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Abstract

This study examines why some current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries with the ability to unlock some or all of their pension savings chose to so do and

uses these findings to assess and recommend alternatives to the current locking-in of private

pension benefits in British Columbia. The primary source of information is a survey of members

of the Canadian Association for the Fifty Plus, which reveals that, given the opportunity, 29 per

cent choose to unlock for mostly re-investment purposes. Detailed statistical analysis further

reveals that respondents with less conservative investment preferences, lower household income

and smaller pensions are more likely to unlock. The policy alternatives are assessed on the basis

of cost to government, stakeholder acceptability, effectiveness and taxpayer risk. This study

recommends that British Columbia repeal its existing provision for unlocking of small monthly

pensions and adopt 25 per cent unconditional unlocking.

Keywords:

Financial Hardship; Locked-in; Private Pension; Small Monthly Pension; Unconditional
Unlocking

Subject Terms:

Finance; Pensions; Retirement Income Security; Savings and Investment
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Executive Summary

This study utilizes a policy analysis approach to explore options to the locking-in of

private pension benefits in British Columbia (BC). Specifically, this study proposes alternatives

designed to provide greater flexibility in retirement income planning and consumption while

minimizing the risks associated with relaxing withdrawal restrictions on retirement savings.

The primary source of information is a survey of 364 current and former private pension

plan members and beneficiaries with the ability to unlock at least some of their private pension

savings. The sample was drawn from members of the Canadian Association for the Fifty Plus

(CARP). The survey aims to identify why some current and former private pension plan

members and beneficiaries with the ability to unlock chose to do so while others do not.

Descriptive statistics and logistical regression are used to analyze survey data and provide the

following key findings:

• Given the opportunity, 71 per cent chose not to unlock and only 29 per cent chose to

unlock at least some of their private pension benefits;

• Those that did unlock, unlocked relatively small amounts as the median unlocked amount

was $27,000 and the median percentage of pension unlocked was 18 per cent;

38 per cent of those that unlocked did so primarily for re-investment, with 18 per cent

unlocking primarily for 'discretionary' reasons, which rises to 28 per cent when all

unlocking reasons are examined;

• 65 per cent of those that did not unlock stated that their primary reason for not doing so

was due to satisfaction with their current private pension payments;

• In comparison to those with household income under $30,000, those with household

income between $40,00 I to $60,000 are 61 per cent less likely to unlock and those with

household income between $100,001 to $120,000 are 74 per cent less likely to unlock;

• In comparison to those whose size of pension is or was in the case of those who

unlocked, under $15,000, those whose size of pension is or was between $15,001 to

$30,000 are 68 per cent less likely to unlock and those whose size of pension is or was

over $100,000 are 53 per cent less likely to unlock; and

• Those with less conservative investment preferences are 1.5 times as likely to unlock as

those who are conservative or neutral in their investment preferences.
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A combination of survey results, stakeholder interviews and existing exemptions to the

locking-in of private pension benefits available in other Canadian jurisdictions are used to

identify alternatives to the current locking-in of private pension benefits in Be. The following

alternatives are identified as potential reforms to the statutes governing private pensions in BC:

• Repealing the Existing Unlocking ofSmall Monthly Pensions would bring BC closer to

regulatory harmony with the small amounts unlocking available in other jurisdictions by

no longer allowing pensions up to $77,400 to be unlocked 100 per cent in pre-retirement;

• Targeted Unlocking based on specified circumstances of financial hardship in order to

meet financial needs of current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries in BC; and

• Allow up to 25, 50 or lOO Per Cent Unconditional Unlocking via cash withdrawal or

transfer to one or more unlocked retirement vehicles after termination of plan

membership and reaching 55 years of age.

While the three unconditional unlocking alternatives are mutually exclusive the other alternatives

are not. The proposed alternatives are assessed on the basis of cost to government, stakeholder

acceptability, effectiveness and taxpayer risk. As a result of multi-criteria policy analysis, this

study concludes by recommending that BC simultaneously repeal the existing unlocking of small

monthly pensions and introduce up to 25 per cent unconditional unlocking of locked-in pension

funds. Adopting both alternatives in unison will allow for greater flexibility in retirement income

planning and consumption for former private pension plan members and beneficiaries in BC

while reducing the risks associated with relaxing withdrawal restrictions on retirement savings

relative to the status quo. Both alternatives are supported by stakeholders and consistent with

existing provisions in other Canadian jurisdictions.
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Glossary

DC Plan

DB Plan

CAPSA

CARP

CPP

EPPA

FICOM

FSCO

FTE

GIS

ITA

LAAC

LIF

A Defined Contribution Plan is a pension plan under which benefits are determined
solely by reference to what is provided by contributions made by a member and on
a member's behalf by an employer and interest and any other amounts allocated in
respect of a member or former member.

A Defined Benefit Plan is a pension plan that is not a Defined Contribution plan.
DB plans pool employee benefits and require actuarial calculations based on age,
gender, life expectancy and other factors to determine specific employee benefits.

The Canadian Association for Pension Supervisory Authorities is a national inter
jurisdictional association of pension supervisory authorities whose purpose is to
facilitate an efficient and effective pension regulatory system in Canada.

Canadian Association for the Fifty-Plus is the largest seniors' group in Canada
with over 400,000 members.

Canada Pension Plan.

Employment Pension Plans Act. The EPPA sets standards, rules and regulations
that govern private-sector pension plans in Alberta.

Financial Institutions Commission ofBC. FICOM is the government agency that
is responsible for the regulation of private pension plans in BC.

Financial Services Commission of Ontario. FSCO is the government agency that
is responsible for the regulation of private pension plans in Ontario.

Full Time Employee.

Guaranteed Income Supplement.

Income Tax Act of Canada.

Locked-In Account Advisory Committee. The Alberta LAAC meets on a monthly
basis and may review any information filed with the Alberta Superintendent of
Pensions in consideration of applications for unlocking on the basis on financial
hardship.

Life Income Fund. A locked-in retirement income vehicle that private pension
benefits may be transferred to; subject to plan and statutory provisions. LIFs are
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LIRA

Locked-in

LRIF

OAS

OSFI

PBSA

PBSR

Private
Pension

PV

subject to prescribed maximum withdrawal limits set by provincial statutes and
minimum withdrawal requirements set by the federal Income Tax Act.

Locked-in Retirement Account. A LIRA is a locked-in retirement income vehicle
that private pension benefits may be transferred to subject to the plan provisions
and relevant statutes. LIRAs are subject to prescribed maximum withdrawal limits
set by provincial statues and minimum withdrawal requirements set by the federal
Income Tax Act.

After a period of time, two years in most cases, private pension benefits are vested
in the beneficiary and locked-in, meaning that the funds are no longer freely
available but rather, upon reaching a prescribed (retirement) age or termination of
plan membership, must be either paid as a regular retirement income or transferred
to another locked-in retirement plan or used to purchase an annuity.

Locked-In Retirement Income Fund. A locked-in retirement income vehicle that
private pension benefits may be transferred to subject to the specific plan
provisions and relevant legislation. LRIFs were introduced in some provinces as
an alternative to LIFs where there is no requirement to purchase an annuity on
reaching a prescribed age. LRIFs are subject to prescribed maximum withdrawal
limits set by provincial statues and minimum withdrawal requirements set by the
federal Income Tax Act.

Old Age Security.

The Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions. OSFI is the government
agency that is responsible for the regulation of private pension plans that are
registered under federal jurisdiction.

Pension Benefit Standards Act. The PBSA sets standards, rules and regulations
that govern employer-provided pension plans in BC.

Pension Benefit Standards Regulation. The PBSR is the regulation under the
PBSA that defines certain standards, amounts, periods and other specifics of the
PBSA.

Also called employer provided pensions or employee pensions. Private pensions
are distinct from publicly provided pensions, such as the Canada Pension Plan, Old
Age Security and Guaranteed Income Supplement, in the sense that they are
voluntarily employer provided plans that are jointly funded by employers and
employees. Private pensions are regulated by distinct legislation and agencies.
Public sector employee pensions are private pensions in the sense that they are
employer provided and distinct from public pensions. However, public sector
pensions are not always subject to the same statutory provisions that regulate
private sector employer provided pensions.

Present Value.
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QPP

RPP

RIA

RRIF

RRSP

SFSC

TILMA

Unlock

YMPE

Quebec Pension Plan.

Registered Pension Plan. In order to gain tax-deferred status, employer-provided
pension plans are required to be registered under the Federal Income Tax Act. In
addition, each plan is required to be registered under the jurisdiction in which they
have the majority of members. Each jurisdiction has the responsibility of
regulating employer-provided plans and have distinct legislation for that purpose.

Retirement Income Arrangement. In Alberta, a RIA, usually associated with
benefits accrued under DC plans, is a locked-in retirement income vehicle where,
upon reaching a prescribed age, funds are subject to prescribed maximum
withdrawal limits set by provincial statues and minimum withdrawal requirements
set by the federal Income Tax Act.

Registered Retirement Income Fund. A RRIF is a registered retirement savings
vehicle where, upon reaching a retirement age, funds are taxed upon withdrawal
but not subject to maximum withdrawal limits.

Registered Retirement Savings Plan. Normal RRSPs are personal retirement
income savings arrangements where deposited funds offset taxes in working years
but are paid upon withdrawal. There are also locked-in RRSPs that are subject to
minimum withdrawal limits under federal legislation and maximum withdrawal
limits under provincial jurisdiction.

The Saskatchewan Financial Services Commission. SFSC is the government
agency that is responsible for the regulation of private pension plans that are
registered in Saskatchewan.

Trade Investment and Labour Mobility Agreement. Under the recently signed
TILMA, Alberta and British Columbia have pledged to mutually recognize
existing, and reconcile future, rules and regulations that may restrict or impair
trade, investment or labour mobility between the two provinces.

After a period of time, two years in most cases, private pension benefits are vested
in the beneficiary and locked-in, meaning that the funds are no longer freely
available but rather, upon retirement or termination in the plan, must be either paid
as a regular retirement income or transferred to another locked-in retirement plan
or used to purchase an annuity. Unlocking refers to the process through which
private pension funds become feely available to beneficiaries. Unlocked funds are
not subject to the maximum and minimum withdrawal limits set by provincial and
federal legislation, respectively, and are available as cash or may be transferred to
one or more unlocked accounts such as most Registered Retirement Savings Plans
or Registered Retirement Income Funds.

Year's Maximum Pensionable Earnings. The Canada Pension Plan sets the YMPE
as the maximum amount of annual contributable earnings. The YMPE is used by
pension plans in determining contribution rates, benefits and the cost of service.
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1: Introduction and Policy Problem

Many employers offer employees the opportunity to regularly contribute to a pension

plan that provides a monthly, lifetime income upon retirement. These employer-provided

pensions are distinct from federally provided public pensions such as Old Age Security (OAS)

and Canada Pension Plans (CPP) and are referred to as private pensions. Private pensions

provide additional retirement income security for approximately 5.5 million current plan

members in Canada and nearly 500,000 in British Columbia (BC) (Statistics Canada, CANSIM,

Table 280-0009).1 In order to qualify for special tax treatment, private pension plans are required

to be registered under the federal Income Tax Act (ITA). They are also required to be registered

and are regulated under legislation in the jurisdiction in which most of the plan's members

reside.2

Both federal and all provinces' legislation governing private pension plans in Canada

provides that after a period of time, two years in most cases, private pension benefits are vested in

the beneficiary and locked-in, meaning that the funds are no longer freely available and must be

used to provide a lifetime pension in retirement years subject to minimum and maximum

withdrawallimits.3 In case of termination of plan membership after benefits have vested, the

funds may be transferred to another plan, if allowed, or to a locked-in retirement account, such as

a Life Income Fund (LIF), or used to purchase a deferred life annuity. All private pension plan

legislation in Canada contains exemptions allowing, or requiring plans to provide for, some or all

private pension benefits to be 'unlocked,' meaning that locked-in funds may be available as cash

or may be transferred to an unlocked account, such as normal Registered Retirement Savings Plan

1 Figures refer to Registered Pension Plans (RPPs). For more on RPPs refer to Appendix A.
2 In addition to provincial jurisdiction, the federal Office of the Superintendent of Financial Institutions

(OSFI) is responsible for the regulation of employer-provided pensions provided to employees working
under federal jurisdiction; for example federally registered banks, communication and transportation
companies providing pensions for their employees. For more additional background on private pensions
refer to Appendix A.

3 Minimum withdrawal limits are set by the federal ITA Regulations and maximum withdrawal limits by
provincial statutes and maximum limits. In BC, benefits that had not vested prior to 1993 are not
locked-in (Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007). The locking-in of private pension benefits applies to both
Defined Benefit (DB) and Defined Contribution (DC) plans. When funds are transferred one or more
unlocked tax-registered vehicles, the tax liability is further deferred.



(RRSP) or Registered Retirement Income Fund (RRIF).4 In the past these conditions included

unlocking in cases of shortened life expectancy, small pension amounts, non-residency and

unlocking of pre-retirement survivor benefits in the case of death of a member or former member.

However in 2002, the government of Saskatchewan moved beyond these limited

provisions to allow unconditional unlocking of up to 100 per cent of private pension benefits for

former private pension plan members and beneficiaries upon termination of plan membership and

reaching a prescribed age. 5 New Brunswick followed in 2003 with 25 per cent unconditional

unlocking. Manitoba provided 50 per cent unlocking in 2005, Alberta 50 per cent in 2006 and

Ontario 25 per cent in 2007. In addition, Alberta, Ontario and Nova Scotia currently allow

targeted unlocking of some or all locked-in pension funds under specified circumstances of

financial hardship.6

Unlike most provinces in Canada, BC currently allows neither unconditional nor financial

hardship unlocking. The purpose of this study is to consider whether changes might be made to

private pension plan legislation in BC and, if so, what changes should be undertaken. To do so

the study surveys current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries living in

jurisdictions allowing greater unlocking opportunities to explore if those with the ability to

unlock take advantage of this allowance and why or why not. Generated from the analysis of

survey data, six policy options suggesting how Be's Pension Benefit Standards Act (PBSA) and

Pension Benefits Standards Regulation (PBSR) may be reformed. Evaluated according to cost to

government, stakeholder acceptability, effectiveness and taxpayer risk, the following options are

considered: (I) maintaining the status quo; (2) repealing the existing unlocking of small monthly

pensions; (3) allowing for targeted unlocking under circumstances of financial hardship; and

finally, unconditional unlocking of (4) twenty-five, (5) fifty and a (6) hundred per cent of private

pension benefits. The study concludes with recommendations and suggestions for

implementation.

4 'Nonnal' RRSPs are not locked-in accounts. However, there are locked-in RRSPs where funds are
subject to minimum and maximum withdrawal limits.

5 Unconditional unlocking can be exercised by individuals after tennination of plan membership and
reaching the age of 50 in Alberta, 45 in Ontario, 55 in Saskatchewan, Manitoba and New Brunswick
(Alberta Finance, 2006c; Government of New Brunswick. 2006; Government of Ontario E-Laws, 2007;
Laws of Manitoba, 2007; SFSC Pensions Division, 2006).

6 For additional background infonnation on financial hardship unlocking refer to Appendix A.
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2: Background

This section explains the relevance and current place of private pension plans in Canada

and BC in particular. It first outlines details of private pensions in BC and the importance of

private pensions in the larger context of Canada's retirement income system. It then briefly

defines and surveys exemptions currently available to current and former private pension plan

members and beneficiaries in Canada.

2.1 Private Pension Plans in Canada and BC

Private pension benefits are designed to provide retirement income security that

complement, and in some cases partially offset, public pensions including GAS, the Guaranteed

Income Supplement (GIS) and CPP. Private pensions are an integral component of private

retirement savings vehicles that compose one of the three pillars of Canada's retirement income

system (Statistics Canada, 2006). In 2000,56.8 per cent of Canada's population over the age of

65 received an average annual payment of $ I2,154 from private pensions, which is more than

twice the average GAS or GIS and CPP or Quebec Pension Plan (QPP) income at the time

(Statistics Canada, 2006, 390). Despite the relative importance of private retirement savings,

individuals and employers are not required to contribute to retirement savings vehicles (Statistics

Canada, 2006). Rather, favourable tax treatment is used to stimulate private retirement savings

and encourage employers to offer private pensions (Statistics Canada, 2006).

Considering the importance of private pensions as a source of retirement income security

in Canada, it is troublesome that in recent years there has been a documented "decline in the

relative importance of pension plans covered by pension legislation ... in favor of savings

vehicles, such as group RRSPs [or stock options] which are not covered by these laws"

(Pozzebon, 2004, 13). Even if the drop in regulated employer-provided pensions were offset by

other employer-provided retirement savings arrangements, unregulated pension plans carry with

them significant risks including unregulated minimum employee and employer contributions,

unregulated vesting and locking-in requirements, unregulated minimum investment requirements

and, "in the wake of the Enron scandal[,] it is legitimate to question the security of pension

arrangements built on company stock" (Pozzebon, 2004, 15). The adoption of unconditional and

3



financial hardship unlocking in Canadian jurisdictions corresponds to the shift away from the

relative importance of regulated employer-provided pensions and may help stimulate declining
. . 7

pnvate pensIOn coverage.

Jack Mintz argues that the locking-in of private pensions "puts millions of pensioned

employees at a severe disadvantage compared with RRSP holders who change jobs" (2007,

FP15). Funds invested in RRSPs are not locked-in, a fact which "provides a significant incentive

to invest in retirement funds" (Mintz, 2007, FP15). Investments in RRSPs are voluntary but, for

many employees, membership in private pension plans is not. Given a choice, Mintz argues,

individuals would choose to invest in RRSPs rather than private pensions and, more importantly,

that individuals should be afforded the choice to choose a more flexible retirement savings

arrangement.

There are many reasons why individuals may want or need more than the maximum

private pension annual withdrawal limit. Seniors may wish to utilize more funds early in

retirement knowing they may not have the opportunity in later years (Walliser, 2001).

Conversely, others may face increasing medical costs that require more funds in later retirement.

Fortunately, Alberta, Ontario Nova Scotia and the federal government allow for funds to be

unlocked for high medical costs, low income and other specified circumstances of financial

hardship. Between April 1, 2005, and June 30, 2007, 1,977 private pension plan members in

Alberta, and 13,475 in Ontario were approved for varying amounts of private pension benefits to

be unlocked for reasons of financial hardship (Alberta Finance, 2007; FSCO, 2007b).8

British Columbia regulates approximately 800 registered pension plans under the PBSA

with assets of $27 billion (Government of Alberta, 2007).9 The BC PBSA came into effect in

1993 and is designed to protect the interests of pension plan members by setting minimum

standards for private pension plans registered in BC (FICOM, 2007b). The minimum standards

apply in areas such as eligibility, vesting, locking-in and portability of benefits, survivor benefits,

employer contributions, funding and solvency measures and disclosure to members (FICOM,

2007b).10 From 1993 to 2003, the PBSA was administered by the Pension Standards Branch of

the Ministry of Skills Development and Labour (FICOM, 2007c). Effective April 1, 2003, the

7 For more information on recent shifts towards private pension plans that offer greater flexibility, refer to
Appendix A.

S The federal government and Nova Scotia have recently adopted financial hardship unlocking but no data
is yet available. For more information on financial hardship unlocking refer to Appendix A.

9Figures do not include public sector plans.
10 Portability provisions require plans to allow for prescribed transfer of private pension benefits on upon

termination of pan membership.

4



Pension Standards Branch is incorporated into the Financial Institutions Commission of BC

(FICOM) and FICOM continues to regulate private pensions in BC (FICOM, 2007c). FICOM

regulates private pension plans principally through the requirement of registration. A pension

plan is required to be registered in BC if there are more members of that plan that work and reside

in BC than in any other province or territory (FICOM, 2007c). The PBSA does not, however,

have jurisdiction over pension plans covering federal public sector employees or private sector

employees working in federally regulated industries or jurisdictions (FICOM, 2007b).

On October 19,2007, BC and Alberta launched the Joint Expert Panel on Pension

standards to review Alberta's Employment Pension Plans Act (EPPA) and BC's PBSA

(Government of Alberta, 2007). The Panel will examine issues including "the role of pensions in

attracting and retaining the future work force while ensuring fairness for both employees and

employers, balancing risks and rewards" (Government of Alberta, 2007). Alberta allows

unlocking for reasons of financial hardship and unconditional unlocking of up to fifty per cent of

private pension benefits. Under the recently signed Trade Investment and Labour Mobility

Agreement (TILMA), BC and Alberta are committed to harmonizing regulations and eliminating

barriers to trade, investment and labour mobility between the provinces (Government of BC /

Government of Alberta, 2007). These two recent developments suggest that there is currently a

policy window through which amendments could be made to the PBSA and PBSR (Kingdon,

1995).

2.2 Exemptions Allowing Unlocking of Private Pensions in Canada

With the exception of Prince Edward Island, all Canadian jurisdictions, including the

federal government, have exclusive legislation providing for the regulation of private pension

plans registered in their jurisdiction. While provisions vary slightly across jurisdictions, al1

private pension legislation contain a blanket locking-in requirement which prohibits pension

benefits, once vested, from being assigned, withdrawn, commuted, charged, anticipated or given

as security during the lifetime of a member, former member, spouse or other beneficiary (Queen's

Printer Victoria, 2007). The purpose of locking-in private pension benefits is to provide a steady

and secure retirement income simultaneously contributing to the old age security of Canadians

while reducing the fiscal stress and dependence on publicly provided pensions and minimum

income security programs (Doug MacArthur, Interview, 01/18/08; Michael Peters, Interview,

02/18/08; Statistics Canada, 2006). Table 2.1 provides a cross-jurisdictional summary of

exemptions to the locking-in of private pension benefits in Canada.
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Table 2.1 Cross-Jurisdictional Summary ofExemptions to Locking-In ofPrivate Pension Benefits/l

Jurisdiction Shortened Unlock Unlock Unlock Pre- Financial Unconditional
Life Small Excess Retirement Hardship Unlocking

Expectancy Amounts Contributions Death Exception
Exception Benefit

Federal" Yes Yes No No Yes* Yes (50%)*
Be' Yes Yes Yes No No No
ABc Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes (50%)
S~ Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes (100%)
MBe Yes Yes Yes No No Yes (50%)
ON Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes (25%)
QBg Yes Yes No Yes No No
NBf> Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes (25%)
NS Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
NFLd Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
% 100 100 80 60 40 60
Harmonized
*Financial hardship and 50 per cent unlocking introduced in the 2008 federal budget are not yet in place.

Sources: a) Department of Justice Canada, 2007a; Department of Finance Canada. 2008;
b) Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007;
c) Alberta Government Queen's Printer, 2007;
d) Government of Saskatchewan Queen's Printer, 2005;
e) Laws of Manitoba, 2007;
f) Government of Ontario E-Laws, 2007;
g) Government of Quebec, 2007.;
h) Government of New Brunswick, 2006;
i) Nova Scotia Office of the Legislative Counsel, 2004;
j) Queen's Printer St. John's, 2007.

