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October 1, 2020 

Brett Konyu 
Director, Member Education & Membership Services  
Mutual Fund Dealers Association of Canada  
121 King Street West, Suite 1000 Toronto, ON M5H 3T9  
bkonyu@mfda.ca 
 

Re: MFDA Consultation Paper on Account Transfers (Bulletin #0823-P) 
 

Dear Mr. Brett: 

PFSL Investments Canada Ltd (“PFSL”) appreciates the opportunity to provide our comments to the MFDA’s 
Consultation on Account Transfers.   
 
About Primerica 

PFSL is a member of the Primerica Financial Services Canada group of Companies (“Primerica”).   
Primerica is a leading distributor of basic savings and protection products to middle-income households 
throughout Canada. In addition to PFSL, a mutual fund dealer, our Canadian corporate group includes a 
mutual fund manager (PFSL Management Ltd.) and a life insurance company (Primerica Life Insurance 
Company of Canada).  Primerica has been serving the Canadian public since 1986. Our mutual fund dealer 
contracts with the largest independent mutual fund sales force in the country with almost 6,600 Approved 
Persons (“APs”) and administers over $14 billion of client investments, the vast majority of which serve the 
saving needs of middle-income Canadians. Our life insurance company contracts over 12,000 licensed life 
insurance agents across the country, protecting Canadian families with over $120 billion of term life 
insurance.  
 
Primerica dedicates its efforts to providing middle-income families with access to simple, yet essential 
products and service through one of the nation’s largest and exclusive (captive) sales force. We consider 
our focus on middle-income Canadians one of the distinguishing features of our company since they are 
often overlooked by other financial service providers, particularly those providing personal advice. With this 
experience and a focus on preserving access to affordable financial products, we submit our comment to 
the MFDA. 
 
Preamble 
 
Primerica commends the MFDA for initiating preliminary discussions to identify circumstances that 
contribute to delays in the transfer of assets and potential solutions to improve the process. Primerica is 
very supportive of a standardized process that ensures the timely and orderly transfers of client accounts. 
We agree with the MFDA that unnecessary delays and confusion in processing account transfers ultimately 
have a detrimental impact on clients. Following, we provide our detailed comments and highlight concerns 
we believe the MFDA should take into consideration. 
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PFSL’s Key Concerns are as follows: 

• Lack of standardized transfer-out Forms and processes; 

• Difficulty in identifying the proper contact information of relinquishing institutions when inquiring 
about the status of transfer-out requests; 

• Rejection of submitted transfer Forms, without explanation and proper remediation process; 

• Requiring documentation and practices that are inconsistent with modern financial services 
practices, such as requiring a client to confirm a transfer request in-person or requiring a wet 
signature as opposed to a digital signature with Signature Guarantee; 

• Lack of appropriate and reasonable timelines from the time of an In Good Order request is received 
to the actual release of funds;  

• Certain financial institutions / dealers with “business conservation” activities built into their 
outbound transfer process, unnecessarily delaying In Good Order requests, often casting doubt in 
the client’s mind about their investment choices. 
 

PFSL’s Key Recommendations are as follows: 

• If a transfer-out request is In Good Order it should be treated the same as a redemption, with no 
unnecessary delays in processing.  If it isn’t In Good Order, the reason for rejection should be 
clearly communicated to the receiving institution on a timely basis.  The relinquishing institution 
should put the interest of the client ahead of their business preservation interests; 

• Where applicable, regulatory examinations should focus on timeliness of processing from the point 
at which a request is In Good Order; 

• Acceptance of verified / Guaranteed e-signatures, as opposed to requiring wet signatures in all 
cases; 

• Facilitate the adoption of new technology, without mandating a specific technology solution; 

• Facilitate the adoption of electronic banking transfers between institutions instead of sending 
physical cheques. 

 
Our Experience and Anecdotal Examples 
 
In deference to our competitors, we will not name specific financial institutions in our public comment 
letter.  Our experience over the years is that a number of organizations – both large and small – appear to 
have embedded business preservation practices, and in some cases little transparency and consistency in 
their transfer-out practices.  This in turn causes delays in account transfers, often to the detriment of clients 
who may lose out on timely investment opportunity.  We asked Approved Persons to provide us with a few 
specific examples of these types of activities they have encountered recently, and we would be happy to 
confidentially provide the MFDA details on the specific cases we’ve encountered. 
 
For the record, PFSL and its affiliated companies have deliberately avoided building “business conservation” 
processes into our operations because we believe a transfer-out request, signed by a client, and otherwise 
In Good Order should be processed as efficiently and effectively as possible.  It’s an obligation we have to 
our clients, even when they are moving on to another financial institution.  We expect our competitors to 
do the same, and we expect the regulators to ensure that timeliness of trade requirements are enforced 
whether it be a redemption or a transfer-out request. 
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Below are some examples of the kinds of practices we have encountered that resulted in delays: 

• Clients receiving emails and phone calls to reconsider the transfer request; 

• Representatives having to call, fax, and email requests multiple times and receiving nothing more 
than a generic reply by email stating hours of operation, etc.; 

• No clear point of contact in organizations to follow up on outstanding transfer requests; 

• Sending back the transfer request claiming it is Not In Good Order, without providing an 
explanation of the problem.  This usually results in multiple submissions of the same 
documentation; 

• Requesting original wet signatures instead of accepting fax or e-signature requests; 

• Requesting that the client sign the transfer request in person, witnessed by a branch official; 

• Claiming to accept fax transfer requests, but unable to confirm whether a fax has been received; 

• Requesting Forms that may not be applicable, such as a formal Transfer Form for Non-Registered 
accounts (which may not exist and is not legally required); 

• Requesting that a senior citizen client go into a branch office in person to pick-up a bank draft for 
the transfer amount. 

 
Conclusion 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this important MFDA consultation.  We would like 
to add that we have worked with the industry on the IFIC response and agree with their direction and 
recommendations. As always, we remain open to discussion and willing to work with the MFDA during the 
consultation and beyond.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
[Original Signed by] 
 
John Adams, CPA, CA 
Chief Executive Officer 


