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From AC
The need for Irregularity
Reporting by compliance officers

Section 17.1(c) of the FAIS Act states “The
provisions of section 19(4), (5) and (6),
relating to an auditor of an authorised
financial services provider, apply with the
necessary changes to a compliance officer”.
Section 19(4) of the Act states “Despite
anything to the contrary contained in any
law, the auditor of an authorised financial
services provider must report to and inform the registrar in writing of any irregularity or
suspected irregularity in the conduct or the affairs of the authorised financial services
provider concerned of which the auditor became aware in performing functions as
auditor and which, in the opinion of the auditor, is material.”
There can be no misinterpretation of these clauses and it is clear that a compliance
officer has no alternative but to report any such irregularity to the Regulator.
The problem has always been in the interpretation of the word ‘material’. As far back
as 2012, the FSB expressed its concerns that compliance officers were not reporting
irregularities, so they produced an information letter (FAIS Newsletter 8 November
2012) which highlighted the following examples of irregularities:
• An FSP continuing to conduct business after its authorisation has been refused,
suspended or withdrawn or after the authorisation has been voluntarily lapsed;

• An FSP rendering financial services in respect of a category or product for which
the FSP is not authorised e.g. furnishing advice in respect of shares when the
FSP is not licensed to do so;
• Where the accreditation of a FSP with the Council for Medical Schemes has
been lapsed or suspended and the FSP continues to render financial services in
respect of Health Services Benefits;
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• An FSP conducting financial services related business with a person rendering
financial services if that person is not authorised/licensed as an FSP or a
representative to render financial services;
• False or misleading declarations in respect of the fit and proper status of a key
individual;

• Non-declaration of an adverse change in a key individual’s status in respect of
compliance with the Fit and Proper Requirements in terms of FAIS e.g. the key
individual is sequestrated;
• A person who in fact acts as a key individual but is appointed as a director/
shareholder to conceal that such person does not meet the fit and proper
requirements for a key individual;

• A representative who has been debarred renders financial services on behalf of
the FSP;
• Failure to debar representatives.

To further encourage compliance officers to lodge these reports, the Compliance Institute
of South Africa (CISA) tasked their FAIS Advisory Sub-Committee to draw up a specific
guideline for compliance officers to follow. In its press release at the end of 2012, CISA’s
FAIS Sub-Committee Chairperson stated, inter alia, “This type of reporting should
not be delayed to form part of the periodic compliance reports to the FSB. However,
many FAIS compliance officers are unsure of their responsibilities in this regard.” He
went on to say “Compliance officers remain responsible for determining their FAIS
obligations. The guidelines are not legal advice and the circumstances for reporting
are not exhaustive, reportable matters would thus be those that will have a significant
adverse effect on the regulatory authorisation of the FSP or its clients.”
For those interested, the full press release is attached. Click here to download a copy.
Sadly, the interpretation or definition of ‘material’ has remained blurred simply
because the examples of material irregularities provided by both the FSB and the FAIS
sub-committee referred only to very serious misconduct such as the rendering of services
for which an FSP is not authorised, mis-selling and acts of fraud.
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Both the press release and the actual guidance note issued by CISA clearly state that
delayed reporting (such as using the annual report) is for less serious matters and that
compliance officers can allow an appropriate time period for the FSP to rectify the
breach. Only if the allowed
time period has lapsed and
nothing has been done to
rectify the breach, then
further action should be
taken and a report made.
In fact, our experience
of past site visits of the
FSB is that if during the
site visit the FSB finds
an irregularity, the FSP is
given a certain amount of
time to rectify it. In the
same vein, we have always
taken the FSB’s lead and
ensured that such an irregularity is corrected within a suitable time frame.
It seems that things may be changing.
Based on our experience from site visits that the FSB has made to some of our clients in
recent months, it would appear that the FSB may no longer follow the issued guidance
note put out by CISA. In fact we have been specifically questioned as to why we waited
for the annual report before mentioning non-compliance issues that arose during our
monitoring visits and which were positively addressed or are currently being addressed.
Our argument that the non-compliance issues involved were not of such a nature as there
would be a “significant adverse effect on the regulatory authorisation of the FSP or its
clients” has generally been rejected by the FSB.
This apparent harsher application by the FSB will be discussed further with them via the
CISA sub-committee but in the meantime we undoubtedly have no alternative but from
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this day forward to report all material irregularities to the FSB, even if in our opinion
they will not materially impact on the client or the FSP’s authorisation.
We believe it would be wise for other compliance officers to do likewise.
On the subject of irregularities, the attached article from Business Day provides some
feedback on the Lewis Stores issue we wrote about last month Business Report - Click
here to read. Nothing public from the FSB as yet.