Despite requiring private pension benefits to be locked-in, legislation in every Canadian

jurisdiction offers exemptions allowing some or all locked-in funds to be either withdrawn as

cash or transferred to one or more unlocked accounts. As Table 2.1 shows, exemptions across

Canadian jurisdictions are largely harmonized with important exceptions: Canada, meaning plans

that are regulated under federal jurisdiction by the Office of the Superintendent of Financial

Institutions (OFSI), and Quebec do not allow for unlocking of excess contributions; Canada, BC,

Alberta and Manitoba do not allow the pre-retirement surviving spouse (death) benefit to be

unlocked; Canada, Alberta, Ontario and Nova Scotia offer financial hardship unlocking; and BC,

Quebec, Nova Scotia and Newfoundland do not allow unconditional unlocking of any percentage

of private pension benefits. Each exemption is discussed below in greater detail.

The shortened life expectancy provisions state that a pension may provide current and

former private pension plan members and beneficiaries to apply to unlock up to 100 per cent of

11 Prince Edward Island is not included as their private pension legislation has yet to be proclaimed into
force.
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their pension benefits by reason of a condition, certified by a physician, that is likely to

considerably shorten his or her life expectancy. Small amounts provisions allow plans to offer

unlocking of pensions under a prescribed size. It is important to differentiate between provisions

that require a plan to offer or not offer, and those that allow a plan to offer, or not offer, certain

things. Alberta and BC are the only jurisdictions that require plans to provide for unlocking of

small amounts (Alberta Government Queen's Printer. 2007a; Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007).

The maximum al10wable pension funds that may be unlocked under the smal1 amounts provisions

vary slightly across jurisdictions between a maximum of $29,133 and a minimum of $4,370. 12

In Alberta private pension plans must provide for unlocking of pensions under $17,480 on

termination of plan membership to beneficiaries over the age of 65 (Alberta Government Queen's

Printer. 2007a). BC is different as S. 40(1)(a) of the PBSA stipulates:

A pension plan must allow for payment to a former member, or to the surviving spouse of
a deceased member or fonner member, of an amount equal to the commuted value of the
pension to which the former member or surviving spouse is entitled if the monthly
pension payments that would be payable to the fonner member or surviving spouse at or
after pensionable age are less than the prescribed amount (Queen's Printer Victoria,
2007).13

S.33(1) of the PBSR reads "[f]or the purposes of section 40 (1) (a) of the Act [PBSA], the

amount is 1/12 of 10% of the Year's Maximum Pensionable Earnings for the calendar year in

which the earlier of termination of membership, death or pension commencement occurred"

(Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007a). For 2007, the Year's Maximum Pensionable Earnings

(YMPE) was $43,700, which means that these provisions require private pension plans in BC to

provide for unlocking of pensions that produce a monthly pension benefit less than $387

(FICOM, 2007). While the monthly pension benefit depends on age and plan indexation, it is not

unreasonable to expect that current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries in

BC to be able to unlock pensions up to $77,400 under relatively generous smal1 amounts

provisions. 14 However, this provision can only be utilized at the plan level, on termination of

plan membership prior to transferring benefits to one or more locked-in accounts. Once benefits

have been transferred to a locked-in RRSP, LIF or used to purchase an annuity, current and

12 The maximum size limit presented here is subject to market fluctuations at commutation, actuarial
mechanics, whether or not plan is indexed and how often, that may affect author's calculation. It may be
possible, though unlikely, to unlock more than the stated maximum approximation.

13 In BC, S.38 of the PBSA defines pensionable age to be 55 (Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007).
14 (387)(12) = 4644 / .06 = 77,480. The maximum size limit of $77,480 is based on an individual aged 55

or under who has a maximum LIF withdrawal limit of six per cent (FICOM, 2007e). The figure is
subject to market fluctuations at commutation, actuarial mechanics, whether or not plan is indexed and
how often, that may affect author's calculation. It may be possible, though unlikely, to unlock more than
the stated maximum approximation.
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former private pension plan members and beneficiaries are able to unlock only if the total value

of the pension is under 20 per cent ofYMPE ($8,740) if under the age of 65 and 40 per cent of

YMPE ($17,480) if over the age of 65 (Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007; Queen's Printer Victoria,

2007).

Upon termination of plan termination, member's contributions that account for more than

50 per cent of the commuted pension value are defined as 'excess' contributions. The locking-in

provisions do not apply in respect of excess contributions except in Canada and Quebec where

excess contributions must be used to increase pension, transferred to another pension plan, or, if

the plan provides, may be transferred to a locked-in RRSP, LIF or used to purchase an immediate

or deferred life annuity (Department of Justice Canada, 2007; Government of Quebec 2007).

Under circumstances of a pre-retirement death ofa member, former member or beneficiary, the

benefit is not locked-in and must be available as a lump-sum payment to the surviving spouse,

except in Canada, BC, Alberta, and Manitoba where the pre-retirement death benefit payable to

the surviving spouse must be transferred to another pension plan, LIF, locked-in RRSP or may be

used to purchase a deferred life annuity.

The second-to-Iast column of Table 2.1 shows there is less harmonization regarding

hardship as Canada, Alberta, Ontario and Nova Scotia allow private pension benefits to be

unlocked under circumstances of financial hardship. Unlike other unlocking provisions,

individuals can unlock for reasons of financial hardship prior to reaching retirement age.

Between April I, 2005 and June 30, 2006, 49.9 per cent of approved applications and 59.5 per

cent of funds released under Alberta hardship were approved on the basis of low income (Alberta

Finance, 2006). During the same time, 77.0 per cent of approved applications and 78.6 per cent

of funds released under Ontario hardship were approved on the basis oflow income (FSCO,

2007a; 2007b). The low-income thresholds are $29,933.33 in Ontario and Alberta and $17,960 in

Nova Scotia (Alberta Finance, 2006a; FSCO, 2007a; Nova Scotia Department of Environment

and Labour, 2007). Aggregate data on unlocking due to financial hardship in Ontario and Alberta

during this time period can be found in Appendix A. Disaggregated data are not available from

Ontario but were provided by Alberta Finance and can also be found in Appendix A. Since Nova

Scotia implemented this provision on July 1,2007, data on the Nova Scotia financial hardship

program are not yet available. Similarly, the federal government introduced 50 per cent

unconditional unlocking and financial hardship unlocking in the 2008 budget and no data is yet

available.
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The final column of Table 2.1 shows that most Canadian jurisdictions currently allow

some percentage of unconditional unlocking. Only Saskatchewan offers 100 per cent

unconditional unlocking. The effect of 100 per cent unlocking is that private pension benefits,

upon termination of plan membership and reaching age 55, are available as cash or may be

transferred to one or more retirement income accounts where withdrawals are taxed as income.

Canada, Alberta and Manitoba allow 50 per cent of locked-in pension benefits to be available in

this manner. 50 per cent unlocking effectively splits the risk that an unlocking former private

pension plan member or beneficiary may spend their retirement savings only to reduce their

standard ofliving and increase their consumption of publicly provided benefits in future years by

requiring 50 per cent of an individual's private pension to remain locked-in to provide a lifetime

pension. In addition to splitting the risk, a maximum of 50 per cent of the locked-in portion of an

individual's private pension benefits are made by the employee, meaning that employees in

Alberta, Manitoba and under federal jurisdiction have, at a minimum, access to all their

contributions with their employer contributions remaining locked-in. 15 Similarly, Ontario and

New Brunswick allow 25 per cent unconditional unlocking, which further reduces the risks

associated with unlocking while still allowing additional flexibility in retirement income planning

and consumption.

2.3 Summary

While private pensions are an important component of retirement income security for

approximately 5.5 million current plan members in Canada and 58.9 per cent of Canadians aged

over 65, the statues that regulate private pension withdrawals are not uniform across Canada

(Statistics Canada, 2006, 390; Statistics Canada, CANSIM, Table 280-0009). The regulation of

private pensions protects Canadians, but there is a relative decline in the importance of regulated

private pensions in favour of other arrangements, such as group RRSPs and stock options, that do

not have to adhere to the minimum standards of pension legislation (Pozzebon, 2004). This trend

corresponds with the movement to allow greater access to locked-in private pension funds. As a

population seniors face a number of circumstances, such as high medical expenses, that would

require greater flexibility in private pension payments. Most provinces have opted to allow

financial hardship or unconditional unlocking as a means for greater flexibility in retirement

income planning and consumption. However, Be's PBSA requires plans to offer unlocking of

15 Federal 50 per cent unconditional and hardship unlocking was introduced in the 2008 budget and it is not
yet clear when the changes will take effect.
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small monthly pensions but only at the plan level, prior to transfer of benefits, and not necessarily

in retirement. The exemption does not target unlocking to the fiscal needs of current and former

private pension plan members and beneficiaries. Nor does it balance the risk that individuals will

unlock and spend their retirement savings only to become dependent on state-sponsored programs

later in retirement years by requiring a remaining locked-in principal to provide a lifetime

pension.

For all these reasons the study aims to identify, analyze and recommend alternatives to

the locking-in of private pension benefits in Be. To do so, it now turns to a survey of current and

former private pension plan members and beneficiaries in order to determine the motives and

unlocking behaviour of the target population with respect to the aforementioned locking-in

exemptions. The survey analyzes the unlocking behaviour of current and former private pension

plan members and beneficiaries in order to determine key factors that drive unlocking behaviour,

some of which are and some of which are not explained by the legislative unlocking provisions.

Descriptive statistics will be used to identify significant factors in making unlocking decisions

and logistical regression will be used to further signify each variable in multivariate statistical

estimation.
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3: Who Unlocks their Private Pensions and Why (I)

To better understand how Be's private pension plan legislation might be reformed, this

study offers data from a survey of current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries with the ability to unlock some or all of their private pension benefits under the

relevant locking-in exemptions of their jurisdiction of pension registry. To date, no studies have

specifically examined the unlocking behaviour of private pension plan members in Canada. To

fill this gap, and later provide policy suggestions for BC, this study surveys former and current

private pension plan members and beneficiaries with the ability to unlock some or all of their

pension funds. This section briefly outlines survey specifics, including sample and questionnaire,

as well as providing key descriptive statistics.

3.1 Study Sample

In order to examine the behaviour of current and former private pension plan members

and beneficiaries with the ability to unlock some or all of their private pension benefits a non

random convenience sample was drawn from the members of the Canadian Association of the

Fifty-Plus (CARP). CARP is the largest senior's interest group in Canada with over 400,000

members, 52,000 of which are located in BC (Morgenthau, 2002). CARP was chosen for its size

and its willingness to allow members to be contacted for survey participation. Other

organizations with contact information for significant numbers of current and former private

pension plan members, such as provincial pension regulators, financial institutions and private

pension administrators, were limited by privacy policies and were unable to provide contact

information for research purposes.

A link to an electronic survey was sent with the monthly CARP Action Newsletter, which

has a circulation of approximately 60,000 and provides registered users with e-mail alerts and

updates on major policy matters affecting CARP members (CARP, 2007; CARP, 2007a).16 The

electronic survey employed several filters to arrive at the final sample of current and former

private pension plan members and beneficiaries with the ability to unlock some or all of their

16 A copy of the survey instrument is in Appendix B.
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locked-in pension funds. Filters one through four removed respondents that either were not

current or former private pension plan members or beneficiaries, did not have private pensions

registered in jurisdictions with private pension legislation or did not answer whether they had

ever unlocked some or all of their locked-in pension funds; the dependent variable question. 17

Filters five through nine examined respondents stating that at least one of their reasons for not

unlocking was because they were not allowed or did not know they were allowed to do so. Filters

five through nine determined the validity of this assertion using the relevant exemptions to the

locking-in of private pension benefits that exist in each jurisdiction of pension registry. Specific

details of the filtering process can be found in Appendix C. 364 respondents were ultimately

determined to be current or former private pension plan members or beneficiaries with the ability

to unlock some or all of their private pension benefits.

3.2 Dependent Variable

The dependent variable under study is whether those eligible to do so unlocked at least

some of their private pension funds, as assessed by the question: have you ever unlocked some or

all of your private pension benefits? 71.2 per cent (n=259) of respondents indicated they had not

unlocked with 28.8 per cent (n= 105) stating they had unlocked. 18 This result is surprising and

directly contradicts the arguments most often made in support of locking-in private pension

benefits (Alan Black, Interview 02/21/08, Art Kube, Interview 01/15/08; Laibson et aI., 1998;

Walliser, 2001). For example, the current locking-in provisions were enacted in Be to reduce the

number of private pension plan members using their benefits for reasons other than re-investing

in retirement savings and to alleviate the additional stress placed on public pensions and other

income tested public programs (Doug MacArthur, Interview, 01/18/08).19 Private pension

benefits are also locked-in, in part, to secure retirees from outside interests that may deplete their

retirement savings such as fraudulent investment schemes and seniors allocating funds meant to

17 The electronic survey instrument enabled some questions to require answers. In this case, respondents
could not continue to answer questions testing demographics or other explanatory variables without first
answering the dependent variable question. To view the survey instrument, please refer to Appendix B.

18 The dependent variable can also be measured as a scale based on how much was unlocked. While those
that unlocked were asked how much they unlocked, a value of zero was inputted for those that did not
unlock. It was originally hoped that a scale dependent variable would allow for least-squares regression
analysis testing the incremental impact of each independent variable on the choice to unlock.
Unfortunately, the distribution of amounts unlocked were not parametric as unlocked amounts produced
a value of .000 when subjected to the Kolmogorov-Smimov test, confirming its non-parametric nature.

19 Doug MacArthur was Deputy Minister to the Premier and Cabinet Secretary in BC when the current
locking-in provisions were introduced. See also Statistics Canada, 2006 and Walliser, 2001.
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provide for their well being in retirement years to their non-dependent children and other family

members (Alan Black, Interview 02/21/08; Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08; Pachner, 2007).

It is also surprising that those that did unlock unlocked relatively small amounts. Figure

3.1 shows the distribution of unlocked amounts of respondents that stated how much they

unlocked (n=90).

Figure 3.1 Distribution. Respondent Unlocking Amounts
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As Figure 3.1 shows, the majority of those that unlocked, 63 per cent (n=57), unlocked

less than $50,000. Unlocked amounts range from $500 to $450,000 with a mean of$67,590.98,

median of $27,000.00 and a standard deviation of99,371.74. In addition to unlocking small

amounts, respondents unlocked small percentages of their pensions.. Of the 77 respondents that

provided suitable information, the mean percentage of pension unlocked was 36.2 per cent, with a

median of 18.2 per cent and a standard deviation of 32.94. The minimum amount unlocked

relative to size of pension was .24 per cent and the maximum was 100 per cent. Figure 3.2 shows

the distribution of unlocking as a proportion of pension size.
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Figure 3.2 Distribution, Proportion ofPrivate Pensions Unlocked
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As Figure 3.2 shows, the majority of those that unlocked, 53.2 per cent (n=41), unlocked less than

25 per cent of their pensions and only lOA per cent (n=8) unlocked 100 per cent of their pension.

The data is skewed towards smaller unlocking due to the restrictions placed on unlocking. Only

in Saskatchewan former private pension plan members and beneficiaries unlock their benefits 100

per cent.

The survey of CARP members provides surprising results as, given the opportunity to

unlock, most current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries did not do so

and those that did unlock mostly unlocked small amounts and small percentages of their

pensions.2o However, the preceding arguments may still hold validity if those that unlocked,

whether for moral hazard or simply to enjoy their savings in early retirement, significantly

damaged their future retirement income security in favour of present consumption.21 In order to

determine whether this is the case, the following subsections explore why some survey

respondents with the opportunity to unlock choose to do so while others do not.

20 As a group actively lobbying for increased unlocking opportunities, it was hypothesized that CARP
members are more likely to unlock than the actual population of current and former private pension plan
members and beneficiaries.

21 Laibson et aI., 1998 provides classic examples of this.
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3.2.1 Reasons for Unlocking

Survey respondents were also asked to explain why they did or did not unlock their

private pensions. Of the 105 respondents that did unlock some or all of their private pension

benefits, 98 provided at least one direct rationale. Figure 3.3 shows how these 98 respondents

characterized their main, as well as all their other reasons (n= 155), for unlocking.

Figure 3.3 Reasons for Unlocking
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As Figure 3.3 shows, most of those that unlocked did so for re-investment purposes. Of

those respondents who provided a rationale for unlocking, 38.7 per cent (n=38), cited re

investment as their main reason.22 The second most popular single reason for unlocking was

financial hardship, at 21.4 per cent (n=21), with five additional respondents citing it among their

reasons for unlocking. 23 The third most popular reason for unlocking was due to termination of

plan membership prior to vesting of benefits with 12.2 per cent (n=12) of respondents indicating

22 Characteristics of those that unlocked for re-investment are consistent with the larger sample and those
that unlocked.

23 Characteristics of those that unlocked for financial hardship are consistent with the larger sample and
those that unlocked.
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it as their main, and 7.7 per cent (n=12) as of one of their reasons, for unlocking?4 Significant

unlocking prior to vesting of benefits was one of the main reasons the existing locking-in

provisions were adopted (Doug MacArthur, Interview 01/18/2008).

'Discretionary' unlocking refers to unlocking to help a non-dependent family member,

for sport, leisure or travel, for payment on an asset other than principal residence or for the

security of cash. 25 'Discretionary' unlocking rationale encompasses the reasons generally

associated with the arguments made for keeping private pension benefits locked-in and hence

'discretionary' in comparison to the other stated reasons for unlocking (Alan Black, Interview,

02/21/08; Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08; Laibson et aI., 1998; Walliser, 2001).26 While only 3.1

per cent (n=3) of those that unlocked did so principally for sport, leisure or travel, 9.0 per cent

(n=14) stated that this was one of their reasons for unlocking. In aggregate, 18.4 per cent (n=18)

stated that their main reason, and 27.1 per cent (n=42) stated that one or more of their reasons, for

unlocking were for 'discretionary' purposes. As Figure 3.3 shows, the percentage of respondents

indicating one or more 'discretionary' unlocking rationale as at least one of their reasons for

unlocking rises considerably in comparison to their main unlocking reason, suggesting that

respondents are using at least some of their unlocked private pension funds on 'discretionary'

purchases. In comparison to their main unlocking reason, three times as many respondents

identified sport, leisure or travel and twice as many indicated family member or non-dependant as

one of their reasons for unlocking.27

Respondents who unlocked were also asked whether, in hindsight, they would make the

same decision. Of the 100 responses to this query, a majority of 63.0 per cent (n=63) would

make the same choice. 20.0 per cent (n=20) said they would have unlocked more, 2.0 per cent

(n=2) stated they would unlock less and 15.0 per cent (n=15) stated that given the same choice

they would not have unlocked at all. In total, only 17 per cent (n= 17) of those that unlocked

stated at least some regret over their unlocking decision. While the majority of respondents

remained satisfied with their unlocking decision, it is significant that 17 per cent admitted regret.

Individuals that are expected to regret their unlocking decisions are included in the analysis of

24 The question 'state all of your reasons for unlocking' allowed for multiple responses. The 98
respondents answering their main unlocking reason provided 155 responses to 'all other' unlocking
reasons. For consistency, missing cases in all unlocking reasons were imputed to at least reflect each
respondent's stated main unlocking reason.

25 Security of cash was a not on the original survey but was written in by respondents in the 'other'
category.

26 Characteristics of those that unlocked for 'discretionary' rationale are consistent with the larger sample
and those that unlocked.

27 R " .elers to percentage Increase.
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alternatives to the locking-in of private pension benefits in Be as regretful unlocking indicates

how unlocking is not always an effective means of addressing the need for greater flexibility in

retirement income planning and consumption.

3.2.2 Reasons for Not Unlocking

Respondents choosing not to unlock were also queried as to their behaviour. Of the 259

respondents not choosing to unlock, 253 provided their rationale. Figure 3.4 shows the

categorization of rationale for not unlocking.

Figure 3.4 Reasons for Not Unlocking
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As Figure 3.4 shows, the 64.8 per cent (n=I64) of respondents that did not unlock did so

because they were satisfied with their current private pension payments.28 The majority of

individuals that did not unlock due to satisfaction with their current private pension payments

contradict the arguments most often made against the unlocking of private pension benefits; that

without mandated withdrawal limits individuals will unlock significant portions of their

28 Characteristics of those that did not unlock due to satisfaction with their current private pension
payments are consistent with the larger sample and those that did not unlock.
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retirement savings at the expense of the state, other taxpayers and their own long-term best

interests (Alan Black, Interview, 02/21/08; Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08; Laibson et a!., 1998;

Walliser, 2001).

High transaction costs on unlocking, including high marginal tax rates, administrative

difficulty in applying for or transferring funds, as well as loss of high accrual rates under Defined

Benefit (DB) plans, make it surprising only 3.2 per cent (n=8) of respondents that unlocked stated

that their main reason for not unlocking was because it was overly difficult. 29 Private pension

benefits are taxable as income, either as they are withdrawn as cash or subsequently as they are

withdrawn from another unlocked retirement account, which makes it surprising that only 6.3 per

cent (n= 16) stated they did not unlock because it was too expensive. The small proportion of

respondents that stated their main unlocking reason as expense suggests that marginal tax rates

may not effectively deter undesirable withdrawals from retirement savings vehicles (Statistics

Canada, 2006; Walliser, 2001).

3.3 Summary

In summary, the frequency of unlocking and reasons for and against unlocking provided

by survey respondents provides some unexpected results. Given the opportunity to unlock, most

respondents chose not to. Those that did unlock did so primarily for re-investment and unlocked

relatively small amounts and small proportions of their pensions. Those that chose not to unlock

did so primarily due to satisfaction with their current private pension payments. These results

contradict arguments most often made in supporting the locking-in of private pension benefits

(Alan Black, Interview, 02/21/08; Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08; Laibson et a!., 1998; Walliser,

2001). However, the higher proportion ofrespondents choosing one or more 'discretionary'

unlocking rationales among their other reaSOnS for unlocking suggests that there is additional,

policy relevant information, such as how well respondents re-invest their unlocked funds, that can

be explored using statistical analysis. Descriptive statistics are used to identify statistically

significant factors in unlocking. Significant variables are used in logistical regression to

determine the probability that a respondent who possesses certain characteristics will choose, or

not choose, to unlock.

29 The majority of private pension plans in Be are Defined Benefit (DB). For more on DB plans, refer to
Appendix A.
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4: Who Unlocks and Why (II)

The preceding section determined whether, and the extent to which, those surveyed

unlocked their private pensions. This section moves beyond expressed personal reasons and uses

more elaborate statistical analysis to test why some and not other eligible pension holders unlock

their locked-in pension funds. Descriptive statistics identifying significant variables are regressed

to estimate which respondents are more or less likely to unlock. The following subsections

describe independent variables their measures. The rationale for the selection of each variable as

well as the anticipated relationship direction, either positive or negative is also discussed.

