April 2014 Edition

Contents

- Click on text to navigate to the page -

From AC
Page 4

From FSB
Page 18

From FAIS Ombud
Page 18

From SARS
Page 19

From FIC
Page 19

From the Pension Funds Adjudicator
Page 20

From INSETA
Page 21

From THE LONG-TERM OMBUD
Page 21

From SAIA
Page 22

Interesting things we have read
Page 21

From AC
Juristic representatives –
developments.
We wrote last month, both in our Newsletter
and with special newsletters to affected
clients, on the implications of the changes
being implemented from 30 May. If any
of those representatives will be in need of
their own licence time has almost run out to complete and submit a licence application
and get the required approval.
However there have been some developments in recent weeks. The issue is whether or
not a Juristic Representative can continue to collect premiums in its own name when
by the FSP licence holder.
If short-term premiums are
involved the question would
extend to the need for an IGF
guarantee. This question was
asked of the FSB and their
answer, to quote from the
e-mail submitted in response
to the enquiry was as follows”
“Please note that to answer your query one has
to read section 13(1) (c) of
the FAIS Act in conjunction with section 45 of the
Short-term Insurance Act
and the regulations under
the Short-term Insurance
Act. On our reading of sec-
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tion 13(1) (c) of the FAIS Act, a juristic representative will not be allowed to contract
directly with the insurer. The juristic representative’s principal (i.e. the FSP) will therefore have to contract with the insurer. Therefore, the insurer will have to authorise the
FSP to collect premiums (for purposes of section 45 of the Short-term Insurance Act)
and not the juristic representative.
Regulation 4(1) (2) (under the Short-term Insurance Act) states that a person (i.e. an
independent intermediary) shall not be authorised to collect premiums unless that person has provided security (e.g. IGF). Therefore, the person that is authorised to collect
premiums must provide the security. As it is the FSP and not the juristic representative
that will have to be authorised to collect premiums, it will therefore have to be the FSP
that provides the security (IGF).”

This view has implications for all Juristic Representatives currently collecting premiums,
especially short-term premiums. It is of particular impact in the retail motor sector where
Juristic Representatives collecting premiums is common place as it is in the funeral
business sector, although without the IGF issues.
We understand that the funeral sectors are in the process of making representations to
the FSB on the impact on operators as it is felt that such restrictions will drive many
away from the regulatory fold which for so long the FSB has been working hard to pull
into the regulatory environment.
The motor sector, at this stage, seem to be looking at this issue from as individual
operators, although some FSPs and service providers do seem to be offering solutions
to the problem (at a cost) which some may say is taking advantage of the situation for
(NMFA) has issued a Newsletter to members that merely states the facts as outlined
above and made no mention of the practical implications.
So what are the insurers doing? Well at this stage we do not know. We have discussed
the situation with SAIA who have stated that whilst they are aware of the FSB’s opinion
be presented to their members. They have advised us that the matter will be discussed
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with their Legal and Compliance and FAIS committees shortly following which they
will decide how best to approach the matter.
We have also asked the IGF, who do operate with the SAIA structures how they would
view an IGF issued to a Juristic Representative. Their view, at this stage anyway, is that
they would grant a new guarantee provided the applicant met all the required standards,
which do not include any reference to the FAIS regulations. Cancellations of guarantees
midterm would result in a pro rata refund of premium.
We are aware that legal opinion has been obtained on the matter, which we understand,
as we have not had sight of the opinion, provides the view that notwithstanding the
FAIS change the collection of premium on behalf of an FSP by a Juristic Representative
would not be seen as a breach of the FAIS regulation. We await the full opinion with
great anticipation.
Our view is that the intention of the change to the FAIS regulation was to better regulate
the current Juristic Representative structures with the FAIS space. Premium collection
controls were not on the agenda, had they been the Short and Long-term Acts would have
been amended to clarify this aspect at the same time, after all this change formed part
of the Financial Services General Laws Amendment Act, which made various changes
to these acts and to deal with premium collection issues at the same time would have
been easy enough. We see this as an unintended consequence of the FAIS change. The
key to the way forward, without affected parties resorting to separate legal opinions, lies
with the insurers. They are the ones who have to provide authority for the collection of
premiums on their behalf and how they view this growing debate will be crucial. They
have the ability, as a body, to take this up with the FSB, if indeed they believe that the
views expressed by the FSB are incorrect. If however they agree with the views offered
so far then the debate may well become a legal one.
Interestingly the FSB’s annual report, currently only available in draft format, does have
the following questions that relate to this issue;
10.4 Do any representatives of the FSP collect premiums on behalf of the FSP in
accordance with the provisions stipulated in section 45 of the Short-term Insurance