Compliance Institute of South Africa Annual Conference

As usual we attended the Institute’s Annual Conference. The numerous topics and
developments would most likely not interest many of you, so we have included in the
following paragraphs what we feel is relevant for the majority of our clients:
• One issue was raised in various forms by a few speakers – the need for a
Protection of Personal Information policy and staunch management of your
client information was brought home. If you haven’t started working on your
PoPI policy and procedures yet we recommend you waste no more time,
notwithstanding the lack of actual regulations at this stage.

• For the majority of our clients the presentation by Jonathan Dixon of the
Financial Services Board’s (FSB) Insurance division was probably the most
relevant. Without restating the entire presentation and discussion we have tried
to include the salient points below.
−− By now everyone is aware of the FSB’s move to a “Twin Peaks” model of
regulation under the Financial Sector Regulation Bill (FSR), i.e. the separation
of prudential and market conduct authorities. This move will also lead to the
consolidation of the separate divisions within the newly formed regulatory
bodies. The market conduct regulatory body will most likely conduct duties
under the proposed name of the “Financial Sector Conduct Authority” (FSCA
– will this be branded FiSCA? we’ll see).
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−− The FSCA (our preference) will be mandated to monitor the conduct of financial
services business, market integrity and actually provide consumer education.
The prudential requirements will be monitored and managed by departments
(some new) in the South African Reserve Bank as will the commensurate
financial stability requirements.
−− There is a high likelihood that the FSR Bill will be tabled in Parliament this
month (August). Once passing through the Parliamentary Committee we could
see an effective date as early as June or July 2016.

−− So what (other than shuffling departments) does the FSR do? It establishes the
objectives and entrenches the approach (read “attitude) of the Regulators. As
it does this it will address gaps in the current regulatory powers, essentially
by putting them all under one of the peaks. We’ve heard of the new approach
being labelled a “paradigm shift”, which it no doubt is given the immensely
slow turn-around times for such sweeping changes. As we know the focus is
on being proactive, risk based, and intrusive but focused on the outcomes. As
we have probably mentioned during monitoring visits, the focus of next year’s
annual reports will take this stance and review how there has been delivery on
the Treating Customers Fairly outcomes.
−− The functions of the National Credit Regulator, Council for Medical Schemes
(and as mentioned the prudential authority) will remain outside of the functions
of the FSCA. The functions will include reviewing the perimeter and scope of
the regulations, i.e. ensure that the regulations are kept up to date in terms of
market changes and developments in line with their objective to be proactive.
In addition the FSCA will publish its research on these developments.
−− In line with the expansion of its functions the FSCA must publish a regulatory
strategy six months after commencement of its founding. This may sound
strange but will result in greater transparency from the regulator because it
will be required to detail the regulatory and supervisory priorities for the next
three years, the key outcomes expected, set guiding principles on how it will
approach enforcement and consultation, and how it plans to ensure consistency
with international principles (to which South Africa is regularly a signatory).

−− The FSCA’s functions in terms of conduct of business naturally require it to be
“forward looking”; i.e. not to react and fill the role of policeman but guide industry
to the desired outcomes. This will involve on-site visits, mystery shopping
and other “intrusive” monitoring techniques. That said, this involvement
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will be “risk based” and “proportionate” – so the more risk the FSCA feels a
product, category, business practice or even a specific entity poses, the greater
the likelihood of visits. The regular mention of “outcomes” should also make
it clear that much of the assessment will be geared at the demonstration of
adherence to the TCF outcomes and principles. The enforcement of this visible
monitoring will, no doubt, be harsher – something we are already seeing in the
FSB’s assessment of annual compliance reports.

−− The activity-based focus areas are likely to be as follows:
-- Culture and governance

-- Product design and value
-- Unfair contract terms

-- Misleading marketing

-- Effectiveness of disclosure
-- Conflicted advice

-- Claims handling (where applicable)
-- Complaints

-- Consumer education

Clearly much of the focus will
be on product providers, not just
intermediaries but binder holders
should be paying close attention
here!