4.1 Respondent Demographics

Demographic characteristics comprise the first set of survey questions. Table 4.1

outlines the demographic variables and hypothesized effect of each variable on making the choice

to unlock. A positive hypothesized effect indicates that an increase in the independent variable

increases the likelihood a respondent will unlock. Where there is insufficient literature to suggest

a relationship, 'n/a' indicates the lack of a hypothesized effect.
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Table 4.1 Demographic Variables and Hypothesized Effects

Variable Name

Gender

Age

Health 30

Marital status

Length ofretirement

Household size

Highest level ofeducation

Pension registered in jurisdiction
with unconditional unlocking

Pension registered in jurisdiction
with financial hardship unlocking

Hypothesized
Effect

nla

+

n/a

+

+

+

Source(s)

nla

Doug MacArthur, Interview, 01118/08;
Laibson et aI., 1998; Walliser, 2001.

Walliser,2001.

n/a

Laibson et aI., 1998; Walliser, 2001.

Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08; Statistics
Canada, 2006.

Laibson et aI., 1998.

Laibson et aI., 1998; Statistics Canada 2006;
Walliser,2001.

Laibson et aI., 1998; Statistics Canada 2006;
Walliser,2001.

Theories of myopic savings behaviour and the policy rationale for adopting the current

locking-in provisions in BC suggest that age and length of retirement will negatively impact on

unlocking (Doug MacArthur, Interview, 01/18/08; Laibson et aI., 1998; Walliser, 2001). Since

health is negatively correlated with age, a positive correlation with unlocking is hypothesized for

healthiness (Walliser, 2001). In other words, it is expected that healthier respondents are more

likely to unlock. As seniors may be pressured by, or voluntarily bequeath wealth to, family

members, household size is expected to have a positive correlation with unlocking (Art Kube,

Interview, 01/15/08; Statistics Canada, 2006). As higher discount rates have been associated with

lower levels of education, this study hypothesizes a negative relationship between education and

unlocking (Laibson et aI., 1998). Literature suggests that loosening the restrictions on

withdrawals from private retirement savings arrangements will result in additional withdrawals

(Laibson et aI., 1998; Statistics Canada 2006; Walliser, 2001). For this reason having a pension

registered in a jurisdiction that allows for unconditional unlocking and/or having a pension

30 More health means healthier while less health means less healthy.
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registered in a jurisdiction with financial hardship unlocking are hypothesized to increase

unlocking. This study offers no hypothesis regarding the impact that gender or marital status may

have on the choice to unlock as there is insufficient literature to suggest a clear relationship.

Table 4.2 Cross-tabulation, Respondent Demographics and Unlockini J

Query Response % who % who Did % of Total
Unlocked Not Unlock

Are you male or female?
Male 81.4 73.6 75.9

Female 18.6 26.4 24.1

What is your age?
51-64 53.1 55.0 54.5

Over 64 46.9 45.0 45.5

How would you describe your
Better than average 75.3 76.3 76.0

health? Average or below 24.7 23.7 24.0

Are you single or married?
Single 16.7 13.0 14.0

Married 83.3 87.0 86.0

How many years have you been
Not retired 28.9 18.8 21.8

retired?* 1-5 years 48.5 44.4 45.6

Over 5 years 22.7 36.8 32.6

What is the size ofyour
I person 14.6 14.4 14.5

household?
2 persons 71.9 74.6 73.8

More than 2 13.5 11.0 11.7

Do you have a university
Yes 40.6 38.8 39.3

degree? No 59.4 61.2 60.7

Do you have a pension
Yes 28.3 26.3 26.9

registered in ajurisdiction with No 71.7 73.7 73.1
unconditional unlocking?

Do you have a pension
Yes 67.7 68.3 68.1

registered in jurisdiction with No 32.3 31.7 31.9
financial hard~hip unlocking?

Pearson Chi-2 tests *Significant at < .05 , Significant **<.001

Table 4.2 presents a cross-tabulation of unlocking and demographic characteristics of the

364 surveyed respondents that were current or former private pension plan members or

beneficiaries with the ability to unlock some or all of their private pension benefits. Pearson Chi-

3\ No cells have expected count less than 5 (n=364).
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square tests are used to examine statistical significance of the relationship between the dependent

and independent variables. Chi-square testing reveals only one statistically significant

relationship between demographic variables and unlocking. As expected, the variable length of

retirement, which includes 0 years (not retired) has a statistically significant relationship with

unlocking (chi-square significance score of .022). Among survey respondents, those not retired

or in early retirement are more likely to unlock than those in later (over 5 years) retirement. This

result is expected, as individuals are less likely to be able to unlock benefits prior to termination

of plan membership. Of those who unlocked, 48.5 per cent did so within the first five years of

retirement. Of the 72 respondents that were not yet retired, 61.1 per cent (n=44) had not

unlocked funds. Retirement is self-declared and despite having terminated membership in a

private pension plan, respondents may still consider themselves in the workforce. It is also

possible that seniors who have officially retired still earn undeclared wages in order to avoid

increased marginal tax rates.

The cross-tabulation of demographic variables with unlocking behaviour produces some

counter-intuitive results. The relationship between unlocking and either having a pension

registered in jurisdiction that allows some percentage of unconditional unlocking (Alberta,

Saskatchewan, Manitoba, New Brunswick) or having a pension registered in a jurisdiction that

allows unlocking for reasons of financial hardship (Alberta, Ontario, Nova Scotia) is not

significant. Considering the arguments against unlocking, the introduction of these policies was

hypothesized to have a significant relationship with unlocking. Neither being married nor size of

household is significant when compared with unlocking. Among surveyed respondents, there is

not a significant relationship between household size and unlocking. This is surprising

considering the theories suggesting family members and friends may pressure current and former

private pension plan members or beneficiaries to unlock funds (Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08;

Walliser, 2001).

The fact that heath status is not significant is unexpected as the health of a current or

former private pension plan member or beneficiary would likely be a consideration when making

their decision whether to unlock. It is less surprising that education does not have a significant

relationship with unlocking. Higher education is not required to unlock, though basic knowledge

of pension regulation would certainly be required. It is not surprising that neither gender nor

marital status is not significant as there was no reason to expect such a relationship. Literature

suggests that younger respondents are more likely to unlock, as individuals may want to enjoy a

disproportionately larger share of their pension in early retirement (Walliser, 2001; Statistics
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Canada, 2006). It is possible, however, that some of this theorized relationship is reflected in

length of retirement.

4.2 Investment Behaviour and Acumen

Questions regarding respondent's investment knowledge and behaviour are another key

component of the survey. The arguments made for locking-in stress the risk that retirees may

unlock and lose their retirement savings, either due to myopic spending or poor investment

choices, and become dependent on state-sponsored programs later in life (Alan Black, Interview,

02/21/08; Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08; Laibson et aI, 1998; Mintz, 2007; Walliser, 2001).

Therefore, responses from questions that test investment behaviour and acumen are analyzed to

determine whether they influence unlocking decisions. Table 4.3 displays the demographic

variables and hypothesized effect of each variable on making the choice to unlock.

Table 4.3 Investment Behaviour and Acumen Variables and Hypothesized Effects

Variable Name

Knowledge oftax status ofprivate pension
benefits

Knowledge ofprivate pension regulations

Investment acumen

Conservativeness ofinvestment preference

Hypothesized
Effect

Source(s)

Laibson et aI., 1998; Walliser 2001.

n/a

Laibson et aI., 1998; Robson, 2008.

Laibson et aI., 1998.

As marginal tax rates are likely to be a major factor in making the choice to unlock, the

survey tests whether respondents are aware that private pension benefits are taxable as income.

Literature suggests that high marginal tax rates should act as a disincentive to withdraw

retirement savings (Laibson et aI., 1998; Walliser 2001). Therefore, knowledge of the tax status

of private pension benefits should keep respondents from unlocking. Despite the lack of studies

that test knowledge of private pension regulations, the same rationale leads to the hypothesis that

a lack of knowledge of the rules that regulate an individual's private pension may keep them from

unlocking. As literature suggests that withdrawing retirement savings is correlated with myopic

investment behaviour, lower investment acumen is hypothesized to lead to greater unlocking
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(Laibson et aI., 1998; Robson, 2008). Laibson et al. (1998) suggests that there are less savings

impacts for instrumental changes in withdrawal regulations for risk-averse preferences.

Therefore, this study hypothesizes that the more conservative the investment preference the less

likely to unlock.

Table 4.4 Cross-tabulation, Respondent's Investment Behaviour and Acumen and Unlocking32

Query Response % who %who % of Total
Unlocked Did Not

Unlock

Are pension benefits taxable as Yes 99.0 98.3 98.5
income?

No 1.033 1.7 1.5

How would you rate your Above average 47.4 47.1 47.2
knowledge ofthe regulations

Average 41.2 41.7 41.5
that govern your private
pension? Below Average 11.3 11.3 11.3

Can you spot the most risky Yes 41.9 37.3 38.6
investment?

No 58.1 62.7 61.4

How conservative are your Conservative / Neutral 15.6 13.1 13.9
investment preferences?*

Mixed 72.9 60.2 63.9

Less Conservative 11.5 26.7 22.3

Pearson Chi-2 tests *Signijicant at < .05 , Signijicant **<.001

Table 4.4 presents a cross-tabulation of investment behaviour and acumen variables and

unlocking. As expected, cross-tabulation reveals a statistically significant relationship between

conservativeness of investment preference and unlocking. In this study, conservative investments

are defined as bank accounts, term deposits and fixed bonds and less conservative investments are

defined as equity, stocks and other security instruments. Mixed refers to respondents that prefer a

mix of conservative and less conservative investments. Of the 338 respondents queried about the

tax status of private pensions, only 1.5 per cent (n=5) stated that the benefits were not taxable.

32 No cells have expected count less than five.

33 Cell has an expected count less than five.
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The very small number of respondents lacking this knowledge makes it impossible to prove a

relationship between tax knowledge and unlocking.

Investment acumen, measured as the ability to spot the riskiest investment from a list of

investment options, is not significantly related to unlocking. This finding is contrary to the

arguments against unlocking that stress the importance of investment acumen (Alan Black,

Interview, 02/21/08; Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08). The lack of a statistically significant

relationship between tax and regulatory knowledge regarding pensions and unlocking is not as

surprising. While tax and regulatory knowledge may keep respondents from unlocking, those

that do unlock require at least a basic understanding of the rules that govern their private pension.

Similarly, it is unlikely that anyone who did unlock would not be aware of the tax implications of

their actions.

4.3 Financial Situation

Questions that elicit detailed financial information from respondents comprise the final

survey component. These questions investigate respondents' employment and income

breakdown and assets including ownership of principal residence and size oflargest private

pension. In addition, individuals may choose to unlock or not unlock, certain amounts of pension

benefits, depending on their consumption, or non-consumption, of other income-tested benefits.

Table 4.5 Financial Variables and Hypothesized Effects

Variable Name

Average hours spent in paid
employment per week in past year

Ownership ofresidence

Currently receiving OAS or GIS

Household income

Value ofassets

Size oflargest private pension prior
to unlocking

Hypothesized
Effect

- I +

- I +

- I +

- I +
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Source(s)

Laibson et aI., 1998; Statistics Canada 2006.

Laibson et aI., 1998.

Statistics Canada, 2006; Walliser, 200 I.

Laibson et aI., 1998.

Laibson et al. 1998.

n/a



Table 4.5 presents the hypothesized effect of financial variables on the choice to unlock.

As increased employment income means less earnings that need to be replaced by private

pensions, it is hypothesized that as average hours per week spent in paid employment increases,

the likelihood of unlocking decreases. Literature suggests that individuals may choose to

withdraw private pension funds so as to lower income in future years and maximize consumption

of government provided pensions and other income tested benefits (Walliser, 2001). This

potential for moral hazard has led to the hypothesized negative relationship between unlocking

and the current receipt of income tested public pensions (GAS/GIS). As both spending and

saving have been observed to rise and fall with income, a two-sided hypothesis is proposed for

household income and unlocking (Laibson et al. 1998). Asset accumulation and savings are

fundamentally correlated and have been observed to move together, peaking at retirement and

then falling after (Laibson et al. 1998). However, spending has also been shown to roughly

follow the same pattern (Laibson et al. 1998). For these reasons a two-sided hypothesis is

suggested for assets, including ownership of residence.

Another asset, size of single largest private pension, is slightly different in that existing

policies affect the relationship between pension size and unlocking. Those that unlocked are

likely to have a smaller pension than those that did not. To eliminate this problem of reverse

causality, the amount unlocked was added to the residual pension amount for those that did

unlock to produce a new variable: size ofprivate pension previous to unlocking. The size of

pension prior to unlocking is likely to influence an individual's decision to unlock. A large

pension could keep individuals from unlocking, as it would disqualify them from unlocking under

the small amounts provisions discussed in section 2.2. At the same time, a very large pension

could tempt an individual to unlock. Despite the lack ofliterature studying the effect of private

pension size and unlocking, a two-sided hypothesis is suggested for the relationship between size

of largest pension prior to unlocking and unlocking.

Table 4.6 presents a cross-tabulation of financial variables and unlocking.
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Table 4.6 Cross-tabulation, Financial Situation and Unlocking34

Query Response %who % who Did % of total
Unlocked not Unlock

How many hours on oHours 48.4 53.3 51.9
average did you spend in

0- 20 Hours 21.1 24.0 23.1
paid employment per week
in the past year? 21 - 40 Hours 30.5 22.7 25.0

Do you own the residence Yes 84.4 92.1 89.9
where you currently

No 15.6 7.9 10.2reside?*

Are you currently receiving Yes 33.7 35.9 35.3
GAS or GIS?35

No 66.3 64.1 64.7

What is your approximate $0 - $30,000 10.2 5.1 6.7
total annual household

$30,001 - $60,000 25.0 14.4 17.7income?*
$60,001 - $100,000 31.8 40.5 37.8

Over $100,000 33.0 40.0 37.8

What is the approximate $0 - $250,000 19.8 10.2 13.2
total value ofyour assets?

$250,001 - $500,000 27.5 29.9 29.2

$500,001 - $1,000,000 29.7 36.0 34.0

Over $1,000,000 23.1 23.9 23.6

What is / was the size of $0 - $15,000 9.1 21.4 17.6
your largest private pension

$15,001 - $30,000 7.8 7.5 7.6
prior to unlocking?*

$30,001 - $100,000 19.5 24.3 22.8

Over $100,000 63.6 46.8 52.0

Pearson Chi-2 tests *Signijicant at < .05 , Signijicant **<.001

The cross-tabulation presented in Table 4.6 produces expected and unexpected results.

While it is unexpected that there is not a statistically significant relationship between average

hours spent in paid employment and unlocking, it is likely that the principal factor represented by

this variable, labour force participation, is captured in length of retirement. Retirement is a

34 No cells have expected count less than five.
35 The majority of survey respondents did not answer questions inquiring about OAS and GIS payments.

The distribution of household income presented in the final column of Table 4.6 suggests that the break
between those who are and are not receiving GAS or GIS would not be accurate for the entire sample.
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subjective tenn and captures the perspective of labour force participation that, among surveyed

respondents, is significantly related to the choice to unlock. It is possible to regard oneself as

retired while still participating in the labour force.

Two variables that are similarly related are ownership of residence and value of assets.

Home ownership increases the value of assets. While cross-tabulation reveals a significant

relationship between residence ownership and unlocking, no relationship could be substantiated

between value of assets and unlocking. Also as hypothesized, household income and size of

largest private pension prior to unlocking are statistically significant factors in making the choice

to unlock. Each of these variables both influence unlocking behaviour and are components of

exemptions to the locking-in of private pension benefits; income tests are used in the

determination of unlocking for reasons of financial hardship and the size of private pension is

used in the detennination of eligibility for unlocking under the small amounts provisions

discussed in section 2.2.

The lack of a statistically significant relationship between receiving income-tested public

pensions and unlocking among surveyed respondents is surprising insofar as it contradicts the

theory that without government regulated withdrawals private pension members will unlock their

benefits to minimize future income and maximize consumption of income-tested public pensions

(Walliser, 2001). However, only 11 respondents indicated they were receiving GIS and 241 did

not answer whether or not they were receiving GAS. Since these pensions are income tested, the

relationship may be reflected in the significant relationship between household income and

unlocking. In total, cross-tabulation reveals five statistically significant variables that impact on

respondent's choice to unlock: length ofretirement, conservativeness ofinvestment preference,

residence-owner, household income and size ofpension prior to unlocking. The probability that

respondents who have or do not have a particular characteristic, with respect to each of these

explanatory variables, will either choose or not chose to unlock will be estimated through the

Block-Enter method of multivariate logistical regression in the following subsections.

4.4 Logistical Regression

Multivariate logistical regression aids in estimating which characteristics of eligible

current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries increase or decrease the

probability that they will choose to unlock a portion of their private pensions. The regression also

estimates the significance of each variable holding other significant variables constant. The

Block-Enter method is used to sequential1y add predictors to effectively examine an old model
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and then add a new variable to the model to see whether, and how, the model is improved. In

reality, a number of factors influence the decision to unlock and the estimation reveals the

significance of each variable on unlocking in respect of a multivariate relationship.

Not all 364 survey respondents provided answers to all questions, thus reducing the

number of cases, from 285 in Block 1 to 238 in Block 5, tested in Modell. The impact of these

missing answers was accessed using a second model in which these missing answers are replaced

using median values. For example, when respondents were asked to approximate their household

income, 79 did not provide a response. These 79 cases were subsequently added to the $60,001 

$80,000 category. As significant changes in estimation occur when missing cases are imputed as

median values, coupled with insignificant changes in presdo-R2 values that appear to distort

findings, Modell is retained as the preferred estimation.36 Diagnostic tests on all independent

variables reveal no problems of multicollinearity in the data used in Model 1.37 Significance for

variables is indicated at the 90, 95 and 99 per cent confidence intervals.

4.4.1 Overall Fit of Statistical Models

The Block-Enter method oflogistical regression is employed to demonstrate not only

how different types of variables can predict unlocking, but also how these variables interact with

each other. Block 1 incorporates only household income as the sole predictor of unlocking.

Subsequent Blocks add variables on the basis of their approximated significance on unlocking;

Block 2 incorporates size of pension prior to unlocking, Block 3 length of retirement, Block 4

ownership of residence and finally Block 5 includes conservativeness of investment preference.

The addition of each variable changes the significance of each explanatory variable, as well as the

overall predictive ability of the model. Once all variables are included in the estimation the

Nagelkerke pseudo-R2
, the measure of model predictive ability, rises from .048 in Block 1 to .152

in Block 5, explaining about 15 per cent of the variance in the dependent variable. Table 4.7

shows the estimation of Blocks 1 through 5 of Model 1.38

36 For details on Model 2, which was estimated with imputed cases, refer to Appendix D.

37 For collinearity diagnostics refer to Appendix E.
38 For full details of Model 1, including beta values, expected beta values, residuals, Wald statistics exact

significance of all variables, refer to Appendix F.
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Table 4.7 Logistical Regression, Model I, 5 Blocks39

Variable Category BLOCK BLOCK BLOCK BLOCK 4 BLOCK
1 2 3 5

Household $0 - $30,000
Income

$30,001 - $40,000 1.081 1.031 .992*** 1.007 .896

$40,001 - $60,000 .433* .339** .347** .382* .390*

$60,001 - $80,000 .484 .389* .420 .462 .457

$80,001 - $100,000 .399* .317** .357** .392 .397

$100,001 - $120,000 .315* .252** .258** .289** .262**

Over $120,000 .577 .476 .409 .468 .531

Pension Size $0 - $15,000
(prior to

$15,001 - $30,000 .264*** .314** .319** .319**
unlocking)

$30,001 - $100,000 .640 .665 .663 .640

Over $100,000 .494* .523* .484* .470**

Length of Not retired
Retirement

1-5 years 2.044 1.824 1.788

Over 5 years 1.756 1.736 1.666

Residence-owner .601 .686

Conservative- Conservative / Neutral
ness of

Mixed 2.259
Investment
Preference Less Conservative 2.484**

N 285 247 240 240 238

Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 .048 .106 .123 .128 .152

*Significant at < .10, **Significant < .05, ***Significant < .01

4.4.1.1 Block 1

Model 1 estimates equations without imputing missing cases. Block 1 estimates an

equation using household income as the sole explanatory variable. The predictive capacity of this

model is weak, indicated by a Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 value of ,048, The number of cases

included drop to 285 as 79 respondents did not answer the household income question, Using

logistical regression allows comparison between categories within each explanatory variable. In

39 Figures indicate expected beta values,
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Block I, respondents with household income between $40,001 and $60,000 are 56.7 per cent less

likely to unlock than those with household income between $0 and $30,000 (the reference

category), which is significant at the 90 per cent confidence level.40 Respondents with household

income between $80,001 and $100,000 are 60.1 per cent, and those with household income

between $100,001 and $120,000 are 68.5 per cent, less likely to unlock than those with household

income between $0 and $30,000.

4.4.1.2 Block 2

Block 2 adds size of pension, the size of pension prior to unlocking in the case of

respondents that did unlock, to the estimation, raising the Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 value to .106

and dropping the case count to 247. In Block 2, the predictive capacity of all categories of

household slightly change with lower income earnings being more likely to unlock. Respondents

with pension size between $15,001 and $30,000 are 73.6 per cent less likely to unlock than those

with pensions between $0 and $15,000, which is significant at the 99 per cent confidence level.

The addition of pension size produces consistent results as the expected betas for categories of

household income only slightly change while two categories of size of pension prior to unlocking

are significant and consistent with the two-sided hypothesis.

4.4.1.3 Block 3

Block 3 adds length of retirement to the estimation, raising the Nagelkerke pseudo-R2

value to .123 and dropping the cases count to 240. Income category results are relatively

unchanged, although we can now be more confident of the relationship. The same three

categories of pension size are significant at the same confidence levels as in Block 2 and the odds

ratios are also very similar to those of the previous model. None of the three categories of length

ofretirement are significant in Block 3. This means that when other significant independent

variables are added the, significance of length of retirement drops suggesting that the other

variables - household income, size ofpension - are actually explaining much of the hypothesized

relationship between length of retirement and unlocking.

40 Logistical regression can predict probabilities using categorical independent variables. Probabilities
equate to the expected beta value less one and are in reference to one of the categories, hence 'reference
category' .
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4.4.1.4 Block 4

Block 4 adds ownership of residence to the estimation, raising the Nagelkerke pseudo-R2

value to .128. The number of cases remains constant at 240 in this estimation. In Block 4, two

categories of household income, $30,001 to $40,000 and $80,001 to $100,000, are no longer

significant. In addition, the same three categories of pension size are significant at the same

confidence levels as in Block 3. The three categories of length of retirement remain non

significant in Block 4. The additional variable, ownership of residence, is shown to not be

significant when estimating a multivariate relationship.

4.4.1.5 Block 5

Block 5 adds the fifth and final variable, conservativeness ofinvestment preference, to

the estimation, raising the Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 value to .152 and dropping the case count to

238. In Block 5, all categories of all previously included variables remain significant at the same

confidence levels as in Block 4. The addition of conservativeness of investment preference

reveals that respondents who are less conservative in their investment preferences are 1.5 times as

likely to unlock as those who are conservative or neutral in their investment preferences, which is

significant at the 95 per cent confidence level. Laibson et ai, (1998) found that there were less

impacts on changing withdrawal regulations for risk-averse preferences. This finding goes

further to suggest that those with less conservative investment preferences are more likely to

unlock and therefore more likely to lose their retirement funds on higher risk, higher yield

investments.