6

Act, 1998?

belonging to clients, on behalf of the FSP?
And the report is a statement as at 31 May. The deadline for adhering to the new
regulations is 30 May!
Whilst we do not believe these questions are there to pick up FSPs not following the
new standards, as they formed part of the report for the last couple of years, the supplied
detail could certainly be used for such a purpose.
We will keep you posted as we are trying to keep as close as possible to the discussions
as we can.

Representative Fit & Proper disclosures
Another important topic dealt with last month and by a follow up blog article. In the
disclosures could be undertaken. We concluded our thinking and submitted this in a blog
article. Given the importance of this we are reproducing that article in full here:
We refer to the article in our March Newsletter and are writing to provide further input

Direct marketers (phone)
UMA’s
Insurers

Direct marketers
The easiest one to deal with. The script used needs to be updated to ensure that the initial
opening statement provides a statement that the person calling meets all the required
standards. A suggested wording would be;

7

“....I am an authorised representative (under supervision if that is the case) and meet
all the required honesty, integrity and educational standards”

Conventional sales process brokers
We are suggesting a multi faceted approach here and two primary options;
1.
A full client service level agreement that, amongst other aspects, provides an
tives who do meet all the required honesty, integrity and educational standards.
It will further state that these standards are checked annually.
All representatives will update their e-mail and letter signatures to include the
following statement;
“I am an authorised representative (under supervision if that is the case) and
meet all the required honesty, integrity and educational standards”
All other staff will update their e-mail and letter signatures to include the following statement;
nies honesty and integrity standards”

letter) to the client.
2.

Where a full service level agreement is not an option for you;
A disclosure to all clients, at the initial meeting and then on an annual basis, of
all the names of your representatives, their supervision status if applicable and
licence categories for which they are authorised together with a statement that
all do meet the required honesty, integrity and educational standards. It will
further state that these standards are checked annually and an updated list will
be provided annually.
To cater for changes to the listing an updated list will be provided to clients as
an addendum to your disclosure notice at each renewal.
All representatives will update their e-mail and letter signatures to include the
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following statement;
“I am an authorised representative (under supervision if that is the case) and
meet all the required honesty, integrity and educational standards”
All other staff will update their e-mail and letter signatures to include the following statement;
esty and integrity standards”

If required we will develop a draft client SLA that caters for the suggested statements as
well as the suggested annual representative disclosure document.

Underwriting managers (UMA”s)
(policyholder) but rather to the insurer they represent. But never the less given that the
the matter in the most practical way possible.
A statement will be added to the disclosure notice as follows;
the insurer we represent are all authorised representatives and who meet all the required honesty, integrity and educational standards and that we check these at least on
an annual basis”

All representatives will update their e-mail and letter signatures to include the
following statement;
“I am an authorised representative (under supervision if that is the case) and
meet all the required honesty, integrity and educational standards”
All other staff will update their e-mail and letter signatures to include the following statement;
esty and integrity standards”
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Insurers
interaction with them.
Our new monitoring tools, to be introduced from June 2014, will be upgraded to enable
us to record the standards you choose to adopt as well as on-going adherence to those
standards.
Given that the effective date of these changes was 28 February you need to be addressing
the required changes as a matter of urgency. The current FSB draft annual report does
may well include questions around these standards.