−− Some positive implications of
centralising the regulator will be felt
from an administrative perspective:
licensing, supervision, enforcement
and the other functions will all be
provided by one body. (If you’ve
ever tried to apply for a FAIS licence for an FSP with the word “insurance”
in its name you’ll appreciate this.) This obviously requires an upgraded IT
system – something we are regularly seeing as we are already receiving
innumerable queries on outdated information from the FSB. It also seems as if
the supervision and enforcement is going to be based more on judgement than
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simple application of the rules; an approach we applaud. There are promises of
robust consultation and cooperation with stakeholders (including industry) so
let’s hope this comes to fruition.

Twin Peaks and the Motor Industry

The Retail Distribution Review (RDR), read in conjunction with the Financial Sector
Regulation Bill (FSR) formalises the Regulator’s ‘Twin Peaks’ financial services
distribution model, the intention of which is to ensure that financial services customers
are treated fairly. It follows that one of the key features of this model is to reduce, and if
possible eliminate, any situation in which a person may be influenced to derive personal
benefit from actions or recommendations made in his or her official capacity.
In the motor sector, the Finance and Insurance Business Manager (F&I) has traditionally
been remunerated by way of commissions and other incentives, more often than not based
on quantity rather than quality. Moreover it is common practice for vehicle distributors
that also hold shares in insurance companies or captive insurance ‘cells’ to provide gift
vouchers to representatives and/or their dealerships for each insurance policy sold. This
in addition to ordinary commissions.
The primary argument put forward by these distributors is that the vouchers are provided
by a distributor, not an FSP so the conflict of interest provisions in the FAIS Act do not
apply. This argument must be sound because the Financial Services Board (FSB) has
been aware of this practice for a number of years. The situation is exacerbated by the
fact that certain motor vehicle distributors are demanding that their own policies be
sold to meet the required conditions of their franchise agreements, even if the insurance
products of dealers are better suited to the customer’s needs.
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And conflicts of interest do not stop there.
The Twin Peaks model encompasses all financial
services, and the FSR (if signed off as is) will
enable the new Conduct Regulator to work in
conjunction with the National Credit Regulator
to ensure that credit customers are also treated
fairly. Exactly how this will impact on the conduct
of F&Is is still unclear, but the FSR plainly states
that a cooperation and coordination agreement
(memorandum of understanding) must be drawn
up and agreed between Regulators. It is suspected
that a site visit to a motor dealership by the new
Conduct Authority may also embrace the credit
granting processes.
The primary ‘second gross’ income of motor dealerships is obtained through dealer
incentive commissions paid to the dealership by banks who fiercely compete for motor
credit business. As a consequence the F&I, and the dealership, will inevitably support the
bank that provides the greatest financial incentives. These incentives are often boosted
by monthly or quarterly volume bonuses paid to dealerships by the same banks, based
on the actual number of financial transactions provided by the dealership to the bank
during any one specific period.
While there has been nothing published to date, for the Twin Peaks model to be successful
dealer incentive commissions, volume bonuses and what are now being referred to by
banks as ‘joint ventures’ will have to be regulated, presumably through capping as is
presently the case with insurance instruments.
It is also common knowledge, though not necessarily admitted, that F&Is have been
known to prepare finance applications which facilitate the settlement of balances on
trade-in vehicles which are valued at less than the outstanding finance, or to accommodate
a deposit which the customer doesn’t have. In the case of the latter, this is often achieved
by including ‘ghost accessories’ on the invoice which the bank finances even though
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there are no such accessories on the vehicle, the total price of ghost accessories being
used as the deposit. Dealerships refer to this as ‘loading’ a deal, although the banks
know it as ‘over allowing’.
The banks, of course, will be quick to deny any knowledge of these applications.
Whether this practice is in the customer’s interest or otherwise is debateable, but there
can be no doubt that it is unethical, and ethical conduct is the key to treating customers
fairly.
The big question, of course, is to what extent the new Conduct Regulator will be able to
ascertain during site visits whether such irregular practises are taking place, and the part
that Compliance Officers will be expected to play when the new model is introduced.
The motor industry is currently under extreme pressure. The National Association of
Automobile Manufacturers of South Africa (NAAMSA) has recently released year to
date figures which show that the total market vehicle sales for the period January to
June has dropped from 308,422 in 2014 to 260,006 in 2015. This coupled with the fact
that margins on new vehicles are slim, means that in the months to come much greater
emphasis will be placed on growing ‘second gross’ incomes, with more imaginative
income models emerging.
The new Conduct Authority will certainly have its work cut out if it really does have the
interests of financial customers at heart.