4.5 Analysis of Significant Variables

The following subsections examine variables that are statistically significant in the

estimation of Model 1 (Block 5) to determine consistency with previously defined hypotheses and

to provide detailed information that will be used in the development and analysis of policy

alternatives.

4.5.1 Household Income

Two categories of household income are significant in the estimation of Model I.

Respondents with household income between $40,001 and $60,000 are 61 per cent less likely,
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and those with household income between $100,001 and $120,000 are 73 per cent less likely, to

unlock than respondents with income between $0 and $30,000. This is not surprising considering

having annual income under $29,933 is an eligibility criterion for unlocking for reasons of low

income under the financial hardship provisions in Ontario and Alberta. Respondents with

household income under $30,000 are more likely to require additional funds. As a population,

seniors are more likely to face unexpected shocks to their financial security (Statistics Canada,

2006). Unanticipated medical costs, final expenses and, in some cases, family members may all

exert pressure on the fiscal security of seniors. Given these demands, it is not surprising that

respondents with higher household income are less likely to unlock than those with lower

household income. This finding is consistent with the hypothesized relationship between income

and unlocking discussed in section 4.3.

As high income is correlated with high spending, it has also been suggested that

individuals may prefer to unlock large amounts of private pension funds to enjoy sport, travel or

other leisure activities in early retirement (Laibson et aI., 1998; Walliser, 2001). This is not the

case among higher income survey respondents as they are less likely to unlock and the 12

respondents that indicated sport, leisure or travel as one of the reasons they unlocked were evenly

distributed across household income ranges with half falling below the median household

Income.

It had also been suggested that in the absence of government regulated withdrawals

individuals would be tempted to withdraw large amounts of private pension benefits in early

retirement to maximize the consumption of public pensions and other income tested benefits in

future years (Walliser, 2001). OAS is clawed back for individual net income ranges from

$63,511 to $103,191 (HRSDC, 2006). GIS is fully phased out for singles with annual income

over $15,240 and for couples with a combined income over $20,112 (HRSDC, 2006). As

respondents with household income under $30,000 are more likely to unlock, it is possible that

individuals are unlocking funds so as to consume incremental GIS payments in subsequent years.

However, the questions eliciting OAS and GIS receipt had a large number of non-responses

making it difficult to draw any conclusion with confidence.

4.5.2 Private Pension Size

Three categories of private pension size, prior to unlocking in the case of individuals who

unlocked, were significant in the estimation of Model 1, Block 5. As with household income, the

higher the private pension size the less likely it is that a respondent will unlock. Respondents
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with private pensions between $15,001 and $30,000 in size are 68.1 per cent less likely, and those

with pensions over $100,000 are 63 per cent less likely, to unlock than those with smaller

pensions ($0 to $15,000), which are significant at the 95 per cent confidence level. These

findings are consistent with the hypothesized relationship between pension size and unlocking.

Among survey respondents, a large pension reduces unlocking opportunities as it disqualifies

them from unlocking under the small amounts provisions discussed in section 2.2.

It was also suggested that large pensions could act as an incentive to unlock as mandated

withdrawals could keep current and former private pension plan members or beneficiaries from

receiving significant portions of their pensions until late in retirement, if at all (Gleberzon, 2007;

Mintz. 2007). This is not the case among surveyed respondents as those with pensions greater

than $100,000 are less likely to unlock than those with pensions under $15,000. Among surveyed

respondents, there is no basis to substantiate the theory that, given the opportunity to unlock some

or all private pension funds, a larger pension is likely to tempt current and former private pension

plan members or beneficiaries to unlock. However, the finding that those with smaller pension

sizes are more likely to unlock, while consistent with financial hardship unlocking, small amounts

unlocking and the fact that seniors face circumstances where they need additional resources, is

also troublesome in that those with lower income and smaller pension sizes are the most likely to

consume extra public benefits and programs at the expense of other taxpayers.

4.5.3 Conservativeness of Investment Preference

One category of conservativeness of investment preference is significant in the estimation

of Modell. Those respondents that prefer less conservative investments, such as equity, stocks

and other securities instruments, are 1.5 times as likely to unlock than those who are conservative

or neutral in their investment preferences. This finding confirms the hypothesized relationship

between conservativeness of investment preference and unlocking. As higher risk investments

often carry the potential to yield significant dividends, the temptation to unlock is higher among

those with less conservative investment preferences who are more likely to prefer higher-risk,

higher-reward investments to regular pension payments.

4.6 Summary of Major Findings

In summary, regression analysis on survey data concerning the unlocking behaviour of

current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries with the ability to unlock

34



some or all of their pension benefits, yields important, yet mixed, policy-relevant findings. While

chi-square tests are used to identify the significance of a relationship between variables,

multivariate logistical regression is able to test the significance of that relationship in combination

with other significant causal factors. In the estimation of Modell, two variables that produced

significant chi-square values in cross-tabulation with unlocking, length ofretirement and

residence-ownership, are no longer significant. It is suggested that, given the ability to unlock,

retirees might be impatient and withdraw disproportionately more funds in early retirement due to

myopic savings behaviour, hyperbolic discount rates or simply to get the most enjoyment out of

the money in their healthiest and most youthful retirement years (Laibson, 1998; Robson, 2008;

Walliser, 2001). However, length of retirement is no longer significant when the variables

household income, size ofpension and conservativeness ofinvestment preference are added to the

estimation suggesting that the relationship that was hypothesized between length of retirement

and unlocking is actually being explained by the other significant variables.

As an asset, residential ownership was hypothesized to either lead to greater unlocking,

as asset size and spending are correlated, or to less unlocking as asset size and saving are

correlated (Laibson et a!., 1998). This two-sided hypothesis cannot be proven with confidence in

the current study, as ownership ofresidence is no longer significant when the other significant

variables are added to the equation. This is reasonable as literature has shown that home

ownership to be positively correlated with income and assets, which includes size of private

pension, suggesting that the relationship between residence-owner and unlocking is likely being

explained by the other significant variables in estimation (Laibson et a!., 1998).

Analysis of statistically significant variables confirms a negative relationship between

household income, pension size, and a positive relationship between conservativeness of

investment preference, and unlocking. These findings are troublesome in respect of the

unlocking rationale discussed in section 3.2.1. All reasons for unlocking involve either re

investing or spending retirement savings. The fact that respondents with small pensions and

household income are more likely to unlock is expected as these respondents currently have

greater opportunity to unlock and may have a greater need to spend pension funds. However, this

finding is troublesome in that respondents with small pensions and lower income also have a

greater need for the retirement income security that locked-in pensions funds provide. The fact

that those with less conservative investment preferences are more likely to unlock means that

even those that re-invest their unlocked funds may not do so wisely and may lose some of their

retirement savings on less conservative investments.

35



The decision whether or not to unlock is clearly a complex one that incorporates many

factors, depending on the individual. Given the complexity of the choice, there are a plethora of

variables, each one associated with a hypothesized relationship. However, all the hypothesized

relationships were based on similar behaviour, such as retirement saving versus spending in the

United States, and were not observed in respect of unlocking private pensions in Canada. The use

of statistical tools helps to limit speculation by focusing on factual, rather than anecdotal,

evidence. The following sections utilize findings from the survey results and statistical analysis

to develop and assess policy alternatives regarding private pension legislation in Be.
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5: Criteria and Measures

This section discusses the criteria and measures that will be used to assess policy

alternatives to the locking-in of private pension benefits in Be. Table 5.1 defines the criteria and

the following subsections further explain the relevance and measures of each.

Table 5.1

Criterion

Cost

Criteria and Measures for Assessment ofPolicy Alternatives

Definition

Implementation costs to government include:
One average annual BC public service FTE salary will be used
as a proxy for estimating the transaction costs of adopting new
legislation; and
One quarter of an average annual BC government FTE will be
used as an estimation for the cost of each statutory change and
publication required to implement each alternative.

Operating costs to government include the Present Value (PV) of
average annual FTE salaries required to maintain operation and
administration of alternative per year.

Measure

Real 2007
Canadian

dollars

Stakeholder
Acceptability

Effectiveness

Taxpayer
Risk

5.1 Cost

Each alternative will get a percentage score based on rankings provided
by three groups: the pension industry; seniors' representatives; and
Michael Peters.

The degree to which each alternative addresses the needs for flexibility
in retirement income planning among the target population:

Number of current and former private pension plan members
and beneficiaries in BC expected to unlock each year but not
regret unlocking, with the adoption of each alternative, will be
used as a proxy for measuring effectiveness.

The degree to which current and fonner private pension plan members
and beneficiaries benefit at the expense of other taxpayers:

Number of current and former private pension plan members
and beneficiaries expected to unlock under 'discretionary'
rationale with the adoption of each alternative each year in Be
will be used as a proxy for measuring taxpayer risk.

Percentage
score

Count

Count

Cost is a primary consideration in making any policy decision. Under this criterion

implementation and operating costs to government from adopting each alternative are accounted
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for. The implementation costs include the bureaucratic cost of statutory change and the

development of policy bulletins and other forms needed to implement each alternative. Some

alternatives require publication of a policy bulletin and the publication of an informed spousal

waver, all of which need to be available on-line and at FICOM headquarters. This study

estimates the bureaucratic cost of each statutory change and each publication required as one

quarter of an average annual BC public service Full-Time Employee (FTE) salary.

Implementation costs also include the transaction costs of defending new legislation in

parliament. The transaction costs of adopting new legislation are difficult to quantify. For the

purposes of this study, one average annual BC public service FTE salary will be used as a proxy

for the transaction costs of each legislative change.

Cost to government also includes on-going costs of operating each alternative each year.

The Present Value (PV) of the salary of each FTE salary required to maintain operation of each

alternative each year in BC will be used as an estimation of the operating cost of each alternative.

A four per cent discount rate will be used over an infinite time horizon, which is a reasonable

estimation of the opportunity cost of capital invested in FTE salaries (Boardman et aI., 2006).

The average annual BC FTE salary for policy analysts in finance and economics in 2007 was

$68,803.68 (BC Public Service Agency, 2007).41 The monetary cost of each alternative will be

presented in real 2007 Canadian dollars.

When considering cost it is important to be aware of incremental government revenues

and expenditures that may also result from the adoption of each alternative. For example, the

unlocking of private pensions will alter the distribution of taxation revenue over time. There will

be greater tax revenue generated on unlocked funds that are withdrawn as cash. These initial tax

revenues on unlocked funds will be offset by lower future annual incomes. However, due to

higher marginal tax rates on higher incomes when large lump sums are unlocked, the tax revenues

on unlocked funds may be incrementally higher than foregone tax revenues on lower income in

years to come. Unfortunately, there is insufficient information for the cost criterion to estimate

the monetary impact of this distributional change in tax revenue to government. Unlocked funds

may also result in incremental government expenditure on the provision of income-tested benefits

to current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries with lower future annual

incomes due to each unlocking alternative. While there is insufficient information to estimate

these costs, they are accounted for under the taxpayer risk criterion by which alternatives are

41 Figure represents the average of three pay categories of policy analysts in economics and finance in Be
with five pay scale ranges in each.
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evaluated in respect of how each favours current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries over other taxpayers.

5.2 Stakeholder Acceptability

As with most public policy, the adoption of any unlocking alternative will have

disproportionate consequences on specific groups. The stakeholder criterion is used to measure

the impacts of adopting policy alternatives with respect to the three groups that hold a

disproportionately large interest in unlocking, or not unlocking, private pension benefits: the

private pension industry, seniors and FICOM. Rankings for the pension industry is achieved by

averaging rankings for each alternative provided by representatives from two aspects of the

pension industry: financial institutions that administer unlocking exemptions on transfer of funds;

and pension administrators. Rankings for seniors' representatives is achieved by averaging

rankings for each alternative provided by the Canadian Association for the Fifty Plus (CARP) and

the Council of Senior Citizens Organizations of BC (COSCO). Information provided by these

groups, including responses from interviews with key representatives, will be used to determine

the stakeholder acceptability of adopting each alternative. These groups will provide an average

aggregate ranking of alternatives on a scale of 1 to 6, 1 being the least preferred.42 The average

aggregate rankings will produce a score out of 18, which will be presented as a percentage in

order to allow easy comparability across policy alternatives. 43

In order to measure the stakeholder acceptability of each policy alternative, five

interviews with stakeholders and key representatives were conducted: (1) William Gleberzon,

Director of Government Relations, CARP; (2) Art Kube, Acting President, COSCO; (3) Michael

Peters, Executive Director of Pensions at FICOM; (4) Alan Black, Manager Pension and Benefits,

Human Resources, Simon Fraser University; and (5) Anonymous representative from a Canadian

financial institution.44 Michael Peters' rankings are based on his opinions and his experiences as

42 Average aggregate ranking applies to stakeholder groups with more than one representative. For these
groups the rankings will be averaged.

43 In the case of alternatives that are equal in the views of specified stakeholders, the rankings will reflect
the indifference without biasing scores. To achieve this, rankings of alternatives (/6) will not be able to
distribute more or less than 21 ranking points over the six alternatives. For example, ifpension
professionals prefer the status quo, dislike repealing the existing unlocking of small monthly pensions
and are indifferent between unlocking alternatives, the status quo will receive a 6, repealing existing
unlocking of small monthly pensions will receive a one and the remaining unlocking alternatives will
each receive a score of 3.5 in order to maintain the 21 ranking points for each sub-criterion.

44 Alan Black has over 30 years of experience in pension administration, which includes Pension Trust
Officer at Canada Trust and Manager of Pension and Benefits, Woodward's Department Store.
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a pension regulator but in no way reflect the position ofFICOM or the BC provincial government

(Interview, 02/18/08). The anonymous representative's rankings are based on the perspective of

financial institutions as a profit-maximizing firm (Interview, 02/22/08).45 Collectively, these

interviewees represent a range of stakeholder groups that have a disproportionately large interest

in the adoption of alternatives to the locking-in of private pension benefits in Be.

Interviews with William Gleberzon and Art Kube were conducted to approximate

seniors' acceptability of policy alternatives. However, interviews indicate diametrically opposite

position on all policy alternatives (Art Kube, Interview, 01/15/08; William Gleberzon, Interview,

01/23/08; Interview). Mr. Gleberzon argued that unlocking 100 per cent was not just the position

of CARP but "a win-win scenario for both seniors and government" (Interview, 0 I/23/08). In

contrast Mr. Kube argued that the threats posed to seniors' retirement income security by both

family members and fraudulent investment schemes outweigh the benefits of unlocking

(Interview, 01/15/08). Their polar opposite positions cancel each other out and result in an

averaged aggregate ranking of 3.5 for seniors' representatives stakeholder acceptability of all

proposed policy alternatives.46

5.3 Effectiveness

Effectiveness measures the impact of each policy alternative on the target population. In

a sense, the effectiveness of each policy alternative is a measure of justification for policy action.

With respect to unlocking alternatives, the rationale for policy action centres on the need of

current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries for greater flexibility in

retirement income planning and consumptions. Data obtained from the financial hardship

programs in Alberta and Ontario indicate that current and former private pension plan members

and beneficiaries, like all individuals at some point in their life, require additional funds to

maintain their accustomed standard of living (Hicks, 2004). However, current and former private

pension plan members and beneficiaries are unique in that they have additional funds that could

be used to address their fiscal needs. Effectiveness will measure the degree to which each

alternative affords current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries the

opportunity to access their locked-in funds. Effectiveness will be measured as the approximate

45 A number of major Canadian Financial Institutions were contacted to provide comments and rankings of
alternatives. Most did not provide an opinion. In addition to Anonymous, the Regional Contact for BC
and Yukon, Media Relations, Royal Bank of Canada (RBe) provided the opinion "[we] recommend ...
searching out a government opinion on this matter" (Smith, 2007).

46 To see detailed acceptability rankings provided by each stakeholder representative, refer to Appendix G.
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number of current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries expected to unlock

under each alternative each year in BC.

In order to properly measure effectiveness it is also important to consider not just the

behaviour of unlocking current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries but

also their interests. Survey results show that looking back, some individuals that unlocked would

now choose to unlock less or not at all and therefore regret their unlocking decision. For these

individuals, unlocking was not an effective means of addressing their fiscal needs. For this

reason, the number of current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries

expected to unlock under each alternative each year in BC is reduced by the number expected to

regret unlocking under each alternative each year.

In order to calculate effectiveness, the average number of individuals that unlock each

year under Alberta financial hardship unlocking (1,257) is first adjusted by the difference in

approximate number of current private pension plan members in BC (500,000) relative to Alberta

(330,000), then adjusted by the percentage difference of those that lived in jurisdictions that offer

each alternative that unlocked relative to jurisdictions that offer financial hardship unlocking and

finally discounted by percentage of respondents that unlocked that regret unlocking in

jurisdictions that offer each alternative discounted 50 per cent for those who would unlock less

and 100 per cent for those who would not unlock at all (Alberta Finance, 2007; Alberta

Government, 2007). For example, the adjusted number expected to unlock if financial hardship

unlocking were introduced in BC is 1,904.47
. Of the survey respondents that unlocked in

jurisdictions with financial hardship (n=60), none would unlock less and 16.7 per cent (n=IO)

would not unlock at all. Therefore, the number expected to unlock but not regret unlocking if

financial hardship were introduced in BC is 1,586.48 Effectiveness of each alternative is

presented as a count for accuracy and to allow easy comparability between the effectiveness and

taxpayer risk criterion across alternatives. For a detailed explanation of the calculation of

individuals expected to unlock but not regret unlocking with the introduction of each alternative

each year in BC, refer to Appendix H.

47 500,000 (number of current private pension members in Be) /330,000 (current private pension plan
members in Alberta) = 1.515; (1.515)*(1,257) (the average number that unlocks each year for financial
hardship in Alberta) = 1,904 (the expected number to unlock each year if financial hardship unlocking
were introduced in Be).

48 .167 (percentage of those that regret unlocking that unlocked in jurisdictions that offer financial hardship
unlocking, undiscounted as all 16.7 per cent stated that looking back, they would not unlock at all) *
1,904=318; 1,904-318= 1,586.
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5.4 Taxpayer Risk

Finite resources mean that the adoption of any policy alternative will have distributional

consequences, resulting in winners and losers. The purpose of considering these tradeoffs is to

give standing to individuals within groups that are not represented in the other criterion. In

considering policy alternatives to the locking-in of private pension in BC, the paramount risk to

consider is the degree to which each alternative favours current and former private pension plan

members and beneficiaries over other taxpayers. The best measure of taxpayer risk would be the

PV of the actual monetary costs of incremental consumption of income-tested or other publicly

provided benefits resulting from the adoption of each alternative in Be. However, this estimation

would also have to consider the PV of impacts on income, sales and other taxes arising from

unlocking. Unfortunately, there is not enough information at this time to estimate the exact

number of current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries that will benefit at

the expense of other taxpayers nor the incremental effects on tax stream revenues. Individuals

that unlock for 'discretionary' rationale do not present the only risk to other taxpayers but are the

most likely to consume incremental public benefits in future years due to unlocking, either due to

spending retirement savings or due to lower future annual income and consequentially increased

consumption of income tested benefits, at the expense of other taxpayers. Therefore, the number

expected to unlock for 'discretionary' unlocking rationale with the adoption of each policy

alternative each year in BC will be utilized as a proxy for measuring taxpayer risk.

Taxpayer risk is calculated in a similar manner to effectiveness with the number expected

to unlock under each alternative each year in BC adjusted by the percentage of survey

respondents that have pensions registered in jurisdictions that offer each alternative that unlocked

for 'discretionary' unlocking rationale. For example, 1,904 individuals are expected to unlock

each year if financial hardship unlocking were introduced in Be. 21.7 per cent of survey

respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions that offer financial hardship unlocking, unlocked for

one or more 'discretionary' unlocking rationale. Therefore, 413 individuals are expected to

unlock for one or more discretionary unlocking rationale each year in BC if financial hardship

unlocking were introduced. Taxpayer risk associated with each alternative is presented as a count

for accuracy and to allow easy comparability between the taxpayer risk and effectiveness

criterion across alternatives. For a detailed explanation of the calculation of individuals expected

to unlock for 'discretionary' unlocking rationale with the introduction of each alternative each

year in BC, refer to Appendix H.
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6: Policy Alternatives and Assessment

This section examines policy alternatives to the current locking-in of private pension

benefits in Be. The purpose of the study is to analyze the effect that the adoption of these

policies had in other jurisdictions and use the data to estimate the impact of introducing similar

policies in Be. As the subject matter is the locking-in of private pension benefits, the alternatives

are limited to tightening or loosening - including partial, targeted or complete unlocking - the

current locking-in provisions in Be. The alternative of repealing the existing unlocking of small

monthly pensions has been drawn from survey results and stakeholder interviews. Alternatives

that loosen the locking-in provisions were generally determined in reference to policies that exist

in other Canadian jurisdictions. The focus on policies that exist in other Canadian jurisdictions as

a starting point for choosing policy alternatives reflects the policy objectives of a streamlined

approach to harmonized cross-jurisdictional pension regulations (CAPSA, 2004; Ministry of

Small Business and Revenue, 2007).

Some alternatives are mutually exclusive; others are not. Repealing the existing

unlocking of small monthly pensions is not mutually exclusive and can be adopted with, or

without, the adoption of other unlocking alternatives. Similarly, targeted unlocking can be

introduced with unconditional unlocking of 25 or 50 per cent of private pension benefits. 100 per

cent unlocking is mutually exclusive as there would be no need for targeted or limited small

amounts unlocking if all funds are available. The policy alternatives will not include potential

changes to programs under federal jurisdictions, such as CPP, GAS or GIS, as the regulation of

private pensions registered in BC is under provincial jurisdiction and recommendations are being

made to the BC Minister of Finance. Table 6.1 briefly details the policy options considered in this

study followed by a more detailed explanation of each.
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Table 6.1 Policy Alternatives and Definition

Alternative

(1) Status Quo

(2) Repeal Existing
Unlocking ofSmall
Monthly Pensions

(3) Targeted
Unlocking

(4) 25 per cent
Unconditional
Unlocking

(5) 50 per cent
Unconditional
Unlocking

(6) 100 per cent
Unconditional
Unlocking

Explanation

No change, current locking-in exemptions remain.

No longer allow unlocking of small monthly pensions in BC; repeal S. 40(1 )(a)
of the PBSA and 33(1) of the PBSR, in BC. However, the other harmonized
small amounts provisions remain.

Target unlocking to individuals experiencing specified circumstances of
financial hardship including low income, medical expenses, default on
mortgage, unpaid rent, renovation due to disability and other financial hardship.

Allow for unconditional unlocking of up to 25 per cent of locked-in pension
funds via cash withdrawal or transfer to one or more unlocked retirement
vehicles after termination of plan membership and reaching 55 years of age.

Allow for unconditional unlocking of up to 50 per cent of locked-in pension
funds via cash withdrawal or transfer to one or more unlocked retirement
vehicles after termination of plan membership and reaching 55 years of age.

Allow for unconditional unlocking of up to 100 per cent oflocked-in pension
funds via cash withdrawal or transfer to one or more unlocked retirement
vehicles after termination of plan membership and reaching 55 years of age.