AC Blogs
It seems many of you struggle to receive or download our blog articles so we have
decided to revert to submission via an e-mail as we do with our Newsletter so we can
better ensure that they are received.

Authority to obtain information from the FSB
Another issue from last month’s Newsletter. Since then we have drafted a simple
authority form that is now in use and accepted by the FSB. The format of this authority
can be supplied upon request to info@associatedcompliance.co.za or the document can
be downloaded from the Newsletter section of our website - April 2014 or click here to
download directly.
Where you require us to obtain information on any staff member, or prospective staff
member, then we will need this authority sent to us before we can do so. Such requests
are now typically taking 2 – 3 working days. The only verbal requests that the FSB will
take are from the staff members themselves.
The implications of POPI on background checks and employment references was
highlighted in an article by Cliffe Dekker Hofmeyr, Faan Coetzee and Silindokuhle
Malaza
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“The introduction of the Protection of Personal Information Act, No 4 of 2013 (POPI)
(not yet in force) will affect the position of a prospective employer in verifying the
credentials of candidates. References would include those from past employers and,
where appropriate, a background investigation into the criminal and credit history of the
applicant.
Prospective employers It is imperative that prospective employers who ask for references
in respect of and do background checks on applicants for employment comply with,
amongst others, the following provisions of POPI regulating personal information:
S9 which provides that the processing must be lawful and be conducted in a reasonable
manner which does not infringe the privacy of the candidate;
S10 which provides that the purpose for which the information is processed is adequate,
relevant and not excessive;
S11 which provides that the candidate must consent to the processing S12 (1) which
provides that the collection of personal information must be directly from the candidate
subject to the provisions of s12 (2);
S16 that requires the information (also from a background check or reference) to be
complete, accurate and not misleading;
S26 and 27 in respect of the limitation and exceptions regarding special personal
information such as information concerning race, trade union membership, health, sex
life or biometric information and criminal records, and
S14 which provides that records of personal information (also that obtained in respect
of applicants and their references) should not be retained any longer than is necessary
for achieving the purpose for which the information was collected or subsequently
processed.
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its suggestions on how employers can process information lawfully and fairly when a
previous employer is asked to provide a reference for a former employee:
The employer should have a clear company policy stating who can give corporate
references, in what circumstances and the policy that applies to the granting of access
to references;
The employer should make anyone who is likely to become a referee aware of this
policy;
The policy should specify a requirement that all those giving corporate references must

employer is sure that this is the employee’s wish;

record of whether the employee wishes references to be provided after exit; and
Previous employers of an employee should ensure that that they do not retain any
information of an employee unless it is essential to do so or required by law.”
Conclusion (subject to compliance with the conditions for processing) although POPI
they should carefully consider what information to verify and the source, relevance and
quality thereof. Obtaining the consent of the applicant for employment or the departing
employee is very important. Using the contract of employment for purposes of consent

Foreign Account Tax Compliance Act (FATCA)
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In simple terms this agreement
seeks to trace the assets and income
in South Africa of residents and
tax payers in the USA, it places an
institution here, who need to register,
to identify such people and report
accordingly and even potentially
withhold the required tax payments.
It takes effect from 1 July 2014.
By 2016 these type of agreements,
referred to as an Inter Government
Agreement (IGA), will be in place
with many of the worlds countries as
well under the auspices of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD)
Whilst it seems, at this stage at least, that this agreement between the USA and RSA,
will have limited impact on our typical client base it is clear it cannot be ignored totally.
It is likely that FSPs involved in the investment areas may well see increased KYC

Copies of a presentation and related documents on the subject are available upon request
to info@associatedcompliance.co.za.