From HAS
The South African Board of People Practices
(“SABPP”)

The SABPP is a Human Resources Professional Body
and statutory quality and standards body for the People
Profession. The SABPP’s role is to professionalise the
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Human Resources function and to ensure that HR becomes
an increasingly recognised and respected profession. The
Board is an accredited ETQA (Education and Training
Quality Assurance body) under the SAQA Act, and therefore
a statutory body. As a professional body, HR professionals
are encouraged to register with the SABPP enabling the
profession to build a critical mass and to make a difference
in the profession, and through that, in the human capital of South Africa.
Prior to becoming a member of the SABPP, an application is submitted and an individual
assessment of the professional level of work and NQF level of the HR Practitioner is
conducted. Once successful the practitioner is awarded a professional title.
After submitting an application, Bronwynn van Tonder, the lady behind AC Human
Assets Services (HAS), has successfully been awarded the title of Human Resources
Professional (HRP), Generalist (registration number 10867).
After months of the SABPP working with the Department of Justice, in March 2015
the Minister gazetted a designation of all SABPP registered professionals as ex-officio
Commissioners of Oaths. Hopefully this designation will assist us to lighten the
workload of police officers and accountants as well as bind HR Professionals to the
Code of Conduct. Furthermore, HR professionals are custodians of a multitude of labour
and other laws, and therefore, like accountants, function as compliance officers in the
workplace.
We trust that this is of value to all our clients who can rest assured that HAS is bound
to the SABPP Code of Conduct. The membership also obliges Bronwynn to do CPD
training, with an obligation to attend “Ethics in HRM” training annually.
Employment Services Act (ESA)

In his 2015 State of the Nation address, President Jacob Zuma identified a nine point
plan to create jobs and achieve an annual target of one million job opportunities in order
to stimulate growth in the economy. Integral to this is the implementation of the ESA,
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which came into effect on 9 August 2015:
The purpose of the ESA is to:
1.

Promote employment and improve access to the labour market for job seekers.

3.

Improve the employment prospects of work seekers, in particular vulnerable work
seekers.

2.

Provide opportunities to new entrants into the labour market in order to gain work
experience.

4.

Improve the employment and re-employment prospects of employees facing
retrenchments.

5.

Facilitate access to education and training for work seekers.

6.

Promote employment, growth and workplace productivity.

7.

Facilitate and regulate the employment of foreign nationals in the South African
economy that gives effect to the right to fair labour practices and that does not
adversely impact on the rights and expectations of South African workers and falls
within the ambit of the Immigration Act.

The above purpose is aimed to be achieved by:
1.
2.

3.
4.
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Creating public employment services which will be established and managed by
the State.

Regulating private employment agencies by requiring such agencies to
register with the designated Registrar. The agencies will receive a certificate of
registration. (It is worth noting that the provisions relating to the registration of
private employment services have not yet come into effect.)
The Minister of Labour may develop schemes to minimise retrenchments.

The Minister is empowered to issue regulations where employers may be
required to report job vacancies to the Minister as well as report on work seekers
who were employed after being referred by a labour centre (public employment
service).

While an attempt to address unemployment is welcomed, the success of above Act lies
in the implementation and execution of the intentions. We will keep an eye out for
further developments.
Some more questions and answers from employers that could be of interest to you:
Q: Can we change the annual leave entitlement in our employee’s contract?
A contract of employment depicts the terms and conditions under which an employee
is employed. Any changes to these terms and conditions is unlawful – an employer
cannot unilaterally change the conditions of employment without the agreement of the
employees. Your employees must therefore agree to the proposed changes prior to it
being changed.
Q: My employee has notified us that she will be resigning at the end of June, but
she also informed us that she requires an operation that will necessitate her being
off work for two months. Her new sick leave cycle has just started. Are we obliged
to grant her the full 30 days sick leave that she still has available?
The employer is obligated to grant the 30 days sick leave, because the sick leave is
available and the employee is still in the employ of the employer. The 30 days sick leave
can be taken at any point during the sick leave cycle.
Q: I employed an applicant and only once the applicant was employed, did I find out
that the employment history on the applicant’s CV was false. What is my recourse?
It is important to do some reference checking prior to employing a candidate. We often
recruit in a hurry and/or seldom do proper reference checking. The cost of delaying a
recruitment process with a few days to wait for reference checks is far less than having
to employ a candidate only to get some nasty surprises soon thereafter and then spending
time and money to go through all the necessary disciplinary processes.
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In the case above, you would have to hold a disciplinary enquiry to terminate the contract
on the grounds of material misrepresentation.
Q: One of my employees had a disciplinary enquiry and received a final written
warning for negligence in the performance of his duties as he lost valuable work
equipment, vital to his role, during his shift. Can we deduct money from his salary
to cover the loss?
Unless the employee agreed in writing to the deduction, you can’t deduct the money
from his salary. Therefore, after the disciplinary enquiry, the outcome of the enquiry
should include the sanction of a final written warning together with a finding that the
money will be recovered from the employee.
Remember to email all your HR related queries to HAS@associatedcompliance.co.za.
New documents uploaded into the HAS Manual on the website:
Draft Code of Conduct Policy