6.1 Alternative 1: Status Quo

The status quo is both a legitimate alternative and a base case from which to compare and

evaluate the other alternatives. In considering whether maintaining the status quo with respect to

the locking-in of private pension benefits in BC is a viable policy option, there are important

factors to consider. In recent years Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, New Brunswick

and Nova Scotia have amended their legislation to allow for greater fiscal flexibility in retirement

planning and consumption by allowing greater access to private pension benefits. Alberta,

Ontario and Nova Scotia allow access to private pension benefits on the basis of financial

hardship. The utilization of these programs, especially in Ontario, speaks to the financial needs

of current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries. In these provinces, current

and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries can unlock only if they can prove

significant financial need. In contrast, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario and New

Brunswick allow unconditional access to mandated percentages of pension funds. In comparison

to the majority of Canadian jurisdictions, current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries in BC are at a disadvantage as the current legislation allows relatively limited

opportunities to access locked-in funds. However, BC does have a relatively generous unlocking

of small monthly pension benefit that allows significant pensions to be unlocked 100 per cent.
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Also worthy of consideration is the trend towards, and benefits of, regulatory

harmonization. The Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities (CAPSA)

developed a model law that is based on 'best practices' and is intended to serve as an example

when jurisdictions amend their pension statutes (CAPSA 2004; Pozzebon, 2004). Under the

recently signed TILMA Alberta and BC have pledged to mutually recognize existing, and

reconcile future, regulations that may restrict or impair trade, investment or labour mobility

between the two provinces (Government ofBC / Government of Alberta. 2007). The status quo

would mean the current imbalance of exemptions to the locking-in of private pension benefits,

particularly the existing unlocking of small monthly pension amounts, between BC and all other

Canadian jurisdictions, particularly Alberta, would remain unchanged.

Ultimately, the viability of maintaining the status quo in BC hinges on which alternative

best balances the interests of current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries,

stakeholders, risk to taxpayers and costs to government. The evaluation of the status quo will

depend on the behaviour of current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries as

survey results gathered from individuals who have unlocked under the varied provisions available

across Canadian jurisdictions will be used to determine whether the status quo or other

alternatives are the best strategy for balancing conflicting interests with the effective provision of

flexibility in retirement income planning and consumption.

6.2 Alternative 2: Repeal Existing Unlocking of Small Monthly

Pensions

While the majority of survey respondents that unlocked some or all of their private

pension benefits did so for relatively 'legitimate' reasons, such as financial hardship, final

expenses, shortened life expectancy, re-investment or for a child or other dependent, a portion

unlocked for more 'discretionary' reasons, including sport, leisure or travel, payment on asset

other than principal residence, to help a non-dependent family member or for the security of cash.

23.3 per cent (n=7) of the respondents that unlocked under 'discretionary' rationale (n=30)

unlocked in jurisdictions that had neither financial hardship nor unconditional unlocking

suggesting that other exemptions to the locking-in of private pension benefits, including non

vested benefits, shortened life expectancy, small amounts and survivor benefits may be providing

unlocking opportunities that result in undesirable consumption of retirement savings.
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In BC private pension benefits vest after two years of plan membership (Queen's Printer

Victoria, 2007). The current vesting provisions were enacted in order to encourage saving and

discourage pre-retirement consumption of retirement funds (Doug MacArthur, Interview,

01/18/08). One survey respondent that released funds that had not vested used those funds for

payment on an asset other than principal residence. The shortened life expectancy provisions are

designed to provide release of funds, with physician approval, to individuals who would

otherwise die prior to exhausting their locked-in pension funds. The 'discretionary' unlocking

rationale is not discretionary in respect of shortened life expectancy unlocking as the provision is

designed to provide for spending rather than saving. Survivor benefits are intended to provide

release of funds in the case of the pre-retirement death of a spouse or common-law partner who is

a current or former private pension plan member. The 'discretionary' rationale does not apply to

this provision, as BC does not currently allow for unlocking of pre-retirement survivor benefits.

The small amounts unlocking provisions in most Canadian jurisdictions are designed to

allow plans to provide for release of small pensions that would not provide payments large

enough to improve retirement income security. Regression analysis indicates that, among survey

respondents, those with private pensions over $15,000 are less likely to unlock than those with

smaller pensions suggesting the small amount unlocking provisions are being utilized. However,

the small amounts provisions in BC are slightly different from those available in other

jurisdictions. Like other jurisdictions, BC allows pensions under 40 per cent of the YMPE

($17,480) to be unlocked 100 per cent (Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007; Queen's Printer Victoria,

2007a). However, BC also allows much more significant unlocking at the plan level, prior to

transfer of benefits, if the commutable monthly pension benefit would be under $397 a month

(Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007; Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007a).49 This allows for significant

pensions, up to $77,400 in value, to be unlocked and is somewhat comparable, in unlocking

potential, to the unconditional and financial hardship unlocking available in other jurisdictions.50

Eight survey respondents in total unlocked funds in Be. Of these, two unlocked under

the federal 'Home Buyers Plan', one unlocked for reasons of shortened life expectancy, two

unlocked for re-investment and three for financial hardship. As BC has neither financial hardship

unlocking nor unconditional unlocking it is reasonable to assume that these five respondents

unlocked under some other exemption, such as the relatively generous small amounts provisions.

49 'At the plan level' refers to the window of opportunity after termination of plan membership prior to
transfer of benefits.

50 Market fluctuations at commutation, actuarial mechanics, whether or not plan is indexed and how often
may affect author's calculation. It may be possible to unlock more than the stated approximation.
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Unlocked amounts range from $5,000 to $77,000, which is consistent with small amounts

unlocking in BC. Of the three respondents that unlocked $5,000, $8,000 and $9,000, which they

could have unlocked under the small amounts provisions of other jurisdictions, two stated that,

looking back, they would have unlocked the same amount, while the respondent that unlocked the

least stated that, looking back, they would unlock more. The respondents that unlocked $60,000

and $77,000 said that, looking back, they would have unlocked less. Both of the respondents that

unlocked amounts that are greater than the amount that could be unlocked under other

jurisdictions small amounts provisions but not greater than what can be unlocked under BC's

unlocking of small monthly pensions stated that one of their other reasons for unlocking was for

sport, leisure or travel.

In total, survey results suggest a single case of 'discretionary' unlocking under the

vesting provisions across Canada and two cases of 'discretionary' unlocking likely under the

relatively generous small amounts provisions, in BC. The existing unlocking of small monthly

pensions at the plan level, based on commutation of monthly pension benefit determined in year

of plan termination, offers some flexibility in retirement income planning. However, this small

amounts test is complicated and can only be done on plan termination, prior to transfer of

benefits. The provision allows for significant pensions to be 100 per cent unlocked in pre

retirement, which does not balance the risks associated with unlocking by requiring some funds to

remain locked-in to provide future retirement income security. The small amounts unlocking

provisions in other jurisdictions do not allow unlocking of pensions large enough to provide

significant income security as the largest monthly pension amount that could be unlocked is

$291.33 to an individual aged over 88 or $145.66 to an individual aged 55 or under (FICOM,

2007e).5\ In contrast, the loss of up to $387 per month of future retirement income security is

significant, especially as it is available on plan termination, likely in early retirement or before.

100 per cent (n=2) of survey respondents that were likely to unlock under the current small

monthly pension commuted benefit unlocking at the plan level in BC unlocked for 'discretionary'

rationale and regretted their decision. These findings suggest that the existing unlocking of small

monthly pensions might be repealed. The removal of this provision from the PBSA is a non

mutually exclusive policy alternative to the locking-in of private pension benefits in BC that will

be considered in respect of the status quo and unlocking alternatives that exist in other

jurisdictions.

51 Based on private pensions in Be, other jurisdictions may have slightly different maximum withdrawal
limits.
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6.3 Alternative 3: Targeted Unlocking

Targeted unlocking is not necessarily mutually exclusive of the other alternatives. Both

Ontario and Alberta have adopted targeted unlocking based on financial hardship in conjunction

with unconditional unlocking of 25 and 50 per cent, respectively, of locked-in pension funds.

The choice of allowable rationale for the targeted unlocking alternative will impact on its

viability. For example, the more allowable rationale the greater the administrative difficulty, the

greater the eligibility, the greater the amount of funds unlocked and the greater the risk of current

and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries exhausting their pension funds and

relying more heavily on the provision of public programs and income tested benefits. For these

reasons it is important to carefully construct a rationale for targeted unlocking based on the needs

of current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries as indicated in the best

available data. All three existing financial hardship programs include unlocking for low income,

medical expenses and to avoid default on ownership of principal residence (Alberta Finance,

2006a; FSCO, 2007a; Nova Scotia Department of Environment and Labour. 2008). There would

be little value in adopting a financial hardship provision in BC without at least including these

three basic criteria.

Unlocking for unpaid rent is the third most popular unlocking rationale in Alberta and

second most popular in Ontario (Alberta Finance, 2006; FSCO, 2007b).52 Considering the

demonstrated need for unlocking for unpaid rent in Alberta and Ontario and the importance of

maintaining a residence, the targeted unlocking alternative should specifically include default on

rent. No individuals unlocked because of renovation due to disability in Alberta. In Ontario,

renovations on principal residence due to disability is the least poplar of six unlocking criterion.

Despite the relative lack of unlocking there is no reason to deny necessary renovations on a

principal residence due to disability. To introduce financial hardship unlocking in BC without

adding this criterion would be inequitable, unpopular and would significantly reduce the viability

of the alternative without providing many benefits.

In Alberta, the second most popular reason for unlocking is due to other financial

hardship. On the application form current and former private pension plan members or

beneficiaries are asked to provide written explanation of their circumstances of financial

hardship, including length of hardship, and written documentation of the costs that are requesting

to be covered (Alberta Finance, 2006b). The large number of individuals who unlocked in

52 For statistics on financial hardship unlocking in Ontario and Alberta refer to Appendix A.
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Alberta under this category evidences the need for flexible hardship unlocking. The purpose of

this alternative is to provide unlocking for current and former private pension plan members or

beneficiaries facing financial hardship and unlike unconditional unlocking alternatives,

individuals can unlock for reasons of financial hardship prior to reaching retirement age. Without

including an 'other' category the alternative would not be as effective. In addition, as unlocking

for income tax arrears is the second least popular rationale for hardship unlocking in Alberta,

income tax arrears could be used as an example of unlocking for other hardship. Unlocking for

income tax arrears is easily documented and provides a clear basis for unlocking under the 'other'

category.

Similar to the financial hardship programs in other Canadian jurisdictions, the targeted

unlocking alternative proposed for BC should include categories of low income, medical

expenses, default on mortgage, unpaid rent, renovation due to disability and other financial

hardship. The exemption should be administered by the FICOM, the government agency

responsible for the regulation of private pension plans in BC. The exemption will require the

drafting of forms that are available both on-line and in hard copy at FICOM offices in Surrey,

BC. The forms should make clear as possible the requirements under each criterion, citing

examples, and using plain language as much as possible. Both Alberta and Ontario charge a fee

to process applications for unlocking based on financial hardship (Alberta Finance, 2006b; FSCO,

2007a). Similarly, in order to help offset operating costs, FICOM will charge a fee of two per

cent of the amount eligible to withdraw under circumstances of financial hardship ranging from a

minimum of$200 to a maximum of$500 (FSCO, 2007a). The administrative body at FICOM

will forward approved forms to the financial institution holding the pension funds, authorizing a

specified release of funds. The form will also be forward to Revenue Canada for tax purposes. A

receipt of the transaction will be released to the individual to be included with their tax return.

6.4 Alternative 4: 25 Per Cent Unlocking

Unconditional unlocking of varying percentages of locked-in private pension funds has

been adopted in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, New Brunswick and, most recently, Ontario.

The operational details of unconditional unlocking are slightly different in each jurisdiction. As

these jurisdictions offer different amounts of unconditional unlocking, the following will explore

unconditional unlocking alternatives separately on the basis of their operation in each jurisdiction

of interest in order provide a model for BC based on the most appropriate information.
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As the largest province in Canada, pension regulatory changes in Ontario are worthy of

note for other provinces regulating significant private pension assets. In order to promote

regulatory harmony, and to respond to greater demands for flexibility with respect to locked-in

funds, BC amended its pension regulations in 2004 to no longer require the use of remaining

money in locked-in LIF accounts to be used to purchase an annuity at age 80 (FICOM, 2007d).

In order to achieve this, Ontario introduced a new retirement income vehicle, the Locked-in

Retirement Income Fund (LRIF). In contrast, BC merely removed the annuity requirement from

BC LIFs. The introduction of 25 per cent unconditional unlocking is slightly more complex than

the removal of the annuity requirement. The exemption must be limited to a one-time only

transfer or individuals could exercise the 25 per cent transfer repeatedly. To accommodate 25 per

cent unlocking Ontario introduced a new LIF that does not require the purchase of an annuity and

from which up to 25 per cent of locked-in funds may be transferred to one or more unlocked

accounts or withdrawn as cash.

As the focus of this study is not the requirement to purchase an annuity, it is

recommended that the alternative of 25 per cent unlocking should follow the Ontario example

except that a new type of account is not required. Rather, a one time only transfer, or withdrawal,

not before reaching age 55, of up to 25 per cent of the balance of one or more locked-in accounts

to an unlocked account, such as an RRSP or RRIF, should be introduced. This approach reduces

the regulatory burden to government by having financial institutions administer unlocking on

transfer or withdrawal offunds. It reduces the possibility of repeat unlocking by allowing only a

one-time transfer and limiting the time frame for unlocking, from the establishment of any

locked-in account, to 90 days. The alternative will also require transitional provisions to allow

individuals currently holding LIFs the option to unlock up to 25 per cent of the value of their

locked-in funds. A reasonable time limit for these transitional provisions, which has been

adopted in Ontario, is one year from the time the unlocking exemption is introduced (FSCO,

2007). While financial institutions bear the administrative burden they are free to offer or not

offer any account they wish. Private pension benefits are taxable as income, which is why

unlocked benefits must either be withdrawn as cash or transferred to another unlocked retirement

vehicle. A spousal consent form will need to be provided both on the FICOM website and as a

hard copy at their headquarters in Surrey. Completed forms will be presented to and processed

by the financial institution holding locked-in funds.
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6.5 Alternative 5: 50 Per Cent Unlocking

Unlike Manitoba and Alberta, locked-in funds in BC are not held in Retirement Income

Arrangements (RIAs), Locked-In Retirement Accounts (LIRAs) or LRIFs. Building on the

Alberta and Manitoba models, the alternative of 50 per cent unconditional unlocking in BC

should be available, upon reaching age 55, as a one-time withdrawal or transfer of up to 50 per

cent of pension benefits being transferred to a LIF. The alternative will also require transitional

provisions, similar to 25 per cent unlocking. After this one-year transitional period, funds may

only be unlocked, by individual's aged 55 or over, when they are transferred from a pension plan

to a LIF or within 90 days out of a newly created LIF. Similar to Alberta and Manitoba, financial

institutions can administer the unlocking exemption. Since funds may be unlocked only on

transfers, it is easy for financial institutions to ensure that no more than 50 per cent of pension

benefits are unlocked and that unlocking is exercised only once. A form should be made

available on-line at the FICOM website but also in hard copy at the Surrey offices that provides

informed spousal consent, where applicable. The form will be presented to financial institutions,

which will release or transfer locked-in funds. Once unlocked, funds may, at the option of the

owner, be paid in cash (as income) or transferred to one or more RRSPs or RRIFs.

6.6 Alternative 6: 100 Per Cent Unlocking

On March 28, 2002, Saskatchewan amended their Pension Benefits Regulations to allow

money in existing LIFs LIRAs and LRIFs to be transferred to a prescribed RRIF (SFSC, 2007).

Effective May 10,2006 the Pension Benefits Regulations were again amended to allow, but not

require, a Defined Contribution (DC) plan to offer a Variable Benefit to members and former

members that are eligible to retire (SFSC, 2007a). A Variable Benefit, which is similar to a

RRIF, provides members with additional flexibility in retirement income options (SFSC, 2007a).

The four-year period between the adoption of unconditional unlocking and the

establishment of Variable Benefit Accounts in Saskatchewan show how, even when benefits are

no longer locked-in, public demand remains for the provision of regular private pension

payments. As an alternative to the status quo in BC, 100 per cent unlocking should first allow

individuals the opportunity, not before reaching age 55, to withdraw as cash or transfer benefits in

existing LIFs or directly from pension plans on termination to one or more unlocked RRIFs or

RRSPs. Once unconditional unlocking has been established for years in BC, government

regulators will be better able to gauge subsequent demands for flexibility in unlocked retirement
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accounts. As with the other unconditional unlocking alternatives, a form should be made

available on-line at the FICOM website and also in hard copy at the Surrey offices that provides

informed spousal consent, where applicable. The form will be presented to financial institutions,

which will provide for release of funds.

6.7 Assessment

The following sub-sections provide an assessment of the six policy alternatives to the

locking-in of private pension benefits in BC. The criteria and measures established in section five

are used to evaluate each option under consideration. Alternatives are first presented in a matrix

in order to allow for easy comparison of the relative merits and drawbacks of each policy

alternative. Evaluation of each alternative is based on the best available information including

survey data, interviews with key stakeholders, relevant public documents and the disaggregated

data dump of the financial hardship program in Alberta provided by Alberta Finance. Table 6.2

presents a detailed assessment of policy alternatives and comparative ranking scores for each

alternative across criteria, six being the highest available ranking under each criterion.
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Table 6.2 Detailed Assessment ofPolicy Alternatives

Alternative Cost Stakeholder Effectiveness Taxpayer Aggregate
Acceptability Risk Ranking

Score (/24)

Status Quo ~ Pension Industry: 5 # expected to # expected to 15.5
No implementation Seniors' unlock but not unlock for

or operating costs to Representatives: 3.5 regret unlocking: 'discretionary'

government. Michael Peters: 6
per year in BC: unlocking

1,232 rationale per year
Comparative Cost Total: 14.5/ 18 = Comparative in BC: 597

Ranking: 6 81% Effectiveness Comparative
Comparative Ranking: 2 Taxpayer Risk
Stakeholder Ranking: 2
Ranking: 5.5

Repeal Existing I legislative change; Pension Industry: 6 # expected to # expected to 17
Unlocking of 2 statutory changes; Seniors' unlock but not unlock for

Small Monthly opublications; and Representatives: 3.5 regret unlocking: 'discretionary ,
per year in BC: unlocking

Pensions no operating costs = Michael Peters: 5 1,137 rationale per year

$103,205.52 Total: 14.5/ 18= Comparative in BC:!!

Comparative Cost
81% Effectiveness Comparative

Ranking: 5 Comparative Ranking: I Taxpayer Risk
Stakeholder Ranking: 5.5
Ranking: 5.5

Targeted I legislative change; Pension Industry: 4 # expected to # expected to 11
Unlocking 2 statutory changes; Seniors' unlock but not unlock for

2 publications; and Representatives: 3.5 regret unlocking: 'discretionary ,
per year in BC: unlocking

PV of operating Michael Peters: 1.5 1,586 rationale per year
costs of 5 FTE Total: 9/ 18 ~ 50% Comparative in BC: 413

salaries ~ Comparative Effectiveness Comparative
$8,738,067.36 Stakeholder Ranking: 3 Taxpayer Risk

Comparative Cost Ranking: 3 Ranking: 4

Ranking: I

25 Per cent I legislative change; Pension Industry: 3 # expected to # expected to 16.5
Unconditional 2 statutory changes; Seniors' unlock but not unlock for

Unlocking 2 publications; and Representatives: 3.5 regret unlocking: 'discretionary'
per year in BC: unlocking

no operating costs = Michael Peters: 4 1,784 rationale per year

$137,607.36 Total: 10.5/ 18 ~ Comparative in BC:!!

Comparative Cost
58% Effectiveness Comparative

Ranking: 3 Comparative Ranking: 4 Taxpayer Risk
Stakeholder Ranking: 5.5
Ranking: 4

50 Percent I legislative change; Pension Industry: 2 # expected to # expected to 13
Unconditional 2 statutory changes; Seniors' unlock but not unlock for

Unlocking 2 publications; and Representatives: 3.5 regret unlocking: 'discretionary'
per year in BC: unlocking

no operating costs = Michael Peters: 3 1,969 rationale per year

$137,607.36 Total: 8.5 / 18 = Comparative in BC: 508

Comparative Cost
47% Effectiveness Comparative

Ranking: 3 Comparative Ranking: 5 Taxpayer Risk
Stakeholder Ranking: 3
Ranking: 2

100 Per cent 1 legislative change; Pension Industry: I # expected to # expected to 11
Unconditional 2 statutory changes; Seniors' unlock but not unlock for

Unlocking 2 publications; and Representatives: 3.5 regret unlocking: 'discretionary'
per year in BC: unlocking

no operating costs = Michael Peters: 1.5 2,079 rationale per year

$137,607.36 Total: 6/18 = 33% Comparative in BC: 1,188

Comparative Cost Comparative Effectiveness Comparative

Ranking: 3 Stakeholder Ranking: 6 Taxpayer Risk
Ranking: I Ranking: I
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6.7.1 Status Quo (15.5)

As Table 6.2 shows, the status quo is a viable alternative as it ranks very well in tenns of

cost and stakeholder acceptability. The status quo is the cheapest alternative as there are neither

implementation nor operating costs associated with the status quo. The status quo is tied for most

preferred alternative with repealing the existing small amounts unlocking in terms of stakeholder

acceptability. The two representatives from the pension industry provided identical rankings for

each alternative and ranked the status quo as the second most preferred alternative. Alan Black

preferred the status quo to unlocking alternatives, stating that if "you give people [access to

locked-in pension funds] they're gonna go off and spend it" (Interview, 02/21/08). The

anonymous representative from a Canadian financial institution stated that, from the perspective

of a selfish profit maximizing firm, financial institutions prefer to keep pension funds locked-in

as they profit less when funds are withdrawn (Interview, 02/22/08). Michael Peters preferred

the status quo to all alternatives and stated "[i]n fact, [he] would go further and reduce the

unlocking for small monthly pension from 10% of the YMPE to 4% of the YMPE" (Interview,

02118/08).

The status quo did significantly worse in terms of effectiveness and taxpayer risk. It is

the second least effective alternative, as the status quo does not provide any more or any less

unlocking opportunities. Based on survey data, the second largest number of respondents are

expected to unlock for 'discretionary' unlocking rationale per year in BC under the adoption of

the status quo, which leads to the second lowest score of taxpayer risk among policy alternatives.

However, it is important to note that the number expected to unlock for 'discretionary' unlocking

rationale with the status quo is only slightly higher than the number expected for 50 per cent

unconditional unlocking and significantly less, about one-half, the expected amount if 100 per

cent unconditional unlocking were introduced.

6.7.2 Repeal Existing Unlocking of Small Monthly Pensions (17)

Repealing the existing unlocking of small monthly pensions has the second lowest cost to

government of proposed alternatives as one legislative amendment and one regulatory

amendment are required in order to repeal the existing unlocking of small monthly pensions.