Risk management within FAIS and the effect of changes to the wordA concern with compliance circles has previously raised over how detailed a risk
management plan should be given the wide range of FSP types and sizes. With the
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the adherence to all applicable laws by an FSP this question has once again been raised.
It is unclear as to the intention of the regulator by introducing this change. In a recent
CISA FAIS Exco committee meeting many felt this was a change that would increase the

with limited input on other applicable legislation, this change may be forcing them to
expand their service delivery, which in turn will affect the costs to the FSP.
The Exco committee intend submitting an initial discussion document on the matter to
the FSB with a view to seeking clarity on the intentions with them.

Insurance Laws amendment Act (ILAB)
At the most recent meeting of the CISA FAIS forum it was reported that ILAB will not
go through parliament as it is currently drafted. The changes will likely be a mix of
amended legislation by the Act and various directives to amend other current legislation.
Two aspects are of interest from a FAIS perspective:
1.
mean an alignment through all related legislation?
2.

The deletion of the exemption for product suppliers from intermediary services.
It is unclear at this stage if this is purely an administrative change to allow a
product supplier to act as an intermediary for SASRIA agency needs or is it
more serious in that it seeks to bring more services undertaken by a product supplier into the FAIS net - which would have some serious impact on the product
supplier. SAIA have asked for clarity from the FSB/FAIS division on the background to this proposed change.

Retail distribution review (RDR) and Binder fees
RDR is expected during the second quarter of 2014.
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It is expected that the RDR meeting in May will include the release of the FSB’s
promised benchmark guidelines on binder fees for brokers. Whether these guidelines
will be treated almost as regulation by insurers remains to be seen.
We refer you once again to the article we had under our “Interesting things we have
read” section of the March Newsletter as it is very relevant as it is quoting the FSB (in
through. Click here to read the full article which continues on their website.
Another article within this theme is GETTING TO THE HEART OF THE RDR DEBATE
MAY NOT BE AN EASY ISSUE – an FA News article from 31st March. Click here to
read the full article which continues on their website.
Moonstone reported that in their view the following would be the focus during 2014
with on-going discussions taking place on related matters during 2015 & 2016:
Outsourced/Binder fees
Third party cell arrangements
Up front commission on replacements
Broker franchise models
Section 8(5) fees
Joining fees for tied agents
So will the changes that will inevitably be brought in as a result of the RDR will things
improve? Well that is obviously the intention but a recent review of the UK’s RDR
would seem to indicate that it has been far than an overwhelming success so far. To
quote from a Compliserve article on a recent FCA (their FSB):

advice, says a ‘wake up-call’ review from the UK’s Financial Conduct Authority. Two

The FCA claims some consumers may be unaware of, or are even being misled, in
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relation to the cost of advice. Some 73 per cent of the advisers reviewed were not giving
clear explanations of initial and ongoing fees.

offer in return for ongoing fees, and are failing to let clients know they have the right
to cancel this service.

Cell captive changes
A revised discussion document is expected in May 2014. It is not clear whether further
comments will be invited from the market on this document but it will provide the
The following article, by Alan Holton, was picked up from a Newsletter issued by the
NADA (National Automotive Dealers Association) this month;
“The establishment of a cell captive of any nature is now subject to the amended provisions of sections 23 and 27 of the Short Term Insurance Act (STIA) and sections
24 and 28 of the Long Term Insurance Act (LTIA). These sections were amended by
virtue of sections 123 and 126 (STIA) and sections 81 and s 84 (LTIA) respectively of
the Financial Services Laws General Amendment Act 2013 and came into effect on 28
February 2014.
Prior to the amendments, sections 23/24 provided that an insurer was not, without the
registrar’s approval, permitted inter alia, to issue any form of preference share, debenture or different class of ordinary share. The registrar’s approval was not required if
the insurer chose to issue any ordinary shares.
In terms of the amendments to sections 23/24, an insure may not, without the approval
of the Registrar or otherwise than in accordance with the conditions that the Registrar
determines, issue any securities or change the capital structure of the company. This
restriction became of force and effect from the 1st March 2014.
In terms of the amended sections 27/28, no person may receive a dividend payable in
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respect of a share in an insurer or a related party of that insurer that has been allotted
to these Acts. S 27/28(3) takes the matter further and declares that any dividend so declared shall be void.
Moreover, a contravention of certain provisions of the amended sections constitutes an
offence - both by the insurer and the other person involved.
Accordingly, any cell captive arrangement that is to be established after 28 February 2014 will, prior to any shares being issued to the prospective cell captive owner, be
subject to the approval of the registrar or will have to be done in accordance with conditions to be determined by the registrar. In other words, no new cell-captives will be
permitted without the express approval of the registrar in each and every instance”