Draft Grievance Procedure Policy
Formal Grievance Form

From AC Proofed
The AC-Proofed article in last month’s
Newsletter contained a deliberate
typo! If you spotted it, and are the first
person to send an email to ac-proofed@
associatedcompliance.co.za, your first
three documents will be free (document
set-up and proofreading)!
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From the FSB
Annual levies

The deadline for ensuring your representative registers are up to date has now passed
by. You will receive an invoice from the FSB during September and will need to make
payment into the bank account noted on the invoice by the end of October. You don’t
need to send us proof of this payment, although we will follow up with you when we
next meet to ensure that payment has been made. Failure to pay will result in licence
suspension so please make sure that you do the necessary in time.

2015 annual report – FSB feedback

At a recent meeting between the FSB and the Compliance Institute’s FAIS Exco
committee the FSB provided some feedback on their perceptions and findings from the
2015 reporting season. The issues that are likely to generate a follow-up from the FSB
are:
• Any commentary about the record of advice process that says there are shortfalls
that the FSP has undertaken to address (or similar comments) – especially where
the FSP has held a licence for a number of years;
• Commentary that appears to be of a generic nature; and

• Where the FSP has representatives that have yet to complete their RE5. This is
more of a reminder to ensure that these people’s deadlines have been flagged.

2016 annual report – status of development

The structure and content of next year’s report is apparently well developed. The
compliance industry, amongst others, will be invited to participate in a consultation
process later this year so we will get to assess how the process will change from what we
have become used to. One thing seems certain is that the input from the FSP themselves
will change in that they will be expected to provide far more specific input on the various
aspects of the report rather than a series of “Yes/No” answers with the compliance officer
focused on their role with each FSP. While June 2016 (when these reports start to be
submitted) may seem like a long way off, from our perspective the sooner we can get
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to see the structure the sooner we can start to plan and work with clients so that we are
ready.

Feedback from recent on-site visits

At the same meeting referred to above, the FSB provided input on three main areas of
concern that they are requesting the compliance industry to assist with:
1. FSPs that fall within the Accountable Institution definition i.e.

• Category I FSP’s involved in business other than Short-term and Medical Aid,
however the business they transact is essentially exempted from the majority of
the FIC Act’s requirements (e.g. Funeral Business); and
• Category B1 (Life risk policies)

are failing to register with the FIC. While the day-to-day exemptions may apply, this
does not mean that the FSP need not be registered with the FIC.
2.

Financial statements and the application for exemptions (refer to the article in
our July Newsletter). It was confirmed that applications for exemptions made
less than 15 days prior to the deadline for submission of the financial statements
WILL be declined. Applications made, which includes the payment of the fee,
are not however guaranteed, especially where these are being made by FSPs that
habitually apply for such exemption.

3.

Solvency and the need for
monthly assessment of financial
status: It appears that many
FSPs are not preparing monthly
statements and even less
are assessing their solvency
status to ensure their ongoing
compliance. A standard part
of our monitoring process is
an assessment of solvency
throughout the reporting period. We are confident (assuming these assessments
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are done by the FSP) that we are both in control of this aspect. However, one issue
we need to be increasingly aware of is what happens if an FSP fails to meet the
solvency standards in all aspects. Following on from the article on irregularity
reporting is the expectation that if the FSP falls short of the required standard we
will have to submit a report and not wait until the annual financial statements are
submitted.

Retail Distribution Review – status

There have been a number of working groups discussing the various proposals. There was
a meeting of the steering committee during the last week of August to assess the output
from these working groups following which it is hoped there would be some clarity on
the overall process and the time frames envisaged for implementation i.e. would the
originally proposed time frames, which start later this year, actually be achieved?
Within these discussions it is again being confirmed that:
• FAIS - as we currently understand it will fall away within the next two to three
years and be replaced by the Conduct of Financial Institutions Act.
• The role of the compliance officer within this new structure will also change
dramatically – although exactly how and to what extent is still an unknown
although we do have some views as to what these will be.