Specifically, the alternative cans for the repeal of S. 40(1 )(a) of the PBSA and S. 33(1) of the

PBSR. While the costs associated with each alternative presented here are rough estimations,

they do provide a reasonable measure of both the impact, relative to other alternatives, and
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magnitude of the cost to government of adopting each alternative. The cost of repealing the

existing unlocking of small monthly pensions is more expensive than the status quo, less

expensive than unlocking alternatives and relatively inexpensive at an approximated cost of

$103,205.52.

Repealing the existing unlocking of small monthly pension is tied for the most preferred

alternative with the status quo in terms of stakeholder acceptability. It receives the highest

ranking from the pension industry, with Alan Black stating that repealing the unlocking of small

monthly pension amounts "makes an awful lot of sense[; it] is practical ... [and] a good solution"

(Interview, 02/21/08). Michael Peters ranked this option as second to the status quo; though he

suggests that it would be better to go further and reduce the post plan small unlocking tests

(Interview, 02/18/08).

Repealing the existing unlocking of small monthly pensions received the lowest score in

effectiveness as the least number of current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries are expected to unlock, but not regret unlocking, under this alternative. The low

effectiveness of this alternative makes it difficult to consider adopting it without also providing

some additional unlocking opportunity. However, in terms of taxpayer risk, repealing the

existing unlocking of small monthly pensions did very well as it is tied with 25 per cent

unlocking for the least number of individuals that are expected to unlock for 'discretionary'

rationale per year in Be if this policy were adopted.53

6.7.3 Targeted Unlocking (11)

Targeted unlocking based on financial hardship was tied for the lowest aggregate

comparison ranking score with 100 per cent unconditional unlocking. Targeted unlocking would

require changes to both the PBSA and PBSR, the publication of a policy bulletin and forms to

apply and receive approval for unlocking. It is the only alternative that would require an on

going commitment from government and would, as Michael Peters recognizes, require "a new

bureaucracy ... to be created to deal with applications under financial hardship" (Interview,

02/18/08). The on-going administration may also result "in unscrupulous persons putting

themselves forward as 'experts' and charging individuals a significant amount of financial harm

by charging a percentage of the amounts unlocked in order to gain access to the funds" (Michael

Peters, Interview, 02/18/08). Largely due to the PV of operating costs, targeted unlocking on the

53 Based on survey data; see Appendix H.
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basis of financial hardship is by far the most expensive alternative as the estimated cost is

approximately 63.5 times greater than the next most expensive alternative.

As his comments suggest, Michael Peters ranked targeted unlocking as tied for the least

preferred alternative with 100 per cent unlocking (Interview, 02/18/08). In contrast, targeted

unlocking was the third most preferred alternative in terms of acceptability to the pension

industry. Alan Black preferred targeted unlocking to unconditional unlocking alternatives but did

not approve of the fact that it allows for pre-retirement withdrawals, stating that pension funds

"should not be a resource if you get in financial problems" (Interview, 02/21/08). Targeted

unlocking was preferable to financial institutions as, in aggregate, it will likely result in less funds

being withdrawn.

Targeted unlocking was more effective than the status quo and repealing the unlocking of

small monthly pensions as more current and former private pension plan members are expected to

unlock, but not regret unlocking, under this alternative. However, based on this measure, targeted

unlocking was not as effective as any of the unconditional unlocking alternatives. In terms of

taxpayer risk, targeted unlocking was the third highest ranked alternative as less current and

former private pension plan members and beneficiaries are expected to unlock for 'discretionary'

rationale per year in Be than under the status quo or with the adoption of 50 and 100 per cent

unconditional unlocking.

Also worthy of attention is the fact that targeted unlocking affords greater unlocking

opportunities to less affluent current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries.

Regression analysis shows that, among survey respondents, those with smaller pensions, lower

annual household incomes and less conservative investment preferences are more likely to

unlock. While those with less income and smaller pensions may have a greater need to unlock

funds, they also carry the greatest risk to taxpayers as they are most likely to become dependent

on state-sponsored programs later in life. Furthermore, from the perspective of less affluent

current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries, targeted unlocking exploits

their need by essentially "paying someone else to gain access to something that is already theirs"

(Michael Peters, Interview, 02/18/08). It is also troublesome that more individuals are expected

to unlock for 'discretionary' reasons with the adoption of targeted unlocking than are expected

under 25 per cent unconditional unlocking. Due to its large cost, poor stakeholder acceptability

and only moderate effectiveness, targeted unlocking based on financial hardship does not appear

to be a viable alternative to the locking-in of private pension benefits in Be.
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6.7.4 Unconditional Unlocking: 25 Per Cent (16.5), 50 Per Cent (13) and 100 Per

Cent (11)

In addition to being mutually exclusive, unconditional unlocking alternatives all ranked

equally in terms of cost to government. All unconditional unlocking exemptions require one

legislative change, one regulatory change, publication of one policy bulletin and one form to

assure informed spousal consent on application for withdrawal of up to 25,50 or 100 per cent of

locked-in private pension funds. While the cost of unconditional unlocking alternatives are high

relative to the status-quo, $137,607.36 is not a large monetary commitment for government

especially as none of the unconditional unlocking alternatives require on-going operating costs.

100 per cent unconditional unlocking, while favoured by CARP, does the poorest of all

alternatives in terms of stakeholder acceptability. Alan Black would not "agree [to] more than 25

per cent [unconditional unlocking] ever" (Interview, 02/21/08). Financial institutions are likely to

profit less as the percentage of unconditional unlocking increases (Interview, Anonymous,

02/22/08). Michael Peters also ranks 100 per cent unlocking as tied for least preferred

alternative, along with targeted unlocking. The rankings provided by all stakeholders, except

seniors' representatives whose rankings cancel each other out, favour 25 per cent unconditional

unlocking over 50 per cent unlocking and 50 per cent unlocking over 100 per cent unlocking.

Not surprisingly, 100 per cent unlocking does very well in terms of effectiveness as the

greatest number of former private pension plan members and beneficiaries are expected to

unlock, but not regret unlocking, under 100 per cent unlocking. However, as with all public

policy decisions, the benefit of effectively addressing the fiscal needs of the target population

must be balanced with the external effects on other groups. 100 per cent unconditional unlocking

is the lowest ranked alternative in terms of taxpayer risk, as the number of individuals expected to

unlock for 'discretionary' unlocking rationale increases with greater percentages of unconditional

unlocking. It is also reasonable to assume that the costs visited on taxpayers rise with greater

percentages of unconditional unlocking. Furthermore, the risk to the retirement income security

of former private pension plan members and beneficiaries is proportional to the percentage of

unconditional unlocking and greatest with 100 per cent unlocking as that alternative does not

require any remaining locked-in principal to provide for later retirement years. As the costs are

equal for each unconditional unlocking alternative and both stakeholder acceptability and

taxpayer risk favour lower percentages of unconditional unlocking alternatives with only

effectiveness favouring higher percentages of unconditional unlocking alternatives, neither 50 per
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cent nor 100 per cent unconditional unlocking appear to be viable alternatives to the locking-in of

private pension benefits in Be.

6.8 Recommendations

Based on the evaluation of policy alternatives discussed in the preceding sub-sections, the

provincial government of BC should consider the implementation of two non-mutually exclusive

policy alternatives to the locking-in of private pension benefits in BC; specifically, repealing the

existing unlocking of small monthly pensions and adopting 25 per cent unconditional unlocking

of locked-in pension benefits.

6.8.1 Repeal Existing Unlocking of Small Monthly Pensions

The first recommendation is tied to, though not dependent on, the next. Logistical

regression indicates that those with smaller pensions, lower income and less conservative

investment preferences are more likely to unlock. These findings suggest that both current and

former private pension plan members and beneficiaries and other taxpayers are best protected by

repealing the existing unlocking of small monthly pensions. Repealing the existing unlocking of

small monthly pensions is tied for the highest ranking in terms of stakeholder acceptability and

taxpayer risk. While it is more expensive than the status quo, the cost to taxpayers of maintaining

the current anomalous unlocking of small monthly pension benefits, which allows pensions up to

$77,400 to be unlocked 100 per cent, is likely much greater than the approximated monetary cost

of $1 03,205.52. Compared to the status quo, repealing the existing unlocking of small monthly

pensions does not provide additional flexibility in retirement income planning and consumption

for current and former private pension members and beneficiaries. This is why it is

recommended that the repeal of the current unlocking of small monthly pensions coincide with

the adoption of 25 per cent unconditional unlocking..

6.8.2 Adopt 25 Per Cent Unconditional Unlocking

In comparison to the status quo and targeted unlocking, 25 per cent unconditional

unlocking is more effective at providing access to locked-in private pension funds to former

private pension plan members and beneficiaries that are not expected to regret their unlocking

decision. Logistical regression indicates that those with smaller pensions, lower income and less

conservative investment preferences are more likely to unlock, which does not support the
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adoption of targeted unlocking based on financial hardship as targeted unlocking provides the

greatest unlocking opportunities to mostly lower income individuals with smaller pension sizes

that are the most likely to consume additional public benefits at the expense of other taxpayers in

later retirement years (Alberta Finance, 2007). More affluent individuals are better able to afford

a 25 per cent drop in their private pension income and should be afforded the same flexibility in

retirement income planning and consumption that is afforded to less affluent private pension

holders. While targeted unlocking allows access to pension funds as a resource for financial

hardship in pre- or post-retirement, 25 per cent unlocking can be accessed only by individuals

over the age of 55, upon plan termination.

In comparison to other unconditional unlocking alternatives, 25 per cent unlocking is

equal in cost to government but dominates in terms of stakeholder acceptability and taxpayer risk.

While the criteria have been weighted equally in this study, it is more likely that an alternative

that has stakeholder support and presents less risk to other taxpayers will be adopted. In

comparison to the status quo, there is less risk associated with adopting unconditional unlocking

of 25 per cent of locked-in private pension funds than continuing to allow pensions up to $77,400

to be unlocked 100 per cent in pre-retirement, at the plan level, prior to transfer of benefits.

Adopting the two recommended alternatives in unison will offset the risks associated with

unlocking while providing greater flexibility in retirement planning and additional opportunities

to access locked-in funds for former private pension plan members and beneficiaries in their

retirement years.
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7: Implementation, Limitations and Conclusion

As with most policies, implementation involves more than just statutory amendment.

Repealing the unlocking of small monthly pensions and adopting 25 per cent unconditional

unlocking will have a major impact on the retirement income planning and consumption of

current and former private pension plan members and beneficiaries in Be. As a current and

former manager of large employee pension plans in BC, Alan Black, states:

I wouldn't agree more than 25 per cent [unlocking] ever. .... When an employee leaves
here ... I've always held the philosophy that ... they're retired but I still believe they are
our responsibility financially (Interview, 02/21/08).

In addition to private sector employee pensions, current and former public sector employee

pension plan members and beneficiaries in BC that have yet to transfer their benefits into one or

more LIF or locked-in RRSP accounts would either be caught or have to be specifically

exempted, through statutory amendment, from application of the recommended alternatives.54

The large number of powerful unions that would be affected by the policy recommendations

means that implementation will likely involve negotiation with BC pension administrators and

unions offering pension plans.

One implementation strategy suggested by Michael Peters would be to remove the

mandatory portability requirement from the PBSA:

[I]f you are going to allow unlocking of any degree I firmly believe that mandatory
portability should be eliminated. That way, an employer could prohibit portability to
ensure that the pension is payable in retirement. If the employer allows portability,
knowing full well that part or all of the funds may be released at the whim of the
government, fine; but do not require mandatory portability and give the employer no say
in whether the funds are available (Interview, 02/18/08).

Pension legislation contain portability requirements, meaning that on termination of plan

membership, plans must allow for benefits to be transferred to another plan, if allowed, to one or

more locked-in retirement accounts or used to purchase a deferred life annuity (Queen's Printer

54 The four main public sector plans in BC are the public service, teachers, municipal and college employee
pension plans, which are administered by the BC Pension Corporation under the authority of the Public
Service Pension Plans Act. These plans are exempt from many of the provisions of the PBSA but are
subject to minimum standards, including the locking-in provisions, of the PBSA. For more infonnation
refer to Appendix A.
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Victoria, 2007). Removing the mandatory portability requirement would require an additional

amendment to the PBSA, which would raise the cost of implementing recommended policy

alternatives. While changes to the portability requirements are not included in the analysis or

evaluation presented in this study, including the cost of these additional statutory changes would

not change the evaluation or recommendation of alternatives as the legislative change would be

an additional cost equally visited on all unlocking alternatives that are already tied for most

expensive policy options.

Implementation of recommended alternatives is linked to the limitations of this study.

This study makes recommendations to the locking-in of private pensions in BC but does not

analyze the portability requirements of the PBSA, nor does it make recommendations for future

negotiation or collective bargaining strategies. In addition, the primary source of data examined

in this study is a survey that utilizes a non-random convenience sample of current and former

private pension plan members and beneficiaries that are drawn from members of the Canadian

Association of the Fifty-Plus (CARP). CARP gave conditional agreement for the survey to be

sent to its members. The choice of questions involved negotiation and some potential questions

were not included in the survey as they were deemed to be too invasive. 55 The use of a

convenience sample drawn from a politically active interest group increases the probability of

strategic bias. Every attempt was made to limit potential biases by basing questions on fact and

observable behaviour rather than opinion. The use of a convenience sample also eliminates the

ability to apply with confidence the survey findings to the larger population of all private pension

plan members with the ability to unlock some or all of their benefits under various exemptions

available across Canadian jurisdictions.

Statistics Canada does not record demographic information on private pension plan

members making it impossible to determine the representativeness of the sample. Nonetheless,

174 of 364 survey respondents have or had a pension registered in Ontario. The Ontario bias

means that 47.8 per cent of respondents were able to unlock for reasons of financial hardship but

not under unconditional unlocking. As respondents were filtered out on the basis of whether they

had the opportunity to unlock, the remaining sample is biased towards those with smaller

pensions, as these respondents would be able to unlock under the small amounts provisions of

Ontario and other jurisdictions not offering unconditional unlocking. 14.5 per cent (n=53) of

respondents have or had pensions registered in Alberta. These respondents had additional

55 One example of this is the question asking whether recipients were receiving OAS or GIS. The format
was chosen to limit invasiveness but resulted in a large number of non-responses.
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opportunities to unlock, as Alberta is the only province that has both unconditional and financial

hardship unlocking.

Despite these limitations, the lack of previous research on unlocking private pension

benefits in Canada bespeaks the importance of a study that aims to evaluate, through observable

behaviour, the assumptions that lie behind the arguments most often made for and against the

locking-in of private pension benefits. Cited factors affecting the current study limit its

applicability but not its efficacy as original research in a field where opinions rather than fact

have often been used to justify policy.

In conclusion, survey data indicate that, given the opportunity to unlock, most individuals

choose not to. Those that do choose to unlock do so primarily for re-investment and unlock

relatively small amounts and small proportions of their pensions. However, those that are re

investing their funds may not be doing so wisely as regression analysis indicates that, among

survey respondents, those who are less conservative in their investment preferences are more

likely to unlock. The recommended policy option of repealing the existing unlocking of small

monthly pension amounts will no longer allow pre-retirement unlocking of pensions valued up to

$77,400 while still allowing unlocking of pensions valued under $17,480 to former private

pension plan members and beneficiaries over the age of 65. This policy recommendation is

consistent with the statutes of other Canadian jurisdictions, supported by stakeholders and, based

on survey data, will effectively limit the risk of unlocking visited on other taxpayers.

In place of the repealed unlocking of small monthly pensions this study recommends

adopting unconditional unlocking of up to 25 per cent of locked-in pension funds upon plan

termination not prior to reaching the age of 55. As those with higher income are less likely to

unlock, less likely to have unlocking result in incremental consumption of public programs and

income tested benefits at the expense of other taxpayers and have a greater number of private

pensions with a greater amount of locked-in funds, 25 per cent unconditional unlocking is a more

equitable policy than the status quo (Statistics Canada, 2006)56. This approach allows for greater

flexibility in retirement income planning and consumption for all former private pension plan

members and beneficiaries. This policy recommendation is consistent with the statutes of other

Canadian jurisdictions and supported by stakeholders. Adopting the two policies in unison will

provide greater post-retirement access to locked-in private pension funds while posing less risk to

other taxpayers than the maintenance of the status quo.

56 For statistics on private pension beneficiaries by income decile and average annual benefit, refer to
Appendix A.
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Appendix A

Additional Background

In order to be eligible for tax-exempt status employer-provided pension plans are

required to be registered under the federal ITA, hence the acronym RPP. All private pensions are

RPPs but not all RPPs are necessarily regulated as private pensions.57 Depending on the

jurisdiction, the standards that are applied to private sector employer-provided pensions are not

always the same as those applied to public sector plans. For example, in 1999 Ontario legislation

afforded the opportunity to unlock 100 per cent of Ontario Members of Provincial Parliament's

locked-in pension funds (Gleberzon, 2007). In BC, public sector plans are RPPs and are caught

by some, but not all, of the provisions of the PBSA. The four main public sector plans in BC, the

public service, teachers, municipal and college employee pension plans, are administered by the

BC Pension Corporation under the authority of the Public Service Pension Plans Act (BC Pension

Corporation, 2007). These plans are exempt from many of the provisions of the PBSA but are

subject to minimum standards, including the locking-in provisions, of the PBSA. FICOM is

responsible for ensuring some, but not all, of the provisions of the PBSA are being applied to

public sector plans. Recommendations will be first made to the PBSA that mayor may not apply

to all public sector plans in BC, depending on future negotiations.

Currently private pension benefits vest after two years of continuous employment

entitling the employee to receive a pension in respect of their plan membership (Queen's Printer

Victoria, 2007). Beginning in 1993, the vesting periods were reduced until the current two year

vesting period came into affect in 1998. The shortened vesting periods culminated with the

introduction of the current locking-in provisions in 1999 that required all plans regulated by the

PBSA to not allow private pension benefits to be withdrawn or surrendered except to draw a

lifetime pension (Doug MacArthur Interview, 01/18/08; Queen's Printer Victoria, 2007).

'Locked-in' funds are subject to minimum withdrawal limits set by the federal ITA and maximum

57 There may be some employer-provided pensions, such as those providing stock option based retirement
savings plans, which are not RPPs. However, pension plans must be RPPs in order to enjoy tax-deferred
status and for the purposes of this study, all private pension plans are RPPs.
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withdrawal limits set by the jurisdictional statutes responsible for the regulation of each pension

plan; the PBSA and PBSR in Bc.58

The Canadian pension system is a massive social security program that affects every

retired and working-aged Canadians (Statistics Canada, 2006). It was designed to achieve two

objectives: to alleviate poverty among the elderly and to help and/or require people to allocate

appropriately their lifetime income, and hence consumption, between their pre and post

retirement years (Task Force on Retirement Policy, 1979). In Canada, these objectives are met

jointly by the three pillars of retirement income security: (1) the income tested minimal income

security system consisting of the GAS, GIS and the allowance for survivor programs; (2)

mandatory public pension plans, namely the CPP and the QPP; and (3) tax assisted private

pensions, including employer-sponsored RPPs and individually-based savings plans such as

RRSPs (Statistics Canada, 2006). While all three pillars contribute to the two main policy

objectives, the first two pillars are designed primarily to meet the objective of old age income

support and the third to primarily replace earnings (Statistics Canada, 2006).

As a source of retirement income, private pensions constituted about half of the income

of those with incomes of $40,000 to $79,999 in Canada in 2005 (Statistics Canada, 2006). Those

with incomes under $20,000 are much less likely to have private pensions with less than a tenth

of their income coming from private pensions (Statistics Canada, 2006). As reliance on the

public system diminishes as income increases, the system deliberately limits the earnings

replacement by the public pillars in order to encourage private retirement savings including

private pensions (Maser, 2003; Statistics Canada, 2006). Despite the limited income replacement

provided by public pensions government neither requires employers to provide pensions nor

individuals to privately save for retirement. Table 7.1 shows the distribution of private pension

income for the population aged 65 or over in Canada in 2000.

58 In BC, the maximum withdraw limit is determined in reference to the long-term bond rate (6 per cent for
2007), adjusted for the plan members age; 6.1 per cent for aged under 55 and 20 per cent for those aged
88 or over (FICOM, 2007e). The minimum withdraw limit is determined by the fonnula 1(90-x) where
x is the age of the pension plan member except for those aged over 79 which are subject to specified
percentages; 8.53 per cent for 79 year aids and 20 per cent for those aged 94 or over (Department of
Justice Canada, 2007).
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Table 7.1 Characteristics ofPrivate Pension Income for the Population Aged 65 or Over in Canada
(2000)

Income in Deciles Percentage Who Average Amount Percentage of Total
(I = lowest) Receive Private Received ($) Income

Pension(s)

1 12.8 1,472 2.9

2 20.3 2,014 3.9

3 20.2 2,136 3.4

4 28.8 2,399 4.9

5 52.8 2,978 9.9

6 77.6 4,677 19.7

7 85.1 7,572 29.0

8 90.6 11,333 37.3

9 90.2 17,989 45.2

10 89.7 32,609 46.4

Totals 56.8 12,154 30.5

Source: Statistics Canada, 2006, 390

As Table 7.1 shows, while only 28.8 per cent of those over the age of 65 whose income were in

the fourth lowest decile received private pension funds, 52.8 of those in the fifth decile, and as

many as 90.6 percent of those in the eighth decile, of income received private pension funds in

2000. Those with higher income are not only more likely to receive private pension funds, but

those private pension funds make up, on average, a greater proportion of their income.

Private pension plans are either Defined Benefit (DB), Defined Contribution (DC) or a

combination of both as a hybrid plan (Statistics Canada, 2006). Figure 7.1 shows a history of

membership in RPPs in BC by type:
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Figure 7.1 Registered Pension Plans Members in Be by Type ofPlan (1974-2006)
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As Figure 7.1 shows, the majority ofRPPs in BC are DB plans.59 The continued prevalence of

DB plans in BC is in strike contrast to the United States (US) where there has been a strong shift

towards DC plans over the last twenty years (Brown et a!., 2001). Despite the fact that the shift

towards DC plans has not been as dramatic as in the US, DC plans have been on a slow and

steady increase in BC and Canada as a whole.60 Over the period from 1992 to 2002, the

percentages of plan members who belong to DC plans increased from 9 to 15 per cent (Statistics

Canada, 2006). DC plans hold some attraction for small employers due to known financial

commitments and administrative simplicity (Statistics Canada, 2006). Over this same period DB

plans have increased in administrative complexity due to changes in tax and regulatory change

due, in part, to growing solvency concerns over unfunded employer liabilities (Statistics Canada,

2006). For example, "various high profile cases have demonstrated the fragility of DB pension

plans in situations of corporate insolvencies (or near-insolvencies), which incidentally have been

59 In 2006 there were 5I7,272 DB RPPs and 77,768 DC RPPs in BC (Statistics Canada, CANSIM, Table
280-0008).

60 For more information on the shift from DB to DC plans and why it was not as pronounced in Canada, see
Brown et aI., 200 I.
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linked to large unfunded pension liabilities" (Pozzebon, 2004, 14).61 Despite these positives, DC

plans directly expose employees to investment risk and offer less incentive to attract and retain

workers as DB plans generally have higher accrual rates in later employment years (Statistics

Canada, 2006). In addition, DC plans "may simply not accumulate enough retirement saving,

especially if plans allow [employees] control over participation, contribution, and investment

decisions" (Pozzebon, 2004, 16).