Micro insurance legislation
This will no longer be separate legislation but will be dealt with via acknowledgements
in other applicable legislation. A road map on this process was expected by the end of
March but has not yet been issued. It is unknown as to when it will be published.

Health Insurance/Medical Aid demarcation
The latest document on this long ongoing debate is expected from Treasury department
shortly. No indication as to the contents at this stage.

From the FSB

that clear as to who the insurer was actually meant to be, that caused the problem.
Increased fee: Use of the words “insure” “assure” “underwrite” or any derivative thereof
in the name of a business or undertaking requires PRIOR FSB approval and will now
cost you R 2,400. Not that long ago it was free!!

17

From the FAIS Ombud
A recent case involved a client, Leonie Beukes who was defrauded out of over R1 million
by Willem Abraham, a person who set up a company had no FAIS licence and even less
experience but who had built up a relationship with the client whilst the was employed
at Nedbank. You can download the full determination at here but whilst Abraham was
found to be at fault the Ombud acknowledged that it was unlikely that Beukes would
ever recover the full capital invested and given the Ombuds limit is R800, 000 any
attempt to get the amount in excess of the Ombuds limit would need to be done via the
courts. In such cases is it not time for the Ombuds jurisdiction to be open ended?
Another determination involved a case between Machaha and Lindiwe Magajane and
Magajane Trading and Projects CC. The client Machaha, “invested” R 100,000 with
Magajane, although in the investigation it was not established exactly what was done
with the money by the so called FSP, and the investment, as the reports states, “...in no
way meets even the most basic requirements...”

statements and compliance reports; however this investment was handled in 2009. Whilst
the Ombud ordered Magajane to refund the outstanding balance of the investment, some
R 80,000, we wonder are there funds available to make the payments and whilst the
client will hopefully get back to where they started i.e. with R 100,000 they have lost 5
years of investment opportunity, which is not taken into account n the ruling.
And a third case, Hartmut V Catsicadellis (Blue Platinum Investments) and Rabie (iBear
Global Investment Strategists). An investment of some R 300,000, made into what was
meant to be “blue chip” stock exchange companies, but clearly this was not the case.
The companies involved, in 2006, were not even registered FSP’s. Whist certain monies
were withdrawn by the client, although legal action had to be threatened to do so, the
client had lost R 180,000 as further requests for monies to be withdrawn were not
successful. Once again the Ombud ruled that the monies be repaid but this was 8 years
after the initial investment and the clients loss of potential earnings till the time it took
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The third edition for 2014 of the Ombuds Newsletter Under the Baobab is available. If
you would like a copy let us know at: info@associatedcompliance.co.za.

From SARS
SARS issued a ruling in February that will impact on the short term industry, and came
to a tax invoice. It covers such aspects as:
Policy schedules
Debt notes
Bordereaux, agents statements, self invoicing and tax invoices
Zero rated covers
Excess payments
The letter is too long to reproduce in full but a copy can be obtained from info@
associatedcompliance.co.za or the document can be downloaded from the Newsletter
section of our website - April 2014 or click here to download directly.