• Fit and Proper standards for all role players (key individuals, representatives,
and compliance officers, amongst others) will be aligned – not necessarily by
specifics but by structure.

• The approach from the Compliance Institute to review standards around
visiting of branches of FSPs and the extent of expectations around overall risk
management standards for the smaller FSP are being impacted upon by the RDR
proposals, so it seems unlikely that the compliance industry will receive any
clarity before the RDR proposals are finalised.

NMI mergers and/or take overs – the need for client approval to have
a new broker

Also discussed at this meeting was the question regarding the need for written client
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approval and acceptance of the change of brokerage. It seems that there are differing
standards being adopted by the industry, along with the compliance officers. It was
made very clear that in these circumstances, as with a change of insurer or product,
that the client needs to provide written acceptance of the change of broker and that
mere notification of the change of ownership and who will be the broker of the client
going forward, is not adequate. The basis of this thinking is that there is a change of
contractual relationship between the broker and client that needs to be ratified. Once the
broker/client Service Level Agreement becomes the norm then such a process would
make more sense.
It was further confirmed that implied consent
is not allowed i.e. “…if we do not hear from
you by **** it shall be assumed that you are
in agreement with the change…” This is
certainly the necessary clarity on the required
standards and all involved would be well
advised to ensure these standards are followed
as the FSB asked for details of any FSP and/or
product provider that is not transacting changes in this manner.

Fit and Proper standards within the Long-term and Short-term Acts

Board Notice 158 of 2015 was released on 14 August. We dealt with the draft of this
in our June Newsletter so don’t want to repeat all the details again but it is safe to say
that the following people within an insurer environment need to be very aware of the
standards:
• Directors

• Managing executives
• Public officer
• Auditor

• Statutory actuary

• Significant owners
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The standards for these persons deal with:
• Competency
• Integrity

• Financial standing
Click here to download a copy.
Our thoughts are that the structure of these standards may well be adopted across all
other sectors as the Financial Sector regulation Bill and broader RDR proposals takes
shape.

Unclaimed retirement fund benefits

Unclaimed Benefits - Questions and Answers (click here to download) and a presentation
Unclaimed Benefits Roundtable Presentation (click here to download).

Interesting things that we have read
Insurance Gateway (August 2015)
Interesting short-term Ombud cases:
Click here to view.

Time barring of FAIS Ombud complaints – an article from Moonstone
Click here to view.

A follow-up article dealing with the effects of prescription. Click here to view.
Also from Moonstone an article on a question relating to RDR and types of advisor
models envisaged by RDR – a common question that awaits the results of the consultation
process. Click here to view.
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How to avoid PI claims –
an article from Masthead:

Click here to view.
Debarment

Another example of why the
regulations need to be reviewed –
an article from Moonstone: Click
here to view.
Risky contracts

An article by Dr David Hillson. A worthwhile read for those contemplating setting up
the client SLA. Click here to view.
Whither the UMA

An article by Paul Hancock of Infiniti on the current trends with the UMA model. Click
here to view.

FA News

What you need to know about the proposed changes to the medical industry – an article
on these change to Regulation 8 of the Medical Schemes Act
Click here to read the full article which continues on their website.

COVER Magazine – July

A range of three articles on the impacts of RDR:
i)

ii)

iii)
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How can financial planners survive a fee-based environment? – an article by Mimi

Pienaar of Masthead.

Remuneration: Do not despair by Wim van Zyl of Momentum Consult, and

RDR: creating an advantage for low income earners by James Alt of Deloitte.

A further article by Brian Foster of Steve Billingham Consulting entitled “How many
unprofitable clients are you carrying” should be added to your reading list.
The more you can learn on the subject in preparation for the expected change as a result
of RDR the better. While these were all written from the financial planner’s perspective,
as distinct from the short-term broker, the principles behind the thinking are basically
the same.
Broadened scope of a compliance audit in light of TCF, ethics and business integrity
risks – an article by Cornea Matthee (group compliance and risk officer of Centriq).
While maybe not intended as such, we see this as a good indicator of where the regulator
will be taking the current FAIS-based compliance process we are all used to. Read and
get a hint of the future of the industry.
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