A second trend in workplace pensions, no doubt associated with the shift to DC plans, is

"a decline in the relative importance of pension plans covered by pension legislation (i.e. RPPs)

in favor of savings vehicles, such as group RRSPs [or stock options], which are not covered by

these laws" (Pozzebon, 2004, 11). It is anything but surprising that employers would prefer less

burdensome arrangements when considering retirement planning strategies for their employees.

Many employers may perceive the high standards set by pension regulations as overly

burdensome especially for firms that operate in different provinces, and hence, must obey

separate regional pension regulations; "firms with employees in more than one province sponsor

some 23 per cent of Canada's pension plans" (Pozzebon, 2004, 17).

The overall coverage of workplace pensions has been steadily decreasing over the last

quarter century:

Following a long period of steady increase in the portion of employed Canadians covered
by workplace pension plans, a reversal in this process began in the mid-1980s and carried
on into the 1990s. Thus in 1991,45.4 [per cent] of employed Canadians were members
of workplace pension plans, and in 2001, only 40.1 [per cent] were members of
workplace pension plans. Between 1992 and 2002, the absolute number of people who
belong to workplace pension plans grew by 2.9 [per cent], but the employed labour force
grew by 15.2 [per cent] (Statistics Canada, 2006, 400-1).

In aggregate, the actual number of workplace pension plans declined by 26 per cent from 1992 to

2002 (Statistics Canada, 2006). The decline in the number of plans significantly exceeds the

decline in plan membership, which "suggests that the part of the workplace pension population

that shrunk the most was smaller plans" (Statistics Canada, 2006, 401). Unfortunately, the drop

in RRSP use, including employer provided group RRSPs, in the 1990s suggests that the loss of

smaller plans are, at the very least, no longer being offset by RRSP contributors (Maser 2003;

Statistics Canada, 2006).

The trend away from RPPs is troublesome in that even if the drop in regulated employer

provided pensions were offset by other employer retirement savings arrangements, unregulated

61 The Air Canada and Stelco cases are two examples from a long list of established finns that have been
adversely affected by competitive pressures (Pozzebon, 2004).
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employee-provided pensions carry with them significant risks including unregulated minimum

employee and employer contributions, unregulated vesting and locking-in requirements,

unregulated minimum investment requirements and, "in the wake of the Enron scandal it is

legitimate to question the security of pension arrangements built on company stock" (Pozzebon,

2004, IS). The adoption of unconditional and financial hardship unlocking in Canadian

jurisdictions corresponds to these two shifts - (I) the shift away from the relative importance of

employer provided pensions and (2) the shift away from DB to DC plans - and may help

stimulate declining private pension coverage.

In an effort to promote greater statutory uniformity across Canada, the Canadian

Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities (CAPSA) has circulated proposed regulatory

principles for a model pension law (CAPSA, 2004). The proposed model law is based on 'best

practices' and is intended to serve as examples when jurisdictions amend their pension statutes

(CAPSA 2004; Pozzebon, 2004). However, the advantages of harmonization are greatly

undermined by even the slightest regulatory imbalance. In the context of ten separate

jurisdictions, regulatory harmony may be many years away from realization and even if greater

legislative harmony is achieved, the administrative and financial burdens of DB plans make it

unlikely that many employers will establish new DB plans, given the highly competitive global

economy (Pozzebon, 2004). Furthermore, the demand for flexibility in employment provided

pension arrangements will undoubtedly grow in the context of the projected future labor

shortages (Pozzebon, 2004).

It seems that the state of employer provided pensions in Canada is in flux. Demands for

greater flexibility have led to the increasing innovation and adoption of a plethora ofretirement

income arrangements; some for the better and some for the worse of Canadian employees. Thus

far, change has been slow, but steady. One only has to look south to see one possible future for

private pensions in Canada. "Pension law harmonization efforts and recommendations to

improve pension plan governance may prove effective, or they may just be wishful thinking"

(Pozzebon, 2004, 19). Within this context, it may be appropriate to now ask whether the locking

in provisions, designed specifically to address myopic savings behavior, are in fact in employees'

long-term interests (Doug MacArthur, Interview, 01/18/08).

Financial Hardship

Between April I, 2005 and June 30, 2007 1,977 private pension plan members in Alberta,

and 13,475 in Ontario were approved for varying amounts of private pension benefits to be
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unlocked for reasons of financial hardship (Alberta Finance, 2007; FSCO, 2007b). The Financial

Services Commission of Ontario (FSCO) charges a fee of two per cent of the amount eligible to

withdraw under these circumstances from a minimum of $200 to a maximum of $500 (FSCO,

2007a). The application process for unlocking for reasons of financial hardship is significantly

burdensome in both Alberta and Ontario requiring basic mathematics and disclosure of income

and assets on application forms ranging from nine to twenty pages in length and supplemental

instructions ranging from six to fifteen pages (Alberta Finance, 2006a; 2006b; FSCO, 2007a).

The fact that many people complete this difficult application process and are approved for

unlocking under circumstances of financial hardship evidences the needs of private pension plan

members to have greater access to locked-in funds. Table 7.2 shows aggregate data on unlocking

for reasons of financial hardship in Ontario and Alberta.

Table 7.2 Financial Hardship Unlocking in Alberta and Ontario (April], 2005 - June 30, 2006)

Jurisdiction Reason Count Amount Unlocked Average Release

Alberta Rental Eviction 105 $682,106 $6,496
Mortgage Foreclosure 70 $711,979 $10,171
First and Last Months' Rent 28 $107,601 $3,843
Renovation due to Disability 0 0 0
Medical Expenses 94 483,226 $5,141
Low Income 986 $8,282,761 $8,401
Income Tax Arrears 71 $695,098 $9,790
Other Financial Hardship 582 $2,862,184 $4,918
Multiple Reasons 41 $90,233 $2,201

Totals 1.977 $13,916,187 $7,039

Ontario Unpaid Rent 1,084 $8,828,104 $8,144
Debt Against Principal Residence 1,056 $11,809,692 $11,183
First and Last Months' Rent 450 $1,021,351 $2,270
Medical Expenses 404 $2,358,507 $5,838
Low Income 10,374 $93,509,296 $$9,013
Renovations on Principal Residence 101 $1,320,083 $13,070
Renovations to a Dependent's 6 $90,672 $15,112
Principal Residence

Totals 13,475 $118,937,705 $8,827

Source: Alberta Finance, 2006; FSCO, 2007b

As Table 7.2 shows, criteria under the financial hardship programs is largely uniform in both

Alberta and Ontario. Both allow unlocking for low-income, medical expenses, unpaid rent /

rental eviction, first and last month's rent (rent / security deposit), debt against a principal

residence / mortgage foreclosure and renovations on principal residence due to disability,

including renovations to a dependent's principal residence. The 'renovation due to disability'
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category in Alberta also covers renovations to a dependent's principal residence (Alberta Finance,

2006a). Alberta offers the additional categories of income tax arrears, multiple reasons on one

form and 'other' financial hardship. The other financial hardship category allows for additional

flexibility and discretion in the administration of financial hardship in Alberta that is not available

in Ontario.

Alberta Finance provided disaggregated data on their financial hardship program from

May 13, 2003 to June 18, 2007 (Alberta Finance, 2007). Alberta Finance provided information

on 6,284 applications made during this time frame. Of these 6,284 applications, 28.8 per cent

(n=1,810) were denied and 71.2 per cent (n=4,473) resulted in funds being released. The

maximum amount unlocked was $125,000 and the minimum was $0. The minimum funds

released were $300. The mean unlocked amount was $7,135.89, with a median of$5,226.29 and

a standard deviation of 8,074.47.
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Appendix B

Survey Instrument

Former Private I Employer Pension Plan Member Survey
Title Page
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* Priv<lte pension pl<lns <Ire distinct from public/lJovernment pensions including Can<lda Pension PI<ln

(CPP), Old Age Secl,rity (OAS). Guar<lnteed Income Supplement (GIS) and, in some C<lses, Public
Service Pension Plans. The"" <Ire voluntary, employer-provided pensions. Employers and employees

jointly fund priv<lte pensions; employees have their contributions t<lken from paychecks a nd, upon
retirement, receive a p<lyment of benefits <IS a stream of retirement income.

Have you ever contributed to. or received p<lyments from, u private pension plan?

'", :.:.~
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Former Private I Employer Pension Plan Member Survey
Unlocking of Private Pension Benefits

*Aftl:r a oeriod of l:moloyment, (in most cases two years) orivate pl:l'sion benefits vest ul'd become

locked-in, meanil'9 fllnds Cilnnot be frl:ely withdrilwn as a sil'')le lump sum. Therl: are rliles that
dctcrmine thc minimllm ill'd maximllm amollnt that Cill' bc withdrawn wh ilc the principill remilins

locked-in. However, in somc circlimstanccs, orivilte pcnsion benefits milY be paid Ollt in il lumo-sum
Oilymcnt or trill'sfcrred to ill' accollnt wherl: ilny ilmollnt of flll'ds Ciln bc withdrawn.

Hilve you ever lInlocked some or illl of YOllr orivate pension bel'cfits as il sing!c Ilimp-sum?
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Regarding the Unlocking of Private Pension Benefits

I -
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Did yOll unlock for "in stunt access" to your privute pension funds?
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benefits (SELECT ONLY ONE)?
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Fonner Private I Employer Pension Plan Member Survey
Under wh~t jurisdiction did yOll ~Ptlly for and receive approY~1 for unlocking the single largest ~mount?
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not i1t all?

~.-~ ,-t~'IJ::'::'" i·j :)n..:
":-:" .: uOTl':''; (t':)i~.. '_'

>-<\ .....Ir· r·.!c·~ _C:'i

C~ "~:)l :.. r·k ....;. ,:".t A;l

75



*How would you categorize vom MAIN reilson for not unlocking i1ny of your Drivatl:: Dension benefits
(CHECK ONLY ONE)?
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THAT APPLY)?
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About You

.- • • .-

Arc VOll;

What year were YOll born in?

Ho·.... wOllld Vall describe VOllr health?

What is VOllr marital status?
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Fonner Private I Employer Pension Plan Member Survey
*!n which jurisdiction(s) is!wils your priviltc pension pliln(s) rcC)istcrcd (chccl< all thilt aoply)?
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Fonner Private I Employer Pension Plan Member Survey
Retirement Planning and Investment Profile
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Financial Situation
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Former Private I Employer Pension Plan Member Survey
What is the approximilte TOTAL VALUE of YOUR ASSETS, inciliding hOLlse Cilr etc" and other non
rClJistered investments?
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Former Private I Employer Pension Plan Member Survey
The End
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Appendix C

Filters (1-9)

Table 7.3 Filtering Process

Filter Explanation

1 Subscribers to CARP Action On-Line were sent a short explanation
of the survey and asked to click a link if they were private pension
plan members and wanted to participate in the study.

2 The survey asks if they, or their employer, have ever made
contributions to or received payments from a private pension plan.

3 Once collected, the respondents that did not answer the dependent
variable were removed. These respondents provided no additional
information, as answering the dependent variable question was
required to proceed on to the rest of the survey.

4 Respondents with pensions registered only in PEl, NW Territories,
Nunavut or the Yukon were filtered out, as there is no private
pension legislation in those jurisdictions.

5 Respondents that did not unlock, who indicated that they could not
unlock or didn't know they could unlock (n=259)62 with pensions
registered in BC (n=24), Quebec (n=6), Newfoundland (n=2) and
Canada (n=22), but not with pensions registered in Alberta,
Saskatchewan, Manitoba, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia or Ontario
were filtered out unless the respondents were over the age of 65 and
had pensions less than the size that would make them eligible for
unlocking under the small amounts provisions discussed in section
2.2.63

6 Respondents that did not unlock, who indicated that they could not
unlock or didn't know they could unlock (n=205) under the age of
fifty with pensions registered in Alberta were removed as they
could not unlock under the 50% unconditional unlocking provision
unless (Alberta Finance 2006c):64

Filtered
Out

n/a

135

36

2

54

2

Remaining
Sample

734

599

563

561

507

505

62 Reasons for not unlocking are discussed in section 3.2.2. Other reasons for not unlocking were first
checked to ensure that the main reason for unlocking was also at least one of their other reasons for
unlocking. Then respondents indicating that they did not unlock or didn't know they could unlock as
one of their reasons for not unlocking were the focus of filtering to determine whether or not they could
not or, in fact, did not know that they could unlock.

63 The largest pension size of respondents with pension(s) only registered in BC that did not unlock, who
indicated they could not unlock or didn't know they could unlock was $15,000, which would make them
eligible for the small amounts unlocking after plan termination and transfer of benefits.

64 None of these respondents had other pensions registered outside of Alberta.
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Filter Explanation

I) their household income was under $30,000 as they would
not be eligible to unlock for reasons of low-income under
the Alberta financial hardship program Alberta Finance,
2006a);65 or

2) the size of their pension and/or age would make them
eligible to unlock under the Alberta small amounts
provisions discussed in section 2.2.

Filtered
Out

Remaining
Sample

7 Respondents that did not unlock who indicated that they could not 0 505
unlock or didn't know they could unlock (n=203) from
Saskatchewan, Manitoba and New Brunswick were removed if they
were under the age of 55 as they would be too young to unlock
under the unconditional unlocking provisions of their respective
jurisdiction (Manitoba Labour and Immigration, 2007; SFSC
Pensions Division, 2006; Government of New Brunswick, 2006).66

8 Respondents that did not unlock, who indicated that they could not 133 372
unlock or didn't know they could unlock (n=203) and had pensions
registered in Ontario were filtered out unless:

1) their household income was under $30,000 as they would
not be eligible to unlock for reasons of low income under
the Ontario financial hardship program (FSCO, 2007a); or

2) the size of their pension and/or age would make them
eligible to unlock under the Ontario small amounts
provisions discussed in section 2.2.

9 Respondents that did not unlock, who indicated that they could not 8 364
unlock or didn't know they could unlock (n=70) who had pensions
registered in Nova Scotia were filtered out unless:

1) their household income was under $17,960 as they would
not be eligible to unlock for reasons of low-income under
the Nova Scotia financial hardship program (Nova Scotia
Department of Environment and Labour, 2007); or

2) the size of their largest pension was less than $29,133 and
they were older than age 65 which would make them
eligible to unlock under the Nova Scotia small amounts
provision discussed in section 2.2.

65 While respondents may have been able to unlock in Alberta, Ontario and Nova Scotia under the financial
hardship exemptions for reasons other than low income, low-income is the criteria under which most
make their application and was an objective measure of whether or not an individual could have
unlocked in those jurisdictions under financial hardship unlocking. For more information on financial
hardship unlocking refer to Appendix A.

66 Unless they also had a pension registered in Ontario and / or Nova Scotia in which case filtering process
#8 and/or #9 would be employed. The small amounts test was not required as no respondents were
caught by the preliminary criteria of filter 7.
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Appendix D

Estimation of Model 2 (Blocks 1-5)

In order to maintain a case count of 364 through Model 2, missing cases are included in

one of the specific categories within each independent variable. For each explanatory variable,

missing cases are imputed using median values. In Model 2 the 79 missing cases for household

income are included under the $60,001 - $80,000 category, the 114 missing cases for size of

private pension were included in the over $100,000 category, the 33 missing cases for length of

retirement are included in the 1-5 years category, the 40 missing cases for ownership of residence

are included as residence owners and the 32 missing cases for conservativeness of investment

preference are included in the 'mixed' category. The large number of missing cases under size of

pension is due to the fact that this variable was calculated using data collected from two

questions. In addition, questions that provide financial information often yield lower response

rates.

Block 5 of Model 2 generates a slightly lower Nage1kerke pseudo-R2 value of .136 when

compared to Block 5 of Model I. Model 2 is able to predict the dependent variable category to

which each case belongs with 71.7 per cent accuracy, an increase of 3.5 from Block 5 - Model I.

The inclusion of missing cases in Model 2 significantly changes the estimated beta coefficients

for all categories of independent variables. Being retired for over 5 years becomes significant in

Model 2 when it was not significant in Blocks I through 5 of Model I. In total six categories of

independent variables increase in significance at confidence levels of 90 per cent or higher in

Model 2. The only variables that drop in significance are respondents that prefer less

conservative investments who, when compared to respondents who are conservative or are

neutral in their investment preferences, in Block 5 of Model I were 1.5 times as likely to unlock,

are 58.4 per cent less likely to unlock in Block 5 of Model 2. The direction of the effect on

unlocking of categories under length of retirement and pension size also change from negative in

Modell to positive in Model 2. Table 7.4 shows the estimation of Model 2, where missing cases

are imputed using median values.
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Table 7.4 Logistical Regression, Model 2, 5 Blocks

Variable Category BLOCK BLOCK BLOCK BLOCK 4 BLOCK
1 2 3 5

Household $0 - $30,000
Income

$30,001 - $40,000 1.067 1.045 1.052 1.065 .925

$40,001 - $60,000 .443* .351 ** .361** .387* .390*

$60,001 - $80,000 .389** .273*** .287*** .307*** .270***

$80,001 - $100,000 .464 .366** .404* .433 .419

$100,001 - $120,000 .375* .304** .281 ** .305** .285**

Over $120,000 .551 .434 .341* .369* .438

Pension Size $0 - $15,000
(prior to

$15,001 - $30,000 3.111* 2.655 2.607 2.508
unlocking)

$30,001 - $100,000 2.340 2.178 2.069 1.950

Over $100,000 3.795*** 3.367*** 3.302*** 3.404***

Length of Not retired
Retirement

1-5 years .654 .676 .696

Over 5 years .422** .439** .484*

Residence-owner 1.305 1.303

Conservative- Conservative / Neutral
ness of

Mixed 1.182
Investment
Preference Less Conservative .416*

N 364 364 364 364 364

Nagelkerke pseudo-R2 .042 .082 .103 .104 .136

*Significant at < .10, **Significant < .05, ***Significant < .01
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Appendix E

Collinearity Diagnostics

Table 7.5 Collinearity Statistics

Variable

Length ofRetirement

Conservativeness ofInvestment Preference

Residence-Owner

Pension Size (prior to unlocking)

What !income

Tolerance VIF

.895 1.\ 17

.904 1.\06

.888 1.126

.957 1.045

.880 1.\37

Table 7.6 Correlation Coefficients

Length of Conservativeness Residence- Pension Size Household
Variable Retirement of Investment owner (prior to Income

Preference unlocking)
Length of .069 -.160 -.163 -.165
Retirement

Conservativeness .069 -.120 .075 .237
ofInvestment
Preference

Residence-owner -.160 -.120 -.007 -.224

Pension Size -.163 .075 -.007 .149
(prior to
unlocking)

Household -.165 .237 -.224 .149
Income
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Appendix F

Estimation of Modell (Block 5)

Table 7.7 Logistical Regression, Model 1, Block 5

Variable Category B S.E. Wald Sig. Exp(B)

Household $0 - $30,000 6.944 .326
Income

$30,001 - -.110 .561 .038 .845 .896
$40,000

$40,001 - -.942 .550 2.938 .087 .390
$60,000

$60,001 - -.783 .556 1.987 .159 .457
$80,000

$80,001 - -.923 .593 2.422 .120 .397
$100,000

$100,001 - -1.340 .641 4.372 .037 .262
$120,000

Over $120,000 -.634 .643 .971 .324 .531

Pension Size $0 - $15,000 7.510 .057
(prior to
unlocking) $15,001 - -1.141 .500 5.210 .022 .319

$30,000

$30,001 - -.446 .566 .621 .431 .640
$100,000

Over $100,000 -.755 .384 3.867 .049 .470

Length of Not retired 2.184 .335
Retirement

1-5 years .581 .478 1.479 .224 1.788

Over 5 years .510 .373 1.871 .171 1.666

Residence-owner -.377 .509 .547 .459 .686

Conservative- Conservative / 4.133 .127
ness of Neutral
Investment Mixed .815 .600 1.848 .174 2.259
Preference

Less .910 .448 4.133 .042 2.484
Conservative

Constant -.501 .803 .389 .533 .606

Percentage dependent variable category predicted correctly: 68.1
Cox and Snell pseudo-R2

: .109
Nagelkerke pseudo-R2

: .152
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Appendix G

Stakeholder Acceptability Rankings

Table 7.8 shows the exact rankings provided by each stakeholder source and the

computation of average aggregate rankings.

Table 7.8 Stakeholder Acceptability Rankings

Pension Industry Seniors' Reps. Michael Sub- Average
Peters Total Aggregate

Ranking

Alan Financial Average CARP casco Average
Black Institutions

Status 5 5 5 2 5 3.5 6 14.5 5.5
Quo

Repeal 6 6 6 1 6 3.5 5 14.5 5.5
Existing
Unlocking
olSmall
Monthly
Pensions

Targeted 4 4 4 3 4 3.5 1.5 9 J
Unlocking

25 Per 3 3 3 4 3 3.5 4 10.5 ~
Cent
Unlocking

50 Per 2 2 2 5 2 3.5 3 8.5 1
Cent
Unlocking

100 Per 1 1 6 1 3.5 1.5 6 1
Cent
Unlocking
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Appendix H

Calculation of Effectiveness

The measure of effectiveness requires the calculation of current and former private

pension plan members and beneficiaries expected to unlock under each alternative each year in

BC less the number expected to regret unlocking under each alternative each year in Be. The

first variable that needs to be calculated is the numbers that are expected to unlock per year with

the introduction of alternate (un)locking policies in Be. To estimate this, the disaggregated time

series financial hardship unlocking data provided by Alberta Finance will be utilized. The

average number of individuals unlocking under financial hardship per year in Alberta is 1,257

(Alberta Finance, 2007). In order to determine the number of current and former private pension

plan members and beneficiaries expected to unlock if financial hardship unlocking were

introduced in BC per year, the 1,257 average individuals that unlocked for financial hardship in

Alberta will be increased by 1.515 times as BC has 1.515 times as many current private pension

plan members than Alberta (Government of Alberta, 2007). Therefore, the number expected to

unlock if financial hardship unlocking were adopted in BC per year is 1,904.