From the Financial Intelligence Centre
The FIC have released
PUBLIC COMPLIANCE
COMMUNICATION No. 28 (PCC
28) TERRORIST PROPERTY
REPORTING OBLIGATIONS FOR
ACCOUNTABLE INSTITUTIONS
The objective of the PCC is to provide
clarity to accountable institutions on
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obligations as contained in section 28A and section 29 of the FIC Act. This will form a
useful addendum to your documented FICA procedures.
A copy of the document can be downloaded from the Newsletter section of our website
- April 2014 or click here to download directly.
The FIC hosted Compliance Awareness Road Shows for accountable and reporting
institutions during the months of February and March 2014. The road shows were
conducted to enhance the awareness of compliance and enforcement matters in relation
to the FIC Act.
The FIC delivered three presentations during the road shows. You can download the
presentations below:
Compliance with the FIC Act
Enforcement of the FIC Act

From the Newsletter section of our website - April 2014 or click here to download
directly.

Directive 2/2014 was issued at the end of March.
It basically states that where on-line login details have been issued to a person that login
detail can only be used by the individual who applied for the details. If that person leaves
the company or changes position new login details are to be obtained by the new staff
member – they must not use the originally login.

From the Pension Funds Adjudicator
An interesting case (see COVER magazine March 2014 for details) the results of which
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the percentages selected by the member.
The motivation for this is clear we just wonder is this regulation too far?

From INSETA
INSETA is currently engaged in a support project to assist learners affected by changes
in the RE legislation. The INSETA learning material is being updated and this will be
available on the INSETA website on 30 June 2014. Candidates are nevertheless welcome
to source the revised legislation from the FSB website, which has been updated with the
relevant amendments, highlighted in yellow for ease of reference.
To access this version, please go to:
www.fsb.co.za
On the Home Page, click on the “FAIS” tab
Then select “Legislation” on the menu options listed on the left
Select “FAIS Act, Regulations and Other Sub-ordinate Legislation”
Select “The Act”

From the Long-term Ombud
The annual report for 2013 has recently been issued. A few keys aspects to note:
A record 10 028 complaints were received last year, an increase of 4.5 per cent
over 2012.
More than R100 million was recovered in 2013 for complaints, and a further
R343 741 in compensation was awarded
Hospital cash plans, received complaints at a rate unchanged since the body addressed the trend in 2011.
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Irregularities in funeral policies where dishonest administrators, funeral parlours
and intermediaries do not stick to the regulations.

From the Institute of Directors
Appointed any new directors recently? Or about to? Such an appointment is not merely
a status n a letter head or more salary but comes with real responsibilities. The Institute
will be running training courses during May in Johannesburg and Cape Town. It is a four
part course – which for non members costs R 4,570.15 but would be money well spent.
General bookings & enquiries: Phumzile Matukane - phumzilem@iodsa.co.za / 011 035
3000

edition of DIRECTORSHIP the magazine of the IOD entitled Business unusual: Greater
demands and risk placed on non-executive directors

From SAIA
The following is an extract from the SAIA Bulletin of March 2014:
Treating Customers Fairly (TCF): Mystery shopping as a Tool for Outcomes Based
Supervision.
At a recent engagement with the FSB’s TCF Department, Leanne Jackson, reiterated
that one of the tools that the Regulator will use in its monitoring of the success with
shopping.

What is mystery shopping?
research’ as:
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‘The use of individuals trained to experience and measure any customer Service process, by acting as potential customers and in some way reporting back on their experiences in a detailed and objective way.’

Mystery shopping is a long-established research technique and is used extensively in
many industry sectors, such as retail and the motor trade, to measure the quality of
service provided.
The well-known information website www.wikipedia.org describes mystery shopping
as a “tool often used externally by market research companies, watchdog organizations,
or internally by companies themselves to measure quality of service, or compliance with

asking questions, registering complaints or behaving in a certain way, and then provide
detailed reports or feedback about their experiences’.

Why would mystery shopping be considered a good supervisory
tool?
are sold to consumers and the quality of service delivery to consumers.
Mystery shopping exercises are usually not used in isolation, but can be used as one of
a range of tools to measure policy impacts, assess levels of compliance and measure if

According to the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA), as the market conduct regulator
between retrospective consumer research for example, among those who have recently

advice and sales documentation.

