMLI). Ethics, financial planning and investing in segregated 
funds are some examples of relevant industry topics that could be considered for CE 
accreditation.  
 
4. Do you agree with the standards proposed for the Third Party Accreditors? 
 
The standards proposed seem reasonable, but it is unclear why the Third Party Accreditors 
would need 5 years of experience acting as a non-profit professional body. If the said party is 
neither recognized as an accredited SRO, nor is acting as a non-profit professional body, 
according to Appendix “B” they will not qualify to apply as a Third Party Accreditor; we are 
concerned that this proposed requirement may discourage new, capable entrants from 
applying. 
 
5. Do you agree with the fees explained above? Why or why not? 
 
The non-refundable fee of $1,500 per CE cycle to cover the review of new applications as well 
as ongoing assessments of Third Party Accreditors seems reasonable, with the understanding 
that the CE cycle will be triennial.  
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The non-refundable fee structure for accreditation of CE activity by the MFDA (or an MFDA 
Delegate) of $375 for 1 to 5 credits, and $75 per CE credit hour for each credit over 5 credits, 
seems quite costly given the mandatory nature of the approval process, and that it will be 
charged on top of the non-refundable $1,500 fee per CE cycle. Some Providers may be 
discouraged from offering courses to Approved Persons due to these substantial, associated 
costs. In addition, it is unclear why the MFDA is attempting to match the CSF Accreditation 
schedule & pricing; further clarification on this matter is required. 
 
The $300 CE Activity Filing Fee for each CE activity filed on the MFDA CERTS seems rather 
unreasonable; there should not be an additional fee charged to Providers for filing their CE 
activities within the program, given they will already be paying fees for course accreditation. 
Given the proposed regulatory requirement stating that Providers must file their CE activity on 
MFDA CERTS, it creates a conflict to impose a rule and then charge a fee to comply. Rather than 
extract additional fees from Providers, the MFDA could potentially allocate funds from existing 
Member dues to partially cover the costs of the MFDA CERTS.  
 
IV. CE PROCESS CONSIDERATIONS 
 
1. Do these workflows appear reasonable? If not, please provide 
alternatives. 
 
Yes, these workflows appear reasonable. 
 
2. Should standards be set for Members and Providers to update the 
MFDA CERTS on a regular basis? Why or why not? 
 
Yes, minimum standards should be set for Members and Providers to update the 
MFDA CERTS on a regular basis. A year-end, annual deadline seems reasonable, since we can 
expect that Approved Persons will complete their CE activities closer to the given deadline; for 
this reason, tracking Approved Persons’ CE credit progress on a quarterly basis would just 
become an unnecessary administrative burden on Members. 
 
3. If yes, please advise if you prefer a fixed, regular calendar date or a date 
relating to the date the activity was taken. 
 
A fixed, regular calendar date of November 30th would be the preferred 
deadline, as such a date would give Members an entire month to review and correct any 
inaccurate data reported by Providers and Approved Persons on the MFDA CERTS, as well as 
ensure CE requirements have been met, before applying for Approved Persons’ year-end 
license renewals on the NRD.  
 
4. Do you have any suggestions regarding user reporting? 
 
The ongoing reporting suggestions provided by the MFDA seem reasonable 
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and fair. Approved Persons could potentially login to the MFDA CERTS using their individual 
NRD number and a unique password, in order to enter CE Activity directly into the MFDA 
CERTS. Approved Persons should be responsible for entering their own CE activities into the 
MFDA CERTS, taking full ownership of truthfully declaring that they legitimately passed each 
course. 
 
5. Do you think that Members should be able to control the access of their 
Participants (Approved Persons) to the MFDA CERTS to be read-only 
access? 
 
No, Members should not be able to control the access of Approved Persons to 
the MFDA CERTS to be read-only access. As mentioned in our response to question 4., 
Approved Persons should be responsible for entering their own CE activities into the MFDA 
CERTS; in order to do so, they would be required to have access to the system that is more 
comprehensive than “read-only”. 
 
6. Do you have an internal CE tracking system? If yes, do you plan on using 
this system to upload information to MFDA CERTS? 
 
Portfolio Strategies does not have an internal CE tracking system. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments. If the MFDA has any questions or 
requires additional clarification, we would be pleased to discuss our comments further. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
“Mark Kent” 
 
Mark S. Kent, CFA, CLU 
President & CEO 
Portfolio Strategies Corporation 