To determine the number of former private pension plan members and beneficiaries

expected to unlock under unconditional unlocking alternatives, the number of individuals

expected to unlock under financial hardship in BC per year will be adjusted by the difference of:

•

•

the proportion of survey respondents who had pensions registered in jurisdictions with

specific percentages of unlocking alternatives that unlocked; and

the proportion of survey respondents that had pensions registered in jurisdictions with

financial hardship that unlocked.67

Survey results indicate that:

• 28.5 per cent of survey respondents that had pensions registered in jurisdictions with

financial hardship unlocking unlocked;

67 Financial hardship programs are operating in Alberta, Ontario and Nova Scotia. Alberta is a province
with both financial hardship unlocking and 50 per cent unlocking. Removing Alberta in all calculations
of expected unlocking and regretful unlocking of financial hardship and 50 per cent unconditional
unlocking produces unrealistic and unexpected proportions as only two respondents unlocked in
Manitoba. Alberta is, therefore, included in both the calculations of number expected to unlock with the
adoption of 50 per cent and financial hardship unlocking.
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22.2 per cent of survey respondents that had pensions registered in a jurisdiction with 25

per cent unlocking (n=ll) unlocked, which is a difference of -6.3 per cent when

compared to survey respondents that had pensions registered in jurisdictions with

financial hardship unlocking;68

• 35.2 per cent of survey respondents that had pensions registered in jurisdictions with 50

per cent unlocking (n=45) unlocked, which is a difference of +6.7 per cent when

compared to survey respondents that had pensions registered in jurisdictions with

financial hardship unlocking;69 and

• 53.3 per cent of survey respondents that had pensions registered in jurisdictions with 100

per cent unlocking (n=15) unlocked which is a difference of +24.8 per cent when

compared to survey respondents that had pensions registered in jurisdictions with

financial hardship unlocking.70

Based on the above information the expected number to unlock each year in BC is:

• 1,784 if 25 per cent unconditional unlocking is introduced;

• 1,904 if financial hardship unlocking is introduced;

• 2,032 if 50 per cent unconditional unlocking is introduced; and

• 2,376 if 100 per cent unconditional unlocking is introduced.

To determine the number of current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries expected to unlock under the status quo, the number expected to unlock under

financial hardship in BC per year will be adjusted by the difference in the proportion of survey

respondents that unlocked with pensions registered in BC and the proportion of survey

respondents that unlocked with pensions registered in Alberta:

• 49.1 per cent of survey respondents that had pensions registered in Alberta (n=37)

unlocked; and

• 43.2 per cent of survey respondents that had pensions registered in BC (n=22) unlocked,

which is a difference of -5.9 per cent when compared to survey respondents that had

pensions registered Alberta.

68 New Brunswick is the only jurisdiction with 25 per cent unlocking at the time of survey implementation.
69 Alberta and Manitoba have 50 per cent unlocking.
70 Saskatchewan is the only jurisdiction with 100 per cent unlocking.
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Based on the above calculations, the number expected to unlock each year under the status quo is

1,792.

In order to determine the number expected to unlock per year in BC if the existing

unlocking of small monthly pensions were repealed, the number of individuals expected to unlock

under the status quo per year in BC will be reduced by the expected number that unlock in BC

under the monthly small amounts provision. These current and former private pension plan

members and beneficiaries are expected to not be able to unlock if the existing unlocking of small

monthly pensions were repealed. Survey results indicate that 25 per cent of survey respondents

that unlocked in BC (n=8) unlocked amounts that are consistent with the existing unlocking of

small monthly pensions (n=2). Therefore, repealing the existing unlocking of small monthly

pensions is expected to reduce the number that unlock by 25 per cent, which results in a count of

1,344 individuals that are expected to unlock per year in BC if the existing unlocking of monthly

small amounts exemption was repealed.

Now that the expected number to unlock in BC per year under each policy alternative has

been calculated, the figures need to be adjusted by the number expected to regret unlocking under

the adoption of each policy alternative. Of the survey respondents that unlocked in BC (n=8), the

status quo jurisdiction, 12.5 per cent (n= I) stated that, looking back they would unlock less and

25 per cent (n=2) would not have unlocked at all. 71 To adjust the number expected to unlock if

the existing unlocking of small monthly pensions were repealed, the percentage that regret

unlocking in jurisdictions that offer neither financial hardship unlocking nor unconditional

unlocking that are not BC, namely Canada and Quebec, will be used as BC would be one of these

jurisdictions if the existing unlocking of small monthly pensions were repealed. Of those that

unlocked in these jurisdictions (n= 13), 15.4 per cent (n= I) stated that, looking back, they would

not have unlocked at all. Of the survey respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions with financial

hardship (n=60), none would unlock less and 16.7 per cent (n=IO) would not unlock at all. None

of the survey respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions with 25 per cent unconditional unlocking

(n=2) regretted their decision. Of the surveyed respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions with 50

per cent unlocking (n=16), none would unlock less and 3.1 per cent (n=5) would not unlock at all.

Of the surveyed respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions with 100 per cent unlocking (n=8),

none would unlock less and 12.5 per cent (n=l) would not unlock at all. Given these survey

results, the number expected to unlock, but not regret unlocking, per year in BC are:

7\ Those that said they would unlock less are discounted at 50 per cent, meaning that if 4.8 per cent of
respondents stated they would unlock less, 2.4 per cent of respondents are expected to regret unlocking.
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1,232 under the status quo;

• 1,137 if existing monthly small amounts unlocking were repealed;

• 1,586 if financial hardship unlocking were introduced.

• 1,784 if 25 per cent unconditional unlocking were introduced;

• 1,969 if 50 per cent unconditional unlocking were introduced; and

• 2,079 if 100 per cent unconditional unlocking were introduced.

Calculation of Taxpayer Risk

In order to calculate taxpayer risk, the expected number to unlock for 'discretionary'

rationale under each alternative each year in BC will be estimated. In order to do so, the

percentage of survey respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions offering each alternative will be

calculated. The expected number to unlock under each alternative, previously defined but

unadjusted for regret, will be adjusted by the proportion of survey respondents that unlocked for

'discretionary' unlocking under each jurisdiction offering relevant unlocking alternatives. This

will produce the expected number of current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries expected to unlock for 'discretionary' rationale with the adoption of each policy

alternative in BC per year. Zero current and former private pension plan members and

beneficiaries are expected to unlock for 'discretionary' rationale if the existing unlocking of small

monthly pensions is repealed, as this is the only alternative that further restricts unlocking and

will, by definition, have the least number of expected individuals to unlock for 'discretionary'

reasons. Survey results indicate:

• 33.3 per cent of survey respondents that unlocked in status quo jurisdictions (n=2l)

unlocked for one or more 'discretionary' rationale;

• 21.7 per cent of survey respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions that offer financial

hardship unlocking (n=60) unlocked for one or more 'discretionary' rationale;

• 0.0 per cent of survey respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions offer 25 per cent

unconditional unlocking (n=2) unlocked for one or more 'discretionary' rationale;

• 25 per cent of survey respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions offer 50 per cent

unconditional unlocking (n=16) unlocked for one or more 'discretionary' rationale; and

93



• 50 per cent of survey respondents that unlocked in jurisdictions offer 100 per cent

unconditional unlocking (n=8) unlocked for one or more 'discretionary' rationale.

The number expected to unlock for 'discretionary' rationale under the adoption each policy

option each year in Be is:

•

•

•

•

•

•

597 under the status quo;

oif existing monthly small amounts unlocking were repealed;

413 if financial hardship unlocking were introduced.

oif 25 per cent unconditional unlocking were introduced;

508 if 50 per cent unconditional unlocking were introduced; and

1,188 if 100 per cent unconditional unlocking were introduced.

94



Bibliography

95



Works Cited

Brown, Robert and Liu, Jianxun. 2001. "The Shift from Defined Contribution Pension Plans:
Why Did it Not Happen in Canada?". North American Actuarial Journal.
http://www.soa.org/library/joumals/north-american-actuarial-joumal/2001 Ij uly/naaj0 107
5.pdf. 5(3): 65-125.

CAPSA. 2004. Proposed Regulatory Principles for a Model Pension Law. CAPSA Secretariat,
North York, ON.

CARP. 2007. CARP Action Circulation. Received through personal correspondence.

Cohen, Toby. (2007, September 26). 'Ontario Leader's Urged to Fully Unlock Pensions". The
Canadian Press, http://www.thestar.comlNews/article1260918.

Gleberzon, Bill. 2007. CARP's Open Letter to all Members ofthe Ontario Legislative Assembly
on Unlocking Locked In Funds 100%.
http://www.carp.ca/display.cfm?CabinetID=348&LibraryID= 102&cityID=7&documentl
D=2684.

Hicks, Peter. 2004. A Life-Course Approach to Social Policy Analysis: A Proposed Framework.
Policy Research Initiative Discussion Paper, Ottawa, ON.

Kingdon, J. 1995. Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policy. Longman, Ontario.

Laibson, David 1., Andrea Repetto, Jeremy Tobacman, Robert E. Hall, William G. Gale and
George A. Akerlof. 1998. "Self-Control and Saving for Retirement." Brookings Papers

on Economic Activity. 1998(1): 91-196.

Laidler, David and William Robson. 2007. Ill-Defined Benefits: The Uncertain Present and
Brighter Future ofEmployee Pensions in Canada. (250): C.D. Howe Institute, Toronto,
ON.

Mintz, Jack. (2007, March 27) "Unlock LIRAs". National Post. p. FPI5.

Maser, Karen. 2003. "An Introduction to Canada's Income Programs." Canada's Retirement
Income Programs: A Statistical Overview (1990-2000). Statistics Canada Catalogue No.
74-507-XIE.

Pachner, Joanna. (2007, June 25) "Saver Generation Should Reassess Priorities Experts Say".
CBC News In Depth Personal Finance.
http://www.cbc.ca/news/background/personalfinancelinheritances.html.

Pozzebon, Silvanna. 2004. The Future ofPensions in Canada. Pension Research Council
Working Paper No. PRC WP 2004-15. Philadelphia.

Robson, William. 2008. Safe Harbors: Providing Protection for Canada's Money Purchase Plan
Sponsors. (111): C.D. Howe Institute, Toronto, ON.

Statistics Canada. 2006. New Frontiers ofResearch on Retirement. Catalogue No. 75-511-XPE.
Ottawa.

Smith, Christie. 2007. Comment on Policy Alternatives. Regional Contact for BC and Yukon,
Media Relations, Royal Bank of Canada (RBC). Received through personal
correspondence.

96



Task Force on Retirement Income Policy. 1979. The Retirement Income System in Canada:
Problems and Alternate Policies for Reform. Ottawa.

Walliser, Jan. 2001. "Regulation of Withdrawals in Individual Account Systems". New Ideas
About Old Age Security. Ed. Holzmann, R. and Stiglitz, J. The World Bank, Washington.

97



Interviews

Name

Anonymous

Alan Black

William Gleberzon

Art Kube

Doug MacArthur

Michael Peters

Title / Organization

Representative from a Canadian financial institution

Manager, Pension and Benefits, Human Resources,
Simon Fraser University (SFU)

Director Government Relations, Canadian Association
for the Fifty Plus (CARP)

Acting President, Council of Senior Citizens
Organizations ofBC (COSCO).

Professor, Public Policy Program Simon Fraser
University and former Deputy Minister to the Premier
and Cabinet Secretary, BC

Executive Director, Pensions, Financial Institutions
Commission (FICOM), BC

98

Date

02/22/08

02/21/08

01/23/08

01/15/08

01/18/08

02/18/08



Public Documents

Alberta Finance. 2006. Annual Statistics Report: Alberta Superintendent ofPensions.
http://www.finance.alberta.ca/publications/pensions/pdf/info_annual_stats_2005-06.pdf.

Alberta Finance. 2006a. Applicationfor Access to Alberta Locked-in Funds due to Financial
Hardship. http://www.finance.alberta.ca/publications/pensions/pdf/form_51.pdf.

Alberta Finance. 2006b. Financial Hardship Unlocking Application Form.
http://www.finance.alberta.ca/publications/pensions/pdf/form_51_instructions.pdf.

Alberta Finance, 2006c. Policy Bulletin #34: 50% Unlocking.
http://www.finance.alberta.ca/publications/pensions/pdf/poIbul\34.pdf

Alberta Finance. 2007. Alberta Financial Hardship Unlocking Data Dump. Received through
personal correspondence.

Alberta Finance. 2008. Financial Hardship Unlocking Application Form Instructions.
http://www.finance.gov.ab.ca/publications/pensions/pdf/form_51 jnstructions.pdf.

BC Public Service Agency. 2007. BCGEU Salary Schedule.
http://www.bcpublicservice.calsalary_admin/BCGEU_2007AprO 1_4.pdf.

Department of Training and Employment Development. 2003. Notes on the Amendmentsfor
Administrators ofPension Plans and Trustees ofPrescribed Retirement Savings
Arrangements. http://www.gnb.cal0307/pdf/newregs2003E.pdf.

FICOM. 2007a. Information Bulletin: Locking-in ofPension Benefits. Bulletin Number Pens-07
00I. http://www.fic.gov.bc.ca/pdf/pensions/bulletins/pens-07-001.pdf.

FICOM, 2007d. Summary ofAmendments: Letter to LIF Holding Institutions.
http://www.fic.gov.bc.calpdf/pensionplans/lif-letter.pdf

FSCO. 2007a. Instructionsfor Completing Form 6.1 (Application to Withdrawal Money Based on
Low Income Financial Hardship For Applications Signed in 2007.
http://www.fsco.gov.on.calenglish/forms/pension/Form6.l_24-09-2007.pdf.

FSCO. 2007b. Ontario Unlocking Stats. Received through personal correspondence.

Glickman, Mark M. and Kuehneman Jr., Gene. (2003) Retirement Pension Payout Decisions 
Evidencefrom the Health and Retirement Study. Senior Economists, Education
Workforce and Income Security Issue, US Government Accountability Office.
http://www.aeaweb.org/annual_mtg---'papers/2006/0108_0800_040 I.pdf.

Ministry of Small Business and Revenue. 2007. Regulatory Criteria Checklist.
www.regulatoryreform.gov.bc.calpdf/Checklist_writeable.doc.

Manitoba Labour and Immigration. 2005. One-time or Prescribed Transfer ofup to 50% ofthe
Balance in one or more Life Income Funds (LIFs) or Locked-in Retirement Income Funds
(LRIFs) to a Prescribed Registered Retirement Income Fund.
http://www.gov.mb.callabour/pension/whatsnew/letterwhatsnew.pdf.

99



Manitoba Labour and Immigration. 2005a. Spouse's / Common Law Partner's Consent to
Transfer to a Prescribed Registered Retirement Income Fund Contract.
http://www.gov.mb.ca/labouripension/forms/pdflPRRIFspousalconsent.pdf

Nova Scotia Department of Environment and Labour. 2008. Instructions to Complete the
Application to Withdrawal Money Based on Financial Hardship.
http://www.gov.ns.calenlalpensions/docs/Form 12-HardshipUnlockinglnstructions.pdf.

SFSC Pensions Division 2006. Highlights of the Pension Benefit Amendment Regulations.
http://www.sfsc.gov.sk.calPensions/docs/HighlightsPBARegs2006VariableBenefits.pdf.

100



Statutory Laws

Alberta Government Queen's Printer. 2007. Employment Pensions Plans Act.
http://www.qp.gov.ab.ca/Documents/acts/E08.CFM.

Alberta Government Queen's Printer. 2007a. Employment Pensions Plans Regulations.
http://www.qp.gov.ab.calcataloguelcatalogJesults.cfm?frm_isbn=978077972 7124&sear
ch_by=link.

Department of Justice Canada, 2007. Income Tax Regulations.
http://laws.justice.gc.ca/en/ShowFuUDoc/cr/C.R.C.-c.945///en?noCookie.

Department of Justice Canada, 2007a. Pension Benefit Standards Act, 1985.
http://lawsjustice.gc.ca/en/P-7.0 lIindex.html?noCookie.

Government of New Brunswick. 2006. Chapter P-5.1 Regulation 91-195 Under the Pension
Benefits Act. http://www.canlii.org/nb/laws/regu/1991r.195/20080 118/partl.html.

Government of Ontario E-Laws. 2007. Pension Benefits Act, R.S.O 1990, c. P. 8. http://www.e
laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statutes_90p08_e.htm#Top.

Government of Quebec. 2007. Supplemental Pension Plans Act (R.S. Q., Chapter R-15.1.
http://www.rrq.gouv.qc.caINR/rdonlyres/6DOF95FF-I OE6-402E-B82E
7FD64F IOD2B2/0/loi_rcr_cod_adm_a.pdf.

Government of Saskatchewan Queen's Printer. 2005. The Pension Benefits Act, 1992.
http://www.qp.gov.sk.ca/documents/English/Statutes/Statutes/P6-00 I.pdf.

Laws of Manitoba. 2007. The Pension Benefits Act.
http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/p032e.php.

Nova Scotia Office of the Legislative Counsel. 2004. Pension Benefits Act.
http://www.gov.ns.ca/legislature/legc/statutes/pension.htm.

Queen's Printer Victoria. 2007. Pension Benefit Standards Act.
http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/stat/P/96352_01.htm#section30.

Queen's Printer Victoria. 2007a. Pension Benefit Standards Regulation.
http://www.qp.gov.bc.ca/statreg/reg/P/433_93.htm#section21.

Queen's Printer St. John's. 2007. SNLl996.01 - Chapter P-4.01 - Pension Benefits Act.
http://assembly.nl.ca/Legislation/sr/statutes/p04-01.htm.

Queen's Printer Regina. 2002. Pension Benefits Amendment Regulations, 2002.
http://www.sfsc.gov.sk.ca/pensions/default.shtml.

101



Works Consulted

Ambachtsheer, Keith. 2004. Cleaning Up The Pensions Mess: Why It Will Take More Than
Money. (78): C.D. Howe Institute, Toronto, ON.

Boardman, Anthony E., Greenberg, David H., Vining, Aidan R., Weimer, David L. 2006. Cost
Benefit Analysis: Concepts and Practice. Pearson, New Jersey, US.

Bodie, Zvi. 1990. "Pensions as Retirement Income Insurance." Journal ojEconomic Literature.
(28) 1: 28-49.

Field, Andy. 2000. Discovering Statistics Using SPSSjor Windows: Advanced Techniquesjor the
Beginner. Sage, London, UK.

Robson, Colin. 2002. Real World Research: Second Edition. Blackwell, Oxford, UK.

Seahill, Patricia L. 2002. Introduction to Retirement Income Security Systems. Society of
Actuaries.
http://www.student.math.uwaterloo.ca/~acts453/acts453_0 1_05/docs/Scahill.pdf.

Studenmund, A.H. 2006. Using Econometrics: A Practical Guide. Pearson, New York, US.

102



Websites Reviewed

ACPM. 2007. Welcome to ACPM / ACARR Site - Locking-In.
http://www.acpm.com/default.asp?action=article&ID=114.

BC Pension Corporation. 2007. Pensions BC: Homepage. www.pensionsbc.ca.

CAPSA. 2007. CAPSA: About CAPSA. http://www.capsa-acor.org/capsa-
newhome.nsf/6l cd02a82aee9ae7852564fe0055ceea/58b 1e3c4c72e7ba585256c2l 005eed
3b?OpenDocument.

CARP. 2007a. Sign Up to Receive CARP Action. http://carp.ca/sign-up-for-carp-action.cfm.

Department of Finance Canada. 2008. Budget 2008 - Budget Plan - Chapter 3: Strengthening
Canada's Tax Advantage. http://www.budget.gc.ca/2008/plan/chap3b-eng.asp.

Government ofBC / Government of Alberta. 2007. About TILMA.
http://www.tilma.ca/agreement.

FICOM. 2007. Exceptions to the Locking-In Requirementfor Locked-In RRSPs and LIFs.
http://www.fic.gov.bc.calresponsibilities/pension/rsp-lif/except.htm..

FICOM. 2007b. Responsibilities/Pension Plans/Overview.
http://www.fic.gov.bc.calresponsibilities/pension/overview.htm.

FICOM. 2007c. Responsibilities/Pension Plans/Regulation ofPension Plans.
http://www.fic.gov.bc.ca/responsibilities/pension/pensionplan.htm.

FICOM 2007e. Responsibilities/Pension Plans: 2008 Life Income Fund (LIF) Maximum Annual
Withdrawal. http://www.fic.gov.bc.ca/responsibilities/pension/rsp-lif/lifmax.htm.

FSCO. 2007. Changes to the Rulesfor Ontario Locked-In Accounts.
http://www.fsco.gov.on.ca/english/pensions/locked-inaccountchanges.asp.

Government of Alberta. 2007. Alberta and British Columbia to Review Pension Standards.
http://alberta.ca/ACN/2007l0/22348B940187C-OEB9-2E9D-55BI306E893A3668.htm!.

HRSDC. 2006. Overview of the Old Age Security Program.
http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca/en/isp/oas/oasoverview.shtml

Manitoba Labour and Immigration. 2007. Department ofLabour and Immigration Pension
Commission Update NO. 32.
http://www.gov.mb.ca/labour/pension/updates/update32.htm!.

Morgenthau, Lilian. (2002) Open Letter to BC Premier Re: Proposed Pharmacare Means Test.
http://www.carp.ca/display.cfm?documentID=1202&CabinetID=309&LibraryID=70&cit
yID=O.

RetirementSecurity.ca. Retirement Security. http://www.retirementsecurity.ca/.

SFSC. 2007. Pension Benefits Branch. http://www.sfsc.gov.sk.ca/pensions/default.shtm!.

SFSC. 2007a. Retirement Options.
http://www.sfsc.gov.sk.ca/pensions/Publications/rio/intro.shtml.

103


	thesis-001
	thesis-002
	thesis-003
	thesis-004
	thesis-005
	thesis-006
	thesis-007
	thesis-008
	thesis-009
	thesis-010
	thesis-011
	thesis-012
	thesis-013
	thesis-014
	thesis-015
	thesis-016
	thesis-017
	thesis-018
	thesis-019
	thesis-020
	thesis-021
	thesis-022
	thesis-023
	thesis-024
	thesis-025
	thesis-026
	thesis-027
	thesis-028
	thesis-029
	thesis-030
	thesis-031
	thesis-032
	thesis-033
	thesis-034
	thesis-035
	thesis-036
	thesis-037
	thesis-038
	thesis-039
	thesis-040
	thesis-041
	thesis-042
	thesis-043
	thesis-044
	thesis-045
	thesis-046
	thesis-047
	thesis-048
	thesis-049
	thesis-050
	thesis-051
	thesis-052
	thesis-053
	thesis-054
	thesis-055
	thesis-056
	thesis-057
	thesis-058
	thesis-059
	thesis-060
	thesis-061
	thesis-062
	thesis-063
	thesis-064
	thesis-065
	thesis-066
	thesis-067
	thesis-068
	thesis-069
	thesis-070
	thesis-071
	thesis-072
	thesis-073
	thesis-074
	thesis-075
	thesis-076
	thesis-077
	thesis-078
	thesis-079
	thesis-080
	thesis-081
	thesis-082
	thesis-083
	thesis-084
	thesis-085
	thesis-086
	thesis-087
	thesis-088
	thesis-089
	thesis-090
	thesis-091
	thesis-092
	thesis-093
	thesis-094
	thesis-095
	thesis-096
	thesis-097
	thesis-098
	thesis-099
	thesis-100
	thesis-101
	thesis-102
	thesis-103
	thesis-104
	thesis-105
	thesis-106
	thesis-107
	thesis-108
	thesis-109
	thesis-110
	thesis-111
	thesis-112
	thesis-113
	thesis-114
	thesis-115
	thesis-116
	thesis-117
	thesis-118
	thesis-119