23

payment protection insurance sales done in 2008, and by doing so carried out a total of
231 visits to six major retail banks. This exercise uncovered evidence of incompetency
among investment advisers at a number of banks and building societies - resulting in
unsuitable advice to consumers in some cases. The main aim of this exercise was to
gather evidence on whether its retail policy initiatives had had the intended outcomes

What might prompt the Regulator to undertake mystery shopping
exercises?
Regulators across the globe typically use mystery shopping for two reasons – either to

and identify the key issues in order to be able to conduct more focused supervisory work.

p.27). Where this fails or where the FSB considers that there is a serious risk to consumers

research their competitors and their own sales staff, to improve customer services and to
help ensure they are treating customers fairly.

Monitors and measures service performance
Reports can be used to identify areas where improvement and corrective action
is required
Highlights areas where training /policies/systems are lacking
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Improves customer retention
Makes employees aware of what is important in serving customers
Training programmes can be improved
Improvement activities can be focused on issues that are important to the customer
Reinforces positive employee and management actions which can be incentivised accordingly
Demonstrating that a business is achieving the TCF Outcomes has been proven to be
are not embracing the principles behind TCF nor sees the extreme value that the

with principle based regulation opposed to the rule based regulation of the past.
the TCF outcomes, and can be a valuable guide to highlight areas where more work and
training on TCF is required.

Interesting things we have read
COVER magazine March 2014
Consumer needs with short-term
insurance – a Santam article on a customer
survey they undertook. It claims that
87% of respondents were aware of the
consumer protections in place but that
66% indicated they would like to be more
knowledgeable. There were no overall
numbers disclosed nor the demographics
of those numbers so how representative
the survey is when judging your TCF
implementation is hard to say.
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A similar style survey has been done by Metropolitan. To quote from the press release;

holders and investors in the mass market really want in terms of fairness and how the
industry is perceived to be delivering on those needs”

What matters the most to consumers in being treated fairly is EQUALITY.
The survey showed that most South Africans in the mass market have a different view of what matters in terms of true fairness. They perceive equality as far
more important factor than the principles currently outlined by the FSB
vice irrespective of race, gender, age, wealth, language, location, disability and
health status
After EQUALITY, customers indicated COMMUNICATION and INTEGRITY
(transparency) as being the most important fair value
players need to improve in several areas especially in communicating clearly
reasonably well job so far in fair treatments
PRODUCT QUALITY and PRICING, followed by GREAT service, were the
last attributes indicated by the survey participants
The FSB had the following to say on this survey;
Ms Leanne Jackson, Head of Treating Customers Fairly at the FSB, responded as
follows: “The FSB noted the press release regarding Metropolitan’s “Fairness Feedback”
determining and responding to real customer needs and expectations. Although we have
generally appear to support and complement the FSB’s own views, as articulated in the 6
TCF Outcomes, regarding the key components of fair customer treatment. The feedback
also reinforces the fact that what will constitute meaningful delivery of these Outcomes
in practice, will vary across customer groups and product types. It is therefore vital that
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their particular business models and target markets.”
And on a similar vein auditing giant PriceWaterhouse Coopers released a report
healthy insurance industry which was reviewed by FA News in two separate Newsletters
i) Click here to read the full article which continues on their website. ii) Click here to
read the full article which continues on their website.

COVER magazine April
In a bind, or fee to rule? – an interesting set of articles around the future of the UMA,
essentially as a consequence of the Binder regulations.
POPI and Social media – what companies should know more useful information on the
greater POPI topic.
FSB cracking down on compliance – article by Richard Rattue of Compliserve
The Global cost of compliance – an article on a recent report on the cost of compliance
in teh global context

FA News magazine April 2014
On-going commission ... an advisors concerns. A worthwhile read based on a
submission by a broker on this hot topic.
Adjusting short comings within SAM. An update from Yurika Pistorius of Compliserve.
If you are an insurer or UMA you need to be keeping pace with this FSB initiative.
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